
Luther and the Church
Response by Scott Hendrix

Both DAaDpCIS address themselves the past and the present Fırst, they discuss
Luther’s reactıon the church of his day; second, they identify the legacy of
Luther the churches of OUI day, especlally 1n regard church StrucCcture an
ecumen1sm. The lines of thought 1n both DaDCIS, though not identical, AdIC

remarkably similar, an Call be summed by the following questlion: G1ven
the tact that Luther did NOLT develop systematıc ecclesiology, how C4 W OOI

should W approprıate his VIEeEWS tor the church of UT day?
Their maın answWEeIs this question dIC, briefly stated: FOr (JItto ermann

Pesch, the territorial church of much Ekuropean Lutheranism 15 distortion of
Luther’s real 1e W (eigentliches Kirchenbild). Ehe ecumenical question of
church StIructure 15 absolutely ODCIL questlon, although Lutherans should
realize that Luther’s preferred STrUCLUTre Was episcopal. FOr Inge Leonn1ing,
Luther’s non-political 1e W of the church, based Christ, W as important
COrrective the politicized ecclesiology of his day, based upOoNn the dignitas

The specific lesson Can learn 15 aVO1d idealizing the church
independent Glaubensgemeinschaft within pluralistic SOCILetY, because such
churches Can also be politicized, especlally when they aAiCcC clergy-dominated.
The political independence of the church 15 the only basis from which the
church Can articulate the political relevance of the gospel.

| want COMMENT first these pOo1Nts of 1eW expressed 1n the PapCIS an
then make SOINC Statements of OW. about the ecumenical relevance of
Luther’s ecclesiology.

(n the historical question, both authors SCCIIH that Luther did NOT

develop systematıc ecclesiology but reacted theologically non-theological
VIEWS of the church. Pesch echoes Joseph Lortz the effect that Luther reacted

the prevailing unclarity about the church 1n the ate Middle Ages his
unclarity had do with the distribution of authority an responsibility 1n the
hierarchy of the church. More precisely stated, this alleged unclarity Was ack
of theoretical CONSCHNSUS where church authority an: pastoral responsibility
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WCIC ocated Some lack of CONSECNSU. o0€es strike today look back the
ate Middle Ages In this of unclarity, with Pesch’s Teilthese that

cannot make Vatıcan anachronistically the OIM fOor sixteenth CENTLULY
of church authority an judge Luther 1fSs light

do nNnOot however that Luther Sa himself faCing such lack of
CONSCIISUS A Bal thus stepped 1NfO such OPDCH discussion about authority an
pastoral responsibility that he 15 therefore be excused if he did nNnOot get clear
straightforward 4ANSWETIS Although Silvester Priıerlias represented EXtITEIHNE

papalist Luther WAas prosecuted because he challenged papal authority
and Thomas Cardinal Cajetan concurred that charge The theoretical lack of
CONSCNSUS church authority remained irrelevant face of Luther radical
challenge the real all of papal authority What INaYy look us like
OVEISTIOWN hedge fell uDON Luther like brick all I8 authoritative dogma
CONSCHSUS about papal authority had confronted Luther 1t would aVe made
little difference the theologicalJ theological »COTrTeECLLIVE« n-
N1INS calls I, that Luther offered.

Furthermore, the brick all ot papal authority that fell Luther WAas defi
nitely theological 1CW of the church Whereas Pesch CONTrasts Luther’
theological reflexion ith canonical ack of CONSCIISUS, Lenning CONTLTrFrAaSTts
Luther theological COTTeCIIiVe iıth the political definitions of the church SCC

1C4SOI) downgrade medieval of church authority the level of 110O11-

theological VIeWDO1LNTIS The of authority the church which both of
OUT authors address InNaın ecclesiological 15 eminently theological

And the clash between medieval of papal authority AFLuther
authority of the Word W as clash of theologies it VOU 111 ecclesiologies

What made Luther CY1E1C1SM significant and feNAC10US Was his reCOgN1ItLON
that authority and pastoral responsibility the church could HOE be separated
from the theological definition of the church Since for Luther the church W as

theologically defined the COININNUNMN1LOIN of the faithful who lived by the Word of
God then, first the church had be structured that the faithful could est
ave 4CCCcSS that Word an second authority the church had be
exercised that the gospel could not be blocked perverted OT Luther
words that the people would nNnOot be starved and deceived I8 there eT1-

CaInNty about the identity of the church about the location of SCHNUNLNC authori-
C 1t then the POSSCSS10ON of the Word settles the Luther proposed
this Cr1ıteriıon 1522 Wolfgang Stein »That alone 15 the church which
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POSSCSSCS and teaches the Word of God and adds nothing it Without the
words of God the church neither eX1StSs NO 15 believed.

Still, the legitimate question remaı1ns: Who determines what the true
Word of God 15 that MUST be delivered the people? And this question brings us

the second theme addressed Dy the authors of OUT DaDCIS What 15 Luther’s
legacy the ecumenical 1SSUES of church and unıty today? Both
authors ATC quick WAarn agaınst allYy simple identification of Luther’s
clesiology with existing StrucCtures Pesch agalınst the territorial church
distortion of Luther’s ecclesiology, an Lonning agalınst »freie Glaubens-
gemeinschaften« idealistic WaY of achieving apolitical church. But O0€s
Luther’s ecclesiology enable us TAW posıtıve conclusions about who should
interpret the Scrıpture that defines what the Word of God 15 for the life of the
church?

Although Luther allegedly had systematıc ecclesiology, he did according
Pesch AT »eigentliches Kirchenbild« and »eigentlichen Verfassungs-

gedanken«, the latter being church led by bishops. his assertion belongs
old debate OVCI Luther’s V1S1oN of ideal church StrUCLUFE; did he favor free
communıitı1es, episcopal church, territorial church, ONC of the above;
The 4ALISWCI depends mainly uUDOLL which dIC adopted normatıve, butlI
question 1n particular how normatıve the leadership of bishops W as for Luther.
Certainlyhe Was MOST famıiliar with this form of the church AT the superinten-
dents introduced DYy the Visıtation did indeed look much like bishops. But 1n the
debates at Augsburg 1n 15 20Ö, the questi1on Was NOtTt whether bishops WeTC best,
but whether Roman bishops WCIC right, LE whether the jurisdiction of Roman
bishops would permit Christian reedom 1ın atters of worship an clerical lite
hat discussion of the PITODCI jurisdiction of bishops did NOt establish ep1sCOpa-
C as Luther’s favorite polity; rather 1t established cr1ıterion that could be
applied alnıy Structure papal, episcopal, synodal.

nstead of specific polity, that Crıterion 1s5 Luther’s legacy the churches of
today. Stated positively, the criterion 15 that of church authority 15
best which Call protect the intégrity of the gospel and the exerc1ıse of Christian
teedom. Luther’s emphasis the priesthood of believers an! the authority
of Scrıpture suggests that combination of representatıve democracy an!C e
t1se ın the interpretatıon of Scripture could form such Structure 1n OUT dasC But

Br 2, 623, 65—67 582
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EVECIl such could nNnOt be viewed ideal (I guaranteed, Loenning’
VICW, agaınst politicization of the gospel.

In dA11Yy CAst both authors an that the unıty of the church did NOtTt for
Luther depend uDON unitorm StrucCture hiıs reedom with regard Structure
better permits CXPICSS1ON of unıty within today’ multiplicity of churches
than ıtwould ARTE the kurope of Luther’ day In discussing
Lutherans Can and should be ODCI all the ditferent traditions If the CCUINECIU-

cal 15 Pesch SayS absolutely ODCI 1E MUST be truly OPCH an NnOt

approached only from Roman Catholic/Lutheranp reminded
of Heinrich Bornkamm appreCc1atıon of the Reformed ecclesiological tradition
after he reflected hat he called the »Unabgeschlossenheit der lutherischen
Kirchenverfassung«. For Bornkamm this »Unabgeschlossenheit« free-
dom adopt HE  S StruCcCtures an NOT be tied those of the past CeVen

significant historical offices such 4S bishops and the DPaDaCcY 10 restrict the
ecumenical discussion possible Lutheran acceptance of these offices
ecumenical »Engführung« which dismisses other traditions an DNCW forms tOO

easily; and 1t 15 historical »Engführung« which NaTrTOoWSs the Reformation
the early contflict between Luther and Rome

In OW. 1CW the ecclesiological CONNECtTLON between the Reformation
and OUT day Can best be summarized the following Luther did NOLT

SPC himseltf destroying the ja8 of the church the sixteenth CENTUY Accord
11 his definition of the church the universal COTINIMNUN1OINL of the faithful he
could NOLT split the church nstead Luther and his colleagues rejected the
leadership of the DODC an the bishops of the Roman Church while affirming
that aithtul Christians lived also within and that traditions like
infant baptism had een preserved within the Roman Church wı1ng
Luther reject10nN of Rome an the of the Roman hierarchy Luther
DECW Protestant churches had be organized but NOT according anı y ideal
model envisioned by Luther For mainly political 1C4S0O11S the Organızatıon of
territorial Protestant churches GermanYy W as the INOST expedient method of
supplying parishes with evangelical pastors Other Protestants however O —

ganized their D1CW churches differently from the territorial church pattern
These decisions WeIC made for good historical an theological 1C4S0O115 an there

Heinrich BORNKAMM Bindung und Freiheit der Kirche nach reformatorischer Anschauung
ers Luther Gestalt und Wirkungen 197 Yı 250—2
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15 1C4SON why alıy OLLC of these StIUCLUFCES, including PADaCY anı ePISCOPACY,
should be regarded normatıve for all churches today

The ecumenical question facing the churches 15 NOT whether Protestants Can

aCCCDL the DADaCY the historic ep1scopate. Rather the question which derives
specifically from Luther’s 1e W of the church 15 twofold question that Call be
addressed all Fırst, 0O0€s the STrUCLUre of the church enhance the proclama-
tion of the gospel and CHNCOUILASC the reedom of Christians within the-
nıty® 'his question 15 addressed Lutheran churches ell Rome, an
the other COMMUNI1ONS. No ONC SIructure 15 guarantee agaınst the undermin-
ıng of Christian reedom. In 1776 Gotthold Ephraim Lessing made this point In
defense of broader CONCEPDL of rteedom addressed Pastor Johann Melchior
(:;0eze In Hamburg. Although reflecting already the Sspırıt of the Enlightenment,
Lessing’s words ATC NOT incompatible with Luther’s defense of the teedom of
Scripture at Worms 1n 52 Lessing protested: »„Herr Pastor, WECNN S1e dahin
bringen, da{(ß unsecere Lutherische Pastores uUuLNsSscCIC Päbste werden; dafß diese unls
vorschreiben können, WITr authören sollen, 1n der Schrift forschen; da{s
diese UuUNSCITIIN Forschen, der Mittheilung UNSCIS Erforschten, Schranken SEetIzen
dürtfen: bın ich der e  J der die Päbstchen wieder mıiıt dem aps VCI-
tauscht. ((3

The second question 15 Would the un1ıon of LLOW Christian COININUN-
10NSs under COININON leadership enhance the proclamation of the
gospel, the integr1ty of 1ts INCSSaSC, and Christian reedom within the newly
tormed COomMmMmMUNI1ON? (G1ven the fact that Luther did NOT 1n the first place intend

split the estern Church, Can DICSUMNC that such un1ıon would indeed
help CXPICSS visibly his 1e W of the church the universal COoMMUN1ON of
believers. But 1t 15 also Luther’s legacy that such un1ıon should only
the right SINCE church Structures eX1SsSt behalf of the gospel an Chris
ti1an reedom. church which CannOot internally demonstrate these ith integ-
r1ty 15 unlikely present CONVINCINZ testiımonYy the world Not certaın
form of jurisdiction but Organızatıon that mıinımiı1ızes jurisdiction anı demon-
StTrates love and SeErvVICE 15 the ideal with which Luther left churches struggle:
»Euangelium et Ecclesia nesc1iunt jurisditiones, qua«C SUNT NO  } 1S1 hominum
tyrannıcae inventlones. Solam sc1ıt charitatem et servitutem, 19(0)81 potestatem et

Ernst /EEDEN: artın Luther und die Reformation1Urteil des deutschen Luthertums. Vol
1950, 270 73 /721, 30—224
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tyrannidem; ideo quı1 Euangelium docet, ille Papa CST, Petrı1i SUCCSSOT, 18(6)  - docet,
Iudas CeST, Christi traditor.«4

Therefore, whether bishop of bishops, council of bishops, bishops
all formed the SIrUuCcCture of ecclesiastical un1on 15 significant only $ the

gospel an! Christian reedom ATIC est served Dy ONC of these torms. The MOST
pertinent legacy of Luther the church the Current worldwide Christian
cCOoMmMUNl1LON 1S NOot Luther’s personal VIEWS the usefulness of the PAaDaCY OI
his familiarıity with bishops, but his 1eW of the PUIDOSC of alıVy an
ecclesiastical StTructure bring the COomMMmMUuUnNnNl1o0oN of believers expression for
charıtas an Servıtus. his legacy challenges the churches 1n CVECIY d5C, ust 1t
did 1ın Luther’s ()W.

Luther un die Kırche
Korreferat VO  - Bernhard Lohse

Die beiden Referate VO  = Inge Lenning und Hermann (Otto Pesch sind 1n ihrer
Anlage un 1n ihrer Zielsetzung recht unterschiedlich; trotzdem erganzen SFE
sich In gewl1sser Weıise, namlich insofern, als Pesch Luthers Ekklesiologie 1n die
Ekklesiologie des ausgehenden Mittelalters hineingestellt hat und Lonning auf
divergierende Interpretationen Luthers SOWI1e auf die Hauptlinien 1n Luthers
Aussagen ber die Kirche eingegangen ist Es hat den Anschein, dafß manche
Probleme bei den modernen Wiedergaben VON Luthers Ekklesiologie un ohl
auch manche offengebliebenen Aspekte bei Luther selber mindestens teilweise
darin ihre Ursache haben, da{ß die Ekklesiologie 1m hohen Un späten Mittelal-
ter ungleich wen1ger entfaltet worden Wal als andere wichtige dogmatische
Themen. DiIie Hınweılse VO Pesch, da{ß schon die Hochscholastik »e1In ekklesio-
logisches Defizit« (Seite Y} Jetzt: »E1ine ekklesiologische Unklarheit«] gehabt
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