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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Cur objective is to portray the Real Presence under three aspects,
namely Christology, Salvation for the individual, and the Function in the
Church. As such it is a systematic endeavor to clarify the relation of
the Real Presence to each of these areas. The two latter are necessarily
dependent on the first. However, we are also limited in a historical sense,
in that our study is primarily an analysis of these three relations as pre-
sented by the theologians we are investigating, Hermann Sasse, Leiv Aalen,
and Tom Hardt. We do not, therefore, intend to give an independent and
original contribution to the study of Luther or Lutheranism on the Real
Presence in the Lord's Supper. Nevertheless, Sasse, Aalen, and Hardt may
all be characterized as conservative, confessional Lutherans, and therefore
our survey may also contribute to an understanding of Lutheranism.

Our choice of the three theologians is prompted both by their mutual
doctrinal affinity and indebtedness, and also because of their national

background, Aalen and Hardt both being Scandinavians.'

TAalen proudly refers to Sasse as his teacher, who more than anyone
else influenced his confessional consciousness. He has translated into
Norwegian several of Sasse's writings, most prominent Hvad er luthersk
kristendom, 1937 of Sasse's Was heisst lutherisch?, 1936. Hardt desig-
nated his doctrinal work of 1971 to Sasse, showing his indebtedness and
appreciation. Of the two Scandinavians, Hardt is personally unknown to
the present writer.




2
As we have chosen to present our material from a thematic point of
view, rather than giving completely independent treatmentis of the three
theologians, we will here give brief biographical and characterizing

sketches of each one.

Sasse

Eermann Sasse studied in Berlin under K. Holl and A. Harnack, and
took his Licentiat degree with A. Deissmann. 1In 1927, at the age of
thirty-two, Sasse seems to mark himself as a confessional Lutheran.

That year he was German delegate to Lausanne at the World Conference of
Faith and Order. He holds that it was the "experience in the ecumenical
work . . . [that] made me a confessional Lutheran."? He was callsd to a
theological chair at the University of Erlangen in 1933 and played an
active part in the Kirchenkampf. During his sixteen years in Erlangen

he produced some of his most notable works. He was one of the iounders of

Bekennende Kirche and prepared its first doctrinal statement, the Bethel

Confession., To his sorrow he saw the movement being overtaken by Karl

Barth, whom he fought intensely, especially by opposing the Barmen-
Declaration because of its confessional character. Even though himself
an active anti-Nazi,3 he admitted with great sadness that Lutheran theo-

logians in particular opened the door through Deutsche Christen for the

National Socialist Party to get a hold in the evangelical churches of Germany

2Quoted from K. Runia, "Dr. Hermann Sasse 'In Statu Confessionis,'"
Reformed Theological Review XXVII (1968), 1.

3Strong rejection of the Fihrer-idea, especially in Vom Sinn des
Staates (Berlin: Verlag Edwin Runge, 1932).
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After World War II he wrote a new constitution for German Protestant-
ism, where the proposed Council of Evangelical Churches of Germany would
not function as a church, but merely as the name indicates, a council
including the United Lutheran Church, the Reformed Church, and the United
Church, each having its own church government. However, under the influ-
ence of Barth this resulted in the one United Evangelical Church in 19L8.
Sasse then left the Church of Bavaria and joined the Lutheran Free Church.
However, since there was no teaching position available for aim there, he
emigrated to Australia in 1949, accepting a call to join the Faculty of
Immanuel College, Adelaide, of the United Evangelical Church of Australia.
After the merger with the Evangelical Lutheran Church in 1967 into the
Lutheran Church of Australia, a similar merger of their seminaries,
strongly urged by Sasse, took place, resulting in Lutheran Seminary.

Through his "Letters to Lutheran Pastors," which have appeared since
1948, he has given leadership to Lutheran churches in Germany as well as
in Scandinavia and the United States. His position throughout seems to
have been one of uncompromising loyalty to the Lutheran Confessions. Yet
the Reformed theologian, Xlaas Runia, both friend and critic of Sasse,
holds that a certain change has taken place in Sasse!'s attitude both toward
the Reformed and the Catholics, from polemics to dialogue.h After Vatican
IT, Sasse may even hold that "Rome is on the road to a reformation," this
because of the discovery of the Bible. For Sasse there will always be a
ntension between separation and brotherhood," because one cannot be in-

different. to what happens to other Christians. Yet, in all discussions

bpynia, XXVII, 8-10; of. Hermann Sasse, In Statu Confessionis (Berlin:
Lutherisches Verlagshaus, c. 1966), po. 211, 23Lh, 236.
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there is one norm: secundum sacram Scripturam. The concept of heresy

will therefore always exist, because "there is a profound difference in
the apprehension of Holy Scriptures behind the differences over the
docirine of the Lord's Supper.!'s Therefore Luther's struggle for the
Gospel is in essence identical with that of the Real Presence, character-
ized as the "Shibboleth of Division" among Christians. The decisions of
our Fathers of the sixteenth century were not meant to be timebound and

relative, but expositions of eternal truths.
Aalen

leiv Aalen has for almost thirty years contributed to the theological
profile of Menighetsfakultetet in Oslo, or in English, The Free Faculty
of Theology. After graduating from that seminary in 1935, he spent a few
of the following years studying in Tubingen and Erlangen, where he met
Sasse. His doctoral work was on the theology of the young Nikolaus L.
von Zinzendorf, published seven years after being appointed as associate
professor at Menighetsfakultetet in 19115.6 As professor in Systematics
from 1957, Aalen has become known as a strict confessional Lutheran, making
front both to right and left, yet open to dialogue between the confessions.
His main historical contribution has in later years been the analysis of

newver protestantism, with its roots back to pietism and rationalism.

SHermarm Sasse, Here Ve Stand (New York: Harper & Brothers, c.1938),

p. 150. See also Vom Sakrament des Altars (Leipzig: Verlag Dorffling und
Franke, 1941), pp. 80-87, 13L-135.

His first major work: Testimonium Spiritus Sancti som teologisk
"prinsipp” (0slo: Lutherstiftelsens Forlag, 1938).
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Holding that these influences, often labeled together, also have crept
into the Lutheran churches, he has taken pains to clarify the doctrinal
issues.

Vithin confessional Lutheran theology, Aalen has perhaps been most
concerned with rehabilitating, or defending, what to him is the Lutheran
position on Baptism.

In reaction to modern Luther-scholarship, which tends to canonize the
young Luther, Aalen stresses very strongly tnat when we discuss Lutheranism
our primary concern is neither Luther'!s nor Melanchthon's theology, but
that of the Lutheran Confessions.? Aalen's concern in his immediate theo-
logical environment is to defend the objectivity of the sacraments as wmeans
of grace. The Real Presence is also for him a crucial point for the cor-
rect understanding of the Lord's Supper, as well as the Gospel itself.

Aalen's work is distinguished from the two others by referring to
today's ecumenical situation, rather than giving an historical analysis of
the reformation. The two front situation of Lutheranism in our topic is

his main concern.
Hardt

Our third contributor, Tom Hardt, is the youngest and least known

of the three. His doctoral thesis Venerabilis & Adorabilis Eucharistia

of 1971 was delivered while being pastor in the independent Lutheran St.

Martin's congregation in Stockholm, where he is currently. He has served

TLeiv Aalen, Ord og Sakrament (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1966),
p. 6L, referring to similar view of V. Elert.
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there since 1961 when the congregation was founded. His work stands in
close connection with the life of his congregation where the mass is
conducted with elevation and liturgical grandeur and the Baptism with
exorcism.

His thesis was received with great admiration for the enormous work
and knowledge it displays, but also with reservation because of its "Gnesio-
Lutheran" character, a label set on him by a fellow conserva.tive.8 From
confessional ILutherans consternation has been expressed over the fact thati
a scholar like Hardt has not been called to the Theological Faculty of
Stockholm, at least as guest-lecturer, while both Baptists and Roman
Catholics seem to have free access.

An abbreviation and excerpt of the thesis, somewhat rearranged and
supplemented, was made available for lay people. A second part to his
present work is promised, which will treat more specifically the Lord's
Supper from the viewpoint of the means of grace. UWe therefore realize
that the present material in fact is insufficient to cover Hardt's complete
stand on our topic. Nevertheless we may assert that his future werk will
not comoromise with the present documentations, and that they therefore
give accurate accounts, though inadequate on certain points.

Hardt's main thesis is that the Lutheran Reformation conceived of the
presence of the body and blood of Christ in the sacrament in a very con-
crete manner. The Lutheran Mass ackmnowledges the miracle effected by the

words of institution. The Christology is that of the early Church, revived

8G. A, Danell, in a recension on Hardit's small book Om Altarets
Sakrament, in Nya Wktaren (September 1973), pp. 124-125.

i
-
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in the Reformation. Thus adoration, elevation, and complete sumption of
the elements are, according to Hardt, necessary results of the Lutheran

Real Presence.

Surmary

The three contributors thus may seem to have somewhat differing aims
with their theological works. Yet, the Real Presence is a focal point in
the sacramental theology of the Lord's Supper and of the Gospel in general
for all three.

We will treat them in the order of our introduction under each heading,
regarding Sasse'!'s part as basic, wherefore similar treatments of the other
two will not be repeated. We will endeavor to bring forth the uniqueness
of each one.

Quotations in English from Aalen and Hardt are translations by the
present writer. This applies also to Luther quotations. German Luther
quotations are from the wéimarana,9 to which all Luther material is referred.

The Lutheran Confessions are referred to according to Bekenntnis-

Schriften of 1930, the English texts being from the Philadelphia edition

of the Book of Concord.10

Bible texts are from the Revised Standard Version.

9D. Martin Luther's Werke. Kritische Gesammtausgabe, 58 vols. (Weimar:
Hermann Bohlau, 1883), hereinafter referred to as WA; Briefwechsel, 1)
vols., hereinafter referred to as WA Fr; Tischreden, 6 vols., hereinafter
referred to as WA TR.

10nie Bekenntnisschriften der evangelisch-lutherischen Kirche. (193¢
edition; GSttingen: Vandennoeck & Ruprecht, 1967). The Book of Concord.
The Confessions of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, translated and edites
by Teodore G. Tappert (Pniladelpnia: Muhlenberg Press, c. 1959).




CHAPTER IT
THE CHRISTCLOGY OF THE LORD'S SUPPER

Theology of Incarnation

Sasse

While Hermann Sasse maintains that the sacrament is primarily some-
thing to be celebrated, and not to be speculated on, he goes to considerable
pains to show its foundation in the Christology of the early Church:

no theologian of the Ancient Church ever doubted that,

according to the words of institution, the consecrated

bread is t?e body and the consecrated wine is the blood

of Christ.

Although there existed different theological theories, the doctrine was
safeguarded in the liturgy, making an explicit dogma unnecessary.

The dogma of the Real Presence was firmly and formally established

in 1079 with the papal declaration Ego Berengarius, where Gregory VII

forced Berengar, who had advocated a rational and symbolic concept of
the Real Presence rejecting the miracle, to take back his "errors" and
confess the doctrine of the Church. In 1215 under the IVth Lateran

Council, the transubstatiation was formally established by the decree

Caput Firmiter. The Council of Constance in 1415 dogmatized sub una, thus
giving the final dogmatic background for the Reformation. In the Middle

Ages two sacraments occupied the center of attention, namely Penance and

1 g : : :
H. Sasse, This is my Body (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House,
C. 1959)’ p- 13.
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the SacrameNt of the Altar. nNo medieval Christian could 11ve wlithotk
receiving S3Cramental absolution.n?

The ChTistological aspect of the Eucharistic dispute in the Heloly
mation, is Clearest brought forth in Luther's controversy with Zwinglls
climaxing at the Marburg Colloquy in 1529. Sasse in @Eﬁw
goes to great length to clarify the positions and presents lengthy €x
cerpts of the colloquy itself.3
nLuther's understanding of Christ makes the Lord's Supper & miracle."l"
Sasse maintains this as a key to Luther's seemingly lack of intellectual
difficulty with accepting the Real Presence. Zwingli would also accept the
Biblical miracles, but they were "seen" miracles, he contends. Luther
held that this was not the case with many of God's greatest miracles, for
example, the incarnation, which also remains in the sphere of the invisible.
Zwingli nevertheless cannot give up the axiom that a body cannot be in more
than one place at the same time. God does not act outside or beyond logic.
Christ is today, as he has been after the ascension, at the right hand of
the Father, therefore he cannot be bodily present here on earth.

Luther's reply may be summarized in three main points. First, he

stresses that "the right hand of God is everywhere,"s therefore Christ is

°Tbid., p. 17.

3Tbid., pp. 187-29k, Chapter V: Marburg Colloquy.
Lmpid., p. 15k.

STbid 1 ; in Lut

-s P- 156, referring to D, Martin Luther!'s Werke, Krits
Gesammtausgabe (Weimar: Hermann Bdhlau, 3 ) "d;.s G;"::_—):ghe

hand allenthalben ist." Hereafter referred to as WA. Luther did I_‘echpe
the noun ubiquitas as a doctrinal slogan. TRy Mot coin
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not limited to a certain place in heaven. This assertion, according to
Sasse, ''overthrows the entire view of the medieval science and theology,"6
and opens up the possibility of the Real Presence of Christ's body also
in the Eucharist. The Real Presence is therefore not nonsensical. To
Zwingli's objection that Christ then would be found everywhere, in all
parts of creation, Luther held that Christ has promised that He will be
found in the Sacrament, and the "for you" is here what matters. "The
right hand of God is the almighty power of God which at the same time can
be nowhere and yet must be everywhere."7 Sasse maintains that Luther here is
giving theological, and not philosophical reasons for Christ's bodily pre-
sence in the Supper. "It is therefore a grave misunderstanding if the
'ubiquity' sometimes has been interpreted as a sort of pantheism."8 Christ
shares God's mysterious way of presence, also according to his human nature.

Secondly, turning to a philosophical figure of speech, Luther observed
that also in philosophy one recognizes other modes of presence than the
local or circumscriptive. Luther here inherited William of Ockham's
thinking, which in turn was based on that of Thomas Aguinas. There is a

presence which is not bound to space, the so-called definitive presence.9

STbid., p. 159.
"Ibid., p. 156, quoting WA XXITT, 133.
8bid.; cf. infra, pp. 21, 23, L6.

9Tbid. Thomas spoke of a praesentia localis sive circumscriptiva,
and a praesentia diffinitiva, which he applied to the host, where Christ's
body was illocally present. Ockham used the term esse diffinitive, of the
non-spatial presence, and a third mode of presence esse repletive of God's
omipresence, also non-spatially defined. He tentatively suggested that
Christ's body comes under this one.
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The essence of this argumentation is that there is an illocal, incompre-
hensible, spiritual presence, which is that of Christ's glorified body.
According to this presence He neither occupies nor vacates space, but

penetrates all creation wherever He pleases. This is a part of incar-

nation theology. "The glorification of Jesus Christ began, according to E
Lutheran doctrine, not with His resurrection and exaltation, but already

with His incarnation.n'©

Thirdly, the binding truth in this controversy is not the philosophi-

cal argumentation, but the four following chief principles of Luther,

adopted by the Formula of Concord:

(1) Jesus Christ is essential, natural, true and perfect God
and man in one person, inseparable and undivided. (2) God's
right hand is everywhere. (3) God's Word is not false, nor
does it lie. (L) God has and recognizes many modes of being
in any place and not only the single one concerning which the
fanatics talk flippantly, and which philosophers call localem
or local.l]

Sasse calls to our attention that sentence (1) focuses everything upon a
right Christological perception, the incarnation being a change in the
eternal son's being. The infinite one has actually "come down into" the
finite.'2 Luther

knew and honored no other God than the one who became
man. And this God is present in the Sacrament just as

TOIbid- t] po 158‘

Hl‘oid., p. 159-160, taken from WA XXVI, 326, quoted also in Solida
Declaratio VII, 94-97, Die Bekenntnisschriften der evangelisch-lutherischen
Kirche (1930 edition; GSttingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967), 1000.
Hereafter referred to as BS.

120331 vin's "finitum non capax infiniti" is thus challenged and
rejected.
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substantially as He was born of the Virgin. Apart from
Him there is no God who can save us.

Luther's insistence on the Deus Revelatus, that is Deus Incarnauus,

as our object of concern, comes forth clearly in his argumentation with
Oecolampadius at Marburg:

Oecolampadius: You should not cling to the humanity and the
flesh oi Christ, but rather 1ift up your mind to His divinity.

Iuther: I do not know of any God except Him who was made
flesh, nor do I want to have another. And there is no other
God who could save us, besides the God Incarnate. Therefore
we shall not suffer His humanity to be underestimated or
neglected.m

Zwingli would not be rebuffed by Luther for not holding to a sacra-

mental presence of the body of Christ, but he explains it as repraesentative,

which Sasse explains to mean that Christ is mentally present to the believing
communicant.!5 Zwingli held the possibility that God in the Supper could
work the miracle of a bodily existence in more that one place at the same
time, as a consequence of Christ's ormipresence. Yet he held this to be
contrary to practice, and accused Luther of local assumptions.

Luther's fina! answers to this dispute may be summarized by the
following statements:

I have nothing whatever to do with mathematical reasons
and . . . I exclude and reject completely irom the words

13H. Sasse, Here We Stand (New York: Harper & Brothers, c.1938),
p. 146, referring o WA I, 362: "Ergo in Christo crucifixo est vera
Theologia et cognitio Dei."

1hSasse, This is, pp. 252-253. The Colloquy is reconstructed on
the basis of the texts in the Weimar edition, WA XXX, iii, 92-171, and
¥W. Koehler, Das Marburger Religionsgesprach 1529, Versuch einer
Rekonstruktion (Leilpzig: Mittensius Nachiolger, 1329).

15Sa.sse, This is, p. 256.
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of thy ofd's Supper the adverb of space. The words are: nThis
1s my~507," not: "There is my body." 'gnether it is locally
OF ngy 10°ally, I do not want to know., |

Appealing o SCripture Luther continues:
The yopds "This is my body" prove that the body of Christ can
be in an¥ places simultaneously. For these words prove the
presence ©f the body in the bread. . . . I leave it to God
whethe, oT not the body of Christ is in a ;lalace (rin loco").
For me this is enough: "This is my body."'7
Melanchthon chose rather to speak of Christ's power to be many places
simultaneoysly if He so willed, deducing the Real Presence from His will

rather than from His omnipresence. However, he did not advocate a mere

possible presence, but a real praesentia coz—por:‘.s.18 His attitude was

evidently prompted by his fear o1 a misunderstanding of Luther, leading to
a concrete, local perception of the Body, ultimately leading to whati
Melanchthon found highly disgusting, namely the so-called '"bread-worship.™
Sasse holds there is no doctrinal difference here between the two Reformers,
but that they differed on the metaphysical questiion of how the unspatial
presence of the body and blood of Christ can exist in spatial categories.

To the question of dogmatizing the ubiquitas, Sasse holds that Luther

himself did not demand an acceptance of it.'? He further points out how

®1id., p. 257.
Tbid., pp. 260-261.
18The technical term multivolopraesentia, as distinguished from

ubiquitas, originates from Sol. Decl. VITIT, 79, BS 10LL, the verb velle
Is used of Christ's ability. Cf. Sasse, Vom Sakraments des Altars (fLei

Verlag Dorffling & Franke, 19L41), p. 1L3, referring To Corpus Reformatorum,
Philippi Melanchthons Opera Quae supersunt omnia, edited by C. G.
Bretschneider (Halis Saxonum: C. S. Schwetscne et filjum, 1831 ARTTaE o2 c
Hereafter referred to as CR.

95asse, Tis is, p. 3L1. Cf. R. Prenter, Skabelse og Genlssning
(Copenhagen: G- =. C. Gads Forlag, c.1967), p. SLY, wno holds that the
doctrine of the ubiquity protected the main issue, that the body given
is also the crucified one.

Leipzig:
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later Lutheran theologians differed on this theory, J. Andreae and J.
Brenz retaining Luther's docirine on the omnipresence, while Chemnitz

followed Melanchthon's stress on Christ's will. The Formula of Concord

followed the latter group here, teaching no more than ubivolopraesentiia

or multivolopraesentia in the sense of Chemnitz.zo This observation

discourages any effort to dogmatize a specific theological or philosophi-
cal explanatory theory of Christ's presence. Sasse's evaluation of the
dogmatic binding effect of such statements is significant: "Not every

argument used by Luther and by the Formula of Concord is an article of

faith, but only that which the confession has taken from God's ord. 1]
In the Christclogical dispute, the so-called "exchange of properties;"z‘
became an important issue. Luther did not elaborate on it and formulate it

to the extent we have it in the Formula of Concord, article VIII, but his

concern for the relationship of the divine and human nature of Christ is
nevertheless expressed by that technical term. Luther saw Zwingli's
distinction of the natures as destroying the personal unity of Jesus Christ.
He could not accept that Christ lived, died or rose only according to one

nature. That would ultimately lead to Docetism, with two distinct infinita.

®rpid.; Cf. Sol. Decl. VIII, 78: "wo er will,n BS 10L3.
21pid., p. 3LO.

22Communicatio. idiomatum, in essence repels the extra calvinisticum,
that Christ's body has an exaistence also outside of the flesh.

23up Lutheran Contribution to the Present Discussion on the Lord's
Supper," Concordia Theological Monthly, XXX (1959) 3L, an m"idealistic
separation of body and soul, the visible and the invisible, the finite
and the infinite, and, conseauently, of the human and divine nature of
Christ." This is Zwingli's position.
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Sasse therefore holds that

On the basis of Colossians 1:19 ("that in him should dwell
all the fullness of God") and John 14:9 ("he that hath seen
me hath seen the Father") Luther believes and teaches the
Biblical paradox that the fullness of the Godhead dwells in
Jesus, not only after His resurrection and exaltation, but
also since His incarnation. This is Luther's Christology.zll

Holding that the unio personalis is not a new doctrine with Luther,

Sasse stresses again that this terminology, that of the communicatio
idiomatum, is not a dogma of the Church. It is merely an expression
for realities which transcend human reason, but nevertheless are testi-

fied in the Scriptures.2®

Aalen

In his Dogmatisk Grunnriss,26 Leiv Aalen treats the fundamentzl

character Christology played, not only for the early Church, but also

for the Lutheran Church. Confessio Augustana expressly adheres to the

so-called doctrine of the two natures, in article III: Of the Son of GCod.
However speculatively this may have been formulated through history, a
greater danger is represented by new Protestant liberalism, which dicre-
gards the Christological dogma and appeals to Melanchthon's phrase that

knowing Christ is knowing his beneficial deeds and not his natures.2/

|
ehSasse, Thisii's,vps. 1521 previous argumentation in pp. 148-152. The
most characteristic aspect of Luther's position here is the genus majesta-
ticum, i.e. the application of the majestic qualities to the man Jesus.

25Th1d., p. 3hL3.

2reiv Aalen, Dogmatisk Grunnriss (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1965)
pp. 58-65.

2Tcr IXI, 85: ‘'hoc est Christum cognoscere beneficia eius cognoscere,
non . . . eius naturas, modos incarnationis contueri."
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Yet, Melanchthon is only preserving himself against scholastic specu-
lation and not propagating a modern anti-metaphysical dogmatic. The

vere Deus, vere homo and the homoousios are the dogmatic terms guarding

the Biblical concern of monotheism and incarnation. The philosophical

terminology of our Creeds does indeed express the dogmatic content of
the Gospel's pro .nobis.

In the incarnation is therefore implied that the man Jesus
is taken up into a unique unity with the godhead (cf. John
10:30 etc.), so that the human nature with body, soul and
spirit here is the personal organ for God's salvatory act,
more precisely, that the Son as the second person in the
godhead is the acting subject in the God-man Jesus Chrls’o,
without reducing the human nature to pure passivity.?

Aalen stresses the close relationship of Confessio Augustana with the

Christological dogma according to Chalcedon. However, it also became

necessary for the Formula of Concord, in confrontation with the Reformed,

to define the relation between the natures in Christ as a functional
union. The unity functions in Christ's work, which is both human and
divine, yet without mixing the two, God and man. Thus the communicatio

idiomatum, of article VIII in the Formula of Concord, is a Christolcgical

doctrine brougnt out by the dispute over Christ's presence in the Supper."’:?
In the modern Lutheran apologetic situation the realistic under-

standing of Christ's words of institution, here becomes not only an

historical problem but a "dogmatic-historical" problem. If the histori-

city of the apostolic tradition is given up as myth or legend or at best

as temporal and varied understandings, even contradictory to each other,

28.!\51.].en, p. 60.

29Tpid., pp. 63-6L.
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then the result is not only the fall of one of several hypotheses, but
"faith's confession to Jesus Christ as true God and true man is broken.n30
In the question of the Real Presence we are encountered by the same prob-
len as in interpreting the person and work of Jesus, namely that "God
was in Christ reconciling the world to himself" (2 Cor. 5:19).

Jesus Christ as the crucified and resurrected, by the institu-

tion as a real occurence, is present also after the exaltation

"in, with and under bread and wine," with 'his holy body and

blood," however meaningless this may be to so-called modern

consciousness; otherwise the faith and confession of the Church

and thereby the Supper as a sacrament lacks any real basis.3!

Aalen stresses all along that for the spiritualism of the Reformation
era, the heritage from Augustine was decisive, specifically his philosopni-
cal presuppositions of Neo-platonism.32 The dispute of the Reformation was
thus primarily a Christclogical one, focusing on the incarnation.
Melanchthon's later uncertainty on the doctrine of the Supper, must also
be sought in this tradition, humanism being a distinct part.

Aalen finds little interest in elaborating on the ommipresence of
Christ. He only stresses that Luther tore down the local concept that
Christ today is in heaven and not on earth, by theological argumentation,
that concept being an expression of a philosophical worldview. Luther

countered by holding that God's throne is His creation, and that Christ at

his right hand therefore is everywhere. 3But Luther's doctrine of ubiquity

30Leiv Aalen, "Upopulaere Trossannheter," unpublished mimeographed
lectures (Oslo: Menighetsfakultetet, 1969), p. 58. Cf. W. Elert, Der
christliche Glaube (Hamburg: Furche-Verlag, 1960), p. 380.

3 1bid.

32 eiv Aalen, Ord og Sakrament. Bidrag til dogmatilkken. (Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1966) pp. (3-(4.
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is by Aalen considered as a mere helping hypothesis for demythologizing
the worldview of his day. "The Real Presence neither stands nor falls
with hypotheses of that kind."33 The theological concern of Luther is
better expressed as

God's throne in Christ has become a throne of grace which
now has been erected on earth . . . This presence is, as
distinguished from his majestic presence, a presence of
grace, and it is only by this gracious real presence in
Christ that God by his Holy Spirit creates fellowship
with men.3

The spiritual presence of the Reformed is thus inadequate to express
the content of the Eucharistic words, which implies a bodily presence
both in Word and sacrament.

Luther stresses continuously that the Incarnate One meets

us already in the Vord as a means of grace, and then also

with his whole and full human nature, that he in fact

bodily lives in man's heart by the Spirit.32

Precisely on the problem of the Real Presence, Aalen sees Lutheran

theology, with its literal interpretation of Christ's words, as a

theologia crucis, which in the Calvinistic denial of the Real Presence

can see nothing but a theologia gloriae. Evangelical faith holds on,

not only to the pure word of Scripture as such, but also to the fact

that Christ still is present, as nowhere else, in nis Word and Sacrament.

33Ibid. , p. 87, footnote 63, where Aalen refers to Sasse's assertion
that the Formula of Concord follows Melanchthon, rather than Luther, on

the theory concerning the ubiquity; cf. supra, p. 1L, and infra, opp. U5-L7.

3bmpig. » D. 15, referring to John 1:1L.
B i, » P- 16. Aalen cites A. Peters of Heidelberg in support of
this observation, referring to his Realprisenz. Luthers Zeugnis von

Christi Gegenwart im Abendmahl (BerIin: Lutherisches Verlagshaus, c.1960)
pp. TT6=122;
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Thus everything evolves around the incarnation as "the mystery of our

religion" (1 Tim. 3:16).36
Hardt

Chapter I of Tom Hardt's doctoral work is called Verum corpus,

subtitled"The identity of the heavenly and the eucharistic Body of
Christ.n37 Tis indicates the program of Hardt's work and perception
of the Lord's Supper. The fact of the incarmation is not dissolved by
the ascension and glorification. With approval does he cite Chrysostonm
as holding that "our flesh" is in heaven, being worshipped by angels,
and referring to the Lord's Supper as "heaven on earth." He himself
affirms that "The heavenly world is unabridgedly present on the Zuchar-
istic table of the Christian congregation. U'hat makes heaven is not
the heavenly glory, but the presence of the Lor-d."3'8

The Christology of Cyril is to be considered the basis for any
majesty-predication of Jesus' humanity. Yet, in the consecutive history
we find a reluctance toward ascridbing the various divine qualities to
Jesus as God and man. He may have them either only as God, or not really
as God. The Ockhamistic school signifies a break-through, advocating
Cyrilian Christology. Gabriel Biel distinguished between a "repletive"

(divine) and a "definitive" presence, both being distinguished from the

36cf. Elert, p. 383, the end of the incarnation would be the end of
reconciliation, thus no justification.

371Den himmelska och eucharistiska Xristi lekamens identitet," in
Tom Hardt, Venerabilis & Adorabilis Eucharistia (Uppsala: Acta dnlver-
sitatis Upsaliensis, c.19(1) P. 7.

38

Toid.
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Tcircumscriptive! presence, thus expanding Thomas' distinction.3? But
Biel did no% ascribe the repletive presence to any creature, including
Christ. Hardt therefore rejects the assumption that the nominalistic
school was the chief preparatory instance for Luther, however important
it was.

Luther and his followers meant an omnipresence which is

repletive and divine, not a definitive/circumscriptive or

angelic/human as a result of the personal unification and

not a positive act of the divine will; this is a Christo-

logical dogma and not a thesis set up by proof of reasoning.uo
The repletive presence is precisely what opens for also a definitive
presence, and makes such a mode possible. The godhead could not be
ngrasped and treated by hands," before the incarnation. Through this
event it possessed a physical existence in the circumscriptive-
definitive manhood. The sacramental miracle is seen as a direct parallel
to this.hT

The difficulty of relating the two natures to each other in Christ,
was for Luther not a psychological problem as for Thomas, elaborating
on the "emptying out" (Kenosis) of the divine qualities. It was a genu-

ine Christological problem. Christ's "form of a servani" is a result

P 1oid., p. U3, cf. Tom Hardt, Om Altarets Sakrament. En bok on
den lutherska nattvardsliran (Uppsala: Bokfbriaget Pro Veritate, C.1973)
pp. 33-37, Luther's Christology closer to Eastern than Western
thinking.

hOIbid., pp . L, 57-58, on the nominalistic modes of presence:
(1) circumscriptive: concrete, physical, according to nature; (2) dif-
finitive: special character, not bound by laws of nature, e.g. Christ

walking through closed doors; (3) repletive: divine ommipresence, only
that of the godhead.

h.lroid.-, P 79; Cf- DD. 77‘78-
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of His own specific act of will, and is not identical to His
incarnation. 2

Hardt disagrees with both Elert and Sasse,h3 who hold that Luther's
doctrine of ubiquity broke the l1imits of the medieval world picture.
The term ubiquity was not new with Luther, and is not unrelated to the
medieval world picture. On the other hand, Luther broke with medieval
Christology. Luther's new Christological interpretation came out first

in 1526 in his Sermon on the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Christ,

where the full repletive presence of Christ's body is urged. The year
before in his controversy with Carlstadt, his argumentation was still
that of Thomistic categories, even though refuting the Thomistic notion
of only one place of presence of Christ's body. In the great Confession
of 1528, we find the nominalistic distinction of the modes of presence,
yet with the newly won insight of the Christological significance of the
omipresence. "The humanity of Christ, without any spiritualization
takes on the Creator's relation to his creation.nd Neither the defini-
tive nor the repletive mode of presence causes any cnange of Christ's
true body. The decisive new with Luther is that the creation rests in
Christ's body, rather than He in the creation. Christ's omnipresence
does therefore not dissolve his physical character. There is a parallel
existence of repletive and circumscriptive or definitive presence. Also

at the first Supper we find these modes of presence, as explained by the

U21yid., p. Sh; cf. WA XVIT, ii, 243, WA xuv, 2Lo.

h3Supra, p. 10 and W. Elert, The Structure of Lutheranism (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, ¢.1962) pp. LIL-LTS.

hhTom Hardt, Venerabilis, p. 59.
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authors of the Apology of the Formula of Concord:Y> (1) Repletive, the

Creator's body as filling everything; (2) Definitive, in the bread;
and (3) Circumscriptive, sitting at the table.

On the question of communicatio idiomatum, Hardt maintains that

Luther distinguished between "nature" and "work." Christ had the natural
properties of soul and body, but did not do the works typical of man, and
had in addition divine properties that would partly seem to negate the

human qualities. Luther opposes all talk of Christ's suffering as an act

in abstracto. "Luther's struggle for commucatio idiomatum is a struggle

precisely for the nomina," where God is the subject of a human predicate.
This is what Nestorius denied, as did Zwingli, but Luther defended. In
this respect Luther considers himself the right heir of sch.ola.s‘t,icism.)-Lé
Even thougn Hardt would concede the notion that the conflict on the
Lord's Supper could not have been decided only through this Christological
struggle, asserting it is a means of help in that struggle, he nevertheless
opposes the tendency to relegate it to a hypothesis, as Sasse and E.
Sommarlath would do.h7 The omnipresence and sacramental presence are
related to each other by way of necessity.
Hardt further rejects assertions of H. Gollwitzer and 1. Neuser
that Melanchthon here deviated from Luther. "Melanchthon expresses in

clear, dogmatic formulations Luther's teaching on the participation of

} : :
45Ib1d., p. 61, T. Kirchner, N. Seineccer, M. Chemnitz.

LO1hid., pp. 68-73.

h7Ibid., pp. 79-80, referring to Sasse, Vom Sakrament, p. 120
(SommerTath), p. 341 (Sasse).
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Christ's human nature in the attributes of the godhead."ha He advocates
the repletive presence, where Christ in his omnipotence, which includes
both godhead and manhood, is present. Objecting to localizing tendencies
as in the Augustinian phrase: "Christ is bodily everywhere,"h9 which was
adopted by the Gnesio-Lutherans, he nevertheless conceded to a certain
local concept of Christ at God's right, or perhaps better, a special
heavenly mode of presence after the ascension. An explanatory phrase
used by Melanchthon here is also Augustinian, "the omnipresence is total,
but not in everything.ﬂSo This does not dispute the omnipresence of
Christ's body, but rather a physical circumscriptive omipresence.

Quite early the term "totus Christus" became the expression

for Melanchthon for the repletive presence of both natures,

ghen @e wogld describg the sacr%Tental presence in its

identity with the omnipresence.
Melanchthon's omnipresence thus poses an alternative to a too local con-
cept and to the definitive mode of presence. His concern was to liberate

the Lutheran understanding of the sacramental presence from what he felt

to be materialistic notions.52

h8Ibid., p. 90, referring to CR T, 9L9: "Et quod quidam disputant,
Christi corpus non posse multis in locis esse, id non satis probant.
Christus enim exaltatus est super omes creaturas, et adest ubigue."

h9Ibid., p. 95, "Christus corporaliter est ubigque.”

50Ibid., p. 96, referring to QE XV, 1271: nmUbique totus est, sed
non totum."

51Ibid., pp. 96, 99: Brenz carried Melanchthon's position on,
identifying sacramental presence with the repletive mode. The break
between the two was not on dogmatic reasons: "Both Melanchthon and
Brenz had expressions in their teaching that could be used against the
Real Presence, when brought out of context," p. 1C5.

52Ibid., pp. 98-99, Melanchthon was disgusted with the blasphemic
expressions produced by the Reformed to ridicule the Lutheran position,
e.g. that Christ's body "an etiam in cloacis sit." Ibid., p. 107, Brenz
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ther's view on the three modes of presence was carried on by
Luther's

chemmitz. Most theologians seem to deny that Chemnitz held to the omni-
Lhemnliz. &

oresence of Christ's human nature. Hardt rejects this denial and

supports Piepers!' rather lonely position here.53

The Christology of the Formula of Concord is by critics said to be

a conglomerate of opposing viewpoints. Hardt denies that there exists
a discordia here; however, he concedes that there is a difference in the
relationship between the Christology and sacramental presence. The
southern Germans, the Tubingen theologians, rejected the definitive mode
of presence as that of the sacrament, holding only to the repletive.
Chemnitz and northerners, while admitting to a distinction between the
special heavenly presence of the glorified body and the sacramental pre-
sence, did not rule out that Christ very well can reveal himself in the
form of earthly life, whenever he wills.5l The unity in the Christology

does therefore, according to Hardt, not include the relation between

Christology and the sacraments.,

and Andreae carried his concern on by posing the omnipresence as a guar-
antee against sacramental materialism. Ibid., p. 152, for Bucer,
Melanchthon's position meant that Lutheranism proposed a via media
between Reformed spiritualism and Roman materialism; his optimism did
not pervade. Cf. Elert, Structure, p. 31L: nright to point out that
all those who advocated the doctrine of ubiquity had rejected the 'in-
clusive omnipresence! (omnipraesentia inclusiva).n

DT e 2 L0 ' F ) Preper ) Chiristiant Do aiatics
(St. Louls: Concordia Publishing House, c.19537, pp. T98-203.

| ?thid., pp. 114-115; cf. M. Chemnitz, De duabus Naturis in Christo
(Lipsiae: Wichael Lantzenberger, 1600), p. 176, the omnipresencc makes
the sacramental presence '"mon tantum possibile sed & facile."
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Word Qualifies Element--Exegetical Basis

Sasse has a great concern for retaining God's Vord pu:c'e.55 Con-
fronted by exegetical criticism such as that of E. Kisemann, hoiding
that there is no institution of a sacrament in the records of the Gos-
pels (John's accounts being later interpolations), it seems necessary
to seek precisely the exegetical basis, since the Lutheran teaching of
the Real Presence in fact stands or falls with it. Sasse concedes that
the Zwinglian-Calvinistic concept can "zur Not" apply to the synoptic
texts, but must, however, disregard completely the strong testimony of
Paul and John.56 The difficult task today is that the authority of
Scripture no longer is unequivocally accepted, while in the sixteenth
century all parties claimed Scriptural support. Therefore Sasse main-
tains that in discussing the Supper, one must first agree upon the norm,
otherwise all arguments are futile. The literal meaning of the words

of institution is extra controversarium for Luther, and rightly so, says

Sasse.s7

55,

1. Sasse, "'Warum museen wir an der lutherischen Abendmahlslehre
festhalten?," Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchenzeitung, LXXI
(1938), 97: "Dass wir dein Wort und JSakrament rein benalten bis an
unser ©nd." Principal argumentation throughout this article, pp. 53-
55} ?9'82, 90-97~

56Ibid., LXXI, 95-97, "Mit dem Abendmahl des Paulus f&llt auch das
AbendmahT Jesu Christi.”

57y, Sasse, "Zur Frage des Abendmahlsgesprachs," Irgeja Lutherana,
XIX (1958), 150-155. Cf. WA XV, 39L.
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Ve have to consider, therefore, both the exegetical discussion
itself, and the principal assertion that it is the %ord which makes the
sacrament what it is.

Sasse stresses that the early Church advocated a very concrete and
literal understanding of the words of institution. The words are power-
words and effect a change in the elements, which are ‘t,ransi‘ormecl.58
Even though Augustine may be seen as the father of the symbolic under-
standing, determined by Neo-platonism's distinction of res and signum,
his struggle against Pelagianism and Donatism shows also his stress on
the objectivity of the sacrament. Berengar is therefore considered the
actual initiator of the tropological interpretation of the crucial words
of institution, meaning: "This signifies my body."59

A significant person in the reformation years was Cornelius Honius,
a Dutch humanist, exercising strong influence on Zwingli. Although him-
self a humanist, Zwingli in his early years displayed no doubt as to the
miraculous character of the Supper. He was much influenced by Luther's
early writings. Honius takes up the figurative interpretation of
Berengar, which also John Wycliffe had advocated to a certain degree,
in a treatise (or letter) in 1524. He understands the sacrament as

a visible pledge that Christ added to the promise of the

Gospel . . . Likewise through the Lord's Supper we are

reminded to trust Christi's promise. To have such confi-

dence in Him means, accgrdi.ng to John 6, to eat Eis body
and to drink His blood.®C

SBSasse, This is, p. 27, most common Greek term metabolé, or verb
metaballein.

Q. :
“Ibid., . 33, est interpreted as significat.

601bid., pp. 122-123.
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He rejects the Roman concept of a miracle in the Lord's Supper, showing
that the Creed contains no such article, and asserting that Jesus' mira-
cles were all compatible with experience. Thile Luther strongly rejected
Honius' letter, Zwingli wholeheartedly accepted it, giving up his pre-
vious position.
"e may summarize the exegetical problem Luther, and witn him
Melanchthon, had to deal with in the time up to the Marburg Colloauy, in
the following points:
1. Zwingli's figurative exegesis, est means significat;
2. Oecolampadius' opinion that corpus must be taken
figuratively, not est, since no copula existed in
Aramaic, claiming Tertullian as authority;

3. Carlstadt's claim that hoc points to Jesus' body,
not the bread (he considered himself an ally of
Zwingli, as did also Wittenberg);

L. The spiritual concept of both Zwingli and Oecolmapadius,

that John 6:63 "the flesh is of no avail" refutes Luther's

bodily interpretation;

S. The assertion that the literal interpretation leads
to absurdities.

Luther's overall principle is that we must adhere to the literal
meaning unless there clearly is a figurative indication or if it violates
an article of i‘aith.61 The answers to the mentioned points will briefly
be stated.

(1) The sentence "This is my body" is a demonstrative, descriptive sen-

tence, establishing a fact in plain words. Luther challenges his opponents

to give the proofs, "I for one cannot admit that such clear words present

6'Ibid., p. 1L7; cf. p. 232, Luther indicated his position on his
first appearance at the Marburg Colloguy, by writing with chalk on the
table "Hoc est corpus meum. !
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a (hermeneutical) p::'oblem."62 He readily admits that Scripture has meta-
phors, but they are clearly so. Examples such as "I am the door," and
"I am the vine," are refuted by Luther. The trope in those cases is
not the "is" but "door" and "vine." The copula can never mean anything
but copula.63 (2) The reluctance at taking "body" literally, is only
based on geometrical and rational reasons. Uhy not consider the Lord's
ascension a trope? That is just as unreasonable a fact. (3) Refuting
Carlstvadt's exegesis, Luther asserted that 'this" was used in a common
way of speech in which the containing vessel is mentioned instead of its
content, as when you say ‘there is hundred Gulden," pointing to the purse.
Luther rejected that this was figurative speech (what Calvin later accused
Lutherans of) on the same level as that of his opponents. This form for
abbreviated speech was called synecdoche.611 Luther stresses strongly that
John 6 must be understood from the words of institution, not vice versa.
He agreed that this passage did not speak of the sacrament, but of a
spiritual eating, refuting any Capernaitic notion. But he objectied to
Zwingli's assertion that a rule was here laid down for how the words of

institution were to be interpreted. The word "flesh" does not mean that

6ZIbid., p. 231, Quaestio.

63Ibid., especially treated in the Confession of 1528, WA XXVI, 270-
272. Similar anti-symbolic treatment of the words of institution by

Theodore of Mopsuestia; cf. J. N. D. Kelly, Barly Christian Doctrines
(New York: Harper & Row, c.1958) p. LLL.

g

Othid-, pp. 163, 253-25l;, Luther refers to John 1:33, where Spirit
and dove are used in the same fashion. He uses the synecdoche "in order
to satisfy the sophists," a concession to its relative worth. Cf. Sasse,
Vom Sakrament, pp. 153, 174, on Melanchthon's change of emphasis.




29

of Christ, but of the old Adam. 65 (5) Absurdities for human reason are
not legitimate grounds for abandoning the word. "Testimonies from
Scripture are requi:r'ed."66

Sasse gives Zwingli credit for being straight forward in his argu-
mentation and for seeing the impossibility of uniting his owm and
Luther's view. "There is no via media between est and significat. It
shows the greatness of Zwingli in contrast to Bucer, Calvin, and all the
prophets of a middle road between Wittenberg and Ziirich. 67

The inability of modern exegetes to reach agreement on the meaning
of the so-called parable (the misn"), is to Sasse a strong indication that
the Last Supper was not a parabolic action.®8 To this contributes also
the fact that the words were spoken in an historical given situation.
The exegesis of 1 Cor. 10:16 expressly supports the literal exegesis as
well as the continuity of the bread-substance. The fact that Paul's
understanding was not refuted by the apostles is an indication of the
unity of the New Testament. Paul did not identify bread and body, but

identified the presence of the body to that of the bread .69

65Tbid., p. 178, referring to WA XXVI, 37L.

661b1‘.d., p. 251; cf. p. 33 on Zwingli's words in Marburg: "Deus
non proponit nobis incomprehensibilia.”

671oid., p. 287.

681bi.d., p. 362, mentioning personalistic interpretations, or
P. Althaus' symbolic understanding (separation of body and blood),
alluding to Jesus' death, or J. Jeremias' tertium comparationis in
the breaking of the bread and the red color of the wine, or E.
Lohmeyer's claim that the "this" indicates the center of attention at
the celebration (in the future), rather than the bodily present Jesus.

69Tbid., p. 322.
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Moving to the principal aspect, we note that in the Marburg Colloquy,
Luther brought out again and again the qualifying power of the Vord.
Answering Oecolampadius' accusation that he ascribed too much to the
element, Luther held that
You must not look so much upon what is said, but rather
who says it. Since God speaks thus you must embrace the

Word . . . We do not ascribe dignity to the bread but to
the Word and to Him who deals with us through the Word. (0

Luther's adversaries wrote against him as if he spoke of the sacrament

without the Word.

When, however, something is said by "the high majesty," by
God Himself, such a word does not only "signify," but it
effects and brings about that which it signifies, not through
our power, but through God's. (!

The minister speaks ex persona Christi, that is, he speaks what Christ

spoke, which implies also what Christ meant. Thus the “Words are
effective when spoken in Christ's meaning, otherwise they would be a
magical formula.

Calvin's attempt to find a via media is a failure to both sides,
losing both the literal meaning and the metaphorical. He therefore
speaks of a feeding of the souls. Sasse thus affirms that for Calvin
there is no Real Presence of the body of Christ in the sacrament. His

position is rather a revivification of Marcion's Docetism. /2

OTbid., p. 235. Cf. E. Bizer, "Die Abendmahlslehre in den
lutherischen Bekenntnisschriften," Theologische Existenz Heute, No. L7
(1955), pp. 3-5, and P. Brunner, Pro Ecclesia (Berlin: Lutherisches

Berlagshaus, 1962), p. 195, opposing going behind the New Testament
text.

71Ibid., p. 242; cf. p. 246 "a human word is a mere sound."

72Sa.sse, Vom Sakrament, pp. 53-5L.
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The attitude of the Lutheran Church on the sacrament is therefores

not one of traditionalism, but expresses that the Word of God cannot be
maintained when the sacrament is abandoned. Resisting the drawing of a
clear line of demarcation between Word and Sacrament, Sasse holds that
"Even in the most !'sacramental! churches the “Word is always regarded as
that which constitutes the Sacrament," as even the Roman Church has not
forgotten. The element or materia is always inferior to the Word as the
forma. Sasse emphasizes this to counter those efforts from modern litur-
gical movements where the sacrament is understood from the aspect of the

element,

as if certain mysterious natural qualities of water or of
bread and wine . . . revealed the essence of the sacraments
« +» « They lead unavoidably back to a pagan mystery religion
in which nature and the powers oif nature are deified and the
creature is worshipped instead of the creator,(3
It is Sasse's deep conviction that in defending the literal meaning of
"This is my body,'" Luther did not defend a theological view of his own

or of a theological school. It was a basic dogma of the Christian Church.

"WAth this est stands and falls Incarnation. And with the reality of the

Incarnation stands and falls the Church of Jesus Christ."7h
Aaien

The nucleus of Luther's understanding of the Supper is contained in

what his Confession of 1528 calls praedicatio identica, that is, an

identification of Christ's body and blood with the elements, as the words

73sasse, This is, pp. 373-37h; cf. p. 296.

7hH. Sasse, 'that is the Sacrament of the Altar?," The Springfielder
IXXII (1968), 20.
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of institution indicate.’® We note that the identity of predicates does
not speak of a direct identity, rather an indirect one, of entities that
rationally cannot be wified. %“hile K. Barth considers this an insigni-
ficant exegesis, and thus disregards it, H. Gollwitzer explicitly holds
that the Word was decisive for Luther, that his exegesis forced him in%o
his doctrine.”® Aalen asserts the right observation of Gollwitzer, that
even though other considerations of dogmatic kind may have influenced
him, Luther was determined primarily by Christ's institutionary words.
Gollwitzer himself holds that the Church's understanding of the institu-
tion and command of Jesus cannot be bound to the naive understanding of
the record as historical, appealing to modern New Testament scholarship.77

Aalen observes that modern exegesis denies the realistic meaning in
the mouth of Jesus and relegates Paul's and John's realistic understand-
ing to the so-called theology of the Church, conceiving of it as a cult-
legend, a projection backwards from a hellenistic cultic ritual. As for
J. Jeremias' symbolical concept, Aalen ironically adheres to the objection

that parables are not meant to be eaten.”® Tne analogy of Old Testament

75Aalen, "Upopulaere Trossannheter," p. 57, referring to WA XXVI,
L37. B

76H. Asmussen and others, Abendmahlsgemeinschaft? (Munchen: Chr.
Kaiser, 1937), p. 102. Cf. Elert, Christliche Glaube, p. 356: ™die

Sakramente (kdnnen) nur eine Abart des Wortes oder dessen Bekraftigung
sein."

"T2ur Lehre Vom Heiligen Abendmanl (Minchen: Chr. Kaiser Verlag,
196L), p. 26. CI. Gollwitzer, footnozte 11h.

78Aa.1en "Upopulaere Trossannheter," p. 60, referring to J. Jeremiasi.‘
Die Abendmahlswort Jesu (G3ttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1967) p. 222.

Cf. Aalen, Ord og Sakrament, pp. 253-255.
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prophetical actions of parabolic nature has no parallel in the New
Testament and in Jesus' life. Yet, the passover meal offers a parallel
as a convenant meal, and precisely here the difference from being any
parable or analogy becomes evident. While an analogy is to symbolize
the actual occurence, the eating and drinking in the Supper has obviously
in itself been regarded as the fulfillment of the words. This realistic
understanding of Paul and John is seldom denied by exegetes, even those
who interpret the words of institution symbolically. Yet the link to the
historical basis in the Jesus-situation is undermined. One seems conten%
with merely a table-fellowship of Jesus and his disciples. Thus in
Arnoldshain’? one did not care about the historical "the night when he
was betrayed," and the institution of Jesus. The hopelessness of
achieving exegetical unity, prompted Kisemann to demand a dogmatic
solution as the only way of achieving any common basis.

Aalen discusses to a certain extent the existential influence on
the interpretation of the words of institution. He observes that R.
Bultmann on several critical points is determined by his systematic
approach rather than by purely exegetical reasons. The sacramental
aspects of Paul and John are not denied in the Bultmannian school, but
relegated to a secondary position by their hermeneutvical point of view,
ascribing it to hellenistic tradition, ruling out Jesus' Jewish background.
Aalen asserts, with R. Prenter, that when the apostolic tradition is

questioned, a dogmatic problem arises, namely "what will the consequences

I The place for discussions between Lutherans, Reformed and United,
from 1948-1957, when the Arnoldshainer Abendmahlsthesen was published.
Infra, pp. 146-149.
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for the doctrine and practice of the Church be if it should become ob-
vious that right from the time of the apostles one has misunderstood
Jesus on the Supper." This question cannot be treated as being of no
importance to how the so-called historical Jesus is related to the
sacramental meal.80 This is completely neglected and without interest
for the existential schools.

Aalen is not opposed to historical investigation, not even of the
strata of the New Testament's record on the Supper, so as to get as
accurate a picture as possible. But whatever the scholars here can
propose can never direct the understanding of the Church on the Supper,
because "the Church must adhere to the existing canon and not to the
changing historical-critical hypotheses as to what lies behind or ahead
of the texts."™8! This is in exact opposition to Gollwitzer, for example,
who would hold that the confessional aspect must not be tied to a question-
able 'historical Jesus." Aalen therefore stresses the consensus in the
apostolic tradition, rather than possible divergencies, urging the
supreme importance of the Pauline and Johannine testimony, and agrees
with Sasse in his rejection of the symbolic interpretation as exegeticaily
possible.82 It is impossible to hold on to the "truly and substantially"
of Christ's body and blood in the Supper, without the basis of the Biblical

testimony of the identity between bread and body.83

80Leiv Aalen, "Luthersk teologi og kirke idag," Tidsskrift for
Teologi og Kirke XXXIX (1968), 267.

81 mid., xxxTX, 273.

82Aalen, Ord og Sakrament, pp. 253-25L. Cf. Aalen, Grunnriss, p. 100.

83Ibid., p. 255, referring to Apology X, L, BS 2L8.
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Hardt

Hardt treats the Scriptural basis in his little book Om Altarets
Sakrament. The Scriptural basis for Luther was absolute and he ridi-
culed the consciences of those who objected to his Biblical nearsighted-
ness, nolding it to be mspiritual.ah Hardt opposes the principle within
much of Luther scholarship that everything has to be traced back toc the
Gospel. Such a systematic motivation from an article of faith is not
that of Luther himself;

The highest and only virtue, art and glory of faith is that

it does not want to know the benefit of faith, or why it is

necessary. Because faith sets no limits for God nor demands

answers from Him why and by what imperative necessity He

commands such things; that would B% mwise, give God the

glory and believe his very words.

Each article of faith is its own principle, thus a dogmatic presupposi-
tion of the sacrament as a means of grace is not decisive and should in
fact not have a place in the interpretation of Jesus' words. The heresy
is therefore characterized not only by the denial of central truths, but
by any revealed truth, as Luther says:

He who makes God a liar even in a single word, and blas-

phemeously says it is unimportant that He is blasphemed

and made a liar, he blasphemes God in8 is wholeness and

holds all blasphemy as insignificant.

The question of truth and error must therefore, according to Hardt, be

very much alive. Heeding God's VWord is the counterpart to being heard

by God.

8hHa.rdt, Om Altarets, p. 11, referring to WA XXIII, 73.

le“oid., pp. 12-13, quoting WA XXIII, 2li9; e N paliGe

86mid., p. 15, quoting WA XXIIT, 85.
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for Luther's time, as for today, Hardt asserts that opposition
to the literal meaning of the words of institution is not based on exe-
gesis, but on a dogmatic presupposition that rejects the "low" and
"fleshly" implications of such an interpretation. A figurative inter-
pretation leaves the words without serious meaning; we are only left
with a meal cf commemoration. The trope, in parables, does not merely
refer to the previous word, but qualifies it, implying a higher dignity.
Likewise the notion of a symbolic breaking of Jesus' body is dismissed
by the fact that breaking the bread was the usual course of action in
any meal. Hardt concludes that Reformed symbolism is an "escape from
the facts." It is not a blunt telief in reason, as for atheism, but
rather "a pious rationalism, which for Luther, is a greater eneny of the
Biblical truth than a heathen, who would have to confess the clear meaning
of the words of institution.ﬂaY

Asserting that the Lutheran "is," generally is accepted as decisive,
and thus treated, Hardt turns his attention to the word "this." Rejec-
ting the nonsensical meaning of medieval scholasticism, that "this®
meant Jesus' body,88 Luther asserted the simple meaning of "this" as
the bread. He contested the philosophical interpretation "My body is
my body," Aristotelian logic of linguistic structure demanding this

identification of subject and predicate. Luther held quite simply to

the VWord and believed firmly wthat Christ's body is not merely in the

81m>iq., p. 21.

881, 5
Ibid., p. L2; ef. supra, p. 28.
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bread, but that the bread is Christ's body."5? An exegetical, as well

as Christological parallel %o Jesus' words would be "This man is God";
as the man Jesus is God, so the bread is Carist's body. Luther's ad-
versaries held that his interpretation demanded a change in gender,
that is the masculine hic instead of the neutral hoc. Luther rejected
this both because in Hebrew there is no such distinction, but also, and
more important, the sentence is one of cormon spesch and common sense .70
As for lMelanchthon's dislike for the synecdoche of Luther, Hardt
asserts that "The difference between Melanchthon and Luther is not the
use of the synecdoche but rather the content of it.nd

It is necessary in this connection also

o

point out the principal
aspect of the "ords as constitutive force. ILuther distinguished between
those words of Christ that presuppose faiin w0 be realized, and those
that work irrespective of faith. The words of institution belong to the
latter group. Hardt holds that "Christi's tody which long ago was created

and made (in the Virgin's womb), is present, when the holy words are

uttered.?2
Luther establishes the sacrament's vaiidity on the words of institu-
tion, and neither on opriest's nor recipiant's faith. They are divine,

spiritfilled creator-words. That this principle is to be somewhat com-

promised, we shall see wnen the consecrazory aspect is treated, where it

89Tbid.; cf. WA VI, 511, implying sacramental union. Cf. Hardt,
Venerabilis, pp. 129, 143.

90Hardt, Venerabilis, p. 130, referring to WA VI, 511, "usus lo-
quendi et sensus communis" implying ‘'isze panis est corpus meum."

1 bid., o. 1LL.

1

921bid., pp. 87-88, referring to WA VI, 287.
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is siressed that for Luther, the dogmatic exposition can never obe replaced
by =2 biblicistic appeal to the nBibleword."?3 Verbal recitation does
not guarantee the right understanding, implying that the primary function
of *he words are consecratory, not merely qualifying. Augustine's posi-
tion, that the sacrament is present where the word is added to the element,
therefore seems inadequate.9h Christ's command at the institution,
relates the validity of the sacrament not only to the word and element,

bu: to the institution itself, which includes the correct comprehension

L))

of it. The sacrament celebrated without a clear confession of the minis-

ter to the Real Presence, gives nothing but bread and wine.95
Melanchthon's deviation from this is clear. He resisted the thought of
power-words, looking rather to the function and content, that is con-
tained in the Gospel.

Hardt is in agreement also with Laurentius Petri in asserting that
it is the meaning expressed in the letters and syllables which is the
powver working the sacrament.?® He also seeks support in Chemnitz' evalu-
ation of the Council of Trent. "In adherence with those fathers, who
saw the consecration in the words and not in the canon, Chemnitz stresses

the power of the words of institution.n?7 Yet he admits that Chemnitz

73Hardt, Om Altarets, pp. 58-59.

9 =
’hHardt, Venerabilis, p. 157: m"accedat verbum et fit sacramentum."

ce. 5. 166.
’SIbid., p. 167, VA XXX, iii, 565: t"eitel brod und wein.n
961bid., p. 188, referring to Bo Ahlberg, Laurentius Petris

nazzvardsuppfattning (Lund: Studia theologica lundensia, 1964), p. 109.
"Virtus veroorum est in sensu non in litera aut figuris.n

’Toid., p. 193.
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here stresses the pronouncing of the words in the sacrament, working
the miracle. In accordance with this the Apology to the Formula of
Concord cites the Augustinian phrase previously mentioned with approval.
Hardt wants to stress the words qualifying power, but also that it
is more than a mere qualification by recitation; a confession to its
content is necessary, the belief in the consecration miracle becomes the

key point.
The "How" of the Real Presence

We will here look into the consequences that follow from the Christo-
logical understanding previously related. How is the Christological
"miracle," the sacramental union of bread and body to be understood?

Does the Lutheran Church here take a unique course?

Sasse

thile it is true that Luther always stressed the acceptance of the
words of institution, in simple faith, leaving the "how" to God, it
nevertheless is also true that the formulation of this fact was to
create problems and become divisive in the church.

As already noted the effectual power of the words cause a state of
being that is different from before they were uttered. The early Church
talked about a transformation or at least a change, without answering
the "how." Popular superstition and profound speculation, paired with
beautiful Eucharistic liturgies, were parts of the background for some

of the struggiles and dogmatizations that were to follow. The struggle




4o
between Radbertus and Ratramnus in the middle of the ninth century98

focused on whether the body in the sacrament was that of the historical

Christ or not. Ratramnus, who denied this, still would assert a real

presence, but not a change of elements. Radbertus would in turn not

hold to a truly objective presence, since the recipiant's faith was
necessary for the reception of the body. They are therefore not really

prototypes of the Reformation, even though they may be considered fore-

runners. Sasse holds that the two great authorities of the early Church,

whose influence is most significant here, are Augustine and Ambrose.

Augustine's spiritualistic Neo-platonic distinction of res and signum

influenced Berengar, Thomas, Wycliffe, Zwingli, Calvin and the early
Luther, while Ambrose is regarded as the father of the realistic under-
standing. The significant element about Augustine is, however, that in
his practice he was more realistic than most of his followers. The

African Church was then to be the exponent for sacramental spiritualism,

while the Roman and the Eastern Church advocated realism. Yet it is

significant that the two perceptions existed side by side without ex-

cluding each other.

One of Berengar's most ardent opponents, Guitmund of Aversa, writing

in the years 1073-1079, analysed dogmatically the types of adversaries to

the doctrine of the Real Presence. He divided them into four groupS:99
(1) those who, like Beren

gar denied it completely; (2) the
so-called impanatores, D y; (2)

holding that the body enters the

784

vasse, This is, p 23, P, Radb .
R . D3 ertus, De corpore et sanguine
Christi, written a3T, published 8Ly, decis;.ve. =

99Sasse, This is, pp. 33-3L.
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bread; (3) those advocating a partial conversion of the
elements; (L) those who denied manducatio indignorum.

The Ego Berengarius of 1079, being the first dogmatic definition of the

Real Presence, spoke of a substantial conversion, that is an identity
with the body of Jesus. Berengar was the first to apply the terms

accidentia and substantia, though not yet in the later Aristotelian

sense. Berengar actually forced his opponents to formulate the theory,
later to become the doctrine of transubstantiation. Sasse holds that
almost all the elements of the later dogma originated with Guitmund of
Aversa, 100

Another decisive figure was Lanfranc, who early in the Berengarian

controversy establisned the doctirine of manducatio indignorum,m1 thus

in fact accepting Augustine's view that Judas, too, had received the
consecrated sacrament.
The danger of early scholasticism was its tendency to explain the

"miracle, " using terms such as transformatio, conversio and mutatio.

from this resultsd speculations of Capernaitic character. During the

twelfth century the expression transubstantiatio appears as a synonym,

the origin being unknown. 92 In the Caput Firmiter of the Lateran

Council of 1215, we notice, however, that the term "accident" is avoided,

as also in the Professio Fidei Tridentina. However, Catechismus Romanus

]OOIbid., S SI8 (B fey i,

101Ibid., p. LO, footnote 26, in Lanfranc, De corpus et sanguine
Domini, The unworthy is stated as receiving the body "quantum ad sub-
stantiam et non vere quantum ad effectum gratiae."

1Ozl’bi:i., p. U1, Sasse proposed Stephen of Autrun before 1139.
Peter Lompbard used conversio.
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shows, says Sasse, that the term specie is, in fact, the same as

accidentia.103 Thus the distinction between the "substance® and the

"accidents' became an integral part of the transubstantiation dogma.

A common Protestant prejudice toward this Catholic dogma is that
it is materialistic. This would, according to Sasse, also apply to
the Lutheran conception of a true and substantial presence, as would the
Calvinistic criticism of magic.mh But for Catholic dogmaticians since
the time of their father, Thomas Aquinas, "substance! is a metaphysical
concept, understood in an Aristoielian sense, that is the innermost
essence of an individual thing which remains if we take away all quali-
ties attached to it, the accidents. Thus, transubstantiation is not a
change from one substance into another substance, materialistically.

The Lutheran objection to this is that it is a wrong philosophical
explanation or description of a miracle which defies all human attempts
of explanation. Even though the miracle remains in the sphere of
metaphysics and spirituality, the disadvantage is obviously connected
to the mentioned accidents, which exist unattached to any proper
substance. 105

Thomas'! spiritualistic characier is clear also from his stress on

the presence as substantial, but not local or circumscriptive. Those are

103154d., p. L2, referring to Catechismus Romanus, Pars II, Cap. L,
ol 3N

1 5

Othld., p. U3; cf. Epitome VII, 6, BS 797: '"vere et substan-
tialiter." Cf. Sasse, Vom Sakrament, p. 92, referring to Apology X, 2,
BS 2L8: ‘mutari.n

105 I S oo Ll L6
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qQualities belonging to the physical body. Yet the Presence in the
Sacrament is the presence of the whole Christ, including both natures;
this was dogmatized at the Council of Constance, in 1415,106

In Duns Scotus we find the so-called "added transubstantiation!
as opposed to Thomas's '"produced transubstantiation.n'07 Duns held
that the bread-substance was anninilated, while others held it retained
its substance, that is, the so-called consubstantiation theory.

Uycliffe, being a realist, criticised strongly the transubstantia-
tion, and paired with his tropological interpretation, ended up with
the so-called remanence-theory, that is, that the bread remains nothing
but bread. He does not however give up the Real Presence, although
this becomes a mystical presence, an effectual sign of Christ. Sasse
labels him a medieval theologian, rather than of the Reformation, as he
also does with Huss and his followers.!08 Kuss himself did not follow
Wycliffe on the sacrament, never denying the transubstantiation; this
happened however with many of the later Hussites, as the Taborites and
the Unitas Fratrum of 1467.

As for Luther, Sasse holds that "there was never a time in Luther's
life when he did not believe the Real Presence of the true body and

blood of Christ in the sacrament.“109 Up to 1519 the Real Presence was

1Oél’bid., pp. L9-50, the so-called concomitantia as basis for the
dogmatizing of sub una.

1O7Ibid., p. 55, Scotus used transubstantiatio adductiva, while
Thomas had productiva.

10813544, , pp. 56-59 on Mycliffe; pp. 70-75 on Huss.

1OgI‘oid., p. 100, compared to the uncertainty on the sub una, which
was firmly criticized only after 1530; cf. Smalcald Articies III, 6,
BS L51.




understood as transubstantiation. His first criticism of speculations

concerning the miracle is found in the Treatise on the Blessed Sacrament

of the Holy and True 3ody of Christ, of 1519, where the mode of change

is left open, and all discussions rejected.

Sasse holds that transubstantiation, according to Luther, was an
unnecessary philosophical theory, explaining the miracle of the Real
Presence, which defies such explanation. It is not to be labeled to-
gether with the concept of sacrifice, the main Roman heresy, neither with
distriobution of only one element. These destroy the sacrament.' 0 In

his Smalcald Articles (III, 6) Luther only states the fact of the presence

of Christ's body and blood, without any elaboratvion on the "how." Tne
thown is undogmatized in the Lutheran Church, because Scripture does not
answer it. The Lutheran rejection of transubstantiation is thus aimed
primarily at its mixture of reason and mystery, its synthesis of faith
and Aristotelian philosophy. These philosophical subtleties contradict
Paul's testimony in 1 Cor. 10:16 and 11:28.

Melanchthon reacted more and more to Luther's concrete language, and

developed already in Augustana Variata of 1540 the functional view, thus

in fact leaving Luther's sacramental union. The practical result was

giving up the manducatio indignorum, althougn never frankly admitting it.

Sasse expresses surprise that Melanchthon could subscribe to the Smalcald

19534, p. 1033 cfs MA XT, L17-L56. n¥om Anbeten des Sakraments!
of 1523, where his critique Is lenient throughout the writing. Cf. The
Bucharist as Sacrifice, Lutherans and Catholics in Dialogue III, (198677,
p. 96, little significant difference between the two.
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Articles of 1537, and holds that the reason why Luther did not openly
reject him can only be explained from a human point of view

The expressions of the Formula of Concord, "in, with, and under

the bread_,"”2 are merely attempts to express the "is." The Capernaitic
misunderstnadings of Luther's teaching were rejected in Formmla of
Concord. The phraseology refers specifically to that of Luther, that is,
that 'the true body of Christ is crushed with the teeth."''3 The oral
eating is rather referred to as supernatural, thus the Capernaitic inter-
pretation of the sacramental union is not that of the Confessions. One
may note, however, that "Any doctrine that implied the Real Presence of
the true body and blood in, with, and under the elements was for Zwingli
fundamentally Catholic and papist."”-h

Bucer, and with him also Calvin , meant to propose a via media
between Luther and Zwingli, by stressing that the difference lay merely
in the mode of presence. Yet, when the content of the sacramental union

was to be specified they could never accept the manducatio oralis and the

111?I.'bid., op. 315-319, the characteristic Philippistic expression

was "communio corporis et sanguinis Christi.”

"2n,44., p. 161, cf. Sol. Decl. VII, 32, 35, BS 1027-1028, based on
material from the Small Catechism, Augustana X, and especially Large
Confession, WA XXVI, 506: 'ym brod und wein.t

"31id., p. 162; Ep. VIT, L2, BS 803: Usein Fleisch mit Zihnen
zereisset.n Cf. WA XXVI, Lh2: rZurelbe mit seinenzenen den fleisch.n
le may take Luther's crass expressions as reacting to spiritualization
and as an attempt to protect the Real Presence, cf. VA XVIIT, 206.

11hTpid., p. 286. CZ. Brumner, p. 190, opposing any pneumatologi-
cal approaches; H. Gollwitzer, Coena Dominl (Minchen: ?hr }'(alger Verlag,
1937), p. X, characterizing Luther's position as "dinglich,!" cf. p. 37,
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manducatio ind'i;:';norum.115 The crucial issue is thus not whether Christ

is present or not, but whether the entire Christ is present, that is,
also his body.

As to the question of consubstaniiation, Sasse affirms that Luther
taught it in his earlier years, but primarily to show that also other
attempts were made in the Church to solve the problem. Yet, this philo-
sophical construction is not the teaching of the Church. The "in, with,

and under" of the Formula of Concord is not to be understood as inclusio

or consubstantio, as shown by Nicolaus Selneccer.116 Sasse also holds

that Luther never used the term itself, but that among the scholastic
theories, it was perhaps closest to him. He referred to Pierre d'Ailly

in De Captivitate Babylonica to show that even this cardinal had doubts

about transubstantiation and would prefer "con- substantiation."117

If therefore the sacramental union, the manducatio oralis and the

manducatio indignorum are conceded, the question of the "how" could be

HSIbid., p. 305. Bucer introduced the term manducatio indignorum
at Wittenberg in 1536, changing Luther's impiorum.  While Bucer only
implied those who had a historical faith, yet not saving faith, Luther
implied always the godless and the hypocrites as well. Cf. pp. 322-
329, Calvin's sursum corda, undermines this realistic concept, as ex-
pressed in Ep. VI, 2, BS 796.

”6?{. Sasse, "Zum lutherischen Verstidndnis der Konsekration,"

Briefe No. 26 (Adelaide, 1952), referring to N. Selneccer "Vom Heiligen
Abendmahl des Herrn."

1."T:Sea.sse, ThisSishypel0238cf . Sol.. "Decl. VIT, 37, BS 983: nzwei
llesen," or "duas diversas substantias." Comparing other theologians'
Jjudgment whether Luther can be said to teach consubstantiation: Positive
answer by R. Seeberg, E. Seeberg, A. Haas, B. Higglund, Th. Tappert,
even if the last two have strong reservations on the dualism involved;

Negative answer by G. Aulen, F. Pieper, who admits the content seems
implied.
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left open. This is the express content of the Formuia of Concord.118

“here Scripture is silent so must also theology be.

Aalen

The question of the Real Presence is the key point in the doctrine
of the Lord's Supper, and the liturgy of the first century testifies to
this; it is unequivocally realistic.!'? The liturgy of the Church was
changed on this point only by the Reformed, with their symbolic
interpretation.

Luther rejects the scholastic transubstantiation simltaneously
with the opposite spiritualism of Hycliffe. His thesis in turn is the

praedicatio identica. If the transubstantiation becomes a misconstrued

expression of the case, then the spiritualistic symbolism becomes com-
pletely heretical because it eliminates the Real Presence itself, thus
contradicting Church doctrine. Aalen shows the leniency of Luther toward
transubstantiation, without himself holding the misconception as unim-
portant. He does not seem to give consideration to the legitimacy of the
term consubstantiation, but rejects clearly the notion of a materia
coelestis as well as an inclusion of the heavenly body into the elements.

Even though formulations of Orthodoxy may have been speculative at times,

1188:~.\sse, Vom Sakrament, pp. 171-175, cf. Ep. VII, 2, BS 796: mmit
dem Mund empfangen werde von allen denen, so sich dieses Sakraments
gebrauchen, sie sein wirdig oder unwirdig."

1191—‘La.].en, Grunnriss, p. 100.
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it must be stressed that, any "thingly concept of substance" is foreign
to old Lutheranism,!<0
Having stressed an identity of bread and body on exegetical grounds,

and with Luther rejected the transubstantiation as sophistry, Aalen re-

fers to the final formulation of the Formula of Concord as decisive for

the doctrine of the sacramental union. Bread and body are both present
untransformed, and it thus follows that the reception of Christ's body

is oral and sacramental. The eating of the body is qualified as sacra-
mental, or spiritual, to make it clear that a Capernaitic, fleshly eating
is not implied.' @

Aalen furthermore holds that the oral eating does not imply that
Christ's body and blood is devoured and digested literally, as if a hyper-
physical heavenly matter. The body in the Supper is that of the glorified
human nature of Christ, which is identical with the crucified and resur-
rected body. This concept has consequences for the unique gift of the
sacrament.!22 To designate this understanding as temporally determined
by the ontological speculations of the Reformation, is a Reformed evalu-
ation and not a re-examination of Lutheran theology on its own premises.

Referring to the Arnoldshain Theses of 1957, where the term from Augustana

12OLeiv Aalen, "Der Kampf um das Evangelium im Abendmahl," Theologische
Literaturzeitung XCI (1966), 95: "jener 'dinghafte Substanzbegrifi' dem
alten Luthertum fremd gewesen ist.n

121Aalen, Grunnriss, p. 100, referring to Smalcald Articles III, 6,
BS 452, and Sol, Decl. VII, 37,0 BSI 98330 EE 8 Sol's Decll. SVIT,» 63, BS1993:
“mindlich und sakramentlich"; and section 105, BS 1009: "solche Nies-
sung mit dem Munde geschicht, die 'eise aber geistlich ist.

122Tbid.; Aalen, Ord og Sakrament, p. 257; cf. Ep. VIT, L2, BS 803.
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Variata "'with bread and wine," is adopted, Aalen denounces this position
as an artificial compromise.'?3 The commentary on the theses of 1961
stresses the gift of the body and blood of Christ given by the word in
the distribution, yet at the same time refuses to give a more precise

definition of the relationship between the elements and the body and

blood of Christ.

Melanchthon related the Real Presence to the action, and not to the
elements, thus opening for the crypto-Calvinistic tendency which article

VII of the Formula of Concord combats. There is no room for Melanchthon's

position in the Confessions. This seems irrelevant for the Arnoldshain
Theses. Aalen points to the striking number of prepositional expres-
sions, trying to satisfy the members of the committee. The only sensible
meaning one can get out of it is the symbolic eating and reception, and
thus, with Gollwitzer, to leave the "substantial" Real Presence.wh

The manducatio indignorum seems best taken care of, in Arnoldshain,

from a Lutheran point of view. However, the commentaries from Gollwitzer
and P. Brunner show how different the wording has been interpreted.

Aalen asserts, in fact, that Brunner's and Gollwitzer's interpretations

of the theses are just as irreconcilable as Luther's and Calvin's under-
standings have ever been. Gollwitzer speaks of nothing but a "spiritualn
presence, as Calvin did, and a symbolic eating, regarding the sacrament as

a mere verbum visibile. Aalen camnot follow Brunner's assertion that the

123Aa.len, Grunnriss, p. 101,

12470 Lehre, pp. 20-21. Cf, Leuenberger Xonkordie section 19:
WEin Interesse an der Art der Cegenwart CATisui im A.Benama?ll, das vom
dieser Handlung absieht, l3uft Gefahr den Sinn des Abendmahls zu
verdunkeln."
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Real Presence is expressed in the Arnoldshain Theses. 125 Gollwitzer's
problsm with the "thingly" concept of Luther, shows clearly what the
struggle is all about, namely, the Real Presence itself.

The compromise of the unionistic efforts is further brought out by
the criticism which Arnoldshain as well as Leuenberg raises agains?t
both Calvin and Luther. The classical Calvinistic parallelism is rejected
as also any direct formulation on the mode of Christ's presence.
Leuenberg has left the interrelation of Christology to the Supper, as we

have it in the Formula of Concord. The oral eating which is basic for

the Lutheran understanding of the Real Presence is abandoned. The

equally important manducatio indignorum seems also here retained, at

least out of evangelical concern for the "troubled" fai‘r.‘n.126

thile Gollwitzer in commenting on Arnoldshain openly holds the
ontological presuppositions of the Reformation to be untenable, Leuenberg
reduces the differences between Reformed and Lutheran to be a "style of
theological thinking." Leuenberg nas subsumed the Lutheran doctrine of
the sacrament under the overall hermeneutical principle of justification,

which methodologically is untenable. 27

1ZSAa;Len, Ord og Sakrament, pp. 2L8-2L9, referring to August Kimme,
"Der Inhalt der Arnoldshainer Abendmahlthesen," Luthertum, XXIII (1960;,
34, 77-80. The compromise-character is supported by the fact that E.
Sommerlath left in protest. Cf. p. 251 on Gollwitzer's Calvinistic
approach, claiming the difference is only de modo praesentia.

1'2635 . Arnoldshainer Abendmahlthesen, sections L, 8, and Leuenberger
Konkordie, Section 18. Cf. Gollwitzer's rejection in Coena Domini, P. X.,
of the unworthy's eating; cf. also pp. 309-310.

127 eiv palen, "Luthersk teologi," Tidsskrift for Teologi og Kirke,

THIX (1968), 98, 102-103,
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Marburg Revisited has, according to Aalen, also misundersiood both

parties, in holding that modern scholarship would clear the crucial
issues of the sixteenth century, and that the two Confessions agree that
the same gift is offered in the preached word and in the administered
sacrament.128

Aalen finds no reason to state with R. Prenter, that the presence of
the body and blood is not primarily personal, but "thingly." This is for
him an unacceptable separation of the two parts.129 With the phrase in
Luther's Small Catechism: "the true body and blood of our Lord Jesus
Christ, under bread and wine," one can define Christ's presence as total,
that is the whole undivided Christ is present in each part of the bread
and in each mouthful of wine. That is the viewpoint of the Tridentinum
also, and can be accepted, even though one considers the transubstantia-
tion as "sophistry" and the doctrine of Ubiquity as a mere helping hypo-
thesis. One must only see to it that the identity of the incarnate

Jesus Christ with the bread and wine in the Supper is not given up.13o
Hardt

To clarify Luther's concept of substance, Hardt gives a detailed
historical treatment of that idea, showing where Luther has inherited

material and where not. Starting with Platonic philosophy, opening the

128144, , xxxTx, 9k, 98.

129Aalen, Ord og Sakrament, p. 257, referring to R. Prenter, "Die
Realprisenz als die Mitte der christlichen Gottesdienst," Gedenkschrift
fir D. Verner Elert, edited by Fr. Hubner (Berlin: Lutherisches Verlags-
haus, 1955), p. 308, claiming the orthodox tradition from e.g. J. Gerhard.

130114, , pp. 257-258, referring Sol. Decl. VII, 38, 3S 98L.
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possinility to spiritualize those Biblical concepts which seemed harsh
and abhorreni, he moves on to Augustine's symbolic view. Unlike later
Augustinienism, which distinguished between the heavenly and the Euchar-
istic Chrisi's body, Augustine himself did not deny the presence of Christ
in the sacrament in the modern sense, although he used the term "sign."
Christ's objective presence in the Supper was really first denied by
Berengar of Tours. He held a concrete and visual presence of the Lord was
necessary for a doctrine of a real and true presence. Being forced to
conform with church doctrine, he proposed the formulations of transforma-
tion of the substance, what he originally had opposed. He thus introduced
the terms "substance™ and "accidents" into the Eucharistic ‘c,ermino"_:Jg:r."31

The position of Thomas also needs clarification. He opposed any
theory of coexistence between body and host, as well as any local movement
from Christ's place in heaven to the sacrament. Therefore an illocal
change of substance, that would not imply physical absurdities, was neces-
sary. Thomas' concept of substance is thus illocal and non-physical. Ie

only refers to the presence as formae et spirituales substantiae, leaving

no spatial definition of Christ's body secundum se, Thomas is therefore

not at all materialistic in his thinking.'32 ©hile Bonaventura also

rejected a coexistence, he, as later Duns Scotus, did not hold the tran-

substantiation to be logically necessary. He rather spoke of a presence

sacramentaliter, which was miraculous.

"31Hardt, Venerabilis, pp, 10-12,

132+, i
2 "J_Dld-, D. 1L, referring to Summa Theologiae IIT, q. 76, a.l,
X ——“ ~ +=a 5
2d S: '"Der modum substantiae et nofl per modum Quantitatis," refuting
the Platonic "per modum ideae,n
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“William of Ockham, on the contrary, expanded the concept of move-
ment, without dissolving locality, and held to the physical coexistence
of Christ's body and the host. The presence was not to be relegated to
an indefinite ommipresence, and although it could not be measured by
quantity, the two, substance and quantity, could not be separated. For
Thomistic thinking, Ockham must have seemed abhorrently massive. Tet,
he is not completely consequent. He defines substance as material, and
Quantity as expressing something spatial. The substance is then present
in the sacrament in such a manner that its materizl side, supernaturally,
is totally present in the host. Quantity is for Ockham not an ontological
entity.133

Hardt points to Luther's strong indebtedness to Ockham's terminology

on substance and movement, both in De Captivitate Babylonica and later

against Carlstadt in Wider die himmlischen Propheten. His arguments

would imply that "The omnipresence of Christ's concrete body in the

round oblate 3.3 a miracle %o be received by the same faith as believers
in the many miracles of ez:<istence."1311 Luther thus ends up in philoscphical
disharmony, compelled by his Scriptural and Cristological stand. XHe held

to full identity between the Zucharistic and the heavenly body of Christ,
"Christ is a physical reality both in heaven after the resurrection and

. . el
ascension, in the sacrament and in the hearts of the believers.n!35

Significant is TLuther's concrete concept as expressed in his phrase '"the

133Ibid., pp. 17-2C, 79; on nominalistic background, supra, pp. 19-20.

13Ll'Ibid. 5 in B

1357 1a0, 00 27
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large bones are to be hidden there";136 yet Christ is not bound to visu-
ality. He may choose his form of revelation, without losing the present
physical reality. Christ's body thus stands in a supernatural relation to
the material world, also in the sacrament.
Hardt divides the scholars, viewing Luther's stand on the transub-
stantiation, into three groups:137

1. Luther regarded it as a theologoumenon, non really com-
batting it (R. Holte, J. Diestelmann, E. Sommerlath);

2. More critical view, because of Biblical evidence,
especially 1 Cor. 10:1€, yet not regarding it as heresy,
rather a wrong explanation (H. Sasse, C. Fr. Wislgff);

3. Luther regarded it as an ungodly heresy and came to a
total break with it (for example, V. Vajta).

Hardt first observes that the term transformation, which was used
throughout Luther's life, did not specifically express the transubstan-

tiation. In his Sermon on the Sacrament of 1519, Luther criticized the

scholastic subtleties, but not, as Sasse holds, the transubstantiation
stself.'38 First in the writing to the German Nobility in 1520, he
attacked it to a certain degree, by defending the Bohemian position. Yetu
he did not himself reject it, but rather presented a broad attack on the
Aristotelian philosophy and upheld the Bohemian's right to criticism. Tnus
it had at least ceased to be a binding dogma for him.

In De Captivitate Babylonica Luther proceded to a contextual critique,

by the impulse of Pierre d'Ajilly's nominalistic consubstantiation.

1361pid., p. 37.

137m1d., p. 117.

'BSIbid-, pp. 118-115, only a critigque of the wo, but not of the ob.
Luther mainiained the expressions verwandlen and wandeln.
—————— | e———————————
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However, also here it is no more than an occasion for thought, an
intellectual stimulant.

Luther still considers both his own opinion and that

of his opponents as within the possible theologoumena

of the same church . . . [and Jholds to the possi-

bility of peaceful coexistence of both conceptions

of the reality of the bread-substance after the con-

secration.
Luther always held open the option that God could work the miracle of
transubstantiation, but that he actually does so is something we cannot
be forced to believe. In his answer to King Henry VIII's attack on him,
Luther rules out the transubstantiation as a possible explanation, be-
cause of Paul's testimony. He also labels it a "mistake,"1h0 neverthe-
less regards it as an expression of the faith in the Real Presence.
Henry VIII had rightly observed the implication of Luther's teaching
that Christ's body not only is in the bread, but that the bread in fact
is Christ's boci.y.”"1 A unity had been created, one of hypostatical
character.

In his great Confession of 1528, Luther denies the legitimacy of the

"identity of pr‘edical’c,es,"1h2 and does not regard the transubstantiation as

principally a theologoumenon. "This writing stresses, however, that

transubstantiation must be evaluated positively in contrast to the

19 714d., p. 122.

1405 14., p. 12L; cf. WA XTI, LL1: nyrthum, and WA Br IX, 3629,
ASSH:uyrrigon
14

Eklen T 152
1h2Ibid., p. 133, WA XXVI, 439 mpraedicatio identica de diversis
naturis’ is impossible. Cf. WA XXVI, LL5 on expressions as leibsbred
(or fleischbrod) and Blutswien, to express the hypostatical union.
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Enthusiasts' denial of the Real Presence."1h3 In spite of the lack of
Biblical support, it is not at all abhorrent to him. This is not to say,
as Vajta does, that Luther's teaching is a via media between Roman
materialism and Enthusiastic spir:i.tu.:a.‘l.ism.1hh

Melanchthon criticizes the transubstantiation as materialistic, and
thus does not strike the Thomistic doctrine. He also stands in opposition
to the nominalistic stress of a unique existence of Christ's body, which

is really a more materialistic understanding. This separates him from

Tuther.145

Hardt's stress is that when taken as an article of faith, Luther
rejects the transubstantiation, but is otherwise very cautious so as not

t0 be considered a denier of the Real Presence. Luther's concern for the

lay people led him to present it at times as a praiseworthy attempt to

explain the miracle. It is worth noticing that he never in his sermons,

which otherwise are rich on doctrinal decisions about controversial

topics, attacks the transformation of the substance. He was in fact

A A . 146
happy to cbserve the folk-piety surrounding the miracle of the Presence. <

Hardt thus holds that Sasse!s and Wisl#ff's evaluation of Luther on this

topic to have the best support in the sources.

|

h‘BIoid.g pealoly, WA XXVI, L62: n"Und ehe ich mit den schwermern
woll eytel wein haben, so wolt ich ehe mit dem Papsts eytel blut halten."

]

1hhir44., p. 125,

”"'Sl'bid., p. 145. Melanchthon's fear of "bread-worship" is not that
of Luther, infra, pp. 131-133.

1L6Toid., pp. 126-128. According to his last remarks in 1545, Luther
principally rejected the transubstantiation as theologoumenon, because of
its un-Scriptural character, and therefore regarded it as heresy, as far
as it was considered a dogma; cZ. WA LIV, 425-U26, L30-L31.
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The bread is not only a shape, a substance or an accident,

under which Christ's humanity is hidden: it is Christ's

body through "EinbrSdtunge," similar to that of the

tincarnation” . . . The host has in a completely new man-

ner become the bearer of a divine predica.teﬂﬁ?
The Christological parallel was to his opponents at Sorbonne, to J. Eck
and to Henry VIII nothing short of blasphemeous. This was the ultimate
consequence of the "is," as well as the "this,n

The other party of critics, Honius and Oecolampadius, characisrized
Luther's doctrine as concubstantiation and impanation, and considered
him more absurd than the Romanists. U8 Hardt claims Bucer is to blame
for the notion that Lutherans taught consubstantiation, at least when
understood as a local inclusion. For him the papistic ungodliness was
seen in (1) a union of bread and Christ's body, which was locally under-
stood; (2) a coarse Capernaitic eating of Christ's body, which was
physically consumed; and (3) an automatic salvatory effect of the sacra-
ment merely through its consumption.m9 Although Bucer exempts Luther
from Rome's position, implying that he sought a more spiritual under-
standing, he nevertheless accused Luther in ittenberg in 1536 of coordi-

o

nating transubstantiation and local inclusion. This is a crude
misunderstanding, according to Hardt. The first two points sirike
Luther more than the Roman Church, ne was the more concrete of the two.

Thus Lutherans were accused of teaching consubstantiation, not by thz

Roman Catholics, but by the Reformed.

1h7£2£2-: . 138, quobting WA XXVI, L3l.

g U )

L9734, , op. 15i-153.
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Within the Lutheran groups also there were those who followed
Melanchthon's attitude rather than Luther's. lMost emphatically is
this rejection of the transubstantiation refound in Brenz. Also he
rejects de facto Luther's concrete sacramental belief. He struggles
against the materialism in all forms known to him. No state of union
between the two entities in the sacrament therefore seems to exist in
Brenz! theology.

Chemnitz on the other hand, admits a real transformation in the

sacrament. The mutatio "consists in the fact that what previously was

only bread and wine after the consecration really is Christ's body and
blood." He does not adhere to the scholastic transubstantiation, but
refrains from disputing it as well, "Chemnitz thus explicitly and
consciously goes back to Luther's moderate view on this point," uphold-
ing Luther's hoc as well as the .e__s‘EJSO

Hardt observes that Luther, in fact, disliked the use of preposi-
tions such as in, with and under, holding that they easily could give an
unrealistic conno’t:a.‘h:i.on.151 The Lutheran Confessions also stress that
this is a secondary terminology, and rmst be related to the "is.n

In the Apology to the Formula of Concord, the local inclusion and

the unification to one essence or substance are placed together. This
coincides with the term consubstantiation, yet there is a terminological

problem here, when one implies a union merely according to physical laws.

15OIbid., pp. 148-149, Chemnitz' critical attitude toward "Berengar's
Confession," opposite to Luther's attitude, implies a historically dif-
ferent judgment, but not necessarily a dogmatic one.

1¢1
S]I-Zm:'dt, Om Altarets, p. LS, referring to MA XAVI, LL7.
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L. Petri, for example, used extremely concrete language to express the
union. Hardt's conclusion is that

The term consubstantiation lacks a fixed content, since
no theologian has ever positively developed it. Accord-
ing to what definition one then decides to give the term,
one can say that Luther taught, respectively, did not
teach, the consubstantiation. 5

Nevertheless there is, according to Hardt a positive aspect:

when the term consubstantiation is experienced as related
to a concrete realistic notion of presence . . . [then ]J

Luther's doctrine on the Supper both can and ought to be

named "consubstantiation," and the disputing of this ex-

pression is rejected as dictated by false and spiritual-

istic definitions of the mode of sacramental presence in

Luther,

Luther's position to the concomitance-doctrine is also debated at
great length. To Hardt it proposes no more than the fact that Christ

exists as totus Christi in heaven, and that an indissoluble identity

exists between the heavenly Christ and the substance of the Fucharis-
tic Christ's body, so that the iatter is found in the former. Hardt
disagrees with those scholars who hold that Luther principally

accepted the totus Christi concept and therefore criticized the con-

comitance only because of its scholastic speculations used in defense
of sub una.‘lsll Admittedly Luther did hold that the sacrament, given
sub una, gives the whole Christ, and yet he agreed with the criticism

of the Bohemians who rejected the concomitance.

152}Iardt, Venerabilis, pp. 149-150.
153m4d., p. 156.

]Shl‘oid., pp. 198-201, opposing scholars such as Sasse, Vajta,
Wislpff, and A. Peters, although differing.



60
The important observation is that Luther objected to stating that
Christ's divinity is contained in the sacrament. The godhead cannot
be conjured into the bread and wine., In his polemic against the Bisnop

of “eissen, Luther deduced from the concomitantia naturalis, that is

the full presence of the godhead in the natural elements, that when
paired with the concept of Christ's omipresence, the ultimate result
would be that the Bishop of Meissen, with all his vestments would also
be eaten at every celebration.155 This polemical statement strikes at
the very heart of the Thomistic attempt to present its doctrine as a
meaningful, separate dogma, implying something beyond the basic Christo-
logical data.

Hardt holds that there is no principal connection between concomitan-

ja and sub una. The concomitance implies a concrete grasping of the

godhead, which goes beyond the doctrine of incarnation. Thus it ic lo be

v o

qc'.s
rejected, '~

j

-

deflnlt ve and encloses only those things thau ngve taken
this form of presence through the consecration.

he presence in the sacrament is . . . not repletive, but

Summary

211 three contributors, Sasse, Aalen, and Hardt, stress the Christo-
logical basis for the Lutheran Real Presence. Likewise, the Cyril

Christology and Chalcedon are pointed to as decisive. They all stress

1SSI‘uid., pp. 206-207, referring to WA XXVI, 605, The Ockhamistic
school rejects the Thomistic notion of loca1121ng the godhead, and as-

cribes to the term merely the personal unity, inscrutable for human
mind, cf. p. 200.

156"ard*, Om Altarets, p. 6l.

15T1ardt, Venerabilis, p. 207.
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the parailel of the incarmation to the "miracle" of the Supper. Iardt
takes the full consequence and seems almost to identify the two oc-
curences, not stressing as much as Sasse, the supernatural mode of
presence. Zet, when discussing the Ockhamistic terms of presence,
Hardt stresses the repletive almost to the exclusion of the definitive/
circumscriptive. The repletive presence is exactly what makes possinle
the concrete presence. Thus he makes the omipresence compelling for
the Nleal Presence to a greater degree than the other two, who both regard
the ubigquity merely as a theory, a helping-hypothesis. Aalen concludes
that the Lutheran Church does not teach omipresence beyond that of the

e

multi-{or ubi~-)volopresence of the Formula of Concord.

Concerning the tords of Institution, all agree on the fundamental
character of them, and that the Lutheran exegesis svill has validity.
Aalen points to the dogmatically crucial consideration that if moderm
exegesis can undermine the previous literal understanding of the apos-
tolic tradition, then the Church has arrived at an identity crisis. The
integrity of the Christian Church is dependant on the literal interpreia-
tion. Hardt's emphasis is primarily on the effect of the words. They
not only gualify in a vague sense, but actually effect a change, a miracle,
they are consecratory, that is their primary function. Sasse and Aalen
would not reject this, but would rather stress the Gospel-content in the
words as intended for the people, rather than for the elements. Hardt
stresses the dogmatic consequences of the word "this," to a greater extent
than the others, who merely touch on it. 3asse would agree that the
Tutheran accent is on the meaning of the words, and not on the mere
recitation of them. But he stresses the inferiority of the element as

materia over against the word as forma.
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The "how" of the Real Presence brings out further divergencies.
Hardt stands out as the more 'materialistic" of the three. He asserts
that criticism of the Roman transubstantiation-doctrine as materialistic,
in fact, strikes Luther more than Rome. The Thomistic thinking is not
materialistic, as the Cckhamistic could be designated. Luther follows
the latter, criticizing the Aristotelian metaphysical structure of Thom-
ism, but not the miracle effected in the Supper.
Aalen and Sasse regard the transubstantiation as un-Scriptural and there-
fore to be rejected, but they do not treat it seriously as heresy,
rather as an unsuitable philosophical structure. All three stress
Luther's leniency toward this doctrine, holding the Enthusiasts! sym-
bolism to be the real heresy. Yet, Hardt maintains that Protestant
critics who have regarded it as materialistic, in general have not under-
stood the Lutheran conception. He also opens for the term consubstan-
tiation, as suitable for Luther's teaching, when not limiting the two
"substances" to a unicn merely according to physical laws.

thile Aalen holds Luther to teach identity of predicates, and not
of matter, Hardi stresses the opposite aspect. Admitting that Christ!s
presence is sacramental and not physical, he holds that the identity of
predicates is used out of fear of too materialistic notions. Luther had
no such fear, The fault of the concomitance, however, was that it trans-

ferred the totus Christus in heaven to earth. That is limiting the

godhead.
Hardt seems to canonize Luther very sirongly, at the expense of
Melanchthon. However, he disagrees with most other scholars in linking

Chemnitz to the latter. He holds that Brenz and Andreae are
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Melanchthonians, while no one carried Tuther's teaching on as did

“"hemnitz. The Formula of Concord follows him. Aalen and Sasse differ

on this, and hold to the somewhat more complex structure of that

Confession.




CHAPTER III
RECEPTION OF SALVATION
The Sacrament is the Gospel
Sasse

The sacraments, both Baptism and Lord's Supper, are not only sympols
of what God does to us and in us, but God actually deals with us in and
through them. They are not only illustrations of the Gospel, or a guar-
antee, but special modes of God's working, his word using earthly clementc
in order to present redemption to our whole person, body and soul. This
is entirely incomprerensible to the world, and will always remair a
mystery.1

Hermann Sasse claims that the New Testament does not have a sacra-

mental concept of a "sign," He challenges the Heidelberg Catechism's

@
1

expressions Pfand and “ahrzeichen, contending that they are used in r

jecting the Real Presence., Zeichen must relate to Sache; onliy then

e
]

the term meaningful.2
Augustine formulated a universal concept of sacrament, as visible

sign. Thomas created the term signum efficax. IMelanchthon, in his Loci.

1E{ermann Sasse, '‘Das neilige Abendmahl im Leben der Xirche,"
Kirchliche Zeitschrift, TXIITI (1939), 5i16-517.

25. Sasse, In Statu Confessionis (Berlin: Lutherisches Verlagshaus,
c.1966), pp. 77-78. ©f. Luther's Large Catechism IV, 7, Die BSekennt.-
nisschriften der evangelisch-Lutherischen Xirche (1930 edition;
Gotiingen: vYandenhoeck Z Ruprecat, 1907., 092-09L, on ‘dusserlich Ding.
fdereafter referred to as 3S.
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treated the sacraments under the heading De signi, yet the term signum

is dropped in his last edition of the Loci. J. Gerhard characterized

the sacrament not in genere signi, but rather in genere actionis.3

The Augustinian U"sign" or "symbol," as carried on by the African
Church, however, is not a mere sign, but filled with reality. Augustine
placed all the emphasis on the invisible reality which underliies the
visible sign, holding that "not outward signs, but solely the Spirit of
God in His direct influence on man can bring salvation.nb

Luther also uses this terminology:

this holy sacrament is naught else than a divine sign, in

vhich Christ and all saints are pledged, granted and im-

parted, with all their works, sufferings, merits, and

possessions, for the comfort and strengthening of all who

are 1in anxiety and sorrow, and are persecuted by the devil,

sin, the world, the flesh and every evil; and that to re-

ceive the sacrament is nothing else than to desire all this

and firmly believe that it shall be done.

Luther designates the sacrament as seal and sign, but never as limited
to external bread or action. His stand is that one cannot believe the
second part of the words of institution, "given and shed for you, for the

remission of sins," without believing the first part, "This is my body,"

and "This is my blood." If the question were asked: thy not? his

3}{. Sasse, This is my Body (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House,
c.1959), pp. 25-28.

brpid., p. 29

SI'b:i.d., p. 112, quoting D, Martin Luthers “erke. Kritische
Gesammtausgabe (Veimar: Hermann Béhlau, 1803), II, (LY. Hereafter
referred to as WA. Cf. ©., Schlink Theology of the Lutheran Zonfessions
(Philadelphia: Toriress “ress, c.1967}, op. 10(, 100, reierring o
Confessio Augustana, XIII, 1, BS 68; and Apol. XIIT, 20, BS 295, on the
sacrament as sign and testimony of Goa's will toward men.
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answer would be: "I do not know. Christ said so. That must be
sufficient."d

vhat distinguishes Luther from later theologians is his

reluctance to put forward any theory about the necessity

of the sacrament and how God works through it. The

guestion why Christ instituted the sacraments in addi-

tion to His Gospel cannot be answered. . . . vhy God

has so many ways to give us forgiveness of sins, no man

can know,

In the Zwinglian controversy, Luther changed emphasis somewhat.
There he tended to connect the forgiveness with the body and blcod
directly, instead of regarding these as mere signs and seals attached
to the word. He claims that he who drinks the cup, thereby drinks the
true blood, of Christ and all the gifts included in it, that is the
Spirit of Christ and the forgiveness of sins. "Here not a mere figure
or sign of the MNew Testament or of the blood of Christ is received, as
it would befit the Jews in the 0ld Testament.nd

However, Luther gives in somewhat in the fourth session of the
. Marburg Colloquy:

I admit the sacraments are sacred symbols and that as such
they signify something which is beyond them and which tran-
scends our intellect. . . . But to speak of a mere sign,

that I cannot bear. There is a difierence between natural
signs and signs instituted by God.”

6Ibid., o D15 ey WA VI, 359. Cf. Sasse, In Statu, p. 8L.

TToid., p. 181.
8Ibid., quoting WA XXVI, L68.

9Ibid., p. 263; cf. p. 113 on distinction between philosophical
and theological sign, WA TR 5106.
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Sasse notes that Augustana has labeled the sacraments "instrumentsn
for the Spirit in his justifying work.'Q ‘thile Luther could not live
without the sacrament, Melanchthon would have been able to do without it,
like all humanists, had it not been for the ordinance of Christ. Al-
though Melanchthon considered them as effectual signs, they nevertheless
remained primarily as signs, their efficacy resting upon the will of God
to accompany the signs with His grace.!l

For Calvin, Sasse asserts, "the sacrament is not a means, but a
sign, of grace," admitting that the body is offered to all, but holding
that the unbeliever only receives bread and wine.!'? Calvin does not deny
that the external sign affirms the divine promise, but he cannot admit
that it actually gives this assurance.

After 1520, it is clear that Luther considered forgiveness of sins
a real gift and fruit of the Lord's Supper. He opposed Thomas' distinc-
tion of mortal and venial sins, only granting forgiveness for the latter
in the Supper. The llew Testament of Christ is for Luther the Sacrament of
the Altar; his discovery of the Cospel led to the discovery of the
Supper.13

Sasse holds that even in the Church of Rome, where the Gospel has

been forgotten or adulterated, a remnant remains in the "given and shed

101514d., p. 283; cf. CA V, BS 58; cf. p. 318 on Augustana Variata,
where the relationship between the means and the gifts are described oy
simul, i.e. independent.

11Ibid., p. 315; Melanchthon uses the term pactum, for the efficacy
of the sacrament; cf. Corpus Reformatorunm, hilippi Melanchthonis Opera
quae supersunt omia, edifed oy C. G. Sretschneider (halis Saxonum: C
Schwetschke et filium, 183L), II, 315. Hereafter referred to as CR.

12Ibid., n. 328.

. 11. .

13%4d,, p. 11k; c£. p. 108.
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for you for the forgiveness of sins." The mistake of the Roman Church
aas been that it has separated the Supper from the preaching of the

Gospel. “iithout the preaching, the Suoper remains an unintelligible

]
&

S
bs

." The sacrificial character of the Roman mass compromises the

Cospel; it becomes a synergistic act. "It violates the solus Chr:i_stus."”L

Yet, the terms repraesentatio, memoria, and applicatio, of Tridentinum,
may be used when one does not ascribe to them other Roman doctrinal de-
cisions. The Supper is the representation of Christ'!s sacrifice and
the real turning back to what is acquired by this sacrifice. Sasse
claims that whenever the Supper is celebrated, man is given part in the
salvation of this sacrifice. Tnerefore it is an actualization of the
salvation, not only a promise. It is the fulfillment of salvation
history.15

The Gospel-character comes from the words themselves. They are
words of life and salvation. ‘then the "for you" is the center of
attention, there is no problem of relating ‘ord to Sacrament. The first

bacomes a sacramentum audibile, while the latter becomes a verbum visi-

bile. Tne same grace is given in different forms. God comes not as

Deus nudus, but covered by his "means."'® Sasse further holds that

1l

H. Sacse, "Zum lutherischen Versitindnis der Xonsekration,"

Briefe IXVI (1952) (Xerox copy), p. 6: "Das Abendmahl ist ein Bestand-

Teil des Evangeliums, das Evangelium der Inhalt des Abendmanls." Cf.

é. 10; cf, Sasse, "Das heilige Abendmahl Xirchliche Zeitschrift, LXIITI,
22. ;

ion

H. Sasse, Vom Sakrament des Altars (Leipzig: Verlag Dorffling &
Franke, 1941), pp. 09-7T.

_ Sasse, This is, p. 37h; cf. Apol. ¥III, 5, BS 292-293, nein
Sichicisich Mot NG sasse i Iny Statily Da 83
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the doctrines of justification and of the Real Presence
are the two foci of the elipse that symbolizes the
teaching and the life of the Church of the Augsburg
Confession. . . . the whole comfort and consolation
wnich the Gospel can give to us poor miserable sinners
is inseparaply bound up in both . . . in the Holy
Communion we receive the very means through wnich Our
Lord secured for us the salvation that our justifying
faith embraces. 'l

The matter at stake for Luther, was the root of our communion with
God, which cannot be separated from the Lord!'s Supper and its gift. The
participation of the elements give koinonia with his body and blood.

The controversy was a real contentio de fid3.18 With the words of in-

stitution the prophetical ministry of Jesus was completed, and the
highpriestly ministry began. The fruit of this ministry is distributed
in the Supper; there it becomes a reality. This is to a Reformed mind
unthinkable, as it would be looking behind the veil of God's predestina-
tion. Therefore faith in the Real Presence is related to justification,
to faith in the Gospel.!?

Sasse claims that the New Testament testifies to the unity of the
Gospel and the Lord's Supper. The proclamation of the message should e
accompanied by the celebration of the Lord's death. The Gospel is more
that a religious message, and the sacrament is more than a religious

ceremony, both giving the same gift, namely the forgiveness of sins.

17
14-15,
18

H. Sasse, "A Lutheran Contribution to the Present Discussion on
the Lord's Supper," Concordia Theological Monthly, (X (1959), 28; cf.
Sasse, Vom Sakrament, p. 52.

H. Sasse, "Liturgy and Lutheransim," Una Sancta VIII, ilo. 3 (19L8),

19Sasse, Vom Sakrament, p. 197; Sasse, This is, p. 109 referring to
WA XTI, L32: rDenn sie die Summa sind des ganzen =vangelii," and A XTI,
I2: ndenn dies Sakrament ist das Evangelium,"
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Bach misunderstanding of the Gospel must lead to a misunderstanding of
the sacrament, and where the sacrament is misunderstood, a wrong concept
of the Gospel results. "'"Every disease of the Church becomes manifest at
the Tord's Table.120

Luther's concept is clearly contrasted with that of Zwingli, whose
understanding of the Gospel was not unrelated to the Supper. The sacra-
ments are for Zwingli mere ordinances of Christ that we perform as
Christvians. They only signify the grace given outside of them.2! His
figurative interpretation of the words of institution, endangers the
Gospel-vwords as well, that is the "given and shed for you." If these

words also are figuratively interpreted, the proprium of the Supper is

The uniqueness of the sacrament is closely related to the historical
setting, the institution. The consecration is also unigjue, as the bap-
tismal water is not consecrated. The presence of Christ is differents,

and the validity of

(b

aptism and the Lord's Supper differ, the first being
recognized among most churches, while the latter is church-divisive.

Sasse also claims that the preached word falls when the Gospel in the
sacrament is undermined by denying the objective basis of the true, bodily
presence of Christ. In the sacrament Christ is also present in his hu-

manity, and what was sacrificed once is now given to be eaten. That is

2OSasse, This is, p. 35 cf. pp. 1-2, VA VIII, 524, on the definition
of the Cospel as forgiveness of sins. e

21 1bid., p. 282.

22Toid., p. 329, proprium: that which is unique and distinguishes
the Supper from the other means of grace.



71

the secret of the Real Presence. Christ makes us contemporaneous with

o

himseif; however, any term such as ‘representation" endangers the "once

and “or all" of the atonement.23 Opposing the Roman contention of an

unoloody repetition, Sasse holds that the presence is not that of an
event or action, but of a person, of Christ's body and blood. 2L

Sasse holds that the decay of confession and absolution has always
been accompanied by the decay of the Sacrament of the Altar. The Church
experiences a world without sense of sin and guilt, and the comfort of
modern Protestantism is that there is no hell, no condemmation, no wrath
oif God. In this situation it is necessary to stress that to seek God
is always to seek a gracious God, and not to engage in some pnilosophical,
metaphysical quest.25

The bodily aspect of the sacrament needs to be stressed:

The idea that the sacrament is meant for the whole man,

body and soul, is rather one of the fundamental elements

of Luther's doctrine on the sacrament. . « « It is o6
closely connected with the doctrine on incarnation.

There is also an eschatological aspect of the Supper. At every
celebration there is an anticipation of what cne day will come; a miracle

relating a coming miracle, including the bodily dimension. Sasse

stresses, with E. Sommerlath and . Elert, this concept of wholeness

23Ibid., op. 371-372, 380; Sasse, In Statu, pp. 80-81, 88; cf. Sasse,
"Abendmanlkonsensus mit Rom?," Lutherische Slatter, XXII, No. 100 (1970), S8.

thbid., n. 381; cf. Catechismus Romanus, Pars. II, cap.l, q. i
on "unbloody repetition.n

25Tbid., pp. 383-38L.

261bid., p. 18L, WA XXIIT, 2hLk. Cf. pp. 389, 186, on the eschatologi-
cal characzer of JesusT nealings, as a parallel to our bodies as 'mermbers
of Christ," and "temples of the Holy Spirit.n
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of communion, and the anticipating character of a complete union with
Christ. This eschatological character is not limited to a hope, but
the celebration of Christ's Real Presence includes a fulfillment of the
expectation. Time-barriers are tro wn; heaven and earth are united.zT

There is also a close connection between the sacrament and the
resurrection. Uk partake of the "vivifying flesh of our glorified and
resurrected Lord." Thus the aspect of "remembrance" always points forward,
as exemplified in the greeting "Marana tha."28

Sasse holds that Luther's understanding of the lNew Testament is an
evangelical translation of the Catholic idea of the Eucharist as nourish-
ment, refreshment and means of strengthening the inner life in its fight
against sin. The idea of the sacrament as medicine is rctained, as &lso

the Formula of Concord characterizes the body and blood of Christ as

2

vivificus cibus.2? One may assert that the ord and Sacraments, as

marks of the true Church, give assurance that it is the true Church, tne

body of Christ, vecause it gives the body of Christ to the celebrants.

" sacrament is cibus viatorum, food for the wayfarers, as our medieval

EJJ
1
(6]

I e ] s 130
fathers called it.n"

2
7Sasse, Vom Sakrament, p. 73.

8 g
2J3asse, This is, p. 399, cf. 1 Cor. 16:22, Didache 10:11; cf. p. 385.

®ITbid., pp. 182-183, Sol. Decl. VIII, 59, BS 1035; cf. Large Cat. ¥,
23, B35 772, and V, 69, BS 721,

;O ld-, p. LO1; Sasse, Here e Stand (ilew York: Harper & Brothers
c.1938); pp. 126-128; Sasse, TDas heilige Abendmahl," Kirchliche e'tscnr'¢t

LXTIIT, 519, Sasse, Vom Sakrament, p. 7Lk, comparing the "Hanna" to lsrael
with the food of the sacrament; cf. Smalc. Art. IIT, 8, 10, BS L55-L56.
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The New Covenant, celebrated by the disciples, constituted the new
people of God; they were the foundation of the Church. Participation
in the meal is an expression of the Church as a member of Christ, as his
body. Sasse observes that Paul has a double usage of the term "body of
Christ," speaking both of the Church and the Zord's Supper. Both are
real. This one bread binds the Church to Christ's body.J! The Church
not only resembles the body, but is the body of Christ. The Supper in

fact constitutes the Corpus Christi lMysticum. Sasse stresses the influence

of the meal. Uithout the Eucharist, the Church would have ceased to be a
church, "there the true body of our Lord is received in the Sacrament,
it does not remain without impact on the world.132

Iuther's idea of the reality of the corpus Christi mysticum

is inseparably connected with his understanding of the

reality of the corpus Christi sacrarentale. -

Jasse makes an interesting comparison between the expressions Corpus

Christi sacramentale and Corpus Christi mysticum. They must be distinguished,

the one being Christ's body in the Supper, and the other his body, the Churck.
Therefore, as we have commmnion with his blood, so we also nave commnion
with his other members. This realistic understanding is unicue for Luther-
anism, as both Zwingli and the Roman Church regarded the latter as

figurative. 3L

3Nq

Sasse, Vom Sakrament, pp. 75-T6.

32II.'bi.d., Dt iR CE R PR 08 MIBTE
B

Sasse, This is, p. 112,

31“‘1‘bj_d.., pp. 390-391, cf, passages Rom. 12:5, 1 Cor., 6:15, 10:16,
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As we are baptized into one body, so we are kept in that unity
through the participation of the sacramental body and blood. There-
fore, the understanding of the Sacrament of the Altar is ccnstitutive

for the understanding of the Church.35
Aalen

Aalen strongly stresses that evangelical Lutheranism is distinguished
from both Roman sacramentalism and Reformed spiritualism, by its "im-
manent" theology. Both the other two seek a unification of man's spirit
with the transcendent God. Lutheranism stresses the incarnation, and the
immanent instruments which the Spirit works through. He rejects K. Barth's
relegation of the immanent means to a secondary place, transcendentalizing
God almost beyond reach.36

The reality of Jesus' appearance on earth is continued in the preached
Gospel and the sacramental actions in which he is present as the "head"
of his Church. In both cases, Christ is present in a real form in and by
the administration of the means of grace. The theological significance

of the sanctorum communio of Apostolicum III, is not primarily the human

relationships, but that of man with God through the given means.37

3>Ibid., p. 392, cf, Eph. L:4-5; cf. p. 394, Sasse suggests that the
ta hagia (communio sanctorum) signify the holy things, thereby the belief
1in the Heal Presence.

36Leiv Aalen, "Supplement til Leiv Aalen: Dogmatisk Crunnriss"
mimeogrgphed unpublished lectures (0Oslo: Menighetsfakultetet, 1967),
pp. 67-68

37Leiv falen, Dogmatisk Grunnriss (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1965),
p. 81, Aalen refers to 7. Elert's thesis that sancta primarily stands for
the Tucharistic elements. Thether he is correct or not, the theological
significance is worth stressing.
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In accordance with Augustana VII, Aalen stresses the administration
of the means of grace as the foundation of the Church. The content of
this is not a mere repetitious act of Biblical words and actions, but
the application of the apostolic Gospel; the forgiveness of sins acquired
by Christ is distributed through Word and Sacrament. Therefore the
reception of salvation stands and falls by this wvery application of God's
grace, The proclamation is fundamental, but the entrance to the state
of grace occurs through Baptism, and the Supper is a continuous affirma-
tion of this state.38 The proclaimed Gospel appears as a personal
application in the sacrament.

Speaking generally of the sacrament, Aalen confirms the duality of

sign and word, as Luther's Large Catechism treats the sacrament.39 3oin

have the function of arousing and strengthening the faith. In his com-

prehensive dogmatic thesis on the content of the Supper, Aalen says that
the hidden fellowship with the crucified and risen Christ, which is given
by the eating and drinking, serves the faith by ever new mediation of the
forgiving grace, and to a specially intimate life in the new humaniiy as

his corpus mysticum.ho The repetitious character of the Supper, serves

this intimate fellowship, and is not only vertically oriented but also

B1mid., p. 94, referring to Large Cat. V, 23-24, BS 712; of. A
XVIII, 205,

39Tbid., p. 97, referring to Large Cat. IV, 29, BS 696; Apol. XIII,
S, BS 2575 CA XIII: “signa et testimonia voluntatis Dei erga nos, a€
excitandam et confirmandam fidem in his, qui utuntur, proposita."

hOIbid., p. 99; cf. ". Elert, Der Christliche Glaube (Hamburg: Furche-
Verlag, 1760), pp. 355, 380, on the Supper as giving immediate contact with
the exalted, as well as the sacrificed, Christ's body.
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norizontally, in the service of love for your neighbor. Jesus' example
with the feet-washing, Jorn 13, illustrates this. The disputes between
utheran and Reformed have been onesided, only paying attention to the
vertical aspect. The Reformed denial of the Real Presence made this
inevitable.

The intimate relationship with Christ is expressed in John 6, which
today, says Aalen, is recognized as having sacramental content of anti-

gnostic character. The realism of the fellowship is expressed in the

locus classicus of 1 Cor, 10:16, by the word koinonia, that is, communion
with Christ's body and blood, mediated by bread and wine. By the par-
taking of Christ himself, his new glorified humanity is transmitted to us
in a secret mamer. Thus, it is legitimate to speak of a corpus
mysticum.h]

The gift of the sacrament as being Christ himself, as it is pre-

sented in the Arnoldshain Theses, is no sincere expression for the real

mediation of Christ, but, judged from the various interpretations, a
mere meaningless compromise. Aalen, in fact, holds Gollwitzer's position

to be based on the Augustinian verbum visibile, as the quintessence of

the sacrament, and that he realiy operates merely with a spiritual pre-
sence as that of Calvin,!2

The Lord's Supper therefore has a place .in the life of a Christian as
nis covenant- and fellowship-meal. thile the preached Gospel primarily is

the "calling grace," the sacramental meal is the direct application of the

bipid., p. 100, cf. Eph. 1:22, L:15; Col. 1:18.

thbid., p., 107; Leiv Aalen, "Der Xampf um das Evangelium im Abend-
mahl," Theologische Literavurzeitung, XCI (1966), 88; cf. supra op. U5,
pos

50, on Gollwitzer's 1tion.
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grace on the individual. Aalen here stresses the place and function

also of the absolution. The Supper is a cibus viatorum, a help in

temptation and desperation over sins. In a sense one may, with E. Schlink,
label the whole life of a Christian as a "life between the sacraments,"

a daily "hastening back to Baptism" and a 'hastening forward to the

12 diversity of the means is only to be referred to God's richness,
giving out the same grace in various ways. Yet, Aalen holds that no
generzal sacramental concept is suitable to bring out the significance of
each one. One has to treat them independently in their own historic
setting, and in their funciion in the Christian's life., Each sacrament
has its own proprium. However, Aalen almost consistently treats the
sacraments as the presuppositions for acquiring faith, as the objective
basis of mediating the grace. He distinguishes between a "seeking faith"
and an "acquired faith," the first effected by the preached Gospel, the
latter by the sacrament.lilt

Aalen's characteristic vocabulary on this point is clearest seen in
his treatment of Baptism and justification.

Justification and regeneration can be said '"objectively™"

to be attached to Baptism, and "subjectively" to the faith,
out the state of grace thus constituted through Baptism

b31p3d.,; cf. Schlink, pp. 180-181,

h“rbid., p. 113, cf, CA V; cf. B, T. Oftestad, "™Nademidlet of tr
Ung Teologl No. 2 (1969), L1, to critique of Aalen's proprium-concept
in general.

oan, !
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by faith, must constantly Eg renewed by the continuous
use of Tord and Sacrament.

He takes pains to stress the basis of extra nos for the faith, also in
its struggle for survival. That liberates it from synergistic specula-
tions. Therefore the repetitious character of the Supper and absolution
is a sign of the Christian's need for new forgiveness and grace, which
is mediated through these means. Our state of grace is therefore no%
dependant on our spiritual "temperature," but on the constant movement
from Baptism to the Supper in daily repentance. This constant renewal
and nourishment through the Supper, is given by the secret contact with
Christ's holy body and blood. As the forgiveness is, in a sum, the con-
tent of justification, one readily will have to admit the constitutive
factor of the means transmitting it,16

As the mediation of the salvatory gifts are attached to the objec-
tive means of grace, it is possible and proper to use the classical

thesis: extra ecclesiam nulla salus. The Christian fellowship has its

center in the Holy Comrmnion, as the highest expression of the personal
relationship with God and fellow believers, and as an inspiration to 2

life in service.hT

hsIbid., p. 116; cf. p. 97 on Barth's evaluation of Baptism as
cognitive, as opposed to Lutheranism's causative.

hoIbid., p. 117, the state of awakening is a subjective description,
teniing To compromise the objective character of the sacraments. Aalen
compliments the Missouri Synod for holding to a strict monergistic under-
standing of the sacramental gift, without taking up the sacrificial aspect
as R. Prenter does; cf. Aalen, "Supplement," pp. 65-66; cf. Leiv Aalen,
"Evangeliet of Nademidlene," Tidsskrift for Teologi og Kirke, X JIII (1947),
50.

h7Aalen, "Supplement,! pp. 73, 73b; cf. Elert, p. 388, on koinonia.
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3y relating the Spirit's work to the outward means, Lutheranism
refutas subjectivism.lL8 The 1'where and when it pleases GodV of
Aupgustana V, is not an uncertain, relative phrase, but asserts that the
Spirit always accompanies the means, working either faitn or unbelief,
wWworking only where and when God's means are used. 19

In his effort to define the proprium of the Supper, Aalen claims
that the only difference from the Word, is that Christ!s body is mediated
bodily, his glorified body coming to us under bread and wine. To negate
this fact is to deny the miracle of the incarnation. T™e Supper has,
therefore, the same function of strengthening and creating faith as the
absolution. The 'truly present and distributed to the communicants"
of Augustana X, is therefore the content of the proprium. t is a bodily
transmission of the same presence which exists in the “ord. In essence
there should be no contradiction between spiritual and Zeal Presence.
The element is a help for the believer, an additional means of presence.50
Thus only the outward form seems siressed as tne propriun.
‘hen trazating the Sacrament of the iltar as a means of grace, it is
important to stress the Lutheran understanding oi grace as that of Ior-
giveness and not transformation, as held by both Roman and Reformed theol-

ogy. Luther distinguished between favor and donum, the first being ihe

h8Leiv Aalen, Ord og Sakrament (Oslo: Universitetetsforlaget, c.1366),
P. 71, CA V: m"ubi el quando visum est Deo"; the reformed position is
actually determined by Augustine'!s spiritualism rather than Calvin's
predestination.

Thid, per (03 chonsuprasp.nl s

3

J
Leiv Aalen, "Nyprotestantisk gkumenisme," Tidsskrirt Ior Teologi og Kirke
@IIT (1972), 9L, cormenting on Marburg Zevisited.

5OAalen, nDer Kampf," Theologische Literaturzeitung, *Ci, 23; cf.
s
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fundamental attitude of God in his justifying work. Grace in its proper
sinner. As this is the main gift of the Lord's Supper and connected to
the real mediation of his body, Aalen expresses his discontentment with

the Arnoldshain The ses, where "in reality the question of the proprium

of the Lord's Supper is left open."s1

Genuine evangelical faith holds on to the fact that in the Lord's
Supper we encounter that body which was "put to death for our trespasses
and raised for our Jjustification." By the power of Christ's insvitution
this is a constant mew occurrence, and serves as the most real, not
material, pledge of the one great gift of the Gospel, the forgiveness of
sins.52

Thus the Luthexan concept of justification, as the application on
the individual of the gifts of the Gospel, is really at stake in modern
Protestantism., JustTification is not a mere message, but the applicaticn
of it. Aalen sees this aspect highly endangered in unionistic attempts
such as that of Leuenberg, where the objective structure of justification

is diminished, and not distinguished from the message as such.53

57palen, Ord og Salkrament, pp. 133-13L, WA VITI, 106; cf. C. Fr.
islgff, The Gt of Communion (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House,
c.196L4), p. 134, holding that Luther considered the body on the altar
donum not hostia, cf. Aalen, Ord og Sakrament, p. 2L7.

52Ib:v'.d., p. 256, Rom. 4:25; cf. R. Prenter, Skabelse og Genlgsning
(Copennhagen: G. E. C. Gads forlag, 1971), p. 551, the forgiveness ol
Golgotha now present.

-

531eiv Aalen, “Unionistisk kirke- og teologipolitikk.' Tidsskrift
for Teologi og Kirke, XLIV (1973, 252-253, cf. Gal. 3:26-27, CR IV, V, LY,
on justification as the effect of the message by the means,
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The proprium of the Supper may therefore be surmed up as
Thrist here present, giving himself as true God and
true man, so that the mere eating and drinking of the
consecrated elements (cf. Formula of Concord, Sol.
Decl, VII, 79ff) give a real participation in the
"substance" of the body and blood of Jesus, even though
we cannot define more precisely how it happens.-
The koinonia with Christ's body is the source of faith and strength for

the believer in his daily struggle.
Hardt

Wle made it plain in our introduction that the topic of our present
chapter has so far not been a major issue for Hardt., Yet, we may extract
some relevant tendenciss from his treatment of the Christology and the
function in the Church.

Hardt cbserves that the frequent reference to %ord and Sacrament
often contains a danger, because one does not know how to use them. IHe
challenges the csatisfaction of those who urge ritual forms as an end in
themselves. "Sacramental religion enthuses far itco many," and the con-
tent as means of grace is often lost.55 In a comment on the efforts of
a woman minister in a high-church movement, he sarcastically remarks that

Over a theology, which denies essential paris of the

Christian revelation, and a preaching of a rather-

Mother-God, the red sanctuary-lamp spreads its warm

rays, and the frequency cf the Holy Communion is high
and good.”°

Shaaten, ord og Sakrament, v. 257.

55Tom Fardt, Om Altarets Sakrament (Uppsala: Zokforlaget Pro Veritate,

c.1973), pp. 8283

SOIbid., p. 83.
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Hardt points to the gnostic, colorful and impressive cults as a paral-
lel, and warns against the dangers of syncretism.
uther broke with the papal church on this point, where it pre-

sented the means of grace in an outwerd framework of beauty and nysticism.

The medieval theolo presented the monstrum incertitudinis, that is an
gy s

uncertainty wnether forgiveness actually was achieved. ILufner's outward-
liness is therefore a critigue against &ll human activiity, and assurance
based on one's own contrition and penance. With Luther, Hardt therefore
stresses that

Forgiveness is now given and becomes our own only and merely

through the words "given and shed for you." Because in them

you have two things, namely that it is Christ's body and

blcod, and that it is your own as a treasure given to yau.s
One may therefore hold that the food transforms him iwho eats it unto
itself, and makes him like itself, spiritual, living, and eternal. 58

The result of the Reformetion is an invitation to frequent usage.
The sacrament is

an altogether healthy and trustworthy remedy, which helps

you and gives you 11_e, both for body and soul. Becauss

where the soul has been healed, there the body has also

received help. Thy do we then consider it as if it was a

poisonous thing, by which one would eat oneself to death. 59

As to the outward character of the sacrament, Eardit claims that for
Luther the unicue mode of sacramental presence, 1ts physical externity,

J

had a meaning, namely that of being a sign and seal of the reality of

STIbid., D. 86, cf. pp. 83-85.

id., p. 86, referring to WA XXIII, 203.

59Tvid., p. 87, quoting LA XX, i, 230,
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forgiveness of sinc, applied individually on the communicant. The
proprium is therefore connected to the outward form, the direct indi-
vidual application of the same grace as given in the Gospel, the
forgiveness of sins.%0

In his endeavor to clear up his standpoint, Melanchthon used the

term "covenant,"é1 Reacting against a Creator-word concept, Melanchthon

rather saw in the words of institution the basis for the sacramental

concretion of the omnipresence, with the aim of comfcrting the believer.

"The words here have a real impact, identical with that of the Gospel,"

thereby not excluding the objective element, of the sacramental presence,

in this subjective definition.
For TLuther, the Fucharistic presence stands out as unique. It
cannot, as Baptism Dbe described as effective, rather it is said to be

metaphysice and materialiter, a static, resting and removable presence,

bound by a physical medium of revelation, which is a seal of a real
unigue existence. "The Sacrament of the Altar is the sacrament of
presence more than the other means of grace."62 Thereby is not implied
any special grace or gquality, but merely indicated the unigue mode of

mediation.

60Tom Hardt, Venerabilis & Adorabilis Eucharistia (Uppsala: Acta
Universitatis Upsaliensis, c.19(1), D. 140

61

on this point in 1528.

Ibid., p. 179, pactum, Melanchthon being provoked by Cecolampadiu

O D1 T S R e o
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The Role of Faith

Sasse

The first sign of Luther's new understanding of the Sacrament of

the Altar appears in his Sermon on Penitence of 1518. He there rejects

that the sacrament is efficacious ex opere operato, that is, that it

63

produces the effect unless the communicant obviates this effect.
Luther here also refers to the Augustinian phrase: "ot the sacrament,
but the faith in the sacrament, justifies.n®d TFaith is thus to precede
the sacrament, not only accompany it. This is a heritage from Thomas,
stressing that faith is required b efore any sacrament, that grace always
precedes the sacrament.és
Sasse rejects the way modern Protestantism has been interpreting

the "young Luther," as in fact denying the objectivity of the means of

grace. "The sacraments do not create faith, they are rather accepted

DY

Hy

aith and serve as acts of God, to assure the faithful of God's
grace,”" This notion "expresses something which for Luther always re-

mained a most important aspect."(’(’ This fundamental understanding must

(N

not be compromised by later expressions, where the objectivity is stresse

Luther's combat-situation determined nis mode of expression.

Sasse, This is, p. 83, obic em ponere.

Toid., "Non sacramentum, sed fides sacramenti iustificat," A I,
32:—1-
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Sasse concedes that the early Luther stressed the spiritual com-
munion with God to such an extent that the sub una would not destroy it.
there the reception of both species could not be practiced, God would
still bestow his full blessing of the sacrament. He claimed that "faith
in the spiritual is more needful than faith in the natural. Tor the
natural without the spiritual profiteth us nothing in the sacrament. 167
Luther never denied the spiritual eating, as for example, related in
John 6, but rejected that this excluded the bodily eating. The first is
another expression for faith, and always has to accompany the latter.68

Luther's concept of faith was not like that of Thomas, namely the
virtue of assent, holding as true an incomprehensible doctrine, Luther
perceived of faith only as an attitude toward the Gospel itself, no%
toward a dogmatical statement that has to be accepted. He later stressed
the forgiveness of sins as an actual gift and fruit of the sacramental
eating, The Holy Communion thus becomes a gift for sinners only, and not
for the rignteous, because Christ came and gave his body for sinners.
The sinner may therefore receive Christ's body with all the gifts it
implies.69

Luther would not accept Zwingli's stand at Marburg, that "eaiing
takes place, not where the words are spoken, but where they are believed,"

the words being efficacious only if they were accepted in faith.

STIbid., p. 113, quoting WA II, 751; p. 99, cf. HA XXVI, L95.

68 1d., pp. 233, 236.

°9Ibid., p. 114; cf. Elert, p. 386, promise and reception work in
the Supper that which promise and faith effect by the Xerygma.
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The eating of the body of Christ can be profitable because
the promise of forgiveness of sins is connected with it.
However, since every promise requires faith, and faith is
a spiritual xnowledge, therefore that bodily eating too,
if it is done in faith, should be regarded as something
spiritual.fd

The objectivity of the sacrament's gift is therefore unconditional, butb
the reception of it is not automatic and unrelated to faith. The

manducatio indignorum does not automatically imply an ad salutem. /|

Sasse points to the extremely realistic language of Calvin in his

Small Treatise on the Holy Supper of 1541:

e all confess, then, with one mouth that in receiving the
sacrament in faith, according to the ordinance of the Zord,
we are truly made partakers of the real substance of the
body and blood of Jesus Christ. . . . on the one hand we
rust, to shut out all carnal fancies, raise our hearts on
high to heaven, not thinking that our Lord Jesus Christ is
so abased as to be enclosed under any corruptible elements.
On the other hand, not to diminish the efficacy of this
sacred mystery, we must hold that it is accomplished by
the secret and miraculous virtue of God, and that the
spirit of God is the bond of participation, for which
reason it is called “plrluual.7

Calvin's deviation is clear. His sursum corda, and stress on the Spirit

as vehicle of the gift, disconnects, in fact, the sacramental gift from
the concrete sacrament itself. The sacrament becomes a sign, not a means,

of grace.

In spite of Luther's strong stress on manducatio indignorum. Ze

denied that the true body and blood were present where the communicants

ol
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J.Cii., De 253: c

Tl £ R o3 : e : SEME

Toid., p. 302, on Luther's discussion with 3ucer on the distinctiosn
Detween impii and indigni.

72Tbﬂd., p. 324, referring to CR (Calvin) V, L6O.
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did nos wish to receive it.!3 That doctrine is a Christological princi-
ple, and its salvatory consequence is qualified by the assertion that
only the worthy receive the body and blood of Christ unto salvation, the
unworthy unto damnation.% From this follows the practice of the early
Church, where only baptized merbers were given the Lord's Supper. Here
we notice, however, that Sasse makes no distinction or qualification of
the baptized, as to whether they have faith or not.

Luther's rejection of the Retformed celebration as legitimate accord-
ing to Christ's institution, had far-reaching consequences. Sasse claims
the question whether a Lutheran, in danger of death, could receive ths
sacrament from a Reformed minister was denied by Luther and all dogmati-
cians. FHe affirms that the reception unto salvation is a matter of
faith, rigntly understood, and cannot be understood intellectually or
esthetically. It requires complete self-numiliation and submission to
the words of Christ.?> The humble faith that takes the words as they
stand, receives the gift. Torgiveness is received as a reality by the
believer,

The confessional Tutheran position on the distinction between spiri-
tual and bodily eating, as well as faith's influence on the reception of
the sacramental gifts, is, according o Sasse, in adherance with Luther's

position.

Thid., p. 37i, cf. the similar thinking behind the obicem ponere,

Sasse, Vom Sakrament, p. Sk,

. . '\f\
Sasseh Tnishis, D 30l
LT
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Tne careful exegesis is followed by statements on the

spiritual eating of the flesh of Christ which is nothing

elze than faith, and the oral or sacramental eating,

"when the true, essential body and blood oif Christ are

alco orally received and partaken of in the Holy Supper,

by all who eat and drink the consecrated bread and wine

in the Supper--by the believing as a certain pledge and

;s:urance that their sins are surely forgiven them and that
ist dwells and is efficacious in them, but _py the unbe-

l:e‘-.r:.ng for their judgment and condermation. 076

A parallel to this importance of faith, is Luther's stress on faith
as one of the constitutive elements of the Church, a subjective nota
ecclesiae.!! As the communion with Christ's body and blood is an article
of faith, so also the Church. It is not a Platonic idea of an invisible

entity. OSasse affirms that the signs of the Church are visible signs.

But the satis est of Augustana VII includes also a necesse est, focus-

ing on the content, the belief in the Real Sresence. (0

Concerning liturgical renewal, Sasse refutes religious estheticism,
and holds that "Only faith in the Sacramental Gift . . . can renovate
our celebrations and Holy Communion and therewith our services, (7
Christ in his earthly days was recognized as God, only by the believers

His disguise under the sacramental element is also recognized only oy

believers.

Omig d., pp. 337-338, quoting Sol. Decl. VII, 63, BS 793; Sasse,
Von Sakrament, pp. 173-175, referring to Tp. ‘III, li2%¢ BSRB03;8Ep." VEL," 5,
7915 Sol. Decl. VII, 37, BS 983; Sol. Decl. VAt 61 BS 993.

77

Sasse, Here e Stand, p. 120.

Sasse, In Statu, pp. 60-61; cf. pp. SL-55, 123

6
i~ 3 ~ - e A
"Sasse, nLiturgy and Lutheraniosm," Una Sancta, VIII, lio. 3, 16;
cf. Sasse, In Statu, pp. oJ-Gh.




89
Sasse clains that the early Church almost exclusively adhered to
Paul's corporal conception and that the Reformation brought back John's

genuine undersianding that the sacramental meal was to evcke life, or

I

it: "Glaubst du, so nast du." 100

a
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Faith is therefore not irrelevant for practice and salvation, how-

ever strongly one emphasizes the objectibity cf the Presence.

Aalen

In nis definition of the Church, Aalen stresses the characier of

»

[}
lalth-fellowship,o1 as well as the objective administration of the means
of grace. That does not invoke the notion of an invisible church. Jus%
as Jesus' appearance on earth wWas concrete and visible, so is he really

present in his sacramental actions., BRBoth Christ and his Church are

Q

on=-
crete and real entities, yet toth are perceivable only by faith.

Aalen's more extensive treatment of Baptism is also illustrating fo
our context. His dogmatic thesis is:

As a sacrzmental one-time event, Bapilsm is the enirance ito
t state of grace wherein faith lives its new life in
fellowship with God in Christ. It mediates in a fundamen-
tal way the regenerating and justifying grace for the whole
lifetime, but in such a manner that it works personzl sal-

vation only where it is received in faith and where the
baptismal grace is retained and renewed in daily repentance
by the other means of graceé otherwise it works Jjudgment
over unbelief and apostasy.

G u

L‘]

voge_japq Sasse, "\arum rmussen wir an der lutherischen Abendmani-
slehre festhalten?! Allgemeine Evangelisch-lutherische Xirchenzeitung,

ESEEL (193605, 937
a1

Aalen, Grunnriss, p. 51, "trossamfunn.!

82—
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The Lord's Supper stands in this renewing ministry, and thus is effica-
cious only wnen received in faith,

-
TS -
rde Ve

lJ'

Augustine, Luther claimed the principle of faith: ™man is

2} .
justified not because he works, but because he believes."S) In opposi-

tion o Augustine, and with him Calvin, Luther held that the sacrament

itseif has saving power. Yet, this objective saving power works per-

5

sonal salvation only when it is received in faith or when it works
faith.Sh Faith is not only referred to the word of premise in the sacra-
ment, but also to the sacramental word of action. For the Supper, Aalen
contends, this distinction is not explicitly as clear as for Baptism,

4

but is nevertheless to be presupposed.

Azlen compats vigorously any form of ordo salutis theology, claim-

ing that it deiracts from the objectivity of the means of grace. In
his pursuit of correct terminology on issues such as awakening, revivel,

and new birth, he stresses that faith as saving faith only receives its
full meaning as a gift from the Spirit, which excludes all subjectiviuy.
Thereby the cbjective aspect is maintained at the expense of the perconal

faith, although that is obviously not Aalen's intention. The active

cooperation of faith is a result of the passive coming-to-ve through

the activity of the 3pirit, through his means.CS

83114,

athi« .3 cf. Leif Crane, Confessio Augustana (Copenhagen: Gyldendal,
1972), Do, 121-126, stressing The Tuncoion of the sacrament as that of
arousing and strengthening faith, rather than creating it; their sign-
character of Cod's will toward men, is dependant on faith, CA XIII.

mjustificat, non quia fit, sed quia creditur"; cf. supra, D.

857514., oo. 103, 106
¥

cf, Schlink, p. 175: nfaith is pure recep-
tion"; p. 187, desperate ik

-
ings to the sacrament.
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Since it is the administration of the means of grace that brings

a person %o faith, it is only right to say that one 1s justified by

4

faith, subjectively; Augustana V testifies %o the subjective acceptance

of what objectively is distributed through word and sacrament. There-
fore the notion of the Orthodoxy, especially Johann Gerhard, that for-
giveness of sins is an effect of faith,86 makes faith a human condition

for grace. Aalen claims the gift itself, that is, the forgiveness of

sins, is available in the means, and intended to be received vy faith.

Faith is therefore a fides salvifica not by its own func-
tion or the contrition and repentance connected with it

« « . but alone by Christ's atoning work (munus sacerdotale)
and the forgiveness of sins, which is the fruit of the
atonement, being offered by the means of grece.

Aaden continuously combats making the grace in Christ conditioned
by man's faith. The crucial question is always how the atonement con-
cretely becomes forgiveness of sins for the individual. 1In this sense,

Lutheranism stresses it as a result of the means of gra

(¢}
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Refcrmed do not speak of a direct act through these means. 1In treaving

manducatio indignorum and oralis, Aalen therefore holds that Lutheran-

ism does not disregard faith, and does not speak of personal salvation

e

'_lq

apart from faith. WNevertheless, faith is not faith, unless it is pure
reception of God's grace in Christ, unless forgiveness as such is pre-
sent and offered in the sacrament before faith, and in a sense indepen-
dent of faith or unbelief. Tnis is the content of Luther's assertion in

8CToid., p, 113, effectus fidei, cf. T4 XIIL: "qua per sacramenta
exnibentr’ et ostenduntur."
37

fDid., Dis Ll
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nis Small Catechism that forgiveness, life, and salvation is given us

in the Supper, not only when faith is added, outv already by the fact
nat Zhrist's body and blood, which has acauired the forgiveness, is
given to all part:'.cipazr‘;s.88

The unconditional character of the promise cannot be stressed enough,
according to Aalen. It is, in essence, the difference petween Law and
Gospel which here is exemplified, rejecting any form of synergism. Thus
the gift of faith is a result of the faver of the Gospel. The radical
character of both sin and grace is only then taken care of, as well as
the indissoluble inner relationship between favor and donum.89 No media-
tion cof this faith occurs outside of the means of grace, they thereby
constitute it, as Augustana ¥V makes clear.

Aa2den proposes to be a strict defendant of the evangelical view on

“ord and Sacrament as instrumenta Spiritus Sancti.’C le admits , however,

that there is a

09

ap in the Lutheran conception of the relationship between

the two means.

[

he undecided factor is clearest seen in the relationship
between Jjustification and the doctrine of the sacraments as media for
forgiveness of sins. One must presuppose, he says, when justification
by faith is spoken of in the Confessions, that the forgiveness, which is

the content of justit'ication,

=

s mediated to faith by the sacraments.

7et, the stress that faith alone makes a2 pexrson worthy for szlivation,

(oo
(o]0 - \ L -
“Aalen, Ord og Salawament, pp. 76-77.
89—- - 2R ~ A 3 3 . .
Toid., p. 130, what falen calls a ‘''practlcal-Christologicaln
solution, cf, PP. 135-141, strongly opposing the Catholic thesis: gratia

’ Ll
non ©oliiil, sed perficit naturam.n

Aol . 0 ;: a1 s A= - ~ . A - ——
Aalen, "Evangeliet og llademidicne," TidsSkrifh, X TIII, L9
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shows the unt'inished character of this question in the Confessions. 2
Mready in the Orthodoxy the isolation of justification Ifrom the sacra-

ments undermined the basic thesis of the means of grace as causa instru-

mentalis to justification. Thus the sacrament is noit merely an offer of

N

grace, but a real act of grace, not in nobis, but extra nos.?

Aalen's most controversial point is perhaps his conteantion that the

sacraments are more efficacious than the Vord, as to the personal appli

cation of the grace.

Through the Yord as means of grace, God offers salvation
to all, in Baptism he gives it to those wno receive 1-,
and in the Supper he strengthens faith in those who have

received the salvau~on.93
In his ecumenical analysis witn regard to the Lord's Supper, falen

concludes that faith as fides salvifica is only retained where its close

connection to Christolozy is maintained. Only then can there be

]
H
o

) ]

gift, a created faith by God.7W

9 Thid,, AVIII, 50-51, GA XITI; <f. p. 69, Large Cat. IV, 33, BS 697

92'chi., XTIII, 67, hc'ding that neither Zrik Pontoppidan nor F.
Pieper do fully justice to the proprium of Baptism; cf. pp. 72, 70: tthe
i : A o : 5 (e O - SIp . s E
sacrament mediates the transition from atonement to justificafion.

73\alen, Ord og Sakrament, p. 20L, taken from his early publication
Dapen og barnet (Oslo: 19L47), where he distinguishes between a salvation-
seeking faitn and a saivation-acquired faith, the last evoked only by
Baptism, and renewed through Vord and the Supper; cf. p. 2ily, footnote
39. Olav Valen-Senstad, who was the chief opponent of Aalen from 19L7
on denounced his book as crypto-romanist.

QhAa*en "Der Kamof,!" Theologische Literaturzeitung, CI, 9

Oc A
T4 8 s
0. Valen MV.Stad The ‘ord That Lan never Jie (ST. Louls: Concordia
Publishing House, 1900,, pp. 121-125, criticizing the 'naturalistic"

concept of an effect of the sacrament, irrespective of faith.
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Hardt

Zardt rejects that faith sets any other prerequisite for an

article of faith, than simply accepting it as God's command and will,
withcut asking its oonefit.95 A servant has no business prying int

the affairs of his master. The "take and eat!" confers upon all Chris-
tians 2 "must," that is, an obedience towards God's inscrutable will.
ithout in any way denying the gift of the sacrament, Luther
stresses this cbedience to God's prescriptions without pious considera-
tions about personal comfort and need of salvation. These considerations
should not eifect the interpretation of the instituiion of the sacrament.
Everything must be done in faith, and where faith is lacking avery-
thing is distorted. Hardi claims that "faith" for Tuther tends to
include an element of worship; "faith is the right worship, namely tha
I believe that his flesh and blood are there, given and shed for ne. n96
This Hardt claims is an identification of faith and worship, yet noting

a distinction when the outward physical act

P

S said vo presuppose an

inner act of faith.77

=

t is a common misunderstanding of the Reformation's stress of
faith, that the individual faith is to replace both prisst and means of

-—

grace. Lutner's critique of medieval theology was on this point

95tardt, Om Altarets. pp. 12-13.

76¢31a., P. 71, Quoting WA VA Bp II, 555 nmDer Glaube ist das rechte
Ano=uen," , " not discussing whether the *ﬂb‘; ation is that faith as zuch
is the true and real adoration.

e

Hards, Venerabilis, o. 219, WA XTI, LL6.
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med at its uncertainty, because the human activity became
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a2 part of the requiremenis for salvation, namely confession, contri-
tion, and satisfaction. This undermines the faith, and results in fear
and despair. On the contrary, the faith that is demanded before the

use of the means of grace is trust in the Gospel, contained in the words
of institution; heres the whole world is being calied to right=sousness.
Faith direcis itself toward the ‘ord, as also the powerful Yord directs
itself toward the faith, creates, wakes up, and supports 1,98

b}

Forgiveness is imparted to the participant only through the words
"given and shed for you." By this reception one receives Christ's body
and blood, and it becomes one'!s own treasure. "MNow Christ's body can-
not be something unfruitful and unuseful."?? Thre power of the means of
grace seems unchallenged, and the transfermation of the individual seems
%o occur by way of necessity.
s it is characterized as a2 remedy for both body and soul, so the
partaking of it without faith and trusi, is to oppose the "doctor's
prescription." 3uch action is indeed poisoncus and gives no benefit
and strength to the individual. 00

Hardt rejects the notion of ‘'magic," yet allows it, with the Gnesis-

Lutheran Erhard Sperber of the sixteenth century, to be designated as

"holy and commanded magic."'o1 So-called "white magic'" comforis the

28wy -
7“Hardt, Om Altarets. op. 8L4-36.
:Q - - EEat ) . P
Toidns T QUOTTNEN AT U S 250
120 o 3 - e -
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creation, and comes from God, who does not ask for advice, but has
created us without our help, and has saved us, also without our help.
In the sacrament He wanis us to believe in Him as such a God.

“hen the sacramental presence, and thereby also the gift of the
sacrament, is made dependent on faith, Hardt claims the Christological
aspect is nullified. He seriously challenges V. Vajta's position,102
where "ord and faith are presented as constitutive factors for the
sacramental action. Hardt holids that Luther distinguished between those
words of Christ that presuppose faith to be realized and those that work
myithout regarding its use in faith,n103 The latter group includes the

words of institution.

(9]

Herdt also rejects the position of Brenz, for whom the presence is
factual only for the faith, since faith is the means by which one can
grasp the presence. Brenz does not, however, deny the literal meaning

of the institution-words, but distinguishes between the bodily presence

ffected by the words, and the presence received by faiin. 0Oh

e Lo £ Al L e A = 4 T Pon Yt

bod s therefore, according to Zrenz, th2 gpiritual fcod and the gity
°~oD s -~ - 11 3 £ g by ] S ram 4 Ly AT A
of forgiveness, not merely a sign of it., It isc aimed at She believar.
by et - e g e - L - & 1e Eal 3 S 4 2 -

Yoxr Zuiher, howawver, the aim is rather to provoke faith in the lew

1924ardt, Venerabilis, op. 86-87, referring to V. Vajta, Die Theolozi2
- Ao AT o b i) :

des ttesdiensies oel Luther (Stockholm: Svenska Kyrkans Diakonistyreieses
Bokidrlag, 1952), pp. 159, 171, 187.

103" ardt, Om Altarets, p. 87, "abgesehen vom glaubenden Gebrauch";
cf. A LKVI, _87, where the so-called "Heisselwori!" and "Thetitelwort" are
distinguished. Hardt claims this poini5 to an adductive Transformavion,
and not a productive.
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Testament in the blood of Christ.1oh Faith therefore should be pre-
occupied with the forgiveness of sins given in the sacrament.

ardt nolds that

|

Hy By | 35

passive "sacramental" act of faith, includes also an
rt of active "sacrificial"™ nature . . . . The work
al ation is acqulred by contemplating on the power
od's blood., !

O & -

o

. .

Inis creates an outer response in the worshipping attitude of the

believer,
Chemnitz distinguished between Christ's presence in creation and in

his means of grace. The first is not the form of presence one siresses

for faith to grasp. Faith is always to be referred to the latter nre-

sence, Chemnitz here treats the Christological question in its refzr-

4
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ence to faith, and according to EKardt, ne here places himsel
tradition of Cyril, Jonn Damascene and Luﬂler.106

Hardt's conclusion is, then, that faith is the response to the gift
being presented, given and imparted on the communicant. Thers is iitile
reflection on faith as necessary or conditional in any way for receiving

the tenefit of the sacrament.107

'Ouﬂardt, Venerabilis, p. 146, referring to WA VI, 524; for Hard:
(] : 1 ~ - ——-—l'_'— e _ . ey -
this has definite liturgical consequences, as the elevation; cf. op. 101
102 L)
|\JJ, -

Doid., p. 222, MA XX, 758.




The diverse treatment of our topic is evident. Thile the material

is much the same, the accent differs. 3asse has the greatest spectrum
of issues involved in the Gospel-character of the Supper. The s5ign-
function is stressed implying the gift for the whole man; likewise the

eschatological character of the meal, understood not only as a hope,
but as an anticipation of the coming world. The forgiveness imparted

is a strengthening of the wayfarers. The unigueness of the Supper 1is

2

related to its historical setting, and unique institution, but also 1o

the fact that a bodily eating has Christological implications, namely
that we receive the humanity of Christ, which was sacriticed, resurrected
and glorified for man's salvation. This does not imply a special grace
in the sacrament. Sasse claims that only the literal interpretation
guards the proprium also of the '"given and shed for you.!

Sasse ctresses the faith-aspect of the young Luther, holding thav

3+ !

it was never abandoned, even though Lutner later heid forth the objec-

tivity of the sacrament. Faith is nct created by the sacrament, rather

.

t is the sacrament which is accepted by faith, and which assures the

L)

aithful of God's grace. Taith and spiritual eating is the same thing,

therefore when faith is present, the bodily eating is in fact iritual,
2 =

J

and thus beneficial.

Aalen is constantly combatiing subjectivity. Ke stresses the
creative function of the sacrament. The Christological implication nas
objective value whether one believes or not. Aalen does, however, re-

peatedly urge thait witaout Ia

1

th *here is no individual benefit. The

=3 - =Y o ~ = 1 -~ sy - B i
ifts tarougn the Supper seems o have supelliorilcy
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over <he proclamation of the Gospel. The individual application and
the unconditional character is more explicit in the sacramental action.
orgiveness of sins is therefore primarily a result of the means of
grace, tecause the body given to the commwnicant is that body which
acCuired the forgiveness through the atonement. The proprium of the
Supper is its bodily transmission of the same Presence as in the Vord.

This results in the mystical union with Christ's human

B

ty. Aalen
deplores that the Lutheran Confessions nave not fully considered the
relationship between the sacramental gift, as objectively given, and
the doctrine of justification oy faith alone. The former is unduly
compromised by the latter.

Hardt stresses the objective character of the Gospel-application
in the Supper, thus also implying its superiorily over the mere prc-
clamation. He considers the reception itself an act cf faith, and the

function of the sacrament is primarily to provoke, create and awaken

k4

aith, rather than presuppoce it. Forgiveness is imparted tarough thes
words "given and csned for you." The power of these words seems unchal-
lenged, and works, by necessity, a transformation. Admittedly, Hard:
holds that using the Supper without faith is using it contrary to its
prescriptive use. resulting in no benefit. Hovever, the objective
Presence and the gift imparted to the communicant, is not dependant on
That would be to nullify the Cfaristological basis. Hard:

sy 1

does not reflect on the danger of regarding whe sacrament as a guarantiae

[

of salvation. The danger seems exclusively to be the opposite, namely
aith is made the condiiion feor the sojectivel

race. =e Joes not szeem to fear a oo objective or materiaiistic

notion in the indiwviduals appiication.
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Both Aalsn and Hardt show an almost total disregard for the young
Luther, with his stress on faith as a presupposition for the reception
of salvation, while Sasse urges this aspect strongly. None of them

At it

deniss f2ith as necessary for personal salvation, but when the objec-

ive realigy of the gift of Christ's body is claimed by falen and Hards,

ct
4o
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h is reduced to a secondary, and often uncertain, place. The link

between the two seems extremely difficult tc clarify.



CHAPTER IV
ECCLESIASTICAL FUNCTION
Functional Real Presence
Sasse

hat implications for Church-practice do the principles of Chris-

tology and salvation have? Are there implementztions that must follow,

or are the previously treaied subjects really irrelsvant for the prac-

tical functions in and related to the Church

o

The sacramental system of the Church was from early times conly
sericusly attacked by sectarians; "the ideas of priesthood and sacrifice
as such were never attacked by Christians who wanted to te faithful
members of the Catholic Church."! Traces in the sarly church of conm-

ho OO
i ol

ot
&

paring the sacramental liturgy with the sacrificial culi of
Testament go back to the first century. However

While for the Fathers of the second century the sacrifice
is the prayer, or the whole celebration, or .he gifts of
bread and wine put on the altar, the idea arises in the
third century that the body and blood of the Lord are ine
sacrifice,.?

Cyprian presents tne idea of a special priesthood, a real sacerdc:

who offers in behalf of the pecple. 3ishops and presbyters bascame pri

Termany Sasse, This is my Rody (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing
Fouse, c.1959), p. 19.

2Tbid., p. 2C.

S ——————————

T*TH Y
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in a special sense. Hermann Sasse claims that the universal priesthood,
however, was principally never given up. He further denies that there
i5 any New Testament evidence in support of the concept that the Church
as the "body" offers together with Christ, its "head." In the New Testa-
ment there is only one atoning sacrifice, that of Christ's nighpriesthood.
The exegetical basis of the Catholic Church, that "this do in remembrance

of me" designates a special priesthood, is completely untenable.

On the one hand one has the synergisiic trend, undermining the solus
Christus and sola fide, and on the other hand one sees the priestl) psr-

fection, relegating the laity to a group of spectators. Tauz there
cccurs 2 separation of the personal pievy among the laity from the cor-

= AT a amAS A
M oone JrNcigae

in harmony with each other.
Sasse claims that no cne can properly understand the sacraments and
the controversies over them, unless he keeps in mind that '"the sacrament
is primarily something to be celebrated, not to tse speculated on.nb
However, one must always bear in mind that liturgy and dogma belong tc-
gether, and that renewal in the first is impossible without renewal or
basis in the latter. Johann Gerhard, when discussing the sacraments in

i

) de > > e . . s . ﬁ -
his Zoci theolcgici, treated them not as signs, but as actions.” This

3Ibid., pp. 22, 63; cf. C. Fr, Wislgff, The Gift of Communion
(Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, c.198L}, p. 142, stressing that
the office of administering the sacrament ic to give the sacrament, not
to change it.

o' 0

3

)

d . . ] B - e =

Toid., p. 13, cf. the principle set down by Celestine I: "lex
orandi lex credeni!; cf. . Sasse, "Liturgy and Lutheranigm," Una Sancia,
v .y - —_—
TETE, No. 3 (19uB), 13,

s

SIbid., D26 CE 5UDra, | Do 65
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stresses that the Real Presence is primarily %o be understood in con-

nection wiith the celcbration of the sacrament and not as an isolated

5)
-}-
G¥
o

lement on the altar. Later orthodox theologians as Aegidius and
Wicnolas iflunnius held that "Christ's body and blood are present only at
the 'momenti! when they are being received, 10
Hlowever, Sasse urges that as far as Luther himself is concerned,

there cannot be the slightest doubt that ne never did limit the Real
Presence to the instant of distribution and reception. He never aban-
doned the view that, by the words of consecration, bread and wine "be-
cane" the body and blood of Christ, Otherwise elevation and adoration
would be completely meaningless. Likewise the reverance and care prac-
ticed by Tuther on the question of remnants, or the mixing of consecrated
and unconsecrated, clearly indicate nis concept of duration of the body
and blocod. He rejected the mixing of the UWo Uypes of nosus, and stressed
that the remnanis chould be consumed or burned.’

Tn a letter to !blferinus, Luther warns against a misunderstandin
vielanchthon's principle of '™o sacrament outside of sacramental us:z.n
:2 taction® is %o be defined from the words of institution of the Lord

lasting until the whole celebration is over, the people dismissed and

rred fo and &lso held . Pieper,

= by F
dia Publishing House, 1962), III,

i ~e s

Toid., pp. 173=17L, D. iHartin Iuthersiilerke, Krit
gabe. Oriefwechsel {lleimar: ermann Son-au, 10037, X
3

(5] )
= A . - - P Vs .
referrcd o as A Br. Of. TA VI, 52b; WA, L50-LSi;

—

ische Cresammtaus-
3000, Herealtar
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the a tar clearad. The TForrula of Concord, likewise does not identify
-ha usus with sumptio, but rather with the wnole action,B
ne consumption i1s then to be regarded as a part of the action. Re-
farring to Luther'!s position, Sasse holds that the bread is the body of
Christ also when it lies on the altar or when the pastor holds it in his
hands. A specification of the moment does not follow from the consecration.
No mathematical point of time when the heavenly and earthly res are united
in the sacrament can be defined,

“elanchthon's position was promoted by nis fear of a materialistic
"bread-worship." He smphasized the celebration and the action, rather than
the elements themselves. Sasse claims, in fact, that his spiritualizavion
troyed the reality of the incarnation. Yet, Sasse admits that one must
also assume that Melanchthon regarded the expressions of iMarburg Article
XV: nieiblich im Brot und Wein" as representing his understanding.”? H.
Collwitzer nolds Melanchthon's position to be that "the place of the Pre-
sence is not really the element, rather the aciion.n

il ni

(6]

is correct, says

asse, only if "really" is underscored, because lMelanchtiion never denied
that the Presence "also" was connected with the clemenis.!9 Yet, the

e

Hermann Sasse, "Zum lutherischen Verstandnis der Konsekration,”

Briefe No. 26 (1952), pp. 13-15, WA Br, X, 389L; Sol. Decl. VII, 83-8L,

—_ S — ar=n 2.3 -
Die Bekenninisschrifien der evangelisch-Lutherischen Kirche (1930 edition;
Gbitingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967), 1000, Herealter referred to 2s
BS,

5:8c , Jom Sakramenti des Altars
ing & Franke, 19Li), pp. TLO-1L5.

:asse, Vom Sakrament. . 152, cf. Corpus Reformatorum, Philippi
Melanchthcnis Opera guae OSupersunt omnia ited by C. G. Bretscineider
{#alis Sawonum: C. A, Scawetscnke et filium, 183L), IX, 962. Hereafter

referrsd to as CR.
R

“S
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ifference in emphasis is plain. HMelanchthon disregarded more and more
the clements themselves, because of misconceptions and misuses. ZFe
therelore stressed the consumption itseif as the decisive moment of

Tne ruie of the Lutheran leformers was that thers is no sacrament,
and conseduently no presence oi the body and dlood of Christ, "apart from
the use instituted by Christ!" or "apart from the action divinely insti-
tuted,” The consecration itseif does not make the sacrament.!'2 Tae tuzen
here is not the mere sumption, but the whole action or celebration,
Christ is present in it all. A resuli of the Besserer and “iolferinus

struggles, was that all speculaticn on time was abandoned, oniy stres-

sing the whole action as an entity.

(ne of the results of the 3aliger dispute seems to have been the

[AG-9%

distinction between usus and actio on the one nand and sumptio and

manducatio on the other, Uhen the “Asmarer Mbschicd, one of the fore-

runners to the Formula of Concord, maintains that Christ is present

erminci-

"before use," it simply means 'before sumpf:ion.”‘3 The generas

ogy, hovever, identities fuse!" with the complete aciion.

11

Q

id., p. 15k, cf. CR VIII, 660: "extra sumptionem panem non
habere ratvionen sacranenti, sed in ipsa comrmnicatione pignus esse, Quo
inserinur corpori Chrisii.n

'2Toid., p. 18k, cf. Sol. Decl. VII, 85, 33 1001: ™iihil habei
rationem sacramenti extra usum a Christo instiTutum.t

‘2. Sasse, "Consecration and Real Presence," unpublished paper
(January 1957), p. 22, cf. Sol. Decl. VII, 126, BS 1016: "qui in coena
sua, in legitimo nim “un 2iug usu, vere 2t sucstantialiier praesens =25T."
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salen gives extremely little attention to our present topic. e
es the general principle, according to the Jonfessions, that tne
nurch is not based on the sacraments as static entities, or the office
of administering them as a state or rank. It is only vord and Sacramens

in function that creates the foundation of the Church. The only pre-

131,

condition is that the administration is in accordance with the Gospel.
The centrality of the Supper in the life of the congregation, does

. . - . - n . o . et - TN
not indicate a spiriutal motherhood in the office of the ministry. 1o

. U

@

ministiry takes place in the midst of the congregation and the off

-

exists for the sake of the universal priesthood. The individual tearers

of the office are mere members of this priesthood. On the other hand

- - 3
there is a special shepard and teacher office, according to Chrigst'c
- kgl TP N : e
institution, and which acts on Christ's behalf.'S Aalen designates %ae

ice of the ministry as the munus propheticum, while the universal

riesthocd is called the munus sacerdotium. This implies that he does

Lo

ijow R. Prenter in his sacrificial concept of the sacrament.

renter refers to the Lord's Supper as a part of Christ's sacerdctal

v el

work. That the office of administering the sacrament is placed in a

Christological perspective, Aalen approves of. ilowever, the guestion

1L,

Zeiv Aalen, Dogmatisk Grunnriss (0slo: Universiteitsforlaget,
19650 Do U B R AD OISRV T 00 8265029, BS, 238-2L1l.

-l

1 D s - g — -

“Toid., pp. 80, 83, cf. Apol. VII, 28, BS 2h0. Azlen stresses
the inssituted office, rather than its basis in the gifis of grace in 2
congragation.
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Wnether that legitimizes the concept of a continued sacrificial service,
and an csarthly sacrificial priesthood, is denied.16
airness to Prenter, it must be said that he distinguishes be-

iween an atoning and a praising sacrifice. The Supper is only of the

second type. However, he wishes to present the adminisiration of the

3

sacrament as a mediation beuween Christ's priestnood and the universal
priesthood. The minister carries Christ's Jjustice to God on behalf of
the congregation, as that by which we are justified. The reconciling

nistry of 2 Cor. 5:18 is a sacrificial ministry, according to Prenter.
He claims we offer Christ anew in cur praise, as the cnly perfect sacri-
fice of love. !

Beyond this Aalen dces not enter the CQuestions under our topic He
does notu consider the problems of remnants, and the mixing of unconse-
crated and consecrzted, as he neither stresses the consecration in
particular. Tl may from the cilence on these matters infer that Aalen
does not consicder them of dogmatic importance. His conclusion is there-
fore ceemingly “hat the elemenis outside of use, thai is, outside their

-

connaction with the Gospel in their distriobuiion formula "given and shed

.

for you," have no value, and that the leal Presence is not to be stretchad

beyond this distribution. Thus, factors such as elevation, adoration and

worship cannot be integral parts of the sacramental celebration.

—
O

Leiv halen, "Supplement til Leiv Aalen: Dogmatisk Grunnriss,!
unpublished mimeographed lectures (Cslo: Menigheisfakultetet, 1967),
ppo 6" -‘sh-
2
Wrsia,, p. 4.

T 1111
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Wren Luther used the phrase '"no sacrament outside of the sacramen—
tal use," he meant to avoid the misuses adverse to the institution of
the sacrament, but did not make any judgment on the moment of presencee.
Hard: claims further that Luther was mistaken when he, in letters on the
Wolferinus case, rejected that Melanchthon would have supported the
; b : : ; 13
thesis of that man, that when the action ends, the sacrament ends.
Wolferinus thereby legitimized the mixing of unconsecrated with conse-=
crated elements after the celebration. Hardt suggests that his thesis
. - 4= 19 ni
really was: when the effect ceases, the cause ceases." Luther him-
self had a somewhat similar structure, holding that '"when the promise
o 2y i N :
ceases, faith also ceases. However, Luther is there not addressing
himself to the factuality of the Real Presence in the consecrated elements.
Hardt concludes that for Wolferinus the presence was conditioned by
the action as its cause. In his counter-—argumentation, Luther reached
back to G. Biel and other scholastics holding that the words are not the
forma. He wished to show that the words have a causative effect in
originating a resting reality, which otherwise is independent of the
words or the action as such. Wolferinus' reasoning would lead to a

limitation of the Presence to a mathematical point in the Mass.

18Tom Hardt, Venerapilis & Adorapilis Eucharistia (Uppsala: Acta
Universitatis Upsaliensis, c. 1971), p. 230; cf. WA Br X, 3888:
"cessante actione cessare sacramentum'; WA Br X, 3894: "Hoc certe non
vult D. Philippus."”

S o w5 = 4
Ibid.; WA XXXTH, ii, 121; ‘'cessante affectu cessat causa.!

~

2008l s T : e -
Ibid.; WA LVI, 45: !'Cessante promissione cessat et fides.'
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Luther defines the sacramental action in such a way that it
is extended to include the consumption of all the elements

« « « o Thereby the sacrament is not sucordinate in relation
to the action, but the action in reizzion to the sacrament., 2|

Luther also gave prescriptions to consume ine leftovers, the so-called
religua, which are, and should be treated as, a sacrament. Hardt clainms
that Luther considered the full consumption z dogmatic necessity.,
However, it is true that Luther, like his Cnesio-Lutheran succes-
sors, did not claim that a remnant host after the mass still was the

body of Christ. In answer to Besserer, 2 pastor who had replaced an

unconsecrated host for a lost, consecrated one, Luther coined the classi-

(WS

cal phrasg: 'motaing is a sacrament outside of use.mn

If that situation shoulcd arise that oty 2 dogmatic objec-
tionable action, a validly consecrated sacrament comes
nextra usum," then the Real Presence can no longer be
said to exist. On this matter the action becomes de-
cisive for the sacrament.2?

- -
be -
-t &

. Peters claims that Luther is inconsecuent here, "he falls
intc the Melanchthonian trap."23 Hardt refutes this, as well as th
notion tnat the Presance in the monstrance also wtmust be the consequen
of the ubigquity of Christ. <Cnly the guareniee of the Word can justify
any doctrine, therefore the transubstantiation and the sacrif'ice of the

mass

;’_l‘)

e also rejected. Luther regards all preclongations of the mass
beyond the ordinary meal as "less 3iblical,!" even if he does not deny *he

——

Real Presence wnen the elements are carried to the sick.

Mehtelan plo Z5Ug @ & i
: LOIC. S0 =
Doiforlaget Pro Veritate, c.1973), D. 15:

THi = LA R» YT 1R
Toid e, DAB255, e iA Brar SR 867
23— oo ~D - - P Nt ey a1 ] v Seapye dyamanr ey
1D1Ce) Wle Le I =ECUen Sy sAaoerd UsSum Gculliym Sacramencum \un-
¥ 1 3 2T Tam-s - . T At o~ AmLOY
publiishediboctorls Thesils, Scncordia Seminary,  St. Eouils 900 p." 2215
an) a ) -~
CE6) DR. 2l0-221
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In none of these cases does Luther approve of the sacra-
ment, when the elements are treated in a manner that is
no longer a part of th2 eating, taken in a wider sense.

gl f2h fpletspe

The 'Out’ or atne*w*sa notv consumed, oread, whether it
m~a

e secluded or borne In procession, lacks the character

~as < Vo4 -
ictic of a sacrament and the promise of the Tord: m"an
in gestato et incluso sacramento sit corpus Christi,

ninhil curemus."

Iuther's great respect for the Real Presence iz 2iso reflected

sjl-

his reaction to accidents during the celebration, for example, wine

being spilied. He was horrified when he once say wine being spillec
on the coat of a woman and on the floor in the Witienberg cathedral.

Immediately he tried to lick up the remains and later ordered the piece

of cloth on which the wine was spilled to be cub 2F the coat, and W0
be burned together with the wood-shaving carved off the floor. Hard®d
claims that Luther's aciions

do not describe emotional reflexes of a former medieval
priest, whose conservative nature holds on to the donde
that no longer are justified by his intellectual develop-
ment. They are part of a harmonious sacramental per-
ception, the structures of which are completeiy coher

o e..u,
; A
carefully thought through, and ofien defended. -~

Hlelanchthon did indeed express precisely ti

that opinion wnich Zutaer
R

ejected, that when the use ceased, the sacrament ccased, and that the

;
leftovers were not sacraments.2? This was Toblferinus! position.

2 & = = op—— ~ ~ v —r 3 ' ~
Lthld., D. 236; VA Br VII, 2273; cf. A Br IX, 3622, where ‘reser-

R ] ——y

vation" of sacrament is treated parallel o transuostantiation.

“SIbid., p. 2h1; ef. n. 240 on Luther's striciness and seriousness

in case o:f accidents.

O
25 Ioid.; cf. CR 1

37 "cessante usu sacramenti cesset quodue
sacranennun,' and The renna

i) Jnau are nco used “n01 sunt a“vanbnta

?

guia actio tota est sacramentum. SR bl en . 2li7h ECRETY . 8118 Sxhere
Melanchthon criticizes thne conduct corresponding sxactly to that of

.Ju.ther .
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s

“elanchthon refers to God'!s sovereignty and to his purpose with the
sacrament, and holds that God does not tie nimself meaningiessly %o

Sae slemens, which is not distributed. His taction! definition avoids
the problem of wnen the sacramental presence ceases to exist. Zven
acugh the sacramental action therefore falls in the category of per-
sonal relationship to Christ, Melanchthon recommends full conswmptiion

ol the elements to avoid misunderstandings, out also in respeci of
Christ's presence.

Hardt treats at great length the disputes over elevation and adora-

ticn, in 1550's and 1560's.27 Suffice it %5 point out the conclusion 2

Lo the doctrinal content, The main point of controversy is, according
-~

vo mardt, taken correctly by Gnesio-Lutheran Benedikt lorgensiern in

delending the controversial Joaann Saliger. llorgenstern distinguishad

N L S i : o 3
petween _uther's "three parts of the sacrament," as (1) elenen

{2) word; and {3) Cod's command or institution, while his opponents
lateied the third point as 'use." TFor the llelanchthonians the action

had necome a cause for the Pressnce. Taereiore the Llertover was not the
tody any more. The Cnesio-Lutherans spoke of relicua only in the mass,
not zfter it, as they neither taught the sacramental character of ithe

3

leftover, It may rightly be conceded, as already has been shown, that

Zuther did not hold to the Presence when the sumption could not occur.=®

The reason is obviously that such an act violates the institution.

o

Toid., pp. 2L9-269; cf. infra, pp. 130-137.
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Sardh rejects the contentions that these struggles, and the 3aliger
dispute in particular, were merely resuits of unyielding stubbornness.
Tne content is highly dogmatic. Saliger was accused of teaching the
Presance ante usum, while his opponents engaged in a formal logical

argumentation about the forma of the sacrament, necessitating the

sumptio.2? The dispute in Rostock climaxed in Christmas 1568. thile

Saliger denied the accusations that he taught atsolute anie usum, the

>

Melanchthonians from then on seemed to be showing a certain restraint
by not identifying the consumption with the use, but having the former

gualify the latter.

In course of the following negotiations, where the elevation, which
Saliger highly defended, was a major issue, the Rostock clergy decided

to abstain from a temporal definition of the Presence, just asserting
that the sumption was necessary. This view was also held by Aegidius
Hunnius, and later defended by Johann Gernard, the foremcst e:ponent
of Lutheran Crthodoxy. The Melanchthonian view had thus overctaken larga
parts of the Lutheran body, and elevation was abolished, resisiing
specification of time and space.30

Hardt observes that also on this point did Chemnitz follow Luther

more closely than most others. He stressed that Christ's body was also

9]

el . : ~
‘9;eld., p. 261, "Forma coenae dat =sse rei. Formo coenze est tota
e s A s T
actio. ~Zrgo tota actio dat esse rei."

e

)U;:id., pp. 268-269; cf. Johann Cerhard, Loci Theologici (Ed. Preuss
edition, Berlin: Gustav Schlawitz, 1867), p. 152: Zlevation abolished
decause "Christus non simpliciter dixit Hoc est corpus meum,™ dut speaks
of the whole meal, The essential parts are thus: !consecratio, distir-
butio, sumptio in manducatione & bibitione.“
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present ante manducationem, nevertheless holding that only the communion

made the action complete as a formal cause cf the Presence,

The Tinal formulations of the Formula of Concord seem to have been

interpr=ted quite differently. The "use" iz treated very briefly, and

according to Hardt, only in rejecting the Roman private mass. He points

out, however, that the Schwabic-Sachsen Concord was edited by the Hostocik-

faculty, so as to leave room for their special thesis of Melanchthonian-
ism that nthe legitimacy of consecration is proved only by completing the
actio through the su:r:pti<>."31

Poinling to gains in the Formula of Concord for both Gnesio-Lutherans

and Melanchthonians, Hardt nevertheless rejects that it is a compromise-

formula, and that the only elements rejected in the Confessicn were the

Zoman doctrine of usus, and a very narrow identification of usus and

5 2 4 &0 ror = s - 4 y ~
su:nptlo.Jz The indecisiveness of the Formula is aisc due to the fact

that the letters of Luther being referred to, probably are those to

volferinus, and they were interpreted very differently. Therefore the

<

int remained undecided, as to The reiigua, even tasus:
ns zrrnod Y3 a2 com ata aumeay=d Aan
ans agreed ©o TOmp e e Nsui Gl onS
> I‘Dl."'-, po 285‘
32-3- e ORZ ot S 247 Nae wTT fn Yo na SOR +a +ha OrAacs s
.L...ld., DT ._l.‘._"-‘..)T, Clish R0 e iy B RSy iy ek Shavl srall avelcl i RieltioRie
Tyl - NS T ] o +3 + i,
Tatheran contention that the consecravion creates the Presence: ''durch
L) DL g TS v e ey P ¥ B gy o~
die gesprochen= ort, aus Xraft der ersten Zins tzung/noch durcn cein

-

o
Yory, wBlchs ar da will wiederholet haben,/kriftig istnj ef. VIE, 83, BS
1000, to the Melanchthonian stress: "Aber dieser Segen wo nichi die ganze
Actio . . . gehaiten wird . . . macht alleine keine Sakrament." Hardt
disagrees with Z. F. Peters who holds that the complete cumption was a
genuine Lutheran practice, not llelanchthonian. Although the lattier opened,
principaily, for domestic use of the leftovers, he did not advise to do 5o
in practice.

1Y EIm

e
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The Gotiingen edition of the Confessions refers to Kurtiz

Bekenntnis of 1571 in commenting on the ™use," rejecting all specifi-

cations of the wmoment of presence. Hardt claims the commentary 1s Wrong,

the reference in the Formula being noi to the Kurtze, Christliche und

Bingeltige 'iderholung der Bekenntnis der Kirchen Gottes of 1571, whica

T,

clearly was regarded as heretical by the circle around the Forrula. 1ae

reference is rather to Kurtz Bekenntnis und Artickel vom heiligen Abend-

of 15TL, better known as the Torgau

e

mahl des Leibes und 2Bluts Christ

~

Articles. These articles are not genuine forerunners to the TFormmla of
Concord; they reject the omnipresence of Christ's body, the real ex-
change of properties, and the adoration of the sacrament.

The modern text-editions[of F.C.]. . . remind us of the
fact that it was the Melanchthonian school that was to bring
nome the victory, as a new century appeared. The concrete
sacramental belief of the older Lutheranism was thereby
comed Lo ve rejected as medieval and could no longer be
iafended or even de unders:ood. The cultic use ceased. The
3nceau;on- behind it presemably were re_cgane to the Iolk-
iety, 5o as to sleep iits wrinter-sleep there. 33

() L L (,)
.)

n his practical admonitions, Zardt sbtresses the minute care thav
shouid dbe exercised so that only the right amount of elements are conse-

craved, not leaving anything after the mass. Should there by accident.

pe some elements lefl over, they lose their Biblical conient. GHowever,

v

because of the deep mysteries involved, they should not be treatec

i
)
3]
0]
3

for domestic purpoSes, but rather, as Luther urged, be disposed of oYy,

33 ST o a8 T -
°?Toid., pp. 268-289; c£. BS 1015, fooinote li. Iliardt observes that

Sasse and both faculties of Zoringiield and S5v. Houls seminaries oi the

Missouri 5ymod appeal to this explanation in rejecting all definitions

¥ the moment of Presence.
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o

or example, burning. Accidents that befall the elements, in fact,

defail “he »ody and dlood of Christ and must also ce treated seriously
|

-
31
e

S AR
aS SUCo,.

Ccnsecration

One of the common 2rotestant prejudices tfoward Catholic docirine

Viadiav A

e

£ that the Poman mass is some kind of magiczl rite, the words of in-

w

titution peing a magical forrmla. Sasse rejects the use of the ierm
'magic," as it gives a notion of man being able to impose something up
the deily. According to Thomas, the words are effective as the vwords of
Christ, and Christ is therefore the real consecrator,

iovever, Sasse holds most firmily that Thomas and the Roman Caurch

did not sticx to this conviction, but rather made the priest = pariner

of Christ in the solemn act of the mass. Thomag is clear on tais point:
Tie consecratory power is not Zrom the words
Thenselves, put also from the power given to the priest
ir his congecration and ordination when the 2isnop says
Yo nim, Reccive the power to oifer in the Church tae
sacrifice for the living as well as for the dead.35

According to Thomas, the transubstantiation takes place immediaiely fol-

lowine the words "Thic is my bedy" in the prayer "Qui pridie" of the

-—tld

Canon iissae. Thus Thonistic docirine has fixed what it cails nthe
-~
B RS PR A7 - die PV
Hardt, Om Atarcts, De. (0.
.
~-?3asce, This is, p. 170, Thowmas fquiras, Summa Teologiae IIT,
oie) T e i T ) ] no s Ty
e sy ar Ce—y Sidy '-‘;-f\.’ AR E sl =t S . LD—L-; p;o Jqil=110




116

moment of consecration.!" It also specifies the end of the Real Presence,

namely, when all species are destroyed, either by digestion or otherwise.
‘asze ooserves that in the Roman mass there is no prajyer for trans-

ormaticn, iike, for example, in the Gallican liturgy, but rather a

-~ Z
prayer cf sacritfice, asking God to accept the offering 30 It is only

permissable to speak of a sacrifice, says Sasse, when one thereby implies
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repatition, which compromises tThe finality and sufficiency of
sacrifice at Colgatha. Theresfore, the Roman mass is a deep tragedy, be-
cause vhere man actually offers a propitiatory sacrifice to God in an

o

in accordance with the words: "without the shedding of blood tiiere is 12

badlEnD ROc=09 et vl SPe o 2: 5 8 Heb, 1 3:15-16,, Ron. 12:1, Swalch
Art. II, 2, 3S 4, A VI, 368.
3'} - v (o] L2 L | "
Sasse, Vom Sakramenis, p. 69, Heb. 2:22; cf. ibid., p. 87, li.

—I_

Chemnitz, Zxamen Concilii iridentini (Ed. Preuss el;vlon, Serlin: Guste
Schlawitz, 1861), Locus VI, Art. 1, p. 383, where Chemitz confirms th

sacrificial aspect of the “u,”arlsu, but not in the atoning sense, never
propitiatiory. Gf. Sasse, This is, p. 380, Trent Sessio X{II, cap. |

4 no . - . . s = o
and 6. Cf. Sa "Liturgy and Lutheranism,”" Una Sancta, where Sasse,

(J]U)

se,
nevertheless, eems to see a change in the attitude ol Nome. Already in
i19L7 he writes in highly appreciative terms of Roman preservation of the
Real rresence, claiming that an evangelical trend is discernible. MAl-
thougn the ;dna of sacrifice in connection with the mass has not been
apandoned, "it has been so drastically reinterpreted that it comes very
close to the evangelical solus Christus, soia gratia.n

to please hiim. One is, however, reminded of the one-time sacriflice

~
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te Cospel-character of the Zord!s Zupper destroys the Roman mass.

As sure ac the Cocpel relates a gift, an act exira nos, so the sacra-

,~. DL

menval gift also comes to us Without our cooperavion.

are W

Luzher!s Deutsche llesse, treat znem zs such. 7o a Reformed mind, thi
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Zasse asserts that in the Iutheran Churen the words of institution

ords of consecration, and that 2ii Lutheran liturgies, includin
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omanism, and none of the classiczi

of institution are rather undersisod as a historic narrative
ssed to the m,onln.39
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Luther's position is clear in Ze Babylonicas
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Zor the bread and wine are
in order that they may de = d oy the .:crd and by
orayer, but after they have 3 tlessed and consecrated
E‘.-:r;:"béx'e no longer offered, cut received as a gift from
50d .+

] =, ] rave S Y
e MmMaiterla. mowever, Sazzs

he priestly character. The Doman Thurch relates the consecratory

partly to the priest and partly to the words, due vo the conce:

e character indelebili=s. Thiz wmust be rejected, as Johann Gernard
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cooperation teiween Christ and priest.®
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Sol. Decl. VE=®,f37, 33 783, onizasricsic references,
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One thing is the sacrament, another thing is the remembrance.

The 3acrament we should practice and "do," Xe says, and be-

sides remember !im, that means teach, believe, and give

thanis., Uthilst the remembrance is to be thank-offer, the

Sacrament itselﬁ is not an offering, but rather a gift of God

« + o o It was througn a misunderstanding that later the

sacrament itcelf only was called teucharist e

Luther separated the words of institution from the Bucharistic
prayer vo further emphasize that they were not a part of a man-made per-
formance, but unique. The words were not to be spolen secretly but pro-
claimed loudliy. IHeither is Cur Father a necessary part of the celebration,
and certainly not of the consecration. 3asse first observes that it had

a close connection %o the words of institution already from the time of

the early Church, in Rome from the time of Gregory the Great. :iiowever

Since Jesus never prayed Our Father for iimself and since
it is not mentioned in the New Testament in connection with

the institution of the sacrament, it does not belong to the
institution of Christ and, therefore, is not essential to
the celebration of the Lord's Supper. It belongs to the
teucharist!" in Luther'!s sense just as the Sanctus, the
Benedictus and the Agnus Dei. The words of consecration
are the words of institution only.%”

The Roman consecration is an immolatio, and offering of the zacrifice

The celebrant is consequently, the sacrificing oriest. The ordinatiocn

therefore implicit in the command "This do." "Thus in the Roman mass 2

e ; q wlil
nhuman teing sieps into the place which belongs to Christ alone. "b&

L2,

Sasse, "Consecration," p. 16, cf, WA XX, iii, 606.

3 " ; yy :
9°Toid., p. 17; In Deutsche llesse the words of institution are sung,
as 2lso tne Cospel; the place o1 Cur rather differs in Forrmula iHissae and
in Deutsche ifesse, respectively afte* and vefore the words of instituvisn.

Cf . SoL. DecI. VI, 77, BS 959; Zarge Cat. V, 11, BS 709; A X(VI, 282.
Ll s

LL

Tbid., pp. 20, 19.
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According to the Lutheran Church the words of institubion
ity r‘wl.,ecrauar‘f-, i.e. effecting the real presence of the
504y and blood of Christ, JOlel,/ because they are the
e “‘}rl“ Which are foday as powerful as in the
;‘;::r, Institution if spoken by the properly called min-
Loler wno qpe:u:s them as :ne mouthpiece of Christ and

net as a priest epd?wed W¥itn a potestas offerendi pre
vivis et defunctis.=

Interestinly enough Sasse holds to Luther's sirict judszment over an admin-

istration by an improper person as not giving the true sacr ent U6

words of institution are thus cualified by this factor in
In spite of the Thomistic definitions mentioned, the Roman Church
nas never stated dogmatically wnen the consecraiuion occurs; it has no
definite dogma on the '"moment of consecration." The Tastern Church is
pernaps clearer on this point with its doctrine of the epiclasis as tne
moment of change. However, neither in vhis Church do the dogmatic stat
ntc of the itransformation of the elements specify the exact mement.

.

The typical Greek view of the Middle Ages, going back %o Cyril and
o))

= ~r 3 1 o rnveld + - P Snetstnis e
Chrysostom, may be surmed, regarding the words of institutlon, as "une

powerful words of God ihich make the miracle of the Real Presence possidic,

3.« = “ - + .- . . . Lo L IS - 3 > -l HE:
wnile the coming of the Holy Spirit in response wo the epiciesis masses

3 1 - 3 = 2 3 - 3 — i ek o T ] e e
real.'™y7 In the early Church this division did noi exist; the moment ol

o o

er varianda," _utherische 3latter, :

5 sEn

SSe, D
i1 (1970), 9L-95; cf. H. Sasse, "An die Xirckiicne Sammlung," Xerox copj,
{January 1971), p. 13, holding that CA IV is de facto set out of function
by women-ordination and adwinistration by non-ordained.

MSc-"se, nConsecration,! pp. 5-8, Hippolyi's Church Order regard
cpiclesis and the words of institution as a uniiy, whiile Ireneus stressed
the latter. Cf, Sasse, This is, p. 17i, wnere ne obgerves that the modern
Tastern Church regards the whole Zuchari 5tic prayer, including the words 2f
institution, as concecratory.
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consecration was connected with the whole Cucharistic prayer, including

-~

~

the words of institution, as well as the epiclesis. Sasse affirms the
conclusion of many Catholic theologians in modern time, who feel com-
pelled to determine the moment of consecration as related to the Lord'c
ovn words. One stresses also the lack of any epiclesis at the first
Supoper

Turning to the Hew Testament, Sasse siresses the importance of
distinguishing between what is divine order and what is not. The
liturgical freedom must te underscored. The Church of the Lutheran
Reformation combined this freedom from liturgical laws with the freedon
to retain whatever could be retained of the old liturgy without cndan-
gering the Gospel.’"8 The account of the institution is the very heart

LS

of the Eucharistic liturgy. Sasse, in fact, claims that Paul's recording

Q

f it was obtained from the Antiochian liturgy. In this account, tie
words of dJesus himself is where the mystery of the sacrament is to be
found. So it is reflected also in Lutheran liturgy 47
Sasse is not in doubt on the question of the "after-consecration,”

Botn for Luther and for the Lutheran Church, following nim, it was aiways

certain that, "in case a new supply of bread and wine was necassary, the

elements brought to the altar had To be consecrated before being

15

481514, , pp. 11, 13.

)y

*915id., p. b, Zp. VI, 8, 35 798; of. ibid., pp. 2-3, disclaiming
the Anglican Church as having ORCcctr nolcRthch o nac ation, not ex-
ceeding that of Confessio llelvetica.
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o 50
distributed." Luther always retained a tremendous respect for the

consecrated host, and would never concede to an indifference that

treated consecrated and unconsecrated element alike. The unio sacra-

mentalis was much too serious a doctrine for that kind of attitude.
Luther did not give a doctrinal answer to the moment of consecra-

tion and duration of the Real Presence. The New Testament does not

contain such a doctrine. His answer was therefore practical. Sasse

observes that

He was, and this may be a surprise to many, never quite
sure about the moment when the consecrated bread ceases

to be the body, §%e consecrated wine ceases to be the
blood of Christ.

Therefore, for safety's sake, nothing should be left; the remmants should
either be consumed or burned. The same deep respect is present in the

Formula of Concord, which excludes all speculations and frivolous

52

questions.
Hardt

The consecration in the two medieval traditions may briefly be
characterized as follows:53 (1) the Thomistic tradition claimed the
words of institution were powerful instrumental words for the coming of

the Presence; (2) The Nominalistic school held to a simultaneous

501yid., p. 22, WA XII, 21k, WA XIX, 99, cf. Luther's misunderstand-

crre——

ing of Paul's and Luke's text, claiming bread-distribution before conse-
crating the wine.

51I'bid., p. 23.
SzIbid-' p. 2L, Sol. Decl. VII, 128, BS 1016.

5’B’Ha:n:'d‘t'.. Venerabilis, p. 157.
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parallelism, that as the words are uttered, God fulfills his promise
and leis the miracle happen.

Hardt claims that Luther took an opposing position to both of these
traditions, yet stressing primarily that the words of consecratlion are
divine spirit-filled creator-words. The action immlied by the miracle
of the Presence is beyond and contrary to what is considered natural ac-
cording to the orderliness of creation. This new relation of Christ's
body and blood to space, is a miracle worked through the Spirit in the
tord. "In his great Confession on the Supper Luther develops the doc-
trine of consecration as an obvious and necessary part of his doctrine
on the Supper."Sh

The words of Christ in the Supper are creative just as God's words
in Genesis 1, and the consecratory power lies on the same line as so-
called nature-miracies. However, there are two aspects that Luther
rejects, namely that the words as such have an inherent power that work
the miracle, and that the priest has an inherent creative power. "Only
Christi's authorization fills the blessing of the human voice with the
power that works the miracle.n55 As Jesus commanded to repeat t
he also has the power to transfer his own right of disposition over his
creation to whom he pleases. Taerefore his authorization, and that only,

fills the human voice with the power to work the miracle. Christ is

really the one wno speaks, illustrated by the pronoun "my! (body).

Shrids, po 1628

55I:)id.,, p. 16L; cf. Hardt, Om Altarets, pp. 55-56.
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If, therefore, Christ's institution is violated, as in the private
mass, then it is no longer Christ who speaks, and the validity of the
consecravion is annulled. However, Hardt does not follow Aslgff, who
nolds that the communion also constitutes a criterion for a correct
consecration. Wislzff claims that Luther shows an inconsequence by
disclaiming the Reformed celebration as valid, when it is performed
according to the institution. Hardt claims the communion is not to be

o

included in die Ordnung Christi which is necessary for a valid conse-

- ol 4 v . . .
cration.2® Hardt therefore asserts with Luther, that a Lutheran communi-
cant parvicipating in a Reformed Church does not receive the true

sacrament. The sacrament becomes an empty performance. "Luther, in

(6]

fact, perceives of the Reformed reading of the words of institution a2

. - a & = = ]
meaninsliess, and proposes mockingly instead an Ave lMaria or a hymn.n2f

)

Hardt‘tharefore claims that Luther held only to one conditicn for a
valid sacrament, namely that God's word and order not be changed. In
the Zeformed Supper both are changed, as the consecration is negated.
This resiriction does not abolish the objectivity of the sacrament, but

merely points out that the validity of a matter of '"religious reaiitiies,

5]

; P s s A Qs =
which places man under the final decision," of faith or un-belief.-

°°Ibid., p. 166; Wislzff, The Gift, pp. 156-157.

=

5TToid., p. 1685 cf. p. 167, WA XX, iii, 559, WA XXVI, 389, ¥A ™
IV, 5185,

dt o 1> - -

’SIbid., p. 169, Sol. Decl. VII, 32, 38 982; cf. Hardt, Om Altarets,
p. 58; TR VI, 506, on Luther's strong accusations against the enthusi-
asts, that they don't consecrate; thus they have only bread and wine.
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Luther does not display an inconsequence or uncertainty in treating

+the Reformed celebration and the Roman mass. Hardt

ck

., therefore, disa-

grees with both Wislgff and A. Peters, who hold that Luther never could

free himself from the thought that Christ really was present in the
ivate mass, yet unconditionally rejecting the Presence in the Reformed

celebration.59

Luther did not know this distinction of dogma and theologoumsnhon,

as here indicated. Uhat cannot be asserted by Scripture is not to be

taught. Hardt agrees with Sasse who holds tnal the Reformed Zupper

=
5]

not a sacrament ol Christ!

For in those words Christ Himself speaks, and the minister
would not speak "ex persona Christi," if he did not cpeak
the words of institution, as Christ understc d them and
wanted them to be understood.®0

.

On the question of accidents befalling the elements, Hardt also

challienges Wislegff's assertion that somebody having received a non-

O

onsecrated host, believing it was consecrated, has nevertheless received
the right sacrament. Luther's position is that the communicant in fact
has been betrayed and received only bread, however he has not lost the

61

blessing.®' Taith can never substitute consecration

In characterizing lelanchthon's position, iardt says h
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emphasis on comfort, as the primary purpose of the words, does noi ex-

e

that new W

clude an objectvive element. Melanchthon did, in fact, urge ti new wing

59Tbid., p. 170; Wisleff, The Gift
(Berlin: Lutherisches Verlagshaus, C.1960

6OIbid.; Sasse, This is, p. 372.

(&2}
-J

61Tbid;, p. 171; cf. ¥isleff, The Gift, p. 156, WA XOVIIZ
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brought in to the altar, during the celebration, should be consecrated.
Zowever, jardt concedes that llelanchthon never could make a problem out
of the use sf a non-consecrated host, when eaten in good £aith.62 Tae
action therefore, constituted a right consecration.

nz considered the divine will, as expressed in the insti-

L]
(o]
——

vution, as constitutive for the sacrament. He was attacked by the
Ghesio-Lutherans who held he had deprived the liturgical consecration
of its content. He had opposed a strict verbal notion, that the con-

secration was bound to certain syllables, instead stressing the funcuic:z.

Thus he also held the after-consecration as unnecessary, but did not
forbid 1t.03

Laurentius Petri is an interesting example in this connection. ile
had a very concrete concept of the Real Presence, and a high regard for
the consecration, yet rejected the after-consecration. His argumentation

was that the consecration had wider limits and applied also for the host

In summarizing, Hardi claims that the idea of a consecratory
divinely authorized act, filled by Christ's own divine power, wWas common
to Iuther and to the north-German tradition, including a capacity like

Chemnitz

®2mid., pp. 179-1805 cf. pp. 173-17k-

331‘01:1.. pp. 182-18L; p. 18l quoting ! Brenz: "die Kraft des Sacra-
ments lomme nicht her von einer gleichsam ma%:.scgencﬁzin‘ii;lm;ggneiwu
Recitation, sondern weil es einmal von Christo S0 g & ¥

y

°L‘Tov1., p. 190.



¥
i
.
'

126

Tne priest at the altar does not only take the creator'c
body by his fingers, but also speaks the creato“'s words
with his lips. Heither the Real Presence nor the mode

of bringing it about demands theological limitations as

to the presence of the divine world in time and space
beyond those limits that have to be set against misuse,
contrary toc the institution historically given. Cbviously
then, the creative word has the same power over the ele-
ments as over men's hearts.©

The significance of the consecration is that it distinguishes be-
tween what may be worshipped and what may not. The worship is solely
directed toward the consecrated sacrament, as it exists in a certain
time psriod, on the altar, in the hands of the priest, as it is cle-
vated, carried and distributed. The character of the consecratory wordc
are, according to Iiardl, not thal of laciing powsr-words, thus opposing
anc J. Diestelmann. The term thettelwort, designmates power-

. *7

< . - 3 ‘ 1 oA \
Aeir power olce uoverad. Gldker Mleks) i

Tl o

eem wdend M

[
]

wlls
command-iord, the wthis is my dody" is hic owm action-word, working wnat
it says. Thus as soon as Carist says his words of ingtitution, tney
gffect mat they say. That is wvhen the consecrated element comes into
be:'.ng.és
Hard?{ discusses the moment of consecration, and holds that Lutner
has probably been understood somewhai erronéously. It may seem that he

sees the moment in the liturgy to be that of Cur Father. ¥Yet, analyzing

the term shows that the oratio dominicae signifies the words of institution,

553bid-, pp. 194-195,

%51mid., pp. 227-228; cf. Hardt, Om Mtarets, p. 74, I IZE, 101,
and p. 5h for definitions: wthettelwort," an action-word not depandant
on man's participation, and "heisselwort,!" a command-word which recuires
obedient performance. Cf. supra, p. 96.
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translated “brter des Hcrrn.67 This seems verified by the fact that

Luther placed Cur Father differently in his two orders of the mass,
once belore, and once ai'ter the words of i.nstitution.68 Taken together

Wwith thz term thettelwort this is the only possible solution, says

uther regarded all indifference toward the consecration with
great seriousness; it was the rationalistic mind, originating from

Srasmian and Roman modernism, that eventually could only lead to the
] o

naxed atheism. Ile urged church-discipline against those who disrespected

the consecration, by ireating the sacrament irreverently or by mixing
non-consscrated with consecrated.69

The af'ter-consecration was obviously a necessity for Luther.
Hardt claims that "it is the upholding of such things, as for an out-
sider must be considered irrelevant, that the faithfulness toward the
Chrisiian revelation is tested and proved."TO The resistance against

-

s also characterized as an escape from the Real

e

elevation and adoration

Fresernce, the power of consecration, and the objecvive basis, to a pious

human subjectivity.

6Thid., p. 23L; cf. ibid. p. 228, WA Br X, 3894: mincipat ab initio

oration

68-01d., pP. 23L, WA XII, 213 (Forrmla iMissae 1523), WA XIX, 95
{Deutsche resse 152’)

He b

s Dominicae."

e

L‘9zzardt Om Altarets, p. 60; cf. ibid., p. 57, MA XX, i, 220, A

XNIII, 69, A*“"B"*“f, 570 c
TOmy3d.; of. YA Br X, 3762; cf. ibid., p. Th.
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Adoration and “orship

%-/_7}
4]
4]
o

A1l through the HMiddle Ages the sacrament had a centrzl place in
the worship. However, during the latter part of that period, ine m2ss
became more and more an act of the priest alone, or the priest togetner
with a2 few ministrants or possibly a few laymen. The sacrament developed
from a Communion service to a performance, where the congregation became

spectators. In the late twelfth century the elevation and adoration of

£

the elsments took the place of common participation. OUne may deszignate
it a "holy drama," or even "communion with the eyes.nT|

The cornection with the Real Presence is clear. It is precisely
this doctrine that led to the adoration of tne elements, and the rever-
ence surrounding the preservation of them. The tabernacle, the Corpus
Christi feast, and the doctrine of the transubstantiation were all impor-
tant elements that added to the mystery of the mass during the thirtsenth
century.

Luther rejected the adoration of the consecrated host in the taber-
nzcle or in the procession of the Corpus Chrisii feast., Nevertheless,
Sasse points to Luther's open atvitude toward the adoration. Iiz would u
terms as '"honor," "oow,!" and "prostrate," basing them on the (ld Testa-
ment terms for worshipping attitude. The open aspect of the matter i

stressed by holding that neither those who practice the adorati

S}
5
(5]
Lo |

from 126lL.
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those who refrain from it would be regarded as heretics. One must,

2ver, siress that Luther's concrete concept of the Real Presence is all
decigive for nis attitude toward the question of adorat;.on.72

Sasze mentions the rejections in the last article of the Formuia of

Concord, including the transubstantiation and adoration of consecratved

hosis. He does not, however, elaborate on the content and conseduencs
of such a rejection. Similarly, when Luther refers to his previous
of s a ejec ‘Iar"lj’ T her r fer o his nreviou

latlrcus" actions in the private mass, Sasse does not, in the denuncia-

tion of those acts see a general negative attitude toward the adoraticn,

and czertainly not toward the Real Presence. Luther's later stress of

J

consscratvion as the only legitimate basis for elevation and adoration,
shows that he considered these acts as aporopriate. e held the eleva-

P hia fsre-
g0 01 NisS I1rST

tion to be a rite inciting the faith. Luther never let

l-‘

exsosition on the adoration of 1523, and repeated it in his

- -
e |

Confession of 15L4L.!-
ZJasse ciresses the awesome character the miracle of the Real Fresence
had for Luther. The truth that "The blessed Bread is the Zody of Christ

also when it lies on the altar or when the Pastor holds it in khis handsz,®

made veneration and adcration a ratural and necessary part of iiis

Tbid., p. 106 TA ¥I, LLS=U50; cf. Sasse, Vom Sakraments, p. 145,

Ly Bol - »
3bid., p. 173, JA LIV, 163, 1A VI, 524, WA XI, 105; oZ. ibid., ».
0, WA YXXVILII, 197, ff. ibid., p. 123, on Honius, hOLd“ﬂS the Noman
concaecration led to adoration, and thus to idolatry.
Tha :

-
- g+t - -
Sassz2, "Zum lutherischen,! p. i5.
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In his essay "Liturgy and Lutheranism'* of 1747,
the imporiance and crucial understanding of the Real Presence ac the
center of the liturgy. The communion of balievers grows up around
the Holy Communion, and a Protestant liturgy will inevetably die ihere
the mediation of the whole Christ is neglected., Placing great erphasis
on the close connection between dogma and 1 iturgy, Sasse, however, does
not treat adoration and elevation in that connection. His strong livur-
gical basis does not necessitate advocation of a worship of the elements.
iz main erphasis seems to be the intimate xelation between the preached
and the acted Gospel in sermon and sacramen t.

To Luther the elevation was an adiapnoxron as long as it could be
interpreted evangelically. He retained it up to 1543, becauss he felb
it guarded the Real Presence against Zwinglian spiritualism'. Howaver,

4U

he could also drop it, and did so, when it tended to imply Roman mis-

¥

conceptions. His concern was always to safeguard the sacrament, ZLuther

never advocated an irreverent and indifferent position toward the ele-

ments.76 He always retained the notion of a mysterium tremendum

Overall, Sasse does not give much space and concern for the aspec

ok

of adoravion, in his many presentations of the Heal Presence.

Hardt

7SSasse, wLiturgy," Una Sancta, VIII, 6-18.

z
7°Sasse, nConsecration," pp. 22-23.
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created ancther vasis. Asserting that Christ's numan nature also had
pary in the divine gualities, the body and blood of Christ in the sacra-
ment could te worshipped withoul reservation.
Lutner's position is not seriously disputed among scholars., He had
a2 high vencration for the Real Presence and found it proper to adore it
also in an outward manner. His position is, however, very often deplored

0y Lutheran scholars. In nis On the Torship of the Sacraments of 1523,

Luther treats both inner and outer worship., Inner worship presupposes

aith, and is seen as the highest work toward God. The outer worship ic

principally an adiaphoron, out "He who believes, 25 has been proven how

one snould helieve, can surely not refuse his vensration for Chrisi's
) 2 3 7. i Bk o y =5 ()
sody and blood. "7 As faith is decisive for all actions, so 2lso for ine

adoration, and faith tends in Luther %o include an elemznt of worship, (©
There are numerous testimonies to Zuther's worshipping atiitude.

ne brothers oi the Anhalt nobilily testified: "ie aave seenr Luther

Loy ey sl o ToL s S s ; 2 -
with sincerety and veneration throw himself down on the ground and wor-

2N
ship Christ, wnen the sacrament is elevated.n!” Hardt therefore asserts
that the withdrawal of the elevation from the services in ifitzenberg in

1542, was not initiated by Tuther. It is true that Luther never considerad

the elevation necessary and could under certain circumstances both acc

17”,“4-, Om Altarets, p. 69, VA XI, LL7; cf. Hardt, Venerabilis, pp. 555

—_———— = St et Py P pmeeea ey
214, where the 1ollowing scholars are nenuloneﬂ in sSupport OI unlsS 1nterpre-
~e

tation of Imther: . Grass, H#. Sasse, A. Peters, C. ¥, TAslez::

21

TG 5 uDe0 115 ARRE Il g B R sunratSn SOlITSE = ibid., o 2y ehliEs
Tinguishing hetween ehrbisten for the ouTward act, and anoieuven as less
proper for the honorary gesture; yeb, cf. ibid., . 225, A LIV, 432:
mit allen ehren anbeten Soi,!

Pmpid., p. 72, A TR, V, 5665, JA 3r, ¥, 38L9.

0111

SiiE i



. e sees S BENE -

132
and defend its abolishment. Yet, one has testimonies that uither con-
sidered the abolishment of the elevation as lessening the authoriziy of

the sacrament.

The freedom on adiaphoral matters, as the Confessions clail

=
-
b
;
(o]

include the possibility for re-instating the elevation, when heresy
threatens the Real Presence. :ardt feels this is indeed the case today
wnen the illwill toward the eievation often reveals iivself a
from the Real Presence and the power of the consecration.

In 1538, Melanchthon attacked the Christological paraliel to the
miracie of the sacrament. Yet, this understanding did not prevent nin

from labeling those who rejected the worship of Christ's body as

I-Iestorians.BO Hle felt the real Lutheran distinction between the bread and

the body had not been understood, thereby leading to the so-called 'bread-

worship." This was a distortion of the phrase: ‘'panis est corpus.” Tie
worchiip was also, according to Tuther, to take place 'nmon in panem, sed
in Chritum." Therefore, rightly perceived, thc sievabion difd nov iave W
be oifensive, but ilelanchthon claimed the zinple belief of peorple would

easily lead to a localization of the objecti of worsanip. In comparing itoe

bapd e s Vot

w70 Reformers, Hardu holds that

lelanchthon and Luther perceive of the sacramental worship
of the un-educated people guite dii‘i‘e*'entl". Luther iden-
tifies himself without reservation with the medieval af-
finity toward the Saviour in the host . . . . lielanchthon
7iews thg same people as fallen into a materialistic bread-
worship.,

80,

Hardt, Venerabilis, p. 1L1.
81 Tbid., p. 145, Melanchthon also rejected adoration in Bapilicm,
which Zufher would open for.
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Zardt ooserves that Zrenz's heavy attack on the transupstantiation,
in fact, strites the oubiard character of Luther's adoration and wor-
chip 25 well. To aim these things were Aristotelian and abhorrent.

Zhe worship is based, not on a localization of the godhead to the
Zles, tut on the exaltiation of this latter to the worthiness of worship,

~= - S T ey}
says :iaxdt, Luther!

(6]

main point is the personal union of Christ. The

hrist's body only affirms this union, and does not allow

for notions that the godhead is confined to the body.82 Hardt claims

thiz to be a main characteristic of Luther, that he nowhere developed a
disiincticn between the element and Christ's body,

Cod in nis omnipotence is the object of worshipn. Luther points to
this in ais Cenesis-commentary, holding that God chooses for himself the

3
(0]
=
(9]
(&)
4y
=
Q
ot
1
(0]
|~
A0}
ct
e
O
)
.
oS
14
1

Rignt and false worship is determined by whether

G2

od has chosen the olament or place worshipped as his place of revelation.

ne Suppner he 2as given us such a place.

The fact that Luzher regarded adoration as an adiaphoron does not

imply tiat ne permiis boull adhierence and rejection of adoration as per-
Wwiggibie opinions wiwhin: thz fourch, Ho one may dogmatically dispute the

q . 32 vam A P ) ~e -l e h 3 + - =3 1
Zegitinacy of the sacramentel worship. This seems to be unconditional.
rm

‘he adiaphioron is limised o the outward form of worship.
Zardn engages in a discussion with Visleff on the relation betieen

adoration and faith in Zuther, iAsleffls position seems referred o

~r

- ke o
bid., pp. 205-2003 cI. SuDLa,EDe S0
Petri as a typical example of Tuther's posi

i I3 = ) ..
_‘-.'311'-13...3 U0 JUoravlon.

T

5 LiRg SlHeplGly el iy (Rl Tho
tion of the personal union
B3TE

TEenieln g 1ok
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correctly. KHe "sees the adoration and its most pregnant expression,
the eievation, as an erratic block in Iuther'!s sacramentel ouvlo o =

isledf maintains tnat Luther betrays himself and his principle of

L.

justification by faith alone, by holding the adoration to be necessary.
Hardt holds that Wisleff here separates justification dy faith from the
nighest work of faith, the adoration. He rejects making jusiification
by faith an overarching principle, and claims Wisleff regards this prin-
ciple differently from Luther. It qualifies the Christian action, bud
hac no sysiematic, regulating function., NiWisizff's use of justification
and forgiveness of sin as the sacramental
2

worship . . . belongs with the Melanchthonian camp."” ZLuther's
Anfechtung over the fact that he once worshipped an invalidly consecrated

sacrament in the private mass, presuoposes, that a2 right consecrated

sacrament can be worshipped.

L In the act of elevation two concerns of Luther coincide, namely
: thav of worship and that of preaching the Real Presencs. /Against
1

YHsleff, Hardt holds that this is no contradiction. The outwzrd act

is by Luther, in Dsutsche Messe of 1526, regarded as & reminder of Christ's

Blit34., p. 221, Wisleff, The Gift, p. 182.

85Tbia., D22 Reilp e 2L SWASTINT 0 S tden i Jeyoitrne nlut
Christi eren wyr ym brodv; cf. VWA TXXVIII, 197

Ioid., p. 226, "himmelska offergang,” implyin

g no
L (=]

but Christ coming from heaven to earth. Cf. pn. 32—33,

R. Prenver's sacrificial notions, "dynamic perception! of

as eternally present, R. Prenter, Skabelse og Genlesning
G. E. C. Gads Forlag, 1971), pp. 5306, 550.
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early

LR

function of the proclamation.

However, it

ect,

mental and occurs

rejected as a part of the

.

life he became extremely

naving them as 'heathen” and "idolators."
airmed at the liturgical addition initiated

wno abolished

the crass forms

1ardt claims it is not correct to see

Orthodoxy as the culmination of materialization of

rather express the opposite view.

(¢]
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©
r

o
o
2]
(0]
Q.
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f.:

in eariier Lutheranism.
guarded the Lutheran position as

of adoration and t

Tuther,

belore the consecration.

.nile the Gnesio-Lutherans held to the

The evidence of

n Catholic, even though it actually

did Georg

the extra usum is

Melanchthon one can find the elevation ascribed a

is not regarded as a sacra-

This

by A. tusculus,

From 1538 it

was perhaps

sacramental act, and toward the end of nis

(o)
=

especia

Christian freedom, mekin

the elevation

05sivle not only the wership and elevation, but also othe

in

n

(¢

8

r items in

tHittenberg i

Jonann Gerhard and the 16

time

1, —
the sacrament.

is clearly

critical toward the Gnesio-Lutherans, desig-

Gl
I

0C-

They

and space wWas

III of Anhalt,

and the mystery of the Real Presence is, according to

by V. Selneccer, T. Kirchner and M.

(2Yo)
D10 B
101C

T . . 1,
imeeling and prostration.

Chemnitz in Hi

253, items permitied:

reflected
His descriptions of the sacramental

Hards,

existed also in

Hardt holds that probably no one

=

sanctio

stori dess

S concern

worship

ned

pictures, candles, bellis,
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~acramentsstreits.89 Ceorg's defense for the sacramenial iorship was

brougnt out by Selneccer, two years after the Forrula of Concord, in

order to authorize the new Confession. The adoration is an accepied
fact in poth of the writings, and the elevation, being an adizphoron,
also permissible.

In his Repetitio sanae doctrinae of 1561, Cnemnitz professes 1o

Luther's word on the legitimacy of worshipping the Ducharist, although

[y

he rejects the papists! "bread-worship® outside the use. The adoration

'..J.
5]
0
O
o]
3]
| ad
2,
Q

recd in his Examen Concilii Tridentini of 1565 as extra con-

o

troversariam, and the rejection in the Formula of Concord, of Reformed

accusations of "bread-worship" and Capernaitic practices, also seems 0
be based on Chnemitz.”0

Brenz on the other hand posed a contradiction beutwesn pread-worshino!
and "Christ-worship," and J. Andreae distinguished between worshipping

Christ in the sacrament and worshipping the sacrament itself, Andreae

held Luther's position, as well as that of the Formula of Concord, to

be one of veneration and reverence, but not adoration, He himzslf de-

PR

nounced any paysical act of worship toward a pajysicel object as idoilatry.
lardt ciaims fervently that this is contrary to Luther's intention.

oy k. - ; o : e A

7=u;u., PR 269, Wl it EretorninaStouy bl iso £ tlantionad o stins of
e ——p— 2y S 5 4 - 1 =
1521 : i wollen nichts zu thun haben mit denen, welche . . . dac hoch-
urdig Sacrament / ja Christum im Sacrament ansuboien IU» sins MopBiiore
halten.® OCFf, p. 273.

?01bid., pp. 276, 278, Sol. Decl. VIT, 126, 33

1 J
BS 803 wnere rejected: "Externa vicibilis elemenIa panic et vini in
sacramento adorando esse.” Cf, Chemnitz, p. 321: "adoraitio non cst
dirigenda ad terrena elementa, panem et vinum, sed ad Chrisiun deunm et

hominem. "
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—uther always spoke of an outward act to be accompanied by an inner

rzhip, thus never isolating the outward worship, even thougnh

M tar-fellowship

-~

asse claims that all the Christological dogmas are closeiy iinked
togeiner. Denial of one is nci an isolated heretical tendency, but leads
%0 a Dasic heresy, where denizl of other articles of faith is inevitadbla.
furinermore, "for Luther the denial of the Real Presence was a heresy

destructive %o the Church."?? This concept of heresy, and the conscious-

ness ol an anti-Christian force ever present, undermines all atitempis of

5
(=
<l
<
.
o
H
(9]
ct
19)
}J-

s denial is present. Fallen mankind is chacterized by
- o

sz to accent the external word and the external means of g

3
)
2]
)
-

and by developing its owmm religion, which places man Where God alone has
This nosition is also stressed by the fact that Luther, when urged s
g0 1o Marburg, in order to achieve a common Protestant basis in the poli-

ical and ecclesiastical struggles, made it plain that ne went as a

(0]

confessor znd not as a negotiator. His position on the sacramental Fre-

sence was beyond discussion. Sasse observes that there was no common

7'Toid., pp. 280-283; cf. WA XI, hh9, Luther rejected a nur eusser-
L=DLE pith
=

pid.
lich anpeten.”
97, ey = -
’Zaas:e, els) Sy 90 kel @s o ks



celegbration of the sacrament in lMarburg, although the problem of

138

-

fellowship as we understand it did nov exist, since all still wer

tholic Christians.”?3

Upon Bucer's direct request to be accepted as orthodox, Luth

could not but decline to do so:

by

Sl

I am neither your Lord, nor your judge, nor your teacher.
Your spirit and our spirit cannot go together. Indeed,
it is quite obvious that we do not have the same spirit.
For there cannot be one and the same spirit where on one
side the words of Christ are accepted in sincere faith,
and on the other side this faith is criticized, attacked,
denied, and spoken of with frivolous blasphemies., There-~
fore, as I have told you, we commend you to the judgment
Goc. Teach as you think you can defend it in the
sight of God 2L

Luther'!s attitude may be summed up, as he did in a letter to
on the last day of the Colloquy:

Charity and peace we owe even to our enemnies. Tney were
t0ld, to be sure, that in case they should fail to come
to their senses concerning this article they might enjoy
our charity, but could not be regarded by us as brethran
and members of Christ.>

The question separating them is an article of faith, therefore it

1% i G
Dl

Ty -3
SWan

to the Roman Church is an oversimplification., There ars two bord:

Sl T~

reated ligntly. Luther refused the right hand of fellowship

l..a

gli, as well as the name of brother.

o

=

Sasse claims the Reformed view of Protestantism as a bloc opposed

alioa

that for the Zwinglians was the difference of theslogical schools

J.
in an e¥Tort to show his opponents their er

93I01d., pp. 215, 218; cf. p. 229 L

4 W ¥ . ~
ner present av Marburg
-

L i oo 26520608

95Tbid., p. 27k, WA Br V, 1L77.

of

N iy
ORLY
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“hought , which mignt 2e tolerated within one and the same Church, was

Eal >

Zor Luthier the difference between Church and heresy. There is there-

i

Zore no doubt that Luther regarded deniers of the bodily presence of

Larlst in the bread, as heretics with whom there could be no fellows

RN
dmrr @

.C 2ven compares this heresy with Arianism. Although he would admit

“hal remmants of the true Caurch are to be found also in herstical

"""‘-: o= <1 E T at] - - terem S e v : <+ ' Y ¥
rcles, ulav cowid never jusvify a communicatvio in sacris. Therefors,

=1 accordance with the Ancient Church, heretics and schismatics were
not to be admitted to the Sacrament of the Altar,?6

~

sse suresses that this concept of "closed communion also is that

of ihe old Reformed Churcn. Advocates of "open commmion! can therefore

NotT appeal Lo Zwingli, because he did not consider the Real Presence an

article of faith, but =n opinion that could be tolerated within the same
cnurch, without raising the question of heresy.
Concerning the condemnations in the Lutheran Confessions, Sasse

observec that they =zeep the same principle as Luther, namely distincticn

3 R s 1 B0 . e e N i ) Lk 1 o ~ 3 § 1 L
Jetieen the heresies thsmselves and the members of the churclies that
Fays et L s i T =2 - 2 <73 atwmmar] A= +1

taugnt tnese herecies. The condemnations are primarily zimed at the

teaching and preaching positions, rather than the simple believers. One

vm— 3 - LI P T b 3
Mmistc 1n all seriousness uphold

3 W. Tlert, Bucharist and Church Fellowship in
(3t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, c.1960),

the Tirst Four Centuri e« L
p. 167, Cf. k. 3asse, "Confessional Churches in the Ecumenical love-
ment,!! Springfielder, XXT (1967), 8.
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the nrinciplo that church and altar-fellowship can be

practiced only where a consensus on the truth of the

Cospel and on the Sacraments of Christ has been

reached.-

Sasse holds that the Lutheran quest for truth also is & quest for unity.
The two are inseparable.

Observing the tendency of rationalism within churches today, Jasse
remarks that the Lutheran Church, in conirasi to the Reformed and the
Anglican Church, have so far retained its historical Confessions. Hou-
avar, he questions the sincerety of adherence and asks whether it Is

just =2 matter of time, due to conservatism, before Lutheranism al5o

B ¥ on . . S ) e Lyl
drons the historical Confessions.?C Tae unity of the Church lies not

3 1 3 3 aniving of
in organization or structure, but in the faith. The right preaciiing ol
the Cospel and administration of the sacraments are therefore rclated

to the understanding implied, not

B
]
(4]

1y the performance of these rites.

6]

asse questions the unity of Reformed churches. las the Consensus

igurinus a true expression of a2 unity in faith, doctrine and confession,

or was 1t rather a church-political compromise? Sasse seems 1o imply
the latier. Present Ileformed consensus on tine Supper is, as in the

B

sixteenth century, rather in the negative t

1an in the positive, thatv is,

what the words of institution do not mean, rather than what they do mesan.

tlnen therefore criticism today is raised against so-called

971’31{1., P. 3343 cf. H., Sasse, Here e Stand {(llew Fork: Harper &
Brothers, c.1938), p. 126, WA XVIII, 652, on true bel '
kmowm circles.

(o4}

98,
9 A it
Toid., p. 3L9; cf. H. Sasse, "Arc /e Foriei

ting Cur :eritoge,!
Christianity Today, X (October 22, 1965), 15, where he sees tne Church
of the Reformation perish in old ;..utheran countries, ezemplified by

-

doctrlnal indifference on the theol ogir‘&_ Taculties, women-ordination,
moral relativism, existentialism, to mention the moet aggravating ones.
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"mizunderstanding® of Calvin!s standpoint, Sasse claims iv is carrica-
11 as it neglects to distinguish between Calvin's and
Zingiils position.”’ Furthermore it is motivated by an ideal concep

of ons uniflied Church, unionism being a characteristic trait of the

asse does, hovever, compromise this absolute stand somewhat by
Ting thait cne wust not overloox the sirange unity that underl ail
the consradictory confessions and binds together these confessions.

~
&)

of our day is that the Christian faith of the Reformaiiosn
neing renlaced by undogmatic Christianity, which in essence is non-

xslent, The appzal to lex orandl as lex credendi is only acceptable

if it may be reversed. ‘'iiothing is correct in the liturgy .and the

iy of the Churcn, that is not doctrinally correct, 1100

ZTasse pleads that the refusal of Church and Communion-fellowsnin
wWith the Reformed must not be understood as 2 violation of Christian
inacy. 1t must be seen as obedience wo the
eternal truth of Zcrinture, and an act of Seelsorge toward those wno 4o

- =

noi share the literal understanding of the words of institution., inion-

anid Lutaeran churches; they have 'ruined legitimate and necessary

1
<o)
s

Cne iIs thereiore today farther away from unity than ¢

£
@

’Zasse, Tom 3alxonenis, pp. 185-185, referring specifically
H, Gollwitzer Th his Coena Jomini, 1337.

e, Chiristianity Today, X, 20-2i.

i o1 3.1 R - [ . L) W— 3
'Y, Sasse, "2n the “roblem of the Relation 3etween uhe .Lc o- ned

and Tutheran Church,” Theslogical fuarterly, XLVI (19L9), 2L,




12
"Fathers" were, who en mics in an effort to clarify tratd
v 3 bl gaged in polemics in an effort vo cL 3
3

and Crror.

- - .y . - =~ vy ~ -,'1":
Sasse'!s strong opposition to Barth and his Barmen-declaration Wa

—&ﬁ-ﬂ._-—‘-

not motivated out of a conservative political attitude or indiiference.

le did not oppose an action among theologians and church Leaders 9

3 3 s s . . fnarer. Mo UPESd S ch
challenge the ethics of the lazi-regime. On the conirary, he urgsd Su
action and took a firm stand himself. That he deplored, however, was

the confessional character it developed. The sacranental theology as
declared not to be of any hindrance to a waified proclamation, #:-S:
tnan was included in the ordination confessions. S

Sarmen-declaration was no different from the Preussian Union a ceniury

D) 2 . Ao 5 5 o, . R 5 -+ of an
Delare.19~ Sasse claims it has created confusion as to the concept 02

_ . 3 r ey T - . . ] 1 ol =<ne Tron
evangelical Church. Neither Deutsche Ivangelische nirche, reguiilis

= : 1z ! 3 ey -] miynho
the Barmen-declaration and XK. Barth'!s ¢fforis, nor the IJeiennanie .iitcts

is 2 Church in the proper sense of the tern

wii

- 5 - =5 A = et = i eyt o Shnis 7o ke

fae declaration of iF2l digonly an s2thicai staboment, 1 ARl = =
s gz O 5 Ty Thadl -1 o s i . i) ol hawra 7 CONe
3T nay be upheld. But for 2 Tutheran it is inconceivenle to have 2 €9

fessional document vhich dissolves the diiforences

QLSS wialeh eyitristiohlaiglisleiof [3)

T e b -~

ac unessential, and not church-devisive. This includes the Christology ©-
Tne Lord's Supper. The question of truth is regarded as secondary, under

the guestion of usei‘ulness.103

102 ;
“H, Sasse, In Statu Confessionis {3erlin

c.1966), pp. 283-285; cf., H. Sasse, "Zur Fragec
Igreja Luterana, XTX (1958), 1L3.

L Yoz Tarl '1',-':""'1 1S
usnericches Ve )
[
]

3 = 2y M|
ben.l:r.:'_:;.."c_u..,..u 3

o i
£
)
5) el

1035 L

. Gerhard Niemdller, Die erste Bekenninis-synode der Deutsciien
"‘vane;e_:.schen Kirche zu Barmen T@Jttm"m Vandenhoec: & upreciivy 2

C 2UpPTreciivy r;'-'\.‘)
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asse sees Barth's attempts in the 1930's being carried on in the
vangelische ¥Yirche in Deutschland of 1948, where the confessional
contradictions are sought dissolved. Even in an organization like
utheran Yorld Federation, Sasse asserts that the phrasing of the sacra-
104

mental presence is left open. He can only, sadly, observe tnat the

altar-Tellowship vetween Lutherans and Reformed is a fait accompli today,

he exception of a few churches.

e most serious effort toward inter-communion is the Arnoldshain

Theges, The compromise-character of the result was not to be hindered
2y Lutheran represensatives as P. Brunner and E. Schlink. OSasse deplores

the lattier's subjection to ecumenical influence. That W, Zlert and Sasse

himself declined the invitation to participate, and that E. Sommeriath

refuzed to accept the result, are sirong indications of the cc>mpJ."0:m'_se."'5"S
In his treatment of the theses, Sasse concludes that the "Lutherans
have given up the doctrine that the consecrated bread is the body of
__!q’
Shrisy and the consecrated wine is the dlood of Christ.®'Y2  Sasse claims
they zvre in conformity
Catachism, compromising to both sides.
“ikewise, the lMarburg Revisited and later ecumenical dialogues in
the United States display a new philosophy, alien to that of the Reformers
10k 4

Sasse, '"Zur Frage,!" Igreja Luterana {IX, 146; cf. 3Sasse, "Con-
fessional Churches," Soringfielder XXXL, 2-3k, for a general criticue of
S

LWr's basics and confessional character.

, "hat is the Sacrament of the Altar?," The Soring-
968), 10.

i"thid., XXXIT, 11, referring to the term of Augustana Variata:
mrish the oread" in thesis l; cf. Sasse, "Variata," Lutheriscne 3liiver,

- -0 Q
.'.A"..LL’ =30’ 'u:, 9( L
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on either side. One does not ask any more: "that is truthi?" nau:el
is regarded as static,

the philosophy of dynamic categories replace what

substantial thinking. This philosophy produces
Lord, wnen

{reed man from the ontological skandalon of the

Sasse does not

.
minei.

axa Il

et

"substance" or "matter" is perceived of.
they have to be

of philosophical systems, but he claims
many different philo-
is contained in each

Christian theology can make use of
sophical systems, using what truth
of them. But it should never be married to one sysiem,
#:ich happens to be in fashion at the time.!C7
c s gt
today thereforec rust be that

Tne position of the Lutheran churche
that the words 01

olloquy,

of Luther in his final offer at the Marburg Co

Christ must be accepted in simple faith, leaving the "how! to God.
does nov nave to be a Lutheran to believe in the Real Presance bu
that doctirine nevertneless remains a criterion for common
hurches, for example,
e

strongly rejects the policy of modern union c

that of South India, where the requirements for the
rstanding 0=
s3nl

A

accept

ance of the minister are stated, but leaving tne unde
the Presence of Christ and the gift of the sacrament

b 0% AR O
to the individu

minister and communicant.108
the many conferences and attempts to bring wne
2in Uni=asgs

Sasse considers th
confessional churches to a closer harmony,

nthe only judge, rule, and norm," that is, Holy
covered, there is no solution ahead. Then *h ' -

107 10i4., 1OIT, 19, cf. p. 20.
4o the Present Discussion 94
; f’:, 2!-'.-

18_
10 H. Sasse, "A Lutheran Contribution
the Lord's Supper," Concordia Theological Vonthly, ¥
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REsl ene “eaching on the sacrament, all discussions are bound
T2 ey :“J“i:..e.
2338 pointa, newverznelass, to the ancient liturgical practices,

wnere the petition for the unity and purety
9T the Thureh is a part of the sacramental prayers. The symbolism of

%2 many zraing shat make up the one loaf is likewise to illustrate the

atura of the Lord'c Tupper as the sacramentum unitatis. 109 mis
petizion will aivays bslong So the essence of true evangelical and divine
79T lasse, i1lowship is also altar-fellowship., This foliows

necezzsarily from the the Church as a2 corporate body worshinning
and serving togeiler, Tiia cne cannot be present without the other, Thu

is poscivle where people cannot gather around the

w2 &liar, in commen understanding of what this sacrament is. 110 ~nere

S common undsrsiending, whicki must bel established on conmmon ceonies-
EdoRciibaciic W saiae cn2 must simply abstain from any altar-
fesisusnin in eisheri dirac tisn,Sthatiissboth®inireceivangl andSadmisiis—
tering, Tne cannch cover up ‘thel concent oftheresy fand ischism oyia

omaral Thrisiian hrosl
2ReDal SUARN ST 2N SP0 §

37 love.

¥, Tassa, "Ecelesial Crans,tt Theologieal Quarterly, ZENVSTTH(S

Bascosiin cf. pp 115-120, Sasse's eleven th on
Ghuzch ang  Vitas= 1937.
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The point of departure for Aalen ic *the Lutheran posivionm, &SSOI

. . > - . o . o allranE et S e
ing to Augustana VIT and X. He claims that it exclude ar-fellowshil
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On the other side, the Arnoldshain Theses is a completely unaccept-

able compromise to this. When the Christological basis of the Real
Presence, as presented in the sixteenth century, is considered untenable
both of exegetical and ontological reasons, Aalen asserts that this new
development is a denial of the Reformation theology itself. It is cor-
rect that the Lutheran Church does not require anything other than a
doctrinal consensus to achieve church and altar-fellowship, but one must
stress that this consensus also must be present. This consensus is not
necessarily identified with a common confession, but lies in the actual
proclamation of the Gospel in accordance with the Biblical testimony,
and in the sacramental administration in accordance with Christ's insti-
tution. Only in the next stage does common confession come into consider-

ation. The evangelical praedicatio identica thus becomes the criterion

for a legitimate participation in the altar-fellowship.'ls

Although confessions such as the Heidelberg Catechism and the

Confessio Scoticana, both stress Christ's presence in realistic termi-

nology, it all amounts to a spiritual presence in analogy with the
presence in the Word, and nothing more. One does not get beyond the

extra calvinisticum, which in turn shows how decisive the incarnation

theology is. 15

In comparing the Halle Theses of 1937 with the Arnoldshain Theses of

1957, Aalen observes that in the latter one admits to the necessity of

”h'.[bid., pp. 59, 61; cf. supra, p. L8.

M5 eiv Aalen, Ord og Sakrament (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, c.1966),
p- 72, cf. p. 248 on Collwitzer's position.
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some doctrinal consensus before a fellowship can be established. The
Halle Theses disclaimed all previous conflicts as irrelevant, and held
that the fellowship was based "nicht in unserer Erkenntnis des Abend-
mahls, sondern in der Gnade dessen, der der Herr des Abendmahls :‘Ls'c.."116

While the Reformed and United churches seem pleased with the

Arnoldshain Theses, strong objections have been voiced from Lutheran

circles, especially to the crucial sacramental thesis four. Aalen
claims it is obvious that the Heidelberg faculty with P. Brunner, E.
Schlink, and G. Bornkamm, in the final formulation of that thesis, had
to give in for demands from Bonn, represented by men like H. Gollwitzer
and E. Bizer.

The tragic character of the theses was that the crucial point of
the Real Presence was not sufficiently clarified when the discussions
ended. The identity of the incarnate Christ with the sacramental Christ
is not clearly stated, thus the theses are welcomed by those who reject
the Real Presence. Those who hold on to the Biblical basis may want
to give as positive an interpretation as possible, but one cannot expect
them to accept the theses as legitimate doctrinal expressions. The
attempt of inter-confessional consensus is just as impossible today as

in the time of the Reformation.

A truce between old enemies on the question of the Real Presence

cannot be achieved through a formula, which rather covers up the

llh cf . s 5 k {1t
Lehrgesprich 3 2Rl DD . 2L46-247; cf. Gottfried Niemeier, editor,
c.19§T)I,) op. 11.111);1_. das Heilige Abendmahl (Minchen: Chr. Kaiser Verlag,
formulations, byt 32 where Brunner admits to the compromise of the final
supra, pp. 1.;5_50 Stll feels he can apply them to the Real Presence; cf.
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divergencies. It is self-deceptive to believe that contradictions
thereby are brought to an end. The only possibility, according to Aalen,
lies in a common Scripturally based study, which cannot but result in
acceptance of Christ's bodily presence.117

Aalen characterizes the Evangelische Kirche in Deutschland as an
administration~union,118 also on the question of the Supper. Since the
Vereinigte Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirche Deutschlands also recognizes
the possibility for an open communion, Aalen is not willing to consider
it an undangerous move, but rather a first step toward full altar and
church-fellowship. Aalen strongly opposes the policy of V. Vajta who
here seems to reckon with a practical consensus without common confession, °
or even across clear divergencies. This attitude can only be attributed
to some sort of ecclesiastical "common sense," which is the inevitable
consequence of union-policy.
e One has to be aware‘of the fundamental difference between Lutheran-
ism and Reformed evaluation of controversies as being church-divisive.
Lutheranism's church-definition, Augustana VII, makes basic divergencies
on the sacramental theology divisive. This is a matter of the integrity
of the Church, that no fellowship is possible with those regarded as
heretics. This is also the position of the early Church.

Aalen claims this position is completely left when it is declared

that the differences are "complementary rather than contradictory,'" or

117Ibid., . 258; cf. Leiv Aalen, 'Der Kampf um das Evangelium im
AbendmahI, " Theologische Literaturzeitung, XCI (1966), 91, 99-100.

1181.83’.v Aalen, "Luthersk teologi og Kirke idag," Tidsskrift for
Teologi og Kirke, XXXIX (1968), 263 mforvaltnings-union.™




150
when the Law-Gospel relation is characterized as non-controversial, and

non-divisive-”9 The particulae exclusivae of the Reformation is

violated by the Leuenberg Concord, when it holds that both conversion

and new obedience are parts of justification.

then the Formula of Concord is being rejected as relevant for today's

deliberations between Lutherans and Reformed, one tends to forget that
this confession is a result of the concern about crypto-Calvinism creeping
into the Lutheran Church. No reformatory basis is possible where this
confrontation is ignored."zo The final consequence of this unionistic
attempt is full inter-celebration even without common doctrinal consensus.

This is the seriousness of the situation, according to Aalen.

The Leuenberg Concord cannot, therefore, be considered a coz_'xcord,

but a confessional union, to be perceived of as a hermeneutical norm for
the traditional confessions. Aalen does not follow P. Brunner in trying
to modify or change the formulations, because he considers the intention

itself, of the Concord, to be false. He applauds the so-called

Ratzeburger Theses in their critique of Leu.enbel:'g.121

119
Aalen, "Nyprotestantisk,n Tidsskrift, XLIII, 82, 101, cf. Leuen-
berg Concord, sections 15, 16, 39; cf. Harburg Revisited pt. 23.

1120
Ibid., XLIII, 189-191,

{1127 /g
Loid., XLIIT, 197-199, Ratzeberger Thesen zur Leuenberger Kon-

kordie, adopted on a German-Sc angs - . =577
7TT) Die 'Leverberger fopms andinavian conference 2L-28. HNay 197¢:

; die' 15st die Geltung der Bekenntnisse auf.
' i
C(‘nzai)LtEZ L?‘;(;ngizg?r Konkordie! bringt das Evangelium nicht v51ll zur
(L) Die.lLeuenberoeile;enberg?r Konkordie' verbalisiert das Sakrament.
heiligen Kirche.n onkordie' verfalscht das Verstdndnis der einen
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then the traditional orthodox Lutheranism today is caricatured
also in circles such as Lutheran World Federation, Aalen asserts it is

becauce one does not distinguish between dogma and dogmatics, or between

confession and theology. The validity of the confessions is not bound

Lo iis system or theology as such, but lies in its doctrinal decisions. 122 -

conse:s:s,123 Aalen asserts it shows the real character of the document,
namely that of theolopgical manipulation and church politics, as the art
of achieving the "possible."

Aalen describes the main tendency, or influence, going through the

unioniciic attempts from the Barmen-declaration of 193k, through the

£

founcinz of the Evangelische Kirche in Deutschland, and up through the

Arnoldshain Theses to the present Leuenberg Concord, as one of 'dynamic

Neo«-prazes:antism."mh This has also resulted in a so-called "dynamic

=

uthersnism," where the Confessions of the sixteenth century are considered
anticuated or as mere style of thinking, which today is out-dated. This
dynamism has the traits of Reformed spiritualism, where the sacramental
doctirine is considered non-divisive. Aalen sees this as fatal to the

existence of a Scriptually based Church. The objective structure of

22044, , XLIIT, 206-207, cf. p. 20L.

reiy, Aalen, '"Unionistisk kirke- og teologipolitikk," Tidsskrifs
for Teslozi og Kirke, XLIV (1973), 241, referring to a reaction irom
VELED, = Lutherische Monatshefte No. 5 (1973), pp. 235-236.

12

SToid., X,IV, 251,
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Justification is sought, overcome by a situational reinterpretation of
the Biblical concept of salvation.‘zs

Gustav Wingren's ecumenical position is strongly rejected by Aalen,
who characterizes him as the "godfather" of the indecisive and confusing
stand toward Augustana VII which was taken in Evian 1970 by the Lutheran
Torld Federation. Wingren has been urging that the Baptismal recognition
must open for recognition also of the Sacrament of the Altar, holding
that Augustana VII only stresses the functional unity, and not the
doctrinal c:cmsensus.]26

This position is clearly present in Leuenberg where not a new
Confession is sought for, but rather a functional unity opening for
recognition and ultimately :I_nter--ce:lebrz_1't,ion.127 The contradiction is

‘e plain, according to Aalen, since one simultaneously also sp:aaks of a

confessional basis for the individual churches. That is virtually

e St atal

impossible. One cannot simultaneously confess to Christ's bodily pre-

LR
e T

sence in the sacrament and also adhere to a Concord which rejects this,

d: U or at best, claims it is unimportant to explicate it.

RERS Y
=

This is the unionistic game of Augustana Variata of 1540, and is

’ Just as irreconcilable with the Augustana of 1530 and the other Confes-

sions up to the Formula of Concord, as it is with confessional Lutheranism

today. A categorical mom to Leuenberg is, for Aalen, the only solution,

125,
Ibid., XLIV, 252-253.

bt 5 cf. Aalen's marked distinction between
Justification as such, ang the Gospel message, supra, p. 91.

126
Ibid., XLIV .
XLIIT, 20h. » 875 cf. Aalen, "Nyprotestantisk,n Tidsskrift
127
Cf. Leuenberg Co ;
istisk," Tidmf%mn%’gg Sections 37, 33, and 30, cf. Aalen, "Union-
e ————— 3 . -

e —
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because the whole document is stamped by the "betraying spirit® of

compromise.128

Hardt

Al though Hardt does not treat the present heading separately and
thoroughly, his judgment is clear. Presenting the Real Presence as

the status controversiae, he denies present-day unionistic tendencies,

where one seeks to unite the "presence" of Christ's body with its
"absence." As this is impossible, so it is also impossible to unite
Lutheranism with the denial of the sacramental Presence.!??

Hard?{ finds P. Brunner's example and position to the Arnoldshain
Theses illustrating. Here, a man, considered a defender of the Real
Presence, seeks a union with sacramental deniers of modernistic Calvin-
1istic type.130 This dis:egard, or disrespect, for the miracle of con-
secration is for Hardt a logical impossibility, by way of definition.

He opens for union only through a '"unified worship and unified
adoration before the holy element."131 The strong emphasis on the
validity of the consecration, requires the confession of it, and results

in a denial of the Presence, when administered by a Reformed.

128Aalen, "Unionistisk," Tidsskrift, XLIV, 26L.

129kardt, Om Altarets, p. 53.

13OIbid., p. 61, footnote L. He finds also the orthodox part of
American Lutherism to show the same disregard for the importance of the
consecration. He does not specify who he is aiming at.

131

Ibid., p. 8L, "element" must be implied in the expression 'det
heliga."




154
Therefore, a unified celebration is nonsensical, and merely an
empty ritual, where consensus on the crucial issue is lacking. Vhen
God's order and command is violated, through the Reformed understanding,
the sacrament is not performed according to the institution, and there-
fore is invalid.'32 For Hardt the Sacrament of the Altar is non-

existent in the Reformed Church. How can you then have fellowship?
Summary

A1l three of our contributors agree on the centrality of the use of
the sacrament. However, they stress that the '"use" signifies the whole
action not the mere sumption. Aalen rejects any static concept of an
element on the altar, but does not elaborate on this. We, therefore,
can only infer that he would reject any form of sa.cramental.notion ouu-
side of the limited use, that is distribution and reception. Sasse also
stresses the action in a wider sense, but maintains that the elements
"become" the body and blood of Christ, and thus rejects every kind of
i Melanchthonian spiritualization, which he claims destroys the sacrament.

Hardt is the most explicit of the three , stressing the creative

g e

capacity of the words, in bringing into being a new reality. This resting

reality is independent of both words and action. For Luther, action, or

use, was not constitutive for the Real Presence, but rather the institution.

vhen elements are being used extra-sacramentally, they are no longer sacra-

ments bec it vig

ause it vinlates the institution, not because the use constitutes
a necessary fac P

y tor. This is not mere logical rhetoric for Hardt. He

) enel‘ ]‘1 is 6 — i 9 Cc ;)
\., pp' 3 s —e % ;

DEe— .
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rejects the Melanchthonian trend that shows disrespect for the relidua,
and demands that the remnants be burned. However, one should show
utmost care, not to permit such events to happen. Hardt seems closest
to Luther's high regard for the Real Presence, both in the mysterious
and concrete sense.

Sasse claims Luther regarded the words as forma, creating the
materia. While Hardt would also stress the words as Spirit-filled
creator-words, he dismisses the term forma as unsuitable. In stead the
words are said to create a resting reality, as that of God's words in
Genesis 1. He claims the consecratory words cause a miracle, which is
no different in principle than nature-miracles. It is Christ's authority
that fills the words with power. Both reject their.effect if spoken by
an improperly called person. This disqualifies not only lay administra-
tion; but also Reformed gelebration. Hardt stresses perhaps strongest
the non-validity of Reformed celebration, on the basis that it violates
Christ's institution.

Both stress Luther's enormous respect for the consecration, conse-
quently also for the remnant after the celebration. It should not be
used for domestic purposes, but disposed of otherwise. After-consecration
is also a necessity for both. The only difference seems to be that Hardt
holds the consecration legitimizes worship. Consecration says what may
be worshipped and what may not.

Sasse points to the tendencies of the late Middle Ages wnere the

i and adora-
celebration became more and more a "holy drama," the elevation

: 3 attitude toward
tion playing a decisive role. Luther maintained an open

n Luther's rejection of the

this inheritance. Sasse elaborates little ©
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adoration of the element in the tabernacle and in processions, as 9

the principle behind that. His emphasis is the cautious assertion

that Luther did not reject adoration. In Sasse's own production on

liturgy and the Real Presence, we find little mention of worship and

adoration. His position seems to be one of veneration, yet unspecified.
Hardt, on the contrary, very strongly stresses the legitimacy and

necessity of adoration, as possible only because of the consecratiiocn.

Luther could not have initiated the abolishment of the elevation, which

cannot be regarded as "an erratic block" in his theology. Hardt even

claims that today a reinstatement of elevation is highly recommendable,

because of the lack of belief in the Real Presence. The elevation com-

bines two important aspects, namely the.proclamation of the Regl_?resence,

i;; and the worship of Christ as true God.

Is there then any possibility of fellowship with other confessions

for these .three Lutheran theologians?

A1)l three deny this strongly. Hardt is most categorical in stating

.i:'
Bl
-t

that "absence" and "presence" cannot be harmonized. UThere the sacramenv

really is non-existent, as he.says it is in the Reformed Church, how can

JULIaw

there be fellowship? For him union is possible only through unified wor-
ship and adoration of the Real Present Christ.

Aalen argues along the same lines, claiming it is a matter of in-
tegrity of the Church, when the Real Presnece is siressed. In this re-

spect neither the Arnoldshain Theses nor the Leuenberg Concord solves

the problem, because they hide the differences, and are thus deceptive.

Union requires a common confessional basis, Aalen claims, therefore he
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criticizes strongly so-called alliance-Christianity and proclaims a
categorical "no" to Leuenberg.

Sasse, in the same manner, sees the denial of the Real Presence as
a church-devisive and destructive heresy. He points to how Luther could
not accept Zwingli and Bucer as brethren at the Marburg Colloquy. As
deniers of the Real Presence are defined as heretics, one can have no
fellowship with them.

Sasse is however, the only one who makes a slight compromise. He
recognizes a common, overarching Christian heritage across differing
confessions, and the need for serious encounters on Scriptural basis.
However, he does not elaborate further on it. Heresy cannot be covered
up by general Christian brotherly love, he maintain;.

None of the three discusses seriously the problem toward Lutherans
‘cf Melanchthonian convictions. However, they would also seem to be hit
by the confessional stand of our coniributors, as heretical and thus

outside of fellowshin.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

We will first, briefly, present the main principles that all three
seem to stress, then proceed to raise a few questions we feel are un-
answered or may be disputed.

The Lord's Supper is unintelligible from a dogmatic viewpoint if
one separates it from Incarnation-theology. Our three contributors,
Hermann Sasse, Leiv Aalen, and Tom Hardt, all stress this point, going
back to Cyrilian Christology. Furthermore, they view Luther's theo-
logy in close relation to the nominalistic terminclogy on the modes of
presence. Luther's indebtedness to, and utilization of, those philoso-
phical or theological terms are obvious and admitted by all.t.hree. Tom
Hardt makes most of the difference between Thomas and Ockham, only the
latter being concrete or "materialistic" in the true sense of the word.
Luther in the final step leaves both by combining the repletive and
circumscriptive presence, positively stating that Christ was concretely
present precisely because he had God's omnipresent quality.

The fundamental role of the Words of Ix;stitution » taken in their
literal sense, is urged strongly by all three. Literal exegesis is s_till
valid, and cannot be dismissed by merely referring to modern scholarship.
This literal interpretation is in fact what also guarantees the gift of
the Supper, namely forgiveness of sins and eternal life, as explicated
in the "given and shed for you." The Sacrament is not a rite or religious
ceremony but the Gospel applied in outward fashion. The Sacrament of the

Altar is, in essence, nothing but the Gospel, implying also comfort and
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strength for the believer in this life. All three combat subjectivity
and stress the objective application of grace to the individual by his
participation in the sacramental meal.

Finally, when the use is considered as constitutive for the sacra-
ment, the whole action is implied, according to Christ's institution.
Hardt's argumentation centers on the institution rather than on the
communion as such.

Let this suffice for the basics, where our three men stand united
on the conclusions, although differing somewhat in their argumentation.
The summaries of our three main sections give a broader comparison.

We will now focus on some crucial dogmatic questions raised by our
study. Are there dogmatic problems unanswered or not faced by our three
men?

The problems that stand out are: (a) Identification of the
Incarnation-miracle with the miracle of the Real Presence; (b) Creative
power of the institutionary words; (c) Lack of recognizing the validity
of Reformed celebration, as related to the previous principle and that

of manducatio indignorum; (d) Relation of the sacramental gift to the

principle of justification sola fide; (e) Proprium of the Supper.

(a) Te identity of the miracle of incarnation with that of the
Sacrament of the Altar, is pronounced by all three contributors. However,
Hermann Sasse urges the mode of identity to be supernatural, and Leiv
Aalen stresses it as an identity of predicates, rather than of matter.
Hardt rejects Aalen's position, and holds to a concrete and "substantial"
identity. He claims that Protestant notions of Roman materialistic Real

Presence strikes even more Luther's position. This identity is, furthermore,
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strengthened by the unanimity of all three men on Luther's leniency
toward the transubstantiation, and their own neglect to treat this doc-
trine seriously as un-Scriptural heresy. Although Sasse and Aalen state
this latter point, they dismiss the question as rather unimportant.

Two dogmatically relevant questions arise:

(1) Does the "identity," in Hardt's sense, detract from the funda-
mental significance of the incarnation by the Virgin? That is, is
Christ in fact experiencing two (or more correct, an indefinite number
of) incarnations, equally important to man's salvation? Although Hardt
rejects any sacrificial identity or repetition as in the Roman mass, he
seems to value the miracle of the Supper as of same salvatory impor-
tance as Christ's incarnation. We feel that his rigid equation of the
two events detracts from the fundamentai act in salva.tion-h‘istc;ry when
God became man, and furthermore opens up for a cultic "new-creation,"
which, in fact, is ecclesiastically controlled. Identity of predicates
seems to be the most proper expression of the sacramental miracle.

(2) Why does Hardt refuse to take the complete step in "material-
istic™ direction, that the elements, in fact, have become Christ's body
and blood in concrete sense? The transubstantiation is dismissed because
it has no foundation in Scripture, but if the miracle is parallel to the
incarnation, why not go beyond the transubstantiation and claim the |
change of the accidents as well? We perceive of a logical conflict be-
tween the dogmatic wish of complete "materialistic" Real Preseance on the
one hand, and the Scriptural maintainance of the elements, as well as the

empirical contradiction of a transformation, on the other hand.
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This leads to the next problem: (b) the creative power of the
institutionary words. A distinction in emphasis between the three is
clear. Sasse and Aalen stress that the words are aimed at the people,
as the Gospel given to them, rather than at the elements to effect a
change in them. Hardt seems to hold the latter, by his strong emphasis
on the creative effect of the words of institution as primarily words
of consecration. He is thus the only one who explicitly defends and
advocates adoration and worship of the sacrament, which is the ultimate
consequence of not distinguishing between the incarnation and the miracle
of the Real Presence.

Furthermore, some qualifications of the creative power of the words
seem to avoid embarrassing practical consequences, quch as man having
some magical means of imposing a new reality by the mere utterance of
f:hp words. Aalen seems to Treject any sacramental notion outside the
distribution and reception, while Sasse stresses the "use" as the
complete action. Hardt however, approaches the problem from a different
angle. The reality created by the words is qualified further neither by
the action nor other words. The created reality is a resting reality.
However, it is invalid if not celebrated according to the institution.
Is Hardt's argumentation, in essence, different from the two others? His
starting-point is determined by his incarnation-identity but he is

. The unavoidable
forced to end up with the same result as the other two

Py t
haracterizing i
constitutive factor of muse," is thus treated without ¢

as constitutive.

ran celebration,

on-Luthe
We may now approach the difficult aspect of n

jdity of Raformed

especially (c) the lack of recognizing the val
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Eelebration, as it relates to the principle of the creative word and

that of the manducatio indignorum. All three qualify the creative power

of the words of institution by the office of the ministry. Unless pro-
nounced by a properly called person, they are invalid, because they are
contrary to Christ's institution. The Real Presence is thus non-
existent in the Reformed celebration.

We contend that we here encounter an "office" consciousness that
supercedes Biblical legitimacy. One may dispute whether the exegetical
material in the New Testament explicitly limits the sacramental adminis-
tration to pastors or elders. The Lutheran Confessions do limit it to
properly called persons, but not from a dogmatic standpoint, rather from
a standpoint of church-order, which is adiaphoral. Outward church-order

is not divinely instituted. When the rite vocatus of Augustana XIV,

taken in the sense of a Lutheran ordained pastor who teaches the Lutheran

doctrine of the Real Presence, is made a prerequisite for the Real Pre-
sence, one is imposing church-order on Christ's words of institution, thus

compromising these words.

M R S

. Furthermore, we see a contradiction between the principle of mandu-

catio indignorum and a complete rejection of Reformed celebration.

Manducatio indignorum dieregards faith as constitutive for the Real Pre-

sence. All three contributors, in accordance with Luther, claim that;

Christ is the one who speaks in the sacrament, not the officiant, whose
faith is always uncertain. This implies that the spiritual condition of
the officiant is not constitutive for the true sacrament. To claim that

the Reformed celebration, if conducted according to Christ's institution,
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does not give, under any circumstances, the Real Presence, is to deny
the above principle and qualify the sacrament in a Calvinistic fashion.

There seems to be a onesided concern toward guarding against
Reformed thinking in limiting the power of the words of institution. One
may claim the importance of church-order, but one cannot disqualify a
function conducted according to Christ's words because it differs in the
respect of order. One would then have to disqualify all Reformed preach-
ing of the Gospel as well. We cannot believe that any of our three men
would do that, although Sasse seems to be the only one who explicitly
opens for a recognition of an over-arching inter-confessional Christian
heritage. ,

In stressing the importance and constitutive factor of the Real Pre-
sence for the sacrament as a means of grace, one encéounters the problem
of (d) the relation between this gift and the principle of justification
by faith alone. All thrée stress the gift of the sacrament to be that
of the Gospel. While also stressing faith as necessary for the recep-
tion of this gift, Hardt seems so concerned with rejecting faith as a
constitutive factor for the Real Presence, that he endangers the sola fide
principle itself. While we admit the lack of material from him on this
point, he does not seem concerned with a too mechanistic, or "sacramen-
talistic," understanding.

Sasse, on the other hand, emphasizes faith to a much greater extent,
as constitutive for reception of salvation, and that Luther never left
his early principles on this matter. Aalen claims that the Lutheran Con-
fessions do not address themselves adequately to the problem. He holds

that the sacraments must be given full validity, and faith, therefore,
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seems for him to be created by the sacramental action. This is the posi-
tion also of Hardt, while Sasse stresses more the aspect of awakening and
strengthening of faith, by the sacrament.

The problematic character of this relation is seen when one asks the
following question: Why not use the Lord's Supper as a means of mission?
None of the three would concede to such practice, but they would, then,
have to make fine distinctions, such as between "saving faith" and
nseeking faith," to uphold the sacrament as the absolute saving means.

We hold, with the three, that the necessary function of the sacrament
can only be drawn from Christ's jnstitution, but would add that the prin-
ciple of justification by faith can never be viblated. With Luther, we
maintain that one Scripture-passage is to be interpreted in accordance
with others. No interpretation can contradict an article of faith, in-
cluding that of sola fide.

(e) The proprium of the Lord's Supper is according to the three, the
outward and individual application of the message of forgiveness. Both
Hardt and Aalen seem to consider it superior to the Gospel-proclamation,
contending that the Supper more fully shows God's action with man, ir-
respective of his condition. Hardt would, in accordance with his view
on the creativity of the words, hold that the words of forgiveness actually
transform the recipient. Admittedly, he does not conceive of a mechanis-
tic process, nevertheless, the objective character reduces the subjectivity
of the recipient to an insignificant factor. Aalen is somewhat more
cautious, however, strongly combatting all forms of subjective elements
as determining the gift of the sacrament. Sasse places the Supper more in

the life of the Christian, as a strengthening and upholding meal.
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In his apologetic situation against modern exegesis, Aalen raises
the legitimate and crucial dogmatic-historic problem: If the literal
interpretation is false, the Church has been living on a fallacy ever
since the days of the apostles. This questions the whole integrity of
the Church. Is the Church still the Church if it denies one of the
fundamental articles of faith since the beginning of the Church?

These and other problems have come to mind when studying our topic.
The one-sided stress of the objective character of God's gift in the
sacrament tends to neglect the personal reception in faith as a necessary
element. This is obviously prompted by the fact that our three contri-
butors stand in an apologetic situation toward crypto-Calvinism creeping
into the Lutheran Church. In Hardt's case, one encounters seemingly
absolute loyalty to Luther.

However much one appreclates the confessional concern of our three
men, one may be inclined to express with C. F. Wislegff, in a review of
Hardt's doctoral thesis, that the Lutheran Church, fortunately, is not
bound by any specific Luther-interpretation, but by Scripture and the

Confessions.
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