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:< ABSTRACT OF THESIS 

THE r^OCTRIKE OF THE CHURCH IN NORWAY 
IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY 

The o b j e c t of the t h e s i s i s to t r a c e the doctrine of 

the Church i n Norway during the 19th century, a period of 

unique importance both I n the thought and C h u r c h - l i f e of 

the country. An attempt w i l l be made to show that the 

problems Involved i n the doctrine had a profound e f f e c t 

upon the whole cu r r e n t of Norwegian C h u r c h - l i f e , 

On the b a s i s of a t h e o c e n t r i c approach and a dynamic, 

personal conception of Revelation, i l a r t i n Luther adopted a 

d i a l e c t i c a l view of C h r i s t i a n doctrine as a whole and the 

d o c t r i n e of the Church i n p a r t i c u l a r , and a f u n c t i o n a l 

concept of the M i n i s t r y . Through the r e - i n t r o d u c t i o n of 

an i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t conception of Revelation, however, these 

i n s i g h t s were l o s t i n the l a t e r h i s t o r y of Lutheranism. The 

u n i t y of the d o c t r i n e of the Church was broken, and a 

dualism of "Objectivism" and "Subjectivism" arose. 

Informed by an I d e a l i s t metaphysic but v i r t u a l l y de

pendent upon an E m p i r i c i s t eplstemology, 19th century 

Norv;egian theology vrao unable to overcome t h i s dualism and 

to r e - e s t a b l i s h the d i a l e c t i c a l view. I t displayed a wide 

range of e c c l e s i o l o g l c a l p o s i t i o n s , from Catholic Sacerdotal

ism (Krogh-Tonning) and Hegelian E r a s t i a n i s m (Monrad) on 

the one hand, to Low-Church Orthodox-Pietism ( G i s l e Johnson) 

and A s s o c l a t i o n a l Independency (Sverdrup) on the other. 

The c r i s i s i n the d o c t r i n e of the Church was c l e a r l y 

r e f l e c t e d i n the p r a c t i c a l C h u r c h - l i f e of the period, which 



was c h a r a c t e r i z e d by a gradual but d e f i n i t e trend i n 

the Low-Church d i r e c t i o n . 

The Grundtvlglan party, seeking an o b j e c t i v e a u t h o r i t y , 

found i t i n the Church and i t s h i s t o r i c Creed. But the 

t r a d i t i o n a l i s m and Sacramentallsm of t h i s party were sharply 

opposed and f i n a l l y overcome by the Orthodox-Pietists. 

The I n t r o d u c t i o n of Revivalism, with I t s a s s o c i a t l o n a l 

Idea of the Church and charism a t i c concept of the Ministry, 

gave r i s e to the Inner Mission and Foreign Mission move

ments, and cr e a t e d tremendous tensions v/lthln the Church. 

A f t e r a p r o t r a c t e d struggle, the "free o r g a n i z a t i o n s " and 

lay-preaching gained l e g a l and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l r e c o g n i t i o n . 

The E r a s t i a n l s m of the Church of Norway led to a r e 

a c t i o n I n the form of a v a s t movement f o r p o l i t i c a l reform. 

But f a i l u r e to agree on a sound Lutheran doctrine of the 

Church w i t h i n the movement and p o l i t i c a l pressure from 

without prevented the r e a l i z a t i o n of i t s o b j e c t i v e s . 

The question of Church d i s c i p l i n e w i t h i n the n a t i o n a l 

Church provided the occasion f o r s e v e r a l small s e p a r a t i s t 

movements, which, although r e l a t i v e l y I n s i g n i f i c a n t , I l l u s 

t r a t e the e c c l e s l o l o g l c a l t ensions. 

Thus, the uni t y of the Church I n Norway was shattered 

during the 19th century. What was needed was a r e t u r n to 

the dynamic conception of Revelation and d i a l e c t i c a l view 

of Luther and the Confessions. 
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NOTE ON TERIvIINOLOGY 

I n a the s i s where the source m a t e r i a l i s I n a f o r e i g n 
language, problems of terminology i n e v i t a b l y a r i s e . I have 
a t a l l times sought to render the Norwegian terms by the 
co r r e c t English equivalents. 

I have used the t r a n s l a t i o n s "doctrine of the Church" 
and "Churchmanship" f o r the Norwegian terms KIRKEBEGREP and 
KIRKESYN. Where there i s no English equivalent, as i n the 
case of the a d j e c t i v e s KIRI{ELIG and UKIRKELIG, I have had to 
coi n the terms "Churchly" and "unchurchly". 

The Church of Norway was normally described i n the 19th 
century as the State Church (STATSKIRKEN). This c o r r e c t l y 
defines i t s status under the C o n s t i t u t i o n . The term "Folk-
Church" (popular i n Grundtvigian c i r c l e s ) was r a r e l y used 
du r i n g the p e r i o d . I t o r i g i n a t e d i n Denmark, where i t was 
introduced i n t o the C o n s t i t u t i o n of 1849 by the Prime M i n i s t e r , 
D. J. Monrad. As defined by Professor Hal Koch, the Folk-
Church I s simply the Church of the m a j o r i t y , without any 
e s s e n t i a l connection w i t h the S t a t e . I t represents the 
r e c o g n i t i o n of a f a c t u a l s i t u a t i o n , not a n a t i o n a l need. 
On t h i s d e f i n i t i o n , i t I s c l e a r t h a t the Church of Norway 
was a State Church and not a Folk-Church during the period. 
I t i s even open to question whether i t could be properly 
designated a Folk-Church today, i n view of i t s status under 
the C o n s t i t u t i o n . 

1 "Den Danske Folkekirken", i n Nordisk Teologi: F e s t s k r i f t 
t i l l Ragnar Bring, Lund, 1955. 



A p a r t i c u l a r l y confusing problem i s presented by the 
two words KIRKE and raiGHET (Congregation). I n Norv/egian 
usage, the word KIRICE may possess a l l the ambiguity associa
ted w i t h the English "Church". Generally, however, i t i s 
used of the l a r g e r e n t i t i t e s (the n a t i o n a l or the u n i v e r s a l 
Church). The word MENIGHET i s used i n the t r a n s l a t i o n o f 
the B i b l e to render the Greek £ KKX«^<rvc. . There i s , however, 
the p o s s i b i l i t y of a s i m i l a r ambiguity as w i t h the term KIRKE. 
I t i s f r e q u e n t l y used to denote the " I n v i s i b l e " Church, as 
w e l l as the l o c a l congregation. I n some quarters, i t has 
assumed a more " s p i r i t u a l " connotation than the word KIRKE. 
I have t r a n s l a t e d i t sometiiiies as "Church" and sometimes as 
"congregation", according to the context. 

I have sought to render the d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
terms KIRKEORDEN and KIRKEFORFATNING by the English words 
"Church order" and"Church p o l i t y " . 

The terms "High-" and "Low-Church" v/ere o r i g i n a l l y im
ported i n t o Norway from B r i t a i n . I n the Lutheran Church, 
they generally bear the same meaning as i n the Anglican 
Communion. I t i s t o be noted, however, t h a t , while Norwe
g i a n High-Churchmen emphasize the value of h i s t o r i c a l con
t i n u i t y , they a t t a c h no importance e i t h e r to the H i s t o r i c 
Episcopate (which does not e x i s t i n Norway) or the three
f o l d M i n i s t r y . C e r t a i n l y they do not regard e i t h e r as being 
of the ESSE of the Church. 

But i n a d d i t i o n to t h i s emphasis upon the M i n i s t r y as a 
d i v i n e i n s t i t u t i o n , there i s a f u r t h e r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of 



Norwegian High-Churchmen, the stress upon the i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
and c o l l e c t i v e aspects of the Church, - ^ t t h i s p o i n t , High-
Churchmanship could take one of two forms. I t could be 
l i n k e d w i t h an E r a s t l a n view of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
Church and State, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n c i r c l e s most d i r e c t l y 
under Hegelian i n f l u e n c e . On the other hand, other High-
Churchmen (perhaps i n greater harmony w i t h the s p i r i t of the 
movement) adopted a s t r o n g l y a n t l - E r a s t i a n a t t i t u d e . 

On the other hand, the Low-Churchmen strongly empha
sized the Universal Priesthood of Believers, and deduced the 
necessity f o r the M i n i s t r y from i t i n purely f u n c t i o n a l terms. 
They considered the M i n i s t r y to be not an estate (STAND) but 
an o f f i c e (AMT). They stressed the nature of the Church as 
the Communion of Saints, w i t h the object of throwing i n t o 
stronger r e l i e f the personal character o f i t s human member
ship than the f a c t of i t s d i v i n e o r i g i n as an i n s t i t u t i o n . 
There was a tendency f o r the accent to f a l l upon the i n d i v i d 
u a l r a t h e r than the c o l l e c t i v e . They were i n v a r i a b l y a n t i -
E r a s t i a n i n outlook, and p r e f e r r e d to stress the d i s t i n c t i o n 
r a t h e r than the u n i t y of the Two Realms of c l a s s i c a l Lutheran 
theology. 
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IN 
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THE DOCTRII^ OF THE CHURCH IN THE HISTORY OF LUTHERANISM 

Luther 
I n the l a s t decade of h i s l i f e , M artin Luther wrote: 

"I n our day, thank God, any seven-year-old c h i l d knows what 
the Church i s i " l I n context, the s i g n i f i c a n c e of these words 
i s c l e a r : Luther was a s s e r t i n g t h a t the Roman Catholic Church 
taught a f a l s e and erroneous ecclesiology, and tha t he and 
the other Reformers had re-discovered the true concept of 
the Church and had stated i t so c l e a r l y t h a t a c h i l d could 
understand i t . 

This was a sweeping a s s e r t i o n , put f o r t h by a man much 
given t o sweeping assertions. I t i s not our task here to 
subject Luther's ecclesiology to a c r i t i c a l examination. 
This i s not a t r e a t i s e on Luther, but an enquiry i n t o the 
do c t r i n e of the Church as i t i s ex h i b i t e d i n 19th Century 
Norvmglan theology and Church l i f e . I t i s , however, clear 
t h a t the present study must be introduced by a b r i e f s t a t e 
ment o f Luther's ecclesiology and an assessment of i t s value 
i f we are. to evaluate l a t e r developments vrith any degree of 
success. Norv/ay has been a Lutheran n a t i o n since the Ref
ormation, and i n no Church body does a single i n d i v i d u a l 
assume greater Importance than does Luther i n t h a t branch 
of Christendom which :(:c.Qnitrary to h i s v / i l l ) bears h i s name. 

Luther has been severely c r i t i c i z e d f o r the alleged 

1 Schmalkaldic A r t i c l e s , I I I , 12. 



2 
inconsistency of h i s theology. I t i s indeed true t h a t he 
created no closed dogmatic system. Nevertheless, there I s 
a basic u n i t y i n h i s theology which i s apparent once we get 
the key to h i s thought. But i t i s a u n i t y i n d i a l e c t i c . ^ 
Luther was a profoundly d i a l e c t i c a l theologian. He o f t e n 
placed apparently c o n t r a d i c t o r y t r u t h s side by side. The 
synthesis of the two antitheses was f o r him transcendent, 
not immanent, and lay i n the Being of God Himself. 

The u n i f y i n g p r i n c i p l e i n Luther's theology i s to be 
found i n the c a r d i n a l doctrine of J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h , 
or, r a t h e r , J u s t i f i c a t i o n by Grace alone received through 
F a i t h , "Sola G r a t i a , Sola Fide, Propter Christum", which 
l a t e r came to be c a l l e d the "material p r i n c i p l e " o f the 
Reformation. The emphasis was not upon human f a i t h , but 
upon Divine, prevenlent grace. The doctrine of J u s t i f i c a t i o n 
by F a i t h cam.e t o Luther through an e x i s t e n t i a l experience. 
A f t e r a long period of searching f o r the "Gracious God", 
Luther a t l a s t found, or was found by Him i n the famous 
"tower experience".3 As a consequence, Luther conceived 
of God's s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n i n dynamic, personal, r e l a t i o n a l , 
e x i s t e n t i a l t e r m s . B e c a u s e the medium of t h i s r e v e l a t i o n 
2 The word " d i a l e c t i c " i s used here i n the sense defined by 
H. Ording, Dogmatisk Metode, p. 144: "The d i a l e c t i c r e l a t i o n 
i s a r e l a t i o n between r e l a t i v e opposites which c o n t r i b u t e 
p o s i t i v e l y although i n tension to understanding where t h i s 
cannot be expressed i n a simple sense and which constantly 
proceeds out from, and tov;ard a hidden synthesis." Ording 
d i s t i n g u i s h e s d i a l e c t i c from paradox, which he defines as 
"an abbreviated sharpening ( p o i n t e r l n g ) o f a t r u t h simple 
i n i t s e l f " . 
3 c f . H. Eoehmer, Road t o Reformation, Philadelphia, 1946. 
4 c f . R. Bring, "Luthersk Blbelsyn" i n En Bok om Elbe I n , 
Lund, 1948. 
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had been Holy S c r i p t u r e , "Sola S c r i p t u r a " became the "formal 
p r i n c i p l e " of the Reformation.- The formal and m a t e r i a l 
p r i n c i p l e s were i n e x t r i c a b l y bound up together, the former 
representing r e v e l a t i o n and the l a t t e r f a i t h . 

I t has been said t h a t Luther achieved a "Copernican 
r e v o l u t i o n " i n the realm of theology, by replacing the 
e s s e n t i a l l y anthropocentric Medieval Scholasticism w i t h a 
t h e o c e n t r i c theology.^ This a s s e r t i o n has, however, been 
disputed on the grounds t h a t Medieval Scholasticism was not 
e s s e n t i a l l y anthropocentric. Whatever opinion may be held 
of Scholasticism, i t i s c e r t a i n l y beyond dispute t h a t Luther's 
own theology was t h e o c e n t r i c . J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h was 
the s t a r t i n g p b i n t and the c e n t r a l u n i f y i n g theme of a l l 
d o c t r i n e . "The proper object of theology i s man as g u i l t y 
on accoim* of s i n , and l o s t , and God the J u s t i f i e r and Sav
i o u r of man as a sinner. "'̂  The d o c t r i n e of J u s t i f i c a t i o n by 

6 "Sola S c r i p t u r a " d i d not mean f o r Luther what i t has come 
to mean f o r some modern-day obscurantists. Luther was n e i t h e r 
a B i b l i c i s t nor a Fundamentalist, nor d i d he regard a l l parts 
o f the B i b l e as possessing equal v a l u e . ( c f , h i s evaluation 
o f the E p i s t l e of Jam.es and of the Apocalypse.) His c r i t e r i o n 
was the extent to which a p a r t i c u l a r passage or book "drove 
home"(TREIBT) C h r i s t , i . e . how c l o s e l y i t was r e l a t e d to the 
c e n t r a l d o c t r i n e , J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h , i b i d . , pp. 2 5 5 f f . 
Luther d i d not r u l e out the place of t r a d i t i o n , though he 
drew a c a r e f u l d i s t i n c t i o n between the t r a d i t i o n and the 
t r a d i t i o n s , ( c f . H. Preus, The Communion of Saints, pp. 15-
16. ) The experience of the Church through the ages weighed 
h e a v i l y w i t h him. His w r i t i n g s are f i l l e d w i t h references to 
the Fathers. Nor d i d he r u l e out the place of reason, although 
he was contemptuous of Scholastic philosophy. Sola Scriptura 
f o r Luther meant t h a t Scripture was the supreme touchstone i n 
a l l matters of d o c t r i n e . 
6 Cf. A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, and P. Watson, l e t God be God. 
7 M. Luther, SW, I , p. 65, quoted i n P. Watson,op.cit., p. 23 . 
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F a i t h became "the a r t i c l e upon which the Church stands or 
f a l l s " . This doctrine represented the e s s e n t i a l content of 
the Gospel. Everything revolved about i t , l i k e the r i p p l e s 
t h a t r a d i a t e when a stone i s dropped i n t o the water. Here 
i s no i n n o v a t i o n i n d o c t r i n e , but "an immense reduction, a 
con c e n t r a t i o n on the one a r t i c l e of saving f a i t h i n Christ. 
As Einar B i l l i n g puts i t , "never imagine you have r i g h t l y 
grasped a Lutheran idea u n t i l you have succeeded i n reducing 
i t t o a simple c o r o l l a r y of the forgiveness of s i n s . " ^ 
And the d i r e c t i o n of the act of J u s t i f i c a t i o n , conceived 
p r i m a r i l y i n fore n s i c terms, was e n t i r e l y from God to man. 
Armed w i t h t h i s t h e o c e n t r i c approach, Luther proceeded, as 
he put i t , "to a l t e r the whole r e l i g i o n of the Papacy". His 
c h i e f concern was to ensure t h a t the Gospel o f J u s t i f i c a t i o n 
by F a i t h was free and u n f e t t e r e d . 

W i t h i n the u n i t y of Luther's theology ran a profound 
d i a l e c t i c , w i t h s i g n i f i c a n t i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r h i s e c c l e s i o l -
ogy. There was One God, but Luther could speak of Him as 
both hidden (DEUS ABSCONDITUS) and revealed ^DEVS P^VSLATUS). 
God's s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n formed a u n i t y , but i t occurred i n 
two forms. Law and Gospel, representing prinsarily wrath 
and love r e s p e c t i v e l y . God's r e i g n was one, but He reigned 
over two Realms (Relchen, or Reglmenten). The d i a l e c t i c was 
sharpened by the f a c t t h a t I t was necessary f o r Luther and 
the conservative -Reformation to f i g h t on two f r o n t s : against 
8 3. Gave,. The Person of C h r i s t , p. 139 
9 E. B i l l i n g , Vdr K a l l e l s e , pp. 6-7. 
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Rome on the one hand and against the Enthusiasts on the 
other. 

According to Luther, God confronts us as Deus Reve-
l a t u s , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the Person of C h r i s t . But, because 
no man can see God face to face, He also confronts us as 
Deus Absconditus, behind c e r t a i n "masks" (LARVAE). Even 
the d i v i n i t y of Ch r i s t was "hidden" i n His hum.anity. The 
various orders of His c r e a t i o n are "masks" f o r God: the 
f a m i l y , the i |oo(ria. (OBRIGKSIT) o f the State, and "outward 
Christendom, or the e m p i r i c a l Church. I n t h i s v/ay, God's 
r e i g n extends over two kingdoms, which Luther designated 
as the kingdom, on the Right and the kingdom on the L e f t , 
or the S p i r i t u a l and the Secular realms. I n the secular 
realin, the hidden God confronts a l l mankind through the 
masks. This i s His kingdom of power, i n which He meets 
us p r i m a r i l y i n His wrath, but also i n His love, since 
c o n f r o n t a t i o n here takes place through God's Law, which 
i s good but incapable of working s a l v a t i o n . The s p i r i t u a l 
kingdom i s the kingdom of Grace, i n which v/e meet only 
His love through the Gospel. For Luther, every i n d i v i d u a l 
i s r e l a t e d to God, e i t h e r under His love or under His 
wrath. 

Both realms are under God's r u l e ; Hence, Luther's 
r a t h e r p o s i t i v e view of the created world, despite h i s 
r e l a t i v e dualism. The secular kingdom, although s t r i c t l y 
temporal, yet has a u s e f u l f u n c t i o n to perform i n t h i s 
world. I t i s designed to preserve order, to prevent 
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corru p t mankind from destroying i t s e l f , and p a r t i c u l a r l y 
to make possible the free proclamation of the Gospel, so 
th a t the Holy S p i r i t may gather a t l e a s t some i n t o the 
s p i r i t u a l realm as w e l l . The C h r i s t i a n i s paradoxically 
a member o f both realms. He i s i n a r e a l sense i n the 
world, but not o f i t . 

Commenting on G-al. 2 : l 4 i ,Luther wrote: "This place, 
touching the d i f f e r e n c e betv/een the Law and the Gospel 
i s very necessary to be known, f o r i t contains the sum of 
a l l d o c t r i n e ; " Any demand o f God i s Law, any promise Gos
pel.''"^ Both are the Word of God, but the Gospel i s the 
predominant aspect. The Law i s l a r g e l y preparatory. 
Through i t , God c a r r i e s out His OPUS ALIENUM, but i t i s 
through the Gospel t h a t He c a r r i e s out His OPUS PROPRILM. 
These two must be c a r e f u l l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d , but not separ
ated. They c o n s t i t u t e one of the most s i g n i f i c a n t and 
basic examples of u n i t y - i n - d i a l e c t l c i n Luther's theo
logy . 

Although Luther adopted d i f f e r e n t t a c t i c s i n dealing 
w i t h Rome on the one hand and the Enthusiasts on the other, 
h i s basic charge against them was the same: t h a t they had 
perverted the Gospel. Luther saw three errors i n Rome's 

10 This d i s t i n c t i o n may not, however, be applied to Scrip
t u r e i n a B i b l i c i s t manner, f o r i t I s the l i v i n g Holy 
S p i r i t who speaks the Word. This i s i n keeping w i t h Lut
her's dynamic concept of r e v e l a t i o n . He also emphasized 
the Importance o f the preached Word. c f . R. Bring, op. 
c l t . , and J. Whale, The Protestant T r a d i t i o n , p. 130. 
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conception of the Gospel. I n the f i r s t place, i t was 
I n t e l l e c t u a l i s t i c ; The Gospel was i d e n t i f i e d w i t h a 
dogmatic system. I t was "nomistic"; The Gospel was 
transformed i n t o a new Law, which must be f u l f i l l e d i n 
order to mer i t grace. I t was sacramental-magical, con
c e i v i n g o f grace not i n terms of personal mercy, but i n 
terms of substance. For Luther grace I s always conceived 
as the a t t i t u d e and a c t i v i t y of a person rather than as 
an e n t i t y i n i t s e l f . He was inexorably opposed to any t 
tendency towards what has been called"the r e i f l c a t i o n of 
gracer A l l of t h i s had far-reaching e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l con
sequences. The dogmatic system rendered the Church depen
dent upon a hierarchy and created a separate "Teaching 
Church". The Church became a l e g a l i n s t i t u t i o n and the 
hier a r c h y l e g a l a u t h o r i t i e s . And s u b s t a n t i a l grace was 
"infused" through the hierarchy. Thus, the Gospel had 
been dethroned, and the Papacy had taken i t s place. I n 
consequence, Rome had become a f a l s e , apostate Church, i n 
so f a r as i t was b u i l t upon a fal s e foundation, and the 
Papacy had become a h t i - C h r i s t . Yet, Luther also main
t a i n e d t h a t the Church continued to e x i s t under the Papacy, 
because the Gospel v/as not completely suppressed, God had 
upheld the Gospel "with power and wonders." The Papacy was 
a n t i - C h r i s t , but the Pope s t i l l sat i n the temple of God. 

The concept o f r e v e l a t i o n held by the Enthusiasts 
was a t the opposite extreme. They asserted the absolute 
independence o f the Holy S p i r i t from any means of grace,' 
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Luther was convinced t h a t t h i s supposed freedom v/ould i n 
f a c t lead to enslavement. The Enthusiasts would be forced 
to look w i t h i n themselves f o r s p i r i t u a l assurance. This 
amounted to enslavement by the su b j e c t i v e . I t would be to 
b u i l d the Church, not upon the Gospel, but upon subjective 
experience. "What Luther above a l l sought to avoid was a 
sub j e c t i v e o r i e n t a t i o n of the concept of the Church."--'- I t 
was o p p o s i t i o n t o the Enthusiasts which moved Luther to 
w r i t e : "God does not give His grace and His S p i r i t except 
i n and through the e x t e r n a l Word."^2 

The u n i t y and the d i a l e c t i c of Luther's theology ex
tends to h i s d o c t r i n e of the Church. l u t h e r ' s ecclesiology 
d i s p l a y s the same theocentrlc approach, the same o v e r r i d i n g 
concern f o r the Gospel. His doctrine of the Church i s "an 
i m p l i c a t i o n o f h i s d o c t r i n e o f J u s t i f i c a t i o n by Faith".^3 
Luthsr's primary question was: How i s the Church constituted? 
(Was macht die Klrche?). I t i s i n answering t h i s question 
t h a t Luther made h i s greatest c o n t r i b u t i o n i n t h i s branch of 
dogmatics. For Luther, the Church i s always the c r e a t i o n of 
the Holy S p i r i t . Modern a s s o c i a t i o n a l and s o c i o l o g i c a l 
e c c l e s l o l o g l e s were f o r e i g n to him. The one constant con
s t i t u t i v e f a c t o r i s the Gospel. The Gospel Isthe "subject" 
o f the Church. As Bishop Anlen says, t h i s i s of "fundamen
t a l s i g n i f i c a n c e " f o r Luther's p o s i t i o n . Unless t h i s i s 
11 G. Aulen, T i l l Belysnlng om den Lutherska Kyrkoldeen, p.23. 
12 Smalkaldic A r t i c l e s , V I I I . 
13 J. MacKinnon, Luther and the Reformation, p. 280, v o l . I I I . 
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c l e a r , i t i s impossible to understand or evaluate the Lut

heran d o c t r i n e o f the Church. I t i s Luther's "most profound 

m o t i f " and t h a t which gives u n i t y to h i s ecclesiology. Other

wise, h i s view becomes a mixture of heterogeneous and contra

d i c t o r y elements.-'"'^ 
This fundamental s t a r t i n g p o i n t comes sharply i n t o 

focus i n the explanation to the Third A r t i c l e of the Creed 
i n Luther's Small Catechism (1529). He w r i t e s : " I believe 
t h a t - I cannot of my own reason or strength believe i n Jesus 
C h r i s t my Lord, or come to Him, but the Holy Ghost has c a l l e d 
me through the Gospel,'enlightened me by His g i f t s , and sanc
t i f i e d and preserved me i n the true f a i t h ; Even as He c a l l s , 
gathers, e n l i g h t e n s , and s a n c t i f i e s the whole C h r i s t i a n 
Church on e a r t h , and preserves i t i n union w i t h Jesus Christ 
i n the one true f a i t h ; I n which C h r i s t i a n Church he d a i l y 
f o r g i v e s r i c h l y a l l my sins and the sins of a l l b e l i e v e r s . . . " 

The t h e o c e n t r i c i t y of the passage i s clear. I t i s the 
Holy Ghost who c a l l s , gathers, etc., and He does i t through 
the Gospel. 

Yet there are also d M e c t i c elements i n Luther's 
e c c l e s i o l o g y . These must be seen against the backgound of 
h i s e v a n g e l i c a l s t a r t i n g p o i n t . Vfhen one or another of these 
elements i s removed from i t s s t a r t i n g p o int or overemphasized 
a t the expense of i t s a n t i t h e s i s , i t i s impossible to be true 
t o Luther and to r e t a i n the u n i t y of h i s ecclesiology. Vfe 
14 G. Aule'n, op. c l t . , pp. 19, 23. 
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s h a l l discover repeated instances of t h i s process i n l a t e r 

Church H i s t o r y . 
The fundamental d i a l e c t i c i s the a n t i t h e s i s between 

what we s h a l l c a l l the "personal" and the " i n s t i t u t i o n a l " 
or " f u n c t i o n a l " aspects o f the Church. These correspond t o 
the d i a l e c t i c r e l a t i o n between r e v e l a t i o n and f a i t h . 

The Church i s "personal" i n the sense th a t i t i s com
posed o f a community of b e l i e v i n g persons. To t h i s extent, 
the Church i s a r e s u l t of f a i t h . Luther's f a v o u r i t e expres
si o n f o r the Church was "the Communion of Saints". He iden
t i f i e d the two phrases i n the Creed "the Holy, Catholic 
Church", and "the Communion of Saints". I n view of l a t e r 
controversy on the p o i n t i n Norv/ay, i t i s worth n o t i c i n g 

he 
t h a t s u b s t i t u t e d the word " C h r i s t i a n " f o r "Catholic" i n 
order to d i s t i n g u i s h the Church of Ch r i s t from the Roman 
Church. Although t h i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the two clauses 
i s h i s t o r i c a l l y erroneous, Luther's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s theo
l o g i c a l l y d e f e n s i b l e . As the equivalent of "Communion", 
Luther used the German word "Gemeinde" and rej e c t e d "Ge-
meinschaft" as too v/eak a term t o express the fundamental 
idea. He e v i d e n t l y wished t o avoid a s o c i o l o g i c a l i n t e r 
p r e t a t i o n . Luther thus views the Church i n concrete, not 
a b s t r a c t terms, and i n t e r p r e t s t h i s phrase to mean the 
congregation, not the s p i r i t u a l f e l l o w s h i p between b e l i e v e r s . 
For Luther, the congregation (Gemeinde) i s e s s e n t i a l l y the 
same as the Church (Elrche) .-'-Sin d e f i n i n g the essence o f 
the Church, Luther never conceived of i t as anything but 
15 R. Kauge, Forelesninger...p. 25-
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"a s o l i d a r i t y of persons"."'-'^ This represented Luther's 

f r o n t against Rome. 
On the other hand, the Church also has an I n s t i t u t i o n a l 

or f u n c t i o n a l side. The Church i s a pre-c o n d i t i o n f o r f a i t h , 
and a means o f propagating i t . F a i t h i s necessary f o r the 
Church and f o r C h r i s t i a n preaching. Not i n the Donatlst 
sense o f making the means of grace dependent upon the s p i r i t 
u a l c o n d i t i o n of the hujnan instrument, but i n the l i g h t of 
the obvious f a c t t h a t where the Gospel i s not believed, i t 
w i l l not be proclaimed. On the other hand, the f u n c t i o n of 
the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace (the preaching of 
the Word and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments) i s essen
t i a l to f a i t h , and where t h i s f u n c t i o n i s c a r r i e d out, f a i t h 
w i l l r e s u l t . "Wherever C h r i s t i s believed on and preached, 
there i s the Holy Church". (Ubl Christus c r e d l t u r , praedl-
c a t u r , est sancta e c c l e s i a . ) The Gospel Isthe c o n s t i t u t i v e 
f a c t o r i n the Church, and because i t must be proclaimed i n 
word and a c t i o n , an order and a M i n i s t r y i s necessary. This 
aspect represented Luther's f r o n t against the Enthusiasts. 

Luther's concern f o r the Gospel as the c o n s t i t u t i v e 
f a c t o r i n the Church and h i s emphasis upon the f u j i c t i o n a l 
aspect i s c l e a r l y evident i n the l i s t of "Marks" which he 
included i n h i s Of the Councils and the Churches (1539). 

16 E. G. Rupp, The Righteousness of God, p. 315- However, 
to say t h a t "every other aspect of the meaning of the Church 
i s subordinate to t h i s f a c t " i s to f a i l to do j u s t i c e to the 
d i a l e c t i c of Luther's ecclesiology. 
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We need not be i n doubt as to the existence of the Church, 

f o r , says Luther, she has the f o l l o w i n g marks: 
1. The preaching of the Word 
2. The Sacrament of Baptism 
3. The Sacrament o f the A l t a r 
4. The Keys 
5. A M i n i s t r y c a l l e d and consecrated 
6. The p u b l i c worship of God 
7. S u f f e r i n g 

The Gospel i s a t the heart o f each of the marks, w i t h the 
possible exception of the r a t h e r p e c u l i a r f i n a l mark. The 
Keys were regarded as simply another aspect of the M i n i s t r y 
of the Word. The loo s i n g key was predominant, the binding 
key subordinate. Thus i t might be possible to argue t h a t • 
Church d i s c i p l i n e was o f the ESSE of the Church; Indeed, 
t h i s ' v e r y question was a t stake i n som.e o f the 19th Century 
controversies which we s h a l l pass under review at a l a t e r 
stage. Yet even so, the question of Church d i s c i p l i n e , 
however important, v/as not assigned the sam.e importance by 
Luther as i t had f o r Calvin, and was set against a wholly 
d i f f e r e n t theology of the r e l a t i o n of Law and Gospel. 

We s h a l l see how Norwegian theologians i n the 19th 
Century repeatedly overemphasized e i t h e r the personal or 
the i n s t i t u t i o n a l aspect o f the Church, thus d i s t u r b i n g the 
d e l i c a t e d i a l e c t i c a l balance of Luther's ecclesiology. 

Luther's emphasis upon the ob j e c t i v e Gospel as the 
c o n s t i t u t i v e f a c t o r also shaped h i s t h i n k i n g on the very 
d i f f i c u l t problem of the l i m i t s of the Church. Rome Iden
t i f i e d the Church of Jesus C h r i s t w i t h the Holy Roman Church. 
The Enthusiasts sought to draw s t r i c t l i m i t s on the basis of 
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s u b j e c t i v e experience. Luther r e j e c t e d a l l attempts to 
draw l i m i t s to the Church. The Church cannot be i d e n t i f i e d 
w i t h any one h i s t o r i c a l o r g a n i z a t i o n , and an appeal to sub
j e c t i v e experience can be a dangerous source of f a l s e 
p r i d e , Phariseeism, and hypocrisy. The only l i m i t s t h a t 
can be drawn are the l i m i t s of the Gospel. Wherever i t i s 
proclaimed, there i s the Church, f o r God has promised t h a t 
His Word w i l l not r e t u r n v o i d . Luther was w i l l i n g "by the 
c r i t e r i o n of lo v e " to recognize a l l baptized persons as 
members of the Church. On the other hand, because we are 
not competent to judge anyone "by the c r i t e r i o n of f a i t h " , 
t h i s r e c o g n i t i o n has only p r o v i s i o n a l s i g n i f i c a n c e , f o r 
t h i s l i f e . 

Luther spoke of the Church as both v i s i b l e and i n v i s 
i b l e . He used these terms d i a l e c t i c a l l y ; For him, there 
was but one Church. He emphasized the i n v i s i b i l i t y of the 
Church against Roman i n s t i t u t i o n a l i s m . The Church i s an 
obj e c t of f a i t h . Commenting on Matt. 16:18, Luther wrote: 
"Just as the rock i s without s i n , i n v i s i b l e and s p i r i t u a l , 
so must the Church...be i n v i s i b l e and s p i r i t u a l , to be 
grasped only by f a i t h . " ' He described the Church as 
UNSICHTBAR, not i n the Platonic sense, but i n the sense 
th4 i t i s hidden. I t s l i m i t s are known only to God. At 
the same time, i t i s v i s i b l e i n the preaching of the Word 
and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the' Sacraments. Even the subjec
t i v e side o f the Church i s made v i s i b l e i n confession of 
17 Weimar Ausgabe, V I I , 710. Quoted i n H. Preus,op.cit., 

p. 86 
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f a i t h . The Church i s a present h i s t o r i c a l r e a l i t y . Luther 
speaks of i t as possessing both a body and a soul. 

There i s a r e a l connection between the Church i n i t s 
essence and i t s e m p i r i c a l form (GESTAIT), and the connec
t i o n l i e s i n the Gospel as the c o n s t i t u t i v e f a c t o r . Luther 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d between the Church and "outward Christendom". 
We have noted t h a t the C h r i s t i a n I s a member of both the 
kingdom on the L e f t and the kingdom, on the .Right. Y/hat i s 
tru e of the I n d i v i d u a l i s also true of the Church. •'"̂  The 
e m p i r i c a l form of the Church partakes of the character of 
the Church p r e c i s e l y t o the extent t h a t i t i s a c r e a t i o n 
of the Gospel. I t i s the co n t i n u a l task of the e s s e n t i a l 
Church to r e a l i z e i t s e l f w i t h i n the framework of the empir
i c a l form, and to progress tovard an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the 
two. To St. Jerome's question v;hether the Galatlans con
s t i t u t e d a true Church, Luther adopted the same standpoint 
as he d i d toward the Church of Rome. Both are Churches to 
the extent t h a t the Gospel i s present and c r e a t i v e . Thus, 
f o r Luther, the e m p i r i c a l Church r e a l l y partakes of the 
nature o f the Church. His concept of the Church i s not 
s p i r i t u a l i s t i c , but bound to the concrete, h i s t o r i c a l con
grega t i o n . This cor_nection gave impetus to h i s e n t i r e 

19 
programme of reform. 
18 c f . G. F o r e l l , F a i t h Active i n Love. 
19 Bishop Aulen uses the f o l l o w i n g I l l u s t r a t i o n to character
ize Luther's viewpoint here; The Church and i t s form are l i k e 
two transparent t a b l e t s superimposed upon one another, which 
only reveal t h e i r t r u e appearance when held up to the l i g h t . 
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I n accordance v/ith the doc t r i n e of the Two Realms, 

Luther drew a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
power and the secular a u t h o r i t y . He could be, and, as we 
s h a l l see, was quoted i n support of separation of Church 
and State. On the other hand, excommunicated by the Pope 
and outlawed by the Emperor, Luther himself sought the 
support o f the princes i n c a r r y i n g out the Reformation. He 
thus bequeathed t o the Lutheran lands the c o n t i n e n t a l State 
Church, w i t h i t s many subsequent problems i n the r e l a t i o n 
of Church and State. P o l i t i c a l considerations appear to 
have played a p a r t i n t h i s a c t i o n . The KIRCHENORDWUNG of 
1527 i s sometimes seen as a concession to the hard r e a l i t i e s 
of a chaotic s i t u a t i o n . I t made the Elec t o r responsible 
f o r the orde r i n g o f Church l i f e w i t h i n h i s t e r r i t o r y . 
This temporary form of p o l i t y v/as l a t e r replaced by a Con
s i s t o r y of theologians and j u r i s t s under the Elector. I n 
the KIRCHENORDNUNG, an attempt was made to d i s t i n g u i s h 
between the secular and the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a u t h o r i t y ; 
The E l e c t o r was not "to teach and exercise s p i r i t u a l r u l e " , 
but only "to prevent d i v i s i o n , sects, and tumult am.ong h i s 
subjects". :Placing a u t h o r i t y i n the Elector's hands was 
f u l l y c o nsistent w i t h Luther's theology.20 According to 
the d o c t r i n e of the Two Realms, i t i s incumbent upon the 
State, as one of the orders of c r e a t i o n , to ensure an 
o r d e r l y and peaceful s o c i e t y , so th a t the Gospel may do 

20 c f . J. MacKinnon, op. c i t . , p. 284: "The reasoning on 
which he based the r i g h t of the State to intervene i n 
the a f f a i r s of the Church i s t h e o l o g i c a l , not j u r i s t i c . " 
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I t s work. I n accordance w i t h the d o c t r i n e of the Universal 
Priesthood, i t i s also the o b l i g a t i o n of every C h r i s t i a n to 
f u r t h e r the cause of the Gospel w i t h i n h i s own p a r t i c u l a r 
v ocation. V/hether or not the princes were t r u l y C h r i s t i a n , 
no one could say. I t was not, however, p r i m a r i l y a question 
of t h e i r r i g h t to Intervene i n Church a f f a i r s , but of t h e i r 
duty. As members of a C h r i s t i a n society, they had access to 
the Gospel and shared i n i t s blessings. They were therefore 
bound t o make p r o v i s i o n f o r i t s f u r t h e r proclamation. 

The d o c t r i n e of the Two Realms was a two-edged sword. 
I t s d i a l e c t i c was l a t e r to be ignored and Luther c i t e d as an 
a u t h o r i t y both f o r the r e t e n t i o n of the State Church and 
f o r the separation of Church and State. I t i s Important to 
note t h a t the d o c t r i n e of the two realms precludes any 
concept of a " C h r i s t i a n State" i n Luther. The State be
longed t o the kingdom on the L e f t . Yet Luther's p o l i t i c a l 
philosophy was theonomous, not autonomous. Moreover, he 
l i v e d i n a s c i e t y I n which the e n t i r e n a t i o n belonged to 
"outward Christendom". He approved the idea of a n a t i o n a l 
Church.21 I n the 19th Century, however, owing to the r i s e 
o f a secularized society and a l i b e r a l , humanistic, " n e u t r a l " 
State, conditions were q u i t e d i f f e r c n t . This problem 
was never solved i n p r i n c i p l e i n 19th Century Norway, but 
i t s existence underlay many of the Church c o n f l i c t s o f the 
day. 

21 c f . E. G. Rupp, op. c i t . , pp. 323-324. 
22 c f . E, Eerggrav, Staten og Mennesket, Oslo, 1945, pp. 

4 5 f f . 



17 
Luther's teaching on the Sacraments i s closely r e l a t e d 

to h i s d o c t r i n e of the Church. Since i t i s the Gospel which 
gives the two Dominical Sacraments t h e i r character, they 
are means of grace, whereby the Holy S p i r i t creates the 
Church. Baptism i s the Sacram.ent of i n i t i a t i o n , the Lord's 
Supper the Sacrament of renev;al. Luther taught Baptismal 
regeneration, conceived as the i n i t i a t i o n of a r e l a t i o n s h i p 
w i t h God, and r e t a i n e d i n f a n t Baptism. He maintained t h a t 
i n f a n t s can have f a i t h , although he d i d not base i n f a n t 
Baptism on t h i s p o s t u l a t e . Luther's emphasis was on God's 
prevenient grace; I t i s t h i s , and not our f a i t h which makes 
Baptism what i t i s . I n Baptism, God establishes a covenant 
w i t h us. He never breaks His vow, even though we may be 
u n f a i t h f u l . For Luther, Baptism W5.s the constant source of 
assurance i n times of doubt and despair. ( I have been bap
t i z e d ] ) He emphasized the need f o r grov/th i n t h i s coven
ant r e l a t i o n ; His type of C h r i s t i a n i t y s t a r t e d from the 
expectation o f C h r i s t i a n nurture and not from the c r i s i s of 
conversion. 

I n the Eucharist, Luther was p r i m a r i l y concerned t o 
uphold the do c t r i n e of the Real Presence against the l e f t -
wing o f the Reformation, while at the same time, he r e j e c t e d 
T r a n s u b s t a n t i a t i o n . His theology of the Sacrament was closely 
r e l a t e d to h i s theology of the Incarnation. He regarded the 
c e l e b r a t i o n of the Sacrament as the climax of the Sunday 
v/orship. Next to the forgiveness of sins, the aspect of 
the Sacrament which was uppermost i n h i s mind was t h a t of 
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communion, communion w i t h C h r i s t and v;ith other b e l i e v e r s . 
For Luther, the Church I s never so much the Church as when 
she celebrates the Holy Communion. F i n a l l y , i n keeping w i t h 
h i s idea of the predominance of the Gospel over the Law, 
he regarded the Eucharist as p r i m a r i l y a means of grace, 
not as a means of d i s c i p l i n e . He was not as concerned as 
Cal v i n to ensure t h a t "unworthy" p a r t i c i p a n t s be excluded. 

Luther's d o c t r i n e of the M i n i s t r y I s a c o r o l l a r y o f 
h i s basic a s s e r t i o n t h a t the Gospel i s the c o n s t i t u t i v e 
f a c t o r i n the Church. We have said t h a t because the Word 
and Sacraments must be administered, a M i n i s t r y i s necessary. 
I n t h i s sense, we may say t h a t i t i s of the ESSE of the 
Church. Luther's concept o f the M i n i s t r y i s f u n c t i o n a l ; 
I t i s a service o f the means of grace. Consequently, I t 
i s always subordinate to and never above the means of grace. 

There i s a d i a l e c t i c also i n Luther's concept of the 
M i n i s t r y . He maintains both the d i r e c t I n s t i t u t i o n of the 
M i n i s t r y by C h r i s t and i t s deduction through the Universal 
Priesthood o f Beli e v e r s . According t o S c r i p t u r e , a l l Chris
t i a n s are p r i e s t s , w i t h free access t o God through C h r i s t . 
( I I . Cor. 3:6, I . Peter 2:9, e t . a l . ) We receive t h i s SAC-
ERDOTIbl'^ i n Baptism. The only other priesthood i s the high 
priesthood f u l f i l l e d i n Chris t Himself. There i s no sp e c i a l 
p r i e s t l y estate (STAICD). A l l have the r i g h t and duty to bear 
witness to the Gospel. On the other hand, there i s a special 
c l e r i c a l o f f i c e (AMT, MINISTERILM), to which God c a l l s men 
through the Church. Not a l l who have the Universal P r i e s t 
hood also possess the M i n i s t r y . No one may assume t h i s 
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O f f i c e without the outward c a l l of the Church as w e l l as 
the inner c a l l . 2 3 Luther f o l l o w s St. Jerome i n c l a s s i f y i n g 
m i n i s t e r s i n t o four groups: Those c a l l e d d i r e c t l y by God, 
those c a l l e d by God through men, those c a l l e d by men but 

?4 
not chosen by God, and those c a l l e d n e i t h e r by God nor 
men (the E n t h u s i a s t s ) . He does not deny the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
an immediate c a l l . The apostles and prophets were c a l l e d 
i n t h i s manner. But the normal procedure i n our day i s 
a mediate c a l l exercised by God through the Church. The 
o f f i c e i s received, not through o r d i n a t i o n by a Bishop i n 
A p o s t o l i c Succession believed to convey an i n d e l i b l e char
a c t e r , but through the c a l l . Thus, f o r Luther o r d i n a t i o n 
i s not regarded as a Sacrament but as the public confirma
t i o n o f the c a l l of the Church. The o f f i c e continues only 
so long as i t i s exercised. Yet i n the ca=e of the movement 
of a pastor from one p a r i s h to another, no r e - o r d i n a t i o n 
took place. I t must, however, be remem.bered tha t t h i s 
practice'was unusual i n l u t h e r ' s day, and i n p r a c t i c e , 
o r d i n a t i o n and i n s t a l l a t i o n tended to be i d e n t i f i e d . 
Luther maintained the e s s e n t i a l u n i t y , JUPJ; DIVINO, of 
the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e . JUP^ HUMNO, there are differences 
i n d u t i e s and i n a u t h o r i t y . He favoured the r e t e n t i o n of 
the t h r e e - f o l d form of the M i n i s t r y so long as i t served 
23 E. G. Rupp, op. c i t . , p. 316. 
24 Here Luther avoids the Donatlst conception of the Min

i s t r y . He does not make p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Universal 
Priesthood an absolute requirem.ent f o r a v a l i d M i n i s t r y . 

25 R. Prenter, Skabelse og C-enldsning, Kbhvn., 1955. 
p. 576n. 
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a purpose, but d i d not regard i t as e s s e n t i a l . The ques
t i o n o f the form o f the M i n i s t r y was to become a minor 
source of controversy i n 19th Century Norv^egian theology, 
though n a t u r a l l y on Lutheran premises i t could not be 
expected to prove a burning issue. 

Thus, i n h i s doctrine o f the M i n i s t r y there are clear 
I n d i c a t i o n s of the double f r o n t on which Luther's v*.ole 
theology operates. As against Rome, he emphasized the 
Universal P r i e s t h o o d ; A s against the Enthusiasts, he 
m.aintdhed t h a t the M i n i s t r y was d i r e c t l y i n s t i t u t e d by 
C h r i s t . I n h i s e a r l i e r years, the emphasis f e l l upon the 
Universal Priesthood, l a t e r the d i v i n e i n s t i t u t i o n of the 
M i n i s t r y was placed i n stronger r e l i e f . But both poles 
of the d i a l e c t i c are always present i n Luther. This was 
to provide a source of strong tension i n the Church of 
Norway i n the 19th Century. 

26 This i s presented i n p a r t i c u l a r l y strong form i n 
the l e t t e r to Prague, Church and M i n i s t r y , I I . 
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The Lutheran Confessions 

The Idea of confessional v/rltings or symbolical books 
o r i g i n a t e d w i t h i n Lutheranism. The Confessions grew out of 
controversy, and are a n a t u r a l outgrowth of the f a c t t h a t 
the Lutheran Reformation v/as p r i m a r i l y concerned, not w i t h 
abuses i n the p r a c t i c e of the Church, but w i t h i t s d o c t r i n e . 

The basic Lutheran confessional document i s the Augs
burg Confession o f 1530. The Emperor Charles V dir e c t e d 
the Lutheran princes to submit a statement of doctrine to 
the D i e t , w i t h a view to heali n g the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l breach 
t h a t had a r i s e n i n h i s realm. The Augsburg Confession was 
presented i n a German and a L a t i n t e x t . When the Roman 
theologians presented a r e f u t a t i o n , P h i l i p Melanchthon 
countered w i t h the much longer Apology f o r the Augsburg 
Confession. Other symbols followed u n t i l , i n I580, the 
combined Confessions were published i n the Book of Concord. 
Included v/ere: the three ecumenical Creeds, Luther's Small 
and Large Catechisms (1529) and h i s Smalkaldic A r t i c l e s 
(1537), the Augsburg Confession and i t s Apology (1530), 
and the Formula o f Concord (1577). The three Creeds, the 
Small Catechism, and the Augsburg Confession were early 
adopted i n Norway. The other Confessions v/ere never o f f i c i 
a l l y adopted. I t was feared t h a t the d o c t r i n a l s t r i f e 
which occasioned the Formula of Concord i n Germany might 
be tr a n s p l a n t e d i n the North. Hence, the Book of Concord 
was banned i n the kingdom of Denmark-Norway when i t appeared. 
For t h i s reason, and because the Form.ula and the Sm.alkaldic 
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A r t i c l e s contain l i t t l e or nothing on the Church, we s h a l l 
confine our i n v e s t i g a t i o n to the Augsburg Confession and 
i t s Apology. 

The general tone of the Augsburg Confession i s c o n c i l 
i a t o r y , c a t h o l i c , and p o s i t i v e . The Preface speaks of the 
r e l i g i o u s dissensions, and expresses the hope tha t "these 
things may be harmonized and brought back to the one simple 
t r u t h and C h r i s t i a n concord; So t h a t h e r e a f t e r the one 
unfeigned and true r e l i g i o n may be em.braced and preserved 
by us, so t h a t v;e may l i v e i n the one C h r i s t i a n Church..." 
The Confession i s concerned to show t h a t , as the conclusion 
puts I t , " i n d o c t r i n e and ceremonials among us there i s 
nothing received contrary to Scripture or t o the c a t h o l i c 
Church...We have d i l i g e n t l y taken heed t h a t no new and 
godless doctrines should creep i n t o our Churches..." 
Both the Confession and i t s Apology repeatedly quote 
S c r i p t u r e andthe Fathers i n t h e i r support. The t i t l e 
"Lutheran Church" does not occur; Rather, the Confession 
speaks o f "our Churches" or "the Church here". As von 
Ranke has pointed out, i t ̂^̂ as not u n t i l the 1560's t h a t 
the breach w i t h the Roman Church came to be considered 
permanent. 

The Augsburg Confession was d r a f t e d by Melanchthon, 
, but Luther, although he admitted t h a t he "could not 
have spoken so s o f t l y " , approved i t wholeheartedly. He 
"would not change a word of i t " . I t i s easy to understand 
h i s approval. The Augsburg Confession c l e a r l y embodies 
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Luther's teaching on every importar;it p o i n t . I n general, 
I t e stablishes the same double f r o n t , against Rome and the 
Enthusiasts r e p e c t i v e l y . 

The Confession,confirms Luther's o b j e c t i v e , theocentric 
approach to d o c t r i n e , and l i k e him, places the doctrine of 
J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h i n the centre, as •representing the 
e s s e n t i a l content of the Gospel. The order of i t s a r t i c l e s 
i s s i g n i f i c a n t : A r t i c l e I deals w i t h God, A r t i c l e I I w i t h 
O r i g i n a l Sin, A r t i c l e I I I w i t h the Person of C h r i s t , and 
A r t i c l e IV states the d o c t r i n e of J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h . 
A r t i c l e V, "Of the M i n i s t r y of the Church", c l e a r l y empha
sizes prevenient grace and the theocentric approach. I t 
sets f o r t h a f u n c t i o n a l concept of the M i n i s t r y , and asserts 
the need f o r "outward" means of grace. I t recognizes the 
Gospel as the c o n s t i t u t i v e f a c t o r i n the Church, and care
f u l l y defines the Gospel i n terms of J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h : 

"For the o b t a i n i n g of t h i s f a i t h , the M i n i s t r y of teaching 
the Gospel and a d m i n i s t e r i n g the Sacraments was i n s t i t u t e d . 

For by the Word and Sacraments, as by instrujnents, the 
Holy S p i r i t i s glveh: V/ho worketh f a i t h , where and when i t 
pleaseth God, I n those t h a t hear the Gospel, to w i t , t h a t 
God, not f o r our merit's sake, but f o r Christ's sake doth 
j u s t i f y those who believe t h a t they f o r Christ's sake are 
received i n t o favoui:^ 
They C'our Churches'j condemn the Anabaptists and others, 

who Imagine t h a t the Holy S p i r i t i s given to m.en vdthout 
the outward Word, through t h e i r own preparations and works." 

The c l a s s i c Lutheran d e f i n i t i o n of the Church appears 

i n A r t i c l e V I I : 
"Also they teach t h a t one holy Church i s to continue f o r 
ever. But the Church I s the congregation of saints (German 
t e x t , the assembly of a l l b e l i e v e r s ) , i n which the Gospel 
i s r i g h t l y taught (German t e x t , purely preached) and the 
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Sacraments r i g h t l y administered (Germ.an t e x t , according 
to the Gospel). 

And unto the true u n i t y of the Church, i t i s s u f f i c i e n t 
to agree concerning the doctrine of the Gospel and the admin
i s t r a t i o n o f the Sacraments. Nor i s i t necessary t h a t 
human t r a d i t i o n s , ' r i t e s or ceremonies i n s t i t u t e d by men 
should be a l i k e everywhere, as St. Paul s a i t h : "There i s 
one f a i t h , one Baptism, one God and Father of a l l ' . " ^7 

The Augsburg Confession gives expression to the same 
basic d i a l e c t i c i n the essence of the Church as we noted i n 
Luther. The Church i s "personal" i n the sense th a t i t i s 
"the congregation of s a i n t s " , or "the assembly of a l l b e l i e 
vers". But the Church also has an i n s t i t u t i o n a l or a func
t i o n a l aspect: I t i s the community " i n vihich the Gospel i s 
pu r e l y preached and the Sacraments administered according 
to the Gospel". I n A r t i c l e V I I , as i n A r t i c l e V, the 
o b j e c t i v e , theocentric approach i s employed, and the Gospel 
es t a b l i s h e d as the c o n s t i t u t i v e f a c t o r i n the Church. This 
i s shown by the statement on the u n i t y of the Church: 
"For the true u n i t y of the Church, i t i s s u f f i c i e n t to 

27 L a t i n t e x t : "Item decent, quod una sancta ecclesla 
perpetuo mansura s i t . Est autem ecclesia congregatio 
sanctorujn, i n qua evangelium pure docetur et recte admin-
i s t r a n t u r sacramenta. Et ad veram unitatem eccleslae 
s a t i s est consentire de d o c t r i n a e v a n g e l i i et de adminis-
t r a t i o n e sacramentorum,.." 
German t e x t : "Es w i r d auch gelehret, dass a l l e Z e i t musse 

e i n h e i l i g e C h r i s t l i c h e Kirche sein und bleiben, welche i s t 
die Versammlung a l l e r Gl^ubigen, b ei welchen das Evangelium 
r e i n gepredigt und die h e i l i g e n Sakraroent l a u t des Evangel!i 
g e r e i c h t werden. Dann dies 1st gnug zu wahrer E i n i g k e i t 
der C h r l s t l i c h e n Eirchen, dass da e i n t r ^ c h t i g l i c h nach 
reinem Verstand das Evangelium gepredigt und die Sakrament 
dem g(!ittlichen Wort gem^ss gereicht v/erden. Und i s t n l c h t 
not zur wahren E i n i g k e i t der C h r i s t l i c h e n Kirche, dass 
a l l e n t h a l b e n gleichformige Ceremonien, von den Menschen 
ei n g e s e t z t , gehalten verden, viie Paulus s p r i c h t zum 
Ephesern am. 4: 'Ein Leib, e i n Geist, wle i h r berufen seid 
zu e i n e r l e i Hcffnung euers Berufs, e i n Herr, e i n Glaub, 
e i n Tauf.'" 



25 
agree concerning the doctrine of the Gospel and the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments..." 

The meaning of t h i s statement can only be t h a t u n i t y i s . 
i n h e r e n t l y one of the a t t r i b u t e s of the Church, and t h a t i t 
i s c o n s t i t u t e d by the Gospel. Wherever the Gospel i s pro
claimed, t h i s s p i r i t u a l u n i t y w i l l e x i s t , regardless of 
the d i s u n i t y of the e m p i r i c a l Church. The statement also 
contains an i m p l i c i t c r i t i c i s m of the Roman a t t i t u d e to 
t r a d i t i o n s . (Of. also the phrase "the t r u e u n i t y of the 
Church". ) 

The question has been ra i s e d whether there i s not a 
tendency t o i n t e l l e c t u a l i z e the concept of r e v e l a t i o n a l 
ready i n t h i s A r t i c l e , where i t i s dem.anded tha t the Gospel 
be purely preached (REIN GEPPEDIGT, PURE DOCETUR) and the 
Sacraments be r i g h t l y administered (RECTE ADMINISTRANTUR). 
ÂTien, however, we bear i n mind t h a t i t i s the Gospel, 

J u s t i f i c a t i o n by Grace received through F a i t h , and not a 
dogmatic system which i s to be purely preached, there i s 
no'.- need to conclude t h a t an I n t e l l e c t u a l i z a t i o n has taken 
place. This i s borne out even more c l e a r l y i n the German 
t e x t , where \-ie read t h a t the Sacraments are to be administered 
"according to the Gospel"(LAUT DES EVANGELII).^8 

We s h a l l see, however, t h a t an i n t e l l e c t u a l i z a t i o n of 
the concept of r e v e l a t i o n and of the Gospel d i d i n f a c t take 
place i n the Age of Orthodoxy. This led to an overemphasis 
28 The phrase "according to the Gospel" throws l i g h t upon 
the general Lutheran p o s i t i o n t h a t the Sacraments need not 
be administered i n p r e c i s e l y the same manner as i n New 
Testament times. 
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upon the i n s t i t i i t i o n a l side of the d i a l e c t i c . We s h a l l 
also see hov/, as a r e a c t i o n against i n t e l l e c t u a l i s m and 
I n s t l t u t l o n a l i s m , Pietism overem.phasized the personal side 
o f the d i a l e c t i c and introduced a subjective approach to 
the d o c t r i n e of the Church. The personal side, the desig
n a t i o n of the Church as CONGREGATIO SANCTORWI, i s grammatic
a l l y the main clause i n the d e f i n i t i o n . I t might be n a t u r a l 
t h e r e f o r e to conclude t h a t i t i s also the main clause 
t h e o l o g i c a l l y . Such an inference would, however, d i s t u r b 
the d i a l e c t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p and would c o n s t i t u t e a subjective 
approach to the do c t r i n e of the Church. I t would mean a 
disavowal of Luther's theocentric approach and a s e t t i n g 
aside of the p r i n c i p l e t h a t the Gospel i s the sole c o n s t i t u 
t i v e f a c t o r I n the Church. 

The Augsburg Confession, and the Apology as w e l l , 
recognize only two marks (NOTAE) of the Church: The pure 
preaching of the W©rd and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacra
ments according to the Gospel. This represents no departure 
from Luther, but only a concentration. A l l of h i s marks, 
w i t h the possible exception of the puzzling mark of suf
f e r i n g , may be subsumed under these two. The f a c t t h a t 
the M i n i s t r y i s absorbed by the two marks i s evidence of 
the f u n c t i o n a l character of the Lutheran doctrine of the 
M i n i s t r y . The Keys are regarded as another aspect of the 
M i n i s t r y of Word and Sacram.ent. Lutheran teaching on the 
Keys represents a broad departure from the Roman p e n i t e n t i a l 
system. P r i v a t e confession was re t a i n e d , but i t was expressly 



§7 
sta t e d t h a t confession v?as "of human r i g h t only" and t h a t 
(German t e x t ) " I t i s not commanded i n S c r i p t u r e , but has 
been i n s t i t u t e d by the Church". I t was r e t a i n e d "on account 
of the very great b e n e f i t of a b s o l u t i o n " ; Moreover, "the 
enumeration of sins i s not necessary...because very many 
sins they n e i t h e r see nor can r e m e m b e r " . T h e absolving 
key i s predominant. I n view of controversy over the point 
I n 19th Century Norway, i t i s worth n o t i n g t h a t the Augsburg 
Confession assumes t h a t confession and absolution w i l l 
precede p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Lord's Supper. " I t i s not 
usual (NON ENIM SOLET) to communicate the Body of our Lord 
except t o those who have been previously examined and ab
solved. "30 The element of d i s c i p l i n e i s present i n Lutheran 
d o c t r i n e and p r a c t i c e . But i t I s d e f i n i t e l y subordinate to 
the idea t h a t the Sacrament i s a means of grace. I t i s 
nowhere stated t h a t Church D i s c i p l i n e i s an e s s e n t i a l mark 
of the Church. 

With regard to the l i m i t s of the Church, the Augsburg 
Confession displays the same cautious a t t i t u d e which charac
t e r i z e d Luther. A r t i c l e V I I I , "What the Church I s " , s t a t e s : 
"Though the Church be properly (PROPRIE) the congregation of 
s a i n t s and true b e l i e v e r s , yet seeing t h a t i n t h i s l i f e many 
hyp o c r i t e s and e v i l persons are mingled w i t h i t , i t i s law
f u l t o use the Sacram.ents administered by e v i l men, according 
t o the voice of C h r i s t (Matt. 23:2), 'The Scribes and the 
Pharisees s i t i n Muses' seat, etc.'. And the Sacraments and 
the Word are e f f e c t u a l , by reason of the i n s t i t u t i o n and 
command of C h r i s t , though they be d e l i v e r e d by e v i l men..." 

29 Augsburg Confession, A r t i c l e XXV. Cf. also A r t . X I . 
30 i b i d . , A r t . XXV 



The A r t i c l e concludes w i t h a condemnation of Donatism. 
I t i s t h e r e f o r e c l e a r t h a t the Lutheran reformers 

regarded the Church both as a home f o r saints and as a 
school f o r sinners. However, the q u a l i f i c a t i o n of "the 
Church" by the adverb "PROPRIE" was s i g n i f i c a n t f o r l a t e r 
developments. The hypocrites do not appear to have any 
r e a l r e l a t i o n t o the Church. This may represent the begin
nings of a weakening of the close r e l a t i o n s h i p maintained by 
Luther between the true Church and "outward Christendom". 
The language of the Apology on the p o i n t i s stronger i n 
i t s i n s i s t e n c e t h a t these hypocrites "are members of the 
Church w i t h regard to p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the use of the 
outward marks".(Art. V I I ) The terms " V i s i b l e " and " I n 
v i s i b l e " Church do not occur i n the Augsburg Confession or 
i t s Apology. I f , however, the close connection between the 
congregation of s a i n t s and the em p i r i c a l Church be iireakened, 
i t i s only a short step to dualism. The Apology f i n d s i t 
necessary to state t h a t "we are not speaking of an imagin
ary Church, t h a t i s nov/here to be found..., a Platonic 
s t a t e , . , . b u t . . . t h i s Church...exists and i s to be found 
over the whole earthl' ( A r t . V I I ) . 

Another evidence of the Lutheran reluctance to draw 
l i m i t s to the Church and to make d i s c i p l i n e e s s e n t i a l i s 
found i n the Formula of Concord. This symbol condemns the 
Anabaptist teaching t h a t t h a t i s not a true C h r i s t i a n Church 
" i n which any sinners are yet found" and " i n which there i s 
not i n f u l l force p u b l i c excommunication and some formal 
mode of excommunication". ( A r t . X I I ) 
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The Sacraments are d e a l t w i t h i n A r t i c l e s I X , X , X I I I , 
and X X I I . A r t i c l e IX declares t h a t Baptism i s "necessary 
to s a l v a t i o n " , t h a t by i t "the grace of God i s o f f e r e d " , 
and " t h a t i n f a n t s are to be baptized". A r t i c l e X simply 
states the d o c t r i n e of the Real Presence, and A r t i c l e XXII 
argues f o r the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Eucharist i n both 
kinds to the l a i t y . A r t i c l e X I I I stresses the theocentric 
approach to the Sacraments: "They v/ere ordained not only 
to be marks of profession among men, but ra t h e r t h a t they 
should be signs and testimonies of the w i l l of God toward 
men..." Those who teach t h a t the Sacraments j u s t i f y KX 
OPERE CPERATO are condemned. 

The Augsburg Confession maintains Luther's doctrine 
o f t h e Two Realms, and preserves the d i a l e c t i c r e l a t i o n be
tween them. A r t i c l e XVI, "Of C i v i l A f f a i r s " , emphasizes 
the a f f i n i t y of the two realm.s. This A r t i c l e , d i r e c t e d 
against the Anabaptists, asserts t h a t "such " c i v i l ordinances 
as are lav/ful are good works of God...". While conceding 
t h a t the Gospel teaches "an e v e r l a s t i n g righteousness of 
the h e a r t " , the Confession i n s i s t s t h a t " i t doth not d i s 
a l l o w order and goverrjnent of com.monwealths or fam.ilies, 
but r e q u i r e t h e s p e c i a l l y the preservation and maintenance 
th e r e o f , as of God's own ordinances, and that i n such or
dinances we should exercise love. C h r i s t i a n s , t h e r e f o r e , 
must necessarily obey t h e i r magistrates and laws, save only 
when they command any s i n ; For then they must obey God 
r a t h e r than men (Acts 5:29)". This i s res t a t e d i n A r t i c l e 
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XXVIII, "Of E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Power". Both the power of the 
sword and the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l power are "because of God's 
commandment...dutifully to be reverenced and honoured, as 
the c h l e f e s t blessings o f God upon earth". On the other 
hand, continues A r t . XXMllI, "our teachers were compelled, 
f o r the comfort of men's consciences, to show the d i f f e r e n c e " 
between them. "Now t h e i r judgement i s t h i s : That the power 
of the keys, or the power o f the Bishops, by the r u l e of 
the Gospel, i s a power or commandment from God, of preaching 
the Gospel, of r e m i t t i n g or r e t a i n i n g sins, and of administer
i n g the Sacraments... The e c c l e s i a s t i c a l power concerneth 
th i n g s e t e r n a l , and i s exercised only by the M i n i s t r y of 
the Word...The p o l i t i c a l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s occupied about 
other matters than i s the Gospel. The m.aglstracy defends 
not the m.lnds, but the bodies...and coerces men by the 
sword...that i t may uphold c i v i l j u s t i c e and peace. Vftiere-
fore the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l and c i v i l powers are not to be 
confounded..." Although the d i a l e c t i c r e l a t i o n i s pre
served, the emphasis i n t h i s A r t i c l e i s c l e a r l y upon the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the two realms. The d i s t i n c t i o n was 
r e l e v a n t , not only against Rome, but also against theocra
t i c tendencies among c e r t a i n of the Enthusiasts (Cf. the 
Peasants' Revolt, 1525.) 

The balance of the teaching of the Augsburg Confession 
on the M i n i s t r y f a l l s upon the M i n i s t r y as an o f f i c e or 
a f u n c t i o n . We have already noted t h i s v/ith reference to 
A r t i c l e V. The one e s s e n t i a l f u n c t i o n and purpose of the 
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M i n i s t r y i s the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace. 
The incumbent o f the o f f i c e i s a servant of the Word and 
subordinate to the Gospel. Starting, v/lth t h i s basic assujnp-
t i o n , the Confession displays evidences of Luther's own 
d i a l e c t i c view o f the M i n i s t r y . I t i s i m p l i c i t i n A r t i c l e 
XIV, "Of E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Orders" (German t e x t , "Church 
Govern-ment", KIRCHENREGIMENT): "...they teach th a t no man 
should p u b l i c l y i n the Church preach or administer the 
Sacraments, except he be r i g h t l y c a l l e d (RITE VOCATUS; 
German t e x t , "without a regu l a r c a l l " , OHNE ORDENTLICHEN 
EERUF). 

The d o c t r i n e o f the Universal Priesthood i s not 
d i r e c t l y stated i n the Augsburg Confession. Nevertheless, 
i t must be regarded as i m p l i c i t i n the eccleslology of the 
Confession taken as a whole. There are several i n d i c a t i o n s 
of t h i s f a c t . The d e f i n i t i o n of the Church as the congre
g a t i o n of sai n t s and the omission of the Roman d i s t i n c t i o n 
betv/een teaching and l e a r n i n g Church i s one I n d i c a t i o n . 
The i n s i s t e n c e on Both Kinds f o r the l a i t y i n the Sacra
ment o f the A l t a r i s another. The doctrine also underlies 
A r t i c l e XIV, i n the requirement t h a t the clergy have a 
re g u l a r c a l l from the Church. I t i s assumed t h a t God has 
given the f u n c t i o n of the M i n i s t r y to the Church ( i . e . , 
t o the Universal Priesthood) and t h a t the Church mediates 
God's c a l l to the clergy and t r a n s f e r s t h i s f u n c t i o n to 
them. This i s not to say t h a t the M i n i s t r y o r i g i n a t e s 
i n or derives from the Universal Priesthood i n a dem.ocratic 
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manner. The Apology states c a t e g o r i c a l l y ( A r t . X I I I ) t h a t 
"the M i n i s t r y of the Word i s I n s t i t u t e d and com.manded by 
God Himself". But, i t continues, "the Church has God's 
command to i n s t a l l preachers and deacons...and we know 
t h a t God w i l l preach and work through men...who are chosen 
by men" This could even be independent of the p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
o f the m i n i s t e r i n the Universal Priesthood. V/e have already 
noted how the Confession c a r e f u l l y avoids a Donatist view 
o f the M i n i s t r y . The do c t r i n e of the Universal Priesthood 
also provides the basis f o r the a s s e r t i o n t h a t the Churches 
are under d i v i n e command to refuse obedience to Bishops 
whose teaching i s contrary to the Gospel ( A r t . XXVIII). 

A r t i c l e XIV i s , however, a sword which cuts two ways. 
I t c o n s t i t u t e s the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t an o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y , 
d i s t i n c t from the Universal Priesthood, i s necessary. Because 
i t s f u n c t i o n i s o f the ESSE o f the Church, so i s the o f f i c e . 
The A r t i c l e discourages or even f o r b i d s anyone to preach 
and administer the Sacraments without the c a l l of the Church. 
I t undoubtedly represents a safeguard f o r the order of the 
Church against Enthusiasm. A r t i c l e XIV w i l ] be of.consider
able Importance l a t e r i n t h i s study. I n 19th Century Norway, 
i t was the f o c a l p o i n t of a b i t t e r intra-Ghurch c o n f l i c t 
over the question of lay-preaching. Unfortunately, the 
A r t i c l e i s b r i e f , and i t s e s - e n t i a l content i s not f u r t h e r 
i n t e r p r e t e d i n the other Confessions. For the present, 
however, we should note t h a t the L a t i n t e x t reads "NEMO 
DEBEAT DOCERE" ("no one should preach"), not"NEMO POTEST 
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DOCERE" ("no one i s capable of preaching"). The p r o h i b i t i o n 
would seem, t h e r e f o r e , not to be absolute. 

Thus, the Augsburg Confession was conservative i n the 
matter of Church order. I t recognized the M i n i s t r y as of 
the ESSE of the Church. I t d i d not, hov/ever, ascribe t h i s 
s tatus to any one p a r t i c u l a r form of Church order. Indeed, 
no a r t i c l e on the subject appears i n the Confession. A r t i c l e 
XXVIII assures the Emperor t h a t "our meaning i s not to have 
r u l e taken from the Bishops". But, i t continues, " t h i s 
one t h i n g only i s requested a t t h e i r hands, t h a t they would 
s u f f e r the Gospel to be purely preached, and that they v/ould 
r e l a x a few observances, which cannot be held without s i n " . 
I t warns them not to be imperious or obstinate l e s t they 
a f f o r d cause f o r schism. But the use of the term "Bishop" 
i n A r t . XXSIlll should not lead us to the conclusion t h a t 
the reformers regarded the episcopal order as e s s e n t i a l . 
I t represents merely the r e c o g n i t i o n of a DS FACTO s i t u a 
t i o n . The Augsburg Confession acknowledges no grades w i t h i n 
the M i n i s t r y as e x i s t i n g by d i v i n e r i g h t (JURE DIVINO). 
The f u n c t i o n s ascribed to the Bishops i n A r t . XX^/III are 
p r e c i s e l y the same func t i o n s c a r r i e d out by a l l pastors: 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of Word and Sacraments, exercise of the 
power of the Keys, and exercise of d o c t r i n a l d i s c i p l i n e . 
I n these matters, "the Churches ought by divine r i g h t to 
render obedience unto them...". I n a l l other matters, they 
exercise pov/er and j u r i s d i c t i o n by human r i g h t (JURE 
HimNO) only. Yet t h i s DE FACTO r e c o g n i t i o n of the epis
copacy a t the time of the Reformation could be made the 
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p r e t e x t f o r r a i s i n g question on the subject at a l a t e r 
date, as occasionally happened i n 19th Century Norway. 

To sum up, we may say t h a t the ecclesiology of the 
Augsburg Confession i s i n s u b s t a n t i a l agreement w i t h 
Luther i n every respect. There are, however, three minor 
features which d i s t u r b an otherwise harmonious p i c t u r e . 
They are p a r t i c u l a r l y r a i s e d i n the Apology. I n A r t i c l e 
VII-, the Confession's A r t i c l e V I I i s expanded as f o l l o w s : 

"The Church i s not only a society on the strength of out
ward things and r i t u a l signs, l i k e other v/orldly s o c i e t i e s 
...but consists e s s e n t i a l l y i n an inner communion and i s 
a communion of f a i t h and of the Holy S p i r i t i n the heart. 
But t h i s Church has outv/ard marks.. .\̂ Jhere God's Word i s 
purely preached and the Sacraments administered according 
to C h r i s t ' s Gespel, there i s surely the Church, there are 
the C h r i s t i a n s , and only t h i s Church are what Scripture 
c a l l s Christ's Body..." 

This i s a thoroughly Lutheran statement. The reference, 
however, to the means of grace as "outward" marks, repeat
edly made i n the Apology, i s d i s t u r b i n g . This seems to 
assign them less than t h e i r r i g h t f u l p o s i t i o n as c o n s t i t u 
t i v e f a c t o r s and t o place them i n a secondary r e l a t i o n 
to the Church. 

I n the second place, we have noted t h a t the Confession 
( A r t . V I I I ) uses the term "the Church Properly speaking" 
(PROPRIE). The Apology (ART. V I I I ) makes a d i s t i n c t i o n 
between "the Church broadly speaking, i n c l u d i n g good and 
e v i l men" (ECCLE3IA LA-GS DICTAM COMPLECTI BONOS ET MĴ LOS) 
and "the Church properly speaking, being the congregation 
of' s a i n t s "(SCCLSSIA PROPRIE DICTAM ESSE CCNGREGA-vIOJMEM 
SANCTORUM). This d i s t i n c t i o n tends t o deprive the e m p i r i c a l 
Church o f a l l r e a l Churchly character. 
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F i n a l l y , there i s the h i n t of a tendency to i n t e l l e c t -
u a l i z e the Gospel, i n the frequent use i n the Apology of the 
terms EVANGELim^ and DOCTRIKA. as synonyms. This i d e n t i f i 
c a t i o n threatens the permanence of the Church; The Middle 
Ages would c o n s t i t u t e a breach, f o r was not Medieval Rom.an 
do c t r i n e false? Moreover, i f the Gospel and doctrine are 
synonymous, the Church becomes p r i m a r i l y a teaching i n s t i t u 
t i o n , and the d i s t i n c t i o n between ECCLESIA DOCENS and 
ECCLSSIA DISCENS i n e v i t a b l y a r i s e s . This opens the way 
f o r i n s t l t u t i o n a l i s m . 

These weaknesses i n the Confessions represent the 
t h i n edge of the wedge vrhich drove deeply i n t o the Lutheran 
d o c t r i n e of the Church i n the ensuing oerlod. 
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The Age of Orthodoxy 

I t i s customary to d i v i d e the h i s t o r y of Lutheranlsm 
from the p u b l i c a t i o n of the Book of Concord to the beginning 
of the 19th Century i n t o three epochs: The Age of Orthodoxy 
(t o ca. 1700)., of Pietism (to ca. 1750), and of the Enlighten
ment. These dates are only approximations, representing the 
periods i n which each was predominant. There was much over
lapping. Moreover, the three movements were d i f f e r e n t i n 
character: Orthodoxy vias mainly t h e o l o g i c a l , Pietism devo
t i o n a l and p r a c t i c a l , and the Enlightenment p h i l o s o p h i c a l . 
They could t h e r e f o r / c o - e x i s t , at l e a s t f o r a time, i n para-
l l e l streams. Indeed, i t must be said t h a t they v/ere a l l 
mutually i n t e r r e l a t e d , and t h a t each exercised both a posi
t i v e and a negative influence upon the others. Each had 
some c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s i n com.mon w i t h the others; Each rep
resented a re-'ction to the others. Orthodoxy, f o r example, 
shared v i t h the Enlightenment great confidence i n human 
reason, but the way i n v;hich i t was employed' led them to 
very d i f f e r e n t t h e o l o g i c a l conclusions.' Orthodoxy and 
Pietism were dogmatically congenial, but opposed i n t h e i r 
approach to the p r a c t i c e of r e l i g i o n . Pietism and the Enlight
enment were both subjective i n approach, but they were dog
m a t i c a l l y poles apart. I t must also be remembered t h a t a l l 
three movem.ents were a p a r t of a l a r g e r context embracing 
the e n t i r e Western world. F i n a l l y , w i t h special reference 
to the Norwegian scene, we must note t h a t the predominant 
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s p i r i t u a l and i n t e l l e c t u a l influence throughout t h i s 
p e r i o d, Indeed u n t i l recent times, was German. Theologi
c a l l y , Norway might be described as a German colony. 
Movements which o r i g i n a t e d i n Germany i n e v i t a b l y g r a v i t a t e d 
to the North, although they were usually delayed and much 
modified and s i m p l i f i e d i n the process. 

Periods of c r e a t i v e genius i n h i s t o r y are almost i n 
v a r i a b l y followed by periods of c o n s o l i d a t i o n and develop
ment. Such a period was the Age of Orthodoxy. This was an 
age I n which each State and each r e l i g i o u s com.munion strove 
f o r u n i f o r m i t y w i t h i n i t s realm. I t was an age of s t r i f e and 
I n t o l e r a n c e , of r e l i g i o u s wars, and of t h e o l o g i c a l dispute. 
Lutherans found themselves i n c o n f l i c t , not only w i t h the 
Roman Church, the Enthusiasts, and the Socinians, but not 
l e a s t w i t h the C a l v i n l s t s . This wss the age i n v/hich were 
developed the great Lutheran dogmatic system.s. S t i l l , the 
e p i t h e t "dead Orthodoxy" i s not e n t i r e l y appropriate. A l 
though Orthodoxy grew more a r i d as i t developed, the age was 
also marked by "a respect f o r the Word and a God-fearing 
a t t i t u d e u n p a r a l l e l e d before or since"?2and a f l o u r i s h i n g 
d e v o t i o n a l l i f e . From the monarch downv;ards, there v/as deep 
concern f o r C h r i s t i a n n u r t u r e , t o be c a r r i e d out i f necessary 
by force.^5 

31 Orthodoxy wa,s the only one of the three movements under 
discussion to win the allegiance of the popular m a j o r i t y . 

32 I . V/e l i e , Kirkens H i s t o r l e , I I , 2nd Edn., p. 11. This 
was also the "golden age" of Lutheran hymnody. 

33 P. Lindhardt, Den Nordlske Kirkes H i s t o r i e , pp. 142-3. 
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The f a t h e r of Orthodoxy was P h i l i p Melanchthon (1497-
1560). His c o n t r i b u t i o n has been v a r i o u s l y assessed. He 
was the acknowledged leader of the Reformation through the 
d i f f i c u l t p eriod f o l l o w i n g Luther's death, but h i s synergist 
views and h i s tendency to s a c r i f i c e d o c t r i n a l p o s i t i o n s f o r 
the sake of u n i t y ("unionism") led to the r e p u d i a t i o n of 
" P h i l i p p i s m " i n the Formula of Concord. He has since become 

"a symbol of a l l t h a t i s suspect and reprehensible i n theology". 
Nevertheless, h i s influence on Post-Reformation Lutheran 
theology can scarcely be overestimated. Under the Influence 
of Humanism, he completely a l t e r e d current t h e o l o g i c a l method
ology. Even the f i r s t e d i t i o n of h i s main \TOrk, Loci Communes, 
(1521), represented a departure from Luther's " r a d i a l " 
t h i n k i n g . Despite the f a c t t h a t the Formula r e j e c t e d h i s 
p o s i t i o n , h i s opponents came to adopt h i s philosophy and 
psychology. Henceforth, A r i s t o t e l i a n philosophy a f t e r the 
manner of the Medieval Scholastics became inc r e a s i n g l y pre
dominant i n Lutheran theology. Indeed, the Age of Orthodoxy 
i s also c a l l e d the Age of Lutheran Scholasticism. Besides 
Melanchthon, the leading theologians i n the early stage were 
Jacob Andreae, Johan Brenz, Aegidius Hunnlus, Leonhard 
Hutter, and M a r t i n Chemnitz, Melanchthon's p r i n c i p a l op
ponent. They were followed by the systematizers of High 
Orthodoxy: Johan Gerhard (1582-1637), Abraham Calov, 
Andreas Quenstedt, David H o l l a z i u s , George Calixtus, and 
34 J. Pelikan, From Luther to Kierkegaard, p. 26. 
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others. One of the men who c r i t i c i z e d Orthodoxy from w i t h i n 
was Johan Arhdt (1555-1621), whose True C h r i s t i a n i t y became 
the best-loved d e v o t i o n a l c l a s s i c i n the Lutheran Church. 
I t has been said t h a t Arndt exercised an influence on 
Lutheran Church l i f e second only to t h a t of Luther himself. ^ 5 

I n the u n i t e d kingdom o f Denmark-Norway, the P h i l i p p i s t 
p a r t y was predominant u n t i l ca. 1600, when the theology of 
the Formula gained c o n t r o l . Orthodoxy then reigned unchal
lenged throughout the 17th Century; I t c o n s t i t u t e d one as
pect of the general t r e n d , v/hich also led to the e s t a b l i s h 
ment o f .the absolute monarchy i n 1660. The leading f i g u r e s 
here were two Danes, Bishop Hans Resen ( I 5 6 I - I 6 3 8 ) , and 
Bishop Jesper Brochmand (I585-I652), whose Universae Sys-
tema Theologiae was the standard dogmatic f o r more than a 
century.36 i n a d d i t i o n to the d o c t r i n a l u n i f o r m i t y secured 
by Brochmand's work, the kingdom also achieved u n i f o r m i t y 
i n l i t u r g y and i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l law, by the fam.ous Kirke-
R i t u a l of 1685 and C h r i s t i a n V's Danish (I683) and Norwe
gian (1687) l e g a l codes. These l e g i s l a t i v e landmarks are 
important f o r us, since t h e i r e s s e n t i a l provisions remained 
i n force throughout the 19th Century. 

Protestant Scholasticism MB.S the equal of Medieval 
Scholasticism i n l e a r n i n g , acumen, and i n completeness, i f 
not i n o r i g i n a l i t y and boldness of speculation.^'^ I t strove 

35 I . Welle, op. c i t . , p. 15. 
36 P. Llndhardt, op. c i t . , p. 144 
37 R. S. Franks, i n Dogma i n History and Thought, p. 112. 
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t o incorporate the d i s t i n c t i v e doctrines of the Reformation 
i n t o a system b u i l t on the o l d philosophy. I t conceded 
a much greater place to reason than Luther had done. I n 
the process, hov^ever, i t obscured Luther's theocentric 
approach and I n t e l l e c t u a l i z e d the concept of r e v e l a t i o n . 
Truth and r e v e l a t i o n were conceived i n p r e p o s i t i o n a l terms. 
The Gospel and "pure d o c t r i n e " were i d e n t i f i e d . Orthodoxy 
displayed an "insensitiveness to the symbolic nature of 
r e l i g i o u s thought" and presupposed "something very l i k e 
omniscience i n s p i r i t u a l things".38 An excessive zeal 
to safeguard and b u t t r e s s the propositions of r e v e l a t i o n 
led t o the d o c t r i n e of the verbal i n s p i r a t i o n of S c r i p t u r e . 
S c r i p t u r e and the Word of God were thus r i g i d l y i d e n t i f i e d . 
As a r e s u l t , the concept of r e v e l a t i o n became nom.istic, 
the whole approach to Scripture b6cam.e l e g a l i s t i c , and 
the Gospel assumed something of the character of a New 
Law, hov?ever g r e a t l y the theologians strove to keep Law 
and Gospel d i s t i n c t . A c e n t r a l place was s t i l l given to 
the d o c t r i n e o f J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h , but i t was forced 
to share t h i s p o s i t i o n w i t h the d o c t r i n e of verbal i n s p i 
r a t i o n . F a i t h as w e l l as r e v e l a t i o n was i n t e l l e c t u a l i z e d . 
Paul T i l l i c h puts the same fundam.ental point s l i g h t l y 
d i f f e r e n t l y i n h i s a s s e r t i o n t h a t the c e n t r a l Protestant 
p r i n c i p l e of J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h was "ideologized".^9 
Instead of emphasizing J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h as the essen
t i a l content o f the Gospel, Orthodoxy tended to i d e n t i f y 

38 H. R. MacKintosh, Types of Modern Theolopy, p. 9. 
39 P. T i l l i c h , The Protestant Era, p. 246. 
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the e n t i r e dogm.atic system w i t h the Gospel and to require 
assent t o the e n t i r e system. F i n a l l y , Orthodoxy f a i l e d 
to maintain the d i a l e c t i c character of Luther's own theology. 
Emil Brunner has said t h a t the h i s t o r y of Protestant t h e o l 
ogy since the Reformation i s t h e h i s t o r y of the collapse 
of the "paradox of u n i t y " and of a d i s i n t e g r a t i o n i n t o 
non-paradoxical, one-sided half-truths.'^0 

These developments had f a t e f u l consequences f o r the 
do c t r i n e of the Church. The tendency to i n t e l l e c t u a l i z e the 
concept of r e v e l a t i o n and to i d e n t i f y the Gospel w i t h doctrine 
l e d t o an overemphasis upon the i n s t i t u t i o n a l aspect of the 
nature of the Church. Lutheran theologians continued to 
define the Church as the Communion of Saints, but they ten
ded t o regard i t p r i m a r i l y as a teaching i n s t i t u t i o n . They 
continued t o teach t h a t the Gospel v;as the c o n s t i t u t i v e 
f a c t o r , but the content of the Gospel had g r e a t l y expanded. 
A d i s t i n c t i o n between the ECCLESIA DOCENS and the ECCLESIA 
DISCENS i n e v i t a b l y arose. I t i s also important to note 
t h a t the Age of Orthodoxy became anthropocentric i n the 
same way as Medieval Scholasticism. This can be I l l u s t r a t e d 
from the do c t r i n e of the Church, where a subjective approach 
to the question i n e v i t a b l y led to a preoccupation v;ith the 
problem of the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church. 

These tendencies are evident as earl y as the 3rd 
e d i t i o n of Melanchthon's Loci (1543)." Melanchthon avoids 

40 E. Erunner, The Philosophy of R e l i g i o n . . . , p. 31. 
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d e s c r i b i n g the Church as i n v i s i b l e ; His emphasis i s upon 

the V i s i b l e Church. The V i s i b l e Church i s composed of those 

who are baptized and give assent to the pure d o c t r i n e ; At 

the same time, i t i s . the place vjhere God "regenerates many".^^ 

But the congregation of sai n t s i s only p e r c e p t i b l e i n the 

V i s i b l e Church to the eyes of f a i t h . I n thus d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 

between the V i s i b l e Church and the Communion of Saints, 

Melanchthon opens the way f o r a d u a l i s t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

the dichotomy o f the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church. More

over, he recognizes three Marks of the Church: to the Word 

and the Sacraments, he adds the M i n i s t r y . 

The l a t e r Orthodox theologians, r e a c t i n g both against 

Melanchthon and against the standpoint of Cardinal B e l l a r -

min ("The Church i s as v i s i b l e as the Kingdom of France 

or the Republic'Of Venice") posited a clear dualism of 

the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church. We might i l l u s t r a t e 

t h e i r view of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between V i s i b l e and I n v i s 

i b l e by drawing two concentric c i r c l e s . The V i s i b l e Church 

was v i s i b l e because i t s l i m i t s could be known and because 

God used v i s i b l e means to gather i t . I t was the Community 

of the Called (COETUS VOCATORDM), and not r e a l l y a true 

Church (ECCLE3IA VERA) at a l l . At the same time, the Ortho

dox theologians were forced i n t o the l o g i c a l c o n t r a d i c t i o n 

of a d m i t t i n g t h a t the V i s i b l e Church was an ECCLESIA VERA, 

because i t possessed the true d o c t r i n e , which i t was i t s 

r i g h t and duty to teach. 

41 G. Aulen, op. c i t . , p. 91. 
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On the other hand, the Community of the Elect (COETUS 

ELECTORLM) was said to be i n v i s i b l e , because i t s l i m i t s 
could not be known and because C h r i s t , i t s Head, was 
i n v i s i b l e . 

I t i s c l e a r t h a t the approach of Orthodoxy to the 
question of the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church was subjec
t i v e . This tendency was f u r t h e r developed i n the d e c l i n i n g 
stage o f the Age of Orthodoxy, under influence from Pietism. 
Associationism or voluntarism entered i n t o ecclesiology. 
The V i s i b l e Church became a mere ass o c i a t i o n of persons 
v o l u n t a r i l y u n i t i n g f o r c u l t i c purposes. On the other 
hand, there v/ere attem.pts to make v i s i b l e the I n v i s i b l e 
Church, to gain some assurance t h a t the Church r e a l l y d i d 
e x i s t . Various new Marks o f the Church, a l l of them sub
j e c t i v e , were recognized: Church d i s c i p l i n e , good works, 
p i e t y , and t h e . l i k e . I n t h i s stage, i t was only n a t u r a l 
t h a t the i n s t i t u t i o n a l aspect of the Church, havin-g been 
deprived o f i t s r e l i g i o u s value and coming under c r i t i c i s m 
from Pietism, should decline. 

Because the d i a l e c t i c of the Church's nature as both 
v i s i b l e and i n v i s i b l e had broken down, the d i a l e c t i c of 
the Two Realms also collapsed. The r e s u l t was both a 
dualism and a f a l s e synthesis. ''.Tien the I n v i s i b l e Church 
and "outward Christendom"(1.e., the V i s i b l e Church) were 
s t r i c t l y separated (contrary to l u t h e r ' s view), the Com
munion of Saints l o s t i t s concreteness and h i s t o r i c i t y . 
A dualism thus arose vhlch made of the Church a Platonic 
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State and opened the way f o r an eventual s e c u l a r i z a t i o n 
of-the Kingdom on the L e f t . Then, as the V i s i b l e Church 
l o s t i t s r e l i g i o u s s i g n i f i c a n c e , i t became a l l the easier 
to incorporate the V i s i b l e Church i n t o the State. Caesaro-
papism increased apace i n t h i s period, not least i n Denmark-
Norway. "̂ 2 A case could be made out f o r t h i s ; Luther placed 
the V i s i b l e Church together w i t h the State i n the Kingdom 
on the L e f t . "Vrnat was f o r g o t t e n i n Orthodoxy, hovrever, was 
the f a c t t h a t the V i s i b l e Church i s a Church and t h a t she 
provides f o r the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace, and 
t h i s i s not a f u n c t i o n of the State. The in c o r p o r a t i o n of 
the V i s i b l e Church i n t o the State represented a f a l s e synthesis. 

We have noted t h a t the change which occurred i n the 
concept of r e v e l a t i o n led to a corresponding change i n the 
do c t r i n e of the M i n i s t r y . Luther's d i a l e c t i c of the M i n i s t r y 
gave way to an e x a l t a t i o n of the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e a t the ex
pense o f the Universal Priesthood, as i l l u s t r a t e d by the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the ECCLESIA DOCEIMS and the ECCLESIA 
DISCENS. The Gospel l o s t some of i t s inherent pov/er, and 
was i d e n t i f i e d v/ith pure d o c t r i n e . Some of i t s a u t h o r i t y 
passed to the o f f i c e , and i n e v i t a b l y to the persons of the 
cl e r g y . One i n d i c a t i o n of the enhanced status of the clergy 
was the p a r t which they played i n Church D i s c i p l i n e . V/e 
r e c a l l t h a t Luther considered the Power of the Keys as an 
42 P. Lindhardt, o p . c i t . , pp. 150-151. Lindhardt says t h a t 
Danish Absolutism' combined the idea of n a t u r a l r i g h t s ( i . e . 
dualism) w i t h the idea of theocracy ( i . e . a false synthesis). 
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aspect o f the M i n i s t r y of the Word, to be the possession 
of the whole Church, an6 the a u t h o r i t y of the clergy i n 
t h i s regard as purely delegated. He r e j e c t e d the Roman 
d i s t i n c t i o n betv/een the power of order and the power of 
j u r i s d i c t i o n . The Age of Orthodoxy revived t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n . 
The pov/er to judge, to prescribe penance, and to excommun
i c a t e (sometim.es w i t h the a i d of the secular arm) became 
the prerogative of the clergy. Denmark-Norv/ay introduced 
the f i r s t ordinance f o r Church D i s c i p l i n e i n 1629. A 
form of the C a l v l n i s t o f f i c e of e l d e r . ( t h e so-called "lay-
a s s i s t a n t s " , MEDHJELPSRE) was introduced, but i t s incum
bents were appointed by the p a r i s h v i c a r . I t should also 
be noted t h a t , whereas Luther had emphasized absolution, 
the Age of Orthodoxy, i n accord w i t h i t s n o m l s t i c - i n t e l -
l e c t u a l i s t i c concept of r e v e l a t i o n , so emphasized Church 
d i s c i p l i n e t h a t the power o f " b i n d i n g " cam.e to obscure the 
power of "loosing". 

Thus, i n the period I 5 3 0 - I 7 0 0 , a great development 
occurred i n Lutheran theology. But i t was a development 
which worked u n t o l d harm. The Age of Orthodoxy o f f e r e d 
i n f e r i o r s u b s t i t u t e s f o r Luther's ingenious approach, h i s 
concept of r e v e l a t i o n , and h i s d i a l e c t i c theology. I n t e l -
l e c t u a l i s m , legalism, and subjectivism had entered, and 
had r a d i c a l l y a l t e r e d the Lutheran doctrine of the Church. 
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Pietism 

The d i v i d i n g l i n e between Clas s i c a l Protestantism 
and. Modern Protestantism i s usually drawn a t the point 
where the Age of Orthodoxy gives way to the period of 
Pietism. I t i s c o r r e c t to do so, provided we bear i n mind 
the f a c t t h a t the d e c l i n i n g years of Orthodoxy, as described 
i n the foregoing, shade almost imperceptibly over i n t o 
Pietism. Modern Protestantism, embracing the two move
ments Pietism and the Enlightenment, i s a v a s t l y d i f f e r e n t 
t h i n g from C l a s s i c a l protestantism, and "the d i f f e r e n c e 
betxveen them can l a r g e l y be described as a di f f e r e n c e i n 
the concept of the Church"."^-^ There were two f a c t o r s i n 
p a r t i c u l a r which c o n t r i b u t e d to the collapse of Cl a s s i c a l 
e c c l e s i o l o g y : 1) The decline of the Gospel from i t s p o s i 
t i o n as the c o n s t i t u t i v e f a c t o r i n the Church, and 2) The 
decline of f a i t h i n the Word as a present and active Word 
of God. These f a c t o r s represent the consequences of the 
i n t e l l e c t u a l l s m and subjectivism described above. 

What i s knov/n i n the Lutheran Church as Pietism vjas 
p a r t o f the great i n t e r n a t i o n a l r e v i v a l movement which 
ran through the e n t i r e Protestant world i n the l 8 t h Cen
t u r y . I t not only resembled but also d i r e c t l y Influenced 
the Methodist Revival i n England. Father of the movement 
was P h i l i p Jacob Spener (1635-1705), a German pastor. His 
43 G. Aule'n, op. c i t . , p. 112. 
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l i t t l e book Pia Desideria, published i n 1675, c l e a r l y out
l i n e d the P i e t i s t programme i n s i x p o i n t s : 1) I n t e n s i f i e d 
B i b l e study, t o increase personal s p i r i t u a l i t y ; 2) Increased 
lay a c t i v i t y i n the Church, base"" on the p r i n c i p l e of the 
Universal Pi?iesthood; 3) Emphasis upon the p r a c t i c a l r a t h e r 
than the i n t e l l e c t u a l i n the r e l i g i o u s l i f e ; 4 ) Charity i n 
r e l i g i o u s controversy, so t h a t the p u r s u i t of the t r u t h 
might take precedence over the scoring of t h e o l o g i c a l v i c 
t o r i e s ; 5 ) Reorganization of"the t h e o l o g i c a l c u r r i c u l i M 
w i t h a view to i n c r e a s i n g the p i e t y o f both professors and 
students; and 6 ) A more evangelical and e d i f y i n g type of 
preaching. A f t e r Spener's death, leadership passed to 
August Herman Francke (1663-1727) , professor at the new 
u n i v e r s i t y a t H a l l e , which now became the main centre of 
the movement. Here were b u i l t the famous Halle educational 
and c h a r i t a b l e i n s t i t u t i o n s . But Pietism was a heterogen
eous movement. I t included a r a d i c a l wing i n the t r a d i t i o n 
o f German Mysticism and r e l a t e d to Quakerism. I t also 
included the Moravians, so-called because the o r i g i n a l 
nucleus of the group were Moravian refugees. They o r i g i n 
a l l y s e t t l e d a t Herrnhut, on the estate of the remarkable 
Count Nicholas von Zinzendorf ( I 7 O O - I 7 6 O ) . Pietism cam.e 
under a t t a c k from some Orthodox theologians, and there was 
constant tension w i t h i n the movement i t s e l f . 

Pietism i n a l l three forms entered Denmark-Nortay 

through r e v i v a l movements about 1700. For the next two 

generations, i t was the leading party i n Northern Church 
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l i f e , and rem.ains to t h i s day a strong f a c t o r i n the Nor
wegian Church. I t ea r l y won a place a t the r o y a l court of 
Fr e d r i k IV, and i t gained c o n t r o l of the country i n the 
form o f "State P i e t i s m " under C h r i s t i a n VI (1730-46). 
Halle Pietism and Moravianism vied f o r leadership; I t was 
the former which emerged v i c t o r i o u s , owing to the f a c t 
t h a t i t was b e t t e r adapted to the conditions of the State 
Church. I n 1741 , the Crown issued the famous Conventicle 
Act, which placed r e l i g i o u s a c t i v i t i e s outside the regular 
services under s t r i c t c l e r i c a l c o n t r o l . This law i s im
po r t a n t f o r our purposes because i t remained i n force i n 
Norway u n t i l 1842. The Moravians were p a r t l y suppressed, 
but i n 1771 they obtained permission t o found the colony 
a t C h r i s t l a n s f e l d , DenjBark, which becam.e the Moravian centre 
i n the North. The infl u e n c e of r a d i c a l Pietism was sporadic 
and b r i e f , but both Halle Pietism and Moravianism continued 
to i n f l u e n c e Norwegian Church l i f e i n t o the 1 9 t h Century. 
Here ( u n l i k e Germany and England) the Moravians remained 
as a party w i t h i n the State Church and d i d not separate 
from i t . 

One h i g h l y s i g n i f i c a n t achievement of Pietism v;as the 

i n t r o d u c t i o n of Confirmation i n 1736. From 1738, the stan

dard Catechism was Bishop E r i k Pontoppidan's Truth unto 

Godliness (SANDHED TIL GUDFRYGTIGHSD). The importance of 

t h i s l i t t l e volume f o r Norx^egia^n Church l i f e can scarcely 

be overestimated. I t was the cherished dogmatics t e x t 

book of the l a i t y , the i r o n r a t i o n s of the C h r i s t i a n , f o r 
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a century and a h a l f . I t became the p r i n c i p a l means of 
i n c u l c a t i n g the pure d o c t r i n e and the P i e t i s t ETHOS, and 
served as the foundation-stone of l a t e r r e v i v a l . I t was 
l a r g e l y due to Pontoppidan's Catechism t h a t Pietism passed 
i n t o the l i f e - s t r e a m of Norwegian C h r i s t i a n s . His Collegium 
Pastorale, also, was an i n f l u e n t i a l work i n p r a c t i c a l 
theology f o r over a century. 

The c h i e f concern of Pietism lay rat h e r w i t h the l i f e 
of the Church' i n general than w i t h doctrine i n p a r t i c u l a r . 
I t s r o o t s lay i n the m y s t i c a l t r a d i t i o n of Augustine, Ber
nard, and Johan Arndt, although i t was also influenced by 
Reform.ed Puritanism. I n general, i t maintained the Ortho
dox d o c t r i n e s , e s p e c i a l l y J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h and the 
Verbal I n s p i r a t i o n of Sc r i p t u r e . I t thus united conserva
t i v e theology w i t h r e v i v a l i s t p i e t y . We s h a l l trace a t a 
l a t e r stage the important p a r t played by t h i s combination 
of forces i n 1 9 t h Century Norwegian Church l i f e . But 
Pietism also c o n t r i b u t e d to the break-down of the i n f l u 
ence of Lutheran Scholasticism. V/hile i t c e r t a i n l y revived 
the Reformation emphasis upon the essentials of the f a i t h , 
i t was not confessional and, provided t h a t the c a r d i n a l 
d o c t r i n e s were safeguarded, i t displayed no great sensi
tiveness to t h e o l o g i c a l e r r o r . I t s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Scrip
t u r e tended to be B i b l i c i s t . I t vras therefore t o l e r a n t 
toward Calvinism, but not toward Rom.e, since i t regarded 
Rome as having erred on both o f the e s s e n t i a l s , the Sola 
S c r i p t u r a and the Sola G r a t i a , Sola Fide. Pietism's 
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greatest weakness was i t s thoroughly subjective approach 
to r e l i g i o n . "The watchword of P i e t i s t teaching came to be 
the New L i f e , viev/ed as a subjective process, r a t h e r than 
J u s t i f i c a t i o n , which i s the act of God. '"̂•'̂  V/hereas Ortho
doxy tended to i n t e l l e c t u a l i z e f a i t h . Pietism tended to 
psychologize i t . On the basis of h i s own conversion ex
perience, Francke l a i d down as normative a psychology of 
f a i t h which included four steps: 1) Repentance and c o n t r i 
t i o n ; 2)Declslon of the w i l l ; 3) F a i t h and assurance; And 
4) The New L i f e . Whereas Orthodoxy emphasized the f a i t h 
t h a t i s believed (FIDES ^UAE GFuEDITUR), Pietism emphasized 
the f a i t h w i t h v/hich we believe (FIDES QUA CREDITUR). Ortho
doxy's "Christ f o r us" v/as replaced by Pietism's "Christ i n 
us". Orthodoxy was c o l l e c t i v i s t i c ; Pietism was i n d i v i d u a l 
i s t i c . I t was as d i f f i c u l t f o r Pietism as i t had been f o r 
Orthodoxy to m.aintain the d i a l e c t i c of Lutheran theology. 
I t tended to swing to the opposite extreme. Sometimes, 
opposing f a c t i o n s developed w i t h i n the movement i t s e l f . 
Both Halle Pietism and the Moravians operated v/ i t h i n the 
Lutheran scheme of Law and Gospel. But, whereas Halle 
em.phasized repentance and greater e t h i c a l seriousness, the 
Moravians were hyper-evangelical and sometimes excessivel3i^ 
sentimental ( c f . Zlnzendorf's hymns). Halle was therefore 
l e g a l i s t i c and ran the r i s k of leaving people under the law; 
Llndhardt says t h a t the Moravians served cs a s o r t of 
44 H. R. MacKlntosh, o p . c i t . , p.11. 
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"ambulance s e r v i c e " f o r these convicted souls. I n general, 
however, the ETHOS of the P i e t i s t Revival v/as ascetic. I n 
the celebrated controversy over the "Adiaphora", the P i e t i s t s 
denied the existence of these " i n d i f f e r e n t t h i n g s " i n mor
a l i t y , and shunned such things as smoking, d r i n k i n g , danc
i n g , and the theatrev This a t t i t u d e i s s t r i k i n g l y revealed 
i n Pontoppidan's Catechism. 

The r i s e of t h i s s u b j e c t i v l s t , i n d i v i d u a l i s t , and 
r e v i v a l i s t movement v/as bound to have a profound e f f e c t 
upon the d o c t r i n e of the Church. I n the f i r s t place, i t 
accelerated the trends begun i n l a t e Orthodoxy. The empha
s i s o f Pietism upon subjective experience and i t s i n h e r e n t l y 
s u b j e c t i v e aporoach led to an a s s o c i a t l o n a l and sectarian 
view of the nature of the Church. Hujnan v o l i t i o n replaced 
the Gospel as the c o n s t i t u t i v e f a c t o r . "Instead o f the 
Church as the mother of the i n d i v i d u a l " , (as i n l u t h e r ) , 
Pietism regarded "the i n d i v i d u a l as the mother of the 
Church".'^5 i n t h i s . Pietism was influenced by the new 
s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l theories of Grotius, Locke, Hobbes, 
and Thomas1us: I f the State i s a voluntary organization 
fpmed by the people, the Church represents a p a r a l l e l -
case, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n an age of Caesaropapism. This 
concept lay somewhat below the surface i n Pietism, but 
came to f u l l m a t u r i t y i n the Enlightenment, when i t could 
b u i l d on the foundation of n a t u r a l r e l i g i o n . 
i-5 G. Aulen, op. c i t . , p. 119-
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I n d e f i n i n g the nature of the Church, Pietism d i d good 

service i n r e - a s s e r t i n g the personal side of Luther's d i a 
l e c t i c . I n i n s i s t i n g t h a t the Church was the Communion of 
Saints, Pietism saved the Lutheran Church from the i n s t i t u 
t i o n a l tendencies w i t h i n Orthodoxy. I t tended, however, to 
go to the opposite extreme. The Church was regarded more 
as a home f o r s a i n t s than as a school' f o r sinners. This 
i s evident i n Pietism's Insistence on a s p e c i f i c conversion 
experience. I t i s also evident i n the way i n v/hich Spener 
sought t o r e a l i z e h i s s i x - p o i n t programme. He introduced 
the so-called COLLEGIA PIETATIS, small Bible study groups. 
These were Intended to expand i n t o l a r g e r groups. Often, 
however, these ECCLESIOLAE IN ECCLZSIA tended to supplant 
the f e l l o w s h i p of the Church, and were sometimes an induce
ment to separatism. 

Pietism e x h i b i t e d a tendency to add new Marks to the 
two recognized i n the Confessions,.' Church d i s c i p l i n e was 
p a r t i c u l a r l y emphasized, and renunciation of the Adiaphora 
made a mark of f a i t h . The Revival f e l t the need to draw 
s t r i c t e r l i m i t s to the Church. I t eagerly adopted the 
Orthodox dualism of V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church. The 
V i s i b l e Church was defined as the great mass of church
goers, while the true b e l i e v e r s c o n s t i t u t e d the I n v i s i b l e 
Church. Radical P i e t i s t s condem.ned the V i s i b l e Church as a 
v e r i t a b l e Babel. Generally, however. P i e t i s t s were more 
concerned to render v i s i b l e the I n v i s i b l e Church. The 
ECCLESIOLAE were designed to f u l f i l t h i s f u n c t i o n . 
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Lindhardt w r i t e s : "Pietism's Churchmanship was d e f i n i t e l y 
Low-Church. I t attempted--v7ithout•success-- to revise the 
L i t u r g y i n t h i s s p i r i t by a b o l i s h i n g candles, vestments, 
chanting, etc., and to introduce c o n d i t i o n a l Absolution. 
Pietism was offended by the f a c t t h a t both the CONFITECR... 
and the Benediction were applied to the same people. Behind 
t h i s lay t h a t thought... t h a t the i n v i s i b l e Church was, 
a f t e r a l l , the tru e Church. .. "'̂'̂  Pietism was not content, 
as Luther had been, to regard the Church as hidden, an ob
j e c t of f a i t h . The movement had l o s t Luther's boundless 
confidence i n the power of the Gospel to create the Church. 

Like most r e v i v a l movements. Pietism emphasized preach
i n g r a t h e r than the Sacraments. I t showed great concern f o r 
C h r i s t i a n nurture'^''', but i t conceived of nurture more as a 
prelude to conscious f a i t h than as the development of the 
Baptismal covenant r e l a t i o n s h i p . Instead of seeking assur
ance i n Baptism, i n Luther's own fashion, Pietism was on 
guard against undue confidence i n the Sacrament of I n i t i a t i o n . 
What v/as important was a l i v i n g f a i t h f o r today. 

The a t t i t u d e of Pietism toi^/ard the Two Realms was am
biguous. Here again. Pietism, f a i l e d to maintain Luther's 
d i a l e c t i c view. There were •tendencies bo th tov/ard a theo
c r a t i c synthesis o f the Two Realms and a s t r i c t separation 
between them. Radical Pietism favoured the complete sepa
r a t i o n of Church and State. The Moravians lacked apprecia
t i o n f o r the secular realm; Their theocracy was l i m i t e d to 

46 P. Lindhardt, op. c i t . , p. 165. 
47 Some of i t s best work v/as done i n the f i e l d of education. 
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l i f e w i t h i n the conventicle i t s e l f . The dominant pa r t y , 
representing "State Pietism", sought to remove Church 
d i s c i p l i n e from the realm of c i v i l punishment and to make 
i t a matter of p a s t o r a l care. Nevertheless, i t s stand
p o i n t was fundamentally t h e o c r a t i c ; The end r e s u l t of 
• State Pietism v/as a strengthening of the State-Church 
bond. Pietism, strove t o r e a l i z e the i d e a l of the C h r i s t 
i a n State. "No movement has i n s i s t e d more strongly upon 
the o l d demand: Each man s h a l l he a C h r i s t i a n i n the king's 
realm. And i t added: A personal C h r i s t i a n . No one has 
appealed more s t r o n g l y t o the Crovm to intervene against 
r e l i g i o u s and moral decay than the P i e t i s t c l e r g y . " ^ ^ 

The P i e t i s t concept of the M i n i s t r y r e f l e c t s the same 
i n d i v i d u a l i s t , s u b j e c t i v i s t , and s p i r i t u a l i s t tendencies 
which we have observed i n i t s d o c t r i n e of the Church. I t 
f a i l e d also t o maintain Luther's d i a l e c t i c here. Pietism 
attempted to revive the concept of the Universal P r i e s t 
hood and a c t u a l l y succeeded i n s t i r r i n g nimibers of the 
l a i t y t o responsible p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the l i f e of the 
Church. I t might be said t h a t Pietism overemphasized the 
Universal Priesthood, but perhaps i t i s more correct to 
say t h a t i t presented a new i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the concept, 
an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n so s u b j e c t i v i s t i c and s p i r i t u a l i s t i c 
t h a t i t v i r t u a l l y ended i n a Donatist d o c t r i n e of the 
M i n i s t r y . 

The basic reason '.'for t h i s e r r o r lay i n the f a c t t h a t , 
48 A. Seierstad, K y r k j e l e g t Reformarbeid i Norlg i 

Nittande Hundredret, p7 8. 
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f o r the P i e t i s t s , the V/ord of God had l o s t i t s creative 
power. As a r e s u l t , a guarantee f o r v a l i d i t y had t o be 
sought i n the person o f the m i n i s t e r . Pietism d i d not deny-
o u t r i g h t the e f f i c a c y of the Word. Indeed, Spener expressly 
a f f i r m e d t h a t "the power and f r u i t of the o f f i c e of the Min
i s t r y . . . a r e derived from the Divine Word." But, he adds, 
"the prime requirement of a teacher i s the love of Christ.. 
i f he lacks t h i s , (which i n t u r n requires knowledge of 
Divine t r u t h and the order of s a l v a t i o n which the teacher 
must tea-ch h i s congregation) i n h i s soul, he does not pos
sess the most powerful and the most necessary requirement". 
Whereas Orthodoxy had i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d the M i n i s t r y , Pietism 
went' t o the opposite extreme and derived the a u t h o r i t y of 
the M i n i s t r y from the inner s p i r i t u a l enlightenment of 
the i n d i v i d u a l . Pietism believed as f i r m l y as Orthodoxy 
t h a t the M i n i s t r y i s ordained of G-od, but i t had a d i f f e r 
ent idea of hOM God c a l l e d m.en i n t o the M i n i s t r y . Ortho
doxy h e l d t h a t God's c a l l t o the M i n i s t r y was mediated 
through the Church, and derived a c e r t a i n s e c u r i t y from 
t h i s b e l i e f . Pietism revived the d i s t i n c t i o n betv/een the 
inner and the outer c a l l , but regarded the form.er as decis
i v e . I t alone i s d i v i n e ; The l a t t e r i s purely human and 
without r e l i g i o u s s i g n i f i c a n c e . An inner experience v̂ as 
regarded as the necessary requirem.ent f o r any true pastor. 
This meant t h a t the Holy S p i r i t only works through regenerate 

49 Quoted i n F. Holmstr(!im, e t . a l . , En Bok om Kyrkans 
•^mbetet, p. 212. 
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preachers. Spener wrote t h a t the reason f o r the varying 
e f f i c a c y of the Word was t h a t "one preacher t r e a t s the 
Scr i p t u r e only through h i s own understanding, whereas the 
Holy S p i r i t i s un i t e d v^ith another, thus g i v i n g power to 
the Word".^^ Thus, the S p i r i t was separated from the Word 
i n a S p i r i t u a l i s t manner. Orthodoxy r e j e c t e d f a l s e d o c t r i n e , 
but i t could r e t a i n a godless pastor; Pietism r e j e c t e d the 
unregenerate pastor, and h i s doctrine i n consequence. I t 
v;as unthinkable f o r the P i e t i s t s t h a t a godless pastor 
could be anything but harmful to the Church. This amounted 
to a Donatist (KX OPERE OPERANTIS) view of the M i n i s t r y . 
I n consequence, a new t u r n v;as given to the doctrine of 
the Universal Priesthood. I n theory, the P i e t i s t s accorded 
to a l l C h r i s t i a n s the r i g h t and duty of proclaiming the 
Gospel. However, l i k e Luther, they d i s t i n g u i s h e d between 
t h i s Priesthood and the M i n i s t r y . Halle (or State) Pietism 
was as opposed t o u n c o n t r o l l e d lay-preaching as Orthodoxy 
had been ( o f . the Conventicle A c t ) . Eut whereas Luther 
had h e l d the inner and outer c a l l together. Pietism, sepa
r a t e d them. The outer c a l l v̂ as given only to those who 
possessed a s p e c i a l s p i r i t u a l a n o i n t i n g , a CHARISMA, over 
and above the mere f a c t t h a t they were Christians. The 
presence of such a g i f t could only be determined subject
i v e l y . This Charismatic p r i n c i p l e opened the way f o r a 
frequent phenomenon I n 19th Century Norv^ay, the claim made 
by unordained men o f the r i g h t to come forward and preach. 
50 I b i d . , p. 218. 
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Whereas Luther had emphasized the r i g h t of the Universal 
Priesthood to t r a n s f e r the preaching o f f i c e through the 
outer c a l l , Pietism, v/ith i t s emphasis upon the need f o r 
the preacher t o share i n the Universal Priesthood and to 
possess a s p e c i a l g i f t could come to the conclusion that 
anyone who possessed t h i s g i f t had the r i g h t to be heard. 
Thus, the conceptions of the Universal Priesthood and of 
the M i n i s t r y v/ere i n d i v i d u a l i z e d , s u b j e c t i v i z e d , and 
s p i r i t u a l i z e d . 

I t i s also evident t h a t the P i e t i s t view of the 
M i n i s t r y , no less than the Orthodox, represented a 
departure from, the predominantly f u n c t i o n a l , view of 
the M i n i s t r y taught by Luther. Orthodoxy created a 
k i n d of p r i e s t l y e s t a t e , and Pietism was unable to r e 
store the balance c o r r e c t l y . I t was led by i t s subject
i v i s m t o approach the d o c t r i n e of the M i n i s t r y from the 
standpoint of the personal chaiacter of the clergy r a t h e r 
than from the f u n c t i o n s irJierent i n t h e i r o f f i c e . 
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The Enlightenment 
So f a r we have been concerned w i t h Luther and w i t h 

movements w i t h i n Lutheranism i t s e l f . I n the period of the 
Enlightenment, however, Lutheranism v̂ as influenced by a 
movement of thought wider than i t s own i n t e r n a l d i a l e c t i c 
and rooted not p r i m a r i l y i n the C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n but i n 
Renaissance Humanism. 

The Enlightenment brought to f r u i t i o n the e f f o r t s to 
emancipate the human s p i r i t and p a r t i c u l a r l y human reason 
begun i n the Renaissance and c a r r i e d forward by thinkers 
l i k e Descartes. I t was an extremely heterogeneous move
ment, representing a wide range of opinions. I n general, 
however, i t was s u b j e c t i v i s t i c , i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c , m o r a l i s t i c , 
and o p t i m i s t i c . -In contrast to Scholastic thought, the 
self-conscious subject became the fundamental f a c t o r i n 
epistemology. The Enlightenment was preoccupied w i t h r e l i g 
ious questions, and generally supported b e l i e f i n God, 
freedom, and i m m o r t a l i t y . Yet i t tended to break down the 
t r a d i t i o n a l f a i t h by i t s demand f o r a greater appreciation 
of " n a t u r a l r e l i g i o n " . I t has been described as "a move
ment f r o m . C h r i s t i a n i t y to r e l i g i o n i n general, then from 
r e l i g i o n i n general t o mere m o r a l i t y , and f i n a l l y from 
m.orality to eudaimonism., the doctrine of happiness".51 
I t s basic problem was the r e l a t i o n between reason and reve
l a t i o n , and, as the movement developed, reason gradually 
51 R. Kilhel, i n Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious 

Knowledge, I I I , p. 1997. 
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gained the upper hand. I t came to have an almost unbounded 
confidence i n hum.an nature and i t s p e r f e c t i b i l i t y . Hence, 
i t had. great f a i t h i n education. I t eventually reduced 
the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n to a simple, r a t i o n a l moral code 
based on the teachings of Jesus. Indeed, we might say t h a t 
i t a l t e r e d C h r i s t i a n i t y to the r e l i g i o n of the n a t u r a l man. 
Because of i t s tendency to make a l l things r e l a t i v e , i t 
was n a t u r a l l y t o l e r a n t of other creeds. The Enlightenment 
deeply a f f e c t e d the upper and middle classes, but l i k e most 
movements of thought, d i d not permeate the great mass of 
people u n t i l i t v̂ as on the wane. I n the philosophy of 
Emmanuel Kant, the Enlightenment met both i t s f i n a l climax 
and i t s nemesis. He d e a l t the decisive blow to the idea 
t h a t the existence of God can be proved r a t i o n a l l y , but h i s 
discovery of God as a postulate of the p r a c t i c a l reason 
gave to r e v e l a t i o n a sphere r e l a t i v e l y independent o f 
reason. The French Revolution and the Napoleonic V/ars also 
helped to break down the o p t i m i s t i c anthropology which lay 
a t the heart of the Enlightenment. At the beginning of the 
19th Century, i t was forced to y i e l d to Idealism and Roman
ticism.. 

For our present purposes, i t w i l l be s u f f i c i e n t to note 
the i n f l u e n c e exerted by the Enlightenment upon Lutheran 
theology and Church l i " " e , and to c a l l p a r t i c u l a r a t t e n t i o n 
to i t s bearing upon the doctrine of the Church. 

The Enlightenment i n Germany and Scandinavia was gener
a l l y more conservati'.'e than i n B r i t a i n and France. I t was 
also less e m p i r i c a l and more speculative. There were 
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several p o i n t s of contact between the movements under 
discussion here. The i n t e l l e c t u a l i s m and r a t i o n a l approach 
of Orthodoxy prepared the way f o r the Enlightenment. l a t e 
Orthodoxy and e a r l y Enlightenment both sought to explain 
and defend S c r i p t u r a l t r u t h by the use of reason. The En
lightenment shared c e r t a i n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of Pietism: 
s u b j e c t i v i s m , i n d i v i d u a l i s m , and moralism. Especially i n 
i t s e a r l i e r forms, the Enlightenment was o f t e n looked upon 
as an a l l y instead of an enemy. A man l i k e Bishop Pontop-
pidan, a t y p i c a l t r a n s i t i o n f i g u r e , combined Orthodox 
d o c t r i n e and P i e t i s t r e l i g i o n w i t h Enlightenment apologet
i c s and i n t e r e s t i n n a t u r a l science. I n time, hov/ever, the 
Enlightenment outdistanced both Orthodoxy and Pietism. 

We may d i s t i n g u i s h two stages i n the theology of the 
Enlightenment. The f i r s t i s known as Supranaturalism.. 
I t s leading f i g u r e was the philosopher C h r i s t i a n Wolff 
(1679-1754), professor at Halle. A p u p i l of Leibniz, he 
v.ras removed by the P i e t i s t s but l a t e r r e - i n s t a t e d by 
Frederick the Great. He regarded himself as orthodox and 
sought i n a Scholastic m.anner to construct a system v/here-
i n God, m o r a l i t y , and i m m o r t a l i t y were r a t i o n a l l y deduced. 
Orthodoxy had d i s t i n g u i s h e d betvreen what was above reason 
and what was contrary to reason, and between regenerate 
and unregenerate reason. Wolff drev; a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n 
between n a t u r a l and revealed theology. He held t h a t every
t h i n g v/hich i s v a l i d i n n a t u r a l theology must be found i n 
revealed theology, but t h a t not everything which i s found 
i n revealed theology i s v a l i d i n n a t u r a l theology. He 
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regarded r e v e l a t i o n as necessary i n a d d i t i o n to reason, but 
i t must not be contrary to reason or experience. Wolff 
exercised profound influence on Scandinavian students at 
Ha l l e . 

G. E. Lessing (1729-1781) c a r r i e d r a t i o n a l i s m a step 
f u r t h e r . He argued t h a t the content of r e v e l a t i o n i s i d e n t i 
c a l w i t h t h a t of reason. He therefore r e j e c t e d the idea of 
an absolute r e l i g i o n . He also d i s t i n g u i s h e d between the 
h i s t o r i c a l and the e t e r n a l i n r e l i g i o n . The "accidental" 
t r u t h s of h i s t o r y cannot become the proof of the necessary 
t r u t h s o f reason. With Lessing, Deism entered Continental 
theology. The leading theologian of t h i s period v&a J. S. 
Semler (d. 1791), who has been c a l l e d the f a t h e r of modern 
B i b l i c a l c r i t i c i s m . He was comparatively conservative; ̂ ut 
H. S. Reimarus (d. 1768) and K. F. Bahrdt (d. 1792) were more 
r a d i c a l . They represent true Rationalism., the f i n a l stage 
i n the Enlightenment. V/hereas the Supranaturalists had 
sought to defend the f a i t h of the Bible by reason, the 
R a t i o n a l i s t s ended by subj e c t i n g the e n t i r e B i b l i c a l reve
l a t i o n to the judgement of reason. A f t e r a long development, 
the approach to theology had become completely anthropo-
c e n t r i c , and as MacKintosh says, "the majesty and power of 
the C h r i s t i a n Gospel vanished".52 i n the process, v i r t u a l l y 
e v e r y t h i n g d i s t i n c t i v e l y Lutheran was l o s t : The theocentric 
approach, h i s t o r i c a l r e v e l a t i o n . J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h , 
the p r i n c i p l e of Sola S c r i p t u r a , and the d i a l e c t i c a l 
52 H.R: MacKintosh, op. c i t . , p. 15. 
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approach to theology. The break-down of Church l i f e which 
had begun under Pietism was accelerated. Preaching o f t e n 
degenerated i n t o moralism or s e n t i m e n t a l i t y , and Church 
attendance d e c l i n e ; The laws of compulsory attendance were 
no longer enforced. Occult sects appeared; Freemasonry 
f l o u r i s h e d . The demand was made th a t the Churches be turned 
i n t o schools. The l i t u r g i c a l reforms c a r r i e d out i n Depjnar̂ '.-
Norway vrere t y p i c a l of the Enlightenment: Exorcism was re
moved from the Baptismal r i t u a l , a number of holy days were 
abolished, and a R a t i o n a l i s t hymn-book introduced. The 
l a t e r R a t i o n a l i s t s "regarded the Church as i r r e l e v a n t to 
the t r u e r e l i g i o n , an i n s t i t u t i o n vrhich could be u s e f u l 
to the common people and the unenlightened, so long as i t 
remained t o l e r a n t and vforked f o r the general welfare".53 

I n view of what has been said about the Enlightenment 
i n general, i t i s hardly s u r p r i s i n g t h a t i t s c o n t r i b u t i o n 
t o the doct r i n e of the Church was completely negative. 
Ludvig Selmer w r i t e s t h a t the Enlightenment found i t more 
d i f f i c u l t t o deal v/ith the doctrine of the Church than 
w i t h any other d o c t r i n e . I t had no capacity f o r under
standing the Lutheran, thoroughly r e l i g i o u s concept of 
the Church, and tended to "secularize" t h i s d o c t r i n e . 
The inroads of h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m led to a loss of f a i t h 
i n the means of grace as possessing the power to create 
the Church, and i t was i n consequence necessarily regarded 

53 P. Lindhardt, o p . c i t . , p. 170. 
54 L. Selmer, Opplysningsmen 1 den Norske Kirke, p. 141. 
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as a c r e a t i o n of men. The s u b j e c t i v e , anthropocentric 
approach t o r e l i g i o n , enhanced by a concept of society 
based on a secularized n a t u r a l law, led the Enlightenment 
theologians to define the Church i n purely a s s o c i a t i o n a l 
terms. The Germ.an system.atic theologian Griesbach defined 
the Church as "the community of people who agree to worship 
God according to the teaching of Jesus C h r i s t " , and i t s 
task, as t h a t of "maintaining and transplantir-g Jesus' 
teaching and promoting i t s p r a c t i c e by common i n s t i t u t i o n s 
and r i t e s " . 5 5 This quotation i l l u s t r a t e s the f a c t t h a t , 
even where the Enlightenjnent believed i n a concept of reve
l a t i o n , i t was conceived i n i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t i c , nomistic 
terms. Truth consisted i n l o g i c a l p r opositions. 

Perhaps by way o f r e a c t i o n to Pietism, the Enlighten
ment was not concerned to draw l i m i t s to the Church. I t 
accepted the dichotomy of the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church, 
and i n t e r p r e t e d i t i n d u a l i s t i c fashion. The I n v i s i b l e 
Church was composed of a l l who knovr the t r u t h (as defined 
above) and who l i v e v i r t u o u s l i v e s . The V i s i b l e Church 
included a l l who outwardly espouse C h r i s t i a n i t y and who 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n i t s c u l t u s . However, because the h i s t o r i c a l 
r e v e l a t i o n had l o s t i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e , there v:as no neces
sary connection between the two. Thus, the V i s i b l e Church 
l o s t a l l r e l i g i o u s s i g n i f i c a n c e , and the I n v i s i b l e Chiirch 
was regarded as what the Apology to the Augsburg Confession 
55 I b i d . , p. 142. 
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expressly disavowed, a Platonic State. The u n i t y which 
Luther had s t r i v e n so hard to maintain i n h i s ecclesiology 
was l o s t . 

The Enlightenment had l i t t l e a p p r e c i a t i o n f o r the 
Sacraments. The sermon becam.e supremely important, and i n 
some Churches, the p u l p i t was b u i l t i n t o the a l t a r . Baptism 
and Holy Communion l o s t t h e i r r e l a t i o n to the v/orship of 
the congregation and were r e t a i n e d as symbolical ecclesias
t i c a l r i t e s t h a t could be h e l p f u l to the unenlightened. 
Whereas Orthodoxy stressed Baptism.al regeneration, and 
Pietism conversion, the Enlightenment tended to disregard 
both. 

The r i s e of the new secularized concept of both-
Church and State served to cement the tv/o more s o l i d l y 
together. The f a l s e synthesis of the Two Realm.s begun i n 
State Pietism was com^pleted i n the Enlightenment. I t was 
the State which now c o n t r o l l e d the Church, not the Church 
which attempted to create a theocracy. The clergy became 
"teachers of r e l i g i o n " f o r the State, and were o f t e n over
burdened w i t h a d m i n i s t r a t i v e work as w e l l as underpaid. 
I n accordance v/ith t h e i r t o l e r a n t a t t i t u d e and t h e i r strong 
f a i t h i n popular enlightenment, they were so i n d i f f e r e n t 
toward Church D i s c i p l i n e t h a t i t v i r t u a l l y disappeared. 
There was one notable exception to t h i s r u l e : The clergy 
of the Enlightenment reacted stror-gly against anything 
resembling Enthusiasm. Evidence of t h i s i s provided i n 
Norwegian Church h i s t o r y by the Hauge c£se. 
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The Enlightenment had an exalted concept of the 
M i n i s t r y . I t v/as based, however, not on the f u n c t i o n of 
ad m i n i s t e r i n g the means of grace, but upon the p o s i t i o n 
of the clergyman i n society. The Enlightenment could not 
be expected to maintain Luther's d i a l e c t i c here. I t s 
basic presuppositions v/ere very d i f f e r e n t . I t completely 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d and secularized the concept of the M i n i 
s t r y ; I t s view could be described as a secularized, State-
High- Churchmanship . A t y p i c a l R a t i o n a l i s t .Churchmanship 
i s found i n the o r d i n a t i o n addresses of Dr. Feder Hansen, 
Bishop of Christiansand i n Norway u n t i l the year 1804.56 
Hansen s t u d i o u s l y avoids mention of any of the c a r d i n a l 
d o c t r i n e s of the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h . Instead, he t a l k s of 
knowledge, v i r t u e , duty, progress, and im m o r t a l i t y . 
C h r i s t i s "the omniscient Jesus", who saved His brothers 
and s i s t e r s by " v i r t u e " . Hansen's f a v o u r i t e t i t l e f o r 
the clergy i s "teachers of r e l i g i o n " . He regards every
one as servants of the Lord, each i n hi s own c a l l i n g , 
each w i t h h i s own s p i r i t u a l g i f t . This i n i t s e l f i s a 
v a l i d Lutheran view; But he goes on to deny t h a t the 
cle r g y have any extraordinary c a l l . They are no d i f f e r e n t 
from, other servants of the State. "We nov? knov; t h a t the 
so-called inner and outer c a l l , of which the teachers of 
r e l i g i o n i n the l a s t century were so proud, and v/hich they 
ascribed to a s p e c i a l providence of God, i s nothing."^^ 

5 6 P. Hansen, S k i l d e r i e af den C h r i s t e l i g e Religions-
l ^ r e r 1 flvQ Ordinations-Taler, 1803. 

57 I b i d . , p. 10 
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The task of the clergy i s to do Jesus' work, "to ennoble 
man to the extent t h a t he can enjoy t h i s l i f e i n happiness 
and be prepared f o r a higher sphere". The o f f i c e i s "most 
necessary" to guide people i n t o t r u t h and v i r t u e . That i s 
not to B&j t h a t the teacher has the keys to heaven; Every 
C h r i s t i a n must do h i s own t h i n k i n g . Mankind goes s t e a d i l y 
forward, and the parson must progress w i t h i t . The "glory 
o f h i s o f f i c e " and h i s "personal honour", r e s t upon h i s own 
"increased knowledge".58 rp^g school should be h i s " r e a l 
temple". His c a l l i n g i s "to take men as they are and to 
make them v^hat they should be. He thus resembles no less 
an i d e a l than the Creator Himself".59 Hansen's l i t t l e book 
also included a l e t t e r to the clergy of h i s diocese i n vrhich 
he attacked the " f a n a t i c opinions" of the Haugeans. So 
long as he was i n Norway, the Bishop was t h e i r most implac
able enemy. 

The Enlightenment came l a t e to Norv.'ay. \''!hen it d i d come 
i t appeared i n a moderate form and f a i l e d to permeate deeply 
i n t o the people, v;here Orthodoxy and Pietism s t i l l reigned. 
I n Norway, the movement followed the same p a t t e r n as i n 
Germany, but without r a d i c a l Rationalism or attacks upon 
the Church or C h r i s t i a n i t y . By the year IBOO, the clergy 
v/ere l a r g e l y under the influence of a rat h e r weak Supra-
natur a l i s m . Four of the f i v e Bishops were men of the 
Enlightenment; The exception was the Orthodox J. N. Brun 
58 I b i d . , p. 14. 
59 I b i d . , p. 15. 
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(d. 1816) i n Bergen. Besides Hansen, the most r a d i c a l was 
Bishop F. J. Bech i n C h r i s t i a n i a (d. 1822). The Enlighten
ment rem.ained a force i n the Norwegian Church a f t e r i t 
had been supplanted elsewhere. I t exercised a c e r t a i n 
i n f l u e n c e throughout the f i r s t h a l f of the 19th Century. 
One of i t s b e n e f i c i a l e f f e c t s v/ss the establishment of the 
Royal F r e d r i k U n i v e r s i t y i n C h r i s t i a n i a i n l 8 l l . This 
development made possible a d i s t i n c t i v e l y Norwegian 
theology, and i r o n i c a l l y , i t proved to be the m.ost 
important f a c t o r i n the decline of Snllghtenjnent theology. 
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NORWAY IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY 
P o l i t i c a l and L i t e r a r y H i s t o r y 

I t -is necessary, before we t u r n from i n t r o d u c t o r y 
considerations to the proper subject of t h i s t h e s i s , to 
sketch b r i e f l y the p o l i t i c a l and i n t e l l e c t u a l h i s t o r y of 
Norway i n the 19th Century. 

The 19th Century v.ras undoubtedly the most glo r i o u s 
p e r i o d i n the h i s t o r y of the Norwegian people heretofore. 
I t was "a time o f awakening of story-book propostlons", an 
age o f r e v o l u t i o n a r y developm.ent.. .which forms a sharp con
t r a s t t o the preceding centuries".60 

Norway had enjoyed no p o l i t i c a l independence since the 
union of the three Scandinavian countries a t Kalmar i n 1397. 
For a time, the Archbishopric of Nidaros (Trondhjem) helped 
to safeguard n a t i o n a l i n t e r e s t s , but the Reformation, which 
i n Norway vas "a purely p o l i t i c a l a . f f a l r " 6 l , introduced by 
force from Denmark, placed Norway under s t r i c t Danish con
t r o l . For the f o l l o w i n g three centuries, the country vas 
r u l e d from Copenhagen. The only u n i v e r s i t y was located i n 
the Danish c a p i t a l , Danish became the c u l t u r a l language, and 
the Danish B i b l e and hymnal were adopted by the Norwegian 
Church. The climax of Danish r u l e was reached a f t e r 1660, 
when the monarchy was made absolute i n both realms. 

The Enlightenment tended to f o s t e r n a t i o n a l i s t sentiment 
60 E. Mo Hand, Church L i f e i n Norway, p. 2. 
61. P. Lindhardt, op. c i t . , p. I I 9 . There was "a weak 

Lutheran movement", but i t ̂-as only scattered and 
temporary. 



69 
i n Norv/ay. A f t e r the Napoleonic Wars, i n which Denmark had 
sided with'Napoleon, the great powers separated Norway and 
forced her i n t o a union w i t h Sweden as compensation to Sweden 
f o r the loss of Finland to Russia. The Norwegians, however, 
seized the opportunity to adopt a l i b e r a l c o n s t i t u t i o n (at 
Eidsvold, 1814) based upon the Ideals of the French and Ameri
can r e v o l u t i o n s . They desired independence, and even elected 
Prince C h r i s t i a n F r e d r i k of Denjnark as king. He was, hov/ever, 
never crowned. Pressure from the great powers and Norway's 
r e l a t i v e m i l i t a r y weakness l e f t the Norwegians no choice but 
to submit. The Swedes d i d , however, recognize the I 8 l 4 Con
s t i t u t i o n , and Norway's independence i n a personal union 
under a single Crown. 

I n the 19th Century generally, there v/ere two main para
l l e l developments: The growth of l i b e r a l democracy, and a 
r i s i n g n a t i o n a l i s m which eventually led to f u l l independence 
I n 1905. At f i r s t , p o l i t i c a l leadership remained i n the hands 
of the o f f i c i a l c l ass, but gradually passed to others. The 
f i r s t gro^-p to r i s e to p o l i t i c a l m a t u r i t y were the freehold 
farmers ("BCNDENE"), who gained temporary c o n t r o l of the 
S t o r t i n g (Parliament) i n 1833. I n 1837, l o c a l self-govern
ment was introduced. An e a r l y , non-Marxist labour movement 
(1848-50) experienced phenomenal growth, gaining nearly 
21,000 members. Since i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n d id not come to 
Norv/ay u n t i l very l a t e I n the Century, t h i s was more a class 
movement of the poor, I n c l u d i n g c o t t a r s and the poorer farmers. 
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I t v/as summariljr crushed, but the movement returned i n 
Marxist form and i n great strength i n the 20th Century. 

The p r i n c i p a l expression both c f democracy and n a t i o n a l 
ism was the struggle f o r power between Government and Stor
t i n g which marked the l a s t h a l f of the 19th Century. The 
C o n s t i t u t i o n included the checks and balances of the Ameri
can C o n s t i t u t i o n . The executive, l e g i s l a t i v e , and j u d i c i a l 
branches were separated i n such a way t h a t they could pro
vide a balance of power. The M i n i s t e r s of the Government, 
who were regarded as the King's men, could not speak i n the 
S t o r t i n g , nor could they be c a l l e d to account there. The 
c o n f l i c t raged round two matters, the attempt of the Stor
t i n g (on the l i n e s of the B r i t i s h Parliamentary system) to 
make Government m i n i s t e r s accountable to i t s e l f , a n d the 
nature (whether suspensory or absolute) of the pov;er of 
veto possessed by the Crown w i t h regard to amendments to 
the C o n s t i t u t i o n . I t was i n t e n s i f i e d by the f a c t t h a t a t 
the time the throne was occupied by a Sv/ede, and i t could 
t h e r e f o r e be claimed t h a t n a t i o n a l and democratic i n t e r e s t s 
were a t stake. The S t o r t i n g was eventually v i c t o r i o u s i n 
1884, when the Parliamentary system was introduced. T r i a l 
by j u r y was introduced i n the same year. Unfortun^ately, 
i n the p o l i t i c a l struggles of the 19th Century, C h r i s t i a n i t y 
and the Church wer- o f t e n i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the forces of 
conservatism or r e a c t i o n . 

The Century witnessed a great economic advance. This 
was most spectacular i n the shipping i n d u s t r y . Here, between 
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1850 and 1880, merchant marine tonnage -̂as increased f i v e 
f o l d , and Norway became the world's t h i r d m.aritlme nation. 
I n t e r n a l t r a n s p o r t and communication made great s t r i d e s 
(the f i r s t r a i l r o a d , 1854);Agriculture made gradual but 
steady progress. 

Emigration v̂ as a f a c t o r of major importance. Between 
1860 and 1910, ca. 700,000 Norviegians emigrated to America, 
most of them i n the prime of l i f e . (The population of Nor
way I n 1855 was 1,490,047, and i n 1900, 2,240,032.^2) 

Popular education was extended to a l l c h i l d r e n betv;een 
the ages of 7-14 i n 1860. Thus the l i t e r a c y rate of the 
Norwegian people i n the second h a l f of the century was high, 
and the teacher becam.e a person o f great importance i n the 
community, o f t e n superseding the pastor. The c r e a t i o n of a 
reading pub l i c also enabled two other classes of people to 
gain power and p r e s t i g e : The j o u r n a l i s t and the author. 
The popular press grev/ to matu r i t y i n the 19th Century, and 
came t o exert strong influence on Norwegian Church l i f e . I t 
was generally conservative, and favoured the Church u n t i l the 
1870's, but about t h a t time v/ere founded a number of papers 
w i t h a r a d i c a l bent both i n p o l i t i c s and r e l i g i o n . I n 
a d d i t i o n to the d a i l y newspapers (Dagbladet, Verdens Garg), 
there were such p e r i o d i c a l s as the agrarian S<yren Jaabaek's 
a n t i - c l e r i c a l and anti-Church FoIketidende ( c i r c . 17,000) 
and Professor J . E. Sars' Nyt Norsk T l d s s k r i f t , the organ of 
P o s i t i v i s m i n Norway. 

62 Norges O f f i s l e l l e S t a t i s t i k , C No. 1, 1868-69,.and 4R, 
V I I , 1900. 
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But no p a r t of Norwegian l i f e enjoyed a greater renais

sance than i t s l i t e r a t u r e . A f t e r several centuries i n which 
the c u l t u r a l stream had run underground i n f o l k l i t e r a t u r e , 
the l i t e r a r y genius of the Norwegian people experienced a 
golden age which brought i t to the pinnacle of world prestige 
i n a man l i k e Henrik Ibsen, the f a t h e r of the modern drama. 
Only the m.ain trends i n t h i s development can be considered 
here. 

The n a t i o n a l i s t i c and democratic elements which we have 
noted i n the p o l i t i c a l and economic spheres were predominant 
also i n l i t e r a t u r e . Rationalism was a r i s t o c r a t i c and f o r e i g n . 
But from the l830's, what Norwegian l i t e r a r y h i s t o r i a n s c a l l 
"the n a t i o n a l break-through" began. This movement i s some
times known as "national-romanticism", but the f i r s t part of 
t h i s d e s c r i p t i o n i s more accurate, since Romanticism was 
only one of the streams involved, and d i d not even occupy 
the dom.inant r o l e . ^ 5 Considerable i n t e r e s t , f o r example, 
was aroused by the " f o l k e l i g e " . The poet Henrik V.'ergeland 
(1808-45) was the morning-star of t h i s n a t i o n a l movement i n 
l i t e r a t u r e . I n h i s b r i e f l i f e , he "contrived to embody i n 
t h e i r most i d e a l i s t i c form the n a t i o n a l a s p i r a t i o n s v/hich 
v;ere l a t e n t i n every class of soclety",'^'^and remains to 
t h i s day the hero of Norwegian Independence Day c e l e b r s t i o n s . 
At the same time, I v a r Aasen began to c o l l e c t the country 

63 Paasphex-ahdlF, B u l l j v N o r s k - - L l t t e r a t u r - H i s t o r i e , I I I , 
pp. 326-327. 

64 T.K. Derry, A Short History of Norway, p. 148. 
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d i a l e c t s i n t o one "Norwegian" language (Landsmaal or Ny-
norsk) as opposed to the Danish of the c u l t u r e d classes. 
P.A. Munch founded a n a t i o n a l h i s t o r i c a l school. Ludvig 
Llndeman roamed the country gathering f o l k melodies. As-
bjdlrnsen and Moe performed a s i m i l a r service f o r the f o l k 
t a l e s . A nati v e hymnody arose (M.B. Landstad). 

Romanticism reached i t s climax i n the years 1845-50. 
A f t e r 1850, a r e a l i s t i c tendency became predominant. Irony, 
doubt, and s a t i r e entered the p i c t u r e . l y r i c poetry, the 
leading medium i n the f i r s t h a l f - c e n t u r y , gave way to the 
novel. BjiJrnstjerne Bj<!irnson (1832-1910) and Henrik Ibsen 
(1828-1906) both made t h e i r debuts i n the l850's. But the 
golden age O"" the movement began about ten years l a t e r , 
when the two leaders were joined by Alexander K i e l l a n d , 
Jonas L i e , and Arne Garborg. Each of these had h i s own 
p e c u l i a r genius, but a l l represented the same basic l i f e -
view. A l l of them had grown out of a Romantic background 
and represented a k i n d of C h r i s t i a n Humanism. They were 
optimi'^stic p o s i t i v e , progressive, w i t h a great f a i t h i n 
men which enabled them to make great demands upon men. 

Then, suddenly, i n the l870's, the wind s h i f t e d . To 
a man, the great authors broke w i t h t r a d i t i o n a l C h r i s t i a n i t y 
and went over to v/hat they c a l l e d Naturalism. Idealism was 
replaced by Empiricism. Darwin's work made a great impact. 
I f Marxism as yet made no great im.pression, the Romantic 
conception of nature and man was replaced by a m a t e r i a l i s t i c 
and u t i l i t a r i a n a t t i t u d e to l i f e . The great l i t e r a r y f i g u r e s 
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adopted these new views i n advance of the scholars, and 
consequently they v/ere i n the van of t h e i r i n t r o d u c t i o n 
i n t o Norway. I t has been said t h a t they spread philosophy 
l i k e an i n s e c t spreads p o l l e n . They now abandoned personal 
and n a t i o n a l subjects i n favour of s o c i a l and u n i v e r s a l 
problem.s. With great f e r v o r , they dem.anded freedom f o r the 
i n d i v i d u a l to be himself. Among the f i r s t to be attacked 
was the Church and i t s a u t h o r i t a r i a n clergy. The lectures 
o f the Danish l i t e r a r y c r i t i c Georg Brandes i n C h r i s t i a n i a 
i n 1876, which o f f e r e d a P o s i t i v l s t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of SdJren 
Kierkegaard, gave r i s e to a who3.e series of r e l i g i o u s c r i s e s , 
even among some of the clergy. I n the l880's, the tone be
came even more crassly n a t u r a l i s t i c and c r i t i c a l . Deter
minism and P o s i t i v i s m v/ere the new gospels, and the C h r i s t i a n 
r e l i g i o n i t s e l f came under a t t a c k . The C h r i s t i a n concept of 
the f a m i l y was threatened by a Bohemian movement i n C h r i s t 
i a n i a , i t s leading f i g u r e the w r i t e r Hans Jaeger. 

A f t e r the excesses of the l880's, a r e a c t i o n set i n , 
under f o r e i g n i n f l u e n c e , i n the l890's. A new I d e a l i s t 
tendency attempted to penetrate beyond the m a t e r i a l , i n t o 
the mysterious l i f e of the soul. L y r i c poetry revived, and 
the "four g r e a t " w r i t e r s v-ere r i d i c u l e d by the young ICnut 
Hamsun as "the four-headed I d o l " . 

The work of the great authors had no d i r e c t influence 
upon the t h e o l o g i c a l formulations of the doctrine of the 
Church. Yet c l e a r l y i t made a considerable impact upon 
contemporary Church l i f e , e s p e c i a l l y i n the disastrous 
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l a s t quarter of the Century. Indeed, these men must bear a 
considerable share of the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y • f o r the secular
i z a t i o n of Norway. V/hile i t i s Impossible to t r e a t t h i s 
aspect of 19th Century Norwegian l i f e i n greater d e t a i l , 
i t i s w e l l t o keep i t i n mind as we exam.ine the p r a c t i c a l 
expressions of ecclesiology. 

Philosophy 
The Ra.tionalism o f the Enlightenment broke down under 

the impact of the c r i t i c a l philosophy o f Emmanuel Kant (1724-
1804). His major work, "The C r i t i q u e of Pure Reason", opens 
V7lth an enquiry i n t o the p o s s i b i l i t y of "deducing the cate
g o r i e s " ' o r of e s t a b l i s h i n g r a t i o n a l l y t h a t what i s r e g u l a t i v e 
f o r thought i s also c o n s t i t u t i v e of R e a l i t y . I t s f a i l u r e 
led to an unbridgeable gap between Thought and R e a l i t y which 
was to prove f a t a l to the older Rationalism of the systems of 
Leibniz and Wolff. The attempt to provide f o r a Natural 
Theology based upon the t r a d i t i o n a l "proofs" of the Existence 
of God was a w i l l of the wisp. A Dualism between phenomena 
and noujnena was therefore set up. Kant was not himself 
prepared to dispense w i t h God, Freedom, and Immortality, 
but he claimed t h a t t h e i r r i g h t place i n a system o f p h i l o 
sophy was to be found as postulates of the p r - c t i c a l reason 
and not as the conclusions of a system based upon the pure 
or t h e o r e t i c a l reason. I f a bridge betv/een thought and 
r e a l i t y was to be found, i t could only r e s t upon the so-
c a l l e d c a t e g o r i c a l Imperative of moral duty and i t s i m p l i c a t i o n s , 
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Henceforth the r e a l task of the t h e o r e t i c a l reaeon was to 
concern i t s e l f w i t h c o d i f y i n g and organising the r e a l i t y of 
experience. 

The task of Nineteenth G?ntury philosophy can from one 
p o i n t of view be understood as a lon-g attem.pt to recover 
from the devastating c r i t i q u e of Eant. Here the most s i g n i 
f i c a n t name was t h a t of G.VJ.F. Kegel (I77O-I83I), whose 
axiom, ̂ ^̂ es an I d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f thought and r e a l i t y and 
th e r e f o r e the v i r t u a l d e n i a l of the v a l i d i t y of the Kantian 
c r i t i q u e . His p h i l o s o p h i c a l method was th a t of a d i a l e c t i c 
vrorklrig through a dualism of th e s i s and a n t i t h e s i s to a 
synthesis, a pplied to f i e l d a f t e r f i e l d of ph i l o s o p h i c a l 
thought. There i s l i t t l e doubt t h a t Hegelianism i n one 
form or another was the dominant system i n 19th Century 
philosophy. At f i r s t s i g h t , i t might appear to be the 
old e r Rationalism of the Enlightenjnent under new management; 
I n e f f e c t , i t was Rationalism t r y i n g t o carry on as i f the 
Kantian c r i t i q u e had not occurred. 

I f Hegel t r i e d to bridge the Kantian gap from the 
side of r e a l i t y , other system.s adopted the opposite tech
nique and attempted t o f i n d som.ething on the side of ex
perience which could serve t h e i r need. Here, F r i e d r i c h 
Schlelermacher (1768-1834) s t a r t e d from the f e e l i n g of 
absolute dependence and prepared the way f o r the l a t e r 
important R i t s c h l i a n school of theology which combined the 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t s of Schleiermacher w i t h the robust e t h i c a l 
I n s i g h t s of Kant him.self. 
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For our purpose here the follov.dng points should' be 

noted, ( i ) We have already spoken of the d i a l e c t i c a l ap
proach of Luther himself. There might indeed appear to be 
a p a r a l l e l to the methodology of Kegel, and t h i s might not 
i n i t s e l f be s u r p r i s i n g i n view of the f a c t that Hegel, l i k e 
most of the great f i g u r e s i n Gennan philosophy, came from a 
Lutheran background. But, i f the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Luther 
given here i s a t a l l c o r r e c t , the d i a l e c t i c of Luther f i n d s 
i t s synthesis only i n t h a t which i s hidden, whereas the 
Hegelian d i a l e c t i c operates upon a single plane. Yet, as 
we s h a l l see, the Hegelian philosophy m.ight appear to o f f e r 
a s u i t a b l e b u t t r e s s to an orthodox theology. The r i s i n g t i d e 
of Hegelianism coiald be used as some m.easure of support f o r 
the o l d e r Scholastic Orthodoxy, although i n the event, Hegel
ianism was to prove a somev/hat b r i t t l e weapon i n the hands 
of the theologian. 

(11) The Empiricism of the Kantian movem.ent might appear 
to have n a t u r a l a f f i n i t i e s w i t h t h t r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
Lutheranism i n subj e c t i v e terms which had already gone some 
distance i n Pietism. I t i s c e r t a i n l y no accident t h a t 
Schleiermacher himself was brought up under P i e t i s t 
i n f l u e n c e s . 

I n general, i t i s f a i r to say t h a t the Lutheran t r a d i 
t i o n has never concerned i t s e l f so deeply w i t h philosophy 
as ( f o r example) the theologians of the Roman Catholic 
Church. This a l l e r g y to philosophy can Indeed be found i n 
Luther himself; He r a i l e d against the Medieval "Sophists" 
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and i n s i s t e d t h a t , so f a r from A r i s t o t l e being necessary to 
thology, no one could be a theologian who d i d not discard 
A r i s t o t l e . Even Orthodoxy was suspicious of speculation. 
This a n t i - p h i l o s o p h i c a l bias i n lutheranism was erJianced by 
the P i e t i s t i n f l u e n c e . Wherever the Lutheran t r a d i t i o n of 
Sola S c r l p t u r a and Sola Fide, Sola Gratia i s strong. P h i l o 
sophy i s suspect." And they were strong i n 19th Century 
Norway. 

I n h i s recent, d e f i n i t i v e biography of the philosopher-
Marcus J. Monrad, H. 0. Christopherson has di s t i n g u i s h e d 
f i v e l i n e s i n the h i s t o r y of thought which converged i n 
19th Century Norway and i n h i s subject. These vere the 
t r a d i t i o n s of the n a t u r a l r i g h t s of man, of Lutheranism, of 
Idealism, 'of Classicism, and of Romanticism. They enjoyed, 
he says, a r e l a t i v e l y harmonious existence together and 
formed the basis f o r Norwegian I n t e l l e c t u a l l i f e throughout 
the greater p a r t of the Century. I n the course of the l a t e r , 
decades, however, each i n t u r n was c a l l e d i n t o question and 
l o s t i t s leading p o s i t i o n . The complex was replaced i n 
great measure by a philosophy inform.ed by P o - s i t i v i s t , 
m a t e r i a l i s t , s e c u l a r i s t , and pragmatic Influences. 

This i s a tr u e d e s c r i p t i o n of what occurred i n the 
p u b l i c or popular philosophy of 19th Century Norway. A.Aall 
has d i s t i n g u i s h e d two periods i n popular philosophy: The 
f i r s t (v/hich p r e v a i l e d u n t i l the l860's), a "speculative" 
p e r i o d , "when a l l philosophy v/as systematic thought i n 
schoolroom form", and the second, a " r e a l i s t i c " period. 
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"when philosophy too was marked by the new l i f e - v i e w s 
( l i b e r a l i s m ) and the new n a t u r a l science (empiricism)".^5 
As we have already seen, t h i s popular philosophy found 
expression p a r t i c u l a r l y i n two areas: p o l i t i c s and l i t e r a t u r e . 

Academic philosophy, as taught i n the Department of 
Philosophy i n the u n i v e r s i t y , d i d not f o l l o w the p a t t e r n 
of e v o l u t i o n o u t l i n e d by Ghristopherson. I t was, i n f a c t , 
completely dominated by the I d e a l i s t t r a d i t i o n , f i r s t i n the 
form of the Supranaturalism of Leibniz and Wolff, and l a t e r , 
from. 1845 to the end of the Century, of Hegelianism. I t 
was conservative, i f not downright reactionary i n character. 
Here, Hegelianism reigned "more securely than anywhere else 
I n the p h i l o s o p h i c a l world".66 Because Norway had no univer
s i t y p r i o r to 1811, she was completely lacking i n a native 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l t r a d i t i o n . The new u n i v e r s i t y t r e a t e d the 
study o f philosophy l i k e an orphan. I n 1840, Professor 
Hans teen stated t h a t , v/hlle the professor of philosophy 
could not be expected to step i n and teach any and a l l 
other subjects, every l e c t u r e r i n the u n i v e r s i t y ought to 
be able t o l e c t u r e i n philosophy. This seems to have been 
u n i v e r s i t y policy.67 Norwegian philosophy lacked o r i g i n 
a l i t y . Here, as elsewhere, Norway v;as a colony of Germany, 
though English and French influences ( p a r t i c u l a r l y early 
and l a t e i n the Century) were not l a c k i n g . A a l l says tha,t 

65 A. A a l l , i n Edda, V I I , 1917, p. 102. 
66 A. A a l l , F e s t s k r l f t , u. 385. 
67 I b i d . , p. 397. 
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Norwegian philosophy was "without hallmark"(Hjemmemerke). 
WTiile Norway produced f i g u r e s of i n t e r n a t i o n a l renown i n 
the f i e l d s of science and l i t e r a t u r e , she has never given 
to the world a philosopher of rank. Thus, as the 19th 
Century progressed, academic philosophy became m.ore and 
more I s o l a t e d from popular philosophy. V/insnes has said 
t h a t the study o f philosophy"has never struck e s p e c i a l l y 
deep r o o t i n Norwegian c u l t u r e " . Academic philosophy took 
the form of a closed system, and t h i s f a c t made any d i a 
logue w i t h popular philosophy v i r t u a l l y im.possible. I n 
1911, A a l l could w r i t e : " I n Norway, u n i v e r s i t y philosophy 
has had no a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h or p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n to the 
n a t i o n a l sentiment, to i t s n a t i o n a l p o l i t i c s , or to the 
s p i r i t u a l growth of the people."^8 

The f i r s t professor of philosophy i n the u n i v e r s i t y 
and one o f the two leading f i g u r e s i n philosophy i n 19th 
Century Norway was Dr. Theol. Niels Treschow (1751-1833). 
He had been professor i n Copenhagen from 1803-1813) and 
t h e r e a f t e r u n t i l h i s death he occupied the sam.e p o s i t i o n 
i n C h r i s t i a n i a . During h i s years i n Norway, however, he 
also served ( r a t h e r i n e f f e c t u a l l y ) as M i n i s t e r f o r Church 
A f f a i r s i n the new Norwegian Government. He therefore 
l e c t u r e d only s p o r a d i c a l l y , but continued to w r i t e p r o l i f i -
c a l l y . Treschow had been brought up i n Moravian c i r c l e s , 
and throughout h i s l i f e he played an a c t i v e part i n the 
r e l i g i o u s l i f e of the country. He encouraged the formation 
68 I b i d . , p. 125. 
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of the Norwegian Bible Society, contributed to missions, and 
received a six-hour v i s i t from Schleiermacher as he lay on 
h i s death-bed. Treschow's major, works i n the philosophy of 
r e l i g i o n were: Christendommens Aand (1828), and Om Gud, Idee, 
og Sandseverdenen, samt de F6'rstes Aabenbarelse i n den 
Sidste. Et Phllosophlske Testament.("Of God, the Idea, and 
the world of sense, and the r e v e l a t i o n of the f i r s t two i n 
the l a t t e r " , 1832). 

Treschow was a t y p i c a l product of the Enlightenjnent. 
His philosophy was e c l e c t i c , although he displayed some 
o r i g i n a l i t y . His metaphysic was b a s i c a l l y the Supranatural
ism of Leibniz and Wolff. Epistem.ologlcally, he sought to 
folloxif the empiricism of Locke, though not w i t h complete 
success. He po s i t e d the i d e n t i t y o f the s p i r i t u a l and the 
m a t e r i a l ; For him, a l l things were o r i g i n a l l y one ( c f . Leibniz' 
Monads). The w^orld of sense, though i t i s indeed r e a l , i s 
dependent upon the world of ideas. Matter i s power i.'hich 
s t r i v e s toward the r e a l i z a t i o n of i t s e t e r n a l idea.^9 A l 
though Treschovr refused to recognize the v a l i d i t y of Itant's 
c r i t i c i s m of reason (he re t a i n e d the c l a s s i c a l proofs f o r 
the existence of God), as time went on he learned something 
from Kant's philosophy. Winsnes c a l l s Treschov? a represen
t a t i v e o f the PKILCSOPHIA PZRENKIS. Even though the members 
of the f a c u l t y of theology had already l a r g e l y moved away 
from the Rationalism which he represented, the speculative 
philosophy of Treschow must have exerted consid rable influence 
69 K. K r i s t i a n s e n , Niels Treschow..., pp. 3 6 f f . 
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upon the Church, c h i e f l y no doubt through h i s l i t e r a r y 
production. 

During Treschow's absences, h i s l e c t u r e s were taken over 
by a series of temporary replacements: The theologian F.P.I. 
Dahl(1816-17), the p h i l o l o g i s t Georg Sverdrup (1817-31, from 
1831-41 the second professor of philosophy), the j u r i s t 
Claus VJinther Hjelm (1824-26). The Dane P9UI Mtfller l e c 
tured i n philosophy from 1826-30, but he then returned to 
Denmark, where h i s influence was considerable, not least 
upon Kierkegaard. From 1840-68, the poet Johan Sebastian 
Welhaven l e c t u r e d i n philosophy, but h i s c o n t r i b u t i o n to 
Norwegian i n t e l l e c t u a ] . l i f e l i e s r a t h e r i n hi s poetry and 
h i s l i t e r a r y c r i t i c i s m . As a philosopher, he was i n s i g n i f i 
cant . 

The second philosopher of note i n 19th Century Norway 
was Marcus J. Monrad (1816-97), v/ho l e c t u r e d i n philosophy 
from 1845 almost u n t i l h i s death (professor, 1851-97}. I t 
v/as Monrad. who introduced Hegelianism i n t o the Norv/egian 
academic philosophy and secured by h i s very considerable 
i n f l u e n c e i t s undisputed r e i g n u n t i l the end of the Centrry. 
He v/as a leading u n i v e r s i t j / p e r s o n a l i t y . 

Monrad, says A a l l , displayed "an exaggerated conserva
t i s m " i n " a l l h i s work, thought, and judgement".70 YQ v/as 
a C h r i s t i a n by c o n v i c t i o n , by t r a i n i n g a theologian, and 
both l e c t u r e d and wrote i n the f i e l d of philosophy of 
70 A . A a l l , F e s t s k r i f t , p. 402. Christopherson says t h a t 

Monrad was a ""m-ild l i b e r a l " u n t i l 1855, but reacted 
against n a t i o n a l i s m and economic l i b e r a l i s m and became 
a staunch conservative i n the l a t e r l850's. 
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r e l i g i o n . (We s h a l l examine h i s major vjork: R e l i g i o n , R e l i g i 
oner, og Christendommen, 1885, i n the next section of the 
t h e s i s . ) Monrad's p o s i t i o n v/as thoroughly Hegelian. Like 
h i s teacher, he maintained the e s s e n t i a l u n i t y of f a i t h and 
reason, accepted the c l a s s i c a l argum.ents f o r the existence 
of God i n ascending order (culm.lnating i n the o n t o l o g i c a l 
argument),and emphasized the c o l l e c t i v e character of 
r e l i g i o n . As we s h a l l see, the concept of the Church was 
extremely s i g n i f i c a n t f o r Monrad. 

Hegelianism. captured the second chair i n the Department 
i n the person of Monrad's p u p i l G. V. Lyng (1827-84, profes
sor 1869-84). When Lyng died, a m i n o r i t y i n the H i s t o r i c a l -
Philosophical Faculty made an e f f o r t to secure the appointment 
of an e m p i r i c i s t , but the attempt stre.nded on the a u t h o r i t y 
of Monrad and the appointment by the Sverdrup Government 
(Pastor Jakob Sverdrup, M i n i s t e r f o r Church A f f a i r s ) of 
another Hegelian, the Swede Pontus Wikner, without competi
t i o n . Wlkner was i n t u r n succeeded by s t i l l another Hegel
i a n , J. Mourly.Vold, i n 1890. A P o s i t i v i s t , Waldemar Dons, 
was teaching a s s i s t a n t ( U n l v e r s i t e t s s t i p e n d i a t ) from 1875 
to 1882, but never secured a post on the Faculty. Non-
Hegelian standpoints i n philosophy f i r s t entered the Univer
s i t y by the back way, through the Science Faculty and the 
Departm.ent of H i s t o r y . 

I t i s of p a r t i c u l a r Importance f o r us to determine the 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l pre-suppositions which formed the basis f o r 
Norwegian theology i n the 19th Century, and to examine the 
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r e l a t i o n s h i p between theology and philosophy. This i s not 
an easy task, f o r o f t e n the theologians d i d not c l e a r l y state 
t h e i r p h i l o s o p h i c a l assum.ptions, and \-je are l e f t to i n f e r them. 

I n general, we may say t h a t the theologians operated 
w i t h i n the framework of an I d e a l i s t mstaphysic. " I d e a l i s t 
thought-forms were inherent among learned men i n Norv/ay u n t i l 
f a r i n t o the 19th Century. "'̂•̂  Nevertheless, academic p h i l o s 
ophy does not appear to have d i r e c t l y Influenced theology 
to any great extent. Christopherson p r e f e r s the conclusion 
t h a t philosophy was reduced t o the status of an instrumental 
science, f i r s t f o r theology and then f o r n a t u r a l science.72 
Moreover, theology g r a v i t a t e d i n much the same d i r e c t i o n as 
popular philosophy, thus f u r t h e r i s o l a t i n g academic philoso
phy. " I n Norway, the l i n e i n the h i s t o r y of thought, i n 
philosophy of r e l i g i o n , and i n theology seems to go through 
Hegel and speculation, then to seek contact w i t h the 
p h y s i c a l sciences on an e m p i r i c a l basis, i n such a way t h a t 
the theologians returned more and more to Kant and drew 
sharper l i m i t s between f a i t h and knowledge..."73 During 
the f i r s t t h i r t y years of the u n i v e r s i t y ' s existence, p h i l o 
sophy and theology were ( i n the words of Christopherson) 
bound together by the " u m b i l i c a l cord" of n a t u r a l theology. 
I n those days, between o n e - t h i r d and one-half of a l l students 
took the t h e o l o g i c a l course. S. B. Hersleb, the f i r s t 

71 H. 0. Christopherson, Marcus Jacob Monrad, p. 13. 
72 I b i d . , pp. 10-11. Christopherson says t h a t philosophy 

was under the "guardianship"of theology u n t i l near the 
end of the Century. 

73 H. Ording, i n NTT, X L V I I I , p. 49. Ording says t h a t the 
Hegelian d i a l e c t i c returned w i t h the D i a l e c t i c a l Theology 
of the 20th Century, t h i s time i n f r u i t f u l form because 
Revelation had declared i t s independence from philosophy. 
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professor of systematic theology, r e t a i n e d the I d e a l i s t 
metaphysic and the dogmatic method of Supranaturalism. He 
appears not to have bean Influenced by Schleiermacher, but 
u n l i k e Treschow, he was g r e a t l y indebted to Kant. For 
Hersleb, r a t i o n a l proof i s i n s u f f i c i e n t and speculation i s 
discouraged. Instead, he emphasized the a u t h o r i t y of the 
B i b l i c a l r e v e l a t i o n (Sola S c r i p t u r a ) . He attacked the 
systems of Pichte and Sc h e l l i n g . Thus, while he shared the 
same p h i l o s o p h i c a l presuppositions as Treschow, h i s acceptance 
of Kant and h i s orthodox B i b l i c i s m d e c i s i v e l y separated him 
from the philosopher. I n the course of Treschow's c o n f l i c t 
w i t h Pastor W. A. Wexels,''''̂  Hersleb d e f i n i t e l y supported 
Wexels, although he d i d not enter a c t i v e l y i n t o the 
controversy.'^^ 

The c l e f t widened as the t h e o l o g i c a l trend toward 
Orthodoxy grew stronger and p h i l o s o p h i c a l speculation be
came bolder. Almost simultaneous v/ith Monrad's appointment 
( a f t e r enjoying a stipend to study "philosophy and specula
t i v e t h e o l o g y " ) , n a t u r a l theology disappeared, never to 
r e t u r n . Four years l a t e r , the r i s e of orthodoxy culminated 
i n the appointment of Gisle Johnson as l e c t u r e r i n system
a t i c theology. He soon forged an a l l i a n c e between Ortho
doxy and t r a d i t i o n a l l y a n t i - s p e c u l a t i v e Pietism, represented 
by the lay moveirient. Johnson nowhere stated h i s metaphysic; 
I t may even be doubted whether he had one, since he was not 
74 See Chapter on Grundtvigianlsm. 
75 A. Brandrud, NTT, X I I , p. 211. 
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p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y I n c l i n e d . There are, however, d e f i n i t e 
i n d i c a t i o n s t h a t he shared the common I d e a l i s t presupposi
t i o n s of h i s day. S t i l l , i t i s hardly cor r e c t to describe 
him w i t h Lindhardt as a right-v,'ing Hegelian,, although he 
u t i l i z e d Hegel's d i a l e c t i c approach to the h i s t o r y of doc
t r i n e . Johnson's epistemology was c e r t a i n l y not Hegelian. 
He accepted the f u l l consequences of Kant's c r i t i c i s m and 
adopted the e m p i r i c a l method of Schleierm.acher i n the form 
used by the confessional Erlangen School., His dogmatic 
m.ethod was regressive, s t a r t i n g from the consciousness of 
the regenerate i n d i v i d u a l , not sim.ply as an i n d i v i d u a l but 
as a t y p i c a l C h r i s t i a n i n the t r a d i t i o n of the (Lutheran) 
Church. Natural theology f i n d s no place i n h i s system. 
Nothing v;as f u r t h e r from, h i s mind than speculation. The 
conclusion t h a t Johnson was v i r t u a l l y free of Hegelian 
Influence i s s t r o n g l y confirmed by the f a c t t h a t he was 
profoundly i n f l u e n c e d by Kierkegaard. 

S6ren Aabye Kierkegaard (1813-55) i s cre d i t e d w i t h 
"one of the two or three r e a l l y im.portant examinations" 
made of Kegelianism.'''^ He protested v i o l e n t l y against 
Hegel's i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of thought and r e a l i t y . Against 
Hegel's extreme Idealism, Kierkegaard posited an "existen
t i a l " philosophy. Truth, he said, i s e x i s t e n t i a l , paradoxi
c a l , and s u b j e c t i v e . Above a l l , Kierkegaard was a r e l i g i o u s 
t h i n k e r ; He opposed the closed system of obj e c t i v e dogmatic 
t r u t h s , and proposed instead the s i t u a t i o n of the I n d i v i d u a l 
76 H. R. MacKintosh, o p . c i t . , p. 226n. 
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standing before God i n the " e x i s t e n t i a l moment". "There may 
be a system of l o g i c , but a system of Being there can never 
be." " C h r i s t i a n i t y hangs upon paradox." Against Hegel's 
h i s t o r i c i s m and c o l l e c t i v i s m , Kierkegaard demanded i n d i v i d 
u a l "contemporaneousness w i t h C h r i s t " . History can n e i t h e r 
prove the t r u t h o f C h r i s t i a n i t y nor evaluate i t s content. 
Church h i s t o r y i s a record, not of p e r f e c t i b i l i t y but of 
apostasy. There i s a q u a l i t a t i v e d i f f e r e n c e between the 
h i s t o r y of C h r i s t i a n i t y and the HEIISGESCHICHTE, the h i s 
t o r i c a l element i n C h r i s t i a n r e v e l a t i o n which culminated i n 
the I n c a r n a t i o n . Against Hegel's evolutionism, Kierkegaard 
stressed d i s c o n t i n u i t y , the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the i n d i v i d u a l 
toward God i n the m.oment v/hen e t e r n i t y and time meet, and 
the danger of offense i n d i s c i p l e s h i p . Against Hegel's 
i n t e l l e d t u a l i s m , Kierkegaard em.pha^^ize'i the c r u c i a l import
ance of a d e c i s i o n of the w i l l i n r e l i g i o n . Kierkegaard's 
works culminated i n a b i t t e r a t t a c k upon established C h r i s t 
endom. VJe s h a l l have occa~ion to examine hi s ecclesiology 
l a t e r . I t i s c l e a r t h a t Kierkegaard's theology had c e r t a i n 
d e f i n i t e weaknesses. His views were sometimes exaggerated, 
an'i he was probably mentally disturbed i n the l a t e r part of 
h i s l i f e . However, i n the main the r e s u l t s of h i s work 
were h i g h l y b e n e f i c i a l . He re-asserted several fundamental 
t h e o l o g i c a l axioms more c l e a r l y than anyone since Luther, 
notably the theocentric approach and the d i a l e c t i c a l nature 
of revealed t r u t h . More than any other single f i g u r e , 
Kierkegaard i s responsible f o r s h a t t e r i n g the nomistic-
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I n t e l l e c t u a l l s t i c concept of r e v e l a t i o n and replacing i t 
w i t h Luther's dynamic, personal, r e l a t i o n a l view. 

The consequences of ICierkegaard' s philosophy of r e l i g 
i o n were not imm.ediately r e a l i z e d . Indeed, i t i s only i n 
our own century t h a t he has been widely read and f u l l y 
appreciated. S t i l l , there were immediate e f f e c t s i n Scan
d i n a v i a , and nowhere were they greater than i n Norway. 
Bishop Heuch said I n 1864 t h a t Sdiren Kierkegaard's i n f l u 
ence had been stronger i n Norway than i n Derjuark. I n point 
of f a c t , h i s influence permeated the whole of Norwegian 
s p i r i t u a l l i f e a f t e r 1840. But t h i s influence could take 
one of two forms,which depended i n no small measure upon 
the p a r t i c u l a r v/orks of Kierkegaard upon which special 
emphasis was placed. His f i n a l a t t a c k upon Christendom 
had the widest currency and was seized upon by a P o s i t i v i s t 
l i k e Georg Brandes. The great l i t e r a r y f i g u r e s , Ibsen, 
Bj<yrnson, and Lie,read Kierkegaard early and bore the marks 
of t h i s contact f o r l i f e . I t was, however, the negative side 
of h i s work which made the deepest im.pression upon them. 
There was hardly any s i g n i f i c a n t churchman i n the second 
h a l f of the 19th Century who escaped h i s influence. I f 
few penetrated i n t o h i s more'profound p h i l o s o p h i c a l v/orks, 
many more received impulses from h i s r e l i g i o u s works. Here, 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s v a r i e d , but t h a t of Professor Johnson may 
serve as an example. He was perhaps the f i r s t theologian 
i n Norway to undertake a thorough study of Kierkegaard.77 
77 G, Ousland, En Kirkeh(!)'vding. . .p. 34-
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He was so profoundly influenced t h a t he incorporated much 
of Kierkegaard i n t o h i s dogmatic system. Johnson's successor, 
F r e d r i k Petersen, spent the greater p a r t of hi s l i f e i n a 
v a i n attempt to break loose from Kierkegaard. The cu l t u r e d 
Norwegian o f the l a s t century v;as forced to accept or r e j e c t 
Kierkegaard; He could not ignore him. 

Thus, the influences of Orthodoxy, Pietism, B i b l i c i s m , 
Kant, Empiricism, and Kierkegaard combined to discourage 
speculative theolopy and to separate theology and philosophy. 
Norway never possessed a Hegelian mediating theology l i k e 
t h a t of the Clausen-Martensen School i n Berjnark. Few 
speculative theologians appeared; E.F.B. Horn and Knud 
Krogh-Tonning were the only prominent names, and they were 
kept out of the u n i v e r s i t y f o r t h i s very reason. Monrad 
p a r t i c i p a t e d i n p a s t o r a l conferences and wrote p r o l i f i c a l l y 
i n the d a i l y press on r e l i g i o u s matters. He was always 
p o s i t i v e i n h i s a t t i t u d e , although c r i t i c a l of many features 
of Orthodox-Pietism. He v/as i n t u r n occasionally c r i t i c i z e d 
by some Churchmen; Differences o f opinion on p e r i p h e r a l and 
p r a c t i c a l m.atters were symptom.atic of a v;ider cleavage. 

S t i l l , there was no d e f i n i t i v e debate or open break 
between theology and philosophy. I n retrospect, i t i s 
d i f f i c u l t to see how t h i s was avoided. Perhaps the decisive 
d i f f e r e n c e t h a t e x i s t e d between the t h e o l o g i c a l philosophy 
of Monrad and the theology of the systematic theologians 
was not f u l l y appreciated a t the time. Indeed, i t appears 
as though Monrad's philosophy a c t u a l l y served as a p r o t e c t i n g 



90 
w a l l around theology. "Under the p r o t e c t i o n of the conserva
t i v e Hegelian u n i v e r s i t y philosophy, our confessional theology 
could develop undisturbed by c r i t i c i s m and, l i t t l e concerned 
w i t h epistemological d i f f i c u l t i e s , t u r n i t s energies to 
development and f o r m u l a t i o n of i t s ovm content. The only 
enemies i t had to fight...were found inside the Church... 
on the one hand, Enthusiastic Pietism and sectarianism, 
on the ot-^er hand, Grundtvigianism"78 

Religious u n i t y p r e v a i l e d u n t i l the l870's. Then, 
Darwinism an-i P o s i t i v i s m cam.e. I t was not, however, i n 
the Department of Philosophy but ra t h e r elsev/here i n the 
u n i v e r s i t y and outside i t , i n l i t e r a t u r e and i n the press, 
t h a t t h i s i n fluence v-as felt. The f a c t that a l l c r i t i c i s t r i 
had been excluded gave to i t s i n t r o d u c t i o n the appearance of 
a l a n d s l i d e . I n the c r i s i s which followed, the Church's 
a p o l o g i s t s , l ed by Fredrik Petersen (who had received 
s i g n i f i c a n t impulses from German neo-Kantianism), turned 
t h e i r backs upon Hegellanlsn.''^^ They r e j e c t e d the support 
of metaph-'sics f o r the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , and sought to 
assert the existence of categories independent of l o g i c . 

To sum up, we may say t h a t 19th Century Norregian 
theology and philosophy were both f i r m l y rooted i n German 
Idealism.. However, whereas philosophy remained thoroughly 
Hegelian, theology was more under the influence of Kant 
and Schleierm.acher. The impact of Hegelianism was exerted 
78 A. Brandrud, NTT, X I I , p. 229. 
79 0. Koppang, Hegelianismen i Norge discusses the r e l a t i o n 

of Johnson, Petersen, and other theologians t o Hegelian
ism, pp. 2 l 4 f f . 
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i n a formal r a t h e r than a m a t e r i a l way. The influence of 
Kant's c r i t i c i s m grew s t e a d i l y stronger throughout the 
Century. Schleiermacher's theology gained no adherents, 
but h i s method p r e v a i l e d from 1850 u n t i l ca. I88O. Even-
a f t e r 1880, when R i t s c h l i a n theology came on the scene, i t 
rested upon Schleierm.acher's philosophy of r e l i g i o n . The 
in f l u e n c e of SA'ren Blierkegaard v/as varied and considerable, 
perhaps even d e c i s i v e . Thus, the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
theology and philosophy vras ambiguous. 

Church L i f e 

Norwegian Church l i f e i n the 19th Century followed the 

main western European Dattern. 

T h e o l o g i c a l l y , there was a steady trend awajr from 

Rationalism and toward Orthodoxy f o r the f i r s t three-quarters 

of the century. The f i r s t u n i v e r s i t y professors, S.B. Hers

leb and S. J . Stenersen, taught a mil d Orthodoxy w i t h rem

nants of Rationalism. Orthodoxy a l l i e d i t s e l f w i t h Pietism 

i n the theology of Gisle Johnson, and reigned supreme from 

1850 to 1875. Johnson's successor, F r e d r i k Petersen, vias a 

t y p i c a l t r a n s i t i o n theologian, w i t h one foo t i n Orthodoxy 

and one i n L i b e r a l Theology. He wa^ c h i e f l y engaged i n the 

apologetic task vhich the period demanded agsinst Poativism 

and materialism. L i b e r a l Theology gained the upper hand a t 

the u n i v e r s i t y i n the l890's. I n I903, i t gained c o n t r o l 

of the Chair of Systematic Theology; This event provided 

the occasion f o r the formation of the Independent Faculty 

(MENIGKETSFAIOJLTETST). 
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I n the p r a c t i c a l realm, the Century was characterized 

by r e v i v a l movements v/hich gradually consolidated i n t o 
v o l u n t a r y o r g anizations, by tensions v j i t h i n the Church, by 
a p a r t i a l d i s i n t e g r a t i o n of the system of the State Church, 
and, tOY-ards the close of the Century, by a r a p i d s e c u l a r i 
z a t i o n of society.80 The general trend of p r a c t i c a l Church 
l i f e v/as c l e a r l y toward the l e f t . 

Norway experienced three great r e v i v a l s , as v/ell as 
several of sm.aller dimensions. The f i r s t was led by the 
layman Hans Nilsen Hauge, one of the tv/o most important 
f i g u r e s i n 19th Century Church l i f e . The second v;as i n s p i r e d 
by the other s i g n i f i c a n t p e r s o n a l i t y of the period. Professor 
Gisle Johnson. The most s t r i k i n g feature of Norwegian r e v i 
valism, was the remarkable p a r t played by the l a i t y . I n the 
course of the Century, lay a c t i v i t y , e s p e c i a l l y lay preach
in g , g r a dually won l e g a l and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l r e c o g n i t i o n . 
This development formed a p a r t o f the general democratizing 
t r e n d of the day. The r e v i v a l movements had a s u b j e c t i v -
i s t i c and i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c o r i e n t a t i o n . This f a c t , coupled 
w i t h the i n e l a s t i c i t y of the n a t i o n a l Church, determined 
t h e i r o r g a n i z a t i o n upon a s s o c i a t i o n a l l i n e s . Hence, the 
Foreign Missions movement, organized i n the 1840's, and 
the Inner Mission movement begun i n the l850's, both 
c h i l d r e n of the r e v i v a l , developed independently of the 
State Church. This i n e v i t a b l y l e d totremendous e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 

80 E. Mo Hand, Church L i f e i n Norway, pp. 2-3. 
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tensions. The long drawn-out c o n f l i c t over the question 
of La.y-preaching which extended throughout most of the 
Century was symptomatic o f the v/hole process. 

The r e v i v a l combined w i t h the renewal of theology to 
i n s p i r e a movement on a large scale f o r the reform of the 
Church's p o l i t y and f o r a m o d i f i c a t i o n of i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p 
to the State. At l e a s t three d i f f e r e n t p a r t i e s advocated 
some form o f reform. They shared the same e s s e n t i a l d e f i n i 
t i o n o f the Church and the same desire f o r greater indepen
dence from the State; But they were in'sharp disagreement 
on the matter of Church D i s c i p l i n e , and t h e i r programmes 
d i f f e r e d widely on points of d e t a i l . This movement devel
oped great momentum between I850 and 1885, and r e a l i z e d a 
few o f i t s o b j e c t i v e s , but v/as l a r g e l y a f a i l u r e , p a r t l y 
by reason of dissension i n i t s own ranks, p a r t l y because 
of p o l i t i c a l pressure. 

Revival also u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y gave impetus to various 
tendencies toward Separatism and sectarianism. For the 
f i r s t time, passage o f the Dissenter Act i n 1845 made 
withdrawal from the State Church possible. I n extent,these 
S e p a r a t i s t m.ovements proved to be extrem.ely small, but they 
are of considerable importance f o r the main subject of t h i s 
t h e s i s . The collapse of the movement f o r reform i n the 
1870' s brought a ne\\r Separatist movement and r e s u l t e d i n 
the form.ation of a sm.all Lutheran Free Church. The conser
vatism o f the Inner Mission movement, hov/ever, served to 
keep the overwhelming m a j o r i t y of the Norv/egian people 
w i t h i n the n a t i o n a l Church ( s t i l l ca. 96^). 
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Another feature of 19th Century Norwegian Churdh l i f e 
was the Grundtvigian p a r t y . I t exerted great influence i n 
the p e r i o d I83O-I870, and was the dominant party f o r a few 
b r i e f years i n the 1840's. I n 1857, hov^fever, the Orthodox-
P i e t i s t s , under the leadership of Gisle Johnson, launched 
a two-pronged a t t a c k against Sepa-ratism on the one hand and 
Grundtvigianism on the other. Y.Tiile Separatism was checked 
f o r the time being, the campaign against Grundtvigianism had 
a m.ore permanent outcome. I t was i n f a c t continued u n t i l 
by the j o i n t e f f o r t s of the Theological Faculty, the Govern
ment and the "axvakened" l a i t y , the party was f i n a l l y beaten 
i n t o subm.ission. 

These concerns, which v/ere p r i m a r i l y domestic to the 
l i f e of the Church I t s e l f , were i n t e r r u p t e d i n the l880's 
by the sudden onslaught of P o s i t i v i s m , evolutionism, and 
materialism. These ney/ forces brought about a r a p i d secular
i z a t i o n i n the l i f e of the nat i o n . 'This development, coupled 
w i t h the challenge of L i b e r a l Theology i n the l890's, caused 
the Church to devote most of her a t t e n t i o n to the apologetic 
task. The process of s e c u l a r i z a t i o n v;as, however, to some 
extent countered by fr e s h r e v i v a l s i n t h i s period. The 
o l d organizations f o r Inner Mission and Foreign Mission 
were strengthened,and new associations founded. 

I n the l i f e of the Church as a whole, the Low Church 
forces continued to make progress, as the High Church party 
completely d i s i n t e g r a t e d . 

Grundtvigianism, the movements f o r Inner Mission and 
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Foreign Missions, the movem.ent f o r reform, and Separatism 
w i l l a l l require more d e t a i l e d treatment a t a l a t e r stage. 
E c c l e s i o l o g i c a l questions played a major p a r t i n the 
h i s t o r y of each of them. 
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DURING THE NINETEENTH CENTURY 
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I n t h i s p a r t o f the t h e s i s we s h a l l pass ujider review 

the c o n t r i b u t i o n to the doct r i n e of the Church made by 
i n d i v i d u a l theologians during the period. I t w i l l appear 
t h a t t h i s was not remarkable e i t h e r i n q u a l i t y or extent. 
The theologians w i t h whom, we s h a l l be concerned were not 
of equal importance and c e r t a i n l y do not lend themselves to 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n by schools or t h e o l o g i c a l t r a d i t i o n s . They 
were not i n m.any cases d i r e c t l y concerned w i t h Systematic 
Theology as such and, while one of them (Gisle Johnson) 
c e r t a i n l y made a considerable and l a s t i n g impact upon the 
Churc h - l i f e of the period, two others (M. J. Monrad and 
Knud Krogh-Tonning) who are of outstanding i n t e r e s t from 
the p o i n t of view of Systematic Theology exercised r e l a t i v e l y 
l i t t l e i n f l u e n c e upon t h e i r contemporaries. There i s a cer
t a i n i n d i v i d u a l i s m about the theologians of the period which 
may a r i s e from various causes. I n some cases, i t can be 
explained by the very character and content of t h e i r theology 
as a whole. National temperament may have had i t s p a r t to 
play, while the d i r e c t absorption i n contemporary Church-
l i f e and . i t s problems on the p a r t of the m a j o r i t y of those 
w i t h whom we s h a l l be concerned here m i l i t a t e d against the 
best i n t e r e s t s of a s c i e n t i f i c theology. I f then some 
resemblance to a catalogue treatment cannot be altogether 
avoided, the attempt w i l l also be made i n the concluding 
s e c t i o n t o define the main issues i n the doctrine of the 
Church round which discussion ranged and to assess the 
value of the c o n t r i b u t i o n made by p a r t i c u l a r theologians 
to t h e i r e l u d l d a t i o n . 
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The e n t i r e Protestant world faced a c r i s i s i n the 19th 
Century v;ith regard to the doctrine of the Church. Bishop 
Aule'n has singled out two c h i e f c o n t r i b u t i n g f a c t o r s i n t h i s 
c r i s i s , the " n o m i s t i c - i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t i c " concept of r e v e l a t i o n 
and the su b j e c t i v e approach; V/here these are allov/ed to per
s i s t , no l a s t i n g s o l u t i o n to the c r i s i s may reasor.3-bly be 
expected. The various e f f o r t s to restore the doctrine of the 
Church f a i l because they do not deal w i t h the problem pro
foundly enough and because they involve too m.any s e l f - c o n t r a 
d i c t o r y elements.1 

This general c r i s i s was r e f l e c t e d i n the Church of 
Norv/ay d u r i n g our period. Whether or not the f a c t was always 
r e a l i z e d , the do c t r i n e of the Church was one of her most 
c r i t i c a l t h e o l o g i c a l problems.2 There was i n f a c t l i t t l e 
d i scussion o f the problem on the l e v e l of p r i n c i p l e . But, 
as we s h a l l see i n the concluding p a r t of t h i s t h e s i s , many 
of the problems which were most h o t l y debated had t h e i r roots 
i n the do c t r i n e of the Church. 

The problem was approached from several standpoints: 
From the standpoint of High Church Neo-Lutheranism, of 
Orthodox-Pietism,and Revivalism, of Grundtvigianism, and 
of sectarianism. The general t h e o l o g i c a l trend of the Century 
was toward the r i g h t u n t i l about 1875, when i t swung toward 
the l e f t . I n the f i e l d of ecclesiology, however, as i n the 
f i e l d of p o l i t i c s , the trend was constantly tov/ard the l e f t . 
1 G. Aul T i l l Belysning om den Lutherska Kyrkoldeen..., 

p. 133. 
2 Cr. J. Lavik, Spenningen i Norsk K i r k e l l v , Oslo, 1946, 

p."" 31; "The past 100 years of Norwegian Church h i s t o r y are 
marked by the self-defence of the doct r i n e of the Church." 
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Godvin Ousland h8,s described I t as a movement from a "Church-

view" t o an "association-view".^ This i s ' a c o r r e c t assessment 

provided t h a t i t i s borne I n mind t h a t the a s s o c i a t i o n a l 

concept o f the Church vias already present i n Pietism and the 

Enlightenment. During the Century, hov/ever, t h i s tendency was 

strengthened and given p r a c t i c a l expression i n r e l a t i o n to 

the f a c t o r s i n contemporary Church-life which w i l l concern 

us i n the t h i r d s e c t i o n of our work. 

Unfortunately, no l a s t i n g s o l u t i o n to the probliffls 

i n v o l v e d i n the d o c t r i n e emarged during the period. A l l 

the theologians w i t h whom we s h a l l be concerned i n t h i s 

chapter f e l l i n t o the p i t f a l l s e i t h e r of subjectivism or 

of i n t e l l e c t u a l i s m (or even i n t o a combination of the t ; i f o ) . 

The h i s t o r y of Norvregian theology r e a l l y begins v/ith the 

founding of the Royal F r e d r i k U n i v e r s i t y i n C h r i s t l a n i a i n 

1811. Before t h i s date, the c r e a t i o n of an independent 

theolog}'' v/as prevented by various fL-.ctors: The traditionalism 

of the State Church, the i s o l a t i o n of the country, the absence 

of i n s t i t u t i o n s o f higher l e a r n i n g , and the lack o f l i b r a r i e s . 

Nor was the task p a r t i c u l a r l y easy i n the f i r s t years of the 

u n i v e r s i t y ' s existence. C h r i s t i a n i a was then only a l i t t l e 

p r o v i n c i a l town; Several Danish scholars were o f f e r e d profes

sorships and declined them. The f i r s t t h e o l o g i c a l Professors, 

3 G. Ousland "Fra Kirke- t i l foreningskirkesyn" i n TTK, Oslo, 
1951, pp. 69-82. 

4 . A. Brandrud, NTT, X I I , D. ?01. 
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S.3. Hersleb and S. J. Stenersen, bore a teaching burden 
so heavy t h a t they vers unable to carry on independent 
s c h o l a r l y work. Only gradually d i d a d i s t i n c t i v e Norv;egian 
theology emerge. Hersleb v;as succeeded as Professor of 
Systematic Theology by Pastor C. N. Keyser (professor, 
1836-I8'^i6); Keyser was i n t u r n succeeded by Pastor J. 11. P. 
Kaurin (professor, 18-^1-6-1852). Both of these men were 
competent teachers, but n e i t h e r made any great c o n t r i b u t i o n 
to scholarship. I t was not u n t i l Gisle Johnson v;as appointed 
to the Faculty t h a t an o r i g i n a l system was produced. 

I n 1849, the Church of Norway established a sp e c i a l 
" P r a c t i c a l Theological Seminarium", to provide i n s t r u c t i o n 
i n p r a c t i c a l theology ( p a s t o r a l theology, catechetics, 
l i t u r g i e s , e c c l e s i a s t i c a l law, and h o m i l e t i c s ) f o r prospec
t i v e o r d i n a t i o n candidates.^ Among the l e c t u r e r s i n prac
t i c a l theology were several i l l u s t r i o u s f i g u r e s , i n c l u d i n g 
Pastor W. Vfexels (1849-51), Pastor ( l a t e r Bishop) Andrecs 
Grimelund (1852-56), Pastor ( l a t e r Bishop) J. C. Heuch 
(1875-80) , Dean Gustav Jensen (1881-88, 1895-1902), and 
Dr. Knud Krogh-Tonning (1883 -86) . These men were important 
f o r the f o r m u l a t i o n of Norwegian ecclesiology.. We s h a l l 
consider Dr. Krogh-Tonning, Bishop Griraelund, and Dean 
Jensen i n t h i s s e c t i o n of the t h e s i s . The c o n t r i b u t i o n s 
of Pastor Wexels ano Bishop Hei.ich v d l l be examined i n l a t e r 
chapters. 
5 These subjects are not taught i n the academic course 

leading t o the degree o f Candidate of Theology i n the 
u n i v e r s i t y . 
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( I ) Svend Borchmann Hersleb (1784-1836) and Stener 

Johannes Stenersen (1789-1835) 

S. B. Hersleb and S. J. Stenersen v/ere native Norwe
gians who had received t h e i r education a t Copenhagen. Both 
were s t r o n g l y a t t r a c t e d to N.F.S. Grundtvig, who v/as j u s t 
then passing through an awalrening to B i b l i c a l C h r i s t i a n i t y 
and was l a t e r to become the grest opponent of Rationalism 
i n Danish theology. Hersleb, (v/ho had l i v e d i n the same 
college w i t h Grundtvig and was h i s closest f r i e n d during 
t h i s ' p e r i o d ) , worked zealously i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n v/ith h i s 
colleague t o secure a c h a i r f o r Grundtvig a t the Norwegian 
u n i v e r s i t y . On h i s side, Grundtvig named one of h i s sons 
a f t e r Hersleb i n the hope t h a t there would be some resemb
lance between them.^ The tw Norwegians corresponded 
f a i t h f u l l y w i t h Grundtvig u n t i l 1825, when Grundtvig m.ade 
h i s "matchless discovery" which l a t e r developed i n t o the 
so- c a l l e d "Churchly View" (EIP.KELIG ANSIil^ISE). Here, 
however, they v/ere unable to f o l l o v ; Grundtvig, and the 
correspondence ceased a b r u p t l y . l i k e Grundtvig, the two 
Norwegians v/ere a n t i - R a t i o n a l i s t ; Their theology displays 
an apologetic tendency. But they \iere never "Grundtvigians" 
i n the true sense of the word. Stenersen wrote against the 
Churchly View. Although Kersleb's deep antipathy toward 
t h e o l o g i c a l controversy prevented him from a t t a c k i n g i t 
openly, he nevertheless found i t unacceptable. 
6 A. Brandrud, NTT, XXII, p. 138. 
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According to Brandrud, Hersleb and Stenersen taught a 

"Restoration" theology, by'.which he means the type of theology 
which heralded the recovery of Lutheran theology from the 
i n f l u e n c e s of the Enlightenment. They had "one f o o t i n 
the Enlightenment and one f o o t i n Orthodoxy". Both re t a i n e d 
the i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t conception of r e v e l a t i o n , and gave a 
broad place to n a t u r a l theology. S t i l l , the dominant charac
t e r i s t i c of t h e i r theology was i t s B i b l i c i s m . Both strongly 
emphasized the p r i n c i p l e of the Sola S c r i p t u r a , and i t v/as 
t h i s which prevented them from becoming Grundtvigians.'^ Their 
t h e o l o g i c a l approach tended tov/ard Confessionalism and away 
from Pietism. Both possessed a r a t h e r r i g i d , a r i s t o c r a t i c 
State-Churchmanship and a fear and d i s t r u s t of Enthusiasm. 
Consequently, although they were personal f r i e n d s of Hauge, 
they were a t the same time c r i t i c a l of c e r t a i n tendencies 
w i t h i n Revivalism, p a r t i c u l a r l y lay-preaching. 

Obviously, the B i b l i c i s m and renewed Orthodoxy of 
Hersleb and Stenersen represent a s i g n i f i c a n t r e o r i e n t a t i o n 
i n Norwegian theology. I^Vhile the more spectacular opposition 
to Rationalism was c a r r i e d out by others (notably Pastor 
V/. A. Wexels), the worst dangers of Enlightenment theology 
were already avoided i n the work of the two professors. As 
f a r as the d o c t r i n e of the Church was concerned, they l a i d 
7 They d i d not, however, hold the u n c r i t i c a l view of Scrip

t u r e of the o l d e r Orthodoxy. Stenersen, f o r example, could 
comment on Heb. 6 :4-8 , where the author holds out no hope 
of s a l v a t i o n for- the apostate, t h a t e i t h e r t h i s was a 
reference to the s i n against the Holy Ghost, or the 
author has erred. 
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the foundation f o r a moderate Lutheran High-Churchmanship 
which was l a t e r strengthened by other infl u e n c e s , notably 
Germ.an Neo-Iutheranism. Here the lea-'ing f i g u r e i n Norwe
gian theology was Pastor Wexels. 

Stenersen's f i e l d was not Dogmatics, but Church History, 
New Testament, and Et h i c s . I n 1827, hov/ever, he published a 
popular Dogmatic to be used as a school t e x t . ^ This work 
bears traces o f the infl u e n c e of Rationalism. Almost h a l f 
of the book i s devoted to n a t u r a l theology, and an i n d i v i d 
u a l i s t i c s p i r i t pervades the whole. Stenersen stresses the 
"a s c e t i c " value of s o l i t u d e f o r self-examination. I n the 
se c t i o n on the Holy Communion, no mention i s m.ade of the 
communion of Chr i s t i a n s w i t h one another, but only of com
munion -viith C h r i s t . The i n d i v i d u a l ' s struggle tô .--ard s a n c t i -
f i c a t i o n i s made easier by the f a c t t h a t a l l other Christians 
also s t r u g g l e , and e s p e c i a l l y through mutual i n t e r c e s s i o n . 

But the most s i g n i f i c a n t feature of the work i s the 
f a c t t h a t i t contains no a r t i c l e on the Church. The doctrine 
of the Church i s r e l e g a t e d t o a note on pp. 258-59, which 
reads as f o l l o w s : 

"The Church, i . e . the community of bel i e v e r s i n Ch r i s t , i s 
one and c a t h o l i c , i n so f a r as a l l who belong to i t agree 
t h a t they can achieve s a l v a t i o n only by f a i t h i n Jesus C h r i s t , 
but i t i s d i v i d e d i n t o several Churches... I t i s a true (Church| 
i n s o f a r as Christ's teaching i s r i g h t l y proclaimed t h e r e i n 
and the Sacraments i n s t i t u t e d by Him r i g h t l y adm.inistered, 
i n e r r o r i f t h i s i s not done, a fa l s e £churchl v;hen i t denies 

8 Forsdg t i l en Laerebog i n r e l i g i o n e n , t i l brug f o r de 
laerde skolers hdieve Classer, C h r i s t i a n i a , 1827. Stener
sen d i d not discuss the doct r i n e of the Church i n h i s 
general Church History textbook or i n h i s h i s t o r y of the 
Reformation. 
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the basic t r u t h f i . e . J u s t i f i c a t i o n by Faith^ ; I t i s v i s i b l e 
i n so f a r as a l l who are baptized and adhere to i t are rec
koned as members...and i n v i s i b l e i n so f a r as i t i s held 
to incjude only those vho by a t r u e , l i v i n g f a i t h are r e 
generated to e t e r n a l l i f e ; And f i n a l l y , i t i s at present 
m i l i t a n t . . .but v d l l be triumphant..." 

This statement i s not p a r t i c u l a r l y r e v e a l i n g ; I t i s too 
b r i e f . . I t does, however, show the influence both of Ortho
doxy and Rationalism. The key concept i s J u s t i f i c a t i o n by 
F a i t h ; Indeed, t h i s v/ould seem to be the one e s s e n t i a l 
mark of the Church. A Church may be " i n e r r o r " about the 
preaching o f the Gospel and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacra
ments v;ithout thereby becoming a " f a l s e " Church. The Church 
lB'!the community of b e l i e v e r s " , "Those who are regenerated". 
Wexels once said t h a t i t was Stenersen who f i r s t showed 
him "the tremendous d i f f e r e n c e between moral improvement 
and regeneration".9 On the other hand, he i s u n w i l l i n g to . 
draw narrov? l i m i t s to the Church. He regards a l l who are 
baptized as i n some sense belonging to the Church, and he 
seems t o accept on an equal basis the other d i v i s i o n s of 
Christendom. There i s no s i g n i f i c a n t evidence .of P i e t i s t 
i n f l u e n c e . The c o n f l i c t i n g elements i n Stenersen's e c c l e s l -
ology I n d i c a t e the c r i s i s i n which Lutheranism found i t s e l f 
i n t h i s regard i n the 1820's. 

I n 1833, Pastor V/exels published an a r t i c l e i n h i s 
T l d s s k r i f t f o r Kirke-Kronlke og C h r i s t e l l g Theologi e n t i t i e d 
"Are xve i n Baptism made members of the true C h r i s t i a n Church?", 
i n which f o r the f i r s t tim.e he appeared as a siDOkesman f o r 

9 D. Thrap, "W.A. Wexe''s, 1797-186^, I l v s - og T i d s b l l l e d e " , 
i n Forhandlinaer 1 Vldenskabs-Selskabet 1 C h r i s t l a n i a , 
C h r i s t l a n i a , 190^^, p. 5-
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the Grundtvigian Churchly View. "̂'̂  The a r t i c l e v;as t r a d i t i o n 
a l i s t and a n t i - R a t i o n a l i s t , and included the f o l l o w i n g s t a t e 
ment: "Those who are baptized i n t o another f a i t h than the 
above f i . e . word f o r word, the e n t i r e Apostles' Creed") are 
n a t u r a l l y not r e a l l y members of the C h r i s t i a n body i n s t i t u t e d 
by Baptism i n t o t h i s [creed] . "-•-- Stenersen thereupon sharply 
c r i t i c i z e d Wexels' p o s i t i o n i n the sam.e p e r i o d i c a l . ̂ S^e 
supports Wexels' a n t i - R a t i o n a l i s t standpoint, but he doubts 
the wisdom and questions the v a l i d i t y of Wexels' argujiient. 
Wexels "does C h r i s t i a n i t y no s e r v i c e " thereby. Stenersen 
defends the a u t h o r i t y of Scripture against Wexels' t r a d i t i o n 
a l ism. Those who place so much stress on the Creed and "the 
l i v i n g voice - from one generation to another" should remem.ber 
t h a t S c r i p t u r e i s the best c r i t e r i o n of A p o s t o l i c i t y . Sten
ersen doubts Wexels' a s s e r t i o n t h a t the Church has used the 
same Baptismal Creed throughout the ages. He r e j e c t s Wexels' 
boast t h a t the R a t i o n a l i s t s cannot f i n d evidences of "an 
un-Christian,un-Apostolic character i n our congregations, 
. . . i n t h e i r pure form". I t i s p r e c i s e l y a t t h i s p o i n t t h a t 
the R a t i o n a l i s t argument i s v a l i d , says Stenersen. He agrees 
t h a t h i s t o r y proves the d i v i n i t y of the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n , 
but denies the a s s e r t i o n t h a t h i s t o r y can be made to prove 
the gentiineness of a Church. He charges h i s opponent w i t h 

10 I t was not,however, so labeled a t t h i s time. The expres
s i o n was f i r s t a p p l ied to the Grundtvigian view i n 1847 by 
the Dane V. E i r k e d a l . A . F j e l l b u , "Den K i r k e l i g e Anskuelse i 
Norge" i n C-amle Spor og Nye Veier, K r i s t l a n i a , 1922, p. 131. 
11 T i d s s k r i f t f o r Kirke-gronike og C h r i s t e l i g Theclogi, I , 

D. 17. 
12 i b i d . 
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s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n ; Wexels f i r s t speaks as though a l l denom
i n a t i o n s were one Church, and then proceeds to unchurch Rome 
"and probably the Greeks as w e l l " . F i n a l l y , he attacks Wexels' 
in s i s t e n c e on the precise vrording of the Creed. Are people 
to be re-baptized i f they have not been baptized w i t h the 
c o r r e c t formula? Stenersen fears t h a t the Apostles themselves 
would thus have t o be excluded from Wexels' Church, from the 
Church vfhich they founded. 

Wexels was no match f o r Stmer.sen i n t h e o l o g i c a l debate. 
He issued a lengthy r e p l y , but admitted h i s e r r o r i n assuming 
the necessity of re-Baptism f o r those baptized w i t h another 
formula.1^ 

Since he v/ss the f i r s t professor of Dogmatics, Hersleb's 
eccl e s i o l o g y i s of greater s i g n i f i c a n c e . He l e f t no published 
works i n the f i e l d , but at l e a s t two sets of lecture notes 
made by h i s students are extant."'-'^ His l e c t u r e method was 
f i r s t to d i c t a t e a summary paragraph i n L a t i n and then to 
expand upon the them.e i n the vernacular. The L a t i n para
graphs i n the two manuscripts are v i r t u a l l y i d e n t i c a l . 

Hersleb employed the t r a d i t i o n a l Dogmatic method. He 
obvlouslj'' regarded Dogmatics as a normative and not merely 
a h i s t o r i c a l d i s c i p l i n e . For him, the Bible i s the basic 
norm, and the Confessions of the Church a secondary norm. 
13 I b i d . , p. 458. 
14 Mss. No's. 5 and 256, Hdndskrlftsamllng, Un i v e r s i t y 

L i b r a r y , Oslo. The pages are not numbered. 
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I n accordance w i t h h i s I n t e l l e c t u a l i s t conception of reve-. 
l a t i o n , he f i n d s no discrepancy between the content of 
Sc r i p t u r e and the content of the Confessions, and t h i s 
content i s i d e n t i f i e d w i t h r e v e l a t i o n . Even i n the section 
on the Church, we read: "The Evangelical Protestant Church 
acknowledges the Bible alone to be the true d o c t r i n a l norm; 
I t i s the foundation upon which t h i s Church i s b u i l t " . The 
Symbolical Books "contain the norm of d o c t r i n e , v/hich the 
doctors of the Church r e j o i c e to f o l l o w " . But they derive 
t h e i r a u t h o r i t y from t h e i r f i d e l i t y to Script u r e . The 
only a u t h o r i t y they possess i n t h e i r own r i g h t i s a c i v i l 
a u t h o r i t y . As a c i v i l com.munity, the V i s i b l e Church has a 
r i g h t t o demand t h a t i t s teachers f o l l o v ; the Confessions. 

Hersleb begins by d e f i n i n g the Church w i t h i n broad 
l i m i t s : "The C h r i s t i a n Church i s the e n t i r e comjnunity of 
those who profess t h a t Jesus Christ i s the Redeem.er of 
mankind and who embrace the r e l i g i o u s teaching; set f o r t h 
by Him".-^5 rpĵ g intellectua-lism. and the tolerancd of the 
Enlightenment are evident here. He goes on, however, to 
d i s t i n g u i s h between the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church. The 
V i s i b l e Church "Includes a l l who outwardly confess C h r i s t 
i a n i t y and who do not by open word or deed exclude them
selves from i t " . The I n v i s i b l e Church "Includes a l l r e 
generate persons ".-̂•'̂  This d i s t i n c t i o n appears to have 
15"ECCLESIA CHRISTIANA EST UNIVERSITAS EORBI QUI JESLM 

CHRISTUM GENERIS HUI-IANI SERVATOREM ESSE PROFITENTUR 
ET RELIGIONIS DOCTRINAM AB EO 3XP0SITAM A.MPLECTUNTUR. " 
Ms. no. 5, paragraph 165, ms. no, 256, paragraph 153. 

16 Ms. no. 256, paragraph 153. 



107 
occasioned no great d i f f i c u l t y to Kersleb, and no f u r t h e r 
development i s given. The V i s i b l e Church can be f u r t h e r 
c l a s s i f i e d as "UNIVERSALIS" and "PARTICULARIS". The Church 
" P a r t i c u l a r " ( i . e . any one of the various branches of Christen
dom) may be e i t h e r an ECCLESIA /̂SPA. or an ECCLESIA FAISA. 
The "CRITERIA" (not NOTAE) of SCCLESIA VERA are the pure 
preaching of the Word and the r i g h t admini strati-on of the 
Sacraments. Hersleb concludes t h a t the Society of Friends 
i s t h e r e f o r e not an ECCLESIA VERA, because i t r e j e c t s the 
Sacraments. The Roman Church i s , but i t i s "less pure" 
(than the Lutheran) because i n i t "the Sacraments are 
mixed w i t h human t h i n g s " . 

The word s ^ i ^ t ^ r i a , says Hersleb, i s used i n the New 
Testament to m.ean: 1) An assem.bly f o r worship, 2) The com
munity o f C h r i s t i a n s , and 3) The I n v i s i b l e Church. I t i s 
never used of the clergy alone, s t i l l less of a single 
clergyman. I t i s , on the other hand, used of the l a i t y as 
d i s t i n c t from the clergy (Acts 20:28, I Tim. 3 :5 ) . ' 

The a t t r i b u t e s "one, holy, catholic,and e t e r n a l " belong-
to the I n v i s i b l e Church only, and the Roman Church errs in-
applying them t o the V i s i b l e Church. Hersleb accepted the 
statement "outside the Church there i s no s a l v a t i o n " , but 
ap p l i e d i t to the I n v i s i b l e Church only. This, he claimed, 
was an i n s i g h t established by the Reform.ation. He emphasized 
the p o i n t t h a t C h r i s t i s the only Head of the Church. "The 
Church venerates no v i s i b l e head" 
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Hersleb held a High-Church Lutheran do c t r i n e of the 

Ministry.-'-''' The M i n i s t r y was i n s t i t u t e d by Chri s t and the 

Apostles (Matt. 28:19, John 20 :21 , I . Tim. 3 : i r ' , e t . a l . ) . 

I t is-based upon "the express testimony of Scr i p t u r e " . I t • 

i s " t r a n s planted" from the Apostles; They "commissioned 

(BESI-TKi-^DE)" the f i r s t c l ergy, although they sought the 

o p i n i o n of the Congregation.-'-^ l a t e r , the Church elected 

the c l e r g y , but the higher clergy always performed the act 

of O r dination. Hersleb emphasized the f c . c t t hat the C a l l 

was Divine, but he was c a r e f u l t o avoid on the one hand the 

Roman concept of the M i n i s t r y and the Donatlst heresy on 

the other: "Ministers of the Church are indeed c a l l e d by 

God, whenever the g i f t i s conferred upon them i n the 

Providence o f God according to the laws of the Church; 

This g i f t does not, hov/ever, necessarily extend to s a n c t i t y 

of l i f e , r i g h t knowledge, or the a b i l i t y to teach."19 

There i s no room here f o r a M i n i s t r y which i s dependent 

upon the Congregation. Indeed, the Congregation plays no 

p a r t whatever. This standpoint was t y p i c a l of Hersleb's 

generation. Kersleb took a High Church p o s i t i o n v/ith 

regard t o the Power o f the Keys. This Power "Is custom

a r i l y included i n the r i g h t s of the Sacred M i n i s t r y " , 

1 7 Ms. no. 5, paragraph 166, ms. no. 2 5 6 , paragraph 154. 
1 8 Here Hersleb r e f e r s to Acts 6, vrhich i n d i c a t e s t h a t he 

regarded the f i r s t Deacons as clergy. 
19"MINISTRI ECCLESIA2 QUIDE!̂  A DEO VOCAKTl^., QUANDC CĤ Cr-UE 

MUNUS SECUKDLTM LEGES SCCLESIAS, DEC PROVID JNTS I LI IS 
.CONPERTUR: HAUD ITA TA?-!EN, UT VITAS SANCTITAS ?_ICTA 
SCIENTIA ET DOCSNDI FACULTAS Cll^ ILLIS SIMUL CCMMUNI-
CETITR. " 



109 

although " i n the s t r i c t sense" i t perhaps belonged to the 
Apostles alone; Hersleb obviously d i d not regard i t as a 
prero g a t i v e of the Congregation.^0 

( I I ) C h r i s t i a n N. Keyser (1798-1846) and J. K. P. Kaurin 
(1804-1863). 

Herslcb and Stenersen were succeeded by two of t h e i r 
former students. Pastors C. N. Keyser and J.M.?, Kaurin. 
Each l e c t u r e d i n several f i e l d s ; Keyser was professor of 
Dogm.atlcs from 1836-1846, when he returned to the parish 
M i n i s t r y . Kaurin succeeded to' his- c h a i r i n 1846 and held 
i t u n t i l h i s e l e c t i o n to the Bishopric of Bergen i n 1852. 

They "represented the B i b l i c i s t , moderate Orthodoxy vjhich 
character.'.zed most o f the d i s c i p l e s of Hersleb and Stenersen, 
but v/ere n e i t h e r narrowly P i e t i s t i c nor strongly confessional, 
and were therefore open to the influence of the various cam.ps 
of Restoration theology ". 

Nelther Keyser nor Kaurin published any dogm.atic works, 
and a.n i n v e s t i g a t i o n of the manuscript c o l l e c t i o n of the 
U n i v e r s i t y l i b r a r y i n Oslo reveals no lec t u r e notes t h a t 
might help us. I t i s therefore very d i f f i c u l t to discover 
t h e i r exact t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n . 

There i s , however, one source vihich gives us an ex c e l l e n t 
i n s i g h t i n t o t h e i r theology a t one po i n t i n t h e i r career. I n 
the year 1839, these two men, together w i t h Pastor V/exels, 
21 A. Brandrud, NTT, X I I , p. 223. 
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were appointed to serve as a Royal Commission to undertake 
a r e v i s i o n of Pontoppidan's Explanation of luther's.Catechism. 
The r e s u l t was the s t r o n g l y Grundtvigian Revised Catechism 
(1842). A b i t t e r c o n f l i c t follov/ed i t s p u b l i c a t i o n , and 
Wexels -an'parti-ciilar came under heavy fir«. We s h a l l discuss 
the e c c l e s i o l o g y of the Catechism i n a i t e r chapter. Here, 
we need only note t h a t i t was Professor Kaurin and not 
Wexels who was c h i e f l y responsible f o r the rev i s i o n s made. 
I n defence of the Catechism, he states t h a t , vihereas h i s 
colleagues on the Commissicn v^ere i n c l i n e d to be more conserv
a t i v e , he was him.self responsible ""or the thorough-going char
a c t e r of the revision.22 K.B. Landstad wrote i n Kaurin's 
o b i t u a r y t h a t he had been "strongly influenced by the so-
c a l l e d 'Churchly View' or the Grundtvigian p a r t y . . . " at the 
time, and t h a t he had been the one c h i e f l y responsible be
cause "he alv/ays made the f i r s t d r a f t " and the others "seldom 
i f ever disagreed, and never i n any e s s e n t i a l respect". ̂3 
Landstad says t h a t he l a t e r "freed himself" from Grundtvig-
ianism, e s p e c i a l l y a f t e r he began to le c t u r e i n Dogmatics. 
I t appears, t h e r e f o r e , t h a t t h i s excursion i n t o Grujidtvig-
ianism was only an episode i n Kaurin's t h e o l o g i c a l develop^ 
ment, and, i n view of the thoroughly Grundtvigian character 
of the Catechism, i t w i l l be discussed i n a l a t e r chapter. 

Keyser's p o s i t i o n i s more d i f f i c u l t t o determine, but 
i t i s n a t u r a l to deduce from h i s acceptance of the r e v i s i o n 
t h a t , a t l e a s t a t the time, he too was under Grundtvigian 
i n f l u e n c e . 
'2 J.M.P. Kaurin, Nogle Ord t i l den norske kirk^...,», Chrl i a n i a , 1846, pp 4 ^ ; 25-1x7-1., 1863, PP. 243-244. st-
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( I I I ) Gisle Johnson (1822-1894) 

With the possible exception of Hans Nilsen Hauge, Gisle 
Johnson was the most s i g n i f i c a n t single f i g u r e i n the Norwe
gian Church i n the 19th Century. One of h i s contemporary 
antagonists of-"ers the f o l l o w i n g d e s c r i p t i o n .of the s i t u a t i o n 
a t the height of Johnson's power: "He r u l e d over a l l the 
p u l p i t s and meeting house le c t e r n s and through them every
t h i n g t h a t was c a l l e d o f f i c i a l or p r i v a t e C h r l s t i a n i t y - -
the whole country, the e n t i r e populace.,.".-'-

Johnson's permanent s i g n i f i c a n c e as a theologian may be 
debatable, but there i s no doubt t h a t , as successively le c 
t u r e r and professor i n Systematic Theology i n the U n i v e r s i t y 
at C h r i s t i a n i a f o r 26 years (1849-75), he was the most i n f l u 
e n t i a l Norwegian theologian of h i s day. I n view o f his great 
importance, we s h a l l consider i n some d e t a i l not only h i s 
ecclesiology but also h i s dogmatic method and the f a c t o r s 
which helped to shape h i s theology. 

Despite o r i g i n a l elements i n h i s theology, Gisle Johnson 
was less of an o r i g i n a l t h i n k e r than he appeared to h i s 
contemporaries. His biographer says, hov:ever, t h a t " i f he 
was an e c l e c t i c , h i s v/as the e c l e c t i c i s m of an Independent 
t h i n k e r " . 2 

The c l a s s i c a l Lutheran theology was basic to Johnson's 
thought. He knev/ h i s Luther, but was influenced even more by 
the Lutheran Confessions and the dogmaticlans of the seven-
1 The philosopher Waldemar Dons, quoted i n E. Holland, 

Church L i f e i n Norway, v. 41. 
2. G. Ousland", En Klrkeh6'vding, 'o. 105. 
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teenth century. He was m i l i t a n t l y confessional and could 
t o l e r a t e no d e v i a t i o n from Orthodox Lutheran d o c t r i n e . Part 
of h i s i n h e r i t a n c e from Orthodoxy i s to be found i n the 
" n o m . i s t i c - i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t i c " concept of Revelation, v/ith 
which he operated. But he v/ss also influenced by Pietism, 
to which can be d i r e c t l y traced h i s i n d i v i d u a l i s m and sub
j e c t i v i s m . I t was t o Pietism and not to Orthodoxy t h a t he 
was indebted f o r h i s e m p i r i c a l method i n dogmatic theology, 
which must be accounted h i s most im.portant c o n t r i b u t i o n to 
Norwegian theology and which i n e f f e c t v i r t u a l l y led to i t s 
modernization. Johnson i s the leading representative of what 
has been c a l l e d "Orthodox-Pietism". 

This tension between Orthodoxy and Pietism i n Johnson's 
thought leads d i r e c t l y , as Ousland has pointed out, to a 
major inconsistency. He begins w i t h an experimental or 
e x p e r i e n t i a l approach t o theology i n true P i e t i s t fashion, 
but t r i e s to combine w i t h i t and even to i n f e r from i t ob
j e c t i v e norms i n l i n e w i t h the c l a s s i c a l Lutheran approach. 

But contemporary influences also l e f t t h e i r m.ark upon 
h i s theology. There are some i n d i c a t i o n s of the I d e a l i s t i c 
metaphysics so predominant i n h i s day. He can speak, f o r 
example, o f the l i f e of f a i t h . a s the only form of human 
existence i n which "the IDEA of humanity i s r e a l i z e d " . ^ 
He concedes t h a t a c e r t a i n "consciousness of God" i s inherent 
to human nature. 

I n h i s new approach to Dogmatics the influence of 
3 G. Johnson, Grundrids a f den Systematiske Theologi, 

V. 8. 
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Schleiermacher i s evident, but i t came i n d i r e c t l y , through 
the confessional e m p i r i c a l (ERFAHRUNGS) theologians under 
whom Johnson studied during h i s one f o r e i g n study tour i n 
Germany: Harless, J.T. Beck, P h i l i p p i , and the Erlangen theo
logians Thomasius and von Hofmann. His dogmatic method i s 
"regressive". Instead of beginning w i t h the a u t h o r i t y of 
Sc r i p t u r e , as the older dogmatlcians had dene, Johnson takes 
h i s p o i n t of departure i n the subjective consciousness. The 
task of System.atic Theology i s t o examine C h r i s t i a n i t y " i n I t s 
s u b j e c t i v e t r u t h and necessity, i n the subjective existence 
i t has given I t s e l f i n the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h " . I t s source i s 
i n the "personal faith-consciousness of the subject".5 Here 
Johnson's theology diverges from t h a t of Schleiermacher i n a 
v i t a l respect. I t s source i s the "self-consciousness or 
reason not of the n a t u r a l man, but of the b e l i e v e r or regen
erate man".^ Systematic Theology i s thus e s s e n t i a l l y "the 
self-knowledge of the b e l i e v e r " . Dogmatics i s "TROESLAERE", 
not only a do c t r i n e "about f a i t h " , but a doctrine " i n and 
of f a i t h " , ' ' ' Since f a i t h comes by the inner testimony of the 
Holy S p i r i t , i t i s i n r e a l i t y the Holy S p i r i t If/ho i s the 
source o f our theology. But since the testimony of the S p i r i t 
i s always mediated to us through the Word of God (which John
son i d e n t i f i e d w i t h Holy S c r i p t u r e ) , the a u t h o r i t y of Scrip
t u r e i s maintained. ' Although theology cannot ':e derived 

4 I b i d . , p. 1 
5 I b i d . , p. 2 
6' I b i d . , p. 2 
7 I b i d . , p. 3 
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d i r e c t l y from any o b j e c t i v e source, t h i s does not make such 
sources superfluous. Indeed, the self-consciousness of the 
b e l i e v e r (considered by Johnson as the subjective source of 
theology) a c t u a l l y p o i n t s tov/ard tv/o o b j e c t i v e sources: The 
.Confessions of the Church,and Holy S c r i p t u r e . Thus the f a i t h -
consciousness of Schleiermacher leads d i r e c t l y to the }\QWA 
NCRMNS of Holy S c r i p t u r e . This represents a brave, though 
not wholly successful, attempt i n theology to bridge the epis-
temological gap o f Kantian metaphysics. 

Gisle Johnson was the f i r s t Korwegian theologian to take 
Sdren Kierkegaard s e r i o u s l y , and there i s l i t t l e doubt t h a t 
i^-lerkegaard exerted a notable influence upon Johnson. His 
philosophy of r e l i g i o n , f o r exam.ple, diverges sharply both 
from Hegel and Schlelermacher and approximates m.ore closely 
to Kierkegaard. C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , he says, i s not a product 
of a "human organic development", but c o n s t i t u t e s a "break" 
i n n a t u r a l development. F a i t h may be considered as "necessary" 
only i n so f a r as i t i s t h e only true s a t i s f a c t i o n of man's 

o 

deepest need. But Kierkegaard has l e f t h i s m.ark upon the 
Johnsonian dogmatic system, p r e c i s e l y at i t s most d i s t i n c t i v e 
p o i n t . This i s to be found i n the section v;hich Johnson 
c a l l e d "Pistics"("The d o c t r i n e of the nature of f a i t h " ) , 
which together vdth Dogmatics ("The Doctrine of the t r u t h -
content of f a i t h " ) and Ethics ("the doctrine of the l i f e of 
f a i t h " ) c o n s t i t u t e the three p a r t s of the system. 
8 I b i d . , p. 8. 
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P i s t l c s was no mere i n t r o d u c t i o n to theology, but the 

studs'- o f the o r i g i n and nature of f a i t h which lays the foun
d a t i o n f o r v/hat follows.. Here, Sdren Kierkegaard's three 
Stages on L i f e ' s Way, the a e s t h e t i c , the e t h i c a l , and the 
r e l i g i o u s , are reformulated as f o l l o w s : 1) the r e l i g i o u s 
existence of the n a t u r a l m.an, 2) man under the law, and 
3) the nature of f a i t h . Following ICierkegaard, Johnson held 
t h a t each stage demanded the next, but t h a t the t r a n s i t i o n 
does not occur vdthout d i s c o n t i n u i t y , without a break v/ith 
the past. This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y true of the t r a n s i t i o n from 
the e t h i c a l to the r e l i g i o u s stage, where Johnson emphasized 
the e x i s t e n t i a l elem.ent i n the genesis of f a i t h . 

Johnson attempts to b u i l d h i s system around what he 
regards as the c e n t r a l dogm.a: J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h , "which 
e s s e n t i a l l y includes the whole system, and from which i t 
nec e s s a r i l y evolves".9 Each elem.ent i s t o stand i n an organic 
r e l a t i o r s h i p to t h i s c e n t r a l dogma. The three main sections 
are e n t i t l e d : 1) The content of f a i t h as the consciousness 
of s a l v a t i o n ( S o t e r i o l o g y ) ; 2)The content of f a i t h as the 
consciousness of s i n (Anthropology); And 3) The content of 
f a i t h as the consciousness of God (Theology). Here i t i s 
i n t e r e s t i n g to note t h a t i n t r u e e c l e c t i c fashion, despite 
Johnson's devotion to the Empirical School and the influence 
o f flierkegaard, he u t i l i z e s the Hegelian d i a l e c t i c t r i a d : 
The t h e s i s i s s a l v a t i o n , the a n t i t h e s i s i s s i n , an-̂  the 
synthesis i s God. Johnson had some d i f f i c u l t y a r r i v i n g at 
9 I b i d . , p. 79. 
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the proper order; I n the e a r l i e r l e c t u r e s , he began with 
s i n and f o l l o w e d w i t h s a l v a t i o n , but i n the published 
Grundrids from 1879, the order i s reversed. 

One remarkable feature of the system i s the f a c t t h a t 
e c c l e s i o l o g y i s t r e a t e d i n two d i f f e r e n t places under the 
main d i v i s i o n "Soteriologs'-". Johnson i n s i s t s that there i s 
only one Church; But, he says, the Church, l i k e f a i t h , has 
two aspects, a "receptive", "inner", " i n v i s i b l e " aspect, and 
a "productive", "outer", " v i s i b l e " aspect. The Church stands 
i n a double r e l a t i o n to f a i t h : I t i s " a community i n f a i t h " , 
and a "community f o r f a i t h " . The Church i s an end i n i t s e l f , 
but i t i s also a means f o r the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of Word and 
Sacrament. Redemption i s inwardly mediated by the S p i r i t of 
C h r i s t , and i t i s outwardly medi?ted through the congregation 
of C h r i s t , through the means of grace. The Church stands i n 
a double r e l c i t i o n to the means of grace: I t i s both a product 
and a bearer of the means of rrace. Consequently, Johnson 
considers f i r - t " t h e Church as the product o f the redemptive 
a c t i v i t y of C h r i s t " , and then "The Church as the bearer of 
the means of grace". S t i l l , there i s but one Church: The 
Communion of Saints i s also the bearer of the means of grace. 
Johnson thus gives expression to the basic d i a l e c t i c of 
Lutheran ecclesiology. Ousland i s e n t i r e l y correct i n 
speaking of a "strong t e n s i o n " i n Johnson's concept of the 
Church. I t i s evident throughout h i s treatment of the doctrine, 

Johnson's d i a l e c t i c i s r e l a t e d to the d i a l e c t i c of Luther 
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and the Augsburg Confession. I t i s not, hov/ever, i d e n t i c a l 
w i t h i t , an.'"! the rea.sdn can be traced to Johnson's subjective 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t . Luther and the Confession em-phasized the 
theo c e n t r i c approach i n ecclesiology. The reformers began 
w i t h the o b j e c t i v e Gospel and the means of grace; A r t i c l e V, 
which t r e a t s of the M i n i s t r y and the means of grace precedes 
A r t i c l e V I I . Johnson i s f a i t h f u l to Luther i n d e f i n i n g the 
Church as the Communion of Saints, but a f t e r t h i s h i s d i 
vergences from Luther begin. This can be traced i n three 
main ways. The Confession, l i k e Luther, makes the m.eans 
of grace i t s s t a r t i n g p o i n t , and introducesthe d e f i n i t i o n 
of the Church as the Communion of Saints a t a l a t e r stage. 
Johnson c e r t a i n l y regarded the means of grace as necsssary, 
but delays h i s treatment of them vdth the c e r t a i n l y undesigned 
e f f e c t o f making them appear alm.o°t as an aftert h o u g h t . Thus, 
the t h e o c e n t r i c emphasis of the Confession, safeguarded by 
the p r i o r i t y which i s assigned to the means of grace, i s 
lessened, and t h i s e f f e c t i s Increased by h i s emphasis upon 
the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the Church, which must be c r i t i c i z e d 
as i n t r o d u c i n g an anthropocentric elem.ent f o r e i g n to the 

. i n t e n t i o n of the Confession. This impression i s only con
firmed when Johnson's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the COMI'a'NIC SAr.CTCBJ.'il 
i s taken i n t o account as w e l l . I n l i n e v/ith h i s fundam.ental 
s u b j e c t i v i s m , he s t a r t s w i t h the redemption of the i n d i v i d u a l 
and then proceeds t o the c o l l e c t i v e . Thus, despite h i s 
considerable e f f o r t s to maintain the d i a l e c t i c , i t i s to 
be feared t h a t h i s whole dogm.atic approach gives a decidedly 
s i i b j e c t i v e emphasis to h i s doctrine of the Church vfhich i s 
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out of harmony w i t h the t e a c h i r g both of Luther and of the 
Confession. 

Cur next task v / i l l be to consider the tv/o aspects of 
Johnson's ecclesiology. He f i r s t turns h i s a t t e n t i o n to the 
Church as the product of the redemptive a c t i o n of Christ, 
I t i s here t h a t he asserts most p l a i n l y the theocentric 

character of the Church and lays the greatest emphasis upon 
i t s nature as a s p i r i t u a l organism.. I t i s "not the product 
of outward compulsion or of human voluntary association, but 
of C h r i s t ' s g i f t of l i f e through the Holy S p i r i t . . . b o t h as 
to i t s o r i g i n and as to i t s continued existence..."-'-*-' 

Johnson s t a r t s from, the premise t h a t s i n has reduced the 
hujnan race, v^hich v/as intended to form the Kingdom of God, 
to a st a t e of "ato.m.istic separation". As, however, the 
C h r i s t i a n i s received i n t o Communion w i t h C h r i s t , he also 
enters i n t o an "organic" r e l a t i o n s h i p v/ith oth.=r Chr i s t i a n s . 
This l i v i n g organism i n which Chri s t unites a l l Christians 

> 11 
i s the congregation of s a i n t s , the £'KKX»vr*iflk.. But the 

) , 
term £iCicXv\«-t(x. i s am.biguous and can be i n t e r p r e t e d e i t h e r 
i n a broader or a narrower sense. I t could mean e i t h e r 
"the u.nion of those who have outv?ardly followed the c a l l and 
separated themselves from the world", or "the gathering of 
those W'ho r e a l l y are c a l l e d , i . e . have accepted the c a l l and 

1? 
have been regenerated". According to Johnson, the l a t t e r 
10 G. Johnson, Grundrids, p. I30. 
11 I n the Lec^ture Notes (I856 and I86O), Johnson prefers to 

t r a n s l a t e £IClC>H«'tt w i t h "congregation"(r-:ENIGHED), but i n 
the published Grundrids (1879), he t r a n s l a t e s "Church" 
( k i r k e ) throughout. 

12 Lecture Notes, Brun, p. 174. 
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i s the o r i g i n a l and proper m.eaning of the v;ord. I t i s 
s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t Johnson i s immediately plunged i n t o the 
question of the l i m i t s of the Church. 

I n the Nev7 Testament, the congregation i s depicted i n 
various ways: As the temple of God, the'house of God, the p 
people of God, the Bride of C h r i s t , the Kingdom of Christ. 
But i n l i n e w i t h h i s emphasis upon the Church as an organism, 
Johnson's f a v o u r i t e im.age i s t h a t of the Body of Christ. 
This also senses to d i s t i n g u i s h the Church from the world, 
because while the world has Chris t f o r i t s Lord, only the 
Church has C h r i s t f o r i t s Head.-'-̂  ¥lthin t h i s organism, 
Ch r i s t ' s a c t i v i t y extends both to the i n d i v i d u a l and to the 
c o l l e c t i v e whole. The i n d i v i d u a l receives t h a t part v/hich 
he i s capable o f re c e i v i n g , b u t the "fulness" of the C h r i s t i a n 

l i f e must forever l i e beyond h i s grasp. But t h i s l i m i t a t i o n 
does not apply to the Church as a whole. Christ gives a 

m u l t i t u d e of d i f f e r e n t Charismata, which create a multitude 
of d i f f e r e n t "forms of l i f e " . These mutually supplement one 
another i n the organism. Thus the doctrine of the Charismata 
bestovred upon the organism plays a dominant r o l e i n the 
Johnsonian ecclesiology. This i s i n complete accord v.'ith 
h i s whole dogm-atic approach. 

To t h i s concept of the Church as an organism, v/hich i s 
the product of the redemptive a c t i v i t y of Ch r i s t , Johnson 
13 I m p l i c i t I n t h i s observation i s Luther's doctrine of 

the Two Realms, though t h i s i s n e i t h e r stated nor 
developed by Johnson. 
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attaches a discussion o f the c l a s s i c a l a t t r i b u t e s of the 
Church. Considered as an organism com.posed of i n d i v i d u a l s 
a l l of whom are governed by the same " l i f e - p r i n c i p l e " , the 
Church i s one. Since the Church i s destined to receive a l l 
C h r i s t i a n s and does i n f a c t embrace a l l Christians without 
r e s t r i c t i o n o f time or space, t h i s inner u n i t y has a corres
ponding outer u n i t y , or c a t h o l i c i t y . As a community of 
regenerate persons, p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n Christ's holy l i f e , 
the Church i s holy. I n u n i t y and holiness, the Church 
experiences a "progressive development"; I t i s "ever more 
r e a l i z i n g i t s own essence".-^'^ I n i t s constant renewal and 
c o n t i n u a l growth, the Church goes through the same process 
as the I n d i v i d u a l b e l i e v e r . Human f i n i t u d e and s i n make the 
Church m i l i t a n t i n the world, but i t w i l l eventually become 
triumphant. "Christ's Body cannot d i e . " 

The Church m i l i t a n t , hov/ever, i s unable to give p e r f e c t 
expression to i t s essence i n e m p i r i c a l r e a l i t y . Because i t 
i s unable to judge, i t must accept as members those v/ho 
"only outwardly have follov;ed the c a l l of grace, who confess 
what they do not be l i e v e , and thus do not r e a l l y belong to 
the Church". There i s an "i n c o n g r u i t y " between the Church 

as the commiunlty of b e l i e v e r s (the Idea) and the Church as 
a confessing community (the R e a l i t y ) ; I-Ioreover, there i s an 
i n c o n g r u i t y betv/een the confessing community according to 

14 Lecture Notes, Brun, p. 176. Cf. Grundrlds, p. 132. 
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i t s essence (vaesen) and i t s r e a l i t y ( v i r k e l l g h e d ) . According 
to i t s essence, the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church ought to 
be i d e n t i c a l , but i n r e a l i t y , the former includes some 
nominal members. 

But the Church i s also the bearer of the means of grace. 
I t i s "an e a r t h l y o r g a n i z a t i o n which Christ uses i n His 
a c t i v i t y " , a "me d i a t o r i a l (FOPIHBLENDE) organ". The two 
aspects o f the Church are i n t e r r e l a t e d : "Precisely because 
the Church i s the Communion of Saints, v/hose continued e x i s 
tence and development as such depends upon the means of grace 
. . . i t i s also the possessor and a d m i n i s t r a t o r of these means 
of grace i n the world..."15 i t i s c a l l e d to u t i l i z e them f o r 
i t s own i n t e n s i v e and extensive growth. Thus the Church i s 
not only a product of Christ's a c t i v i t y , but the "serving 
organ" o f t h a t a c t i v i t y as w e l l , a "redemptive i n s t i t u t i o n " 
(FRELSESANSTALT), although i t i s not a mediator or i t s e l f a 
means o f grace. This i s not simply the r e s u l t of an a r b i t r a r y 
out\irard c a l l , but also of an inner compulsion. Like the i n 
d i v i d u a l C h r i s t i a n , the Church reveals i t s inner nature i n 
confession of - f a i t h . Thus the whole l i f e of the Church i s 
bound up w i t h the use and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means of 
grace. This i s i t s " l i f e work", and the means of grace (the 
Word and the"Sacraments) are the "Marks" of the Church. 

I t i s a t t h i s p o i n t t h a t Johnson introduces h i s main 
discu s s i o n o f the question of the Church V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e , 
15 Grundrids, p. 196 
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although he has been unable to avoid some discussion of 
t h i s t o p i c e a r l i e r . Yet c l e a r l y i f the character of the 
Church as an organism i n e v i t a b l y involved some mention of 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p between i t s i n v i s i b l e l i f e and v i s i b l e 
r e a l i t y , the f u l l force of the d i s t i n c t i o n could hardly make 
i t s e l f f e l t before the i n t r o d u c t i o n i n t o the discussion of 
the means of grace. He r e t a i n s the t r a d i t i o n a l dichotomy. 
The Church i s both V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e , but i t i s "essen
t i a l l y " I n v i s i b l e , f o r i t i s " e x c l u s i v e l y an object of tha t 
f a i t h f o r which the i n v i s i b l e i s v i s i b l e " . The Church, 
t h e r e f o r e , i s not evident to "immediate sensory perception". 
I t i s a s p i r i t u a l community whose new l i f e i s i n v i s i b l e . 
The means of grace, however, are v i s i b l e , t a n g i b l e ; And 
i n order to administer them, the Church must assume a 
v i s i b l e form. I t i s the Church as the Comm.union of Saints 
whose task i t i s to administer the means of grace. "As 
the i n v i s i b l e s p i r i t u a l community", i t i s also "a v i s i b l e 
community of the means of grace", "a coxmunity of confessors 
o-̂" the f a i t h " . "̂^ The command t o preach the VJord v;as given 
t o the d i s c i p l e s (Matt. 16:18, 18:18; John 20:22). To them 
v/as given the Power of the Keys, v/hlch i s i d e n t i c a l v/ith the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace. According to the 
"Idea" of the Church, i t i s a t the same tim.e the Goram.union 
of Saints and the bearer of the means of grace. 

But here again, the r e a l i t y do-?s not completely corres
pond to the Idea. I n i t s v i s i b l e form, the Church i s always 
16 Lecture Notes, Erun, p. 237. 
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a m.ixture. The " i n c o n g r u i t y " betv/een the outer community 
and the inner i s i n f a c t a necessary c o n d i t i o n of the exis
tence of the Church i n the world. 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p between the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e 
Church i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p between " f a i t h " and "confession", 
bet:-een "the subj e c t i v e e f f i c a c y of grace" and "the objective 
means of grace". 

The I n v i s i b l e Church can only e x i s t w i t h i n the V i s i b l e , 
I t i s possible to be a member of the V i s i b l e Church without 
being a member o f the I n v i s i b l e . I t i s not possible, however, 
to belong to the I n v i s i b l e Church without simultaneously 
belonging t o the V i s i b l e , The V i s i b l e Church i s "the only 
v i s i b l e form of existence f o r the I n v i s i b l e . Moreover, 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p is"synecdotic". The V i s i b l e Church bears 
the nam.e of Church only because i t contains w i t h i n i t the 
I n v i s i b l e . 

We can also speak i n terms of the ECCIESIA FECPRIS 
(or STRICTA) DICTA and the ECCLESIA IMPROPRIZ (or LATE) 
DICTA. This d i s t i n c t i o n i s r e l a t e d to but not i d e n t i c a l 
with, the con t r a s t between the V i s i b l e and the I n v i s i b l e , 
since the ECCLESIA PROPRIE DICTA i s both v i s i b l e and 
I n v i s i b l e , while the ECCLESIA ILTROPJ?IE DICTA i s only 
v i s i b l e . S c r i p t u r a l evidence c i t e d here includes the 
parables of the '.-.Tieat and the Tares and the Drag-net. 
"Many are c a l l e d , but few are chosen,"as Jesus said i n 
connection w i t h the parable of the Wedding of the King's 
Son. We may also speak o f the d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
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COETUS VOCATORUM and the COETUS SLECTCRU^. This, however, 
i s e a s i l y misunderstood, f o r the v/ay i s l e f t f a t a l l y open 
to introduce the concept of pr e d e s t i n a t i o n . Consequently, 

the d i s t i n c t i o n i s b e t t e r expressed by the terms CONGREGATION 
SANCTOFJItl and CONGREGATIO CRZDENTILM. 

Again, i n discussing, the term "The Kingdom of God", 
Johnson concludes t h a t i t has "a vrider outreach" i n i t s 
v i s i b l e appearance than i n i t s i n v i s i b l e , but t h a t "a c e r t a i n 
i d e n t i t y " must e x i s t , f o r Scripture describes both as the 

(ingdom of God. He also admits t h a t Paul uses the term 
ECCISSIA i n speaking of the mixed coimnunity. Moreover, 
John 15:1 speaks of "dead" members. Johnson r e j e c t s , however, 
the view t h a t these were never more than members of the 
outward community. Only " l i v i n g " mem.bers are true members; 
A dead member must once have been a l i v i n g m.em.ber, tha t . i s , 
one v/ho has once been i n " s p i r i t u a l communion" w i t h C h r i s t 
(regenerate) and not only i n "sacram.ental com.munion" (through 
Baptism.) w i t h Him. 

Johnson now re t u r n s t o the c l a s s i c a l a t t r i b u t e s of the 
Church as seen against the background of the Church's res
p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means of grace. 
The Church's a t t r i b u t e s of u n i t y , c a t h o l i c i t y , and holiness 
are never "adequately expressed" i n the V i s i b l e Church, f o r 
they belong to the Communion of Saints. The sam.e i s true of 
i t s a p o s t o l i c i t y , which consists not " i n the i m i t a t i o n of the 
A p o s t o l i c Church i n a l l t h i n g s " , but i n f a i t h f u l n e s s to the 
A p o s t o l i c teaching i n the use and adm.inistration of the means 



125 
of grace. Vfe have already noted t h a t Johnson regarded the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace as a f u n c t i o n which 
properly belonged to the I n v i s i b l e Church. I n a c t u a l prac
t i c e , however, i t i s the V i s i b l e Church considered as the 
sole expression of the i n v i s i b l e r e a l i t y v/hich performs 
t h i s f u n c t i o n . A f t e r a l l , the means.of grace are powerful 
i n themselves, independent of the character of the admini
s t r a t o r . Here, Johnson i s unsv/ervingly f a i t h f u l to the 
anti-Donatism of Luther and the Confessions. The Marks of 
the Church are the pure preaching, of the. Word and the r i g h t 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments, i . e . a usage which corres
ponds to C h r i s t ' s v / i l l as revealed i n S c r i p t u r e . Sin always 
d i s t o r t s the outward manifesta;ion of the a p o s t o l i c i t y of 
the Church. A p o s t o l i c i t y i s a " q u a l i t a t i v e " category; A 
non-apostolic Church would be a c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n terms. On 
the other hand, there are, v / i t h i n the l i m i t s of a p o s t o l i c i t y , 
m.any q u a n t i t a t i v e d i f f e r e n c e s ; The various branches of 
Christendom may be said to be more or less apostolic."'-'^ 
The same i s true of the u n i t y and the holiness of the Church. 
The nature of the Church demands agreem.ent i n the use of the 
means of grace, u n i t y i n confession, "which, to be sure, 
does not exclude d i f f e r e n c e s a r i s i n g from weakness of f a i t h 
or d i f f e r e n t stages of development i n a p p r o p r i a t i o n , but 

17 For Johnson, the Lutheran Church was "the lord's Church 
above a l l others", "the true Christian'Church, the'true 
successor to and descendant of the ancient Apostolic 
Church". I t has been most f a i t h f u l to the S c r i p t u r a l 
Revelation. Eogle Ord om Barnedaaben, pp. 10-11. 
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demands u n i t y i n t h a t which comprises the act u a l substance 
o f the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h " . T h e f a c t of s i n implies t h a t 
there w i l l always be d i v i s i o n s i n the e m p i r i c a l Church, but 
these merely damage and do not destroj'- the e s s e n t i a l u n i t y 
of the I n v i s i b l e Church. The em p i r i c a l Church must c o n t i n 
u a l l y s t r i v e a f t e r u n i t y , but not a t the expense of t r u t h . - ^ ^ 
I t i s not only true th.a.t EXTRA ECCLESIAL' NUI LA SAL US, but 
EXTRA ECCLESIAK VI3IBILEM NULLA SAIUS; Outside the I n v i s i b l e 
Church i n i t s v i s i b l e form and w i t h i t s v i s i b l e means of grace, 
there i s no s a l v a t i o n . 

The Church must p r o t e c t i t s holiness. Church d i s c i 
p l i n e i s "an e s s e n t i a l and necessary element i n the admini
s t r a t i o n o f the means o f grace, " es p e c i a l l y i n the adr.ini-
s t r a t i o n o f the Sacraments.20 The Church i s not c a l l e d to 
d i s t r i b u t e i t s g i f t s c a r e l e s s l y , but to prove each one who 
desires them. But Church d i s c i p l i n e i s to be c a r r i e d out 
e n t i r e l y w i t h s p i r i t u a l means, by the Word of God; I t i s 
e s s e n t i a l l y d i f f e r e n t from c i v i l punishm.ent. Here speaks 
Johnson the Church reform.er, but he i s no C a l v l n i s t f o r a l l 
h i s i n s i s t e n c e on t h i s p o i n t . D i s c i p l i n e i s not a special 
NOTA ECCLESIAE, but rat h e r an aspect of the r i g h t admini
s t r a t i o n of the means of grace. I n a Church which claims 
to be a p o s t o l i c , the exercise of d i s c i p l i n e may i n pra c t i c e 
be weak, but i t can never be abolished i n p r i n c i p l e . 

18 Grundrids, p. 200. 
19 Lecture Notes, Brun, p. 245. 
20 I b i d . , p. 242. 
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Johnson's doctrine of the Church as we have so f a r ex

pounded i t has c e r t a i n puzzling features. His method of 
treatm.ent i n e v i t a b l y means t h a t the a t t r i b u t e s of the Church 
and to a lesser extent the i n v i s i b i l i t y and v i s i b i l i t y of 
the Church are handled tv/lce. Yet the reason f o r t h i s r a ther 
clumsy procedure seems cle a r enough, and i s to be • found i n 
his attem.pt to expound and c l a r i f y both sides of the-tension. 
The f i r s t h a l f of the p o l a r i t y w i t h i t s strong sense of 
givenness and c o l l e c t i v e organic l i f e represents an attempt 
to do j u s t i c e to the o b j e c t i v e side of the Church's nature, 
while the second w i t h i t s accent upon the m.eans of grace 
gives i n h i s op i n i o n I t s r i g h t f u l place to the subjective 
aspect o f the Church. I t i s not thsrefore surpriair^g t h a t 
the a t t r i b u t e s of the Church are more deeply conside.red i n 
the f i r s t s e c t i o n and the r e l a t i o n between the v i s i b i l i t y 
and i n v i s i b i l i t y of the Church i n the second. At f i r s t 
s i g h t v/e might expect the means of grace to f a l l only on 
the second h a l f , i n which the Church i s considered as t h e i r 
bearer, but the p o i n t th.. t the Church i s also the product 
of the means of grace (v/hich i s f u l l y i n l i n e v/ith h i s 
t r a d i t i o n ' ) i s re l e v a n t to the givenness of the Church. 
Yet f o r a l l t h i s c a r e f u l attempt to provide a balanced 
d o c t r i n e , i t i s c l e a r t h a t h i s thought f a l l s over r a t h e r 
markedly towards the subjective side of the tension, and 
i t i s probably here t h a t h i s c l e a r e s t and most s i g n i f i c a n t 
t h i n k i n g i s r e a l ' y rione. I n some ways, Johnson'might be 
considered to be applying to the doctrine of the Church 
the d i s t i n c t i o n between symbol and instru.m.ent which Oliver 
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Quick a p p l i e d w i t h such good e f f e c t to the doctrine of the 
Sacraments. 

A s i m i l a r tension may be observed i n Johnson's doctrine 
of the M i n i s t r y , His conception of the M i n i s t r y can best be 
described as f u n c t i o n a l and charismatic. He att-:ched great 
importance to the 'Universal Priesthood, and emphatically 
r e j e c t e d any s p e c i a l c l e r i c a l estate (STAND). On the other 
hand, he recognized the need f o r the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e . 

The Church as the Communion of Saints i s c a l l e d to 
administer the means of grace, t o exercise a MINISTERIl^'I 
EVANGELILl^: PREDIGANDI ET SACPAMENTA ADMINISTRi^NDI. This 
c a l l i s an i n t e g r a l p a r t of the s p i r i t u a l priesthood of a l l 
b e l i e v e r s , although i n p r a c t i c e i t i s the V i s i b l e Church v;hich 

c a r r i e s out t h i s task. I n the nature of the case, the Church 
can only do so through i t s i n d i v i d u a l members. V.Tienever 
they confess t h e i r f a i t h i n Word and deed to the ed-:fication 
o f the congregation, there i s the Church, c a r r y i n j out i t s 
f u n c t i o n as bearer of the means of grace. But t h i s i s not 
s u f f i c i e n t ; As the Church appears as a v i s i b l e r e a l i t y , i t 
must also assimae a d e f i n i t e order. I n a d d i t i o n , the organic 
character of the Body demands t h a t c e r t a i n g i f t s be allowed 
to v/ork i n corresponding o f f i c e s . Thus, "the special o f f i c e 
of the M i n i s t r y springs w i t h inner necessity from the Uni-

21 

v e r s a l Priesthood". ~ The immediate personal r e l a t i o n of 
C h r i s t to a l l the members of the Church excludes any concept 
21 Lecture Notes, Brun, p. 247. Cf. Grundrids, p. 201. 
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of the M i n i s t r y as the p r i v i l e g e of a spe c i a l class; I n 
p r i n c i p l e , the f u n c t i o n belongs t o a l l without d i s t i n c t i o n . 
The s e l e c t i o n of those s p e c i a l l y equipped f o r the task rep
resents a " r e s t r i c t i o n " of the a c t i v i t y of the other members, 
but not an exclusion from a l l p a r t i n i t . I n the Nev/ Testa
ment Church, the cor-gregation as a whole p a r t i c i p a t e d i n 
the e l e c t i o n of deacons and i n the exercise of Church d i s c i 
p l i n e . There i s no di-^^ference w i t h regard to the e f f i c a c y 
of the means of grace between the d i f f e r e n t members of the 
Church. C h r i s t has not bound the e f f i c a c y of the means of 
grace to any q u a l i t y i n the a d m i n i s t r a t o r , neither an inner 
q u a l i t y ( f a i t h ) nor an outer q u a l i t y (membership i n a c l e r 
i c a l e s t a t e ) . Thus Johnson r e j e c t s both the Donatist and 
the Roman Catholic concepts of the Ministr;;. There are 
elements o f t r u t h i n both. I t i s true t h a t i t i s the 
ECCLESIA PROPRIE DICTA which i s c a l l e d to administer the 
means of grace. I t i s "abnormal" f o r unbelievers to carry 
out t h i s task; Such a s i t u a t i o n does not, however, i n v a l i d a t e 
the means of grace. I t i s also true t h a t a special o f f i c e 
to administer the means o f grace i s "necessary". But there 
i s no evidence i n Sc r i p t u r e t h a t t h i s v.-as to be the p r i v i l e g e 
o f a s p e c i a l class. For Catholicism to admit t h a t unordalned 
persons can perform t h i s task i n an emergency i s i n f a c t to 
admit the f a l s i t y o f the whole Romian p o s i t i o n . 

Johnson denies t h a t the o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y was 
i n s t i t u t e d i n and w i t h the Apostolate, except i n a f u n c t i o n a l 
sense. For t h i s purpose, the Apostles' s'uccessors are the 
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e n t i r e Church. The Power of the Keys was given to the ^.-hole 
congregation. On the other hand, as the foundation of the 
Church, the Apostles have no successors. There i s a d i f f e r e n c e 
between the Apostles and "simple b e l i e v e r s " but "there e x i s t s 
no t h i r d class". On the contrary, S c r i p t u r a l evidence f o r 
the Universal Priesthood makes t h i s "impossible".2? This i s 
not to deny the existence of a special o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y . 
Although there i s no d i f f e r e n c e i n the r e l a t i o n of a l l C h r i s t 
ians to the Lord,, they have d i f f e r e n t g i f t s , each w i t h a 
corresponding v o c a t i o n i n the Church. The Church must choose 
i t s servants on the basis of the guidance of the Holy S p i r i t , 
which He gives by d i s t r i b u t i n g the various charismata. This 
charismatic p r i n c i p l e goes back to the Apostolic Age. 

Ordin a t i o n i s ' f o r Johnson the act I n which the o f f i c e 
i s t r a n s f e r r e d , "an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l act of benediction", a 
CONFIRMATIO ELECTIOKIS, a CCKPROBATIC VCCATICNIS. I t i s 
not a Sacrament; This i s a c o r o l l a r y of h i s denial of a 
c l e r i c a l STAI-ID. I f i t were a Sacrament, i t would be the basic 
Sacrament which gave v a l i d i t y t o the others. Scripture gives 
us no account of ordin-atlon i n the Apostolic Church, s t i l l 
less any d i v i n e mandate. The l a y i n g on of hands i n Scripture 
I s an act accompanying the Word, and s i g n i f i e s the a p p l i c a t i o n 
o f the Word to the person concerned. I n the Kev/ Testament, 
i t i s a means v/hereby the ordinand i s f i l l e d w i t h the Holy 
S p i r i t . Thus I n the Pastoral Epls.tles, Timothy received a 
22 Lecture Notes, Brun, p. 251. 



131 Charisma. But o r d i n a t i o n i n the Church of our ovm day i s 
d i f f e r e n t from the l a y i n g on of hands i n the Apostolic Church; 
Now, t h i s act presupposes the presence of a Charisma. The 
candidate i s not "changed" i n o r d i n a t i o n , but r'^ther receives 
the a u t h o r i t y to u t i l i z e i n an o f f i c i a l capacity a Charisma 
he already possesses. 

The o f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y , says Johnson, i s not " a 
necessary element" i n the CRDO SALUTIS, nor a special means 
of grace, but only a pa r t of the Church Order as Christ v / i l l e d 

i t . The M i n i s t r y stands i n a "secondary r e l a t i o n " to the 
ORDO SALUTIS and can never be established a t i t s expense. 
The same i s true of oi^dlnation: Vfe m.ust d i s t i n g u i s h here be
tween what i s necessary and what i s e d i f v i n g . I n an emergency, 
an unordained person m.ay him.self adjninister o r d i n a t i o n . Here 
again, h i s standpoint r e f l e c t s a tension between the i n s t i t u 
t i o n a l and. the personal or charismatic aspects of the I- I i n i s t r y . 

I n conclusion, Johnson raises the question: Did Christ 
e s t a b l i s h the j^^inistry? He says elsev/here t h a t "Jesus w i l l e d 
i t " , but he also gives a more e x p l i c i t answer to the question 
i n t h i s context. The answer, says Johnson, depends on what 
i s m-eant by the word " e s t a b l i s h " . He d i d not "expressly or
d a i n " i t , but He d i d e s t a b l i s h i t i n "an i n d i r e c t v^ay". He 
estab l i s h e d the M i n i s t r y " i n a broad sense" when He gave the 
means of grace to the Church. And He established i t " i n a 
narrow sense" when He gave the necessary charismata f o r the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means of grace. 
25 I b i d . , p. 253. 
24 I b i d . , p. 254. 
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I n view of i t s Importance i n subsequent chapters, i t 

w i l l be convenient here to expound Johnson's doctrine of 
Baptism. 

The c l a s s i c a l Lutheran doctrine of Baptism rests upon 
a d i a l e c t i c . On the one hand, Baptism i s regarded as a 
regenerative act of God; On the other hand, i t i s not consid
ered e f f i c a c i o u s unless received by f a i t h . For any Lutheran, 
Baptism- i s p r i m a r i l y I n f a n t Baptism. 

Glsle Johnson attempted to do j u s t i c e to the d i a l e c t i c 
and t o defend I n f a n t Baptism., but h i s emphasis upon the 
aspect of f a i t h threatened to destroy the d e l i c a t e balance. 

For Johnson, the Word of God was the primary means of 
grace. This i s thoroughly Lutheran; Luther wrote i n h i s 
Large Catechism t h a t there \ias a c t u a l l y only one means of 
grace, the Word, and t h a t i t was the Word which gave to the 
Sacram.ents t h e i r power. But Johnson, i n l i n e w i t h h i s I n t e l -
l e c t u a l i f t concept of r e v e l a t i o n , and i n unconscious opposi
t i o n to Luther, i d e n t i f i e d the Word absolutely w i t h S c r i p t u r e . 
This l e d to a f a l s e d i s t i n c t i o n between Word and Sacrament. 
Indeed, i t could even be argued t h a t f o r Johnson there v;as 
a c e r t a i n t e n s i o n between the tv;o. I n Johnson, nurture 
C h r i s t i a n i t y and conversionism vi e d f o r supremacy. Because 
of h i s strong P i e t i s t tendencies, Johnson i n s i s t e d upon the 
need f o r a kind o f s p i r i t u a l "break-through" to conscious 
f a i t h i n a d u l t years. This, was not exactly the same as 
conversion, but there were decided s i m . i l a r i t i e s . 

I t i s f a i r to say t h a t I n f a n t Baptism, was d i f f i c u l t to 
Incorporate i n t o Johnson's system.. I n the nature of the case. 
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Ij;,fant Baptism i s thoroughly t h e o c e n t r i c . I t can only be 
deduced from the consciousness of the mature b e l i e v e r w i t h 
great d i f f i c u l t y . I n t r u e P i e t i s t and e m p i r i c i s t fashion, 
Johnson tended to psychologize Baptism. His biographer has 
pointed out t h a t Johnson made s u r p r i s i n g l y l i t t l e attem.pt to 
r e l a t e the do c t r i n e of Baptism to the c e n t r a l doctrine of 
J u s t i f i c a t i o n by F a i t h , but t r e a t e d i t i n a somewhat i s o l a t e d 
manner. Johnson's problem., he says, v/as how to r e t a i n the 
primacy of the V/ord ana yet to give room f o r Baptism. ̂ 5 

Johnson s t a r t s from the premise th a t Baptism, l i k e the 
Word has regenerative pov/er. Regeneration, he says, i s 
normally the r e s u l t o f Word and Sacramient v/orking i n conjunc
t i o n ( ] ) . I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o determine t h e i r respective r o l e s , 
but the Word works upon the consciousness, while I n f a n t Bap-
tism works upon the unconscious l i f e . Like Luther, Johnson 
emphasized the continuous character of Baptism ( i . e . wb.at i s 
known i n Lutheran c i r c l e s as the "covenant r e l a t i o n s h i p " ) . 
His method of procedure, hov;ever, i s h i g h l y questionable. 
I n Baptism., he said, each person " i s placed i n a p e c u l i a r 
r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h the Author of regeneration, i n v/hich a 
mediating p r i n c i p l e i s given f o r h i s a c t u a l regenerat.' on". ̂ 7 
Johnson proceeds to expound a tv/o-'fold e f f e c t of Baptism.. 
On the one hand, i t has a "sacram.ental" e f f e c t upon a l l to 
v;hom i t i s administered, which places them i n a "m.ysterious" 

25 G. Ou.sland, o p . c i t . , p. 12? 
26 G. Johnson, Nogle Qrd om Barnedaaben , pp. 7 0 f f . 
27 Grundrids, p. 185. 
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r e l a t i o n s h i p to God, but does not regenerate them. On the 
other hand, i t has a "regenerative" effect,, d i r e c t e d tov;ard 
a l l but only r e a l i z e d i n those who are "receptive". 28 ]\;ot 
a l l , t h e r e f o r e , are regenerated i n Baptism. (Johnson i s 
obviously concerned to avoid an EX CPSRE OPZRATC I n t e r p r e t a 
t i o n . ) Some are not regenerated u n t i l l a t e r , through the 
Word, but even then Baptism i s the "mediating p r i n c i p l e " . 
JohJison can even describe I t as "a c o n t i n u a l l y e f f i c a c i o u s 
means of regeneration".29 He maintained t h a t i t was possible 
f o r a person t o f a l l from, f a i t h and to be regenerated "many 
times".30 i n each case, conversion would occur "as a f r u i t 
o f cooperation b-tween the Word and the once-received and 
s t i l l - p o w e r f u l Baptism". Johnson held t h a t regeneration 
apart from Baptism, by the Word' of Scripture alone, could 
only occur where the i n d i v i d u a l " i s not baptized and cannot 
be .baptized". But regeneration by Baptism alone i s the 
only vray f o r I n f a n t s . 

Johnson harboured no doubts about the inherent s i n f u l 
ness of I n f a n t s and t h e i r consequent need of Baptism. More
over, they are capable of r e c e i v i n g regeneration; Here John
son emphasized the f a c t t h a t they have as yet developed no 
resistance to God's grace. I t i s not consciousness which 
makes a person a human being, nor i t i s consciousness which 
28 Nogle Ord om Barnedaaben, o. 82. 
29 LK,' 1864, pp. 85-86. 
30 KIl, 1859, V. 182. 
31 LK, 1864, p. 86. Cf. Nogle Ord om Barnedaaben, p. 8?. 

Johnson's l i n e of reasoning i n t h i s section i n s p i r e d the 
G r u n d t i v i g i a n charge t h a t he taught a "double regeneration". 
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m.akes him r e c e p t i v e . Adults m.ay be judged by t h e i r f r u i t s , 
but t h i s r u l e m.ay not be applied to i n f a n t s . The receptive 
i n f a n t i s received i n t o f e l l o w s h i p v/ith God, he receives 
the g i f t of the i n d w e l l i n g Holy S p i r i t , and a " s p i r i t u a l 
L I V S S P I R E " ( l i t e r a l l y , " l i f e - s p r o u t " ) i s planted w i t h i n him.32 
Nevertheless, Johnson can w r i t e i n a s i g n i f i c a n t passage, 
"the unconscious regeneration v/rought i n Baptism i s destined 
i n good time to becon-ie a conscious regeneration through the 
a i d o f the Word, and thiis I n f a n t Baptism i s predestined to 
create t h a t which can only be a f r u i t of the cooperation of 
both o f these means of grace".^5 ye must be c a r e f u l not to 
equate Johnson's "conscious regeneration" v;ith conversion 
and thus minimize the p a r t played by Baptism. But Johnson 
v.'as c e r t a i n l y concerned,in true P i e t i s t fashion, to emphasize 
the need f o r a conscious a p p r o p r i a t i o n of regeneration i n 
a d u l t l i f e . 

Johnson d i d not favour the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of Baptism, 
to a l l i n f a n t s . , I t should only be conferred upon those 
whose parents are "already r e l a t e d to the Church i n s T C h a 
way as t o ensure f o r them a Christian.nurture".^'^ Thus, 
Johnson defended the doctrine of I n f a n t Baptism, but asserted 
ths.t i t s p r a c t i c e by the Church v;as weak. Wnat v-as n-eded 
more than anything else was "nurt u r i n g evangelical d i s c i p l i n e " , 

32- Nogle Ord om Barnedaaben, p. 11? 
33 I b i d . , x)D. 117-:i8. 
34 I b i d . , p. 118. 
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I t i s -clear t h a t Johnson's ecclesiology represents a 

s u b s t a n t i a l improvement over t h a t of the Enlightenment or 
even of Hersleb. I t i s a t the same time more true to the 
B i b l i c a l r e v e l a t i o n and more profoundly thought out. 

Johnson's doc t r i n e of the Church i s fundamentally Intheran. 
He makes a v a l i a n t e f f o r t to do j u s t i c e to the d i s t i n c t i v e l y 
Lutheran d i a l e c t i c . I n Johnson, there are strong tensions 
between grace and f a i t h , betv/een the personal and the i n s t i 
t u t i o n a l aspects of the Church, betv/een the i n d i v i d u a l and 
the c o l l e c t i v e , betv/een the "receptive" and the "productive" 
sides of the Church, between the Sacram.ent of Baptism and 
the idea of conversion, between the d i v i n e l y established 
o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y and the Universal Priesthood, be
tween the charismatic p r i n c i p l e and the p r i n c i p l e of 
Church order. 

Nevertheless, because he has read Luther and the 
Confessions through the eyes both of Orthodoxy and Pietism, 
Johnson f a i l s t o maintain the d i a l e c t i c . He proceeds on 
the basis of the i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t concept of revele.tion and 
the s u b j e c t i v e approach. Because of h i s e m p i r i c a l s t a r t i n g 
p o i n t , the balance i s t i p p e d throughout the system i n favour 
of the subjective aspect. I n h i s basic d e f i n i t i o n of the 
Church, Johnson b£gin8 v/ith the body of b e l i e v i n g persons, 
the personal side of the d i a l e c t i c . He f i n d s room f o r both 
grace and f a i t h i n h i s system, but h i s emphasis i s upon f a i t h . 
He does not overlook the c o l l e c t i v e aspect of the Church, but 
he begins w i t h the i n d i v i d u a l . . He c e r t a i n l y teaches t h a t 
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the Church I s c o n s t i t u t e d by the a c t i o n of Chr i s t , but he 
emphasizes the "productive" side of the Church. The Im.age 
of the Church as an organism i s f a i t h f u l l y B i b l i c a l . Yet 
there i s i n Johnson's use o f the Image something f a r too 
Hegelian. The emphasis was upon the "progressive development" 
of the Church tov^ard the r e a l i z a t i o n of i t s idea. Johnson 
r e s i s t e d the temptation to s p i r i t u a l i z e the Church completely, 
but i t was f o r him e s s e n t i a l l y i n v i s i b l e . He defended I n f a n t 
Baptism, but he was c h i e f l y concerned to ensure t h a t those 
ba p t i z e d came t o a "conscious f a i t h " i n mature years. He 
conceded t h a t the o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y existed by the v. ' l l l 
o f God, but he deduced i t from the doct r i n e of the Universal 
Priesthood. He could I n s i s t upon the need f o r Church order, 
but the proper u t i l i z a t i o n of the charismata v;as a consider
a t i o n which overruled order.^5 i n t h i s manner, Johnson's 
ecc l e s l o l o g y provided a s o r t of charter f o r the lay movem.ent. 

But Glsle Johnson was not merely an academic theologian. 
He was supremely a p r a c t i c a l man, and as a p r a c t i c a l Churchman, 
he exercised u n p a r a l l e l e d i n f l u e n c e . I n the l850's, he was 
the c e n t r a l f i g u r e I n the gres t r e v i v a l v;hich bears h i s name. 
He founded Luthersk Kirketldende and edited i t f o r tv;elve 
years. He ';as co-editor of Theologlsk T i d s s k r i f t f o r t h i r t y -
three years. He was the guiding s p i r i t i n the organized 

35 I t I s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t Johnson v/rote a sympathetic f o r e 
word to the Norwegian e d i t i o n of Rudolf Sohm's Church 
Histor^'-, i n which he spoke of Sohm's "clear and profound 
understanding of the Inner development of r e l i g i o u s and 
Church l i f e " . Here the sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
pneumatic character of the Apostolic Church and the l a t e r 
emphasis upon e c c l e s i a s t i c a l lav/ harmonized closely v/lth 
Johnson's emphasis upon the charismatic p r i n c i p l e both 
i n regard to the Church and the M i n i s t r y . 
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movement f o r Inner Mission. He v;as the r e a l leader of the 
movement f o r reform o f the State Church. I t was above a l l 
i n these two movements t h a t he sought to apply and t o put 
i n t o p r a c t i c a l e f f e c t h i s d o c t r i n e of the Church. These 
to p i c s w i l l be discussed i n some detai? i n l a t e r chapters. 

His c e n t r a l importance f o r our subject w i l l make i t 

necessary to exam.ine m.ore clo s e l y tv/o f a c t o r s which helped 

to shape h i s p r a c t i c a l Churchm.8-nship. 

The f i r s t may be found i n h i s e a r l y t r a i n i n g . He v;as 

c l e a r l y r a i s e d i n an atmosphere of deep p i e t y and seriousness.36 

He was e a r l y i n f l u e n c e d by the Haugeans. Moreover, he passed 

through a profound s p i r i t u a l c r i s i s a t the age of 20. Kis 

p e r s o n a l i t y was I n t r o v e r t e d ; His reticence was almost legen

dary. Ousland denies t h a t e i t h e r Johnson or h i s parents 

were P i e t i s t s and attempts to remove t h i s stigma from h i s 

theology.^''^This, however, can not be sustained. I t i s t r u e , 

as Ousland says , t h a t Johnson never stt-~m.pted to found a 

"pure" Church. Others have c a l l e d a t t e n t i o n to the f a c t th.at, 

while he sought to create ECCLESIOLAE, he intended them to 

expand, not to v/ithdrav;. But t h i s v/as the i n t e n t i o n of h i s 

t o r i c Pietism as w e l l . We ought not, perhaps, to quarrel 

over l a b e l s , Yet Johnson's s u b j e c t i v e , i n d i v i d u a l i s t , and 

r e v i v a l i s t approach, h i s personal ETHOS, and his concern to 

create ECCIiESIOLAE are a l l manifestly P i e t l s t i c t r a i t s . More

over, as we s h a l l see i n l a t e r chapters, Johnson had what 

3D Cf. the l e t t e r he received from h i s f a t h e r a t Confirmation, 
Ousland, op. c i t . , TD. 11. 

37 I b i d . , p. 149. 
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amounted ai'most t o an obsession f o r attempting to draw 
l i m i t s to the Church. This was a d i r e c t r e s u l t of hi s sub
j e c t i v e approach. I f great e.mphasis i s place-- upon the Church 
as the congregation of s a i n t s , i t becomes very important to 
determine who the saints are. I n true P i e t i s t fashion, 
Johnson was concerned to m.ake v i s i b l e the I n v i s i b l e Church. 

The second main Influence i s to be found, i n the w r i t i n g s 

of 3<yr6n Kierkegaard. V/hlle a Churchm.an vdth r e v i v a l i s t 

tendencies l i k e Johnson vrould. n a t u r a l l y be c r i t i c a l of the 

State Church, there i s no doubt th a t here, as elsewhere, 

the Impact of Kierkegaard can be traced.38 

Although i n some respects the r e l i g i o u s thought of 

Kierkegaard was b e n e f i c i a l , as f a r as the doctrine of the 

Church was concerned h i s Influence v/as l a r g e l y negative. 

Various modern w r i t e r s have c a l l e d a t t e n t i o n to the f a c t t h a t 

Individualism, and subjectivism were the f a t a l weaknesses i n 

h i s conception of C h r i s t i a n i t y . 3 9 ^or d i d t h i s f a c t pass 

unnoticed a t the time. 

Rejecting the h l s t o r l c i s m and c o l l e c t i v i s m of the Hegel

i a n s , Kierkegaard went t o the opposite extreme. He stressed 

the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the i n d i v i d u a l standing before God and 

the need f o r "contemporaneousness xirlth C h r i s t " . His p r i n c i 

p a l accusation against the Establishment was tha t i t had 

ceased to be m i l i t a n t and had a n t i c i p a t e d a trimmphant 

38 I b i d . , p. 95 
39 P. Lindhardt, op. c i t . , p. 221. D. P a t r i c k , Pascal and 

Kierkegaard, I I , pp. 397-398. J. Pelikan, From Luther 
to Kierkegaard, v. 118. H. MacKlntosh, op. c i t . , np. 
257-57" 
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character. The State Church emphasized "the race, hujcan 
s o c i e t y , the p a r t n e r s h i p , the corporation, which as a matter 
of course, assumes possession of the t r u t h " . I t ought r a t h e r 
to concern i t s e l f w i t h "every i n d i v i d u a l who, responsible 
before God, has t o decide f o r himself whether he w i l l walk 
i n the way or not, regardless...whether no one else or a l l 
men are f o l l o w i n g the same way...""̂ *̂  Established C h r i s t i a n i t y 
i s , i t does not become. The Church ought to be m i l i t a n t to the 
end o f the age. Moreover, the true Church i s "a small and 
despised flock".^'^ Kierkegaard v i r t u a l l y elevated s u f f e r i n g 
to the p o s i t i o n of a Mark of the Church. He was deeply con-
cerned to preserve the p u r i t y of the Lord s T a b l e . A t the 
same time, Kierkegaard was not i n favour of separation of 
Church and State, because the only way t h i s could be accom
p l i s h e d '-as by popular b a l l o t , and t h i s vrould be "sheer 

v r o r l d l l n e s s " . He consldsred the doctrine andjthe order of 
I 

the Church to be "very good"; ''ilha.t v;as needed v;as"the re
f o r m a t i o n of us a l l " as individuals.^''-^ He d i d not a t t a c k 
the Sacraments as such, although he v/as sharply c r i t i c a l of 
the p r a c t i c e of t h e i r adm.inistration. There are d e f i n i t e 
i n d i c a t i o n s t h a t the viev/s of Eierkegaarr' v;ere d e l i b e r a t e l y 
exaggerated and t h a t he regarded h i s f u n c t i o n as t" a t of a 
40 S. Kierkegaard, Tr:;-ining i n C h r i s t i a n i t y , p. 205. I t was 

Kierkega.. rd's genius to see t h a t f:e root cause of t h i s 
problem v/c.s a f a l s e concept o f r e v e l a t i o n . C h r i s t i a i . i t y 
had, he said, come tobe regarded as a "dividend", a t r u t h 
t h a t i s thought, when i n r e a l i t y i t \i/as a t r u t h t h a t i s 
existence. 

41 S. Kierkegc^-rd, Journals, p. 451 ( I 8 5 I ) . 
42 S. Kierkegaard, I b i d . , p. 78 (1839). 
43 S. Kierkegaard, T r a i n i n g i n C h r i s t i a n i t y , pp. 428-9-
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c a t a l y s t . 

The e f f e c t s of Kierkegaard's influence upon Johnson 
were both good and bad. On the p o s i t i v e side, Kierkegaard's 
c r i t i c i s m o f Christendom spurred the Johnsonians to nev/ and 
g r e a t e r e f f o r t to evangelize the n a t i o n and to reform the 
s t r u c t u r e of the State Church. But negatively i t teiided 
s t i l l f u r t h e r to vreaken the sense of the Importance of the 
Church (already a f f e c t e d by the Influence of Pietism) i n 
Johnson and h i s vast f o l l o w i n g . A contemporary observer has 
sai d t h a t Kierkegaard's "im.measurable d e f i a l e n c y " i n t h i s 
respect was r e f l e c t e d " i n the e n t i r e r e v i v a l of the 1850's". 
The Johnsonian c l e r g y , he says, generally regarded themselves 
as "the representatives o f C h r i s t i a n i t y i n the dead parishes 
of the State Church". 

.While Johnson him.self both i n theology and i n h i s prac
t i c a l c o n t r i b u t i o n to the l i f e of the Church attem.pted to hold 
together two sides of a tension, the balance see.'ss always to 
f a l l on the s u b j e c t i v e aspect. Unfortunately,'his d i s c i p l e s , 
as we s h a l l see, using h i s approach not only c a r r i e d h i s 
subjectivism, s t i l l furtl'.er i n theology but also i n large 
measure f r u s t r a t e d h i s plan f o r the reform of the Church and 
l e d the Inner Mission movement i n which he had so large a 
hand away from the Church and i t s order. 

44 Georg Sverdrup (Cand.Theol., 1871). Quoted i n A. Helland, 
Georg Sverdrup; The Man and His Message, Minneapo11s, 
1947, The Messenger Press, p. 33. 
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(IV) Andreas Grlm.elund (1312-1896) 

Andreas Grimelund v/as prominent among, t h a t group of 
Norwegian Churchmen vrho "mediated the t r a n s i t i o n from. Hlgh-
Churchmanship to lay a c t i v i t y and voluntary o r g a n i z a t i o n s " . ! 
He was st r o n g l y i n f l u e n c e d by Moravlanism i n h i s youth, 
was t r a i n e d under Hersleb and Stenersen,2 and learned the 
value of the .Sacraments from Grundtvig. 

I t i s d i f f i c u l t to form, a clear p i c t u r e of Grlmelund's 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l presupposiHons, but there are signs t h a t he 
b u i l d s upon the common I d e a l i s t foundation then current. 
He has probably not thought t h i s matter through.. He ̂ as 
not a great or o r i g i n a l t h i n k e r , and h i s views are somev/hat 
e c l e c t i c . He was a confessional Lutheran theologian i n 
whom High- and Low-Church elem.ents v/ere blended. Grimelund's 
t h e o l o g i c a l and e c c l e s i o l o g l c a l vlev?s underwent a considerable 
development i n a Lo\f-Church d i r e c t i o n . I n h i s work from 
1856, there are d e f i n i t e signs of Grundtvlglan Influence, 
but V7e know t h a t he opposed the Churchly VIev; i n the l a t e r 
decades.3 Grimelund i s I n t e r e s t i n g because he may be 
regarded as t y p i c a l o f large numbers of the Norwegian clergy 
i n the second and t h i r d quarters of the 19th Century. 

I n h i s Forelaesninger over P r a c t l s k Theologle (1855), 
Grimelund devoted a section each to L i t u r g i e s , Homlletlcs, 
and P a s t o r a l Theology; But he also added an unusual f o u r t h 

1 H. Blom-Svendsen, "Andreas Grimelund" i n NBL,. IV, p. 624. 
2 G. received the degree o f Cand. T^feol. i n 1835. 
3 See the Gunnerus case, examined i n the chapter on Grundt-

vl g l a n i s m . Grimelund was Gunnerus' Bisbop at the time, 
and made no e f f o r t t o hel-o him.. 
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s e c t i o n e n t i t l e d " E c c l e s i a s t l k " , i n which he discussed the 
Church and i t s a c t i v i t y . His aim was to enable the pastor 

. to see the u n i t y of the other three p a r t s , and to provide 
a " f i r m standpoint" and a "guiding p r i n c i p l e " f o r h i s v/ork. 

GrLmelund prefaces h i s j i i s c u s s i o n of the Church v/ith 
some more general considerations. Man seeks God, i n whose 
image he i s created. Man i s separated from God, not by the 
f a c t t h a t he i s a creature or th-at he i s f i n i t e , but because 
of sin.'^ I n other words, the opposit'on i s not metaphysical 
but e t h i c a l . Man needs atonement. God has not only provided 
ah o b j e c t i v e Atonement i n C h r i s t , He .has also i n s t i t u t e d the 
Church, to b r i n g the Atonem.ent w i t h i n reach of the subjective 
experience of everyone. 

Grimelund can speak of the Church as a "redsaptlve i n s t i 
t u t i o n " . This phrase (which m.ight i n some quarters suggest 
the n o t i o n of the Church as. the "extension"of the Incarnation 
and Atonement) simply connotes the Church as the organ through 
which the Redemption of Christ i s mediated to m.ankind through 
the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the .m-eans of grace. I t was a common 
usage among High Church clergy of the period, notably Wexels, 
and received s p e c i a l im.petus from the Neo-Lutheran movement 
i n Germany. There i s a s i m i l a r phrase i n Johnson which 
expresses the same idea '^ut guards against i t s m i s i n t e r p r e t a 
t i o n : The Church i s a "med i a t o r i a l organ" but not a "mediator". 

4 A. Grim.elund, Forelaesninger over Practisk Theologie, 
p. 245. 
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This i s a p e r f e c t l y v a l i d Lutheran idea consistent v/ith the 
d i v i n e o r i g i n and theocentric character of the Church as 
opposed to the term. "Communion of Saints" i n t e r p r e t e d i n a 
su b j e c t i v e manner. 

I t i s evident thet Grimelund has a strong sense of the 
h i s t o r i c i t y of the Church, f o r he regards I t from the stand
p o i n t of i t s o r i g i n . I t s development i n h i s t o r y , and I t s 
goal. The Church i s a h i s t o r i c a l e n t i t y , and so m̂ 'st be 
traced g e n e t i c a l l y i f i t i s to.be c l e a r l y seen and grasped.5 
I t v;as i n s t i t u ^ d by Ch r i s t i n the Apostles, but r e a l i z e d i n 
the event o f Pentecost, when the S p i r i t of Christ became the 
nev/ " L i f e - p r i n c i p l e " i n them.^ I t s f i n a l goal i s the f u l l 
r e v e l a t i o n of God's Kingdom, on earth. Betv/een i t s genesis 
and i t s goal, the Church i s undergoing a period of "develop
ment", a f a v o u r i t e term of Grimelund. From the Church's 
genesis and goal, we can deduce i t s essence, i t s a t t r i b u t e s , 
and i t s "vrorklng means" ( i . e . the m.eans of grace). Grime-
lunds discussion of the Church i s organized around these 
three term.s. 

Grlm.elund's discussion o f the essence of the Church 
di s p l a y s a marked s i m . i l a r i t y to t h a t of Gisle Johnson. l i k e 
Johnson, Grimelund regards the B i b l i c a l im.age of the Body of 
Ch r i s t as the best expression of the Church's essence. The 

5 Grimelund's use o f the word "genetic" must not be confused 
w i t h the " r e a l - g e n e t i c " method of Johnson. The l a t t e r i s 
i n d i c a t i v e of a whole e m p i r i c i s t approach, the former merely 
a h i s t o r i c a l method of treatment. 
6 Forelaesninger over P r a c t i s k Theologie, pp. 247-8. 
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Church i s "a s p i r i t u a l organism, of b e l i e v e r s " created by the 
Holy S p i r i t . Again, l i k e Johnson, Grimelund i s immediately 
involved i n a discussion of the v i s i b l i t y and i n v i s i b i l i t y 
of the Church, i n v/hich he too speaks not of the V i s i b l e and 
I n v i s i b l e Church, but of the v i s i b l e and i n v i s i b l e aspects 
of the Church. As the Communion of Saints, the Church i s 
i n v i s i b l e ; I t s Head, S p i r i t , and powers are a l l i n v i s i b l e , 
as w e l l as the r e l a t i o n of i t s members to Christ and to one 
another. The Church i s supersensual, the object of f a i t h . 
But as a confessing community, "the sam t o t a l of a l l v/ho 
confess the o b j e c t i v e C h r i s t i a n f a i t h and gather round God's 
Word and Sacraments",''' i t i s v i s i b l e , as the designation 
"Body" i n d i c a t e s . I t s h i s t o r i c a l o r i g i n , i t s means of grace, 
i t s confession of f a i t h , i t s common v/orship and i t s ccr,:rounal 
l i f e are a l l v i s i b l e . I n s t r e s s i n g the t a n g i b i l i t y of the 
Church, Grimelund r e f l e c t s -the' influence of Grundtvig. 
Like Grundtvig, he asserts t h a t the Church has one outv/ar^i, • 
o b j e c t i v e Mark vrhich d i s t i n g u i s h e s i t from a l l ether communi
t i e s , i t s symbol, the Apostles' Creed used i n c. n j u n c t i o n 

v/i t h Bap 11 sm.. ® 
Grimelund concedes t h a t these two aspects of the Church 

do not a b s o l u t e l y coincide while the Church i s i n process cf 

development, but he i n s i s t s t h a t they must be held together 

i f the opposite p i t f a l l s of S p i r i t u a l i s m and materialism are 

7 I b i d . , p. 250. 
8 . I b i d . , p. 249. Grimelund does not, however, e x p l i c i t l y 
f o l l o v / Grundtvig i n h i s theory of the h i s t o r i c a l presei'va-
t i o n of the Creed, the hallmark of the Churchly View. 
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t o be a v o i d e d . The p r o t o t y p e as v ; e l l as the b a s i s o f the 
Church's essence i s t o be found i n the u n i o n o f the tv/o 
Natures i n C h r i s t . The s i t u a t i o n o f the Church d u r i n g i t s 
development r e q u i r e s an outvrard p o l i t y . This should express 
the n a t u r e o f the Church as b o t h a redemptive i n s t i t u t i o n and 
a c o m m u n i t y - i n - f a i t h , b u t may vary wl.h the v a r i o u s stages i n 
the Church's development. No one form o f p o l i t y belongs t o 
the essence o f the Church. 

On the o t h e r hand, ¥ord and Sacraments form the "substan

t i a l b a s i s " o f the Church. T h e i r c o n t i n u a l and o r d e r l y a d m i n i 

s t r a t i o n i s e s s e n t i a l t o i t s e x i s t e n c e . Gri'melund regards the 

A p o s t o l i c i t y o f the Church as r e s i d i n g i n pure S c r i p t u r a l 

d o c t r i n e . For h i the pure v;ord i s i d e n t i f i e d w i t h Holy 

S c r i p t u r e , i n vrtiich "the A p o s t o l a t e i s alv/ays p r e s e n t i n 

th e C h u r c h " . H e r e g a r d s the Church as h o l y , n o t because o f 

i t s members (man;'" h y p o c r i t e s a r ; mingled w i t h i t ) , b u t because 

o f i t s o r i g i n , g o a l , and c a l l , and because i t i s the v/orkshop 

o f the Holy S p i r i t and the home o f the m.eans-of grace. But 

he a d d s - t h a t t h e Church m.ust aim a t the s a n c t i f i c a t i o n o f i t s 

mem.bers. I n r j i s c u s s i n g the Church's u n i t y and c a t h o l i c i t y , 

Grim.elund a l s o s t r e s s e s i t s d i v e r s i t y v / i t h i n the s i n g l e "organ

ism". D i f f e r e n t ages and i n d i v i d u a l s complement one another 

t o p r e s e n t t he complete image o f C h r i s t ' s Body. This causes 

no b r e a c h i n the Church's " e s s e n t i a l i n n e r u n i t y " , a l t h o u g h 

t h e e f f e c t o f s i n hcs been the l o s s o f i t s outward u n i t y . 

9 I b i d . , p. 251. 
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But any body which has I'Jord anc" Sacraments and which sub
s c r i b e s t o the Ecumenical Creeds must be regarded as p a r t 
o f t he Church c a t h o l i c . The t r u e s t er-pression o f the Church's 
n a t u r e i s t o be found i n the l o c a l c o n g r e g a t i o n . I t i s v/orthy 
o f n o t e t h a t a f t e r h i s c l e a r d i s c u s s i o n o f the essence o f 
the Church, Grimelund c o n f l a t e s h i s d i s c u s s i o n o f i t s a t t r i 
b u t es and vrorking means. For him, the t h i r d concept was 
mors i m p o r t a n t tha.n the second. 

Grimelund sees the Church's a c t i v i t y as two f o l d : 

missioi.nary and eTdifying. As a l e c t u r e r i n p r a c t i c a l t h e o l o g y , 

i t i s t h e l a t t e r w i t h which he i s c h i e f l y concerned. I t 

i n c l u d e s : 1) c u l t u s , 2) p a s t o r a l care, and 3) c a t e c h e t i c a l 

i n s t r u c t i o n . I t s " h i g h e s t p r i n c i p l e " i s " t e l e o l o g i c a l " , and 

presupposes a " s o t e r i o l o g i c a l p r i n c i p l e " mediated i n Baptism."'-*^ 

G-rimelund begins h i s s e c t i o n on the M i n i s t r y and i t s 

o r i g i n by a s s e r t i n g the Low-Church p r i n c i p l e t h a t the whole 

Church, n o t a s p e c i a l c l e r i c a l e s t a t e i s the " s u b j e c t " o f 

the Church's e d i f y i n g a c t i v i t y . Since i t i s a l s o the o b j e c t 

o f t h i s a c t i v i t y , and s i n c e a l l cannot p o s s i b l y serve a l l , 

t h e r e arose the need f o r a s p e c i a l M i n i s t r y . But Grimelund 

a l s o says i n High-Church f a s i o n t h a t the lalKISTEFaUI^ 2CCL3SI-

ASTICUM (un d e r s t o o d i n f u n c t i o n a l terms) v;as d i r e c t l y i n s t i 

t u t e d by the L o r d t h r o u g h a p o s i t i v e command.-^^ The Church 

needs a s p e c i a l CLERUS (he i s not a f r a i d t o use the term • 

10 I b i d . , p. 253. 
11 I b i d . , p. 215. " I t i s i n s t i t u t e d i n and w i t h the means o f 

grace and o r i g i n a l l y c o i n c i d e d w i t h the A p o s t o l a t e . . . " 
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STAND), p a r t l y f o r the sake o f o r d e r and p a r t l y t o ensure 
a " r i g h t " a d m i n ' l s t r a t i o n . l i k e Johnson, Grimelund emphasized 
the c h a r i s m a t i c p r i n c i p l e . The Holy S p i r i t has i n d i r e c t l y 
(MIDDELBART) chosen t h e members o f t h i s STAND th r o u g h His 
d i s t r i b u t i o n o f c h a r i s m a t a . The STAIHD i s not a c o n t i n u a t i o n 
o f t he A p o s t o l a t e , which v;as unique. The o f f i c e i n e v i t a b l y 
arose o u t o f the o r g a n i c c h a r a c t e r o f the Church. The 
v a r i o u s degrees o f o f f i c e e x i s t p u r e l y f o r "order and super
v i s i o n " , and i m p l y no d i s t i n c t i o n i n t h e r i g h t t o a d m i n i s t e r 
the means o f grace. 

The c l e r g y are n o t " d i v i n e l y p r i v i l e g e d " , b u t r e c e i v e 

t h e i r o f f i c e s from the Church i n the c a l l . The Church i n 

t u r n must n o t f a i l t o c a l l , nor may i t c a l l a r b i t r a r i l y , b u t 

must i s s u e the c8.11 on the b a s i s o f the charismata. An 

e x a m i n a t i o n o f ca n d i d a t e s i s e x p r e s s l y commanded i n S c r i p 

t u r e ( I . Tim. 3:10). The c a l l o f the Church i s a "mediate" 

c a l l from God. I t "recognizes and s e a l s " the i n n e r c a l l o f 

the S p i r i t . On the o t h e r hand, i t presupposes an i n n e r c a l l , 

and where t h i s i s l a c k i n g and the p a s t o r teaches c o n t r a r y 

t o t h e Gospel, t he Church i s i n d u t y bound t o r e t r a c t i t s c a l l . 

Thus the L u t h e r a n Church h o l d s b o t h t o the U n i v e r s a l 

P r i e s t h o o d and t o " b o d i l y " means o f grace a d m i n i s t e r e d by a 
1 ? 

r e g u l a r l y c a l l e d c l e r g y . 
I n a c h a p t e r on "The r e l a t i o n s h i p o f the c l e r g y t o the 

c o n g r e g a t i o n and i t s Lord", Grimelund holds t h a t the p a s t o r 

i s n e i t h e r above nor o u t s i d e the c o n g r e g a t i o n , b u t r a t h e r he 

12 I b i d . , p. 217. 
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i s one o f them. He i s t h e i r l e a d e r , b u t d e r i v e s h i s power 
and a u t h o r i t y from the o f f i c e ( i t i s "immanent" t h e r e ) which 
the c o n g r e g a t i o n has t r a n s f e r r e d t o him on God's b e h a l f . He 
i s C h r i s t ' s messenger and a steward o f the means o f grace. 
D o c t r i n a l d i s c i p l i n e i s a m a t t e r f o r the Church body as a 
whole ( e . g . , the n a t i o n a l Church). The b e s t t i t l e s f o r the 
c l e r g y are " p a s t o r " and "servant o f the Word". They are 
p r i m a r i l y s e r v a n t s , and have no power b u t t h a t o f the Word. 

I n a c h a p t e r e n t i t l e d "The v;ork and s t r u g g l e o f the 

M i n i s t r y " , Grimelund r a i s e s the q u e s t i o n of whether the p a s t o r 

should a t t e m p t t o form SCCL3.SI0LAE IN ECCLESIA. He answers 

i n the n e g a t i v e , i f by t h a t i s understood the f o r m a t i o n o f " a 

s m a l l e r , c l o s e d community w i ! h s p e c i a l communal bonds and 

means and times o f e d i f i c a t i o n " , b u t i n the p o s i t i v e , i f i s 

meant "the awakening o f congrega:ional-consciousness and the 

g a t h e r i n g o f b e l i e v e r s more c l o s e l y t o g e t h e r t h r o u g h the com

mon Church bonds".-'-5 Grlmelund re^;ards " s u b j e c t i v e theology"!'^ 

as one o f the t h r e a t s t o the M i n i s t r y , f o r i t v/eakens the 

Church and c o n f e s s i o n a l bonds. He accuses the system o f the 

S t a t e Church o f p l a c i n g the M i n i s t r y i n "a f a l s e p o s i t i o n " , 

c a l l i n g a t t e n t i o n t o i t s enormous p a r i s h e s , i t s l a c k o f 

Church d i s c i p l i n e , and i t s l e g a l compulsion. The M i n i s t r y 

t h u s becomes "a s e r v i c e o f law" i n s t e a d o f a s e r v i c e o f the 

S p i r i t and the Word, and c o n g r e g a t i o n a l l i f e i s rendered 

i m p o s s i b l e . -'-5 

13 I b i d . , p. 224. 
14 P o s s i b l y t h i s i s an a l l u s i o n t o Schleiermacher. 
15 F o r e l a e s n i n g e r over P r a c t i s k T h e o l o g i e , p. 226. 
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F i n a l l y , Grimelund has a c h a p t e r on "The c o n d i t i o n s 

f o r t he p r o p e r e x e r c i s e o f the o f f i c e " , i n v/hich he expands 

h i s v i e w o f the c a l l . He takes f i r s t the " s u b j e c t i v e " c a l l : 

The prime a t t r i b u t e o f a p a s t o r is-:.h;t he i s h i m s e l f a 

"Churchly C h r i s t i a n " , t h a t he i s conscious o f s h a r i n g i n the 

Church's A p o s t o l i c f a i t h and Baptism. But Grimelund a l s o 

m a i n t a i n s the nece-=sity o f an " o b j e c t i v e " c a l l . This i s "the 

a c t whereby the o f f i c e i s t r a n s f e r r e d t o the i n d i v i d u a l w i t h 

p o s i t i v e d i v i n e s a n c t i o n " . I t m.ay occur m e d i a t e l y o r im-. 

m e d i a t e l y . The l a t t e r v/as c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f the A^DOstolic 

Age, t h e former o f our age. Grimelund concedes t h a t the 

immediate c a l l may s t i l l occur (God's S p i r i t i s not bound), 

b u t he r e g a r d s i t as e x t r a o r d i n a r y and a s s e r t s t h a t i t must 

evidence i t s l e g i t i m a c y by "sure s i g n s " . The "proper" c a l l 

i s now the mediate c a l l , p r o c e e d i n g from legitim.s.te e c c l e s i a s 

t i c a l a u t h o r i t y . An immediate c a l l which despises the mediate 

i s s u r e l y not genuine. 

Grimelund devotes o n l y a paragraph t o o r d i n a t i o n . I t 

i s the f i n a l f u l f i l l m e n t o f the mediate c a l l , by v;hich the 

P0T2STAS MINISTERII i s c o n f e r r e d . 7,'ithout a c t u a l l y b e i n g a 

Sccrament, t h e r e i s a sacrar.'.ental' element i n o r d i n a t i o n . I n 

i t , t h e Koly S p i r i t t r a n s f e r s the o f f i c e , g i v e s the o r d i n a n d 

a u t h o r i t y , and assures hlin o f K i s a s s i s t a n c e . The r i g h t t o 

o r d a i n belongs not t o the S t a t e but s o l e l y t o the Church, 
17 

and can o n l y be c a r r i e d o u t by one o f i t s ordained s e r v a n t s . * ' 
16 I b i d . , r.. 236. 
17 I b i d . , pp. 238-9. 
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(V) Marcus Jacob Monrad (1816-97) 

P r o f e s s o r Marcus J. Monrad's p r i n c i p a l work i n the 

Philosophjr o f R e l i g i o n appeared r e l a t i v e l y l a t e i n the Century 

(1885), a t a time when Hegc-lianism had l o n g been regarded as 

a spent f o r c e on the C o n t i n e n t . R e a c t i o n t o the book v/as 

v a r i e d . An anonymous r e v i e w s r i n Morgenbladet found Monrad's 

c o n c l u s i o n s " i n good harmony w i t h the t e a c h i n g o f the Church", 

and r e g a r d e d the book as a p o w e r f u l defence a g a i n s t P o s i t i v 

ism.-^- On the o t h e r hand, Pastor M. J. Faerden, w h i l e he found 

Monrad's work "very v a l u a b l e " , m.ade i t c l e a r t h a t Lonrad v;as 

n o t always o r t h o d o x and t h a t he had d e p a r t e d i n some r e s p e c t s 

from the B i b l i c a l r e a l i s m . 2 

Faerden's assessment v/as undoubtedly c o r r e c t . The book 

s t r i k e s the present-day r e a d e r as strange and u n r e a l i s t i c . 

Koppang m a i n t a i n s t h a t one o f Monrad's g r e a t e s t weaknesses 

was h i s l a c k o f c o n t a c t (INNLZVELSE) w i t h h i s t o r i c a l r e s l i t y . 3 

R e l i g i o n , R e l i g i o n e r , Christendommen g i v e s the I m p r e s s i o n 

o f b e i n g a l t o g e t h e r t o o t h e o r e t i c a l and s p e c u l a t i v e a v;ork. 

I t i s o f t e n i n sharp c o n f l i c t v a t h the B i b l i c a l d u a l i s m o f 

t h e L u t h e r a n t r a d i t i o n . Moreover, many o f the views expressed 

i n i t were i n d i a m . e t r i c a l o p p o s i t i o n t o the c u r r e n t s r u n n i n g 

i n t h e l880's. These are no doubt the reasons why Monrad 

f a i l e d t o e x e r t any s i g n i f i c a n t i n f l u e n c e upon the Korv.'ay c f 

h i s day. 

1 Morgenbladet, no. 608, I885. 
2 K i r k e l l g L i t t e r a t u r t i d e n d e f o r de Skandine^viske Land, 

I I , . 1889, pp. 9-15. 
3 0. Koppang, op. c i t . , p. 82. 
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N e v e r t h e l e s s , t h i s l a r g e (504pp.) book was an i m p o r t a n t 
work. Monrad i s c l e a r , c o n s i s t e n t , and som.etir!ies p r o f o u n d . 
He i s a H e g e l i a n who not o n l y m a i n t a i n e d t he m e t a p h y s i c a l 
Idealism, b u t a l s o c o n s i s t e n t l y used the Hege l i a n d i a l e c t i c 
t r i a d . The o u t l i n e o f the book i s embodied i n i t s t i t l e : 
The f i r s t s e c t i o n d e a l s v i i t h "The U n i v e r s a l Idea o f R e l i g i o n " 
(the t h e s i s ) , the second w i t h the v a r i o u s forms r e l i g i o n has 
t a k e n i n h i s t o r y , up t o and i n c l u d i n g Judaism, (the a n t i t h e s i s ) , 
the t h i r d w i t h C h r i s t i a n i t y as the "Absolute" R e l i g i o n , the 
g o a l and r e a l i z a t i o n o f the Idea ( t h e s y n t h e s i s ) . L i k e 
Hegel, Monrad regarded r e l i g i o n and p h i l o s o p h y , f a i t h and 
knowledge, as one. Consequently, the book a c t u a l l y i n c l u d e s 
the r u d i m e n t s o f a dogm.atic system, i n v/hich Konrad c o n s i s 
t e n t l y upholds the orthodox C h r i s t i a n dogmas, though not 
w i t h o u t d i s t o r t i o n . Before v.'e examine' what Monrad has t o 
say about the Church, v/e must l o o k b r i e f l y a t the f i r s t 
s e c t i o n o f the book. 

"REIIGIONENS IDEE" i s a g a i n d i v i d e d i n t o t h r e e s e c t i o n s : 

1) The Object o f R e l i g i o n ( t h e s i s ) ; 2) The r e l i g i o u s s u b j e c t 

( a n t i t h e s i s ) ; And 3) T h e i r u n i o n i n "the t r u e , s u b j e c t i v e -

o b j e c t i v e r e l i g i o n " ( s y n t h e s i s ) . 

The O b j : c t o f r e l i g i o n i s , o f course, God, v/hose e x i s 

t e nce i s p o s i t e d "PER DUPLICEM NEGATIONEM". Since "the 

knowledge o f the l i m i t removes t he l i m i t " , the f i n i t e p r e 

supposes t h e i n f i n i t e j u s t as the r e l a t i v e i m p l i e s the Abso

l u t e . I n harmony w i t h t h i s s t a r t i n g p o i n t , Monrad, w h i l e 

a c c e p t i n g the cosm.ological and t e l e o l o g i c a l arguments as 
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w e l l , m.aintained t h a t t h e r e i s "complete t r u t h i n the onto-
l o g l c a l p r o o f " as form.ulat?d by Descartes.'^ God i s the Abso
l u t e S p i r i t , the A b s o l u t e Idea, and He r e a l i z e s Himself by 
g i v i n g e x i s t e n c e t o t h a t v/hich b e f o r e i t s e x i s t e n c e was i n 
Him.. T h i s process i n c l u d e s C r e a t i o n and R e v e l a t i o n . The 
Idea thus proceeds from and r e t u r n s t o i t s e l f e t e r n a l l y , and 
i n t b i s p r o c e s s i o n and r e t u r n develops i t s f u l l essence and 
l i f e . God i s t h u s the CAUSA FINALI3 o f the w o r l d , as w e l l as 
i t s CAUSA EFFICIENS. Monrad quotes w i t h a p p r o v a l the o p i n i o n 
of Bishop Martensen t h a t every g e n u i n e l y r e l i g i o u s viev; 
m.ust c o n t a i n a p a n t h e i s t i c elem.ent.5 A l t h o u g h he agrees w i t h 
S c h l e i e r m a c h e r t h a t r e l i g i o n i s a f e e l i n g o f a b s o l u t e depen
dence, he h o l d s t h a t our c o n c e p t i o n o f God i s independent 
of t h i s . 

Monrad a t t h i s p o i n t seem-S t o adopt the o b j e c t i v e ap

proach. He beg i n s w i t h God, and the Absolute Idea realizes 

i t s e l f i n G r e s t i o n and R e v e l a t i o n . But an element o f sub

j e c t i v i t y e n t e r s i n t o h i s system, t h r o u g h the f a c t t l a t God 

i s v i r t u a l l y r e garded as the o b j e c t o f human r e f l e c t i o n . 

I t i s p r e c i s e l y t h i s which provoked L u t h e r ' s o b j e c t i o n t o 

the " S o p h i s t s " o f h i s day and which l i e s a t the r o o t o f the 

L u t h e r a n d i s t r u s t o f p h i l o s o p h i c a l s p e c u l a t i o n , which must 

proceed from man t o God. Here Monrad-seem.s t o de p a r t 

r a d i c a l l y from the c l a s s i c a l L u t h e r a n t r a d i t i o n . 

Monrad's fundamental Monism i s a l s o i l l u s t r a t e d by h i s 

4 R e l i g i o n , R e l i g i o n e r , og Christendommen, v. 10. 
5. I b i d . , pp. 41-50. 
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A n t h r o p o l o g y and S o t e r i o l o g y . Man, as v r e l l as a l l t h a t 

e x i s t s , must have h i s o r i g i n and g o a l i n the E t e r n a l . Since 

man i s a r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e , h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p to the E t s r n a l 

m.ust t a k e a r a t i o p ^ , l form.. He i s b o t h one w i t h God and i n 

o p p o s i t i o n t o Him. He r e a l i z e s h i s u n i t y w i t h God o n l y t h r o u g h 

f i r s t r e a l i z i n g h i s s e p a r a t i o n from God, and be i n g r e c o n c i l e d 

t o God.^ Man, c r e a t i o n , and h i s t o r y a l l share i n the cosmos, 

the o r d e r e d , harmonious system o f Ideas o r i g i n a t i n g from the 

sam.e c r e a t i v e Wisdom." We may d e p i c t Monrad's c o n c e p t i o n o f 

h i s t o r y a s an h o u r g l a s s , i n which the race g r a d u a l l y narrowed 

to a " c e n t r a l p e o p l e " and "a c e n t r a l i n d i v i d u a l " , t h e r e a f t e r 

t o widen a g a i n . I t s f i n a l g o a l i s to encompass a l l o f 

mankind. Thus, ( i n comjBon v / i t h a l l M o n i s t i c t h i n k e r s ) , Mon

r a d s t r o n g l y emphasizes the c o l l e c t i v e i n o p p o s i t i o n t o the 

i n d i v i d u a l . I n d i v i d u a l man has b o t h t he a b i l i t y and the 

d u t y t o emancipate him.self from h i s i n d i v i d u a l i t y and t o 

r e a l i z e t h e u n i v e r s a l human Ide a , ^ " I n and th r o u g h Jesus 

C h r i s t , the t r u e , d i v i n e c o r m u n i t y - s p i r i t a s u n i v e r s a l -

human and a s the s p i r i t of the i n d i v i ' - u a l has come to 

consciousness i n mankind,"9 go Jesus i s not merely an 

i n d i v i d u a l , b u t the " i d e a l C h r i s t , which i s i d e n t i c a l w i t h 

th e i d e a l h u manity" (p. 324). I n o t h e r words, He r e a l i z e s 

the Idea o f t h e r a c e , a g o a l which has nov; become the o b j e c t 

o f t h e conscious s t r i v i n g o f the human individual."'"'^ 

6 I b i d . , -0.5 
7 I b i d . , pp. 17, 19. 
8 I b i d . , p. 53. 
Q I b i d . , p.. 426. 
i o I b i d . , vv. 425-6. 
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Monrad s t r e s s e s the " O b j e c t i v e Atonement". Through 

a l l o f h i s t o r y runs the d i v i n e a t o n i n g p r i n c i p l e ; I t i s p er
f e c t e d and c o n s c i o u s l y r e a l i z e d i n C h r i s t . K i s s p i r i t o f 
s e l f - s a c r i f i c e must now permeate the whole o f the r a c e , 
so t h a t i t g i v e s up i t s i n d i v i d u a l i t y i n f a / o u r o f the c o l 
l e c t i v e . 

Yet f o r a l l h i s i n s i s t e n c e upon the f a c t o t h e Atone

ment, i t becomes i n t e r p r e t e d ' as the s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n q'!' a 

p r i n c i p j e and as the a s s e r t i o n o f the c o l l e c t i v e over the 

i n d i v i d u a l . Indeed, i t i s not d i f f i c u l t t o see t h a t f o r 

Monrad n o t o n l y R e v e l a t i o n and the I n c a r n a t i o n , b u t a l s o 

man, s i n , and the Atonement a l l become som.ething ot!:er t h a n 

what they are i n t r a d i t i o n a l L u t h e r a n t h e o l o g y ; 

Ylith h i s tremendous emphasis on the c o l l e c t i v e , Monrad 

had perhaps a deeper a p p r e c i a t i o n o f the Church t h a n any o f 

h i s c o n t e m p o r a r i e s . N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g the s u b j e c t i v r s element 

i n h i s i d e a o f God, he had the decided m e r i t o f empha'^izlng 

t h e o b j e c t i v e approach. He repudi'-.tes a l l v e s t i g e s o f 

" s u b j e c t i v i s m " . Moreover, he understood the necessitj'' o f 

m a i n t a i n i n g the c o n n e c t i o n between r e l i g i o n and c u l t u r e . 

These advantages were, however, more tha n outv.-eirhed by the 

f a t a l weaknesses o f h i s system., ai.^ by the .fact t h a t he i n e v 

i t a b l y h e l d an I n t e l l e c t u a l i s t i c concept o f r e v e l a t i o n . For 

Monrad r e l i g i o n v,'as p r i m a r i l y a me.ttrr o-^ the i n t e l l e c t , i n 

c o n t r a s t t o the fundamental Lu t h e r a n emphasis upon the v / i l l , 

and C h r i s t i a n i t y was e s s e n t i a l l y a " d o c t r i n e " , w i t h c e r t a i n 

"basic p r o p o s i t i o n s " . 
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I n examining Monrad's e c c l e s i o l o g y , we must f i r s t r e t u r n 

t o h i s h o u r g l a s s c o n c e p t i o n o f h i s t o r y . I n the providence o f 

God, i t was f r e s p e c i a l m i s s i o n o f the p r e - C h r i s t i a n community 

t o e v o l v e the " p e r s o n a l I d e a l " . Then began a new development, 

i n which t he i n s e m i n a t i o n (FCRPIAFTNIKG) o f the t r u e s p i r i t 

o f community i s c a r r i e d out i n a f r e e society., not bound by 

n a t u r e . Monrad r e p e a t e d l y em-phasizes t h e d i f f e r e n c e betv:een 

the p r e - C h r i s t i a n " n a t u r a l " community and the C h r i s t i a n 

" s p i r i t u a l " community. "The C h r i s t i a n f a i t h i s e s s e n t i a l l y 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n t h e development o f the r a c e . . . f i r s t and l a s t 

a community f a i t h , a coi^jnunity consciousness." C h r i s t i a n 

f a i t h i s " a p p r o p r i a t i o n o f the most p r o f o u n d idea o f the 

community". The u n i v e r s a l human coiiimunity must be r e f l e c t e d 

t e m p o r a r i l y i n a narrower communtty ( u n t i l i t " abolishes 

i t s e l f i n the g r e a t common h u m a n i t y " ) , the C h r i s t i a n Church, 

i n w h i c h C h r i s t ' s S p i r i t , the Holy S o i r i t o f God dwells.-^-^ 

A c c o r d i n g t o Monrad, "Church" (iriPiS) and "Congrega, i o n " 

(MENIGHED) are e s s e n t i a l l y the same. But he then proceeds t o 

c o n t r a d i c t h i m s e l f by d i s t i n g u i s h i n g decisi'^'ely between them: 

KIRICS denotes the comraunit;.'' as an o b j e c t i v e i n s t i t u t i o n , and 

5-!iENIGHED the g a t h e r i n g o f i n d i v i d u a l s . - ' - ^ These c o n s t i t u t e 

11 I b i d . , pp. 428-9. 
12 Here Monrad p o s i t s the fundamental Lutheran d i a l e c t i c 

between the p e r s o n a l and i n s t i t u t i o n a l aspects o f the 
Church. But he e r r s i n i d e n t i f y i n g the tv/,o aspects 
w i t h the terms "Church" and "c o n g r e g a t i o n " . This 
e r r o r was f r e q u e n t l y made i n Norwegian t h e o l o g y and 
s t i l l p e r s i s t s today. 
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the t h e s i s and a n t i t h e s i s o f Church h i s t o r y . I n the A p o s t o l i c 

Church they were i d e n t i c a l . The Medieval Roman Church over

emphasized the "Church". P r o t e s t a n t i s m i s i n constant danger 

o f o v e r e m p h a s i z i n g t h e " c o n g r e g a t i o n " . "We see the same laws 

o f development... the one-sidedness and e r r o r s , repeated every

where . "13 The S3''nthesls between them has not y e t been a t t a i n e d , 

Here, t h e r e are s u p e r f i c i a l s i m i l a r i t i e s w i t h the thought o f 

L u t h e r , b u t w h i l e Monrad's s y n t h e s i s l i e s h i s t o r i c a l l y i n t ' e 

f u t u r e , L u t h e r ' s approach i s f u n d a m e n t a l l y e s c h a t o l o g i c a l 

and h i s s y n t h e s i s i s n ot so much f u t u r e as "hidden". 

The Holy S p i r i t i s a c t i v e i n the Church. The Church con

t a i n s e s s e n t i a l l y FIDES QUAE CREDITUR, " f a i t h from i t s o b j e c t 

i v e s i d e " , and i s the "presaved" and " c o n t i n u e d " d i v i n e r e v e 

l a t i o n . Here the absence o f s t r e s s upon the FIDES QUA 

CREDITUR may be s i g n i f i c a n t o f Monrad's i n t e l l e c t u a l i s m and 

h i s l a c k o f I n t e r e s t i n the i n d i v i d u a l and the s u b j e c t i v e . 

Of a l l the a t . t r l b u t e s o f the Church, Monrad n a t u r a l l y 

s t r e s s e s the u n i t y and c a t h o l i c i t y o f the Church, independent 

o f " t e m p o r a l b a r r i e r s " . Monrad found the a p o s t o l i c i t y o f the 

Church i n Holy S c r i p t u r e . He had g r e a t r e s p e c t f o r the h i s 

t o r i c a l t r a d i 1 j o n ( "a s p i r i t u a l t r e a s u r e " ) ; But t r a d i t i o n must 

always be s u b j e c t t o "God's changeless V/ord", vrhich he found 

i n S c r i p t u r e . The Church must ha-^s and preserve an a u t h o r i 

t a t i v e d o c t r i n e , a c o n f e s s i o n , b u t t h i s must be t e s t e d by 

S c r i p t u r e . I n t h i s s e c t i o n , Monrad quoted Luther,, t he 

13 I b i d . , p. 431. 
14 I b i d . , p. 431. 
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Augsburg Confession, and Pontoppidan's Catechism. 

Monrad defended I n f a n t Baptism. I i f n i l e he a d m i t t e d t h a t 

i t was n o t p r a c t i c e d i n the A p o s t o l i c Church, he regarded 

i t as the r e s u l t o f a h i s t o r i c a l development, and h e l d t h a t 

i t s r e j e c t i o n would amount t o an i n d e f e n s i b l e r e t r e a t . 

Baptism i s the a c t o f r e c e p t i o n i n t o the h o l y community. He 

c o u l d even v / r i t e o f i t as a covenant, b u t emphasized more 

i t s c h a r a c t e r as a covenant between the i n d i v i d u a l and the 

Church t h a n between the i n d i v i d u a l and God.-^5 pje spoke o f 

B a p t i s m a l r e g e n e r a t i o n , and h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between " b i r t h " 

and " r e b i r t h " r e p r e s e n t s an a p p l i c a t i o n t o Baptism o f the 

d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r a l and s p i r i t u a l v/hich v/e have 

a l r e a d y noted i n h i s t r e a t m e n t o f the Church, ^n t h i s con

t e x t , he d e f i n e s the Church as a s p i r i t u a l community i n 

w h i c h "the i n d i v i d u a l becomes conscious o f and r e a l i z e s 

h i m s e l f as s p i r i t " . Monrad d e c l i n e d , however, t o speak o f 

the f a i t h o f i n f a n t s and s t r e s s e d by p r e f e r e n c e the d i s t i n c 

t i v e c h a r a c t e r o f C h r i s t i a n n u r t u r e . I t i s the f a m i l y as a 

u n i t and n o t merely the sum t o t a l o f i t s i n d i v i d u a l members 

w h i c h belongs t o the Church.-^^ 

Monrad r e p e a t e d l y emphasizes the nature o f the Church 

as "a l i v i n g o rganism" w i t h C h r i s t as i t s " i n d w e l l i n g p r i n 

c i p l e " . He i n v e i g h s a g a i n s t the " o p p o s i t e " vievf, t h a t the 

Church i s "an aggregate o r a s s o c i a t i o n " o f i n d i v i d u a l s 

" o u t s i d e " one a n o t h e r , who s t s n d i n "an e s s e n t i a l l y e x t e r n a l " 

15 I b i d . , p. 440 
16 I b i d . , p. 444. 
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r e l a t i o n s h i p t o a C h r i s t who i s " o u t s i d e " them.^''' This 
p r i n c i p l e i s e s p e c i a l l y u t i l i z e d i n h i s t r e a t m e n t o f the 
E u c h a r i s t , where he a l s o advocated a c t u a l b r e a k i n g o f bread 
i n o r d e r t o b r i n g the community aspect i n t o g r e a t e r promin
ence.-^^ 

Monrad makes no r e f e r e n c e whatever t o the problem o f 

the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church which was so prominent 

among the 19th Century t h e o l o g i a n s . We can o n l y conclude 

t h a t i n a M o n i s t i c system l i h e h i s , the problem d i d not 

e x i s t . Where the d u a l i t y o f the I n c a r n a t i o n i s i g n o r e d , and 

a l l humanity r e g a r d e d as one w i t h God, t h e r e w i l l be no sharp 

d i s t i n c t i o n betv/een C h r i s t i a n and n o n - C h r i s t i a n and hence no 

p l a c e f o r a dlchotom.y betv;een the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church, 

I-n h i s d o c t r i n e o f the M i n i s t r y , Monrad commits h i m s e l f 

d e f i n i t e l y t o a High-Church Luther.^n p o s i t i o n . 

Because the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means o f grace must 

be done w i t h t h e Church's a u t h o r i t y , the Church must have 

a d e f i n i t e o r d e r , i n c l u d i n g an o f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y and a 

p r i e s t h o o d (Monrad uses the term STAND). The p r i e s t h o o d 

r e q u i r e s s p e c i a l g i f t s , l e : r n i n g , s.nd "a s p i r i t u a l stand

p o i n t " i n o r ' a r p r o p e r l y t o expound the Church's d o c t r i n e . 

They m.uet be "The Church's ro.en and God's s e r v a n t s , equipped 

w i t h the Church's a u t h o r i t y " . •'"̂  Independent l a y preachers, 

s a i d Monrad, d i d more harm t h a n good. The d o c t r i n e o f 

17 I b i d . , p. 451,- Cf. a l s o v. 473. 
18 I b i d . , p. 456n. 
19 I b i d . , n. ^69. 
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A p o s t o l i c Succession a t t a c h e s t o o much importance t o an 

" e x t e r n a l " , b u t i t c o n t a i n s the v a l u a b l e t r u t h t h a t the 

o f f i c e s p r i n g s from the one, c a t h o l i c Ch-urch. The l o c a l 

c o n g r e g a t i o n cannot m.ake anyone a p a s t o r . Morjr?.d em.phasizes 

the a u t h o r i t y o f the c l e r g y and o f p r e a c h i n g ; But he r e f u s e s 

t o r e g a r d the STAND as a " p r i v i l e g e d h o l y c l a s s " , w i t h a 

monopoly o f God's Word. The t e a c h i n g o f f i c e i s not i n f a l 

l i b l e . The A u t h o r i t y o f the c l e r g y i s not t h a t o f t h e i r 

p ersons, b u t o f the V.'ord. S t i l l , the M i n i s t r y i s no-": t o 

be deduced from the U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d o r the charism.atic 

p r i n c i p l e . J u s t as the c o n g r e g a t i o n i s n o t an a r b i t r a r y 

a s s o c i a t i o n o f i n d i v i d u a l s , and the Church i s not an a s s o c i 

a t i o n o f l o c a l c o n g r e g a t i o n s , where the m.ajority r u l e s , so 

the M i n i s t r y i s n o t the c r e a t i o n o f the c o n g r e g a t i o n . 

" E c c l e s i a s t i c a l dem.ocratism" leads t o Donatism, " d e i f i c a 

t i o n o f the c l e r g y " (PRSSTEFGRGUDEL3S), and enslavement. 

Though i t presumably proceeds from an attem.pt t o uphold t he 

freedom o f the i n d i v i d u a l , i t ends i n undue dependence upon 

persons, whether on the p a r t o f the c l i r g y o r o f the congre

g a t i o n . 20 

Contemporary Norwegian t h e o l o g y s t r e s s e d ths d i s t i n c t i o n 

between the tv/o Realm.s. ( A r t . XX^/III o f the Augsburg Confes

s i o n ) . I n c o n f o r m i t y vri'h the p h i l o s o p h i c a l b a s i s o f h i s 

t e a c h i n g , Monrad n a t u r a l l y em-phasized t h e i r u n i t y . The 

s e c u l a r a u t h o r i t y i s a l s o d e r i v e d from God, and the C h r i s t i a n 

20 I b . d , p. 474. 
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cannot " d i v i d e h i m s e l f i n two", 21 t h i s c o n n e c t i o n , 
Monrad r e t u r n e d t o h i s h o u r g l a s s view o f Church h i s t o r y . 
B e g i n n i n g as a sm.all n u c l e u s , the Church v/as d e s t i n e d t o 
expand. I t had an e s s e n t i a l m i s s i o n a r y purpose. Not o n l y 
i n d i v i d u a l s b u t n a t i o n s as such (FOLiSNE) v;ere t o be C h r i s t 
i a n i z e d , ( M a t t . 28:19). 2''' Because the e a r l y Church vras a 
s e l f - s a c r i f i c i n g m a r t y r Church, i t was a b l e t o t r i u j n p h over 
t h e w o r l d . 23 A f t e r the establishm.ent o f the State Church, 
C h r i s t i a n i t y was i n danger o f losi;ng i t s " s u p - r - v / c r l d l y 
l i f e - p r i n c i p l e " . A double r e a c t i o n t h e n o c c u r r e d , the 
Roman- C a t h o l i c t h e o c r a c y and an "anachoretism", an " a s c e t i 
cism.". The t r u e C h r i s t i a n i d e a o f s e l f - s a c r i f i c e vras l o s t 
i n b o t h . The Reform.ation r e - u n i t e d Church and S t a t e , a 
development which, according, t o Monrad, was t r u e t o the 
s p i r i t o f C h r i s t i a n i t y . But the new s y n t h e s i s was d i f f e r e n t 
f r o m t h a t o f the o r i g i n a l S t a t e Church. Whereas then the 
Church had swallowed the S t a t e , now the S t a t e absorbed the 
Church, thus g i v i n g i t the b e s t chance t o r e a l i z e i t s i d e a l 
o f s e l f - s a c r i f i c e by permeating the S t a t e w i t h i t s s p i r i t 
and so c r e a t i n g a C h r i s t i a n S t a t e . N e v e r t h e l e s s , he denies 
t h a t t h e Church i s t o d i s a p p e a r , t o be superseded by the 

21 I b i d . , pp. 478ff. 
22 T h i s i s i n f u l l a c c o r d w i t h h i s t r e a t m e n t o f the f a m i l y 

i n h i s d i s c u s s i o n o f I n f a n t Baptism. 
23 Monrad c r i t i c i z e s the modern " s u b j e c t i v i s t s " who assume 

t h a t the s e c u l a r community i s u n - C h r l s t i a n and so v / i t h -
draw from i t , b u t who s t i l l expect i t t o be C h r i s t i a n 
enough t o p r o t e c t them. This he b e l i e v e s t o be i n marked 
c o n t r a s t t o the m a r t y r s p i r i t o f the e a r l y Church, p. 479. 
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State. God and r e l i g i o n must be absolute, superior to the 
State. The Church must have an element which raises i t 
above the s i t u a t i o n and enables i t to f e e l I t i s a part of 
'the u n i v e r s a l human community, t h a t i t i s rooted i n the • 
E t e r n a l and moving.tovard the Et e r n a l . The Church may, how
ever, j u s t i f i a b l y be subject t o the State "outwardly". Ke 
opposes the slogan of Cavour, "A free Church i n a free State". 
The State must have an o f f i c i a l r e l i g i o n . I t can t o l e r a t e 
•other r e l i g i o n s , but i t cannot be "confessionless", On 
these premises, a l l State o f f i c i a l s m.ust confess to the 
State r e l i g i o n . The State i s based upon i t s o f f i c i a l r e l i 
g ion, and the o f f i c i a l s act on the a u t h o r i t y of the State. 
I t i s not t o be expected t h a t a l l i r i i a b i t a n t s v.'il3 be 
C h r i s t i a n s i n a community where C h r i s t i a n i t y i s i n process 
oijdevelopment; But they m.ust be counted as Christians when 
they acknowledge the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n as the "reigning 
p r i n c i p l e " i n t h e i r l i v e s . Konrad holds t h a t only a 
C h r i s t i a n State and a C h r i s t i 8 . n i n d i v i d u a l are su i t e d to 
v7ork f o r the " c i v i l i z a t i o n " of mankind. But he i s opposed 
to the use of r e v i v a l i s t methods to secure converts. 
I t i s evident t h ^ t Monrad's l i n e of reasoning i n t h i s sec
t i o n f o l l o w s a tortuous path. ¥e can only a t t r i b u t e i t to 
a b o l d but imsuccessful attempt to f i t the fa c t s of Church 
h i s t o r y i n t o the r i g i d mould o f the Hegelian d i a l e c t i c 
system. 

24 I b i d . , pp. 476-497. 
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Monrad's e c c l e s i o l o c y , as w e l l as the r e s t o? h i s 

dogmatic system, betrays a s i g n i f i c a n t departure from the 
Lutheran t r a d i t i o n . This i s the r e s u l t of h i s Monistic meta-
X)hysic, which c a r r i e s w i t h i t the tendency to synthesize the 
d i a l e c t i c elements w h i c h e x i s t i n Lutheran ecclesiology but 
which a c t u a l l y defy a l l attempts at s j T i t h e s i s i n any human 
system. He c o r r e c t l y begins v.ath the objectr.ve elements i n 
the d o c t r i n e of the Church. But he had l i t t l e a p p r e c i a t i o n 
of the sub j e c t i v e element, the Church as CCNGREGATIC SANC-
T0PJ31, which appealed so stro n g l y to most contem.porary 
Churchmen. He c o r r e c t l y declined t o drav; lim.its to the 
Church, but h i s view tends to deny i n p r i n c i p l e t h a t any 
l i m i t s e x i s t . 

Thee l o g i c a l l y , Monrad wa- i s o l a t e d . He found himself 
i n e v i t a b l y a t odds v/ith the r e i g n i n g Orthodox-Pietism. He 
ha.d a strong aversion t o any kind of party s p i r i t i n the 
Church, and c o n s i s t e n t l y opposed me.nj aspects of the Church-
l i f e of h i s day: The or g a n i z a t i o n of the Inner Mission move-
m.ent, the movement f o r reform, and the tendency on the part 
o f P i e t i s t i c pastors to draw sharp l i m i t s to the Church, as 
evidenced f o r example by t h e i r r - f u s a l to marry divorced 
persons. He "seems hov/ever never to have clashed d i r e c t l y 
v/ith Gisle Johnson, although he engaged i n controversy v;ith 
Bishop Grimelund. Monrad i a.s most a t t r s cte-^ to the Keo-
Lutheranism of Pastor Uexels, though he was not u n c r i t i c a l 
of Grundtvigianism. I n e f f e c t , Monrad was a f i r s t class 
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exponent of Speculative Idealism. But, despite the nany 

traces of Hege]ian Influence even among those v?hose main 

i n t e r e s t s and background lay elsewhere, the rlorwegian Church 

of the 19th Century was not a f e r t i l e seed-plot f o r the c u l -

t i v a t i o n o f such systems and was s t e a d i l y moving furth-er 

aviay from them both i n theology- and i n Church-li''e. 

(VI) F r e d r i k Petersen (1839-1903) 

Professor F r e d r i k Petersen was a unique f i g u r e i n the 

Church of Norway. I n him, several streams converge. Not 

only was he exposed t o various influences, but h i s ovm thought 

underwent considers.ble developm.ent. As a t y p i c a l t r a n s i t i o n 

t h eologian, he i s d i f - ^ i c u l t to c l a s s i f y . S t i Z l , there i s a 

consistency about h i s l i f e - w o r k , v;hich i s w e l l suDved up i n 

something he wrote i n an examination paper as a student. 

Writing, on the subject of speculative theology, Petersen 

defended an a t t i t u d e of freedom, without which theology 
would descend to the l e v e l of mere Scholasticism. But i t 
must constantly submit the r e s u l t s of i t s enquiry to the 
Church and accept i t s judgement. This com.bination of freedom 
of thought w i t h submission to the a u t h o r i t y of the Church i s 
the key to the whole o f Petersen's life-work.-^ 

1 L. Selm.er, Prof. F r e d r i k Petersen og hans Saaitid, p. 34. 
Cf. C. Ihlen,- i n NBL, X I , p. 37: ""in Petersen, the B i b l i c a l 
and Churchly, conservative and reformetive-progressive elements 
g e n e r a l l y I n t e r a c t e d upon and mutually stimulated one another--
whereas i n the jrears to come, they became opposites i n sharp 
t h e o l o g i c a l c o n f l i c t . " 
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The character of Petersen's thought was determine-'' i n 

no smal] measure by the tr o u b l e d age i n which he l i v e d . He 
si.icceeded t o Gisle Johnson's c h a i r of Systematic Theology i n 
1875J a t the time when Posi t i v i s m anr'' evolutionism were enter
ing the Norwegian scene. Unlike many others, Petersen ex
perienced no personal c r i s i s , but \vas nevertheless force:! to 
f i g h t h i s way to an expression of the F a i t h vrhich he corsidered 
I n t e l l e c t u a l l y tenable. I n the t u r b u l e n t 1880's, he became 
the leading a p o l o g i s t of the Norxfegian Church, snd most o" 
h i s s c h o l a r ] y work v/as of an apologetic nature. Among the 
w r i t i n g s of t h i s type the f o l l o w i n g works are outstanding: 
Om, Skabelsen, Cpholdelsen, og Styrelsen ( I , Forskningen, 
1883, and I I Theologien, lS-^5) and ^ritaenkerne og I l r i s t e n -
troens moralske Vaerd, (I8 9 1 ) . 

I n h i s f i r s t series of l e c t u r e s , Petersen had operated 
on the basis of the t r a d i t i o n a l docrmatic as i t was renresen-
ted i n Norway by Johnson. Gradually, hov^ever, he grev; more 
independent. As e a r l y as I 8 8 I , vmen he delivered h i s famous 
l e c t u r e , "Eovr ought the Church to neet modern i n f i d e l i t y ? " , 
Petersen c a u t i o u s l y challenged the Church to reformulate 
i t s dogmatic system. Although he ret a i n e d a p o s i t i v e a t t i 
tude tow.-rd Scripture and Confession, he discarded the 
method and presuppositions not only o f the older Orthodoxy 
but also of the Johnsonian system. 

Several f a c t o r s c o n t r i b u t e d to t h i s development. 
Petersen had, of course, i n h e r i t e d the Ivantian "PRCELEI-.STEL-
LUNG". One of h i s c h i e f concerns was the epistem.ological 
problem. He had been ear l y and profoundly :"nfluenced by 
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Sdren Kierkegaard. Despite the f a c t f-.at a f t e r a long struggle 
he succeeded i n producing a massive c r i t i q u e of Kierkegaard, S' 
he was marked f o r l i f e by S6'ren Kierkegaard's thought. Peter
sen was a l i f e - l o n g opponent c f Speculstive Rationalism; Ke 
found the Hegelian system "heathenish", and asserted t h a t 
s p e c ulation " t r i e s to gaze more deeply i n t o the T.ystery than 
Revelation i t s e l f allows". Like Kierkegaard, he asserted the 
independence of f a i t h i n r e l a t i o n to reason. A c e r t a i n a n t i 
pathy doubtless e x i s t e d between f a i t h and reason, but i t lay 
r a t h e r i n t h e i r source than i n t h e i r character. Reason was 
the product of "natural", l i f e , while f a i t h springs from the 
regenerate l i f e . But he could not r e s t content w i t h Kierke-
ga:rd's conclusion t h a t f a i t h and reason are diametric oppo
s i t e s , and never gave up the p o s s i b i l i t y of developing a 
C h r i s t i a n philosophy. Petersen conceded t h a t f a i t h encounters 
"mysteries", but he refused to adm.it the existence of absolute 
paradoxes. Ke was vadely read i n post-Hegelian German p h i l o 
sophy, and came to be s t r o n g l y influenced by the r i s i n g move
ment known as Neo-Zantianism. He wap deeply conscious of the 
f a c t t h a t the p h i l o s o p h i c a l fcundation o f V/estern thought had 
s h i f t e d . T r a d i t i o n a l Greek philosophy had become obsolete. 
The Church was now l i v i n g i n an em.pirical age, and m.ust there
fore develop an e m p i r i c a l dogmatic.3 He accepted the phenomen
a l i s m of Kant; The DING-AN-SICH i s inaccessible to us. He 
r e j e c t e d the n a t u r a l theology of Orthodoxy and the t r a d i t i o n a l 

2 Dr. Stiren Kierkegaard's Christendomsforkyndelse,(1868-77),^97pp. 
3 Lecture Notes taken by Lyder Brun, ms. no. 709, U n i v e r s i t y 

L i b r a r y , Oslo, pp. 30-31. Brun l a t e r became a professor a t 
the U n i v e r s i t y i n the f i e l d of New Testament. 
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proofs. "Our a b i l i t y to comprehend the e m p i r i c a l i s too 
weak" to permit proofs, although there are plenty of con
n e c t i n g p o i n t s or moti-^s which can help us to assume the 
existence of God."̂  Petersen's philosophy of r e l i g i o n bears 
a marked s i m i l a r i t y to t h a t of 3cbleierm.acher. On the 
basis of m.an's r e l i g i o u s need and capacity, Petersen f i r s t 
p o s i t s the v a l i d i t y o f a r e l i g i o u s category. Among the 
various r e l i g i o n s , C h r i s t i a n i t y i s undoubtedly the highest 
form. This l i n e of reasoning lays the foundation f o r 
Petersen's dogmatic. 

I n f o r m u l a t i n g h i s dogmatic, hovrever, Petersen diverges 
sharply from both Schleierm.acher and Johnson, v;hom he re
garded as "too subjective"5, and approaches the theology of 
the R l t s c h l i a n School. The m.ost s t r i k i n g feature of h i s 
dogm^.tic prolegomenab.s h i s repeated emphasis upon the h i s 
t o r i c a l Revelation as the only source of C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e . 
"The foundation [ o f dogmsb-cs^ i s the Revelation C h r i s t 
brought. This Revelation i s f i r s t and foremost h i s t o r y . " ^ 
I t occurs i n "a series of h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s through v/hich 
God unfolds His r e l a t i o n to man". I t i s alv/ays "miraculous". 
Petersen admatted t h a t there were several "presuppositions" 
(FORUTSETNINGER) or. preparatory d i s c i p l i n e s upon v.'hich 
dogmiatics must b u i l d , such as s c i e n t i f i c exegesis and 

4 I b i d . , p. 26. 
5 Petersen regarded Johnson's "reproduction" as im.plying 

a "production", or, i n other words, he believed t h a t 
Johnson e l i c i t e d m.o--re from, the regenerate consciousness 
than was a c t u a l l y there. 

6 I b i d . , p. 5. 
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philosophy. Dogmatics m.ust be regarded as a "philosophical 
science" presenting the F a i t h of the Church at a p a r t i c u l a r 
p e r i o d and i n a given age; Exegesis on the other hand con
cerns i t s e l f w i t h the f a i t h of the B i b l i c a l v r r i t e r s . P h i l o 
sophy i s a formal d i s c i p l i n e . Having received the content 
of r e v e l a t i o n i n the form, of e m p i r i c a l data, the theologian 
u t i l i z e s philosophy to expound t h i s content i n t e l l e c t u a l l y . 
Since the thought forms of mankind vary from, age to age and 
the theologian as a man of h i s times i s committed to these 
changing forms, p h i l o s o p h i c a l t r a i n i n g i s necessary f o r the 
theologian. But the true source of dogmatics i s Revelation, 
which can never be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h i t s p h i l o s o p h i c a l dress. 
He also r e j e c t s the h i s t o r y of doctrine as a source, on the 
ground.' t h a t h i s t o r y does not c o n s t i t u t e an uninterrupted 
development but on the contrary includes "leaps". The one 
source of r e v e l a t i o n i s to be found i n Holy Sc r i p t u r e , a l 
though experience could also be regarded as a source " i n a 
d e r i v a t i v e (AVLZDET) sense". Petersen holdsthat a l l dog-
m.atics m.ust have a B i b l i c a l basis. S t i l l , he i s no B i b l i c i s t ; 
The f o r m u l a t i o n of do c t r i n e m.ust r e s t not so much upon the 
exegesis of p a r t i c u l a r t e x t s as upon the B i b l i c a l data 
taken as a wliole.'^ 

Petersen d i s t i n g u i s h e d betv/een the unchanging content 
7 Petersen was able to some extent to break out fror. the 

I n t e l l e c t u a l l s t i c concept of Revelation. He v/as the 
f i r s t Eorv/egian theologian t o attempt t o combine f a i t h 
i n the Bible as God's Word w i t h h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m . 
I t i s worthy of note t h a t Gisle Johnson d;fended h i s 
standooint; Cf. IE, 5R, I I I , pp. 217ff. 
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g 

of r evelation.and i t s changing form.ulations. Because of 
the mutual i n t e r a c t i o n between current philosophy and reve
l a t i o n , the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n could never be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h 
any dogmatic system; Cn the contrary, d o c t r i n a l formulations 
must undergo constant re-examination i n the l i g h t of Scripture. 
Petersen himself never published a system, and i t has been 
said t h a t he was more of a c r i t i c a l and a n a l y t i c than a 
c r e a t i v e theologian. Like R i t s c h l , Petersen emphasized the 
p r a c t i c a l side of r e l i g i o n . Ke regarded the e x i s t e n t i a l 
aspect as the one valuable eleitent of Johnson's system. I n 
order t o understand a t h i n g i t vras necessary to " l i v e " i t 
(Cf. SSren Kierkegaard.) Therefore, Petersen stressed the 
l i f e and work of Ch r i s t as d i v i n e Revelation. Unfortunately, 
however, h i s theology s u f f e r s from the same weakness as th a t 
of R i t s c h l : The content of r e v e l a t i o n i s i d e n t i f i e d more 
w i t h the teaching of Jesus than yith His Person. 

Petersen f o l l o w s generally the t r a d i t i o n a l sequence, 
developing h i s dogm.atic under the hea'ings of God, Creation, 
Man, Sin, Christology, and the 11 ̂ ê. He t r e a t s the doctrine 
of the Church under Part IV, "The A c t i v i t y of the Holy Spirit:'? 

Petersen's e c l e c t i c i s m i s evident also i n h i s ecclesio-
logy. Elements from, the various currents v;hich influenced 
him are placed side by side. '.Tiile we .must not lose s i g h t 
of the e s s e n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e between the theology of Petersen 
8 Lecture Notes, Brun, p. 7. 
9 Lecture Notes, Brun, Vol. IV. The pages i n t h i s volu.me 

are not numbered. 
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and t h a t of Konrad, i t i s worthy of note t h a t Petersen can 
use a number of I d e a l i s t expressions. Like Konrad, Petersen 
stresses the c o l l e c t i v e aspect of C h r i s t i a n i t y , i-ian was 
created f o r f e l l o w s h i p . " I n the congregation, the human-
race r e a l i z e s i t s Idea." "The f i r s t act of the Holy S p i r i t 
was the gathering and c r e a t i o n of a commiunity. " The Church 

•is the " s t a r t i n g p o i n t " f o r the extension of the Kingdom of 
God. Petersen inveighs against the i n d i v i d u a l i s m of the 
Snllghtenjiient. Only through the Church can m.en p a r t i c i p a t e 
i n s a l v a t i o n . "V.Tiat each i n d i v i d u a l i s and receives, he i s 
and receives only as a m.ember of the Church, " 

• For Petersen, as f o r R l t s c h l , the Kingdom of God i s a 
key concept. Here, l i k e Monrad, he d i s t i n g u i s h e s between 
the New Testam.ent " s p i r i t u a l " kingdom and the Old Testam?nt 
kingdom o f the " f l e s h " . The s p i r i t u a l kingdom i s a kingdom 
of f r e e , e t h i c a l d e c i s i o n . As C h r i s t " a n i t y i s the only t r u l y 
u n i v e r s a l r e l i g i o n , so the Church i s the only u n i v e r s a l 
kingdom. A l l other r e l i g i o n s are c o n s t i t u t e d by n a t u r a l 
need or by f o r c e . Although he repea.tedlj'- underlines the 
f a c t t h a t the Church i s the c r e a t i o n of the Holy S p i r i t , 
Petersen i s unable to avoif^ some of the associaticr.alism of 
Schlelermacher. However, i n opposition to Idealism, he 
stresses the Personality of the Holy S p i r i t i n the Church. 
Schleierm.acher i s c o r r e c t when he says t h a t the Church has 
her s p i r i t i n the same way as other communities, but "one
sided" when he r e s t r i c t s himself to t h i s conclusion. Kodern 
" s p i r i t u a l " ( s o c i a l ) organizations have learned from. Christ
i a n i t y . They are " p a r t i c u l a r and ephemeral", but the s p i r i t 
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i n them! i s only a develop.m.ent of the created human s p i r i t . 
The S p i r i t of the Church i s not j u s t the s p i r i t of the com
munity and i t s a c t i v i t y , an " e f f e c t upon the souls of the 
d i s c i p l e s which i s transplanted f u r t h e r " , but i t i s the 
Person of• the Holy S p i r i t . L i f e i n Christ i s something new, 
unique, and d i s t i n c t from n a t u r a l human l i f e . I f the S p i r i t 
were only a human endeavour (INDSATS), i t would be assimilated 
and we should sense no tension between " s p i r i t " and " f l e s h " , 
i . e . between l i f e i n Christ and n a t u r a l l i f e . The S p i r i t i s 
not conjured up by the congregation, but bestowed upon i t by 
God. The supernatural element ( l i f e i n C h r i s t ) i s given 
through the .means of grace, and must be personally received. 
I t can never be "the immediate possession of the race". The 
uniqueness of the Church i s also shown by Jesus' parabolic 
teaching, on the Kingdom of God. Jesus' answer to the ques
t i o n on the tribute-m.oney shows t h a t the Church shares n e i t h e r 
purpose nor i n s t r u m e n t a l i t y v;ith any e a f t h l y kingdom.. 
Since C h r i s t ' s Kingdom i s not of t h i s v/orld. Church and 
State cannot have " c o l l i d i n g boundaries". 

Like Monrad, Petersen d i s t i n g u i s h e s between Church 
("the community according t o i t s i n s t i t u t i o n a l side") and 
congregation ('"the com.munity according to the l i f e I t l i v e s 
through i t s members"), and devotes considerable space to 
the r e l a t i o n between the two. A d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l and the personal i s c e r t a i n l y v a l i d , but, 
as we have seen, to i d e n t i f y the two elements v/ith the 
term.s "Church" and "congregation" i s erroneous. 
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Petersen p l a i n l y regards the Church p r i m a r i l y as a 
school f o r s i n n f r s . He i s r e l u c t a n t to draw l i m i t s , and 
l i k e R i t s c h l , relegates the wrath of God to the ESCE-iTCW. 
I f the Church i s to be the one v/ay to s a l v a t i o n , i t m.U.st open 
i t s doors t o a l l , be "a kingdom! o f n u r t u r e " f o r a l l , and thus 
embrace both good and e v i l men. Those who refuse to be nou
r i s h e d must indeed by expelled, but only i n the f i n a l judge
ment, when the Church enters the state of p e r f e c t i o n . This 
i s not t o exclude the p o s s i b i l i t y of Church d i s c i p l i n e . 
However, i n very un-Johnsonian fashion, Petersen holds that 
Church d i s c i p l i n e i s not a judgement (judgement belongs to 
the Lord) but " a means of n u r t u r e " to win back those who 
are under d i s c i p l i n e . The Church " i s . . . t h e kingdom of 
those who are to be saved, not of those who are saved". 

There i s a "permanent d i f f e r e n c e " between the "outward 
r e a l i t y " of the Church and i t s "inner, d r i v i n g pov/er". 
Outv/ardly, the Church i s the sum t o t a l of a l l baptized 
persons ( w i t h the exception of those who havewithdrawn 
or been e x p e l l e d ) . This outward community bears the nam.e 
of Church because of the "ll f s - p o w e r , the S p i r i t " a c t i v e 
i n i t . As long as t h i s i s present, i t i s the Church. Here 
Petersen drew an analogy from hum.an l i f e : A mian i s a man 
as long as he i s a l i v e , only v;hen the body i s cold i s I t 
a corpsei From, the S p i r i t i n the centre of the Church, an 
organic a c t i v i t y flows out to the whole organism.. 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t Petersen r e j e c t s the terminology 
of both Idealism and Orthodoxy. He w i l l speak n e i t h e r of 
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the "Idea and R e a l i t y " of the Church nor of i t s " V i s i b l e " 
and " I n v i s i b l e " character. The glosses " v i s i b l e " and " i n -
v i s - i b l e " were h i s t o r i c a l l y conditioned by the s i t u a t i o n of 
the Reform.ation. The emphasis of the Reformers on the h o l i 
ness of the Church (CC!-'UKIC SANCTORUL') was a "new one-
sidedness". 

The Church has a tw o - f o l d task of "nurture" and of 
"miission", the former corresponding to the p a s t o r a l care 
'exercised or intended i n the State Church, the l a t t e r to 
the task of r e v i v a l on the home f r o n t . Both are equally 
necessary. To ca r r y out t h i s task, Jesus has, through the 
Holy S p i r i t , given the Church the necessary Charismata. 
Petersen devotes considerable a t t e n t i o n t o th? r e l a t i o n cf 
i n s t i t u t i o n and Charism.ata, probably because i t v/as a sub
j e c t much under discussion i n the Church of his day. I t 
i s here t h a t the Johnsonian elemient i n hi s ecclesiology 
i s m.ost c l e a r l y displayed. Indeed, he goes beyond Johnson, 
and reveals h i u i s e l f as a d e f i n i t e l y Low-Church Lutheran 
i n h i s doctrine of the U i n i s t r y , which he bases upon the 
Charismatic p r i n c i p l e . 

Petersen notes t h a t the questicn whether the Charis
m.ata are "hyper-supernatural and miraculous" or n a t u r a l 
g i f t s under the influence of the C h r i s t i a n s p i r i t ( s v a l l 
"s") i s s t i l ] - under debate. He deplores the one-sidedness 
of the advocates of the f i r - t p o s i t i o n , but regard- the 
Holy S p i r i t as the source of the Charismata. The "natu r a l 
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g i f t s " --re "what the Holy S p i r i t u t i l i z e s " . "The S p i r i t 
i s f r e e , Ke works where He v ; l l l . " 

These Charismata form the basis f o r a l l C h r i s t i a n ser
v i c e , I n p a r t i c u l a r i d e a l l y f o r " o f f i c i a l " , i . e . c l e r i c a l 
s e r v i c e . The o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y should be f i l l e d by 
"members of the congregation who possess the corresponding, 
g i f t s " . Those unsuited f o r t h i s kind of service are to be 
used elsewhere, " f o r they are to be used". Petersen d i s t i n 
guishes between the ordinary Charism:.ta (which are alway.? 
necessary) and the e x t r a o r d i n a r y (v/hich are demanded by 
s p e c i a l circumstances). The l a t t e r are not necessarily 
miraculous. I-Iiraculous Charismata were "perhaps" confined 
to the A p o s t o l i c Age. Luther possessed extraor'"'int.ry but 
not miraculous g i f t s . Petersen regarded repentance and 
f a i t h as the " e t h i c a l presupposition" f o r reception of 
s p i r i t u a l g i f t s . 

On the other hand, Petersen stresses the f a c t t h a t the 
Charismata m.ust be u t i l i z e d i n a manner appropriate to l i f e 
i n the coram.unity. A l l activity'- of the congrega ion i s 
community a c t i v i t y . God i s a God of order. Therefore, i n 
order t h a t "the e n t i r e l i f e of the Church'may be healthy 
and r e g u l a r " , "community organs" ( i . e . the i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
side of the Church) are necessary. The o f f i c e of the I l l n i -
s t r y i s not purely a matter of convenience, f o r the ad'aini-
s t r a t i o n of the means of grace i s necessary to the l i f e of 
the Church. The d e t a i l s of Church order are, however, a 
matter of convenience, although a l l a c t i v i t y of the congre-
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gat i o n shoul'^ be harmonious and coord ine ted. Petersen i s 
apparently a f r i e n d of lay a c t i v i t y , although he also stresses 
the f a c t t h a t Scripture requires obedience to the leaders 
of the Church. 

Petersen traced the tension betv/een the Charismatic 
and the i n s t i t u t i o n a l p r i n c i p l e s through Church h i s t o r y . 
The A p o s t o l i c Church overemphasized the Charism.atic p r i n c i p l e , 
the e a r l y State Church and the Medieval Rom.an Church the i n 
s t i t u t i o n a l . The Reformation had t o oppose Rome's h i e r a r c h i 
c a l ambitions and t o re-emphasize the means of grace and the 
"servant" character of the I ' l n i s t r y . Petersen i s i n agree
ment w i t h the Refor.mers, although he regards some of t h e i r 
views as "som-ewhat e x c l u s i v e " and h i s t o r i c a l l y determined. 

F i n a l l y , he takes up the question of the means of 
grace. Petersen's view of Baptism f a l l s e n t i r e l y v/ithin 
orthodox l i m . i t s . I t i s an act of reception i n t o the congre
g a t i o n and an i n g r a f t i n g i n t o the Body of Christ. I t estab
l i s h e s a covenant r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h God, a f t e r the ("anner 
i n which pacts are made w i t h God: "Ke gives His g i f t s and 
thereby places us under o b l i g a t i o n " . I t regenerates, "nor
mally, but not always", where there i s no hindrance. "For 
those who are r e c e p t i v e " , i t brings forgiveness of sins and 
the g i f t of the Holy S p i r i t . Petersen's arguments f o r 
I n f a n t Bapftism are t r a d i t i o n a l v/ith the sole exception of 
the absence of any mention of o r i g i n a l s i n . Here v/e may 
trace the influence of R i t s c h l , v/ho was sharply opposed to 
the concept. Petersen confines himself to the statement 
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t h a t i n f a c t an I n f a n t can receive the forgiveness of sins. 
Otherwise, the most d i s t i n c t i v e f e j t v r e of Petersen's 
d o c t r i n e of Baptism i s h i s stress upon the community char
a c t e r of the Sacrament. Baptism i s not "a p r i v a t e means of 
grace", but r e c e p t i o n i n t o the community. Cn the hujnan 
side, " i t i s the community which acts i n Baptism.". 

( V I I ) E. F. B. Horn (1229-99) 

The problem of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between f a i t h and 
reason i s a p e r e n n i a l one, but there are tiroes a t v/hich i t 
becomes e s p e c i a l l y acute. Such a period was the post-John-
sonlan era I n Norwegian theology, a f t e r 1875, v;hen i t occu
pied the a t t e n t i o n of a l l the leading theologians. As we 
have seen, Petersen made i t h i s l i f e - w o r k to reconcile the 
two. The problem was also prominent i n the v.-ork of two of 
Norway's most' s c h o l a r l y pastors. Dr. E.F.3. Horn and Pastor 

•J. J. Jansen. Neither of them constructed any dogmatic 
system, but both wrote s c h o l a r l y d i s s e r t a t i o n s on the Church 
and the M i n i s t r y . Both managed to remain free of party 
a f f i l i a t i o n , and were indeed lonely f i g u r e s . Horn was a 
Lovj-Churchman, c r i t i c a l both of Pietism and Orthodoxy. 
Jansen was a moderate High-Churchman, who crossed swords not 
only w i t h Jakob Sverdrup but also w i t h irrogh-Tonning ?nd 
Bishop Heuch. 

Dr. Horn v/as a f r u s t r a t e d scholer who held several 
pastorates, ending v;ith t h a t of the Garrison Church i n 
C h r i s t i a n i a . He was probably the most v e r s a t i l e t h i n k e r i n 



177 
Norway, and v/rote voluminously on a f a n t a s t i c range of 
subjects, i n c l u d i n g theology, philosophy, p s y c h l o g y , and 
even p h i l o l o g y . Horn v/as a p h i l o s o p h i c a l theologian."^ For 
him, philosophy and theology form.ed a u n i t y . I n Tro og 
Taenkning ( F a i t h and Thought), IS'^*^, he adopted the p o s i t i o n 
t h a t , although reason must acknowledge i t s l i m i t s , i t need 
not c o n f l i c t w i t h f a i t h . ̂  Horn v/as able to combine i n his 
/own person a waEm f a i t h w i t h f r e s h and o r i g i n a l thought. 
He v/as kept out of the U n i v e r s i t y by a suspicious Orthodoxy. 
Upon h i s death, IK wrote t h a t h i s importance lay r a t h e r w i t h 
h i s a b i l i t y to sti m u l a t e thought than w i t h his a b i l i t y to 
construc t a system.5 

As a t h i n k e r , Horn stood i n the I d e a l i s t t r a d i t i o n . He 
was s t r o n g l y i n f l u e n c e d by the thought of Hegel and Schelling, 
although he was not u n c r i t i c a l of i t . I n 1871? he wrote a 
t r e a t i s e on "The A p p l i c a b i l i t y of the Hegelian method i n 
Theology","^ i n which he endorsed the Hegelian method v/ith 
the r e s e r v a t i o n t h a t i t "must, l i k e the ind u c t i v e method, 
•take Phenomena as i t s s t a r t i n g p o i n t . Only i n so f a r as 
these are accessible can we get a t the essence of things."5 

1 I n 1867, he was awarded the degree of Ph.D., v/ith a 
t h e s i s e n t i t l e d : "On the Concept of Honour". 

2 Horn held t h a t there was "A t h e o r e t i c a l thought according to 
categories, a p r a c t i c a l thought according to conscience, and 
an i n t u i t i v e , v/hich sees the Int e r r e l a i e d n e s s of a l l l i v i n g 
t h i n g s B u t a l l t h i s thought only evokes a desire f o r 
something corresponding i n the object...no c e r t a i n t y . . . 
F a i t h must give me cer-tainty. . .an answer to reason's 
question." Q.uoted i n a review of Ms book, IK, 5R,''"QI, 
i897, p. 32. 

3"LK,"1899,"'II, 'PP': 177f. 
h Theblogisk . T i d d s k r i f t f o r den evangelisk-luthersk k i r k e 

i Korge, NR I , I 8 7 I , pi?. 430ff. 
5 I b i d . , p. 450. 
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This t r e a t i s e reveals a b a s i c a l l y I-Jonistic metaph^rsic, but 
hi s knowle-"'ge of Kant makes him epistemologically cautious. 
Hegel, he says, i s corre c t i n seeing a.-:onistic essence 
behind a l l the d u a l i s t i c Phenomena.'5 His d i a l e c t i c i s the 
answer t o the in n e r c o n t r a d i c t i o n s i n the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n , 
as f o r example, betv/een v i s i b l e and i n v i s i b l e , the i n d i v i d u a l 
and the c o l l e c t i v e i n ecclesiology. The u n i v e r s a l character 
of the Hegelian method i s shown by the f a c t t h a t i t enables 
the Idea to u n f o l d i t s r e a l inherent opposites and then 
proceeds to a r e s o l u t i o n of the conflict.''' But i t must not 
attempt t o go beyond the accessible Phenomena of Revelation, 
i f i t i s t o avoid fantasy. I t can only penetrate the i n 
most cause (INDZRSTS GR'']\"D'.' of Phenomena i n so f a r as 
there i s an inner necessity between cause anci Phenomenon. 
V/here freedom i s involved (as, e.g., i n the doctrine of 
s i n ) , there i s a m\"stery v/hich reason canrot penetrate. 

The i n f l u e n c e of Hegel upon the thought of Hor-.-n was. 
t h e r e f o r e , strong and p e r s i s t e d throughout his l i f e . . Zven 
i n h i s l a t e r years, when h i s r e s t l e s s mind turned to th'e 
study o f P o s i t i v i s m i n i t s r e l a t i o n to C h r i s t i a n i t y , he 
di d not r e l i n q u i s h h i s b a s i c a l l y I d e a l i s t p o s i t i o n . I n 
1890, he could s t i l l deny the existence of matter and 
compile the f o l l o w i n g l i s t of "great philosophers": Plato, 
Kant, Berkeley, l o t z e , Hegel, Fichte, Schopenhauer, and 
Bostr6'm.^ I n I898, he evaluated Konrad's c o n t r i b u t i o n to 
6 I b i d . , p. 444. 
7 I b i d . , p; 44.?-. 
8 LK, 1890, 5R, V I I , p. 229. 
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the, Norwegian Church,^ and v;hil€ he declined to c a l l himself 
a Hegelian, he endorsed the Hegelian method, i n so f a r as 
the philosopher has a "good, i n t u i t i v e i n s i g h t (EHKJENDEI3S), 
i . e . a c e r t a i n holy immediacy" (v/hich may possibly be equated 
w i t h Revela1i0n). 

Yet h i s admiration f o r Hegel \fas not u n c r i t i c a l . His 
epistemology (as v/e have seen) bears traces of the impact of 
Kant. I n 1871, he studied the vfork of C. J. Bostr6'm, the 
leading, philosopher i n Sweden, on a stipend. Eostrdm 
taught a Hegelianism without d i a l e c t i c and without Hegel's 
i n t e r e s t i n h i s t o r y , and h i s strong subjectivism doubtless 
i n f l u e n c e d Horn i n the d i r e c t i o n of Personalism. For Horn 
there are "not'any -- other substances than p e r s o n a l i t i e s " . 
And when the mind i s confronted by a- conondrum., i t must see'': 
comfort i n subjective f a i t h , "inner v i s i o n (ANSIUZN)!' This 
to h i s mind c o n s t i t u t e d a "reasonable l i m i t a t i o n " of the 
Hegelian method.-̂ *-' Horn seems to l i m i t the Hegelian d i a l e c 
t i c t o the phenomenal v7orld. I n h i s doctrine of the Church, 
Horn made l i t t l e use o f the d i a l e c t i c method, and s i g n i f i 
c a n t l y denies any dogm-atic s i g n i f i c a n c e to the h i s t o r i c a l 
method. Yet i f he has not completely succumbed to the Hegel
i a n system-, he also r e j e c t e d Kierkegaard's "Either...Cr". 
The s o l u t i o n f o r him appeared to l i e i n a "Both...And" 
approach. Hov/ f a r he succeeded i n r e a l i z i n g a r e c o n c i l i a 
t i o n rem.ains, however, very questionable. 

9 IK, 189?, 5R, X X I I I , TDp. 121ff. 
10 TTLFIN, NR I , p] 459. 
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Affiong the two dozen a r t i c l e s Horn contributed to theo
l o g i c a l j o u r n a l s , two are o f d i r e c t concern f o r our subject: 

"Indre Grunde f o r e l l e r m.od en S t a t s k i r k e ( I n t e r n a l Grounds 
f o r or against a State Church, 1864)", and "Cm det K i r k e l i g e 
Embedet (On the M i n i s t r y , 1865)". The l a t t e r was intended 
but never a c t u a l l y submitted f o r the Th.D. degree. 

Horn approaches the doc t r i n e of the Church from the 
su b j e c t i v e or personal side. For him the Church i s pre
eminently the Communion of Saints. The gram.raatical main 
clause i n A r t i c l e V I I of the Augsburg Confession (a " t r u e " 
and "adequate" d e f i n i t i o n of the Church) exactly expresses 
i t s t h e o l o g i c a l emphasis. The Church i s i d e n t i c a l v.dth the 
M'NIGHED; Although the v/ords are not absolutely synonymous, 
they s i g n i f y one and the same t h i n g , seen from d i f f e r e n t 
angles.-'--'- Only the b e l i e v e r s are m.em.bers of the Church. 
This i s the teaching of S c r i p t u r e , but i t i s also r e f l e c t e d 
i n the succeeding a r t i c l e , i n v/hich the hypocrites are 
described as ADMIXTI. 

As the Church i s a com.munity of b e l i e v e r s , so i t s v/ork 
i s "a work of f a i t h " , "a confession o f f a i t h " , as described 
i n the r e l a t i v e clause of A r t i c l e V I I . The Church's confes
s i o n includes: ( p o s i t i v e l y ) the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of ¥ord and 
Sacram.ent and works of love, and (n e g a t i v e l y ) Church d i s c i 
p l i n e . 

Horn'then proceeds to define the State. His concept of 
11 Indre Grund..., p. 215. 



181 
the State i s thoroughly modern and a s s o c i a t i o n a l : I t i s "a 
union of people f o r mutual p r o t e c t i o n and common preservation 
of t h e i r p e r s o n a l i t i e s and p e r t i n e n t r i g h t s . . . " I t s charac
t e r and l i m i t s are d i f f e r e n t from, those of the Church.-'-^ 
Horn also reveals a great confidence i n hum.an nature. He 
admits t h a t the content of theimage o f God ( o r i g i n a l r i g h t 
eousness) v.;as l o s t i n the F a l l , but i t s form ( p e r s o n a l i t y ) 
remains. Man has the w i l l , i n t e l l e c t , and emotions, the 
necessary equipment f o r the s p i r i t u a l l i f e . I t i s the task 
of the State to preserve the p e r s o n a l i t y . 

Thus, says Horn, Church and State can never be i d e n t i c a l . 
The State i s to p r o t e c t the r e l i g i o n s w i t h i n i t s borders, 
and the t r u e r e l i g i o n w i l l "develop i t s a c t i v i t y peacefully". 
The State needs r e l i g i o n i n order t o "maintain i t s idea", 
but from i t s own standpoint, the p a r t i c u l a r r e l i g i o n v/ith 
which i t i s concerned i s a matter of h i s t o r y or even of 
chance.13 C h r i s t i a n i t y happens to be the dominant r e l i g i o n 
at the moment. Mutual r e c o g n i t i o n and assistance betv/een 
Church and State i s good. But the Church must decline a l l 
help v/hich i s i n c o n s i s t e n t v/ith i t s own inner m t u r e . Horn 
i s opposed to the compulsion of the e x i s t i n g Sti.te Church 
12 I t i s , however, worthy of note t h a t i n the l890's 

Horn was s t i l l attem.pting to combine t h i s a s s o c i a t i o n a l 
concept w i t h the concept of the C h r i s t i a n State. He 
maintaindd- t h a t the State must r e s t upon C h r i s t i a n p r i n 
c i p l e s i f i t i s to preserve m o r a l i t y . A State i s C h r i s t 
i a n i f the m a j o r i t y of i t s subjects i s " p o s i t i v e l y I n 
fluenced by C h r i s t i a n i t y . Horn v/as as opposed as Konrad 
to the "confessionless" State. LK, NR, v", pp. I 4 5 f f . 

13 Indre Grund..., p. 256. 
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i n I n f a n t Baptism, Confirm.ation, Karriage, and B u r i a l , l ' ^ 
I n t h i s connection, he discusses the question of whether 

. the p r a c t i c e of the i n d i s c r i m i n a t e Baptism of i n f a n t s should 
continue or vhether only c h i l d r e n of confessing Christians 
should be admitted to t h i s Sacrament. He f i n d s t h a t I n f a n t 
Baptism i s the "common r o o t " of the State Church system, but 
t h a t State and Church grow out from i t "more or less separ
a t e l y " . Every opponent of the State Church m.ust sooner or 
l a t e r put the axe to t h i s r o o t . But Horn defends the reten
t i o n o f i n d i s c r i m i n a t e Baptism, and accepts t h i s confusion 
of State and Church. He admits t h a t State and Church hold 
c o n f l i c t i n g views of hum.an nature. The State assvmes t h a t 
m-an s t i l l possesses the IM^GO DEI, the Church t h a t he has 
l o s t i t . But while t h i s i s a problem f o r a d u l t s , t h i s i s 
not the case w i t h i n f a n t s , f o r the i n f a n t has no a c t u a l 
(GJjZ)RLIG) s i n . A trace of "the profound u n i t y of existence, 
the u n i t y of heaven and e a r t h , the v i s i b l e and the i n v i s i b l e " , 
l o s t i n the f a l l , i s to be found i n the soul of the i n f a n t . 
Here we may note the influence of h i s monistic metaphysics. •'-̂  
I f the i n f a n t i s Baptized, he has ~-C IPSO f a i t h . "̂'̂  

Horn states t l - a t h i s t r e a t i s e on the M i n i s t r y grew out 
of the contemporary debate over t h i s d o c t r i n e . His own 
p o s i t i o n i s d e f i ' n i t e l y Low-Church. Taking A r t i c l e V of the 
Augsburg Confession as h i s s t a r t i n g p o i n t , Horn eajphasizes 
14 I b i d . , p. 259. 
15 I b i d . , pp. 276-77. 
16. I b i d , , p. 275. 
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the f u n c t i o n a l character of the I- I i n i s t r y . I t i s " a service", 
not a STAKE' e i t h e r w i t h i n or distinc': from the Church. The 
a r t i c l e simply states t h a t " i n order to achieve f a i t h , men 
could not do without an a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the r-eans of grace 
which are able to work f a i t h " . ! ' ' ' I f v;e say th a t the " i n i s t r y 
i s o l d e r than the Church or t h a t i t creates i t or i s above 
or apart from i t , v/e create a dua l i s r i between the I ' i n i s t r y 
and the, a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace on the one hand, 
and the Ccrm^iunion of Saints on the other, and end i n a 
Roman Catholic standpoint. Apparently v/ith the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between Christ and the Apostles i n mind, Horn admits t h a t 
" o r i g i n a l l y " there existed a causal r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
the a c t i v i t y of the M i n i s t r y and i t s r e s u l t , f a i t h , but t h i s 
causal r e l a t i o n s h i p v/as i n e v i t a b l y superseded by a r e l a t i o n 
ship of mutual i n t e r a c t i o n . - ^ ^ The I-'inistry works f a i t h , but 
f a i t h i n t u r n c a r r i e s out a M i n i s t r y through i t s confession 
and preaching. A r t i c l e V presents the work o f the I-'inistry 
as d i r e c t e d toward the b e l i e v e r s fro-.: v/ithout; A r t i c l e V I I 
describes i t as proceeding from the belie v e r s themselves. 
Horn regards t h i s not as a c o n t r a d i c t i o n , but as the expres
s i o n of a r e l a t i o n s h i p of mutual i n t e r a c t i o n . Although 
Horn does not make the point himself, we niight perhaps i n f e r 
t h a t t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p represents the synthesis of the tv/o 
a n t i t h e t i c elements, the ComiT'union of Saints and the o f f i c e 

17 "Cm det K i r k e l i g e Embedet", D. 390, 
18 I b i d . , pp. 390-91. 
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of the K i n i s t r y . 
Horn next turns to the B i b l i c a l evidence. He fin d s 

the M i n i s t r y established by Chri s t ( T a t t . 28:19 and else-
v/here), but holds t h a t i t was not given e x c l u s i v e l y to the 
Apostles, but to a l l beli^'vers. This conclusion i s confirmed 
by the p r a c t i c e of the Early Chvrch, w i t h i t s lay evangelists. 
On the ot"'er hand, v/hen congregations v/ere established, specia a 
o f f i c i a l s , Bishops or Presbyters (the two ars i d e n t i c a l ) were 
i n s t a l l e d . He concludes t h a t the o f f i c e of the I-'lnist'-y be
longs " i n p r i n c i p l e " to the whole b e l i e v i n g Chvrch, but t h a t 
the h i s t o r i c a l circumstances i n e v i t a b l y led to an arrangeri.ent 
whereby the 7'inistry ""as gradually placed i n the hands of 
c e r t a i n i n d i v i d u a l s , " f o r the sake of order". The I ^ n i e -
t r y acts on behalf of the e n t i r e congre;ation and i s author
ize d by i t . ^ - ' - Horn meets the o b j e c t i o n t h a t there never 
e x i s t e d any "formless" Church and t h a t the Apostles them
selves chose and i n s t a l l e d the Presbyters and regarded them 
as t h e i r successors. This i s h i s t o r i c a l l y t r u e , but has no 
dogmatic s i g n i f i c a n c e . He m.aintains the uniqueness of the 
Apostolate, and denies any "dogmatically necessary succes
s i o n " . H i s t o r i c a l l y , the Presbyters c e r t a i n l y succeeded the ' 
Apostles, but "they had dogmatically quite a d i f f e r e n t posi
t i o n , and are thus an outgrowth of the congregation i t s e l f " . 
With them, " a l l es.-ential d i f f e r e n c e betv/een teacher and 

19 I b i d . , p. 408. 
20 I b i d . , p. 412. 
21 I b i d . , p. 417. 
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d i s c i p l e i s abolished".^2 

Turning to the e s s e n t i a l l y dogm.atic p a r t of hi s t r e a t i s e , 
Horn emphasizes the importance of the r i g h t s t a r t i n g point 
i n e c c l e s i o l o g y . He agrees v;ith the Germ.an Professor C.A. 
Harless t h a t , i n l i n e v/ith the Augsburg Confession, the true 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t should not be the Church or the I-'inistry, but 
C h r i s t , the Holy S p i r i t , and the means of grace. This seems 
i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h Horn's basic t h e o l o g i c a l approach. Both 
Horn and Harless were ERFAHRUKGS-theologians, and i n e f f e c t 
t h e i r " o b j e c t i v e " approach to the doctrine of the Ch^-rch was 
n u l l i f i e d by t h e i r fundam.€ntal subjectivism. Horn begins 
w i t h the Atonement i n C h r i s t . I n h i s discussion of the 
HELSGSSCHICKTE, he makes the -"ollowing p o i n t s : 1) Since 
C h r i s t has made the f u l l and complete s a c r i f i c e , the Chr i s t 
i a n M i n i s t r y i s e s s e n t i a l l y d i f f e r e n t from the L e v i t i c a l 
Priesthood; 2) The Word of Atonement i s complete and p e r f e c t 
i n the New Testament; 3) Consequently, a l l C h r i s t i a n b e l i e v e r s 
are prophets and p r i e s t s , i n " f u l l possession" and v/ith 
" f u l l r i g h t of d i s p o s i t i o n " over redem.ptlon. ̂ 3 Horn thus 
proceeds to deduce the o f f i c e of the I-Iinistry from the 
Universal Priesthood. On the f o r e i g n mission f i e l d , the 
missionaries act on behalf of the e n t i r e Church; And at home, 
the congregation, through the I Q n i s t r y "extends to I t s e l f 
the means of grace to grov/th and strengthening i n f a i t h " . 
Only one s a c r i f i c e rem.ains f o r us to o f f e r - - t h a n k s g i v i n g ; 

22 I b i d . , p. 415. 
23 I b i d . , p. 425. 
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And i t i s under t h i s h^ad th a t our e n t i r e worship, even 
our preaching, i s subsumed. Horn admits t h s t the Universal 
Priesthood and the o f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y are not i d e n t i c a l , 
but regards the l a t t e r as simply one aspect of the former, 
"one among many ways i n which the Universal Priesthood i s 
exercised..."24 Horn quotes the Apology and Luther's l e t t e r 
t o Prague i n support of h i s case. The tr o u b l e w i t h opposing 
views (such as those of LiJhe and K l i e f o t h ) i s t h a t they 
confuse the h i s t o r i c a l w i t h the dogmatic. Horn concludes: 
"The C h r i s t i a n conc-reration has by v i r t u e of i t s f a i t h , the 
r i g h t a-nd duty to confess, to express i t s thanks f o r r e 
demption, and among the forms and ways i n v/hich i t expresses 
i t s t hanksgiving i s the MINISTERin-! ECCLESI.-STICn-I, which 
thus becomes one aspect i n the exercise of the common 
Universal Priesthood,"^5 

Horn's standpoint also extends to h i s teaching on the 
Power of the Keys. This "not only completely covers the 
o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y . . . i t expands upon and accentuates i t " . 
Thus, the M i n i s t r y includes not only the p o s i t i v e PCTESTAS 
ORDINIS (preaching of the Gospel and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the 
Sacraments), but also the negative POTESTAS JURIS0ICTI0KI3 
( D i s c i p l i n e ) . Both aspects belong PRINCIPALITJR to the 
v/hole Church, The clergy act as p l e n i p o t e n t i a r i e s of the 
Church. They derive t h e i r a u t h o r i t y from God, but not 
d i r e c t l y . The Church i s a "middle ro.an", CAUSA laFUS 
24 I b i d . , D. 432. 
25 I b i d . , p. 436, 
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PRIKCIPAIIS.26 

Horn now considers the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the h i s t o r i c a l 
form which the M i n i s t r y has taken. Again he di s t i n g u i s h e s 
betv/een the h i s t o r i c a l and the dogmatic, i n a passage which 
reveals the p h i l o s o p h i c a l basis f o r h i s theology, "The 
purely dogmatic i s e s s e n t i a l l y timeless, and breaks i n t o a 
gre a t e r or lesser degree when there i s a break i n the h i s t o r i 
c a l connection..."27 There are some laws which are absolute, 
r e s t i n g on God's own commandment. But the h i s t o r i c a l suc
cession, while i t i s "probably unbroken" and "must be respec
ted", does not possess t h i s guarantee but i s 'merely the 
" s t a t i c , h i s t o r i c a l covering f o r a dynamic in j i e r r e a l i t y " . 
VJhat r e s t s simply upon h i s t o r y canjnot be regarded as un
changeable, as the case o f Augustine's two men i n a boat 
or o f emergency Baptism i n general shows.28 

This e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n i s decisive f o r Horn's viev/ 
of Church p o l i t y , o r d i n a t i o n , and the l i m i t s of the Church. 
He regards the f u n c t i o n of the M i n i s t r y as having been or-iained 
JURE DIVIKO, while Church Order ( "K:RI3REGII-3KT") , the par
t i c u l a r form which the Church has taken, e x i s t s JURE KUljf^KC. 
Nevertheless, he i s extremely r e l u c t a n t to brea"'- v/ith h i s 
t o r i c a l t r a d i t i o n . His reasoning here takes f a i t h as i t s 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t . Because the f a i t h , o f a l l i s not equally 
strong, s p e c i a l "servants" were necessary. N a t u r a l l y , those 

26 I b i d . , p. 447. 
27 r o i d . , v-o. 4A7-48. 
28 I b i d . , p. 448. 
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w i t h s p e c i a l Charismata became the teachers, "The nature 
and essence of f a i t h has fostered and made necessary the 
whole order, " Even though Church Cr-''er merely e x i s t s JURE 
Ĥ I-IANC, Horn nevertheless concedes t h a t the h i s t o r i c a l order 
i s not e n t i r e l y a human a f f a i r , but "has an element of divine 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n i n i t " , " ^ . - ^ His motive here i s c l e a r l y to avoid 
Separatism, Since the weak f a i t h of the masses prevented 

1 

t h e i r choosing t h e i r own clergy, Go""! "anticipr^te-"" t h e i r 
need and chose the Apostles, who i n t u r n chose the Presbyters 
Dogm.atically, the M i n i s t r y proceeds from, the " i r j i e r need" 
of the Church, but h i s t o r i c a l l y , i t i s derived free- the 
Apostles, 

As regards the lim.its o f the Church, the Church con
s i s t s of b e l i e v e r s alone. But t h i s pure Church, although 
dogm.atically c o r r e c t , cannot be h i s t o r i c a l l y r e a l i z e d . The 
V i s i b l e Church cannot be a pure r e f l e c t i o n of the I n v i s i b l e . ' 
We are forced to acknowledge a l l Baptized persons not openly 
apostate as members of the Church although i n f a c t "̂ any are 
not t r u e members. "The h i s t o r i c a l form, though not IDEALI-
TER adequate, i s f o r the present necessary, because o f the 
im p e r f e c t i o n of the b e l i e v e r s . . . "-̂^̂  I t i s so closely bound 
up w"ith the Church t h a t i t cannot be abolished without f a t a l 
consequences. A r t i c l e V I I I of the Augsburg Confession, 
v/hich asserts the v a l i d i t y of the m.eans of grace indepen
dent of the pastor's ovm f a i t h , i n d i c a t e s the lengths to 
29 I b i d . , -0. 494.-
30 I b i d . , p. 498. 
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v/hlch the Lutheran Church i s w i l l i n g to go i n respecting 
the e x i s t i n g order. 

Horn was among the f i r s t t o discuss the d e l i c a t e issue 

of A r t i c l e XIV and i t s r e l a t i o n to lay a c t i v i t y . He claim.s 

t h a t t h i s ' A.rticle was intended to ensure t h a t clergy v/ere 

chosen, not how they v/ere chosen, and t h a t they v/ere chosen 

on the basis of h i s t o r i c a l c o n t i n u i t y . He pointed out t h a t 

t h i s i s not an absolute r u l e : The A r t i c l e reads not KEl'C 

POTEST, but NSKO DEBEAT. Horn attempted to define the 

terms PUBLICS and RITl VOCATUS as they are used i n the 

A r t i c l e . Public a c t i v i t y he defined as a l l a c t i v i t y v/hich 

"takes the i n i t i a t i v e " . P r ivate a c t i v i t y was undertaken a t 

the request of others, and occi;rs w i t h i n one's oi-n c i r c l e . 

PUBLICS includes a l l the a c t i v i t y described i n A r t i c l e . V . 

Thus Horn was a champion of lay-preaching, but he also up

held the ne^d f o r proper exa'-inaticn and the c a l l of the 

Church.-^''" He regarded the outer c a l l as important, though 

the r u l e was not "absolutely bindir-g". The Church can 

auth o r i z e unordained m.en (inner missionaries) to carry out 

p u b l i c a c t i v i t y i n c e r t a i n places f o r a lim_ited length of 

time. They would then be RITE VOCATUS, although t h e i r c a l l 

v/ould not be independent of the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e , and they 

could not work i n a p a r i s h v/ithout the consent of the v i c a r . 

Horn denied t h a t o r d i n a t i o n v-as a Sacrament or t h a t i t 

conferred a CHARACTER INDELIEILIS. "The pastor i s not a 

31 Cf. h i s a r t i c l e on lay-preaching i n LK, V I I , 1856, 
pp. 2 4 l f f . 
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pastor except when he i s c a r r y i n g out his o f f i c i a l d u t i e s . " 
Dogmatically, o r d i n a t i o n i s "an a u t h o r i z a t i o n from the congre
g a t i o n to an I n d i v i d u a l to administer the m.eans of grace. 
I t i s , t h e r e f o r e , the congregation which ordains"32 His
t o r i c a l l y , the congregation bows to the t r a d i t i o n t h a t one 
ordained person ordains another. Ordination gives the pastor 
sole a u t h o r i t y i n a l l p u b l i c a c t i v i t y w i t h i n his parish; A l l 
other r e l i g i o u s workers are r i g h t l y c a l l e d only v;hen they 
are placed under him. I n the case of a f a l s e teacher, the 
congregation i s to apply f o r a new pastor; I f the Church 
a u t h o r i t i e s refuse, the h i s t o r i c a l bond i s broken. Ls.y-
preaching may be defensible, but only a f t e r the i n d i v i d u a l 

has sought e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a u t h o r i z a t i o n and been refused. 
Horn discusses the question of Church p o l i t y . He 

asserts t h a t the form of the Church must develop out of the 
Church's l i f e , but t h a t t h i s i s so profound a source t h a t 
no one form of p o l i t y i s u n i v e r s a l l y binding. He suggests, 
however, t h a t the whole Church and not only the clergy, ought 
to govern the Church. The governing a u t h o r i t y should be as 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e as possible, and should include both l o c a l 
( p a r i s h c o u n c i l s ) and n a t i o n a l (Crown, S t o r t i n g , Synod) 
organs. He viewed the p a r i s h c o u n c i l as the representative 
of the p a r i s h over against the pastor. I t should have no 
p a r t i n p a s t o r a l care. Church d i s c i p l i n e should be exercised 
by pastor and congregation, the pastor alone i n the f i r s t 
32 "Om det K i r k e l i g e Embedet", p. 511. 
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stage (adm.onition) v/h're the primary i n t e r e s t i s s a l v a t i o n 
of the one undsr d i s c i p l i n e , the pastor i n conjunction w i t h 
the congregation i n eventual l a t e r stages (minor and major 
ban) where the ch i e f i n t e r e s t i s preservation of the Body. 

F i n a l l y , Horn sum.med up h i s f i n d i n g s . A l l "false 
supports" f o r the M i n i s t r y mmst f a l l . Dogmatically, the 
M i n i s t r y belongs to a l l C h r i s t i a n s . H i s t o r i c a l l y , hov/ever, 
God has established the s p e c i a l M i n i s t r y f o r the Church. 
The ChujT'ch need only consent. The. clergy receive t h e i r 
a u t h o r i t y from the Church, and therefore cannot be h i e r a r c h i 
c a l . On the other hand, they are not responsible to i n d i v i d 
u a l C h r i s t i a n s or groups, but only t o the e n t i r e Church, and 
have f u l l a u t h o r i t y over a l l " p u b l i c " a c t i v i t y . So f a r as 
the congregation i s concerned, a l l have an " i d e a l " r i g h t 
to the M i n i s t r y , but "although a l l .things are permissible, 
a l l t hings are not expedient". F a i t h f r e e l y r e linquishes 
i t s r i g h t f o r the good of the Church. 

The s u r p r i s i n g t h i n g about Horn's e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l 
p o s i t i o n i s t h a t i t i s f a r more Lov/-Church than one v/ould 
expect from a theologian w i t h h i s I d e a l i s t pre-suppositions. 
Horn Wĉ  s a c r i t i c a l t h i n k e r w i t h a f i e r c e independence. His 
case i s evidence t h a t Idealism need not necessarily lead to 
High Churchmahship or Srastianism. Hegelianism. almost i n 
e v i t a b l y tends i n t h a t d i r e c t i o n ; But Horn v/as not a true 
Hegelian. He approaches C h r i s t i a n doctrine from the subjec
t i v e , e m p i r i c a l standpoint. He i s thus deI've red from the 
e r r o r s o f Monrad. His approach i s v i r t u a l l y i d e n t i c a l v/ith 
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t h a t of Gisle Johnson, and he shares Johnson's views on 
most e c c l e s i o l o g l c a l questions: The basic essence of the 
Church, the d i s t i n c t i o n b-tv:een the Tivo Realms, I n f a n t Bap
tism, the f u n c t i o n a l character of the M i n i s t r y , the deduction 
of the M i n i s t r y from the Universal Priesthood, o r d i n a t i o n , 
and Church p o l i t y . There i s , hov/eve--, one s i g n i f i c a n t 
d i f f e r e n c e : S u r p r i s i n g l y , Horn m.akes almost no e f f o r t to 
apply the d i a l e c t i c a l m.ethod to the doctrine of the Church. 
Consequently, while he shares the undeniable strengths of 
Johnson's teaching, he i s even more vulnerable to the c r i t i 
cism v:hich v/e d i r e c t e d against Johnson. His d e f i n i t i o n of 
the nature of the Church, f o r exam.ple, i s coFipletely sub
j e c t i v e ; He v i r t u a l l y ignores the i n s t i t u t i o n a l aspect. 
At only one p o i n t i s h i s standpoint more true to the 
Lutheran t r a d i t i o n , h i s reluctance to drav/ l i m i t s to the 
Church. Horn was by no means a P i e t i s t . 

A. f u r t h e r weakness of Horn's standpoint i s h i s 

d e n i a l of any dogm.atic s i g n i f i c a n c e to the h i s t o r i c a l . 

To regard Dogmatics as "timeless" i s t o ignore the h i s t o r i 

c a l character of the B i b l i c a l Revelation, end e i t h e r to 

render Dogmatics absolute or to place i t at the a r b i t r a r y 

mercy of the dograaticians. Moreover, t h i s standpoint i s 

hardly i n accord w i t h Horn's Phenomenalism, and i s an 

i n d i c a t i o n of h i s u l t i m a t e f a i l u r e to combine an I d e a l i s t 

m.6taph7sic w i t h an em.piricist epistemology. 
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( V I I I ) Jens Jonas Jansen (184'''-1912) 

J.J. Jansen never held high o f f i c e i n the Church of 
Norway, but he was Nevertheless one of the most i n f l u e n t i a l 
f i g u r e s o f h i s day. He was i n poor h e a l t h f o r m.ost of h i s 
l i f e and occupied a series of p a r o c h i a l charges. These 
two f a c t s serve t o e x p l a i n why he d i d not produce more 
than one s c h o l a r l y work, though he ublished a number of 
more popular volumes. He i s best "'nown f o r the c r e a t i o n of 
a new h o m l l e t i c a l idiom; He introduced the "modern" sermon, 
f r e s h , n a t u r a l , and conversational. Jansen's slogan v/as 
"Live every word before you preach i t i " But hand i n hand 
v/ith t h i s h o m i l e t i c a l r e v o l u t i o n went a deep i n t e r e s t i n 
the pro'"lem of f a i t h and reason and h i s concern f o r the 
apologetic task. Jansen himself passed through a serious 
p e r i o d of doubt follo v / i n g Georg Brandes' lectures i n I876, 
and he devoted h i s l i f e to helping the weak and the doubt-
r i d d e n . 

Jansen w.s c r i t i c a l both of Pietism and Orthodoxy on 
the one hand, and of r a d i c a l Liberalism on the other.^ He 
described Orthodoxy as "a m_ad farm dog t h a t keeps people 
from, approaching God". Theologically, he must be classed 
w i t h F r e d r i k Petersen. Like Petersen, he xv?s early and 
s t r o n g l y i n f l u e n c e d by Kierkegaard, and reacted against the 
f r e e s p eculation of Hegelianism. Yet he could c r i t i c i z e 
Kierkegaard f o r h i s alleged i n t e l l e c t u a l i s m and aestheticism 

^ ^ § ' - r?r_i'l?^§-§i'§S5!-ce_of_any_social_dimen^ 
1 The f i r s t l e c t u r e he attsnded of Johnson v/as also the l . s t . 
2 J. Jansen Oplevet og Taenkt (his f a s c i n a t i n g memoirs) p.97. 
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l i k e P e t e r s e n a g a i n , he s t r e s s e d the h i s t o r i c a l R e v e l a t i o n 

o f C h r i s t i a n i t y anri i t s B i b l i c a l novD.. 

But Jansen was a l s o convinced t h a t t h e r e was no essen

t i a l c o n f l i c t betv/een f a i t h and reason. I f t h e r e i s s-nj 

c o n f l i c t , i t i s betv/een f a i t h i n G-od and b e l i e f t h a t t h e r e 

i s no God.5 This dilemma he a t t e m p t e d t o solve p s y c h o l o g i 

c a l l y . He b e l i e v e d " t h a t the r e l i g i o u s r e s t s upon a s p e c i a l 

a b i l i t y o r f u n c t i o n i n our s o u l " , some k i n d o f r e l i g i o u s 

o rgan i n u s . ^ For t h i s c o n c l u s i o n he claimed the support 

o f Kant, Schleiermacher, and e s p e c i a l ] - - I^ierkegaard. 

Jansen d e s c r i b e d h i i i ' S e l f as a Broad-Churchman, b u t 

judged by h i s -work, he appears as a n-'Oderate Higb-Church-'an. 

The e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l problem vas one o f h i s c h i e f t h e o l o g i c a } 

conerns, ?'nd h i s "Det T i r k e l i g e Embadet i den .'vpostoliskc 

T i d " (The O f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y i n the ; l p o s t o l i c -ig e ) , 

vrhich appeared i n 1877-76, b'as h i s o n l y s c h o l a r l y work. 

T h i s t r e a t i s e v/as ro u n ' l l y a s s a i l e d by the Lovj-Churchran 

Jakob Sverdrup, who wrote t h a t the Kigh-Church p o s i t i o n 

here "appears as nakedly as v/e have ever seen i t i n the 

Church o f Korvjay " . 5 the same t i m e , i t e l i c i t e d a l e t t e r 

f r o m Dr. rrogh-TOx.ning e x p r e s s i n g s u r p r i s e t h a t the lov/-

Church p a r t y shoul." a t t a c k Jansen's paper; I-Ie thought 

t h a t t h e y ought r a t h e r t o c i t e i t i n support o f t h e i r case!-' 

The A r t i c l e r e v e a l s an a u t h o r o f c o n s i d e r a b l e s c h c l a r l y 

3 J.Jansen, Kristendom og Videnskab, Chra., l " 8 j , p. 5. 
4 J. Jansen, Cplevet og Taenl^t, p. 91. 
5 J. Sverdrup, Laegaandsvirksomheden og A r t . XIV, p. 40n. 
6 O o l s v e t og Taenkt, p. 129. 
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acumen. He says t h a t t h e v^ork arose out o f the contemporarj'' 
controv6rs3'- betv/een K i ^ h - and Low-Churchmen thr o u g h o u t the 
P r o t e s t a n t v r o r l d . A l l p a r t i e s are agreed t h a t the p r i n c i p l e s 
o f Church Order should be talcen from the Kev Testament, h u t 
•they a r e not i n agreement as t o the l e n g t h s t o v.rhich they 
s h o u l d go i n d e t a i l . Consequently, he proposes t o 30 t o the 
New Testament t o d i s c o v e r the "main l i n e s " v/hich are alvrays 
v a l i d i n the Church. •••e must how, he says, t o what i s h i s 
t o r i c a l l y t r u e i n S c r i p t u r e , and he e x p r e s s l y r e j e c t s t he 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the h i s t o r i c a l and the dogmatic made by 
Dr. Horn.'^ We must f i n d and f o l l o w the t r u e V ia Ile d i a o f 
h i s t o r y . Jensen f i n d s t h a t the Ixev Testament a c t u a l l y 
m i l i t a t e s a g a i n s t b o t h extremes o f Churchnanship. 

The' d i s s e r t a t i o n was d i v i d e d i n t o two p a r t s : 1) An 

h i s t o r i c a l s t udy o f the o r i g i n and na t u r e of the M i n i s t r y 

i n g e n e r a l ; And 2) An h i s t o r i c a l study o f the beginni n g s and 

f u n c t i o n s o f t h e P r e s b y t e r a t e and Diaconate and the way i n 

\-;hich these o f f i c e s viere f i l l e d i n the A p o s t o l i c Age. 

Jansen f i r s t r a i s e s t h e q u e s t i o n o f the r e l a t i o n 

between the o f f i c e under the CM Covenant and undsr the Few. 

He f i n d s t h a t t he M i n i s t r y does not r e p r e s e n t a C O L t i n u a t i o n 

o f the l e v i t i c a l P r i e s t h o o d , but t h a t t h e r e i s an "analogy" 

between thea. The L e v i t i c a l P r i e s t h o o d i s a " p r o t o t y p e " 

(FOREIILEDE) o f the work o f C h r i s t , o f the U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t 

hood, and o f the I l i n i s t r y as w e l l , I n the sense t h a t a c c o r d i n g 

7 "Det i : i r k e l l a - e Zmbedet i den A-oostoliske T i d " , TTLKN, 
V, p. 468. 
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t o God's o r d i n a n c e , the o f f i c e was t o be g i v e n t o c e r t a i n 
Q 

persons I n the New as v.'ell as i n the Old. 

The M i n i s t r y i s c l o s e l y bound up w i t h the Church's nature 

I t was C h r i s t ' s purpose t o found an o r g a n i z e d community, the 

Church. The Church i s His Body, a Bod.v which must bs nour

i s h e d ; T h i s i s ach i e v e d t h r o u g h c e r t a i n d e f i n i t e means, v.'hich 

i n t u r n demand someone t o a d m i n i s t e r them. Jansen thus begins 

i n t r u e L u t h e r a n f a s h i o n v / i t h the f u n c t i o n o f the a d m i n i s t r a 

t i o n o f the means o f grace. Moreoever, an organized community 

deman-Ss o r d e r , and t h i s i n t u r n I m p l i e s someone v;ho has 
9 

a u t h o r i t y o r government. C h r i s t d i d n o t leave i t t o t h e 

community I t s e l f t o choose an a u t h o r i t y , b u t i n f a c t Himself 

o r g a n i z e d the Church i n the A p o s t o l a t e . The A p o s t o l a t e v/as 

t o serve the community as an authority'- and t o e x e r c i s e l e a d e r 

s h i p i n the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means o f grace. ""̂  The 

A p o s t o l a t e was an o f f i c e i n the s t r i c t e s t sense, o r d a i n e d 

as the l i f e - w o r k o f c e r t a i n d e f i n i t e persons. I t i s t r u e 

t h a t o t h e r s preached i n the A p o s t o l i c Age, b u t they were 

s u b j e c t t o the A p o s t l e s . The A p o s t o l i c Age v;as not "a golden 

age o f e c c l e s i a s t i c a l anarchy". The A p o s t o l a t e I n v o l v e d b o t h 

o r d i n a r y and e x t r a o r d i n a r y elements. The e x t r a o r d i n a r y e l e 

ment was t h e i r i n f a l l i b i l i t y i n d o c t r i n e , which gave them, 

u n c o n d i t i o n a l a u t k C T ' r i t y . I n t h i s they were unique. The 

p o s t - A p o s t o l i c K i n i s t r y c o n t i n u e s the o r d i n a r y f u n c t i o n o f 
8 I b i d . , p. 468. 
9 I b i d . , n. 470. 
10 I b i d . , p. 472. 
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the A p o s t l e s , the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means o f grace. I t 
has o n l y a " c o n d i t i o n a l " a u t h o r i t y , and i s always subo r d i n a t e 
t o the A p o s t o l i c Word.-̂ -'- T h i s , says Jansen, i s the e s s e n t i a l 
d i f f e r e n c e between P r o t e s t a n t and Roman C a t h o l i c vievjs. 

Yet the o r d i n a r y o f f i c e i s o r d a i n e d by C h r i s t i n the 

A p o s t l e s , and they understood Him t o mean t h a t they should 

a r r a n g e f o r the c o n t i n u a t i o n o f t h i s o f f i c e . I n so many 

words, t h e y d e s c r i b e the o f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y as d i v i n e l y 

i n s t i t u t e d ( I p h . 4 : 1 1 , I , Cor 12:28). Jansen i s not a f r a i d 

t o use the term STAND o f the c l e r g y o r t o speak o f a " c o n t i n -

u i t y " ( t h o u g h n o t i n the Rom.an sense o f s u c c e s s i o n ) . He 

understands the Low-Church f e a r o f h i e r a r c h y , b u t h o l d s t h a t 

t h e r e i s no r e a l danger u n l e s s one begins t o t a l k o f a con

t i n u a t i o n o f the s p e c i f i c o f f i c e o f the A p o s t o l a t e and a t t e m p t s 

t o make the M i n i s t r y a SACSRDOTIUI'. The o p p o s i t e view, v/hlch 

deduces the M i n i s t r y from t h e ^ ' n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d , a l s o 

tends t o t u r n i t i n t o a p r i e s t h o o d . Koreover, Jansen p o i n t s 

o u t t h e f a c t t h a t the Low-Church vievi i s r o o t e d i n the modern 

d o c t r i n e o f human r i g h t s , an Idea f o r e i g n t o the E a r l y Church^'^ 

T u r n i n g from the o r i g i n o f the A p o s t o l a t e t o t h a t o f 

the P r e s b y t e r a t e , Jansen a t t e m p t s t o show t h a t the Presbyter-

a t e I s i d e n t i c a l w i t h the " o r d i n a r y " g o v e r n i n g and t e a c h i n g 

o f f i c e I n c l u d e d i n the A p o s t o l a t e and p l a c e d i n the Church 

by the A p o s t l e s . "̂-̂  Jansen c o n f i n e s him.seIf t o a d l s c u s s i o n 

11 I b i d . , po. 48C, 487. 
12 I b i d . , pp. 490, 499 . 
13 I b i d . , pu. 505f. 
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o f t h e o r i g i n o f the P r e s b y t e r a t e and the Diaconate because 

these are t h e two o f f i c e s v/e know f o r c e r t a i n e x i s t e d i n the 

New Testam-ent. The E p i s c o p a l o f f i c e i s "not w i t h o u t t r a c e s " 

t h e r e , and a genuine L u t h e r a n Church o r d e r w i l l alv;ays c o n s i s t 

o f "one o r a n o t h e r nuance" o f the e p i s c o p a l o r d e r . But i n v e s 

t i g a t i o n o f i t s o r i g i n woulc? mean v/orking m o s t l y w i t h sources 

o u t s i d e t he New Testam.ent. Besides, the P r e s b y t e r a t e i s 

I d e n t i c a l w i t h the p r e s e n t c l e r i c a l o f f i c e . Jansen r e j e c t s 

a l l s a c e r d o t a l overtones i n . c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the o f f i c e . He 

admi t s the e x i s t e n c e o f a U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d , b u t d i s t i n g 

u i s h e s s h a r p l y between t h i s and the I - I i n i s t r y . For him, the 

d e c i s i v e q u e s t i o n i s " I s t h e r e a U n i v e r s a l P r e s b y t e r a t e ? " . 

The answer, o b v i o u s l y , i s no. 

Jansen f i n d s t h a t the p r e s b y t e r a t e was b o t h a go v e r n i n g 

and a t e a c h i n g and p r e a c h i n g o f f i c e . f r o m the b e g i n n i n g . 

There v/ere n o t two k i n d s o f P r e s b y t e r s , as many C a l v i n i s t s 

b e l i e v e d . T h e i r r u l i n g f u n c t i o n v/as o r i g i n a l l y p r i m a r y , b u t 

was g r a d u a l l y s u b o r d i r a t e d t o t e a c h i n g . This r e p r e s e n t e d a 

development i n the s i t u a t i o n , b u t no r a d i c a l a l t e r a t i o n i n 

the o f f i c e . The "outward, h i s t o r i c a l " o r i g i n o f the Presby

t e r a t e r e p r e s e n t s a legacy from t he Jewish synagogue, whose 

I n i n i s t r y had the same double f u n c t i o n . But i n i t s "content 

and e s s e n t i a l n a t u r e " , i t was a new o f f i c e c r e a t e d by C h r i s t 

t h r o u g h t he Apostles."'"^ The P r e s b y t e r a t e and the Episcopate 

were o r i g i n a l l y I d e n t i c a l , the term EPISCCPUS a r i s i n g i n 

14 I b i d . , p. 506n . 
15 I b i d . , p. 528 . 
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G e n t i l e C h r i s t i a n Churches where the Jewish " e l d e r " t i t l e 
was foreign.-'-^ 

Jansen comes t o s i m i l a r c o n c l u s i o n s about the Diaconate. 

I t t o o had a Jewish p r o t o t y p e and underwent a development 

i n the New Testament Church. Between A c t s 6 and I . Tim. 3, 

the f u n c t i o n o f a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means of grace was 

added t o t h e Deacons' o r i g i n a l c h a r i t a b l e f u n c t i o n , and they 

became a s s i s t a n t p a s t e r s t o the P r e s b y t e r s . Tv;o f a c t o r s 

c o n t r i b u t e d t o the changes: The disappearance o f the commun

i o n o f goods, and the r i s e o f the P r e s b y t e r a t e as the chiefs 

o f f i c e , which m.ade i t necessary t o subordir.ate t h e Diaconate 

t o the P r e s b y t e r a t e . But the -"evelcp.Tient was e n t i r e l y 

n a t u r a l ; I t v/as i n h e r e n t i n the f a c t t h a t the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e 

i s one. Thus, each branch must p a r t i c i p a t e I n i t s f u n c t i o n s . - ' ^ 

Jansen d e p l o r e d the h i e r a r c h i c a l development o f the p o s t -

A p o s t o l i c Church, vfhich made o f the Diaconate a mediator 

betv/een c l e r g y and l a i t y . Unfortun::.tely, he ways, the g u l f 

i s s t i l l t h e r e i n the Lu t h e r a n Church, because i t possesses 

no Diaconate. He sees i n the I r i n e r I . i s s l o n a p l e a f o r such 

an o f f i c e and a " s u r r o g a t e " f o r : " i t . I f the In n e r I.'ission 

were under the l e a d e r s h i p o f a Diaconate, i t would not bear 

so many " f r u i t s o f d o u b t f u l v s l u e f o r the whole Church". 

This was the view o f tha High-Church p a r t y i n the 1870's 

(Heuch, L u t h e r s k Ugeskri-^t) and even o f a man l i k e Gustav 

Jensen. 

16 T h i s view was w i d e l y canvassed a t the tim.6. Cf. J. 3. 
l i g h t f o o t , S t.Paul's Z p i s t l e t o the E h i l i p p i a n s , 8 t h 

• Edn., 1885, PP. 9 5 f . 
17 "Det K i r k e l l g e Em.bedet. . . ", p 87 . 
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F i n a l l y , Jansen t u r n s t o the q u e s t i o n o f how these 

o f f i c e s were f i l l e d i n the i':ew Testament Church, " i t h r e 

gard t o t h e appointment o f I - ^ t t h i a s t o f i l l the place o f 

Judas, Jansen f i n d s t h - t t h i s a c t had b o t h " o r d i n a r y " and 

" e x t r a o r d i n a r y " a s p e c t s . The Ghiirch ( i n c l u d i n g the A - o s t l e s ) 

nominated tvro c a n d i d a t e s who possesssd the q u a l i f i c a t i o n s f o r 

the A p o s t o l s i t e , and the Lord made the f i n a l choice (by l o t ) . 

Deacons were e l e c t e d by the congre,^-ation, whereas P r e s b y t e r s 

vere p r o b a b l y nominated by the A p o s t l e s and ap p o i n t e d by 

them, a f t e r h e a r i n g the o p i n i o n o f the c o n g r e g a t i o n . 

I n c o n c l u s i o n , Jansen f i n d s t h a t t h e r e i s l i t t l e nor

m a t ive Church o r d e r s e t o u t i n d e t a i l i n the New Testa/iient, 

and m.any ADIAPHOFA.. There a r e , hov/ever, b a s i c l i n e s and 

p r i n c i p l e s which are normative f o r a l l tim.es. He s u m i a r i -

zes h i s f i n d i n g s on pp. 122-127. I t i s C h r i s t ' s w i l l t h a t 

t h e r e be an o f f i c e o f the J l i n i s t r y i n the Church, f i l l e d by 

. " d e f i n i t e persons t o the ( r e l a t i v e ) e x c l u s i o n o f others".-'-^ 

The authorltj of these :isen i s n ot u n c o n d i t i o n a l o r i n f a l 

l i b l e , b u t non e t h e l e s s r e a l . The o f f i c e i s not produced 

by t h e Church as "prim.9r.y incumbent", b u t i n s t i t u t e - ' by 

C h r i s t h i m s e l f , simultaneous w i t h His fcund'.ng o f the Church. 

" I n and v d t h the A p o s t o l a t e " , C h r i s t i n s t i t u t e d the I - _ i n l s t r y , 

f o r t h e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the m.eans o f grace and the govern

ment o f the Church. The A p o s t l e s v;ere conscious o f t h e i r 

" e x t r a o r d i n a r y " s t a t u s , b u t l e f t b e h i n d them, the P r e s b y t e r a t e 

18 I b i d . , p. 122. 
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and the Diaconate t o c a r r y on t h e i r " ord'nary" f u n c t i o n s . 

They a l s o r e c o g n i z e d , however, the r i g h t o f the congrega

t i o n s t o be heard and t o c o o p r r a t e v l t h t h e i ' - i n i s t r y . 

C h r i s t o r g a n i z e d the Church t h r o u g h the i v l i n i s t r y . He gave 

the means o f grace b o t h " d i r e c t l y " t o the K i n i s t r y and " i n 

d i r e c t l y " t o the Church as a whole. Sc f a r from b e i n g a con

t r a d i c t i o n , t h i s merely r e p r e s e n t s two aspects o f the same 

t r u t h . The means o f grace are not g i v e n t o the Church as 

"an u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d complex o f b e l i e v e r s " . Rather, the 

Church possesses a d e f i n i t e o r d e r f o r t h e i r a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , 

i n t h e o f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y . Every C h r i s t i a n can say: 

The Word and the Sacram-ents are g i v e n t o m.e, as a member o f 

the Church. But they are t o be adm.inistered a c c o r d i n g t o 

God's o r d e r t h r o u g h the M i n i s t r y . Cn the o t h e r hand, the 

means o f grace are n o t g i v e n t o the I- J i n i s t r y f o r " a r b i t r a r y 

d i s p o s i t i o n " o r "independent possession", b u t f o r " s e r v i c e 

i n the c o n g r e g a t i o n " . They are not a s s o c i a t e d w i t h any 

" s p e c i a l , e s o t e r i c powers" on the p a r t o f the clergyman, but 

a r t g i v e n t o the c l e r g y i n o r d e r " t o f u l f i l an o r d e r which 

God w i l l s i n the Church, n o t independent o f the Church, b u t 

i n o r g a n i c c o n n e c t i o n and c o o p e r a t i o n w i t h I t " . ^ ^ God has 

a l s o g i v e n the g o v e r n i n g o f f i c e t o the K i n i s t r y , not as 

" s o v e r e i g n " , b u t as a "stewardship". The k i n i s t r y possesses 

o n l y a r e l a t i v e a u t h o r i t y , s i n c e i n a c t u a l f a c t i t i s 

always s u b j e c t t o the judgement o f God's Word. Should i t 

19 I b i d . , p. 123. 
•20 I b i d . , p. 124. 
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d e v i a t e from the V/ord, the M i n i s t r y has no clai.m t o d i v i n e 
i n s t i t u t i o n . Every i n d i v i d u a l p a s t o r i s s u b j e c t t o "the 
o r g a n i c e c c l e s i a s t i c a l t o t a l i t y " o f c l e r g y and l a i t y t o 
g e t h e r , the "synod". The V/'ord i s i n d i s p e n s a b l e , b u t the 
e x i s t i n g F i n i s t r y may, indeed under c e r t a i n circumstances 
must be r e p l a c e d . I t enjoys no s p e c i a l p r i e s t l y pov;er 
beyond t h a t common t o a l l C h r i s t i a n s . S t i l l , Jansen 
i s s u e d the warning t h a t the r e j e c t i o n o f the e x i s t i n g I ' i n i s -
t r y was an " e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y g r a v e " m.atter, and t h a t any Church 
which attem.pted t o elim.lnate the M i n i s t r y i n p r i n c i p l e was 
a c t i n g c o n t r a r y t o God's o r d e r and C h r i s t ' s i n s t i t u t i o n . 

( I X ) Gustav Jensen (1845-1922) 

Gustav Jensen, Dean of i v r i s t i a n l a , has been compared 

t o A.. ye x e l s , a n d p l a y e d somev/hat the same p a r t f o r h i s 

g e n e r a t i o n as Wexels had f o r an e a r l i e r one. I n f l u e n c e d 

e a r l y i n l i f e by the b e s t b o t h o f Haugeanismi and G r u n d t v i g -

i a n l s m , Jensen was a c o n s e r v a t i v e t h e o l o g i a n who was r e s 

p e c t e d by a l l p a r t i e s w i t h o u t b e i n g a mem.ber of any. As 

P r i n c i p a l o f the P r a c t i c a l Seminary f o r 14 years , he was 

"PASTOR PASTORUM f o r a l a r g e p a r t o f the n a t i o n ' s c l e r g y " . ^ 

He wa? the l i t u r g i c a l e x p e r t o f the Church o f Nor\\'ay, pub

l i s h e d s e v e r a l works on the s u b j e c t , and r e v i s e d i t s L i t u r g y 

i n 1886 almost s i n g l e - h a n d e d . He e x e r c i s e d l e a d e r s h i p i n 

m.any areas o f p r a c t i c a l C h u r c h - l i f e , n o t l e s s t as a u t h o r 

o f numerous books and a r t i c l e s and as c o - e d i t o r o f L u t h e r s k 

1 L. Koren "Gustav Jensen", i n NBL, V I , Oslo, 1934. 
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K i r k e t i d e n d e and ( t o g e t h e r w i t h F r e d r i k Petersen) o f 
K r l s t e l i g e Blade. 

As a p r a c t i c a l t h e o l o g i a n , i t must n o t be expected t h a t 

he s h o u l d have t h o u g h t out h i s p h i l o s o p h i c a l p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s 

with any degree o f thoroughness. There are some i n d i c a t i o n s 

t h a t he continued, t o t h i n k i n terms o f the com.-on Idealism, 

o f t h e p r e v i o u s genera i i l o n . Thus, i n w r i t i n g o f the t h r e e 

stages i n C h r i s t i a n i t y , the Jacobean, the P a u l i n e , and the 

Johannine, he i d e n t i f i e d Rom.an C a t h o l i c C h r i s t i a n i t y w i t h 

James, E v a n g e l i c a l C h r i s t i a n i t y w i t h P a u l , a l t h o u g h i n 

n e i t h e r case i s t h e p a r a l l e l complete. The t h i r d " a n d h i g h e r 

Johannine stage s t i l l ' l i e s i n the f u t u r e . I t i s not d i f f i c u l t 

t o f i n d here an e x p r e s s i o n o f the Hegelian t r i a d . There are 

no t r a c e s o f any p a r t i c u l a r indebtedness t o Kierkegaard. 

Am.ong Norv/eglan t h e o l o g i a n s , he miust be c l a s s e d w i t h 

F r e d r i k P e t e r s e n , c o n s e r v a t i v e b u t open-m.inded, a l t h o u g h 

h i s g e n e r a l t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n i s somev/hat t o the r i g h t 

o f b o t h P e t e r s e n and J. J. Jansen. 

There are r e a r l y tvro p o l e s i n h i s approach t o the doc

t r i n e o f the Church. At t i m e s , he appears as a s p e c i a l k i n d 

o f l a t t e r - d a y G r u n d t v i g i a n . Jensen was e staunch F o l k -

Churchm.an who g r a d u a l l y developed i n t o a s u p p o r t e r o f the 

s o - c a l l e d "Free Folk-Church". This idea, v/hich was prom.inent 

f o r a time i n the b i t t e r c o n f l i c t v / i t h i n the Church which 

marked the f i r s t q u a r t e r o f the pr e s e n t century, had i t s 

r o o t s i n the G r u n d t v i g i a n movement. Again, l i k e G r u n d t v l g , 

Jensen had a p r o f o u n d a p p r e c i a t i o n o f the Sacra-.ients, em.-

D h a s i z e d the B a p t i s m a l Covenant, and urged the c l e r g y t o 
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preach i t . 

Jensen was no e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l P i e t i s t , and c r i t i c i z e d 

the r e v i v a l i s t c l e r g y f o r t h e i r f a i l u r e t o see the p o s s i b i l i 

t i e s f o r n u r t u r e • i n the Folk-Church and f o r t h e i r P i e t i s t i c 

c o n c e p t i o n o f the E u c h a r i s t . The Lord's Supper was I n s t i 

t u t e d n o t t o form c l i q u e s , b u t t o c r e a t e c o n g r e g a t i o n s . But 

he was a f i r m s u p p o r t e r o f the I n n e r L'ission and la.y a c t i v i t y , 

a t f i r s t on the b a s i s o f Gisl.e Johnson's "emergency p r i n c i p l e " , 

l a t e r on the pure b a s i s o f the U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d . 2 

¥e may t h e r e f o r e conclude t h a t Jensen moved w i t h the 

ti m e s f r o m a fundam.ental l y G r u n d t v i g i a n p o s i t i o n towards a 

more Low-Church p o s i t i o n i n h i s a t t i t ^ ^ d e b o t h towards the 

St a t e Church and l a y a c t i v i t y . Yet i n h i s d o c t r i n e o f the 

M i n i s t r y , Jensen had alv.-ays been a moderate Iow-Cuurch;nan. 

Jensen never p u b l i s h e d a complete P a s t o r a l Theology, 

b u t we have b o t h h i s own l e c t u r e notes? as \-eJl as notes 

t a k e n by h i s students'^ t o g e t h e r v a t h s e v e r a l o c c a s / i o n a l 

a r t i c l e s which g i v e a c l e a r p i c t v r e o f h i s s t a n d p o i n t . 

Jensen's e c c l e s i o l o g y can be summarized i n a s i n g l e 

sentence as f o l l o w s , u s i n g h i s f a v o u r i t e terms: The Church 

i s an organism., and the L ' l n i s t r y i s a s e r v i c e . He s t r o n g l y 

c r i t i c i z e d b o t h t h e Eigh-Church aiid the Iov/-Church p o s i t i o n s . 

The f o r m e r t h i n k s o f the Church i n terms o f r u l e r and s u b j e c t , 

2 C. F. W i s l d f f , TTIf, 1958, oo. 6 3 f f . 
3 S e l e c t i o n s e d i t e d by E. Rygnestad, i n TTK, 1958, pp. 

3 9 - 4 7 . 
4 Ks. no. 958, KAr.dgkri.ftsamling, U n i v e r s i t y l i b r a r y , 

Oslo ( 1 8 9 5 - 9 6 ) . 
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and r e n d e r s the c o n g r e g a t i o n passive and v o i c e l e s s . The 

l a t t e r d e r i v e s from an "unorganic" concept o f the Church as 

" a c o n t r a c t u a l a s s o c i a t i o n " o f equal I n d i v i d u a l s (IIGSGCDS 

ELiERE). But the Church i s n e i t h e r o f these t h i n g s . Rather, 

i t i s an organism, i n which the whole body serves the mem

bers and the mem.bers serve one another and the e n t i r e hody.^ 

IVhere P e t e r s e n had r e j e c t e d the t e r m i n o l o g y o f the 

V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church, Jensen attempted t o use the 

c o n t r a s t . He sees the weakness of the terms: The tempta

t i o n t o separate the two and t o overemphasize one side 

o r the o t h e r . There are net two Churches, one r e a l and 

one n o m i n a l , b u t one. The I n v i s i b l e Church r e p r e s e n t s the 

" l d . e a l " and the V i s i b l e the more o r l e s s p e r f e c t " r e a l i t y " ; 

Jensen t h u s r e t u r n s t o the o l d I d e a l i s t s o l u t i o n . 

The essence o f the Church i s the Communion o f S a i n t s . 

As t h e h e a r t o f God's Kingdom, i t i s n o t of t h i s i\'orld. 

I t i s I n v i s i b l e i n the sense t h a t o n l y the Lord knows His 

own. Yet i t i s made v i s i b l e t h r o u g h the means o f grace, 

which always c^ 11 i n t o bein^g a t a n g i b l e com.rrunity. This 

i s a r e a l o r t r u e Church, f o r where the means o f grace 

are r i g h t l y adm.inistered, t h e y are alv/ays e f f i c a c i o u s . 

But the source o f C h u r c h - l i f e i s the Communion o f S a i n t s . 

Thus Jensen can say t h a t the I n v i s i b l e Church i s the 

s u b j e c t o f the a c t i v i t y s t u d i e d i n P r a c t i c a l Theology, 
t h € _ Y i s l b l e _ C h u r c h _ l t s _ g b j e c t . 6 
5 K. Rygnestad, ed., op. c l t . , p. 40. 
6 I"s. no. 958. 
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T h i s i s ve r y c'osely l i n k e d v / l t h Jensen's view o f the 

M i n i s t r y , which i s b a s i c a l l y Johnsonian. The organ of t h i s 

a c t i v i t y , the M i n i s t r y o f Word and Secrament, proceeds from 

the Comm.union o f S a i n t s . "The h o l y s e r v i c e . . . s p r i n g s from 

the U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d " , w i t h "an i n n e r n e c e s s i t y " . 7 

Jensen emphasizes the f a c t t h a t the f u n c t i o n o f the admi n i 

s t r a t i o n o f the means o f grace i s g i v e n i n p r i n c i p l e t o 

the b e l i e v i n g Church, n o t t o any c l e r i c a l S'̂ AND regarded 

as p r i o r t o and s u p e r i o r t o the l a i t y . C h r i s t c l e a r l y 

i n s t i t u t e d the f u n c t i o n o f a d m i n i s t e r i n g Word and Sacrament 

b u t He gave no o r d e r t o form a c l e r i c a l e s t a t e . The 

A p o s t o l a t e v/as unique. The A p o s t o l i c Age worked on a 

p u r e l y C h a r i s m a t i c p r i n c i p l e . L . t e r , f u n c t i o n s were con

c e n t r a t e d i n a p a r t i c u l a r o f f i c e and were t r a n s f e r r e d t o 

i t by t h e Church. 

I n Jensen's viev;, the M i n i s t r y i s a s e r v i c e , b o t h t o 

the Lord and t o the Church. He reviewed the v a r i o u s c l e r i -

c a l t i t l e s : The word " p r i e s t " (TTj»f(r̂ UT€|)os ) reminds us 

o f t h e need f o r m.aturity; "Pastor" p o i n t s t o C h r i s t as the 

exemplary good Shepherd; " G e i s t l i g " has l o s t i t s good 

c o n n o t a t i o n i n Norwegian and has t a k e n on a c o l d , o f f i c i a l 

t o n e . He p r e f e r s above a l l the E n g l i s h " m i n i s t e r " . This 

he combined v.dth " p a s t o r " t o c a l l t h e M i n i s t r y a "KYRDS-

TJENESTE" ( s h e p h e r d - s e r v i c e ) . He p o i n t s out t h a t t h i s term 

i s B i b l i c a l and t h a t i t expresses the f a c t t h a t the p a s t o r 

7 I b i d . , p. 10. 
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serves b o t h the i n d i v i d u a l andthe c o l l e c t i v e . 

Cn t h e o t h e r hand, Jensen em.phasized the f a c t t h a t the 

k i n i s t r y i s not i d e n t i c a l w i t h the U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d . 

The U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d must be e x e r c i s e d " w i t h i n one's 

own c i r c l e " . The M i n i s t r y cannot be l e f t t o chance, b u t 

must be g i v e n t o the i n d i v i d u a l by the Church. I t s s i g n i 

f i c a n c e l i e s i n i t s c o n s t a n t , permanent c h a r a c t e r , i t s 

concern f o r the whole Church. Moreover, Jensen emphasized 

the a u t h o r i t y o f the M i n i s t r y . I t i s an o f f i c i a l , n o t a 

p e r s o n a l a u t h o r i t y . But i t i s g i v e n t o him not by a group 

nor by the l o c a l c o n g r e g a t i o n , b u t by the e n t i r e Church, t o 

whom C h r i s t H i m s e l f f i r s t gave the " s e r v i c e " . The p a s t o r 

i s t h e r e f o r e n o t r e s p o n s i b l e t o the i n d i v i d u a l p a r i s h i o n e r 

o r t o a group, b u t t o the Holy C a t h o l i c Church. On t ; . i . -

b a s i s , he has a r i g h t t o dem.and obedience. 

Thus, w h i l e Jensen r e j e c t s the idea t h a t the I^J-nistry 

i s g i v e n t o a s p e c i a l STAND, he a l s o r e j e c t s the idea t h a t 

i t i s g i v e n t o a l l b e l i e v e i - s as i n d i v i d u a l s . I t i s g i v e n 

t o t h e e n t i r e b e l i e v i n g Church as an o r g a n i s i i . 

Jensen i n s i s t s upon the n e c e s s i t y o f b o t h an i n n e r and 

an o u t e r c a l l . Since he deduces the M i n i s t r y not from, b u t 

t h r o u g h t h e U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d , the inn-.r c a l l i s n a t u r a l l y 

essential.*^' (Jensen does n o t sa.y how he proposes t o a v o i d 

Donatlsm. ) But o n l y when the o u t e r c a l l i s p r e s e n t can a 

8 I b i d . , p. 13 . "Only t h r o u g h a p e r s o n a l f a i t h - r e l a t i o n 
t o God i s one f i t f o r the s e r v i c e . . . o n l y the b e l i e v e r 
has t h e p e r s o n a l c a l l . " 
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m i n i s t e r be d e s c r i b e d as RITE VCCATUS and thus e n t i t l e d t o 
t e a c h PUBLICS ("on b e h a l f o f the community and on i t s 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y " ) . O r d i n a t i o n "com.pletes" the c a l l , and 
r e p r e s e n t s the t r a n s f e r e n c e o f the o f f i c e on the p a r t o f 
the whole Church. The l a y i n g on o f hands i s f i r s t a sj'-mbol 
o f i n t e r c e s s i o n f o r the o r d i n a n d , and t h e n o f h i s i n i t i a t i o n 
i n t o t he c l e r g y . 9 

But p r o p e r p a s t o r a l care demands the work o f m.any 

o t h e r s besides the o r d a i n e d c l e r g y , a t l e a s t i n Norway. 

Gust3.v Jensen was an exponent o f the I n n e r M i s s i o n on the 

b a s i s o f the U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t h o o d . The Charism.ata must be 

u t i l i z e d . In' 1895, Jensen f a v o u r e d the e s t a b l i s h m e n t o f a 

Dlacorxate. Here he may have been i n f l u e n c e d by the t h e o r i e s 

o f h i s f r i e n d Jansen about the New Testament development o f 

the o f f i c e . He advanced s e v e r a l arguments f o r i t s i n t r o 

d u c t i o n . I t had h i s t o r i c a l precedent i n the mor-astic 

o r d e r s ; They too were Independent o f the l o c a l cor_gregation 

and under c o n t r o l o f the Church. Lay p r e a c h i n g i s "a good 

t h i n g " , e s p e c i a l l y where the c l e r g y l a c k the a b i l i t y t o 

p r e a c h i n the language o f the people. Jensen s t i l l h e l d 

t o the emergency p r i n c i p l e , however, and looked f o r v a r d t o 

the day when l a y p r e a c h i n g would be t r a n s f e r r e d from the 

a s s o c i a t i o n s t o Church c o n t r o l . •̂'̂  

I n 1900, Jensen was no l o n g e r r e s t r a i n e d by the 

emergency p r i n c i p l e . The I n n e r M i s s i o n i s an aspect o f 

9 I b i d . , pp. 1 9 f . 
10 I b i d . , p. 99 . 



209 

the Church's norm.al e x i s t e n c e , and a r i s e s from an " i n n e r 
n e c e s s i t y " . I f i t i s not d e r i v e d from the "organized" 
Church, i t s source i s n e v e r t h e l e s s the " e s s e n t i a l " Church, 
the b e l i e v i n g c o n g r e g a t i o n . I t r e p r e s e n t s "progress" i n 
the r e a l i z a t i o n o f the E v a n g e l i c a l concept o f the Church. 
Jensen no l o n g e r speaks o f a Dlacona..te; I n s t e a d , he c a l l s 
f o r "the c l o s e s t p o s s i b l e c o o p e r a t i o n " between the f r e e 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s and the clergy.-^2 

Jensen shared the unbounded f a i t h o f h i s generati'.n 

i n p r o g r e s s and e v o l u t i o n . He c o u l d l o o k f o r w a r d t o the 

day when heathenism, would disappear. L i k e G i s l e Johnson, 

he r e g a r d e d the I n n e r M i s s i o n as the expanding nucleus o f 

the Church. As e a r l y as 1877. d u r i n g the second Free-

Church c r i s i s (See Chapter on Se p a r a t i s m ) , Jensen v/as con

v i n c e d t h a t a f r e e Church viould evolve spontaneously from 

the S t a t e Church, t h r o u g h i t s com.munlcant membership. "̂ ^ 

He drew the analogy o f a c h i l d ' s growth to m.aturity. I n 

a p e r i o d o f " a u t h o r i t y " , the Sta t e Church i s the best form., 

and r e p r e s e n t s Goci's w i l l f o r t h a t p e r i o d . But when " f r e e 

dom." com.es, the d e s i r e f o r s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n w i l l n e c e s s a r i l y 

b r i n g about the Free Church. I t i s the " i d e a l " form o f the 

Church.-'-'^ Yet Jensen b e l i e v e d t h a t t h i s e v o l u t i o n a r y p r o 

cess s h o u l d n o t be f o r c e d e i t h e r by withdrav/al from the 

11 NTT, 1900, I , p. 96 
12 I b i d . , p. 9 1 . 
13 LU, 1877, I , TO. 2 9 7 f f . 
14 I b i d . , pp. 299f. 
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E s t a b l i s h m e n t o r by the Johnsonian r e f o r m movement, which 

aimed a t the o r g a n i z a t i o n o f the S t a t e Church p a r i s h e s i n t o 

f r e e c o n g r e g a t i o n s . I n I898 we f i n d him d e f e n d i n g the F o l k -

Church.-^^ Jensen had i n h e r i t e d from G r u n d t v i g i a n i s m the 

i d e a t h a t the " F o l k " had a s p e c i a l s i g n i f i c a n c e i n the 

D i v i n e economy. Lik e the G r u n d t v i g i a n s , Jensen i n t e r p r e t e d 

t h e command i n Matt. 28:19 (Norwegian t r a n s l a t i o n : Go, and 

make a l l nations--FOLKISLAG—to be d i s c i p l e s ) i n terms o f 

the c r e a t i o n o f C h r i s t i a n n a t i o n s and Folk-Churches.-'-^ 

Jensen acknowledged i t s weaknesses (excessive subservience 

t o t h e S t a t e and l a c k o f Church d i s c i p l i n e ) ; I t would a t 

b e s t ali''ays be " d i s t u r b i n g l y i m p e r f e c t " . Yet he saw i n i t 

the e x p r e s s i o n o f God's lov e f o r a l l . I t i s a way t o r.-ach 

the e n t i r e n a t i o n , t o permeate the l i f e o f the n a t i o n v / i t h 

C h r i s t i a n t r u t h s , and t o awaken the s l e e p i n g t o conscious 

f a i t h . The many nominal C h r i s t i a n s are "the h o l y v/orking 

m a t e r i a l " f o r the g r o w t h o f the " b e l i e v i n g Church". God's 

S p i r i t has v i s i t e d them i n Baptism, and the Father c o n t i n 

ues t o draw them. Despite a l l the weakness and e v i l v/hich 

e x i s t e d w i t h i n i t , the Folk-Church was s t i l l " a form o f the 

Holy C a t h o l i c Church". 

I n 1900, Jensen r e a f f i r n e d the L u t h e r a n p o s i t i o n t h a t 

no one form o f p o l i t y i s necessary f o r a l l t i m e s . Some form, 

f i r m l y based upon the o r d a i n e d k ' i n i s t r y , i s indeed neces-ary, 

and t h e r e i s a p a r t i c u l a r form which i s the best f o r each 

15 En F o l k e k i r k e s B e t y d n i n g og Cpgaver, Kr-s. , 1898, 
16 I b i d . , p. 4n. 
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p a r t i c u l a r t i m e , i n the l i g h t o f the n a t u r e o f the Church.-'^ 

3 u t i n 1913) Jensen advocated the Free Folli-Church, 

and w h i l e t h e r e may appear t o be v a c i l l a t i o n i n Jensen's 

views on p o l i t y over the y e a r s , i t i s more apparent t h a n 

r e a l . There i s a c l e a r l i n e fror:' 1877 t o 1913, i n v/hich 

he d i s p l a y e d a p e r s i s t e n t a t t e r r p t t o combine an a t t i t u d e o f 

freedom, on the one. hand w i t h a sense o f h i s t o r ' c a l c o n t i n 

u i t y and o f GO'-Ts purpose f o r the Fol k on the o t h e r . 

Indeed, i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t the Free Folk-Church may r e p 

r e s e n t the s y n t h e s i s of these tv;o a n t i t h e t i c elements. 

(X) irnud Krogh-Tonning (18^2-1911) 

I f F r e d r i k P e t e r s e n \'as s u s p i c i o u s o f systems, Dr. 

Ehud Krogh-Tonnin^ had no such s c r u p l e s . He came t o e r e c t : 

the most e x t e n s i v e dogmatic system, o f any 19th Century 

Norwegian t h e o l o g i a n . Ke i s t h e r e f o r e a f i g u r ? o f consider

a b l e importance f o r our s u b j e c t . A l t h o u g h h i s d o c t r i n a l 

development gradua]!'- i s o l a t e d h i " , he exerts:^ no s m a l l 

degree o f i n f l u e n c e on the Church o f Norway dur'.ng the l a s t 

Q u a r t e r o f the Centi.^.ry. 

Zrogh-Tonning has l e f t us an e x c e l l e n t b i o g r a p h i c a l 

source i n h i s I'emoirs,- even though these are somewh t 

c o l o u r e d by h i s c o n v e r s i o n t o Roman C a t h o l i c i s m . Me vras 

r e a r e d i n P i e t i s m (G. A. lamimers v/as h i s c h i l d h o o d p a s t e r 

17 NTT, 1900, I , p. 88. 
18 L o r g e n b l a d e t , 1913, no. 21. 
1 5n K o n v e r t j t s E r i n d r i n g e r , K6'benhaven, 1906. 
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and a f r i e n d o f the f a m . i l y ) , and r e t a i n e d a d e c i d e d l y a s c e t i c 

bent t h r o u g h o u t l i f e . T h e o l o g i c a l l y , he s t a r t e - ' h i s c a r e e r 

as a s t r i c t l y Orthodox Johnsonian, b u t v.-ith a s p e c u l a t i v e , 

Rom.antic tendency and a s t r o n g High-Church i n c l i n a t i o n . I n 

the l a t t e r , he vies i n f l u e n c e d r r t h by the German I-Ieo-Lutherans 

( K l i e f o t h , V i l m a r , and IdJhe) and the E n g l i s h T r a c t a r i a n s . 2 

Ke was one o f the most learned Norv/egian t h e o l o g i a n s 

o f h i s day, and v/rote v o l u m i n o u s l y . I n 1870, he p u b l i s h e d 

h i s T r o e s l a e r e : I t \ja.B d e s t i n e d t o pass t h r o u g h s e v e r a l 

e d i t i o n s b e f o r e b e i n g superseded by h i s m.assive Dogmatik i n 

f i v e volumes (1885-9^). From 1880-97, he was a l s o engaged 

i n a t r a n s l a t i o n o f the Fat h e r s , o f vfhich 19 volumes appeared. 

I n 1883, Krogh-Tonning became one o f the f i r s t t o take the 

degree o f Th.D. i n the Norwegian U n i v e r s i t y , v / i t h a work 

e n t i t l e d The A p o l o g e t i c o f the A n c i e n t Church a g a i n s t Greco-

Roman Heathenism.. Ae l e c t u r e r i n the P r a c t i c a l Seminary, 

he a l s o exerciser! h i s p r i v i l e g e o f o f f e r i n g l e c t u r e s i n 

Syste m a t i c Theology. Ke h e l d s e v e r a l p a s t o r a t e s , f i n a l l y 

s e r v i n g as v i c a r o f the venerable Gamle Aker Chi'rch i n 

C h r i s t i a n i a . 

Over t he y e a r s , Krogh-Tonjiing developed an i n c r e a s i n g l y 

s t r o n g a t t r a c t i o n t o the Roman C a t h o l i c Chvrch. Ee i s the 

Newman o f Norway. There was, however, one s i g n i f i c a n t d i f 

f e r e n c e : Vlien Zrogh-Tonning became a c o n v e r t t o the Roman 

C a t h o l i c Church, t h e r e w.rs no "Aker Kovsment". Kis conver

s i o n v^as a c o m p l e t e l y i s o l a t e d phenomenon. 

? I b i d . , pp. 68, 75. 
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This development can be t r a c e d t h r o u g h the v a r i o u s 

e d i t i o n s o f T r o e s l a e r e and i n the Dogmatik. '-.'e s h a l l note 
the p h i l o s o p h i c a l b a s i s o f h i s work l a t e r . Ke was deeply 
concerned w i t h the problem.s o f a \ i . t b o r i t y and the u n i t y o f 
the Church, b u t u n d e r l y i n g these problems there are s t i l l . 
deeper i s s u e s . I t can a l s o be t r a c e d t h r o u g h h i s o c c a s i o n a l 
and p o l e m i c a l w r i t i n g s , and i s o f course prominent i n the 
Memoirs, v.'hich are a k i n d o f A p o l o g i a pro V i t a Sua. I'rogh-
Tonning acknowledges t h a t " i t was e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l q u e s t i o n s " 
which l e d him t o Rome.3 For a q u a r t e r o f a c e n t u r y , he w;s 
a zealous spokesman f o r the Eigh-Church p o s i t i o n , b u t d i s a p 
p o i n t m e n t f o l l o w e d d i s a p p o i n t m e n t u n t i l a t l a s t he saw no 
a l t e r n a t i v e b u t t o change h i s a l l e g i a n c e . He v r r i t e s t h a t 
as e a r l y as the lS70's, "m.y a t t e n t i o n was... s t e a d i l y d i r e c t e d 
toward the n e c e s s i t y o f s t r e n g t h e n i n g the concept o f the 
Church and the s i g n i f i c a n c e o f the racraments f o r the l i f e 
o f the i n d i v i d u a l and the Church. , . B'rogh-Tonning v/as con
v i n c e d t h a t the E r a s t i a n i s m o f the Church o f Norv/ay r e p r e 
sented a "scandalous i n t r u s i o n " on the p a r t o f the S t a t e . 
I n 1880, convinced t h a t the L u t h e r a n Church had s u f f e r e d a 
g r e a t l o s s vrhen i t a^bolished the Sacrament o f Penance 8,nd 
ceased t o demand p r i v a t e c o n f e s s i o n , he p u b l i s h e d K i r k e l i g e 
V i d n e s b y r d om A b s o l u t i o n . He had a l r e a d y become i n v o l v e d i n 
c o n t r o v e r s y v / i t h h i s o l d f r i e n d , the Lo^^^-Churchman Jakob 
Sverdrup, over some p o i n t s i n the 1879 e d i t i o n o f T r o e s l a e r e . 

3 I b i d . , p. 236. 
4 I b i d . , p. 67. 
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But vmen Sverdrup as M i n i s t e r f o r Church A f f a i r s separated 

o b l i g a t o r y c o n f e s s i o n f r o m the Holy Communion i n the Royal 

R e s o l u t i o n o f 1888, ICrogh-Tonning was s c a n d a l i z e d . I n 1881, 

he p u b l i s h e d a 400-page tome on the M i n i s t r y (Pet F i r k e l i g e 

Embedet og Pets F u n k t i o n e r ) . About t h i s t i m e , he i n t r o d u c e d 

f a s t i n g i n h i s hom.e, the use o f the Ave K a r l a , and pr a y e r s 

f o r t h e dead. He cam.e t o r e g a r d the Rom.an C a t h o l i c B r e v i a r y 

as the f i n e s t o f a l l d e v o t i o n a l books;5 Meanwhile, h i s 

p r e a c h i n g f e l l upon deaf ears; The c o n g r e g a t i o n r e j e c t e d a l l 

" c a t h o l i c " i d e a s . K e t o o k cures i n Roman C a t h o l i c Germany 

and r e a d the most r e c e n t C a t h o l i c l i t e r a t u r e , i n c l u d i n g 

Newm.an. I n 1892, he wrote I f i r k e n og Reformationen, i n vrtiich 

he a s s e r t e d the primacy o f Church over S c r i p t u r e , and r e 

wr o t e A r t i c l e V I I o f the Augsburg Confession t o r e a d ! "'There 

the Church i s , t h e r e i s the r i g h t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means 

o f g r a c e " . He f u r t h e r m a i n t a i n e d the n e c e s s i t y o f the Apos

t o l i c Succession as an o b j e c t i v e guarantee f o r r i g h t a d m i n i 

s t r a t i o n , a l t h o u g h he d i d n o t i n s i s t t h a t i t be episcops.l. 

I n h i s e s t i m a t i o n , the Church o f Norway had r e t a i n e d a 

P r e s b y t e r a l s u c c e s s i o n . He a l s o b e l i e v e d i n the i n f a l l i b i l 

i t y o f the Church o r the p r i e s t h o o d . F i r k e n og Reformationen 

marked a d e f i n i t i v e break v r i t h the Lutheran t r a d i t i o n . He 

had now g i v e n up the Sola S c r i p t u r a . He -next abandoned the 

Sola G r a t i a , Sola F i d e . I n 1894 came Pie Gnadenlehre und 

d i e s t i l l e R e f o r m a t i o n , i n which he ma i n t a i n e d t h . t . Rome i.'as 

5 I b i d . , p. 100. 
6 I b i d . , p. 101. 
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not s e m i - Pelagian and t h a t t h e r e was no l o n g e r any r s a l 
d i f f e r e n c e betv/een the Roman C a t h o l i c and Svan-gelical doc
t r i n e s o f grace. Krogh-Tonning's mood i n I896 i s i l l u s t r a t e d 
by the t i t l e Den I i i r k e l i g e Opl(!jsningsproces (The D i s i n t e g r a 
t i o n o f the Church), xvhich appeare-' t h a t year. A l l he c o u l d 
see i n the L u t h e r a n Church was d i s i n t e g r a t i o n . I n I9OO, 
he r e s i g n e d h i s charge and s h o r t l y a f t e r v r a r d s , i n Denmark, 
was r e c e i v e d i n t o the Roman C a t h o l i c Church. 

We s h a l l examine b r i e f l y Erogh-Tonning's p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s and h i s dogmatic prolegomena (F'^NDA'^ENTAI-

lASRE), b e f o r e p r o c e e d i n g t o c o n s i d e r h i s e c c l e s i o l o g y . 

Krogh-Tonning was a p h i l o s o p h i c a l and s p e c u l a t i v e theo

l o g i a n , a r a r e phenomenon i n Norway. His Fundamentallaere 

i s a work i n the p h i l o s o p h y o f r e l i g i o n ; I n t e r e s t i n g l y 

enough, i t appeared i n the same year as Xonrad's R e l i g i o n , 

R e l i g i o n e r , og Christendom.men, and i s v a s t l y s u p e r i o r t o i t 

f r o m the s t a n d p o i n t o f the t h e o l o g i a n . 

Throughout Iirogh-Tonning' s p r e s e n t a t i o n t h e r e i s e v i 

dence o f a s t r o n g H e g e l i a n i n f l u e n c e . I t i s u n f o r t u n a t e t h a t 

Koppang i g n o r e d Krogh-Tonning i n h i s study o f Hegelianism 

i n Norway, f o r , a p a r t from F.cnra.'^-, be \-;a.s probablj'' the most 

H e g e l i a n t h e o l o g i a n Norway pro.-^uced. He admits " f o r m a l " 

H e g e l i a n i n f l u e n c e i n h i s Memoirs! and h i s Dogm.atik a-bounds 

i n d i a l e c t i c t r i a d s . I v e n more i m p o r t a n t , however, v;as 

a n o t h e r i n f l u e n c e : The shadow o f Schleierraacher r e s t s 

h e a v i l y upon L'rogh-Tonning's p h i l o s o p h y o f r e l i g i o n and 

7 I b i d . , p. 44.. 
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dogmatic method. Like G i s l e Johnson, Frogh-Tonning confes-

s i o n a l i z e d Schleiermacher. But whereas Johnson l a r g e l y 

i g n o r e d h i s p h i l o s o p h i c a l p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s , Frogh-Tonning 

l a i d a s o l i d p h i l o s o p h i c a l foun'-'ation f o r h i s dogmatic 

s t r u c t u r e . A f t e r the manner o f Schleiermacher, he combined 

an I d e a l i s t metaphysic w i t h an e m p i r i c a l epistemology. 

His Pogmatik begins w i t h a c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f the b a s i s 

upon vrhich h i s system r e s t s : The Idea o f r e l i g i o n . This 

Idea i s (A PRIORI) " p o t e n t i a l l y p r e s e n t " i n the n a t u r a l 

hum.an consciousness. The consciousness has " c e r t a i n n o t i o n s 

(FCRZSTILLINGSR) o f the c o n s t i t u t i v e elements o f the Ide a " . ^ 

The Idea o f r e l i g i o n i s "a necessary p o s t u l a t e o f the o r d i n 

a r y human consciousness",- The c o n t e n t o f the Idea i s 

f e l l o w s h i p w i t h God. The im.mediate consciousness p r e v e n t s . 

f u l f i l m e n t of- the Idea. The o n l y form o f "the r e l i g i o u s " 

i n w h i c h the Idea can be r e a l i z e d o r assume " v a l i d i t y " ts 

C h r i s t i a n i t y . 10 The com.bination of the two m.ain p h i l o s o p h i 

c a l i n f l u e n c e s on h i s v.'ork c o u l d not be more c l e a r l y i l l u s 

t r a t e d . 

Lrogh-Tonning d i v i d e s h i s prolegomena i n t o t h r e e 

s e c t i o n s : 1) The essence o f r e l i g i o n ; 2 ) l t s o b j e c t i v e 

c o n d i t i o n , P i v i n e R e v e l a t i o n ; And 3) i t s s u b j e c t i v e c o n d i 

t i o n , f a i t h . " I t proceeds e m i p i r i c a l l y o u t from the a c t u a l 

e x i s t e n c e o f these ideas i n the o r d i n a r y hum.an consciousnessI'H 

8 Z. Krogh-Tonning, Pen G h r i s t e l i r e Pogm.atik, I , p. 1. 
9 I b i d . , pp. 3, 6. 
10 I b i d . , p. 1. 
11 I b i d . , n. 2. 
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The n a t u r a l consciousness, r e f l e c t i n g upon the Idea o f 

r e l i g i o n , v / i l l e i t h e r end i n one p h i l o s o p h i c a l d i t c h or the 
o t h e r , e i t h e r i n a b s o l u t e Konism o r the i n d i v i d u a l ' s complete 
dependence upon God, o r i n a b s o l u t e Dualism or the i n d i v i d 
u a l ' s complete independence from God. I n b o t h cases, the 
term.s m.ust be u n d e r s t o o d t o be r e s t r i c t e d t o the I-Thou 
r e l a t i o n s h i p . C h r i s t i a n i t y o f f e r s t he s y n t h e s i s i n t h i s 
d i a l e c t i c . As the r e l i g i o n o f the God-man and o f Atonement, 
i t r e p r e s e n t s the e t h i c a l and m e t a p h y s i c a l u n i o n o f the 
opposing elem.ents i n the u n i v e r s e . The o p p o s i t i o n betv^een 
God and the w o r l d i s not m e t a p h y s i c a l ( " o r i g i n a l and essen
t i a l " ) , says Krogh-Tonning, but e t h i c a l , i n s i n . This i s 
conquered by C h r i s t , -'.Tio"represents an'^ r e a l i z e s " f e l l o w s h i p 
between God and m.an, and t h r o u g h man, between God and the 
w o r l d . " S t i l l , C h r i s t i a n i t y as a h i s t o r i c a l r e a l i t y does 
n o t y e t f u l l y c o rrespond t o i t s Idea. I n i t s h i s t o r i c a l 
e x i s t e n c e , the C h r i s t i a n consciousness must c o n t i n u a j l y v;ork 
t o u n i t e d i a l e c t i c a l l y the o p p o s i t e s which l i e i n the Idea 
o f r e l i g i o n . "^^ Ivrogh-Tonning acknov;ledges the f a c t t h a t he 
f o l l o w s Schleiermacher i n f i n d i n g the "answer" i n the C h r i s t 
i a n consciousness. But he c l a i m s t h a t t h e r e i s a f u r t h e r 
d i a l e c t i c v/hich needs t o be c o n s i d e r e d , between the g r e a t 
v r o r l d r e l i g i o n s and C h r i s t i a n i t y i t s e l f , and here even Hegel
i a n i s m ended i n the extreme o f k'onism. No one has y e t attemp
t e d t o shovj the d i a l e c t i c a l o p p o s i t i o n o f the n o n - C h r i s t i a n 
r e l i g i o n s which f i n d t h e i r sj^'nthesis i n C h r i s t i a n i t y - - t h o u g h 
12 I b i d . , p. 8. 
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even here they remain i n a v e s t i g i a l form."^^ 

Krogh-Tonning c o n t i n u a l l y t r i e s t o a v o i d b o t h Monism 

and Dualism, though h i s thought r e v e a l s c l e a r t r a c e s o f h i s 

>Ionist t e n d e n c i e s . 

I n Church h i s t o r y , as i n heathendom, the C h r i s t i a n 

consciousness v a c i l l a t e s between the s u b j e c t i v e (Pualism) 

and t he o b j e c t i v e (I'lonlsm). The E a r l y Church knew C h r i s t 

i a n i t y o n l y . i n simple "Thesis" form. -̂̂  developm.ent v.'as 

necessary, i n which u n i t y was l o s t i n op p o s i t e s ( A n t i t h e s i s ) , 

b u t i t w i l l be r e c o v e r e d l a t e r i n a h i g h e r , c o n c e p t u a l 

" s y n t h e s i s " . "̂"̂  " A l l deeper, c o n c e p t u a l a p p r o p r i a t i o n , i f 

i t i s n ot t o be mechanical and s p i r i t l e s s , must be d i a l e c t i c " ^ 5 

Krogh-Tor-ning c r i t i c i z e s Roman C a t h o l i c i s m f o r bein-g too 

o b j e c t i v e and. M o n i s t i c , and the R^form.ed Churches f o r being 

t o o s u b j e c t i v e and D u a l i s t i c . Luthenanism i s the proper 

VIA MPIA. Thus, he a p p l i e s the d i a l e c t i c t r i a d t o the 

d i v i s i o n s o f Christendom. But he c a r e f u l l y avoids, u s i n g the 

terms d i a l e c t i c o r t h e s i s - a n t i t h e s i s - s y n t h e s i s i n t h i s con

n e c t i o n , no doubt because he c a i n o t regard. Lutheranismi as 

an a b s o l u t e s y n t h e s i s i n the sam.e way as C h r i s t i a n i t y i s 

the s y n t h e s i s o f the v/orld r e l i g i o n s . 

The key t o Krogh-Tonnin^'' s c o n v e r s i o n t o Catholicism, 

l i e s i n t h i s r e a s o n i n g , and h i s c o n v e r s i o n i s i n t u r n the 

b e s t evidence o f h i s own Kegelianism. Erogh-Tonning c r i t i 

c i z e d b o t h Hegeiianism and Romian C a t h o l i c i s m f o r b e i n g t oo 

13 I b i d . , V o l . I I , np. I f , 
14 I b i d . - , p. 76, 
15 I b i d . , p. 77. 
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M o n i s t i c . Ke t r i e d t o do v;hi.t Hegelianism had f a i l e d t o do, 
and f e l l i n t o the sam.e t r a p . His own I'-.'onism l e d him d i r e c t l y 
t o Rome. I t a l s o l e d t o h i s obsession w i t h the a u t h o r i t y 
and t h e u n i t y o f the Church. I n an age of B i b l i c a l c r i t i c i s m , 
w h i c h (on Krogh-Tonning's I n t e l ] e c t u a l i s t c o n c e p t i o n o f 
R e v e l a t i o n ) undermined the Sola S c r i p t u r a , and i n a p e r i o d 
o f s e c t a r i a n i s m , and E r a s t i a n i s m , Rome a f f o r d e d v;hat appeared 
t o be the o n l y safe r e f u g e . ! ^ 

Krogh-Tonning m.akes a d i s t i n c t i o n between g e n e r a l and 

s p e c i a l R e v e l a t i o n (the l a t t e r i s p a r t l y h i s t o r i c a l , p a r t l y 

v e r b a l ) , i n which God r e v e a l s His nature and His r e l a t i o n 

t o the w o r l d . R e v e l a t i o n corresponds p r e c i s e l y t o vrhat 

n a t u r a l man seeks and needs. S p e c i a l R e v e l a t i o n i s a mys

t e r y , a m i r a c l e , b u t i t s i n a c c e s s i b i l i t y t o reason does not 

m.ean t h a t i t i s i n c o n f l i c t w i t h reason. I t c o n f l i c t s o n l y 

w i t h f a l l e n reason. The c o n t e n t o f R e v e l a t i o n i s not 

" a b s o l u t e l y i n a c c e s s i b l e " t o reason."'"''^ Krogh-Tonring s t r e s s e s 

t h e f a c t t h a t the I n t e l l e c t i s o n l y one aspect o f our per

s o n a l r e l a t i o n t o God, v/hich a l s o i n c l u d e s v / i l l and emotions. 

But i t i s c l e a r t h a t he i s most concerned w i t h the i n t e l l e c t . 

I n h i s d i s c u s s i o n o f f a i t h , Krogh-Tonjilng acknov.'ledces 

h i s d ebt t o Schleiennacher. I t i s h i s t h e o l o g y ivhich w i l l 

have l a s t i n g s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r our u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the genesis 

16 Cf. Den K i r k s l i g e Opl(5sningsproces, 1896, p. ?0: "There 
i s i n p o i n t o f f a c t no l o n g e r any l a r g e r Church body vmich 
p o s i t i v e l y and c o n f e s s i o n a l l y m.aintains the e n t i r e u n a b r i d 
ged C h r i s t i a n f a i t h e-cept the C a t h o l i c Church." 

17^Dogm.atik, I . , p. 104. Krogh-Tonning a g a i n r e j e c t s b o t h 
Honism and Dualism., v/hich i n h i s o p i n i c n b o t h p r e c l u d e the 
p o s s i b i l i t y o f a R e v e l a t i o n . 
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o f f a i t h . Schleierm.acher has m.ade C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , as an 

i n n e r e x p e r i e n c e , independent o f l e a r n e d i n v e s t i g a t i o n and 

c r i t i c i s m . - ^ ^ Krogh-Tonning stands v ; e l l w i t h i n the Lutheran 

t r a d i t i o n v/hen he d e s c r i b e s f a i t h as a work o f God, but the 

term.s which he emrploys are d e r i v e d from. Schleiermacher. 

F a i t h i s "a recepti^^e r e l a t i O ; : s h i p " which expresses our 

"passive dependence" upon God, b u t i t i s a l s o an i c t i v e 

" f r e e s e l f - d e c i s i o n i n r e l a t i o n t o the im.pression r e c e i v e d " . ̂ 9 

I n h i s eniphasis upon the freedom o f the w i l l , Frogh-Tonning 

stands f a r c l o s e r t o Erasmus t h a n t o L u t h e r . 

His d e v o t i o n t o Schleiermacher a l s o determines h i s 

dogm.atic method. L i k e G i s l e Johnson, Krogh-Tonr.ing deduced 

h i s dogmatic system, from the regenerate consciousness. 

R e v e l a t i o n passes from S c r i p t u r e t h r o u g h the Church t o the 

i n d i v i d u a l , b u t dogmatics proceeds from the i n d i v i d u a l con

sciousness counterchecked b o t h by the cconfesslon o f the 

Church and by S c r i p t u r e . A s i n the case o f Johnson, 

Ilrogh-Tonning' s g r e a t r e s p e c t f o r the Orthodox t r a d i t i o n 

n o r m a l l y . l e a d him t o Orthodox c o n c l u s i o n s . 

Frogh-Tcnning's Dogmatik has t h r e e d i v i s i o n s : I ) 

Man's o r i g i n a l f e l l o w s h i p w i t h Go.l; I I ) Mr.n's l o s s o f 

f e l l o v / s h i p w i t h God; and I I I ) Reestabl ishment o f man's 

f e l l o v / s h i p v.fith God. I t i s i n d i c a t i v e o f h i s s p e c u l a t i v e 

I n t e r e s t s t h a t he c o u l d devote h i s e n t i r e second volume t o 

D i v i s i o n I . I n each d i v i s i o n , t h e r e are t h r e e p a r t s , 

18 I b i d . , -D-D. 230, 232. 
1? I b i d . , pp. 1 5 6 f f . 
20 I b i d . , pp. 239f. This was the same met: od used i n 

T r o e s l a e r e (Cf. 1 s t Edn., p. 2 ) . 
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(a f u r t h e r H e g e l i a n t o u c h ) : God, !an, and F e l l o w s h i p . 
These d i v i s i o n s are laint.saiad i n f . l l t h r e e p a r t s , except 
t h a t the o r d r o f God and Kan i s r e v e r s e d i n D i v i s i o n I I . 

A f t e r t h i s u n u s u a l l y l e n g t h y i n t r o d u c t i o n , ̂ e can now 

t u r n t o Krogh-Tonning's e c c l e s i o l o g y . 

He t r e a t s o f the d o c t r i n e o f the Church i n D i v i s i o n 

I I I , P a r t I , "The Holy S p i r i t ' s r e l a t i o n t o S a l v a t i o n " , 

b e f o r e h i s d i s c u s s i o n o f redemption. 

The Holy S p i r i t does n o t norm.ally work d i r e c t l y , b u t 

r a t h e r works t h r o u g h "an out"-ard v i s i b l e i n s t i t u t i o n " . 

"This i s none o t h e r t h a n C h r i s t ' s one, h o l y , c a t h o l i c , 

and a p o s t o l i c Church, the Comri'unlon o f S a i n t s , i n which 

the means of grace i n s t i t u t e - ' ' by C h r i s t are ad;, i i i i s t e r e d t o 

the s a l v a t i o n o f men t h r o u g h the A p o s t o l i c o f f i c e p r o v i d e d 

by Kim f o r t h a t purpose. For t h i s a c t i v i t y , the o f f i c e 

must be con s i d e r e d t o be i n the possession o f the s p e c i a l 

guidance and s u p p o r t o f the S p i r i t t h r o u g h a l l ages. 

"v'ithout the Church as an i n s t i t u t i o n , p o s i t e d , un

changeably deter-nin.-c, and guided by the S p i r i t , e x a l t e d 

i n i t s D i v i n e o b j e c t i v i t y above a l l human a r b i t r a r i n e s s , 

t h e r e would be no f u l l y r e l i a b l e , i - n f a l l i b l e r i e d i a t l o n o f 

s a l v a t i o n . 

"To t h i s e x t e n t the concept o f the Church i s a neces

sary p o s t u l a t e o f f a i t h i n God's redemptive v r i l l . "21 

I n t h i s l e n g t h y s\im.m.ary q u o t a t i o n , Krogh-Tonning p r e 

s e nts t he c h i e f f e a t u r e s o f h i s e c c l e s i o l o g y : The emphasis 

21 Dogmatik, IV-2, p. 2. 



upon the i n s t i t u t i o n s . l Church and the P i v i n e i n s t i t u t i o n o f 

the o f f i c e o f the ' M i n i s t r y , c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f High-Churchjnen 

everyv/here. I'rogh-Tonning indeed regard? the Church b o t h as 

an outward, v i s i b l e i n s t i t u t i o n and. as the Communion of S a i n t s , 

b u t i t i s c l e a r from the sumjfary statem.ent t h a t he p l a c e s b̂ '' 

f a r t h e g r e a t e r emphasis upon the f i r s t d e s c r i p t i o n , rie was 

s t i l l v v r i t l n g as a L u t h e r a n t h e o l o g i a n and p a s t o r . But i n 

r e a l i t y , he had a l r e a d y reached a Roman C a t h o l i c s t a n d p o i n t 

i n s e v e r a l r e s p e c t s , n o t a b l y the fendency t o render the Church 

and the M i n i s t r y i n f a l l i b l e and t o s u b j e c t even the means of 

grace t o them. The "fundam.6ntal f e a t u r e " o f a concept o f 

the Church i s i t s c h a r a c t e r o f "P i v i n e i n s t i t u t i o n " , v/hich 

o c c u p i e s "a m e d i a t o r i a l p o s i t i o n " between God and the s o u l 

o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l . 2 2 

The Church i s a l s o the "Communion o f C h r i s t i a n s " , u n i t e d 

i n an organism, by the l i f e o f the S p i r i t . Krogh-Tonnir-g 

r e j e c t s a l l a s s o c i a t i o n a l i s m ; The Church i s a p r o d u c t o f God's 

w i l l and a c t i v i t y . Ke a l s o r e j e c t s the dualism. betv;een the 

V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church. The Church, l i k e man, has an 

i n v i s i b l e s o u l ( C h r i s t ' s S p i r i t and l i f e ) , b ut t h e r e i s no 

such t h i n g as â n I n v i s i b l e Church. The l i m i t s o f the Church 

are a s s u r e d l y known o n l y t o God. But the Church i s a v i s i b l e , 

o r g a n i z e d comm.unity, and expresses i t s e l f t h r o u g h v i s i b l e 

organs. The Church i s a Kingdom o f God, but i t i s not 

22 I b i d . , p. 3. 
23 T h i s t e r m i n o l o g y o f C h r i s t ' s S p i r i t as the s o u l o f the 

Church i s t y p i c a l o f I d e a l i s t t h e o l o g y . 
24 I b i d . , p. 4'. 
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i d e n t i c a l w i t h the broader concept o f the Kingdom. Krogh-
Tonning r e f u s e s t o c a l l the Church a JITNIGKED, f o r t h i s 
denotes o n l y the "KEKIG" ( l a y ) members o f the Church.25 

The Church o f Norvjay u s u a l l y stops when i t has named 

these tvro s i d e s t o the Church, but t h e r e i s a t h i r d "essen

t i a l and i n d i s p e n s a b l e element". This i s the A p o s t o l a t e , 

the A p o s t o l i c o f f i c e . I t i s t r u e t h a t the Church i s v/here 

the means o f grace are r i g h t l y a d m i n i s t e r e d . But i t i s a 

"necessary r e c i p r o c a l " t h a t the r i g h t a d m . i n i s t r a t i o n of the 

means o f grace Occurs mere the Church i s . The Church i s 

p r i o r t o S c r i p t u r e , f o r i t d e f i n e d the Canon. T h e r e f o r e , 

t h e Church cannot be b u i l t upon S c r i p t u r e ("a book cannot... 

p r o v i d e the b a s i s f o r a com.munity"). Such a viev; v/ould 

encourage s u b j e c t i v i t y and i n d i v i d u a l i s m . The o n l y o b j e c 

t i v e guarantee f o r the r i g h t a d m . i n i s t r a t i o n comes vjhen t h i s 

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n r e s t s " i n the p r o p e r hands...in the hands o f 

those who t h r o u g h a l l ages have been and are the l e g i t i m a t e 

b e a r e r s o f the A p o s t o l i c o f f i c e " . 26 ^^le A p o s t l e s arranged 

f o r t he c o n t i n u a t i o n o f t h e i r o f f i c e ( n o t i n i t s " e x t r a o r d i n 

a r y p r e r o g a t i v e s " , b u t i n i t s " o r d i n a r y C h u r c h - o f f i c e " ) 

t h r o u g h o r d i n a t i o n . The o f f i c e can o n l y be c o n t i n u e d thorough 

a t r a n s f e r from, person t o person i n o r d i n a t i o n , whereby the 

o f f i c e " s u p p l a n t s i t s e l f " . Krogh-Tonning r e f u s e s t o recog

n i z e as l e g i t i m . a t e a m . i n i s t e r i a l o f f i c e produced by the 

c o n g r e g a t i o n (I-IENIGHED), or any Church body which acknow-

25 I b i d . , p. 5. T h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i r n o f the word i s unique 
t o Krogh-Tonning, and shows h i s Rom.an C a t h o l i c t e n d e n c i e s . 

26 I b i d . , pp. 8 f . 
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ledges such a procedure. He v ; i l l n ot r e g a r d i t s a c t s as a 
t r u e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means o f grace.27 por Krogh-
Tonning, an A p o s t o l i c I ' l i n i s t r y o r d a i n e d by C h r i s t and preser
ved i n unbroken s u c c e s s i o n i s o f the ESSE o f the Chuxch. 

The " A p o s t o l i c Succession" must be main t a i n e d i f we are 

t o p r e s e r v e any o b j e c t i v e , f i r m and secure p o s i t i o n f o r the 

Church.28 E p i s c o p a l s u c c e s s i o n i s n r t , however, necessary. 

I t I s the ORPO and n o t the GRADUS which m.ust be ma i n t a i n e d . 

A P r e s b y t e r a l s u c c e s s i o n i s e q u a l l y v a l i d . The Luther a n 

Church has p r e s e r v e d a P r e s b y t e r a l succession, and t h e r e f o r e 

possesses a v a l i d M i n i s t r y . 

Krogh-Tonning n e x t discusses the a t t r i b u t e s o f the 

Church. The Church i s a Comm.union o f S a i n t s "because, as a 

redemptive i n s t i t u t i o n , i t i s a community i n which t he means 

o f grace are a c t i v e unto s a n c t l f i c a t i o n " . 2 9 The Church i s 

A. p o s t o l i c , because i t possesses and i s based upon the Apos

t o l i c o f f i c e . The Church i s One and C a t h o l i c . I t i s "per-

m.eated by the one l i f e o f C h r i s t ' s S p i r i t " , and i s His 

m y s t i c a l Body. But t h i s i r a i e r u n i t y " i s c o n d i t i o n e d by" t h e 

outw a r d : "Common means o f grace adm.inistered by a com.mon 

A p o s t o l i c o f f i c e , a common ecumenical confession".30 ^he 

Church has room f o r i n d i v i d u a l p e c u l i a r i t i e s and a v a r i e d 

o r d e r ( f o r exam.ple, a female d i a c o n a t e ) , b u t these m.ust not 

be independent o f the A p o s t o l i c o f f i c e . On the s t r e n g t h o f 

th e Church's C a t h o l i c i t y , t h e Church m . i l i t a n t and the Church 

27 I b i d . , p. 9. 
28 I b i d . , p. 10. 
29 i b i d . , p. 12. 
30 I b i d . , p. 13. 



t r i u m p h a n t are one. The s a i n t s who have passed on work 

and,pray f o r the Church m i l i t a n t , and r e j o i c e over a s i n n e r ' s 

r e p e n t a n c e . I t s mem.bers on e a r t h pray f o r t h e i r d e p arted 

l o v e d ones. Krogh-Tonning s t r o n g l y c r i t i c i z e s L u t her's 

s u b s t i t u t i o n o f the word " C h r i s t i a n " f o r " C a t h o l i c " i n the 

Creed. The Church m.ust be " I d e n t i c a l w i t h i t s e l f " t h r o u g h 

a l l ages. There i s room f o r a d o c t r i n a l e v o l u t i o n on the 

b a s i s o f o l d t r a d i t i o n , b u t not f o r a r e v o l u t i o n . To speak 

o f "h€V7 dogmas" i s a c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n terms. The h o l i n e s s , 

u n i t y , and c a t h o l i c i t y o f the Church m u t u a l l y c o n d i t i o n one 

a n o t h e r . 

I n o r d e r t o " r e a l i z e i t s essence as a redem.ptlve i n s t i t u 

t i o n " , the Church r e q u i r e s a " r e p r e s e n t a t i o n " , a GLERUS, as 

d i s t i n c t f rom t h e ]y3jNIGHI:D o r l a i t y . The word I3:i\IGHZD i s 

n o t a p r o p e r t r a n s l a t i o n o f «icicA»^<rio. , which i n c l u d e s b o t h 

c l e r g y and l a i t y . The c l e r g y r e p r e s e n t s t he a u t h o r i t y o f 

th e c o l l e c t i v e whole over t h e i - n d i v i d u a l , b u t a l s o t he 

D i v i n e a u t h o r i t y as the " t e a c h i n g Church" over a g a i n s t the 

community. "The A p o s t o l i c o f f i c e i s n ot the ser v a n t o f the 

c o n g r e g a t i o n , b u t the s e r v a n t o f God i n the c o n g r e g a t i o n . " 5 1 

Krogh-Tonning a t t e m p t e d t o m.ake room, f o r the freedom o f 

i n d i v i d u a l s and I n d i v i d u a l c o n g r e g a t i o n s t h r o u g h p a r i s h 

c o u n c i l s , d i o c e s a n syncus and n.ati.:nal synods. But he 

emphasized the f a c t t h a t the c l e r g y must p l a y the d e c i s i v e 

r o l e i n the d e f i n i t i o n o f d o c t r i n e . This i s an e c c l e s i a s 

t i c a l p r i n c i p l e i n h e r e n t i n the concept o f the Church. The 

31 I b i d . , p. 17. 
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highest authoritj'- resides i n the • ecumenical council. 

Because the Church i s uncier the guidance of the Holj'-

S p i r i t , i t i s i n f a l l i b l e i n a] J clscisione regarding f a i t h 

and morals r h i c h are necessarj'' f o r s a l v a t i o n . The Church 

and only the Church i s "the fulness o f Christ".32 ifro-h-

Tonning proceeds t o d e l i v e r a sharp a t t a c k on the p r i n c i p l e 

of Sola S c r i p t u r a . C h r i s t l e f t no Scriptures and d i d not 

command the Apostles to vrrite any. Instead, He l e f t the 

• "teaching Church". For many centuries, the Bioie was i n the 

hands o f a few l i t e r a t e s . I t vas not the BiiDle i n the hands 

of everyman, 'put the Bible i n the hands of the Church, i n 

• the form of the Church's preaching, ^-ihlch enabled i t to 

progress. I t was a " f a t e f u l i l l u s i o n " to base the theology'-

of the Church upon the "one-sided S c r i p t u r a l p r i n c i p l e " . 

I t has l e d to schism, heresy, and e r r o r . B i b l i c a l c r l t i c i s i T i 

has shaken the foun'^aticns c f the p r i n c i p l e . The Church 

needs "a l i v i n g a u t h o r i t y " to uphold the ̂ - r i t t e n norm. 

The i n f a l l i b l e teaching Church i s the unshakeable foundation. 

iloreover, the Church raust be governed by the teaching 

o f f i c e . I t r e a l i z e s i t s Idea as a coiimunity through the 

same organ v:ith v,'hich i t r e a l i z e s i t s Idea as a redei'-p'-ive 

i n s t i t u t i o n . 33 Otherwise, i t s for:2 v/ould be incongruous 

vrith i t s essence. 

Zrogh-Tonning atteii.pted to reconcile h i s views w i t h the 

Lutheran Confessions. He found support f o r h i s i n s t i t u t i o n a l 

emphasis i n Luther's large Catechism, and i n the Apology. 

32 I b i d . , Tj-o. 19f. 
33 I b i d . , p. 27. 
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He also found i n the Confessions a desire to preserve the 
Church's t r a d i t i o n i n d o c t r i n e , order cind v;orship. But 
the Con:"esRions do not develop the doctrine of the Aposto:i-
c i t y o f the Church, and thej do not design a t e a f i n a l doc
t r i n a l a u t h o r i t y . Their norm i s Scr i p t u r e , but they give 
us no o b j e c t i v e guarantee t h a t t h i s norm v / i l l b' followed. 
Krogh-Tonning believes t h a t t h i s "UiZiKI." can be f i l l e d 
w i thout c o n f l i c t v/ith the Confessions by the concept of the 
i n f a l l i b l e teaching o f f i c e i n Apostolic Succession.3'^" The 
documents of the Reformation shov^ a tendency to assert the 
a u t h o r i t y of the clergy, but t h i s p r i n c i p l e has not yet been 
c a r r i e d through i n the Lutheran Church. The stumbling-bl'ocv 
has been the Sola S c r i p t u r a . Lacking a d o c t r i n a l a u t h o r i t y , 
the Lutheran Church lapsed i n t o a r b i t r a r i n e s s an-- s u b j e c t i v 
i t y . This l e d i n t u r n to schisin and secul a r i z t t i o n . I n 
desperatlon, the Church threw I t s e l f i n t o the arr.s of the 
State. I n h i s view, many at the present day seek a s o l u t i o n 
i n the "Presbyterian-democratic" Church p o l i t y . But t h i s 
can only lead to f u r t h e r schism, and w i l l put the Church a t 
the complete mercy of changing opinion. 

Frogh-Tonning next proceeds to compare the Lutheran and 

the Roman Catholic e c c l e s i o l o g i e s . Ke examines and r e j e c t s 

a long l i s t o f popular conceptions of the dif f e r e n c e betv/een 

them. The d i f f e r e n c e i s not to be found i n the ysual a n t i 

theses, V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e , e x t e r n a l and s p i r i t u a l , i n 

s t i t u t i o n a l and personal, m.ediatorial and non-mediatorial, 

34 I b i d . , pp. 34, 61. 
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a u t h o r i t a r i a n and f r e e , nor even i n the contrast noted by 
Schleiermacher t h a t Ro:.ie makes the I n d i v i d u a l ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p 
to God dependent upon h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p to the Church, vrhile 
the contrary poation i s adopted by the Lutheran Church. 
The r e a l d i f f e r e n c e l i e s i n the indeiDcndence of the Roman 
Catholic Church, an indep€nQen'':'e as d e f i n i t e as any o f the 
means of grace, most c l e a r l y expressed i n i t s 'doctrine of the 
Church's i n f a l l i b i l i t y , guaranteed by the episcopacy i n Apos
t o l i c Succession. I n Protestantism, the Church has no i n 
dependence. Since a l l o b j e c t i v e a u t h o r i t y i s lac k i n g , i t 
i s possible f o r the i n d i v i d u a l t o be r i g h t and the Church to 
be wrong. Krogh-Tonning proposes t h a t the Lutheran Church 
should remedy t h i s s i t u a t i o n by adopting the doctrine of an 
i n f a l l i b l e teaching o f f i c e . This o f f i c e must not, hov/ever, 
be r e s t r i c t e d to the episcopacy, " s t i l l l e s s " to a primate.^5 
He does not dem.and the a b o l i t i o n of the State Church, but 
I n s i s t s t h a t the State m.ust give up i t s supremacy over the 
Church. The regent v/ould have to t r a n s f e r h i s "so-called 
Summepiscopate" to an eccl e s i a s t i c a Z I j r ordained, r u l i n g 
p r e l a t e . 

irrogh-Tonning empharized the f a c t t h a t Christ Himself 
founded the Church. He b u i l t i t upon the Apostle Peter. 
Peter "undoubtedly" received a "prim.acy". But the Church 
i s also founded upon the other Apostles. They too received 
the power of the Keys. At Pentecost, the Holy S p i r i t created 
f i r s t the ECCLSSIA DCCSKS and then, through i t , the SCCLSSIA 
35 I b i d . , p. 61. 
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AUDISNS. The Holy S p i r i t operates i n the same manner 
through a l l ages.36 

Krogh-Tonning develops h i s doctrine of the M i n i s t r y i n 
a separate section. At the r i s k of being r e p e t i t i o u s , we 
s h a l l examine t h i s s e c t i o n b r i e f l y . 

Krogh-Tonning' s summary paragraph on the I-'inistry 
• reads as f o l l o w s : 

"The KINISTERIO: ECCLSSIASTICUh i s t h e organ i n s t i t u t e d by 
C h r i s t imerehj He founds His Church and mediates i t s l i f e -
f u n c t i o n s i n Word and Sacrament. The Church i s o r i g i n a l l y 
c a l l e d i n t o existence through the M i n i s t r y . I t i s upheld 
and governed thereby through the ages. For the indepen
dence of the M i n i s t r y and thereby of the Church, i t v;as 
necessary t h a t the o f f i c e o r i g i n a t e i n His p o s i t i v e i n 
s t i t u t i o n and not from the congregation or any human 
arrangement. 
" I n order t h a t the independence of the M i n i s t r y might be 

ensured and maintained, the c a l l had t o proceed from the 
Lord to the f i r s t incujnbents, the Apostles, from these to 
others and so on through the ages from person to person. 
Only thus can the Church c o n t i n u a l l y r e a l i z e i t s e s s e n t i a l 
A p o s t o l i c i t y or i t s status as an Apostolic redemptive 
i n s t i t u t i o n i n o b j e c t i v e r e c o g n i t i o n f o r a l l times. 
"The c a l l i s completed through o r d i n a t i o n , by which not 

only the r i g h t but also the power to carry out the func
t i o n s v/hich the l o r d attached to the o f f i c e i s t r a n s f e r r e d 
from person t o person. The f u n c t i o n s are the administra
t i o n of the means of grace, and government."37 

Krogh-Tonning was most i n s i s t e n t on the need f o r an 
outer c a l l as w e l l as an inner c a l l . The native Charismata 
may serve as a guide to the Church. The Church cannot t e s t 
the h e a r t , but i t must examine v/hat i t can examine. The 
r i g h t t o c a l l belongs t o the "teaching Church". The o f f i c e 
i s s e l f - p e r p e t u a t i n g , through a succession from person t o 
person. The c a l l i s "completed" only through o r d i n a t i o n , 
36 I b i d . , pp. 66f. 
37 I b i d . , pp. 71f. 
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Administered by one who i s himself ordained. Ordination 
confers not only the r i g h t but also the power to administer 
(P0T:'STAS i"'IFIST3RIl) the means of grace. Krogh-Tonning 
c i t e s the o r d i n a t i o n formula o f the Church of Norv/ay: " I 
t h e r e f o r e transmit to you...the holy o f f i c e of the I ' i n i s t r y , 
w i t h power and a u t h o r i t y to preach God's V.'Ord.,.to administer 
the precious Sacraments... to bind...and loose... 

"38 
Ordina

t i o n thus confers'a "divine i n s t i t u t i c n a l compei.ence", both 
POTESTAS OF.tlKIS and POTESTAS JuRISDICTIONIS, and an "objec
t i v e Charisma", a CHARACTER INDELIBILI5.59 He points out 
t h a t the Korwegian Church recognizes the l a t t e r i n p r a c t i c e . 
I t accepts the m i n i s t e r i a l acts of a pastor emeritus, and 
does not requ i r e r e - o r d i n a t i o n a f t e r r e s i g n a t i o n or suspension. 
O r d i n a t i o n should, as a r u l e , be performed by a Bishop. 
Krojh-Tonning v/ould not, however, exclude the p o s s i b i l i t y 
of o r d i n a t i o n by another pastor " i n a pressing ecergencj''". 
The o r i g i n a l o f f i c e was one, the t h r e e - f o l d i-Iinistry an 
e a r l y but successively developed ordzr. irrogh-Ton: i n g 
c a l l e d f o r i t s reestabiishment i n Norway, since " i t S6em.s 
to enjoy Divine sanctich", but does not go so f a r as to 
regard i t as absolutely necessary. 

The c a l l of the Chui:ch, says Krogh-Tonning, i s alv/ays 
VOCATIO DIVINA. The only d i f f e r e n c e between our c a l l and 
t h a t of the Apostles i s t h a t the one was Immediate and the 
other i s mediate. Although the pastor does not receive the 
" i n s p i r a t i o n a l i n f a l l i b i l i t y " of the Apostles, he nevertheless 
38 I b i d . , p. 77. 
39 I b i d . , p. 77. 
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receives the A p o s t o l i c o f f i c e . 

I n an excursus on the Universal Priesthood (pp. 8 2 f f ) , 
Erogh-Tonning accepts the d o c t r i n e , but c a t e g o r i c a l l y 
denies i t s relevance to the M i n i s t r y of VJord and Sacra-
ro.ents. The Universal Priesthood concerns the i n d i v i d u a l ' s 
s e l f - s a c r i f i c e i n prayar and obedience. The f a c t t h a t the 
l a i t y c a r r i e d out a M i n i s t r y i n the "Zarly Church i s i r r e l e 
vant, f o r we cannot deduce r u l e s f o r the present from the 
sp e c i a l Charismata o f the Apostolic \ge. 

Krogh-Tonning struggles \ / i t h the problem of the Papacy. 
He has accepted an i n f a l l i b l e teachiv.g o f f i c e , but r e j e c t s 
the c o r o l l a r y of i t s concentration i n one man. He accepts 
the Papacy "as an Idea", but not the h i s t o r i c Hocan Papacy. 
He r a i s e s the question whether God does not want a primate 
w i t h extensive a d m i n i s t r a t i v e pov.'er, f o r the sake of u n i t y , 
or whether the "primacy" entrusted to Peter belonged only 
to the A p o s t o l i c Age,and the Church should now be governed 
by the Bishops without a prij:ate.'^0 He leaves the cuestion 
open. 

His Roman Catholic sympathies also come to l i g h t i n 
hi s teaching on Baptism. He seems to hold an o n t o l o g i c a l 
concept o f grace. I n Baptism, God pl a n t s a "pov/er", a 
" d r i v e " , a "sprout" (3PIR2), v/hich "together vlth the con
science always prom.pts t o gra^sp etern^al li ^ ' e i n personal 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n " . B a p t i s m confers a CHABACTIR IMD3II3IIIS. 

40 I b i d . , pp. 109f. 
41 I b i d . , p. 228. 
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lirogh-Tonning speaks of a "necessary r e c e p t i v i t y " , but 
f i n d s the i n f a n t heart p a r t i c u l a r l y v.-ell s u i t e d f o r t h i s 
purpose. Ke stresses the f a c t th3t the c h i l d does not have 
f a i t h p r i o r to Baptism., but receives i t i n Baptism. His 
em-phasis i s upon the a c t i v i t y of God and upon the covenant 
character of Baptispi. His emphasis upon the sacra-mental 
chari.cter of Confirmation'^2 j_g ̂  p e r f e c t l y l o g i c a l deduction 
from h i s prem.ises, but i t i s unique am.ong 19th century 
Norwegian theologians. His ccntem.poraries thought of i t 
alm.ost e x c l u s i v e l y i n s a c r i f i c i a l terms. 

Erogh-Tonning's Dogm.atik i s an exam.ple of the extremes 
to which Norwegian theology could go i n attempting to solve 
the e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l problem. I t i s impossible not to sym
pathize w i t h him; Nevertheless, he quite c l e a r l y overstepped 
the bounds of Lutheran theology. I t i s a strange experience 
to read h i s c r i t i c i s m of Rome i n h i s FLNDAMELTALLAERE, f o r 
i t i s p r e c i s e l y t h i s c r i t i c i s m which must i n retrospect be 
l e v e l l e d against him.'^^ He c r i t i c i z e s Roman Catholicism 
f o r being I'lonistic and a u t h o r i t a r i a n , f o r f a i l i n g to allow 
f o r i n d i v i d u a l freedom, f o r m.aVing the Church absolute and 
i n f a l l i b l e , and f o r a nom.istic concept of Revelation (KCVA 

1E7-). I t i s perhaps s i g n i f i c a n t tho^t he does not c r i t i c i z e 
Rom.e f o r having an i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t i c conception of Revelation. 

42 I b i d . , pp. 234f. I n Lutheran theology, tv.'o aspects of 
R i t u a l are d i s t i n g u i s h e d . The f i r s t or "sacramental" des
cribes the m.anward a c t i v i t y of God; The second or " s a c r i f i 
c i a l " represents the devotion of m.an toward God ( I n Confirm.a-
t i o n , the renewal o f the Baptismal vow). There i s a p a r a l l e l 
i n Anglican pastor theologj'- between " c o r f i r m i n g ^ and "being 
confirmed". 
43 Dop-;matik , I , pp. I4 9 f . 
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This was a b l i n d spot f o r Erogh-Tonning as f o r most o f 
h i s contemporaries. He can praise the " C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
i n t e r e s t " of the Lutheran Church, but even here i t i s 
s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t C h r i s t i s c a l l e d the " l i v i n g and per
sonal p r i n c i p l e of the Revelation of t r u t h " . ' ^ ^ I t v/as 
h i s f a i l u r e to break loose from the i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t , 
p r e p o s i t i o n a l concept o f Revejation which compelled 
him t o seek f o r an o b j e c t i v e a u t h o r i t y and guarantee 
f o r h i s p r e p o s i t i o n a l t r u t h i n an age when old " t r u t h s " 
were crumbling on every side. This was the comm.on 
problem of hi s generation. V/hereas others found the 
s o l u t i o n i n a break w i t h h i s t o r i c C h r i s t i a n i t y , ICrogh-
Tonning found i t i n the i n f a l l i b l e teaching o f f i c e of 
the Roman Catholic Church. 

44 I b i d . , p. 153. 
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(a) N i c o l a i F r e d r i k Severin Grundtvig (1783-1872) 

N;. F . S. Grundtvig ve.s surely one of the most rer.arkable 
f i g u r e s i n 19th century Scandinavia. His long l i f e v;as r i c h 
i n dramatic events. He experienced deep disgrace and received 
the highest honours. Throu"hout h i s l i f e , he was doc-ged bv 
mental i l l n e s s ; He v/as successfully sued f o r l i b e l and was 
placed under o f f i c i a l censorship f o r over a decade; He v;as 
even barred f o r a time from the p u l p i t i n Denmark; But he 
l i v e d also to see himself v i n d i c a t e d and given the t i t l e of 
Bishop, and he v/as h a i l e d as the "greatest i n the North" by 
no less a personage than BjdJrnson. Poet, scholar. Church
man, p a t r i o t , statesman, educator, he was a s t r i k i n g example 
of the " t e n - t a l e n t " man. 

Grundtvig's undeniable genius lay i n the realm of the 
"prophetic and i n t u i t i v e " . 1 His cast o f mind was no'; so 
much sharply a n a l y t i c a l or isassivelj/- sjstemstic as v i s i o n 
ary and p o e t i c . 

These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are i l l u s t r a t e d by his t h e o l o g i 
c a l v/ork. He has been r i g h t l y described as "am i r r e g u l a r 
t h e o l o g i a n " , and never f u l l y worked out h i s views i n s.ystema-
t i c form. He v/as r a t h e r a creati v e v i s i o n a r y and a bold 
leader. Nor d i d he lack t h e o l o g i c a l l y b r i l l i a n t d i s c i p l e s 
t o work out the t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n t h a t came to be knoirn 
as Grundtvigianism. 

1. A. Skrondal, Grundtvig og Noreg, p. 2. 
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Grundtvig made his f i r s t appearance on the t h e o l o g i c a l 

scene as the defender of B i b l i c a l Orthodoxy against Specu
l a t i v e Rationalism. I n t b i s respect at l e a s t , he r^ight be 
described as a 19th century Scandinavian Earl Barth. I n 
h i s famous Reply of the Church (1825), he demanded t h a t 
the R a t i o n a l i s t Professor H. N. Clausen e i t h e r r e t r a c t some 
of h i s t h e o l o g i c a l viev;s or resign. Clausen d i d n e i t h e r ; 
Instead, he sued Grundtvig f o r l i b e l and won h i s case. 

Even before the Clausen case, Grundtvig, l i k e many 
contemporary Protestant theologians, had been grappling 
'with the problem of a u t h o r i t y . As "the Bible's lone defen
der", he had come to r e a l i z e the inadequacy of an appeal to 
S c r i p t u r e alone. His R a t i o n a l i s t opponents were e i t h e r 
c r i t i c a l of S c r i p t u r e or at l e a s t i n t e r p r e t e d i t s t e x t i n 
a d i f f e r e n t manner. Grundtvig already had a profound con
c e p t i o n of the Church as the c r e a t i o n of th= Eoly S p i r i t 
a,nd as the Body of C h r i s t , and i:as p a r t i c u l a r l y a-xious 
about i t s f u t u r e . I n h i s o l d age, (I863) tie r e c a l l e d h i s 
e a r l y s t a r t i n g p o i n t as f o l l o v r s : 

" I had f a l l e n i n t o profound concern over the desperate 
s i t u a t i o n i n t o v/hichChrist' s Church and e s p e c i a l l y i t s 
c h i l d r e n and unschooled'members had f a l l e n ; The scribes 
stubbornly maintained t h a t , not only were the o r i g i n , 
canon, a u t h e n t i c i t y , and r i g h t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Holy 
S c r i p t u r e very d o u b t f u l , but the basic doctrines of the 
T r i n i t y , C h r i s t ' s D i v i n i t y , and the Atonement. . .v/ere not 
to be found i n the B i b l e . . . I t was clear t h a t i f Scripture 
W3.S the C h r i s t i a n Church's r u l e of f a i t h , u n belief nov;.. . 
would have a much stronger and m.ore v a l i d vritness than 
faith...There must be, i n the Church, a much stronger 
and more v a l i d witness to the t r u e , o r i g i n a l , C h r i s t l a n 
f a i t h than the l e t t e r of Scripture could ever be f o r 
v/omen and c h i l d r e n and a l l the unschooled, "2 

2 N. Grundtvig, E i r k e - S p e j l , US, X, p. 353. 
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"Wr i t i n g , reading, and t h i n k i n g , under constant prayer", • 

he made h i s "matchless discovery", t h a t the true witness to 
Apo s t o l i c C h r i s t i a n i t y v/as to be found i n the Church, i n 
the Apostles' Creed i n conjunction w i t h Baptism.3 This 
t h e s i s c o n s t i t u t e s the heart of the "Churchly View", and, 
although Grundtvig's viev/s on manj'' o^uestions changed and 
developed during h i s long l i f e , he nev3r a l t e r e d t h i s 
basic concept. 

Grundtvig's conception of C h r i s t i a n t r u t h v/as o b j e c t i v e . 
He expressly rejects- the tvTO opposite subjectivisms of 
Rationalism and emotionalism. "Vnen a man takes h i s ov/n 
s p i r i t u a l need as h i s s t a r t i n g p o i n t , he obviously s t a r t s 
v;ith the m.ost profound but also the most mysterious element 
i n man. " Ivhen C h r i s t i a n i t y i s regarded as "somethin-g indef
i n i t e , which can only be apprehended through inner experience, 
the consequences are i n v a r i a b l y u n f o r t u n s t e . T h e emotions 
and the reason are equally poor c r i t e r i a . He also r e j e c t s 
the B i b l i c a l s t a r t i n g p o i n t . He does not deny tha t the 
B i b l e teaches the same f a i t h as the Cresd, fcut " I w i l l not 
deduce the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h from the Bi b l e , but take i t where 
I f i n d i t c l e a r l y and d e f i n i t e l y expressed: i n the Church..."5 
The Church, and consequently true C h r i s t i a n i t y i s to be. 
found, not i n an ex e g e t i c a l , but i n an h i s t o r i c a l approach. 
Church h i s t o r y i s a human witness, which i s not the goal i n 

3 He was much impressed by Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 111,4, v/hich 
notes t h a t S c r i p t u r e can be abused by h e r e t i c s , but not 
the Rule of F a i t h received i n Baptism. He m.ight also have 
c i t e d T e r t u l l i a n , de Praescriptione Haereticorum to the 
same e f f e c t . 

4 US, IV, pro. 505f. (1826-7). 
5 US, IV, p. 644. 
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I t s e l f , but i t p o i n t s toward the goal.^ Grundtvig himself 
t r a v ^ l e ^ t h i s road i n making h i s "matchless discovery". 
Hence the Grundtvigian p o s i t i o n i s sometimes c a l l e d the • 
" H l s t o r i c a l - C h u r c h l y " view. Grundtvig d i s t i n g u i s h e d 
sharply between the h i s t o r i c a l question: V.'hat i s t r u e , 
genuine C h r i s t i a n i t y ? , and the r e l i g i o u s question v/nich 
presses upon the conscience: Is C h r i s t i a n i t y true? ( I n 
1826, he wrote a t r e a t i s e i n two p a r t s , "on the true 
C h r i s t i a n i t y " , and "On the t r u t h of C h r i s t i a n i t y " . ) I t 
i s a mistake to attempt to answer the h i s t o r i c a l question 
s o l e l y or p r i m a r i l y on the basis of S c r i p t u r e . Nor can we 
assume t h a t Luther or any other teacher i s r i g h t . "Me 
s h a l l enquire of the Church what i s the foundation the 
Apostles have l a i d on Christ's behalf, and l a i d not i n a 
book^ but i n the Church I t s e l f as a gathering of C h r i s t i a n 
people."? The Church antedates Scripture and created Scrip
t u r e , not v i c e versa. "There has, f o r 180C years, been a 
C h r i s t i a n Church on earth, recognizable by i t s solemn 
confession of f a i t h and the Baptism w i t h which i t i s 
associated..."8 "The Church i s not s a n c t i f i e d by Scripture, 
but S c r i p t u r e by the Church; The confession of f a i t h i s 
the l i v i n g V7ord of the Church, Scripture merely a dead 
Word; Therefore, i t i s obviously not Scripture v:hich can 
and s h a l l defend the Church, but the Church v/hich i s to 

6 US, IV, -CD. 5111"^, 521. 
7 US, IX, -o. 331 (1868). 
8 US, V I I I , p. 376. 
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defend S c r i p t u r e . "9 Grundtvig v/as obsessed hj the spoken 
word. Ke regarded i t as the true vehicle of the creati v e 
¥ord of God, an echo of the 7.'ord of o r i g i n a l c r e a t i o n , and 
the expression of the image of God i n mankind. The v / r i t t e n 
Word, on the other hand, was u s e f u l >,-ithin i t s l i m i t a t i o n s , 
"but "dead". The Bibl e v;as u s e f u l as an " e d i f y i n g book". 
I t possesses a s p e c i a l a u t h o r i t y , since i t i s the oldest 
record of Church h i s t o r y extant. I t has a place, but only 
a secondary place i n the ORDO SALUTIS. The Bible i s not 
superfluous; I t i s as necessary f o r s p i r i t u a l grov/th as a 
school i s f o r the m.ental development of a c h i l d . But 
Grundtvig d i d not regard Scripture as a means of grace v;ith 
regenerative poi//er. S i m i l a r l y the I'Jord as preached, vjhile 
s t i l l being the vehicle of the Koly S p i r i t , only has a 
preparatory f u n c t i o n , c a l l i n g the hearer to Baptism and 
the Lord's Supper. I n Grundtvig's viev/, l i k e S c r i p t u r e , 
i t has no regenerative power. The tr u e l i f e - g i v i n g \Jord 
by which the S p i r i t creates the b e l i e v i r g Church i s to be 
found rather i n the Baptismal Covenant (the renunciation of 
the d e v i l and the confession of f a i t h ) , the VJords of i n s t 
i t u t i o n i n the Lord's Supper, ard. the Lord's Prayer. As 
he put i t i n one of h i s hymns: "Cnly a t the Font and at 
the Table do we he-r God's I'ord t o us...". These Grundtvig 
c a l l e d "the V'ord froru the Lord's own m.outh", an expression 
which i n i t i a l l y d i d not r e f e r to t h e i r h i s t o r i c a l o r i g i n s , 

9 H. Eegtrup, N.F.S. Grundtvig's Danske Kristendom., I , 
p. 61. 
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but to the f a c t t h a t i n and through them the Risen Lord v;as 
present and a c t i v e . Later, the phrase v/as l i n k e d w i t h an 
unfortunate theory t l - a t Jesus had a c t u a l l y given these 
Words i n the exact form possessed "'jy the Grundtviglans 
f u r i n g the f o r t y days betveen His Resurrection ai:d Ascension. 
Grundtvig's "basic idea" i s "that i t i s w i t h the Iford from 
the Lord's own mouth.,' through Koly Baptism and the Lord's 
Supper t h a t the C h r i s t i a n F a i t h l i v e s or dies and the 
t r u e C h r i s t i a n Church stands or f a l l s . " 1 0 The Holy S p i r i t 
c o n s t i t u t e s the Church through the Sacraments and, i n the 
f i r s t instance, through Baptism.. The Church i s "a Baptismal 
f e l l o w s h i p of vo l u n t a r y confessors of the fait h " . 1 3 A l l 
those who wish to be Christians m.ust be baptized i n t o the 
Name of the Triune God, and "the Church demands of a l l those 
vrho desire Baptism a solem.n confession of t h e i r f a i t h and a 
d e c l a r a t i o n of war against the d e v i l . . . " 1 ^ The conditions 
f o r s a l v a t i o n are Baptism, and f a i t h , which are " i n d i s s o l u b l y " 
bound up together; "We cannot impose any ot'-er c o n d i t i o n s " 1 5 
Baptism i s "the only r e c e p t i o n " i n t o the Church; I t i s "a 
v/ashirig of regeneration", i n vrhich the Holy S p i r i t grants 
us "forgiveness of sins, heavenly i n h e r i t a n c e , and the hope 
of e t e r n a l l i f e " . ! ' ^ I f C h r i s t i a n i t y stood on any other 
basis than t h a t of Baptism v/ith i t s confession of f a i t h , 
i t would have died out long before i t cam.e to Denmark. 

10 Forhandlinger paa det f^rste skandinaviske Kirkem.jz(te 
i Kjjz^benhavn, ICjj^DenJiavn, 1857, pp. 6f. 

11 US, V I I I , p. 389. 
12 US, IV, p. 536. 
13 I b i d . , p. 537. 
14 US, IX, p. 331. 
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God makes a covenant w i t h m.an i n Baptism, and i t i s v / i t h i n 
t h i s covenant r e l a t i o n s h i p t h a t he i s to grow and develop 
throughout l i f e . The means of nurture w i t h i n the Baptismal 
covenant, Grundtvig f i n d s i n the Commandm.ents considered as 
a guide f o r l i f e (the " t h i r d use of the Law" mentioned i n 
the Confessions), commion worship, the k i n i s t r y of the i'Jord 
and the Eucharist, the Lord's Prayer, and Koly S c r i p t u r e . 
Thus, f o r Grundtvig Baptism possessed a saving e f f i c a c y , and, 
although he admitted the p o s s i b i l i t y of f a l l i n g away from the 
Baptismal covenant and of being brought back to i t by the 
Holy S p i r i t , t h i s was not a p o i n t upon v/hich he l a i d any 
emphasis. 

Grundtvig h e l d s t e a d f a s t l y to I n f a n t Baptism. Adult 
Baptism might possibly evoke "a stronger l i f e and a clearer 
consciousness"; Therefore, parents ought to be free t o de
cide whether to have t h e i r c h i l d r e n baptized as i n f a n t s or 
to postpone t h e i r Baptism. Grundtvig "hates" compulsory 
Baptism., and wishes t h a t "never again should anyone be 
baptized who d i d not have the h e r r t to believe". But he 
advises against w a i t i n g : " I believe t h a t the most s u i t a b l e 
age f o r Baptism i s before a c h i l d knows the d i f f e r e n c e be
tween l e f t and r i g h t . " 1 5 I n f a n t Baptism i s only permissible 
v/here the parents "as f a r as we know, are b e l i e v i n g Christ
ians themselves and w i l l do t h e i r best to ensure t h a t the 
c h i l d remains i n C h r i s t . . . " But Grundtvig expresses a 
preference f o r I n f a n t Baptism, " f o r the simple reason t h a t 
15 US, V I I I , p. 433. 



241 
a l l b i r t h , s p i r i t u a l as w e l l as p h y s i c a l , must be easier 

when one i s small. .. " 1 ^ Vfe "come j u s t as unconsciously 

i n t o the Kingdom of Heaven'as we came to t h i s world..."17 

I t i s true, that i n f a n t s have no "conscious f a i t h " . They are 

conscious of nothing,; But a t l e a s t they have l i f e . " I n 

r e a l i t y , f a i t h i n the t r u t h i s nothing but an open heart f o r 

t r u t h " , 1 8 and t h i s i s exactly the p o s i t i o n of the i n f a n t , 

even though i t i s unconscious. The o b j e c t i o n t h a t I n f a n t 

Baptism lacks o b l i g a t i o n s as conditions f o r s a l v a t i o n amounts 

t o a confusion o f the Gospel v/ith the Law. Baptism i s "not 

a command th a t v/e are to keep i n order to be saved, but an 

o f f e r to save us..."19 

A c o r o l l a r y of Grundtvig's high conception of Baptism 
vias h i s anthropology, which was much more o p t i m i s t i c than 
t h a t of h i s opponents. He r e j e c t e d the concept of t o t a l 
d e p r a v i t y , and found i t " s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y " and "most 
a-nnoying" when theologians assert both c r e a t i o n i n the image 
of God and i t s com.plete "erasure" I n the F a l l , so t h a t "not 
a b i t remains of inherent g l o r y and the created God-m.an 
r e l a t i o n s h i p " . This reduces "the whole h i s t o r y of Revelation 
and the whole X'/ork of redemption to a series of i m p o s s i b i l i 
t i e s " , V(''hich cannot be ovsrcome by "a dead and powerless 
S c r i p t u r a l Vord t h a t what i s impossible f o r man i s possible 
f o r God". The d i f f e r e n c e between n a t u r a l and regenerate 
hum.an l i f e i s "as wide as the heavens", but i t i s "the same 

16 I b i d . , -0. 434. 
17 US, V I l i , p. 416. 
18 US, V I I I , n. 434. 
19 US,.IX, p. 346. 
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hum-an l i f e " ; I t i s " o f the sam.e species". ̂"-̂  Christ and the 
t h i e f on the cross shared a common humanity. I f i t were not 
so, then C h r i s t was not a true man, and no human being could 
e i t h e r w i l l to-become or become a chi'd of God. The image 
of God has not been 3ost, or there could be no p o s s i b i l i t y 
of f e l l o w s h i p , no p o i n t of contact. The unconscious c h i l d 
i s not g u i l t y o f a c t u a l s i n . "Since a l l s i n i s rebelTion, 
s p r i n g i n g from egotism, the i n f a n t i s r i g h t l y c a l l e d innocent 
u n t i l egotism awakens."21 

Thus, G-rundtvig's ecclesiology, as w e l l as h i s e n t i r e 
theology, i s s t r o n g l y concentrated and s i m p l i f i e d . Svery-
t'.:ing hinges upon Baptism and the Baptism.al covenant. 

The Church has but one Mark, by which i t i s to be 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the vrorld: "Our spoken ^̂ ord',' the Apostles' 
Creed i n conjunctic^n w i t h Baptism. ̂ 2 

Grundtvig i s r e l u c t a n t to dravr l i m i t s to the Church; 
At any r a t e , they must include a l l v/ho are baptized and who 
b e l i e v e , and he gives the b e n e f i t of the doi-'bt to the qi e s t i c x i -
able case. "Those ^.:ith v:hom we r e a l l y ha.ve a cc." on Baptise, 
we must not exclude from the C h r i s t i a n Church, unless \ie can 
show t h a t thej have broken t h e i r Zaptism.al covenant and do 
not repent of i t . " 2 3 On the other hand, there are s i t u a t i o n s 
which preclude f u l l f e l l o w s h i p i r i t h others, '."e r,re not to 
Communicate w i t h them i f they deny the V'crds of I n s t i t u t i o n 

20 US, IX, p. 430. 
21 US, V I I I , D. 434. 
22 US, IV, ID. 552. 
23 US, V, V. 344. 
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or r e j e c t the l o r d ' s Prayer, the Eensdicticn, the lord's 
day. S c r i p t u r e , or t h e Ploly : - j . n i s t r y - - u n t i l they beccme 
"m.ore enlightened". There i s a d i s t i . . c t i o n between the tv;o 
Sacraments which corresponds to a s i m i l a r d i s t i n c t i o n betvieen 
the two phrases i n the Creed, "the holy, c a t h o l i c Church" 
and "the Cofflm.union of Sc.ints". B a p t i s D i , v;hich together w i t h 
f a i t h belong t o the "basic concept" of the Church, corresponds 
to the former. The Eucharist, which i s an element of the 
" f u l l y developed" concept of the Church, corresponds to the 
l a t t e r . Grundtvig discusses t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i n connection 
w i t h the a r t i c l e s on the Church i n the Augsburg Confession 
(v.'ith which he believes himself to be i n complete ^ gr€e-„.ent). 
A l l those \-mo share i n Baptism a n d f a i t h are included '..'ithln 
the u n i t y o f the Church. Lutherans do not unChurch those 
who have a d i f f e r e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Su.charist, a l 
though as the Marburg conversations prove, t h i s necessarily 
excludes " h e a r t - f e l t f e l l o v r s h i p " . Unity i s retained through 
the proclamation of a common Gospel (which Grundtvig iden
t i f i e d w i t h the possession of a common f a i t h as expressed i n 
the Apostles' Creed), a n d t h i s remains, even i f "the e n t i r e 
d o c t r i n a l sj'^stem", preaching, a n d the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
Scrip t u r e are d. i f f e r e n t . These belong not to the "founda
t i o n " , b u t to the "superstructure".24 Grundtvig i s con
cerned to v i n d i c a t e the p o s i t i o n of the Lutheran Church 
v j i t h i n the holy, c a t h o l i c Church. He and his m.ovement d i d 
not possess a strong Lutheran self-consciousness; They v^ere 
24 US, V I I I , pp. 389f. 
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more ecumenical than any contemporary Scandinavian p a r t y . 
But they were also concerned not to unchurch themselves. 
Grundtvig was scandalized at l u t h e r ' s s u b s t i t u t i o n of the 
word " C h r i s t i a n " f o r "Catholic" i n the Creed. I n adopting 
t'::l8 a l t e r a t i o n , Lutherans "excluded them.selv6s from the 
holy, c a t h o l i c Church". ILoreover, Grundtvig v.'as impatient 
vath Lutheran reluctance to confess f a i t h i n the Church 
f o r f e a r of Roman Catholic tendencies. " I f we cannot honestly 
confess f a i t h i n the Church as the temple of the Holy S p i r i t , 
v/e w i l l alvv-ays be stumbling and w i l l im.agine t h a t i t i s the 
Church which needs v;orldly props. I f we are a f r a i d of the 
c a t h o l i c i t y of the Church, we m.ust forego any sense of 
f e l l o w s h i p w i t h the Apostles and, through them, xvith the 
Lord..."25 

Behind t h i s concern f o r the h i s t o r i c a l l y correct form of 

the Creed, as opposed to the v a r i a n t s then i n use i n the 

Churches o f Denmark and I'orway, lay a more profound consi

d e r a t i o n . I f the Greed v.'ere the absolu.te a u t h o r i t y , the 

"Word from the l o r d ' s o\rn m.outh", then i t nas of the utmost 

Importance t h a t i t be r e c i t e d i n i t s o r i g i n a l form.. Grundt

v i g believed t h a t the o r i g i n a l form had been handed down 

from generation to generation i n the • Church from the ti.me 

of the Apostles. "The v/itness of the Church i n Baptism 

about Baptism i n i t s e l f , i t s conditions, anc i t s f r u i t s . . . 

must be taken and believed as the witness of Ch r i s t Himself 

25 US, V L I I , p. 421. 
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and His Apostles, transm.ltted. from .mouth to mouth and from 
generation to generation. ..as a V/ord of His own mouth which 
must never depart from the mouth of His Church, and from, 
i-rhich His S p i r i t w i l l never depart... "26 

He regarded i t as a t l e a s t questionable v/hether Bap

tis m was v a l i d i f v a r i a t i o n s i n i t s form took place. I f 

Baptism vr&a i n s t i t u t e d by Chri s t Himself, i t follows t h a t 

He t o l d the Apostles the conditions f o r Baptism. Thus, the 

Creed must be "A Wor^ from the Lord's own mouth". And 

unless the Creed be taken and believed "as a whole and i n 

p a r t " as such, the i n d i s s o l u b l e connection between Baptism 

and the Word of f a i t h which alone makes i t C h r i s t i a n Bap

tism , i s l o s t . 27 The Baptismal covenant i s a V/ord of the 

Lord's own mouth, and "only v/hen vie believe so v / i l l vie 

t a s t e the b l e s s i n g of the Gospel i n i t s f u l n e s s " . ^ " 

Grundtvig's l i n e of reasoning here i s a good i l l u s t r a t i o n 

of the k i n d of A PRIORI argumentation v/hich characterized 

the Churchly View. 

Grundtvig's C h r i s t i a n i t y was o b j e c t i v e and Sacramental; 

I t was also c o l l e c t i v e . He i s opposed to a l l i n d i v i d u a l i s m . 

The church i s primary. The Koly S p i r i t " i s not sent to any 

i n d i v i d u a l , but to the whole Church, and does not give f o r 

giveness of sins and e t e r n a l l i f e to the i n d i v i d u a l , but 

onlv t o one and a l l i n the Church. ..x-hich He creates.. "^9 

26 US, IX, p. 333 . 
27 Quoted i n Begtrup, op. c i t . , I I , pp. 154f. 
28 US, V I I I , 421. 
29 US, IX, p. 374. 
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Grundtvig deplored the s p i r i t u a l i z i n g tendencies current 
w i t h i n the Lutheranism of the day. For Lutherans, the Church-
has become "a mere Idea...which has no corresponding r e a l i t y 
on e a r t h , but hangs i n the i n d e f i n i t e , without any s p e c i f i c 
Marks..."30 i t i s t r u e t h a t the Church must be " i n v i s i b l e " 
t o "the eyes of dust", i t cannot be recognized by i t s "crosses 
or Church-towers, i t s Bishops' caps or m.onks' cowls, i t s 
cerem.onies or f e s t i v a l s , or by any book". But it-must not 
be " i n t a n g i b l e " (USANDSELIGT). I t i s "recognizable f o r the 
ear of dust by i t s c l e a r , p u b l i c , spoken Word, whereby i t s 
members confess t h e i r f a i t h and hope".31 That i s to say 
t h a t the Church i s not to be i d e n t i f i e d v/ith any p a r t i c u l a r 
denomination (these are "imperfect attempts to r e a l i z e the 
i n v i s i b l e idea i n the v i s i b l e sphere"), nor can i t s l i m i t s 
be drawn; But i t i s a concrete r e a l i t y i n h i s t o r y , and 
recognizable as such. The "undeniable f a c t " i s t h a t " t h e r e 
has been a C h r i s t i a n Church on earth f o r 1800 years, recog
nizable under a l l i t s names and forms by i t s solemn confes
s i o n of f a i t h and the Baptism v/hich corresponds to t h i s 
Confession".32 

There was no e s s e n t i a l change i n Grundtvig's basic 

ecclesiology from the time of h i s "matchless discovery". 

But h i s opinions changed i n tv^o important respects: The 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between Church and State, and the concept of 

the M n i s t r y . 

30 US, V I I I , p. 376. 
31 I b i d . , p. 378. 
32 US, V I I I , p. 376. 
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Grundtvig was o r i g i n a l l y a supporter of the absolute 

monarchy and of the State Church. He regarded the State 
Church as i d e n t i c a l w i t h the Church of Jesus Christ i n 
Denjiiark. A f t e r the Clausen case, however, and p a r t i c u l a r l y 
a f t e r . h i s three v i s i t s to England ( 1 8 2 9 - 3 1 ) , he drew a 
sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between the tv/o. v.Tien the attem.pt t o 
purge the Church of Denmark of the. R a t i o n a l i s t s f a i l e d , a 
group of h i s f r i e n d s m.ade ( i n I 8 3 1 ) an unsuccessful e f f o r t 
to create a f r e e congregation of "Old Believers", v/ith 
Grundtvig as pastor ? 3 i f the R a t i o n a l i s t s would not leave 
the Church, then the "Old Believers would have to "divorce" 
themselves from them. The B r i t i s h Act of T o l e r a t i o n (1828-
2 9 ) , however, presented Grundtvig w i t h another a l t e r a t i v e , 
and from 1834 (when he wrote Den Danske St a t s k i r k e n upar-
t i s k betragtede) om-rards, he was a t i r e l e s s spokesm.an f o r 
a spacious State Church, a " f r e e " State Church, and a 
"free congregation (iCLx'IGEED) ".^^ The Establishment i s to 
be r e t a i n e d as a u s e f u l educational v e h i c l e , but i t i s s i u i p l y 
a "State i n s t i t u t i o n (STATSINDESTKIIvG) ", which the Gcverr-msnt 

33 The term "Old B e l i e v e r s " seems to be drawn from the 
schism v:ith the same name from the Russian Orthodox 
Church i n 1667. The projecte d secession of the Grundt-
v i g i a n s wor^ld necessarily have been w i t h i n the State 
Church, since r e l i g i o u s freedom i n Denmiark M&S not guar
anteed u n t i l the new C o n s t i t u t i o n of 1849 s.nd the conse
quent replacement of the State Ch^Tch by the "7oIk-Church". 

34 Cf. P. Lindhardt, .Dans] Teo 10.̂ :̂1 sk T i d s s k r i f t , X I I , p. 
151 : " I t i s no accident t h a t he noM has the same viev/ 
of the value of the State Church and i t s r e l a t i o n t o 
C h r i s t i a n i t y and society as the English debate so 
obviously displayed..." 
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had the r i g h t t o a l t e r at w i l l . 3 5 The Church -(ICrllGHZD) i s 
the "heavenly guest" w i t h i n the State Church's w a l l s . Both 
R a t i o n a l i s t and Old Believer covld re;.iain i n the State Church 
i f each p a r t y had i t s own R i t u a l and the parochial bond 
(which bound the l a i t y to a s i n g l e Church and clergy...an) 
v/ere loosed. Grun^.tvig has completely given up the concept 
of the State Church as a C h r i s t i a n Church, and vita i t the 
idea of a C h r i s t i a n State. He and h i s follo\.'ers became the 
c h i e f spokesmen f o r a l l m.anner of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l reform: 
The r e l a x a t i o n of the p a r o c h i a l bond, e l e c t i v e conc:.regations, 
l i t u r g i c a l freedom, the a b o l i t i o n of compulsory Baptism., 
Confirmation, Church marriage, and p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Koly 

Com-,nunion "The S p i r i t can only v:ork i n freedom!" Despite 

the o p p o s i t i o n of men l i k e Bishop Kynster i n Denmark, t i e 

Grundtvigians were able to r e a l i z e the greater p a r t of t h e i r 

programme. 

Grundtvig o r i g i n a l l y held a high conception of the 

M i n i s t r y . I n a l e t t e r t o the Haugean Amund He Hand i n 

Bergen (1826), he upholds o r d i n a t i o n and a form of Apostolic 

Succession, and describes Hauge's c a l l as "self-assumed". 

"Christ has i n s t i t u t e d a teaching o f f i c e i n His Church... 

v;hich v/e m.ust not manimize, the unbroken transffiission of 

which He w i l l , ensure from. His f i r s t Apostles to His l a s t 

servants on e a r t h : And only those to whom, the o f f i c e i s thus 

r i g h t l y t r a n s m i t t e d receive (when they have f a i t h ) t h a t 

s p e c i a l wisdom., pov/er, and a n o i n t i n g which belongs to the 

35 US, V I I I , p. 57. 
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a b i l i t y r i g h t l y to d i v i d e the Word of Truth."5c Clearly, 
Grundtvig regarded the Church's o r d i n a t i o n as t r a n s m i t t i n g 
a Charism-a, although i n another l e t t e r he denied t h a t any 
or d a i n i n g m i n i s t e r since the Apostles has hc.d the power t o 
tra n s m i t g i f t s . I n the same year, he wrote th a t "v;ithout 
o r d i n a t i o n w i t h the l a y i n g on of hands, there i s no C h r i s t i a n 
teaching o f f i c e , and where the episcopal o r d i n a t i o n i s not 
tr a n s m i t t e d without i n t e r r u p t i o n , there are, i n the Church's 
tru e understanding o f the term, no Bishops... "37 The Danish-
Bishops are not true Bishops; This s i t u a t i o n could and should 
be rem.edied, since God has preserved the true episcopal or
d i n a t i o n i n the Church of England. Though the Church of 
England d i d not p a r t i c u l a r l y honour i t s nam.e a t the time, 
i t vfas "an orthodox Church vfi t h r e a l (not self-m.ade) Bishops" 
he wrote i n 1830. The Lutheran Church erred i n f a i l i n g to 
r e t a i n the Ap o s t o l i c Succession. " I know from, experience 
t h a t i t c a r r i e s a d i f f e r e n t v/eight v/hen a Bishop, and not 
one of us, pronounces the blessing i n the Name of the Lord!'38 
At the sam.e tim.e, Grundtvig refuses t o unchurch or to charge 
w i t h heresy those v.'ho do not share h i s po i n t of view. He 
v.dll not assert t h a t C h r i s t i a n i t y stands or f a l l s v/ith the 
concept o f the M i n i s t r y . Kor are the clergy to be placed 
i n a s p e c i a l class; Grundtvigianism >/as not h i e r a r c h i c a l . 

36 Quoted i n Kolsrud, i\TT, 7JDL1, v. 240. 
37 US, IV, p. 611. • 
38 US, V, p. 353. Grundtvig's follov/ers urged i^ishop 
f'jynster' s successor, H. L. Kartensen, to seek o r d i n a t i o n 
i n Sweden, i n order t h a t the Apostolic Su.ccession might 
be r e e s t a b l i s h e d i n Denmark, Cf. 0. Kolsrud, ov. c i t . , 
p. 241. 
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I n the past, says Grundtvig, Bishops and p r i e s t s "had the 
Church to themselves, or r a t h e r they v;ere the Church". I n 
r e a l i t y , the Church "embraces both pastor and people, a 
s p i r i t u a l concept, the C h r i s t i a n Communion of Saints, which 
i s created i n Baptism of those who believe what we a l l 
confess..."39 

I t was i n 1839 t h a t Grundtvig f i r s t began to express doubts 

about the A p o s t o l i c Succession. "He has noted t h a t the 

Oxford Movement i n Sr-gland strove t o use i t to b u i l d a 

hierarchy on the pov;er of the Bishop, and he i s n a t u r a l l y 

anxious t o avoid a r e p e t i t i o n of t h i s i n Dermiark. "''̂O The 

f o l l o w i n g year, he r e j e c t e d any s i g n i f i c a n c e of the Apostolic 

Succession."^1 The Anglicans base t h e i r a u t h o r i t y upon the 

sam.e Sc r i p t u r e t e x t as Rom.e (I-iatt. 16 :18 ) , and "v;ithout the 

secular arm together w i t h the Thirty-Hine A r t i c l e s , they 

vfould have shovm long ago t h a t they are a long way from 

agreement i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Scripture or Apostolic 

d o c t r i n e " . They can scarcely claim, to uphold what has been 

taught and believed SSrTER, UBIQIS, 3T AD OKlVlBUS i n the 

Church, and they cannot unchurch the Church of Denm.ark unless 

they can "prove t h a t v̂ e have a l t e r e d f a i t h and Baptism....". 

By 1862, Grundtvig s t i l l regarded o r d i n a t i o n as an 

A p o s t o l i c t r a d i t i o n , but held t h a t the only true o r d i n a t i o n 

existin^g i n the Church since the tinie of the Apostles has 

been "ordir.ation t o preach the G6spel freely...and to 

39 US, IV,.p. 548. 
40 K. Begtrun, op. c i t . , i l , D. 27. 
41 US, V I I I , pp. 372, 379. 
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.administer Baptism and the Lord's Supper...It i s only the 
Holy S p i r i t ' s means of grace v/hich can give the Lord and the 
Church good. .. servants. "'̂ 2 "TO my great amazemant", Grundt
v i g has "discovered t h a t the so-called Apostolic Succession 
or episcopal o r d i n a t i o n i n unbroken succession from the 
Apostles i s the emptiest of a l l im.aginings, since such 
o r d i n a t i o n s d i d not e x i s t i n the Early Church. Even Peter 
Lombard f i n d s t h a t , while Bishops have the sole r i g h t to 
confirm and ordain, the o f f i c e has no higher degree of 
o r d i n a t i o n (ORDO), but only a rank and o f f i c e (DIGINITAS and 
OFFICIUk), f o r there never have been hig-'er degrees of 
o r d i n a t i o n than that, enjoyed by Deacons (preachers) and 
Presbyters ( p r i e s t s ) . "43 .-.bout the sam.e time, Grundtvig 
v/rote t h a t "an i n h e r i t e d Apostolic consecration" to v/hich 
the Holy S p i r i t has bound the teaching g i f t , i s a " p a p i s t i c 
a s s e r t i o n " v/hich "already f o r the sake of the S p i r i t ' s 
ov/n freedom.. . .must be rejected".44 

42 US, IX, pp. 403f.' 
43 i b i d . , p. 403. 
44 US,X, p. 179. 
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(b) The Rise of Norv/egian Grundtvlgianism. 
W. A. Wexels (1797-1866) 

The h i s t o r y of Grundtvlgianism i n Non^ay may be described 

b r i e f l y as f o l l o w s : I t gradually gathered strength from the 

time of the founding of the U n i v e r s i t y u n t i l the 1850's. 

I t then came under heavy a t t a c k from s e v e r a l quarters, and 

gr a d u a l l y d e c l i n e d u n t i l the d i v i s i o n I n I t s ranks and i t s 

d i s i n t e g r a t i o n as an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l party by 1886. 

At the outset, Grundtvig's a n t l - R a t l o n a l l s t crusade 

won him many supporters I n Norway. I n ad d i t i o n to Hersleb 

and Stenersen, he c a r r i e d on a correspondence with a number 

of the leading Norwegian c l e r g y ( i n c l u d i n g the famous Johan 

Nordal Brun, Bishop of Bergen), as w e l l as with s e v e r a l 

Haugean laymen.-^ His w r i t i n g s were widely read. His "match

l e s s d i s c o v e r y " c o s t him the support of the t h e o l o g i c a l 

f a c u l t y I n C h r l s t l a n i a , but he r e t a i n e d the f r i e n d s h i p of 

Pas t o r Wllhelm Andreas 57exels, the man who was to become 

the leading s p i r i t i n the Grundtviglan movement I n Norway. 

Wexels was one of the noblest f i g u r e s I n the h i s t o r y 

of the Church of Norway. Ke had been a student of Hersleb 

and Stenersen, and was s p i r i t u a l l y awakened by the l e c t u r e s 

of the l a t t e r . For forty-seven y e a r s , he served as pastor 

I n the same.parish, the Cathedral Church of Our Saviour I n 

G h r l s t l a n l a , and he never rose higher than second pastor 

(RESIDERENDE KAPELLAN). S e v e r a l times he re c e i v e d the major

i t y of votes f o r the o f f i c e of Bishop, but always declined 

1 A. Skrondal, Grundtvig og Noreg, p. 53. 
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the p o s i t i o n . Nevertheless, he was the leading figure I n 
Norwegian C h u r c h - l i f e for many years, u n t i l about 1850. 
He was not a f i r s t - r a t e s c h o l a r , although he vn?ote p r o l i f i -
c a l l y . I r e n i c and p o s i t i v e , he yet possessed the courage of 
h i s c o n v i c t i o n s . Thorvald Klaveness c a l l e d him "the s p i r i t 
u a l c e n t r e " of the Hersleb-Stenersen c l e r g y , t h e i r " i d e a l 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e " , not because of h i s great, g i f t s but because 
of h i s C h r i s t i a n p e r s o n a l i t y . 2 Through h i s devotional 
w r i t i n g s and hymns he won the hear t s of the l a i t y , u n t i l 
i n the heat of t h e o l o g i c a l controversy, they turned against 
him. He was a prominent member of s e v e r a l important e c c l e s i 
a s t i c a l com.missions, and was the f i r s t l e c t u r e r i n p r a c t i c a l 
theology a t the U n i v e r s i t y when the t h e o l o g i c a l professors 
v;ere r e l i e v e d of t h i s duty i n 1849. He was for a time a 
c l o s e f r i e n d of the Moravian superintendent N. J . Holm, 
although the r e l a t i o n s h i p cooled i n l a t e r years; Wexels 
grew more c r i t i c a l of the Moravians as he became more 
Grundtvlgian. Tolerant toward d i s s e n t e r s , Wexels was on 
the other hand both p o l i t i c a l l y and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l l y con
s e r v a t i v e . He must be regarded as the most I n f l u e n t i a l 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of High-Chxirchmanship during h i s l i f e t i m e . 

Wexels h i m s e l f has st a t e d that, so f a r as h i s concep

t i o n of C h r i s t i a n i t y was concerned, he ov;ed "more than he 

could say" to Grundtvig, "the great witness i n the North".^ 

I n s p i r e d by Grundtvig's example i n the Clausen case, the 

2 Quoted i n J . B. Halvorsen, Norsk F o r f a t t e r - L e x i c o n , VI, 
p. 578. . - , 

3 I b i d . , p. 576. 
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youthful curate ventured i n 1828 to attack the Rationalism 
of the venerable Professor Niels Treschow, "learning's 
Nestor" i n Norway. The b r i e f c o n f l i c t which followed 
"marks a turning point i n Norwegian Church-life".^ Wexels 
and his friends continued to develop i n a more confessional 
and Grundtvlgian d i r e c t i o n . I n 1834, Wexels started the 
f i r s t theological periodical i n Norway, T i d s - s k r i f t for 
Kirke-Kronike og Christelige Theologie, which ran for f i v e 
years. Here fo r the f i r s t time he appears as a spokesman 
for the Churchly View. The very f i r s t a r t i c l e was e n t i t l e d 
"Are we i n Baptism made members of the true Christian Church?". 
Wexels states the problem: "Y!hen we are challenged to defend 
our true Christian community on the basis of Scripture, we 
do not shun t h i s c r i t e r i o n . But...our opponents issue this 
• challenge i n order to make fools of us. For they immediately 
render Scripture useless f o r proof, by questioning the 
authenti c i t y of passages and by employing such rules for 
exegesis as to make the r e a l meaning of the Scriptures un
cert a i n . . . " He counters with the Grundtvigian solution: 
"Therefore, we w i l l not undertake any defence from Scrip
ture...but keep to the h i s t o r i c a l witness for the genuine
ness of our C h r i s t i a n i t y . . . " The h i s t o r i c a l witness i s to 
be found i n the Church, and i t s content i s embodied i n the 
Apostles' Creed as i t i s confessed i n Baptism. "We become 
Christians when we are baptized into the Name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost i n the words of the 
Apostles' Creed, to which we pjLedge ourselves in_ Baptism. 
4 A. Skrondal, op. c i t . , p. 66. 
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The Church i s therefore b u i l t on t h i s confession..."5 
Wexels' understanding of the r e l a t i o n of the Creed to Scrip
ture i s s i g n i f i c a n t . The Creed i s not found verbatim i n 
Scripture, but there i s Scriptural evidence f o r every one 
of i t s a r t i c l e s . Wexels i s reluctant to Jettison the 
p r i n c i p l e of Sola Scriptura, and apparently does so only 
because the Rationalists have abused i t . He was never able 
l i k e Grundtvig to label Scripture as a "dead" word. He 
does" not place Scripture i n opposition to the Creed; On 
the contrary, they agree. Yet the ^reed becomes the basic 
key to Scripture, i t s interpretative p r i n c i p l e . 

V/exels also raises a problem which was destined to 
lead to a lengthy discussion i n the Korv/eglan Church, and 
eventually to a famous legal case; The v/ording of the Third 
A r t i c l e of the Creed. Luther's substitution of "Christian" 
f o r "Catholic" had been adopted i n the Norwegian A l t a r Book 
(1688) and was prescribed by the Baptismal Ordinance of 
1783. A number of other variants from the h i s t o r i c a l l y 
correct text had also come into use i n various places, such 
as " I believe that there exists a holy. Christian Church", 
"which i s the Communion of Saints", or "...the Communion of 
holy persons". In some parishes, the word "Catholic" (AL-
MINDELIG-, l i t e r a l l y "common, universal") was used instead 
of "Christian".^ Wexels, as well as Grundtvig, regarded 
the wording of the Creed as of c r u c i a l importance for Bap
tism i n t o the true Christian f a i t h . Those baptized with 
5 T i d s - s k r i f t f o r Kirke Kronike...I, 1834, p. I5. 
6 A. Skrondal, op. c i t . , . p . 133. 
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another wording are baptized into another f a i t h , and are 
"not r e a l l y members of the Church...". Their Baptism i s 
not i n v a l i d , but "neither i s i t the same as our Baptismal 
covenant; Nor are they i n every respect members of our 
Church".7 Presumably they need to be re-baptized. Wexels 
made a plea f o r the restoration of the word "Catholic" 
(ALMIKDELIG) i n the clause, and f o r the exclusive use of 
" I believe i n one holy, catholic Church". He admits that 
we cannot believe i n the Church i n the same sense as we 
believe i n the Persons of the T r i n i t y , but t h i s remains 
the correct wording. Moreover, he objects to the practice 
of regarding the phrase "The Communion of Saints" as a m.ere 

parenthesis or an explanatory gloss on "one holy, catholic 
Church". 8 

This a r t i c l e of Wexels evoked a sharp attack from 
Professor Stenersen, who p a r t i c u l a r l y deplored Wexels' 
emphasis upon Tradition at the expense of Scripture and 
his suggestion of re-baptism.9 In reply, Wexels denied 
any contempt f o r Scripture, but upheld "the h i s t o r i c a l and 
Churchly witness". He i n s i s t s that Baptism is "that source 
whence Christian l i f e springs", and the Baptismal covenant 
must therefore be re-emphasized. To a l t e r the v/ording of 
the Creed i s to "play the Pope" and to establish a d i f f e r e n t 
Baptismal covenant, thus abrogating the true Baptismal 
covenant. Anyone who enters into t h i s spurious covenant 
7 TKK, I , p. 24. 
8 I b i d . , pp. 15ff. 
9 Cf. pp. 103ff. above. 
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thereby removes himself "more or less" from the Catholic 
Church and deprives himself of i t s blessing.^0 Wexeis i s 
careful to guard against an SX OPERE OPERATO Sacramentalism 
by i n s i s t i n g upon f a i t h as well as Baptism. He admits that 
h i s suggestion of re-Baptism was an error, f o r " i t i s not 
the verbal statement...of the Creed but i t s l i v i n g appropria
t i o n V7hich in,.conjunction with Baptism makes a person a 
Christian". Anyone baptized into the Name of the T r i n i t y 
i s a Christian "as soon as he appropriates the Apostolic 
confession whereby Baptism can f i r s t begin i t s work". 
This would not be true of a Rationalist confession. 
S t i l l , Wexels can conceive of cases i n which an altered 
Creed would make re-Baptism necessary.-^-^ 

Wexels never abandoned t h i s basic Grundtvigian posi
t i o n , "The Churchly View" as i t was la t e r called. His 
conviction grew stronger with the years. We shall examine 
some of his major writings on the subject. 

The Churchly View occupies a prominent place i n his 
Commentary on Ephesians and Colossians (1848). Commenting 
on Eph. 4.:4ff. , he declares that the Apostles' Creed i s the 
Church's "foundation, the rule and norm for Christian i n t e r 
pretation of the prophetic and Apostolic Scriptures". The 
Church i s b u i l t upon Baptism and the Creed. The Apostles' 
Creed i s the o r i g i n a l Apostolic confession. He does not, 
however, subscribe to the theory that the Creed was given 
10 TKK, I , pp. 458f. For Wexels' views on Baptism, see 

further "Daaben f r e l s e r os", K i r k e l i g Folkeblad, I I , 
pp. 145ff. 

11 I b i d . 
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to the Apostles by Jesus Himself. Belief that the Creed i s 
Apostolic does not imply acceptance of the "Improbable 
legend" that each clause cam.e from one of the Apostles. 
Even without t h i s , i t is "worthy to be regarded as the ex
pression of that unity i n the f a i t h which the Lord and S p i r i t 
would have confessed by a l l the l i t t l e ones who are to i n 
h e r i t God's Kingdom and be reborn to eternal l i f e i n Bap
tism". ̂ 3 An altern a t i v e theory that Jesus dictated the 
Creed to the Apostles was an even more improbable legend. 
At t h i s tim.e, Wexels seems to have avoided the Achilles 
heel of the Churchly View. 

Another i n t e r e s t i n g feature of his Commentary i s his 
r e j e c t i o n of the d i s t i n c t i o n between the Visible and the 
I n v i s i b l e Church. Like Luther and Grundtvig, Wexels empha
sizes the t a n g i b i l i t y of the Church. Indeed, he seems to 
go further, and to i d e n t i f y the empirical Church with the 
catholic Church: "The Visible Church i s the revelation of 
the I n v i s i b l e Church, and one cannot t r u l y belong to the 
12 The "Improbable legend" that each of the Twelve pro
posed a clause i s found (with the contribution of each 
Apostle i d e n t i f i e d ) i n the pseudo-Augustinian sermon 
De Symbolo, and i n the writings of Priminius. But the 
b e l i e f that the Apostles drafted t h i s summary of t h e i r 
future preaching, with the h i n t that each composed a 
clause, i s found i n the Commentarius i n Symbolum Aposto-
lorum, which probably dates from the beginning of the 

; f i f t h century and was already old when he wrote. I t s 
= f i r s t l i t e r a r y appearances-are perhaps a decade e a r l i e r 
than the work of Rufinus. See J.N.D. Eelly, Rufinus' 
Commentary on the Apostles' Creed, Ancient Christian 
Writers, Vol. XX, pp. lOOf. 

13 W. Wexels, Apostolen PaulUs' breve t i l menighederne 
i Ephesus og Kolossae, Christiania, 1848, p. 72. 
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one without belonging to the other, one carjiot be a Christ
ian without being born of water and the S p i r i t , or continue 
a Christian without being nourished by the Word and the 
Lord's Supper."14 

In 1849, Wexels was i n v i t e d to deliver a lecture to the 
. Christiania Theological Society on the subject "The Churchly 
View".15 He begins by defining the term "view"(ANSKUELSE) 
as i t i s used here as something i n t u i t i v e , even Gnostic; I t 
i s not an "opinion", but "an inner vision, as a certain 
picture appears to the eye of the s p i r i t i n a d e f i n i t e form 
and draws the inner man to i t s e l f " . The Churchly View forms 

-"the basis f o r a l l my endeavour as a servant of the Word". 
I t i s the only "consistently Churchly" view. I t breathes 
the s p i r i t of Luther, and can be accepted by a l l f a i t h f u l 
Lutherans. The lecture i s an impassioned apology for the 
historical-Churchly as opposed to the Scriptural p r i n c i p l e , 
and f o r the Baptismal covenant. I t reveals a Wexels who i s 
more thoroughly Grundtvigian than ever. He rejects i n turn 
the various Orthodox attempts to maintain the Scriptural 
p r i n c i p l e : By means of the principle of the i n t e r n a l t e s t i 
mony of the S p i r i t , the "analogy of f a i t h " , and the "new 
popery" of the Confessions. The Apostles' Creed is the one 
'objective Rule of Faith, independent of Scripture, which can 
serve as a NORMA. N0RI4A.NS f o r Scripture and which can ensure 
f o r us membership i n the Apostolic Church. No longer does 

14 I b i d . , p. 70. 
15 Printed i n Theologisk T i d s s k r i f t for den norske Klrke. 
1849, pp. 521-549. 
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he regard the Divine o r i g i n of the Creed as an improbable 
legend. I t i s "a Word from the Lord's own mouth". He who 
gave the Apostles t h e i r witness must also have given them 
t h e i r Creed, v/hich they have passed on to the Church. I f 
the o r i g i n a l Creed had ever been l o s t , no man could re
create i t , and the Church would have died. But i n fact the 
Church li v e s on, a h i s t o r i c a l r e a l i t y whose existence has 
continued without i n t e r r u p t i o n since the days of the Apostles. 
Therefore,its Creed must also be i n existence and i n evidence. 
The very fact that no Creed can be shown to be e a r l i e r estab
lishes the o r i g i n a l i t y of the Apostles' Creed. I t was "trans
mitted from mouth to mouth fo r centuries", and t h i s serves 
to explain why i t i s not found i n Scripture or i n the Fathers. 
Both Jerome and Ambrose advised against committing the Creed 
to w r i t i n g , because i t would be remembered better i f i t 
were transmitted o r a l l y . 1 ^ 

The best source-book f o r Wexels' theology i s , however, 
his Lectures on Pastoral Theology, published i n 1853. This 
book has been called the "PROGRAMSKRIFT" of Norwegian Grundt-
vigianism,17 and i t i s true that the Churchly View forms the 
underlying basis of the book. There i s , however, another 
influence which i s extremely prominent i n t h i s , the most 
16 References to a dis c i p l i n e of secrecy with regard to the 
text of the Creed are f a i r l y frequent i n fourth century-
Fathers, e.g. Ambrose, de Cain et Abel, I , i x , 37 (C.S.E.L., 
I , p. 370); Ruflnus, Comm. Symb. Apost. 2 (P.L., XXI, 338); 
And Jerome, c. Joann. Hleros. 28 (P.L., XXIII, 396). None 
of them, hov;ever, supports the reason for the custom given 
by Wexels. 

17 A. Skrondal, Grundtvlg og Noreg, p. 14?. 



261 
High-Church of Wexels' writings, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n his dis
cussion of the M n i s t r y , the so-called Neo-Lutheranism. 
This party, which was p a r t i c u l a r l y prominent i n Germany at 
the time, included such men as Vilm.ar, Kli e f o t h , and 
p a r t i c u l a r l y the Bavarian pastor Wilhelm Ldhe. I t especi
a l l y emphasized the divine o r i g i n of the Church and the 
authority of the Ministry. I t i s evident that V/exels i s 
strongly under the influence of t h i s group; He quotes L6he 
frequently. Indeed, i t may be said that, while V/exels' 
doctrine of the Church i s Grundtvigian, his doctrine of 
the Ministry i s Neo-Lutheran.-'-^ 

V/exels regards the doctrine of the Church as funda
mental to a doctrine of the Ministry. He concedes a great 
deal to natural theology; The longing for fellowship with 
God i s "the most essential characteristic of human nature". 
The d i s t i n c t i o n which he draws between the Kingdom of 
nature and the Christian Church, both of which belong to 
God, recal l s Luther's doctrine of the Two Realms. Wexels 
finds no necessary c o n f l i c t between them. At the same time, 
he makes the rather Hegelian prediction that the kingdom 
of nature i s destined to become one v;ith the Church i n 
a f i n a l "highest development", i n which a l l opposition 
between them w i l l be abolished.^9 

The Church i s not "a philosophy, an Idea..or anything 
subjective", but "the most objective r e a l i t y " upon earth. 
18 A. Brandrud, NTT, X I I , p. 224. Cf. Prof. 0. Kolsrud's 
opposition to the.dissertation of A. Skrondal, i n NTT,-
XXXI, p. 242. 

19 W.-Wexels, Foredrag over Pastoraltheologien, pp. 2-3. 
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Ai3 such, i t belongs to history. I t s o r i g i n i s divine, and 
i t i s a "supernatural" r e a l i t y , yet at the same time i t i s 
a "human" r e a l i t y . The Church i s thus a "double" r e a l i t y . 
I t i s , on the one hand, "God's State, a theocracy, a hier
archy i n the...highest, deepest, and truest sense". I t i s 
"a divine i n s t i t u t i o n " , "an organism through which an 
eteraally happy family i s created and preserved". I t i s 
"an organic unity based upon the means of grace.. .vjhich the 
Lord uses to create and sustain his congregation... " On 
the other hand, the Church i s "the people of God", "a 
community", "the congregation i n and through which the 
means of grace are active..."20 By t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between 
the Church as a Divine i n s t i t u t i o n and as the people of God, 
Wexels maintains the d i a l e c t i c of A r t i c l e V I I of the Augs
burg Confession. But he clearly emphasizes and takes as 
his s t a r t i n g point the objective aspect, the means of grace, 
the a c t i v i t y of God directed tov/ard man. He distinguishes 
between the "body" and the " s p i r i t " both of the means of 
grace and the congregation; The former i s v i s i b l e , the 
l a t t e r i n v i s i b l e . As a people i n f a i t h , the congregation 
i s i n v i s i b l e , but as a community confessing i t s f a i t h and 
using the means of grace, i t i s v i s i b l e . Thus here, a l 
though he has rejected the dualism between two Churches, 
he Introduces the d i s t i n c t i o n i n the form of a double 
aspect or character of the one Church. Wexels emphasizes 
the need f o r the body. The Holy S p i r i t **cannot be i n the 
20 I b i d . , p. 4. 
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congregation without the body"; He cannot be active without 
the means of grace and the empirical Church. 

To assist i n the extension of the Kingdom of God is the 
vocation of every Christian, but especially of the pastor, 
whose work i s connected with an o f f i c e i n the Church, a 
STAND. God's State demands i t s " o f f i c i a l s " , i t s "hierarchy", 
the means of grace t h e i r administrators. The Ministry i s 
necessary: " I t i s through t h i s o f f i c e that the entire a c t i v 
i t y of the Church proceeds; Take away the Ministry, and the 
a c t i v i t y of the Church w i l l either stop or dissolve i n t o . . . 
a r b i t r a r y , anarchical confusion".21 When Christ founded 
the Church, He also founded the Ministry. ' A l l Christians 
are indeed commanded to confess Christ before men, but He 
chose certain persons for special t r a i n i n g , and gave them 
greater authority. In the period between His resurrection 
and His ascension, a period "of the greatest possible impor
tance both f o r the founding of the Church and of the Ministry", 
He "no doubt" gave them complete instructions regarding 
t h e i r work.22 They were conscious of having received an 
o f f i c e , as i s shown by t h e i r election of Matthias i n Judas' 
place. A f t e r Pentecost, the Holy S p i r i t made i t clear that 
He too chose to work through the Ministry. " I f we f a i l to 
acknowledge the significance of the Ministry, we f a i l to 
understand the purposes and a c t i v i t y of the Holy S p i r i t . " ^ 3 
21 I b i d . , p. 10. There follows a lengthy quotation from 
Ldhe, i n which he stresses the necessity of the Ministry, 
although he concedes that the Ministry was created for 
the sake of the means of grace and not the reverse. 

22 I b i d . , p. 13. 
23 I b i d . , p. 16. 
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The o f f i c e to which the Apostles were called was not 

intended f o r them only, but also f o r a l l who l a t e r receive 
"mediate" c a l l s . " I t i s clear that the Lord i n s t i t u t e d and 
the S p i r i t sealed a class (STAND) of teachers and stev;ards, 
which through a chain of persons was to continue...throughout 
a l l ages..."2^ This i s not to say that the Ministry i s any 
sort of caste, either above or apart from the congregation. 
The Ministry i s "of the congregation, born of i t - b y the 
c a l l and ordination. Just as the congregation i t s e l f i s 
born through Baptism...". The Ministry "belongs to the 
congregation, l i v e s i n i t , and vic§ versa, i n unity..."^5 
V/exels does not deny that the Lord can c a l l witnesses out
side the c l e r i c a l STAND, "prophets" or "whatever an emer
gency might J u s t i f y " . But the divine i n s t i t u t i o n of the 
c l e r i c a l o f f i c e i s beyond dispute. Recognition of the 
c l e r i c a l o f f i c e goes hand i n hand with a recognition of 
the significance of the means of grace. The Enthusiasts' 
r e j e c t i o n of the Ministry i s i n harmony with t h e i r neglect 
of the Sacraments and the outv;ard V/ord. The whole Enthusias
t i c view of a s p i r i t u a l inner Church, as opposed to the 
outv/ard and -the Sacramental "rests on a confusion of the 
Church with the f r u i t s of the Church..."^^ Only through the 
means of grace i s the "Apostolic genuineness" of the Church 
to be recognized. V/hen the Enthusiasts substitute certain 
s p i r i t u a l exercises for the Sacraments, t h i s only goes to 

24 I b i d . , pp. 17f. 
25 I b i d . , p. 18. 
26 I b i d . , p. 19. 
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prove the universal need f o r some means of grace. 

Wexels objects strenuously to the democratizing ten
dency i n the Church; This can "destroy the theocracy and 
transform God's order int o an order of the congregation", 
and thus not only destroy the significance of the Ministry 
but also "break down the nature and principle of the Church". 
The idea that the o f f i c e of the Ministry derives i t s "or i g i n , 
authority, essence, and nature" from the congregation i s 
"completely i n c o n f l i c t with the concept of the Church... 
and the needs of God's State". Wexels quotes with approval 

. the judgement of Ldhe that i t would be much more correct to 
say that the congregation derives from the Ministry. Christ 
Himself f i r s t exercised the o f f i c e of the Ministry, then 
passed i t on to the f i r s t members of His Church, "so that 
the congregation should be transplanted through i t and 
grow, and so that [^the office] i t s e l f should be transmitted 
as a permanent organ through which the congregation should 
receive l i f e and nurture",27 I t i s true that the minister 
is. a representative of the congregation and that he o f f i c i a t e s 
on i t s behalf. But his o f f i c e does not have i t s "root" i n 
the congregation. He i s not a mere servant of the congrega
t i o n . He i s i n duty bound to follow the Lord's Instructions, 
and to avoid despotism, but i t i s of "extraordinary import
ance" that he be conscious of the divine o r i g i n of his 
o f f i c e . I t i s also a "subjective necessity" f o r the congre
gation, to see i n t h e i r pastor a servant of Christ and a 
27 I b i d . , p. 20. 
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messenger of God. He must be able to say:"I have my 
authority from the Lord; I act on His behalf and i n His 
Name. I f you re j e c t me, you reject Him." The congregation 
i s not well served when i t i s served by one to whom i t has 
I t s e l f given authority. 

V/exels next discusses the Universal Priesthood of 
believers , a subject which he developed further i n a 
lecture before the Christiania M i n i s t e r i a l Association i n 
1858.^9 For the sake of convenience, we shall incorporate 
the content of the lecture here. Wexels begins with the 
Old Testament priesthood. In addition to the L e v i t i c a l 
priesthood, there existed under the Old Covenant a pri e s t 
hood of a l l believers. Both of these have t h e i r counterparts 
under the New Covenant, the one f u l f i l l e d and sustained i n 
the High Priesthood of Christ, the other corresponding to 
the Christian priesthood of a l l believers. Apart from these 
two, the priesthood of the One and the priesthood of every
one, there i s no priesthood under the Nev; Covenant. Christ
i a n ministers are prophets, and should not be called "priests". 
Although the two have often been confused (even by Luther), 
the Universal Priesthood i s e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t from the 
teaching and preaching o f f i c e . Such passages as I . Peter 
2:5-9 and Rev. 5:10, which can be used as SEDES DOCTRINAE 
f o r the Universal Priesthood, do not refer to the preaching 
o f f i c e , but to the obligation of the Christian to o f f e r 

28 I b i d . , pp. 21-23. 
29 W. Wexels, Om det bibelske Begreb af det almlndelige 
Praesteddm.me, Chra., 1858. 
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prayer, thanks, and himself to God. I t i s true that a l l 
Christians have the r i g h t and duty to witness, but t h i s 
does not Include teaching and preaching, "to which belong 
a special c a l l from God, mediate or immediate".30 s t . Paul 
expressly forbids a l l to prophesy (I.Cor. 14:23-35, I . Tim. 
2:12). Women possess the Universal Priesthood, but not the 
o f f i c e of the Ministry. Wexels regards lay-preaching as a 
threat to Church Order. Obviously under the influence of 
Luther, he advises the people to remain i n t h e i r respective 
c a l l i n g s and exercise t h e i r priesthood there, for " i t i s 
not the work that makes a p r i e s t , but a priest that does 
the work". 

Wexels i n s i s t s upon the necessity of both an inner and 
an outer c a l l to the Ministry.31 Possession of the of f i c e 
does not necessarily mean.that the incumbent has a true 
vocation. Indeed, i t sometimes happens that the o f f i c e i s 
abused by those who are called by men but not by God, although 
God can use even these men. But a divine o f f i c e demands a 
divine call-. While t h i s i s both "subjective" and "objective", 
the l a t t e r i s the c a l l i n the truest sense. The objective 
c a l l comes from God as well as the subjective, even when i t 
occurs "mediately" and i s largely dependent upon human 
agencies. Wexels maintains that even the immediate calls' 
to the Apostles and Prophets occurred through some outward 
sign, "something seen or heard". H i s t o r i c a l l y , the mediate 
30 I b i d . , p. 24. 
31 W. Wexels, Foredrag over Fastoraltheologien, pp. 28-33. 
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c a l l was f i r s t introduced through the Apostles, was l a t e r 

I s s u e d through the v/hole clergy or through the congregations, 

and now comes through the State Church Order. 

Vfexels holds a high view of ordina t i o n . I t i s some

th i n g more than a mere ceremony, and a necessary concomitant 

to the c a l l . "Only through such a s e a l i n g i s the c a l l a 

true e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a u t h o r i z a t i o n to administer the o f f i c e . " 

I t corresponds to the l a y i n g on of hands p r a c t i c e d by the 
a 

A p o s t l e s . I n ordination, the candidate r e c e i v e s the 

o f f i c e , and "enters the Lord's STAND, i n the chain of succes

sor s to the Apostles".33 Through ordination, the o f f i c e i s 

"transmitted through a l l ages, and gains i t s Apostolic t r u t h 

f o r the incumbent". The RITE VOCATUS of A r t i c l e XIV of the 

Augsburg Confession thus Includes " e i t h e r o rdination or the 

q u a l i f i c a t i o n s to r e c e i v e i t " . 3 4 Ordination i s a "purely 

e c c l e s i a s t i c a l " a c t ; I t can only be conferred by the Church, 

not as the State Church, but as the Church of Jesus C h r i s t . 

Through o r d i n a t i o n , the candidate " i s marked with a p r i e s t l y 

character...which cannot be e c c l e s i a s t i c a l l y erased except 

by another e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a c t corresponding to ord i n a t i o n 

and e x e r c i s e d with the same authority..."35 That i t can 

only be administered by persons who are themselves ordained 

i s not only " n a t u r a l " , but i t i s "an Apostollc-Churchly 

ordinance, grounded i n the very o r i g i n and s i g n i f i c a n c e of 

32 I b i d . , p. 40. 
33 I b i d . , p. 36. 
34 I b i d . , p. 36n. 
35 I b i d . , pp. 44f. 
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the office".56 The Lutheran Confessions "seem t o " present 
a true concept of ordination, although they are not as clear 
as they might be. Wexels deplores the way Lutheran theolog
ians have "wavered" on the doctrine of ordination. Lately, 
they have displayed a "panicky...and disgraceful fear" of 
Roman error. He raises the question whether true episco
pacy has not diapppeared where the SUCCESIO APOSTOLICA has 
been broken, and whether the "special authority-" of the 
"special o f f i c e of a Bishop" i s not the authority to ordain. 
He wonders whether i n the loss of SUCCESSIO APOSTOLICA "a 
departure from the o r i g i n a l has not occurred, a mistake 
been made, a good thing l o s t , which cannot be wholly with
out consequence..." He declines to go into these questions 
further. He i s certain, however, that Protestant ordination 
"administered through ordained persons and i n accordance 
with Apostolic practice i n that Church which i s founded on 
the Apostolic Baptism and Faith" i s v a l i d , and that Church 
bodies which no longer possess the SUCCESSIO APOSTOLICA 
are not necessarily to be deemed heretical.37 

Ordination carries with i t a special anointing. "The 
Holy S p i r i t i s present In ordination i n a special way and 
bestows His grace and anointing..."38christ received the 
S p i r i t when He v/as about to enter upon the o f f i c e , although 
He had the S p i r i t from b i r t h . Likewise the Christian 
minister; He i s born a p r i e s t i n Baptism, and anointed 
36 I b i d . , p. 36. 
37 I b i d . , p. 38n. 
38 I b i d . , p. 45. 
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with the S p i r i t i n o r d i n a t i o n . The " d r i v i n g power" behind 
the l i f e of the C h r i s t i a n should be the f a c t t h at he i s 
anointed i n Baptism. The d r i v i n g power behind the l i f e of 
a m i n i s t e r should be the f a c t that he i s anointed i n ordin
a t i o n . This i s not a "human-personal" but an ." o f f i c e -
p e r s o n a l " anointing, and i s present and a c t i v e whenever he 
performs m i n i s t e r i a l a c t s as commanded by the Lord. 

No one i s a m i n i s t e r "according to Apostolic order" 

without o r d i n a t i o n . A layman may, i n emergency, perform 

m i n i s t e r i a l f u n c t i o n s : He can administer Baptism, preach, 

and i n extreme emergency even givs Absolution and administer 

the Lord's Supper. I t i s p e r m i s s i b l e for " s e v e r a l f a m i l i e s " 

to come together f o r "private devotions". I t i n e r a n t 

preaching, however, i s dangerous. I t can e a s i l y become 

"both o b j e c t i v e l y and s u b j e c t i v e l y objectionable", and 

r e p r e s e n t s an intrusion^upon the d i v i n e l y - s a n c t i o n e d 

Church order. -̂ ^ 

( c ) The Catechism Controversy and 
The A l i e n a t i o n of the L a i t y . Olaus Nielsen (1810 -88) 

Grundtvigianism gathered strength u n t i l w e l l into the 

1850's. Th i s was l a r g e l y due to the a c t i v i t y of Wexels, 

but there were other f a c t o r s as w e l l . I t had a spokesman 

on the T h e o l o g i c a l F a c u l t y i n the person of Professor 

Kaurin; And i t s openness i n the c u l t u r a l sphere appealed 

to the Hersle_b-Stenersen c l e r g y . Grundtvig's one and only 

39 I b i d . , p. 49 . 
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v i s i t to C h r i s t l a n l a i n I 8 5 I took on the character of a 
triumphal entry. I t appeared to many as though the Grundt-
v i g i a n s might be the leading party i n the Church of Norv;ay 
f o r some time to come. 

During the 1840's, however, two events occurred which 

were e v e n t u a l l y to prove c a t a s t r o p h i c f o r the Churchly Vlev/. 

Both were a p a r t of the strong c o n f e s s i o n a l r e a c t i o n which, 

aided by the milder Lutheran Orthodoxy of Hersleb and 

Stenersen, swept i n t o Norway a t t h i s time. The f i r s t event 

was the s o - c a l l e d "Catechism Controversy" which broke out 

i n 1843; I t v;as to cost Grundtvigianism the support of the 

"awakened l a i t y " . The second was the e l e c t i o n to the 

T h e o l o g i c a l F a c u l t y of C a r l Paul Caspari i n 184? and G i s l e 

Johnson i n 1849. This development turned the Theological 

F a c u l t y a g a i n s t the Churchly View, and l a t e r led to the 

d e f e c t i o n of Professor Kaurin. 

P r i o r to 1843» various e d i t i o n s of Pontoppidan's 

Catechism Sandhed t i l Gudfrygtighed were i n general use."^ 

I n 1839, a committee c o n s i s t i n g of Professors Kaurin and 

Keyser and Pastor Wexels was commissioned to r e v i s e the 

Catechism. I n 1843> the use of t h e i r r e v i s i o n was author

i z e d by Royal R e s o l u t i o n . ^ The use of older v e r s i o n s was 

permitted f o r a l i m i t e d period of f i v e y ears. 

1 The e d i t i o n used i n the present study i s Sandhed t i l Gud-
frygtlghed,...udi en f o r k l a r i n g oyer Dr. Martin Luthers 
l i d e n Catechismo.. .Christiansand, 1 8 1 7 — c i t e d as Sandhed." 

2 Udtog a f Dr. E r i c h Pontoppidans F o r k l a r i n g , omarbeidet 
a f en d e r t i l naadlgst nedsat commission, C h r i s t i a n i a , 
1 5 5 5 - — c i t e d as Udtdg. 
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The Revised Catechism evoked a storm of p r o t e s t from 

a s e c t i o n of the l a i t y . I n part i t represented a protest 
a g a i n s t the b u r e a u c r a t i c manner i n which the book was author
i z e d , an expression of the r i s i n g opposition to the o f f i c i a l 
c l a s s . But d o c t r i n a l matters were a l s o a t stake. 

T h e o l o g i c a l l y , the controversy may be described as a 

c o n f l i c t between I 8 t h century P i e t i s m and 19th century 

Grundtvlgianisra. Two of the major c o n f l i c t s , one over the 

question of the adiaphora and the other over C h r i s t ' s descent 

i n t o H e l l (where the Revised Catechism l e f t the door open 

f o r the Grundtvigian b e l i e f i n the p o s s i b i l i t y of conversion 

a f t e r death) are not d i r e c t l y r e l e v a n t to our purposes. 

The t e x t s are, however, s e t out i n an Appendix. (Appendix I ) . 

The statements about the Church are, however, of 

d i r e c t importance to o\ir s u b j e c t , and must be discussed 

i n g r e a t e r d e t a i l . The d i f f e r e n c e i s already apparent i n 

t h e t e x t of the Apostles' Creed as given i n the two docu

ments. Here Sandhed gives a paraphrase of the authentic 

t e x t which r e p l a c e s b e l i e f i n the Church by a mere statement 

of i t s e x i s t e n c e , g l o s s e s " C a t h o l i c f by the a d d i t i o n of 

" C h r i s t i a n " and p l a i n l y equates the Communion of S a i n t s 

with the Church. P i e t i s t i nfluence could not be more strongly 

d i s p l a y e d . What, however, Udtog understood by the restored 

t e x t i s c l e a r from two a d d i t i o n a l a r t i c l e s . The f i r s t ex

p l a i n s V7hat i s meant by b e l i e f i n the Church and i s m.ore 

r e s t r a i n e d i n tone than might have been expected. The 

second g l o s s e s "The Communion of S a i n t s " i n a thoroughly 

Grundtvigian manner. The accent f a l l s upon the corporate 
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and a noteworthy point i s i t s i n c l u s i o n both of the l i v i n g 
and the dead w i t h i n the f e l l o w s h i p of the Body of C h r i s t . 

I n the d e f i n i t i o n of the Church, Sandhed approaches 

the Church from, the s u b j e c t i v e point of view, as a community 

of regenerate persons. Udtog, on the other hand, defines i t 

i n more o b j e c t i v e term.s as a confessing community marked out 

by Baptism and the p r o f e s s i o n of the C h r i s t i a n F a i t h . I t s 

tendency to draw only broad l i m i t s to the Church was the 

p r i n c i p a l rock of offense to i t s opponents. While Sandhed 

r e s t r i c t s the marks of the Church to "the pure preaching of 

the Word and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments", Udtog 

asks "Which i s the C h r i s t i a n F a i t h ? " , and r e p l i e s i n terms 

reminiscent of the Baptismal Formula and the Apostles' Creed. 

A f u n c t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n of the Church i s replaced by the 

Grundtvigian approach to the Church through the Creed. A 

new question included i n Udtog expounds the h o l i n e s s of the 

Church i n terms of the Baptismal Covenant andthe operation 

of the Hoj.y S p i r i t through the means of grace. I t i s 

p o s s i b l e to i n f e r t h at any s i m i l a r a r t i c l e i n Sandhed would 

have spoken of a community of holy persons understood i n 

the sense of the regenerate. 

Sandhed emphasizes the d i s t i n c t i o n between the V i s i b l e 

and I n v i s i b l e Church, admitting the existence both of hypo

c r i t e s and true C h r i s t i a n s i n the u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d mass of 

the V i s i b l e Church. The membership of the I n v i s i b l e Church 

i s hidden amid the great mass of hypocrites who cannot 

always be d i s c e r n e d . Apparently then to S^^ndhed, they can 
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sometimes be detected. The corresponding a r t i c l e i n Udtog 

r e s t r i c t s i t s e l f to the V i s i b l e Church, admits the existence 

t h e r e i n both of hypocrites and true mem.bers. Where, however, 

Sandhed merely speaks of the true C h r i s t i a n s as those who 

i n f a i t h do God's w i l l , Udtog defines them as "those who 

keep t h e i r Baptismal Covenant". 

The c l e r g y g e n e r a l l y accepted the Revised Catechism 

(Udtog).^ The l a i t y , l e d by a few turbulent s p i r i t s , did 

not. For s e v e r a l years, they submitted a steady stream of 

p r o t e s t s to the S t o r t i n g and to Wexels. Fresh from t h e i r 

triumphs i n the r e p e a l of the Conventicle Act and the 

founding of the Norwegian Missionary Society i n 1842, 

the "awakened l a i t y " threw t h e i r weight against the 

"Wexels book", as i t was soraetim.es erroneously designated. 

Drammen appears to have been the f i r s t centre of 

opposition. Among the a t t a c k s on Udtog which emanated 

from there was an anonymous pamphlet published by a 

teacher, K r l s t o f e r Bratten. Among h i s objections was the 

question on the nature of the Church. . He charged that 

Udtog was " i n e r r o r " because i t made a person- a member of 

the Church "by mere Baptism and C h r i s t i a n confession, 

whether or not he i s holy".^ Here speaks the authentic 

v o i c e of aroused Piet i s m . 

A f t e r 1848, however, the leader of the opposition 

was a remarkable layman from F r e d r i k s h a l d , Olaus Nielsen. 

3 A. Skrondal, op. c i t . , p. 114. 
4 K. Bratten, Nogle Bemaerkninger..., p. 8. 
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His l i f e s t o r y i s strange and romantic. He was reared i n 
poverty and was burdened with f i n a n c i a l problems f o r the 
gr e a t e r part of h i s l i f e . He was completely s e l f - t a u g h t , 
experienced a sudden conversion a t the age of 24, and there
a f t e r "viewed everything through P i e t i s t i c s p e c t a c l e s " . (Skron-
d a l ) . "Like most s e l f - t a u g h t men, he had an unlimited s e l f -
confidence and a naive c e r t a i n t y that h i s own opinions cor
responded e x a c t l y to o b j e c t i v e C h r i s t i a n t r u t h as revealed 
i n S c r i p t u r e . . . G i f t e d , e n e r g e t i c , and aggressive, but one
sided, stubborn and f a n a t i c a l , . . ..he eventually became i s o 
l a t e d and l o s t the p o s i t i o n of leadership v/hich h i s a b i l i t i e s 
and the circumstances had given him."5 Thwarted temporarily 
as a lay-preacher, N i e l s e n turned to w r i t i n g , and published 
h i s own m a t e r i a l . For ten years (1848-57)• he edited and 
published K i r k e l i g Tidende (Church.Times), the f i r s t Church 
paper i n Norway edited for the l a i t y . ^ At one time, i t had a 
c i r c u l a t i o n of 2000, a large figure f o r that time. I n h i s 
self-assumed r o l e as the defender of Orthodoxy, he issued 
r e - p r i n t s of the o l d e s t e d i t i o n s of Luther's Catechism he 
could f i n d , as w e l l as a Bible from the time of Pontoppidan, 
"examined and co r r e c t e d by 0. Nielsen", Undoubtedly h i s 
li f e - w o r k v/as much coloured by c l a s s hatred. But Nielsen 
i s worth studying, f o r i n many respects he was "a t y p i c a l 

5 L. Selmer, "Olaus Nielsen", i n NBL, X, pp. 66f. ^ 
6 N i e l s e n e x p l a i n s h i s use of the a d j e c t i v e " k i r k e l i g " . 
He says that there are many p e r i o d i c a l s which give 
" h i s t o r i c a l r e p o r t s " about the V i s i b l e Church, but none 
so f a r as he knows which t r e a t s of the a f f a i r s of the 
I n v i s i b l e Church. His paper waa intended to f i l l t h i s 
need. K i r k e l i g Tidende, 1849T50, p. 19. 
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r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the lay viewpoint of h i s day" (Skrondal). 

His Churchmanship "bore the mark of the conventicle, which 

he sought to organize as a Church" (Selmer). He was one 

of the e a r l i e s t spokesmen f o r Church reform; He urged the 

i n t r o d u c t i o n of p a r i s h c o u n c i l s , I n order to protect the 

congregations from " f a l s e teachers". While Nielsen vigor

ously defended h i s own freedom of conscience, he displayed 

an unwavering i n t o l e r a n c e toward the opinions of others. 

As time went on, he grew i n c r e a s i n g l y s e c t a r i a n . I n 1849, he 

d i s c u s s e d i n p r i n t the p o s s i b i l i t y of withdrawal from the 

S t a t e Church; I n 1855, he a s s e r t e d the r i g h t of the l a i t y 

to c e l e b r a t e the - l u c h a r i s t ; And the following year, he 

supported Pastor Lammers' a t t a c k on I n f a n t Baptism, and 

followed him out of the State Church. 

From the year 1846, Nielsen regarded i t as h i s l i f e 

m i s s i o n to e r a d i c a t e the Churchly View. He d i r e c t e d h i s 

a t t a c k f i r s t a g a i n s t Wexels (both personally and theologi

c a l l y ) , then a g a i n s t the c l e r g y as a whole, and f i n a l l y 

a g a i n s t the e n t i r e i n s t i t u t i o n of the Church. Wexels i n 

h i s turn, i n unusually v i o l e n t language, placed Nielsen 

i n the same c l a s s as Marcus Thrane, the leader of the 

budding labour movement; Both men were "wild, d e s t r u c t i v e 

s p i r i t s , the one a t t a c k i n g the State, the other the Church".'7^ 

As e a r l y as 1842, Nielsen had published a small pam

ph l e t on the doctrine of the Church.^ He was p a r t i c u l a r l y 

7 A. Skrondal, op. c i t . , p. 121. 
8 0. Nielsen, Kort Udsigt over Kirken, F r e d r i k s h a l d , 1842. 
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concerned to e s t a b l i s h the r i g h t and duty of the l a i t y to 
preach. With t h i s purpose i n mind, he s h o r t l y t h e r e a f t e r 
inaugurated a "proper work", on which he laboured f o r the 
next three y e a r s . At the time, p u b l i c a t i o n proved Impossible 
owing to l a c k of funds, but s h o r t l y afterwards, the author 
was encouraged by Bratten to p u b l i s h i t as a counter-blast 
to the Revised Catechism.9 i n r e v i s e d form, i t appeared i n 
1847 under the t i t l e Kirken e l l e r h e l l i g e Menneskers-
Samfund f r e m s t i l l e d e 1 Betragtnlnger over den t r e d j e 
A r t i k e l , e t c . (The Church, or the community of holy per
sons, presented i n s t u d i e s on the Third A r t i c l e , e t c . ) . 
This amazing book i s a "proper work" of no fewer than 511 
pages; I t i s the c h i e f source f o r our purpose. A verbose, 
r e p e t i t i o u s , confused, and sometimes contradictory book, 
i t i s n e v e r t h e l e s s a f a n t a s t i c accomplishment for a man 
l i k e N i e l s e n . I t r e v e a l s a t the same time an author of 
great native I n t e l l i g e n c e and energy, and a man handicapped 
i n h i s judgements by lack of education and therefore doubly 
dangerous. I t represents B i b l l e i s m and Pietism i n extreme 
form. I t i s a morass of proof-texts, and the sharp d i s t i n c 
t i o n between the world and the Communion of S a i n t s i s 
repeatedly emphasized. A n t i - c l e r i c a l i s m I s a l s o very 
much:'in evidence. 

9 K i r k e l i g Tidende, I858 , pp. 19f . Nielsen explains that 
he had o r i g i n a l l y been moved to write by the a c t i v i t y 
of the noted J u r i s t C. W. Hjelm. Hjelm, whose p o s i t i o n 
has been described as "ultra-State-Church", was the 

' author of a b i l l (1840) to l i m i t freedom of r e l i g i o n 
together with a s c u r r i l o u s a t t a c k on the lay movement. 
(See f u r t h e r the chapters on Inner Mission and Reform.) 
The copies both of the book Kirken... and of KT now 
i n the U n i v e r s i t y L i b r a r y i n Oslo were formerly i n the 
l i b r a r y of G i s l e Johnson. 
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The book i s a d i s c u s s i o n of the e n t i r e Third A r t i c l e 

of the Creed, as i t appears i n Luther's Catechism. Nielsen's 

v e r s i o n of the A r t i c l e reads: " I b e l i e v e . . . that there e x i s t s 

a holy. C h r i s t i a n Church, which i s a communion of holy per

sons..." 

He def i n e s the Church as "the congregation of God, 

God's own people, God's b e l i e v i n g assembly", "those who 

repent and b e l i e v e " . I t i s a l i t t l e f l o c k , a holy seed. 

Indeed, the community of holy persons i s c a l l e d (by the 

world) s e c t a r i a n , s e p a r a t i s t . E n t h u s i a s t i c , and i s perse

cuted, because the world knows not God.̂ '-' Ni e l s e n natur

a l l y draws a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between the V i s i b l e and the 

I n v i s i b l e Church. The V i s i b l e Church, which includes " a l l 

who a r e c a l l e d to the Kingdom of God", i s not the true 

Church, f o r "everything v i s i b l e i s subje c t to vanity, 

change, and d e s t r u c t i o n , but the i n v i s i b l e i s everlasting".-^-^ 

The true Church i s i n v i s i b l e , s i n c e i t s f a i t h and i t s com

munion with C h r i s t are i n v i s i b l e , i t i s concerned with 

i n v i s i b l e things, and i t c o n s i s t s of i n v i s i b l e essences 

(The Holy T r i n i t y , Angels, "united s p i r i t s " ) . I t i s " s p i r i t 

u a l " . The lengths to which Nielsen could go i n s p i r i t u a l 

i z i n g the Church are w e l l i l l u s t r a t e d by h i s statement that, 

as C h r i s t the Head i s i n v i s i b l e , so i s His Body.-'-̂  He 

a t t a c k s the Revised Catechism's d e f i n i t i o n of the Church 

as " a l l b aptized persons". This Church i s composed of 

10 0. Nielsen, Kirken..., pp. 153, 160. Cf. a l s o KT, 
1851-2, pp. 1-25. 

11 I b i d . , p. 153. 
12 I b i d . , p. 156. 
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"people who are incapable of f a i t h or good works, t h e i r 
understanding darkened..." Vftien CARNIS MINISTERIUM...is 
c a l l e d "the Church", the Church becomes a Jewish school, 
...always s u b j e c t to the t a s t e of the people and the de
mands of the day...a mere folk-Church, which stands under 
the l o r d s h i p of the c l e r g y or the people...the f l e s h l y 
Church w i l l deny the existence of the s p i r i t u a l Church 
and w i l l deny the SPIRITUS MINISTERIUM. .. "^^ Like most 
Haugeans, N i e l s e n v^as c o n t i n u a l l y on h i s guard against 
a f a l s e s e c u r i t y i n Baptism. He does not deny Baptismal 
regeneration; C h i l d r e n are "grafted in t o " C h r i s t i n 
Baptism. But he emphasizes the need f o r repentance and 
f a i t h , for the many who break t h e i r Baptismal covenant, 
who have "put on" C h r i s t i n Baptism but have since put 
Him o f f a g a i n by s i n and u n b e l i e f , and who consequently 
a r e not members of the i n v i s i b l e Church. Baptism " i s 
r e a l l y intended f o r those who confess t h e i r s i n s and 
repent, f o r only these p r o f i t thereby..."1^ Parents 
should take steps to ensure that t h e i r c h i l d r e n remain 
i n C h r i s t . Thus Ni e l s e n does not a t t h i s time r e j e c t 
I n f a n t Baptism, but he has a p e s s i m i s t i c view of i t s 
l a s t i n g e f f i c a c y , together with a deep d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 
with contemporary Baptismal p r a c t i c e . 

N ielsen was not, however, content to leave the Church 

13 I b i d . , pp. •371-372n. This i s the e a r l i e s t use I have 
found of the term "folk-Church". I n opposition to the 
Grundtvigians, the "awakened l a i t y " n a t u r a l l y used the 
term i n a derogatory sense. 

14 I b i d . , p. 227. 
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completely i n v i s i b l e . I n his,view, the Church i s made 
v i s i b l e throiigh 1) C h r i s t i a n conversation, 2) the f r u i t s 
of f a i t h (love, joy, peace, and the l i k e ) , 3) devotions i n 
the home, and 4) public" worship,in the Church and " e l s e 
where". The co n v e n t i c l e i s e s s e n t i a l to a "true v i s i b l e 
communion". Where there are no con v e n t i c l e s , "there i s 
no r i g h t V i s i b l e Church-communion, no matter how many 
Churches and Church-goers". "The v i s i b l i t y of such a 

, communion depends p r i m a r i l y upon the conventicles".-^5 

Despite the all-too-obvious s u b j e c t i v i s m of Nielsen's 

approach to and concept of the Church, he i s never t h e l e s s 

aware t h a t the means which God uses to gather the Church 

are the o b j e c t i v e means of grace, the Word and the Sacra

ments. The marks of the Church are the pure preaching of 

the Word and the r i g h t use of the Sacraments, although 

these are a s c r i b e d to the "true V i s i b l e Church", by which 

he apparently means the Church made v i s i b l e i n the sense 

explained above. For t h i s conclusion, he found support i n 

three f a c t s : 1) The S c r i p t u r a l d e s c r i p t i o n of the true 

Church, 2) The f a c t that the Church isgathered by the 

means of grace, and 3) The f a c t that the true b e l i e v e r s 

separate themselves from the f a l s e members(I). 

One r a t h e r confusing s e c t i o n i n Nielsen's book i s 

h i s treatment of the "causes"(aarsag) of the Church. The 

f i r s t cause (VIRKENDE AARSAG) i s t h e Holy T r i n i t y . The 

e f f i c i e n t cause (BEVAEGENDE AARSAG) i s t h r e e - f o l d : 

15 I b i d . , p. 163. 
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.1) human need, 2) the grace of God, and 3) the s a c r i f i c e 
of C h r i s t . • Again,he speaks of the "cause" of the Church 
as being 1) the p r a i s e of God, and 2) the repentance and 
s a l v a t i o n of mankind. I n t h i s case, the word i s used i n 
the sense of a f i n a l cause to denote the r a i s o n d'etre 
or purpose of the Church.-'-^ 

I n chapter X, "On the d i f f e r e n c e between the Church 

e s t a b l i s h e d and founded by the Lord and the Church caused 

by the world and e s t a b l i s h e d by human concepts", Nielsen 

develops h i s argument a g a i n s t the Revised Catechism. The 

former i s h i s "holy C h r i s t i a n Church", the l a t t e r the 

"holy c a t h o l i c Church" of the Catechism. 

As we have noted, he r e j e c t s the d e f i n i t i o n of the 

Church proposed by the Catechism. " A l l Church p a r t i e s . . . 

a l l h e r e t i c s , E n t h u s i a s t s , f a l s e teachers, blasphemers, 

l i a r s , murderers, v i l l a i n s , s i n n e r s , and unrighteous men, 

i f only they be baptized and for the sake of show attend 

p u b l i c worship" are members of t h i s new " C h r i s t i a n Church"3-7 

N i e l s e n denies the a s s e r t i o n of the Catechism that the 

h o l i n e s s of the Church i s due to the means of grace and the 

Holy S p i r i t . "The means of grace are secure enough i n them

s e l v e s , but can t h i s Church b u i l d anything defensible on 

them?...How many of a l l these baptized persons a c t u a l l y 

serve God?...only a few. .. "•'-̂  N i e l s e n has previously defined 

16 I b i d . , p. 154. 
17 I b i d . , p. 375. 
18 I b i d . , pp. 376f . Cf. P. 379: "The means of grace can 
save no one u n l e s s he allows them.to awaken and convert 
him. " 
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the h o l i n e s s of the Church i n eight p o i n t s : The Church i s 
holy because of the h o l i n e s s of 1) i t s founder, 2) the means 
whereby i t i s b u i l t , 3) the b e l i e v e r s , 4) God's hands, which 
use the b e l i e v e r s as instruments, 5) the hearts of the be
l i e v e r s , 6) i t s d o c t r i n e , 7) i t s persecution, and 8) i t s 
e v e r l a s t i n g c h a r a c t e r . Where any of these i s missing, 
there i s no holy Church. •'•̂  

On the c a t h o l i c i t y of the Church, the Revised Catechism 

had s t a t e d t h a t i t was the Church's destiny "to include a l l 

men". N i e l s e n holds that i t i s the Church's destiny to 

preach the Gospel to a l l men, but not to include a l l men, 

because a l l do not, unfortunately, b e l i e v e the Gospel. 

He r e f u s e s to c a l l the Church " c a t h o l i c " , . o r ALMINDELIG. 

For t h i s he seems to give two reasons. He i d e n t i f i e s the 

term with the Roman C a t h o l i c Church and her e r r o r s . The 

Church of the Pope i s t h e only "ALMINDELIG" Church (pp. 373, 

378n.), and i t i s a f a l s e Church (p. 374). The true Church, 

on the other hand, i s too small a group to be c a l l e d ALMIN

DELIG (p. 361). A f t e r a l l , C h r i s t ' s Person and doctrine 

were UALMINDELIG ("uncommon"). Here Nielsen i s obviously 

p l a y i n g upon an ambiguity i n the meaning of the word. To 

the o b j e c t i o n that Pontoppldan uses the term, he merely 

r e p l i e s that he may be excused fo r t h i s e r r o r ( p . 378n.). 

N i e l s e n refused to confess to any f a i t h i n the Church. 

The " f a l s e n e s s " of the Revised Catechism's Church i s shown 

by i t s demand to be b e l i e v e d i n , e s p e c i a l l y when i t i s such 

19 I b i d . , p. 135. 
20 I b i d . , p. 372. 
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a mixed body. To b e l i e v e i n the Church must mean e i t h e r 
that "the s m a l l e r group [the Communion of Saints^ i s to 
b e l i e v e i n the l a r g e r [the confessing community of baptized 
persons"] , or that we are to b e l i e v e i n the c l e r g y . . .because 
the Church's d o c t r i n e i s given to them...an ' i n f a l l i b l e ' 
t e aching e s t a t e , who understand r e l i g i o n b e t t e r than 
o t h e r s " . N i e l s e n m i s i n t e r p r e t s the Revised Catechism's 
q u a l i t a t i v e d i s t i n c t i o n between Church and Communion of 
S a i n t s as a q u a n t i t a t i v e d i s t i n c t i o n , and regards t h i s as 
s t i l l another evidence of the f a l s e n e s s of i t s Church. 
"They w i l l not recognize the Communion of S a i n t s as the 
Church, f o r they would condemn i t as s e c t a r i a n , but they 
would have themselves and the world designated as the 
Church". 

N a t u r a l l y , Nielsen's concept of the Ministry s t r e s s e s 

the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood, the c h a r i s m a t i c p r i n c i p l e , and 

the inner c a l l . A l l C h r i s t i a n s are p r i e s t s , and i t i s the 

duty of a l l to spread the Gospel, "through the S p i r i t , grace 

and pov/er a c t i v e w i t h i n us". Some have the power and the 

charisma to preach. Others are to witness by Godly l i f e 

and conversation "within t h e i r own c i r c l e " . The inner c a l l 

i s as l e g i t i m a t e , though l e s s apparent, as the pastor's 

c a l l . I t cannot be c a l l e d i l l e g i t i m a t e , for i t i s God's 

c a l l , and His c a l l must be regarded as l e g i t i m a t e , although 

i t may not be as " r e g u l a r " as we might wish. Study, 

21 I b i d . , p. 362. 
22 I b i d . , p. 362. 
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examination, and ordination, (although Nielsen does not 
r e j e c t or regard these things as u n p r o f i t a b l e ) , are not 
the way to the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e , but "repentance and f a i t h " . 
The outer c a l l i s worthless without the imier c a l l . ^ ^ 
The ordained M i n i s t r y i s not "unnecessary or superfluous... 
God f o r b i d ! " "There are some pastors who speak i n C h r i s t " , 
although most " c o u n t e r f e i t God's Word..." But the c l e r g y 
man who denies the r i g h t of lay-preaching "offends against 
the true priesthood, and bears the name of pastor i n v a i n " . ^ ^ 
N i e l s e n strongly defends .conventicles: "To f o r b i d conventicles 
i s t h e same as to f o r b i d the clergy to preach the Gospel; 
For, s i n c e the conventicle i s an i n e v i t a b l e f r u i t of the 
preaching of the Gospel, the Gospel must be suppressed l e s t 
i t c r e a t e c o n v e n t i c l e s " . ^ 5 

Such was the p o s i t i o n of Olaus Nielsen. I f he can be 

regarded as t y p i c a l of the awakened l a i t y i n 1847, he was 

not i n h i s l a t e r y e a r s . By 1877, when he wrote Nogle Ord 

om Sekter og Kirken (Some words on Sects and the Church), 

he had moved s t i l l f u r t h e r i n a S p i r i t u a l i s t d i r e c t i o n i n 

h i s d o c t r i n e of the Church, and become an advocate of e c c l e s i 

a s t i c a l anarchy. I n t h i s work, he purported to show from 

S c r i p t u r e and from Church h i s t o r y that both the s e c t s and 

the Churches are " f a l s e " . Sects have a way of turning into 

Churches, and a l l organized Churches are "Babylon, the 

whore", and represent something "mysterious" and "foreign" 

23 I b i d . , pp. 317f . 
24 I b i d . , p. 369n. 
25 I b i d . , pp. 300f . 
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which has interposed i t s e l f between C h r i s t and the congre
g a t i o n . The C h r i s t i a n should seek God d i r e c t l y , and avoid 
a l l Churches and s e c t s . 

V/exels attempted to defend himself and h i s views i n 

h i s Open D e c l a r a t i o n (AABSN EREIAERING, 1845) and A Peace

f u l Word...(Et Fredens Ord..., 1852). The former i s not 

r e l e v a n t here, as i t i s concerned e x c l u s i v e l y with the 

question of C h r i s t ' s descent into H e l l . The l a t t e r i s a 

defence of the h i s t o r i c a l l y c o r r e c t form of the Third 

A r t i c l e . Wexels claims that, since the appropriation of 

the Creed i s a condition of membership i n the Church, i t s 

wording i s of v i t a l importance; A f t e r a l l , the words carry 

the meaning. He presents a lengthy apology f o r the word 

" c a t h o l i c " (ALMINDELIG) from the Confessions and the Lutheran 

dogmaticians. Moreover, t h i s i s i n f a c t the meaning which 

Luther attached to the term " C h r i s t i a n " , although he v;as 

g u i l t y of a "misunderstanding" when he employed the word 

GEMEINDE i n s t e a d of GEI^INSGHAFT i n h i s t r a n s l a t i o n of 

"the Communion of S a i n t s " into German. Wexels can quote 

Arndt, Spener, and Francke i n support of the c o r r e c t t e x t 

and the drawing of a d i s t i n c t i o n between "the holy c a t h o l i c 

Church" and "the Communion of S a i n t s " . 

E t Fredens Ord i s a l s o a plea '.for the freedom to use 

the c o r r e c t form. The s i t u a t i o n a t the time was somewhat 

confused. I n 1850, the M i n i s t r y for Church A f f a i r s had 
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published an o f f i c i a l e d i t i o n of the Symbolical Books 
approved by the Theological Faculty i n which the Creed 
appeared i n the c o r r e c t form.^^ A large meeting of clergy 
a t Lillehammer the same year, i n which Gisle Johnson himself 
p a r t i c i p a t e d , unanimously approved the new t r a n s l a t i o n and 
c a l l e d f o r i t s i n t r o d u c t i o n i n t o the Baptismal R i t u a l . 
For some i n e x p l i c a b l e reason, however, no Royal Resolution 
to t h i s e f f e c t was forthcoming. The form authorized by the 
Baptismal Ordinance of I783 remained the only l e g a l l y 
acceptable form. 

Wexels pleads f o r "the greatest possible freedom and 
the l e a s t possible compulsion w i t h i n the boundaries o f the 
State Church". Since the State Church has long permitted 
the use o f various forms, i t ought to continue to do so. 
He asserts t h a t any pastor v/ho u t i l i z e s the correct form i s 
" w e l l w i t h i n h i s r i g h t s " , but i f he were to be denied the 
freedom to use i t , he v/ould have no recourse but t o res i g n . 
I n p o i n t of f a c t , many had already begun to use the correct 
form. But the c o n d i t i o n a l reference to r e s i g n a t i o n was 
destined i n time t o prove prophetic. 

Wexels received s u r p r i s i n g l y l i t t l e support from others. 
One o f the two men who sought to defend him; however, was 
Professor Kaurin. I n rep l y to Bratten, he published a l i t t l e 
book e n t i t l e d Some Words t o the NorKegian Church..., i n 
which he assumed the major r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the Revised 
Catechism. This work leaves no doubt of Kaurin's 

26 The committee v/hich prepared the new t r a n s l a t i o n and 
e d i t i o n consisted o f Pastor Fangen, Prof. Kaurin, and 
— Wexels. 
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Grundtvigianlsm. The Church i s "the C h r i s t i a n congregation, 
the h i s t o r i c a l C h r i s t i a n Church, which was founded by the 
Holy S p i r i t through the Word and Baptism on the f i r s t Pente
cost... and which has remained and evolved by means o f the 
t r a n s m i t t e d means of grace... throughout I8OO years 
Kaurin attempts to defend the Revised Catechism by drawing 
a d i s t i n c t i o n between the subjects discussed by Sandhed and 
Udtog. Sandhed i d e n t i f i e d the Church w i t h the Communion of 
Saints, and i s th e r e f o r e t a l k i n g about the I n v i s i b l e Church. 
Udtog i s t a l k i n g about the " h i s t o r i c , C h r i s t i a n Church", 
i . e . the V i s i b l e Church, although he says t h a t the terms 
V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church are not used i n Udtog because 
they are not S c r i p t u r a l and "do not serve to c l a r i f y the 
concepts". Pontoppidan's i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of these two 
statements i n the Creed i s erroneous, f o r three reasons: 
l ) T l C I C A i r i A . i s not the same as ICoiVu)vifi., f o r the l a t t e r 
i s never used by the New Testament or the Fathers i n the 
sense o f " a s s e m b l y 2 ) Such an appository gloss would be 
superfluous; And 3) Scripture includes hypocrites and f a l s e 
members i n the holy c a t h o l i c Church. As evidence, he c i t e s 
such parables as the Wheat and the Tares, the Drag-net, and 
the Wedding of the King's Son,^^ Moreover, the Apology to 
the Augsburg Confession includes the hypocrites as members 
according to the "outward marks", "the Word, Confession of 
f a i t h , and the Sacraments". Kaurin regards C h r i s t i a n Baptism 

27 J. Kaurin, Nogle Ord t i l den norske Kirke.... p. 24. 
28 I b i d . , pp. 22f. 
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and confession o f the C h r i s t i a n F a i t h as the conditions the 
Church demands f o r r e c e p t i o n i n t o membership. He points out 
however, t h a t the Revised Catechism guards against the view 
t h a t Baptism and confession guarantee s a l v a t i o n . I n question 
415, the question i s asked: "-^re a l l saved who are baptized 
and who confess the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h ? " , and the answer i s 
given: "No. Only the Church's true members are saved." And 
the f o l l o w i n g question c l e a r l y d i s t i n g u i s h e s between "two 
k i n i i a " of members i n the e m p i r i c a l Church, hypocrites and 
t r u e C h r i s t i a n s . 

We have examined only a p a r t o f the l i t e r a t u r e i n the. 
Catechism Controversy, i n order to present the issues and 
the p r i n c i p a l p o s i t i o n s . The r e s u l t o f the controversy was 
a v i c t o r y f o r the awakened l a i t y . The Revised version, 
which by the best estimate had been introduced i n t o most 
of the town Churches and about a t h i r d of-the r u r a l Churches, 
was not r e c a l l e d . But i n 1852, the Government rescinded 
i t s order to withdraw the older versions. Molland says 
t h a t the Government y i e l d e d a t t h i s p o i n t because i t feared 
a Free-Church movement and even a possible r e v o l u t i o n ; 1848 
was s t i l l f r e s h i n the memory of everyone. Although'the 
controversy abated a f t e r 1852, i t vras only v/lth the p u b l i 
c a t i o n o f H. U. Sverdrup's r e v i s i o n of Pontoppidan i n 1864, 
a r e v i s i o n more to the l i k i n g o f the l a i t y , t h a t the matter 
was f i n a l l y closed. 
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(d) Grundtvigianism i n Ascendancy. 
Fr e d r i k A. Wexelsen (1818-96) and 
Johannes W. C. D i e t r i c h s o n (1815-83) 

Grundtvigianism continued, however, to gain supporters. 
About t h i s time, the party assumed the s p i r i t u a l leadership 
o f the Church of Denmark, although i t never embraced a major
i t y of the Church people. The important "All-Scandinavian 
Church Meetings" held i n Copenhagen (1857), Lund (1859), 
and C h r i s t i a n i a (1861) were inaugurated on the i n i t i a t i v e of 
the Grundtvigians and dominated by them, except f o r the 
delegates from Sweden, where Grundtvigianism has never 
possessed any s i g n i f i c a n t f o l l o w i n g . Grundtvigian c i r c l e s 
sprang up here and there i n Norway. I n 1857» the party 
began p u b l i c a t i o n of K i r k e l i g t Folkeblad, under the able 
e d i t o r s h i p o f Pastor F r e d r i k A. Wexelsen and O.A.T. Krog-
ness. This e x c e l l e n t paper was to serve as the Grundtvigian 
organ i n Norway f o r fourteen years. Moreover, the movement 
underwent a s i g n i f i c a n t change i n character about t h i s time. 
I n a d d i t i o n to i t s f u n c t i o n as a r e l i g i o u s and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
p a r t y , i t gradually broadened to include a movement f o r 
popular education and c u l t u r e as w e l l . I t provided a haven 
f o r men of v a r y i n g shades of l i b e r a l opinion. The change 
i n the general s i t u a t i o n i n the Church brought the Grundt
v i g i a n s face'' toface w i t h new opponents. Rationalism was 
vanquished; From t h i s time forward, i t s adversaries were 
re v i v e d Orthodoxy and Pietism and the forces o f p o l i t i c a l 
and c u l t u r a l r e a c t i o n . 
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As representative of Norwegian Grundtvigianism a t t h i s 
p e r i o d , we propose to discuss the ecclesiology of Fredrik 
A. Wexelsen and J. W. C. Dietrichson. 

F. A. Wexelsen , the b r i l l i a n t and g i f t e d v i c a r of Bak-
,landet Church i n Trondhjem, was a nephew of Wexels, and 
shared h i s uncle's n o b i l i t y o f character and dedication to 
the p a s t o r a l task. Even h i s opponents praised him, and Skron-
d a l asserts t h a t i n d i f f e r e n t circumstances, he would c e r t a i n 
l y have r i s e n to the o f f i c e of Bishop. Apart from Wexels, 
he was the foremost spokesman f o r the Churchly View i n 
Norway. 

The very f i r s t a r t i c l e i n K i r k e l i g t Folkeblad cam.e from 
h i s pen, and was e n t i t l e d , s i g n i f i c a n t l y enoijgh, "The Ch r i s t 
i a n Church".^ I t was followed l a t e r the same year by another, 
e n t i t l e d "For Further Explanation".^ Although he shows 
signs of o r i g i n a l t h i n k i n g , Wexelsen does not diverge from 
Grundtvig or VJ'exels i n any e s s e n t i a l p o i n t . His fundamental 
approach and s t a r t i n g p o i n t i s thoroughly o b j e c t i v e ; He begins 
v;ith the means of grace. The presence of Christ i s i n d i s -
s o l u b l y l i n k e d w i t h the means of grace. Whereever He i s , 
there i s the Church. "The true Church i s present wherever 
people gather about the m.eans of grace which He has given 
them.. .wherever God speaks t o us and deals w i t h us...as 
Father, SAviour, and S a n c t i f i e r . " 3 Wexelsen defends the 
Grundtvigians against the charge t h a t they "overvalue" the 

1 "Den Kris t n e Kirke", KF, I , pp. 6-26, 33-45. 
2 " T i l Naermere F o r k l a r i n g " , KF, I , pp. 209ff., 225ff. 
3 KF, I , p. 9. . . . 
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means of grace. This, i n h i s view, would be Impossible. 
He defines the means of grace as the Word and the two 
Sacraments, but i t i s evident from the context t h a t he does 
not mean to i d e n t i f y the Word w i t h S c r i p t u r e . He can also 
define the means of grace simply as "the Sacraments".^ 
The Word i s p r i m a r i l y the Grundtvlglan " l i v i n g Word" which 
comes to man through the Sacraments. V/exelsen says t h a t the 
encounter betvjeen God and man "does not occur s e c r e t l y , but 
i n a v i s i b l e , sensible d i v i n e a c t , namely i n Baptism i n t o 
the Name of the Triune God".5 Baptism i s the "entrance", 
the "gate" t o the Church, and the "basic concept" of the 
Church, upon which i t r e s t s and which distinguishes i t from 
every other community.^ To Baptism i s i n d l s s o l u b l y connected 
the "Covenant", which God makes w i t h those who wish to be 
received i n t o His f e l l o w s h i p . Thus, f a i t h also belongs to 
the "basic concept" of the Church; Those who renounce the 
d e v i l and confess the F a i t h c o n s t i t u t e , together w i t h God, 
the Church. God continues and p e r f e c t s His work i n them 
through the Word and the Lord's Supper. For baptized 
b e l i e v e r s , the preached Word i s an "explanation" and a 
"quickening" o f the Baptismal g i f t of grace, and an admoni
t i o n to an ever-increasing a p p r o p r i a t i o n o f the g i f t . For 
the unbaptized and the unbeliever, i t Is a c a l l to repentance 
and an i n v i t a t i o n to C h r i s t . 

Wexelsen emphasizes, however, the e s s e n t i a l d i a l e c t i c 
4 Kf, I , pp. 215, 227. 
5 KF, I , p. 11. 
6 KF, I , p. 12. 
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o f the Lutheran d o c t r i n e of the Church. I n using the term 
"Church", he explains, "we are t h i n k i n g p a r t l y of the means 
of grace, through which C h r i s t dwells i n those who believe, 
p a r t l y o f the community of persons who are regenerated and 
s a n c t i f i e d by the means of grace. I t has been and s t i l l i s 
the source o f much misunderstanding, suspicion, and needless 
s t r i f e t h a t many, when they hear the word "Church", only 
have the l a t t e r sense i n mind. . The Church belongs not 
only to the C h r i s t i a n people (the s a i n t s ) , but also to 
t h e i r King and Lord, Who through the means of grace dwells 
among them. ""̂  The Church i s "a State", "God's Kingdom on 
e a r t h " , and t h i s belongs both to people and King. Without 
the community of b e l i e v e r s , there are no means of grace i n 
l i v i n g use, there i s no Christ i n a c t i o n on earth; But 
n e i t h e r i s there any congregation without the means of grace.8 

Wexelsen i s not averse t o using the ternis V i s i b l e and 
I n v i s i b l e Church, but he repeatedly stresses the f a c t t h a t 
these do not represent two Churches, but merely two aspects 
o f the one Church. Like Wexels, he describes the Church as 
possessing both a Body and a Soul. This d i s t i n c t i o n i s not 
i d e n t i c a l w i t h the d i s t i n c t i o n between the Church as the 
bearer o f the means of grace and as the community of b e l i e 
v e r s , but r a t h e r w i t h i t s V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e aspects I n 
e i t h e r case. The Church as i n s t i t u t i o n possesses both a 
body and a soul, and i s both v i s i b l e and i n v i s i b l e . Like
wise the Church as the community of b e l i e v e r s ; I t s f a i t h 

7 tF,l, p. 14. 
8 I b i d . , p. 15. 
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i s i n v i s i b l e , but i t s persons are v i s i b l e , and i t i s "re
cognizable" (KJENDELIG) by " i t s Baptism and confession, 
i t s l i f e , and i t s c o n f l i c t w i t h the world". Wexelsen 
takes exception to the a s s e r t i o n t h a t we are saved only 
as members of the I n v i s i b l e Church and not as members of 
the V i s i b l e Church. This i s merely t o confuse the issue, 
and would lead to an underevaluation of the importance of 
membership i n the .Visible Church. On the contrary, t h i s 
i s necessary, f o r we are not saved without the means of 
grace, we do not f i n d C h r i s t outside His i n s t i t u t i o n s , and 
r i g h t l y understood, there i s no s a l v a t i o n outside the 
Church.^ Yet. we must use these i n s t i t u t i o n s a r i g h t , and 
appropriate l i f e and the S p i r i t through the means of grace. 
Wexelsen admits t h a t the Church has her "dead" members, but 
he cannot accept the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the V i s i b l e Church 
w i t h the confessing community and the I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 
the I n v i s i b l e Church w i t h the b e l i e v i n g community. Nor 
can he accept the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the phrase "the Com
munion of Saints" w i t h the I n v i s i b l e Church. He struggles 
manfully to avoid a dualism a t t h i s p o i n t . The Church on 
ea r t h must put up w i t h f a l s e C h r i s t i a n s , and reckon a l l 
who " v o l u n t a r i l y confess the C h r i s t i a n F a i t h " as members, 
unles t h e i r l i v e s obviously give the l i e to t h e i r profes
s i o n . I t i s a "mixed assembly o f genuine and f a l s e mem
bers". Not a l l those who have been baptized are members 
o f the Church; Some " r e j e c t the F a i t h . . . " , although they 
9 I b i d . , p. 22. 



294 

may be members o f the State Church. I t i s necessary to 
d i s t i n g u i s h betv^een "Christendom" and "God's congregation". 
Nevertheless, Wexelsen asserts t h a t " a l l who accept and 
appropriate the... Baptismal covenant are members...when 
they are r i g h t l y baptized w i t h the Church's Baptism...God 
has o f f e r e d us s a l v a t i o n on these terms, and v/e must 
n e i t h e r add nor subtract anything from them".-^^ 

Like Wexels, Wexelsen I n s i s t s upon describing the 
Church as " c a t h o l i c " (ALMINDELIG), because"it i s her des
t i n y to embrace a l l men". No one has any r i g h t vrhatever 
to a l t e r the Baptismal covenant by changing the wording of 
the Creed. Luther was wrong t o s u b s t i t u t e " C h r i s t i a n " f o r 
" c a t h o l i c " , though he i n t e r p r e t e d i t i n this.sense. We 
must confess f a i t h i n the " c a t h o l i c " Church, l e s t we give 
Rome reason t o c a l l us apostate. Wexelsen can unChurch 
some denominations because they r e j e c t Baptism and the 
complete confession of f a i t h . Despite d o c t r i n a l disagree
ment, he accepts the Roman Catholic and Reformed branches. 
Rome's great e r r o r i s her exclusive claim to the t i t l e of 
"Church". 

For Wexelsen, then. Baptism and f a i t h are the "basic 
concept" (GRUNDBEGREB) of the Church. He speaks next of 
i t s " fulness" (INDBEGREB), t h a t which I s necessary f o r the 
" b i r t h , maintenance, and growth" of C h r i s t i a n l i f e . To t h i s 
belong: 1) the Sacraments, 2) The Gospel, or the preaching • 
of the Word, 3) the M i n i s t r y , 4) people who believe the 
10 I b i d . , p. 36. 
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Word and make use o f the Sacraments, and 5) Holy Scripture, 
which i s the Church's "text-book" (LAEREBOG) regarding the 
Kingdom o f God, whence i t "derives Ap o s t o l i c enlightenment 
and i s made wise unto s a l v a t i o n " . ^ 

Since the Church i s "the i n s t i t u t i o n of grace" NAADES-
FORANSTALTNING), given by the Lord Himself f o r our s a l v a t i o n , 
we ought to confess f a i t h i n i t . Indeed, t h i s i s required 
o f us i n Baptism. I t i s not enough t o believe t h a t the 
Church e x i s t s , any more than i t i s enough to believe t h a t 
God e x i s t s . The Church i s "a work of God", God's redemptive 
power resides i n the means of grace alone, we f i n d God only 
i n them, and consequently we must believe i n the Church. 
I f we do not believe i n v?hat God has i n s t i t u t e d , we must 
be l i e v e i n what men have wrought. We must not replace the 
Church by our own works, nor regard our own I n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
o f S c r i p t u r e as the ground of f a i t h . 

I n "For Further Explanation", Wexelsen adopts a 
thorough-going Grundtvigian p o s i t i o n on the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
of S c r i p t u r e t o the Church. The Church i s p r i o r to Scrip
t u r e , which m.ust be i n t e r p r e t e d i n accordance w i t h the Rule 
of F a i t h , the Creed. Scripture i s not i t s e l f a means of 
regeneration, but merely points to the Sacraments. He also 
answers the charge t h a t the Grundtvigians put the Church i n 
the place of C h r i s t , i n such a way as to i n d i c a t e t h a t he 
v i r t u a l l y regards the Church as (to use an Anglo-Catholic 
phrase) "the extension of the Incarnation". Wexelsen admits 
11 I b i d . , p. 40. 
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t h a t the Grundtvigians put the Church i n Christ's place, 
but asserts t h a t t h i s i s only what He Himself has done. 
"He has put His congregation w i t h the holy means of grace 
i n His place, as surely as the Holy S p i r i t i s His Regent 
on e a r t h and the r e v e l a t i o n o f t h i s S p i r i t occurs through 
the Church's means of grace".-'-^ Therefore, the Church i s 
c a l l e d the Body o f Christ and the Fulness of Ch r i s t . 
Everyone must e i t h e r put the Church i n Christ's place or 
something else; Rome puts the Pope i n Christ's place, the 
Enthusiasts,the i n n e r l i g h t , the R a t i o n a l i s t s , reason, 
others again t h e i r own i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Sc r i p t u r e . 

Another t y p i c a l Grundtvlglan was Pastor J. V/. C. 
Di e t r i c h s o n , v i c a r a t Nerstrand and l a t e r a t 0stre Moland. 
He was the f i r s t ordained clergyman of the Church of Norway 
to work among the emigrants t o America, organized several 
congregations and l a i d the foundation f o r what came to be 
known as The Norwegian Synod there. He del i v e r e d a l e c t u r e 
a t the second Scandinavian Church Meeting i n Lund (1859) 
e n t i t l e d "The teaching o f the Church on Baptism, the Church, 
and the M i n i s t r y " . Although he r e j e c t e d the Grundtvigian 
l a b e l , h i s views r e f l e c t the "party line. 1 3 He says t h a t 
Baptism together w i t h i t s Covenant ( i n t e r p r e t e d i n terms of 
the Creed) c o n s t i t u t e s "the means whereby man i s received 
i n t o the c i r c l e of d i s c i p l e s . . . "•'•̂  I t i s the sole means of 

12 KP, I , p. 227. 
13 Grundtvigian theologians generally p r e f e r r e d to c a l l 
themselves "the Churchly"(de K i r k e l i g e ) , regardin-g "Grundt
v i g i a n " as undesirable because i t was a "party" name. 

14 Fdrhandlingar v i d det andra Skandinaviska Kyrkomdte, 
p. 124. 
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regeneration. A person may f a l l from the Covenant, but 
t h i s does not mean t h a t e t e r n a l l i f e i s "dead" w i t h i n him. 
So long as he has not committed the s i n against the Holy 
Ghost, he can be "converted" through "the c a l l of grace i n 
God's Word", but t h i s i s not a regeneration. Baptism brings 
the Church w i t h i t s blessings to the i n d i v i d u a l . Only 
through the Church can Heaven's blessings come to us; Out
side the Church there i s no s a l v a t i o n . Therefore i t i s 
necessary to believe i n the Church. The Baptismal Covenant 
demands i t . D i e t r i c h s o n departs from the Grundtvigian 
p o s i t i o n only i n h i s r a t h e r unclear attempt to define the 
r e l a t i o n o f the Church to the Commimion of Saints. He t r i e s 
to develop t h i s according t o an analogy of the Church as a 
Kingdom. The Communion of Saints i s "the f e l l o w s h i p of a l l 
t r u e , obedient citizens".-^5 The Church i s a more extensive 
concept, i n c l u d i n g a l l those who ha\/e been granted c i t i z e n 
ship i n Baptism. The r e s u l t i s an un-Grundtvigian quanti
t a t i v e d i s t i n c t i o n which i n p r a c t i c e amounts to the d i s t i n c 
t i o n between the V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church, although he 
does not use these terms. I n h i s d o c t r i n e of t h e M i n l s t r y , 
D i e t r i c h s o n follov^s Wexels. I t belongs "of necessity" to 
the Kingdom of Heaven, f o r the proper a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the 
Sacraments and the r i g h t preaching of the V/ord (the f a c t 
t h a t D i e t r i c h s o n l i s t e d the Sacraments before the Word i s 
s i g n i f i c a n t ) . I t has been "transmitted from the Lord 
through the Apostles i n the holy c a t h o l i c Church". "''̂  

15 I b i d . , pp. 131f. 
16 I b i d . , p. 133. 
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D i e t r i c h s o n draws a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between the Universal 
Priesthood, v;hich "every C h r i s t i a n anointed and consecrated 
i n Baptism" possesses, and the o f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y , which 
only those who are c a l l e d , examined, and consecrated by the 
Lord can claim. I t i s s o l e l y the f u n c t i o n of the l a t t e r to 
baptize;' and teach. He quotes the o r d i n a t i o n formula of the 
Churches o f Denmark and Norway: The clergy have "power and 
a u t h o r i t y , as the r i g h t f u l servants of God and Jesus C h r i s t , 
to preach God's Word p u b l i c l y and p r i v a t e l y i n the Church, 
to administer the holy Sacraments according to Christ's own 
I n s t i t u t i o n , to bind the sins of the s t i f f - n e c k e d and to 
loose the sins o f the p e n i t e n t , and everything else which 
belongs to h i s holy c a l l i n g according to God's Word and the 
order of the Church". No one may take t h i s vocation upon 
him s e l f . Only he who i s ordained by the Church has the 
" f u l l measure" of Divine a u t h o r i t y . R i g h t l y understood, 
o r d i n a t i o n conveys a charisma, whence the pastor constantly 
draws new power f o r h i s work. As f o r the c a l l , only the 
Lord knows who has the inner c a l l . Consequently, we must 
regard everyone who has the c a l l of the Church as being 
c a l l e d by the Lord. 

I n the e a r l y l850's, Grundtvigianism was strong i n the 
Church o f Norway. Two widely separated examples may s u f f i c e 
to bear t h i s out. I n I 8 5 I , the Drammen Theological Society 
met to discuss the question o f the r e l a t i o n s h i p between Church 
and State. Ten theses v^ere presented f o r discussion. There 
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was cooisiderable c r i t i c i s m o f the Revised Catechism; As we 
have sa i d , Drammen was the e a r l y centre o f opposition. But 
there i s no evidence o f any dissension on the f i r s t t h e s i s , 
which defined the do c t r i n e of the Church. I t was almost 
completely Grundtvigian i n character: "The holy, c a t h o l i c 
Church...Is the gathering of a l l who through the means of 
grace...are u n i t e d i n t o a congregation. . .v/hlch declares i t s 
r e n u n c i a t i o n o f God's enemy the devil...and confesses f a i t h 
i n the Triune God...according to the Apostolic a r t i c l e s of 
f a i t h " . 1 7 

The same year, i n Wisconsin, U.S.A., the Synod of the 
Norwegian Evangelical Lutheran Church was formed. A r t i c l e 
I I o f i t s C o n s t i t u t i o n read as f o l l o w s : "The Church's doc
t r i n e i s t h a t which i s revealed through God's holy V/ord i n 
our Baptismal Covenant and i n the canonical books of the 
Old and New Testaments..." A r t i c l e I I I stated t h a t the 
Church recognized as clergy only those who were " r i g h t l y 
examined, r e g u l a r l y c a l l e d , and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l l y ordained".1 ^ 

17 "Forhandlinger i Drammens Theologiske Forening", 
Theologisk T l d s s k r i f t , I I I , p.-535. The_one non-Grundtvig-
i a n element.in the thesis.was i t s acceptance of Scripture 
as a means o f grace. 

18 "Den Norsk-Evangelisk-Lutherske Kirke i Amerika", TT, 
I I I , p. 511 . The C o n s t i t u t i o n was, hov^ever, purged of 
a l l Grundtvigian leaven two years l a t e r , a f t e r the 
a r r i v a l of several Johnsonian pastors. 
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(e) The Cam.paign against Grundtvigianism : 
Gisle Johnson and Carl Paul Caspari (1814-92) 

Grundtvigianism had, however, powerful opponents. 
The"av;akened l a i t y " had been a l i e n a t e d by the Catechism 
Controversy. The e l e c t i o n o f Johnson and Caspari to the 
Theological Faculty i n the l a t e 1840's heralded a powerful 
confessional-Orthodox r e a c t i o n . Vfexels saw the storm coming 
as e a r l y as 1847. He wrote t h a t "the clouds are forming 
more and more against the Churchly View..."; The make-up 
of the Theological Faculty means t h a t the opponents of the 
View w i l l be superior i n l e a r n i n g ; And "that f a i t h i n the 
Church which i s the r e a l foundation of the Churchly View, 
i s f o r e i g n t o most people, indeed i t i s regarded as a 
Roman Catholic m o n s t r o s i t y W h e n i n the l850's the 
l a i t y and the Faculty formed an anti-Grundtvlglan. a l l i a n c e , 
the stage f o r the c o n f l i c t was set. 

The connecting l i n k between these two f a c t i o n s was 
the person of Gisle Johnson. As the leader of the great 
r e v i v a l of the 1850's, he v/on the hearts of the C h r i s t i a n 
l a i t y . His u l t r a - c o n f e s s i o n a l standpoint i n e v i t a b l y clashed 
w i t h the growing s t r e n g t h of Grundtvigianism. Johnson's 
f i r s t appearance as an a n t i - G r u n d t v i g i a n took place a t a 
p a s t o r a l conference I n Fredrikshald i n I 8 5 I , where he 
1 I n a l e t t e r to Ludvlg Helveg, the Danish Grundtvigian. 
Wexels had a c t i v e l y supported Helveg's candidacy f o r the 
p o s i t i o n to which Caspari was appointed. Quoted i n A. 
Skrondal, op. c l t j . , p. 110. 
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championed e s s e n t i a l l y the same p o s i t i o n as Olaus Nielsen. 
H i s t o r i a n s are agreed t h a t , while t h i s was Nielsen's shining 
hour, i t was also the hour i n which leadership of the lay 
movement passed from him t o Johnson. Johnson's programme 
f o r the next twenty years was t w o - f o l d : To awaken the 
sleeping to s p i r i t u a l l i f e , and to defend Lutheran Orthodoxy 
against Grundtvigian"error" as w e l l as the r i s i n g t i d e of 
Separatism. The o r g a n i z a t i o n under h i s leadership of The 
C h r i s t i a n i a A s s o c i a t i o n f o r Inner Mission (1855) and the 
i n a u g u r a t i o n o f Norsk Kirketldende by one of h i s d i s c i p l e s 
(1856) were not p r i m a r i l y d i r e c t e d against Grundtvigianism, 
but they came to be employed to t h i s end. I t was not, how
ever, u n t i l 1857 t h a t the storm r e a l l y broke. I n t h a t year, 
Johnson published h i s Nogle Ord om Barnedaabeh (Some V/ords 
on I n f a n t Baptism), a defense of I n f a n t Baptism d i r e c t e d 
p r i n c i p a l l y against s e c t a r i a n propaganda, but also aimed a t 
the adherents of the Churchly View. He attacked "those who 
speak about the Church and f a i t h i n the Church " i n an 
" o f f e n s i v e " manner; They have brought the v/ord "Church" i n t o 
such "disrepute" t h a t people "avoid i t l i k e the plague" and 
"cannot hear i t v/ithout being suspicious and f e a r f u l of 
p a p i s t i c leaven".2 

The same year, a t theannual meeting of C h r i s t i a n i a 
Inner Mission, Johnson spoke darkly of the Church's enemies 
•"ifl^ithln and w i t h o u t " . YiThen challenged to e l u c i d a t e , he d i d 
so i n the famous "Declaration" i n NK i n which he named 
2 G. Johnson, Nogle Ord om Barnedaaben, p. 7 . 
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Grundtvigianism as one o f the i n t e r n a l enemies of the 
Church, those who "outwardly remain i n i t s hosom", indeed 
even "eat i t s bread" but use t h e i r p o s i t i o n w i t h i n i t to 
"undermine i t s w a l l s " . ^ He does not unChurch " a l l " i t s 
adherents, but accuses them of t r y i n g to b u i l d "a new, 
Danish, Grundtvigian, n a t i o n a l (FOLKELIG), c a t h o l i c (AL-
MINIiELIG) Church" on the "blasted r u i n s " of the Lutheran 
Church. 

The d i f f e r e n c e s between the Grundtvigians and the 
Orthodox-Pietists were Indeed profound. Holland has said 
t h a t they represented two completely d i f f e r e n t a t t i t u d e s 
t o l i f e . We cannot pursue i n d e t a i l a l l aspects of the 
st r u g g l e , but we s h a l l attempt to sta t e the major issues 
and t o examine those which are p a r t i c u l a r l y relevant to 
our subject. 

There was, i n the f i r s t place, a d i f f e r e n c e over the 
question of a u t h o r i t y i n matters of do c t r i n e . The Orthodox 
regarded i t as e s s e n t i a l to uphold the a u t h o r i t y of Scrip
t u r e . While the Norwegian Grundtvigians were c a r e f u l not 
to f o l l o w Grundtvig i n speaking of Scripture as a "dead" 
V7ord, t h e i r basic a u t h o r i t y was the Creed of the h i s t o r i c a l 
Church ( i . e . T r a d i t i o n ) . I n h i s Declaration, Johnson 
accused the C-rundtvigians o f i n a b i l i t y " r i g h t l y to div i d e 
the Word". A common accusation was th a t the Grundtvigian 
p o s i t i o n l e d to Rome, and there i s some evidence t h a t the 
Roman Catholic Church h o p e f u l l y took the same view. 
3 NK, I I , 1857, p. 241. • 
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There was a profound d i f f e r e n c e i n anthropology. 

Johnson wrote I n 1863 t h a t the "basic e r r o r " of the Grundt-
v i g i a n theology, was i t s "Pelagian view of...hiiman nature, 
I t s l a c k of a p p r e c i a t i o n o f the f u l l depth of human s i n f u l 
depravity".'^ Johnson regarded n a t u r a l man as "a c h i l d of 
the d e v i l " . The Grundtvigians r e p l i e d t h a t i f everything 
human had become demonic w i t h the F a l l , then Christ could 
not have become incarnate or men regenerated except by a 
new c r e a t i o n . There would be no "point of contact" betv/een 
God and man.5 At t h i s p o i n t , the Grundtvigian-Orthodox 
s t r u g g l e r e c a l l s many s i m i l a r controversies i n the h i s t o r y 
o f the Church. 

The two p a r t i e s held d i f f e r e n t views of Baptism. 
The Grundtvigians regarded Baptism as the one and only 
means of regeneration. Johnson and h i s follov/ers, while 
not denying Baptismal regeneration, r e s t r i c t e d i t to those 
who are "receptive", and held t h a t i t could also occur by 
means o f a conversion experience through the V/ord of 
S c r i p t u r e . Moreover, they asserted t h a t even the "uncon
sci o u s l y regenerated" i n f a n t must come to a "conscious 
regeneration". (Cf. the e x p o s i t i o n o f Johnson's doctrine 
o f Baptism, Part I , pp. 132ff above.) This evoked the 
Grundtvigian charge t h a t Johnson taught a "double regen
e r a t i o n " . I n t h i s dispute, Johnson's c h i e f antagonist 
4 LK, I , 1863, p. 319. 
5 F. Wexelsen, "Erf a l l e mennesker i deres n a t u r l i g e 
t i l s t a n d d j evelen s Bdrn", KF, I I , pp. 353ff. Wexelsen 
goes so f a r i n t h i s a r t i c l e as t o assert t h a t a c h i l d 
must be capable of f a i t h i n Ch r i s t p r i o r to Baptismal 
regeneration, p. 358. 
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was Pastor Carl W i l l e of Fredrikshald. W i l l e drew an 
analogy between p h y s i c a l and s p i r i t u a l l i f e ; B i r t h cannot 
occur more than once i n e i t h e r case, and i t must be an 
unconscious event. Conversion i s merely a r e t u r n to 
Baptism. He denies the existence of "two kinds of regen
e r a t i o n " , one conscious and one unconscious. Moreover, 
there i s no evidence e i t h e r i n Luther or the Confessions 
f o r more than a sin g l e regeneration. The Grundtvigian 
emphasis upon the Baptismal Covenant i s commendable, but 
i t i s d i f f i c u l t to see hov/ W i l l e and the others could 
avoid an EX OPERE OPERATO conception of the Sacrament. 

This had i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the doctrine of the Church, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y f o r the l i m i t s of the Church. The Johnsonians 
c o n t i n u a l l y charged t h e i r opponents w i t h teaching t h a t the 
Church i s composed of "the sum t o t a l o f a l l baptized 
person",6 and f o r f a i l i n g to draw the l i n e between beli e v e r s 
and unbelievers. Johnson himself opened the f i r s t issue of 
Luthersk Kirketidende w i t h a series of a r t i c l e s e n t i t l e d 
"Hvad er Kirken?" (What i s the Church?); He stated t h a t 
the best foreword f o r a new Church paper i n our times 
must necessarily be a pres e n t a t i o n o f i t s concept of the 
Church.7 The a r t i c l e s were i n f a c t a l u c i d presentation 
o f the Orthodox; Lutheran doctrine o f the Church as seen 
through the eyes of a 19th century ERFAHRUNGS-theologian. 
The Grundtvigians i n t u r n attacked Johnson f o r h i s f a i l u r e 
( i n t h e i r judgement) t o take s e r i o u s l y the c a t h o l i c i t y o f 
6 Cf., e.g., LK, I I , p. 392. 
7 LK, I , p. 2.. . 
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the Church, o f w r i t i n g as though the Church had o r i g i n a t e d 
w i t h the Reformation, and of inconsistency w i t h regard to 
other Church bodies, whom Johnson a l t e r n a t e l y seemed t o 
accept and r e j e c t . The Grundtvigians were much less fond 
o f the "Lutheran" l a b e l ; The Danish theologian Vilhelm 
B i r k e d a l wrote (against Johnson) t h a t he recognized no 
"Lutheran" Church, but only one, c a t h o l i c Church. Norwegian 
Grundtvigians were generally more cautious, and regarded 
themselves as f u l l y i n agreement w i t h the Confessions of 
the Church of Norway. When, hov/ever, Johnson and Caspari 
i n 1861 published the Formula of Concord, w i t h i t s strong 
emphasis upon the Sola S c r i p t u r a , the Grundtvigians protested 
t h a t the two professors were seeking t o introduce a u t h o r i t i e s 
f o r e i g n t o the Norwegian Church. 

Johnson made a p o i n t of warning h i s students against 
the Grundtvigian emphasis upon f a i t h i n the Church. V.Tiile 
he conceded t h a t i t was permissible to confess f a i t h i n the 
Church i f t h i s were I n t e r p r e t e d to mean " f a i t h i n God as 
a c t i v e i n the Church through the means of grace", he con
sidered the p r a c t i c e dangerous, because i t could lead to 
a "Catholic o v e r v a l u a t i o n of the Church" and a tendency to 
place the Church on the same l e v e l w i t h God.® 

The basic question was, however, a h i s t o r i c a l one. 
Since the Grundtvigians based t h e i r e n t i r e Churchly View 
on the theory t h a t the Creed was "a Word from the Lord's 
own mouth" which had been transmitted i n unaltered form 
8 G. Johnson, Lecture Notes, taken by Brun, pp. 246f. 
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throughout the h i s t o r y of the Church, i t had i n the f i n a l 
a n a l y s i s t o stand or f a l l w i t h t h i s theory.9 

The man whose task i t became t o r e f u t e the theory was 
Professor Carl Paul Caspari. We have devoted l i t t l e a t t e n 
t i o n to him i n t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n , f o r h i s f i e l d o f study lay 
i n the Old Testament, and he n e i t h e r produced any work on 
the d o c t r i n e o f the Church nor played any s i g n i f i c a n t p a r t 
i n p r a c t i c a l C h u r c h - l i f e . He was, however, the most outstand
ing scholar i n the Norv/egian Church during the 19th century. 
I f , u n f o r t u n a t e l y , h i s involvement i n the Grundtvigian con
f l i c t l e d him away from h i s proper f i e l d , i t made him a 
pioneer i n the modern study of the Creeds. ̂0 por over a 
decade, Caspari scoured the l i b r a r i e s o f Europe f o r i n f o r 
mation on the h i s t o r y of the Apostles' Creed and of the 
Words o f I n s t i t u t i o n i n the Eucharist. The r e s u l t s of h i s 
studies were published i n the form of immensely learned 
a r t i c l e s ( t o t a l l i n g some 1600-1700 pages) i n the new 
Theologlsk T i d s s k r i f t f o r den evangelisk-luthersk Kirke 1 
Norge, founded i n 1858 by Johnson and himself. His con
c l u s i o n s c o n s t i t u t e d a thorough r e f u t a t i o n of the h i s t o r i 
c a l claims of Grundtvigianism. He completely cut the 
ground from under the Churchly View. 

9 The Norwegian Grundtvigians were, however, extremely 
cautious about the use of the phrase "a V/ord from the 

• Lord's own mouth". I t i s rare i n the Norv/egian l i t e r a t u r e . 
10 On. the v/ork o f Caspari i n the Apostles' Creed, see the 
sympathetic n o t i c e of J, de Ghellinck, P a t r i s t i q u e e t 
Moyen Age, T . I , pp. 39-45. He notes the r e l i g i o u s s p i r i t 
which pervades Caspari's scholarly work, but m.akes no 
reference to the polemical motive which i n s p i r e d i t . 
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Caspari's p r i n c i p a l work was " H i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l 
Studies i n the Baptismal Confession of the Church".^ 
His conclusions were as f o l l o w s : Both the Eastern and West
ern Churches t r e a t e d the t e x t o f the Creed w i t h great f r e e 
dom; Certain p a r t s of i t were not contained i n the o r i g i n a l 
t e x t ; I n Baptism, the t e x t was o f t e n abridged or expanded 
i n the Medieval Western Church; Therefore, he could not 
regard the b e l i e f t h a t "the Creed i s a Word from the Lord's 
mouth or from the Apostles which has existed unchanged...to 
t h i s day...as anything but s u p e r s t i t i o n . . . a self-made 
b e l i e f , an Enthusiasm, a SCHWARMEREI".^2 

His studies of the Words of I n s t i t u t i o n i n the Euchar
i s t y i e l d e d the same r e s u l t : These have taken d i f f e r e n t 
forms a t d i f f e r e n t periods, and indeed various forms are 
now i n use; The form a t present i n use i n the Churches of 
Denmark and Norway was d e l i b e r a t e l y taken from Scripture 
by Luther and Bishop P a l l a d i u s ; I f the Lord ever d i c t a t e d 
a d e f i n i t e form, we do not know v^hat i t was; Among a l l these 
v a r i a t i o n s , S c r i p t u r e i s the only safe source. Consequently, 
Caspari's SUMMA SUMJ1ARUM was as f o l l o w s : "The view of 
Grundtvig and h i s f r i e n d s regarding the Dano-Norwegian 
form o f the Words of I n s t i t u t i o n i s i n complete c o n f l i c t 
w i t h h i s t o r y and i s therefore untrue, and thus the whole 
Grundtvigian theory o f the ' l i v i n g Word' collapses, since 
a l l these . ' l i v i n g Words' c o n s t i t u t e a system, an i n t e r r e l a t e d 

11 TTLKN, I - I I I , V I I , IX, and NR, I I . 
12 TTLKN, IV,.p. 542.. 
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whole, and thus stand or f a l l w i t h one another."^3 

Although the c o n f l i c t continued to rage, i n the press, 
i n the parishes, and i n the U n i v e r s i t y classroom (where the 
professors of theology zealously strove to root out a l l 
Grundtvigian leaven among the students), Caspari's monu
mental studies proved t o be the decisive defeat of the 
Churchly View i n Norway. 

( f ) The Collapse of the Grundtvigian Party 

Meanwhile, the Orthodox had gained s t i l l another a l l y : 
the M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s , under the f i r m hand of 
Bishop Hans Riddervold. Time a f t e r tim.e during t h i s period, 
the M i n i s t r y denied Grundtvigian clergy the promotions 
they deserved. Moreover, i t held to the l e t t e r of the law 
In.ithe matter of the Thi r d A r t i c l e . As early as 1853, the 
M i n i s t r y issued a warning to the clergy t h a t the new e d i t i o n 
of the Symbolical Books gave no a u t h o r i z a t i o n f o r the use 
of the co r r e c t form i n the m i n i s t e r i a l acts. I n 1858, the 
Theological Faculty r u l e d t h a t the idea o f one exclusive 
form f o r the Creed i s f o r e i g n not only to the Lutheran 
Church but t o the Church as a whole. A decade l a t e r , the 
M i n i s t r y began r e c e i v i n g complaints about Grundtvigian 
pastors who used the c o r r e c t but t e c h n i c a l l y i l l e g a l form. 
Matters came t o a head i n 1869, when the v i c a r of Hemne, 
Johan Ernst Gunnerus, was a c t u a l l y placed on t r i a l , convicted, 
13 TTLKN, X, p. 289. 
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and f i n e d f o r h i s f a i l u r e to use the form o f I783. He 
v/as a c q u i t t e d on appeal, but h i s p o s i t i o n i n the p a r i s h was 
untenable. He had no recourse but to re s i g n h i s o f f i c e , 
and he was followed the same year (1872) by Pastor J. W. 
C. D i e t r i c h s o n , vrho had become involved i n a s i m i l a r case. 
I n both cases, the s i t u a t i o n v̂ as the same: A layman demanded 
t h a t the pastor use the form o f I783 i n b a p t i z i n g h i s c h i l d ; 
The pastor refused, the layman complained to the M i n i s t r y , 
and the M i n i s t r y declined to t r a n s f e r the pastor to another 
p a r i s h . ^ 

The Gunnerus case v i r t u a l l y outlawed the Churchly View 
i n Norway. The year 1872 was c r i t i c a l f o r the party i n y e t 
another way: I t was the year i n v/hich Grundtvig died. The 
leaderless Grundtvigians faced a s t i f f e n e d Orthodoxy i n the 
1870's. Young Grundtvigians no longer ventured to enter 
the M i n i s t r y , but chose instead to enter the teaching pro
f e s s i o n . At the same time, there was a grov/ing ra d i c a l i s m 
i n Norwegian c u l t u r a l l i f e , as i l l u s t r a t e d by the v i s i t of 
Georg Brandes i n 1876. Many r a d i c a l s had been a t t r a c t e d to 
Grundtvigianisra by i t s l i b e r a l s p i r i t , but had never entered 
i n t o i t s r e l i g i o u s side. Some of these novf renounced h i s t 
o r i c a l C h r i s t i a n i t y , and the Grundtvigian party which had 
once been c a l l e d the road to Rope was branded as the road 
to i n f i d e l i t y . The most prominent example of t h i s tendency 
was Bjdirnstjerne Bjdrnson, v;ho had been regarded by many 
1 The h i s t o r i c a l l y c o r r e c t form of the Creed was adopted 

without i n c i d e n t i n the Hdymesse L i t u r g y of I887 and 
the A l t a r Book of I889 . . These were l a r g e l y the r e s u l t 
o f Gustav Jensen's work. 
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as the f u t u r e leader of the p a r t y . His r e l i g i o u s c r i s i s 
and subsequent r e j e c t i o n o f t r a d i t i o n a l C h r i s t i a n i t y (I876) 
"was more than any other single event the t h i n g which l e d 
the 'View' i n t o s p i r i t u a l r u i n " . 2 The schism which had 
long threatened the p a r t y became a b i t t e r r e a l i t y a t the 
s o - c a l l e d " s p i r i t u a l freedom" meeting a t Sagatun Foik-High 
School i n I886. From t h a t time, the Grundtvigian party 
d i s i n t e g r a t e d as an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l - force i n Norway. 

(g) The Grundtvigian Doctrine of the Church: 
Loss and Gain. 

We s h a l l now attempt to evaluate the Grundtvigian 
concept of the Church. I t i s a d i f f i c u l t task. Skrondal 
says t h a t n e i t h e r Grundtvig nor h i s f o l l o v j e r s formulated 
any c o n s i s t e n t ecclesiology free from c o n t r a d i c t o r y elements.! 
Aul^n holds t h a t the Grundtvigian ecclesiology f a i l s to 
s t r i k e a balance, and v a c i l l a t e s between Roman Catholic 
and s e c t a r i a n poles. ̂  C e r t a i n l y there was som.ething Roman
t i c and i n t u i t i v e i f not downright poetic about the Churchly 
View. I t included many commendable features. I t s emphasis 
upon Baptismal regeneration and upon the Baptismal Covenant 
and C h r i s t i a n nurture c o n s t i t u t e d a much-needed counter
balance t o the r e v i v a l i s m o f the age. I t s accent upon the 
c o l l e c t i v e counteracted the s t r o n g l y i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c trend 
o f the day. Above a l l , the Churchly View represented a 
2 A. Skrondal, Grundtvlgianismen i Noreg, p. 149. 
1 A. Skrondal, Grundtvig og Noreg, p. I39. 
2 G. Aulen, T i l l Belysning om den lutherska Kyrkoideen, 

p. 151. The present e v a l u a t i o n ov/es much to Aulen's 
p e n e t r a t i n g c r i t i c i s m . 
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l a r g e l y successful attempt to avoid the subjective approach 
and to b u i l d upon the o b j e c t i v e means of grace. Thus, 
Grundtvigianism was able i n great measure to conquer one 
of the two great obstacles to a r e s o l u t i o n of the e c c l e s i o l -
o g i c a l problem, although as Aulen points out, the subjective 
element s t i l l remained i n the confession of the Creed. 

On the other hand, there were c e r t a i n serious weaknesses 
i n the Churchly View. There i s no doubt t h a t i t s overemphasis 
upon the Sacraments a t the expense of the Word, and i t s 
b a s i c a l l y t r a d i t i o n a l i s t concept of a u t h o r i t y were more 
Roman Catholic than Lutheran. I t s view of Scripture was 
p a r t i c u l a r l y f a u l t y , and represents a f a t a l departure from 
the p r i n c i p l e of Sola S c r i p t u r a . There was i n the Grundt
v i g i a n idea of the " l i v i n g Word" the germ of the modern 
view of S c r i p t u r e , but i t was not s u f f i c i e n t l y developed.^ 
I t r e f l e c t e d the authentic personalism of the Lutheran 
d o c t r i n e o f grace and the e x i s t e n t i a l character of the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and man which f i g u r e s so promin
e n t l y i n the w r i t i n g s of Luther himself. Here, i t seems, 
was an attempt t o break loose from the i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t i c 
concept of r e v e l a t i o n . Grundtvig had caught a v i s i o n of 
something v i t a l l y important. That Norwegian Grundtvigians 
also saw i t i s borne out by a l i t t l e book which i s one of 
the most i n t e r e s t i n g i n the Norwegian Grundtvigian l i t e r a 
t u r e . Rural Dean F r e d r i k I n g i e r ' s Om den K i r k e l i g e Anskuelse, 
written In r e p l y to Caspari. I n g i e r puts h i s f i n g e r on 

3 Cf. A. F r i d r i c h s e n , i n Sn Bok om Bibeln, Lund, 1948, 
p. 69. - . . . 
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the fundamental weakness of the Orthodox theologians: 
t h e i r I n t e l l e c t u a l l s m . - He says t h a t the Churchly View 
does not r e s t upon the Creed as a w r i t t e n set of proposi
t i o n s about the C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e , but as a l i v i n g confes
s i o n i n Baptism. Consequently, Caspari's "proofs" are 
i r r e l e v a n t . Unfortunately, however, I n g i e r ' s own r e j e c t i o n 
o f the TESTIMONIUM INTERNUM SPIRITUS SANCTI i n e v i t a b l y 
separates the S p i r i t from the outv/ard Word of S c r i p t u r e . 
The conclusion appears inescapable t h a t Grundtvigianism 
was on the verge of a great discovery, a r e t u r n to Luther's 
own concept of r e v e l a t i o n , but t h a t i t was never completely 
successful. Despite I n g i e r ' s arguments, the Churchly View 
committed the e r r o r of b i n d i n g God's Revelation, His 
L i v i n g Word, to the propositions of the Creed. Even more 
f a t a l was the f a c t t h a t the a u t h e n t i c i t y and v a l i d i t y of 
the Creed were made dependent upon a supposedly unbroken 
h i s t o r i c a l transmission i n p r e c i s e l y the same form. I t 
was t h e r e f o r e open to the same h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m as the 
A p o s t o l i c Succession, and was a great deal easier to d i s 
prove. Therefore, despite a l l i t s emphasis upon the 
L i v i n g Word, the Churchly View u l t i m a t e l y reduced Revela
t i o n to something i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t i c and nomistic. I t 
f a i l e d to conquer the second obstacle to a deeper under
standing of the d o c t r i n e of the Church. 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to compare the Churchly View w i t h 
the Anglican T r a c t a r i a n movement. Although the two were 
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contemporaneous, and although Grundtvig v i s i t e d England 
se v e r a l times, there seems t o have been no d i r e c t h i s t o r i c a l 
connection. The Churchly View (1825) a c t u a l l y antedates 
the Oxford Movement. Bishop Aul^n has undertaken to 
compare the two, and i t would be d i f f i c u l t to improve 
upon h i s conclusions.^ He f i n d s several points of s i m i l a r 
i t y : Both are i n t i m a t e l y associated w i t h Romanticism and 
nat i o n a l i s m ; Both represent attempts to f i n d an o b j e c t i v e . 
Divine p o i n t o f departure f o r the doctrine of the Church; 
Both emphasize the Sacraments as the only means of s a l v a t i o n . 
On the other hand, there are s i g n i f i c a n t differences::The 
two movements grev; out of d i f f e r e n t circumstances, the 
T r a c t a r i a n movement being (among other things) a r e a c t i o n 
against sectarianism, the Grundtvigian against Rationalism; 
They had d i f f e r e n t views of Sacramental grace, the one 
Cat h o l i c , the other Lutheran. I n a word, they arose out 
of d i f f e r e n t t r a d i t i o n s . Grundtvigianism cannot be explained 
a p a r t from the Lutheran t r a d i t i o n , while the T r a c t a r i a n 
movement i s only e x p l i c a b l e i n terms of Anglican h i s t o r y 
and t r a d i t i o n . 

4 G. Aul^n,.op. c i t . , - p p . I 4 9 f f . 
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The 19th century represented the dawn of a new era 
i n the Norwegian Church. I t was heralded by the introduc
t i o n of Revivalism, which i n t u r n led to the establishment 
o f organized Inner Mission and Foreign Mission movements.-^ 

There were three major r e v i v a l s i n 19th century 
Norway, one a t the beginning of the century, one a t mid-
century, and one toward the close of the century, as w e l l 
as several smaller ones. The f i r s t , the Haugean,was n a t i v 
e l y i n s p i r e d and e x c l u s i v e l y lay i n character. I t was 
sober i n p i e t y and orthodox i n d o c t r i n e , but i t introduced 
lay preaching and P i e t i s t i c ECCLESIOIAE, both of v;hich 
v/ere to be sources c f tension and c o n f l i c t i n the Church 
throughout most o f the century. The second, the Johnson
i a n , was both . P i e t i s t i c and staunchly confessional. I t 
u n i t e d the new generation o f clergy and the "awakened 
l a i t y " , and le d t o an organized Inner Mission e n t e r p r i s e . 
The t h i r d , i n s p i r e d i n p a r t by Anglo-Saxon C h r i s t i a n i t y , 
was more r a d i c a l and c r i t i c a l of the Church, as w e l l as 
less confessional. 

The theology which informed a l l three of them was 
charact e r i z e d by the subjective approach and an i n t e l l e c -
t u a l i s t conception of Revelation. Although no s o l u t i o n of 

1 The term "Inner M s s i o n " o r i g i n a t e d i n 1848 w i t h the 
work o f Pastor Johann Wichern i n Germany, and i s widely 
used i n Continental Lutheran c i r c l e s . I t has seemed 
best i n t h i s t h e s i s to t r a n s l a t e i t d i r e c t l y i n t o English. 
The closest English approximation i s "Home Missions" (a 
term current i n Evangelical Anglican c i r c l e s ) , though 
"Inner Mission" I s a more comprehensive term, i n c l u d i n g 
evangelism, c h a r i t a b l e endeavours, educational i n s t i t u 
t i o n s , and the l i k e . 
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the ecclesiologlcal problem emerged from the revivals or 
t h e i r resultant missionary movements, i t w i l l be of import
ance fo r the subject of t h i s thesis to examine the impact 
of the movement on the ecclesiological question, and the 
serious tensions which i t created. This chapter w i l l also 
be concerned with the successful struggle for legal recog
n i t i o n of the lay movement i n i t i a t e d by Hauge, the union 
of clergy and l a i t y r e s u l t i n g from the breakdown of theologi
cal and class differences i n the Johnsonian r e v i v a l , and 
the establishment of organized Inner Mission work to 
counteract advancing secularization. In the course of 
t h i s study, we s h a l l be concerned to trace the serious 
c o n f l i c t s culminating i n the l870's over the attempt to 
gain e c c l e s i a s t i c a l and confessional recognition of lay-
preaching, the e f f o r t s to unite the Inner Mission movement 
in t o a single national organization which were crowned 
with only p a r t i a l success, and the foundation of more 
r a d i c a l l y Low-Church organizations as a result of the 
r e v i v a l at the close of the century. 
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(a) The Haugean Revival 

The appearance of the lay-preacher Hans Nilsen Hauge 
(1771-1824) created an epoch i n the Norwegian Church. 
Molland has described him as "the personality who has l e f t 
the deepest and most l a s t i n g impression" on i t s l a t e r 
h i s t o r y . 1 

Hauge was nurtured on the writings of Luther, Johan 
Arndt^ and the P i e t i s t s . At the age of 25, he underwent 
an ecstatic assurance experience similar to that of John 
Wesley, v.hich he interpreted as a c a l l to preach r e v i v a l . 
For the next eight years, he travelled incessantly through
out the land, conversing with individuals and preaching, 
and organizing small conventicles.2 A stream of devotional 
l i t e r a t u r e poured from his pen. Almost from the beginning, 
he came into c o n f l i c t with the authorities both of the 
Church and the State, because of his infringements of the 
Conventicle Act. He was arrested oh eleven d i f f e r e n t 
occasions, and was f i n a l l y imprisoned for the better part 
of seven years, while his case was pending. He thus became 
the martyr of the Norwegian Church. I n the end, he was 
fined 1000 RIKSDOLLARS, but he had won a moral victory. 
1 E. Molland, "H. N. Hauge" i n NTU, I , p. 1222. Cf. 

I . Welle, Kirkens Hlstorle, 1st.Edn., I I , p. 274. 
2 The term "conventicle", which i s not widely used i n 
English theological c i r c l e s , i s used here to cover 
any meeting f o r devotional purposes outside the 
regular services of the established Church. 
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Hauge possessed a remarkable Christian maturity, 
wisdom, and balance. Theologically, he sought to be 
s t r i c t l y Orthodox. At the same time, he was a true son of 
Pietism. From these two sources, he, l i k e most of his 
contemporaries, inherited the I n t e l l e c t u a l l s t conception 
of Revelation and the subjective approach to Christian 
doctrine. For t h i s reason, he was not always f a i t h f u l to 
the theology of Luther. There i s i n pa r t i c u l a r a legalism 
about Hauge's theology which i s more P i e t i s t l c than Lutheran. 
This extended also to the e t h i c a l realm; The Haugeans 
were Norway's Puritans. Following Pontoppldan, they 
adopted a s t r i c t p osition on the question of the Adlaphora. 

I t Is hardly to be expected that Hauge should have 
worked out a developed eccleslology. He was unschooled 
and self-taught, and not even the theologians of his. day 
gave much thought to the subject. Moreover, he was 
primarily a preacher of r e v i v a l . Bishop Bang, i n his 
d e f i n i t i v e work on Hauge^, does not handle Hauge's concept 
of the Church, although he discusses thorougly Hauge's 
theology on other points. The best source we possess Is 
Hauge's Testament to His Friends, dated March 7, 1821."^ 
A.careful examination of t h i s document w i l l give us the 
necessary clues to his standpoint. 

Hauge's ecclesiology combined the Pietism of the 
3 A. Chr. Bang, Hans Nllsen Hauge og Hans Samtld, 

Chrlstianla, 1888. 
4 Hans Nllsen Hauge's S k r i f t e r , ed. H. Ordlng, Vol. 

V I I I . A bibliography of the most Important Hauge 
l i t e r a t u r e i s found i n Vol. V I I , pp. 293ff. 
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conventicle with staunch f i d e l i t y to the State Church which 
had abused him. In his affirmations of loyalty to. the 
Establishment, Hauge recalls the expressed intentions of 
John Wesley. He warns his followers against the danger 
of schism, and reminds them that nothing i s so important 
as unity. He reaffirms the confessional loyalty of the 
faugeans: "We have remained f a i t h f u l to the evangelical 
r e l i g i o n according to" the true Augsburg Confession, or 

the r e l i g i o n of the State". The charge that they constitute 
a sect i s "absolutely without foundation". "V7e have never 
had any organized Church d i s c i p l i n e , never kept membership 
lists...never had any symbols or ceremonies..." He t o l d 
his follov/ers: " I t i s my la s t w i l l that you hereafter as 
heretofore unanimously hold to the r e l i g i o n of our State, 
that you receive from the o f f i c i a l teachers everything 
that belongs to t h e i r o f f i c e , that you attend worship, 
receive the Sacraments, receive the blessing of the Church 
i n marriage and Church, committal i n b u r i a l , and everything 
else which pertains to good order." 

This was a clear recognition of the i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
element i n the Church.5 I t i s true that Hauge does not 
use the term "Church" of the Establishment, but repeatedly 
refers to "the r e l i g i o n of the State". This may be s i g n i 
f i c a n t of his theological inte r e s t , but since the same 
terminology i s used i n the Constitution of 1814, i t may 
5 Haugeans generally followed his advice. They were 
f a i t h f u l Church-goers, and received the Sacrament 
regularly twice a year, according to Norwegian custom. 
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simply r e f l e c t current usage. Hauge uses the term "the 
Christian Church" only once i n the Testament, to denote 
the Church catholic.^ 

On the other hand, Hauge emphasized the personal 
element, the congregation of saints, v/hlch he appears to 
have i d e n t i f i e d with the conventicle. Earlier, he had 
been quite naturally c r i t i c a l of the i n a b i l i t y of the 
State Church to meet the s p i r i t u a l needs of the nation. 
In his "enthusiastic period" (1800-02), he could c a l l 
his followers "the Church", and appoint economic and 
s p i r i t u a l "superintendents" according to the pattern of 
the New Testament.T The Haugean ECCLESIOIAE had t h e i r 
"elders"; In the Testament, Hauge speaks of the "congre
gation" (MENIGHED), meaning the conventicle. Even as he 
denies the charge of sectarianism, he writes: " I f we are 
to be called a sect, we ought to be called the virtuous 
sect, the t r u l y godly sect". He advises his followers to 
r e t a i n the o f f i c e of elder. I t s incumbents are to be 
chosen for t h e i r f a i t h , love, righteousness, experience 
i n s p i r i t u a l things, and wisdom. They are authorized to 
supervise both doctrine and l i f e i n the conventicle. 
Nome has pointed out that Haugeanism introduced a Presby
t e r i a n order based on the charismatic p r i n c i p l e . A similar 
i n s t i t u t i o n existed (since 1629) I n the State Church, the 

6 The extreme Low-Churchman Oscar Handeland says that 
Haxige did not . consider the State Church a Church " i n 
the B i b l i c a l sense". Cf. Vdrldysing. I , p. 95. 
7 E. Holland, "Krlsten Tro og dkonomisk.Aktlvitet hos 
H. N. Hauge", NTT, 4th.heft?, 1958, 
8 J. Nome, Demringstid 1 Norge. 
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o f f i c e of "lay iassistant", but without any emphasis upon 
the charismatic p r i n c i p l e . Despite the lack of "organized" 
Church Discipline, Hauge spoke of an "informal"(UFORMERKET) 
d i s c i p l i n e ; Erring Haugeans were shunned by the others. 
This, he said, should continue (according to Matt. 18:11), 
but the miscreant should be allowed to hear God's Word i f 
he i s penitent. Lay-preachers were subject to s t r i c t 
examination and supervision. They had f i r s t to prove 
that they had been " t r u l y converted (OMVENDT)" and to show 
"the worthy f r u i t s of repentance". I n the Testament, the 
elders are instructed to ensure that the lay-preacher 
"daily examines himself and realizes the depths of his 
own sins and weaknesses". He m.ust have passed through 
t r i a l and temptation, be well groimded i n and have a 
clear understanding of God's Word. Only two or three 
at a time are to be authorized by the elders to preach.9 

Despite the emphasis on the conventicle, Hauge 
recognized the fact that the Church i s more than a con
ve n t i c l e . He did not demand a specific conversion exper
ience, but recognized the v a l i d i t y of the Baptismal coven
ant. The r e v i v a l was consciously based upon the Christian 
nurture which the people had received i n the State Church. 
Hauge also counselled tolerance toward Christians who do 
not agree completely with his followers. Moreover, the 
conventicles were not intended to be defensive i n character, 
but were rather to act as s a l t . Each Haugean was made 
9 H.M. Hauges S k r i f t e r , V I I I , p. 248. 
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aware of his r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to "gather men into God's 
congregation". However, not a l l were to preach; Only 
those who possessed the preaching charisma and the inner 
c a l l were to exercise t h i s function.10 Lay-preaching was 
regarded not as a substitute for but as a supplement to 
the preaching of the clergy. Haugeans could carry t h e i r 
offensive so f a r as to exercise "brotherly d i s c i p l i n e " 
upon members of the clergy. But where they were served 
by an evangelical pastor, they usually r a l l i e d around him. 

Hauge's ecclesiology thus preserves a measure of the 
Lutheran d i a l e c t i c between the personal and the i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
elements. At the same time, i t must be admitted that the 
emphasis i s clearly on the personal aspect. The Haugeans 
were primarily conventicle Christians. The ambiguous 
character of Haugean ecclesiology, reinforced by the fact 
that Hauge himself wrote so l i t t l e on the subject, however, 
made i t possible l a t e r on f o r men of widely d i f f e r e n t 
standpoints to claim him i n support of t h e i r case. From 
Bishop Heuch on the one hand to the founders of the Lutheran 
Free Church on the other, men of a l l shades of opinion 
appealed to the authority of Hauge. 
10 Hauge wrote: "We know from God's Word that not a l l have 
received the same number of talents, and to tr a v e l about 
on such a mission i s not the c a l l i n g of everyone; For each 
ought to f e e l a special compulsion i n that direction". 
Quoted i n A. Bang, op. c i t . , p. 117. 

11 I t i s only recently that followers of Inner Mission have 
c r i t i c i z e d Hauge d i r e c t l y . Cf. Fr. V/lsl6'ff, Den Hauglanske 
Li n j e , Oslo, 19^9, p. 51, where i t i s staged that Hauge's 
Churchmanshlp has been abandoned, because i t was "too 
much bound to the old c l e r i c a l standpoint". 
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Although the avowed Haugeans probably numbered no more 
than a few hundreds, the example of Hauge inspired a number 
of lay-preachers, and the moral and s p i r i t u a l influence of 
the movement was f a r out of proportion to i t s size. 
Eventually, the "friends" (as they were called) came also 
to exert considerable influence i n the realm of p o l i t i c s 
a^d business.12 

Hauge and his followers were of basic significance f o r 
the l a t e r Inner Mission movement and for the ecclesiological 
s i t u a t i o n i n the No3?wegian Church, i n three important 
respects. I n the f i r s t place, they introduced revivalism 
int o the Church of Norway. There had previously been b r i e f , 
l o c a l revivals, but Haugeanism introduced revivalism as a 
permanent feature of Norwegian Church-life. Secondly, 
they introduced lay-preaching, again on a permanent basis 
and on a nation-wide scale. Finally, as a result of the 
Haugean movement, the i n s t i t u t i o n of l i v i n g conventicles 
became an important factor i n the l i f e of the country as a 
whole. The previous unity of the Church of Norway was, f o r 
better or f o r worse, shattered. Haugeanism inserted the 
wedge that came eventually to divide the "Church people" 
and the "Christian people". At the same time, the conserva
t i v e Churchmanship of the Haugeans was a powerful factor i n 
12 Hauge's followers were known by a variety of names: 
The friends, the readers, the men of prayer, the teachers, 
the holy ones. They were not called Haugeans even at 
the time of t h e i r leader's death. I . . Welle, op. c i t . , 
p. 273. 
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r e t a i n i n g the vast majority of conventicle Christians 
w i t h i n the State Church. 

(b) The Repeal of the Conventicle Act 

The period 1800-1845 was characterized by a movement 
fo r r e l i g i o u s freedom, i n which the Haugeans and the l i b e r a l 
p o l i t i c i a n s made common cause. The f i r s t result of t h e i r 
e f f o r t s was the repeal of the hated Conventicle Act i n 1842. 

The Conventicle Act of 1741 had the double object of 
le g a l i z i n g conventicles while at the same time cont r o l l i n g 
them. I t permitted gatherings of "a very few" persons, 
under s t r i c t c l e r i c a l supervision. I t did not require 
the presence of the local vicar at a l l meetings, but i t 
did require that he be n o f i f i e d on each occasion. Moreover, 
i t required the s t r i c t segregation of the sexes, and pro
h i b i t e d a l l eating or drinking at such meetings. The time 
of meeting was r e s t r i c t e d to the hours of daylight. Most 
Important of a l l , the Act expressly forbade lay-preaching, 
permitting reading and conversation only.^ Clearly, the 
law was intended to confirm the authority of the clergy 
and the uniqueness of t h e i r o f f i c e . 

A f t e r the Hauge case, the law f e l l into general disuse, 
although i t was invoked i n one case i n 1828 and another 
i n 1832.2 I t was generally forgotten except by the Haugeans. 
1 The f u l l t e x t of the Act i s printed i n I n d s t i l l i n g f r a 
den under 12te Febr. 1841 anordnede Kommission t i l at af-
give Betaenkning og Forslag t i l Lov om Graendserne for 
Re11gionsfriheden, Kra., 1842, Bllag 1, pp. lOOff. 
2 A. Selerstad, Kyrkjelegt Reformarbeid 1 Norlg 1 Nlttande 
Hundredret, pp. 208ff., 216ff. 
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They launched a concerted campaign i n the Storting for i t s 
repeal. The leader of the campaign was the astute Haugean 
Ole Gabriel Ueland (1799-1870), a p o l i t i c a l democrat with 
d e f i n i t e l y conservative re l i g i o u s views.3 A b i l l for repeal 
was passed i n 1836 and again i n 1839, but f a i l e d to get 
Royal sanction. The "Ministry for Church A f f a i r s was con
t r o l l e d by men who were strongly anti-Haugean.^ In 1839, 

the Minister, knowing that i f the Storting again passed the 
b i l l (as was l i k e l y ) , i t would automatically become law under 
Paragraph 79 of the Constitution, requested the noted Jurist 
Glaus Wlnther HJelm (1797-1871) to d r a f t a b i l l on the 
subject of re l i g i o u s freedom, to cover both the status of 
the conventicles and the question of Dissenters. HJelm 
had been engaged for the past twelve years i n d r a f t i n g a 
code of c i v i l law, and was well q u a l i f i e d . He was also 
anti-Haugean. 

HJelm's proposal, together with the reasoning which 
lay behind i t , was published i n 1840.5 He interpreted the 
Constitution i n a thoroughly Erastian manner. He i d e n t i f i e d 
the Church and the State; The Church was defined as "the 
soul of the body p o l i t i c " . The lang was the head of the 
3 Ueland was the leader of the farm bloc i n the Storting 
for a generation. He was elected to every Storting from 
1833 to 1869, and his motto was "The nation has two key
stones: r e l i g i o n and the Constitution". 

4 A. Seierstad, op. c i t . , p. 271. 
5 Betaenkning t i l Lov om Graendserne for Religionsfriheden 
og- navnllg om Separatister og gudelige Forsamlinger, 
Chra., 1840. Five hundred copies were distr i b u t e d , and 
the te x t appeared also i n the daily press. We sh a l l dis
cuss the dissenter provisions of HJelm's law i n a l a t e r 
chapter. 



325 

Church; "Staff and sceptre" are both i n his hands. Accord
ing to Paragraph 16 of the Constitution, he orders a l l 
meetings and assemblies on matters of r e l i g i o n (Hjelm 
l a i d special emphasis upon the word " a l l " ) . The r e l i g i o n 
of the State i s to be the "only public (OFFENTLIG^) r e l i g 
i o n " in"the broadest sense of the term". From a p r a c t i c a l 
point of view, there i s nothing worse than religious 
differences; They "dissolve a l l the bonds of humanity". 
His proposal was no less stringent than the Act of 1741; 
Indeed, i n some respects i t was even more harsh. The intent 
of HJelm was not only to f o r b i d the a c t i v i t i e s of dissenters, 
but also to r e s t r i c t conventicles within the State Church 
as much as possible. The l o c a l pastor must not only be 
n o t i f i e d , but his permission must also be obtained. Lay-
preaching was to be prohibited. Eating and drinking at 
such meetings were to be permitted only when absolutely 
necessary. The number of oi^tslders present was not to 
exceed the number i n the family. I t i n e r a n t preaching was 
prohibited. Everyone was i n duty bound to report violations 
of the Act, and infringements were to be punishable by 
fines and imprisonment."7 Hjelm's "Reasoning" was actually 
one long di-atrlbe against the Haugeans, the Quakers, and 
the Moravians. Included i n i t v/ere various l i b e l l o u s 
insinuations against the Haugean "Enthusiasts", whom he 
6 This word, which w i l l figure prominently i n the debate 
on lay-preaching, canmean either "public" or " o f f i c i a l " 
i n the Norwegian language. 

7 Betaenkning, Paragraphs 13-29. 
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regarded as Separatists, because they had broken with the 
exi s t i n g order.8 HJelm admitted that HaiAge himself was 
"the most respectable and enlightened" of the lay-preachers, 
and that his doctrine was "harmless"; But he asserted that 
the movement as a whole had given rise to "gross crimes". 

The proposal created a great furore. I t was attacked 
i n the l i b e r a l press by Henrik Wergeland and others. The 
Ministry for Church A f f a i r s s o l i c i t e d the opinions of the 
clergy and the c i v i l o f f i c i a l s and of the newly-formed 
l o c a l community councils.9 i t then referred the matter 
to a Royal Commission consisting of Pastor V/exels, Profes
sor Dietrichson, and the Jurist S. Sdrenssen. The task of 
working through the opinions on the dissenter question 
was assigned to Dietrichson, while Wexels was charged 
with an analysis of the opinions on conventicles. 

Opinion proved to be sharply divided on a l l aspects 
of the problem. Nevertheless, there was a clear trend 
against the reactionary position of HJelm. Of the clergy, 
162 favoured f u l l r e l i g i o u s freedom; While 180 wanted at 
least some r e s t r i c t i o n s , only 81 favoured HJelm's proposal 
without modification. 1*̂  Of the 365 comm.unity councils, 
182 rejected HJelm's law out of hand, and only 94 approved 
i t without a l t e r a t i o n . The theological faculty and the 
Bishops favoured some modification but not t o t a l repeal of 
8 I b i d . , pp. 20, 57-58, e t . a l . 
9 This was the f i r s t time they had been asked to give an 

opinion on any issue. 
10 A. Seierstad, op. c i t . , p. 293. 
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the Conventicle Act. 
The most ef f e c t i v e opposition to Hjelm was offered 

b y v i c a r ( l a t e r Bishop) J. L. Arup (1793-1874), whose 
o f f i c i a l opinion, published i n the press, was also the 
opening salvo i n the movement for a new Church polity.-^-^ 
His position was l i b e r a l but not radical. Arup conceded 
that Hjelm's law would bring peace i n the Church, but 
claimed that i t was l i f e , not peace, which was needed. 
He asserted the "independence" of the Church from the 
State, and disavowed coercion i n the l i f e of the Church. 
The State, he said, should only intervene i n religious 
matters when doctrine or practice i s immoral or dangerous 
to the State. He concluded by saying that Hjelm's law 
was contrary to the r i g h t f u l claims both of Church and 
State; contrary to public opinion; contrary to the s p i r i t 
of C h r i s t i a n i t y and of Protestantism; contrary to the 
Constitution; And contrary to the prevailing l e g i s l a t i v e 
trend. Moreover, i t was incapable of enforcement.-^2 

The Royal Commission published i t s opinion, together 
with a l e g i s l a t i v e counter-proposal, i n 1842.-^^ This 
doc\ament was largely the work of Wexels, and i t breathes 
the mild s p i r i t of the man. I t i s balanced, f a i r and 
11 Morgenbladet, 1840, no's. 300, 301, 302, 307, 308, and 
311. I t was said that Arup's a c t i v i t y i n t h i s case "ele
vated him to the Bishop's chair". 

12 I b i d . , no. 311. Another of Hjelm's opponents was Rural 
Dean P. P. Aabel, who stated that Hjelm's law was popularly 
known as "the law for religious compulsion". Morgenbladet, 
no. 50, T l l l e g , 1842. 

13 I n d s t l l l l n g . . . 
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objective. On the one hand, i t expresses the prevailing 
c l e r i c a l concept of the Church and the Ministry; On the 
other hand, i t would grant considerable freedom to con
venticles. 

Wexels began by c a l l i n g a t t e n t i o n to three factors 
which served to complicate the issue: 1) The confusion i n 
the relationship between Church and State; 2) The lack 
of an independent Church p o l i t y and Church d i s c i p l i n e ; 
And 3) the lack of any religious freedom for dissenters. 
What was needed was a reform i n which the State, the 
Church, and the i n d i v i d u a l each received i t s due, and i n 
which Church and State could cooperate without confusion.14 

Wexels expounded thoroughly the opposing points of 
view before presenting his own position and proposal. 
His own sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between the Ministry and the 
Universal Priesthood are naturally prominent.' In view 
of A r t i c l e XIV of the Augsburg Confession, the Commission 
has "reservations" with regard to the c a l l claimed by the 
lay-preachers. Those who possess only an immediate (inner) 
c a l l cannot be regarded as RITE VOCATUS. Itine r a n t lay-
preaching represents an invasion of another's c a l l i n g , and 
has no claim to l e g a l i t y . Wexels drew the conclusion that 
the deduction of the r i g h t to administer the Holy Commxanion 
from the Universal Priesthood follows as l o g i c a l l y from 
these premises as the establishment of the r i g h t to preach.15 
14 I b i d . , pp. 44f. 
15 I b i d . , pp. 80-82. 
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On the other hand, Wexels endorsed the principle of r e l i g 
ious l i b e r t y . The congregation has a "Christian and natural 
r i g h t " to gather f o r e d i f i c a t i o n outside of the o f f i c i a l 
worship.16 He opposed c i v i l compulsion i n r e l i g i o n . I t 
was contrary to the basic character of the Lutheran Church. 
Family devotions were "v/holesome" and should be encouraged. 
And since i t i s impossible to draw a l i n e between family 

devotions and other conventicles, both should be equally 
17 

free, regardless of the number i n attendance. But the 
r e a l problem arose i n connection with the i t i n e r a n t preach
ers. Although t h e i r a c t i v i t y was "abnormal" and contrary 
to law, Wexels advised t o l e r a t i o n "as f a r and as long as 
they can be tolerated..." I t i s "not absolutely certain" 
that they are acting i n v i o l a t i o n of A r t i c l e XIV. This 
a r t i c l e was w r i t t e n i n opposition to the practice of the 
Anabaptists, who rejected the Ministry altogether. The 
Haugeans were not g u i l t y of t h i s error. The word "OFFENT-
LIG" could also be interpreted to mean " o f f i c i a l " , as well 
as "public". Haugean lay-preachers do not covet the o f f i c e 
of the M i n i s t r y . 1 ^ Indeed, the conditions within the Church 
could be such that the State Church ought "gladly" to 
to l e r a t e them. Moreover, t o l e r a t i o n would y i e l d better 
p r a c t i c a l r e s u l t s . Their punishment would be regarded as 
persecution for the sake of Christ, and would be interpreted 
as a form of martyrdom. Responsible Haugean elders would 
16 I b i d . , p. 73. 
17 I b i d . , pp. 64-66. 
18 I b i d . , pp. 85f. 
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have greater success i n c o n t r o l l i n g them than legal pro
ceedings. F i n a l l y , a policy of t o l e r a t i o n would of f e r -
a better chance fo r the Church to "enlighten, win, and 
bring i n t o a more correct path " the i t i n e r a n t preachers. 

Wexels' l e g i s l a t i v e proposal i s , i n contrast to Hjelm's, 
a Church law. Here, " i t i s the Church which demands order 
and norm i n her free l i f e " . 1 9 i t r e f l e c t s the d i a l e c t i c 
between the I n s t i t u t i o n a l and the personal. Paragraph I I 
would permit "Lutheran-Christian" conventicles, to be 
attended by "as many as might desire", so long as they 
are orderly and open to the pastor, and so long as they 
are not held during the hour of Sunday worship. Para
graphs V and VI dealt with the delicate matter of i t i n e r a n t 
preachers. Those who are not "lawfully called" ought not 
"as a r u l e " to teach publicly.. S t i l l less ought they to 
neglect t h e i r ordinary vocations i n favour of preaching. 
The clergy were to remind the people of the proper s i g n i 
ficance of the Universal Priesthood, according to which 
each Christian s h a l l serve God and o f f e r himself a sacri
f i c e v/ithin his own STAND, Should, however, any "Lutheran" 
fee-1 the inner c a l l to preach, he i s not forbidden to do 
•so. He i s required, however, to report to the pastor 
before each meeting and to inform him of i t s time and 
place. He i s also required to present a c e r t i f i c a t e from 
his parish pastor as to his moral character. Women and 
unconfirmed persons v;ere forbidden to preach. Violations 
A. Selerstad, op. cit ^ . , p. 309. 
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of the law were punishable by a f i n e which was t o be used 
f o r c h a r i t a b l e purposes, 

Wexels' proposal was adopted by the Government, and 
presented to the S t o r t i n g as a Royal Proposition, but i t 
proved t o be unacceptable both to the Haugeans and the . 
l i b e r a l s . The Haugeans countered w i t h a b i l l f o r the 
u n c o n d i t i o n a l repeal o f the Conventicle Act. The Royal 
P r o p o s i t i o n was k i l l e d i n committee, and the S t o r t i n g 
voted unanimously f o r the Haugean b i l l . Since the b i l l 
had now been passed three times, i t a u t o m a t i c a l l y became 
law without Royal sanction. By t h i s a c t i o n , lay-preaching 
i n e f f e c t vran l e g a l r e c o g n i t i o n i n the eyes of the State. 
As the Haugeans put i t , "the Word" had been " l i b e r a t e d " . 

(c) The Johnsonian Revival and 
. The Foundation of the Inner Mission. 

The Johnsonian r e v i v a l o f the 1850's set o f f a chain 
r e a c t i o n which l a s t e d f o r f u l l y a generation. The r e v i v a l 
"changed the l i v e s of huge segments of the Norwegian people" 
d u r i n g the ensuing decades.-^ A new theology, Orthodoxy 
rejuvenated, reigned; I t s message was c a r r i e d by a new 
generation of c l e r g y , confessional, p u r i t a n i c a l , and 
r e v l v a l i s t i c . 

One o f the most immediate e f f e c t s was the inauguration 
of the Inner Mission movement. This e n t e r p r i s e , i n p a r t an 
outgrowth of the r e v o l u t i o n s o f 1848, represented a 
1 E. Holland, Church L i f e i n Norway, 1800-1950, p. 39. 
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r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t the Church faced a new emergency, i n 
which s e c u l a r i z a t i o n was f a r advanced and s o c i a l and 
economic conditions demanded immediate a t t e n t i o n . I t 
also c o n s t i t u t e d a renewal of the P i e t i s t h e r i t a g e , along 
w i t h a c e r t a i n i n f l u e n c e from Enlightenment humanitarian-
ism. S t i l l , i t would scarcely have a r i s e n except against 
the background o f r e v i v a l i s m . This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y evident 
i n Scandinavia, where from the very beginning the emphasis 
was placed on preaching and evangelism r a t h e r than upon 
s o c i a l a c t i o n as i n Germany.^ An attempt was indeed made 
by Pastor Honoratius H a i l i n g t o organize a C h r i s t i a n labour 
movement i n competition w i t h the corresponding secular 
movement l e d by Marcus Thrane at mid-century. But s o c i a l 
and economic conditions i n Norway were widely d i f f e r e n t 
from those i n Germany. Norway was s t i l l l a r g e l y r u r a l , 
and I n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n had barely begun. I t was only l a t e r 
t h a t the Norwegian Inner Mission movement concerned I t s e l f 
w i t h s o c i a l problems. 

The f i r s t l o c a l society f o r Inner Mission was founded 
a t Skien i n 1853, under the leadership of the b r i l l i a n t but 
unstable v i c a r Gustav Adblph Lammers. Lammers was a power
f u l preacher of repentance, a close f r i e n d of Glsle Johnson, 
and an advocate of conventicles. The f i r s t b u i l d i n g to 
2 I t i s also i n t e r e s t i n g to compare the t i t l e s of the organi
zations i n the three Scandinavian countries: Denmark's 
K l r k e l i g Forening f o r Indre Mission, Sweden's Evangeliska 
F o s t e r l a n d s s t i f t e l s e , and Norway's L u t h e r s t l f t e l s e n . I n 
Denmark, Inner Mission was i n f a c t more "Churchly", i n 
Sweden more "Evangelical", and i n Norway more confessional. 
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bear the name "Prayer-house" (BEDEHUS) was b u i l t under h i s 
auspices the same year.^ The by-laws o f the Sklen society 
s t a t e d i t s piirpose as f o l l o w s : "To awaken and nourish a 
t r u e C h r i s t i a n l i f e i n the midst of our Church, i n which 
many presumably need i n f l u e n c i n g i n t h i s regard". I t was 
t o work by example, admonition, and the d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
S c r i p t u r e s and other C h r i s t i a n l i t e r a t u r e . There was no 
mention o f preaching.^ 

The r e v i v a l came t o C h r i s t l a n i a as a r e s u l t of a series 
of B i b l e ^ studies given by Glsle Johnson i n 1854. At t h a t 
time, the c a p i t a l c i t y had 30,000 i n h a b i t a n t s and only one 
p a r i s h Churchy w i t h three pastors.5 i n the autumn o f the 
same year, the f i r s t steps weretaken t o e s t a b l i s h an i n n e r 
Mission society i n the c i t y . Johnson was the f i r s t c hair
man of the board, which also included Prof. Caspari and 
Pastors H a i l i n g , Grimelund and Hald, as w e l l as nine laymen. 
I n December, the Society's s t a t u t e s were d r a f t e d and sent 
t o the C h r l s t i a n i a clergy f o r comment. This document was 
s i g n i f i c a n t i n t h a t i t charted the course which the Inner 
Mission movement was t o f o l l o w i n the f u t u r e . ^ Paragraph 
I e s t a b l i s h e d the confessional character o f the Society; 
3 The "Prayer-house" movement grew out of the f a c t t h a t 
laymen were not permitted to speak i n the p a r i s h Churches 
before 1888. The f i r s t b u i l d i n g w i t h t h i s purpose (though 
not c a l l e d by t h i s name) was i n use i n V/est Norway about 
1840. They were thus the equivalents of the B r i t i s h 
"Chapsls" except t h a t they were not s e p a r a t i s t i c and were 
l a r g e l y b u i l t by and f o r laymen. 

4 NK, I , 1856, p. 43. 
5 Two more Churches stood j u s t outside the c i t y l i m i t s , and 
a second Church was about to be erected i n the c i t y . 

6 P r i n t e d i n NK, I , pp. 120f. 
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I t s membership was to consist of "evangelical Lutheran 
C h r i s t i a n s " , and one of i t s p r i n c i p a l aims was to combat 
Separatism. The task of the Society was stated as f o l l o w s : 
To work f o r the extension of God's Kingdom among the in h a b i 
t a n t s o f C h r i s t i a n l a , "who are indeed outwardly reckoned as 
members of the eva n g e l i c a l Lutheran Church, but who must 
nevertheless be regarded as a c t u a l l y being t o t a l l y f o r e i g n 
to i t " . A q u a l i f y i n g clause, "while the Church i s unable 
w i t h the forces a t hand t o provide the necessary p a s t o r a l 
care", gave expression to the "emergency p r i n c i p l e " or 
" p r i n c i p l e of need" which was destined to play'an Important 
p a r t i n the f u t u r e h i s t o r y o f the movement. Paragraph I I 
l a i d down the means through which Inner Mission would work: 
I t would seek t o "bring the Word to the i n d i v i d u a l " throxagh 
the d i s t r i b u t i o n o f Scriptures and other l i t e r a t u r e , through 
B i b l e s t u d i e s , and through "awakening, enl i g h t e n i n g and 
e d i f y i n g t a l k s " . Paragraph V I I o u t l i n e d the Society's 
r e l a t i o n s h i p to the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e : I t pledged " u n i f i e d 
cooperation" w i t h the c l e r g y , hoped t h a t the clergy would 
" p a r t i c i p a t e " , and o f f e r e d to "open the way f o r them t o 
supervise i t s a c t i v i t y " and to make such guarantees f o r i t s 
"Churchliness" as the clergy might demand. Paragraph V 
gave expression t o the Charismatic p r i n c i p l e : The men 
chosen t o work i n the Society were not only to be Lutheran 
C h r i s t i a n s " i n the c o n v i c t i o n o f t h e i r hearts", but were 
also t o possess the "necessary p e c u l i a r g i f t s " f o r t h e i r 
work. 
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The r e p l y o f the C h r l s t i a n i a clergy was, as might be 

expected from men schooled i n the Hersleb-Stenersen-V/exels 
t r a d i t i o n , p o l i t e but cool.7 They proposed several changes 
i n the s t a t u t e s , p a r t i c u l a r l y concentrating upon Paragraph 
V I I . They suggested t h a t t h i s whole paragraph be deleted, 
on the grounds t h a t i t was superfluous and e a s i l y misunder
stood. They expressed p e r p l e x i t y as t o the form which the 
" u n i f i e d cooperation" would take. They assumed t h a t t h i s 
meant "a c e r t a i n outward cooperation", since s p i r i t u a l 
cooperation was too obvious to requ i r e mention. They would 
welcome support from any quarter, but declined to e n r o l i n 
Inner Mission, on the grounds t h a t as clergy they were a l 
ready pledged t o "preach the Word p u b l i c l y and p r i v a t e l y " 
(a q u o t a t i o n from the o r d i n a t i o n vov/). Such a course would 
not only be superfluous, but would also cast some doubt 
upon the s i n c e r i t y and adequacy of t h e i r o r d i n a t i o n vows. 
They made I t p l a i n t h a t they regarded Inner Mission as an 
e n t i r e l y v o l u n t a r y and " p r i v a t e " e n t e r p r i s e . They reminded 
the committee o f the great r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i-fhich they were 
assuming, and warned them o f the dangers of sectarianism, 
Enthusiasm, and i t i n e r a n t preaching. They p a r t i c u l a r l y 
cautioned the Society against g i v i n g I t s servants cause to 
regard themselves as " c a l l e d " to carry out a mission f o r 
vfhich they had no c a l l ^ from God. The clergy were obviously 
a f r a i d t h a t Inner Mission would give lay-preaching some 
stamp of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l r e c o g n i t i o n . They also suggested 
7 Also p r i n t e d i n NK, I , pp. 121-124. 
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the d e l e t i o n of a l l reference t o "evangelical-Lutheran 
C h r i s t i a n s " and t o the i n a b i l i t y of the Church to cope w i t h 
the e x i s t i n g need. This amounted to a proposal to omit 
any reference to the "emergency p r i n c i p l e " . They reminded 
the committee t h a t I t i s not given to men to draw l i m i t s 
t o the Church. F i n a l l y , the c l e r g y urged the Society to 
work w i t h "as l i t t l e o s t e n t a t i o n " as possible. 

The committee adopted some of the clergy proposals 
i n the f i n a l d r a f t . 8 Paragraph V I I was shortened and i n 
i t s f i n a l form read t h a t the Society would give the clergy 
"such support as the s i t u a t i o n demands". The clergy v/ere 
to have o p p o r t u n i t y to supervise. I n Paragraph I , the 
committee p a r t i a l l j ^ adopted the suggested r e d r a f t , but 
included the emergency p r i n c i p l e . The Society was to be 
composed of "members of the Lutheran Church" and was to 
work "where s p i r i t u a l ignorance and moral depravity seem 
to demand a more extended p a s t o r a l care than the Church 
under i t s e x i s t i n g o r g a n i z a t i o n i s able to provide". 
Paragraph 7 remained e s s e n t i a l l y unchanged, v/ith i t s 
reference to the charismatic p r i n c i p l e and i t s " c o n viction 
o f the heart". 

The f i r s t a t t a c k upon Inner Mission v/as d e l i v e r e d by 
the doughty High-Churchman 0. T. Krohg, v i c a r of Vestnes, 
and appeared i n the d a i l y press.^ I n h i s view. Inner Mission 

8 NK, I , pp. 51f. • 
9 Morgenbladet, 1855, no's. 45 and 85. 
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was not something new, but had existed since 33 A.D. I t 
i s the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means o f grace through the 
ordained M i n i s t r y , "the o f f i c e o f grace". A r t i c l e XIV 
o f the Augsburg Confession placed p u b l i c preaching i n the 
hands of those who have received the g i f t o f the Holy S p i r i t 
i n o r d i n a t i o n . He warned the sponsors o f the movement t h a t 
confusion and schism would r e s u l t i f Inner Mission were 
not i n t e g r a t e d i n t o the Church Order. He compared the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p of the pastor t o h i s p a r i s h to the marriage 
r e l a t i o n s h i p . When outsiders force t h e i r way i n t o the 
p a r i s h , the pastor i s i n the p o s i t i o n of an outraged hus
band. The o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y i s a d i v i n e i n s t i t u t i o n , 
g iven by God and not by the congregation. The Apostolic 
o f f i c e has come down to us " i n unbroken succession". The 
Universal Priesthood and the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e are two 
"quite d i f f e r e n t " t h i n g s . Only ordained clergy can per
form o r d i n a t i o n , not because o f the person, but because of 
the o f f i c e . Krohg's concept of the M i n i s t r y v;as thoroughly 
Wexelian. He r e f e r r e d to Wexels' Pasto r a l t h e o l o g i as "a 
book t h a t i s i n the hands o f almost a l l of the clergy and 
some laymen", and asserted t h a t " p r a c t i c a l l y a l l " of the 
cl e r g y shared h i s view. This was an exaggeration a t the 
time, and would be even less t r u e i n the years to come.-'-'̂  

10 A m a j o r i t y o f the clergy d i d share Krohg's view, but 
i t was already being s e r i o u s l y challenged. Cf. the de
bate on the M i n i s t r y which took place a t the Sklen 
p a s t o r a l conference i n June, 1854, TT, V I , pp. 125ff. 
The conference f i n a l l y passed a r e s o l u t i o n t o appeal 
t o the M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s f o r more pastors, 
a com-mon demand a t the time. 
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Several clergymen were already involved i n the Inner Mission, 
and there was considerable clergy support by 1860. 

Krohg proposed the o r d i n a t i o n of a number of a d d i t i o n a l 
men t o do Inner Mission work "organized by the Bishops and 
under the supervision o f the p a r i s h pastors". I n other 
words, Krohg was proposing the establishment of a Diaconate. 
He was not opposed to i n n e r mission work, but v/as v i t a l l y 
concerned t o keep i t under the c o n t r o l of the clergy and 
w i t h i n the established order. This seemed to be the only 
way t o ensure confessional f i d e l i t y , and i t remained the 
o f f i c i a l High-Church p o l i c y as long as the party e x i s t e d . H 

Inner Mission was defended against Krohg by "D" i n 
the same paper. •'-̂  "D" agreed t h a t Inner Mission was i n 
herent i n the nature of the Church, but put forward a con
cept of the Church which d i f f e r e d sharply from Krohg's 
c l e r i c a l i s m . The Church, he said, possessed a " d u a l i s t l e " 
character. On the one hand, i t was a divine i n s t i t u t i o n , 
w i t h a corresponding emphasis on the Sacramental; This was 
i t s "immediate" character. On the other hand, i t possessed 
a "mediate" character, i n which the stress i s placed upon 
11 Krohg's f i n a l word on the subject was an a r t i c l e which 
appeared i n 1883 e n t i t l e d : "Proposal f o r appointm.ent of 
Deacons by the Bishops,and t h e i r a c t i v i t y under c l e r i c a l 
c o n t r o l " , Morgenbladet, 1883, no. 63. 

12 Morgenbladet, 1855, no. 63. Among the other achieve
ments which "D" claimed f o r Inner Mission was the main
tenance of B r i t a i n s s o c i a l peace i n 1848. By "Inner Mission" 
he probably meant the long-range e f f e c t s of the Methodist 
and Evangelical Revivals. I suggest t h a t "D" should be 
i d e n t i f i e d w i t h Paul J. Dybdahl, pastor a t Rtfken. Cf. 
LK, IX, pp. 3 3 f f . He was known to have published some 
anonymous a r t i c l e s : . See a r t i c l e on Dybdahl i n Halvoraen, 
F o r f a t t e r - L e x i c o n . 
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the b e l i e v e r s themselves. There i s a f u r t h e r dualism i n 
the M i n i s t r y ; On the one hand, i t has a p r i e s t l y , Sacramental 
f u n c t i o n , and on the other hand, a preaching f u n c t i o n . 
There i s i n a d d i t i o n a dualism i n the preaching o f f i c e 
i t s e l f . While God has attached a d i v i n e promise to the 
preaching o f the Word as such, the a b i l i t y o f i n d i v i d u a l 
preachers depends upon the possession i n varying degrees 
of a charisma. O r d i n a t i o n gives him not the a b i l i t y , but 
only the permission to preach, because he seems to possess 
the a b i l i t y . I t i s impossible t o draw l i m i t s to the inner 
c a l l . Inner Mission i s based upon the Universal Priesthood 
and the charismatic p r i n c i p l e . Since the congregation has 
neglected i t s duty t o carry out the Universal Priesthood, 
i t has l o s t the l e g a l r i g h t . Inner Mission seeks to r e 
store both. Thus, on the basis o f the Universal Priesthood, 
and the charismatic p r i n c i p l e , "D" sought to e s t a b l i s h the 
r i g h t o f the Church i n i t s "mediate" aspect to carry out 
e v a n g e l i s t i c work, by means which are p a r a l l e l and ( i f 
necessary) supplementary t o the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e . Indeed, 
the c l e r g y should not only guard against the abuse of the 
preaching o f f i c e , but also ensure t h a t each person who 
possesses the necessary charisma uses hi s r i g h t and f u l f i l s 
h i s duty. Each p a r t of the Body of the Church must f u n c t i o n . 

Meanwhile, the Inner Mission movement spread. Local 
s o c i e t i e s s p r i n g up i n Sarpsborg (1855), Trondhjem (1859), 
Drammen ( 1 8 6 0 ) , Bergen ( 1 8 6 3 ) , and Bodd i n North Norway 
( 1 8 6 4 ) . The idea of a nation-wide organization was broached 
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as e a r l y as 1856, but some years were to pass before any 
such a c t i o n was begun. Charitable i n s t i t u t i o n s were also 
e s t a b l i s h e d , as w e l l as s p e c i a l C h r i s t i a n work among youth, 
emigrants, m i l i t a r y personnel, and the l i k e . 

The most thorough discussion up to t h i s date o f the 
whole question o f Inner Mission and lay-preaching was held 
a t a rump session f o l l o w i n g a missionary meeting i n Drammen 
i n 1860.-^5 Gisle Johnson d e l i v e r e d the opening lecture on 
the subject of Inner Mission, and a l i v e l y debate follov/ed. 
Here were represented most o f the c l e r i c a l and lay points 
of view, except f o r the most r a d i c a l on e i t h e r side. 

Johnson f i r s t e s tablished the need f o r Inner Mission. 
The s i t u a t i o n , he sa i d , was indeed b e t t e r than i t had been 
f i f t y years p r e v i o u s l y , but s t i l l only a beginning had been 
made. Inner Mission was "the a c t i o n of the Church to con
quer the heathenism which remains i n our midst". (He 
define d the Church as the community o f b e l i e v e r s . ) The 
only means a t the disposal o f the Church are the means o f 
grace, i n emergency as w e l l as i n normal times. These belong 
to the e n t i r e congregation,and a r e equally powerful i n the 
hands o f any b e l i e v e r . But God i s a God of order, and t h i s 
i s I n d i c a t e d by the way i n which He has d i s t r i b u t e d the 
Charismata. ̂ 4 p^om t h i s f a c t there arises a v a r i e t y of 
vocations, I n c l u d i n g a vocation t o the o f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y . 
S t i l l , a l l C h r i s t i a n s have a r i g h t and a duty t o p a r t i c i p a t e 
13 P r i n t e d under the t i t l e Forhandlinger ved det k l r k e l i g e 
Mdde 1 Drammen, 11-13 J u l i 1860, (edV Th. Bernhoft). 

14 I b i d . , p. 8. " 
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i n the work of the Church, so long as they do not d i s t u r b 
the p u b l i c (OFFENTLIG) a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace. 
There are too few clergy i n Norway, and many f a l l short of 
the i d e a l . Consequently, l a y forces must be pressed i n t o 
s e r v i c e . God has blessed Norway more r i c h l y than any 
other Lutheran land i n the matter of "great g i f t s " f o r 
lay-preaching. But Johnson also emphasized the f a c t t h a t 
only i n an emergency i s the use of t h i s t a l e n t "ecclesias
t i c a l l y j u s t i f i e d " . - ^ 5 i f inner Mission i s to serve the 
Church, i t must not only be f i r m l y grounded i n the Lutheran 
Confession, i t must also "respect" and "support" the clergy. 
The i d e a l s i t u a t i o n i s where the pastor himself leads the 
l o c a l Society. On the other hand, i f he r e j e c t s the Inner 
Mission,- the l a i t y are to proceed without him, both i n 
preaching and i n the o r g a n i z a t i o n of t h e i r society. Johnson 
assumes t h a t the Inner Mission i s to operate s t r i c t l y w i t h i n 
the l i m i t s of i t s own l o c a l p a r i s h . He was a f r a i d of any 
" a c t u a l o r g a n i z a t i o n " on a l a r g e r scale. 

I n the discussion which followed, Johnson elaborated 
c e r t a i n p o i n t s . He stressed the Importance of A r t i c l e 
XIV; Anyone who refuses t o recognize i t "thereby declares 
t h a t he wants nothing to do w i t h the Lutheran Churchl'^^ 
He also emphasized the importance both of the inner and 
15 I b i d . , p. 17. 
16 I b i d . , p. -39. This statement i s a classic i l l u s t r a t i o n 
o f Johnson's i n t e l l e c t u a l l s t conception of Revelation, 
whereby r e j e c t i o n of any one p r o p o s i t i o n i n the system 
i n e v i t a b l y leads t o a charge of heresy, i f not to 
v i r t u a l e xclusion from the Church. 
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the outer c a l l . I n Norway, only he who i s c a l l e d by the 
M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s i s RITE VOCATUS and authorized 
to preach "OFFENTLIG". Johnson admitted t h a t i t was hard 
t o draw the l i n e between "O^FENTLIG" and p r i v a t e a c t i v i t y ; 
This was the c r u c i a l p o i n t . He chose to define "OFFENTLIG" 
as "where I i n v i t e the general p u b l i c t o hear me". Only 
where the Word i s being proclaimed e i t h e r I n s u f f i c i e n t l y or 
not a t a l l has the i n d i v i d u a l or the Inner Mission society 
(an o r g a n i z a t i o n which i s no more o f f i c i a l than the i n d i v i d 
u a l ) the r i g h t to break the r u l e . The Inner Mission i s 
t h e r e f o r e "a temporary emergency measure, which we believe 
t o be necessary u n t i l an ordering of l a y a c t i v i t y by the 
Church can make i t superfluous".'^'^ At the same time, although 
the Inner Mission cannot issue a c a l l t o a lay-preacher, i t s 
o r g a n i z a t i o n of lay-preaching i n "set forms" would be a 
great boon. The encouragement and support of Inner Mission 
would not be without s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r the lay-preacher.-'•^ 

The conference was i n general agreement on several 
p o i n t s : There was indeed a variety, of charismata i n the 
Church, more lay a c t i v i t y was de s i r a b l e , and the g u l f be
tween c l e r g y and l a i t y should be bridged. But there were 
various emphases and shades of opinion on other aspects of 
17 I b i d . , p. 45. 
18 I b i d . , pp. 79f. 
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the problem. The laymen f e l t keenly the lack of an outer 
c a l l , but i n s p i t e of pangs of conscience, they repeatedly 
asserted t h e i r r i g h t to preach, on the basis of t h e i r inner 
c a l l and the desperate need.•'•9 Some, i n c l u d i n g Cand. Theol. 
Anton Johnson (Glsle Johnson's b r o t h e r ) , regarded a request 
from the pastor or the l o c a l l a i t y as an outer c a l l . One 
layman poin t e d out the f a c t t h a t i t was possible f o r a 
clergyman t o possess the outer c a l l but no inner c a l l . ^ ^ 
V i c a r Andreas Hauge, son of the great lay leader, agreed 
e s s e n t i a l l y w i t h Gisle Johnson, but thought t h a t Johnson 
overemphasized the emergency p r i n c i p l e "as thoiigh an 'as a 
r u l e ' could be i n s e r t e d i n t o " A r t i c l e XIV. Hauge p r e f e r r e d 
to f i n d j u s t i f i c a t t i o n f o r lay-preaching i n a broad i n t e r 
p r e t a t i o n o f "OFFENTLIG". He could conceive of as many as 
1000 people i n a " p r i v a t e " meeting. Only i f the preacher 
claims o f f i c i a l a u t h o r i t y , " i f he comes t o speak to the 
congregation", i s h i s a c t i v i t y "OFFENTLIG".21 Vfliile Hauge 
favoured lay-preaching on t h i s basis, he repeatedly empha
sized the f a c t t h a t Inner Mission had no a u t h o r i t y to send 
out lay-preachers, and also t h a t Inner Mission must confine 
i t s a c t i v i t y to the l o c a l p a r i s h . 

Many o f the other clergy expressed reservations. 
Pastor Th. Dop. spoke o f the large number of i t i n e r a n t 
preachers who work without any a u t h o r i t y i n law or i n 

19 Cf. the statements o f , e.g. Styrk Elelsen, p. 27., 
Chr. SvanhoM, p. 64, Hveding, p. 28. 

20 I b i d . , p. 28. 
21 I b i d . , p. 66. 
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S c r i p t u r e . Pastor Gloersen reminded the gathering t h a t 
the clergy were under oath to uphold A r t i c l e XIV. He 
st a t e d t h a t he would g l a d l y receive lay-preachers i f he 
could c o n s c i e n t i o u s l y do so. Pastor Brochmann suggested the 
establishment o f an i n s t i t u t e to t r a i n l ay workers, and the 
c r e a t i o n o f a Diaconate. Pastor D. A. Aabel accused the 
C h r i s t i a n i a Inner Mission of f a i l u r e t o keep to i t s proper 
task of v i s i t i n g the neglected, and o f holding p u b l i c meet
ings and Bi b l e studies i n " c o l l i s i o n " w i t h the clergy. He 
was answered by Pastor J u l i u s Bruun and several others. 
The le a d i n g c r i t i c a t the meeting was v i c a r Sven Brun. He 
r e j e c t e d the emergency p r i n c i p l e out o f hand. The need of 
the Church i s permanent, but t h i s must not be turned i n t o 
an excuse f o r work undertaken outside the rul e of law and 
order. The Church's need was never greater than i n the 
Reformation Era, yet i t was the Reformers who composed 
A r t i c l e XIVl The o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y was i n s t i t u t e d by 
the Lord Himself, and the congregation m.ust e n t r u s t the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means of grace wholly to i t . Brun 
d i d not deny the existence o f a v a r i e t y of g i f t s i n the 
congregation, but he argued t h a t the possession of a g i f t 
does not e n t i t l e anyone to seize the o f f i c e . The inner c a l l 
by i t s e l f i s not enough. Indeed, the c a l l i s not given i n 
the Charismata, nor i n the desire t o preach, nor i s i t 
guaranteed by the " r e s u l t s " . There are r e a l l y not two 
c a l l s , but one, and i t i s a simultaneous "go" w i t h i n and a 
"come" from the congregation. Lay a c t i v i t y w i t h i n one's 
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own c i r c l e i s proper, but i t i s not permissible to leave, 
home and vocation t o become an I t i n e r a n t preacher. Brun 
was obviously concerned to r e s t r a i n lay-preaching. He 
f l a t l y r e j e c t s the charismatic p r i n c i p l e , and I n t e r p r e t s 
the. emergency p r i n c i p l e as a r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t lay-preaching 
i n f a c t possessed no "objective r i g h t s " . He opposed the 
conferrence o f a l e g a l status upon lay-preaching. While 
a d m i t t i n g the contention of Gisle Johnson tha t the order 
of s a l v a t i o n must take precedence over Church Order, he 
nevertheless I n s i s t e d t h a t i t v̂ as best achieved by means 
of the order of the Church. He also admitted the need f o r 
Inner Mission, but held t h a t i t must be ordered under the 
c l e r g y . The Church, he said, would welcome a voluntary 
Dlaconate, provided i t was exercised under proper control.22 

(d) The Change of D i r e c t i o n i n the Inner Mission 
Movement, and, the Establishment o f L u t h e r s t l f t e l s e n . 

The meeting at Drammen led to no concrete a c t i o n or 
r e s o l u t i o n , but provides a good i n d i c a t i o n of the points 
of view prevalent .among i n t e r e s t e d Churchmen a t the time. 
Amid the v a r y i n g opinions and emphases, the p e r s o n a l i t y and 
standpoint o f Gisle Johnson looms as the most pov/erful 
I n f l u e n c e , attempting t o u n i t e clergy and l a i t y , confession-
a l l s m and lay-preaching, the Church and Inner Mission, the 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l and the charismatic p r i n c i p l e s . Johnson had 
gone i n t o a leaderless vacuum, had adopted the r e v i v a l 
22 I b i d . , pp. 29 -36 , 5 6 - 6 3 . 
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method, and had s t r u c k a chord deep w i t h i n a people reared 
on Pontoppidan. For the next t h i r t y years, he v/as to c o n t i n 
ue t o h o l d the Inner Mission movement i n tension, tenaciously 
c l i n g i n g to the emergency p r i n c i p l e , but gradually being 
forced toward the l e f t , toward a more Low-Church p o s i t i o n . 
This was i n keeping w i t h the general p o l i t i c a l trend, and 
f o r e i g n and non-Lutheran influences i n the Church, f i r s t 
from Sweden, and l a t e r from the Anglo-Saxon world, were 
also t o play a p a r t . ^ 

The f i r s t such in f l u e n c e was the r e v i v a l movement 
known as Neo-Evangelicallsm or Rosenlanism, a f t e r the great 
Swedish lay leader, Carl Olof Rosenius (1816-1868). This 
movement entered Norway through Rosenius' books and h i s 
magazine P i e t i s t e n (begun i n 1842), and through Olaus 
Nielsen's K i r k e l i g Tidende. But i t was not u n t i l the l860's 
t h a t i t became a power i n Norway, through the work of a 
number of Norwegian lay-preachers, notably P. G. Sand, 
Jakob Traasdahl, Andreas Lavik, and l a t e r Thormod Rettedahl. 
The hyper-evangelicalism of the new r e v i v a l ("Come as you 
a r e l " ) l e d to-a sharp c o n f l i c t w i t h the more l e g a l i s t i c 
o l d Haugeans. Rosenianlsm was P l e t i s t i c , s u b j e c t i v l s t i c , 
and i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c . I t s a n t i - c l e r i c a l i s m and even contempt 
1 0. Handeland, YM-dyaing, I , pp. 42f. This popular, one
sided work i s nonetheless an e x c e l l e n t source of I n s i g h t 
i n t o the views of the r a d i c a l wing of the lay movement/ 
Handeland i s c r i t i c a l of the emergency p r i n c i p l e , describ
i n g i t as a "back door" f o r lay-preaching, which tended to 
reduce lay-preachers to the status of " e c c l e s i a s t i c a l cot
t a r s " . Moreover, he i s c r i t i c a l of the alleged tendency of 
the Johnsonians t o i n t e r p r e t Scripture according to the 
Confessions. Cf. pp. 4 3 f f . 
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for the State Church (an at t i t u d e not shared by Rosenius 
himself) led to considerable c o n f l i c t with the clergy. 
Rosenlanism was strongest i n West Norway, especially i n 
the Bergen area. Here there were continual local revivals, 
"with a smell of sulphur".^ 

West Nj^rway possessed a long t r a d i t i o n of independence 
from Oslo and the East. Bergen had been the only c i t y i n 
which Hauge could work fr e e l y . When "The Society for Inner 
Mission i n Bergen and Surrounding Area" was organized (by 
laymen alone) i n 1863, i t was on the basis of free lay-
preaching. The emergency pr i n c i p l e was rejected. The 
standpoint of the Society called f o r t h a protest from the 
l o c a l clergy: "Inner Mission intends to hold Bible studies, 
public lectures,etc.--an a c t i v i t y which we regard as ob
viously belonging to what our Confession calls 'public 
teaching'...and we greatly fear that our evangelical-
Lutheran Church cannot t r u l y be edified through an a c t i v i t y 
which quite expressly c o n f l i c t s with a part of the Church's 
own Confession." The clergy also noted that the Society 
planned to work not only within the individual parish, but 
also throughout the diocese. This they regarded as an 
"in t r u s i o n " which w i l l not be beneficial to "The Church 
as a whole". "Church disorder", they said, "can hardly 
b u i l d up the Church of God."3 

The Rosenian movement, then, tended to accentuate 
2 I b i d . , p. 17. 
3 Quoted i n B. Eide, e t . a l . , Pet Vestlandske IndremlsJons-
forbund GJennom 50 Aar, pp. 59, 61. . 
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r e v i v a l i s t and a n t i - c l e r i c a l tendencies and the suspicion 
of the State Church already prevalent i n West Norway. Nor 
was i t s influence confined to V/est Norway, although i t was 
strongest there. 

Gisle Johnson had staunchly opposed any attempt to 
organize the Inner Mission movement beyond the local l e v e l , 
on the grounds that i t might appear to be "a Church within 
the Church". The Drammen meeting had displayed general 
unanimity on t h i s point. But pressure f o r further organi
zation steadily increased, and Johnson, "after the most 
earnest consideration", consented i n 1866 to participate 
and eventually to lead i n the organization of "Den Norske 
Lutherstiftelsen"(The Norwegian Luther Foundation). 

In December of 1866, the organizing committee sent a 
copy of the proposed by-laws f o r the Foundation to 1200 
pastors and laymen. The organization, patterned a f t e r the 
Swedish "Evangeliska Fosterlandsstiftelse", was to consist 
of a Board of twelve men l i v i n g I n or near Christiania. 
They were to examine, select, and send out the Foundation's 
"Bible messengers" or colporteurs.^ The Bible messengers 
were to be examined on t h e i r "knowledge of Christianity 
and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l standpoint", and were to go where the 
Board directed. Their credentials were to be v a l i d f o r 
periods of six months at a time. Their task was "to 
converse with individuals, read to them, and hold devotional 
4 G. Johnson, "Den Norske L u t h e r s t l f t e l s e L K , V I I I , 
1867, pp. 273ff. Rules f o r the a c t i v i t y of.the Bible 
messengers were printed on P. 278n. 
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meetings i n homes, wh'e?f*requeste<J'*'1:o do so", and they were 
to seek out especially "the poor, the Ignorant, the sick, 
and the needy". The Foundation was to have a "contact man" 
i n each parish, and the messenger was to c a l l on him f i r s t . 
"As soon as possible", he was also to contact the parish 
vicar, and receive from him "help and guidance",5 

The most delicate question was, of course, the question 
of lay-preaching. The committee expressed the opinion that 
"there are emergencies which Justify public preaching of 
God's Word even by those not regularly called by the 
Church...". I n t h e i r view, the Lord had "ri c h l y blessed 
lay-preaching i n our land...". Although a "private c i r c l e " 
such as the Board of Lutherstiftelsen could not authorize 
anyone to preach, everyone who i s t r u l y compelled by the 
S p i r i t to witness already has t h i s r i g h t , i n an emergency. 
Therefore, the committee proposed that the question of lay-
preaching be l e f t "a free matter".^ The rules for Bible 
messengers contained the statement that they were not 
"sent out" f o r the purpose of public preaching, but that 
they were not "forbidden" to preach, provided they possessed 
the necessary " g i f t and a b i l i t y " and t h e i r "proper" work 
\}&a not neglected.*^ Thus Lutherstiftelsen represented a 
concession to lay-preaching as well as to the demand for 
a broader Inner Mission organization. 

Reaction was not long i n coming. The editor of 
5 I b i d . , p. 278n. 
6 I b i d . , p. 277. 
7 I b i d . , p. 278n. 
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Morgenbladet launched a sustained attack on the scheme, 
c a l l i n g i t "a complete new apparatus for governing our Church 
i n an anti-confessional s p i r i t " . He v/as seconded by Profes
sor M. J. Monrad, who wrote a weighty series of a r t i c l e s 
i n the same paper. Monrad c r i t i c i z e d the way i n which the 
committee had operated as "underhanded". He too regarded 
the enterprise as "OFFENTLIG", and saw i n i t the elements 
of an ECCIESIA JUXTA ECCLESIAM. He protested strongly 
against i t s associational character; I t i s not permissible 
to "play State or Church" through an association. Moreoever, 
Monrad issued the warning that Lutherstiftelsen would not 
be a means toward greater freedom, but would inevitably 
become hierarchical and centralized.^ 

As might be .expected, O.T. Krohg took the f i e l d 
against the Foundation.9 He maintained that the purpose of 
Lut h e r s t i f t e l s e n was already being f u l f i l l e d through another 
organization, "the holy Christian Church". He saw i n the 
Foundation a p a r a l l e l organization; The members of the Board 
corresponded to the tv?elve Apostles, the Bible messengers 
to the clergy. He' predicted that Lutherstiftelsen vjould be 
l i k e the Rata tree of New Zealand, which chokes a l l other 
plant l i f e w i t h i n i t s reach. The Bible messengers would 
bring schism and disorder. He reminded his readers that they 
8 Morgenbladet, 1867, no's. 116, 142, 144, 148B, 158B. The 
anti-confessional charge seems a strange one to direct at 
Gisle Johnson; The editor was evidently r e f e r r i n g to 
A r t i c l e XIV. 
9 Morgenbladet, 1867, no. 66. 
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had a l l entered i n t o a covenant with God i n Baptism, and 
where t h i s covenant was a l i v e , Lutherstiftelsen vras super
fluous. I n a l a t e r a r t i c l e , Krohg repeated his proposal 
f o r a re-organization of the Church "as a Body", with a 
strong single head and parish councils and a synod. This 
re-organized Church could then begin to organize i t s lay 
forces properly.10 

The most serious opposition to Lutherstiftelsen came, 
however, from another source. In A p r i l of 1867, fourteen 
of the seventeen clergy i n Christiania, including Bishop 
Arup, Issued a public protest i n Morgenbladet. 

The clergy of Christiania admitted that there was a 
"need" i n the Church of Norway, but they denied that i t 
was extraordinary. Need may arise from a particular situa
t i o n i n the Church, such as the inadequacy of a given 
Church order to meet the requirements of the age, or i t 
may simply be the expression of the constant s i t u a t i o n of 
the Church i n t h i s world. The clergy believed that the 
chief problem existing i n the Church was the shortage of 

- clergy. In other words, they rejected the emergency p r i n 
c i p l e as inapplicable to the existing s i t u a t i o n . 

Their p r i n c i p a l objection to Lutherstiftelsen, however, 
was i t s "OFFENTLIG" character. I t s "error" consists i n i t s 
attempt to "constitute i t s e l f as an i n s t i t u t i o n Independent 
of the clergy". The by-laws of the Foundation contain 
10 Morgenbladet, 1867, no. 255. 
11 Morgenbladet, 1867, no. 123A. 
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"unChurchliness',' and conflict- with the Church order. The 
a c t i v i t y of the Bible messengers "can by no means be called 
private". The Board of Lutherstiftelsen would, i n c a l l i n g 
them, be establishing i t s e l f as "a Church government number 
two". The l o c a l contact men are extra "superintendents" 
fo r the l o c a l congregation. Inner Mission is j u s t i f i e d 
only i f i t confines i t s e l f to the l o c a l congregation and 
remains subordinate to the clergy. Lay a c t i v i t y must be 
"organically integrated into the entire Body of the Church". 
The more extensive and i n f l u e n t i a l an extraordinary enter
prise i s , the more l i a b l e i t i s to offend against the 
established order. "A corporation of twelve" i s more 
dangerous than an i n d i v i d u a l . I t matters not that many 
applaud the undertaking, nor that the clergy themselves 
support i t , f o r neither "many" nor the clergy (and s t i l l 
less a minority) i s authorized to speak for the Church. 
Moreover, the establishment of Lutherstiftelsen i s i n 
c o n f l i c t with the Augsburg Confession; "Never has A r t i c l e 
XIV so obviously been thrust aside". "Hardly any enter
p r i s e " was less suited to bear the name of Luther. They 
made the f u r t h e r charge that Lutherstiftelsen was a blind 
f o r other designs, "a sign which says one thing but whose 
r e a l i t y w i l l be quite d i f f e r e n t " . I t s protagonists know 
that lay-preaching w i l l r e s u l t , and they seek to organize 
the Inner Mission on a nation-wide scale. The clergy 
expected "no re a l help" from t h i s venture, but rather 
"schism and confusion". They therefore f e l t unable to 
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p a r t i c i p a t e i n i t s leadership, decisions, or i n s t i t u t i o n s , 
or to "share the re s p o n s i b i l i t y of the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e with 
men whom the Church has not called" . 

The committee v/as stung by t h i s rebuke, which they 
hastened to say was unique among a l l the correspondence 
they had received on the matter. They replied i n the same 
newspaper, repeating the same argiiments as before.-^^ The 
need was extraordinary: The large, scattered, and multiple 
parishes, the long distances to Church, the geographical 
d i f f i c u l t i e s , poverty, and the shortage of clergy, a l l 
made unique demands upon the Norwegian Church.13 "Mormons 
and other sectarians" were active. The quality of pastoral 
care was not always what i t should be. In th i s day of 
v i s i t a t i o n , the Church of Norway must u t i l i z e the lay 
forces at i t s disposal. This step cannot be postponed 
i n d e f i n i t e l y , and the experience of Lutherstiftelsen 
would prove a valuable guide for future " o f f i c i a l " action. 
The committee again stressed the "private" character X)f 
the Foundation. The position taken by the clergy that i t 
was "OPFENTLIG" was "completely untenable". The committee 
pointed to the p a r a l l e l s i t u a t i o n i n the f i e l d of foreign 
missions. They thought i t "improbable" that a Foundation 
which was sworn to f i d e l i t y to the Confessions would be 
"unChurchly" or "separatistic". They hoped that t h e i r 
12 Morgenbladet, 1867, no. 135. Also printed i n LK, 
V I I I , 1867, pp. 332ff. 

13 Maanedstidende f o r den Indre Mission, 1868, p. 7 
pointed out the fact that.the r a t i o ;of clergy to l a i t y 
was tv/ice as low i n Norway (1 to 3272) as i n Denmark 
(1 to 1553). 



354 
"contact man" would be the l o c a l pastor i n as many cases 
as possible. They pointed out the fact that one of the 
purposes of Lutherstiftelsen was to give aid to needy 
theological students. They again disclaimed any scheme 
to form a national Inner Mission organization. Finally, 
the committee denied that Lutherstiftelsen was i n c o n f l i c t 
w i t h A r t i c l e XIV ( i t was private) or with the existing 
Church order ( i t gave no authorization to lay-preachers). 

The project was discussed further at a meeting held 
a f t e r the 1867 general convention of the Norwegian Mission-
ary Society at Christiansand. Here, various standpoints 
were represented. The High-Churchmen v/ere represented by 
F. W. Bugge, l a t e r to become sudcessively professor and 
Bishop. Bugge was an opponent of lay-preaching, and he was 
not convinced of the a p p l i c a b i l i t y of the emergency p r i n 
c i p l e . Not a l l "need" could be remedied by public preach
ing. Those who attended the meetings of lay-preachers 
were those who wished to hear God's Word, not those who 
needed I t most. The relationship between Lutherstiftelsen 
and "OFFENTLIG" a c t i v i t y needed greater c l a r i f i c a t i o n ; 
Otherwise, the l o y a l t y of the clergy to t h e i r ordination 
promise would make i t impossible for them to participate 
i n i t s work. The a c t i v i t y of the Ministry and that of the 
congregation must form an organic unity under c l e r i c a l 
14 LK, IX, 1867, pp. 102ff, 131ff., 171ff., 2 l 6 f f . This 
was the convention at which the famous ^vrurn proposal 
f o r application of the charismatic principle on the 
mission f i e l d was made. Cf. the chapter on Foreign 
Missions. 
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leadership. 

Others proposed that Lutherstiftelsen should go fur 
ther, and authorize lay-preaching on the basis of the 
charismatic p r i n c i p l e . p a s t o r Chr. Dons, the general 
secretary of NMS, envisaged the organization of L u t h e r s t i f t 
elsen on the same lines as the foreign missionary society, 
with l o c a l societies organically united, and a general 
convention as the governing body. He also suggested that 
the l o c a l society might be regarded as an u n o f f i c i a l parish 
council, the f i r s t step toward a synodlcal p o l i t y f o r the 
Church. He proposed that the Foundation authorize lay-
preachers, when they are "called" by a local society with 
the pastor as chairman. They would thus be sefving as 
"representatives" of the congregation, the lay-preachers 
would be "regularly called", and the requlrem.ents of 
A r t i c l e XIV would thus be s a t i s f i e d . The pastor would 
pa r t i c i p a t e " o f f i c i a l l y " , f o r he was the pastor of the 
"Church" as well as of the "State Church". At present, 
too much r e s p o n s i b i l i t y rested upon the lay-preacher. 
In the Lutheran Church, i t i s the congregation which i s 
the bearer of the means of grace. They should share i n the 
re s p o n s i b i l i t y for c a l l i n g lay-preachers. 

Glsle Johnson opposed Dons' proposal. He rejected 
the idea of a national Inner Mission based on local societ
ies, on the grounds that i t might appear to be "a Church 
w i t h i n the Church".!^ Moreover, a local Inner Mission 
15 Cf. the remarks of the laymen Tdnnesen and Hektoen, 
p. 173. 

16 I b i d . , p. 105. 
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society cannot act as the congregation, nor would i t be 
recognized as such by the Ministry for Church A f f a i r s . 

Johnson also c l a r i f i e d several other points. He 
stressed the fact that messengers would not be sent without 
consulting the l o c a l pastor, although he admitted that cases 
might arise i n which a messenger would be sent where no 
loc a l society, existed and the pastor rejected the off e r . 
This would i n i t s e l f be a sign of the greatest need. He 
regarded l o c a l Inner Mission societies as temporary agen
cies, u n t i l the loc a l parishes secured governing organs. 
A f t e r t h e i r establishment, they would be the proper agencies 
to decide whether to c a l l i n a Bible messenger. Johnson 
also further c l a r i f i e d his understanding of the word 
"OFFENTLIG" i n A r t i c l e XIV. The Reformers, he said, used 
the word (The Latin PUBLICE) to mean "on behalf of the 
congregation" or " i n the name of the congregation", or 
"with the authority of the congregation as the proper 
bearer of the means of grace". Johnson admitted that the 
word could also mean "publicly" or the opposite of "secret
l y " , and that the two meanings were closely connected. A l l 
a c t i v i t y of the ordained•clergyman i s "OFFENTLIG". On the 
other hand, no a c t i v i t y of the layman i s "OFFENTLIG" unless 
he ,ass\anes the authority of the congregation. The question, 
then, with regard to lay-preaching i s not how many are 
present, but "the manner i n which he appears". I f asked 
by a group of people (not pretending to be the congregation) 
to speak, the lay-preacher i s not carrying out an "OFFENTLIG" 
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a c t i v i t y . But the a c t i v i t y of an i t i n e r a n t preacher, 
with the express intention of gathering people to hear 
him preach, would be correctly described as "OFFSNTLIG". 

The views of Anton Johnson were frank and outspoken. 
He was doubtful whether Lutherstiftelsen could avoid organ
i z i n g i t s e l f as a national Inner Mission society. Indeed, 
he thought i t should deliberately do so. The work of the 
Bible messengers w i l l be "OFFENTLIG", and we may as well 
admit i t . L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n had no authority to c a l l pastors, 
but i t should not hesitate to send lay-preachers where the 
need and the necessary charismata were present. These 
words were both frank and prophetic. 

The Meeting at Christiansand was ent i r e l y u n o f f i c i a l , 
but i t served once again to bring out the various views. 

The Grundtvigian party adopted a lin e of i t s own on 
the'subject of lay a c t i v i t y . This was expounded i n two 
a r t i c l e s by Cand.Theol. Ole Arvesen i n K i r k e l i g Folke.blad. 
The Grundtvigians were naturally opposed to Lutherstlftelsen, 
which Arvesen accused of being "based from beginning to end 
on a falsehood". He interpreted the emergency principle to 
mean "need makes the I l l e g a l legal". The attempt of the 
lay movement to r e t a i n both lay-preaching and A r t i c l e XIV 
was "self-contradictory". Lutherstiftelsen represented 
eith e r "confused thinking" or "cowardice", and was not 
ben e f i c i a l either f o r the Church or for the l a i t y . 
17 I b i d . , p. 218. 
18 K i r k e l i g Folkeblad, NR V, 1867, pp. 8 l f f . , I 6 l f f . 
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Arvesen claimed that two things make a man a Christian: 

Baptism and Faith. Two things make a man a pastor: The 
call.and ordination. He thought theological study highly 
overrated. Although he disclaimed a n t i - l n t e l l e c t u a l l s m , 
he proposed new l e g i s l a t i o n to make i t easier for g i f t e d 
laymen to secure ordination. When the lay-preacher posses
ses the necessary a t t r i b u t e s , he has the inner c a l l ; I t 
only remains f o r the Church to issue the outer c a l l . This 
would be i n harmony with the Confessions, and would provide 
a mediating influence i n the class struggle. Arveaen's 
proposal i s f u l l y i n keeping with the basic position of 
Grundtvigianism: A demand f o r greater freedom from the 
State, a "popular" emphasis i n contrast to the prevailing 
notion of a "cl a s s i c a l " education, and at the same time a 
concern f o r Church order. Moreover, the Grundtvigians 
feared the growing power of the Johnsonians. Arvesen 
warned lay-preachers of the danger of examination by 
Luth e r s t i f t e l s e n ; The Grundtvigians had experienced Ortho
dox examinations i n the University.' 

There may have been those who sought to ignore the 
lay movement completely and to concede i t no r i g h t s , but 
there could not have been many. Opinion among both clergy 
and l a i t y , was divided int o three groups: To the l e f t stood 
those (mostly laymen) who wanted complete freedom for lay-
preaching. To the r i g h t stood those (mostly clergy) who 
sought some way of integrating lay a c t i v i t y into the Church 
order under the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e . I n the middle were the 
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Johnsonians, with t h e i r emergency p r i n c i p l e . L u t h e r s t i f t e l 
sen was t h e i r c h i l d , and a f t e r the not inconsiderable t r a v a i l 
which we have sketched here, i t came into the world i n 1868. 
The o r i g i n a l scheme was essentially unchanged. One conces
sion to protest was made; The idea of local contact men 
was abandoned. For the time being, nothing replaced i t ; 
Gisle Johnson refused to make Lutherstiftelsen an organiza
t i o n of l o c a l societies. The same year, Maanedstidende for 
Den Indre Mission" (The Inner Mission Monthly) appeared; I t 
ran f o r nine years. I n addition, the Johnsonians founded 
s t i l l another organ, the weekly newspaper Faedrelandet, 
edited by the Johnsonian theologians Thv. Klaveness and 
Peder Haerem.-̂ 9 The editors dreamed of turning the paper 
i n t o a Christian d a i l y , but the plan never materialized. 
However, i t championed the Johnsonian causes (LutVierstift-
elsen, and reform) f o r the next f i v e years. 

(e) The Development of a National Inner Mission. 

L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n was a compromise arrangement. As 
such, i t was imsatisfactory to large segments of the 
Norwegian Church i n the long run. To the High-Churchman, 
i t represented a l e g i t i m i z a t i o n of i r r e g u l a r i t y . To the 
lay-preacher, the emergency principle was ludicrously 
19 A. Skrondal, Grundtvlgianismen i Noreg, p. I l l c a l l s 
Faedrelandet "a spokesman f o r LdJhe's concept of the 
Church". This i s a most incomprehensible error, for i t • 
was as f a i t h f u l to the Johnsonian party li n e as i t could 
we l l be. 
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inadequate, f o r I t was not a f u l l recognition of the charis
matic p r i n c i p l e . I t meant, as Sven Brun had said, that 
lay-preaching had no objective r i g h t s . I t raised but f a i l e d 
to answer many questions: When i s the need so great as to 
Justify lay-preaching? Who shall make the decision? ( I n 
practice, i t usually f e l l to the Bible messenger himself.) 
Where can the l i n e be drawn between private devotions and 
public preaching? As a r e s u l t , Lutherstiftelsen came under 
increasing pressure to a l t e r i t s character, and gradually, 
i t yielded to the pressure. In his characteristically 
c o l o u r f u l fashion, Handeland has described Lutherstiftelsen's 
policy as an attempt to s i t on two chairs at once. The new 
generation pulled the chairs (representing High-Church and 
Low-Church parties respectively) apart.^ In the end, the 
emergency pri n c i p l e f e l l , and Lutherstiftelsen was reorgan
ized as a national Inner Mission society based upon the 
charlsm.atic p r i n c i p l e . Vfe proceed now to sketch t h i s • 
development and the f i n a l great debate over lay-preaching 
i n the 1870's. 

The f i r s t change i n Lutherstiftelsen occurred already 
i n 1871, when the Foundation reorganized as an organization 
of l o c a l societies with a general convention as the highest 
governing body, exactly l i k e NMS. Handeland says that t h i s 
v/as an era of nev/ forms i n the Inner Mission movement. 
1 0. Handeland, VArloysing, I , p i 67. In another place, 
he c a l l s Lutherstiftelsen "a bomb which blasted a great 
hole i n the wall of the Church", p. 45. 



361 
In many places, the old Haugean elders ruled the local 
societies up to 1870, but as they died, they were replaced 

2 
by l o c a l boards. In the annual report of 1870, mention 
was made of increasing pressure on the part of the supporters 
of L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n for the creation of societies. The 
Board stated that i t "had nothing against" the formation 
of l o c a l socleties.3 I n the following year, a change was 
announced i n the by-laws, which would give "those v/ho 
support the cause a part i n i t s d i r e c t i o n " and prevent the 
" i s o l a t i o n " of the Board.^ The Foundation, i t was claimed, 
could not t h r i v e i n the long run without t h i s . The amended 
by-laws opened the way f o r "any Churchly society" which 
Joined the Foundation and supported i t to be represented 
at the general convention, v/hich would be held t r i e n n i a l l y . 

Thus Luthe r s t i f t e l s e n conquered i t s fear of appearing 
to be a Church w i t h i n the Church, and took the f i r s t step 
toward a more permanent and compact organization. Whether 
i n protest or not, Gisle Johnson resigned as chairman of 
the Board f o r the next f i v e years.^ 

Two further changes i n the by-laws were unanimously 
adopted by the general convention of 1876.^ These provide 
a clear picture of the a t t i t u d e taken toward lay-preaching 
i n the Inner Mission movement at the time. The f i r s t 
2 I b i d . , pp. 45ff. 
3 MTIM, I I I , pp. I 8 f . Financial d i f f i c u l t i e s may have 
played a.part i n t h i s decision. Lutherstiftelsen showed 
a d e f i c i t of 300 SPEGIEDOLLARS for the year 1869 (Cf. 
MTIM, IV, p. 21). 

4 MTIM, IV, pp. 39ff. 
5 G. Ousland, En Kirkehdvding, p. 222. 
6 Minutes printed i n MTIM, IX, Bilag. 
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change was the i n s e r t i o n of the qualifying phrase "as a 
r u l e " i n A r t i c l e VI, which now read as follows: "Bible 
messengers s h a l l , as a r u l e , be sent to parishes from 
which a request for assistance has been received by the 
Board".''' The second was even more s i g n i f i c a n t . Pastor 
Thorvald Klaveness, one of the most zealous champions of 
lay-preaching and" the charismatic principle,proposed the 
following amendment to A r t i c l e V I I I : "The Foundation per
mits i t s Bible messengers to preach God's Word i n public 
(OFFENTLIG) gatherings, when they f e e l an inner c a l l to 
do so and when experienced Christian friends and the local 
s i t u a t i o n encourage them..."8 Klaveness had o r i g i n a l l y 
proposed t h i s change at an Inner Mission meeting held i n 
the previous year at Drammen.9 i t had e l i c i t e d a l i v e l y 
debate; Gisle Johnson and others opposed the change, but 
i n vain. Johnson seems not to have been present at the 
convention of 1876, and sentiment was. a l l on the .side of 
Klaveness. The convention unanimously passed his resolu
t i o n , but to make i t less offensive, the word "OFFENTLIG" 
was replaced by the phrase " i n larger gatherings''.^*^ 

Lay-preaching thus advanced one more step on the 
road to f u l l recognition. Lutherstiftelsen was not yet 
sending out preachers, but i t had recognized the charis
matic p r i n c i p l e , and i t now "permitted" lay-preaching. 

7 I b i d . , p. 19. 
8 I b i d . , p. 20. 
9 MTIM, V I I I , p. 170. 
10 MTIM, IX, BILAG, p. 28. 
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The Foundation had other functions as w e l l . I t published 
and disseminated C h r i s t i a n l i t e r a t u r e ; I n 1875, i t published 
a t o t a l of 376,500 copies, of which 244,633 were a c t u a l l y 
d i s t r i b u t e d during the year. But a s s i s t a n c e to needy 
t h e o l o g i c a l students never assumed any r e a l importance, and 
even the s a l e of books eventually d r i e d up to the merest 
t r i c k l e . I t was the work of the Bible messengers which 
was regarded as of supreme importance from the s t a r t , and 
t h e i r c h i e f occupation came i n c r e a s i n g l y to be regarded 
as p u b l i c preaching. T h e i r expenses were reimbursed by 
the Foundation, but si n c e i t did not wish to encourage 
them to leave t h e i r ordinary vocations, i t was not c a l l e d 
a s a l a r y , but "a c o n t r i b u t i o n enabling those who f e e l the 
in n e r c a l l . . . t o follow that c a l l . . . " 1 2 L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n 
grew; From the o r i g i n a l f i f t y l o c a l s o c i e t i e s , i t grew 
to 140 i n te n y e a r s . Beginning i n 1868 with f i v e B i b l e 
messengers, i t had 77 i n 1876.•'•^ I t received support not 
only from w i t h i n the borders of Norway, but a l s o from 
B r i t a i n , p a r t i c u l a r l y from Scotland. Secretary Peder 
Haerem made a tour of B r i t a i n i n 1870, speaking f o r the 
Norwegian Inner Mission. The r e s u l t was a s u b s t a n t i a l 
c o n t r i b u t i o n , t o t a l l i n g iflore than 15^ of i t s t o t a l income 
f o r that year. This support continued for f o r t y years. •'•̂  

11 E. Sverdrup, Fra _Morges K r i s t e n l i v , p. 170. 
12 I b i d . , p. 176. The quotation i s from the annual report 
f o r 1876. 

13 MTIM, IX, p. 10. 
14 MTIM, IV, p. 38; E. Sverdrup, op. c i t . , pp. 134f. 
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S t i l l , a l l was not as i t might have been with Luther-

s t i f t e l s e n . A considerable p a r t of the Inner Mission move

ment remained outside i t , i n Trondhjem, i n the Skien area, 

and p a r t i c u l a r l y i n West Norway. The Bergen Society never 

d i d j o i n L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n , but became ins t e a d the nucleus 

of an eventual competitor. We must bear i n mind how i s o 

l a t e d the two p a r t s of the country were by the mountains. 

" I n those days, i t was f a r t h e r from West Norway to E a s t 

Norway than i t i s to England or even America today. "̂ 5 

Jealousy between the two halves of the country may w e l l 

have had i t s p a r t to play, combined with d i f f e r e n c e s i n 

p o l i t i c a l a l l e g i a n c e . But there were a l s o d i f f e r e n c e s i n 

r e l i g i o u s emphasis. I n E a s t Norway, the most important 

f a c t o r s were those of Hauge and G i s l e Johnson, i n the 

West new l e a d e r s arose who combined r e v i v a l i s t r e l i g i o n 

with r a d i c a l p o l i t i c s . A book which moulded the thought 

of the Inner Mission supporters i n the West •̂/as J . A. 

Merle D'Aublgne's work on the S c o t t i s h Church, which 

appeared i n Norwegian t r a n s l a t i o n i n 1873 under the t i t l e 

Two Kings and Two Kingdoms (To Konger og To Kongeriger). 

I t was widely read, and served to strengthen a l i k e the 

B i b l l c i s m and the r a d i c a l i s m of West Norway. 

By 1870, E a s t Norway l o s t the i n i t i a t i v e i n the Inner 

Mission movement to the West. Fres h r e v i v a l s swept through 

the West, and the m.ovement for the c o n s t r u c t i o n of "Prayer-

houses" reached i t s climax. •'•̂  The new leaders v/ere men of 

15 B. E i d e , e t . a l . , op. c i t . , p. 72. 
16 0. Handeland, Vdrldysing, I , pp. 4 5 f f . 
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a very d i f f e r e n t temper from Hauge and G i s l e Johnson. As 
examples we s h a l l s e l e c t two. One of them was the powerful 
r e v i v a l preacher Lars O f t e d a l . He ranged throughout the 
a r e a around Stavar^er, preaching r e v i v a l ; The Church attemp
ted to domesticate him by g i v i n g him a p a r i s h i n the c i t y . 
Here, he e r e c t e d a huge Prayer-house and orphanage, pub
l i s h e d a devotional magazine ("Bibelbudet"--The B i b l e 
Messenger"), continued h i s i t i n e r a n t a c t i v i t y , and became 

• a pov;er: in- the S;torting, u n t i l he was f i n a l l y ruined by 
personal scandal i n I89O. Another even more powerful 
f i g u r e was V i c a r Jakob Sverdrup (1845-99), a member of one 
of Norway's most g i f t e d and i n f l u e n t i a l f a m i l i e s . His 
unc l e , Johan Sverdrup, was Norway's f i r s t great party 
p o l i t i c i a n , the founder of the L i b e r a l Party and prime 
m i n i s t e r of the f i r s t Parliamentary government i n the 
1880's. Jakob Sverdrup had been p r i n c i p a l of a f o l k -
high school i n Sogndal,and was l a t e r v i c a r of Korskirken 
in. Bergen. Together with the schoolman Ole Irgens, he was 
the l eader of the Bergen Reform party (See the chapter on 
Reform), and he served both i n the S t o r t i n g and i n h i s 
uncle's and l a t e r governments. He was M i n i s t e r f o r Church 
A f f a i r s from I885 to I889 and from 1895 to I898, and a t 
the time of h i s death was Bishop of Bergen. Few Church
men or even p o l i t i c i a n s have.been subjected to the kind 
of b i t t e r c r i t i c i s m ("demagogue", "the yellow i n t r i g u e r " ) 
which the Conservative press poured out upon him. As a 
young man, he had been gripped by Cavour's p r i n c i p l e , 
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"A f r e e Church i n a free State", and he never abandoned 

i t as long as he l i v e d . V/e s h a l l examine h i s concept of 

the Church and review h i s work as a champion of reform 

i n Church p o l i t y i n a l a t e r chapter. Here,, we s h a l l con

cern o u r s e l v e s only with h i s views on the Ministry and 

lay-preaching. 

Sverdrup was an advocate of the charismatic p r i n c i p l e 

and consequently o f free lay-preaching. At the convention 

of 1876, he moved to i n s t r u c t the Board to present to the 

following convention a proposal f o r new by-laws, by which 

L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n would a c t u a l l y send out lay-preachers f o r 

th a t purpose. The motion was i n f a c t c a r r i e d with only 

three d i s s e n t i e n t votes, but the Board unanimously refused 

to recommend any such change, on the grounds that, 1) i t 

was superfluous i n view of the Elaveness amendment, and 

2) any outer c a l l to the lay-preacher should come from 

the l o c a l congregation and not from L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n . 

Thus the proposal was a b o r t i v e . The Influence of G l s l e 

Johnson i s probably to be suspected here. Sverdrup had 

argued that t h i s was the only way to unite the Inner Mission 

movement. I n t h i s he was undoubtedly c o r r e c t ; I t was 

p r e c i s e l y L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n ' s r eluctance to send out l a y -

preachers which was the major f a c t o r preventing unity. 

I n some cases, notably i n the case of the Bergen Society, 

f e a r of domination by the cle r g y was a l s o an Important 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n . I n I878, Sverdrup c a l l e d for a union of 

17 MTIM, IX, B i l a g , p. 27. . 
18 LK, 4R, I I I , 1878, pp. 217f. 
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a l l Inner Mission a c t i v i t y with headquarters i n Bergen, 

but there was l i t t l e i n t e r e s t for such a scheme i n West 

Norway. There was g r e a t e r i n t e r e s t i n the E a s t , though 

not of course f o r Bergen as i t s centre. E a s t e r n e r s feared 

the r a d i c a l Low-Churchmanship of the Westerners. 

( f ) The F i n a l C o n f l i c t over Lay-Preaching 
Johan C h r i s t i a n Heuch (1838-1904) and Jak. Sverdrup 

Meanwhile, G i s l e Johnson had begun to shed h i s respon

s i b i l i t i e s ; As Handeland says, h i s day was past. He r e l i n 

quished h i s C h a i r of Systematic Theology i n 1875. I n the 

same year, he turned over the e d i t o r s h i p of Luthersk Kirke-

tldende to two of h i s d i s c i p l e s . Pastors J . C. Heuch and 

F. W. Bugge. By t h i s a c t i o n , the stage was s e t f o r the 

f i n a l b a t t l e over lay-preaching. 

Heuch was the leading p e r s o n a l i t y of the two. This 

remarkable f i g u r e , who would eventually become the most 

outspoken i f not the leading a p o l o g i s t of the Norwegian 

Church, was then pastor a t the Deaconess I n s t i t u t e i n 

C h r i s t i a n i a and Rector of the P r a c t i c a l Theological Semin

ar y . He was a thoroughly c o n f e s s i o n a l Johnsonian who had 

been l e d i n a High-Church d i r e c t i o n by a period of study 

i n Germany. He l a t e r expressed h i s gratitude to Theodos-

l u s Harnack of Erlangen; "He was the f i r s t to open ray eyes 

to the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the f a c t that the Church, as s u r e l y 

as i t i s the Communion of S a i n t s , i s a l s o the I n s t i t u t i o n 

c r e a t e d by the Lord f o r the r e g u l a r a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the 
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means of grace...This t r u t h has ever sinc e marked my view 
toward many phenomena i n the l i f e of the Church. 

I t was no accident that Heuch's c h i e f apologetic work 

came to be t i t l e d Against the Stream. Much of h i s mature 

l i f e was spent i n f i g h t i n g the c u r r e n t . I n an age of i n d i 

v i d u a l i s m , he was obsessed by a sense of the c o l l e c t i v e . 

I n a time of onrushing democracy, he emphasized au t h o r i t y 

i n Church and State and the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the i n d i v i d u a l 

toward the group. I n the flood of secularism and l i b e r a l 

theology, he stood for B i b l i c a l "Churchly" C h r i s t i a n i t y . 

I n the movement f o r Church reform, he f i r s t favoured l i m i t e d 

reforms (though only on the b a s i s of s t r i c t c o n f e s s i o n a l 

c o n t r o l s ) , but l a t e r took the p o s i t i o n that reform was 

"overemphasized", and t r i e d to focus a t t e n t i o n on the 

means of grace i n s t e a d . 

Heuch viewed the Low-Church development of Luther

s t i f t e l s e n with alarm, and immediately began to a t t a c k i t 

i n L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n ' s own paper. ( I t had taken over c o n t r o l 

of LK i n the previous year.) He c r i t i c i z e d the " b i t t e r 

a n t i - c l e r i c a l s p i r i t " of many laymen i n the Inner Mission 

movement. They have no a p p r e c i a t i o n f o r the r i g h t s of the 

o f f i c e . But t h e i r c h i e f e r r o r i s that they " f a i l to grasp 

the t r u t h that the means of grace are powerful i n them

s e l v e s " . They are "D o n a t i s t i c " 2 , a n t i - c o n f e s s i o n a l , and 

s e l f - w i l l e d ; " r e b e l l i o u s a g a inst the Church order", possessed 

1 J . Tandberg, Biskop Heuch's L i v og Vlrke, p. 11. 
2 LK, .3R, I , 1875, p. 35^T~~ 
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of an a t t i t u d e of " l o v e l e s s Judgement" and of "a s u s p i c i 

ous opposition to a l l higher education generally...and 

theology i n p a r t i c u l a r " . 3 He c i t e d Hauge's Testament 

a g a i n s t both the S e p a r a t i s t s and those who advocated "too-

hasty changes i n the b a s i c s t r u c t u r e of Church order".^ 

The r e s u l t of the p o s i t i o n adopted by Heuch and Bugge 

on reform and lay-preaching was two-fold. I n the f i r s t 

p l a c e , they were r e l i e v e d of the e d i t o r s h i p a f t e r a year 

and a h a l f , and founded t h e i r own paper, Luthersk U g e s k r l f t . 

Jakob Sverdrup wrote that t h e i r p o s i t i o n must have s u r p r i s e d 

G i s l e Johnson, but t h i s i s hardly l i k e l y . Johnson knew 

both men w e l l . I t i s more probable that, v/ith h i s genius 

f o r balance, he d e l i b e r a t e l y chose them i n order to counter

a c t L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n ' s tendency toward the l e f t . But the 

Foundation could not t o l e r a t e t h e i r views, and they were 

repl a c e d by Pastors Thorvald Klaveness and Gunvald Blom. 

I n the second place, Jakob Sverdrup, together with Cand. 

Theol. Ole V o l l a n , founded Ny Luthersk Klrketldende, a 

r a d i c a l Low-Church paper, i n 1877. 

I n the lengthy debate which followed, the p r i n c i p a l 

f i g u r e s were Heuch and Sverdrup, representing High- and 

Low-Church concepts of the Ministry r e s p e c t i v e l y . The 

new e d i t o r s of LK were l a r g e l y s i l e n t , attempting to 

maintain the mediating Johnsonian p o s i t i o n . 

Heuch's b a s i c view of the Ministry was revealed i n 

3 LK, 3R, I I , 1876, p. 32. 
4 LK,3R, I , 1875, p. 88. 
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h i s l e c t u r e s i n the P r a c t i c a l Seminary and i n various 

a r t i c l e s i n Luthersk U g e s k r i f t . ^ He maintained that the 

Mi n i s t r y was a " d i r e c t i n s t i t u t i o n " of C h r i s t . 6 But Heuch 

does not attempt to deduce the Min i s t r y from the Apostolate 

and a suc c e s s i o n , as Wexels had done. His i s a Lutheran, 

" f u n c t i o n a l " concept of the Minist r y . C h r i s t i n s t i t u t e d 

the M i n i s t r y when He gave the means of grace. "Through the 

means of grace, the Lord upholds and governs the Church; 

Therefore, He has given that o f f i c e , through...which He 

Himself a d m i n i s t e r s the means of grace i n i t s midst." 

"The a u t h o r i t y of the Ministry r e s t s e n t i r e l y upon the 

f a c t that i t r i g h t l y administers the means of grace".? 

The M i n i s t r y i s rooted i n t h e , f a c t that the Church i s a 

l i v i n g organism of I n t e r r e l a t e d members, the Body of C h r i s t . 

As a c o l l e c t i v e Body, the Church has a d i f f e r e n t task from 

t h a t of the i n d i v i d u a l , the task of ensuring that the whole 

Church i s nurtured and strengthened. I t can only do t h i s 

through the M i n i s t r y . Consequently, while there i s a 

mutual i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p between the I n d i v i d u a l member and 

the Body, and a " p a r a l l e l i s m " betv/een the Un i v e r s a l P r i e s t 

hood and the Mi n i s t r y , the tv/o are not I d e n t i c a l . The 

Min i s t r y i s given n e i t h e r to the I n d i v i d u a l member of the 

Church, nor to a s e l f - p e r p e t u a t i n g STAND, but to the Church 

as a whole, because the means of grace are given to I t 

5 J.C. Heuch, Lecture Notes, taken by H. Raabe, Ms. no. 
915, Hdndskriftsamling, U n i v e r s i t y L i b r a r y , Oslo; And 
m, I , pp. 3 6 I f f . 
6 Lecture Notes, p. 8. 
7 LU, I , pp. 366f. 



371 

alone. The congregation does not give the Ministry i t s 

a u t h o r i t y ; That comes from the m.eans of grace. The congre

g a t i o n cannot add any power to them, nor can i t use them 

as i t p l e a s e s . The moment i t r e j e c t s the means of grace 

administered according to C h r i s t ' s w i l l , i t ceases to be a 

C h r i s t i a n congregation. This c o n s t i t u t e s the most s t r i k i n g 

proof that the congregation i s not the source of the author

i t y of the M i n i s t r y , but r a t h e r i s dependent upon i t . 

Since the M i n i s t r y i s God's g i f t to the whole Church, 

no i n d i v i d u a l may usurp i t ; Hence, A r t i c l e XIV. The 

" r i g h t l y c a l l e d " pastor thus possesses c e r t a i n r i g h t s over 

the i n d i v i d u a l members, but the congregation has i n turn 

c e r t a i n r i g h t s over him. Any i n d i v i d u a l who r e j e c t s the 

pa s t o r ' s M i n i s t r y offends a g a i n s t the Church v/hich c a l l e d 

him. The congregation has the r i g h t to supervise the work 

of a pastor, and to remove him, i n the same manner as i t 

c a l l e d him, when he I s untrue to h i s charge. Thus, the 

M i n i s t r y d e r i v e s i t s a u t h o r i t y from the Lord's means of 

grace, but i t r e c e i v e s i t through the c a l l of the Church. 

This does not mean that the M i n i s t r y i s f i n a l l y subordinate 

to the congregation. The pastor i s c a l l e d to do the work 

of C h r i s t , not of the congregation. Thus ( i n a sense) the 

M i n i s t r y as a whole stands above both congregation and 

the i n d i v i d u a l pastor, and n e i t h e r can use i t i n an 

a r b i t r a r y f a s h i o n . 

Heuch's c h i e f c o n t r i b u t i o n i n the debate was a s e r i e s 

of eight a r t i c l e s i n Luthersk U g e s k r i f t e n t i t l e d "Den 
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O f f e n t l l g e Laegmandsvlrksomhed og N(ydvendigheden a f dens 

k i r k e l l g e Organization" (Public lay a c t i v i t y and the neces

s i t y of i t s e c c l e s i a s t i c a l o r g a n i z a t i o n ) . These a r t i c l e s , 

published i n 1878, represent an expansion of the teaching 

which he had given i n the Seminary, and a thorough r e f u t a 

t i o n of the other contemporary p o s i t i o n s . 

Heuch began by acknowledging that, from the prophet 

Amos to Hans N l l s e n Hauge, G-od had c a l l e d prophets without 

an outer c a l l , when the Church was f a i l i n g i n i t s task. 

But he drew a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between Hauge and the 

lay-preachers of h i s own day. The l a t t e r , who were unique 

to Norway, lacked the evidencles of an inner c a l l which 

Hauge dis p l a y e d , such as s p e c i a l g i f t s and martyrdom. 

Heuch was not completely opposed to lay a c t i v i t y . Such a 

p o s i t i o n was i n c o n f l i c t with the Confessions,and would 

widen the g u l f between cle r g y and l a i t y and open the door 

f o r the s e c t s . Instead, he proposed that lay-preachers be 

" c a l l e d by the Church's le g i t i m a t e organs, a f t e r proper 

examination by the Church, to work w i t h i n a d e f i n i t e area, 

under the same s u p e r v i s i o n as the other servants of the 

Church".^ I n h i s view, the g r e a t e s t danger lay not i n the 

f a c t that lay-preachers were not t r a i n e d theologians, but 

t h a t they were " s e l f - c a l l e d " and "without e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 

s u p e r v i s i o n and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y " . I n other v/ords, Heuch, 

l i k e Krohg, Bugge, and the Grundtvlgians, was proposing 

8 J.C. Heuch, "Den O f f e n t l i g e Laegmandsvirksomheden...", 
LU; Published i n book-form under the same t i t l e , p. 14. 
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the establishment of a Dlaconate. 

He then proceeded to a c r i t i q u e of the other viev/s and 

a t h e o l o g i c a l J u s t i f i c a t i o n of h i s own. He f i r s t r e j e c t e d 

the view t h a t lay-preaching i s f u l l y J u s t i f i e d on the b a s i s 

of the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood. Heuch drew a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n 

between the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood and the o f f i c e of the Mini

s t r y . Only those c a l l e d and authorized by God may admini

s t e r the means of grace. Even those who deduce the Ministry 

from the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood admit that i t i s the possession 

of the community and therefore cannot be usurped by an i n d i 

v i d u a l , but must be conferred by the community. Heuch 

d i s t i n g u i s h e d betv/een the o f f i c i a l Ministry of Word and 

Sacraments and the i n d i v i d u a l witness, i n these words: 

"Whereas the o f f i c i a l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace 

i s a s p e c i a l l i f e - w o r k confided to the i n d i v i d u a l by the 

comm.unity f o r the e d i f i c a t i o n of the whole congregation, 

the witness of the i n d i v i d u a l C h r i s t i a n i s a f r u i t of h i s 

f a i t h , which i n a l i f e - w o r k quite d i f f e r e n t from the 

M i n i s t r y of the means of grace, appears wherever the s i t u 

a t i o n enables him to help h i s neighbour by h i s witness."9 

T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s i n danger of being obscured. V/hereas 

the c l e r g y are r i g h t l y examined and c a l l e d , the lay-preachers 

ar e e i t h e r not c a l l e d a t a l l or c a l l e d by those who have no 

r i g h t to do so. He quoted a s i g n i f i c a n t statement by Ole 

I r g e n s , one of Sverdrup's supporters: "Since Inner mission

a r i e s preach the Word i n the congregation, they are i n the 

9 I b i d . , pp. I 8 f . 
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M i n i s t r y , y e t outside i t , and consequently a g a i n s t i t . " 

Heuch next d i s c u s s e d A r t i c l e XIV. I t s meaning i s 

c l e a r enough; The d i f f i c u l t y a r i s e s i n attempting to r e 

c o n c i l e i t with lay-preaching. Many be l i e v e that l a y -

preaching i s S c r i p t u r a l , and Heuch admits that S c r i p t u r e 

must take precedence over the Confessions. On the other 

hand, he i s contemptuous of attempts to "r e w r i t e " the 

A r t i c l e or to Ignore i t s c l e a r meaning. He asks whether 

such an attempt to r e d r a f t the f i r s t A r t i c l e would be 

regarded as t o l e r a b l e . I t can be r e j e c t e d as being i n 

c o n f l i c t w i t h S c r i p t u r e , but not r e w r i t t e n . Heuch r e f u s e s 

to I n t e r p r e t the RITE VOCATUS as a reference to the inner 

c a l l . This would lead to mere s u b j e c t i v i s m . Everyone 

would decide f o r himself whether he i s c a l l e d . I n t erpreted 

from t h i s point of view, the A r t i c l e would simply mean 

tha t no one was to be forced to preach against h i s w i l l I 

The Church acknowledges the f a c t t h at God I s s u e s both 

mediate and immediate c a l l s , but the l a t t e r must be v e r i 

f i e d " i n an unusual manner", with "signs and wonders". 

Heuch f u r t h e r r e j e c t s the fa v o u r i t e Sverdrupian doctrine 

of the r i g h t of the l o c a l congregation to c a l l , and i t s 

duty to u t i l i z e the charismata. This r i g h t i t has never 

possessed i n the Lutheran Church, and c e r t a i n l y not i n 

the year 1530. 

As regards the c r u c i a l question of how to I n t e r p r e t 

the word "OFFENTLIG", Heuch took a firm and c l e a r stand. 

"Any preaching which does not proceed with inner n e c e s s i t y 
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from the l i f e s i t u a t i o n and the contacts which the i n d i 

v i d u a l C h r i s t i a n has i n h i s life-work, but i s d i r e c t e d 

toward the congregation as such", whether s i n g l y or i n 

groups, i s "OFFENTLIG".1^ Whenever anyone abandons h i s 

r e g u l a r vocation or subordinates i t to preaching, h i s 

a c t i v i t y becomes "OFFENTLIG". No other d i s t i n c t i o n betv/een 

p u b l i c and p r i v a t e can be drawn. Heuch was p a r t i c u l a r l y 

"astonished" a t the view of Lars Oftedal, who r e s t r i c t e d 

the d e s c r i p t i o n "OFFENTLIG" to preaching which took place 

w i t h i n a Church b u i l d i n g . He dismissed the wording of 

L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n ' s by-laws as "sophistry". He mentioned 

one supporter of lay-preaching who I n t e r p r e t e d A r t i c l e XIV 

to mean that no one should force himself into the c l e r i c a l 

o f f i c e , f o r instance by h a l t i n g the preacher i n the midst 

of h i s sermon and taking h i s place i n the p u l p i t . Heuch 

was sympathetic with the advocates of the emergency p r i n 

c i p l e , but he c a l l e d upon those who desired fre e l a y -

preaching e i t h e r to admit that p u b l i c lay-preaching was 

contrary to A r t i c l e XIV,or to repudiate the Confession and 

then "consider the question of how we can remain members 

of the Lutheran Church..." 

The High-Church champion then proceeded to d i s c u s s 

the r e l a t i o n of A r t i c l e XIV to S c r i p t u r e . He prefaced h i s 

remarks with a reminder that xv'e often experience how "the 

Church has seen more deeply into S c r i p t u r e than we can, " 

10 I b i d . , p. 45. 
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and t h a t the b a s i c f a u l t of the Norwegian Church was i t s 

l a c k of a sense of the Church and of a co n f e s s i o n a l con

sciousness . 

There i s no c o n t r a d i c t i o n , says Heuch, between S c r i p 

t u r e and A r t i c l e XIV. S c r i p t u r e does not give to every 

C h r i s t i a n tiae r i g h t to preach, and A r t i c l e X I ? does not 

deny him the r i g h t to witness, but only the r i g h t to preach 

p u b l i c l y , "To the congregation". Passages concerning wit

ness and the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood are inadmissible as 

support for lay-preaching. On the contrary, they show that 

not everyone who shares i n the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood has the 

a d d i t i o n a l r i g h t to ca r r y out the functions of the Ministry. 

Women, for example, are bidden to keep s i l e n t i n Church 

( I Cor. 14:34), but they are not thereby excluded from 

the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood. The New Testament priesthood 

i s a s a c r i f i c i a l s e r v i c e , "an o f f e r i n g to God of the whole 

l i f e . . . " S c r i p t u r e uses other t i t l e s f or the c l e r i c a l 

o f f i c e : Apostle, prophet, teacher, e v a n g e l i s t , pastor. 

Not a l l are Apostles, prophets, or teachers ( I Cor. 12:29). 

The M i n i s t r y cannot be deduced from the U n i v e r s a l P r i e s t 

hood, nor can the r i g h t to administer the means of grace 

be deduced from the charismata. I n the f i r s t place, the 

pos s e s s i o n of a g i f t does not convey the r i g h t to use i t . 

Moreover, the term "Charismata" denotes extraordinary g i f t s , 

which are no more i n evidence among lay-preachers than 

among the c l e r g y . The "normal f r u i t s of f a i t h " do not 

re q u i r e a p u b l i c M i n i s t r y f o r t h e i r e x e r c i s e . I n that 
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case, a l l C h r i s t i a n s would have not only the r i g h t but 
a l s o the duty to preach (to u t i l i z e the g i f t s ) , a p o s i t i o n 
which not even the most zealous supporters of lay-preaching 
are w i l l i n g to adopt. 

Heuch d i d not a t t a c k the emergency p r i n c i p l e i n i t s e l f , 

but he s t a t e d four o b j e c t i o n s to the way i n which i t was 

being a p p l i e d . I n the f i r s t place, i t s supporters "mis

understand and exaggerate" the need. Lay-preachers do not 

go and are not sent where they are r e a l l y needed. They 

do not pay the s l i g h t e s t a t t e n t i o n to the l o c a l s i t u a t i o n , 

f o r the simple reason that they confuse the need fo r more 

preaching with the need for more l i s t e n i n g . The l a t t e r i s 

most common and i s not unique to Norway, but the former i s 

the only need which J u s t i f i e s lay-preaching. Heuch c h a l 

lenged the lay-movement, i f i t wished to be c o n s i s t e n t , to 

"break the stave over" i t s own a c t i v i t y where t h i s was 

superfluous. Secondly, Inner Mission should have made 

every e f f o r t to gain e c c l e s i a s t i c a l l e g i t i m a t i o n as a part 

of the e x i s t i n g Church order, before v i o l a t i n g the Church's 

Confession. T h i s , i n Heuch's submission, i t has made 

a b s o l u t e l y no attempt to do. T h i r d l y , i n i t s z e a l f o r 

the I n d i v i d u a l , Inner Mission "forgets the r i g h t s of the 

comm.unlty, and that, i n the f i n a l a n a l y s i s , a l l i n d i v i d u a l s 

must s u f f e r when the organic l i f e of the community i s d i s 

turbed". Here Heuch d i s p l a y s h i s deep concern f o r the 

Church as a whole. A r t i c l e XIV can only be properly 

understood i n the l i g h t of the concept of the Church as an 
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organism I n which each member has i t s d i s t i n c t i v e func

t i o n s . Inner Mission "so e x c l u s i v e l y regards the purpose 

of the Church as the s a l v a t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l s o u l s " that 

i t f a l l s to see that the i n d i v i d u a l I s i n e v i t a b l y a f f e c t e d 

by the varying fortunes of the community as a whole. 

Consequently, although Inner Mission saves many souls, the 

Church must oppose i t , because "the community as a whole 

hasbeen i n j u r e d , and i s exposed to dangers which w i l l 

I n c r e a s e , the more permanent and extreme forms t h i s un-

Churchly a c t i v i t y , t h i s unorganlc growth on the Body of 

the Church, assumes".^1 Thus, i n the l a s t r e s o r t , the 

emergency a c t i v i t y of Inner Mission w i l l i n f a c t replace 

one kind of emergency by another. 

Heuch f u r t h e r d i s c u s s e d the various dangers Involved 

i n lay-preaching, both f o r the lay-preacher himself and 

f o r the Church, and made concrete suggestions i n order 

to meet the s i t u a t i o n . 

For the lay-preacher, a "self-assumed" Ministry i s a 

sore temptation to h i s p r i d e . "Nothing I s more dangerous" 

f o r the s p i r i t u a l l i f e than concentration on the s p i r i t u a l 

g i f t s which an i n d i v i d u a l b e l i e v e s himself to possess, or 

upon the r e s u l t s of h i s own preaching. Other temptations 

were bound to a r i s e : the martyr complex, the abandonment 

of lay vocations f o r the sake of the p r e s t i g e a t t a c h i n g to 

preaching, and the tendency f o r new converts to preach, 

11 I b i d . , TDD. 95, 98. 
12 I b i d . , p. 101. 



379 
now t h a t the o l d Haugean elders no longer c o n t r o l l e d 
the l a i t y . "No one has leas claim to being c a l l e d " than 
a new convert. 

The l a y movement creates several dangers f o r the 
Church. The Church exercises no d o c t r i n a l c o n t r o l over 
lay-preachers; Their preaching i s "not i n f r e q u e n t l y " un
sound. Pa s t o r a l care i s made more d i f f i c u l t . Since the 
c r i t i c a l f a c u l t i e s of the l a i t y are but l i t t l e developed, 
and the people adopt an a t t i t u d e o f t r u s t tov/ard a l l 
preachers, there i s danger of emotionalism and sectarian
ism. Heuch f u r t h e r accused Inner Mission of c r e a t i n g a 
"Church w i t h i n the Church" and of " t r y i n g to gather and 
separate as a v i s i b l e community the true believers from the 
nominal mass'.'-̂ 3 on the c r i t e r i o n of "a scheme f o r the 
C h r i s t i a n l i f e " , they are confident of t h e i r a b i l i t y t o 
d i s t i n g u i s h the s a i n t s . This ECCLESIOLA i n e v i t a b l y stands 
I n o p p o s i t i o n to the Church. Furthermore, i t has a tendency 
to t u r n inward instead o f outward, and t o abandon i t s duty 
of a c t i n g as s a l t . The Church i s thus threatened by 
d i v i s i o n s , p a r t i e s , a censorious a t t i t u d e , soul-tyranny, 
formalism, and a tendency to set the conventicle meeting 
above the worship of the Church. Though there i s l i t t l e 
"outward separatism", there i s "inner separatism", and 
the former may f o l l o w . F i n a l l y , because of the c l e f t 

13 I b i d . . p. 132. I t s adherents "often confuse the con
v e n t i c l e w i t h the Church and regard only those who be
long t o t h e i r c i r c l e as God's children"", (p. 179) 
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between a clergy pledged t o a d e f i n i t e Church order and 
lay-preachers p r o p e l l e d by an inner c a l l , the ECCLESIOLA 
i s e a s i l y Induced t o f o l l o w the lay-preacher a t the expense 
o f the pastor. 

Heuch deplored the assumption of L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n 
t h a t the order of s a l v a t i o n must take precedence over Church 
order. For him, Church order was the best means by which 
to c arry out the ORDO SALUTIS. "Only where i t i s r e t a i n e d 
can the undisturbed sound e d i f i c a t i o n of the community 
take place." The Church order was i n s t i t u t e d by God, and 
i s based on the organic character of the congregation. 
Advocates of the emergency p r i n c i p l e would replace the 
a u t h o r i t y o f the Church by the a u t h o r i t y of L u t h e r s t i f t e l 
sen, and Heuch asks the question: Is the cure worse than 
the disease?. Inner Mission i n Norway v/as d i f f e r e n t both 
i n purpose and i n f u n c t i o n from Inner Mission i n Germany. 
Lay-preaching was i t s c h i e f f u n c t i o n . Preachers are c a l l e d 
by those v/ho have no r i g h t t o do so. The presence of clergy 
on Inner Mission boards does not make the c a l l l e g i t i m a t e , 
but merely lends t o i t "a f a l s e Churchliness". The perma
nent o r g a n i z a t i o n of Inner Mission increases the danger of 
Separatism.!'^ L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n embodies "the strongest 
concentration of , a l l the dangers inherent i n lay a c t i v i t y . 
I t s main work i s nothing less than a usurpation of one of 
the most important f u n c t i o n s of Church gwernment, t h ^ 

14 I b i d . , pp. I 6 5 f . "Inner Mission s o c i e t i e s are i n h e r e n t l y 
nothing but the breeding, ground f o r a l l kinds of unclear 
and unChurchly tendencies." 
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p r o v i d i n g o f teachers f o r the congregations."^5 The 
c o n t r o l of L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n i s i n the hands of a democratic 
general convention, of whose "Churchliness" we have no 
guarantee. " I t i s impossible to remedy a disorder by 
organizing I t . " 

What must the Church do? Heuch proposes t h a t i t 
e i t h e r put a stop to lay a c t i v i t y (though without State 
i n t e r v e n t i o n , and c e r t a i n l y not by means of a new Conven
t i c l e A c t ) , or i n t e g r a t e i t as an "organic f u n c t i o n " i n 
i t s own work. Much r e v i v a l i s due to lay a c t i v i t y , a l 
though the Church i s not merely a mission f i e l d , but a 
f i e l d i n which both wheat and tares grow side by side. 
Many lay-preachers would be a c r e d i t to the M i n i s t r y . 
Heuch admits t h a t an increase i n the number of clergy i s 
not the answer to the current emergency. "God has given 
our Church a s i g n t h a t i t should receive lay-preaching i n t o 
i t s s ervice. "-̂ ^ The Church already has the means of i n t e 
g r a t i o n i n i t s o f f i c e of lay a s s i s t a n t . The Church should 
simply expand the functions of t h i s o f f i c e to include 
preaching and p a s t o r a l care. This s o l u t i o n has the approval 
of the Bishops. The g i f t e d layman would report t o the 
Bishop, and a f t e r examination by him, be assigned to work 
under a pastor. This arrangement would remove a l l the 
dangers and r e t a i n a l l the blessings of lay a c t i v i t y , and 
meet the requirements of A r t i c l e XIV. The problem was not 
lack of t h e o l o g i c a l t r a i n i n g , but the " a r b i t r a r y , s e l f -

15 I b i d . , p. 169. 
16 I b i d . , p. 185. 
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assumed exercise o f the Church's o f f i c e " . Under the pro
posed scheme, lay-preachers would be r e g u l a r l y c a l l e d , the 
Church v;ould exercisd supervision over them, they would 
r e a l l y "support" the c l e r g y , and the "need" would t r u l y 
be met. The "greatest b l e s s i n g " would derive from t h i s 
k i n d of lay a c t i v i t y , " f o r God i s not a God of confusion, 
but a God of order". 

The c h i e f spokesman f o r the Low-Church p o s i t i o n , 
Jakob Sverdrup, expounded h i s standpoint i n the pages 
of Ny Luthersk Kirketidende and i n two l i t t l e books, 
VQiat i s the Church, What i s the O f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y , 
And What i s the Right to Call? (I878), and Lay A c t i v i t y 
and A r t i c l e XIV...(1879). 

"The question of the o r i g i n and nature o f the M i n i s t r y " , 
s a i d Sverdrup, "depends upon what we understand by ' the 
Church'".17 He r e j e c t e d the d e f i n i t i o n of the Church which 
made of i t "a d i v i n e institution(ANSTALT)". The Church 
was "a f r e e and equal community...of b e l i e v i n g brothers 
and s i s t e r s . . . a l l w i t h the same r i g h t s before God and the 
same access t o Him".18 There i s no dualism of Church and 
Congregation. Sverdrup does not f a l l i n t o the t r a p of 
s o c i o l o g i c a l a ssociationalism, however; The Church i s the 
r e s u l t o f the a c t i v i t y o f C h r i s t , Who founded i t , sent His 
Holy S p i r i t to lead i t , and gave i t His Word and Sacraments. 
But He d i d not leave behind Him any complex of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 

17 J. Sverdrup, Hvad er Menigheden..., v>. 2. 
18 I b i d . , p. 2. 
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i n s t i t u t i o n s , but only the means of grace and " a l i v i n g 
congregation". A l l necessary Church order i s "a f r u i t of 
the i n n e r development of the community i t s e l f , of the task 
...which God has given i t " . The M i n i s t r y evolves "with 
i n n e r necessity from the C h r i s t i a n idea of the congrega
t i o n " . ^ 9 

Since the C h r i s t i a n idea of the congregation was f o r 
Sverdrup the Universal Priesthood, t h i s was the source from 
which he deduced the o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y . A l l Christians 
are p r i e s t s ( I Pet. 2:5,9; Rev. 5:10). There i s no special 
p r i e s t l y STAND; Ch r i s t i s our only mediator. The p r i e s t l y 
mission of every b e l i e v e r i s t o o f f e r himself as a l i v i n g 
t h a n k - o f f e r i n g (which Sverdrup d i s t i n g u i s h e s sharply from 
an atoning o f f e r i n g ) . This cannot be done without i t also 
being a testimony f o r men, according to the s p i r i t u a l g i f t 
and the occasion God gives us. However, as an organism, 
the Body of C h r i s t , the C h r i s t i a n community must "appear 
i n the w o r l d . . . w i t h d e f i n i t e marks of l i f e " . These are 
the means of grace, whose a d m i n i s t r a t i o n cannot be l e f t 
t o chance. The p r i e s t l y mission thus has two aspects: 
the i n d i v i d u a l witness, and the witness of the community. 
"The Universal Priesthood has one of i t s most b e a u t i f u l 
tasks i n the p u b l i c use of the means of grace."20 This 
task i s the "common pr o p e r t y " of the C h r i s t i a n community. 
I t i s the "true Church" which owns, and i s responsible f o r 

19 I b i d . , p. 3. 
20 I b i d . , p. 6. 
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the means of grace, but since t h i s f u n c t i o n cannot be 
c a r r i e d out except throiigh a " v i s i b l e " Church, they must 
a c t u a l l y be administered by "the Communion of Saints i n 
v i s i b l e form", w i t h which are mingled many hypocrites. 
This i s a necessary consequence of the Ch\irch's l o t on 
e a r t h . 

The s p e c i a l o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y is,, a c r e a t i o n of 
the congregation. I t i s not "an immediate i n s t i t u t i o n of 
God, an order introduced by God's Immediate command, a 
d i v i n e organ o f a u t h o r i t y above and apart from the congre
g a t i o n " , but "whatever i t has, i t has of and through the 
congregation". I t may be said, to have "o r i g i n a t e d accord
i n g t o God's ¥111", as necessary f o r the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of 
the means o f grace, but not t o have been "immediately 
i n s t i t u t e d " by God. The M i n i s t r y i s the "mouth" of the 
congregation. This represents no devaluation o f the Mini
s t r y , nor does i t place the clergy a t the mercy of the con
gregation. The content o f the means of grace remains the 
same. As the servant of the congregation, the pastor i s 
also the servant o f Ch r i s t and "a messenger i n His place". 
Sverdrup seems t o ignore the p o t e n t i a l tension here.^^ 
I t I s the concept o f the M i n i s t r y as a p r i e s t l y caste 
which reduces the Church t o the status of a l e g a l i n s t i 
t u t i o n , and robs i t of i t s f r e e , evangelical character. 

Not every C h r i s t i a n can preach and administer the 

21 I b i d . , p. 8. 
22 Cf. NLK, I , p. 243: " A l l e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a u t h o r i t y i s 
rooted i n the congregation, but the congregation derives 
i t s a u t h o r i t y from God." 
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Sacraments. C h r i s t i a n s are f r e e and equal, but d i f f e r e n t ; 
Not a l l have the g i f t f o r the M i n i s t r y . Furthermore, no 
i n d i v i d u a l has the r i g h t to assume the o f f i c e ; He must 
receive i t from the community. The outer c a l l i s necessary, 
i f he i s to work "on behalf o f the congregation". The 
congregation bases i t s c a l l on the charismatic p r i n c i p l e . 2 3 

Sverdrup claimed S c r i p t u r a l a u t h o r i t y f o r t h i s view. 
The New Testament Church i s d i f f e r e n t from the Old Testa
ment " f o l k " . There i s no d i r e c t word of i n s t i t u t i o n i n 
the New Testament f o r the M i n i s t r y as a divine order. 
"The silence of S c r i p t u r e here i s d e c i s i v e . " The Apostles' 
p o s i t i o n of leadership was based upon the charismata, not 
upon an o f f i c e . T h e y d i d not claim the exclusive r i g h t 
t o administer the means of grace. True, they alone posses
sed the r i g h t to "proclaim the Word i n f a l l i b l y " , but " i n 
t h i s they had no successors". The M i n i s t r y i s not a con
t i n u a t i o n o f the Apostolate, but arose as the Apostles 
p e r m i t t e d the congregations to e s t a b l i s h o f f i c e s and to 
e l e c t men to f i l l them. V̂e know t h a t t h i s was the o r i g i n 
o f the Diaconate, and we "have every r i g h t to assume" the 
same conclusion w i t h regard to the Presbyterate, which 
Sverdrup i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the Episcopate. 

This view was also i n harmony w i t h Luther and the 
Confessions. Luther's concept of the Church as the Com
munion of Saints "excludes the idea of a M i n i s t r y 
23 NLK, I , P. 234. 
24 Cf. NLK, I , p. 248: "The g i f t s are f i r s t , the o f f i c e 
second..". 
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immediately i n s t i t u t e d by God". The Schmalcaldic A r t i c l e s 
gave the power o f theKeys and the power to c a l l and ordain 
t o the whole Church, on the basis of the Universal P r i e s t 
hood. Later,"bloodless ghosts" o f the Roman Catholic 
concept o f the priesthood entered the Lutheran Church, and 
the State Church system led to i n s t i t u t l o n a l i s m and a 
c l e f t between clergy and l a i t y . 

Sverdrup next moved on to one o f ̂ i s f a v o u r i t e ideas 
and one o f the d i s t i n c t i v e features o f h i s ecclesiology; 
The autonomy o f the l o c a l congregation. The l o c a l con
g r e g a t i o n i s the true possessor of the r i g h t to c a l l pas
t o r s . I t i s the form i n which the Church o r i g i n a l l y appear
ed, the form i n which i t most c l e a r l y appears today, indeed 
the only form i n which i t can exist.25 Sverdrup i n t e r -
preted A r t i c l e XIV to mean th a t "every m i n i s t e r c a l l e d by 
the congregation i s RITE VOCATUS". This r i g h t can be 
delegated by the congregations, but i n Norway i t has been 
a l t o g e t h e r l o s t . Yet i t i s only because of the s i l e n t 
concurrence of the congregation t h a t the Norwegian clergy 
are r e g u l a r l y c a l l e d . "No one who knows what State and 
Church are now believes t h a t the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e s have 
t h e i r source i n the power of the Crown. "^6 He then went 
on t o propose a new law whereby the l o c a l congregations 
would gain advisory power i n the c a l l i n g of t h e i r pastors. 

Sverdrup defined o r d i n a t i o n as "the act i n which the 

25 J. Sverdrup, Hvad er Menigheden..., p. 12. 
26 I b i d . , p. 14.. 
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congregation invokes God's blessing upon him to whom i t 
t r a n s f e r s i t s o f f i c e " . Ordination confers no "grace of 
o f f i c e " , no "personal a b i l i t y " . I t i s not "an act of 
t r a n s f e r w i t h i n an exclusive c i r c l e of o f f i c i a l s " , but, 
together w i t h the c a l l , i t c o n s t i t u t e s an "acknowledgement 
of the person's g i f t f o r administering the means of grace". 
I f o r d i n a t i o n d i d confer a personal q u a l i t y , an i n d e l i b l e 
character, i t would I t s e l f be a means of grace, indeed i t 
would be the f i r s t and highest, which v a l i d a t e d a l l the 
ot h e r s . But t h i s idea i s f o r e i g n to the evangelical 
concept o f the Church.^ 

We now t u r n t o Sverdrup's views on l a y a c t i v i t y and 
A r t i c l e XIV.28 i n h i s apology f o r lay a c t i v i t y on a 
broader scale, Sverdrup began by noting the general agree
ment t h a t Hauge's work was j u s t i f i e d . He next proceeded 
t o deny Heuch's a s s e r t i o n t h a t Hauge possessed extraordinary 
g i f t s . He d i d not heal, prophesy, or speak I n tongues. 
He many have had greater g i f t s than the present generation 
of lay-preachers, but they were of the same kind. There 
was a "clear c o n t i n u a t i o n " o f h i s work i n the lay movement. 
Sverdrup admitted t h a t the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n had changed, 
but maintained t h a t there was s t i l l a place f o r lay-preaching. 

So much f o r h i s t o r y ; Sverdrup's main argument was based 
on S c r i p t u r e . The New Testament teaches the duty of a l l 
b e l i e v e r s to witness f o r C h r i s t . We are a l l p r i e s t s . 
S c r i p t u r e places no l i m i t a t i o n s upon our witness except 
27 NLK, I , pp. 235ff. 
28 J. Sverdrup, Laegmandsvirksomheden og Augsburgske 
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f o r the l i m i t of the charismata, "a l i m i t which shows how 
u n l i m i t e d the freedom to witness is..."29 This duty rests 
upon each i n d i v i d u a l as w e l l as upon the c o l l e c t i v e commun
i t y , and involves a ver b a l witness as w e l l as a witness by 
one's l i f e . The Ap o s t o l i c Age was characterized by the 
most widespread lay a c t i v i t y , . 

Sverdrup next d e a l t w i t h the various arguments against 
lay-preaching. I n the f i r s t place, lay-preaching cannot be 
contrary to the concept o f the M i n i s t r y because i t i s an 
" i n d i v i d u a l " , not a community or a congregational matter. 
The lay-preacher does not t r y to force h i s way i n t o the 
o f f i c e . I f lay-preaching does offend against Church order, 
then the order may be wrong, as has o f t e n been the case i n 
the past. C h r i s t gave us no "rules and commands f o r Church 
order..." Order i s the servant of l i f e , not l i f e the 
servant of order. Wholesome lay a c t i v i t y a c t u a l l y l i g h t e n s 
the burden o f the cle r g y . There i s no inner drive or need 
f o r lay a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments, nor i s any special 
charisma r e q u i r e d f o r t h i s purpose. The clergy can supply 
the need i n t h a t respect. Lay-preachers are, i n f a c t , 
examined. Besides, the inner c a l l i s the most e s s e n t i a l , 
even f o r the c l e r g y ; And both clergy and lay-preacher must 
face the question of the inner c a l l alone, i n self-examina
t i o n . Far from lay-preaching leading to sectarianism, i t 
provides a defence against i t . F i n a l l y , the "most d e c i s i v e " 
argument against the c r i t i c s o f lay-preaching- i s represented 
29 I b i d . , p. 29. 
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by the f r u i t s which i t has produced; I n comparison, i t s 
c o n f l i c t w i t h Church order i s a r e l a t i v e l y minor t h i n g . 

Jakob Sverdrup sharply c r i t i c i z e d the emergency p r i n 
c i p l e . I t was, i n h i s estimation, u n f a i r both to lay 
a c t i v i t y and A r t i c l e XIV. He accused Luthersk Kirketidende 
o f "cheap f a i t h f u l n e s s to the Confession". The paper's 
standpoint rendered A r t i c l e XIV unsuitable f o r the Church 
of Norway and probably f o r any church, and made of i t 
"merely a modest r u l e f o r Church order under e s p e c i a l l y 
favourable c o n d i t i o n s " . ^ ^ The p r i n c i p l e "necessity breaks 
a l l r u l e s " i s o f d o u b t f u l value when applied t o one of the 
c h i e f a r t i c l e s of f a i t h . Furthermore, lay-preaching i s 
j u s t i f i e d on the basis of S c r i p t u r e , and consequently 
deserves more r e c o g n i t i o n than the emergency p r i n c i p l e 
a f f o r d s . 

Sverdrup's own i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the A r t i c l e i s 
d i s t i n c t i v e . He paraphrases i t to mean t h a t the Church 
i s t o have a d e f i n i t e o f f i c e f o r the preaching o f the Word 
and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments, and t h a t those 
who hold i t are t o be c a l l e d according to the custom and 
order o f the Church, and t h a t no one may assume t h i s o f f i c e 
w ithout a t r u e c a l l . 3 1 "OFFENTLIG" means "on behalf of the 
congregation", " o f f i c i a l l y " . I t does not mean " p u b l i c l y " . 
Sverdrup drew a p a r a l l e l here vdth the c i v i l arm. A r t i c l e 
XIV contains no p r o h i b i t i o n against lay-preaching, unless 

30 I b i d . , p. 75. 
31 I b i d . , p. 78. 
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i t attempts to replace the M i n i s t r y . Sverdrup dejiored 
the statement, made a t the previous diocesan synod i n 
Bergen, t h a t A r t i c l e XIV should be "burled".32 "Such an 
idea should be f a r from a l l Lutheran C h r i s t i a n s . " The 
A r t i c l e i s , properly understood, a vfeapon against both 
c l e r i c a l i s m and Enthusiasm. I t i s "the bulwark o f the 
congregation's r i g h t s " , since i t speaks of the administra
t i o n of the means of grace and the c a l l of the congregation. 
The congregation also has the r i g h t and duty of e x e r c i s i n g 
d i s c i p l i n e i n doctrine and order on lay-preaching. Lay-
preaching should not compete w i t h the Church, oppose i t , 
or lead people away from i t "as long as the Church's 
preaching i s the revealed truth".33 

Sverdrup agreed w i t h Heuch t h a t the Church should 
create minor c l e r i c a l o f f i c e s f o r laymen, but opposed the 
attempt to force a l l preaching i n t o the c l e r i c a l framework. 
There was both order and freedom i n the S p i r i t . Heuch's 
proposal was "as dead and impracticable as i t could be", 
because 1) i t would mean the end of lay-preaching, and 
2) the congregation would have no voice i n Heuch's "thor
oughly c l e r i c a l " Church order. Norwayneeded a congregational 
p o l i t y before the congregations could supervise lay-preaching. 
Meanwhile, supervision must be c a r r i e d out " u n o f f i c a l l y " , 
on the l o c a l l e v e l by "parish assemblies" and on the 
n a t i o n a l l e v e l by a nation-wide Inner Mission society. 
32 Cf. NLK, I I , p. 410. 
33 Laegmandsvirksomheden..., p. 85. 
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Heuch and Sverdrup c a r r i e d on a running b a t t l e , i n 

t h e i r respective p e r i o d i c a l s . Heuch found the basic e r r o r 
of h i s opponents i n t h e i r insistence t h a t " a l l e c c l e s i a s t i 
c a l a u t h o r i t y roots i n the c o n g r e g a t i o n " . T h e y p o s i t a 
f a l s e a l t e r n a t i v e : E i t h e r the clergy are slaves of the 
congregation, or the reverse i s t r u e . Both, said Heuch, 
are i n f a c t subject to a higher Pov/er. NLK f a i l s t o 
d i s t i n g u i s h between the o f f i c e and the caste (STAND); 
God could very w e l l have i n s t i t u t e d the former but not 
the l a t t e r . The a u t h o r i t y of the M i n i s t r y cannot be deduced 
from the Universal Priesthood. The congregation cannot 
delegate i t s C h r i s t i a n r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to a representative; 
Here the Low-Churchmen are close to the Roman Catholic 
conception o f the priesthood as representative of the 
congregation. He f u r t h e r argued t h a t t h i s attempt a t 
deduction must i n e v i t a b l y lead t o Donatism, f o r only a 

• b e l i e v e r can act on behalf of the Universal Priesthood. 
F i n a l l y , the M i n i s t r y would not be necessary i f i t were 
only needed f o r the sake of order. C l e r i c a l tyranny has 
h i s t o r i c a l l y done so much harm t h a t i t would not have been 
r e t a i n e d "unless i t had been seen from God's V/ord t h a t the 
Lord...has given the M i n i s t r y . . . " Heuch also charged t h a t 
NLK's standpoint was "the reasoning of p o l i t i c a l l i b e r a l 
ism t r a n s f e r r e d to the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l sphere".^^ 

34 Jakob Sverdrup's own phrase; Cf. I b i d . , p. 243. 

35 E d i t o r i a l s i n LU, I , 1877, pp. 330ff., 343ff., 3 6 l f f . 
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Ny Luthersk Kirketldende replied36 t h a t the Lord has 

given His means of grace to the congregation and has given 
i t the r i g h t and duty to administer them. I t i s w e l l suited 
t o t h i s task because of i t s " p r i e s t l y character". To avoid 
confusion and because a l l do not possess the a b i l i t y , the 
congregation t r a n s f e r s t h i s duty to a representative chosen 
on the basis o f h i s g i f t s . I t i s tr u e t h a t the duty of an 
i n d i v i d u a l C h r i s t i a n to witness cannot be t r a n s f e r r e d , but 
t h i s i s not the case w i t h the " c o l l e c t i v e a c t i v i t y " of the 
congregation. Sverdrup admitted t h a t he was a p o l i t i c a l 
l i b e r a l , but denied any connection between hi s p o l i t i c s 
and h i s concept of the M i n i s t r y . He shrewdly pointed out 
the s i m i l a r i t y between Heuch's concept of the M i n i s t r y and 
" c e r t a i n p o l i t i c a l d o c t r i n e s " , but dismissed such methods 
of controversy as " u n f r u i t f u l " . Sverdrup had d i f f i c u l t y 
w i t h Heuch's charge of Donatism. " I t i s quite t r u e " , he 
wrote, "that the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means of grace i s 
so c l o s e l y and i n d i s s o l u b l y l i n k e d up w i t h the Universal 
Priesthood t h a t i n t r u t h - i t cannot without inner s e l f -
c o n t r a d i c t i o n be c a r r i e d out by anyone who does not share 
i n t h i s priesthood, t h i s f a i t h . When nominal Christians 
administer the means of grace, t h i s i s something which 
ought not tc'be, something not i n accord w i t h God's w i l l . " 
This i s a r e s u l t o f the Church's predicament i n t h i s world. 
But even then i t represents "a r e v e l a t i o n of the Priesthood 
o f a l l believers".^"^ Sverdrup went on t o p o i n t out t h a t 

36 NLK, I , 1877, 3^. 225ff, 2 4 l f f , 273ff. 
37 I b i d . , p. 232. 
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the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of Word and Sacrament i s given, not t o 
the Church i n I t s " i d e a l " , eschatological form, but to the 
Church "under the Cross", the Church "as i t appears v i s i b l y 
on earth...wherever a l i t t l e l o c a l congregation gathers 
i n Jesus' Name".38 

Luthersk Kirketidende (Klaveness and Blom) was less 
a c t i v e l y engaged i n t h i s debate. I t appeared as a spokes
man f o r the Johnsonian emergency p r i n c i p l e against both 
of the other parties.39 Against Heuch, the paper admitted 
t h a t lay-preaching v/as "OFFENTLIG", and t h a t lay-preachers 
were not RITE VOCATUS and consequently i n c o n f l i c t w i t h 
Church order, but i n s i s t e d t h a t i n an emergency, Church 
order must give way. The s i t u a t i o n demands t h a t the c h a r i s 
mata be u t i l i z e d , and t h a t the Church receive s u f f i c i e n t 
p a s t o r a l care. Time and again, the f a u l t s of the Church 
order are reviewed, and the e d i t o r s of LK c l e a r l y hope 
f o r great t h i n g s from the Reform Movement. I n the mean
time, lay-preaching i s j u s t i f i e d . LK denied Heuch's charge 
t h a t lay-preachers regard the inner c a l l as s u f f i c i e n t . 
On the c o n t r a r y , they agree t h a t an outer c a l l i s also 
necessary. But they have an outer c a l l from experienced 
•lay C h r i s t i a n s . LK also denied the charge t h a t lay a c t i v i t y 
leads to the formation o f a Church w i t h i n the Church. 
Mature lay-preachers know t h a t "the Communion of Saints 
cannot be seen". But i n the Church o f Norway, where so 
38 I b i d . , p. 250n. 
39 LK, 4R, I I I , pp. 133ff., I 4 1 f f . , I 6 9 f f . , 177ff., l 8 6 f f . , 
1 9 3 f f . Also. LK, 4R, V, 1879, pp. 3 6 f f . 
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many despise the means of grace and are s p i r i t u a l l y dead, 
C h r i s t i a n s w i l l i n e v i t a b l y c o n s t i t u t e an ECCLESIOLA. The 
danger of schism and p a r t y s p i r i t i s not due t o lay a c t i v i t y , 
but t o the "sorrowful circumstances" of the Church. Like
wise, the c l e f t between clergy and l a i t y i s due t o the 
State Church system, as w e l l as f a u l t s on the side of both 
l a i t y and c l e r g y , i n c l u d i n g "unwholesome High-Church 
t h e o r i e s o f the M i n i s t r y " . The Norwegian Inner Mission i s 
d i f f e r e n t from the German because i t i s e s p e c i a l l y preaching 
and p a s t o r a l care which are needed by the Norwegian Church. 
Besides, lay-preaching antedates Inner Mission; Inner 
Mission has i n f a c t developed from lay-preaching and not 
the reverse. 

Democracy i s the order of the day, said LK. I n the 
Church, we have awakened t o new a p p r e c i a t i o n of t h e v f a c t 
t h a t the Gospel challenges the whole Church t o u t i l i z e the 
charismata and t o exercise the Power of the Keys. But, 
because the Church i s " u n w i l l i n g " and i t s order i s "unable" 
to i n t e g r a t e the l a i t y , these must proceed by "free associa
t i o n " , l e s t the new-found powers be l o s t or go astray. LK 
stressed the f a c t t h a t L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n desires the closest 
p o s s i b l e r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h the clergy. I t admitted t h a t 
i t s general convention could becom.e "unChurchly", but 
asserted t h a t i t was no more l i k e l y t o do so than the State 
Church, governed as i t i s by a*"Confesslonless" S t o r t i n g . 
LK opposed Heuch's scheme f o r a Diaconate, on the grounds 
t h a t the State Church lacked the " f l e x i b i l i t y " to absorb 
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lay a c t i v i t y without "choking" I t to death.''^^ The " s t i f f 
ness and helplessness" of the Church I s proved by the 
past f a i l u r e o f the Reform movement. I t s l e g i s l a t i v e 
power I s I n the wrong hands. Heuch's plan would, b r i n g 
"formalism" I n t o the lay movement, and would k i l l . " i t . 
H i s t o r y shows t h a t t h i s i s the f a t e o f minor c l e r i c a l orders. 

The paper's polemic against Syerdrup was considerably 
more m i l d . Indeed, i t may be said t h a t LK has s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
a l t e r e d i t s emergency p r i n c i p l e , and has v i r t u a l l y adopted 
the p o s i t i o n of NLK. This was i l l u s t r a t e d by the Klave-
ness proposal o f I876. LK cannot accept NLK's d e f i n i t i o n 
of "OFFENTLIG". I t r i g h t l y pointed out th a t according t o 
Sverdrup's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i t would be impossible to 
v i o l a t e A r t i c l e XIYl LK also r e j e c t e d NLK's i d e n t i f i c a 
t i o n o f the conventicle w i t h the congregation. Consequently, 
lay-preachers are not RITE VOCATUS, when c a l l e d by the 
c o n v e n t i c l e . On the other hand, LK has now become a 
zealous advocate o f lay-preaching and Church reform. I t 
f i n d s lay-preaching B i b l i c a l . Not only those f o r whom 
preaching i s a l i f e - w o r k , but others as w e l l may be given 
the r i g h t t o preach by the Church. Such was the Apostolic 
p r a c t i c e . Lay-preaching i n the Church of Norway can only 
be defended on the basis of need, says LK, but i t adds 
these s i g n i f i c a n t words; "But understand us c o r r e c t l y ; 
Not...the f a c t t h a t men who do not possess the c l e r i c a l 
o f f i c e teach p u b l i c l y ; I t i s not t h i s which must be 
40 LK, 4R, I I I , 1878, p. 197: 
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defended on the basis of need, f o r i t has a cl e a r basis 
i n God's Word and our Confession...but l a y a c t i v i t y as i t 
i s p r a c t i c e d i n our Church, t h a t men teach p u b l i c l y who 
have not the permission of the Church...fiy the word 'need', 
we mean not only t h a t our Church does not preach the Word 
enough, but also t h a t i t i s not so organized t h a t i t can 
issue the c a l l t o the l a i t y , and so i t neglects the ch a r i s 
mata."^! I n t h i s way, LK removed the onus of i r r e g u l a r i t y 
from lay-preaching as such, preserved A r t i c l e XIV i n v i o l a t e , 
r e c o n c i l e d lay-preaching w i t h S c r i p t u r e and the Confession, 
and placed the e n t i r e blame f o r the s i t u a t i o n on the 
e x i s t i n g p o l i t y o f the State Church! 

Another apology f o r lay-preaching came from Cand. 
Theol. Christopher Bruun, who was under the influence of 
Grundtvigianism but independent of a l l p a r t i e s . He defended 
i t on the simple basis of human e q u a l i t y . Jesus and His 
Apostles were laymen. The r i g h t o f the l a i t y to preach 
i s "clear as day", and " i f i t had not been I n c o n f l i c t 
w i t h the n a t u r a l tendency of the clergy t o place them
selves above ordinary b e l i e v e r s , no one would have thought 
to question i t " . ' ^ ^ He avoided mention of A r t i c l e XIV. 
Bruun was already i n 1881 the spokesman f o r a "Free Folk-
Church". He proposed t h a t the S t o r t i n g and Government 
separate the Church from the State, and t h a t the Church 
then organize i t s e l f s ynodically as a Folk-Church.'^3 
41 LK, 4R, V, 1879, p. 39. 
42 G. Bruun, K i r k e l i g e Foredrag", I , "Om Laegmandsvirksom-
heden", Kra., 1881, p. 18. 

43 NL,K, 1881, pp. 305ff. Cf. C. Bruun, F r i Folkekirke. 
Krs., 1909. 
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(g) The Close of the Controversy 
on Lay-Preaching. 

The acute stage o f the debate on lay-preaching lasted 
from 1877 u n t i l 1879. Dr. Krogh-Tonning was drawn i n t o 
the controversy when sections of h i s Troeslaere were 
published i n Luthersk U g e s k r i f t . Sverdrup attacked h i s 
"Ca t h o l i c " tendencies, and asserted t h a t "where t h i s party 
leads can no longer be i n doubt..."! He was t o indulge 
i n controversy w i t h Krogh-Tonning f o r the r e s t o f h i s 
l i f e . 2 Meanwhile, Heuch was already engaged i n a defence 
of the f a i t h against B j f l r n s t j e r n e BJflrnson (1879). The 
issue of lay-preaching was by no means s e t t l e d , but a f t e r 
1879, i t was v i r t u a l l y f o r g o t t e n . I n 1881, Ny Luthersk 
Klrketidende ceased p u b l i c a t i o n . The e d i t o r s gave as 
t h e i r reasons not only the lack of time and q u a l i f i e d help, 
but also t h a t "the questions the paper has e s p e c i a l l y 
sought t o discuss must be said to have been thoroughly 
debated, a t l e a s t f o r the present".5 The a t t e n t i o n of the 
Church was now t u r n i n g toward other matters. I t s greatest 
task during the next two decades was the defence of the 
f a i t h against enemies without. 

I n t h i s s i t u a t i o n , the question of lay-preaching 
moved gra d u a l l y and q u i e t l y toward a s o l u t i o n . Jakob 

1 NLK, 1881, p. 407. 
2 His f i n a l e f fort,was e n t i t l e d S h a l l the Lutheran Church 
Give I t s e l f Up? (Skal Den Lutherske Kirke Opglve s i g s e l v ? ) , 
lEg^. ' . . . 

3 NLK, 1881, p. 401. 
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Sverdrup made the greatest c o n t r i b u t i o n to t h i s end. As 
M i n i s t e r f o r Church A f f a i r s , he put through two Royal 
Resolutions which authorized laymen t o speak i n the 
Churches. According t o the Resolution o f 22 August 1888, 
laymen who were members of the State Church, who had good 
references, and who had the permission of the l o c a l v i c a r 
and h i s lay a s s i s t a n t s , were authorized to speak from the 
Choir. The Resolution o f 20 December 1897 gave them 
access t o the p u l p i t as w e l l . ^ 

Meanwhile, there was increasing pressure w i t h i n 
L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n f o r formal r e n u n c i a t i o n of the emergency 
p r i n c i p l e . Handeland says t h a t , f o r a l l p r a c t i c a l purposes, 
i t was long since dead. Pastor H a r t v l g Halvorsen, who 
became the executive secretary o f L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n i n 
1884, and Cand. Theol. ( l a t e r Professor) Sigurd Odland, 
who was elected t o the Board i n 1885, were both men of 
strong Low-Church convictions.5 Hand i n hand w i t h t h i s 
development went an increasing pressure to un i t e the Inner 
Mission movement. Inner Mission experienced a resurgence 
i n the l a s t h a l f of the 1880's, but many associations s t i l l 
d e c l i n e d to Join L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n , c h i e f l y , i t was said, 
because o f the emergency p r i n c i p l e . Gisle Johnson repeat
edly threatened to r e s i g n as chairman of the Board i f the 
4 I n 1913» lay-preachers were authorized t o preach a t 
Sunday morning worship. 

5 I n 1907, Halvorsen made an ab o r t i v e attempt to found a 
p o l i t i c a l p a r t y ("The Norwegian Chxirch Party") on the 
p l a t f o r m o f separation of Church and State. 
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p r i n c i p l e were dropped, but f i n a l l y , I n I890, he ca p l t u -
l a t e d . At the General Convention of I 8 9 I , the emergency 
p r i n c i p l e was f o r m a l l y abandoned. Jakob Sverdrup's views 
on lay-preaching were as v i c t o r i o u s as h i s views on Church 
reform were unsuccessful. 

The way was now open f o r an attempt a t amalgamation. 
I n 1892, a n a t i o n a l Inner Mission meeting was held a t 
Stavanger, and a j o i n t committee of three Easterners and 
three Westerners appointed t o b r i n g together the two 
f a c t i o n s . The committee made good progress, and leaders 

• on both sides favoured union, but i n the end, the movement 
was only p a r t i a l l y successful. One major obstacle was 
disagreement as to the type of organization. The Western
ers, l e d by Sverdrup, favoured a f e d e r a t i o n of autonomous 
l o c a l s o c i e t i e s , w i t h the Board to be a non-governing 
"v/orklng committee" (Congregationalism applied to the 
Inner Mission). I n the East, there was a desire f o r a more 
c e n t r a l a u t h o r i t y , w i t h L u t h e r s t l f t e l s e n as a nucleus. 
Despite greater agreement than ever before on the r e l a t i o n 
between Inner Mission and the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e , "the o ld 
ghost...the f e a r t h a t the brethren i n the East would tend 
to be too f r i e n d l y tov/ard the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e " kept many 
Westerners from j o i n i n g . ^ L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n was reorganized 
i n 1893, along the l i n e s p r e f e r r e d by the Eastern p a r t y , 
and i t s name was changed to Pet norsk lutherske Indremls-
sionsselskabet (The Norwegian Lutheran Inner Mission 
6 E. Sverdrup, op. c i t . , p. 400. 
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S o c i e t y ) . The greatest change i n i t s by-laws occurred 
i n Paragraph I I , where preaching was made the f i r s t p o i n t 
i n i t s programme.7 

There were no doubt many f a c t o r s which contributed t o 
t h i s movement f o r u n i t y . Probably the strongest f a c t o r was 
the r a p i d s e c u l a r i z a t i o n and the r a d i c a l i s m v/hich descended 
so suddenly upon Norway i n the 1880's. Among other things, 
t h i s revived the idea of separation of Church and State. 
Pastor C h r i s t o f f e r Knudsen ( l a t e r M i n i s t e r f o r Church A f f a i r s ) 
s t a t e d a t the General Convention of L u t h e r s t i f t e l s e n i n 
1891 t h a t sooner or l a t e r , State and Church v/ould be sepa
r a t e d , and t h a t there v;ould then be need f o r "an organized 
f r e e Lutheran e n t e r p r i s e " upon which t o - b u i l d the Church.8 

The demands of the age also played a s i g n i f i c a n t p a r t 
i n another development: The collapse of the High-Church 
p a r t y , the "most dramatic" such collapse i n Norwegian 
Church H i s t o r y (Holland). I t s leader, Heuch, turned h i s 
energies t o the apologetic task. Luthersk U g e s k r i f t reacted 
m i l d l y t o Sverdrup's Resolution of 1888; The f a c t t h a t the 
lay-preacher needed the consent of the l o c a l v i c a r and h i s 
a s s i s t a n t s would, i n i t s view, make him RITE VOCATUS, since 
the r i g h t t o c a l l would thus be t r a n s f e r r e d from the Church 
7 The complete v i c t o r y achieved by the charismatic p r i n 
c i p l e i s i n d i c a t e d by the f a c t t h a t a l l the most recent 
h i s t o r i e s of the lay movem.ent w r i t t e n from w i t h i n i t 
deplore the emergency p r i n c i p l e ; Cf., i n a d d i t i o n to 
E. Sverdrup, Handeland, and Eide, Tschudi, p. 100, and 
Brekke, p."75. 

8 0. Handeland, Vdrldysing. I , pp. 254f. 
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to the l o c a l c l e r g y . When he was consecrated Bishop of 
Chrlstlansand i n 1889, he completed an e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l 
metamorphosis. He immediately became f r i e n d l y w i t h the lay 
movement, and created a sensation by attending the prayer-
house as a member of the congregation. Here he learned to 
know the l a y movement f i r s t hand, and he was won over to i t . 
Moreoever, he found i n i t a strong a l l y against modern i n f i 
d e l i t y . He s a c r i f i c e d h i s Churchmanshlp f o r the sake of 
h i s C h r i s t i a n i t y . I n 1893, Luthersk U g e s k r i f t ceased p u b l i 
c a t i o n , and was succeeded by a magazine of a wholly d i f f e r e n t 
character, Klaveness and Bruun's For Kirke og Kultur. 

Inner Mission continued t o grow i n the l890's, nurtured 
by the new r e v i v a l . This was p a r t i c u l a r l y true of West 
Norway, where lay-preaching was most thoroughly accepted 
and where the attempt of Indremissionsselskabet to incor
porate the l o c a l s o c i e t i e s had experienced i t s greatest 
f a i l u r e . Here, Fundamentalism combined w i t h a deep suspicion 
o f the c l e r g y and of modern theology. This suspicion was 
confinmed i n the years a f t e r I896, when three new professors 
(Michelet, Brandrud, and Lyder Brun), a l l of them l i b e r a l s , 
were appointed t o the U n i v e r s i t y Faculty. Moreover, many 
Westerners believed t h a t i n Indremissionsselskabet, the 
Inner Mission movement had "surrendered i t s e l f i n t o the 
hands of the theologians", t o use a phrase of Handeland. 
As a r e s u l t , the Independent s o c i e t i e s of West Norway, 
under the leadership of Jakob Traasdahl, Andreas Lavlk, 
and Pastor O.K. Grimnes, banded together to form the 
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Vestlandske Indremisjonsforbund (I898), a f e d e r a t i o n of 
autonomous l o c a l s o c i e t i e s . Lavik delivered, i t s "platform 
speech" i n Bergen. He r a i s e d the question: "Is i t defens
i b l e t o allow the lay movement to f a l l under the leadership 
of the c l e r g y ? " His answer was a decided "no". I n the 
f i r s t place, the l a i t y has no voice i n the education or 
appointment o f the c l e r g y . "Rationalism", ( e s p e c i a l l y 
B i b l i c a l C r i t i c i s m ) represented the greatest t h r e a t t o the 
Church, at the end of the century as i t had a t the begin
ning. "Believing pastors" were to be supported and even 
e l e c t e d t o the l o c a l Inner Mission boards, but the Society 
was not to be placed under the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e , f o r b e l i e v 
i n g pastors could be succeeded by " R a t i o n a l i s t s " . More
over, t h i s would lead t o a f a t a l breach i n the l i n e of 
h i s t o r i c a l development, f o r Inner Mission as a movement 
o r i g i n a t e d w i t h the l a i t y , not w i t h the clergy or the 
State Church. "The C h r i s t i a n l a i t y are powerless enough 
i n the State Church, without also s a c r i f i c i n g t h e i r own 
work."9 

The by-laws of Vestlandske IndremrsJonsforbundet 
pledged i t t o "God's Word and the Lutheran Confessions" 
(paragraph I I ) and "as f a r as p o s s i b l e " to an a t t i t u d e of 
cooperation and support toward the inciimbent of the c l e r i c a l 
o f f i c e ( P a r a g r a p h V). I t sought "good understanding" and 
"a b r o t h e r l y s p i r i t " w i t h Indremissionsselskabet. More 
s i g n i f i c a n t , however, was the p r o v i s i o n i n the "working 
9 B. Eide, e t . a l . , op. c i t . , pp. 77f. 
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p l a n " t h a t the Board would "when the s o c i e t i e s so desire", 
"seek out and c a l l " lay-preachers.•'•^ 

There i s one more event which deserves mention, a l 
though i t f a l l s outside the period covered by t h i s t h e s i s . 
I t was not d i r e c t l y and e x c l u s i v e l y a p a r t o f the Inner 
Mission movement, but formed p a r t of a d i v i s i o n w i t h i n the 
Norwegian Church as a whole; The foundation of the Indepen-

c 

dent t h e o l o g i c a l c o l l e g e , the MENIGHETSFAKULTET, i n I908. 
The connection i s closest i n the sphere of theology, and 
represents a d i r e c t l i n e from Hau.ge and Glsle Johnson. 
MENIGHETSFAKULTET came i n t o existence when the lone con
s e r v a t i v e on the U n i v e r s i t y Faculty, Professor Odland, 
resigned i n p r o t e s t against l i b e r a l theology. MENIGHETS
FAKULTET has derived much of i t s support from the "free 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s " o f the Inner Mission movement. At lea s t 
i n the beginning, i t followed the r e v i v a l i s t Churchmanship 
of the movement. I n many respects, the foundation of 
MENIGHETSFAKULTET represents the l o g i c a l conclusion of 
the 19th century, and set the p a t t e r n f o r the 20th 
century. There has been no development i n organization 
since I908. Holland w r i t e s : "With the establishment o f 
MENIGHETSFAEULTET, an o l d tension w i t h i n the Church had 
found i n s t i t u t i o n a l expression. The tension between 
Haugeans and cle r g y , between ' S c r i p t u r a l theologians' and 
Grundtviglans, and between the s p i r i t u a l trends represented 
by Heuch and F r e d r i k Petersen, had led t o an i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
10 I b i d . , p. 112., 
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s p l i t which i n time was t o encompass other matters as 
w e l l . And w i t h i t the framework f o r 20th century 
Norwegian Church l i f e was drawn up. "H 

The 20th century has seen various attempts to 
u n i f y the f a c t i o n s , but without notable success. 

11 E. Holland, Church L i f e i n Norway, 1800-1950» p. 92. 
See also John Nome's somewhat p a r t i s a n but very thorough 

study of the background t o and establishment of MENIGHETS-
FAKULTET, B r y t n i n g s t i d : Menighetsfakultetet i Norsk 
KirkeliV'. Oslo, 1958. Nome i s professor of systematic 
theology a t MENIGHETSFAKULTET, and h i s book i s unique i n 
i t s attempt t o place t h i s phenomenon i n i t s context i n 
the h i s t o r y o f ideas and theology. Nome regards MENIG-
HETSFAKULTST as an expression of the awakened sense o f 
the Church ("MENIGHETSBEVISSTHET"), and draws d i r e c t 
l i n e s t o i t from.the.revival.and the missionary move
ments of the previous century. See, e.g., pp. 385ff. 
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The e c e l e s i o l o g i c a l tensions o f the Norwegian Church 

i n the 19th century are r e f l e c t e d also i n i t s Foreign 
Missions movement. The same forces leading both to deter
i o r a t i o n and recov.e.ry were a t work as i n other parts of the 
l i f e and thought o f the Church. 

(a) The Origins of the Foreign Missions Movement 

The Foreign Missions movement i n Norway began i n the 
e a r l y years of the I 8 t h century, w i t h the foundation of 
three missions. The f i r s t was the mission i n the Danish 

colony o f Tranquebar i n India ( I 7 0 5 ) . I t s s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r 
Norway was minor, although Denmark and Norway were then one 
kingdom, but i t l e d to the establishment of the so-called 
MISSIONSCOLLEGIUM i n Copenhagen, a kin d of State o f f i c e f o r 
missions. I n 1716, the Norwegian mission to Lappland was 
founded by the P i e t i s t i c Pastor Thomas von Westen. This 
mission, however, d i d not extend beyond the confines of 
the n a t i o n , and, as the work was o f t e n c a r r i e d on by the 
l o c a l p a r i s h c l e r g y , there was no c l e a r d i s t i n c t i o n between 
the mission and other Church a c t i v i t y . The r e a l pioneer of 
the Norwegian missions movement was the courageous Hans 
Egede, who resigned h i s l i v i n g i n West Norway i n order to 
found the Greenland mission i n 1721. Egede must be regarded 
as a member of the Orthodox p a r t y , but he had also been 
i n f l u e n c e d by Pietism.-^ He was able t o combine the 
1 E. Danbolt, MisJonstankens GJennombrud i Norge. I , p. 28. 
Cf. I . Welle, Kirkens H i s t o r i e . I I , 1st Edn., p. 82.' 
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i n s t i t u t i o n a l side o f r e l i g i o n w i t h a spontaneous approach, 
the appeal to the i n d i v i d u a l as w e l l as t o the n a t i o n . ^ 

The i n f l u e n c e o f Pietism upon the missionary movement 
i s s u f f i c i e n t l y obvious. A l l three o f these missions arose 
d u r i n g the heyday of Pietism, and w i t h regard t o Tranquebar, 
there was a close connection between Copenhagen and Halle. 
The fortunes of the missionary movement tended to decline 
d u r i n g the p e r i o d of the Enlightenment. I t experienced,, 
however, an immense grovrth during the 19th century, due to 
a number of f a c t o r s . I n Norway, influences from abroad 
played an important p a r t . The burgeoning missionary move
ment i n Great B r i t a i n and Germany made i t s e l f progressively 
f e l t I n Scandinavia.3 The Bible Society movement was of 
s p e c i a l s i g n i f i c a n c e . During the 1820's and 1830's, com
mittees were formed t o support various missionary s o c i e t i e s 
i n other c o u n t r i e s , notably the Basel Society, which secured 
a few Norwegian r e c r u i t s . At home, the foundation of the 
U n i v e r s i t y ushered i n a new t h e o l o g i c a l climate and conse
quently a growing missionary concern on the p a r t of the 
c l e r g y . From the beginning of the organized movement, many 
of the c l e r g y were a c t i v e ; I n the opinion of Nome, account 
must be taken here not only of the r e l i g i o u s motives, but 
also of c l e r i c a l o p p o s i t i o n to the r i s i n g s p i r i t of demo
cracy. They sought t o counteract t h i s development i n the 
missionary movement through a c t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 

2 0. Myklebust, "Hans Egede i Norsk K i r k e l i v " , TTK, no. 3, 
1958, pp. 158f. 

3 Gf. E. Holland, Christendom, London, 1959, pp. 223-226. 
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The most powerful I n t e r n a l f a c t o r s were, however. Pietism 
and r e v i v a l i s m , represented p a r t i c u l a r l y by the Moravians 
and the Haugeans. Although there were only a few Moravians 
i n Norway and they made l i t t l e e f f o r t t o expand, they never
theless exercised an influence out of a l l p r o p o r t i o n to 
t h e i r numbers. Their l i v i n g i n t e r e s t i n missions (amply 
i l l u s t r a t e d i n other parts of the world) was a strong 
s t i m u l a n t to the Church of Norxray. I n the words of a modern 
a u t h o r i t y on the h i s t o r y o f missions i n the Norwegian Church, 
they were "pioneers f o r an ^ a r l y C h r i s t i a n congregational 
f e l l o w s h i p w i t h i n the m i l i e u of the State Church", and here 
(as elsewhere) challenged the Church t o " r e a l i z e its own 
essence".'^ The f i r s t missionary p e r i o d i c a l , Reports on the 
Progress of the Gospel throughout the World ( E f t e r r e t n l n g e r 
om E v a n g e l i i Fremgang i A l l e Verdens-Pele) was edit e d by 
Bishop P. 0. Bugge, who was st r o n g l y under Moravian i n f l u 
ence. This paper l a s t e d only a year, but i t was succeeded" 
by Norsk Misslons-Blad, edited by the President of the 
Moravian Society i n C h r l s t i a n i a , N. J. Holm. For many 
years, t h i s was the only C h r i s t i a n p e r i o d i c a l i n the 
country. The able and t a l e n t e d Holm was h i g h l y regarded 
by many of the cle r g y , and was p a r t i c u l a r l y popular among 
the students i n the C a p i t a l . The Haugeans ^^fere slow t o 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n the Foreign Missions movement. They were 
conservative i n Churchmanship and r a t h e r bound by t h e i r 
concept of vocation. I t was not u n t i l the 1840's t h a t they 
4 J. Nome, Pet norske Misjonsselskapets H l s t o r i e , I , p.99. 
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threw t h e i r f u l l weight i n t o mission work. But once they 

committed themselves, they became a powerful f a c t o r i n 

the movement. 

(b) The Foundation of the Norwegian Missionary Society 
-- Hans Paludan Smith Schreuder (d. 1882). 

Local missionary s o c i e t i e s sprang up here and there 

dur i n g the 1830's. These were modelled upon the p a t t e r n 

of the B r i t i s h and German s o c i e t i e s which had begun t o 

appear a t the close of the I 8 t h century.3; Because the 

o f f i c i a l Church lacked a sense of mission, i n d i v i d u a l s 

who f e l t a concern organized s o c i e t i e s t o act on behalf 

of the Church. This was i n complete accord w i t h the associ-

a t i o n a l ooncept of the Church which predominated during 

the p e r i o d o f the Enlightenment. At the same time, they 

were not consciously s e p a r a t i s t . They "represent a new 

concept of the Church, i n v i r t u e of the f a c t t h a t the 

s o c i e t i e s assume the a u t h o r i t y to c a l l and send out 

missionaries on behalf of the Church...This does not amount 
1 The f i r s t Anglican society w i t h a s p e c i f i c a l l y missionary 
aim, the Church Missionary Society, was formed i n 1799) 
although the Society f o r the Propagation of the Gospel 
and the Society f o r the Promotion of C h r i s t i a n Knowledge 
had been founded i n 1701 and 1698 r e s p e c t i v e l y . The 
former was mainly concerned w i t h B r i t i s h people i n the 
coloni e s , though i t s work extended t o slaves i n the West 
I n d i a n p l a n t a t i o n s , and i t s adaptation t o missionary 
work proper belongs t o the 19th century. The l a t t e r (now 
p r i m a r i l y devoted t o the task of C h r i s t i a n l i t e r a t u r e ) 
sponsored some missionary work, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n I n d i a . 
Other B r i t i s h s o c i e t i e s included the B a p t i s t Missionary 
Society (1792), the Missionary ( l a t e r London) Society 
(1795) and the Edinburgh and Glasgow Societies (1796). 
The Swiss and German Societies date from the 19th cen
t u r y : Basel (1822), Rhenish (1828), B e r l i n (1824J, and 
the Bremen, L e i p z i g , and Gossner Societies (I 8 3 6 ) . 
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t o a c a p i t u l a t i o n t o the Free-Church view. The mission 
s o c i e t i e s are not new congregations or Churches. They 
are working Instruments f o r the Church i n a f r e e r r e l a t i o n 
ship t o the o f f i c i a l Church government..." They c o n s t i t u t e 
"expanded co n v e n t i c l e s " . ^ They were not avowedly a n t i 
c l e r i c a l , but i n general they were due to the i n i t i a t i v e 
o f the l a i t y r a t h e r than of the clergy. 

The seeds of c o n f l i c t were l a t e n t i n the missionary 
movement from the beginning, and the attempt to u n i t e 
the heterogeneous elements i n t o a n a t i o n a l o rganization 
met w i t h serious d i f f i c u l t i e s . From the beginning there 
was t e n s i o n between the Haugeans and the Moravians. The 
Moravians were n e i t h e r "Churchly" nor confessional enough 
f o r the Haugeans.^"In the Moravian society, i t was the 
b r e t h r e n themselves i^ho c o n s t i t u t e d the Church...the 
c l e r i c a l , High-Church concept of the Church and M i n i s t r y 
was completely f o r e i g n t o them..."^ There was, moreover, 
the t e n s i o n between.clergy and l a i t y , a p a r t o f the devel
oping class s t r u g g l e . "Much o f the c o n f l i c t w i t h i n the 
missionary s o c i e t i e s d i d not concern missions i n the s t r i c t 
sense, but o r g a n i z a t i o n . I t was based f i r s t and foremost 
on a d i f f e r e n t view of the r i g h t s of the lay movement."5 

Nevertheless, the various elements, representing 65 
l o c a l s o c i e t i e s , u n i t e d to form the Norwegian Missionary 

2E. Danbolt, op. c i t . , o. 97. 
3 I b i d . , p. 163. 
4 J. Nome, op. c l t . , p. 24. 
5 E. Danbolt, op. c i t . , p. 99. 
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Society (Det Norske MisJonsselskapet) i n 1842. Only two 
weeks before the foundation of the Society, the Conven
t i c l e Act had been repealed; This event seemed to herald 
a new era i n the r e l a t i o n s between clergy and l a i t y . A 
clergyman was elected chairman of the f i r s t Board, and a 
t h e o l o g i c a l candidate i t s f i r s t secretary. For the next 
twenty years, the Influence o f the c l e r g y , i n cooperation 
w i t h the Haugeans, s t e a d i l y grew, while Moravian influence 
de c l i n e d . The period from 1842 t o 1860 has been c a l l e d 
"the p e r iod of the c l e r i c a l regime".^ 

Seven months before the foundation o f NMS, there 
occurred an event unprecedented i n Norway. Cand. Theol. 
Hans Paludan Smith Schreuder published a small (24pp.) 
pamphlet e n t i t l e d : Some Words to the Norwegian Church 
on C h r i s t i a n Duty w i t h respect to the Salvation o f our 
non-Christian Brethren (NogsLe Ord t i l Norges Kirke om 
C h r l s t e l i g P l l g t med Hensyn t i l Omsorg f o r ikke-Christne 
Medbrddres Sallghed.). I t was an appeal to the Chtirch to 
assume i t s missionary o b l i g a t i o n (supported w i t h no fewer 
than 190 Bi b l e references i n the space of 19 pages), and 
an announcement o f h i s own de c i s i o n to go to South A f r i c a 
as a missionary. A recommendation o f the book signed by 
Professors Keyser and Kaurin and Pastor Wexels was appended? 

Schreuder came from a fa m i l y o f the o f f i c i a l class, 

6 J. Nome, op. c l t . , p. 37. 
7 For an I n t e r e s t i n g comparison of Schreuder's appeal w i t h 
those o f Erasmus, von Welz, Neander, and William Carey, 
see 0. Myklebust, "Schreuder's Misjonsopprop 1 Kirke-
h i s t o r i s k s i k t " , NTT, 1942, pp. 193-215. ' 
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i n c l u d i n g a long l i n e of clergymen. He had graduated w i t h 
highest honours from the U n i v e r s i t y . His theology was 
Orthodox, w i t h an emphasis on the o b j e c t i v e values and a 
love f o r the h i s t o r i c a l t r a d i t i o n i n Confession, l i t u r g y , 
and Church order. He possessed a simple, Churchly p i e t y . 
For several years, he had l i v e d a f r u g a l , even spartan 
existence, keeping h i s missionary a s p i r a t i o n s to himself 
i n order t o be a b s o l u t e l y c e r t a i n o f h i s vocation. He 
was a man of tremendous p h y s i c a l and moral strength and 
endurance. He was to display great v i s i o n as a missionary, 
both s t r a t e g i c a l l y and p r a c t i c a l l y , and a b i l i t y i n l i n g u i s 
t i c s and diplomacy. On the other hand, h i s strength of 
w i l l was o f t e n a t r i a l to h i s co-workers, he was proud 
and demanding; His l i v e l y w i t f r e q u e n t l y degenerated i n t o 
a c r i d sarcasm, and he was never able t o overcome the s o c i a l 
class-consciousness i n which he had been brought up. 

Kaurin, Keyser, and Wexels formed a committee to 
c o l l e c t funds f o r Schreuder, and issued an appeal to the 
c l e r g y f o r support. Schreuder sought o r d i n a t i o n from the 
Church,and received i t i n 1843. NMS opened negotiations 
w i t h Schreuder w i t h the object of appointing him as t h e i r 
f i r s t missionary. But Schreuder had issued h i s appeal to 
the whole Church; I n e f f e c t , he wished to "make the whole 
Church a missionary so c i e t y " , to "awaken the parishes to 
consciousness of t h e i r missionary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y " . ^ He 

8 I b i d . , p. 210. The d i s t i n c t i v e d i f f e r e n c e between 
Schreuder's appeal and those of von Welz, Carey, and 
Neander i s "the Church-centred motiv a t i o n " . 
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wrote t o NMS t h a t he'did not regard the Society as having 
the nation-wide breadth necessary f o r i t s r e c o g n i t i o n as a 
centre o f the missionary a c t i v i t y o f the whole country. 
On the other hand, the o f f i c i a l Church was unprepared f o r 
f o r e i g n mission work. There was no Church assembly, no 
rep r e s e n t a t i v e organ f o r the whole Church independent o f 
the Government M i n i s t r y . And NMS was moving i n a Churchly 
and confessional d i r e c t i o n , i n accordance w i t h the general 
development o f missions i n the l840's.9 Paragraph V of i t s 
c o n s t i t u t i o n stated t h a t "the missionaries are to be ordained 
i f possible by a Norwegian Bishop, of i f t h i s i s impossible 
by another Evangelleal-Lutheran Bishop". Paragraph IV 
bound the missionary t r a i n i n g school t o the Confessions of 
the Church of Norway. At len g t h , NMS proposed to undertake 
to support Schreuder, i f he i n t u r n would be " f a i t h f u l to 
the Society's i n s t r u c t i o n s " and would "confer" w i t h i t 
regarding h i s a c t i v i t i e s . Schreuder agreed, and s a i l e d i n 
1843 f o r A f r i c a by way of London. 

The f i r s t years of the mission were extremely d i f f i c u l t , 
and i t was not u n t i l 1858 th a t the f i r s t Zulu was baptized. 
Supporters of the mission at home were generally p a t i e n t , 
though some became d i s s a t i s f i e d w i t h the lack of " r e s u l t s " . 
I n 1856, Schreuder r e p l i e d to the c r i t i c s w i t h a character
i s t i c Open Declaration, i n which he made clear h i s r e f u s a l 
t o send home "subjective r e p o r t s , f u l l of pious meditations 
and hopes..."; I f missionary i n t e r e s t required t h i s instead 

9 Cf. the l e g i t i m i z a t i o n of the Church Missionary Society 
i n 1841. 
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of r e l i a n c e upon "the Word and the Sacraments, prayer, 
conversation, and the l i k e " , i t was a "hot-house plant".^0 
The Board gave Schreuder strong support, even to the extent 
of r e c a l l i n g and c a s h i e r i n g two missionaries who had not 
f u l f i l l e d the vow of obedience which Schreuier demanded 
o f them. 

I n the same year i n which Schreuder s a i l e d f o r A f r i c a , 
the Society's t r a i n i n g school opened i n Stavanger. Schreuder 
and h i s " c l e r i c a l f r i e n d s opposed i t , but support f o r a 
separate i n s t i t u t i o n from the U n i v e r s i t y was strong among 
the Low-Church elements, e s p e c i a l l y the Moravians. C o n f l i c t 
over the matter continued throughout the 1840's, and became 
p a r t i c u l a r l y acute when i t was rumoured t h a t the students 
were being exposed t o "Moravian heresies". The students 
were examined and given a clean b i l l , but the c o n f l i c t 
l e d t o the temporary c l o s i n g of the school i n 1847. 

The p o s s i b i l i t y of o r d i n a t i o n f o r graduates of the 
school had been discussed from the beginning. The general 
convention o f 1845 voted t o seek o r d i n a t i o n from the State 
Church. But the a p p l i c a t i o n was refused by the M i n i s t r y 
f o r Church A f f a i r s . This was J u s t i f i e d on several grounds. 
The Society had expressed the desire t h a t i t s missionaries 
be regarded as "sent out by the Norwegian State Church".H 
The Theological Faculty favoured o r d i n a t i o n , but not as 
pastors I n the State Church, since missionaries were not 
10 0. Myklebust, Det Norske MisJonsselskapets H l s t o r l e : 
Sdr A f r l k a , I I I , p. 36. 

11 J. Nome, o p . . c i t . , pp. 121ff. 
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d i r e c t l y associated w i t h the State Church. Candidates 
should be ordained by a Bishop on behalf of the "Evangeli
cal-Lutheran Church i n Norway", as a purely e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
matter. Bishop Arup and others disagreed; I t was i n p r i n 
c i p l e impossible t o d i s t i n g u i s h e i t h e r between the State 
Church and the Lutheran Church i n Norway or between the 
purely e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a u t h o r i t y o f the Bishops and t h e i r 
a u t h o r i t y w i t h i n the State Church. This approximated too 
c l o s e l y t o the Roman Catholic conception of o r d i n a t i o n as a 
Sacrament to be t o l e r a b l e . Any ordained pastor could 
administer o r d i n a t i o n . But the missionaries ought not to 
be ordained i n the State Church. I n a d d i t i o n , the standards 
of t h i s " p r i v a t e school" and the q u a l i f i c a t i o n s of i t s 
graduates were regarded as d o u b t f u l . The f i r s t three 
graduates went t o A f r i c a without o r d i n a t i o n , i n 1849. 
Here they were ordained by Schreuder himself, although he 
was not e n t h u s i a s t i c about the idea, because he was "only 
a pastor" and not a Bishop. NMS again sought o r d i n a t i o n 
f o r i t s graduates i n 1857, but was refused on the ground 
t h a t the a p p l i c a t i o n was made EN BLOC, without naming the 
candidates. I n p r i n c i p l e , t h i s meant t h a t the r i g h t of 
o r d i n a t i o n could not be given to the school. I n 1864, the 
a p p l i c a t i o n was renewed, t h i s time including, the names. 
By Royal Resolution of the same year, a l l Bishops were 
authorized to ordain such missionaries as they found s u i t 
able, though v/ith the r e s e r v a t i o n t h a t they would not be 



415 
allowed to perform m i n i s t e r i a l f unctions i n Norway. 

While Schreuder and h i s fellow-missionaries struggled 
through the d i f f i c u l t l850's I n A f r i c a , Nor\feglan Church-
l i f e was passing through a new phase. The Johnsonian 
Revival swept through the land, the Inner Mission movement 
began, the Grundtvigian c o n f l i c t entered i t s c r u c i a l 
stage, and a democratic s p i r i t made r a p i d progress. As 
Nome says, e c c l e s i a s t i c a l Ideals were under r e v i s i o n from 
about the year I86O. Undoubtedly the f a c t that Schreuder 
was i n A f r i c a while t h i s development was taki n g place and 
thus unable t o f o l l o w i t step by step had an important part 
to play i n the tension between him and h i s constituents at 
home durin g the years which followed. He was never r e a l l y 
able t o understand the Norv/eglan s i t u a t i o n i n t h i s era of 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y change. On the other hand, none of those i n 
responsible p o s i t i o n s i n NMS had ever been i n South A f r i c a ; 
Consequently, they f a i l e d t o understand the s i t u a t i o n there. 

A s i g n i f i c a n t i n c i d e n t occurred i n 1854, when the 
Grundtvigians i n Fredrlkshald, under the leadership o f 
Pastor Carl W l l l e , disbanded the l o c a l mission society and 
declared ( i n the true Grundtvigian and Schreuderian- s p i r i t ) 
the e n t i r e p a r i s h a missionary society. They sent represen
t a t i v e s to the general convention of NMS i n 1854 and again 
i n 1856, although on both occasions the convention refused 
t o admit them. A f t e r a long debate, the convention adopted 
the s o l u t i o n of Glsle Johnson; I t would recognize the dele
gates from F r e d r i k s h a l d "as soon as they declare t h a t they 
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have formed a missionary society".-'-^ 

(c) The C o n f l i c t between Schreuder 
and the Board of NMS. 

From the outset, there existed a c e r t a i n tension 
between Schreuder and the Board a t home. Each guarded 
h i s a u t h o r i t y Jealously; The Board v/as, moreover, respons
i b l e t o the general convention. The f a c t t h a t the c o n s t i 
t u t i o n of the home Society was democratic, whereas author
i t y i n the f i e l d v/as a u t o c r a t i c was bound t o lead to con
f l i c t . I t i s the r e f o r e a l l the more s u r p r i s i n g t h a t the 
Board proposed i n 1864 t h a t Schreuder should come home and 
accept o r d i n a t i o n as a missionary Bishop. The idea o r i g i n 
ated w i t h the missionaries i n the f i e l d , but i t was the 
Board which made the decision. Schreuder r e p l i e d t h a t he 
had never considered the p o s s i b i l i t y , and th a t he pr e f e r r e d 
not t o comment u n t i l the "proper Church and State Church 
a u t h o r i t i e s " have spoken " d e f i n i t i v e l y " on the matter.-'• 
I n the end, however, he accepted, and was ordained a Bishop 
on July 8, 1866 i n Bergen Cathedral, "with the same powers 
and a u t h o r i t y as a Norwegian Bishop, subject to such q u a l i 
f i c a t i o n s as were made necessary by the c o n s t i t u t i o n of 
NMS".2 

Schreuder's a u t h o r i t y reached a peak w i t h h i s con
s e c r a t i o n t o the episcopate, and he m.ust have f e l t t h a t 

12 J." Nome, op. c i t . , pp. 177f. 
1 0. Myklebust, S6r A f r i k a , p. 53. 
2 I b i d . , p. 67. ~ 
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he had achieved h i s heart's desire. His views were d e f i n 
i t e l y High-Church. This f a c t i s not made e x p l i c i t i n h i s 
o r i g i n a l appeal, although i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t i t was 
addressed t o the Church, and t h a t the term recurs f r e q u e n t l y 
i n the document. I t i s c l e a r t h a t h i s concept of the 
Church i s more than t h a t of a P i e t i s t conventicle. His 
conception of the missionary vocation i s o b j e c t i v e r ather 
than s u b j e c t i v e . His appeal, f o r example, d i d not empha
size the s p i r i t u a l needs of the natives, but p r e f e r r e d to 
lay the greater stress upon the o b l i g a t i o n of the Church 
t o administer the means of grace i n a l l the world. This 
corresponds c l o s e l y t o h i s concept of the Church. 
Schreuder himself, i n a l a t e r work3, r e j e c t e d the High-
Church l a b e l . The term belongs t o the Church of England, 
and i s not a p p l i c a b l e i n the Norwegian Church. He prefers 
the Church of England, which he has observed at close hand 
f o r a generation, t o any other non-Lutheran Church. The 
High-Church Anglicans hold a d o c t r i n e of the Eucharist 
which i s "approximately" the same as the Lutheran. There
f o r e , t o be High Church i n the Anglican sense i s t o hold a 
Lutheran d o c t r i n e of the Lord's Supper. S t i l l , he denies 
being e i t h e r High- or Low-Church, but simply "conservative 
Churchly", "bound by my Baptismal, confirmation, o r d i n a t i o n 
and episcopal vows t o uphold the doctrine of the Norwegian 
Lutheran Church, and t o maintain i t s p r a c t i c e i n c u l t u s 
3 H. Schreuder, L i d t t i l Regulering a f Oyerformyhderlu-
v e i r e t i den norske Mission, Chra., l874. 
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and p o l i t y . . . s o long as the Church does not undertake... 
a r e v i s i o n " . He also r e j e c t s the accusations t h a t he i s 
" P a p i s t i c " o r Grundtvigian. He denies t h a t he has read 
much o f Grundtvlg, and r e c a l l s t h a t he was not Impressed 
w i t h him when they met i n London i n 1843; Grundtvig seemed 
too closed-minded. This statement, however, i s i n f l a t con
t r a d i c t i o n t o a l e t t e r w r i t t e n t o Wexels a t the time; He 
had f e l t a "magnetic a t t r a c t i o n " to Grundtvig, as one t o 
whom he was c l o s e l y r e l a t e d " i n Baptism and i n S p i r i t , i n 
F a i t h and doctrine".'^ I t i s c e r t a i n t h a t Schreuder had 

. been Influenced by Grundtvig through h i s Norwegian f o l l o w e r s , 
but the extent o f t h i s influence i s d i f f i c u l t t o determine. 
Schreuder never adopted the d i s t i n c t i v e features of the 
Churchly View. He never regarded the Apostles' Creed as a 
NORMA NORMANS over aginst S c r i p t u r e , nor emphasized i t as 
c o n s t i t u t i v e of the Church. I t i s t r u e t h a t he had a high 
conception o f the Sacraments, and i t i s possible t h a t they 
tended to loom l a r g e r than the Word i n h i s t h i n k i n g . S t i l l , 
i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o discover anything contrary t o the pre
v a i l i n g Orthodoxy i n h i s p o s i t i o n on these p o i n t s . His 
conception o f the M i n i s t r y and p a r t i c u l a r l y o f o r d i n a t i o n 
represents the c l e a r e s t testimony t o h i s High-Church p r i n 
c i p l e s . I n an o r d i n a t i o n address i n I870, he said t h a t 
the transference of the holy o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y occurs 
"only i n the power of the Lord's i n s t i t u t i o n , whence i t 
has come t o us through the Apostles..." and t h a t " i t s 
4 J. Nome, Demringstid i Norge, p. 365. 
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I n s t i t u t i o n by the Lord contains the charisma and awakens 
i t i n every given case..."5 Schreuder d i d not regard the 
M i n i s t r y as a r i s i n g out of the congregation on the basis 
of the Universal Priesthood, but as having been i n s t i t u t e d 
by C h r i s t apart from the Universal Priesthood, and as having 
been t r a n s f e r r e d through the Apostolic Succession. I t 
was n e i t h e r the inner nor the outer c a l l which gave the 
o f f i c e t o the candidate, but o r d i n a t i o n . Schreuder stressed 
the idea t h a t a charisma i s a c t u a l l y given i n ordination.6 
I n a sermon preached s h o r t l y before h i s consecration to 
the episcopate, he said: "Those who are not ordained, who 
do not know the mysteries of. the o f f i c e , nor the greatness 
o f i t s importance, might desire t o preach p u b l i c l y . . . b u t 
what good would i t be...when the S p i r i t and grace of 
a n o i n t i n g are lacking...?"''' He advised Dr. Borchgrevink 
i n Madagascar (an ordained pastor and a physician) to 
regard h i s medical work as secondary t o h i s p a s t o r a l work. 
Having once ordained Borchgrevink, he cannot release him 
from the work of h i s o f f i c e , " f o r when I have once conse
c r a t e d anyone to the holy o f f i c e , i t i s as though a sacred 
(GEISTLIG) pov/er has gone out from me... "8 I t i s c l e a r 
t h a t , i n h i s d o c t r i n e of o r d i n a t i o n , Schreuder departs t o a 
s i g n i f i c a n t degree from the Lutheran t r a d i t i o n . 

5 Norsk Misjonstidende, 1872, quoted i n J. Nome, Pet norske 
Misjonsselskapets H i s t o r i e , I , p. 263. 

6 Aktstykker, p. 208. . 
7 Beretning, p. 37. 
8 L e t t e r , p r i n t e d i n Aktstykker, pp. 225-226n. 
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Schreuder always regarded the mission i n South 

A f r i c a as an extension of the Church of Norway. Consequent

l y , he strove t o maintain the order of the hom.e Church, 

and p a r t i c u l a r l y resented any attempt on the part of NMS, 

which he regarded as a " p r i v a t e s o ciety", t o inaugurate 

changes i n the Church order i n the f i e l d . 

Hardly had Schreuder returned t o A f r i c a w i t h the 

complete a u t h o r i t y o f a Bishop9, when a new movement began 

to contest h i s a u t h o r i t y . At the general convention of 

1867, i n harmony w i t h the democratic tendencies than at 

work i n the homeland, a c e r t a i n Mr. 0vriam proposed the 

f o l l o w i n g r e v i s i o n I n the I n s t r u c t i o n s of the Society t o 

i t s m i s s i o n a r i e s : 
"For the proclamation o f God's Word on the mission f i e l d , 

a l l the s p i r i t u a l g i f t s which the Lord has given the congre
gations are to be u t i l i z e d . These charismata are to be 
sought out, encouraged, proved, and acknowledged by the 
e l d e r s , who thereupon issue the c a l l of the congregation 
to proclaim the Word without o r d i n a t i o n . I n case of 
doubt or disagreement, the opinion of the Bishop s h a l l 
be decisive."10 

The Board n o t i f i e d Schreuder of the proposal, together 
w i t h the observation t h a t there was "considerable sympathy" 
f o r i t w i t h i n NMS, indeed t h a t "several" of the members 
of the Board thought i t based on p r i n c i p l e s which were 
i n harmony w i t h S cripture and the Confessions. On the 
other hand, they f e l t t h a t i t was probably Impracticable 
9 The Board expressed i t i n these terms:"All a u t h o r i t y to 
make decisions and t o act i n the f i e l d r ests i n the hands 
of the Bishop", 0. Myklebust, S f l r - A f r i k a , p. 68. 

10 Aktstykker, p. 17. 
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i n the f i e l d , since the lay missionaries already d i d some 
preaching and there was no sig n t h a t the natives possessed 
the necessary s p i r i t u a l g i f t s . I t might also open the way 
f o r independency. The Board thought i t preferable t h a t 
such a p o l i c y should come as the r e s u l t of a "fr e e , organic 
development" i n the f i e l d r a t h e r than as a proposal t h r u s t 
upon the mission by NMS. They urged Schreuder to give h i s 
op i n i o n , and proposed t h a t he should declare the idea 
"unnecessary" i n the case of Z u l u l a n d . S c h r e u d e r r e p l i e d , 
a t f i r s t b r i e f l y , l a t e r a t greater length.12 He d u t i f u l l y 
declared the proposal "unnecessary", and added t h a t i t "only 
looms large i n the minds of those a t home who harbour r a t h e r 
precarious unChurchly tendencies". Such manifestations of 
"the h o r r i b l e s p i r i t of the times" take a l l the Joy out of 
missionary work, and subject the mission to " a l l the w h i r l 
winds of experimentation, both by the learned and the ignor
ant". He attempted t o I n t e r p r e t the key phrases of the 
proposal. Were t h e " s p i r i t u a l g i f t s " t o be i n t e r p r e t e d as 
"ext r a o r d i n a r y . A p o s t o l i c " g i f t s , or those mediated through 
Baptism and C h r i s t i a n nurture? According t o Sc r i p t u r e , 
s p i r i t u a l g i f t s are given, and cannot therefore be "sought 
out", unless Indeed they have been neglected, an i m p l i c a t i o n 
which Schreuder regards as an I n s u l t t o himself and h i s 
f e l l o w - m i s s i o n a r i e s . Are the possessors of these g i f t s 
Norwegians or Africans? I f they are Af r i c a n s , then they 
w i l l need i n s t r u c t i o n by the "elders". But there are no 

11 I b i d . , pp. 18-19. 
12 I b i d . , pp. 41-44, 78-109. 
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" e l d e r s " among the natives who are capable of performing 

t h i s duty; Such a " t h e o l o g i c a l f a c u l t y " i s as yet "an un

f u l f i l l e d prophecy". How would such a body of elders be 

co n s t i t u t e d ? As the Bishop understands i t , 0vrum's proposal 

would amount t o the I n t r o d u c t i o n of a Presbyterian Church 

order, and would render him helpless i n the face of possible 

" h e r e t i c a l , d i s s e n t i n g , unChurchly tendencies". The pro

posal i s the product of "egotism" and "a t a c t l e s s mania 

f o r n o v e l t y " , and should have been r e j e c t e d by the Board 

o u t r i g h t . 

I n the end, the jJJvrum proposal was k i l l e d by the 

d i s t r i c t meetings of NMS. This attempt to introduce l a y -

preaching and the charismatic p r i n c i p l e was not only "un

necessary" but also u n r e a l i s t i c . Apart from the f a c t t h a t 

Schreuder was i n p r i n c i p l e opposed to lay-preaching and 

any form of non-Ei)iscopal Church order, conditions i n 

Zululand were not r i p e f o r e i t h e r . 0vrum's proposal v;as 

one example of the numerous attempts made during these 

years t o read the Norwegian s i t u a t i o n i n t o the Zulu Church. 

Another question which became acute about the same 

time was the status of the annual missionary conferences 

i n the f i e l d . These conferences had never possessed any 

r e a l J u r i s d i c t i o n , but w i t h the i n t r o d u c t i o n of the epis

copate i n the f i e l d , i t had been expressly stated t h a t 

t h e i r power was t o be purely advisory. The missionaries 

themselves were generally though not u n i v e r s a l l y s a t i s f i e d 

w i t h t h i s , but the main o p p o s i t i o n was i n Norway.^5 The 

13 0. Myklebust, Sdr-Afrika, p. 72. 
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Board attempted t o q u i e t the o p p o s i t i o n by reminding them 
t h a t i t was only on such conditions t h a t the Bishop had 
agreed t o take o f f i c e , and t h a t the present order was v a l i d 
only i n the case of Schreuder and could be re-examined when 
he was gone. However, pressure became so strong t h a t i n 
1868, the Board found i t necessary t o w r i t e to Schreuder, 
requesting "a more d e f i n i t e and s t a t u t o r y " ordering of the 
Conference i n order t h a t i t might form "an important l i n k " 
i n the missionary e n t e r p r i s e . They desired the conference 
t o have an " o f f i c i a l " character and the minutes of the 
meetings to be o f f i c i a l l y reported to the Board. Moreover, 
they claimed the r i g h t t o p o l l the conference a t any time.-^^ 
I n the o p i n i o n of the Board, much of the sentiment i n 
favour o f the 0vrum proposal arose from "a f e a r of monarchic 
absolutism" i n the mission f i e l d . 

Schreuder was not opposed t o conferences as such, 
but was a f r a i d t h a t they might acquire too much power. He 
ignored the Board's request f o r a s t a t u t o r y ordinance f o r 
three years. I n 1871, the Board again returned t o the 
charge. Schreuder r e p l i e d t h a t the Board had no r i g h t to 
demand or to f o r c e an o r g a n i z a t i o n upon the conference. 
He resented the " i n t r u s i o n " ' and "high-handedness" of the 
Board. The conference i s the missionaries' ov/n a f f a i r ; 
The Board had no more concern i n the matter than the 
missionaries w i t h the general convention back home. He 
regarded the o r i g i n a l "formlessness" of i t s c o n s t i t u t i o n 
14 A k tstykker, pp. 36f. 



424 

as a vote of confidence i n the missionaries as mature men 
w i t h r i g h t s and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , and the Board's proposal 
as a r e f l e c t i o n of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n and lack of confidence. 
He warned the Board t h a t i t would have t o change i t s 
a t t i t u d e i f he were to continue i n h i s present p o s i t i o n . •'-̂  

No change was forthcoming, and on May 14, 1872, 
Schreuder resigned h i s p o s i t i o n as superintendent of the 
Zulu mission. The c h i e f reason which he gave was t h a t , 
whereas i n 1866 he had been given the a u t h o r i t y of a 
Norwegian Bishop, the NMS now demanded tha t he become "an 
o f f i c e manager f o r a m a j o r i t y r u l e " w i t h i n the Society.16 
Schreuder refused to abandon the Church order which had been 
es t a b l i s h e d w i t h h i s consecration to the episcopate, and 
which he termed an "analogy" t o the order i n the home 
Church. The outbreak of the Zulu war caused him to remain 
i n o f f i c e f o r another year. He even sent home a s t a t u t o r y 
ordinance f o r the conference. But the f i n a l break was 
i n e v i t a b l e ; Schreuder l e f t the service of KMS i n July, 
1873. The f i e l d was d i v i d e d , and Schreuder's mission 
continued as "The Mission of the Norwegian Church by 
Schreuder". I t was supported through a comm.ittee i n 
C h r i s t i a n i a u n t i l 1928, when Lutherans i n America assumed 
f u l l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the mission. 

There were several f a c t o r s which contributed to the 
c o n f l i c t between Schreuder and the Society. Schreuder's 

15 I b i d . , pp. 241-267. 
16 I b i d . , p. 275. 
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p e r s o n a l i t y undoubtedly c o n t r i b u t e d to the tension. But 
the conclusion seems inescapable t h a t the one f a c t o r which 
underlay the e n t i r e c o n f l i c t was a basic d i f f e r e n c e i n the 
concepts of the Church and of the M i n i s t r y . The controversy 
r e f l e c t s c l e a r l y the e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l tensions then current 
i n the Church of Norway. Schreuder's Wexelian p o s i t i o n , 
d espite c e r t a i n questionable features, was at least consis
t e n t ; I n t h i s respect, i t contrasts favourably w i t h the 
remarkable inconsistency, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the matter of 
Church order, displayed by the home Society.17 

(d) The Madagascar Question and Lars Dahle 

The conference question was f u r t h e r complicated by 
the f a c t t h a t , on the i n i t i a t i v e of Schreuder, NMS had 
inaugurated a nev? mission on the Is l a n d of Madagascar, i n 
1866. As missionary Bishop, Schreuder was responsible f o r 
the new mission as w e l l , an impossible s i t u a t i o n , not only 
because of the distances involved, but also because of 
d i f f e r e n c e s i n the l o c a l s i t u a t i o n . The mission i n Mada
gascar was from the beginning more independent and demo
c r a t i c . Schreuder, apparently without a u t h o r i z a t i o n from 
the Board, and even without p r i o r n o t i f i c a t i o n , had appointed 
a k i n d o f Dean f o r the i s l a n d mission.^ This, however, was 
17 Schreuder traces the tortuous course of the p o l i c y 
pursued by the home Society i n I l d t t i l Regulerlng... 

1 The Board heard of i t i n c i d e n t a l l y , three years l a t e r . 
A k t s t ykker, p. 401. 
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not s a t i s f a c t o r y t o the missionaries i n the f i e l d . I n 
f a c t , t h i s high-handed a c t i o n seems t o have caused the 
Board t o renew i t s demand f o r a conference ordinance i n 
1871. Schreuder's biographer asserts t h a t the d i s s a t i s f a c 
t i o n o r i g i h k t e d hot from the Madagascar missionaries as a 
whole, but "from one s p e c i f i c source".2 

This source was undoubtedly Lars Dahle, then newly-
a r r i v e d I n Madagascar, but destined t o become the leading 
f i g u r e there f o r a decade and afterwards the powerful 
secretary of NMS f o r t h i r t y - o n e years. He Journeyed t o 
Madagascar v i a South A f r i c a , and was ordained there by 
Schreuder i n I87O. I n h i s memoirs, he r e c a l l s the conver
s a t i o n he had w i t h Schreuder p r i o r t o the o r d i n a t i o n , i n 
which Schreuder expounded h i s concept of o r d i n a t i o n . 
Dahle agreed w i t h Schreuder t h a t the o f f i c e o f the M i n i s t r y 
had been i n s t i t u t e d by God, but when Schreuder maintained 
t h a t i t was t r a n s f e r r e d "by Apostolic Succession to the 
present day, without being Influenced by the congregation", 
and t h a t o r d i n a t i o n by a Bishop i n Apostolic Succession 
bestowed a s p e c i a l charisma, Dahle disagreed. He r e c a l l s 
t h a t Sehreuder "was as High-Church as I was Low-Church". 
Dahle i n s i s t e d t h a t i t was the c a l l , not o r d i n a t i o n , which 
conferred the o f f i c e . The Holy S p i r i t "draws and prepares 
f o r the work" through the inner c a l l , but since both the 
means of grace and the M i n i s t r y are given to the Church, 
2 A. Thunem, Biskop Hans Paludan Smith Schreuder. p. 240. 
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an outer c a l l from the Church or someone authorized to 
act on i t s behalf (such as the Crown or the Board of NMS) 
I s a lso necessary. Dahle was glad t o be able to quote 
Johan Gerhard t h a t " o r d i n a t i o n i s a d e c l a r a t i o n of and a 
testimony to the o f f i c i a l and solemn c a l l " . I n view of 
t h e i r disagreement, Dahle was a f r a i d t h a t Schreuder might 
refuse t o o rdain him; But Schreuder l i s t e n e d p a t i e n t l y to 
h i s younger colleague, and ordained him nonetheless.3 
Once i n Madagascar, Dahle became convinced t h a t government 
by the conference (or what he termed "the a b o l i t i o n of 
absolutism') was a v i t a l necessity f o r the mission. Un
s o l i c i t e d , he formulated a conference ordinance and sent 
i t t o the Board (1872). I t was Dahle's Church order which 
i n a l l e s s e n t i a l s was f i n a l l y adopted i n a l l mission f i e l d s 
o f the NMS. 

Lars Dahle i s one of the few associated w i t h the 
Foreign Missions movement who have l e f t us any kind of 
systematic t r e a t i s e on the d o c t r i n e of the Church.4 He 
was a t r u e Johnsonian. Like Johnson, he stresses the 
necessity of the o b j e c t i v e meansof grace, but approaches 
the concept o f the Church from the subjective standpoint. 
"The Church i s not p r i m a r i l y a redemptive ANSTALT, but a 
gathering of b e l i e v i n g people. But t o t h i s gathering the 
Lord has indeed confided the means of grace, by which 

3 L. Dahle, T i l b a k e b l i k paa mit L i v , I , pp. 232f. 
4 L. Dahle, Hvad er Kirken, og Hvad er Sand Kirkelighed?, 

Stavanger, 1903. 
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sinners are saved, and t o t h a t extent i t I s also a redemp
t i v e AWSTALT."5 The Church i s the kingdom of God on earth. 
I t i s an "inward" kingdom, "which d i d not come i n such a 
way t h a t i t could be pointed out, f o r i t began w i t h i n the 
b e l i e v e r s — i t had i t s profound basis i n t h e i r communion 
w i t h Him, which no man can see..."^ A c e r t a i n P i e t i s t i c 
i n c l i n a t i o n i s evident i n Dahle's d e f i n i t i o n of ECCLESIA: 
"a gathering of those c a l l e d together from the l a r g e r mass, 
i . e . a s e l e c t i o n " . 7 He i n t e r p r e t s Matt. 16:16 t o mean t h a t 
the Church i s b u i l t upon C h r i s t Himself, or possibly upon 
Peter's .confession, but c e r t a i n l y not upon Peter himself 
(This i s i n e f f e c t a t r a d i t i o n a l Lutheran i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ) . 

A l l who b e l i e v e and are baptized, and therefore have 
been regenerated, are members of the Church. Therefore, 
the t r u e Church i s i n v i s i b l e . "We can indeed see the 
b e l i e v e r s , but we cannot see whether they are b e l i e v e r s , 
f o r we cannot see the f a i t h which makes them believers."® 
Dahle expressly r e j e c t s the " e r r o r " of the sectarians, 
displayed i n t h e i r attempt t o render the i n v i s i b l e Church 
v i s i b l e ; I t i s impossible to create a pure Church. On the 
other hand, i n the authentic P i e t i s t manner, Dahle main
t a i n s t h a t we can see those who l i v e u n c h r i s t i a n l i v e s , 
even though they may confess C h r i s t . "These ought t o be 
removed by Church d i s c i p l i n e , and when t h i s does not occur, 
5 I b i d . , p. 5. 
6 I b i d . , p. 6. 
7 I b i d . , p. 6n. 
8 I b i d . , p. 25. 
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or cannot occur i n a State Church, we must acknowledge 
t h a t t h i n g s are not as they ought to be."9 This and many 
s i m i l a r remarks i n h i s t r e a t i s e i n d i c a t e s the extent of 
Dahle's d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h the system o f the State Church. 

The Church does, however, appear v i s i b l y , as a redemp
t i v e ANSTALT, through i t s confession. "The b e l i e v i n g 
Church i s i n v i s i b l e , but the confessing Church i s v i s i b l e . " 
Thus Dahle i n e v i t a b l y reaches the conclusion t h a t "...the 
V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e Church are two d i f f e r e n t Churches. 
They c o n s t i t u t e simply a l a r g e r and a smaller c i r c l e 
around the same mid-point, so t h a t the smaller l i e s w i t h i n 
the l a r g e r . "•'-0 Thus we have a dualism i n the concept o f 
the Church. The V i s i b l e Church has, however, some r e l i g 
ious s i g n i f i c a n c e : I t i s the a d m i n i s t r a t o r of the means 
of grace. But i t possesses t h i s treasure because i t 
Includes the I n v i s i b l e Church, the b e l i e v e r s . I n contrast 
t o Rome, which knows no I n v i s i b l e Church, and to the 
Reformed Churches, who know no V i s i b l e Church, the Luth
eran Church p o s i t s the existence of both, and thus c o n s t i 
t u t e s the t r u e VIA MEDIA. 

The Church i s one, possessing an inner u n i t y i n the 
same God and the same means of grace. Outward u n i t y i s t o 
be prayed f o r , but i t i s impossible i n t h i s world. Indeed, 
the various branches of Christendom ( l i k e the nations of 

9 I b i d . , p. 25. 
10 I b i d . , p. 26. This represents a s i g n i f i c a n t departure 
from Gisle Johnson's i n s i s t e n c e t h a t , although i t has 
these two aspects, there i s e s s e n t i a l l y only one Church. 
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the world) have t h e i r own sp e c i a l t a s k s . T h e Church i s 
A p o s t o l i c , not i n the sense of a t a c t u a l Succession, but 
because of i t s foundation by the Apostles and the Church's 
f a i t h f u l n e s s t o the Apostolic Scriptures. Rather s u r p r i s 
i n g l y , Dahle can speak of the i n f a l l i b i l i t y o f the Church, 
though only i n the q u a l i f i e d sense t h a t the whole Church 
can never depart from the basic redemptive t r u t h s . 

The M i n i s t r y was i n s t i t u t e d by the Lord, when He gave 
the means o f grace. A l l are p r i e s t s before God, but not 
everyone can act on behalf of the congregation; Not only 
would confusion r e s u l t , but not everyone has the r e q u i s i t e 
g i f t s and a b i l i t i e s . The Church must therefore search out 
the g i f t s which God has placed i n i t s midst, develop them 
and t r a n s f e r the work of the M i n i s t r y t o those whom i t 
chooses, although the way these p r i n c i p l e s are c a r r i e d out 
i n the State Church "leaves much to be desired". Dahle 
appears t o be Lutheran i n h i s concept o f the M i n i s t r y , 
r e t a i n i n g the tensio n between the d i v i n e l y i n s t i t u t e d 
o f f i c e and the Universal Priesthood. But he tends to 
assign too great a r o l e t o the congregation instead o f 
s t r e s s i n g the outer c a l l as a c a l l of God mediated through 
the Church. He must t h e r e f o r e be regarded as standing 
s l i g h t l y l e f t - o f - c e n t r e i n t h i s respect. 

Dahle also discusses the question: "Vflaat i s true 
Churchliness?".12 i t i s not synonymous e i t h e r w i t h being 

11 Dahle was a prominent delegate t o the Missionary Con
ferences a t London (1888) and Edinburgh (1910). 

12 I b i d . , pp. 3 7 f f . 
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a Church-goer, a C h r i s t i a n , a High-Churchman, or an 
opponent of l a y a c t i v i t y , but i n adopting (and l i v i n g out) 
an a t t i t u d e toward the Church which i s i n keeping w i t h i t s 
nature as the Body of C h r i s t . A true Churchman l)makes 
use of the means of grace, 2) p a r t i c i p a t e s i n the joys and 
sorrov/s of the Church and a l l i t s members, 3) recognizes 
the d o c t r i n a l t r a d i t i o n as being "of the highest import
ance", and 4) i s f a i t h f u l t o h i s own Church body and i t s 
Confessions. He also respects the "healthy" development 
i K ;.the h i s t o r y of the Church. Even unhealthy development 
i s not t o be l i g h t l y regarded. For example, w i t h regard 
to the connection betv/een State and Church, an "operation" 
there could be more dangerous than the " i l l n e s s " . F i n a l l y , 
a Churchman d i r e c t s a l l h i s r e l i g i o u s a c t i v i t y ( i n c l u d i n g 
Inner Mission, Foreign Mission and c h a r i t y work) toward 
the service of the Church. "There i s no doubt t h a t f o r e i g n 
missions work i s a matter f o r the Church and not f o r i n d i 
v i d u a l s or organizations."13 But i n i t s present predica
ment, the Church i s unable t o carry out t h i s task. There
f o r e , a society l i k e NMS considers i t s e l f to be doing the 
Church's work, on i t s behalf. The Church, however, must 
bear i t s share of the blame f o r the r i s e of "unChurchly" 
organizations. " I t i s not easy e i t h e r f o r the i n d i v i d u a l 
C h r i s t i a n or f o r the C h r i s t i a n organizations t o enter i n t o 
any organic r e l a t i o n t o the Church, where the Church...has 
grown together w i t h the State and ...so s t i f f e n e d t h a t i t 
13 I b i d . , p. 52. 
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i s i l l - s u i t e d t o r e l a t e i t s e l f t o movements of C h r i s t i a n 
l i f e — i n d i v i d u a l or c o l l e c t i v e , . . ..receive them i n t o i t s 
s e r v i c e , regulate and u t i l i z e t h e i r work i n the best way 
f o r i t s own growth and welfare and f o r the c a r r y i n g out of 
the task which the Lord hasglven t o i t . " - ^ ' ^ 

(e) Other Missionary Enterprises 
Founded during the 19th century. 

Two f u r t h e r missions founded during the 19th century 
v i r t u a l l y escaped the r e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l c o n f l i c t s and exper
ienced a harmonious development as moderate, "Churchly", 
c l e r i c a l missions from the outset. Both owed much to the 
Johnsonian r e v i v a l , and generally represented i t s p o i n t of 
view. These were the Norwegian Mission to I s r a e l (Den 
norske I s r a e l m l s j o n , 1844) and the Mission to Seamen (Den 
norske Sjflmannsmisjon, 1864). The f i r s t i n i t i a t i v e toward 
a Jewish mission came when a l o c a l society was formed, a t 
the i n s t i g a t i o n o f Lutheran-Moravians, i n Stavanger i n 1844. 
But when a n a t i o n a l o r g a n i z a t i o n was founded i n 1861, i t s 
Churchly character had been established. As a converted 
Jew, Professor Casparl was a n a t u r a l choice as chairman of 
the Board, and served i n t h i s capacity u n t i l h i s death i n 
1892. The Mission t o I s r a e l supported the London Society 
and various German s o c i e t i e s u n t i l 1891» when i t sent out 
i t s f i r s t missionary t o work among the Jews i n Eastern 
14 I b i d . , p. 49. 
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Europe. I t i s t y p i c a l t h a t t h i s f i r s t missionary was an 
ordained clergyman w i t h several years' service i n a p a r i s h 
behind him. The Mission to Seamen, begun on the i n i t i a t i v e 
of Pastor J.C.H. Storjohann, has alv/ays been served by 
ordained clergymen.1 

A mission which began as a laymens' and an interdenom
i n a t i o n a l e n t e r p r i s e and developed i n t o a "Churchly" and 
Lutheran undertaking was the Santal Mission (Santalmisjon) 
i n Northern I n d i a . I t s co-founder (together w i t h the Dane 
H. P. Bdrresen), Lars Skrefsrud, was such an outstanding 
p e r s o n a l i t y and had such a romantic l i f e - s t o r y t h a t he 
became the most famous Norwegian missionary. He was con
v e r t e d i n the State p r i s o n i n C h r i s t i a n i a , where he was 
serving a four-year sentence f o r larceny. Rejected by the 
NMS because of h i s past, he was t r a i n e d ( r a t h e r s k e t c h i l y ) 
and sent out by the Gossner Society of B e r l i n . F r i c t i o n 
l e d Skrefsrud and Bdrresen t o leave the Gossner mission 
and, together w i t h the English B a p t i s t E. 0. Johnson, to 
found the "India Home Mission t o the Santals". Under Bap
t i s t i n f l u e n c e and support, Skrefsrud allowed himself to be 
re-baptized, l a t e r asserted t h a t he was " h a l f forced" 

to do so, and renounced h i s re-baptism as "unnecessary" and 
"a mistake".2 Johnson soon l e f t the mission, and i n 1877, 
i t became a Scandinavian Lutheran undertaking. I n the 
same year, Bdrresen was ordained by Bishop Martensen of 
1 The f i r s t missions were established a t L e i t h , North 

Shields, and Antwerp. 
2 E. Dfihl, Lars Skrefsrud, p. 33. 
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Copenhagen. Skrefsrud was by now also convinced that the 
mission must have (as he put i t ) "a regu l a r Church order" 
and "a recognized o r d i n a t i o n " . 3 i n I878, he wrote to 
Professor Rudin of Uppsala t h a t he would "prefer to see 
f o r e i g n missions become more of a paro c h i a l (MENIGHED) 
matter than l e f t t o the missionary s o c i e t i e s " , and expressed 
the hope t h a t the u n i v e r s i t i e s would assume the leadership 
of the movement.'^ Of p a r t i c u l a r though enigmatic i n t e r e s t 
i s h i s enquiry i n the same l e t t e r whether the Apostolic 
Succession s t i l l e x i s t e d i n Sweden, and "what evidence i s 
advanced f o r i t s existence" and the l i n k s i n i t s transmis
s i o n . 5 I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o deduce v^hat l i e s behind t h i s . 
enquiry, but i t i s safe t o assume t h a t Skrefsrud was 
considering the p o s s i b i l i t y of h i s own o r d i n a t i o n and t h a t 
the matter had personal s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r him. The f o l l o w 
i n g year, he wrote t o h i s former p r i s o n warden t h a t he 
was being accused of being a Grundtvigian. He denied 
having any p a r t y a f f i l i a t i o n , but expressed an admiration 
f o r Christopher Bruun, whom he regarded as " f i r m l y grounded 
i n C h r i s t i a n i t y " . I n 1881-2, Skrefsrud made a t r i p home 
to Norway. The M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s received two 
p e t i t i o n s f o r h i s o r d i n a t i o n , one signed by twenty clergy
men, the other from the Board of NMS. I n 1882, he was 
ordained by the Bishop of C h r i s t i a n i a . There was some 
3 0. Myklebust, "Lars Skrefsrud" i n NBL, XIV, p. 12. 
4 "To Skrefsrud Brev" i n Norsk T i d s s k r i f t f o r Misjon, 
1953, p. 116. 

5 I b i d . , pp. I l 6 f . 
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d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n over t h i s ; "Many of the best supporters 
o f Skrefsmid and the Santal,. Mission were not a l i t t l e cool 
toward the State Church, and Skrefsrud was accused of 
l e t t i n g the Church 'capture' him".^ Lay a c t i v i t y continued 
t o play an important p a r t i n the work of the Santal Mission, 
both a t home and i n the field,''' but Skrefsrud led the 
Santal Church "from A p o s t o l i c s i m p l i c i t y t o Churchly con
s o l i d a t i o n " , and established the p r i n c i p l e t h a t i t s mission
a r i e s should be t r a i n e d , ordained theologians.8 

( f ) The Formation of the China Missionary 
Association, and Ludvig Hope. 

During the l880's, the subject of missions to China 
was a matter o f great concern throughout the Protestant 
world. There was at the time considerable d i r e c t Anglo-
Saxon inf l u e n c e i n Norwegian r e l i g i o u s l i f e , f o r example 
through Skrefsrud's v i s i t s t o B r i t a i n and the r e v i v a l i s m 
of Moody and others. I t was the foundation o f the China 
Inla n d Mission by Hudson Taylor which f i r s t aroused the 
i n t e r e s t o f Norwegians i n China. Several Norwegians entered 
the service o f t h i s Society. China missions appealed p a r t i 
c u l a r l y t o those w i t h Low-Church, r e v i v a l i s t , and weak 
confessional sympathies, and tended to accentuate them. 
There were C h r i s t i a n s i n Norway who regarded NMS w i t h 

6 E. Ddhl, op. c i t . , p. 60. 
7 B. H a l l , Lars Skrefsrud, p. 81. 
8 0. Myklebust7~^Lars Skrefsrud" i n NBL, XIV, p. 12. 
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coolness, on the grounds t h a t i t was too "Churchly" and 
c l e r i c a l , ! and who shared the standpoint expressed i n the 
0vrum proposal of 1867. They were mostly laymen, In-.the 
Haugean t r a d i t i o n , but "almost a l l were even more str o n g l y 
i n f l u e n c e d by the Rosenian movement, w i t h i t s f r e e , evangeli
c a l p o i n t of view. And they were much more free i n t h e i r 
r e l a t i o n to the State Church and the clergy than MIS; Some 
were Free Church people on p r i n c i p l e " . ^ These were the 
c o n s t i t u e n t s of the Norwegian Lutheran China Missionary 
A s s o c i a t i o n (Norsk Luthersk Kinamisjonsforbundet, since 
1949 Norsk Luthersk MisJonssambandet), which was founded 
i n Bergen i n I 8 9 I . I t severed a l l connection w i t h the 
China Inland Mission a t the outset, because of Taylor's 
views on polygamy and h i s interdenominationallsm, and 
bound i t s e l f t o the Confessions of the Church of Norway. 
At the general convention of I89O, NMS had discussed the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of assuming r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the Norwegians 
already working i n China, but had decided not t o do so. 
The leader of the o p p o s i t i o n was the new general secretary, 
Lars Dahle, who argued t h a t the Madagascar mission, which 
was both more f r u i t f u l and more inexpensive, demanded a l l 
the men and the means the Society could muster. 

The China Association d i f f e r e d from NMS i n one import
ant respect. I t was not purely a f o r e i g n missionary society, 
but an inner mission society as w e l l , indeed the l a t t e r 

1 Pet norsk lutherske Kinamisjonsforbundet GJennom 50 Aar, 
I , p. 20. 

2 I b i d . , p. 19. 
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a c t i v i t y was basic to the former. I t s purpose was "to win 
souls f o r Jesus, then to organize s o c i e t i e s f o r the cause".3 
The Society always possessed more i t i n e r a n t "emissaries" 
a t home than missionaries i n the f i e l d . ^ Many of the 
leaders of the China Association were prominent Inner 
Mission workers i n other s o c i e t i e s . Indeed, the China 
A s s o c i a t i o n a t home was so s i m i l a r t o and so closely associ
ated w i t h the West Norway Inner Mission Society t h a t the 
two were sometimes (erroneously) I d e n t i f i e d . 

A " f a i r l y peaceful" r e l a t i o n s h i p existed between 
the China Asso c i a t i o n and NJ-IS throughout the l890's, though 
there was a " v i s i b l e tension". NMS made an overture toward 
union i n 1892, but the o f f e r was p o l i t e l y declined, although 
the A s s o c i a t i o n expressed the hope t h a t "understanding" and 
" f r i e n d l y cooperation" might p r e v a i l between the two groups. 

I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t the question o f the r e l a t i o n of 
the A s s o c i a t i o n t o the State Church, o r d i n a t i o n , and r i t u a l 
was ignored by those who founded the organization u n t i l 
"congregations had been established and p r a c t i c a l questions 
arose..."5 The m a j o r i t y of i t s members "were not fond of 
many aspects o f the State Church system...which they r e 
garded as u n - B i b l i c a l Not a few were independent on 
p r i n c i p l e , and some were members of the Lutheran Free 
Church".6 
3 I b i d . , p. 66. 
4 I n 1936, there were 197 s a l a r i e d workers a t home, and 
106 missionaries i n the f i e l d . 

5 I b i d . , p. 101. 
6 I b i d . , p. 101. 
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The f i r s t missionary, Johannes Brantzaeg, one of the 

very few theologians t o be associated w i t h the Association, 
and f o r nearly f o r t y years the leader of i t s work at home, 
ap p l i e d t o the M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s f o r o r d i n a t i o n , 
w i t h the b l e s s i n g of the Board. His a p p l i c a t i o n was r e j e c 
t e d by the Bishops on the ground t h a t so l i t t l e was known 
about the A s s o c i a t i o n t h a t none of them ventured t o give 
h i s b l e s s i n g t o i t . Brandtzaeg went to China without 
o r d i n a t i o n . At the time, none of the leaders of the China 
A s s o c i a t i o n regarded o r d i n a t i o n as necessary " e i t h e r f o r 
r e l i g i o u s or e c c l e s i a s t i c a l reasons", although i t seemed 
t o them to o f f e r c e r t a i n " p r a c t i c a l " advantages.7 

Nevertheless, the question of o r d i n a t i o n became the 
source o f c o n f l i c t w i t h i n the Association f o r several years. 
The immediate occasion arose from the f a c t t h a t two of 
the Association's missionaries had studied i n the most 
"Churchly" Norwegian Lutheran synod i n America. One, N i l s 
Arnetvedt, was ordained there, w i t h the permission o f the 
Board. The other, J. Gotteberg, also requested permission 
to receive o r d i n a t i o n , which was refused by the Board. 
Brandtzaeg was too kind-hearted t o break the news to him, 
and held out the hope t h a t he might be. ordained i n China. 
Meanwhile, without c o n s u l t i n g the Board, Brandtzaeg applied 
t o the M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s f o r the o r d i n a t i o n o f a 
t h i r d missionary, Ole Mason!. The request was approved by 
Jakob Sverdrup, then M i n i s t e r f o r Church A f f a i r s , but the 
7 I b i d . , p. 102. 
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Board vetoed the plan. " I t was cl e a r t h a t the m a j o r i t y 
on the Board d i d not want i t s missionaries ordained, e i t h e r 
by the Synod [ i n America] or by the Church of Norway."® 
Arnetvedt and Gotteberg protested; The Board r e p l i e d v;lth 
a reminder t h a t they were, a f t e r a l l , the Board. Arne
t v e d t denied the r i g h t of the Board t o refuse o r d i n a t i o n 
t o any o f i t s missionaries, i f the Association were to be 
f a i t h f u l to the Lutheran Confessions. He conceded t h a t 
o r d i n a t i o n was not commanded i n S c r i p t u r e , and was w i l l i n g 
t o do without i t i f i t could not be secured; But i f i t 
was a v a i l a b l e , i t was " e g o t i s t i c a l t o break w i t h the 
e x i s t i n g order which God has commanded us t o obey".9 
Gotteberg r e p l i e d i n s t i l l stronger terms; He regarded 
o r d i n a t i o n as necessary i f the Association were to c a l l 
i t s e l f Lutheran, and i f the Board p e r s i s t e d i n denying 
him o r d i n a t i o n , he would consider himself released from 
i t s service. 

The question of o r d i n a t i o n was h o t l y debated a t a l l 
the general conventions of the China Association from 1895 
to 1899, and also i n the f i e l d i n China. F i n a l l y , i n 1899, 
the convention agreed by 86 votes t o 26 not to seek o r d i n 
a t i o n from the State Church, but "to allow the Board, as 
repr e s e n t a t i v e s o f the China Association, t o consecrate 
(INNVIE)" the missionaries.1^ Two years l a t e r , the out
break of the Boxer Rebellion led t o the r e t u r n o f the 
8 I b i d . , p. 112. 
9 I b i d . , p. 114. 
10 I b i d . , p. 132. 
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missionaries, and when they were not allowed t o p u b l i c i z e 
t h e i r own m i n o r i t y view, Arnetvedt and Gotteberg l e f t 
the service of the Assoc i a t i o n and Joined the NMS, which 
decided i n the same year t o open a mission i n China. 
Three members of the Board of the China Association, 
i n c l u d i n g the superintendent of the missionary t r a i n i n g 
school, Pastor Leere, also resigned. 

Leere was no High-Churchman, but he thought i t un-
Lutheran t o r e s t r i c t Church order to the minimum; The 
Lutheran approach M&S to r e t a i n a l l t h a t i s not contrary 
t o S c r i p t u r e . Ordination i s not merely "an empty cere
mony", but a " v i s i b l e expression of the f a c t t h a t the 
Church has c a l l e d and i n s t a l l e d the ordinand to administer 
the means of grace on i t s b e h a l f " . ^ Leere f u r t h e r pro
t e s t e d against the tendency w i t h i n the Association t o deny 
t o the State Church any. semblance of the character of a 
Church; I f t h i s i s the case, we must a l l leave the State 
Church. I f we are t o remain i n i t , we must work f o r i t s 
improvement. Furthermore, i t i s inco n s i s t e n t t o accept 
Baptism and Holy Communion from the Church and yet r e j e c t 
i t s o r d i n a t i o n . I f the China Association i s to c a l l i t s e l f 
"Norwegian Lutheran", i t must have an express connection 
w i t h outward Christendom. Our missionaries deserve to be 
regarded as missionaries f o r the whole Church. F i n a l l y , 
i t would be a breach of good order to allow the Board t o 
"consecrate" the missionaries.-'•2 

11 I b i d . , p. 138. 
12 I b i d . , pp. 137-140. 
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Brandtzaeg also had "strong doubts" as to whether the con
v e n t i o n was Lutheran on the question of o r d i n a t i o n , but he 
voted against Church o r d i n a t i o n . He feared a "Catholic" 
concept of o r d i n a t i o n as a Sacrament, w i t h the c o r o l l a r y 
t h a t the r i t e can only be conferred by an ordained person. 
He also expressed the f e a r t h a t o r d i n a t i o n might lead to 
a cleavage between the clergy and the l a i t y w i t h i n the 
A s s o c i a t i o n i t s e l f . ^ 3 

The speakers who favoured consecration by the Board, 
notably N. Nilssen and.Thormod Rettedahl, claimed t h a t t h i s 
was most consistent w i t h B i b l i c a l and Apostolic p r a c t i c e . 
They d i d not regard the State Church as a Church i n the 
B i b l i c a l sense. I t s p r a c t i c e i n a d m i t t i n g gross sinners 
t o c o n f i r m a t i o n and Holy Communion was f a r too lax. Nor 
d i d they regard the State Church order as A p o s t o l i c ; 
According t o the order of the Early Church, i t was not the 
State but the congregation through i t s elders which con
f e r r e d o r d i n a t i o n . Although the Board of the Association 
were not the elders of any congregation, they nevertheless 
corresponded most c l o s e l y t o the B i b l i c a l p a t t e r n i n the 
present s i t u a t i o n . The manner i n which the State Church 
c l e r g y and Bishops are c a l l e d and i n s t a l l e d i s " b a s i c a l l y 
f a l s e " . Therefore, i t seems strange to ask them to place 
t h e i r stamp of approval upon the missionaries. Moreover, 
these missionaries are not commissioned by the State Church, 
but by a few " f r i e n d s of missions" w i t h i n the State Church. 
13 I b i d . , pp. 122-127, 135-137, I4 4 f . 
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They saw no reason t o leave the State Church, simply 
because they could not accept i t s order. No State Church 
a u t h o r i t y has demanded the r i g h t to ordain the Association's 
missionaries; The r e a l question i s whether the Association 
should request State Church o r d i n a t i o n . I n any case, 
they had no desire to introduce the Norwegian State Church 
i n t o China; A Free Church, v;ith as " B i b l i c a l " an order as 
p o s s i b l e should be established there. To consecrate t h e i r 
own missionaries was no more "unChurchly" than to c a l l 
them i n the f i r s t p l a c e , ( w i t h an obvious side-glance at 
the p r a c t i c e of NMS); I t was simply more consistent, a 
more l o g i c a l conclusion. Nor was i t onntrary t o the Lut
heran Confessions. The Augsburg Confession does not men
t i o n o r d i n a t i o n ; I t occurs i n the Apology, which i s not 
recognized as b i n d i n g on the Church of Norway. F i n a l l y , 
o r d i n a t i o n was not necessary f o r a successful mission; 
Many unordained missionaries were already working i n 
China, w i t h j u s t as much success as those who had 
received o r d i n a t i o n . •'•̂  

A f u r t h e r source of c o n f l i c t v,'as provided by the 
question of r i t u a l i n the mission f i e l d . The missionaries 
wished to f o l l o w the r i t u a l of the Church of Norway, but 
the general convention decreed i n 1895 t h a t "such f i x e d 
forms as are found u s e f u l and necessary should be as few 
and simple as possible...and be i n f u l l accord w i t h the 
s p i r i t and p r a c t i c e o f the New Testament. The L i t u r g y 
14 I b i d . , pp. 134f., 140f. 
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i n p a r t i c u l a r should be 30 ordered as t o give room f o r the 
exercise of the s p i r i t u a l g i f t s i n the congregation..." 
A p r o t e s t from the missionaries t h a t , according to the 
Association's c o n s t i t u t i o n , such matters f e l l under t h e i r 
j u r i s d i c t i o n , went unheeded.-^5 

The e c c l e s i o l o g l c a l standpoint of the China Associa
t i o n i s most c l e a r l y and thoroughly presented i n the w r i t i n g s 
o f the lay-preacher Ludvlg Hope, the "Grand Old Man" of the 
A s s o c i a t i o n . For this/-reason, although his works belong 
t o the 20th century, we s h a l l examine h i s doctrine of the 
Church here. 

Hope's approach t o the doctrine of the Church Is 
B l b l l c i s t ; Again and again i n h i s w r i t i n g s , he asks: What 
I s B i b l i c a l ? . He i s concerned t o define and order the 
Church i n accordance w i t h the i d e a l of the Apostolic Age. 
There i s no room f o r t r a d i t i o n or development i n h i s 
concept of the Church. 

His s t a r t i n g p o i n t i s s u b j e c t i v e . The Church i s 
defined as "the people o f God...all who are born of God... 
only these, and not one more or one fewer". •̂'̂  This " s p i r i t 
u a l communion" e x i s t s "wherever there are regenerate 
people".18 But he i s c a r e f u l t o guard against a s s o c l a t i o n a l -
Ism, and stresses the f a c t t h a t the Church i s s o l e l y the 
c r e a t i o n of God. 

Thereafter, Hope allows others t o speak f o r him. He 
c i t e s three sources w i t h whom he i s i n agreement: Prof. 
15 I b i d . , pp. 116-119, 152. 
16 L. Hope, S k r l f t e r 1 Samllng, Vol. IX. 
17 I b i d . , p. 238. 
18 I b i d . , p. 240, 
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Sigurd Odland, Rudolph Sohm, and Martin Luther (a c a r e f u l l y 
selected series of passages from h i s anti-Roman polemic). •'•9 
Sohm and Odland maintain t h a t the Apostolic Age knew no 
o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y or i n s t i t u t i o n a l order as we have 
i t . I t vjas purely a charismatic society, based on the 
p r i n c i p l e t h a t the charismata should be allowed to work 
f r e e l y . The teaching o f f i c e arose out of the s p i r i t u a l 
g i f t o f teaching. Those who possessed i t volunteered t o 
the congregation, and were l e g i t i m i z e d by t h e i r work. The 
c a l l and consecration by the congregation was simply the 
p u b l i c r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t God had chosen these men f o r t h i s 
task. The M i n i s t r y was not a s t a t u t o r y o f f i c e w i t h s t a t u 
t o r y r i g h t s , and i s necessary n e i t h e r f o r the existence of 
the Church nor f o r the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments. 
A u t h o r i t y i n the Church belongs not to the M i n i s t r y , but 
to the congregation. The M i n i s t r y as we know i t was the 
r e s u l t of a 2nd century development, and t h i s development 
represents the beginning of the decline of the Church. 
I n r e l i a n c e upon Sohm, Odland, and (apparently) Luther, 
Hope draws a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between what i s commonly 
c a l l e d the Church and the people of God. "That which we 
u s u a l l y c a l l the Church i s the s c a f f o l d on which we stand 
t o b u i l d the Church of Jesus Christ."20 Throughout h i s 
wrltlng,s, he d i s t i n g u i s h e s between the " l i f e " , " S p i r i t " , 
and "Charismata" of the fre e organizations, and the 

19 I b i d . , pp. 191-203. 
20 I b i d . , pp. 17, 240. 
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"organization", "form", and " o f f i c e " of the Church. 
"Neither the State Church nor a Free Church nor a 

'free organization' c o n s t i t u t e s the congregation (MENIG-
HETEN), but the congregation i s i n the organizations."21 
The State Church lays the groundwork f o r C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y through i t s educational m i n i s t r y , but i t i s 
unable to awaken much t r u e C h r i s t i a n l i f e . A Free Church, 
although i t s p o l i t y i s "somewhat c o r r e c t " , i s no b e t t e r , 
and may even be worse. The "free organizations" (the 
missionary s o c i e t i e s ) resemble most c l o s e l y the Early 
Church, and th e r e f o r e represent the best hope f o r awakening 
and s u s t a i n i n g C h r i s t i a n l i f e . They are " i n the Church 
but not under the Church". " I t i s my most profound con
v i c t i o n t h a t the instrument which God has es p e c i a l l y used 
t o lead people t o Christ i s lay a c t i v i t y , free C h r i s t i a n 
endeavour."22 The proof i s i n the f r u i t s . But lay a c t i v i t y 
must bev/are of c e r t a i n dangers. I t must not allow i t s e l f 
t o be "captured" by the Church and the clergy. I t must 
not attempt t o organize the State Church on the B i b l i c a l 
model; This would give a B i b l i c a l form, but an u n - B l b l i c a l 
content, f o r i t would "organize the Christians and the 
world together".23 i t must also beware of over-organiza
t i o n . Only i n the l a r g e r c i t i e s should i t have a permanent 
preacher, l e s t the or g a n i z a t i o n become simply another 
Church. "God has not Introduced l a y a c t i v i t y among the 

21 I b i d . , p. 210. 
22 I b i d . , p. 63. 
23 I b i d . , p. 35. 
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Norwegian people f o r the purpose of c r e a t i n g a new Church." 
Except f o r the few w i t h s p e c i a l g i f t s , lay-preachers are 
not t o preach f u l l - t i m e , but are t o have another occupation, 
p r e f e r a b l y farming, f o r p a r t o f the year. 

Hope denied t h a t the China Association was "unChurchly". 
I t was not u n - B i b l i c a l , nor was i t un-Lutheran; How then 
could i t be un-Churchly? He was the leader of the move
ment to a l l o w the l a i t y t o celebrate the Holy Communion 
i n conventicles. I n h i s view, "Free Communion" was J u s t i 
f i e d on the basis of S c r i p t u r e , and i n harmony w i t h the 
p r i n c i p l e of self-government on which the free organizations 
were based. Moreover, the p r a c t i c e of the State Church 
was wrong, i n two respects: I t f a i l e d t o exercise Church 
d i s c i p l i n e , and i t emphasized the m.otlf of forgiveness to 
such an extent t h a t i t v i r t u a l l y excluded the elements of 
Communion and joy i n the Sacrament. Just as Hauge and 
h i s follovrers f r e e d the Word from the monopoly of the 
c l e r g y i n the 19th century, so ought the Eucharist t o be 
f r e e d i n the 20th century. 

The e c c l e s l o l o g i c a l development of the Church of 
Norway as a whole i s c l e a r l y r e f l e c t e d i n the Foreign 
Missions movement. At the time the NMS was founded, the 
p r e v a i l i n g d o c t r i n e o f the Church displayed the Orthodox 
o b j e c t i v e approach w i t h an emphasis upon the Church as a 
redemptive I n s t i t u t i o n . Schreuder, the f i r s t and only 
Norv/egian missionary Bishop, was a somewhat extreme 
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exponent of t h i s standpoint. But the movement was from the 
outset P i e t i s t and a s s o c l a t l o n a l , and o f necessity developed 
outside the s t r u c t u r e of the State Church. Despite the f a c t 
t h a t the cl e r g y a t f i r s t c o n t r o l l e d the Society, i t s member
ship was predominantly l a y . Thus the standpoint of Schreuder 
was never t y p i c a l of the movement as a whole. The praise
worthy but u n r e a l i s t i c attempts of Schreuder and the Grundt-
v l g l a n s t o make missions the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y o f the n a t i o n a l 
Church were doomed to f a i l u r e , because they ran counter both 
t o the Pietism w i t h i n the movement I t s e l f and the trend t o 
ward s e c u l a r i z a t i o n i n the l i f e of the n a t i o n as a whole. 

Although Gisle Johnson personally exercised l i t t l e 
d i r e c t Influence upon the movement. I t was h i s theology 
which informed the movement a f t e r 1850. The Church came 
to be regarded p r i m a r i l y as a congregation of b e l i e v e r s , 
and the M i n i s t r y was deduced from the Universal Priesthood 
on the basis o f the charismatic p r i n c i p l e . Schreuder's 
s t r i c t l y . e p i s c o p a l Church order was replaced by a modified 
presbyterlanlsm. Lars Dahle i s a t y p i c a l representative of 
t h i s p o i n t o f view. 

The China Missionary Association and i t s Chief spokes
man, Ludvlg Hope, represent the f i n a l stage of the develop
ment and a t the same time a divergence from the main stream. 
Here the Church i s completely s p i r i t u a l i z e d . The Associa
t i o n ' s views on the M i n i s t r y and Church order represent 
the charismatic p r i n c i p l e and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l democracy i n an 
extreme form. Indeed, i t i s questionable whether the China 
A s s o c i a t i o n possesses an ordained M i n i s t r y i n the accepted 
sense. 
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(a) I n t r o d u c t i o n 

C h r i s t i a n i t y was introduced i n t o Norway l a r g e l y by 
the power of the Medieval kings. The Reformation r e l i e d 
c h i e f l y on the s t r e n g t h of Danish arms. Throughout i t s 
modern h i s t o r y , the b e s e t t i n g danger of the Church of Nor-
v/ay has been. Erastianism. To t h i s day, i t has re t a i n e d more 
o f the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f the c l a s s i c a l State Church than 
any Church i n Christendom.1 

I n the 19th century, there arose i n Norway a vast 
movement f o r e c c l e s i a s t i c a l reform. The renewal o f the 
Church's theology and r e v i v a l of i t s l i f e led here, as else
where I n Europe, t o a growing e c c l e s i a s t i c a l self-conscious
ness, an increasing awareness t h a t the Church v;as a unique 
e n t i t y . This c o n v i c t i o n combined w i t h the democratic 
p o l i t i c a l t r e n d o f the day t o induce Churchmen t o r e 
examine the r e l a t i o n s h i p between Church and State, and t o 
r a i s e the demand f o r greater independence f o r the Church i n 
her i n t e r n a l a f f a i r s . The Church was also d r i v e n to an i n 
v e s t i g a t i o n of the c l o s e l y r e l a t e d problem of Church D i s c i 
p l i n e . Consideration o f these tv/o questions, although they 
were p e r i p h e r a l from a Lutheran p o i n t of view, led the 
Church i n t o more c e n t r a l and profound matters, i n c l u d i n g 
the l i m i t s o f the Church and indeed i t s very essence. 

1 Unlike the Danish C o n s t i t u t i o n , the Norwegian Constitu
t i o n does not designate the Church as a "Folk" Church, 
i . e . a Church of the m a j o r i t y . I t recognizes the 
Lutheran f a i t h as "the o f f i c i a l r e l i g i o n of the State". 
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Thus the Reform Movement stimulated the Norwegian Church 
t o some o f i t s most profound t h e o l o g i c a l thought. 

The Church of Norway was never without some organs 
independent of the State, but the trend i n the post-Reforma
t i o n era was d e f i n i t e l y i n the d i r e c t i o n of a greater 
measure o f State c o n t r o l . At the time of the Reformation, 
a l l c l e r g y were elected; A f t e r the i n t r o d u c t i o n of State 
Absolutism i n 1660, both Bishops and parish clergy were 
appointed by the Crown. The college of Bishops d i d not 
meet between 1685 and 1877» and i t was only i n our own 
century t h a t permanent arrangements f o r Bishops' meetings 
were made. There were no clergy synods between 1668 and 
1873, and when they were resumed, i t was on an " u n o f f i c i a l " 
b a s i s . Indeed, a f t e r 1660, almost the only independence 
l e f t t o the Church was the r i g h t o f the l o c a l p a r i s h t o 
choose i t s own hymn book. 

Norway's Medieval laws decreed t h a t "every man i n 
the King's realm s h a l l be a C h r i s t i a n " . This p r i n c i p l e 
remained v i r t u a l l y unchallenged u n t i l the 19th century. 
Luther's d o c t r i n e of the Two Realms was ignored i n favour 
of the t h e o c r a t i c systems Introduced (no doubt under Cal-
v i n i s t I n f l u e n c e ) i n the Age o f Orthodoxy. Pious kings 
f e l t responsible f o r the s p i r i t u a l welfare of t h e i r sub
j e c t s . Even those who had personally l i t t l e concern f o r 
r e l i g i o n recognized the need t o preserve order and m o r a l i t y . 
One r e l i g i o n was to p r e v a i l ; The l i m i t s of Church and 
State were t o be i d e n t i c a l . 
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For the r e a l i z a t i o n of t h i s i d e a l , compulsion was 
necessary. The r e s u l t was a change i n the character of 
Church d i s c i p l i n e . I t l o s t i t s s p i r i t u a l character, and 
became confused w i t h c i v i l punishment. The d i s c i p l i n e of 
the Church became an instrument of the State i n upholding 
p u b l i c m o r a l i t y , and the Church sought the a i d of the c i v i l 
arm i n c a r r y i n g out her d i s c i p l i n e . 

The r u l e s f o r Church d i s c i p l i n e were f i r s t l a i d down 
by the Ordinance o f 1629. I n theory, i t prescribed d i s c i 
p l i n e a f t e r the B i b l i c a l p a t t e r n . The so-called lay assis
t a n t s (MEDHJELPERE) were introduced; These were the equiva
l e n t s of the C a l v i n i s t r u l i n g elders. The l o c a l v i c a r was 
to appoint two or more men t o a s s i s t him i n c a r r y i n g out 
th(3se aspects of d i s c i p l i n e which were not covered by 
c r i m i n a l law. The pastor and h i s a s s i s t a n t s had a u t h o r i t y 
to admonish and t o place the unrepentant sinner under the 
minor ban. They could levy f i n e s and demand t h a t the peni
t e n t make pu b l i c confession. I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t the 
l a i t y had no a c t i v e p a r t i n d i s c i p l i n e ; Even the lay-assis
t a n t s were appointed by the clergy. I n a c t u a l p r a c t i c e , 
the c l e r g y f r e q u e n t l y appealed to the c i v i l arm. Imprison
ment or a t u r n i n the stocks were common d i s c i p l i n e s . 
F i n a l l y , the major ban c a r r i e d w i t h i t automatic e x i l e . 2 

The R i t u a l (1685) and Norwegian Law (1687) of C h r i s t i a n 
V strengthened the tendency toward compulsion. I n f a n t 
Baptism was, o f course, mandatory. For the f i r s t time, 
2 A. Seierstad, K y r k l e l e g t Reformarbeld i Norig i Nittande 

Hundredret, pp. 2-4. 
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p r i v a t e confession and a b s o l u t i o n were made a necessary 
p r e r e q u i s i t e f o r r e c e p t i o n o f the Holy Communion (Norske 
Lov 2-5-16).-^ The c l e r g y were given a u t h o r i t y to refuse 
the Sacrament to c e r t a i n classes of people: Those under the 
ban, h e r e t i c s , the mentally Incapacitated, c h i l d r e n and the 
u n i n s t r u c t e d , and gross sinners (Norske Lov 2-5-24). I t 
was r e q u i r e d of the clergy t h a t they should d e l i v e r unre
pentant sinners t o the c i v i l arm f o r punishment i n the case 
of c e r t a i n offences, such as the use of p r o f a n i t y (Norske 
Lov 2-9-27). 

Pietism, despite ( o r perhaps p r e c i s e l y because o f ) i t s 
concern f o r the i n d i v i d u a l f a i t h - r e l a t i o n s h i p , served to 
increase the compulsion. Compulsory confirmation was i n t r o 
duced i n 1736. A l l capable c h i l d r e n were required to accept 
c o n f i r m a t i o n , and the c l e r g y obliged t o confirm them. Con
f i r m a t i o n was made a p r e r e q u i s i t e to the f i r s t Communion, 
and both c o n f i r m a t i o n and r e c e p t i o n of the Holy Communion 
p r e r e q u i s i t e s f o r marriage. (No ordinance f o r c i v i l marriage 
e x i s t e d . ) Pietism l a i d great stress upon worthy p a r t i c i p a 
t i o n i n the Sacrament, and the tendency was t o make w o r t h i 
ness dependent upon the a t t i t u d e taken towards the ADIA-
PHORA, as l a i d down by Pontippidan's Catechism. The clergy 
were regarded as personally responsible f o r the acceptance 
or r e j e c t i o n of communicants, though i n p r a c t i c e , few com
municants were r e j e c t e d by the P i e t i s t clergy. The communi
cants bowed t o t h e i r demand f o r penance, even t o the lengths 
3 Norges Lover, 1682-1957. pp. I f f . 
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of s u b m i t t i n g themselves t o pu b l i c confession. To ease 
t h e i r consciences, the clergy sometimes u t i l i z e d condi
t i o n a l a b s o l u t i o n . ^ 

The Enlightenment brought a new tolerance, although 
i t was s t r o n g l y opposed t o any s o r t of "Enthusiasm". Church 
d i s c i p l i n e and punishment declined, u n t i l by 1800 they were 
v i r t u a l l y e x t i n c t . Nevertheless, the o l d provisions were 
s t i l l l e g a l l y b i n d i n g . (The m a j o r i t y have not been repealed 
t o t h i s day.) Moreover, the Norwegian pastor was required 
to take a s p e c i a l clergy oath i n a d d i t i o n t o h i s o r d i n a t i o n 
vows, i n which he was pledged " d i l i g e n t l y t o exercise 
Church d i s c i p l i n e " (DISCIFLINA ECCLESIASTICA DILIGSNTER 
EXERCEATUR). I n a Church thoroughly dominated by the State, 
i n which mass co n f i r m a t i o n , mass Communion, and Church 
marriage were v i r t u a l l y compulsory, i t i s easy t o see how 
the oath could lead t o great pangs of conscience f o r the 
earnest pastor. Strengthened by the r e v i v a l , a demand 
f o r reform had t o come. 

Scattered attempts were made t o revise the p o l i t y of 
the Norwegian Church i n the period before 1840. The sub
j e c t o f Church d i s c i p l i n e also came i n f o r some t e n t a t i v e 
d iscussion. The repeal of the Conventicle Act (1842) and 
the passage of the Dissenter Act (1845) stimulated a more 
thorough debate on both questions. The Reform Movement 

4 B. Gulbrandsen, Nattverd i Norsk K i r k e l i v . pp. 80f., 86, 
88. Spener i s quoted as having'said t h a t "the Confessional 
i s the t o r t u r e chamber of every f a i t h f u l pastor". 
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reached a climax i n the period 1850-1873, when no fewer 

than fou r d i f f e r e n t p a r t i e s emerged, each with i t s e c c l e s l o -

l o g i c a l p e c u l i a r i t i e s and each with i t s own programme of 

reform. The movement s u f f e r e d a d e c i s i v e defeat i n 1869. 

I n t e r e s t waned t h e r e a f t e r , and when the movement was again 

thwarted i n 1887, i t completely collapsed, a f t e r r e g i s t e r 

ing only minor gai n s . 

Because the Church was so completely subordinate to 

the S t a t e , a l l reform l e g i s l a t i o n had to pass through the 

S t o r t i n g and the Government. The movement was thus 

caught up i n the p o l i t i c a l struggle f o r power between 

S t o r t i n g and Government. Th i s proved to be a major f a c t o r 

i n I t s f a i l u r e . The Reform Movement became the v i c t i m of 

a v i c i o u s c i r c l e : The Church was prevented from gaining 

g r e a t e r independence by her very dependence upon the S t a t e . 

(b) The C o n s t i t u t i o n of 1814 and 
The F i r s t Attempts a t Reform. 

The b a s i c l e g a l s t a t u s of the Church of Norway was 

defined i n the C o n s t i t u t i o n of 1814. The men who drafted 

t h i s document were men of the Enlightenment, with a deep 

r e s p e c t f o r the " n a t u r a l r i g h t s " of man. The o r i g i n a l 

d r a f t of the C o n s t i t u t i o n included a passage guaranteeing 

f u l l r e l i g i o u s freedom to " a l l C h r i s t i a n communions". But 

i n some i n e x p l i c a b l e manner, the clause was deleted i n the 

f i n a l d r a f t , and no one seems to have missed i t I Molland 

t r i e s to e x p l a i n t h i s lapse on the ground that, while they 
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believed i n religious freedom as a p r i n c i p l e , the whole 
practice was foreign to them. 

Paragraph I I . o f the Constitution reads; "The Evangeli
ca l Lutheran r e l i g i o n shall remain the o f f i c i a l r e l i g i o n 
of the State. Those inhabitants who confess to i t are 
required to raise t h e i r children i n the same." Paragraph 
IV provides that the King i s to be a Lutheran and i s to 
defend that f a i t h . Paragraph XVI prescribes that "the 
King i s to order a l l o f f i c i a l Church services, a l l meetings 
and assemblies on matters of r e l i g i o n , and to ensure that 
the o f f i c i a l teachers of r e l i g i o n follow the norms pre
scribed f o r them." Paragraph XXI gave the Crown the r i g h t 
to appoint a l l clergy, as well as m i l i t a r y and c i v i l 
o f f i c i a l s . Paragraph XCII decreed that a l l State o f f i c i a l s 
were to confess to the ^tate religion.-^ 

From these provisions, i t i s clear that those who 
drew up the Constitution regarded the Norwegian State as a 
Christian.State. This Idea represents a radical departure 
from Luther's doctrine of the Two Realms. For him, the 
State was an order of creation and consequently subject 
to God, but to regard i t as Christian would be to confuse 
the Two Realms. A r u l e r could be described as a Christian, 
but hardly a State. The statement of the Constitution 
r e f l e c t s the theocratic thinking of Orthodoxy and Pietism. 
The State and the Church are here i d e n t i f i e d i n a thoroughly 
Erastian manner. 
1 Norp;es Lover. 1682-1957, pp. 53-55-
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Selerstad has summed up his estimate of the Constitu

t i o n a l provisions as follows: "The Church of Norway could, 
as regards i t s outv/ard form. ..scarcely be called anything 
but a State function alongside the jud i c i a r y , the m i l i 
t ary, and the l i k e . The Church had neither p o l i t i c a l nor 
economic power She had not, l i k e her German si s t e r 
Churches, been awakened to self-consciousness by contact 

' with other Churches i n the realm. There is no mention of 
the word ''Church' i n the Constitution. . .only of the r e l i g i o n 
of the State. The Church i s not regarded as a separate 
corporation, an independent organism; I t i s the State 
thinking and acting i n an evangelical-Lutheran manner. 
The organs which the State uses to promote Christianity are 
precisely the same as i t uses otherwise. The Storting and 
the King have the l e g i s l a t i v e power i n the Church; The King 
and his o f f i c i a l s have the executive power..., and the 
Supreme Court has the j u d i c i a l power... 

This i s undoubtedly a correct evaluation of the situa
t i o n . The Constitution was an expression of the reigning 
eccleslology of the time--a t r a d i t i o n a l , c l e r i c a l , Erastian 
conception of the Church, accepted without r e f l e c t i o n . 
There was no si g n i f i c a n t difference from the days of the 
absolute monarchy. The State Church was not yet a "problem". 

In the ensuing period, there were, however, e f f o r t s to 
achieve greater Independence f o r the Church i n her Internal 
a f f a i r s , which went hand i n hand with a developing sel f -

2 A.Selerstad, Reformarbeid, p. 62. 
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consciousness. There was a vain attempt, led by the 
Bishops, to create a clergy collegium.5 An e f f o r t by the 
Bishops to tighten the rules f o r Inspection and control of 
the clergy met with some success. A number of u n o f f i c i a l 
clergy meetings v;ere held, again on the i n i t i a t i v e of the 
Bishops. The matter of Church di s c i p l i n e came i n f o r some 
discussion, though without concrete r e s u l t . I n I 8 l 8 , the 
Ministry f o r Church '"Affairs circularized the clergy for 
t h e i r opinions on the subject. Their replies f e l l i n t o 
three main groups. A small number wanted a l l of the old 
l e g i s l a t i o n enforced, on the ground that the authority of 
the clergy must be upheld. Some argued 6h-the.basis of the 
Enlightenment idea that the Church i s an organization of 
voluntary members, and therefore should have the power to 
exclude unworthy members. ^ second group wanted a l l Church 
d i s c i p l i n e and punishment transferred to the c i v i l arm. 
The t h i r d group wanted the a b o l i t i o n of a l l d i s c i p l i n e 
which savoured of force, although they reserved the r i g h t 
to withhold the Sacrament. I t i s sig n i f i c a n t that pastors 
i n a l l groups generally regarded the clergy as possessors 
of the Power of the Keys. The clergy were responsible f o r 
taking the i n i t i a t i v e i n any di s c i p l i n a r y case, indeed at 
every stage except the f i n a l step of excommunication.4 

3 I b i d . , pp. TOff. 
4 I t i s indicative of a difference of approach to the 
problem that i n I876 Thorvald Klaveness could charge the 
l a i t y with the f i r s t two steps, and introduce the pastor 
and the Church only at the f i n a l stage. 
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The f i r s t three decades a f t e r I8l4 v/ere, however, 

generally peaceful. I t was not u n t i l the 1840's that the 
questions which concern us came i n for serious debate. 

(c) The Movement for Reform, 1840-1850. 

I t was the movement f o r religious l i b e r t y , culminating 
i n the repeal of the Conventicle Act and the passage of the 
Dissenter ^ c t , which provoked Churchmen into a discussion 
both of Church p o l i t y and Church di s c i p l i n e . They were 
a f r a i d that, unless the Church could be reorganized to 
allow greater freedom, the new l e g i s l a t i o n would open the 
way f o r Enthusiasm and Separatism. Many of the clergy 
understood that the old order was changing, and regarded 
t h i s as a sign of moral and s p i r i t u a l decline. They sought 
a reorganization of the Church fo r purposes of Church 
d i s c i p l i n e . The Royal Commission appointed to consider 
HJelm's law to l i m i t religious l i b e r t y recognized the need 
fo r a re-examination of the entire State-Church r e l a t i o n 
ship, both from the standpoint of law and of theology. 
Church p o l i t y was discussed i n the da i l y press. Theologisk 
T i d s s k r i f t f o r den norske Kirke (which began publication 
i n 1846) published a number of a r t i c l e s on p o l i t y from 
German and Scottish sources. few clergymen were favour
ably impressed by the Scottish p o l i t y . There was as yet 
no sympathy fo r a separation of Chiirch'and State. On the 
contrary, a l l but the most radical held to the State Church 
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p r i n c i p l e . Churchmen agitated rather f o r a new p o l i t y 
which would give the Church more control over her internal 
a f f a i r s . Among the chief spokesmen f o r a presbyterian-
synodal p o l i t y were the i n f l u e n t i a l pastor ( l a t e r Bishop) 
J. L. Arup, and the Grundtvigian Rural Dean, P. P. Aabel 
(I795-I869). Both favoured a thorough re-organization of 
the Church, Including a local parish council, a ruridecanal 
conference, diocesan and national synods. Both participated 
i n the debate i n the press precipitated by Hjelm's proposed 
law (1840). Arup and HJelm carried on a running battle i n 
Morgenbladet f o r the better part of two years. I t was 
here that Arup f i r s t proposed a new Church p o l i t y . " I t i s 
a sad f a c t " , he wrote, "that there i s no nation i n Christen
dom which so u t t e r l y lacks anything which could be called 
a Church p o l i t y . " He went on to assert the independence 
of the Church; He did not regard i t as a "State within the 
State" (to use HJelm's parody of the Reformers standpoint), 
but rather as "a Church w i t h i n the State", and "not merely 
a f r a c t i o n of the State..." Arup's slogan was "the Church 
strong i n the State".-^ He warned his readers against a 
complete separation of Church and State; The two are to 
work toward a common goal ("the development of humanity 
through time to e t e r n i t y " ) . But the Church has i t s own 
authority, and much of i t s effectiveness depends upon i t s 
outward organization. Arup proposed that the Church of 
Norway be reorganized from top to bottom. I t is interesting 
1 Morgenbladet, Wo. 300, Till a e g , 1840. 
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to note that he ascribes to Mr. Gladstone^'s book The 
State i n i t s Relations with the Church (1839) "a high 
place" among current l i t e r a t u r e . The book seems to have 
exercised considerable influence among the Norwegian clergy 
at the time.. ̂  

In 1846, Aabel wrote a lengthy a r t i c l e i n Theologisk 
T i d s s k r i f t , e n t i t l e d "On the Christian Church as an Outward 
Society, i t s Organization and Relation to the State".- He 
was one of the few to write against the designation "State 
Church" or "State r e l i g i o n " . The ^tate ought not to have 
any r e l i g i o n . As a t y p i c a l Grundtvigian, he preferred to 
use the terms "National-" or "Folk-Church".3 He conceded 
that i t was "customary" and even "necessary and h e l p f u l " 
f o r part of the Church authority to be combined with the 
State i n the person of i t s head, but the Church must act 
independently and possess organs of. i t s own f o r the adminis
t r a t i o n of i t s i n t e r n a l a f f a i r s . In his capacity as head 
of the Church, the king should use these channels and not 
the ordinary c i v i l authorities i n his dealings with the 
Church, -^abel emphasized the divine o r i g i n of the Church; 
2 I t i s also quoted at considerable length by Bishop 
Birkeland i n Kirkelige Tilstande, pp. lOff. Character
i s t i c a l l y , however, i t was read i n a German translation. 
3 So f a r as I have been able to determine, t h i s was the 
e a r l i e s t use of the term "Folk-Church" i n Norwegian 
l i t e r a t u r e i n any but a derogatory sense. Theologisk 
T i d s s k r i f t , I , 1846, pp. 38l-2n. 
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I t derives i t s existence neither from the State nor from 
human voluntary association. Church p o l i t y was an "i n t e r n a l " 
matter (JUS IN SACRA), and should be ordered by the Church 
independently of the State. The form of p o l i t y "most i n 
accord with the Church's nature and essence, the Apostolic 
prescription, the practice of the "^arly Church, and the 
evangelical view of the Reformers" was the presbyterian-
synodal form.'^ I t was f o r Aabel the B i b l i c a l ideal, which 
guaranteed the most essential element i n Church p o l i t y , 
"representation". He foresees that, unless the national 
Church gains the same freedom as the sects have been given 
i n the Dissenter Act, the result w i l l be "certain death" 
or multiple parties. Reorganization would assist the 
exercise of Church d i s c i p l i n e . 

Pastor ( l a t e r Bishop) P. Hersleb Birkeland (1807-96) 
adopted a position similar to that of Arup. He too empha
sized the common aim of Church and State, to work for "the 
ennoblement of man". But the two work with d i f f e r e n t means, 
and consequently the Church must have i t s own organs and 
i n s t i t u t i o n s . Although Birkeland conceded to the Storting 
the l e g i s l a t i v e , and to the king-in-council the highest 
executive authority i n the Church of Norway, he proposed 
that the Church introduce both parish councils and dio
cesan synods, with "deliberative" powers. 

Another point of view was expressed by Pastor Jdrgen 
Hansen. He supported the proposal that the Ministry for 
4 I b i d . , p. 425. 
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Church A f f a i r s should be administered by a Churchman, and 
advocated the introduction of a synod with executive as 
well as advisory powers. However, his standpoint was 
thoroughly episcopal. "The proper synod, i n which the 
Church's power must be concentrated, i s the diocesan synod 
under the leadership of the Bishop."5 The episcopate has 
been the keystone of the Church from i t s foundation. Un
l i k e the State, the Church i s not meant to be a democratic 
i n s t i t u t i o n . In view of the fact that i t i s not a product 
of human voluntary action, i t s members do not possess the 
r i g h t to control i t . Hansen shared the Wexellan concept 
of the Ministry, and was an avowed admirer of the Anglican 
system. 

Pastor ( l a t e r Bishop) J. J. Tandberg (1816-84) con
t r i b u t e d an a r t i c l e to Theologisk T i d s s k r i f t i n which he 
discussed the power of the Church on the basis of A r t i c l e 
XXVIII of the Augsburg Confession. The Church possesses 
ce r t a i n independent powers: The preaching of the Gospel and 
the administration of the Sacraments, and the Power of the 
Keys (Church d i s c i p l i n e ) . Here the Crown has no authority, 
and the king cannot therefore be a SUM14US EPISCOPUS. Like 
Hansen, Tandberg adopted a fundamentally episcopal approach 
to the problem of Church organization. Concretely, he 
proposed lo c a l boards of elders, and ruridecanal and dio
cesan synods, the l a s t two to be s t r i c t l y c l e r i c a l . 

The cause of Church reform was championed among the 
5 J. Hansen, Vore Kirkelige Sp6rgsmaal, p. 55. 
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"awakened l a i t y " by the indefatigable Olaus Nielsen, i n 
his K i r k e l i g Tidende, For several years from i t s founda
t i o n i n 1848, Nielsen returned again and again to a con
genial theme: The Church i s at the mercy of the State; The 
l a i t y have a r i g h t to a voice i n Church government. But 
his- protest against the domination of the Church by the 
State isvcombined with other factors which went to form a 
v e r i t a b l e crusade—anti-clericalism, the class struggle, 
and above a l l his b a t t l e against the Revised Catechism. 
His p i e t l s t i c tendencies are revealed i n his demands for 
s t r i c t e r Church d i s c i p l i n e , and f o r the r i g h t of the 
congregation to a voice i n the selection of t h e i r pastor, 
as a safeguard against the appointment of "unbelieving" 
clergy. I t i s clear that Nielsen's campaign was not 
merely dominated by democratic motives. He showed con
siderable sympathy f o r the extreme Low-Church group estab
lished i n the Middle West of America by the Haugean lay-
preacher E l l i n g Eielsen. Specifically, Nielsen advocated 
the introduction of what might be called the "purely 
Presbyterian" system. He strongly favoured the establish
ment of local parish councils according to the p o l i t y of 
the Church of the Prussian Union, f o r which, i n his opin
ion, the "enlightened" l a i t y were already prepared (an 
unmistakable reference to the Haugean system of elders).^ 
This was the "most B i b l i c a l " form of Church p o l i t y . On 
the other hand, Nielsen was opposed to further organization; 
6 KT, I I I , pp. 142, 150. 
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He feared that a synod would mean c l e r i c a l domination. 
His i n t e r e s t i n Church p o l i t y seems to have v/aned i n the 
1850's, and his a t t e n t i o n was increasirigly absorbed by the 
problem of Church d i s c i p l i n e . He was no doubt b i t t e r l y 
disappointed that neither of these campaigns led to any 
change. 

Prominent i n the minds of the reformers was the prob
lem of the gap which existed between clergy and l a i t y , and 
the place of the l a i t y i n an eventual new p o l i t y . This was 
a perennial issue i n the history of the Reform Movement. 

The reigning concept of the Ministry was the one l a i d 
down by Wexels i n his Pastoraltheologlen. The o f f i c e of 
lay assistant had f a l l e n into disuse, because i t was d i f f i 
c u l t to f i n d q u a l i f i e d men, and because i t was d i f f i c u l t to 
f i n d men w i l l i n g to serve. The lay assistants were i n any 
case commonly regarded as" the pastor's spies and accordingly 
avoided. Some reformers wished to revive and expand t h i s 
i n s t i t u t i o n into a parish council. Birkeland, for example, 
regarded the lay assistants as corresponding to the elders 
of the Apostolic Church. Others wished to Introduce parish 
councils independent of the lay assistants. Others again 
wanted both lay assistants and parish councils. 

The idea of lay p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n Church government 
was revolutionary, and gave rise to several questions. 
Should the council members be elected by the l a i t y or 
appointed by the clergy? There was as yet no thought of 
allowing the l a i t y to take part i n the election of clergy 
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to councils or synods. Should laymen participate i n r u r i 
decanal, diocesan and national synods, and i f so, to what 
extent? Arup f i r s t proposed equal clergy and lay representa
t i o n , but l a t e r advocated a c l e r i c a l majority. Aabel wanted 
more laymen than clergy. Others would reserve the synods 
f o r the clergy, or f o r clergy and lay representatives ap
pointed by the clergy. I t was pointed out that the l a i t y 
already had t h e i r forum, i n the Storting. One of the 
features of the Scottish system which appealed to the 
Norwegian clergy was the non-eledtlve, self-perpetuating 
character of the r u l i n g elders. They could thus be regarded 
as a kind of minor clergy. 

Despite widespread Interest i n reform, powerful voices 
were raised i n support of the status quo. A thorough-going 
Erastian point of view was espoused by the noted j u r i s t s 
U. A. Motzfeldt and C. W. Hjelm, and the philosopher M. J. 
Monrad. In 1841, Hjelm described the Church as the "soul" 
of the body p o l i t i c , and maintained that Church and State 
were indissolubly united i n any concept of the Christian 
State. The same l e g i s l a t i v e , j u d i c i a l , and executive 
a u t h o r i t i e s should prevail i n both. I t i s impossible to 
distinguish between external and i n t e r n a l Church a f f a i r s . 
An independent Church p o l i t y i s an absurdity, and a synodal 
Church would be a dangerous State within the S t a t e . I n 
his Kirkerett of 1844, Motzfeldt expresses essentially the 
7 Morgenbladet, 1841, No. 8. 
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same standpoint. I t i s i n the best interests of r e l i g i o n 
that the i d e n t i t y of State and Church be maintained. He 
decries the e f f o r t s of some clergymen to "place themselves 
and t h e i r presentation of doctrine above the State and i t s 
laws".S The king i s the head of the Church; J u s t as he 
receives his secular power from the sovereign people, so he 
receives his ecclesiastical power from the Church. Ordina
t i o n i s not above royal appointment, but p a r a l l e l to i t . 
And when the Church ca l l s and i n s t a l l s clergy, i t i s not 
acting i n any way d i s t i n c t from the State.9 

In an; anonymous a r t i c l e I n Morgenbladet i n 1845, 
Monrad Interpreted the relationship between Church and 
State i n a thoroughly Hegelian manner. He applied the 
d i a l e c t i c t r i a d to the question. The thesis i s the 
" J u r i d i c a l " view (that the Church i s an instriMent of the 
State); The antithesis i s the "theological" view (that the 
Church i s divine and hence above the State); The Reformation 
brought a synthesis, i n which State and Church are fused 
together i n the Christian State. The State is the v i s i b l e 
Church, a divine i n s t i t u t i o n f o r the promotion of moral and 
r e l i g i o u s welfare. In the inevitable development of history, 
there i s no p o s s i b i l i t y of retreat, and consequently there 
can be no separation of Church and State. "What God has 
Joined together, led not man put asunder... "-̂ ^ 
8 U. Motzfeldt, Kirkerett, o. IV. 
9 I b i d . , p. VI. 
10 Morgenbladet, 1845, No's. 87, 88. 
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This f i r s t e f f o r t at reform, largely Inspired and 

directed by the clergy, led to few concrete results. In 
addition to the opposition of powerful factions, there was 
an almost complete lack of interest on the part of the 
l a i t y . I t achieved two minor v i c t o r i e s , but neither had 
any p r a c t i c a l outcome. In 1848, for the f i r s t time since 
independence, a Churchman and not a Jurist was appointed as 
Minister f o r Church A f f a i r s . I r o n i c a l l y , however, the 
government nominee. Bishop Hans Riddervold (1795-1876), 
who held o f f i c e for 24 years, came to bear more responsi
b i l i t y than any other single person f o r the f a i l u r e of the 
Reform Movement. In 1845, Bishop von der Lippe petitioned 
the Ministry to authorize ipermanent, biennial ruridecanal 
meetings; And two years l a t e r . Bishop Arup publicly proposed 
a constitutive national synod, with some lay representatives, 
to work out the d e t a i l s of Church p o l i t y . The Ministry 
approved the former^ on an u n o f f i c i a l basis, but the 
Storting refused to appropriate funds f o r them, f o r two 
reasons, on the ground that they excluded the l a i t y , and 
were- not part of a more extensive Church p o l i t y . On the 
other hand, the Storting authorized the c a l l i n g of an 
advisory synod, but t h i s was rejected by the Ministry. 
These e f f o r t s thus stranded on the horns of the p o l i t i c a l 
r i v a l r y between Government and Storting which played such 
an Important part i n Norwegian history during the la s t half 
of the 19th century. This was not the last occasion ôn 
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which t h i s occurred.H 

Despite t h i s f i r s t defeat, the Reform Movement gathered 
strength throughout the tempestuous 1850's. Reform was 
the p r i n c i p a l theme of the many meetings of clergy and 
laymen held i n t h i s decade. The reformers closed t h e i r 
ranks, and, i n response to the growing demand of Churchmen, 
the Government i n 1859 appointed a Royal Commission to study 
a whole series of Church matters. The reformers waited 
p a t i e n t l y f o r the next decade, only to be b i t t e r l y disap
pointed v/hen the Storting f a i l e d to enact any of the 
l e g i s l a t i o n proposed by the Commission. In the 1870's, 
the Church turned to the expedient of u n o f f i c i a l national 
synods, but i t became increasingly apparent that there was 
a d i v i s i o n i n the ranks between the so-called "Eastern" 
and "Bergen" parties. Meanwhile, the High-Church party 
launched a short-lived but effective campaign of opposition. 
Hope temporarily revived i n the middle 1880's, but the 
reform proposals again suffered a crushing defeat i n the 
Storting. Despite tremendous e f f o r t and sometimes high 
hope, the Reform Movement of the 19th century ended i n 
dismal f a i l u r e . 

Hand i n hand with the question of reform went the 
related problem of Church d i s c i p l i n e . We shall see i n the 
next chapter how t h i s problem led to the establishment of 
11 0. Handeland says that both the Haugean leader Ueland 
and the Chairman of the Committee on Church A f f a i r s i n 
the Storting (Pastor H. U. Sverdrup) feared a c l e r i c a l 
regime i f the proposal for ruridecanal meetings were 
passed. To Llnor i Norsk Ky r k j e p o l i t l k , p. 17. 
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Free Churches i n 1856 and 1877, and how i t was an important 
factor i n the growth of the other dissenting bodies. For 
at least three decades a f t e r 1850, there were repeated but 
unsuccessful demands f o r legal reform. We now turn to a 
more detailed examination of the events i n the l a s t half 
of the century. 

(d) The Reform Movement, 1850-1859. 
Glsle Johnson. The Grundtvigians. 

The Reform Movement entered a new phase i n the 1850's, 
when Gisle Johnson descended from his lectern and assumed 
leadership of the movement. Just as he united the clergy 
and the l a i t y i n the r e v i v a l , i n the Inner Mission move
ment, and i n a theological front against Grundtvigianism, 
so he gathered together most of the strands of the Reform 
Movement into a cohesive party with a d e f i n i t e programme. 
Yet the subjectivism of his whole approach inevitably led 
to d i f f i c u l t i e s w i t h i n the movement. 

The i m p l i c i t p rinciple underlying the Johnsonian pro
gramme of reform was the Lutheran doctrine of the Two 
Realms. Johnson emphasized, however, the d i s t i n c t i o n be
tween the Realms. He repeatedly cited A r t i c l e XXVIII of 
the Augsburg Confession as the basis of his programme. 
The Chiirch i s d e f i n i t e l y d i s t i n c t from the State. I t has 
a higher piirpose than the State; I t s task i s not the preser
vation of public morality, but the salvation of souls, 
although morality w i l l i ncidentally be strengthened thereby. 



469 
Johnson deplored the existing "thoroughly Caesaropapistic" 
s i t u a t i o n , and regarded i t as contrary to the Confession. 
He called a t t e n t i o n to the fact that, although the Storting 
passed a l l l e g i s l a t i o n for the Church, the Church had no 
guarantee regarding the r e l a t i o n of the legislators to the 
Church. After the passage of the Dissenter Act, they were 
not even required to be members of the State Church. There
fore, the Church needed i t s own "representation", a voice 
of i t s own. This would involve a new Church p o l i t y . John
son rejected the "overvaluation" of p o l i t y which made i t a 
part of the essence of the Church. There is no divinely-
ordained form of Church p o l i t y which i s necessarily r i g h t 
f o r a l l times. The Church i s constituted by the means of 
grace, not by i t s form. On the other hand. Scripture con
tains some hints on the kind of p o l i t y needed by the Church 
i n order to realize i t s mission. Poli t y i s not a matter of 
complete indifference, but rather i s either a help or a 
hindrance to the Church i n any given s i t u a t i o n . ^ 

Johnson saw a further reason f o r Church reorganization 
i n the need f o r a renewal of Church d i s c i p l i n e . Pastoral 
care i n the Church of Norway was generally i n s u f f i c i e n t . 
Parishes were too large, and the clergy were burdened with 
too much secular work. Johnson sought to bring about an 
organic relationship between clergy and l a i t y , and to mobil
ize the l a i t y f o r the work of the Church. His aim was to 
1 "Praestemdde 1 Chrlstiania", NK, 1857, po. 49-52. Cf. 
LK, NR IX, pp. 290f. 
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u n i t e the charlsmatie p r i n c i p l e with an ordained Minis t r y . 

Johnson was p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned over the decline of 

Church d i s c i p l i n e . He did not favour the r e v i v a l of the 

old system i n i t s e n t i r e t y . I n accordance with h i s b a s i c 

p r i n c i p l e , he renounced a l l forms of c i v i l compulsion i n 

the Church. The State cannot properly force anyone into 

or out of the Church. Hence, the p e r s i s t e n t Johnsonian 

opposition to compulsory confirmation, compulsory Church 

marriage, and Paragraph X C I I of the Constitution, which de

manded membership i n the State Church f o r a l l State o f f i c i a l s . 

His party advocated compulsory c a t e c h e t i c a l i n s t r u c t i o n , 

but considered that the r i t e of confirmation should be 

voluntary. I t was a l s o to continue to be a condition f o r 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Lord's Supper. Like Luther, Johnson 

d i d not regard marriage as a C h r i s t i a n r e l a t i o n s h i p i n i t 

s e l f , but as an order of c r e a t i o n . He d i s t i n g u i s h e d between 

" a c t u a l " and " t r u e " marriages, and advocated c i v i l marriage 

w i t h eventual Church b l e s s i n g for the C h r i s t i a n couple. 

Church d i s c i p l i n e was a matter f o r the Church alone, and 

i t s only weapons were s p i r i t u a l ones. What the State could 

not do, the Church had not only the r i g h t but a l s o the duty 

to do. I t had to preserve i t s own h o l i n e s s . Johnson was 

aware of the f a c t that t h i s was a serious and e s s e n t i a l 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n , i n v o l v i n g the very essence of the Church. 

He s t a t e d i n 1856 that "Church d i s c i p l i n e should properly 

be e x e r c i s e d w i t h i n the Church. I t has nothing to "do with 

those outside, and thus presupposes a determination of 
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those who belong to the Church."2 Sooner or l a t e r , the 
baptized person must "personally appropriate" Baptismal 
grace and make a confession of f a i t h . I n other words, 
Johnson hel d that the I n v i s i b l e Church must be made v i s i b l e . 
T h is was the point a t which Chiirch d i s c i p l i n e ought to 
begin, a t the f i r s t Communion, when the i n d i v i d u a l entered 
the mature membership of the Church. Here the Church must 
demand a confession of f a i t h . " F a i t h ' s e s s e n t i a l v i s i b l e 
mark i s con f e s s i o n . " ^ The Johnsonian party was e s p e c i a l l y 
concerned to preserve the " p u r i t y " of the Lord's Supper, 
and to exclude the "unworthy". On the other hand, the 
Church must accept the i n d i v i d u a l ' s confession when he 
makes i t . 

Johnson conceded the f a c t that the Church e x i s t s 

wherever the Vford i s purely preached and the Sacraments 

r i g h t l y administered, but he questioned whether the Word 

can be purely preached where there i s no Church d i s c i p l i n e . 

I n harmony with Luther and the Confessions, he regarded 

the Power of the Keys as an aspect of the ministry of Word 

and Sacrament. I t may be questioned, however, whether h i s 

nomistic emphasis i s not very d i f f e r e n t from Luther's 

subordination of Law to Gospel. Johnson did not deny that 

the S t a t e Church was a Church, but he a s s e r t e d that i t was 

" i n c o n t r a d i c t i o n to i t s e l f " . The d i v i d i n g l i n e between 

b e l i e v e r and unbeliever had been erased. I n I856, the 

2 C h r i s t i a n i a Posten, 11 February I856. 
3 LK, NR IX, p. 294. 
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f i r s t . S e p a r a t i s t c r i s i s arose; I n t h i s s i t u a t i o n , he stated 

t h a t i f Church d i s c i p l i n e should prove to be impracticable 

i n the State Church, then he would have to withdraw from 

i t , because "where Church d i s c i p l i n e i s impossible, there 

i s no longer any Church".'''' On the other hand, he repeatedly 

warned h i s f o l l o w e r s not to leave the Church while there 

remained any hope of improvement. Like Luther, he regarded 

Church d i s c i p l i n e as a matter f o r c l e r g y and l a i t y together. 

The f i r s t step (admonition) was a matter f o r the pastor, 

but f u r t h e r stages were the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of both i n 

concert. 

These p r i n c i p l e s were embodied i n Johnson's proposal 

f o r a nev7 p o l i t y . He wanted the Church organized "from 

w i t h i n outward" and "from below upward". The f i r s t and 

b a s i c step i n r e o r g a n i z a t i o n i s the introduction of p a r i s h 

c o u n c i l s . Diocesan and n a t i o n a l synods were to follow, 

u n t i l the e n t i r e Church was organized. 

P a r i s h c o u n c i l s had long e x i s t e d i n Swedish and Dutch 

Lutheranism, and had r e c e n t l y been introduced into some 

German Churches. Johnson had high hopes that they would 

cr e a t e a new sense of the Church i n Norway. Their purpose 

was two-fold. I n the f i r s t place, they were to represent 

the p a r i s h i n i t s r e l a t i o n s with the other elements i n the 

Church government(the synods and the Ministry for Church 

A f f a i r s ) . They were to a c t as the voice of the congrega

t i o n i n such matters as the e l e c t i o n of pastors, the 

4 C h r i s t i a n a Posten, 11 February I856. 
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d i v i s i o n of p a r i s h e s , and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of Church property. 
They were a l s o to arrange the e l e c t i o n of r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s 
to the synods. This might be described as t h e i r "outward 
and upward" purpose. Secondly, they were to a s s i s t the 
p a s t o r i n providing f o r the p a s t o r a l care of the p a r i s h and 
i n the e x e r c i s e of Church d i s c i p l i n e . This was t h e i r 
"inward" function. 

Johnson favoured the establishment of the new c o u n c i l s 

on the b a s i s of the old o f f i c e of l a y a s s i s t a n t . The coun

c i l s would thus preserve a measure of h i s t o r i c a l c o n t i n u i t y . 

He c r i t i c i z e d the older i n s t i t u t i o n because i n i t s e x i s t i n g 

form, i t was purely c l e r i c a l , and Church d i s c i p l i n e was a 

matter f o r the whole congregation. Therefore, the c o u n c i l s 

should be e l e c t e d by the congregation, with the pastor as 

EX OFFICIO chairman. 

One of the d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e s of the Johnsonian 

programme of reform was i t s i n s i s t e n c e upon s t r i c t "Church 

guarantees" i n the matter of suffrage. There i s an obvious 

i n t e r r e l a t i o n between these e l e c t i o n r u l e s and the d e s i r e 

f o r s t r i c t e r Church d i s c i p l i n e . I n r e a l i t y , Johnson wanted 

a Church which was governed by the ECCLESIOLAE. Nowhere 

i s h i s P i e t i s t i c a n xiety f o r the h o l i n e s s of the Church and 

h i s d e s i r e to draw sharp l i m i t s more evident. Members were 

to "earn" the r i g h t to vote by presenting themselves before 

t h e i r pastor and swearing f i d e l i t y to the Word of God and 

the Lutheran Confessions. They must a l s o be r e g u l a r p a r t i 

c i p a n t s i n the means of grace, i . e . they must be r e g u l a r 
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Church-goers and must have p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the Holy Commun
ion w i t h i n the past year. Men over the age of 25 who f u l 
f i l l e d these requirements were to be e l i g i b l e to vote, and 
those over 30 were e l i g i b l e f o r e l e c t i o n . Women were ex
cluded, on Pauline grounds. 

Johnson f u r t h e r i n s i s t e d that the i n t r o d u c t i o n of p a r i s h 

c o u n c i l s should be voluntary, and not mandatory for the 

whole nation. The same suffrage r u l e s were to apply f o r 

the p a r i s h meeting which was to decide f o r or against the 

i n t r o d u c t i o n of the c o u n c i l . Johnson seems never to have 

l a i d down the minimum number of e l e c t o r s necessary f o r the 

i n t r o d u c t i o n of the c o u n c i l system. I t v/as h i s i n t e n t i o n 

t h a t the c o u n c i l system should grow spontaneously as the 

s p i r i t u a l l i f e of the p a r i s h developed, not that i t should 

be imposed upon the p a r i s h e s from above. A c t u a l l y , he 

only wanted the opportunity for the congregation to I n t r o - ' 

duce the c o u n c i l . I n harmony with h i s conception of the 

Inner Mission, h i s ECCLESIOLAE were to expand. 

The Johnsonian programme of reform a l s o included dio

cesan and a n a t i o n a l synods, with r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s e l e c t e d 

d e m o c r a t i c a l l y , and equal numbers of clergy and lay dele

gates. Each e s t a t e was to e l e c t i t s own re p r e s e n t a t i v e s . 

I n order to implement the reform programme, the John

son i a n party advocated c a l l i n g an advisory, o n c e - f o r - a l l 

n a t i o n a l synod. Johnson was r e a l i s t i c enough to acknowledge 

the f a c t t h a t any l e g i s l a t i o n would have to come through the 

S t o r t i n g . 
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During the 1850's, a f l u r r y of p e t i t i o n s for Church 

reform was r e c e i v e d by the Ministry for Church A f f a i r s . 

I n 1850, the Stavanger County Council (AMTFORMANDSKAB) 

p e t i t i o n e d the Government to d r a f t a b i l l f o r a new synodal 

Church p o l i t y , which would give the Church i t s orni l e g i s 

l a t i v e body and draw together the c l e r g y and the l a i t y , 

s p e c i f i c a l l y through the i n t r o d u c t i o n of p a r i s h c o u n c i l s . 

Two years l a t e r , a group of 48 clergy, 17 t h e o l o g i c a l candi

dates, and 2 t h e o l o g i c a l professors requested the Govern

ment to c a l l an advisory synod. G i s l e Johnson was i n f l u e n 

t i a l i n t h i s meeting, and the p e t i t i o n included the essen

t i a l p oints of h i s programme.5 S i m i l a r opinions were ex

pressed by c l e r g y meetings i n C h r i s t i a n i a and Moss (1853)» 

Stavanger and Tromsi^ (1855), and laymen's meetings a t Hamar 

(1856) and Sarpsborg (1857). Meanwhile, the s t a t e of the 

Church was under constant debate i n the S t o r t i n g . I n 

1857, no fewer than three separate p r i v a t e members' b i l l s 

f o r the i n t r o d u c t i o n of p a r i s h c o u n c i l s were submitted to 

the S t o r t i n g . One of these came from the Haugean leader, 

0. G. Ueland, that t i r e l e s s champion of democracy. He saw 

the p a r i s h c o u n c i l as something e n t i r e l y d i s t i n c t from the 

o f f i c e of l a y a s s i s t a n t ; I t was to be "a true representa

t i o n f o r the congregation", e l e c t e d by the people. A l l 

men of good reputation, 25 years or older, were to have 

the vote. The pastor was to be chairman, but the c o u n c i l 

was to e x e r c i s e s u p e r v i s i o n over h i s work and to report 

5 Theologisk T i d s s k r i f t f o r den norske Kirke, V, pp. I 4 4 f f . 
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any l a p s e s to the Bishop and the Government Mi n i s t r y . ^ 
The other two b i l l s , both c l e r i c a l i n o r i g i n , were s i m i l a r 
to the Ueland b i l l , but n e i t h e r gave the c o u n c i l the r i g h t 
to supervise the pastor. The Committee on Church A f f a i r s 
of the S t o r t i n g recommended "Church guarantees" and volun
t a r y i n s t e a d of mandatory in t r o d u c t i o n of p a r i s h c o u n c i l s . 
I n the l e g i s l a t u r e , opposition to the b i l l s was strong. 
Opponents of the b i l l s argued that 1) there was l i t t l e 
popular demand for p a r i s h c o u n c i l s , 2) the matter had not 
been s u f f i c i e n t l y d i s c u s s e d (Neither the Government, the 
c l e r g y , nor the p a r i s h e s had been heard), 3) i t might arouse 
s t r i f e and b r i n g back the old Church d i s c i p l i n e , and 
4) (against voluntary i n t r o d u c t i o n ) i t would r e s u l t i n 
two types of p o l i t y w i t h i n the same Church. As a r e s u l t , 
a l l three b i l l s were r e j e c t e d . The tenacious Ueland sub
mitted h i s b i l l again i n 1859, but without success. He 
presented i t f o r the t h i r d time i n 1863; This time, i t was 
passed by the S t o r t i n g , but was refused Royal sanction. 

The other party with a programme of reform i n the 

1850's were the Grundtvigians. I n Denmark, they had been 

i n the f o r e f r o n t of the l i b e r a l movement which led to the 

6 0. Handeland, To L l n o r i Norsk K y r k j e p o l i t i k , pp. 19-
24. Handeland says that Ueland here departs from the 
Haugean l i n e , and that t h i s i s the beginning of the 
"other l i n e " i n Norwegian Church p o l i t i c s . I n h i s 
view, Ueland attempted " to r e - c a s t the e n t i r e State 
Church according to the.Haugean-Blblical mould...the 
'congregation' i s now the entire, p a r i s h . . . " , not, as 
i n Hauge's view, the conventicle (p. 23). 
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new C o n s t i t u t i o n of 1849. I n N^^rway, .they were among the 

stro n g e s t suppSrters of reform. They were influenced by 

the same fundamental considerations as the Johnsonians. 

Following Grundtvig, they d i s t i n g u i s h e d sharply between the 

Two Realms. The State Ch\irch was "a c i v i l i n s t i t u t i o n " i n 

which the Church of Jesus C h r i s t dwelt as a "heavenly guest". 

The Grundtvigian programme could be summed up i n a si n g l e 

word: FREEDOM. I n 1862, F r e d r i k Wexelsen wrote: " I b e l i e v e 

we need nothing i n our State Church but a l i t t l e more f r e e 

dom".''' They were inexorably opposed to any s o r t of compul

s i o n ; Consequently, they supported the Johnsonian e f f o r t 

to a b o l i s h compulsory Chxirch marriage and confirmation. 

The Grundtvigians d e s i r e d freedom to use the c o r r e c t form 

of the Apo s t l e s ' Creed i n Baptism. They had stated that 

Baptism was not f u l l y v a l i d unless the c o r r e c t formula was 

used. This standpoint l e d them to include i n t h e i r pro

gramme two f e a t u r e s which were unique: The demands that 

the p a r i s h bond be relaxed, and that they be granted f r e e 

dom to found " e l e c t i v e congregations" (VALGMENIGHEDER). 

According to the Norwegian Law of C h r i s t i a n V (1687), 

every person i n the realm was bound to accept the p a s t o r a l 

care of h i s p a r i s h v i c a r and none other. The Grundtvigians 

demanded t h a t t h i s bond be loosed so that the layman could 

seek the m i n i s t r a t i o n s of a pastor who used the c o r r e c t 

form of the Cre-ed. I n Denmark, t h i s freedom was granted 

i n 1855. For s i m i l a r reasons, they d e s i r e d the freedom to 

7 KF, VI, p. 281. 
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found e l e c t i v e congregations (granted i n Denmark, 1868), 

Under t h i s plan, ten or more f a m i l i e s w i t h i n a p a r i s h 

could e s t a b l i s h t h e i r own congregation but nevertheless 

remain w i t h i n the n a t i o n a l Church. They possessed a u t h o r i t y 

to c a l l t h e i r own pastor, but were required to pay a l l 

expenses themselves. 

I n one Important r e s p e c t , the Grundtvigians d i f f e r e d 

r a d i c a l l y from the Johnsonians. They were not at a l l con

cerned to draw l i m i t s to the Church, a-nd consequently op

posed the Johnsonian campaign for a g r e a t e r e x e r c i s e of 

Church d i s c i p l i n e . They sought the a b o l i t i o n of the s p e c i a l 

c l e r i c a l oath. They were e a r l y supporters of p a r i s h coun

c i l s , but changed t h e i r p o s i t i o n on t h i s i s s u e during the 

persecutions of the 1860's. They feared that p a r i s h 

c o u n c i l s would give more power to the anti-Grundtvigian 

"awakened l a i t y " . "What the Orthodox regarded as freedom, 

the 'Churchly' regarded as compulsion."8 

I n the face of repeated e f f o r t s to introduce reform, 

the Government adopted a do-nothing p o l i c y . I t s standard 

r e p l y was t h a t the time was not r i p e for any a c t i o n . The 

a l l - p o w e r f u l M i n i s t e r f o r Church A f f a i r s was Hans Ridder-

vold, a former Bishop of Trondhjem and president of the 

S t o r t i n g . He had been a l i b e r a l , but the S e p a r a t i s t 

c r i s i s and the Grundtvigian controversy changed him into 

a decided c o n s e r v a t i v e . During h i s long tenure of o f f i c e , 

8 A. Skrondal, Grundtvig og Noreg, pp. l 8 6 f . 
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h i s avowed aim was to ensure "that God's Word might dwell 

peaceably i n the land". Kis biographer says that "he 

h a l t e d a l l attempts to re-organize the State Ch\irch".9 

We need not a s c r i b e to him any malicious motives, but the 

f a c t remains that Riddervold bears more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for 

the f a i l u r e of the Reform Movement than any other person. 

(e) The Royal Commission of 1859 

His answer to the Reform Movement i n 1859 was the 

appointment of the famous nine-man Royal Commission to 

study the question o f Chiarch reform. The Commission com

p r i s e d : Bishop Arup (chairman); Two J u r i s t s , C. Hansteen 

and U. A. Motzfeldt; Four clergymen, P. F. Bassde, J . J . 

Tandberg, 0. Berg, and H. 0. FoIkestad; And two farmers, 

N. C. G j e l s t a d and Chr. Svandfe. 

They were given a Herculean task. They were charged 

with the study of the following matters: 1) confession and 

a b s o l u t i o n i n r e l a t i o n to Holy Communion, 2) compulsory 

confirmation, 3) the marriage laws, 4) the wording of the 

Apo s t l e s ' Creed, 5) laws f o r the removal of clergymen, 

6) the question of p a r i s h c o u n c i l s , and 7) p o s s i b l e amend

ments to the D i s s e n t e r Act. They were not s p e c i f i c a l l y 

d i r e c t e d to d i s c u s s Paragraph X C I I , the r e l a x a t i o n of the 

p a r i s h bond, o r an eventual new Church p o l i t y , but they 

9 H. Koht i n NBL, XI, p. 441. Cf. Bishop Bang's even 
stronger a c c u s a t i o n s i n Den Morske Kirkes H i s t o r i e , pp. 
464f. Bang says that Riddervold ''never did today what 
he could put o f f u n t i l tomorrow". 
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were w e l l w i t h i n t h e i r a u t h o r i t y i n doing so. The hard
working Commission published a whole s e r i e s of reports 
and l e g i s l a t i v e proposals over the ensuing ten years, 
culminating i n i t s proposal f o r a new p o l i t y i n 1868. 

The concept of the Church expressed i n the opinions of 

the majority i s a Wexelian Lutheran High-Church p o s i t i o n , 

w i t h an emphasis upon the o f f i c e of the Ministry. "The 

o f f i c e i s i n s t i t u t e d by the Lord Himself..." I t i s "an 

i n t e g r a l p a r t of the Church, and e s s e n t i a l to i t s existence 

...without the M i n i s t r y the Church i s unthinkable..." A 

sharp d i s t i n c t i o n i s drawn between the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood 

and the o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y , "The Church body does not 

produce the M i n i s t r y , but the Lord produces the Church by 

His S p i r i t through the o f f i c e of the Ministry, i t s g i f t s 

and i t s a c t i v i t y . " The o f f i c e i s c o n s t i t u t i v e of and p r i o r 

to the congregation. I t i s "an independent divine i n s t i 

t u t i o n . , . " ! The U n i v e r s a l Priesthood, on the other hand, 

" i s no i n s t i t u t i o n . . . b u t a personal endowment...which has 

i t s b a s i c s i g n i f i c a n c e i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the i n d i v i d u a l 

to God..."2 Neither p u b l i c preaching nor p r i v a t e p a s t o r a l 

care (SJELESORG) belong to the U n i v e r s a l Priesthood, but to 

the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e . This i s i l l u s t r a t e d by the Ordination 

Formula and by the Augsburg Confession, and confirmed i n 

Norwegian law and p r a c t i c e . 

As a consequence of t h i s view, the majority proposed 

1 Motlverede Lovudkast, afgivne a f den...nedsatte Commis
si o n , I , p. 5. 

2 I b i d . , pp. 6-7. 
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the i n t r o d u c t i o n of p a r i s h c o u n c i l s throughout the Church, 

but they advocated the r e t e n t i o n of the lay a s s i s t a n t s as 

w e l l . The work of the l a t t e r was to be regarded as c l e r i c a l , 

and they were to be appointed as before by the pastor. A l l 

confirmed males above the age of 25 and not excluded from 

Communion were to be e l i g i b l e to vote i n the e l e c t i o n of 

the c o u n c i l . I t s f u n c t i o n was not c l e r i c a l , but i t was to 

represent the congregation, have a voice i n Church d i s c i 

p l i n e ( i n i t s second phase), and e x e r c i s e s u p e r v i s i o n over 

the c l e r g y . A minority c o n s i s t i n g of Tandberg and Svande 

he l d t h a t the r e t e n t i o n both of lay a s s i s t a n t s and p a r i s h 

c o u n c i l s was n e i t h e r necessary nor p r a c t i c a l . They favoured 

the expansion of the o f f i c e of l a y a s s i s t a n t into p a r i s h 

c o u n c i l s . They conceded that the. lay a s s i s t a n t s were l a y 

men, but thought t h a t they ought nevertheless to be entrusted 

with both p a s t o r a l and d i s c i p l i n a r y d u t i e s . As laymen, they 

were to be e l e c t e d by the l a i t y . They were not to be the 

p e r s o n a l a s s i s t a n t s of the pastor, but the a s s i s t a n t s of 

the o f f i c e . To a s s i g n to them the duty of reporting on the 

p a s t o r without the f u r t h e r o b l i g a t i o n of a s s i s t i n g him 

would be to i n v i t e organized opposition. Svandle a l s o 

favoured the voluntary i n t r o d u c t i o n of the c o u n c i l s . 

The Commission recommended the r e t e n t i o n of confession 

and a b s o l u t i o n before p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Sacrament. Only 

one man voted f o r separating confession from the Sacrament. 

The Commission proposed that confirmation i n s t r u c t i o n con

ti n u e to be mandatory, but that both pastor and candidate 
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should be f r e e to refuse confirmation. I t a l s o recommended 

t h a t the p a r i s h bond be re l a x e d here, so that the c h i l d 

might request i n s t r u c t i o n from a pastor other than h i s 

v i c a r . This was the s o l e r e l a x a t i o n of the p a r i s h bond 

advocated by the Commission. 

For our piorpose, the most s i g n i f i c a n t aspect of the 

work of the Commission was the t h e o l o g i c a l presuppositions 

and l e g i s l a t i v e proposal f o r a new Church p o l i t y . Here the 

Commission begins by d e f i n i n g the Church i n a d i a l e c t i c a l l y 

Lutheran manner. I t i s "an assembly of the true b e l i e v e r s , 

i . e . a s p i r i t u a l s o c i e t y , i n d e f i n a b l e i n any outward way, 

the l i m i t s of which only He who sees the heart knows, but 

whose e x i s t e n c e i s an object of f a i t h f o r C h r i s t i a n s . . . " 

Yet i t i s a l s o a s o c i e t y " n e c e s s a r i l y appearing outv/ardly" 

i n the means of grace, "the only means whereby the Church 

i s e s t a b l i s h e d , upheld, and transplanted". The administra

t i o n of the means of grace cannot be " l e f t to chance"; 

Consequently, the Church needs an outv/ard organization,3 

T h i s "outv/ard s o c i e t y " continues to be a true Church, no 

matter how many hypocrites may be mixed with i t , "as long 

as the Gospel i s r i g h t l y preached and the Sacraments r i g h t l y 

administered", for, when t h i s i s done, there w i l l always 

be b e l i e v e r s . ^ Some of i t s functions, such as the a u t h o r i t y 

of the M i n i s t r y to preach the Gospel, administer the Sacra

ments, and e x e r c i s e the Power of the Keys, are ordered 

3 I b i d . , VI, p. 22. 
4 I b i d . , p. 24. 
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JURE DIVINO. Others, l i k e Church p o l i t y , are ordered 

JURE HUT4ft.N0. I t i s necessary, but secondary. I n contrast 

to the M i n i s t r y , which i s "a d i r e c t divine i n s t i t u t i o n " , 

the o r g a n i z a t i o n of the Church i s "a p r a c t i c a l n e c e s s i t y 

of the moment", subjec t to the "free d e c i s i o n of the Com

munity".5 The f u n c t i o n of P o l i t y i s to f a c i l i t a t e the 

M i n i s t r y . L e g i s l a t i o n must concern i t s e l f with the out

ward s o c i e t y , f o r the Communion of S a i n t s i s an i n d e f i n a b l e ' 

s p i r i t u a l s o c i e t y which cannot be organized outwardly. 

The Commission discussed the whole question of the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between Church and S t a t e . I t r e j e c t e d , on 

the one hand, separation, and on the other hand, both the 

Church-State theocracy and the e x i s t i n g "Caesaropapistic" 

system i n Norway. Separation would not represent progress, 

but r a t h e r "a d i s t u r b i n g of r e l a t i o n s which are deeply 

rooted i n our s o c i e t y " . ^ g^t the Commission deplored the 

present s t a t e of the Norvregian Church. I t recognized the 

need f o r a connection between Church and State, but "com

mingling" must be avoided. The Church's l e g i s l a t i v e power 

was " e n t i r e l y . . . i n the hands of the State a u t h o r i t i e s " . 

The a u t h o r i t y of the Bishops was described as "rather 

l i m i t e d " . I t i s p o s s i b l e f o r the Ministry f o r Church A f f a i r s 

to be placed i n the hands of a man without i n t e r e s t or i n 

s i g h t i n t o Church a f f a i r s . The high c i v i l courts are a l s o 

the f i n a l e c c l e s i a s t i c a l courts. The parishes have no 

v o i c e . "And f i n a l l y , the highest governing a u t h o r i t y i s 

5 I b i d . , p. 25. 
6 I b i d . , p. 52. 
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i n the hands of the head of State, un':̂ er whose J u r i s d i c t i o n 
are placed even such matters as involve the Church's essence, 
without any guarantee that s u f f i c i e n t weight has been given 
to the opinions requested from the Church o f f i c i a l s . " ' ' ' 
The C o n s t i t u t i o n , d r a f t e d i n an age which was " l i t t l e 
Churchly, not to say un-Churchly", r e q u i r e s f u r t h e r c l a r i 
f i c a t i o n . The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n the Sto r t i n g , e l e c t e d as 
they are "for p o l i t i c a l and m a t e r i a l " reasons, are not 
s u i t e d to decide Church matters. The Commission obviously 
viewed the s i t u a t i o n as c r i t i c a l . I t pointed out that a 
future combination of a n t i - C h r i s t i a n forces and i n d i f f e r e n c e 
might w e l l threaten the l i f e of the Church. The question 
had even been r a i s e d whether the S t o r t i n g had the a u t h o r i t y 
to a l t e r the Church's Confessions. 

The Commission wasof the opinion that A r t i c l e XVI of 

the C o n s t i t u t i o n gave too much power to the Crown. The 

Crown was empowered to order a l l r i t u a l and to authorize 

a l t a r books, hymn books, and school textbooks. These things 

r e f l e c t the "basic standpoint" of the Church. There must 

be guarantees that the Church i s not "led away from the 

foundation upon which i t r e s t s " , e s p e c i a l l y since " a n t i -

c o n f e s s i o n a l tendencies are abroad" and "the age of i n f i d e l 

i t y draws near",^ 

The Commission submitted a concrete proposal f o r a 

n a t i o n a l synod, which was a c t u a l l y to be an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 

7 I b i d . , p. 30. 
8 I b i d . , pp. 43f. 
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l e g i s l a t u r e with an a u t h o r i t y p a r a l l e l to that of the Stor
t i n g i n the s e c u l a r a f f a i r s of the country. A f t e r approval 
by the synod, proposals were to go d i r e c t l y to the Crown 
f o r s a n c t i o n . The range of t o p i c s with which i t could 
deal was wide and was to embrace worship and l i t u r g y , Holy 
Days, Baptism, confirmation and c a t e c h e t i c a l i n s t r u c t i o n , 
the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l courts, matters a f f e c t i n g the cl e r g y i n 
t h e i r r e l a t i o n to the p a r i s h e s and the Church as a whole, 
the Church r a t e , Church a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , e l e c t i o n to the 
synod. Church D i s c i p l i n e , and the marriage of Church 
members. The S t o r t i n g would only be concerned with f i n a n 
c i a l a ppropriations.9 The Commission offered the following 
amendment to A r t i c l e XVI of the C o n s t i t u t i o n : "Authority 
to make general d e c i s i o n s regarding the a'ffairs of the 
St a t e Church ( e c c l e s i a s t i c a l l e g i s l a t i o n ) s h a l l r e s i d e 
i n the Crown and the n a t i o n a l synod. "10 The Crown was to 
have an absolute pov/er of veto, but i t could not force 
through l e g i s l a t i o n which was rejected' by the synod. The 
synod v/as to meet every f i f t h year. I t was to be composed 
of the s i x Bishops, two of the t h e o l o g i c a l professors, four
teen clergymen, and twenty-two laymen, i . e . equal clergy 
and.lay r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . The Commission saw i n the demand 
f o r c l e r g y majority an e c c l e s i o l o g y which i d e n t i f i e d the 
Church w i t h the c l e r g y , and i n the demand f o r lay majority 
an e c c l e s i o l o g y which unchurched the c l e r g y . So f a r as the 

9 I b i d . , pp. 169f. 
10 I b i d . , p. 178. 
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synod was concerned, "both are, regardless of o f f i c e , only 
members of the Church",H although i t was admitted that 
the clergy possessed "special a b i l i t y " f o r Church govern
ment. A l l males above the age of 25 e n t i t l e d to receive 
the Holy Communion v;ere to be e l i g i b l e to vote, thus omit
t i n g the Johnsonian guarantees. I t saw no need for a once-
f o r - a l l synod to pass on i t s proposals; They were suitable 
f o r immediate and d i r e c t action by Storting and Crown. 
The f i n a l decision was not to be made by the State, how
ever, but by the Church, The Commission regarded the 
creation of a national synod as the f i r s t step i n reform
ing the Church. I t advocated, i n other words, organiza
t i o n from the top downwards. 

The thorough and far-reaching proposals of the Com
mission met with a mixed reception. 

Gisle Johnson was not e n t i r e l y s a t i s f i e d . I n two 
a r t i c l e s i n Luthersk Kirketidende, he set f o r t h his major 
objections.-^-2 i n the f i r s t place, the new p o l i t y should 
have taken as i t s s t a r t i n g point not the outward community 
as a whole, but the " l i v i n g congregation" within the 
parish. He desired s t r i c t e r guarantees. Secondly, he 
favoured voluntary, not mandatory introduction of parish 
councils. Thirdly, he di s l i k e d the fact that the Commis
sion would give the councils authority to supervise the 
clergy. The clergy are not servants of the local congre-
11 I b i d . , p. 55. 
12 LK, X I I , 1869, pp. I f f . and 8 l f f , 
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gatlon only, but of the entire Church. The authority to 
d i s c i p l i n e the clergy should remain with the Ministry for 
Church A f f a i r s . Every layman has the r i g h t to report on 
the pastor; To make the council responsible for t h i s would 
be to deprive the rest of the l a i t y of t h e i r r i g h t s . 
Fourthly, Johnson opposed the d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
council and the lay assistants. In harmony with his deduc
t i o n of the o f f i c e of the Ministry from the Universal Priest
hood, he saw no q u a l i t a t i v e difference between the c l e r i c a l 
o f f i c e and the o f f i c e of the parish council. Finally, and 
quite r e a l i s t i c a l l y , he feared that the Commission's demand 
fo r an ec c l e s i a s t i c a l legislature would never pass the 
Storting. He knew that the legislators would never r e l i n -
qulsh so much of t h e i r power. 

Bishop Rlddervold reacted i n t y p i c a l fashion. He 
indicated that he did not believe the matter of Church 
p o l i t y had as yet been s u f f i c i e n t l y discussed. He there
fore proposed to c a l l a preliminary advisory synod. He 
added that t h i s synod naturally would have no legal author
i t y , but that i t s moral authority would be such that i t 
could scarcely be ignored (a t h i n l y veiled threat to the 
St o r t i n g ) . He asked the Storting f o r 7500 SPECIEDOLIARS 
to finance the project. Glsle Johnson and his followers 
took hope. 

Their hope was vain. The Storting replied to Rldder
vold 's threat by guarding t h e i r prerogatives the more 
jealously. The leader of the opposition was Johan 
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Sverdrup himself, the most powerful man i n the legislature. 
Religiously, he was i n d i f f e r e n t , but p o l i t i c a l l y he was a 
rabid democrat. His great p o l i t i c a l cause was the a b o l i t i o n 
of the Royal absolute veto and the concentration of a l l 
p o l i t i c a l power i n the Storting ("All power i n t h i s h a l l ! " ) . 
With t h i s p r i n c i p l e clearly i n mind, he sharply c r i t i c i z e d 
the proposed synod as hierarchical and c l e r i c a l , and 
asserted that the Storting was both more w i l l i n g and more 
able to represent the people i n Church government than the 
synod. He was not opposed to reform, but i t must be carried 
out i n a democratic manner; I t must begin from the bottom 
up, with the parish councils.13 The Government's proposal 
was defeated by a large majority. Two months l a t e r , a b i l l 
f o r parish councils, without "guarantees", was passed by 
the Storting, but f a i l e d to get Royal sanction. Again, 
the reform movement was the v i c t i m of the r i v a l r y between 
Government and Storting. 

( f ) Dissension Within the Reform Movement. 
Jakob Sverdrup and the Bergen Party. 

This was i n r e a l i t y the death-blow to any large-
scale scheme of reform. The private i n i t i a t i v e of the l840's 
and 1850's had given way to an approach through the o f f i c i a l 
Commission. I t had waited upon the Government and Storting, 
but t h i s approach had led to no resu l t . The reformers were 
thrown back upon private i n i t i a t i v e once again. In an 
13 LK, X I I , pp. 179ff. 
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attempt to e n l i s t public support and i n the hope that i t s 
e f f o r t s might lead to an o f f i c i a l reorganization, they 
turned to the expedient of an u n o f f i c i a l , "voluntary" 
organization, consisting of parish councils, diocesan 
synods, and a national synod. The f i r s t of a series of 
u n o f f i c i a l national synods met i n Chrlstlania i n 1873. 
There were over 500 i n attendance, including 150 of the 
clergy. Strangely enough, the synod did not discuss Church 
p o l i t y , but confined i t s e l f to a discussion of confirmation, 
marriage, and Paragraph XCII, on which i t took a t r a d i t i o n a l 
reform position. As a matter of fact. Interest i n the 
Reform Movement declined a f t e r the synod of 1873. There 
seemed l i t t l e hope of concrete results, and there was a 
natural fatigue a f t e r the years of a c t i v i t y . 

The reluctance of the synod to discuss p o l i t y i s not 
d i f f i c u l t to understand. I t became increasingly apparent 
during the 1870's that a serious cleavage existed within 
the ranks of the reformers, between the so-called "Eastern" 
and "Bergen" parties. The former, s t i l l under Gisle John
son's leadership, maintained the Johnsonian position. The 
l a t t e r , led by Pastor Jakob Sverdrup, d i f f e r e d materially, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y on the v i t a l matter of conditions for suffrage. 
The programme of the Bergen Party was summed up i n two 
phrases: "Complete freedom of r e l i g i o n " , and "Complete self -
government f o r the parishes". The Party favoured allowing 
a l l who were not excluded from the Sacrament to vote. They 
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were w i l l i n g to make f i d e l i t y to the Confessions a pre
condition to election to the council. They regarded further 
r e s t r i c t i o n s , however, as useless and impracticable. Hypo
c r i t e s can never be excluded by mere legal r e s t r i c t i o n s . 
We have seen how the r i v a l r y between East and West played, 
an important part i n the history of the Inner Mission move
ment; The cleavage i n the Reform Movement was to prove no 
less f a t e f u l . 

I n 1869-70, Jakob Sverdrup, together with his brother 
Georg and Cand, Theol. Georg Schielderup, published a series 
of "Churchly Tracts" ( K i r k e l i g Traktater). Jakob Sverdrup 
himself contributed one on the parish council. Here he 
set f o r t h the essential Johnsonian demand, but with some 
d i s t i n c t i v e elements. The basic reasoning was the same: 
The Church (or "congregation", as he preferred to c a l l . i t ) 
i s i n the hands of the State, and lacks a voice. A r t i c l e 
XXVIII separates the powers of the Church and the State. 
The inner J-ife and the p o l i t y of the Church are i n e x t r i c 
ably bound together. In the Church of Norway as i t now i s , 
reorganization i s not "a matter of indifference" but "an 
undeniable demand". This reorganization must begin from the 
bottom, with the parish council. I t s introduction w i l l 
lead to the r e v i v a l of Church l i f e and of a sense of the 
Church. But Sverdrup also presented two points which were 
to become part of the d i s t i n c t i v e Bergen programme: 1) Be
sides a s s i s t i n g the pastor i n private pastoral care and 
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i n Church d i s c i p l i n e , the parish councils were also to 
supervise (KONTROLLERE) his work; And 2) the congregations 
were to have a voice, through the parish councils, i n the 
selection of t h e i r pastors. There was no mention of the 
lay assistants. Nor did Sverdrup take up the question of 
suffrage. Nevertheless, the Bergen Party was already a l l i e d 
with the Liberals i n the Storting on t h i s point. This i s 
shown by the fact that the b i l l of 1869, Introduced by the 
zealous Bergen reformer Ole Irgens, contained no provision 
f o r "guarantees".^ 

One event which served to make the Bergen Party more 
ra d i c a l was the publication'in 1873 of Vicar C. M. Eckhoff's 
t r a n s l a t i o n of J. H. Merle D'Aubigi^e's book. Two Kings and 
Two Kingdoms. This book came to exert great influence upon 
the members of the Party, and upon leaders of the a l l i e d 
Inner Mission movement i n West Norway. I t s sharp d i s t i n c 
t i o n between the authority of the Church and the State was 
s u f f i c i e n t l y similar to the doctrine of the Two Realms and 
A r t i c l e XXVIII of the Augsburg Confession so that the d i f 
ferences between the two views were obscured. The result 
was increased distaste for the State Church and sympathy 
f o r separation. Many Westerners, l i k e Ole Irgens, were 
admittedly Free-Church at heart, but did not consider that 
the time was ripe for radical change. Another result was 
a more B l b l l c i s t i c approach to Church p o l i t y . A Calvlnlstlc 
impulse to realize divinely-ordained p o l i t i c a l ideals 
1 Stortlngsforhandlinger, 1868-69, Document No. 57. 
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entered the party. The book created considerable furor 
i n the Church press, where opponents were quick to point 
out the f a c t that t h i s was a foreign influence. 

I n 1877, Jakob Sverdrup and Ole Vollan founded Ny 
Luthersk Kirketidende, as "an organ f o r the reform,,, 
movement which the Church-life of the past 30 years has 
produced", and as a counter-blast to the High-Church propa
ganda of Heuch and Bugge. In the pages of t h i s paper and i n 
his Ifftiat i s the Church? ( I 8 7 8 ) , Sverdrup presented his 
associational, Low-Church ecclesiology, and set f o r t h the 
platform of the Bergen Party, 

He defined the Church as "the community of those who 
i n free personal appropriation receive salvation i n Christ, 
i . e , the community of free choice..,"^ (His starting point, 
then, was cle a r l y subjective.) He rejected the d e f i n i t i o n 
of the Church as a divine i n s t i t u t i o n (ANSTALT). To the 
charge that he had reduced the Church to a mere human 
association, something "not from above", he replied with 
the question: "Are not the believers themselves from 
above?".3 Sverdrup thus overemphasized the personal side 
of the nature of the Church. He attempted to ret a i n a 
theocentric approach by in d i v i d u a l i z i n g i t . He maintained 
that God "creates" the indivi d u a l believer and "mediates 
the Church's existence" through the means of grace.^ 
2 NLK, I , p, 88. 
3 J. Sverdrup, Hvad er Menigheden...?, p. 3. 
4 I b i d . , p. 4. 
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The Church and the means of grace cannot be separated; 
Indeed, the administration of the means of grace i s "an 
inner necessity for i t s l i f e " . I t w i l l be recalled that 
Sverdrup deduced his concept of the Ministry from the 
Universal Priesthood and the charismatic p r i n c i p l e . The 
function of the Ministry i s the witness of the Universal 
Priesthood. On t h i s basis, i t i s only natural that Sver
drup should believe " i n p r i n c i p l e " i n the "complete auto
nomy of the congregations".5 The local congregation i s 
"the form i n which the Communion of Saints most clearly 
appears I n t h i s world"; The Church f i r s t entered the 
world as a lo c a l congregation, and only i n the form of 
loc a l congregations can i t l i v e i t s l i f e " . ^ I t i s the 
seat of a l l ecclesiastical authority. The authority of 
the Church body i s delegated to i t by the local congre
gation. The insistence on the r i g h t of the congregation 
at least to have a voice i n the c a l l i n g of i t s own pastor 
was a l o g i c a l consequence of Sverdrup's position. Further, 
since the clergy are called by the congregation, they do 
not occupy any privileged position i n the government of 
the Church. There was, he said, no Inherent reason why 
the Lutheran Church could not be governed en t i r e l y by 
laymen. This would neither be "unchurchly" nor un-Lutheran". 
Sverdrup was careful to point out that p o l i t y , unlike the 
administration of the means of grace, i s not prescribed 

5 NLK, I , p. 2. 
6 Hvad er Menlgheden...?, p. 12. , 



494 
by divine command. I t rests rather on the need of the 
congregation f o r an ordered community l i f e . But the Church 
needs an organization which i s i n harmony with i t s essence, 
God's Word, and the Confessions.7 i n Norvray, t h i s organiza
t i o n must begin with the parish council. 

Sverdrup adopted a "wait and see" a t t i t u d e toward the 
question of separation. He thought i t understandable that 
Christians would withdraw from a State Church i n which the 
parishes had no voice, i n which compulsion prevailed and 
i n which the charismata were not u t i l i z e d . S t i l l , he be
lieved that the State Church could be reformed. He admitted 
the p o s s i b i l i t y that reform v;ould eventually result i n a 
Free Church, but preferred to leave t h i s question open 
and to l e t the future decide. He could write of the "libera
t i o n " of the Church and of "a free Church", but was opposed 
to immediate withdrawal. Instead, he emphasized the need 
f o r immediate reformi. Sverdrup was evidently less i n f l u 
enced by D'Aubigne's book than some of his associates.8 

Otherwise, the Bergen Party platform included the 
f a m i l i a r Johnsonian planks: the a b o l i t i o n of a l l religious 
compulsion, the amendment . of Paragraph XCII, the a b o l i t i o n 
of compulsory confirmation, and the introduction of c i v i l 
marriage. 

As w i l l be apparent from t h e i r standpoint on suffrage, 
the Bergen Party were strangely cool toward Church di s c i p l i n e , 
7 NLK, I , pp. 13f, I 2 9 f f . 
8 NLK, I , pp. 97ff., IV, pp. 307f. 
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The view of the Party was summed up by Sverdrup i n 1881: 
"[Wejbelleve that when we have achieved f u l l freedom of 
r e l i g i o n and freedom i n the Church, the treasures of the 
Church w i l l seldom be sought by those who ought to be 
under d i s c i p l i n e . We therefore attach l i t t l e Importance 
to t h i s problem."9 The Party favoured the separation of 
confession and absolution from the Holy Communion. But 
the pages of Ny Luthersk Klrketldende are otherwise s i l e n t 
about the m.atter of d i s c i p l i n e . In point of f a c t , the 
problem was not so acute i n 1870 as i t had been i n 1850, 
when the Johnsonians began t h e i r movement; Johnsonian 
preaching and advancing secularization had already removed 
many from communicant membership. 

The question of suffrage was kept as quiet as possible. 
The synod of 1873 did not discuss i t . Ny Luthersk Klrke-
tidende, though i t agitated constantly f o r reform, never 
mentioned the delicate problem. But i t was there, and came 
to the fore once more i n the mld-l880's. 

I n 1878, Jakob Sverdrup entered the Storting, and 
immediately opened a campaign for the Bergen Programme 
with a b i l l "For the Participation of the Parishes i n the 
F i l l i n g of Clerical Offices". He proposed a c a l l committee 
of 12-24 members, elected f o r the occasion. A l l members 
of the parish not excluded from Holy Communion were to be 
e l i g i b l e to vote. The committee were to select three 
9 NLK, IV, 1881, p. 310. 
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candidates- and recommend them to the Crown. They were to 
have advisory power only,10 The Storting recognized the 
r i g h t of parishes i n t h i s regard, but shelved the b i l l u n t i l 
the opinions of the clergy and the parishes themselves could 
be heard. The Ministry for Church A f f a i r s s o l i c i t e d the 
opinions of the Bishops, and found that they were (with one 
exception) opposed to the b i l l and even to any approach to 
the parishes on the subject. The Government concurred, 
Sverdrup re-submitted his b i l l the following year, but i t 
was again shelved by the Storting, and so nothing came of 
the proposal, 

(g) The High-Church Party and Reform. 

Meanwhile, another development hindered the work of 
reform: The s h i f t of Pastor J, C, Heuch to the r i g h t , and 
the emergence of a High-Church Party with him as i t s 
spokesman. 

The High-Church t r a d i t i o n , of which Pastor Wexels (d, 
1866) was the foremost representative, had never died out. 
We have seen how some of the reformers of the 1840's were 
High-Churchmen, Around mid-century, there was an e f f o r t to 
introduce the Apostolic Succession into the Church of Norway. 
Professor P. A. Munch reported that i n 1848, when three 
Bishops were to be elected, "one of/the theological profes
sors" (not further i d e n t i f i e d ) wrote an opinion i n which 
10 NLK, I I , 1878, P. 70, 
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he proposed ordination by a foreign Bishop i n Apostolic 
Succession. Munch added, however, that the opinion "caused 
the utmost amazement" and "was even stigmatized as almost 
amounting to heresy".-'- As we have seen, the Royal Commis
sion of 1859 expressed a High-Church conception of Church 
and Ministry, along Wexellan lines.2 A majgrity of the 
older clergy held similar views, and consequently were 
cool toward the Reform. Movement. Bishop J. N. Skaar and 
Dean M. B. Landstad adopted t h i s standpoint. Among the 
multitudinous subjects which he discussed i n Morgenbladet, 
Pastor 0. T. Krohg also wrote about the ReformMovement. 
He favoured the introduction of parish councils (he offered 
a concrete proposal i n 1873), hut was f e a r f u l of the 
" C a l v l n l s t l c " leaven i n the movement. He desired confes
sional guarantees, but was opposed to the Johnsonian pro
gramme because he feared control by a P i e t i s t l c minority. 
He blamed the f a i l u r e of the synod of 1869 upon the tyranny 
of the Orthodox-Pietists. Krohg's concept of p o l i t y was 
fundamentally episcopalian. In 1853, he published an 
a r t i c l e e n t i t l e d "No true Lutheran Church without the 
Episcopate", i n which he called the Church of England 
"most l i k e the Lutheran" and "ECCLESIA LUTHERIZANS".3 
1 0. Kolsrud, NTT, XXXI, 1930, pp. 24lf. Munch's state
ment i s part of.a report on Norwegian Church-life which 
his Scottish f r i e n d G.J.R. Gordon asked him to write. 
I t was printed i n the London Morning Chronicle. Kolsrud 
says that there i s reason to believe that the idea of 
reclaiming the Apostolic Succession was again raised i n 
1852. 

2 These men did not i n s i s t upon "guarantees": While they 
were Orthodox, they did not share Johnson's Pietism. 

3 Morgenbladet, 1853, No. 172. 
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He favoured an increased power for the Bishops and the 
introduction of the o f f i c e of Archbishop, as a counter
balance to the increased power the l a i t y would gain i n the 
parish councils. He would have denied the l a i t y any part 
i n Church government above the parish l e v e l , ^ Pastor 
( l a t e r Bishop) Folkestad, of the Commission of 1859, had 
proposed the same thing i n 1857.^ 

I t was not, however, u n t i l Heuch and Bugge assumed the 
editorship of Luthersk Kirketidende i n 1875 that the High-
Churchman got a leader who spoke with authority. 

Heuch was a Johnsonian theologian. His chief concern 
was to preserve the Church of Norway as "a Lutheran, confes
sional Church", and i n a "Churchly" form. Yet he d i f f e r e d 
from Gisle Johnson i n two important respects. His higher 
concept of the Ministry led him to take a d i f f e r e n t a t t i t u d e 
on the question of lay-preaching, while his objective em
phasis on the means of grace resulted i n a d i f f e r e n t 
approach to Church reform. 

Heuch's f i r s t a r t i c l e on the Reform Movement (the 
f i r s t polemic a r t i c l e from his pen) appeared i n I87 I . I t 
was e n t i t l e d "Rather No Laws on Parish Meetings, Parish 
Councils, and-Synods, than UnChurchly Onesi".^ I t was a 
powerful r e j e c t i o n of democracy i n the Church, and of the 
p r i n c i p l e that the c i v i l community should make ecclesiasti
ca l decisions, and a demand for s t r i c t confessional 
4 Morgenbladet, 1869, No. 46; 1873, No, 341B. 
5. Morgenbladet, 1857, No's. 81 (Tillaeg) and 100. 
6 LK, NR, V, 1871, op. 385ff. • 
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guarantees. Heuch was f e a r f u l that the Church would come 
under the domination of "the great i d o l of the age--HERR 
OMNES". He asserted that i t v/as more dangerous to have 
Church matters decided by an "unchurchly" organ expressly 
elected f o r the purpose than that they should be decided by 
an "unchurchly" assembly which dealt only incidentally with 
them ( i n t h i s case, the Stor t i n g ) . A similar synod i n Ger
many had recently purged the Catechism of "the basic truths 
of the Gospel". Therefore, rather no laws than "unchurchly" 
ones. 

.When Heuch and Bugge assumed the editorship of LK, a 
sharp c o n f l i c t ensued over the relationship between Church 
and State. Heuch denounced D'Aubigife's book as "unusually 
crass" Reformed propaganda.''' He correctly noted the p r i n c i 
pal issue: D'AubigfTe asserted that the system of the State 
Church involves a denial of the Lordship of Christ. This 
i s contrary to the Lutheran Confessions. The Lutheran 
Church recognizes only two marks of the Church, the Word 
and the Sacraments, while the Scottish Reformed Church adds 
a f u r t h e r two: Church di s c i p l i n e and a par t i c u l a r Church 
p o l i t y . The translator (Pastor Eckhoff) replied, and Heuch 
again replied to him. In r e a l i t y , the c o n f l i c t was between 
the Eastern and the Bergen parties. The Bergen Party accused 
Heuch and Bugge of being reactionary and of holding a posi
t i o n contrary to "the basic principles of the Lutheran 
Reformation". Heuch replied that there were only two 
7 LK, 3R, I , 1875, pp. 261ff. 
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basic p r i n c i p l e s of the Lutheran Reformation, J u s t i f i c a t i o n 
by Faith and Sola Scriptura, and that they had not departed 
from either. On the other hand, the views of the Bergen 
Party were more i n keeping with the Scottish than the 
Lutheran Church, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the refusal of the Party 
to recognize Church p o l i t y as an ADIAPH0R0N.8 

Aft e r t h e i r removal as editors of LK (1877), Heuch 
and Bugge carried on the campaign i n t h e i r hew Luthersk 
Ugeskrift, Here another High-Churchman, Pastor M, J. 
Faerden, also attacked D'Aubigrfe's book i n a lecture on 
"Free Church and State Church".9 

The High-Church position was clearly set f o r t h i n 
Heuch's f i r s t e d i t o r i a l i n Luthersk U g e s k r i f t , T h e Party 
favoured some specific reforms: The amendment of Paragraph 
XCII, and the a b o l i t i o n of compulsory confirmation and Church 
marriage. Apart from t h i s , he thought that the whole ques
t i o n of reform had been "overemphasized". The welfare of 
the Church was not primarily dependent upon i t s form, i t s 
p o l i t y , but upon the pure means of grace. He thanked God 
that these had been preserved i n the Church of Norway, He 
could not agree to the proposed introduction of parish 
councils, because t h i s \vould deliver the Church into the 
hands of the "unchurchly masses". Meanwhile, there are 
other "more important tasks". He called for unity among 
Churchmen i n the b a t t l e against the "common foe". 
8 LK, 3R, I I , pp. 9 f f . , 24ff, 
9 LU, I , pp. 49ff. 
10 LU, I , pp. l O f f , . 
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The common foe was the new secularism. Positivism, 

and radicalism. There i s no doubt that Heuch's position 
on reform was strongly influenced by the greater threat. 
He was already preparing f o r the great apologetic task 
which was to occupy his l a t e r years. Within a year, he 
would be engaged i n controversy with Georg Brandes and 
with Bjiirnson. Simultaneously, he would be engaged on 
another f r o n t , against the Separatists and the advocates 
of lay-preaching. 

The High-Church a t t i t u d e on Church discipline was 
set f o r t h i n 1875 by Dean J. J. Tandberg i n a lecture 
before the Theological Society. The lecture was promptly 
printed i n LK and endorsed by Heuch and Bugge.H Church 
d i s c i p l i n e , said Tandbdrg, was a "fundamental question" 
for the Church of Norway. Indeed, the whole reform move
ment can be Interpreted primarily as an attempts to restore 
i t . His lecture was a presentation of the p o s s i b i l i t i e s 
f o r d i s c i p l i n e under existing laws. These, i n his view, 
were "so good" and had "proceeded from such a s p i r i t of 
Christian understanding" that a more serious attempt to 
apply them was no more than they deserved.12 i n other 
words, the laws, the forms, the i n s t i t u t i o n s were a l l 
there; The trouble i s that they are simply not being used. 
Heuch agreed. The High-Churchmen were no less zealous f o r 
the cause of d i s c i p l i n e than the Johnsonians. They did 
not deny the need f o r a "more democratic" procedure, but 
11 LK, 3R, I , pp. 33ff., pp. 46ff. 
12 I b i d . , p. 33. 
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"the f i r s t t h i n g t h a t should be done i s . . . t h e renewal of 
Church d i s c i p l i n e as i t can and should be p r a c t i s e d under 
e x i s t i n g law",13 

The Grundtvigian Tarty fared no b e t t e r w i t h i t s programme 
of reform. Opposed by the other p a r t i e s , i t made repeated but 
unsuccessful e f f o r t s t o g a i n more freedom. Three times ( i n 
1865, 1868, and 1871), the Grundtvigian lawyer Halvor Bentsen 
submitted t o the S t o r t i n g h i s b i l l f o r the a b o l i t i o n o f the 
p a r i s h bond, and each time the measure was defeated. The bond 
was indeed loosed by a law passed i n I876, but i n a manner 
unacceptable to the Grundtviglans. The clergy were given 
the r i g h t t o perform m i n i s t e r i a l acts f o r persons l i v i n g , out
side t h e i r p a r i s h . The Grundtvigians c a l l e d t h i s a " h a l f -
r e l a x a t i o n " . They r e t a l i a t e d by j o i n i n g w i t h the L i b e r a l 
Party to block the c a l l i n g of the synod i n 1869, and by v o t i n g 
against the b i l l f o r p a r i s h councils i n the same session. 
I n 1879, L.M. Bentzen introduced a b i l l f o r e l e c t i v e cor-gre-
g a t l o n s . He pointed out t h a t i t would reduce Separatism, and 
would provide a f i e l d f o r experiments i n Church p o l i t y . The 
b i l l never got out o f committee, but was r e j e c t e d on the 
ground t h a t i t would lead t o d i s u n i t y . , A s i m i l a r b i l l was 
also r e j e c t e d i n 1886. Luthersk U g e s k r i f t wrote t h a t t h i s 
would be t o "place some of the Church's members outside the 
c o n t r o l o f the Church body and yet allow them to enjoy i t s 
advantages". 

13 I b i d . , p. 47. 
14 The Idea o f e l e c t i v e congregations was revived by the 
Orthodox-Pietists i n the 6th u n o f f i c i a l synod of I906, 
as an escape from "unbelieving" clergy. 
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(h) The Appeal of 1883 and the Synods 
of 1885 and 188?. 

I n the years before 1885, the question of Church reform 
was shelved i n the face of more ominous issues. The great 
p o l i t i c a l c o n f l i c t of the century, the struggle between 
Government and S t o r t i n g , moved toward a climax. I n t h i s 
c r i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n , a group of Churchmen, led by Gisle John
son and i n c l u d i n g a l l of the Bishops, many of the clergy, and 
a large number of c i v i c leaders (456 i n a l l ) , adopted the 
device of d i r e c t i n t e r v e n t i o n . I n 1883, they issued the 
famous appeal "To the Friends of C h r i s t i a n i t y i n Our Land", 
i n which " p o l i t i c a l r a d i c a l i s m " (the L i b e r a l Party) was 
branded as the most dangerous enemy of C h r i s t i a n i t y . I n 
e f f e c t , the appeal i d e n t i f i e d the Church and the C h r i s t i a n 
F a i t h w i t h the Conservative Party. 

While no doubt most " f r e e - t h i n k e r s " supported the L i b e r a l 
Party, i t was not t r u e t h a t a l l L i b e r a l s were non-Christians. 
Moreover, the appeal c o n s t i t u t e d a r a d i c a l departure from 
Lutheran p r i n c i p l e s . I n r e t r o s p e c t , we are dri v e n to ask 
how i t was possible f o r men of such strong confessional views 
to take t h i s f a t e f u l step. Many probably proceeded on the 
assum-ption o f the C h r i s t i a n State, an idea which was anything 
but Lutheran. When, i n an era of ra p i d s e c u l a r i z a t i o n , they 
recognized the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t the S t o r t i n g and the Govern
ment might be c o n t r o l l e d by non-Christians, they r a l l i e d t o 
the support of t h e i r i d e a l i n the only way open to them. 
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This was t r u e o f a man l i k e Bishop Heuch, who was an ardent 
advocate of the idea o f the C h r i s t i a n S t a t e . T h e case of 
Gisle Johnson i s more complex. He knew h i s Luther too w e l l 
t o subscribe to the t h e o c r a t i c i d e a l , and he was opposed to 
Absolutism. On the other hand, he too could speak of the 
C h r i s t i a n State. Moreoever, he was a staunch conservative 
who regarded the idea of popular sov e r e i g n i t y as fundamentally 
a n t i - C h r i s t i a n . I n t h i s s i t u a t i o n , he emphasized the words 
of St. Paul i n Rom. 13: "The powers t h a t be are ordained of 
God..." Johnson could not recognize the S t o r t i n g as an organ 
o f fJou<riA. . This he i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the monarchy, or one 
p a r t i c u l a r form of government, and saw the r o l e of the Stor-
t i n g as merely t o represent the people t o the €|ou<rta.. I n 
l i n e w i t h the a t t i t u d e of Luther tovards the Peasants' Revolt, 
Johnson considered the claim of the S t o r t i n g to power over 
the C o n s t i t u t i o n as an act of r e b e l l i o n which would mean 
i n s e c u r i t y f o r the a u t h o r i t y of the State. While the a c t i o n 
o f the S t o r t i n g c e r t a i n l y d i s t u r b e d the d e l i c a t e balance of 
power w i t h i n the State, Johnson was wrong i n h i s assumption 
t h a t the idea of popular sov e r e i g n i t y i s i n h e r e n t l y a n t l -
C h r i s t i a n . He ignored the f a c t t h a t the s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l 
s t r u c t u r e had changed r a d i c a l l y since the days of St. Paul 
or even of Luther. 

1 Cf. Heuch's statement i n LU, V I I , p. 242: "The Norwegian 
State i s , according to i t s C o n s t i t u t i o n , not a r e l i g i o n l e s s , 
but a C h r i s t i a n State w i t h an ' o f f i c i a l ' r e l i g i o n , which 
has i t s d e f i n i t e e c c l e s i a s t i c a l confession." For evidence 
t h a t Johnson accepted the concept o f the C h r i s t i a n State, 
see G. Ousland, En Kirkehdvding, p. 68. 
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This may serve t o e x p l a i n the s u r p r i s i n g f a c t t h a t t h i s 
man who so c o n s i s t e n t l y emphasized the d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
Two Realms i n the question o f Reform now came to emphasize 
the close r e l a t i o n between them. Quite apart from the Tight
ness or wrongness of h i s views, the p r a c t i c a l consequences of 
the appeal f o r the Church were disastrous. The Church was 
I n d e l i b l y branded as r e a c t i o n a r y . ^ 

I n the event, the S t o r t i n g was v i c t o r i o u s i n i t s campaign. 
I n 1884, the members of the Government v/ere impeached, t r i e d , 
and removed, and the Parliamentary system introduced, w i t h 
Johan Sverdrup's L i b e r a l Party i n c o n t r o l . The S t o r t i n g had 
estab l i s h e d i t s claim t o supreme a u t h o r i t y . Many Churchmen 
now thought t h a t the Church was completely a t the mercy of 
the S t o r t i n g . I n Luthersk U g e s k r i f t , Heuch c a l l e d i t "the 
day o f Bedlam", i n which "the lowest class i n society i s 
made absolute and the r e s t o f the n a t i o n enslaved under the 
b r u t a l m a j o r i t y of the vulgar class". The second u n o f f i c i a l 
synod was h a s t i l y c a l l e d . I t met i n October, 1885, and pro
posed a complete new p o l i t y f o r the Church along Johnsonian 
l i n e s , w i t h the important r e s e r v a t i o n t h a t the n a t i o n a l synod 
was t o have purely advisory a u t h o r i t y . I t c a l l e d f o r even 
s t r i c t e r suffrage "guarantees" (the vo t e r must have p a r t i c i 
pated r e g u l a r l y i n the Sacrament f o r three years p a s t ) . Heuch 
and many other High-Churchmen now changed t h e i r p o s i t i o n r a d i 
c a l l y . So long as they had been reasonably c e r t a i n t h a t the 

2 The views o f Johnson are set f o r t h i n d e t a i l i n 6. Ousland, 
op. c i t . , pp. 302ff. 
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the State would preserve the freedom of the means of grace, 
they had opposed reform. They had now l o s t a l l confidence i n 
the State, and gave t h e i r f u l l suppott to the synod proposal. 

The synod requested the new government to present i t s plan 
to the S t o r t i n g . The Government refused, (the synod plan was 
f i n a l l y submitted as a p r i v a t e member's b i l l ) , and instead 
submitted a b i l l f o r p a r i s h councils and pa r i s h meetings. 
Jakob Sverdrup had been given a seat i n the Government; I t was 
he who stood behind the Government b i l l . He now made h i s 
strongest attempt t o Introduce reform. His b i l l included a 
p r o v i s i o n to give the parishes a voice i n the s e l e c t i o n of 
a pastor. I t also l e f t Church d i s c i p l i n e and p a s t o r a l care 
i n the hands of the pastor andthe lay a s s i s t a n t s . The p a r i s h 
councils were t o deal only w i t h the externals of r e l i g i o n . 
They were t o be mandatory everywhere, and no suffrage "guaran
tees" were s t i p u l a t e d . Simultaneously, the S t o r t i n g had before 
i t b i l l s f o r the r e l a x a t i o n of the pa r i s h bond, f o r the extended 
use of Church b u i l d i n g s , f o r p r i v a t e Holy Communion, and f o r 
mandatory c i v i l marriage. I n t h i s s i t u a t i o n , a p e t i t i o n signed 
by the members of the Theological Faculty, a l l of the Bishops, 
and 538 o f the nation's 653 pastors was sent to the Crown. I t 
asked t h a t an o f f i c i a l n a t i o n a l synod be c a l l e d before any 
d e c i s i o n was taken on the new l e g i s l a t i o n . The voice of the 
Church, i t said, ought f i r s t to be heard. The Government 
decli n e d t o comply w i t h the request. The S t o r t i n g , however, 
found i t necessary to postpone debate on the pending b i l l s 
u n t i l 1887. A new u n o f f i c i a l synod (the t h i r d ) was h a s t i l y 
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summoned i n February, 1887. This synod developed i n t o a tug-
of-war between Sverdrup on the one hand, and Johnson and Heuch 
on the other. Heuch had already made known h i s views i n a 
series of a r t i c l e s i n Luthersk U g e s k r i f t , undoubtedly one o f 
the most b i t t e r attacks ever published i n a Norwegian Church 
paper.^ He thundered against the " a r i t h m e t i c a l p r i n c i p l e " , 
and p r e d i c t e d t h a t Sverdrup's law would mean d i s i n t e g r a t i o n 
of the Church, because i t would s t r i p the c l e r i c a l o f f i c e of 
"every r i g h t and s i g n i f i c a n c e " . Nor d i d he spare the persons 
of I the law's promoters. The synod meeting proceeded i n a 
calmer s p i r i t , but the b i t t e r disagreement could not be con
cealed. I n the end, the synod followed the Johnsonian l i n e 
as i t had i n 1885. ^ t r e j e c t e d the Government b i l l (46-22), 
and voted f o r s t r i c t guarantees. I t also emphasized the s p i r i t 
u a l task of the p a r i s h councils. I t endorsed the plan t o give 
the parishes a l i m i t e d voice i n the s e l e c t i o n o f pastors, but 
only through the p a r i s h councils, not i n p a r i s h assemblies, 
as Sverdrup had proposed. 

A m a j o r i t y i n the Committee on Church A f f a i r s i n the 
S t o r t i n g opposed both the Government and the synod proposals, 
on the grounds t h a t the p r i n c i p l e of the m a j o r i t y r u l e was not 
ap p l i c a b l e t o the Church. Furthermore, there was no general 
p u b l i c sympathy f o r Church r e o r g a n i z a t i o n . A m i n o r i t y supported 
the synod's proposal, but opposed the Government plan on the 
ground t h a t o r g a n i z a t i o n on the l e v e l of the par i s h alone 
would lead t o "independency". 
3 LU, X V I I I , 1885, pp. 2 l 4 f f . , e t . a l . 
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The debate i n the S t o r t i n g l a s t e d f o r e i g h t days. The 
synod b i l l was defeated, 64-21. Despite the whole-hearted 
support and the r i n g i n g o r a t o r y of the Prime M i n i s t e r , the 
Government b i l l s u f f e r e d an unprecedented 84-1 defeat. Sur
p r i s i n g l y , the Government d i d not f a l l (a f a c t hardly i n 
keeping w i t h the Parliamentary system). Indeed, although the 
op p o s i t i o n press and even some L i b e r a l papers clamoured f o r 
h i s r e s i g n a t i o n , even Jakob Sverdrup remained i n o f f i c e . S t i l l , 
the Sverdrup Government never f u l l y recovered from t h i s defeat, 
and i t e v e n t u a l l y f e l l i n 1889. From t h a t time, n e i t h e r 
Government nor Church leaders ventured t o champion a scheme 
f o r Church reform. 

The Reform Movement o f the 19th century was f i n i s h e d . 
As s e c u l a r i z a t i o n progressed and large segments of the people 
unchurched themselves, the cause l o s t i t s urgency. The p a r t i e s 
d i s i n t e g r a t e d . Of the High-Churchmen, Heuch.was mdde a Bishop 
i n 1889 and turned to the apologetic task, Krogh-Tonning moved 
ever nearer to Rome, and Faerden became a l i b e r a l . Luthersk 
U g e s k r i f t ceased p u b l i c a t i o n i n 1893. Gisle Johnson died i n 
1894; By t h a t time, a new theology and a new s i t u a t i o n i n 
Ch u r c h - l i f e was developing. The Grundtvigian Party s p l i n t e r e d 
i n the l a t e r l880's. The Bergen Party never had the support o f 
the m a j o r i t y of the Church, and had f a i l e d to r e a l i z e i t s 
aims by means o f i t s a l l i a n c e w i t h L i b e r a l p o l i t i c s . The 
only concrete r e s u l t s o f the Reform Movement were an amend
ment t o Paragraph XCII, a s l i g h t change i n the marriage laws, 
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and Jakob Sverdrup's Royal Resolution to allow Holy Communion 
without confession and a b s o l u t i o n i n "exceptional" cases. 
Confirmation and Church marriage were made voluntary i n our 
own century. The Church of Norway d i d not Introduce p a r i s h , 
councils u n t i l 1920 (without "guarantees"). I t i s s t i l l 
w a i t i n g f o r a n a t i o n a l synod. U n o f f i c i a l synods continued to 
meet i n the 20th century, and the t h e o l o g i c a l tension which 
l e d t o the establishment of B-IENIGHETSFAKULTET i n I908 also 
occasioned a new e f f o r t a t reform, t h i s time w i t h the object 
of the separation of Church and State. The committee appointed 
t o study the r e l a t i o n s h i p between Church and State by the 5th 
u n o f f i c i a l synod brought i n a recommendation (the date, I908, 
i s s i g n i f i c a n t ) f o r immediate separation. Nothing, however, 
came of the proposal. Today the movement i n favour of separa
t i o n i s weaker than a t any time during the past 100 years. 

(1) Conclusions 

I n the Lutheran Church, a proper doctrine of the r e l a t i o n 
ship between Church and State r e s t s upon the d e l i c a t e l y balanced 
d i a l e c t i c of the d o c t r i n e of the Two Realms. Lutheranism i s 
e n t i r e l y f l e x i b l e w i t h regard t o Church p o l i t y . No one form 
of p o l i t y can be said to be e s s e n t i a l to the existence o f the 
Church. The Church i s c o n s t i t u t e d by the preaching of the Word 
and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments. Any p a r t i c u l a r form 
i s , as Holland says, desirable or undesirable "depending upon 
the extent to v/hich i t f u r t h e r s , serves, makes possible, allows, 
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makes d i f f i c u l t , hinders, or p r o h i b i t s these f u n c t i o n s " . 
Yet the p r i n c i p a l cause of the problem of the State 

Church i n 19th century Norv/ay was t h e o l o g i c a l , ^ t arose from 
a f a i l u r e t o uphold the d o c t r i n e of the Two Realms. Luther
anism was c o n t i n u a l l y a t f a u l t during the three centuries 
f o l l o w i n g the Reformation i n f a i l i n g to maintain the d i s t i n c 
t i o n between the Realms. At times, t h i s e r r o r manifested 
i t s e l f i n t h e o c r a t i c tendencies, but the dangers of Erastian-
Ism were i n the outcome f a r more potent. Holland regards the 
r e l a x a t i o n of the bond between Church and State i n the 19th 
century as a b l e s s i n g , because i t restored t o the Church i t s 
proper r o l e , t h a t of a servant. This i s undoubtedly t r u e . 
But Holland" tends t o minimize the danger of Erastianlsm. 
The Norwegian Church was under the c o n t r o l of the State. 
Her p o l i t y was not such as could best enable her to carry 
out her e s s e n t i a l f u n c t i o n s . This i s borne out by the h i s t o r y 
o f the Inner Mission and Foreign Missions movements, both of 
which were forced i n t o other channels by the i n e l a s t i c i t y of 
the Church. The movement f o r reform was therefore e n t i r e l y 
j u s t i f i e d , Indeed necessary. On the other hand, i t v/as doomed 
t o f a i l u r e by the f a c t t h a t the Church was i n subjection. 
Since the d o c t r i n e of the Two Realms was not a l i v i n g d o c t r i n e , 
the people as a v/hole manifested no desire f o r reform, and 
the movement found i t s e l f a t the mercy of the p o l i t i c a l 
s i t u a t i o n . I t was powerless i n the face of a reactionary 
1 E. Mo1land, S t a t s k l r k e og Jesu K r l s t i Kirke, pp. 79f• 
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M i n i s t e r f o r Church A f f a i r s i n a time of Government suprem
acy, or of a S t o r t i n g jealous of i t s pov/ers i n a time of 
advancing democracy. I t could not avoid f a l l i n g v i c t i m to 

^ the st r u g g l e f o r power between the two. 

But the movement 'v/as also doomed t o f a i l u r e by the i n -
, a b i l i t y o f the theologians t o reassert the doctrine of.the 
Two Realms, and by dissension between the various p a r t i e s . 
The dissension may have been i n e v i t a b l e p r e c i s e l y because of 
the f l e x i b l e a t t i t u d e o f Lutherans toward p o l i t y . But i t i s 
evident t h a t not even the theologians understood the doctrine 
of the Two Realms. The High-Church ?a r t y , no doubt under 
Hegelian i n f l u e n c e , were opposed to a l l but minor reforms. 
They f a i l e d to d i s t i n g u i s h between the Realms, and held to 
the idea of the C h r i s t i a n State. For men l i k e Bishop Heuch, 
p o l i t y was an ADIAPHORON. I n a c t u a l f a c t , i t i s not a matter 
of sheer i n d i f f e r e n c e . There i s normally a s p e c i f i c type of 
p o l i t y whic h i s p a r t i c u l a r l y s u i t e d to each s i t u a t i o n . The 
other three p a r t i e s emphasized r a t h e r the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
the Realms. The Grundtvigians and the Bergen Party tended 
to separate them completely. The programme of the Bergen 
Party was a c t u a l l y intended to gain as much advantage as 
possible f o r the Church through l e g i s l a t i o n and then to 

separate Church and State. I t thus e x h i b i t e d both t h e o c r a t i c 
and Sepa r a t i s t tendencies. I t s i d e a l v/as undoubtedly the 
S c o t t i s h Church. The ecclesiology of the Bergen reformers 
was s u b j e c t i v e , a s s b c i a t i o n a l , i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c , nomistic, 
and a n t i - c l e r i c a l . The a l l i a n c e w i t h the L i b e r a l Party i n 
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the S t o r t i n g was bound t o collapse. I t was said of Jakob 
Sverdrup t h a t he was too r a d i c a l f o r the conservatives and 
too conservative f o r the r a d i c a l s . S t i l l , he achieved m.ore 
p r a c t i c a l r e s u l t s than any other reformer. By his Royal 
Resolutions, he "got the Church of Norway moving" when i t 
was "stuck f a s t " (Thorvald Klaveness). The standpoint of 
Glsle Johnson v/as more moderate and more Lutheran than any 
of the others. Without using the term, he propounded some
t h i n g s i m i l a r t o the doct r i n e of the Two Realms, although h i s 
emphasis v;as d e f i n i t e l y upon the d i s t i n c t i o n between them. 
He r i g h t l y recognized t h a t p o l i t y i s ne i t h e r an ADIAPHORON 
nor a matter t o be determined l e g a l l s t i c a l l y . Yet the 
fundamentally P i e t i s t approach of Johnson r e f l e c t e d I t s e l f 
i n h i s a t t i t u d e t o Church p o l i t y . His s t a r t i n g point was 
the regenerate i n d i v i d u a l , a n d t h i s i n e v i t a b l y led to hi s 
obsession w i t h Church d i s c i p l i n e and concern to draw l i m i t s 
to the Church. His insistence upon "guarantees" s p l i t the 
advocates of reform a t a time when a united f r o n t might have 
achieved success. I t i s i n e v i t a b l y hard f o r those who adopt 
such a standpoint t o take w i t h f u l l seriousness the doctrine 
of the Two Realms. He proposed t o govern the "outward 
Christendom" (Luther's phrase) of the Kingdom on the L e f t 
by the ECCLESIOLAE of the Kingdom on the Right. I f the judge
ments pronounced by the Johnsonians upon the Grundtviglans 
are any i n d i c a t i o n , t h i s could have led to som.e unfortunate 
attempts t o " p u r i f y " the Church, j u s t as h i s insistence upon 
a p a r t i c u l a r form of s p i r i t u a l i t y v i r t u a l l y led to the s e l f -
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excommunication o f a large s e c t i o n of the population. At 
any r a t e , i t was a t a c t i c a l e r r o r , f o r the S t o r t i n g could 
not endorse t h i s plan. F i n a l l y , Johnson erred grievously, 
as we have seen,in i s s u i n g the celebrated appeal of 1883, 
again because he f a i l e d t o m-aintain the doctrine of the Two 
Realms. I f s u p e r f i c i a l l y the movement f o r reform seemed 
t o founder upon the rocks of the changing p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n , 
there i s a deeper reason s t i l l , the absence of an agreed 
t h e o l o g i c a l foundation based on sound Lutheran p r i n c i p l e s 
f o r the p r a c t i c a l proposals put forward by i t s advocates. 
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(a) I n t r o d u c t i o n 

As the 19th century dawned, the Church of Norway was a 
pure State Church. The l i m i t s of Church and State were 
i d e n t i c a l . Apart from c e r t a i n free c i t i e s where a l i e n s of 
non-Lutheran f a i t h could l i v e (provided they disseminated 
no propaganda), there was no l e g a l p r o v i s i o n f o r Dissenters. 
I n the past, a l l Dissent had been promptly stopped, usually 
by the banishment of i t s leaders.-'' We have seen how a 
clause guaranteeing f u l l r e l i g i o u s freedom was i n a d v e r t e n t l y 
omitted from the f i n a l d r a f t of the C o n s t i t u t i o n of I 8 l 4 
because i t had no p r a c t i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e a t the time. I t 
was not long, however, before r e l i g i o u s freedom became a 
r e a l issue. The carelessness of I 8 l 4 was remedied by the 
Dissenter Act of 1845. I n the course of the 19th century, 
the t i e s between Church and State were gradually relaxed. 
Various m i n o r i t y groups separated themselves from the 
n a t i o n a l Church, p a r t l y because of conditions w i t h i n the 
State Church, p a r t l y because of the missionary a c t i v i t i e s 
of f o r e i g n denominations. By the end of the century, most 
of the major branches of Christendom were represented i n 
Norway, The Dissenters were never very numerous (even 
today, they comprise less than 5^ of the p o p u l a t i o n ) , but 
t h e i r Importance i n Norwegian Church l i f e i s out of a l l 
p r o p o r t i o n to t h e i r numbers. 

1 A. Seierstad, K y r k j e l e g t Reformarbeld i Norlg 1 Nlttande 
Hundreaaret, p. 19. 
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I t w i l l be shown i n t h i s chapter t h a t the doctrine of 

the Church was the most s i g n i f i c a n t f a c t o r i n the e s t a b l i s h 
ment o f Dissenter bodies. Apart from the Roman Catholic 
Church, a l l Dissenter groups were the products of r e v i v a l . 
We have seen how r e v i v a l w i t h i n the State Church l e d to the 
establishment of the Foreign and Inner Mission movements. 
Confessional as these movements were, they s t i l l represented 
what may be c a l l e d " f i r s t degree separatism". Althoiigh 
t h e i r supporters remained w i t h i n the n a t i o n a l Church, t h e i r 
s p i r i t u a l home was i n the missionary society, i n the P i e t i s t 
manner. I n the course of the century, the confessional 
character o f the r e v i v a l was gradually weakened, thus open
in g the way f o r the establishment of independent s e p a r a t i s t 
movements. These i n t u r n tended s t i l l f u r t h e r to weaken 
confessionalism. Their c r e a t i o n was due p a r t l y t o I n t e r n a l 
c o n d i t i o n s and p a r t l y t o f o r e i g n ( e s p e c i a l l y Anglo-American) 
i n f l u e n c e . The r e l a t i v e im.portance of these two f a c t o r s 
v a r i e d i n d i f f e r e n t instances. Bloch-Hoell i s of the 
op i n i o n t h a t f o r e i g n i n f l u e n c e vas the more decisive. I t 
i s t r u e t h a t f o r e i g n i nfluence grew as the century progressed, 
strengthened by the tremendous expansion of the Norwegian 
merchant f l e e t and (less d i r e c t l y ) by the large-scale 
em i g r a t i o n t o America.2 This f o r e i g n influence came n e i t h e r 

2 The seamen and some of the emigrants returned. Both car
r i e d on an extensive correspondence w i t h r e l a t i v e s a t home. 
Less than o n e - t h i r d of the emigrants remained w i t h i n the 
Lutheran Church i n America. A considerable p r o p o r t i o n , 
t h e r e f o r e , v/ere exposed t o other r e l i g i o u s i nfluences, and 
these i n t u r n a f f e c t e d t h e i r r e l a t i v e s i n the homeland. 
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from A n g l i c a n nor s t r i c t C a l v i n i s t c i r c l e s , but p r i m a r i l y 

from the l e f t - w i n g of Protestantism. S o c i a l c l a s s d i s t i n c 

t i o n s became important a t t h i s point, f o r the seamen and 

the emigrants belonged l a r g e l y to the lower s o c i a l and 

economic c l a s s e s . 

Apart from the Roman C a t h o l i c s , the Dissenting bodies 

i n 19th centiary Norway g e n e r a l l y e x h i b i t e d c e r t a i n common 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . They shared the same r e v i v a l i s t , a s s o c i a -

t i o n a l e c c l e s i o l o g y ; They regarded the Church as a socio

l o g i c a l e n t i t y , a voluntary s o c i e t y formed by i n d i v i d u a l 
1 

C h r i s t i a n s . They displayed a tendency toward the c r e a t i o n 

of a "pure" Church, an e f f o r t to r e - c r e a t e the B i b l i c a l 

congregation. They attempted to draw sharp l i m i t s , o ften 

on the b a s i s of the ADIAPHORA, with a r e s u l t a n t emphasis 

upon s t r i c t Church d i s c i p l i n e , e t h i c a l Puritanism, and 

ac c u s a t i o n s a g a i n s t other Church bodies. They often d i a -

played a negative a t t i t u d e toward the Sacraments, espec

i a l l y I n f a n t Baptism. Further, they emphasized the auto

nomy of the l o c a l congregation and i t s r i g h t to c a l l i t s 

own pas t o r . ¥e have seen t r a c e s of these c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

even i n the State Church. I n times of c r i s i s , they led 

i n e v i t a b l y to separatism. 

The most frequent occasion for the m.anifestation of 

s e p a r a t i s t tendencies was the question of Church d i s c i p l i n e , 

or the attempt to define the l i m i t s of the Church against 

the background of a State Church i n which d i s c i p l i n e was 

not being, perhaps could not be, p r a c t i s e d . YIe have seen 
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how the Johnsonian reform party attempted to revive 
Church d i s c i p l i n e through p a r i s h c o u n c i l s e l e c t e d on the 
b a s i s of Church "guarantees". I n t h i s chapter, we s h a l l 
see how various i n d i v i d u a l clergymen, spurred into a c t i o n 
by t h e i r tender consciences, t r i e d to enforce d i s c i p l i n e 
under the e x i s t i n g laws, and how, f a i l i n g , they separated 
from the n a t i o n a l Church. 

The problem presented i t s e l f i n i t s most acute form 

i n connection with the Holy Communion, f o r unfortunately 

d i s c i p l i n e had become c l o s e l y i d e n t i f i e d with the E u c h a r i s t . 

V i r t u a l l y every form of d i s c i p l i n e had disappeared except 

the minor ban, e x c l u s i o n from the Sacrament. According to 

Lutheran theology, the Lord's Supper i s a means of grace, 

but i n 19th century Norway, i t was often regarded more as 

a means of d i s c i p l i n e . The s h i f t i n emphasis occurred 

g r a d u a l l y . Luther r e t a i n e d p r i v a t e confession ("for the 

sake of ab s o l u t i o n " ) as a voluntary preparation for recep

t i o n of the Sacrament. He allov/ed, however,, the use of 

a gener a l confession i n s t e a d . The Augsburg Confession 

r e t a i n e d p r i v a t e confession, but i n s i s t e d that i t was of 

human r i g h t only. The Norwegian Kirkeordinans of 1537, 

however, made p r i v a t e confession obligatory, although the 

c l e r g y could exempt the "upright".3 The R i t u a l of 1685 

made p r i v a t e confession obligatory f o r reception of the 

Sacrament. These r e g u l a t i o n s d i s p l a y a tendency to look 

3 A. Holter, " S k r i f t e s t o l og Nattverdbord" i n Korsets Ord 
og Troens T a l e , p. 239. 
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upon conf e s s i o n as a means of excluding the unworthy from 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Sacrament. The R i t u a l of 1685 knows 

no c o n f e s s i o n apart from the Lord's Supper. Meanwhile, 

contrary, to law, the p r a c t i s e of general ( c o l l e c t i v e ) 

c o n f e s s i o n replaced p r i v a t e confession, i n d i v i d u a l abso

l u t i o n (with the l a y i n g on of hands) was retained, but the 

c o n f e s s i o n of s i n s was made EN MASSE. I n the pvire State 

Church of Norway ( e s p e c i a l l y a f t e r 1660), every good 

c i t i z e n r e c e i v e d the Sacrament a t l e a s t once a year; Ex

c l u s i o n meant l o s s of some c i v i l r i g h t s . The norm of c i v i l 

law became the norm of Church d i s c i p l i n e . Thus, both of 

the Keys were misused. "Never has a Lutheran Church so 

t o t a l l y confused Law and Gospel as when absolution was 

a c t u a l l y pronounced on the b a s i s of c i v i l righteousness."^ 

By the 19th century. Church d i s c i p l i n e had a l l but disap

peared i n the Church of Norway, and the Norv/egian people 

continued to communicate EN MASSE. 

Such was the background to the problem which Skrondal 

regards as the f o c a l point of the struggles of the Norwegian 

Church between 1850 and 1900.5 I n h i s thorough study of 

the h i s t o r y of the E u c h a r i s t i n Norway, Gulbrandsen has 

pointed out that the Norwegian people, a f t e r 900 years of 

"mass Communion" a l l but excommunicated themselves i n the 

second h a l f of the 19th century. Various f a c t o r s contributed 

to t h i s development, but the " c h i e f cause" was the opposition 

to mass Communion on the part of the Johnsonian c l e r g y . ^ 

4 I b i d . , p. 243. 
5 A. Skrondal, i n NTT, L, 1949, p. 53. 
6 B. Gulbrandsen, Nattverd i Norsk K i r k e l i v , p. 197. 
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They regarded i t as the expression of a nominal C h r i s t i a n 
i t y . G i s l e Johnson i s quoted to the e f f e c t that i t was a 
good s i g n when few r e c e i v e d the Sacrament. He " d e l i b e r a t e l y 
aimed a t a E u c h a r i s t i c ECCLESIOLA IN ECCLJESIA".7 His 
generation of clergy were unable to e x e r c i s e through the 
c o n f e s s i o n a l the d i s c i p l i n e which they.were sworn to up
hold i n the c l e r g y oath. They therefore sought to keep 
the unworthy from the Lord's Table by repeated warnings 
from the p u l p i t a g a i n s t unworthy p a r t i c i p a t i o n . Like the 
"awakened l a i t y " , they were scandalized by the prevalence 
of t a r e s among the wheat. With regard to the E u c h a r i s t , 
t h e i r c h i e f concern was to protect i t s h o l i n e s s . I n time, 
as Skrondal has pointed out, the Lord's Supper again became 
p r i m a r i l y a means of grace i n s t e a d of a medium of d i s c i 
p l i n e . 8 But not before the v a s t majority of Norwegians 
had been persuaded to excommunicate themselves, and not 
before the Church of Norway had suffered schism. The de
mand f o r Church d i s c i p l i n e s p l i t the Reform Movement, and 
was one of the main causes of i t s f a i l u r e . The same demand 
was a l s o the c h i e f f a c t o r i n the s e p a r a t i s t movements of 
Lammers and the Lutheran Free Church. Although i t was 
not d i r e c t l y r esponsible f o r the int r o d u c t i o n of. f o r e i g n 
D i s s e n t i n g bodies, i t was d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n with the "world-
l i n e s s " of the n a t i o n a l Church which enabled them to gain 
a foothold i n Norv;ay. F i n a l l y , as we s h a l l see, i t was 
the same c o n s i d e r a t i o n which l e d to the " f i r s t degree 

7 I b i d . , p. 211. 
8 A. Skrondal, i n NTT, L, 1949, p. 53. 
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separatism" of the 1890's, i n c l u d i n g the p e c u l i a r movement 

f o r "free Communion". 

(b) The Passage of the Di s s e n t e r Act 

The p r i n c i p a l cause of the Di s s e n t e r Act of 1845 was 

not so much pressure from e x i s t i n g D i s s e n t e r s as the com

b i n a t i o n of Protestant p r i n c i p l e and Enlightenment l i b e r a l i s m . 

The generation of I 8 l 4 was a t r a n s i t i o n generation, 

i n which the l i b e r a l moralism of Locke and Kant overlapped 

and clashed with the older Supranaturalism of Le i b n i z and 

Wolff. Adherents of the l a t t e r , with i t s i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t 

conception of r e l i g i o u s t r u t h , were bound to be s c e p t i c a l 

of r e l i g i o u s freedom. A r e l i g i o u s f a i t h was e i t h e r true 

or f a l s e , and men were obliged to b e l i e v e what was true. 

The U n i v e r s i t y o f Copenhagen was dominated by t h i s p h i l o s 

ophy u n t i l the l a s t years of the 18th century. Professors 

HJelm, Hersleb, and Treschow were a l l fundamentally Supra-

n a t u r a l i s t s . HJelm was the most c o n s i s t e n t i n h i s opposi

t i o n to freedom, whereas the others were more e c l e c t i c i n 

t h e i r views. On the other hand, those influenced by Eant 

and Locke regarded r e l i g i o u s freedom as an i n a l i e n a b l e 

human r i g h t . T h i s standpoint was e n t i r e l y i n keeping with 

the e c c l e s i o l o g y of the Enlightenment, which made of the 

t r u e , i n v i s i b l e Church a P l a t o n i c State and the v i s i b l e 

Church a mere s o c i o l o g i c a l e n t i t y . As a transcendental 

Idea, the true Church could not be i d e n t i f i e d with any 
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p a r t i c u l a r v i s i b l e body l i k e the Church of Norway. The 
va r i o u s h i s t o r i c a l forms of r e l i g i o n were regarded merely 
as means f o r i n c u l c a t i n g u n i v e r s a l e t h i c a l p r i n c i p l e s . 
Each had a r i g h t f u l c laim to membership i n the true Church 
and t h e r e f o r e to freedom of worship. The a t t i t u d e expressed 
i n the American and French C o n s t i t u t i o n s was adopted by 
the Norwegians. This standpoint d e f i n i t e l y gained strength 
i n the 1830's and 1840's, aided by the entrance of Romanti
cism, w i t h i t s r e s p e c t f o r the i n d i v i d u a l . ! 

I t was the exi s t e n c e of two small Quaker s o c i e t i e s , 

one i n C h r i s t i a n i a and one i n Stavanger, which made the 

question of r e l i g i o u s freedom a l i v i n g i s s u e i n Norway. 

Introduced by a group of 19 former p r i s o n e r s of war 

r e t u r n i n g from B r i t a i n i n I8l4, Quakerism became a problem 

as e a r l y as I 8 l 6 , when a Quaker couple chose to solemnize 

t h e i r marriage i n the Quaker manner. The marriage was not 

l e g a l l y v a l i d , but the couple refused any other ceremony; 

They f i n a l l y emigrated to England. For the next t h i r t y 

y e a r s , the ex i s t e n c e of the Quakers i n Norway r a i s e d a 

whole s e r i e s of problems: marriage and b u r i a l without the 

s e r v i c e s of a clergyman, r e f u s a l to have c h i l d r e n baptized, 

and r e f u s a l to take the oath or perform m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . 

E n g l i s h Quakers, such as William A l l e n and George Richard

son, c o n t i n u a l l y urged the Norwegian a u t h o r i t i e s , i n c l u d i n g 

King K a r l Johan XIV, to be t o l e r a n t of t h e i r c o - r e l i g i o n i s t s . 

Because of the a s s i s t a n c e which Quakers had rendered to 

1 A. S e l e r s t a d , op. c i t . , pp. 264, 293ff. 
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persecuted P r u s s i a n Lutherans, t h e i r appeal did not go 

unheeded. Although the Norwegian Quakers were extremely 

few i n numbers, t h e i r presence i n the country created a 

very thorny Jjroblem both for the Church and the State. 

I n 1817, a Royal Commission v.'as appointed to study the 

problem. I t d r a f t e d a b i l l which would have given Quakers 

r e l i g i o u s freedom i n c e r t a i n c i t i e s and exempted them from 

State Church Baptism, confirmation, marriage, and b u r i a l , 

and from taking oaths and m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . The b i l l , 

presented as a government pr o p o s i t i o n the following year, 

f a i l e d by three votes to pass. Further l e g a l e f f o r t s a l s o 

proved f r u i t l e s s u n t i l the- 1840's. 

Professor Hjelm's proposal of 1840 d e a l t with the 

whole problem of r e l i g i o u s freedom. His aim was to r e t a i n 

the STATUS QUO. Paragraph I a b s o l u t e l y prohibited the 

p r a c t i c e of any non-Lutheran r e l i g i o n " i n any roublic 

manner (OFFENTLIGHED) whatsoever", on pain of f i n e or im

prisonment. Paragraph I I I forbade p r o s e l y t i z i n g of Luther

ans, on pain of f i n e or imprisonment. Paragraph V pre

s c r i b e d banishment f o r fo r e i g n e r s who v i o l a t e d these pro

v i s i o n s . Paragraph V I I p r e s c r i b e d banishment f o r a second 

offence on the pa r t of Norwegian s u b j e c t s . Paragraph XI 

p r e s c r i b e d Lutheran i n s t r u c t i o n f o r "apostates", as long 

as there was a p o s s i b i l i t y of repentance. Paragraph X I I 

r e q u i r e d the apostate to r a i s e h i s c h i l d r e n i n the r e l i g i o n 

of the State.2 

2 C.W. HJelm, Betaenkning, o p . c i t . , pp. 73-76. 
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The recommendations of the Commission of 1841 

(worked out by Professor D i e t r i c h s o n ) were i n e s s e n t i a l 

agreement with the b i l l of 1818. This proposal was, how

ever, shelved by the Government. 

Thus f a r , proposed l e g i s l a t i o n had been aimed primar

i l y a t s o l v i n g the Quaker problem. I n 1842, the Crown 

granted a di s p e n s a t i o n f o r the c r e a t i o n of an Anglican 

congregation f o r the E n g l i s h workers a t the copper smelter 

a t A l t a . I n 1843, a s i m i l a r dispensation v;as granted to 

Roman C a t h o l i c s i n C h r i s t i a n i a . With these developments, 

i n mind, the Government appointed a new Commission i n 

1843, to d r a f t a law to cover a l l Dissenting bodies. 

Members of t h i s commission were : Pastor Wexels, Pastor 

A.N.H. Stenersen, an avov;ed l i b e r a l , and the j u r i s t U. A. 

Motzfeldt. I t was e s s e n t i a l l y t h e i r proposal which f i n a l l y 

became law i n 1845, under the t i t l e of "Law Concerning 

those who Confess to the C h r i s t i a n R e l i g i o n but are not 

Members of the State Church".3 

The a l l - i m p o r t a n t f i r s t Paragraph of the new law 

provided that " D i s s e n t e r s , or those who confess to the 

C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n but are not members of the State Church, 

are to have freedom to p r a c t i c e t h e i r r e l i g i o n p u b l i c l y 

w i t h i n the l i m i t s of law and decency, and to e s t a b l i s h 

congregations under the leadership of t h e i r own pastors or 

p r e s i d e n t s " . Paragraph I I required D i s s e n t i n g c l e r g y to 

present t h e i r c r e d e n t i a l s to the c d v i l a u t h o r i t i e s and to 

3 F u l l t e x t p r i n t e d i n K. Rygnestad, DissentarspursmAlet 
i Noreg f r d 1845 t i l 1891. pp. 13-16. 
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submit a l i s t of members annually. Paragraph I I I r e l e a s e d 

D i s s e n t e r s from a l l o b l i g a t i o n s to the State Church except 

the t i t h e . Paragraph IV forbade worship behind closed doors. 

Paragraph VI decreed that marriages i n v o l v i n g Dissenters 

should be r e g i s t e r e d with a Notary P u b l i c . Paragraphs 

V I I I and IX gave Di s s e n t i n g parents the r i g h t to decide 

whether or not t h e i r c h i l d r e n were to be r a i s e d i n the 

Sta t e Church, even i n cases where one parent belonged to 

the State Church. There was no p r o h i b i t i o n of p r o s e l y t i z i n g 

except where t h r e a t s or t r i c k e r y were employed (Paragraph 

X V I I ) . The minimum age for withdrawal from the State 

Church was f i x e d a t nineteen, and those withdrawing were 

re q u i r e d to n o t i f y t h e i r p a r i s h pastor i n person. 

Churchmen ge n e r a l l y favoured the Dissenter Act, but 

i t was thought by some that i t came too soon and was too 

f a r - r e a c h i n g . J8rg,en Hansen wrote that the a b o l i t i o n of 

the Conventicle Act had com.e " l i k e an elephant i n a flower 

bed"; This opinion was even more widely held about the 

D i s s e n t e r Act. 

So f a r , nothing of any r e a l s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r the doc

t r i n e of the Church had been involved i n the d i s c u s s i o n s 

which l e d to the D i s s e n t e r Act. I t was merely a question 

of the r i g h t s of small m i n o r i t i e s ( l a r g e l y though not en

t i r e l y c o n s i s t i n g of f o r e i g n e r s ) to e x i s t l e g a l l y w i t h i n 

the realm. The D i s s e n t e r Act was not the r e s u l t of e c c l e s -

i o l o g i c a l controversy. On the other hand, passage of the 

Act opened the way f o r a se r i o u s d i s c u s s i o n of the doctrine 



525 

of the Church. 

( c ) Gustav Adolph Lammers (1802-1878) and 
The S e p a r a t i s t Congregation a t Skien. 

There was no immediate D i s s e n t i n g movement following 

the passage of the Act. The Government indeed bowed to the 

la y movement i n the Catechism controversy l a r g e l y because 

i t feared a l a r g e - s c a l e exodus from the n a t i o n a l Church. 

Yet t en years were to pass before any new form of Dissent 

a r o s e . And the reason f o r i t s emergence then was: R e v i v a l . 

Gustav Adolph Lammers, v i c a r of Skien, had launched a l o c a l 

r e v i v a l even before that of h i s younger f r i e n d , G i s l e 

Johnson. Lammers had been r a i s e d i n a R a t i o n a l i s t home 

and possessed considerable a r t i s t i c t a l e n t ( i n l a t e r l i f e , 

he supported him.self as a p a i n t e r ) . His undoubted g i f t s 

were unfortunately combined with an unstable p e r s o n a l i t y . 

Converted under Moravian i n f l u e n c e , he came to Skien i n 

1849 as a powerful r e v i v a l preacher, with a strongly P i e t -

i s t i c a t t i t u d e to l i f e . The influence of Kierkegaard i s 

p l a i n i n the sphere of ideas and even i n h i s phraseology. 

The l i t e r a r y h i s t o r i a n Henrik Jaeger considers the Lammers 

was the model f o r Ibsen's famous "Brand"; This i s highly 

probable, s i n c e Ibsen's mother and s i s t e r belonged to 

Lam-mers' congregation. Lammers b u i l t the f i r s t "prayer-

house", and s t a r t e d the f i r s t Inner Mission s o c i e t y . 

The e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l problem loomed large f o r Lammers. 

Bishop C h r i s t e n Brun says that Lammers' doctrine of the 
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Church "formed the b a s i s of h i s p o s i t i o n as a whole, and 

determined h i s a t t i t u d e on the questions that led to h i s 

break with the Church order".! His root problem, the l i m i t s 

of the Church and the e x e r c i s e of Church d i s c i p l i n e , was 

not p e c u l i a r to himself. I t v/as,° as we have seen, common 

to the new generation of c l e r g y t r a i n e d by G i s l e Johnson. 

They faced i t p a r t i c u l a r l y i n two m i n i s t e r i a l a c t s : confirma

t i o n , and c o n f e s s i o n and a b s o l u t i o n p r i o r to Holy Communion. 

Confirmation v/as performed EN MASSE; I t was prescribed by 

law f o r a l l non-Dissenting Norwegians. Confession and 

a b s o l u t i o n were bound to Holy Communion not only by the 

Lutheran Confessions but a l s o by Norwegian law.^ I n the 

1850's, mass Communion was s t i l l the common p r a c t i c e . I t 

was customary to u t i l i z e a c o l l e c t i v e form of confession, 

but a b s o l u t i o n was administered i n d i v i d u a l l y , with the l a y 

ing on of hands. The discrepancy between law and p r a c t i c e 

was obvious. 

Lammers continued to read Kierkegaard, and to struggle 

with t h i s problem. Then, i n 1855, contrary to law, he 

announced that the new c l a s s of coiTfirmands would not be 

immediately admitted to the Holy Communion. As Gulbrandsen 

says, "the minor ban had s t r i c k e n an e n t i r e parish".3 

Lammers wrote to the Ministry f o r Church A f f a i r s through. 

Bishop Arup, s t a t i n g h i s objections to the present absolution 

p r a c t i c e . He would, he s a i d , i n future demand p r i v a t e 

1 C. Brun, Den Lammerske Bevaegelse, T D . 29. 
2 Norske Lov 2-5-10. 
3 B. Gulbrandsen, op. c i t . , p. 217. 
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c o n f e s s i o n of a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the Holy Communion, 
un l e s s there was "some other way out". He proposed that 
the M i n i s t r y authorize him to administer the Sacrament 
without con f e s s i o n and abso l u t i o n . He f u r t h e r proposed 
t h a t the e x i s t i n g formula of abs o l u t i o n should be replaced 
by a precatory a b s o l u t i o n addressed c o l l e c t i v e l y to a l l 
the p e n i t e n t s . 

Lammers' request was refused, whereupon he asked to be 

r e l i e v e d from a l l c e l e b r a t i o n of the Holy Communion, and 

requested a curate to ca r r y out t h i s function. This 

request was granted.'^ 

I n February, 1856, Lammers took part i n a p a s t o r a l 

conference i n C h r i s t i a n i a , where Church d i s c i p l i n e was the 

c h i e f topic of d i s c u s s i o n . Also present were Professor 

Johnson, Pastor Wexels, Professor Monrad, Pastor Grlmelund, 

Cand. Theol. E i l e r t Sundt, and others. Thus the report of 

t h i s meeting give s a c l e a r p i c t u r e of the various views on 

Church d i s c i p l i n e current a t the time.5 The p r i n c i p a l 

question under d i s c u s s i o n was "Whether and to what extent 

Church d i s c i p l i n e can be e x e r c i s e d under,the e x i s t i n g c i r 

cumstances". The introductory l e c t u r e was d e l i v e r e d by 

Pas t o r N. C. Hald, who reviewed the B i b l i c a l and h i s t o r i c a l 

m a t e r i a l . He traced the reason f o r the collapse of Church 

d i s c i p l i n e back to the establishment of the State Church i n 

the 4 t h century. But some d i s c i p l i n e i s s t i l l p o s s i b l e 

4 Correspondence p r i n t e d i n I b i d . , pp. 218-220. Cf. 
Lammers' Afskedsandragende, p. 6. 

5 ''PraestemiJde i C h r i s t i a n i a " , C h r i s t i a n i a Posten, 11 
Feb. 1856; NK, I , 1856, pp..53ff., 65ff., 84ff., lOOff. 
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under the e x i s t i n g system; The c l e r g y and t h e i r l ay a s s i s 

t a n t s can at l e a s t u t i l i z e admonition and the minor ban 

to d i s c i p l i n e the gross s i n n e r s . This would " s a t i s f y the 

r i g h t f u l demands of the zealous" and "preserve the Church 

and i t s h o l i n e s s from the worst scandals".^ I n t h i s 

g e n e r a l p o s i t i o n , Hald was supported by most of the p a r t i 

c i p a n t s , among others Grimelund, Wexels, and Sundt. Wexels 

admitted that the State Church could not be i d e n t i f i e d with 

the Church of Jesus C h r i s t , that indeed the majority of i t s 

members were probably not C h r i s t i a n s . But the State Church 

had developed under God's permissive providence, and thus 

by t h i s f a c t , God had admitted many unsuitable persons to 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n holy Things. The pastor could, however, 

reach and d i s c i p l i n e the i n d i v i d u a l , and he should be s a t i s 

f i e d with t h a t . Grimelund a l s o admitted that,the State 

Church had not yet awakened to l i f e , but he was o p t i m i s t i c 

about the f u t u r e . New l i f e was appearing, and compulsion 

was decreasing. He i s s u e d a warning against the danger of 

separatism. D i s c i p l i n e can and must be applied to the gross 

s i n n e r s , beginning i n the Holy Communion. E l l e r t Sundt 

c o u n s e l l e d moderation as "the b a s i c p r i n c i p l e f o r a State ' 

Ch\arch", e s p e c i a l l y i n view of the divergent opinions r e 

garding the c r i t e r i a f o r d i s c i p l i n a r y a c t i o n . He was sup

ported by Monrad, who presented a unique point of view. 

S c r i p t u r e and the Church, he sai d , are both o b j e c t i v e 

a u t h o r i t i e s , but S c r i p t u r e i s changeless whereas the Chujr'ch 

6 NK, I , p. 72. 
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i s always s u b j e c t to change. What must now be done was 
to r e c o n c i l e law and "the consciousness of the C h r i s t i a n 
community". Church d i s c i p l i n e must not simply follow the 
l e t t e r of the law, but "unconditionally follow opinion". 
I t w i l l be l e d by "the d i v i n e nucleus" to follow the 
Church's a u t h o r i t y . He drew an analogy to the State, 
although he maintained the Church's d i s t i n c t i v e character. 
He thought no good could come of separatism; God could not 
cure anything through poison. The i n d i v i d u a l can make h i s 
c o n t r i b u t i o n to e c c l e s i a s t i c a l opinion, but must remember 
t h a t he i s only one i n d i v i d u a l , and ought to bow before 
the a u t h o r i t y of the Church. Neither the i n d i v i d u a l pas
t o r nor the I n d i v i d u a l congregation c o n s t i t u t e d the Church, 
and i t was the Church as a whole which must order Church 
d i s c i p l i n e . Because i t i s composed of many elements, i t i s 
l e s s apt to e r r . He emphasized the f a c t that he was 
speaking of the V i s i b l e Church. The I n v i s i b l e Church was 
indeed i t s "proper essence and purpose", but i f the Church 
were something which arose i n the s u b j e c t i v e consciousness, 
i t would be something i n t a n g i b l e and temporary. We must 
maintain that the Church e x i s t s , despite i t s weaknesses. 
Monrad warned a g a i n s t attempting to r e e s t a b l i s h a bygone 
age. Everything v/as i n process of developing toward per
f e c t i o n (a Hegelian n o t i o n ) . V/e are progressing toward 
g r e a t e r freedom and from externalism toward an existence 
where "hidden inwardness" ( t h i s was the same term used by 
Bishop Mynster i n Denmark) i s most important. Penance and 
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punishment are things of the p a s t . That which has s i g n i 

f i c a n c e today i s the power of the Word."^ 

Pastor Lammers was obviously i n an extremely defensive 

frame of mind. His speeches were impassioned, h i s questions 

bl u n t and embarassing. He was c l e a r l y convinced that d i s c i 

p l i n e could not be e x e r c i s e d i n the State Church, that the 

magnitude of the task made i t impossible. With pathos, he 

a s k s : Should we attempt Church d i s c i p l i n e when many pastors 

ought themselves to be d i s c i p l i n e d , and when the majority 

of the Church " d e f i n i t e l y r e j e c t s " her message? Ecrw can 

the pastor begin, v/hen he harbours the fear that he w i l l 

soon have to abandon the whole attempt? A f a i l u r e of t h i s 

kind would only add to the confusion. The Church was i n 

a process of " d i s i n t e g r a t i o n " . Could i t be regenerated? 

Lammers flung out Kierkegaard's charge that the State Church 

was "triumphant" and "not i n harmony with the m i l i t a n t 

Church i n our midst". How f a r can a pastor go to s a t i s f y 

h i s own conscience and the demands of the true b e l i e v e r s ? 

Can he expect the support of the Church and i t s highest 

governing a u t h o r i t y ? . 

Lammsrs was not s a t i s f i e d with a d i s c i p l i n e of the 

gross s i n n e r s . This was not "a true Church d i s c i p l i n e " . 

He reminded the brethren of the c l e r g y oath and c i t e d Nor-

v/eglan law on d i s c i p l i n e . I f even a beginning was made to 

enforce these p r o v i s i o n s , he would (speaking f o r h i m s e l f ) 

have to ban the e n t i r e p a r i s h . I f he d i d not, he would 

7 I b i d . , pp. 92, lOOff. 
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have to atdmit that he could not e x e r c i s e d i s c i p l i n e and 

hence t h a t he could not r i g h t l y administer the Sacraments.^ 

Lammers admitted the i m p o s s i b i l i t y of c r e a t i n g a pure 

Church, but i n s i s t e d that the admonition of I Cor. 5 not 

to have f e l l o w s h i p with unbelievers was a v a l i d C h r i s t i a n 

thought. He demanded to know: "Where i s the l i m i t ? Who 

properly belong to the Lord's Church?".9 

He a s s e r t e d that there was a "chaos" of a t t i t u d e s i n 

the Church and among the c l e r g y . He had chosen Pontoppidan's 

Catechism, "an authorized text-book of the Church" as h i s 

guide, but many Church members were r e f u s i n g to acknowledge 

as s i n f u l some of the things which the Catechism condemns. 

I n the C h r i s t i a n sense, there were no ADIAPHORA. I n t h i s , 

he was opposed by s e v e r a l , p a r t i c u l a r l y by Sundt, who pressed 

Lamraers so hard that the chairman had to d i v e r t the d i s c u s 

s i o n . Most of those present claimed that the ADIAPHORA 

did not c o n s t i t u t e any safe c r i t e r i o n for d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 

C h r i s t i a n from non-Christian. Neither S c r i p t u r e nor the 

Church had spoken d e f i n i t i v e l y on the matter. Lammers 

agreed that e x t e r n a l s were no guarantee for a C h r i s t i a n 

l i f e , but a s s e r t e d that a C h r i s t i a n s p i r i t would i n e v i t a b l y 

show i t s e l f i n e x t e r n a l s . He admitted that "DE OCCULTIS 

NON JUDICAT ECCLESIA", but, he s a i d , many Church members 

p u b l i c l y admit that they r e j e c t Pontoppidan at t h i s point, 

arid yet we do not d i s c i p l i n e them f o r i t . He regarded a 

8 I b i d . , pp. 85f. 
9 I b i d . , p. 76. 
10 Cf. Appendix I , (1). 
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c r i t e r i o n d a t i n g from the P i e t i s t period of the Church as 
the c r i t e r i o n of r e a l C h r i s t i a n i t y . 

I n view of the s i t u a t i o n , Lammers wondered whether i t 
might not be best to r e s i g n i n p r o t e s t against the present 
Church p o l i t y . He spoke of a "not i n s i g n i f i c a n t schism", 
e v i d e n t l y expecting many of the clergy t o support such an 
a c t i o n . He thought i t would not ibe i n v a i n , f o r t h e o l o g i c a l 
candidates were already h e s i t a t i n g to accept holy orders. 

Lammers' sole support a t the conference, as he himself 
s t a t e d , was Gisle Johnson, i n a number o f c o n t r i b u t i o n s to 
the discussion. 

He began by reminding the gathering t h a t the proper 
ob j e c t s of Church d i s c i p l i n e were the Church's own mature 
members. For proper Church d i s c i p l i n e , "the Church must 
f i r s t knov/ who are ' i n ' , and t h a t the Church has i t s d e f i n 
i t e l i m i t s " . H D i s c i p l i n e must begin a t the entrance to 
a d u l t membership ( c o n f i r m a t i o n ) . Nevertheless, many on 
the periphery also must come under d i s c i p l i n e ; Johnson 
l i k e n e d them t o the catechiamens of the Early Church. 

I n determining the c r i t e r i a f o r d i s c i p l i n e , the objec
t i v e Word of God must be the only norm. There w i l l i n e v i t 
a b l y be a c e r t a i n s ubjective a r b i t r a r i n e s s i n d i s c i p l i n e , ' 
but t h i s must be reduced t o a minimiim. The proper safe
guard was to place the power of Church d i s c i p l i n e i n the 
hands o f i t s r i g h t f u l possessors, the congregation. While 
i t was "undeniable" t h a t the collapse o f d i s c i p l i n e could 
11 NK, I , p. 86. 
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be traced back to the establishment of .the State Church, 
i t was not impossible to p r a c t i c e d i s c i p l i n e under i t ; 
Otherwise, the State Church would have ceased to be a 
Church. For d i s c i p l i n e i s necessary. Without i t , the 
pure preaching of the Word and the r i g h t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of 
the Sacraments i s impossible, although i t i s not a mark of 
the Church as the Reformed Church maintains. The Sacraments 
are o b j e c t i v e l y v a l i d when administered according to Christ's 
i n s t i t u t i o n , but i f t h i s c o n d i t i o n i s to be f u l l y r e a l i z e d , 
they must be administered to those f o r whom the Lord i n t e n 
ded them. 

Johnson asserted t h a t the question of whether d i s c i 
p l i n e could be exercised i n the State Church could only be 
answered on the basis of f u t u r e experience. The attempt 
must c e r t a i n l y be made. The f a c t t h a t , as he believed, 
God had permitted the State Church, d i d not mean th a t the 
system was i n every d e t a i l according to His w i l l . He 
warmly defended the Protestant r i g h t to separate from a 
Church i n which the means of grace are not being properly 
administered. He himself was not w i l l i n g to endorse the 
present system "at any p r i c e " . Separation from a community 
which has ceased to be a Church i s not only a r i g h t but a 
duty, and represents not a schism, but "a r e t u r n to the 
t r u e Church". He c r i t i c i z e d Monrad's point of view as 
" C a t h o l i c i z i n g " . 

Proper Church d i s c i p l i n e requires a " l i v i n g " pastor, 

a " l i v i n g " congregation, and a "congregation-consciousness". 
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The only way t o exercise d i s c i p l i n e i s f o r the "Church 
w i t h i n the Church" to act as God's Church. The others must 
be regarded as catechumens. I n the absence o f such an 
ECCLESIOLA, we must be s a t i s f i e d w i t h something, less. But 
i f Church d i s c i p l i n e by t h i s means were eventually to prove 
i m p r a c t i c a b l e , then he would have nodloice but to withdraw 
from the State Church. 

Lammers also r a i s e d the question of the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between confession and abedutlon and Holy Communion. Pastor 
Brun r e p l i e d t h a t he d i d not always require confession. 
Lammers reminded him t h a t i t v̂ as prescribed both by the 
Confessions and by law. Pastor Hald objected t h a t i t was 
very d i f f i c u l t to require confession i n new and large par
ishes. Johnson stated t h a t i t was a c t u a l l y not permissible 

to waive confession i n t h i s manner, but admitted t h a t c i r 
cumstances might make the i d e a l impossible to a t t a i n . 
Pastor Steensrud v;as of the opinion t h a t no necessary con
n e c t i o n e x i s t e d between confession and the Lord's Supper, 
but t h a t a b s o l u t i o n implied a previous confession. D i s c i 
p l i n e must begin w i t h the p r a c t i c e of absolution. The 
Norv;egian clergy had neglected the binding Key. He agreed 
w i t h Lam.raers' d e s c r i p t i o n of the state of the Church, but 
v;as o p t i m i s t i c about the f u t u r e . Hald contrasted h i s own 
p o s i t i o n v/ith t h a t of Laminers by saying t h a t , whereas 
Lammers would refuse a b s o l u t i o n and the Sacrament t o a l l 
whom he d i d not know t o be C h r i s t i a n s , he would accept a l l 
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whom he d i d not know to be non-Christians. Johnson again 
sought to mediate and to defend Lammers. The question was 
not whether complete c e r t a i n t y could be a t t a i n e d i n matters 
o f Church d i s c i p l i n e , but whether the Church could j u s t i 
f i a b l y admit a l l Baptized and confirmed persons to the 
A l t a r without f u r t h e r examination. 

The C h r i s t i a n l a conference s e t t l e d nothing. We have 
t r e a t e d i t a t considerable length because i t gives good 
i n s i g h t i n t o the problem o f Church d i s c i p l i n e and i n t o the 
various a t t i t u d e s to the question i n the 1850's. Lammers 
had heard nothing t o a l t e r h i s ideas. One month l a t e r , 
he resigned h i s charge and i n July of the same year, founded 
a small Free congregation i n Skien. 

I n h i s l e t t e r of r e s i g n a t i o n to the King, Lammers 
st a t e d t h a t "the e n t i r e c o n s t i t u t i o n (SAMMENSAETNING) and 
p o l i t y o f our Church, the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments 
t h e r e i n , and the various m i n i s t e r i a l acts as they must be 
performed seem to me to be self-eontradi-ctory and i r r e c o n 
c i l a b l e w i t h t r u t h and God's Word..."^2 

Of h i s f a r e w e l l speech to h i s p a r i s h i t has been said 
t h a t "never has the Church of Norway been so v i o l e n t l y 
attacked from one o f i t s own pulpits".-'-^ I t i s a heart
rending document which reveals not only the anguish and 
pathos but also the emotional i n s t a b i l i t y o f the man. He 
began by p r o t e s t i n g against the compulsion of the ^ t a t e 
12 G. Lammers, Afskedsandragende, pp. 5-6. 
13 H. Jaeger, Henrik Ibsen, quoted I n G. Brun, op. c l t . , 

p. 197. 
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Ghurchi which "seeks t o evoke by force what can only 
v o l u n t a r i l y be t r u t h unto s a l v a t i o n " . This "tyranny" 
created hypocrisy.-'-^ He then plunged i n t o the matter of 
the l a c k of d i s c i p l i n e , e s p e c i a l l y i n the practi c e of 
a b s o l u t i o n . I n view of the clergy oath, he could not do 
what the State Church demanded of him ( i t was " s i n f u l " ) 
and ignore "what I knew or had to assume about the true 
c o n d i t i o n of my parishioners".^ 5 

Lammers proposed a B i b l i c i s t i c basis f o r the Church. 
I t should be "ordered also i n the externals according to 
God's Word", not according t o "fa l s e and man-made presup
p o s i t i o n s ". 16 He de:nied t h a t he was seeking to found a 
pure Church (a sheer i m p o s s i b i l i t y ) , nor d i d he regard i t 
as necessary t o leave the State Church i n order to be saved. 
The State Church was f o r him "a Babel, i n which the true 
I s r a e l i t e can s t i l l f i n d h i s Saviour.. .but i n v?hich I can
not remain".17 i t was not the holy c a t h o l i c Church, the 
Communion of Saints "as the Lord desires and h i s Vford shows 
i t should be revealed". True, the Church i s i n v i s i b l e , but 
the Lord also has a kingdom " i n v/hich He reveals Himself 
v i s i b l y on earth...gathered and upheld by the Word and the 
Sacraments, and c o n s i s t i n g of those who... confess His Name 
and v o l u n t a r i l y Join together around the means of grace...". 
The State Church i s "anything but t h a t " . The Sacraments 
are not f o r a l l , but only f o r those who "repent" (or are 
14 G. Lammers, Afskedsandragende, p. 10. 
15 I b i d . , p. 13. 
16 I b i d . , pp. I 4 f . 
17 I b i d . , p. 16. 
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converted--"OMVENDE SIG"); They can awaken people, but 
should be "withheld from them u n t i l t h e i r conversion, so 
f a r as men can determine and t e s t i t , s h a l l have occurred".18 

Lammers' r e v i v a l i s t eccleslology also, as i s so 
f r e q u e n t l y the case, led him f i r s t to r e j e c t the p r a c t i c e 
and l a t e r the theology o f I n f a n t Baptism. I n his farev/ell . 
speech, he s t i l l acknowledged Baptism as a washing of 
regeneration, but only "on c o n d i t i o n of f a i t h " . I n f a n t 
Baptism should only be p r a c t i c e d where the parents are 
Ch r i s t i a n s and where there i s reasonable hope of the c h i l 
dren being brought up as Ch r i s t i a n s . Parents should be free 
to have t h e i r c h i l d r e n baptized, to have them dedicated, or 
to do n e i t h e r . The Children can decide when they reach 
the age of d i s c r e t i o n whether to l e t themselves be sealed 
i n Baptism, so t h a t as God's Word and our Confession teach, 
t h i s Sacrament can be a washing of regeneration i n the 
Holy S p i r i t f o r them. I n f a n t Baptism has no basis i n Scrip
t u r e , and i s even contrary to Christ's command. I t "coin
cides w i t h the Church's degeneration, and I cannot but r e 
gard i t as a permanent p r i n c i p a l cause of the same".19 

Lammers favoured c a t e c h e t i c a l i n s t r u c t i o n f o r a l l , but 
co n f i r m a t i o n only f o r the "Christians". Throughout h i s 
w r i t i n g s , the Kierkegaardlan influence i s evident (even 
the t i m i n g o f h i s r e s i g n a t i o n , the year a f t e r the Attack 
on Christendom, can hardly be c o i n c i d e n t a l ) , but nowhere i s 

18 I b i d . , pp. 17f. 
19 I b i d . , p. 20. 
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i t c l e a r e r than i n h i s famous words from the f a r e w e l l speech: 
"Rather unbaptlzed and unconfirmed children.' Rather honest 
heathens than to be Influenced by c i v i l r e l a t i o n s h i p s and 
to use the State Church t o nurture a generation of l i a r s 
and hypocrites I I?ather r e n u n c i a t i o n of everything pure 
and good i n the world than to continue to p a r t i c i p a t e i n 
t h i s h o r r i b l e game!".20 

Lammers developed h i s ideas f u r t h e r i n h i s Apology f o r 
the Free Church, published l a t e r i n the same year. Here 
he denied t h a t the State Church v/as a C h r i s t i a n Church, 
although he would not condemn a l l i t s members. The Free 
Church i s "a tr u e Church of the Lord". The f a c t t h a t a 
community contains some Christians does not make i t Ch r i s t 
i a n . I t i s not necessarily true t h a t the Church e x i s t s 
wherever the Word and Sacram.ents are; A home i s not Ch r i s t 
i a n because there i s a Bibl e on the t a b l e , but only where 
there i s a " l i v i n g confession".21 The Church i s pre
eminently the Communion o f Saints. "Union w i t h the Lord 
and w i t h one another i n the S p i r i t i s the p r i n c i p a l t h i n g , 
and where t h i s appears v i s i b l y as a community... there i s the 
Lord's congregation." Lammers would render the I n v i s i b l e 
Church v i s i b l e : "We do not believe t h a t the Church j^for 
him, the l i t t l e floclc] s h a l l be i n v i s i b l e f o r the sake of 
the great mass..." He protested against the concept of the 
Church which makes of i t the c r e a t i o n of the means of grace, 

20 I b i d . , p. 19. 
21 G. Lammers, Forsvar, pp. 12-13. 
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"as though the means of grace were the p r i n c i p a l f a c t o r 
which c o n s t i t u t e s the Church and the l i v i n g members second
ary", f o r i n t h a t case, the Church could be a tr u e Church 
when the -majority of i t s m^embers were s p i r i t u a l l y dead, so 
long as i t preserved the means of grace.22 He warns against 
f a i t h i n the Church "instead o f i n the Lord". 

I n h i s view, reform was impossible i n the State Church, 
because "a State Church i s unthinkable except on c o n d i t i o n 
t h a t a l l reform cease". 23 The true concept of the Church 
and the r i g h t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the means of grace are 
"most i n t i m a t e l y connected". Only where a Church i s a 
Communion of Saints "as a whole, g e n e r a l l y " i s there any 
guarantee t h a t the Sacraments w i l l be administered r i g h t l y , 
i . e . t o the r i g h t people.24 From the standpoint of the 
tr u e concept o f the Church, the Lammers sect r e j e c t e d 
I n f a n t Baptism as "a wrong a d m i n i s t r a t i o n " , "completely 
i n v a l i d " , "meaningless". Indeed, h a l f the book i s devoted 
to a polemic against I n f a n t Baptism. I t does not r e s t upon 
any command of C h r i s t , was not p r a c t i c e d by the Apostles, 
and i n f a c t lacks any basis i n Sc r i p t u r e whatever. Adults 
were t o be baptized upon request. This was not regarded as 
re-Baptism, since I n f a n t Baptism was not a true Baptism. 
The Lammers sect regarded no Sacrament as necessary to 
s a l v a t i o n , but d i d require regeneration by the S p i r i t 
through the Word. 

22 I b i d . , pp. 13-14. 
23 I b i d . , p. 19. 
24 I b i d . , OP. 21-22. 
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Lammers published the C o n s t i t u t i o n of h i s Free Church 
the same year. The voluntarism of the enterprise i s empha
sized i n the very f i r s t Paragraph: "The congregation i s 
formed o f persons who earnestly seek the s a l v a t i o n of t h e i r 
souls, know no other righteousness and s a l v a t i o n than Jesus 
C h r i s t and Him c r u c i f i e d , and desire t o obey His Gospel25 
i n f a i t h , hope, and love". Paragraph I I pledges l o y a l t y 
to the Augsburg Confession, except f o r A r t i c l e s IX and XXV. 
Baptism i s made vo l u n t a r y , as w e l l as p r i v a t e confession and 
ab s o l u t i o n , which are separated from the Holy Comm.unlon. 
Paragraph I I I emphasizes the Universal Priesthood, but 
authorizes a M i n i s t r y " f o r the sake of order and decency". 
Government i s placed i n the hands of up to f i v e elected 
e l d e r s . Paragraph V provided f o r Church d i s c i p l i n e and 
"eventual excommunication" by the congregation. Paragraph 
XI authorized the congregation to ordain the f i r s t elder, 
wto together w i t h the "president" (FORSTANDER) was to ordain 
the others. Only confessing Christians were to be received 
i n t o membership. 

Lammers' a c t i o n was sharply c r i t i c i z e d i n the d a l l y 
press ( e s p e c i a l l y Morgenbladet). The Church press also found 
i t necessary t o oppose him. His o l d f r i e n d s were saddened; 
The e d i t o r o f Norsk Kirketldende, Th. Bernhoft, published a 
series of a r t i c l e s against Lammers' Confession, but avoided 
25 This decidedly un-Lutheran phrase may betray something of 

Lammers' confusion of Law and Gospel, Grundtraek, p. 1. 
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making any a t t a c k upon Lamraers p e r s o n a l l y . L a m r a e r s ' f r i e n d s , 
wrote Bernhoft, have not forsaken him, but he has forsaken 
them, not so much by separating from the State Church as by 
his p r o t e s t against the Lutheran do c t r i n e of Baptism. Hj^s 
former colleagues prayed f o r h i s r e t u r n . But the magazine 
continued to accept a r t i c l e s from h i s pen. 

The Grundtvigian Predrik I n g i e r issued a r e j o i n d e r to 
Lammers' f a r e w e l l speech.27 i n g i e r found Lammers' ecclesiology 
"unclear" and " s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y " , but one t h i n g seemed cer
t a i n : Lammers i d e n t i f i e d the holy c a t h o l i c Church w i t h "a 
vo l u n t a r y society o f holy persons".28 Against t h i s subjective 
and v o l u n t a r l s t approach, I n g i e r adopted an obj e c t i v e stand
p o i n t which defended the means of grace. "As long as we have 
the means of grace, we have the Church." He accused Lammers 
of i n a b i l i t y to f i n d the Church i n the State Church because 
he was unable to f i n d h i s Lord i n the Word and Sacraments. ̂ 9 
C l a r i t y i n eccle s i o l o g y can only be achieved on the basis o f 
c l a r i t y regarding the means of grace. The Church i s God's 
" i n s t i t u t i o n of grace" (NMDESANSTALT). I t i s not upheld by 
human endeavour, but by the Holy S p i r i t working through the 
means of grace. I t s holiness depends not upon the holiness of 
i t s members but upon God's a c t i v i t y i n the Church. " I cannot 
conclude t h a t I f i n d no C h r i s t i a n Church on earth because I 
f i n d no tr u e C h r i s t i a n s , but I must conclude t h a t because the 
Church of Jesus C h r i s t cannot be destroyed, because we have 

26 NE, I , pp. 329ff. 
27 F. I n g i e r , Nog.le Ord i Anledning af Presten Lammers' Afskeds-
ord, C h r i s t i a n i a , I 8 5 6 . 

2B~Tbid., pp. 5, 13. 29 I b i d . , p. 8. 
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the .Word and Sacraments, there must be Christians no matter 
how many dead members...there seem to be."30 The State Church 
i s not an unmitigated e v i l , but "a r e l a t i v e good", "God's 
government". I t s a b o l i t i o n would mean "anarchy and r e v o l u t i o n " 

W r i t i n g e d i t o r i a l l y i n K i r k e l i g Folkeblad, Fredrik 
Wexelsen also r a i s e d the question "How long s h a l l we remain 
i n the State Church?" He answered i n the words of the Danish 
Grundtvigian Vilhelm B i r k e d a l : "As long as we can f i n d i n 
the Folk-Church (though not necessarily i n our own parish 
Church).. .nurture f o r l i f e and soul through the pure V/ord 
and Sacraments, we should not f l e e from the community of our 
Fathers and our Folk and seek the Rock without; For as long 
as t h i s i s the case, the Rock i s w i t h i n . .. " To . t h i s , e d i t o r 
Wexelsen added the question: "Might i t not be th a t those who 
leave the State Church are i n danger also of leaving the 
very Church i t s e l f . . ? " 3 1 

Meanwhile, a p a r a l l e l Free Church movement was under 
way i n North Norway, i n Tromsfl and B a l s f j o r d , under the 
leadership of a lay-preacher named Johan Bomsta. Congre
gations were formed a t both places i n I856. Here, as else
where, the movement followed on the heels of r e v i v a l . The 
schoolmaster H. Blom gave a f i r s t - h a n d account i n 1859.^2 

The movement was nurtured by Reformed l i t e r a t u r e , Nielsen's 
K i r k e l i g Tidende, and Klerkegaard:':s Attack on Christendom, 
which was "read w i t h passlon'by many of the most exalted and 
30 I b i d . , piD. 11-12. 
31 KF, I , 1857, p. 47. 
32 TTLKN, I I , 1859, pp. 444-457. 
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l e a s t mature" and served "to k i l l the l a s t b i t of love f o r 
the o l d Church". Luther's statements about the Roman Church 
(here merely c a l l e d "the Church") were understood to mean the 
State Churchi Of the r e v i v a l , Blom wrote th a t " i t s essence 
i s s u b j e c t i v e s i n c e r i t y , s u bjective t o the extent t h a t each of 
C h r i s t i a n i t y ' s o b j e c t i v e means i s pushed i n t o the background, 
and above a l l the V i s i b l e Church. This i s the main p o i n t . 
But from t h i s developed a weakening of f a i t h i n Baptism as a 
meansof regeneration, and i n the Lord's Supper.. .-and an anguish
ed f e a r of o f f e n d i n g the I n s t i t u t o r by p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n i t 
together w i t h the c h i l d r e n o f the world". He added t h a t the 
r e v i v a l i s t s had f a i t h i n the Word only when i t was proclaimed 
by "a ' l i v i n g ' mouth", i . e . a regenerate person.33 

These Dissenters contacted Lammers, and adopted h i s 
C o n s t i t u t i o n . Lammers and Bomsta exchanged p u l p i t s f o r a 
year(l857 - 8 ), and Lammers began to p u b l i s h a monthly Free 
Church paper, "Reports to and from the Free Apostolic C h r i s t 
i a n Congregations" (1859-60). This l i t t l e (16pp.) magazine 
shows t h a t Lammers was conscious of belonging to a v/orld-wide 
movement. Despite the f a c t t h a t none o f h i s fellow-pastors 
had followed him, he had high hopes. I t s pages were f i l l e d 
w i t h e n t h u s i a s t i c r e p o r t s i n 1859, but by May of 1860, there 
were more than h i n t s of t r o u b l e . There was t a l k of exaggera
t i o n s , abuses,.immorality, exclusions, confusions F i n a l l y , 
Lammers issued an ultimatum: E i t h e r hold to the C o n s t i t u t i o n 
33 I b i d . , p. 446. Blom's statem.ent i s i n large measure 
ap p l i c a b l e to the e n t i r e r e v i v a l of the l850's. 
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or he would have to resign.34 i n November, 1860, the cata
strophe occurred: Twenty i n c o r r l g i b l e s i n Sklen separated as 
an Anabaptist congregation. A month l a t e r , Lammers concluded 
the p u b l i c a t i o n of the. Reports w i t h an "open Confession from 
the e d i t o r to Skien's Free A p o s t o l i c C h r i s t i a n Congregation 
and i t s elders" . 3 5 

I t was a sadder but wiser Lammers who tendered h i s r e s i g 
n a t i o n i n t h i s document. He now saw. t h a t there was "much t h a t 
i s impure" about the Free Church, much "one-sidedness, s e l f -
confidence, egotism, s u p e r f i c i a l i t y , works-righteousness". 
He agreed w i t h V/exels t h a t there was much greater p r o b a b i l i t y 
t h a t the s e p a r a t i s t s would f a l l prey t o "false s p i r i t u a l i t y " 
than t h a t they would be able to e s t a b l i s h a " l i v i n g congrega
t i o n " . The Free Church, while i t was tr u e to the l e t t e r o f 
S c r i p t u r e , could not claim to be the "only c o r r e c t concept of 
the Church" on the basis of the s p i r i t of Scripture.3 6 Forma-
t i o n o f a Free Church i s j u s t i f i a b l e only on the basis of 
"a s p e c i a l c a l l from God". Lammers admitted t h a t i n t r y i n g 
t o separate the C h r i s t i a n congregation from the decadent 
Church, he had f o r g o t t e n t h a t i t might thereby be separated 
from "the Lord's holy c a t h o l i c Church on earth and God's 
c h i l d r e n i n i t " . With Luther, he now recognized t h a t Enthusi
asm might w e l l destroy the Gospel I t s e l f . 

Lammers bov;ed t o Gisle Johnson's viev; on I n f a n t Baptism, 
and confessed to the Augsburg Confession I n i t s e n t i r e t y . 3 7 

34 Meddelelser, I I , pp. 7 8 f f . 
35 I b i d . , December, 1860. 
36 I b i d . , p. 183. 
37 I b i d . , p. 188. 
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" I no longer dare", he wrote, "to assert t h a t i n f a n t s are 

not t o be baptized, or t h a t Baptism i n i t s proper nature and 

true essence can be b e t t e r administered than i n I n f a n t Bap

tism. " He attributed h i s i n a b i l i t y to see the t r u t h about 

Baptism and the Church to the f a c t t h a t he had approached 

both questions "from the subjective side". 
38 

Probably the greatest s i n g l e f a c t o r i n preventing the 
spread o f separatism, and i n counteracting B a p t i s t propagranda 
was the p u b l i c a t i o n i n 1857 of Gisle Johnson's Some Vfords on 
I n f a n t Baptism.39 One Norwegian Church H i s t o r i a n has c a l l e d 
t h i s book "a word a t the r i g h t time from the r i g h t quarter", 
and has pointed out t h a t i t served to consolidate the l a i t y 
on the side of confessionalism against both Grundtvlgianism 
and separatism.40 Johnson regarded the current s e p a r a t i s t 
movement not as "a cleansing of Enthusiasts", but as "a great 
misfortune f o r our Church, one of the heaviest blows and most 
serious p e n a l t i e s the Lord has v i s i t e d upon us f o r our sins". 
I t was also a misfortune f o r the s e p a r a t i s t s , ^e could con
ce i v a b l y separate himself, under c e r t a i n circumstances, but 
not so long as the Church remained "a true evangelical Lutheran 
Church, w i t h pure Word and Sacraments".41 

38 I b i d . , p. 189. 
39 Cf. pp. 132ff above. 
40 A. Skrondal, Grundtvlg og Noreg, p. 192. 
41 G. Johnson, Nofcle Ord om Barnedaaben, p. 5n. 
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(d) N i l s Poulsen (1815-1894) and the 
Separa t i s t Congregatlbn a t Eker. 

One of We sharpest c r i t i c s of the State Church was the 

lay-preacher N i l s Poulsen. He founded a Free congregation 

at Eker i n I858. 

His A Look a t the Church, published anonymously while 

he wais s t i l l a member o f the n a t i o n a l Church ( I 8 5 8 ) i s as 

crass and b i t t e r an a t t a c k as was w r i t t e n i n the 1850's. 

Taking h i s s t a r t i n g p o i n t i n a statement by Heinrlch M i l l l e r 

(1631-75) t h a f the Established Church has four i d o l s : The 

Baptismal f o n t , the A l t a r , the p u l p i t , and the confessional, 

he proceeded to examine "our age's confused concept of the 

Church; The o b l i g a t i o n to accept e v i l and godless pastors; 

Compulsory Baptism, conf i r m a t i o n , and confepsion and absolu

t i o n " , i n the l i g h t o f the p r a c t i c e o f the Apostolic Church 

as revealed i n S c r i p t u r e . 1 He saw the I n t r o d u c t i o n of the 

State Church under Constantino as the great catastrophe which 

subjugated the Church to the State and which paved the way f o r 

a l l manner o f compulsion, heresy, gross e v i l , and human o r d i n 

ances. He r a i s e d the question whether the Church's p o l i t y 

was so contrary to Scripture as to render the Church a 

'.'synagogue of Satan" and to make separation necessary f o r 

any C h r i s t i a n . 
The A p o s t o l i c Church was m i l i t a n t (Cf. Kierkegaard), 

the Bride and Body of C h r i s t , a pure v i r g i n , a holy p r i e s t 

hood, the communion of true b e l i e v e r s . I t s marks were 

1 N. Poulsen, Et B i l k paa Klrken, p. 15. 
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poverty of s p i r i t , obedience to and peace w i t h God, and con
cern f o r the s a l v a t i o n of others. The e x i s t i n g Church o f Nor
way d e f i n e d I t s e l f as the congregation of those who were 
baptized, confessed the C h r i s t i a n F a i t h , and used the means 
of grace. I t seeks t o "unite Christ's Church w i t h the king
dom of Satan", persecutes true C h r i s t i a n s , authorizes f a l s e 
d o c t r i n e ("the infamous Catechism"), and exercises no d i s c i 
p l i n e . The Early Church elected her cl e r g y , on the basis of 
the c a l l and a n o i n t i n g of the Holy S p i r i t ; They were perse
cuted, self-denying, i n d u s t r i o u s , f r u g a l , and held to the 
prophetic Word. The 19th century clergy are appointed by 
the State, are o f t e n godless, ambitious and demanding, perse
c u t i n g instead o f persecuted, and i n t e r p r e t Scripture on the 
basis o f "symbols, Confessions, formulas, decretals, r i t u a l s , 
e t c . " . Poulsen denied t h a t the means of grace are e f f i c a 
cious even when administered by e v i l and godless men; This 
was co n t r a r y t o S c r i p t u r e , God's holiness and righteousness, 
and the Church's own ordinances. He advocated an increase.tn 
lay-preaching, and denounced the c l e r i c a l monopoly of preach
i n g as "a Protestant papacy". 

Although Baptism i n the Name of the Triune God was com
manded by the Lord, the Sacrament has been surrounded by the 
Church with human a d d i t i o n s l i k e the questions about renuncia
t i o n and f a i t h . Poulsen was opposed t o I n f a n t Baptism. An 
i n f a n t cannot have f a i t h , nor can anyone else answer f o r i t . 
Furtherm.ore, he has no a c t u a l s i n , and so needs no forgiveness, 
but belongs to the Lord without Baptism. Unless i t i s to be 
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regarded as an OPUS OPERATUM, f a i t h and confession must pre
cede Baptism.^ Compulsory co n f i r m a t i o n , on pain o f the loss 
of c i v i l and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l r i g h t s , and immediate reception 
of the Sacrament c o n s t i t u t e d "one of the most h o r r i b l e come
dies i n the world". The confession of the newly-confirmed 
should a t l e a s t be t e s t e d f o r a time before they were admitted 
to the Communion Table. 

Otherwise, the Church has made the o r i g i n a l Sacramental 
p r a c t i c e impossible, by "exercising un-Christiah compulsion 
but no Church d i s c i p l i n e " . "People go to Communion i n the 
State Church almost l i k e cows t o the brook to drink."3 A l 
though no one loses h i s own s a l v a t i o n by p a r t i c i p a t i n g together 
w i t h unbelievers, i t was no more than r i g h t to s t r i v e t o 
main t a i n the p u r i t y of the Lord's Table. 

Poulsen now turned h i s a t t e n t i o n to confession and abso
l u t i o n . The confessional was unknovm to the Early Church. 
There was, however, a s t r i c t Church d i s c i p l i n e , administered 
by the whole congregation. Since t h a t time, the Church has 
f a l l e n p r o g r e s s i v e l y i n t o e r r o r , f i r s t by r e s t r i c t i n g the 
Power o f the Keys to the cl e r g y , then by j o i n i n g confession 
to the Sacraments, and f i n a l l y by making i t compulsory, w i t h 
the consequence t h a t i t has now become a blasphemous a c t . ^ 
Poulsen f i n d s t h i s i n t o l e r a b l e , but ne i t h e r w i l l he r e l i n q u i s h 
h i s r i g h t t o the Sacrament. Consequently, the State Church 

2 I b i d . , p. 36. I n 1877, Poulsen wrote a l i t t l e book en
t i t l e d I s the Unbaptlzed C h i l d i n a State o f Condemnation, 
and i s i t f i r s t i n Baptism t h a t i t becomes a Child of God? 
His answer was, of course, no. 
3 I b i d . , pp. 42f. 
4 I b i d . , p. 58. 
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has forced him to leave i t s ranks, although he emphasizes 

the f a c t t h a t i t i s from the State Church, and not from the 
Church as such t h a t he i s withdrawing. Poulsen's book was 
not w i t h o u t pathos, as the f o l l o w i n g quotation w i l l i l l u s t r a t e : 
"The l i v i n g God desires free s a c r i f i c e s , voluntary c h i l d r e n , 
who worship Him i n s p i r i t and i n t r u t h ; But the State Church, 
i n which reigns the p r i n c i p l e of compulsion, the muwder-
k n i f e of t r u t h , s p i r i t u a l i t y , and s i n c e r i t y , brings f o r t h 
i n s t ead compulsion, hypocrisy, nominal Christians...open 
ungodliness, f l e s h l y l i c e n s e . . . . The Church c a l l s everyone 
'these c h i l d r e n of God'...'Good Christians'...and absolves 
one and a l l w i t h f u l l assurance. ..in--0 c r u e l blasphemy.' — 
the Name of the Holy Trinity."'.5 

Poulsen's book evoked an immediate response from Pastor 

Th. Dop., Withdrawal from the State Church (Om Udtraedelse 

af S t a t s k i r k e n , I 8 5 8 ) . Dop d i d not deny the f a u l t s of the 
State Church, but he pointed out t h a t even the Apostolic 
Church was not p e r f e c t . The State Church should not be 
compared w i t h "a p e r f e c t i o n which has never existed on 
earth".6 Although Establishment has o f t e n meant t h a t the 
t r u e Church was compelled t o take the form of an ECCLESIOLA, 
t h i s developm.ent i s nevertheless according to the w i l l of 
God. Through the State Church, He has "bound the arm of 
the world", so t h a t the State no longer persecuted the 
Church, but came to t o l e r a t e the proclamation of Law and 
Gospel. The State Church has h i s t o r i c a l l y exercised great 
i n f l u e n c e f o r good. No one could t e l l how long God would 
continue t o w i l l a State Church, but Dop was confident t h a t 
He s t i l l desired i t , as " s a l t " f o r the world. Dop pointed 

5 I b i d . , pp. 24f. 
6 Th. Dop, Om Udtraedelse a f S t a t s k i r k e n , pp. 7-8. 
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out t h a t the Reformers d i d not leave the Roman Church, but 
were expelled from i t . He challenged p o t e n t i a l s e p a r a t i s t s 
t o ask themselves whether they were being t r u e to t h e i r c a l l 
i n g t o witness i n the '^tate Church, or whether t h e i r proposed 
course o f a c t i o n might not c o n s t i t u t e a v i o l a t i o n of God's 
order. 

Dop r e j e c t e d Poulsen's B i b l l c i s m . I t i s not t r u e , he said, 
t h a t e v e r ything not expressly commanded i n Scripture I s s i n 
f u l . ? ' Moreover, he accused Poulsen of f a i l i n g to d i s t i n g u i s h 
between the use and the abuse of a p r a c t i c e . 

Dop defined the Church as "the congregation of . a l l who 
stand i n a s p i r i t u a l connection w i t h t h e i r Master and Lord, 
who are members of His Body..."8 I t i s e s s e n t i a l l y I n v i s i b l e , 
but i t i s also v i s i b l e " i n so f a r as i t consists of people 
who have u n i t e d t o confess t h e i r f a i t h , hear the Word, and 
receive the Sacrament p u b l i c l y " . However, since we cannot 
know i t s l i m i t s , we must define the V i s i b l e Church as being 
those who are baptized i n t o and confess the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h 
and who use the means o f grace.9 Dop denied t h a t the ^ t a t e 
Church taught s a l v a t i o n by Church membership, and pre f e r r e d 
t o emphasize the f a c t t h a t Church members have a greater 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y than the heathen. Poulsen's accusations 
against the clergy would have been tr u e f i f t y years e a r l i e r , 
but now they were "a great l i e " . Dop re-asserted the e f f i c a c y 
o f the means of grace independent o f the f a i t h of the 

7 I b i d . , p. 11. 
8 I b i d . , p. 17. 
9 I b i d . , p. 18. 
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a d m i n i s t r a t o r . Poulsen's Donatism was a temptation to 
" f i r s t degree separatism", which he defined as the neglect 
of the p u b l i c worship "ordered by men according t o God's 
w i l l " . 1 0 

Dop used Johnson's argument i n defending I n f a n t Baptism. 
O r i g i n a l and possible a c t u a l s i n made Baptism necessary. 
The c h i l d can receive grace because he does not oppose i t , 
and he can have "an unconscious l o n g i n g - f a i t h " . ̂  The 
p r o v i s i o n f o r the compulsory Baptism o f i n f a n t s was a g r i e v 
ance which had been exaggerated; No b e l i e v i n g parent ought 
t o regard t h i s as a burden. He admitted t h a t compulsory 
c o n f i r m a t i o n and immediate Communion were v?rong, or a t l e a s t 
t h a t the confirmands were too young (minimum age: 14), but 
he defended compulsory i n s t r u c t i o n . Poulsen's c r i t i c i s m of 
the l a c k o f Church d i s c i p l i n e was j u s t i f i e d , e s p e c i a l l y i n 
the matter o f "mass a b s o l u t i o n " without confession. He ex
pressed the hope t h a t the Royal Commission on Reform v/ould 
separate a b s o l u t i o n from Holy Communion. The Power of the 
Keys should be used by clergy and congregation together to 
keep unworthy guests from the A l t a r . The p a r t i c i p a n t s should 
"at l e a s t be worthy according t o human judgement".^2 yet 
mass a b s o l u t i o n does not prevent the i n d i v i d u a l C h r i s t i a n 
from r e c e i v i n g what i s r i g h t f u l l y h i s . The r e a l question i s 
not whether the State Church has f a u l t s , but whether these 
f a u l t s hinder or prevent the s a l v a t i o n of the i n d i v i d u a l . 

10 I b i d . , p. 32. 
11 I b i d . , pp. 3 3 f f . 
12 I b i d . , p. 45. 
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Since the Church has the pure Word and Sacraments, and allows 
freedom to" worship, i t s f a u l t s do not prevent s a l v a t i o n . 
Furthermore, the State Church would soon be reformed.^3 Dop 
accused the s e p a r a t i s t s of the s i n o f p r i d e and lack of res
pect f o r the t r u t h . No one knew where the Free Church would 
end. His book c e r t a i n l y was not latcking i n pungency and even 
i n spleen. He repeatedly charged h i s opponent w i t h u n t r u t h 
f u l n e s s . 

Poulsen r e p l i e d w i t h Factual Information on the Occasion 
of Catechet Dop's Book (1859). He i n t u r n accused Dop of 
i g n o r i n g the dark sides of the State Church. He could not 
l u l l a l l consciences to sleep w i t h h i s pleas of " i t doean't 
matter" and " i t ' s not necessary". This book contained l i t t l e 
f r e s h m a t e r i a l apart from a m.ore d e t a i l e d e::posltion o f h i s 
concept o f the M i n i s t r y . Poulsen admitted t h a t an e v i l pastor 
could not deprive Word and Sacraments of t h e i r "inner power", 
but i n s i s t e d t h a t t h e i r "effect"'(VIRKSOMHED) i n l i f e was 
"more or less weakened, i f not lost".14- He maintained t h a t 
the M i n i s t r y should be based on the charismatic p r i n c i p l e and 
the Universal Priesthood.^5 A clergyman receives h i s a u t h o r i t y 
from the c a l l . Ordination presupposes the c a l l , and i s an 
i n v o c a t i o n o f God's bl e s s i n g on the work he has been given i n 
the. c a l l . I t s e f f e c t depends upon the content of the prayer 
and the s p i r i t u a l c o n d i t i o n of the ordinand. •'•̂  

I n 1861, Poulsen published h i s Free Church Confession.•'•'^ 

13 I b i d . , p. 50 
14 N. Poulsen, Faktiske Oplysninger, o. 29. 
15 I b i d . , pp. 31-33-
16 I b i d . , p. 42. 
17 Omrids a f en Frimenigheds Tcresbekjendelse. 
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I t was thoroughly Orthodox. Baptism i s described not only 
as ah "earnest" but also as "an a c t i v e cause" of regenera
t i o n . S c r i p t u r e has decreed t h a t a l l who would receive f o r 
giveness o f sins and the g i f t of the Holy S p i r i t must be 
baptized. The one p o i n t a t v;hich Poulsen departs from 
orthodox Lutheranism i s i n making I n f a n t Baptism o p t i o n a l , 
on 'the ground t h a t Scripture says nothing about the "time" 
o f Baptism. S t i l l , I n f a n t Baptism was held to be "the most 
c o r r e c t " . The questions addressed to the i n f a n t should be 
postponed u n t i l c o n f i r m a t i o n and "reception i n t o the congre
g a t i o n " . 18 Church d i s c i p l i n e was to be c a r r i e d out " i n 
precise agreement w i t h llatl, l8 and I Cor. 5". The congre
g a t i o n acknowledged the Universal Priesthood, but forbade 
anyone to assume the p u b l i c o f f i c e "unless appointed by 
God". A probationary period was to f o l l o w , to see whether 
the preacher was"blameless", a f t e r which the congregation 
would t r a n s f e r t o him " t h e i r common r i g h t " . 1 9 Secular 
a u t h o r i t y was considered good and necessary, and worthy o f 
obedience. There i s no a u t h o r i t y except of God. From t h i s 
p r o v i s i o n , however, the State Church clergy were expressly 
excluded, on the question-begging, ground th a t t h i s form of 
a u t h o r i t y was unknown a t the time when Romans 13 was w r i t t e n . 20 

18 I b i d . , pp. 8-9. 
19 I b i d . , p. 15. 
20 I b i d . , p. I6n. 
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( f ) The Rise of Other Dissenting Bodies i n Norway 

The Skien, Eker, and North Norway congregations were 

s e p a r a t i s t s i n the tr u e sense o f the Word: They broke away 

from the State Church from w i t h i n i t s ranks. Meanwhile, 

other Dissenting denominations were a c t i v e , and here the 

impulse came from abroad. 
The Roman Catholic Church, hindered by the deep-seated 

Norwegian pr e j u d i c e against Catholicism, displayed l i t t l e 
missionary zeal, c o n f i n i n g i t s a c t i v i t y l a r g e l y to the f o r e i g n 
element i n the population. The Methodists and Baptists met 
w i t h a more favourable response. Here we need only note t h a t 
the p r i n c i p a l reason f o r t h e i r success v/as t h e i r emphasis 
upon the idea of a gathered Church. The doctrines of the 
Church and Baptism v/ere prominent subjects i n the e a r l y 
"discussions" and clashes between Methodists and Lutherans.1 
D i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h the State Church, p a r t i c u l a r l y w i t h i t s 
p r a c t i c e of a b s o l u t i o n , was the f a c t o r v/hich induced many to 
Jo i n these Dissenting bodies.2 True t o t h e i r t r a d i t i o n , the 
Ba p t i s t s stressed a B i b l i c i s t approach to ecclesiology which 
made the New Testament Church the norm f o r a l l time, the doc
t r i n e o f the Universal Priesthood and the charismatic p r i n c i p l e , 
the separation of Church and State, and a congregationalist 
p o l i t y . These were c l e a r l y expressed i n the "Confession o f 
F a i t h " adopted by the f i r s t B a p t i s t congregation i n 1860.^ 
1 J. Thorklldsen, Den Norske Metodistkirkens H i s t o r i e , p. 74. 
2 C. E l t z h o l t z , L i v s b i l l e d e r a f Pastor 0. P. Petersen, po. 
I 6 2 f f . 

3 P r i n t e d i n f u l l i n P. Stiansen, History of the Baptists i n 
Norway, pp. 8 2 f f . 
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S c r i p t u r e i s recognized as "the one p e r f e c t r u l e f o r our 
C h r i s t i a n f a i t h and p r a c t i c e " . The Church i s defined as "a 
union o f b e l i e v i n g and baptized C h r i s t i a n s , who have coven
anted t o s t r i v e to keep a l l t h a t C h r i s t has commanded, to 
maintain p u b l i c worship, under the guidance of the Holy 
S p i r i t t o choose from among themselves shepherds or overseers 
and deacons, to administer Baptism and the Lord's Supper, t o 
p r a c t i c e C h r i s t i a n Church d i s c i p l i n e . . . " . The Confession 
a s s e r t s t h a t "every such congregation i s an independent en
t i t y , f r e e i n i t s r e l a t i o n to other C h r i s t i a n churches and 
acknowledging C h r i s t only as i t s Head". 

The r e v i v a l i s t e c clesiology o f these Dissenters appealed 
to a m i n o r i t y of Norwegian C h r i s t i a n s . The leaven of the 
Dissenters also permeated the Inner Mission movement to a 
s i g n i f i c a n t degree; Here there was much " f i r s t degree separa
t i s m " ( t o use Dop's convenient phrase). Nevertheless, the 
s e p a r a t i s t movement never assumed the proportions feared by 
many Churchmen i n the l850's. I n f a c t , there were not more 
than 7000 Dissenters o f a l l kinds i n Norway i n 1875. The 
reasons are not d i f f i c u l t to discover. I n a d d i t i o n to the 
schism w i t h i n the Lammers movement i t s e l f , the Dissenters 
had to contend v/lth sharp op p o s i t i o n from the side o f the 
State Church. Moreover, large-scale attempts were made 
w i t h i n the n a t i o n a l Church to remedy i t s f a u l t s . The person 
of Gisle Johnson looms large i n t h i s connection. Under h i s 
leadership, the Church closed ranks, t h e o l o g i c a l l y and 
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p r a c t i c a l l y . I t was a major tragedy t h a t the Reform Movement 
f a i l e d t o achieve inner u n i t y or even to produce any s i g n i 
f i c a n t r e s u l t s . But the existence of a Royal Commission a t 
work on the question o f reform i n the 1860's was a most 
e f f e c t i v e counter t o separatism. Furthermore, the Reform 
Movement d i d gr a d u a l l y achieve some r e s u l t s . Meanwhile, 
the Inner Mission movement, under strong confessional leader
ship, managed to r e t a i n most o f the r e v i v a l w i t h i n the 
n a t i o n a l Church. 

(g) The Establishment of the Lutheran Free Church 

The f a i l u r e of the Reform Movement i n 1869 brought deep 
disappointment and renewed c r i t i c i s m of the State Church i n 
many quarters. I t also f o s t e r e d renewed a g i t a t i o n f o r separa
t i o n and l e d t o the foundation of the l a r g e s t Dissenting body 
o f the 19th century, the Lutheran Free Church. 

The dhief cause o f t h i s schism lay i n the unsolved prob
lems of the pe r i o d , such as d i s c i p l i n a r y l e g i s l a t i o n and the 
c l e r i c a l oath. Some Churchmen considered t h a t the l e g i s l a 
t i o n which governed the Church was contrary to the Law of 
C h r i s t ; And i t was evident t h a t d i s c i p l i n a r y p r a c t i c e (especi
a l l y w i t h regard to the Holy Communion) d i d not correspond to 
the l e g i s l a t i o n . I n the words of Gulbrandsen, " t h i s was f o r 
decades the most burning issue i n our Church".! Gisle John
son favoured some r e v i s i o n , but thought t h a t much of the 
1 B. Gulbrandsen, op. c i t . , p. 258. 
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I d e a l demand should be r e t a i n e d , as a stim^ulus f o r reform of 
the Church. 2 This p o i n t o f view was not appreciated by some 
of the c l e r g y ; A f t e r a l l , i t was they who had to apply the 
r u l e s as best they could. They were sometimes subjected t o 
a l l manner of i n d i g n i t y and unpleasantness, i n c l u d i n g lawsuits 
and even t h r e a t s to l i f e and limb, when they ventured t o w i t h 
hold the Sacrament from "unworthy" guests.3 There were r e 
peated requests t o the M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s f o r permis
s i o n to administer the Sacrament without previous absolution, 
but the M i n i s t r y repeatedly denied such requests. The Commis
si o n o f 1859 opposed the separation of abso l u t i o n and Holy 
Communion. Some pastors p r a c t i c e d " c o n d i t i o n a l " a bsolution; 
Vtcar Skavland i n Trondhjem combined t h i s expedient w i t h "the 
l a y i n g on o f two f i n g e r - t i p s " ( ! ) 4 Others made a conscientious 
attempt to f u l f i l the l e g a l requirements to the l i m i t . 

One such man was Pastor Andreas Hilyer. He was so c r i t i 
c a l o f the State Church and i t s p r a c t i c e and so zealous i n 
d i s c i p l i n e t h a t h i s Bishop found i t necessary to silence him 
by assigning him to a post as p r i s o n chaplain.5 

Another was Johan Storm Munch (1827-1908), v i c a r of 
Horten. He was a m i l d but manly person w i t h an extremely 
tender conscience, who passed through a conversion experience 
a f t e r several years i n the M i n i s t r y . He introduced s t r i c t 
d i s c i p l i n e and demanded p r i v a t e confession as prescribed by 

2 I b i d . , pp. 215f. 
3 I b i d . , po. 238ff. gives several examples. 
4 I b i d . , p'. 251. 
5 I b i d . , pp. 247-51. Cf. h i s famous' sermon f o r the 23rd 

Sunday a f t e r T r i n i t y , i n K i r k e l i g e Vidnesbyrd, Molde, 1872. 
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law f o r a l l communicants. When he f a i l e d t o get the support 
o f h i s Bishop and the M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s , he resigned 
h i s o f f i c e i n 1875. I n the same year, he set f o r t h h i s 
e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l views i n a l i t t l e book e n t i t l e d My Relation
ship t o the State Church and i t s O f f i c e . 

Munch took two statements o f Chris t as h i s s t a r t i n g 
p o i n t : "My kingdom i s not of t h i s world", and "Render unto 
Caesar the things t h a t are Caesar's, and unto God the things 
t h a t are God's". I t i s evident t h a t he has read and digested 
D'Aubigne's Two Kings and Two Kingdoms. He draws a sharp 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the Church and the world and between 
Church and State. The Communion of Saints i s "an i n v i s i b l e 
community", but i t has " v i s i b l e appearance". The community 
t h a t gathers about Vford and Sacraments must have "an indepen
dent form o f existence", can be joined to the State but must 
not be absorbed by or confused w i t h i t so t h a t i t becomes 
"the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l department o f the State, the p r o t e c t o r o f 
enforced C h r i s t i a n i t y " . Munch admitted t h a t a pure Church v;as 
impossible, but the s i t u a t i o n must not a r i s e i n which there 
were " j u s t a l i t t l e wheat here and there among the tares".6 
The State Church was o r i g i n a l l y permitted " f o r the hardness o f 
t h e i r hearts". I t i s not the co r r e c t form, f o r i t makes the 
f u l l deployment o f the charismata impossible. The system 
was defensible under the absolute monarchy, but the advent 
of c o n s t i t u t i o n a l democracy made things "quite d i f f e r e n t " . 
The State Church has now become absorbed i n t o the world; 
6 J. Munch, M i t Forhold t i l S t a t s k i r k e n og dens Embede. p. 6. 
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Because the people were p o l i t i c a l l y capable, they were also 
given e c c l e s i a s t i c a l c o n t r o l . 7 The r e s u l t i s t h a t a l l good 
c i t i z e n s are regarded as good C h r i s t i a n s , and " s p i r i t u a l s e l f -
government" i s denied t o the i n d i v i d u a l . Munch also attacked 
the compulsion o f the State Church. I t forced the world i n t o 
hypocrisy, the Ch r i s t i a n s i n t o s i l e n c e , and the clergy i n t o 
acquiescence. Mass compulsory C h r i s t i a n i t y had ''ruined the 
congregational r e l a t i o n s h i p " and made the free organizations 
necessary.8 I n h i s p a r i s h , he had found "two congregations". 
Inner Mission and the Church, those who supported lay a c t i v i t y 
and r e v i v a l , and those who opposed both. Under these condi
t i o n s , i t was impossible t o enforce Church d i s c i p l i n e . 9 He 
had t r i e d , ^ and had f a i l e d to gain the support e i t h e r of the 
m.ajority i n h i s p a r i s h or h i s superiors. The M i n i s t r y f o r 
Church A f f a i r s and his Bishop had t o l d him t h a t many of the 
o l d r e g u l a t i o n s were obsolete. H i s f a i l u r e had released him 
from h i s oath, but a t the same time, i t had made i t necessary 
f o r him to r e s i g n . Munch proposed the i n t r o d u c t i o n of e l e c t i v e 
congregations as i n Denmark, as the only way to prevent the 
" b u r s t i n g " of the State Church, ^̂e probably placed consider
able hope i n t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y , f o r he took no a c t i o n to w i t h 
draw from the State Church. Indeed, i t i s questionable whether 
he ever d i d leave i t . When the Bishop advised the clergy not 
to open t h e i r p u l p i t s to him. Munch regarded himself as 

7 I b i d . , p. 11. 
8 Munch reported t h a t whereas Aberdeen had 50 churches f o r 
90,000 people, C h r i s t l a n i a had only 8 f o r the same number. 

9 I b i d . , p. 40. 
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expelled. But he d i d not accept a c a l l to the Free Church, 
and i n 1879, he was f o r m a l l y r e i n s t a t e d as a member of the 
State Church. Nevertheless, he played an important r o l e i n 
the establishment of the Lutheran Free Church. 

Munch's book involved him i n a lengthy controversy 
w i t h Heuch i n Luthersk Kirketidende. Heuch shared Munch's 
chagrin over the compulsion, lack of d i s c i p l i n e , and Eras-
t i a n i s m of the State Church. However, he could not agree 
t h a t the State Church system wastthe cause of a l l the d i f f i 
c u l t y . Much of i t i s due to the Church's s i t u a t i o n i n t h i s 
world. Munch's "great e r r o r " i s h i s f a i l u r e to recognize 
t h i s . "What r e a l l y offends him, " wrote Heuch, " i s the d i f 
ference between the V i s i b l e Church and i t s Idea as the Com
munion of Saints". He was u n w i l l i n g to abandon the idea of 
a pure Church.10 

Paul Peter Wettergreen (1835-1889), v i c a r of Ris6r, came 
simultaneously but independently to the same conclusion as 
Munch, and resigned h i s o f f i c e . Wetfrergreen had been caught 
up i n the Lammers r e v i v a l as a schoolboy i n Skien, and had 
served f o r nine years under Schreuder i n Zululand. I t was 
sai d t h a t he v/as more l i k e Gisle Johnson than any o f h i s 
o t h e r ' d i s c i p l e s , but he lacked the s t a b i l i t y of h i s t u t o r 
(he eventually became an A n a b a p t i s t ) . His views on the 
Church are contained i n a booklet published i n 1877. L e t t e r 
t o My Friends on the Occasion of my Withdrav?al from the 
State Church. The arguments are i d e n t i c a l v/ith those used 
10 LK, 3R,I, 1875, p. 176. 
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by Munch, but matters had progressed f u r t h e r by 1877, and 
Wettergreen ivas sharper i n h i s c r i t i c i s m on some p o i n t s . He 
l a i d greater s t r e s s on the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the C h r i s t i a n 
f o r the v i s i b l e form of the God's Kingdom (He i d e n t i f i e d the 
Church w i t h God's Kingdomll). He was B l b l i c i s t i n h i s approach; 
The A p o s t o l i c congregations are "examples f o r a l l time".-'-^ 
He was more i n s i s t e n t on the p o s s i b i l i t y of d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 
between C h r i s t i a n and non-Christian, although he also admitted 
t h a t some hypocrites would I n e v i t a b l y be included. " I f i t 
v/ere e n t i r e l y impossible t o d i s t i n g u i s h the false members 
from the t r u e , a l l b e l i e v e r s v/ould necessarily have to be 
i n v i s i b l e ; But i n v i s i b l e C h ristians are unknown i n the B i b l e . 
There the b e l i e v e r s are both v i s i b l e and known."13 Wetter-
green attacked the law and p r a c t i c e of the State Church w i t h 

regard to confession and a b s o l u t i o n as u n S c r i p t u r a l and un-
Lutheran. He disapproved of compulsion. Where i t obtains, 
there can be "no congregation i n the B i b l i c a l sense". On the 
o t h e r hand, where r e v i v a l i s m p r e v a i l s , both b e l i e v e r s and 
non-believers know who are the Christians.-^4 v/ettergreen 
pronounced the Reform Movement a f a i l u r e , and asserted t h a t , 
since the "congregation" had been deprived of a voice, the 
State Church could not be reformed. 

Others who l e f t the State Church gave s i m i l a r reasons 
11 This c o n s t i t u t e d a m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the doctrine of 
the Two Realms. They are c o r r e c t l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d , but God's 
c o n t r o l of the Kingdom on the L e f t i s not s u f f i c i e n t l y 
emphasized. 

12 P. Wettergreen, Brev t i l Mine Venner, p. 9. 
13 I b i d . , p. 8. . 
14 I b i d . , pp. I 4 f . , 
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f o r t h e i r a c t i o n . The lay-preacher Herman Hundere, who be
came a Free Church pastor (Moss-Horten), v/ithdrew because he 
"could not receive the Lord's means of grace i n the way pre
scribed i n His Holy Word..." To. the question whether the 
Eucharist was r i g h t l y administered i n the State Church, he 
r e p l i e d "yes and no". The State Church possessed the true 
d o c t r i n e of the i n s t i t u t i o n and s i g n i f i c a n c e of the Sacrament 
but i t s p r a c t i c e was V7rong, since the "openly godless" p a r t i 
c i p a t e d . 15 His colleague, Aslak Findreng, l i s t e d the f o l l o w 
i n g reasons: 1) The c o n t r o l of the Church by the State, con
t r a r y t o A r t i c l e XXVIII of the Augsburg Confession; 2) The 
lack of Church d i s c i p l i n e ; And 3) the p r a c t i c e of the State 
Church w i t h regard to Baptism, confirmation, and ab s o l u t i o n . ! ^ 

The Lutheran Free Church was, however, the product of 
broader and deeper f a c t o r s than the conditions which prevailed 
i n the 1870's. The o f f i c i a l h i s t o r y of the Free Church quite 
r i g h t l y traces i t s roots i n the 19th century back t o Hauge. 
His. r e v i v a l Contained " e c c l e s i a s t i c a l dynamite". I t i n t r o 
duced a whole series o f questions v/hich sooner or l a t e r had 
to be f u l l y discussed: The Universal Priesthood and the 
charismatic p r i n c i p l e , and the d i s c i p l i n e , government, and 
a u t h o r i t y o f the Church.17 The Hauge r e v i v a l was a "necessary 
p r e - c o n d i t i o n " f o r the Free Church, not lea s t i n i n t r o d u c i n g 
the rudiments of a pre s b y t e r i a n p o l i t y . The Moravians, too, 
15 Den norsk evangellsk-luthersk F r i k i r k e Gjennom 75 Aar, 
p. 99. 

16 I b i d . , p. 100. 
17 I b i d . , p. 15. I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t the h i s t o r y of the 
Free Church i s here traced back t o the Apostolic Church. 
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had a Free Church tendency. The Johnsonian r e v i v a l , the 
Lamjners movement, and the Inner Mission a l l c ontributed to 
the r i s e o f the Free Church. The Reform Movement also posses
sed considerable s i g n i f i c a n c e ; Indeed,"the Free Church i s a 
consequence and a f r u i t of the Reform Movement".-'-^ I t was 
l a r g e l y from the Rosenianism of the r e v i v a l s i n South Norway 
t h a t the Free Church derived i t s s p i r i t u a l character.19 
F i n a l l y , two books must be mentioned: D'Aubigne's celebrated 
work, and a book by the Danish.(former-Grundtvigian) A. G. 
Rudelbach e n t i t l e d The O r i g i n and P r i n c i p l e of Evangelical 
Church P o l i t y . 

The f i r s t step towards the establishment of the Lutheran 
Free Church was taken i n September, 1875, when the " F r l , 
K l r k e l l g Forenlng" (N.B. w i t h comma: "Free, Churchly Associa
t i o n " ) was organized a t Arendal.20 i t s members came to the 
conclusion t h a t the Eucharist was not being r i g h t l y administered 
i n the State Church. The f o l l o w i n g year, Munch and Wetter
green attended the general assembly of the S c o t t i s h Free 
Church i n order to study the p r e s b y t e r i a n p o l i t y i n a c t i o n . 
Upon t h e i r r e t u r n , they met w i t h a large number of I n t e r e s t e d 
persons, i n c l u d i n g N i l s Poulsen and several lay-preachers, at 
Havstad. Here three questions were discussed: l)What are the 
consequences o f the union o f Church and State? (Conclusion: 
18 I b i d . , p. 41. 
19 I b i d . , p. 28. 
20 The o r g a n i z a t i o n o f t h i s group was i n p a r t i n s p i r e d by the 
tensi o n e x i s t i n g between the unfortunate Pastor J. W. C. 
D i e t r i c h s o n and h i s p a r i s h a t 0 s t r e Moland, near Arendal. 
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The Church was "enslaved"); 2) Can the State Church be r e 
formed? (Conclusion, a f t e r long discussion: No); And 3) 
Which form o f p o l i t y agrees best w i t h God's Word? (Conclu
s i o n : The Pre s b y t e r i a n ) . A committee was appointed t o d r a f t 
a c o n s t i t u t i o n f o r a Free Church and to request permission 
from the government to found " e l e c t i v e congregations" as 
i n Denmark.21 

The r e s u l t was a document e n t i t l e d Explanation f o r the 
Free Church (Redegjdfrelse f o r Arendals og Om.egnB F r i k i r k e l i g 
Forenlng)22, published i n 1877.23 Besides o u t l i n i n g a pres-
b y t e r i a n p o l i t y f o r the Lutheran Free Church, i t contained a 
review o f recent events and the reasons which lay behind the 
Free Church a c t i o n . 

Mention was made of the f o l l o w i n g p o i n t s : The p e c u l i a r 
l o c a l s i t u a t i o n (the D l e t r i c h s o n case) which gave "a c l e a r e r 
v i s i o n o f the Church's need"; The c o n v i c t i o n , i n s p i r e d by 
c e r t a i n " t r a c t s " w r i t t e n by.State Church theologians, t h a t 
S c r i p t u r e contained a d e f i n i t e teaching on Church order; 
Disappointment over the f a i l u r e of the Reform Movement; The 
Munch case and the a t t i t u d e of the M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s 
toward i t . 

The RedegJ(9relse leans h e a v i l y upon Munch's reasoning. 
I t begins w i t h the same two p r o o f - t e x t s , and fre q u e n t l y uses 
h i s own terminology. I t also quotes extensively from D'Aubigile 
21 " F r i k i r k e l i g e Mdde paa Arendalskanten," LK, 4R, I , 1877, 
pp. 100-102. 

22 Here the comma of the o r i g i n a l t i t l e i s s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
deleted. 

23 Redegjdirelse i s p r i n t e d i n f u l l i n Den norsk evangelisk-
l u t h e r s k F r i k i r k e GJennom 75 Aar, pp..47-84. 
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and Incorporates shorter c i t a t i o n s from Hdyer, Klaveness, 
Rudelbach, and Pastor ( l a t e r Bishop) N. Laache. I t s authors 
disclaimed the name of s e p a r a t i s t , on the ground th a t "we 
are not separating from the Lutheran Church, but as a Lutheran 
congregation from State domination..."24 The document denied 
the State Church any basis i n S c r i p t u r e . Against the argu
ment t h a t the State Church had developed as a form under 
the w i l l of God, i t disputed the " i n f a l l i b i l i t y " of h i s t o r i c a l 
development. H i s t o r y can lead to some "strange r e s u l t s " , as 
i n the case of the Roman Church. (This was no doubt a salu
t a r y r e a c t i o n against the l a t e n t Hegelianism o f many State 
Church th e o l o g i a n s ) . The State Church p r i n c i p l e c o n f l i c t s 
w i t h C h r i st's r o y a l o f f i c e i n the Church, and w i t h the nature 
of the congregation as an as s o c i a t i o n of free i n d i v i d u a l s . 
This i s supported by a lengthy quotation from D'Aubigne. 
Luther stressed the d i s t i n c t i o n between the Two Realms, and 
advocated a synodal p o l i t y w i t h episcopal supervision, but 
had been forced by h i s t o r i c a l circumstances to t u r n to the 
princes "not i n t h e i r capacity of secular a u t h o r i t i e s but as 
C h r i s t i a n men", and ask them t o act as emergency Bishops. 
The Church had not c a r r i e d out Luther's plans. 

The authors o f Redegj5relse refused to make withdrawal 
from the ̂ t a t e Church a c o n d i t i o n f o r s a l v a t i o n ( i t was not 
a "Babel"). However, they themselves f e l t compelled to w i t h 
draw, because to remain would be to continue to p a r t i c i p a t e 
i n a s i n , and because "only i n a Free Church can we serve 
24 I b i d . , p. 59. 
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God i n . a congregation organized according t o His Word".25 
They are confident t h a t the Free Church i s the Church of the 
f u t u r e ; God has o f t e n begun a great work i n a small way. I f 
they d i d not act now, "the slaves w i l l r e sign themselves t o 
t h e i r chains". They regarded the f a c t t h a t they had a 
" r i g h t l y c a l l e d and ordained" pastor (VJettergreen) as a sign 
from the Lord to separate. 

The "presbyterian order"(pp. 78-84) of the Free Church 
began w i t h a d e f i n i t i o n of the congregation which v;as associa-
t i o n a l and c o n g r e g a t i o n a l i s t . I t i s "a gathering...of b e l i e v 
i n g C h r i s t i a n s i n a d e f i n i t e l o c a t i o n , i n which God's Word i s 
preached i n accordance w i t h the evangelical Lutheran Confes
s i o n " . I t was conceded t h a t the i n c l u s i o n of "those whose 
hypocrisy and e v i l i s not obvious or evident f o r men" could 
not be avoided.26 

I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t no mention was made of the Sacra
ments i n the d e f i n i t i o n . Under the next Paragraph, "Confes
s i o n " , the Free Church subscribed to a l l the Confessions of 
the Church of Norway, but the omission of any reference to 
the Sacraments i n the f i r s t Paragraph indicates a preference 
f o r conversion over nurture C h r i s t i a n i t y ? 7 One r e s e r v a t i o n v;as 
made w i t h regard t o the "disputed" A r t i c l e V I I I of the Augs
burg Confession: " ... The Sacraments are indeed v a l i d i r r e s 
p e c t i v e of the a d m i n i s t r a t o r ' s c o n d i t i o n of soul; But i f i t i s 
the teaching of the Confession t h a t an e v i l person i s u s e f u l 
25 I b i d . , p. 74. 
26 I b i d . , p. 78. 
27 Today, the Free Church emphasizes conversion a t the 

expense of the Sacraments. 
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f o r the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Scripture i n the congregation, 
we must deny t h i s , i n deference to the cl e a r testimony of 
the Word, Ps. 50:16, I . Tim. 3:16, Tit u s 1:6-9."28 

A complete c o n s t i t u t i o n followed. Paragraph I asserted 
the Lordship o f C h r i s t both over the V i s i b l e and the I n v i s 
i b l e Church, and excluded the c i v i l arm from Church a u t h o r i t y . 
Paragraph I I l a i d down the charismatic p r i n c i p l e . Paragraphs 
I I I t o V I I I o u t l i n e d a complete presbyterian p o l i t y , w i t h 
a t h r e e - f o l d M i n i s t r y i n c l u d i n g Ruling and Teaching Elders 
and Deacons. Sections I I and I I I d e a l t w i t h "the duty of 
the congregation toward i t s c h i l d r e n " and " r i t u a l " . Here, 
several innovations were made. I n f a n t Baptism was of course 
r e t a i n e d , but the sign of the Cross and the questions addressed 
to the Godparents v/ere dropped ( I I I - 3 ) . Confirmation was 
r e s t r i c t e d to c a t e c h i z a t i p n , intercessory prayer, and a 
b l e s s i n g ( I I - 2 ) . Confirmands were not admitted to the Sacra
ment u n t i l they had made a confession before the congregational 
c o u n c i l (1-6). The connection between confession and absolu
t i o n and Holy Comm.union was abolished. 29 Church d i s c i p l i n e 
was placed i n the hands o f the pastor and the r u l i n g elders, 
but the power of excommunication was reserved f o r the whole 
congregation (1-5). 

The f i r s t Free Church congregations were founded i n 
1877 a t Moss, Arendal, Risdir, and Halden. Wettergreen accep
ted the c a l l t o Arendal, where he remained u n t i l he l e f t the 

28 I b i d . , p. 78 
29 I b i d . , pp. 78f. 
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Free Church i n 1888. Munch was not a presbyterian, but re
t a i n e d h i s episcopalian sympathies. He r e a l l y p r e f e r r e d 
" e l e c t i v e congregations" v ; i t h i n the State Church, and d i d not 
regard himself as a Dissenter, since he shared the d o c t r i n a l 
c o n v i c t i o n of the State Church. 

The Free Church experienced a steady but slow growth. 
I f i t was "the Church of the f u t u r e " i n 1877, t h a t f u t u r e 
has not y e t a r r i v e d . Vflien the f i r s t presbyterium was formed 
i n 1878, i t s membership t o t a l l e d 392 communicants. At the 
time the synod was formed i n 1892, the f i g u r e was 3902. I n 
1950, the Free Church had 698I communicant members.^'^ 

Reactions t o the establishment of the Lutheran Free 
Church were v a r i e d . Ny Luthersk Kirketidende showed consider
able sympathy f o r the e n t e r p r i s e . I t was c e r t a i n l y r i g h t to 
take the p r i n c i p l e s of Church order from S c r i p t u r e , even though 
i t was unnecessary t o i m i t a t e every d e t a i l . The paper sent 
i t s good wishes to the Free Church, and regarded i t s formation 
as a "warning" and a "Judgem.ent" upon the State Church to 
hasten the work of reform. 

Luthersk Kirketidende was less sympathetic, thought the 
move u n j u s t i f i e d , and p r e d i c t e d disappointment. I t p i t i e d the 
elders who would have to carry out d i s c i p l i n e , f o r they could 
not judge the heart. The paper reminded i t s readers t h a t the 
State Church s t i l l possessed the pure means of grace and "essen
t i a l freedom". But i t was not without g u i l t , and badly i n need 
o f reform and d i s c i p l i n e . I f a c t i o n were not taken q u i c k l y , 

30 I b i d . , pp. 115, 129. 
31 NLK, I , 1877, pp. 263-266. 
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the Free Church movement might prove t o be "the beginning of 
the end" f o r the State Church.32 

Luthersk U g e s k r i f t was sharply c r i t i c a l . I n a series 
of a r t i c l e s , i t branded the Lutheran Free Church as a "Re
formed", "Methodistic", and "Donatist" sect, w i t h a subjec
t i v e approach and an obsession f o r d e f i n i n g the l i m i t s of 
the Church.33 i t d i f f e r s -from the Lutheran t r a d i t i o n p r i n c i 
p a l l y i n the "marks of the V i s i b l e Church". The Lutheran 
Free Church wished to make v i s i b l e the i n v i s i b l e and to a n t i c i 
pate "the g l o r y of the Kingdom" now. The v a i n desire t o draw 
l i m i t s leads t o "external!sm", the attempt to f i n d the marks 
of the bel i e v e r , and hence t o f a l s e s e c u r i t y , Phariseeism, 
censoriousness, the i l l u s i o n t h a t one i s "through w i t h the 
worl d " . This a t t i t u d e prevents the Church from r e a l i z i n g 
i t s apologetic task i n the midst of the nation. The theology 
of the new Church could be accused of " e x t e r n a l i z i n g " Christ's 
Kingdom. Since the Kingdom e x i s t s wherever the m.eans of grace 
are found, the "Kingdom not of t h i s world" can also f l o u r i s h 
w i t h i n the State Church. The Free Church had misapplied the 
words o f C h r i s t when i t I n t e r p r e t e d them as a d e n i a l of the 
State Church. The paper d i d not deny e i t h e r the need f o r a 
Church p o l i t y or i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r the progress of the 
Kingdom, but merely the view t h a t the essence of the Church 
was dependent upon i t s p o l i t y . 3 4 The r e a l rock o f offense 
f o r the Lutheran Free Church was not the system of a State 

32 LK. 4R, I I , 1878, pp. 33-37. 
33 LU, I I , 1878, pp. 4 5 f f . , 6 2 f f . , 7 8 f f . 
34 I b i d . , p. 82. 
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Church, but the whole conception of a V i s i b l e Church. " I t 
seeks t o present something which i s not o f t h i s world i n 
w o r l d l y forms, so t h a t one can p o i n t a t i t and grasp i t i n 
one's hands."35 

The formation o f the Lutheran Free Church re-opened the 
question of the r e l a t i o n of confession to the Sacrament. I n 
1877, a p e t i t i o n f o r permission to administer the Lord's 
Supper v/ithout a b s o l u t i o n , signed by 103 pastors (represent
i n g 11^ o f the c l e r g y ) , was sent to the M i n i s t r y f o r Church 
A f f a i r s . The M i n i s t r y r e f e r r e d the matter to the Theological 
Faculty; They advised against the proposal, but favoured the 
s u b s t i t u t i o n o f a c o l l e c t i v e a b s o l u t i o n f o r the e x i s t i n g 
I n d i v i d u a l absolution.36 A p o l l of the Church taken by the 
Bishops revealed very l i t t l e desire f o r any change. Only 
one Bishop favoured i t . Under these circumstances, nothing 
was done u n t i l Jakob Sverdrup's Royal Resolution of 1886. 

(h) The Later H i s t o r y of Separatism. The Movement 
f o r "Free Communion". 

I t was p r e c i s e l y during these years t h a t "modern i n f i 
d e l i t y " , as Heuch c a l l e d i t , entered the Norwegian scene. 
Several o f the leading authors attacked the Church and clergy, 
The r a d i c a l a g r a r i a n leader SdJren Jaabaek, w i t h h i s Farmers.' 
S o c i e t i e s and h i s i n f l u e n t i a l p e r i o d i c a l Folketidende, had 
long d i r e c t e d h i s f i r e a t the same t a r g e t s . His c o n f l i c t 
35 I b i d . , p. 83. 
36 LU, I , 1877, pp. 229ff. 
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w i t h the Church reached a climax i n 1876 when despite Church 
d i s c i p l i n e and l e g a l defeat, he was re-elected to the Stor
t i n g f o r the t w e l f t h consecutive term.-'- For i t s own reasons, 
t h i s movement opposed the State Church and i t s compulsion. 
The " f r e e - t h i n k e r " sought not only the a b o l i t i o n of the State 
Church, but the a b o l i t i o n of h i s t o r i c a l C h r i s t i a n i t y as a 
whole. 

During the l880's, while the great b a t t l e f o r the f a i t h 
was r a g i n g , new r e v i v a l movements entered Norway. The r e s u l t 
was more Separatism, but because the r e v i v a l had a non-confes
s i o n a l character, i t usually l e d t o " f i r s t - d e g r e e " separatism. 
I t s adherents remained nominally w i t h i n the n a t i o n a l Church, 
although they regarded one or another of the independent 
associations as t h e i r true s p i r i t u a l home. 

The new movements of the 1880's were the so-called 
"Free Mission" (FRIMISJON), a precursor of the Mj,ssion 
Covenant (MISJONSFORBUNDET), The Salvation Army, and the 
independent "Three-leafed Clover" r e v i v a l . These went hand-
in-hand w i t h the interdenominational tendency prevalent a t 
the time, and were introduced i n t o Norway from the Anglo-
Saxon world and from Sweden, where s e p a r a t i s t tendencies 
were strong. 

The Free Mission entered Norway from Sweden. I t had 
no i n s t i t u t i o n a l or dogmatic bonds. I t s ethos was r e v i v a l i s t , 
p i e t i s t i c , and charismatic. I t was c r i t i c a l of the "Sacrament-
1 The e n t i r e Jaabaek a f f a i r revolved about the question of 
whether Church D i s c i p l i n e was i n any sense D r a c t i c a b l e i n 
Norway. Cf. NTT, XXXIX, 1938, pp. l 6 6 f f . 
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a l i s m " and " r i t u a l i s m " o f the State Church, and had a c e r t a i n 
connection w i t h the remnants of the Lammers movement. I n 
1883, the Swedish-American r e v i v a l i s t F r e d r i k Fransson, 
who had worked w i t h Moody, introduced Moody's method ( i n c l u d 
i n g the "after-mffleting") i n t o C h r i s t i a n i a . The f o l l o w i n g 
year, the movement was organized as The Norwegian Mission 
Covenant, w i t h the purpose of " u n i t i n g the C h r i s t i a n mission
ary s o c i e t i e s and congregations to common a c t i o n f o r God's 
Kingdom... "2 I n the "Statutes" l a t e r adopted, i t was stated 
t h a t the Bible was the "only r u l e f o r f a i t h , l i f e , and doc
t r i n e " accepted by the a s s o c i a t i o n . Creeds and confessions 
were therefore excluded (though the Apostles' Creed was adopted 
as a r u l e of f a i t h i n 1920). There was to be "complete f r e e 
dom o f conscience" w i t h regard to such questions as withdrawal 
from the State Church and the use of Baptism and Holy Commun
i o n . 3 

The S a l v a t i o n Army, also r e v i v a l i s t , p i e t i s t i c , non-

Sacramental, and non-confessional, began i t s a c t i v i t y i n 

C h r i s t i a n i a i n I887. 
The remarkable t r i o known as the "Three-leafed Clover", 

Otto Treider, Hans Guldberg, and Johannes Jdfrgenson, led a 
s i m i l a r non-confessional lay r e v i v a l beginning i n the l a t e 
1880's. They too were str o n g l y influenced from Sweden. Some 
idea o f the magnitude of t h e i r r e v i v a l can be gained from the 
f a c t t h a t i t b u i l t the famous Calmeyer Street Mission House 
i n C h r i s t i a n i a (I89O), then the largest house of worship i n 
2 D. Braendeland, Pet Norske MisJonsforbund GJennom 50 Aar, 

p. 20. 
3 I b i d . , p. 22. 
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Scandinavia, seating 5000 people. This r e v i v a l s t rongly 
emphasized the Universal Priesthood and the charismatic 
p r i n c i p l e , w i t h a considerable f l a v o u r of a n t i - c l e r i c a l i s m . 
I t was r e l a t i v e l y s h o r t - l i v e d , but i s c h i e f l y remembered f o r 
I n t r o d u c i n g the unique form of f i r s t - d e g r e e separatism known 
as "Free Communion" s o c i e t i e s , l a y conventicles i n which the 
Lord's Supper was celebrated p r i v a t e l y . 

The Grundtvigian layman Viggo Ullmann was the f i r s t 
to be prosecuted f o r c e l e b r a t i n g the Holy Communion i n h i s 
home without the services o f an ordained pastor. I n 1887, 
he was placed on t r i a l and convicted, but the sentence \ms 
reversed by the Supreme Court on the feeble ground t h a t he 
had "acted i n good f a i t h " , i . e . without intending to v i o l a t e 
the law.4 

Ullmann's case was an i s o l a t e d one. I n Sweden, however. 
Free Communion s o c i e t i e s had existed since before mid-csntury, 
when Olaus Nielsen had advocated t h e i r i n t r o d u c t i o n i n t o 
Norway. But i t was Otto Treider who r e a l l y inaugurated the 
Free Communion movement, i n the 1880's. Soon there were small 
groups of t h i s type i n several places i n East Norway. The 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a u t h o r i t i e s wisely r e f r a i n e d from l e g a l a c t i o n , 
but several clergymen launched a campaign against the p r a c t i c e . 
The a r t i c l e of Gustav Jensen i n Luthersk Kirketidende was 
t y p i c a l : "The Free Communion s o c i e t i e s spring from a s p i r i t 
t h a t has no a p p r e c i a t i o n of what the C h r i s t i a n Church i s and 
what C h r i s t i a n congregations are...For t h i s s p i r i t , the 
4 B. Gulbrandsen, op. c l t . , p. 330. 
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c i r c l e of f r i e n d s i s the main t h i n g . . . " This movement would 
make o f the Sacrament not a symbol o f the u n i t y of the whole 
Church, but a "party symbol". I t displayed a s p i r i t of 
schism, which seeks " i t s own" rat h e r than the good of others.^ 
The f o l l o w i n g year ( I 8 9 0 ) , the M i n i s t r y f o r Church A f f a i r s , 
upon request from the Drammen clergy, issued a c i r c u l a r t o 
a l l pastors, i n which i t reviewed the s i t u a t i o n and o u t l i n e d 
a course of action.6 The advocates of Free Communion stub
b o r n l y refused t o withdraw from the ̂ t a t e Church, and denied 
having v i o l a t e d any law. They explained t h a t they were 
merely attempting to f o l l o w God's Word and the example of 
the f i r s t C h r i s t i a n s . Nevertheless, t h e i r actions are i n 
c o n f l i c t w i t h the Lutheran Confessions and w i t h e x i s t i n g 
law. The Government M i n i s t r y regarded the movement as 
s e p a r a t i s t i n character, and accused i t s adherents of f a i l i n g 
to appreciate the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the C h r i s t i a n community, 
the common worship, and the o f f i c e of the Ministry.''^ I t s 
actio n s were c l e a r l y actionable. However, the M i n i s t r y 
thought i t would be "very r e g r e t t a b l e and unfortunate" i f 
l e g a l steps were taken. I t urged the clergy.to t r y t o per
suade the adherents of the movement t o r e t u r n to the A l t a r 
of the Church. 

I n t h e i r defence, the Free Communion party rehearsed 
the o l d arguments from the controversy over absolution. 
The Lord's Supper, they said, was intended f o r the b e l i e v e r s . 

5 LK, 5R, V, 1889, p. -49. 
6 P r i n t e d i n f u l l i n LK, 5 R, V I I , I890, po. 24-32. 
7 I b i d . , p. 27. 
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The p r a c t i c e o f the State Church i s u n - B i b l i c a l ; Godless 
c l e r g y pronounce a b s o l u t i o n to unworthy guests. I n Free 
Comm.union, the b e l i e v e r s were merely a p p r o p r i a t i n g what v/as 
r i g h t f u l l y t h e i r s . ^ 

The movement i n support of Free Communion declined as 
the e f f e c t of the r e v i v a l dwindled i n the 1890's. As a 
matter of f a c t , i t never a t t r a c t e d more than a t i n y h a n d f u l l 
of the thousands who were touched by the r e v i v a l . Only f o r t y 
people p a r t i c i p a t e d i n C h r l s t i a n i a i n 1891.^ The Inner Mission 
disassociated i t s e l f from the movement, and i t c e r t a i n l y l e d 
to no increase i n the number o f communicants i n the country 
as a whole. This continued to decline during the decade. 
Ij;fdeed, because o f i t s c r i t i c i s m of the State Church, the 
Free Communion movement a c t u a l l y c n ntributed t o the trend. 
The p r a c t i c e , however, revived strongly among the f j o r d s of 
West Norway a f t e r 1906, when the so-called Westland Brother
hood ( l e d by Ludvig Hope) launched a campaign which rem.oved 
a l l l e g a l r e s t r i c t i o n s upon Free Communion i n 1913. 

(1) Conclusion 
The Separatist movement of the 19th century arose 

p r i m a r i l y out of the e c c l e s l o l o g i c a l problem. I t represents 
the extreme expression of a po i n t o f view which was common 
to a large s e c t i o n of the Norwegian Church i n the period: 
The a s s o c i a t i o n a l , r e v i v a l i s t idea of the Church, combined 

8 B. Gulbrandsen, op. c i t . , pp. 336f. 
9 I b i d . , p. 338. 
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w i t h a P i e t i s t i c ethos. By Lammers' own admission, i t s basic 
e r r o r l a y i n i t s thoroughly subjective approach to C h r i s t i a n 
t r u t h . Moreover, the movement emphasized to the exclusion of 
eve r y t h i n g else the Universal Priesthood and the charismatic 
p r i n c i p l e v/ith regard t o the M i n i s t r y . I t was more concerned 
w i t h conversion than w i t h C h r i s t i a n nurture w i t h i n the Baptismal 
Covenant. I t s t r o n g l y asserted the d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
Two Realms, and the Independence of the Church from the State. 
I t regarded Church d i s c i p l i n e as an e s s e n t i a l p a r t of the 
l i f e o f the Church. A l l of t h i s was to some extent character
i s t i c of the Johnsonian Orthodox-Pietist standpoint. But 
the s e p a r a t i s t s lacked Johnson's balance, and were more r a d i 
c a l . They ignored h i s t o r i c a l t r a d i t i o n and adopted a thorough
l y B i b l l c l s t approach to d o c t r i n e and order. They tended to 
assume t h e • s e c u l a r i z a t i o n of the Kingdom on the L e f t , and to 
deny t h a t the State Church was a C h r i s t i a n Church. They 
c a r r i e d t h e i r conversionist emphasis to i t s l o g i c a l conclusion, 
and attacked I n f a n t Baptism. Their B i b l i c i s m led them to i n 
s i s t upon a p a r t i c u l a r form of Church p o l i t y , Congregationalism 
i n the case of Lammers and presbyterianism i n the case of the 
Lutheran Free Church. I n the opinion of Bloch-Hoell, the 
question of confession and a b s o l u t i o n was merely the "occasion" 
f o r the l a t t e r schism; The r e a l reason v;as a desire t o r e a l i z e 
an idea of the Church and the M i n i s t r y d i f f e r e n t from t h a t of 
the State Church. 

The Separatist movement was ne i t h e r numerically nor 
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t h e o l o g i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t . I t boasted no f i r s t - r a t e 
theologians, and indeed most of the Dissenter clergy 
possessed l i t t l e t h e o l o g i c a l t r a i n i n g . I t made no import
ant c o n t r i b u t i o n to a renewal of the Lutheran doctrine of 
the Church, f o r i t was motivated by presuppositions which 
were not fundamentally Lutheran. The movement i s i n t e r e s t 
i n g c h i e f l y because i t s standpoint represents an extreme 
p o s i t i o n . I t was o f value p r i m a r i l y as a stimulus to the 
thought and l i f e of the n a t i o n a l Church. 
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I n t h i s s e c t i o n of the t h e s i s , i t w i l l be our task to 
r e s t a t e i n summary form the e c c l e s l o l o g l c a l issues i n the 
Norv/egian Church i n the 19th century, t o exaralEe: c r i t i c a l l y 
the dogmatic presuppositions o f the various p o s i t i o n s , and 
to suggest an approach which might have proved more f r u i t f u l 
f o r the discussion of the subject. 

¥e have seen t h a t 19th century Norwegian theology f a i l e d 
to produce any renewal of the Lutheran doctrine of the Church. 
Moreover, we have i n d i c a t e d as the root cause of t h i s f a i l u r e 
the n o m i s t i c - i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t conception o f r e v e l a t i o n , a point 
which cannot be emphasized too s t r o n g l y . This e r r o r , a p a r t 
of the H e l l e n i s t i c leaven which entered the C h r i s t i a n Church 
e a r l y i n i t s h i s t o r y , was corrected by the Reformers of the 
16th century, but re-entered the theology of the Lutheran 
Church i n the Age of Orthodoxy. As a r e s u l t , i t becam.e im
possible t o maintain the proper d i a l e c t i c balance between the 
" o b j e c t i v e " and " s u b j e c t i v e " aspects o,f the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n . 
Such a conception of r e v e l a t i o n renders a d i a l e c t i c standpoint 
impossible. On these premises, the objec t i v e and subjective 
elements must e i t h e r be synthesized or l e f t i n d i a m e t r i c a l 
o p p o s i t i o n to one another. I f one side i s r i g h t , the other 
side must be wrong, and the charge o f heresy roust i n e v i t a b l y 
be r a i s e d . Thus, Instead of maintaining the d i a l e c t i c , each 
side tends to ab s o l u t i z e i t s owii p o s i t i o n , and what i s i n t e n 
ded t o be one element i n the d i a l e c t i c becomes a system i n 
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i t s own r i g h t . Thus, the o b j e c t i v e and subjective poles 
o f the d i a l e c t i c issue i n doc t r i n e s which ( i n 'One form or 
another) may be described as "Objectivism" or "Subjectivism".! 
I n general, Objectivism tends t o s u b s t i t u t e f o r f a i t h i n God 
Himself f a i t h i n another o b j e c t i v e e n t i t y , which man can 
possess and over which he disposes. Moreover, i t f a i l s t o 
recognize God's s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n as a command which places 
the hearer under o b l i g a t i o n to obedience. Subjectivism, on 
the other hand, f a i l s t o take s e r i o u s l y the saving r e v e l a t i o n 
of the sovereign God, and instead regards r e l i g i o u s experience 
and e t h i c a l endeavour as supremely important. The e f f e c t i s 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y heightened when Objectivism i s informed by an 
I d e a l i s t philosophy and Subjectivism i s l i n k e d w i t h Empiricism. 

This was the basic PROBLEMSTELLUNG of the Norwegian Church 
i n the 19th century. I t had i n h e r i t e d from Orthodoxy an 
i n t e l l e c t u a l l s t conception o f r e v e l a t i o n and an O b j e c t i v i s t 
tendency. But i t had also i n h e r i t e d from Pietism and the 
Enlightenment a strong S u b j e c t i v i s t tendency. I t was informed 
by a fundamentally I d e a l i s t p h i l o s o p h i c a l t r a d i t i o n . But i t 
attempted t o combine t h i s w i t h an E m p i r i c i s t eplstemology, w i t h 
the r e s u l t t h a t Subjectivism was i n f a c t i n c r e a s i n g l y predomin
ant throughout the century. 

Some attempts were made to synthesize the o b j e c t i v e and 

su b j e c t i v e aspects. From the o b j e c t i v e side, Monrad t r i e d t o 
1 We are much indebted to theologians l i k e Emil Brunner and 
Reidar Hauge f o r c a l l i n g a t t e n t i o n to the dangers o f these 
tv/o "isms". Cf. E. Brunner, The Divine-Human Encounter, 1944, 
and R. Hauge, Gudsdpenbaring og '^'roslydighet, Oslo, 1952. 
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do so i n the best Hegelian manner. But I d e a l i s t i c Monism, 
i s m a n i f e s t l y f a l s e , and impossible to reconcile w i t h the 
dualism i m p l i c i t i n the B i b l i c a l f a i t h . For a l l I t s empha
s i s upon the o b j e c t i v e , i t cannot do j u s t i c e t o the trans
cendent character of God. Despite i t s emphasis upon h i s t o r y , 
I t f a l l s t o comprehend the c o n d i t i o n of h i s t o r i c a l revela
t i o n . I t s IraiDanentallst synthesis i s f o r e i g n to the true 
C h r i s t i a n d i a l e c t i c . From the subjective aide, Glsle John
son attempted t o harmonize the subjective experience w i t h 
the o b j e c t i v e d o c t r i n e of the Confessions. Thus, i n him 
the streams of Orthodoxy and Pietism merged. But h i s epis-
t e m o l o g i c a l bridge was as a r t i f i c i a l as Monrad's, and was 
doomed to collapse. Indeed, i t might be argued t h a t by 
t h i s device, Johnson i n e f f e c t abandoned the Empirical 
method. He strove m i g h t i l y t o achieve a balance between 
the two poles, but h i s i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t conception of reve
l a t i o n precluded any conscious and determined d i a l e c t i c 
approach. 

I n general, however, the tendency i n the Norwegian 
Church was not so much toward a synthesis as toward a 
dualism o f Objectivism and Subjectivism. I t i s true t h a t 
the Lutheran d i a l e c t i c was i n large measure preserved I n 
Norway, but only a t the cost of a serious inner d i v i s i o n . 
The u n i t y of the Church v/as shattered i n the 19th century, 
and there i s t o t h i s day l i t t l e evidence t h a t i t i s being 
recovered. 
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The Norwegian Church was, then, d i v i d e d i n t o two camps. 
We s h a l l proceed to o u t l i n e how t h i s d i v i s i o n a f f e c t e d the 
do c t r i n e of the Church. 

On the one side were the O b j e c t l v i s t s . To t h e i r c r e d i t , 
they emphasized the theocentric approach o f Divine revela
t i o n and the f a c t t h a t the Church i s t h e product of Divine 
a c t i v i t y , not o f human endeavour. But, on the basis of the 
i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t conception of r e v e l a t i o n , they tended to 
" o b j e c t l v i z e " the Church, the means of grace, and the 
M i n i s t r y , and t o make of them DINGE-AN-SICH d i s t i n c t from 
God and the human members. Revelation was made synonymous 
w i t h d o c t r i n e , and the Church and the M i n i s t r y were the 
Divine i n s t i t u t i o n s by which i t v/as dispensed. They em
ployed the terms "redemptive i n s t i t u t i o n " (FRELSESANSTALT) 
f o r the Church, and STAND f o r the M i n i s t r y . They drew a 

^ d i s t i n c t i o n between the two phrases i n the Creed, "the 
hol y , C h r i s t i a n Church", and "the Communion of Saints". 
The means of grace were generally regarded as the c o n s t i t u 
t i v e f a c t o r s i n the Church, but t h i s was conceived i n a 
somewhat mechanical manner which sometimes approximated to 
the Sacramentalism of the Roman Catholic Church. The 
Confessional q u a l i f i c a t i o n t h a t the preaching of the Word 
was t o be "pure" and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments 
" r i g h t " v/as i n t e r p r e t e d i n i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t terms. Orthodox 
d o c t r i n e f u l f i l l e d both q u a l i f i c a t i o n s . Time and again, 
( e s p e c i a l l y against Separatist tendencies), the O b j e c t i v l s t s 
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asserted t h a t the f a c t t h a t the State Church "possessed" 
the pure means of grace was a s u f f i c i e n t guarantee of i t s 
character as a t r u e C h r i s t i a n Church. 

The S u b j e c t i v i s t s approached the Church from the 
"personal" side, emphasized i t s character as the Communion 
of Saints, and t h e r e f o r e , l i k e Luther, i d e n t i f i e d the two 
phrases i n the Creed. They were r e l u c t a n t to c a l l the 
Church an i n s t i t u t i o n ; Jakob Sverdrup, f o r example, r e j e c t e d 
t h i s d e s i g n a t i o n c a t e g o r i c a l l y . Although the S u b j e c t i v i s t s 
attempted to avoid the e r r o r of bald- associatlonalism by 
a s s e r t i n g t h a t the Church wasthe product of Divine a c t i v i t y , 
they displayed a d e f i n i t e a s s o c i a t i o n a l tendency. They 
regarded the Church and a l l aspects of i'ts l i f e p r i m a r i l y 
from the standpoint of i t s i n d i v i d u a l members. They were 
no less the v i c t i m s of the i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t conception of 
r e v e l a t i o n than t h e i r opponents, but they v/ere also moral
i s t i c and psychologizing I n t h e i r approach. The Church and 
the M i n i s t r y were to be composed of the r i g h t people. They 
agreed t h a t the means of grace should be administered i n 
s t r i c t Orthodoxy, but they added the q u a l i f i c a t i o n t h a t a 
r i g h t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n also meant a d m i n i s t r a t i o n t o the r i g h t 
people. Thus, they were advocates of a s t r i c t Church d i s c i 
p l i n e . Indeed, they tended i n C a l v i n l s t fashion to elevate 
d i s c i p l i n e to the p o s i t i o n of a mark of the Church, along
side the two marks o f t r a d i t i o n a l Lutheranism. Moreover, 
although the preaching of the Word and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
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of the Sacraments were recognized as marks,, they were not 

assigned t h e i r r i g h t f u l place as c o n s t i t u t i v e f a c t o r s i n 

the Church. 
The e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l dualism of the Norwegian Church 

was i l l u s t r a t e d by the use of the terms KIRKE and MEmGHED. 
Although several theologians c o r r e c t l y denied any t h e o l o g i 
c a l d i f f e r e n c e , others drew a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between them. 
The S u b j e c t i v i s t s p r e f e r r e d the term MENIGHED, i n t e r p r e t i n g 
i t t o mean the I n v i s i b l e Church or the conventicle, as 
opposed t o the great mass of nominal Christians who i n t h e i r 
view comprised the V i s i b l e Church. The O b j e c t i v i s t s natur
a l l y p r e f e r r e d the word KIRKE, as s i g n i f y i n g the i n s t i t u t i o n . 
They were opposed to the congregational and P i e t i s t i c 
connotations o f IffiNIGHED. 

Both sides were s t r o n g l y a t t r a c t e d to the S c r i p t u r a l 
image of the Church as the Body of C h r i s t , but i n t e r p r e t e d 
i t i n d i f f e r e n t senses. For Dr. Krogh-Tonning, whose 
e c c l e s i o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n represents an extreme and i s o l a t e d 
Objectivism throughout, i t meant the Mys t i c a l Body i n the 
Roman Catholic sense. For Monrad, i t s i g n i f i e d an organism 
i n which Christ v/as "the i n d w e l l i n g p r i n c i p l e " . For V^exel-
sen, i t was v i r t u a l l y the extension o f the Incarnation. For 
most O b j e c t i v i s t s , however, i t simply meant t h a t the Church 
was an organism w i t h a d e f i n i t e order. The S u b j e c t i v i s t s , 
on the other hand, emphasized the p r i v i l e g e and responsi
b i l i t y o f each i n d i v i d u a l member w i t h i n the Body. 
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A few of those who adopted the ob j e c t i v e approach 
f l a t l y r e j e c t e d the d i s t i n c t i o n between the V i s i b l e and the 
I n v i s i b l e Church, but most theologians t r i e d to employ i t , 
although they were faced w i t h considerable d i f f i c u l t i e s i n 
the process. On the basis o f the I d e a l i s t d i s t i n c t i o n be
tween Idea and R e a l i t y , some S u b j e c t i v i s t s posited a clear 
dualism, I n which the I n v i s i b l e Church v/as completely 
s p i r i t u a l i z e d , and the V i s i b l e Church denied any semblance 
of the character o f a Church. The O b j e c t i v i s t s placed the 
stress upon the V i s i b l e Church, the S u b j e c t i v i s t s on the 
I n v i s i b l e . I n general, however, both sides agreed t h a t the 
one Church i s both V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e . The analogy of 
body and soul was fr e q u e n t l y used. I t was common to regard 
the Church considered as a b e l i e v i n g community as I n v i s i b l e , 
but as v i s i b l e i n i t s character as a confessing community. 
I t s f a i t h and l i m i t s are i n v i s i b l e , but i t s marks are v i s i b l e . 
The m a j o r i t y of Norwegian Churchmen were true to the Lutheran 
t r a d i t i o n a t t h i s p o i n t . This i s one of the encouraging 
"meeting p o i n t s " between the two sides, which might have 
provided a basis f o r the renewal o f the d i a l e c t i c view. 
S t i l l , the d i a l e c t i c o f V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e , while i t 
contains an important t r u t h about the Church, i s d i f f i c u l t 
t o maintain. There i s a constant temptation e i t h e r to a t 
tempt a synthesis, or to lapse i n t o dualism. The e f f o r t on 
the p a r t of S u b j e c t i v i s t s to make v i s i b l e the I n v i s i b l e 
Church, a genuine P i e t i s t idea, represents i n f a c t an 
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attempt t o e s t a b l i s h a f a l s e synthesis. Far from c o n t r i 
b u t i n g t o a deeper understanding of the d i a l e c t i c , i t i s a 
negation o f i t s underlying t r u t h t h a t only the Lord knows 
who are His, and t h a t the Church i s hidden i n the world. 
On the other hand, the I n v i s i b l e Church may be s p i r i t u a l i z e d 
e i t h e r by the adherents o f Inner Mission, who adopt the 
device o f " f i r s t degree separatism" i n order to avoid the 
mass of nominal C h r i s t i a n s , or by advocates of the Folk-
Church, who stress the hiddenness of the true Church i n 
order t o escape Church d i s c i p l i n e . I n e i t h e r case, the 
r e s u l t i s dualism. 

The controversy which raged about the Creedal s t a t e 
ment " I b e l i e v e . . . i n the h o l y , C h r i s t i a n Church" i s c l o s e l y 
r e l a t e d , and i s i n r e t r o s p e c t most s i g n i f i c a n t . As Reidar 
Hauge has pointed out, f a i t h i n the Church cannot be sepa
r a t e d from f a i t h i n C h r i s t and f a i t h i n the B i b l e . ^ These 
three must Indeed be c a r e f u l l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d , but they cannot 
be separated. But t h i s i s p r e c i s e l y what occurred i n 19th 
century Norway. The O b j e c t i v i s t s demanded f a i t h i n the 
Church as an o b j e c t apart from f a i t h i n C h r i s t and i n Scrip
t u r e . V7exelsen f r e e l y admitted t h a t the Grundtvigians "put 
the Church i n Christ's place". The Subjectlvjsbs, v/ho regarded 
the Church as e s s e n t i a l l y an a s s o c i a t i o n of people, n a t u r a l l y 
could not acknowledge i t as an object of f a i t h . Olaus 
Nielsen denied t h a t a body as mixed as the Church could 
2 R. Hauge, o p . c l t . , p. 178. 
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possibly be the object of f a i t h . 
A l l p a r t i e s accorded t o the Church the a t t r i b u t e s of 

A p o s t o l i c i t y , C a t h o l i c i t y , Unity, and Holiness. But there 
was wide divergence i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of these terms. 

A l l agreed t h a t the A p o s t c l i c i t y of the Church rested 
upon i t s f i d e l i t y to the Apostolic deposit, the F a i t h once 
d e l i v e r e d t o the s a i n t s . But they d i f f e r e d widely on the 
question of i t s source and guarantee. I f the P a t r i s t i c 
idea of A p o s t o l i c i t y rested upon a t h r e e - f o l d appeal,^ the 
Norwegians of the 19th century tended to i s o l a t e the three 
guarantees. The Johnsonians appealed to S c r i p t u r e , the 
Grundtvigians t o the A p o s t o l i c ^reed, and Krogh-Tonning to 
the A p o s t o l i c Succession. However, apart from. Krogh-Tonnlng, 
on the one hand and the Lutheran ^ree Church on the other, 
the Norwegian Church was f a i t h f u l to the Lutheran t r a d i t i o n 
i n malnMning the complete f l e x i b i l i t y of Church order. 

C a t h o l i c i t y v;as generally i n t e r p r e t e d i n terms of 
u n i v e r s a l i t y . Any Church which "possessed" the Vford and 
Sacraments was accepted as a p a r t of the Church Catholic. 
The term "Catholic" was laden w i t h Romanist connotations. 
The Grundtvigian attempt to restore the word to the ^reed 
was opposed by a l l other p a r t i e s . But there was also d i s 
agreement over the idea of u n i v e r s a l i t y . The Grundtvigians 
asserted t h a t i t was the destiny o f the Church to embrace a l l 
men, an i n d i c a t i o n perhaps of t h e i r u n q u a l i f i e d b e l i e f i n 
3 G. H. Turner, "Apostolic Succession" i n H. B. Swete, ed., 
The Early H i s t o r y o f the Church and the M i n i s t r y , London, 
1921, p. 101. 
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progress, while t h e i r opponents p r e f e r r e d to l i m i t univer
s a l i t y t o " a l l C h r i s t i a n s " . The O b j e c t i v i s t s applied the 
category of C a t h o l i 6 i t y to the V i s i b l e Church, and described 
i t as a u n i t y - l n - d i v e r s i t y . The S u b j e c t i v i s t s applied i t 
r a t h e r t o the I n v i s i b l e Church, thus reducing the a t t r i b u t e 
of C a t h o l i c i t y almost to the status of a truism. 

A''similar s i t u a t i o n e x i s t e d w i t h regard to the associa
ted a t t r i b u t e of Unity. Following the Augsburg Confession, 
the O b j e c t i v i s t s asserted t h a t Unity i s a mark of the V i s i b l e 
Church as w e l l as the I n v i s i b l e Church, although t h i s does 
not preclude the existence of l o c a l d i f f e r e n c e s . Thus, they 
regarded outward u n i t y as given w i t h i n the framework of a 
kind of branch theory. The S u b j e c t i v i s t s maintained t h a t 
u n i t y i s a mark of the I n v i s i b l e Church. Outward u n i t y i s 
not given, but i s a goal tov/ard which we must s t r i v e . I t 
cannot, however, be p e r f e c t l y r e a l i z e d i n t h i s world, and 
must t h e r e f o r e be relegated to the ESCHATON. Their p o s i t i o n 
had the m e r i t of t a k i n g s e r i o u s l y the d i v i s i v e e f f e c t of s i n 
and of opposing the Hegelian idea t h a t outward u n i t y would 
i n e v i t a b l y be r e a l i z e d by a process of h i s t o r i c a l e v o l u t i o n . 
Yet the S u b j e c t i v i s t s s p i r i t u a l i z e d the a t t r i b u t e of u n i t y 
as v;ell as t h a t of C a t h o l i c i t y . This was a c o r o l l a r y of 
t h e i r i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t conception of r e v e l a t i o n , which made 
any s i g n i f i c a n t degree of outward u n i t y impossible.'^ While 
the Augsburg Confession demanded agreement only i n the 

4 This i s c l e a r l y i l l u s t r a t e d by Johnson's statement 
t h a t , while the Church ought to seek outward u n i t y , i t 
must never do so "at the expense of t r u t h " . Johnson's 
d e f i n i t i o n of " t r u t h " included the e n t i r e Orthodox system. 
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preaching o f the Gospel and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the Sac
raments, 19th century Confessional Lutheranism extended t h i s 
to cover the e n t i r e Orthodox system. How much outward u n i t y 
i s possible i n t h i s v/orld i s indeed an open question, but 
the problem i s not to be avoided by a r e t r e a t i n t o 
s p i r i t u a l i s m . 

There was sharp dlsagreem.ent over the Holiness of the 
Church. The O b j e c t i v i s t s regarded the Church as holy because 
i t was the dwelling-place o f the Holy S p i r i t and the home of 
the holy means of grace. The S u b j e c t i v i s t s , while not deny
in g t h i s , i n s i s t e d t h a t the holiness of the Church was i n 
some measure also dependent upon the holiness of i t s members. 
I n order to p r o t e c t t h i s h o l i n e s s , they were, as we have said, 
advocates o f s t r i c t Church d i s c i p l i n e , although they generally 
admitted t h a t a 'completely "pure" Church was an i m p o s s i b i l i t y . 

The m a j o r i t y o f those who employed the o b j e c t i v e approach 
were thoroughly Lutheran i n t h e i r reluctance to draw l i m i t s 
to the Church, although the d e n i a l i n p r i n c i p l e of the ex i s 
tence o f l i m i t s (as Monrad d i d ) i s a gross e r r o r . But the 
obsession of the S u b j e c t i v i s t s w i t h t h i s problem, while i n 
t e l l i g i b l e i n the 19th century s i t u a t i o n , i s nonetheless a 
P i e t i s t e r r o r . They were i n f a c t C a l v l n l s t s a t t h i s p o i n t . 
Despite h i s repeated d e n i a l s , Glsle Johnson v i r t u a l l y elevated 
d i s c i p l i n e to the status of a mark of the Church. This i s 
to subvert the Lutheran idea of the primacy of the Gospel 
over the Law. There i s indeed a need f o r d i s c i p l i n e i n the 
Church, but i t s primary purpose i s to induce repentance i n 
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the i n d i v i d u a l involved, and only secondarily to preserve 
the holiness of the Body. There was much of the s p i r i t of 
Jonah among 19th century Norwegian C h r i s t i a n s . Moreover, 
the S u b j e c t i v i s t s erred i n two f u r t h e r respects. I n the 
f i r s t place, by making the ADIAPHORA a c r i t e r i o n f o r judge
ment, they not only denied the existence of such " i n d i f f e r e n t 
t h i n g s " a l t o g e t h e r , but also accepted an I 8 t h century norm 
as b i n d i n g f o r a l l time. And secondly, they sought to apply 
d i s c i p l i n e to hypocrites as w e l l as.gross sinners, a manifest 
i m p o s s i b i l i t y , f o r by d e f i n i t i o n hypocrisy cannot be detected. 
I f , as the Lutheran Church maintains, the Power of the Keys 
i s an aspect of the preaching of the V/ord and the adm.inistra-
t i o n of the Sacraments, then i n the f i n a l a nalysis, the 
Church can only proclaim Law and Gospel, accept the profes
s i o n of the i n d i v i d u a l a t face value, and leave the d i s c i 
p l i n e of hypocrites t o the Holy S p i r i t . 

Both sides accepted the p r i n c i p l e EXTRA ECCLESIAM NULLA 
SALUS, but d i f f e r e d i n i t s a p p l i c a t i o n . The S u b j e c t i v i s t s 
held t h a t i t r e f e r r e d only to the I n v i s i b l e Church, while the 
O b j e c t i v i s t s a p p l i e d i t to the V i s i b l e as w e l l , on the ground 
t h a t only there are the v i s i b l e means of grace to be found. 
Gisle Johnson a p p l i e d the p r i n c i p l e to the I n v i s i b l e Church 
made v i s i b l e . 

I n e v i t a b l y , the O b j e c t i v i s t s were supporters of "nurture" 
C h r i s t i a n i t y , w i t h an emphasis upon the Sacrament of Baptism 
and the idea of the-Baptismal Covenant. Their view of Bap
ti s m , however, bordered on the EX OPERE OPERATO, and t h e i r 
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i n c l u s i o n o f a l l baptized persons i n the Church scandalized 
t h e i r opponents. Although w i t h few exceptions they d i d not 
deny the e f f i c a c y o f I n f a n t Baptism or the idea of the 
Covenant, the S u b j e c t i v i s t s nevertheless placed greater 
emphasis on conversion and the need f o r a conscious f a i t h . 
They tended, perhaps unconsciously, to regard Baptism more 
as a.single act than as a continuous covenant r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

There was a .wide divergence as to the r e l a t i v e import
ance of Scri p t u r e and h i s t o r i c a l t r a d i t i o n f o r the doctrine 
and order o f the Church. On the one extreme, Monrad posited 
a Hegelian and Krogh-Tonning a Roman 'Catholic h i s t o r l c i s m . 
On the other extreme, a small m i n o r i t y e x h i b i t e d a tendency 
towards B i b l i c i s m , i n which even the d e t a i l s of Church order 
were t o be derived from i s o l a t e d passages of Scr i p t u r e . The 
m a j o r i t y , however, steered a middle course. They attempted 
to maintain the supremacy of Sc r i p t u r e , but d i f f e r e d over 
the place of t r a d i t i o n . The O b j e c t i v i s t s were I n c l i n e d to 
assign some dogmatic s i g n i f i c a n c e to t r a d i t i o n , but t h i s was 
c a t e g o r i c a l l y denied by the S u b j e c t i v i s t s . 

The Church of Norway suffered from a s i m i l a r dualism 
I n i t s d o c t r i n e o f the M i n i s t r y . There was u n i v e r s a l agree
ment t h a t an o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y was necessary to the 
l i f e of the Church. However, departing from the f u n c t i o n a l 
view of Luther and the Confessions, Norwegian Churchmen 
tended t o regard the M i n i s t r y e i t h e r as an i n s t i t u t i o n or as 
an o f f i c e , the tenure of which was conditioned by the posses
s i o n of Charismata. The issue was brought sharply i n t o focus 
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by the inf l u e n c e of r e v i v a l i s m , which emphasized the doctrine 
of the Universal Priesthood, and introduced lay-preaching on 
a large scale. 

Controversy over the M i n i s t r y took several forms. 
I n the f i r s t place, there was the question whether the Minis
t r y was i n s t i t u t e d by C h r i s t or was derived from the congre
g a t i o n , whether i t o r i g i n a t e d "from above" or arose "from 
below". With few exceptions, theologians agreed t h a t i t 
was i n some sense i n s t i t u t e d by C h r i s t . But t h i s gave r i s e 
to a f u r t h e r question: Did Christ e s t a b l i s h the M i n i s t r y i n 
and through the Apostolate, so t h a t i t i s i n some way a con
t i n u a t i o n of the Apo.stolate, or was i t merely I n s t i t u t e d by 
i m p l i c a t i o n when the Lord bestowed upon the Church the means 
of grace? The O b j e c t i v i s t s , while recognizing the unique 
character of the Apostolate, regarded the o f f i c e of the 
M i n i s t r y as a c o n t i n u a t i o n of the "ordinary" aspect of t h i s 
o f f i c e . They d i d not h e s i t a t e t o speak of a c l e r i c a l STAND, 
which by Divine r i g h t exercises a u t h o r i t y i n the Church over 
the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the means o f grace. This STAND has been 
perpetuated, i f not by an episcopal succession, then a t l e a s t 
by a p r e s b y t e r a l succession. The Pov/er of the Keys rests i n 
the hands of the cle r g y . The S u b j e c t i v i s t s asserted the ab
solute uniqueness of the Apostolate, r e j e c t e d the idea of a 
STAND, and consequently refused to speak i n terms of an 
Ap o s t o l i c Succession. The M i n i s t r y i s an o f f i c e (AMT) i n the 
s t r i c t sense, founded by i m p l i c a t i o n when the Lord gave the 
means of grace and the Charismata, and i t s incumbents are the 
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servants of the congregation f o r the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the 
means'of grace. The Power of the Keys properly belongs to 
the whole congregation. 

A f u r t h e r question was the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y and the Universal Priesthood. The 
O b j e c t i v i s t s drew a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between them, remind
i n g t h e i r opponents t h a t the Lutheran M i n i s t r y v/as not a 
priesthood. Except f o r a few extremists, they d i d not deny 
the relevance o f the inner c a l l or of the Charismata, but 
they emphasized the need f o r the outer c a l l of the Church 
as w e l l . I f o r d i n a t i o n i s not a Sacrament, i t a t l e a s t 
confers the o f f i c e . The S u b j e c t i v i s t s , on the other hand, 
deduced the o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y , i f not from, then a t 
l e a s t through the Universal Priesthood. I n theory, a l l 
members of the Universal Priesthood possess the r i g h t to 
administer the means of grace, but they t r a n s f e r t h i s r i g h t 
t o the pastor i n and through the c a l l . While not r e j e c t i n g 
the outer c a l l , they l a i d s p e c i a l emphasis upon the inner 
c a l l . According t o t h e i r Charismatic p r i n c i p l e , the outer 
c a l l must f o l l o w the presence of the Charismata, and ordina
t i o n merely r a t i f i e s t h i s c a l l . Their i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 
the M i n i s t r y w i t h the Universal Priesthood l a i d them open 
to the charge of Donatlsm. 

On the d o c t r i n e of the M i n i s t r y as w e l l as the doctrine 
of the Church, the t r e n d was d e f i n i t e l y tovjard the subjective 
side throughout the century. Radical S u b j e c t i v i s t s , who 

. regarded the congregation (or conventicle) as autonomous. 
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the Charismata as a l l - i m p o r t a n t , and the inner c a l l as 
s u f f i c i e n t , gradually won e c c l e s i a s t i c a l and l e g a l recogni
t i o n . This trend i s i l l u s t r a t e d i n the controversy over lay -
preaching. The O b j e c t i v i s t s c o n s i s t e n t l y opposed lay-preach
i n g , on the ground t h a t i t was p r o h i b i t e d by A r t i c l e XIV of 
the Augsburg Confession, and sought to render i t l e g i t i m a t e 
by the c r e a t i o n o f a Diaconate. From the safe distance of 
A f r i c a , Bishop Schreuder could r e j e c t lay-preaching as use
less because i t lacked the a n o i n t i n g of o r d i n a t i o n . Moderate 
S u b j e c t l v i s t s l i k e Gisle Johnson, although they agreed t h a t 
the p r a c t i c e was i r r e g u l a r , denied t h a t the A r t i c l e p r o h i b i t s 
lay-preaching c a t e g o r i c a l l y , and .put f o r t h the famous 
"emergency p r i n c i p l e " . Lay-preaching was considered j u s t i 
f i a b l e i n an emergency such as was alleged to e x i s t i n Norway. 
The r a d i c a l S u b j e c t i v i s t s , . however, asserted the free r i g h t 
of laymen to preach wherever the g i f t i s present, and i t was 
i n f a c t t h i s extreme standpoint, the Charismatic p r i n c i p l e 
c a r r i e d to i t s l o g i c a l conclusion, v/hich triumphed i n the 
controversy. Thus, the Church of Norway came to recognize 
the v a l i d i t y of an independent lay M i n i s t r y alongside i t s 
c l e r i c a l M i n i s t r y . 

The i n a b i l i t y o f 19th century Norwegian theology to 
maintain a d i a l e c t i c approach i s f u r t h e r i l l u s t r a t e d by the 
f a c t t h a t i t lacked a proper eschatologlcal perspective. I t 
i s no accident t h a t only i n our own century, w i t h i t s r e d i s 
covery o f the personal, dynamic conception of r e v e l a t i o n and 
i t s renewed a p p r e c i a t i o n f o r the d i a l e c t i c t h a t t h i s has been 
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I n some measure achieved. Both S u b j e c t i v i s t s and Objectlv-
I s t s , operating w i t h i n an immanental framework, tended to-
i d e n t i f y the Kingdom o f God w i t h the Church. They were 
the r e f o r e a dimension short i n t h e i r consideration of t h i s 
important d o c t r i n e . W i t h i n t h i s framework, each of the two 
poles c o n t r i b u t e d one aspect of the t r u t h . The approach of 
the O b j e c t i v i s t s v/as c o l l e c t i v i s t and s t a t i c . They tended 
complacently to assume t h a t the Kingdom had come i n the 
Church, and consequently to overlook the need f o r evangelism 
and Church d i s c i p l i n e . The danger here was t h a t the Church 
v/ould be swallowed up by the world. The S u b j e c t i v i s t s were 
i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c , and attempted to employ a dynamic approach. 
But t h e i r p o i n t of view involved the anthropocentric delusion 
t h a t i t was t h e i r task to b r i n g i n the Kingdom. This i s 
amply i l l u s t r a t e d by t h e i r r e v i v a l i s m and m o r a l i s t i c zeal 
f o r d i s c i p l i n e . Although they e x h i b i t e d a tendency to s p i r i t 
u a l i z e the Church, they were seldom content to l e t the matter 
r e s t t h e r e , but sought r a t h e r to make v i s i b l e the I n v i s i b l e 
Church. Vftiereas the O b j e c t i v i s t s sometimes s a c r i f i c e d l i f e 
t o order, the S u b j e c t i v i s t s were w i l l i n g to . abandon order 
i n favour of l i f e . But t h i s PROBLEI'ISTELLUNG v;as wrong. As 
Regin Prenter says, the c.l;i6ice i s not between order and 
Charismatic freedom, but between "an eschatological Church 
v/hich l i v e s i n e x p e c t i a t i o n of a coming Kingdom beyond t h i s 
world, and a ' h i s t o r i c a l ' Church which represents an attempt 
to r e a l i z e the Kingdom of God i n t h i s world".5 Both sides 
5 R. Prenter, Skabelse og Genldsnlng, Kdfberihavn, 1955, p. 566. 
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f a i l e d t o recognize the t r u t h i mplied i n Luther's f i n a l 
mark o f the Church, t h a t i t must always be "under the Cross". 
Like the i n d i v i d u a l C h r i s t i a n , the Church i s always IN VIA. 
Neither side f u l l y appreciated the d i a l e c t i c s i t u a t i o n of 
the Church, i n which the Kingdom has indeed come but has 
not y e t been consummated. I t i s h i g h l y s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t 
Lammers ( f o l l o w i n g Kierkegaard) could accuse the State Church 
of a n t i c i p a t i n g the ESCHATON, and t h a t , twenty years l a t e r . 
Bishop Heuch could make the same charge against the Lutheran 
Free Church. 

What was n eded, then, i n 19th century Norwegian 
theology was an e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t conception of r e v e l a t i o n 
which was theocentrlc i n d i r e c t i o n , which f a c i l i t a t e d a d i a -
l e d t i c approach to C h r i s t i a n doctrine i n general and the 
do c t r i n e of the Church i n p a r t i c u l a r , and vrhich v/ould open 
out the e s c h a t o l o g i c a l perspective. This would i n e f f e c t 
represent a purge of the leaven both of Orthodoxy and Pietism 
and a r e t u r n t o Luther and the Augsburg Confession. 

I n the act o f r e v e l a t i o n , God gives, not propositions 
about Himself, but Himself. Moreover .-, i t i s inherent i n 
the very idea of r e v e l a t i o n t h a t the d i r e c t i o n i s from God 
to man. I t cannot "be too st r o n g l y emphasized t h a t n e i t h e r 
the Church nor the i n d i v i d u a l C h r i s t i a n has any l i f e apart 
from the l i f e of C h r i s t , and t h a t the Church i s the r e s u l t 
of God's s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n , not o f human endeavour. But the 
Church i s not only the r e s u l t of God's a c t i v i t y ; I t s purpose 
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i s t o serve as an instrument f o r t h i s a c t i v i t y . This i s 

t\ie:.a.spect of the Church which i s sometimes c a l l e d the i n s t i 
t u t i o n a l . This word has, hovrever, a too s t a t i c connotation; 
I t i s too e a s i l y i n t e r p r e t e d i n terms of an autonomous DIKG-
AN-SICH. I t i s th e r e f o r e p r e f e r a b l e to r e f e r to t h i s aspect 
as the f u n c t i o n a l aspect. Such a term i s manifestly more 
tru e to the understanding of t h i s aspect of the Church's • 
nature which i s expressed i n A r t i c l e V I I of the Augsburg 
Confession. The Church comes i n t o being and i s sustained 
and extended by the a c t i o n of the Holy S p i r i t i n and through 
the f u n c t i o n of the preaching of the Gospel and the adminis
t r a t i o n of the Sacraments. These are the means of grace; 
But they must not be i n t e r p r e t e d as DINGE-AN-SICH any more 
than the Church i t s e l f . They are v a l i d only IN USU. The 
Word cannot be described as a deposit i n a Book, nor can 
the Sacrament be reserved on the A l t a r . The Word and the 
Sacraments are means of grace only as and because the Holy 
S p i r i t acts through them. This, then, i s one pole of the 
d i a l e c t i c i n the d e f i n i t i o n of the Church. I t I s a func
t i o n , a means toward an end. 

On the other hand, i t i s also the congregation of 
s a i n t s , the community o f . b e l i e v e r s . As such, i t i s i n one 
sense an e n d - l n - l t s e l f , as w e l l as a means. This personal 
aspect i s n e i t h e r the s t a r t i n g p o i n t of the Church nor the 
end, f o r i t i s n e i t h e r an autonomous ass o c i a t i o n nor a 
C h r i s t i a n "mutual admiration society". But there could 
obviously be no Church without the b e l i e v e r s , f o r f a i t h i s 
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a personal r e l a t i o n s h i p , and we are men, not robots. 

There i s th e r e f o r e a profound d i a l e c t i c i n the nature 
of the Church. I t i s "a s o l i d a r i t y of persons" among whom 
and through whom a d e f i n i t e f u n c t i o n takes place. The two 
poles are as inseparable as the chicken and the egg. With
out the preaching o f the Word and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the 
Sacraments, there would be no community of b e l i e v e r s , and 
w i t h o u t the b e l i e v e r s there would be no preaching of the 
Word and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the Sacraments. The Church i s 
both MINISTERIUM and COffiUNIO. 

On the basis o f the d i a l e c t i c approach to the Church, 
i t i s possible to combine the best i n s i g h t s of both poles 
of the 19th century a n t i t h e s i s , without f a l s e synthesis and 
w i t h o u t dualism. The Church i s the Body of C h r i s t , sustained 
and r u l e d by i t s Divine-human Head, i n which the b e l i e v e r s 
serve as His members. I t i s a t one and the same time both 
V i s i b l e and I n v i s i b l e ; I t s f a i t h . S p i r i t , and l i m i t s are 
hidden, but i t s means of grace and comm.on confession are 
apparent to the senses. Outside t h i s one Church there i s 
no s a l v a t i o n ; This p r i n c i p l e applies not only t o the I n v i s 
i b l e but also t o the V i s i b l e Church. Only where the Gospel 
i s preached and the Sacraments administered does the S p i r i t 
work s a l v a t i o n . We are indeed g r a f t e d i n t o C h r i s t i n I n f a n t 
Baptism, but Baptismal grace must be appropriated i n f a i t h . 
But an understanding of the mystery of the Sacrament or an 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f Conversion cannot be reduced t o an attempt 
t o psychologize the concept.of f a i t h . We can only accept the 
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a s s e r t i o n t h a t , as the Augsburg Confession puts i t , "the 
Holy S p i r i t worketh f a i t h where and when i t pleaseth God". 
The Church i s indeed the Kingdom of Grace on earth, but i t 
i s not yet the consummated Kingdom. I n any case, i t i s not 
the product o f human endeavour, but only of God's redemptive 
a c t i v i t y , although God c e r t a i n l y works through human agents. 
Moreover, we must be c a r e f u l not to deny the Lordship o f 
Chr i s t also i n the Kingdom o f power, the Kingdom on the L e f t . 

A s i m i l a r d i a l e c t i c approach must be applied to the 
M i n i s t r y . I t i s c l e a r t h a t the term " M i n i s t r y " can be 
understood i n a t l e a s t two ways, e i t h e r as a corpus of 
persons (a STAND) or as a f u n c t i o n , an a c t i v i t y . The 
19th century O b j e c t i v i s t s I n t e r p r e t e d i t i n the former 
sense. This was i n cl e a r defiance of Luther, who rej e c t e d 
the idea of a STAND i n favour o f the designation AMT, or 
o f f i c e . But even the word " o f f i c e " has taken on f o r e i g n 
connotations which are out of keeping w i t h i t s primary 
f u n c t i o n a l meaning. The Lutheran do c t r i n e of the M i n i s t r y 
must avoid completely the idea of the STAND and define i t 
s e l f i n s t r i c t l y f u n c t i o n a l terms. 

The S u b j e c t i v i s t s of the l a s t century were thoroughly 
Lutheran i n d e s c r i b i n g the M i n i s t r y as a service, or t o use 
Gustav Jensen's e x c e l l e n t phrase "a shepherd service". The 
M i n i s t r y i s an a c t i v i t y of the Holy S p i r i t exercised through 
c e r t a i n human Instruments. The persons themselves, while 
necessary f o r obvious reasons, are of decidedly secondary 
Importance. But, because of the a p p l i c a t i o n of the 
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Charismatic p r i n c i p l e , the S u b j e c t i v i s t s negated i n large 
measure the idea of the M i n i s t r y as a f u n c t i o n . They were 
i f anything even more concerned than the O b j e c t i v i s t s t h a t 
the M i n i s t r y should be exercised by the r i g h t persons. I t 
i s e n t i r e l y B i b l i c a l t o assert t h a t the Holy S p i r i t gives to 
those whom He c a l l s a Charisma, but t o i d e n t i f y t h i s w i t h 
c e r t a i n s u b j e c t i v e q u a l i t i e s i s to focus too much a t t e n t i o n 
upon the person. I t i s also t o be rem.embered t h a t the 
c h i e f Charismata are f a i t h and love. Moreover, God i s a 
God o f order. Because the f u n c t i o n of the M i n i s t r y always 
invo l v e s a d e f i n i t e p a t t e r n of a c t i o n , some form of order 
i s r e q u i r e d . I t i s a confessional p r i n c i p l e of the Lutheran 
Church t h a t no one i s t o assume the f u n c t i o n of the adminis
t r a t i o n of the means of grace without the outer c a l l of the 
Church. To circumvent the Church i n t h i s regard i s i n f a c t 
t o deny the very do c t r i n e of the Universal Priesthood which 
the S u b j e c t i v i s t s claimed to uphold. I n retrospect, i t seems 
t h a t the c h i e f reason behind the r e j e c t i o n o f the Diaconate 
by the S u b j e c t i v i s t s was human p r i d e . 

The f u n c t i o n a l approach to the M i n i s t r y combines the 
best i n s i g h t s of both poles of the d i a l e c t i c . The M i n i s t r y 
i s not a STAND apart from and superior to the congregation, 
but n e i t h e r i s i t merely a service of the congregation. I t 
i s a service of the Word. As an a c t i v i t y of the Holy S p i r i t , 
i t s a u t h o r i t y i s s e l f - e v i d e n t , yet i t i s an a u t h o r i t y only of 
the Word. There i s a d i s t i n c t i o n between the M i n i s t r y and 
the Universal Priesthood. At the same time, the Universal 
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Priesthood i s exercised by a l l members of the Church i n 
t h e i r p r i v a t e l i v e s , and i n f a c t t r a n s f e r s a part of i t s 
f u n c t i o n to the o f f i c e of the M i n i s t r y . But i t does not do 
so as an autonomous e n t i t y . I t serves as the Instrument of 
the S p i r i t i n mediating the Divine c a l l to the M i n i s t r y . 

On the f u n c t i o n a l view. I t i s impossible to deny cate
g o r i c a l l y the fefflcacy o f lay-preaching; Nor can i t be J u s t i 
f i e d on the basis of an "emergency p r i n c i p l e " . I t i s the 
f u n c t i o n and not the form which i s a l l - i m p o r t a n t . The para
l l e l existence of c l e r i c a l and lay M i n i s t r i e s c o n s t i t u t e s a 
remarkable i l l u s t r a t i o n of the f u n c t i o n a l p r i n c i p l e and the 
d i a l e c t i c view. Yet t h i s i s a d i a l e c t i c maintained by extremes 
and a t the p r i c e of inner d i v i s i o n . The Insistence of the 
c l e r g y on the idea of the STAND forced t h e i r opponents to 
extreme Charismatism. " I t ought to be possible to maintain 
a more moderate d i a l e c t i c , i n which one side s a c r i f i c e s i t s 
f a l s e a u t h o r i t y i n favour of an emphasis upon f u n c t i o n , and 
the other side r e l i n q u i s h e s i t s f a l s e autonomy i n favour of 
order. 

The d i a l e c t i c approach i s the v/ayto a sound, Lutheran 
d o c t r i n e of the Church and M i n i s t r y . I t i s also the way to 
achieve the u n i t y which i s a t present the greatest need of 
the Norwegian Church. 



APPENDIX I 

(1) The Adiaphora 
Question: How does one 

Sandhed 
By unnecessary p h y s i c a l la^ 
hour, by s i n f u l amusements 
l i k e dancing, games, come
di e s , the f r e q u e n t i n g o f 
taverns, e t c . , which are 
always s i n f u l i n them
selves and doubly so on 
the Sabbath. 

abuse the Sabbath? 
Udtog 

By n e g l e c t i n g or despising . 
God's Word,or by being r e l i g 
ious i n the hope of earning 
some m e r i t w i t h God or i n 
order to appear holy, or by 
undertaking or p a r t i c i p a t i n g 
i n such things as are s i n f u l 
i n themselves or tend to 
lead the mind away from God. 

(11) The Descent i n t o H e l l 
Question: What d i d Jesus, do, when he descended i n t o 
Hell or the realm of the dead? 

Udtog Sandhed 
Sh o r t l y before h i s resur
r e c t i o n , C h r i s t entered 
the place o f the damned, 
triumphed over the power 
of Satan, and preached 
to the s p i r i t s . 

He revealed the v i c t o r y which 
by His death He had won over 
the d e v i l , and preached the 
Gospel to the s p i r i t s i n 
p r i s o n . 

( i l l ) The Church 
Sandhed 

(a) Wording of the Creed 
I b e l i e v e . . . i n the e x i s 
tence of a h o l y , c a t h o l i c , 
C h r i s t i a n Church, v;hlch 
I s the Communion o f 
Saints... 
(b) The Church defined 
(Question 51?). 
...not a b u i l d i n g o f wood 
and stone, but the commun
i t y of holy persons... 

Udtog 

I b e l i e v e . . . i n the holy, 
c a t h o l i c Church, the 
Communion o f Saints... 

(Question 404) 
The congregation of a l l who 
are baptized w i t h C h r i s t i a n 
Baptism and confess the 
C h r i s t i a n F a i t h . 

(c) Marks of the Church 
(Question 517) 
The pure preaching of the 
Word and the use o f the 
Sacraments according t o 
C h r i s t ' s I n s t i t u t i o n . 



Sandhed 

(d) 

Udtog 
Question: Which i s the 
C h r i s t i a n Faith? (Question 406) 

Fa i t h i n God the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost accor
ding to the C h r i s t i a n , Apostolic 
a r t i c l e s o f f a i t h . 

(e) 

( f ) Question: Are a l l saved 
who l i v e and die i n the 
V i s i b l e Church? (Q. 521)-
No, not the V i s i b l e , but 
only the i n v i s i b l e Church's 
members w i l l be saved. 

(g) Question: What i s the 
d i f f e r e n c e between the 
V i s i b l e and the I n v i s i b l e 
Church? (^.522) 
There i s only one Church, 
but i n the one outv.'ard, 
v i s i b l e mass are two d i s 
t i n c t kinds o f members, 
the h y pocrites and the 
t r u e C h r i s t i a n s . 
[Hypocrites ]3are those 
who cry "Lord, Lord", 
but do not the Father's 
w i l l . 
(True Christians'] are 
those who i n f a i t h do 
God's w i l l . 
(The d i f f e r e n c e ] i s not 
always obvious t o human 
eyes. H^herefore the 
Church i s c a l l e d i n v i s i b l e 
bedausej i t s members are 
hidden amid the great out
ward mass of hy p o c r i t e s . 

The Holiness of the Church 
(Question 408) 
The Church i s c a l l e d holy . 
because i t i s dedicated to 
God i n Baptism...and because 
the Holy Ghost accomplishes 
His work and s a n e t i f i c a t i o n 
i n i t , through the holy means 
of grace. 



Sandhed Udtog 
(h) Question: What i s i t to believe 

i n the holy c a t h o l i c Church? 
(Q. 414) 

.. . t h a t I am convinced t h a t 
t h i s Church e x i s t s , and tha t I 
...have f e l l o w s h i p w i t h Christ 
i n i t , through i t s means of 
grace... 

On earth {it includes! hypo
c r i t e s and true C h r i s t i a n s . . . 
(Q. 417) [Hypocrites arel 
those who confess Chris t v;ith 
t h e i r mouths, but deny Him i n 
t h e i r hearts and works. 

(Q. 418) The true Christians 
are t h e . r e a l members of the 
Church, who keep t h e i r Baptism.al 
Covenant and thus confess 
Ch r i s t i n t h e i r hearts, t h e i r 
words and t h e i r deeds. 

(1) The Communion o f Saints 
separately discussed: 
I t i s the union o f the Saints 
or the tr u e Christians i n one 
S p i r i t , one f a i t h , one hope, 
i n t o one Body whose Head i s 
Chri s t . 
I t i s a l i v i n g communion be
tween God's holy ones here 
and those who are a t home 
w i t h the Lord... 


