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ABSTRACT OF THESIS
THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH IN NORWAY
IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

The object of the thesis is to trace the doctrine of
the Church in Norway during the 19th century, a period of
unique importance both in the thought and Church-1ife of
the country. An attempt will be made to show that the
probiemé 1hvolved in the doctrine had a profound effect
upon the whole current of Norwegian Church-1ife,

On the basls of a theocentric approach and a dynamic,
personal conception of Revelation, iartin Luther adopted a
dialeétical-view of Chriestian doctrine as a whole and the
doctrine of the Church in particular, and a functional
concept of the Ministry. Through the re-introduction of
an intellectualist conception of Revelation, however, these
insights were lost in the later hlstory of Lutheranism. The
unity of the doctrine of the Church wes broken, .and a
dualism of "Objectivism"” and "Subjectivism” arose.

Informed by an Idealist metaphysic but virtually de-
pendent upon an Empiricist epistemology, 19th century
Norwegian theology was unable to overcome this dualism and

to re-establish the dialectical view, It displayed a wide

range of eccleslologlcal positlons, from Catholic Sacerdotal-

1sm (Erogh-Tonning) and Hegelian Erastianism (Monrad) on
the one hand, to Low-Church Orthodox-Pietism (Gisle Johnson)
and Assoclational Independency (Ssverdrup) on the other.

The crisis in the doctrine of the Church was clearly
reflected in the practical Church;life of the period, which

L




was characterized by a gradual but definite trend in
the Low-Church direction.

The Grundtvigian party, seeking an objective authority,
found it in the Church and 1ts historic Creed. But the
traditionalism and Sacramentalism of this party were sharply
opposed and finally overcome by the Orthodox-Pletlists,

The 1nproduction of Revivalism, with 1ts associational
idea of the Church and charismatic concept of the Ministry,
gave rise to the Inner Mission and Foreign Mission move-
ments, and created tremendous tenslons withinnthe Church.
After a protracted struggle, the "free organizetlons" and
lay-preaching gained legal and ecclesiastical recognition.

The Erastianism of the Church of Norway led to a re-
action in the form of a vast movement for political reform.
But failure to agree on a sound Lutheran doctrine of the
Church within the movement and political pressure from
without prevented the realization of its objectives.

The question of Church discipline within the national
Church provided the occasion for several small separatist
movements, which, although relatively insignificant, illus-
~trate the ecclesiologlcal tensions.

Thus, the unity of the Church in Norway was shattered
during the 19th century. What was needed was a return to
the dynamic conception of Revelation and dialectical view

of Luther and the Confessions,
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NOTE ON TERMINOLOGY

lIn & thesis where the source meterial is in a foreign
language, problems‘of terminology inevitably arise. I have
at all times sought to render the Norwegian terms by the
correct Englisﬁ equivalents.

I have used the translations "doctrine of the Church"
and "Churchmanship"” for the Norwegian terms KIRKEBEGREP and
- KIRKESYN. Wheré there i1s no English equivalent, as in the
case of the adjectives KIRKELIG and UKIRKELIG, I have had to
coin the terms "Churchly" and "unchurchly".

The Church of Norway was normally described in the 19th
century as the State Church (STATSKIRKEN). This correctly
defines its status under the Constitution. The term "Folk-
Church" (popular in Grundtviglan circles) was rarely used
during the period. It originated in Deﬁmark, where it was
introduced into the Constitution of 1849 by the Prime Minister,
D. J. Monrad. As defined by Professor Hal Koch, the Folk-
Church is simply the Church of the majority,.without any
eggsential connectipn with the State.l It represents the
recognition of a factual situation, not a national need.

On this definition, it is clear that the Church of Norway
was a ‘State Church and not a Folk-Church during the period.
It is even open to question whether it could be properly
designated a Folk-Church today, in view of its status under

the Constitution.

1 "Den Danske Folkekirken", in Nordisk Teologi: Festskrift
ti1l11 Ragnar Bring, Lund, 1955.




A particularly confusing problem is presented by the
two words KIRKE and MENIGHET (Congregation). In Norwegian
usage, the word KIRKE may possess all the ambiguity associa-
ted with the English "Church". Generally, however, it 1is
used of the larger entitites (the national or the universal
Chupéh). The word MENiGHET is used in the translation of
the Bible to render the Greek 2kﬂ<%q¢(a. There is, however,
the possibility of a similar ambiguity as with the term KIRKE.
It is frequently used to denote the "Invisible" Church, as
well as the local_congregation. In some quarters, it has
assumed a more “"spiritual" connotation than the word KIRKE.
I have translated it sometimes as "Church" and sometimes as
"eongregation", according to the context.

I have sought to render the distinction between the
terms KIRKECRDEN and KIREKEFORFATNING by the English words
"Church order" and"Church polity".

The terms "High-" and"Low-Church" were originally im-
ported into Norway from Britain. In the Lutheran Church,
they generaliy bear the same meaning as in the Anglican
Communion, It is to be noted, however, that, while Norwe-
gian High-Churchmen emphasize the value of historical con-
tinuity, they attach no importance either to the Historic
Episcopate (which does not exist in Norway) or the three-
fold Minlstry. Certainly they do not regard either as being
of the ESSE of the Church. |

But in addition to this emphasis upon the Ministry as a

divine institution, there 1s a further characteristic of



Norwegian High-Churchmen, the stress upon the institﬁtional
and collective aspects of the Church. 4t this point, High-
Churchmanshiﬁ could take one of two forms. It could be
linked with an Erastian view of the relationship between
Church and State{ particularly in circles most directly
under Hegelian Influence. On the other hand, other High-
Churchmen (perhaps in greater harmony with the spirit of the
md#ement) adopted a strongly anti-Erastian attitude.

On the other hand, the.Low—Churchmen strongly empha-
sized the Unlversal Priesthood of Believeré, and deduced the
necessity for the Ministry from it in purely functional terms.
They considered the Ministry to be not an estate (STAND) but
an office.(AMT). They stressed the nature of the Church as
the Communion of Saints, with the object of throwing into
stronger relief the personal charecter of its human member-
ship than the fact of its divine origin as an institutlon.
There was a tendency for the accent to fall upon the individ-
ual rather than the collective. They Qere invariably anti-
Erastian in outlook, and preferred to stress the distinction

rather than the unity of the Two Realms of classical Lutheran

theology.
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH IN THE HISTORY OF 1UTHERANISM
Luther

In the last decade of his life, Martin Luther wrote:
"In our day, thank God, any seven-year-old child knows what
the Church is!"l In éontext, the significance of these words
is clear: Luther was asserting that the Roman Catholic Church
taughtla false and erroneous ecclesiology, and that he and
the other Reformers had re-discovered the true concept of
the Church and had stated it so clearly that a child could
understand it.

This was a sweeping assertion, put forth by a man much
given to sweeping assertions. It is not our task here to
subjeét Luther's ecclesiology to a critical examination,
This is not a treatise on Luther, but an enquiry into the
doctrine of the Church as it is exhibited in 19th Century
Norwegian theology and Church life, It 1is, howevef, clear
thap the present study must be introduced by a brief state-
ment of Luther's ecclesiology and an assessment of its value
if we are to evaluvate later developments'with any degree of
success. Norway has been a Iutheran nation since the Ref-
crmation, and in no Church body does a single individual
assume greater importance than does Luther in that branch
of Christendom which (contrary to his will) bears his name.

Luther has been severely criticized for the alleged

1 Schmalkaldic Articles, III, 12.



inconsistency of his theology. It 1s indeed true that he
created no closed dogmatic system. Nevertheless, there is
a basic unity in his theology which is apparent once we get
the key to his thought. But it is a unity in dialectic.?
Luther was a profoundly dialectical theologian, He often
placed avpparently contradictory truths side by side. The
synthesis of the two antitheses was for him transcendent,

not immanent, and lay in the Being of God Himself,

The unifying principle in Luther's theology is to be
found in the cardinal doctrine of Justification by Faith,
or, rather, Justification by Grace alone received through
Faith, "Sola Gratia, Sola Fide, Propter Christum", which
later came to be called the "material principle" of the
Reformation. The emphasis was not upon human faith, but
vpon Divine, prevenient grace. The doctrine of Justification
bj Faith came to Luther through an existential experience.
After a long period of searching for the "Gracious God",
Luther at last found, or was found by Him in the famous
"tower experience".3 As a consequence, Luther conceived
éf God's self-revelation in dynamic, personal, relational,
existential terms.# Because the medium of this revelation
2 The word "dlalectic” is used here in the sense defined by
H. Ording, Dogmatisk Metode, p. 144: "The dialectic relation
is a relation between relative opvosites which contribute
positively although in tension to understanding where this
cannot be expressed in a simple sense and which constantly
" proceeds out from and toward a hidden synthesis." Ording

distinguishes dialectic from paradox, which he defines as
"an abbreviated sharpening (pointering) of a truth simple

in itself".
3 ¢f. H. Boehmer, Road tc Reformation, Philadelphia, 1946.

4 ef. R. Bring, "Luthersk Bibelsyn" in En Bok om Bibeln,
Lund, 1948,
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had been Holy Scripture, "Sola Scriptura'" became the "formal
principle" of the Reformation.” The formal and material
principles were inextricably bound up together, the former
representing revelation and the latter faith.

It has been said that Luther achieved a "Copernican
revolution" in the realm of theology, by replacing the
'essentially anthropocentric Medieval Scholasticism with a
theocentric theology.6 This assertion has, however, been
disputed on the grounds that Medieval Scholasticism was not
esgentially anthropocentric. Whatever opinion may be held
of Scholasticism, it is certainly beyond dispute that Luther's
own thedlogy was theocentric. Justification by Faith was
the starting point and the central unifying theme of all
doctrine, "The proper object of theology is man as guilty
on accounti of sin, and lost, and God the Justifier and Sav-

four of man as & sinner."! The doctrine of Justification by

6 "Sola Scriptura" did not mean for ILuther what it has come

to mean for some modern-day obscurantists. TLutner was neither
a Biblicist nor a Fundamentalist, nor did he regard all parts
of the Bible as possessing egual value.(cf. his evaluation

of the Epistle of James and of the Apocalypse.) His criterion
was the extent to which a particular passage or book "drove
home "(TREIBT) Christ, i.e. how closely it was related to the
central doctrine, Justification by Faith. 1ibid., pp. 255ff.
 Luther d4id not rule out the place of tradition, though he

drew a careful distinction between the tradition and the
traditions. (c¢f. H. Preus, The Communion of Saints, pp. 15-
16.) The experience of the Church through the ages weighed
heavily with him. His writings are filled with references to
the Fathers. Nor did he rule out the place of reason, although
he was contemptuous of Scholastic philosophy. Sola Scriptura
for Luther meant that Scripture wss the supreme touchstone in
all matters of doctrine.

6 Cf. A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, and P. Watson, let God be God.
7 M, ILuther, sSW, I, p. 65, quoted in P. Watson,op.cit., p. 23.




Faith became "the article upon which the Church stands or
falls", This doctrine represented the essential content of
the Gospel. Everything revolved about it; like the ripples
that radiate when a stone is . dropped into the water. Here
is no innovation in doctrine, but "an immense reduction, a
concentration on the one article of saving faith in Christ. "8
As Einar Billing puts it, 'never imagine you have rightly
grasped a Lutheran idea until you have succeeded in reducing
it to a simple corollary of the forgiveness of sins."?

And the direction of the act of Jjustification, conceived
primarily in forensic terms, was entirely from God to man.
Armed with this theocentric approach, ILuther proceeded, as
he put it, "to alter the whole religion of the Papacy". His
chief concern was to ensure that the Gospel of Justification
by Faith was free and unfettered.

Within the unity of Luther's theology ran a profound
dialectic, with significant implications for his ecclesiol-
ogy. There was One God, but Luther could speak of Him as
both hidden (DEUS ABSCONDITUS) and revealed [DEUS RZVELATUS).
. God's self-revelation formed a unity, but it occurred in
two forms, Law and Gospel, representing primarily wrath
and love respectively. God's reign was one, but He reigned
over.two Realms (Reichen, or Regimenten). The dialectic was
sharpeaed by the fact that it was necessary for Luther and
the conservative Reformation to fight on two fronts: against

8 S. Cave, The Person of Christ, p. 139

9 E. Billing, Var Kallelse, 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-
;éggg,'particularly in the Perscon of Christ. But, because
no man can see God face to face, He also confronts us as

Deus Absconditus, behind certain "masks" (ILARVAZ)., Even

the divinity of Christ was "hidden" in His humanity. The
various orders of His creation are "masks" for God: the
family, thezfoofﬁl(OBRIGKEIT) of the State, and "outward
Christendom, or the empirical Church. In this way, God's
reign extends over two kingdoms, which Luther designated
as the kingdom on the Right and the kingdom on the Left,
or the Spiritual and the Secular realms. In the secular
realm, the hidden God confronts all mankind through the
masks., This 1s His kingdom of power, in which He meets

us primarily in His wrath, but also in His love, since
confrontation here takes place through God's law, which

1g good but incapable of working salvation. The spirituval
kingdom is the kingdom of Grace, in which we meet only

His love through the Gospel. For ILuther, every individual
is related to God, either under His love or under His
wrath.

Both realms are under God's rule; Henée, Luther's
rather positive view of the creatéd world, despite his
relative dualism. The secular kingdom, although strictly
temporal, yet has a useful function to perform in this

world, It is designed to preserve order, to prevent



corrupt mankind from destroying itself, and particularly
to make possible the free proclamation of the Gospel, so
that the Holy Spirit may gather at least some into the
spiritualnrealm as well, The Christian is paradoxically
a member of both realms, He is in a real sense in the
WOrld, but not of it.

Commenting on Gal. 2:14,,Luther wrote: "This place,
touchingnthe différence between the Law and the Gospel
is very necessary to be known, for it contains the.sum of
all doctrine." Any demand of God is law, any promise Gos-
0e1.19 Both are the Word of God, but the Gospel is the
predominént agpect. The law is largely preparatory.
Through it, God carries out His OPUS ALIENUM, but 1t is
through the Gospel that He carries out His OPUS PROPRIUM.
These two must be carefully distinguished, but not separ-
ated. They constitute one of the most significant and
basic examples of unity-in-dialectic in Luther's theo-
logy. |

Although ILuther adopted different tactics in dealing
with Rome on the one hand and the Enthusiasts on the other,
his basic charge against them was the same: that they had

perverted the Gospel, Luther saw three errors in Rome's

10 This distinction may not, however, be applied to Scrip-
ture in a Biblicist manner, for it is the living Holy
Spirit who speaks the Word, This is in keeping with Lut-
her's dynamic concept of revelation. He also emphasized
the importance of the preached Word. cf. R. Bring, op.
cit., and J. Whale, The Protestant Tradition, p. 130.




conception of the Gqspel. In the first place, it was
intellectualistic; The Gospel was identified with a
dogmatic system, It was "nomistic"; The Gospel was
transformed into a new Law, which mgst be fulfilled in
order to merit grace. It was sacramental-magical, con-
ceiving of grace not in terms of personal mercy, but in
terms of substance. For Luther grace 1s always conceived
as the attitude and activity of a person rather than as
an entity in itself. He was inexorably opposed to any t
tendency towards what has been called'the reification of
grace! Al1l of this had faf-reaching ecclesiological con-
sequences. The dogﬁatic system reéndered the Church depen-
dent upon a hierarchy and created a separate "Teaching
Church“. The Church became a legal institution and the
hierarchy legal authorities. And substantlal grace was
"infused" through the hierarchy. Thus, the Gospel had
been dethroned, and the Papacy had taken its place. In
conséquence, Rome had become & false, apostate Church, in
so far as it was built upon a false foundation, and the
Papacy had become anti-Christ. Yet, Luther also main-
téined that the Church continued to exist under the Papacy,
because the Gospel was not comnletely suppressed. God had
upheld the Gospel "with vower and wonders," The Papacy was
anti-éhrist, but the Pope still sat in the temple of God.
The concept of revelation held by the Enthusiasts
was at the opposite extreme., They asserted the absolute

independence of the Holy Spirit from any means of grace.
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Luther was canvinced that this supposed freedom would in
fact lead to enslavement. The Enfhﬁsiasts would be forced
to look within themselves for spiritual assurance. This
amountéd to enslavement by the subjective. It would be to
build the Chprch, not upon the Gospel,‘but upon subjective
experience. '"What Luther above all sought to avoid was a
subjective orientation of the concept of the Church."*! Tt
wag opposition to the Enthuslasts which moved Luther to
write: "God does not give His grace and His Spirit except
in and through the external Word."l2 The

The unity and the dialectic of Luther's theology ex-
tands to his doctrine of the Church. Iuther's ecclesiology
displays the same theocentric approach, the same overriding
concern for the Gospel. His doctrine of the Church is "an
implication of his doctrine of Justification by Faith".13
Luther's primary question was: How is the Church constituted?
(Was macht die Kirche?). It is in answering this question
that Luther made his greatest contribution in this branch of
dogmatics. For Luther, the Church is always the creation of
the Holy Spirit. Modern associational and sociological
ecclesiologies were foreign to him. The one constant con-
stitutive factor is the Gospel. The Gospel isthe "subject"
of the Church. As Bishop Aulén says, this is of "fundamen-
tal 31an1flcapce" for Luther's position. Unless this 1s

11 G. Aulén, Till Belysning om den Iutherska Kyrkoideen, p.23.

12 Smalkaldic Articles, VIII.
1% J. MacXinnon, Luther and the Reformation, bp. 280, vol.III.
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clear, it is impossible to understand or evaluate the Lut-
heran doctrine of the Church. It is Luther's "most profound
motif" and that which gives unity to his ecclesiology. Other-

wise, his view becomes a mixture of heterogeneous and contra-

dictory elements.14

This fundamental starting point comes sharply into
focus in the explanation to the Third Article of the Creed
in Luther's Small Catechism (1529). BHe writes: "I believe
that- I cannot of my own reason or strength believe in Jesus
Christ my Lord, or come to Him, but the Holy Ghost has called
me through the Gospel,'enlightened me by His gifts, and sanc-
tified and preserved me in the true faith; Even as He calls,
gathers, enlightens, and sanctifies the whole Christian
Church on earth, and preserves it in union with Jesus Christ
in the one true faith; In which Christian Church he daily
forgives richly all my sins and the sins of all believers..."

The theocentricity of the passage is clear. It is the
Holy Ghost who calis, gathers, etc., and He does it through
tﬁe Gospel.

Yet there are also didlectic elements in Luther's
ecclesiology. These must be seen against the backgound of
his evangelical startirg point. When one or another of these

elements is removed from its starting point or overemphasized

at the expense of its antithesis, it is impossible to be true
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shall discover repeated instances of this process in later
Church History.

The fundamental dialectic is the antithesis between
what we shall éall the "personal" and the "institutional”
or ”functional".aspects of the Church. These correspond to
the dialectic relation betweén revelation and faith.

The Church is '"personal' in the sense that it is com-
posed of a community of belleving persons. To this extent,
the Church is a result of faith, Luther's favourite expres-
sion for the Church was "the Communion of Saints", He iden-
tified the two phrases in the Creed "the Holy, Catholic
Church", and "the Communion of S;ints". In view of later
controversy on the point in Norway, it is worth noticing
thatPSubstituted the word "Christian" for "Catholic" in
order to distinguish the Church of Christ from the Roman
Church. Although this identification of the two clauses
is historically erroneous, Tuther's interpretation is theo-
logically defensible. As the equivalent of "Communion",
luther used the German word "Gemeinde" and rejected "Ge-
meinschaft" as too weak a term to express the fundamental
idea. He evidently wished to avoid a sociological inter-
pretation., Luther thus views the Church in concrete, not
abstract terms, and interprets this phrase to mean the
congregation, not the spiritual fellowship between believers.
For Luther, the congregation (Gemeinde) is essentially the
same as the Church (Kirche).15In défining the essence of
the Church, Luther never conceived of it as anything but

15 R. Hauge, Forelesninger...vo. 25.
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"s solidarity of persons".16 This represented Luther's
front against Rome.

On the other hand, the Church also has an institutional
or functional gide. The Church is a pre-condition for faith,
and a means of propagating it. Faith is necessary for the
Church and for Christian preaching. ©Not in the Donatist
gense of making the means of grace dependent upon the spirit-
val condition of the human instrument, but in the light of
the obvious fact that where the Gospel is not believed, it
will not be proclaimed. On the other hand, the function of
the administration of the means of grace (the preaching of
the Word and the administration of the Sacraments) is essen-
tiél to faith, and where this function ié carried out, faith
will result. "Wherever Christ is believed on and preached,
there is the Holy Church". (Ubi Christus creditur, praedi-
.catur, est sancta ecclesia.) The Gospel isthe constitutive
factor in thé Church, énd because it must be proclaimed in
word and action, an order and a Ministry is necessary. This
aspect represented Luther's front againét the Enthusiasts.

Luther's concern for the Gospel as the constitutive
factor in the Church and his emphasis upon the functional
aspect is clearly evident in the list of "Marks" which he

ineluded in his Of the Councils and the Churches (1539).

16 E. G. Rupp, The Righteousness of God, p. 315. However,
to say that "every other aspect of the meaning of the Church
ig subordinate to this fact" is to fail to do justice to the
dialectic of ILuther's ecclesiology.
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We need not be in doubt as to the existence of the Church,

for, says Luther, she has the following marks:

The preaching of the Word

The Sacrament of Baptism

The Sacrament of the Altar

The Keys

A Ministry called and consecrated
The public worship of God
Suffering

~NOVUT o

The Gospel is at the heart of each of the marks, with the
possible exception of the rather peculiar final mark. The
Keys were regarded as simply another aspect of the Ministry
of the Word. The loosing key was predominant, the binding
key subordinate. Thus it might be possible to argue that-
Church discipline was of the ESSE of the Church; Indeed,
this'very question was at stake in some of the 19th Century
controversies which we shall pass under review at a later
stage. Yet even so, the question of Church discipline,
however important, was not assigned the same importance by
Luther as it had for Calvin, and was set against a wholly
different theology of the relation of lLaw and Gospel.

We shall see how Norwegian theologians in the 19th
Century repeatedly overemphasized either the personal or
the institutional aspect of the Church, thus disturbing the
delicate dialectical balance of ILuther's ecclesiology.

Luther's emphasis upon the objective Gospel as the
constitutive factor also shaped his thinking on the very
difficult problem of the limits of the Church. Rome iden-
tified the Church of Jesus Christ with the Holy Roman Church.

The Enthusiasts sought to draw strict limits on the basis of
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subjective experience. Luther rejected all attempts to
draw limits to the Church, The Church cannot be identified
with any one historical organization, and an appeal to sub-
jective experience can be a dangerous source of false
pride, Phariseeism, and hypocrisy. The only limits that
can be drawn are the limits of the Gospel. Wherever it is
proclaimed, there is the Church, for God has promised that
His Word will not return void. Iuther was willing "by the
criterion of love" to recognize all baptized persons as
members of the Church. On the other hand, because we are
not competent to judge anyone "by the criterion of faith",
this récognition has only provisional significance, for
this life.

Tuther spoke of the Church as both visible and invis-
ible. He used these terms dialectically; For him, there
was but one Church. He emphasized the invisibility of the
Church against Roman institutionalism. The Church is an
object of faith. Commenting on Matt., 16:18, Luther wrote:
"Just as the rock is without sin, invisible and spiritual,
so must the Church...be invisible and spiritual, to be
grasped only by faith." He described the Church as
UNSICHTBAR, not in the Platonic sense, but in the sense
théd 1t is hidden. Its limits are known only to God. At
the same time, it is visible in the preaching of the Word
and the administration of the Sacraments. Even the subjec-
tive side of the Church is made visible in confession of

17 Weimar Ausgabe, VII, 710. Quoted in H. Preus,op.cit.,
p.
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faith. The Church is a present historical reality. Iuther
speaks of it as possessing both a body and a soul.

There is a real connection between the Church in its
egssence and its empirical form (GESTAIT), and the connec-
tion lies in the Gospel as the constitutive factor. Iuther
distinguished between the Church and "outward Christendom".
We have noted that the Christian is a member of both the
kingdom'on the Left and the kingdom on the Right. Vhat is
true of the individual is also true of the Church.18 The
empirical form of the Church partakes of the character of
the Church precisely to the extent that it is a creation
of the Gospel. It is the continual task of the essential
Church to realize itself within the framework of the empir-
ical form, and to progress tovard an identification of the
two, To St. Jerome's question whether the Galatians con-
stituted a true Church, Luther adopted the same standpoint
as he did toward the Church of Rome., Both are Churches to
the extent that the Gospel is present and creative., Thus,
for ILuther, the empirical Church really partakes of the
nature of the Church. His concept of the Church is not
spiritualistic, but bound to the concfete, historical con-
gregation, This connection gave impetus to his entire
programme of reform.19

18 e¢f. G. Forell, Faith Active in love.

19 Bishop Auléeh uses the following illustration to character-
ize ILuther's viewpoint here: The Church and its form are like
two transparent tablets superimposed upon one another, which

only reveal their true appearance when held up to the light.
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In accordance with the doctrine of the Two Realms,
Luther drew a sharp distinction between ecclesiastical
power and the secular authority. He could be, and, as we
shall see, was quoted in 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 of the princes in carrying ouvt the Reformation. He
thus bequeathed to the Iutheran lands the continental State
Church, with its many subsequent problems in the relation
of Church and State. Political consideraticns appear to
have played a part in this action. The KIRCHENORDNUNG of
1527 is sometimes seen as a concession to the hard realities
of a chaotic situation. It made the Elector regponsible
for the ordering of Church life within his territory.
This temporary form bf polity was later replaced by a Con-
gistory of theologians and jurists under the Elector. In
the KIRCHENORDNUNG, an attempt was made to distinguish
between the secular and the ecclesiastical authority;
The Elector was not '"to teach and exercise spiritual rule',
but only "to prevent division, sects, and tumult among his
subjects". Plaeing authority in the Elector's hands was
fully consistent with Luther's theology.go According to
the doctrine of the Two Realms, it is incumbent upon the
State, as one of the orders of creation, to ensure an
orderly and peacefﬁl gsociety, so that the Gospel may do
20 of. J. MacKinnon, op. cit., p. 284: "The reasoning on

which he based the right of the State to intervene in
the affairs of the Church is theological, not juristic.'
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its work. 1In accordance with the doctrine of the Universal
Priesthood, it is also the obligatioﬁ of every Christian to
further the cause of the Gospel within his own particular
vocation. Whether or not the princes were truly Christian,
no one could say. It was not, however, primarily a question
of their right to intervene in Church affairs, but of their
duty. As members of a Christian society, they had access to
the Gospel and shared in its blessings. They were therefore
bound to make provision for its further proclamation.

The doctriné of the Two Realms was a two-edged sword,
Tts dialectic was later to be ignored and Luther cited as an
authority.bothAfor the retention of the State Church and
for the separation of Church and State. It is important to
note that the doctrine of the two realms precludes any
concept of a "Christian State' in Luther. The State be-
longed to the kingdom on the Left. Yet Luther's political
philosophy was theonomous, not autonomous. Moreover, he
lived in a society in wﬁich the entire nation belonged to
"outward Christendom"”. He approved the idea of a nétional
Church.?l In the 19th Century, however, owing to the rise

of a secularized society and a libsral, humanistic, "neutral"

N

State, conditions were qguite differ:'nt.2 This problem

was never solved in principle in 19th Century Norway, but

its existence underlay many of the Church conflicts of the

21 ¢f. E. G. Rupp, op. cit., pp. 323-324.

22 ¢f. E. Berggrav, Staten og Mennesket, Oslo, 1945, pw.
451F,
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Luther's teaching on the Sacraments is closely related
to his doctrine of the Church. Since it is the Gospel which
gives the two Dominical Sacraments their character, they
are means of grace, whereby the Holy Spirit creates the
Church. Baptism is the Sacrament of initiation, the ILord's
Supper the Sacrament of renewal. Luther taught Baptismal
regeneration, conceived as the initiation of a relationship
with God, and retained infant Baptism. He maintained that
infants can have faith, although he did not base infant
Baptism on this postulate. Luther's emphasis was on God's
prevenient grace; It is this, and not our faith which makes
Baptism what it is. In Baptism, God establishes a covenant
with us. He never breaks His vow, even though we may be
'unfaithful. For luther, Baptism wss the constént source of
assurance in times of doubt and despair. (I have been bap-
tized!) He emphasized the need for growth in this coven-
ant relation; His type of Christianity started from the
expectation of Christian nurture and not from the crisis of
conversion,

In the Eucharist, Luther was primarily concerned to
uphold the doctrine of the Real Presence against the left-
wing of the Reformation, while at the same time, he rejected
Transubstantiation. His theology of the Sacrament was closely
related tc his theology of the Incarnétion. Fe regarded the
celebration of the Sacrament as the climax of the Sunday
worship. Next to the forgiveness of sinsg, the aspect of

the Bacrament which was uppermost in his mind was that of



18
communion, communion with Christ and with other believers.
For Luther, the Church is never éo much the Church as when
she celebrates the Holy Communion., Finally, in keeping with
his idea of the predominance of the Gospel over thebLaw,
he regarded the Eucharist as primarily a means of grace,
not ag a means of discipline. He was not as concerned as
Calvin to ensure that "unworthy" participants be excluded.

luther's doctrine of the Ministry is a corollary of
hig basic assertion that the Gospel is the constitutive
factor in the Church. We have said that because the Word
and Sacraments must be administered, a Ministry is necessary.
In this sense, we may say that it is of the ESSE of the
Church. Luther's concept of the Ministry is functionalj
It is & service of the means of grace. Consequently, it
1s always subordinate to and never above the means of grace.

There is a dialectic also in Luther's concept of the
Ministry. He maintains both the direct institution of the
Ministry by Christ and its deduction through the Universal
Priesthood of Believers. According to Scripture, all Chris-
tians are priests, with free access to God through Christ.
(IT. Cor. 3:6, I. Peter 2:9, et.al.) We receive this SAC-
ERDOTIUM in Baptism. The only other priesthood is the high
‘priesthood fulfilled in Christ Himself. There is no special
priestly estate (STAND). All have the right and duty to bear
witness to the Gospel. On the other hand, there is a special
clerical office (AMT, MINISTERIUM), to which God calls men
through the Church. Not all who have the Universal Priest-

hood also possess the Ministry. No one may assume this



Office without the outward call of the Church as well as

the inner call.2? Luther follows St. Jerome in classifying
ministers into four groups: Those called directly by God,
those called by God through men, those called by men but
not chosen by God,24 and thoseAcalled neither by God nor
men (the Enthusiasts). He does not deny the possibility of
an immediate call. The apostles and prophets wers called

in this manner. But the normal procedure in our day is

a mediate call exercised by God through the Church. The
office is received, not through ordination by a Bishop in
Apostolic Succession believed to convey an indelible char-
acter, but through the call., Thus, for Luther ordination

is not regarded as a Sacrament but as the public confirma-
tion of the call of the Church. The office continues only
so long as it is exercised. Yet in the cace of the movement
of a vastor from one parish to another, no re-ordination
took place., It must, however, be remembered that this
practice:was unusual in Iuther's day, and in practice,
ordination and installation tended to be identified.25
Luther maintained the essential unity, JURE DIVINO, of
the clerical office. JURE HUMANC, there are differences
in duties and in authority. He favoured the retention of

the three-fold form of the Ministry so long as it served

2% E. G. Rupp, op. cit., p. 316.

o4 Here Iuther avoids the Donatist conception of the Min-
istry. He does not make participation in the Universal
Priesthood an absolute requirement for a valid Ministry.

25 R. Prenter, Skabelse og CGenldsning, Kbhvn., 1955,

p. 576n.
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a purpose, but d4id not regard it as essential. The ques-
tion of the form of the Ministry was to become a minor
gource of controversy in 19th Century Norwegian theology,
though naturally on Lutheran premises it could not be
expected to prove a burning issue.

Thus, in his doctrine of the Ministry there are clear
indications of the double front on which Iuther's whole
theology operates., As against Rome, he emphasized the
Universal Priesthood;26 As against the Enthusiasts, he
maintdhed that the Ministry was directly instituted by
Christ. 1In his earlier years, the emphasis fell upon the
Universal Priesthood, later the dlivine institution of the
Ministry was placed in stronger relief. But both poles
of the dialectic are always present in Luther., This was
to provide a source of strong tension in the Church of

Norway in the 19th Century.

26 This is presented in particularly strong form 1ln
the letter to Prague, Church and Ministry, II.
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The ILutheran Confessions

The 1dea of confessional writings or symbolical books
originated within ILutheranism. The Confessions grew out of
controversy, and are a natural outgrowth of the fact that
the Lutheran Reformation was primarily concerned, not with
abuses in the practice of the Church, but with its doctrine.

The basic Lutheran confessional document is the Augs-

burg Confession of 1530. The Emperor Charles V directed

the Lutheran princes to submit a statement of doctrine to
the Diet, with a view to healing the ecclesiastical breach
that had arisen in his realm. The Augsburg Confession was
presented in a Cerman and a lLatin text. When the Roman
theologians presented a refutation, Philip Melanchthon

countered with the much longer Apology for the Augsburg

Confegssion. Other gymbols followed until, in 1580, the

combined Confessions were published in the Book of Concord.

Included were: the three ecumenical Creeds, Luther's Small
and lLarge Catechisms (1529) and his Smalkaldic Articles
(1537), the Augsburg Confession and its Apology (1530),

and the Formula of Concord (1577). The three Creeds, the
Small Catechism, and the Augsburg Confession were early
adopted in Norway. The other Confessions were never offici-
ally adopted. It was feared that the doctrinal strife

which occasioned the Formula of Concord in Germany might

be transplanted in the North. Hence, the Book of Concord

was banned in the kingdom of Denmark-Norway when it appeared..

For this reason, and because the Formula and the Smalkaldic
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Articles contain little or nothing on the Church, we shall
confine our investigation to the Augsburg Confession and
its Apology.

The general tone of the Augsburg Confession is concil-
iatory, catholic, and positive., The Preface speaks of the
religious dissensions, and expresses the hope that "these
things may be harmonized and brought back to the one simple
truth and Christian concord; So that hereafter the one
unfeigned and truvue religion may ne embraced and preserved
by us, so that we may live in the one Christian Church..."
The Confession 1s concerned to show that, as the conclusion
puts it, "in doctrine and ceremonials among us there is
nothing received contrary to Scripture or to the catholic
Chufch...We have diligently taken heed that no new and
godless doctrines should creep into our Churches..."

Both the Confession and its Apology repeatedly quote
Scripture andthe Fathers in their support. The title
"Tutheran Church" does not occur; Rather, the Confession
speaks of "our Churches" or "the Church here'". As von
Ranke has pointed out, it was not until the 1560's that
the breach with the Roman Church came to be considered
permanent.

The Augsburg Confession was drafted by Melanchthon,

, but Luther, although he admitted that he "could not
have spoken 8o softly“, approved it wholeheartedly. He
"would not change a word of it". It is easy to understand

his aporoval., The Avgsburg Confession clearly embodies

~
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ILuther's teaching on every important point. In general,
it establishes the same double front, against Rome and the
Enthusiasts repectively.

The Confession. confirms ILuther's objective, theocentric
approach to doctrine, and like him, places the doctrine of
Justification by Faith in the centre, as - representing the
essential content of the Gospel. The order of its articles
is significant: Article I deals with God, Article II with
Original Sin, Article iII with the Person of Christ, and
Article IV states the doctrine of Justification by Faith.
Article V, "Of the Ministry of the Church", clearly empha-
sizes prevenient grace and the theocentric approach. It
sets forth a functional concept of the Minlstry, and asserts
the need for "outward" means of grace. It recognizes the
Gospel as the constitutive factor in the Church, and care-
fully defines the Gospel in terms of Justification by Faith:
"For the obtaining of this falth, the Ministry of teaching
the Gospel and administering the Sacraments was instituted.

For by the Word and Sacraments, as by instruments, the
Holy Spirit is given: Who worketh faith, where and when it
pleaseth God, in those that hear the Gospel, to wit, that
God, not for our merit's sake, but for Christ's sake doth

justify those who believe that they for Christ's sake are
received into favourn

They'fkmw'Churches'q condemn the Anabaptists and others,
who imagine that the Holy Spirit is given to men without
the outward Word, through their own preparations and works.

The classic ILutheran definition of the Church appears

in Article VII:

"Also they teach that one holy Church is to continue for-
ever. But the Church is the congregation of saints (German
text, the assembly of all believers), in which the Gospel
is rightly taught (German text, purely preached) and the
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Sacraments rightly administered (German text, according
to the Gospel).

And unto the truve unity of the Church, it is sufficient
to agree concerning the doctrine of the Gespel and the admin-
istration of the BSacraments. Nor is it necessary that
human traditions, rites or ceremonies instituted by men
should be alike everywhere, as St. Paul saith: "Thers_is
one faith, one Baptism, one God and Father of all'."

The Augsburg Confession gives sxpression to the same
basic dialectic in the essence of the Church as we noted in
Luther. The Church is "personal" in the gsense that it is
"the congregation of saints", or "the assembly of all belie-
vers". But the Church also has an institutional or a func-
tional aspect: It is the community "in which the Gospel is
purely preached and the Sacraments zdminister=4 according
to ﬁhe Gospel". 1In Article VII, as in Article V, the
objective, theocentric approach is employed, and the Gospel
established as the constitutive factor in the Church. This
is shown by the statement on the unity of the Church:

"For the true unity of the Church, it is sufficient to

27 lLatin text: "Item docent, quod una sancta ecclesia
perpetuo mansura sit., Est autem ecclesia congregatio
sanctorum, in qua evangelium pure docetur et recte admin-
istrantur sacramenta. Et ad veram unitatem ecclesiae
satis est consentire de doctrina evangelii et de adminis-
tratione sacrementorum..."

German text: "Es wird auch gelehret, dass alle Zeit musse
ein heilige Christliche Kirche sein und bleiben, welche ist
die Versammlung aller Gldibigen, bei welchen das Evangelium
rein gepredigt und die heiligen Sakrament laut des Evangelii
gereicht werden. Dann dies ist gnug zu wahrer Einigkeit
der Christlichen Kirchen, dass da eintrdchtiglich nach
reinem Verstand das Evangelium gepredigt und die Sakrament
dem g8ttlichen Wort gemdss gereicht werden. Und ist nicht
not zur wahren Einigkeit der Christlichen ZXirche, dass
allenthalben gleichformige Ceremonien, von den Menschen
eingesetzt, gehalten verden, wie Paulus spricht zum
Ephesern am 4: 'Ein lLeib, ein Geist, wie ihr berufen seid
zu einerlel Hcffnung euers Berufs, ein Herr, ein Glaub,

ein Tauf.'"
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agree concerning the doctrine of the Gospel and the
administration of the Sacraments..."

The meaning of this statement can only be that unity is
inherently one of the attributes of the Church, and that it
is constituted by the Gospel. Wherever the Gospel is pro-
claimed, this spiritual unity will exist, regardless of
the disunity of the empirical Church. The statement also
containg an implicit criticism of the Roman attitude to
traditions. (Cf. also the phrase "the true unity of the
Church".) |
The question has been raised whether there is not a

tendency to intellectualize the concept of revelation al-
ready in this'Article, where it 1s demanded that the Gospel
be purely preached (REIN GEPREDIGT, PURE DOCETUR) and the
Sacraments be rightly administered (RECTE ADMINISTRANTUR).
When, however, we bear in mind that it is the Gospel,
Justification by Grace received through Faith, and not a
dogmatic system which is to be purely preached, there is
noLAneed to conclude that an intellectualization has taken
plece. This is borne out even more clearly in the German
text, where we rc¢ad that the Sacraments are to be administered
"according to the Gospel"(LAUT DES EVANGELII).28

We shall see, however, that an intellectualization of
the concept of revelation and of the Gospel did in fact take
place in the Age of Orthodoxy. This led to an overemphasis
28 The phrase "according to the Gospel" throws light upon
the general Lutheran position that the Sacraments nmed not

be administered in precisely the same manner as in New
Testament times.



upon the institutional side of the dialectic. We shall
also see.how, as a reaction against intellectualism and
institutionalism, Pietism overemphasized the personal side
of the dialectic and introduced a subjective approach to

the doctrine of the Church. The personal side, the desig-
nation of the Church as CONGREGATIO SANCTORUM, is grammatie-
ally the main clause in the definition. It might be natural
therefore to conclude that it is also the main clause
theologically., Such an inference would, however, disturb
the dialectic relationship and would constitute a subjective
approach to the doctrine of the Church. It would mean a
disavowal of Luther's theocentric approach and a setting
aside of the principle that the Gospel is the sole constitu-
tive factor in the Church.

The Augsburg Confession, and the Apology as well,
recognize only two marks (NOTAE) of the Church: The pure
preaching of the VWerd and the administration of the Sacra-
ments according to the Gospel. This represents no departure
from Luther, but only a concentration. All of his marks,
with the possible exception of the puzzling mark of suf-
fering, may be subsumed under these two. The fact that
the Ministry is absorbed by the two marks is evidence of
the functional éharacter of the ILutheran doctrine of the
Ministry. The Keys are regarded as another aspect of the
Ministry of Word and Sacrament. ILutheran teaching on the
Keys represents a broad departure from the Roman penitential

gsystem. Private confession was retained, but it was expressly
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stated that confession was "of humen right only" and that
(German text) "It is not commanded in Scripture, but has
been instituted by the Church". It was retained "on account
of the very great benefit of absolution'; Moreover, '"the
enumeration of sins is not necessary...because very many
sins they neither see nor can remember".22 The absolving
key is predominant. In view of controversy over the point
in 19th Century Norway, it is worth noting that the Augsburg
Confession assumes that confession and absolution will
precede participation in the lLord's Supper. "It is not
usual (NON ENIM SOLET) to communicate the Body of our Lord
except to those who have been previously examined and ab-
solved."?0 The element of discipline is present in Lutheran
doctrine and practice. But 1t is definitely subordinate to
the‘idea that the Sacrament is a means of grace. It is
nowhere stated that Church Discipline is an essential mark
of the Church.

With regard to the limits of the Church, the Augsburg
Confession displays the same cautious attitude which charac-
terized Luther. Article VIII, "What the Church Is", states:
"Though the Church be properly (PROPRIE) the congregation of
saints and true believers, yet seeing that in this life many
hypocrites and evil persons are minglied with it, it is law-
ful to use the Sacraments administered by evil men, according
to the voice of Christ (Matt. 23:2), 'The Scribes and the
Pharisees sit in M_ses' geat, etec.'. And the Sacraments and

the Word are effectual, by reason of the institution and
command of Christ, though they be delivered by evil men..."

v A e - — L e i e o a e e o . e o s e - . - - — = im - — - -

29 Augsburg Confession, Article XXV. Cf. also Art. XI.

30 ibid., Art. XXV
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The Article concludes with a condemnation of Donatism.

It is therefore clear that the Lutheran reformers
regarded the Church both as a home for saints and as a
.school for sinners. However, the qualification of '"the
Church" by the adverb "PROPRIE" was significant for later
developments. The hypocrites do not appear to have any
real relation to the Church., This may represent the begin-
nings of a weakening of the close relationship maintained by
Luther between the true Church and 'outward Christendom".
The language of the Apology on the point is stronger in
its insistence that these hypocrites "are members of the
Church with regard to participation in the use of the
outward marks".(Art. VII) The terms "Visible" and "In-
visible" Church do not occur in the Augsburg Confession or
its Apology. 1If, however, the close connection between the
congregation of saints and the empirical Church be weakened,
it is only a short step to dualism; The Apology finds it
necessary to state that "we-are not speaking of an imagin-
ary Church, that is nowhere to be found..., a Platonic
gtate,...but...this Church...exlsts and is to be found
over the whole earth! (Art. VII).

Another evidence of the Lutheran reluctance to draw
limits to the Church and to make discipline essential is
found in the Formula of Concord. This symbol condemns the
Anabaptist teaching that that is not a true Christian Church
"in which any sinners'are yet found" and "in which there is
not in full force public excommunication and some formal

mode of excommunication". (Art. XII)
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The BZacraments ars dealt with in Articles IX,X,XIII,
and XXII. Article IX declares that Baptism is '"necessary
to salvation", that by it "the grace of God is offered",
and "that infants are to be baptized". Article X simply
states the doctrine of the Real Fresence, and Article XXII
argues for the administration of the Eucharist in both
kinds to the laity. Article XIII stresses the theocentric
approach to the Sacraments: "They were ordained not only
to be marks of profession among men, but rather that they
should be signs and testimonies of the will of God toward
men..." Those who teach that the Sacraments justify EX
CPERE CPERATO are condemned.

The Augsburg Confession maintains Luther's doctrine
ofthe Two Realms, and preserves the dialectic relation be-
tween them. Article XVI, "Of Civil Affairs", emphasizes
the affinity of the two realms. Thig Article, directed
against the Anabaptists, asserts that "such°civil ordinances
as are lawful are good works of God...". While conceding
that the Gospel teaches "an everlasting righteousness of
the heart', the Confession insists that "it doth not dis-
allow order and government of commonwealths or families,
but requireth especially the preservation and maintenance
thereof, as of God's own ordinances, and that in such or-
dinances we should exercise love. Christians, therefore,
must necessarily obey their magistrates and laws, save only
when they command any sin; For then they must obey God

rather than men (Acts 5:29)". This is restated in Article



30
XXVIII, "Of Ecclesiastical Power'". Roth the power of the
sword aﬁd the ecclesiastical power are "because of God's
commandment,..dutifully to be reverenced and honoured, as
the chiefest blessings of God upon earth'". On the other
hand, continues Art. XXVIII, "our teachers were compelled;
for the comfort of men's consciences, to show the difference"”
between them. "Now their judgement isthis: That the power
of the keys, or the power of the Bishops, by the rule of
the Gospel, 1s a power or commandment from God, of preaching
the Gospel, of remitting or retaining sins, and of administer-
'ing the Sacraments...The ecclesiastical power concerneth
things eternal, and is exercised only by the Ministry of
the Word...The political administration is occupied about
other matters than is the Gospel. The maglstracy defends
not the minds, but the bodies...and coerces men by the
sword...that 1t may uphold civil justice and peace. Where-
fore the ecclesiastical and civil powers are not to be
confounded..." Although the dialectic relation is pre-
served, the emphasis in this Article is clearly upon the
distinction between the two realms. The distinction was
relevant, not only against Rome, but also against theocra-
tic tendencies among certain of the Enthusiasts (Cf. the
Peasants' Revolt, 1525.)

The balance of the teaching of the Auvgsburg Confession

on the Ministry falls upon the Ministry as an office or
a function. We have already noted this with reference to

Article V. The one essential function and purpose of the
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Ministry is the adminisgration of the means of grace.
The incumbent of the office is a servant of the Word and
subordinate to the Gospel. Starting with this basic assump-
tion, the Confession displays evidences of Luther's own
dialectic view of the Ministry. It is implicit in Article
XIV, "Of Ecclesiastical Orders" (German text, "Church
Government ", KIRCHENRZGIMENT): "...they teach that no men
~should publicly in the Church preach or administer the
Sacfaments, except he be rightly called (RITE VOCATUS;
German text, "without a regular call', OHNE ORDENTLICHEN
BERUF).

The doctrine of the Universal Priesthood is not
directly stated in the Augsburg Confession. Nevertheless,
it must be regarded as implicit in the ecclesiology of the
Confession taken as a whole. There are several indications
of this fact. The definition of the Church as the congre-
gation of saints and the omission of the Roman distinction
between teaching and learning Church is one indication.
The insistence on Both Kinds for the laity in the Sacra-
ment of the Altar is another. The doctrine also underlies
Article XIV, in the requirement that the clergy hsve a
regular call from the Church. It is assumed that God has
given the function of the Ministry to the Church (i.e.,
to the Universal Priesthood) and thst the Church mediates
God's call to the clergy and transfers this function to
them. This is not to say that the Ministry originates

in or derives from the Universal Priesthood in a democratic
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manner. The Apology states categorically (Art. XIII) that
"the Ministry of the Word is instituted and commanded by
God Himself"., But, it continues, "the Church has God's
command to ingtall preachers and deacons...and we know
that God will preach and work through meﬁ...who are chosen
by men. This could even be independent of the participation
of the minister in the Universal Priesthood. We have already
noted how the Confession carefully avoids a Donatist view
of the Ministry. The doctrine of the Universal Priesthood
also provides the basis for the assertion that the Churches
are under divine command to refuse obedience to Bishops
whose teaching is contrary to the Gospel (Art. XXVIII).

Article XIV is, however, a sword which cuts two ways.
'If constitutes the recognition that an office of the Miniétry,
distinct from the Universal Priesthood, is necessary. Because
its funection is of the ESSE of the Church, so is the office.
The Article discourages or even forbids anyone to preach
and administer the Sacraments without the call of the Church.
It undoubtedly represents a safeguard for the order of the
Church against Enthusiasm, Article XIV will be of consider-
able importance later in this study. In 19th Century Norway,
it was the focal point of a bitter intfa—Church conflict
over the question of lay-preaching. Unfortunately, the
Article is brief, and its escential content is not further
interpreted in the other Confessions. For the present,
however, we should note that the Iatin text reads "NEMO

DEBREAT DOCERE!) ("no one should preach"), not"NEMO PCTEST
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DOCERE" ('"no one is capable of preaching"). The prohibition
would seem, therefore, not to be absolute.

Thus, the Augsburg Confession was conservative in the
matter of Church order. It recognized the Ministry as of
the ESSE of the Church. It did not, however, ascribe this
status to any one particular form of Church order. Indeed,
no article on the subject appears in the Confession. Article
XXVIII assures the Emperor that "our meaning is not to have
rule taken from the Bishops'". But, it continues, "this
one thing only is requested at their hands, that they would
suffer the Gospel to be purely prsached, and that they would
relax a few observances, which cannot te held without sin'.
It warns them not to be imperious or obstinate lest they
afford cause for schism. But the use of the term "Bishop"
in Art. XXVIII should not lead us to the conclusion that
the reform:zrs regarded the episcopal order as essential.

It reprecents merely the recognition of a DE FACTC situa-
tion. The Augsburg Confession acknowledges no grades within
the Ministry as existing by divine right (JURE DIVINO).

The functions ascribed to the Bishops in Art. XXVIII are
precisely the same functions carried out by all pastors:
administration of VWord and Sacraments, exercise of the
power of the Keys, and exercise of doctrinal discipline.

In these matters, '"the Churches ought by divine right to
render obedience unto them...". In all other matters, they
exercise powver and Jurisdiction by human right (JURE
HUMANC) only. Yet this DE FACTO recognition of the epis-

copacy at the time of the Reformation could be made the
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pretext for raising question on the subject at a later
date, as occasionally happened in 19th Century Norway.

To sum up, we may say that the ecclesiology of the
Augsburg Confession is in substantial agreement with
Iuther in every respect. There are, however, three minor
features which disturb an otherwise harmonious picture.
They are particularly raised in the Apology. 1In Article
VII, the Confession's Article VII is expanded as follows:
"The Church is not only a society on the strength of out-
ward things and ritual signs, like other worldly societies
...but consists essentially in an inner communion and is
a communion of faith and of the Holy Spirit in the heart.
But this Church has outward marks...Where God's Word is
purely preached and the Sacraments administered according
to Christ's Gespel, there is surely the Church, there are
the Christians, and only this Church are what Scripture
calls Christ's Body..."

This is a thoroughly ILutheran statement. The reference,
however, to the means of grace as "outward" marks, repeat-
edly made in the Apology, is distvrbing. This seems to
assign them less than their rightful position as constitu-
tive factors and to place them in a secondary relation

to the Church.

In the second place, we have noted that the Confession
(Art. VIII) uses the term "the Church Properly speaking"
(PROPRIE). The Apology (ART. VIII) makes a distinction
between "the Church broadly speaking, including good and
evil men" (ECCLESIA ILAFGE DICTAM COMPIECTI BONOS ET MALOS)
and "the Church properly speaking, being the congregation
of'saints”(ECCLESIA PROPRIE DICTAM ESSE CCNGREGATICNEM

SANCTORUM). This distinction tends to deprive the empirical

Church of 2ll real Churchly character.
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Finally, there 1is the hint of a tendency to intellect-
valize the Gospel, in the frequent use in the Apology of the
terms EVANGELIUM and DOCTRINA. as synonyms. This identifi-
cation threatens the permanence of the Church; The Middle
Ages would constitute a breach, for was not Medieval Roman
doctrine false? Moreover, if the Gospel and doctrine are
synonymous, thé Church becomes primarily a teaching institu-
tion, and the distinction between ECCLESIA DOCENS and
ECCLESIA DISCENS inevitably arises, This opens the way
for institutionalism.

Thege weaknesses in the Cénfessions represent the
thin edge of the wedge which drove deeply into the Iutheran

doctrine of the Church in the ensuing period,.
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The Age of Orthodoxy

It is customary to divide the history of Lutheranism
from the publication of the Book of Concord to the beginning
of the 19th Century into three epochs: The Age of Orthodoxy
(to ca. 1700), of Pietism (to ca. 1750), and of the Enlighten-
ment. These dates are only approximations, representing the
periods in which each was predominant. There was much over-
lapping. DMoreover, the three movements were different in
character: Orthodoxy was mainly theological, Pietism devo-
tional and practical, and the Enlightenment philosophical.
They could therefoq?co-exist, at least for a time, in para-
llel streams. Indeed, it must be said that they were all
mutually interrelated, and that each exercised both a posi-~
tive and a negative influence upon the others. Each had
gome characteristics in common with the others; Each rep-
resented a re2ction to the others. Orthodoxy, for example,
shared with the Enlightenment great confidence in human
reason, but the way in which it was employed led them to
very different theological conclusions. Orthodoxy and
Pietism were dogmatically congenial, but opposed in their
approach to the practice of religion. Pietism and the Enlight-
enment were both subjective in approach, but they were dog-
matically poles apart. It must also be remembered that all
three movements were a part of a larger context embracing
the entire Western world. Finally, with special reference

to the Norwegian scene, we must note that the predominant



37
spiritval and intellectual influence'throughout this
period, indeed until recent times, was German. Theologi-
ca’ly, Norway might be described as a German colony.
Mqvements which originated in Germany inevitably gravitated
to the North, although they were usually delayed and much
modified and simplified in the process.

Periods of creative genius in history are almost in-
variably followed by periods of consolidation and develop-
ment. Such a period was the Age of Orthodoxy. This was an
age in which each State and each religious communion strove
for uniformity within its realm. It was an age of strife and
intolerance, of religious wars, and of theological dispute.
Lutherans found themselves in conflict, not only with the
Roman Church, the Enthusiasts, and the Socinians, but not
least with the Calvinists. This wes the age in which were
developed the great Lutheran dogmatic systems. Still, the
epithet "dead Orthodoxy" is not entirely appropriate., Al-
though Orthodoxy grew more arid as it developed, the age was
also marked by "a respect for the Word and a God-fearing
attitude unparalleled before or since'"y2and a flourishing
devotional l1life. From the monarch downwards, there was deep
concern for Christian nurture, to be carried out if necessary

31 Orthodoxy was the only one of the three movements under
discussion to win the allegiance of the popular majority.

32 I. Welle, Kirkens Historie, II, 2nd Edn., p. 11. This
was also the "golden age” of Lutheran hymnody.

%3 P. Lindhardt, Den Nordiske Kirkes Historie, pp. 142-3,
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The father of Orthodoxy was Philip Melanchthon (1497-
1560). His contribution has been variously assessed. He
was the acknowledged leader of the Reformation through the
difficult period following Luther's death, but his synergist
views and his tendency to sacrifice doctrinal positions for
the sake of unity ("unionism") led to the repudiation of
"Philippism" in the Formula of Concord. He has since become
"a symbol of all that is suspect and reprehensible in theology".34
Nevertheless, hig influence on Post-Reformation ILutheran
theology can scarcely be overestimated. Under the influence
of Humanism, he completely altered current theological method-

ology. Even the first edition of his main work, lLoci Communes,

(1521), represented a departure from ILuther's "radial"
thinking. Despite the fact that the Formula rejected his
position, his opponents came to adopt his philosophy and
psychology. Henceforth, Aristotelian philosophy after the
manner of the Medieval Scholastics became increasingly opre-
dominant in Iutheran theology. Indeed, the Age of Crthodoxy
is also called the Age of ILutheran Scholasticism. Besides
Melanchthon, the leading theologians in the early stage were
Jacob Andreae, Johan Brenz, Aegidius Hunnius, lLeonhard
Hutter, and Martin Chemnitz, Melanchthon's principal op-
ponent. They were followed by the systematizers of High
Orthodoxy: Johan Gerhard (1582-1637), Abraham Calov,
Andreas Quenstedt, David Hollszius, George Calixtus, and

34 J. Pelikan, From Luther to Kierkegaard, p. 26.
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others, One of the men who criticized Orthodoxy from within

was Johan Arndt (1555-1521), whose True Christianityv became

the best-loved devotional classic in the Tutheran Church.
It has been said that Arndt exercised an influence on
Lutheran Church 1ife second only to that of Luther himself,3?
In the united kingdcm of Denmark-Norway, the Philippist
party was predominant until ca. 1600, when the theology of
the Formula gained control. Orthodoxy then reigned unchal-
1enged throughout the 17th Century; It constituted one as-
pect of the general trend, which also led to the establish-
ment of the absolute monarchy in 166C. The leading figures
here were two Danes, Bishop Hens Resen (1561-1638), and

Bishop Jesper Brochmand (1585-1652), whose Universae Sys-

tema Theologiae was the standard dogmatic for more than a

‘century.36 In addition to the doctrinal uniformity secured
by'Brochmand's work, the kingdom also achieved uniformity
in liturgy and in ecclesiastical law, by the famous Kirke-
Ritual of 1685 and Christian V's Danish (1683) and Norwe-
gian (1687) legal codes. These legislative landmarks are
important for us, since their essential provisions remained
in force throughout the 19th Century.

Pfotestant Scholasticism wzs the equal of Medieval
Scholssticism in learning, acumen, and in completeness, if

not in originality and boldness of speculation.37 It strove

25 I, Welle, op. cit., p. 15.
36 P. Lindhardt, op. cit., p. 144
27 R. S. Franks, in Dogma in History and Thought, p. 1ll12.
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to incorporate the distinctive doctrines of the Reformation
inﬁo a system built on the old philosophy. It conceded

a much grester place to reason than Iuther had done. 1In
the process, however, it obscured Luther's theocentric
approach and intellectualized the concept of revelation.
Truth and revelation were concelved in propositional terms.
The Gospel and "pure doctrine' were identified. Orthodoxy
displayed an "insensitiveness to the symbolic nature of
religious thought" and presuppoéed "something very like
omniscience in spiritual things".38 An excessive zeal

to safeguard and buttress the propositions of revelation
led to the doctrine of the verbal inspiration of Scripture.
Scripture and the Word of God were thus rigidly identified.
As a result, the concept of revelation became nomistic,

the whole approach to Scripture became legalistic, and

the Gospel assumed something of the character of a New
Law, however greatly the theologians strove to keep law
and Gospel distinct. A central place was still given to
the doctrine of Justification by Faith, but it was forced
to share this position with the doctrine of verbal inspi-
ration. Faith as well as revelation was intellectualized.
Paul Tillich puts the same fundamental point slightly
differently in his assertion that the central Frotestant
principle of Justification by Faith was "ideologized".>9
Instead of emphasizing Justification by Faith as the essen-
tial content of.the Gospel, Orthodoxy tended to identify

28 H. R. MacKintosh, Tyvoes of Modern Theology, p. 9.

39 P, Tillich, The Protestant Era, p. 246,
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the entire dogmatic system with the Gospel and to require
assent to the entire system. Finally, Orthodoxy failed
to maintain the dialectic character of Luther's own theology.
Emil Brunner has said that the history of Protestant theol-
ogy since the Reformation isthe history of the collapse
of the "paradox of unity" and of a disintegration into
non-paradoxical, one-sided half-truths.4o

These developments had fateful consequences for the
doctrine of the Church. The tendency to intellectualize the
concept of revelation and to identify the Gospel with doctrine
led to an overemphasis upon the institutional aspeét of the
nature of the Church. Iutheran theologians continued to
define the Church as the Communion of Saints, but they ten-
ded to regard it primarily as a teaching institution. They
continued to teach fhat the Gospel was the constitutive
factor, but the content of the Gospel had greatly expanded.
A distinction between the ECCLESIA DCOCENS and the ECCLESIA
DISCENS inevitably arose. It is also important to note
that the Age of Orthodoxy became anthropocentric in the
same way as Medieval Schélasticism. This can be illustrated
from the doctrine of the Church, where a subjective approach
to'the gquestion inevitably led to a preoccupation with the
problem of the Visible and Invisible Church.

These tendencies are evident as early as the 3rd

edition of Melanchthon's Loci (1543); Melanchthon avoids

40 E. Brunner, The Philosophy of Religion..., p. 31.
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describing the Church as invisible; His emphasis is upon
the Visible Church. The Visible Church is composed of those
who are baptized and give assent to the pure doctrine; At
the same time, it is.the place where God "regenerates many".41
But the cbngregation of saints is only perceptible in the
Visible Church to the eyes of faith. In thus distinguishing
between the Visible Church and the Communion of Saints,
Melanchthon opens the way for a dualist interpretation of

the dichotomy of the Visible and Invisible Church. More-
over, he recognizes three Marks of the Church: to the Word
and the Sacraments, he adds the Ministry.

The later Orthodox theologians, reacting both against
Melanchthon and against the standpoint of Cardinal Bellar-
min ("The Church is as visible as the Kingdom of France
or the Republic 'of Venice") posited a clear dualism of
the Visible and Invisible Church. We might illustrate
their view of the relationship between Visible and Invis-
ible by drawing two concentric circles. The Visible Church
was visible because its limits could be known and because
God used visible means to gather it. It was the Community
of the Called (COZTUS VOCATORUM), and not really a true
Church (ECCLESIA VERA) at all. At the same time, the Ortho-
dox theologians were forced into the logical contradiction
of admitting that the Visible ChurchAﬁas an ECCLESIA VERA,
because 1t possessed the true doctrine, which it was 1its

right and duty to teach.
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On the other hand, the Community of the Elect (COETUS
ELECTORUM) was said to be invisible, hecause its limits
could not be known and because Christ, its Head, was
invisible,

It is clear that the approach of Orthodoxy to the
question of the Visible and Invisible Church was subjec-
tive. This tendency was further developed in the declining
stage of the Age of Orthodoxy, under influence from Pletism.
Associationism or voluntarism entered into ecclesiology.
The Visible Church became a2 mere association of persons
voluntarily ﬁniting for cultic purposes. On the other
hand, there were attempts to make visible the Invisible
Church, to gain some assurance that the Church really did
exist. Various new Marks of the Church, all of them sub-
jective, were recognized: Church discipline, good works,
plety, and the .like. 1In this stage, it was only natural
that the institutional aspect of the Church, having been
deprived of its religious value and coming under criticism
from Pietism, should decline.

Because the dialectic of the Church's nature as both
vieible and invisible had broken down, the dialectic of
the Two Realms also collapsed. The result was both a
dualism and a felse synthesis. Vhen the Invisivble Church
and "outward Christendom"(i.e., the Visible Church) were
strictly separated (contrary to Tuther's view), the Com-
munion of Sainte lost its concreteness and historicity.

A dualism thus arose which made of the Church a Platonic
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State and opened the way for an eventual secularization
of the Kingdom on the Left. Then, as the Visible Church
lost its religious significance, it became all the easier
to incorporate the Visible Church into the State. Caesaro-
papism increased apace in this pericd, not least in Denmark-
Norway.42 A case could be made out for this; Luther vlaced
the Visible Church together with the State in the Kingdom
on £he Left, Vhat was forgotten in Orthodoxy, however, was
the fact that the Visible Church is a Church and that she
provides for the administration of the means of grace, and
this is not a function of the State. The incorporation of
the Visible Church into the State reprssented a false synthesis,
We have noted that the change which occurred in the
concept of revelation led to a corresponding change in the
doctrine of the Ministry. Iuther's dialectic of the Ministry
gave way to an exaltation of the clerical office at the ex-
pense of the Universal Priesthood, as illustkated by the
distinction between the ECCIESIA DOCENS and the ECCLESIA
DISCENS. The Gbspel lost some of its inherent power, and
was identified with pure doctrine. Some of its authority
passed to the office, and inevitably to the persons of the
clergy. One indication of the enhanced status of the clergy
was the part which they played in Church Discipline. We
recall that Luther considered the Power of the Keys as an
42 P. Lindhardt, op.cit., pp. 150-151, lindhardt says that

Danish Absolutism combined the idea of natural rights (i.e.
dvalism) with the idea of theocracy (i.e. a false synthesis).
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aspect of the Ministry of the Word, to be the possession
of the whole Church, and the authority of the clergy in
this regard as purely delegated. He rejected the Roman
distinction between the power of order and the power of
Jurisdiction. The Age of Orthodoxy revived this distinction.
The power to Jjudge, to prescribe penance, and-to excommun-
icate (sometimes with the aid of the secular arm) became
the prerogative of the clergy. Denmark-Norway introduced
the first ordinance for Church Discipline in 1629. A
form of the Calvinist office of elder (the so-called "lay-
assistants", MEDHJELPERE) was introduced, but its incum-
bents were appointed by the parish vicar. It shouvld also
be noted that, whereas Luther had emphasized absolution,
the Age of Orthodoxy, in accord with its nomistic-intel-
lectualistic concept of revelation, so emphasized Church
discipline that the power of'"binding" came to obscure the
power of '"loosing".

Thus, in the period 1530-1700, a great development
occurred in Ilutheran theology. But it was a development
which worked untold harm. The Age of Orthodoxy offered
inferior substitutes for Luther's ingenious approach, his
concept of revelation, and his dialectic theology. Intel-
lectualism, legalism, and subjectivism had entered, and

had radically altered the ILutheran doctrine of the Church.
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Pietism

The dividing line between Classical Protestantism
and Modern Protestantism is usuvally drawn at the point
where the Age of Orthodoxy gives way to the period of
Pietism. It is correct to do so, provided wé bear in mind
the fact that the declining years of Orthodoxy, as described
in the foregoing, shade almcst imperceptibly over into
Pietism. WModern Protestantism, embracing the two move-
ments Pietism and the Enlightenment, is a vastly different
thing from Classical Protestantism, and "the difference
between them can largely be described as a difference in
the concept of the Chur-ch".43 There were two factors in
particular which contributed to the collapse of Classical
ecclesiolqu: 1) The decline of the Gospel from its posi-
tion as the constitutive factor in the Church, and 2) The
decline of faith in the Word as a present and zctive VWord
of God. These factors rcpresent the consequences of the
intellectualism and subjectivism described above.

What is known in the Lutheran Church as Pietism was
part of the great international revival movement which
ran through the entire Protestant world in the 18th Cen~
tury. It not only resembled but also directly influenced
the Methodist Revival in England. Father of the movement
was Philip Jacob Spener (1635-1705), a German pastor. His

43 @&. Avléh, op.cit., p. 1l2.



47

little book Pia Degideria, published in 1675, clearly out-

lined the Pietist programme in six points: 1) Intensified
Bible study, to increase personal spirituality; 2) Increased

lay activity in the Church, base’ on the principle of the

©  Universal Priesthood; 3) Emphasis uoon the practical rather

than the intellectual in the religious 1ife; 4) Charity in
religious controversy, so that the pursuit of the truth
might take precedence over the scoring of theological vic-
tories; 5) Reorganization of the theological curriculum
with a view to increasing the piety of both professors and
students; and 6) A more evangelical and edifying type of
preaching. After Spener's death, leadership passed to
August Herman Francke (1663-1727), professor at the new
uni#ersity at Halle, which now became the main centre of
the movement. Here were built the famous Halle educational
and charitable institutions. But Pietism was a heterogen-
eous movement. It included a radical wing in the tradition
of German Mysticism and related to Quakerism. It also
included the Moravians, so-called because the original
nucleus of the group were Moravian refugees. They origin-
ally settled at Herrnhut, on the estate of the remarkable
Count Nicholas von Zinzendorf (1700-1760). Pietism came
under attack from some Orthodox theologians, and there was
constant tension within the movement itself.

Pietism in all three forms entered Denmark-NorWay
through revival movements about 1700. For the next two

generations, it was the leading party in Northern Church
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life, and remains to this day a strong factor in the Nor-
wegian Church. It early won a place at the royal court of
Fredrik IV, and it gained control of the country in the
form of "State Pietism" under Christian VI (1730-46).

Halle Pietism and Moravianism vied for leadership; It was
the former which emerged victorious, owing to the fact

that it was better adapted to the conditions of the State
Church. In 1741, the Crown issued the famous Conventicle
Act, which placed religious activities outside the regular
gervices under strict clerical control. This law is im-
portant for our purposes because it remained in force in
Norway until 1842.- The Moravians were partly suppressed,
but in 1771 they obtained permission to found the colony

at Christiansfeld, Denmark, which became the Moravian centre
in the North. The influence of radical Pietism was sporadic
and brief, but both Halle Pietism and Moravianism continued
to influence Norwegian Church 1life into the 19th Century.
Here (unlike Germany and England) the Moravians remained

as a party within the State Church and did not separate

from it.

One highly significant achievement of Pietism was the
introduction of Confirmation in 1736. From 1738, the stan-
dard Catechism was Bishop Erik Pontoppidan's Truth unto
Godliness (SANDHED TIL GUDFRYGTIGHED)., The importance of
this little volume for Norwegian Church life can scarcely
be overestimated. It was the cherished dogmatics text-

book of the laity, the iron rations of the Christian, for
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a centgry and a half, It became the principal means of
inculcating the pure doctrine and the Pietist ETHOS, and
served as the foundation-stone of later revival., It was
largely due to Pontoppidan's Catechism that Piletism passed
into the life-stream of Norwegian Christians. His Collegium
Pastorale, also, was an inflvential work in practical
theology for over a century.

The chief concern of Pietism lay rather with the 1life
of the Church'in general than with doctrine in particular.
Its roots lay in the mystical tradition of Augustine, Ber-
nard, and Johan Arndt, alithough it was also influenced by
Reformed Puritanism. In general, it maintained the Ortho-
dox doctrines, especially Justification by Faith and the
Verbal Inspiration of Scripture. It thus united conserva-
tive theology with revivalist piety. We shall trace at a
later stage the important part played by this combination
of forces in 19th Century Norwegian Church life. BRut
Pietism also cantributed to the break-down of the influ-
ence of Lutheran Scholasticism. While it certainly revived
the Reformation emphasis upon the essentials of the faith,
it was not confessional and, provided that the cardinal
doctrines were safeguarded, it displayed no great sensi-
tiveness to theological error. Its interpretation of Scrip-
ture tended to be Biblicist. It was therefore tolerant
toward Calvinism, but not toward Rome, since it regarded
que as having erred on both of the essentials, the Sola

Scriptura and the Sola Gratia, Sola Fide. Pietism's
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greatest weakness was its thoroughly subjective approach
to religion. "The watchword of Pietist teaching came to be
the New Iife, viewed as a subjective process, rather than
Justification, which is the act of God."44 Whereas Ortho-

doxy tended to intellectualize faith, Pietiém tended to
psychologize it. On the basis of his own conversion ex-
perience, Francke laid down as normative a psychology of
faith which included four steps: 1) Repentance and contri-
tion; 2)Decision of the will; 3) Faith and assurance; And

4) The New Life. Whereas Orthodoxy emphasized the faith
that is believed (FIDES QUAE CREDITUR), Pietism emphasized
the faith with which we believe (FIDES QUA CREDITUR). Ortho-
doxy's "Christ for us" was replaced by Pietism's "Christ in
us". Orthodoxy was collectivistic; Pietism was individual-
istic. It was as difficult for Pietism as it had been for
Orthodoxy to maintain the dialectic of Lutheran theology.

It tended to swing to the opposite extreme. Sometimes,
opposing factions developed within the movement itself.

Both Halle Pietism and the Moraviansg operated within the
Lutheran scheme of law and Gospel. But, whereas Halle
emphasized repentance and greater ethical éeriousness, the
Moravians were hyper-evangelical and sometimes excessively
sentimental (ef. Zinzendorf's hymns). Halle was therefore

legalistic and ran the risk of leaving people under the law;

Lindhardt says that the Moravians served cs a sort of
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"ambulance service" for these convicted souls; In general,
however, the ETHOS of the Pietist Revival was ascetic. In
the celebrated controﬁersy over the "Adiaphora', the Pietists
denied the existence of thege "indifferent things" in mor-
ality, and shunned such things as smoking, drinking, danc-
ing, and the theatre: This attitude is strikingly revealed
in Pontoppidan's Catechism.

The rise of this subjectivist, individualist, and
revivalist movement was bound to have a profound effect
upon the doctrine of the Church., In the first place, it
accelerated the trends bégun in late Orthodoxy. The empha-
sis of Piletism upon subjective experience and its inherently
subjective aporoach led to an associational and sectarian
view of the nature of the Church. Human voliticn repiaced
the Gospel as the constitutive factor. '"Instead of the
Church as the mother of the individuwal', (as in Iuther),
Pietism regarded "the individual as the mother of the
Church".#5 In this, Pietism was influenced by the new
social and political theories of Grotius, Locke, Hobbes,
and Thomasius: If the State is a voluntary organization
fomed by the people, the Church represents a parallel-
case, particularly in an age of Caesaropapism. This
concept lay somewhat below the surface in Pietism, but
came to full maturity in the Enlightenment, when it could

build on the foundation of natural religion.
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In defining the nature of the Church, Pietism did good
service in re-asserting the personal side of Luther's dia-
lectic. In insisting that the Church was the Communion of

Saints, Pietism saved the ILutheran Church from the institu-

A

tional tendencies within Orthodoxy. It tended, however, to

go to the opposite extreme. The Church was regarded more
as a home for saints than as a school for sinners. This

is evident in Pletism's insistence on a specific conversion
_experienée. It is also evident in the way in which Spener
sought to realize his six-point programme. He introduced
the so-called COLIEGIA PIETATIS, small Bible study groups.
These were intended to expand into larger groups. Often,
however, these ECCLISIOLAE IN ECCLZSIA tended to supplant
the fellowship of the Church, and were¢ sometimes an induce-
ment to separatism.

Pietism exhibited a tendency to add new Marks to the
two recognized in the Confessions. Church discipline was
particularly emphasized, and renﬁnciation of the Adiaphora
made a mark of faith. The Revival felt the need to draw
stricter limits to the Church. It eagerly adopted the
Orthodox dualism of Visible and Invisible Church. The
Vislble Church was defined as the great mass of church-
goers, while the true believers constituted the Invisible
Church. Radical Piestists condemned the Visible Church as a
veritable Babel. Generally, however, Pietists were more
concerned to render visiblé the Invisible Church. The

ECCLESIOLAE were designed to fulfil this function.
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Lindhardt writes: "Pietism's Churchmanship was definitely
Low-Church.A It attempted--without success~- to revise the
Liturgy in this spirit by abolishing candles, vestments,
chanting, etc., and to introduce conditional Absolution.
Pietism was offended by the fact that both the CONFITECR...
and the Benediction were applied to the same people. Behind
this lay that thought...that the invisible Church vas,
after all, the true Church..."#® Pietism was not content,
as ILuther had been, to regard the Church as hidden, an ob-
ject of faith. The movement had lost Luther's boundless
confidence in the power of the Gospel to create the Church.

Like most revival movements, Pietism emphasized preach-
ing rather than the sacraments. It showed great concern for
Christian nurture47, but it conceived of nurture more as a
prelude to conscious falth than as the development of the
Baptismal covenant relationship. Instead of seeking assur-
ance in Baptism, in Luther's own fashion, Pietism was on
guard agaihst undue confidence in the Sacrsment of Initiation.
What was important was a living faith for today.

The attitude of Pietism toward the Two Realms was am-
biguous. Here again, Pietism failed to maintain Luther's
dialectic view. There were tendencies both toward a theo-
cratic synthesis of the Two Realms and a strict separation
between them. Radical Pletism favoured the complete sepa-
ration of Church and State. The Moravians lacked apprecia-

tion for the secular realm; Their theocracy was limited to

46 P. Lindhardt, op. cit., p. 165.
47 Some of its best work was done in the field of education.
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;ife within the conventicle itself, The dominant party,
representing "State Pietism", sought to rsmove Church
discipline from the realm of civil punishment and to make
it aAmatter of pastorsal care. Nevertheless, its stand-
point was fundamentally theocratic; The end result of
State Pletism was a strengthening of the State-Church
bond. Pietism strove to recalize the ideal of the Chrisi-
ian State. "No movement has insisted more strongly upon
the old demand: Zach man shall be a Christian in the king's
realm. And it added: A personal Christian. No one has
appealed more strongly to the Crown to intervene against
religious and moral decay than the Pietist clergy.”48

The Pietist concept of the Ministry reflects the same
individvalist, sgbjectivist, and spiritualist tendencies
which we have observed in its doctrine of the Church. It
failed also to maintain Luther's dialectic here. Pietism
attempted to revive the concept of the Universal Priest-
hood and actually succeeded in stirring numbers of the
laity to responsible participation in the life of the
Church. It might be said that Pietism overemphasized the
Universal Priesthood, but perhaps it is more correct to
say that iﬁ presented a new interpretation of the concept,
an interpretation so subjectivistic and spiritualiistic
that it virtually ended in a Donatist doctrine of the

Ministry.

The basic reason «for this error lay in the fact that,

48 A, Seilerstad, Xyrkjelegt Reformarbeid i Norig i
Nittande Hundrearet, p. 8.
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for the Pietists, the Word of God had lost its creative
power. As é result, a guarantee for validity had to be
sought in the person of the minister. Pietism did not deny
outright the efficacy of the Word. Indeed, Spener expressly
affirmed that "the power and fruit of the office of the Min-
istry...are derived from the Divine Word." But, he adds,
"the prime requirement of a teacher is the love of Christ..
if he lacks this, (which in turn reguires knowledge of
Divine truth and the order of salvation which the teacher
must teach his congregation) in his soul, he does not DosS-~
sess the most powerful and the most necessary requifement”.49
Whereas Orthodoxy had institutionalized the Ministry, Pietism
went to the opposite extreme and derived the authority of
the Ministry from the inner spiritual enlightenment of
the individuval. Pietism believed as firmly as Orthodoxy
that the Ministry is ordained of God, but it had z differ-
ent idea of how God called men into the Ministry. Ortho-
doxy held that God's call to the Ministry was mediated
through the Church, and derived a certain‘security from
this belief. Pietism revived the distinction between the
innef and the outer call, but regarded the former as decis-
ive. It alone is divine; The latter is purely human and
without religious significance. An inner experience vas
regarded as the necessary requirement for any true pastor,
This meant that the Holy Spirit only works through regenerate

49 Quoted in F. HoImstrdm, et.al., En Bok om Kyrkans
Ambetet, p. 212, '
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preachers. Spener wrote that the reason for the varying
efficacy of the Word was that "one preacher treats the

Scripture only through his own understanding, whereas the
~Holy Spirit is united with another, thus giving power to

© Thus, the Spirit was separated from the Word

the Word",~
in a Spiritvalist manner. Orthodoxy rejected false doctrine,
but it could retain a godless pastor; Pietism rejected the
unregenerate pastor, and his doctrine in consequence. It
was unthinkable for the Pletists that a godless pastor
could be anything but harmful to tﬁe Church, This amounted
to a Donatist (EX OPERE QPERANTIS) view of the Ministry.

In consequence, a new turn was given to the doctrine of

the Universal Priesthood. In theory, the Pietists accorded
| to all Christians the right and duty of proclaiming the
Gospel. However, like Iuther, they distinguished between
this Priesthood and the Ministry. Halle (or State) Pietism
was as opposed to uncontrolled lay-preaching as Orthodoxy -
had been (cf. the Conventicle Act). BRut whereas Luther
had held the inner and outer call together, Pietism sepa-
rated them. The outer call was given only to those who
possegsszed a special spiritual anointing, a CHARISMA, over
and above the mere fact that they were Christians. The
presence of such a gift could only be determined subject-
ively. This Charismatic principle opened the way for a
frequent phenomenon in 19th Century Norway, the claim made

by unordained men of the right to come . .forward and preach,

50 Ibid., p. 218,
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Whereas Luther had emphasizedvthe right of the Universal
Priesthood to transfer the preaching office through the
outer call, Pietism, with its emphasis upon the need for
the preacher to share in the Universal Pricsthood and to
possess & special gift could come to the conclusion that
anyone who posseésed this gift had the right to be heard.
Thus, the conceptions of the Univercal Priesthood and of
the Ministry were individualized, subjectivized, and
spiritualized.

It is also evident that the Pietist view of the
Ministry, no less than the Orthodox, represented a
departure from the predominantly functional view of
the Ministry taught by ILuther. Orthodoxy created a
kind of priestly estate, and Pietism was unable to re-
store the balance correctly. It was led by its subject-
ivism to approach the doctrine of the Ministry from the
standpoint of the personal charecter of the clergy rather

than from the functions inherent in their office.
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The Enlightenment

8o far we have been concerned with Luther and with
movements within Lutheranism itself. In the period of the
Enlightenment, ﬁowever, Lutheranism was influenced by a
movement of thought wider than its own internal dialectic
and rooted not primarily in the Christian tradition but in
Renaissance Humanism.

The énlightenment brought to fruition the efforts to
emancipate the human spirit and particularly human reason
begun in the Renaissance and carried forward by thinkers
like Descartes., It was an extremely heterogeneous move-
ment, representing a wide range of opinions. In general,
however, 1t was subjectivistic, individualistic, moralistic,
and optimistic. .In contrast to Scholastic thought, the
self-conscious subject became the fundamental factor in
epistemciogy. The Enlightenment was preoccupied with relig-
ious questions, and generally supported belief in God,
freedom, and immortality. Yet it tended to break down the
traditional faith by its demand for a greater appreciation
of "natural religion". It has been described as "a move-
ment from. Christianity to religion in general, then from
religicn in general to mere morality, and finally from
morality to eudaimonism, the doctrine of happiness".Dl
Its basic problem was the relation between reason and reve-
lation, and, as the movement developed, reason graduvally

51 R. Killbel, in Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious
Knowledge, III, p. 1997.
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gained the upper hand. It came to have an almost unbounded
confidence in puman nature and its perfectibility. VHence,
it had great faith in eduvcation., It eventually reduced
thevChriétian religion to a gimple, rational moral code
baged on the teachings of Jesus. Indeed, we might say that
it altered Christianity to the religion of the natural man.
Because of its tendency to make all things relative, it
was naturally tolerant of other creeds. The Enlightenment
deeply affected the upper and middle classes, but like most
movements of thought, did not vermeate the great mass of
people until it was on the wane. In the philosophy of
Emmanuel Kant, the Enlightenment met both its final climax
and its nemesis. He dealt the decisive blow to the idea
that the existence of God can be proved rationally, but his
discovery of God as a postulate of the practical reason
gave to revelation a sphere relatively independent of
reagon, Thne French Revolution and the Napoleonic Vars also
helped to break down the optimistic anthropology which lay
at the heart of the Enlightenment. At the beginning of the
19th Century, it was forced to yield to Idealism and Roman-
ticism,

For our pregsent purposes, it will be sufficient to note
the influence exerted by the Enlightenment upon Lutheran
theology and Church li“e, and to call pgrticular attention
to its bearing vpon the doctrine of the Church.

vThe Enlightenment in Germany and Scandinavia weas gener-
ally more conservative than in Britain and France. It was

also less empirical and more speculative. There were



60
several points of contact between the movements under
discussion here. The intellectuvalism and rational approsach
of Orthodoxy prepvared the way for the Enlightenment. Iate
Crthodoxy and early Enlightenment both sought to explain
and defend Scriptural truth by the use of reason. The En-
lightenment shared certain characteristics of Pietism:
subjectivism, individualism, and moralism. Especially in
its earlier forms, the Enlightenment vas often looked upon
as an ally instead of an encemy. A man like Bishop Pontop-
pidan, a typical transition figure, combined Crthodox
doctrine and Pletist religion with Enlightenument apologet-
ics and interest in natural science. In time, however, the
Ehlightenment outdistanced both Orthodoxy and Pietism.

We may distinguish two stages in the theology of the
Enlightenment. The first is known as Supranatuvralism,.
Its leading figure was the philosopher Christian Wolff
(1679-1754), professor at Halle. A pupil of Ieibniz, he
was removed by the Pietists but later re-instated by
Frederick the Great. He regarded himself as orthodox and
sovght in a Scholastic manner to construct a system where-
in God, morality, and immortality were rationally deduced.
Orthodoxy had distinguished between what was above reason
and what was contrary to reason, and tetween regenerate
and unregenerate reason. Wolff drew a sharp distinction
between natural and revealed theology. FKe held that every-
thing which is valid in natural theology must be found in
revealed theology, but that not everything which is found

in revealed theology is valid in natural theology. He



61
regarded revelation as necessary in addition to reason, but
it must not be contrary to reason or experience., Wolff
exercised profound influence on Scandinavian students at
Halle,

G. E. Lessing (1729-1781) carried rationalism a step
further. He argued that the content of revelation is identi-
cal with that of reason. He therefore rejected the idea of
an absolute religion, He also distinguished between the
historical and the eternal in religion. The "accidental”
truths of history cannot become the proof of the necessary
truths of reason., With Lessing, Deism entercd Continental
theology. The leading theologian of this period vas J. S.
Semler (d. 1791), who has been called the father of modern
Biblical criticism. He was comparatively conservative; Zut
H. S. Reimarus (d. 1768) and K. F. Bahrdt (d. 1792) were more
radical. 'They represent true Rationalism, the final stage
in the Enlightenment. Whereas the Supranaturalists had
sought to defend the faith of the Bible by reason, the
Rationalists ended by svbjecting the entire Biblical reve-
lation to the Jjudgement of reason. After a long development,
the approach to theology had become completely anthropo-
centric, and as MacKintosh says, "the majesty and power of
.the Christian Gospel vanished".22 In the process, virtually
everything distinctively ILutheran was lost: The theocentric
approach, historical revelation, Justification by Faith,
the principle of Sola Scriptura, and the dialecﬁical

52 H.R, MacKintosh, op. cit., p. 15.
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aporoach to theology. The break-down of Church life which
had begun under Pietism was accelerated. Preaching often
degenerated into moralism or gentimentality, and Church
attendance decline; The laws of compukory attendance were
no longer enforced, Océult sects appeared; Freemasonry
flourished. The demand was made that the Churches be turned
into sqhools. The liturgical reforms carried oﬁt in Denmarv-
Norway were typical of the Enlightenment: Exorcism was re-
moved from the Baptismal ritual, a number of holy days were
abolished, and a Rationalist hymn-book introduced., The
later Rationalists '"regarded the Church as irrelevant to
the true religion, an institution which covld be useful
to the common people and the unenlightened, so long as it
remained tolerant and worked for the general welfare", 5>
In view of what has been said about the Enlightenment
in general, it is hardiy surprising that its contribution
to the doctrine of the Church was completely negative.
Iludvig Selmer writes that the Enlightenment found it more
difficult to deal with the doctrine of the Church than
with any other doctrine. It had no capacity for under-
standing the ILutheran, thoroughly religious concept of
the Church, and tended to "secularize" this doctrine.5*
The inroads of hilstorical criticism led to a loss of faith
in the means of grace as possessing the power to create
the Church, and it was in consequence necessarily regarded

532 P. Lindhardt, op.cit., p. 170.
54 L. Selmer, Opplysningsmen i den Norske Kirke, p. 141,
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as a creation of men. The subjective, anthropocentric
approach to religion, enhanced by a concept of society
based on a secularized natural law, led the Enlightenment
theologians to define the Church in purely associational
terms. The German systematic theologian Griesbach defined
the Church as "the community of people who agree to worship
God according to the teaching of Jesus Christ", and its
task as that of "maintaining and transplanting Jesus'
teaching and promoting its practice by common institutions
and rites".5® This quotation illustrates the fact that,
even where the Enlightenment believed in a concept of reve-
lation, it was conceived in intellectualistic, nomistic
terms. Truth consisted in logical propositions.

Perhaps by way of reaction to Pietism, the Enlighten-
mént was not concerned to draw limits to the Church. It
accepted the dichotomy of the Visible and Invisible Church,
and interpreted it in dualistic fashion. The Invisible
Church was composed of all who know the truth (as defined
above) and who 1live virtuous lives. The Visible Church
included all who outwardly espouse Christianity and who
participate in its cultus. However, because the historical
revelation had lost its significance, there was no neces-
sary connection between the two. Thus, the Visible Church
lost all religious significance, and the Invisib_e Church

was regarded as what the Apology to the Augsburg Confession



64
expressly disavowed, a Platonic State. The unity which
Iuther had striven so hard to maintain in his ecclesiology
was lost.

The Enlightenment had little appreciation for tre
Sacraments. The sermon became supremely important, and in
some Churches, the pulpit was bullt into the altar. Baptism
and Holy Communion lost their relation to the worship 6f
the congregation and were retained zs symbolical ecclesias-
tical rites that could be helpful to the unenlightened.
Whereas Orthodoxy stressed Baptismal regeneration, and
Pietism converéion, the Enlightenment tended to disregard
both. |

The rise of the new secularized concept of both
Church and State served to cement the two more solidly
together, Thé false synthesis of the Two Realms begun in
State Pietism was completed in the Znlightenment. It was
the State which now contrclled the Church, not the Church
which attempted to create a theocracy. The clergy became
"teachers of religion" for the State, and were often over-
burdened with administrative work as well as underpaid.

In accordance with their tolerant attitude and their strong
faith in popular eﬁlightenment, they were so indifferent
toward Church Discipline that it virtuvally disappeared.
There was one notable exception to this rule: The clergy

of the Enlightenment reacted strongly against anything
resembling Enthusliasm. ZXvidence of this is provided in

Norwegian Church history by the Hauge cese,
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The Enlightenment had an exalted concept of the

Ministry. It was based, however, not on the function of
administering the means of grace, but upon the position
of the clergyman in society. The Enlightenment could not
be expected to maintain ILuther's dialectic here. Its
basic presuppositions were very different. It completely
institutionalized and secularized the concept of the Mini-
stry; Its view could be described as a sécularized, State-
High-Churchmanship. A typical Rstionalist Churchmanship
is found in the ordination addresses of Dr. Feder Hansen,
Bishop of Christiansand in Norway until the year 180456
Hansen studiously avoilds ﬁention of any of the cardinal
doctrines of the Christian faith. Instead, he talks of
knowledge, virtue, dvty, progress, and immortality.
Christ is "the omniscient Jesus", who saved His brothers
and sisters by "virtue". Hansen's favourite title for
the clergy is "teachers of religion". He regards every-
one as servants of the lLord, each in his own calling,
each with his own spirituval gift. This in itself is a
valid Lutheran view; But he goes on to deny that the
clergy have any extraordinary call. They are no different
from other servants of the State. ''We now know that the
so;c&lled inner and outer call, of which_the teachers of
religion in the last century were so proud, and which they
ascribed to a special providence of God, is nothing. "7

56 P. Hensen, Skilderie af den Christellge Rellglons—
leerer 1 flre Ordinations-Taler, 1803.

57 Ibid., p. 10
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The task of the clergy is to do Jesus' work, '"to ennoble
man to the extent that he can enjoy this 1life in happiness
and be prepared for a higher sphere'", The office is "most
necessary'" to guide people into truth and virtue. That is
not to say that the teacher has the keys to heav:sn; Every
Christian must do his own thinking. Mankind goes steadily
forward, and the parson must progress with it. The "glory
of his office" and his "personal honour" rest upon his own
"increased knowledge".58 The school should be his "real
temple”., His calling is "to take men as they are and to
make them what they should be. He thus resembles no less
an ideal than the Creator Himself".29 Hansen's little book
also included a letter to the clergy of his diocese in wvhich
he attacked the "fanatic opinions" of the Haugeans. So
long as he was in Norway, the Bishop was their most implac-
able enemy.

The Enlightenment came late to Norway. When it did come
it appsared in a moderate form and failed to permeate deeply
into the people, vwhere Crthodoxy and Pietism still reigned.
In Norway, the movement followed the same pattern as in
Germany, but without radical Rationalism or &ttacks upon
the Church or Christianity. By the year 1800, the clergy
were largely under the influence of & rather weak Supra-
naturalism. Four of the five Bishops were men of the

Enlightenment; The exception was the Orthodox J. N, Brun

58 Ibid., p. 14.
59 Ibid., p. 15.
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(d. 1816) in Bergen., Beslides Hansen, the most radical was
Bishop F. J. Bech in Christiania (4. 1822). The Enlighten-
ment remained a force in the Norwegian Church after it
had been supplanted elsewhere. It exercised a certain
influence throughout the first half of the 19th Century.
One of its beneficial effects was the establishment of the
Royal Fredrik University in Christiania in 1811, This
development made possible a distinctively Norwegian
theology, and ironically, it proved to be the most

important factor in the decline of Znlightenment theology.
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NORWAY IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY
Political and Literary History

It -is necessary, before we turn from introductory
considerations to the proper subject of this thesis, to
sketch briefly the political and intellectual history of
Norway in the 19th Century.

The 19th Centufy was undoubtedly the most glorious
period in the history of the Norwegian péople heretofore.
It was "a time of awakening of story-book propostions", an
age of revolutionary development...which forms a sharp con-
trast to the preceding centuries™.60

Norway had enjoyed no political independence since the
union of the three Scandinavian countries at Kalmar in 1297.
For a time, the Archbishopric of Nidaros (Trondhjem) helped
to safeguard national interests, but the Reformation, which
in Norway was '"a purely political arfair"0l, introduced by
force from Denmark, placed Norway under strict Danish con-
trol. For the following three centuries, the country vas
ruled from Copenhagen. The only university vas located in
the Danish ca@ital, Danish became the cultural language, and
the Danish Bible and hymnal were adopted by the Norwegian
Church. The climax of Danish rule was reached after 1460,
when the monarchy was made absolute in both realms.

The Enlightenment tended to foster nationalist sentiment

A0 E. Molland, Church Iife in Norway, »n. 2.
1. P. Lindhardt, op. cit., p. 119. There was "a weak
Iutheran movement'", but it vas only scattered and

temporary.
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in Norway. After the Napoleonic Wars, in which Denmark had
sided with Napoleon, the great powers separated Norway and
forced her into a union with Sweden as compensation to Sweden
for the loss of Finland to Russia. The Norwegians, however,
seized the opportunity to adopt a liberal constitution (at
Eidsvold, 1814) based upon the ideals of the French and Ameri-
can revolutions. They desired independence, and even elected
Prince Christian Fredrikx of Denmark as king. He was, however,
never crowned. Pressure from the great powers and Norway's
relative military wéakness left the Norwegians no choice but
to submit. The Swedes did, however, recognize the 1814 Con-
stitution, and Norway's independence in a personal union
under a single Crown.

In the 19th Century generally, there were two main para-
llel developments: The growth of liberal democracy, and a
rising nationalism which eventuvally led to full independence
in 1905. At first, political lead:zrship remained in the hands
of the official class, but gradually passed to others. The
first grop to rise to political maturity were the freehold
farmers ("BCNDENE"), who gained temporary control of the
Storting (Parliament) in 1833. 1In 1837, local self-govern-
ment was introduced. An early, non-Marxist labour movement
(1848-50) experienced phenomenal growth, gaining nearly
21,0C0 members. Since industrialization did not come to
Norway until very late in the Century, this was more a class

movement of the poor, including cottars and the poorer farmers.
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It was summarily crushed, but the movement returned in
Marxist form and in great strength in the 20th Century..

The principal expression both c¢f democracy and national-
ism was the struggle for power between Government and Stor-
ting which marked the last half of the 19th Century. The
Constitution included the checks and balances of the Ameri-
can Constitution. The executive, legislative, and judicial
branches were separated in such a way that they couvld pro-
vide & balance of power., The Ministers of the Government,
who were regarded as the King's men, could not speak in the
Storting, nor could they be called to account there, Thé
conflict raged round two matters, the attempt of the Stor-
ting (on the lines of the British Parliamentary system) to
make Government ministers accountable to itself,and the
nature (whether suspensory or absolute) of the power of
veto possessed by the Crown with rsgard to amendments to
the Constitution. It was intensified by the fact that at
-the time the throne was occupied by a Swede, and it could
therefore be claimed that national and democratic interests
were at stake. The Storting was eventually victorious in
1684, when the Parliamsntary system wes introduced. Trial
by Jury was introduced in the same year. Unfortun&gtely,
in the volitical strugglies of the 19th Century, Christianity
and the Church wers often identified with the forces of
conservatism or reaction.

The Century witness;d a great economic advance. This

e
was most spectacular in the shipping industry. Here, between
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1850 and 1880, merchant marine tonnage vas increased five-
fold, and Nbrway became the world's third maritime nation.
Internal transport and communication made great strides
(the first railroad, 1854);Agriculture made gradual but
steady progress.

Emigration was a factor of major importance. Between
1860 and 1910, ca. 700,000 Norwegians emigrated to America,
most of them in the prime of life, (The population of Nor-
way in 1855 was 1,490,047, and in 1900, 2,240,032.52)

Popular education was extended to all children between
the ages of 7-14 in 1860. Thus the literacy rate of the
Norwegian people in the second half of the century was high,
and the teacher became a person of great importance in the
community, often superseding the pastor. The creation of a
reading public also enabled two other classes of peonle to
gain power and prestige: The journalist and the author.
The popular press grew to maturity in the 19th Century, and
came to exert stirong influence on Norwegian Church life. It
was generally conse vatlve, and favoured the Church unull the
1870's, but about that tlme were founaed a number of papers
with a radical bent both in politics and religion. 1In
addition to the daily newspapers (Dagbladet, Verdens Garg),
there were such periodicals as the agrarian S8ren Jaabaek's

anti-clerical and anti-Church Folketidende (circ. 17,000)

and Professor J., E. Sars' Nyt Norsk Tidsskrift, the organ of

Positivism in Norway.

- 62 Norges Offlsielle Statistik, C No. 1, 1868-49, and 4R,
VII, 1900.
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But no part of Norwegian life enjoyed a greater renais-
sance than its literature, After several centuries in which
the cultural stream had run underground in folk literature,
the literary genius of the Norwegian people experienced a
golden age which brought it to the pinnacle of world orestige
in a man like Henrik Ibsen, the father of the modern drama.
Only the main trends in this development can be considered
here,

The nationalistic and democratic élsments which we have
noted in tﬁe political and economic spheres were predominant
also 1in literature. FRationalism was aristocratic and foreign.
But from the 1830's, what Norwegian 1literary historians call
"the national break-through" began. This movement 1s some-
times known as '"national-romanticism", but the first part of
this description is more éccurate, since Romanticism was
only one of the streams involved, and did not even occupy
the dominant role.63 Considerable interest, for example,
was aroused by the "folkelige'". The poet Henrik VWergeland
(1808-45) was the morning-star of this national movement in
literature. In his brief life, he '"contrived to embody in
their most ideglistic form the national aspirations which
were latent in every class of society”,64and remains to
this day the hero of Norwegian Independence Day celebrstions,

At the same time, Ivar Aasen began to collect the country

63 F.:Paascherand.F, Bull;-Noprsk Litteratur-Historie, III,

pPp. 326-327.
A4 T,K., Derry, A Short History of Norway, p. 148,




73
dialects into one "Norwegian'" language (lLandsmaal or Ny~
norsk) as opposed to the Danish of the cultured classes.
P.A. Munch founded a national historical school., ILudvig
Lindeman proamed the country gathering folk melodies. As-
bjdrnsen and Moe performed a similar service for the folk-
tales. A native hymnody arose (M.B. landstad).

| Romanticism reached its climax in the years 1845-50.
After 1850, a realistic tendency became predominant. Irony,
doubt, and satire entered the picture. 1Iyric poetry, the
leading medium in the first half-century, gave way to the
novel. Bj8rnstjerne Bjdrnson (1832-1910) and Henrik Ibsen
(1828-1906) both made their debuts in the 1850's. But the
golden age o” the movement began about ten years later,
when the two 1eaders were joined by Alexander Kielland:
Jonas lie, and Arne Garborg. Each of these}had his own
beculiar genius, but all represented the same basic life-
view. - All of them had grown out of a Romantic background
and represented a kind of Christian Humanism. They were
optimi&stic positive, progressive, with a great faith in
men which enabled them to make great demands upon men,

Then, suddenly, in the 1870's, the wind shifted. -To
a man, the great authors broke with traditional Christianity
and went over to what they called Naturalism. Idealism was
replaced by Empiricism, Darwin's work made a great impact.
If Marxism as yet made no great impression, the Romantic
conception of nature and man was replaced by a materiallstic

and utilitarian attitude to 1life. - The great literary figures
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adopted these new views in advance of the scholars, and
consequently they were in the van of their introduction
into Norway. It has been said that they spread philosophy
like an insect spreads pollen. They now abandoned personal
and national subjects in favour of social and universal
problemg. With great fervor, they demanded freedom for the
individual to be himself, Among the first to be attacked
was the Church and its authoritarian clergy. The lectures
of the Danish literary critic Georg Brandes in Christiania
in 1876, which offered a Positivist interpretation of Sdren
Kierkegaard, gave rise to a whoje series of religious crises,
even among some of the clergy. In the:1880's, the tone.be—
came even more crassly naturalistic and critical. Deter-
Iminism and Positivisﬁ were the new gospels, and the Christian
religion itself came under attack. The Christian concept of
the family was threatened by a Bohemian movement in Christ-
iania, its leading figure the writer Hans Jaeger,

| After the excesses of the 1880's, a reaction set in,
under foreign influence, in the 1890's. A new Idealist
" tendency atteﬁptedvto penetrate beyond the material, into
the mysterious life of the soul. Lyric poetry revived, and
the "four great" writers vere ridiculed by the young Xnut
Haﬁsun as "the four-headed idol".

The work of the great authors had no direct influence

upon the theological formulations of the doctrine of the
Church. Yet clearly it made a considerable iﬁpact upon

contemporary Church 1ife, especially in the disastrous
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128t quarter of the Century. Indeed, these men must bear a
considerable share of the responsibility- for the secular-
ization of Norway. VWhile it is impossible to treat this
aspect of 19th Century Norweglan life in greater detail,
it is well to keep it in mind as we examine the practical

expressions of ecclesiology.

Philosophy

The Rationalism of the Enlightenment broke down under
the impact of the critical philosophy of Emmanuel Kant (1724~
1804). His major work, "The Critique of Pure Reason', opens
with an enquiry into the possibility of "dedvecing the cate-
gories" or of establishing rationally that what is regulative
for thought is also constitutive of Reality. Its failure
led to an unbridgeable gap between Thought and Reality which
was to prove fatal to the older Rationalism of the systems of
leibniz and Wolff. The attempt to provide for a Natural
Theology based upon the traditional "oroofs" of the Existence
of God was a will of the wisp. A Dualism between phenomena
and noumena was therefore set up. Kant was not himself
prepared to disﬁense with God, Freedom, and Immortality,
but he claimed that their right place in a system of philo-
sophy was to be found as postulates of the pr-ctical reason
and not as the conclusions of a system based upon the pure
or theoretical reason. If a bridge between theught and
reality was to be found, it could only rest upon the so-

called categorical imperative of moral duty and its implications.
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Henceforth the real task of the theoretical reason was to
conceérn itself with codifying and organising the reslity of
experience,

The task of Nineteenth C:sntury philosophy can from one
point of view be understood as a long attempt to recover
from the devgstating critique of Kant. Here the most gigni-
ficant name was that of G.V.F. Hegel (1770-1831), whose
axiom wes an ldentific:stion of thought and reality and
therefore the virtual denial of the validity of the Kantian
critique.\ His philosophical method was that of a dialsctic
working through a dualism of thesis and antithesis to a
synthesis, applied to field after field of philosophical
thought. There is little doubt that Hegelianism in one
form or another was the dominant system in 19th Century
philosophy. At first sight, it might appear to be the
older Rationalism of the Enlightenment under new management;
In effect, 1t was Rationalism trying to carry on as if the
Kantian critique had not occurred.

If Hegel tried to bridge the Kantian gap from the
gide bf reality, otaer systems adopted the opposite tech-
nique and attempted to find something on the side of ex-
periende which could serve thelr need. Here, Friedrich
Schleiermacher (1768—1834)»started from the feeling of
absolute dependence and prepared the way for the later
important Ritschlian school of theology which combined the
starting points of Schieiermacher with the robust ethical

insights of Kant himself,
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For our purpose here the following points should be
noted. (i) We have alresdy spoken of the dialectical ap-
proach of Luther himself. There might indeed appear to be
& parallel to the methodology of Hegel, and this might not
in it8elf be surprising in view of the fact that Hegel, like
most of the great figures in German philosophy, came from a
Lutheran background. But, if the interpretation of Luther
given here is at all correct, the dialectic of Luther finds
1ts synthesis only in that which is hidden, whereas the
Hegelian dialectic operates upon a single plane. Yet, as
we shall see, the Hegelian philosophy might appear to offer
a suitable butﬁress to an orthodox theology. The rising tide
of Hegelianism could be used as scme measure of support for
the older Scholastic Orthodoxy, although in the event, Hegel-
ianism was to prove a somewhat brittle weapon in the hands
of the theologian.

(ii) The Empiricism of the Xantian movement might avpear
to have natural affinities with th: reinterpretation of
Lutheranism in subjective terms which had already gone some
distance in Pietism. It is certainly no accident that
Schleiermacher himself was brought up under Pietist
influences.

In general, it is fair to say that the ILutheran tradi-
tion has never concerned itself so deeply with philosophy
as (for example) the theologians of the Roman Catholic
Church. This allergy to philosophy can indeed be found in

Luther himself; He railed against the Medieval "Sophists"
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and insisted that, so far from Aristotle being necessary to
thology, no one could be a theologian who did not discard
Aristotle. Even Orthodoxy was suspicious of speculation.
.This anti-philosophical bias in lLutheranism was enhanced by
the Pietist influence, Wherever the Lutheran tradition of
Sola Scriptura and Sola Fide; Sola Gratia is strong, Philo-
sophy 1is sﬁspect.’ And they were strong in 19th Century
Norway.

In his recent, definitive biograpvhy of the philosopher:
Marcus J. Monrad, H, O, Christopherson has distinguished
five lines in the history of thought which converged in
19th Century Norway and in his subject. These vere the
traditions of the natural rights of man, of Lutheranism, of
Idealigm, 'of Classicism, and of Romanticism. They enjoyed,
he says, a relatively harmonious existence together and
formed the basis for Norwegian intellectual life throughout
the greater part of the Century. In the course of the later,
decades, however, each in turn was called into question and
Jlost its leading position. The complex was replaced in
great measure by a philosophy informed by Positivist,
materialist, secularist, and pragmatic influences.

This is a true description of what occurred in the
public or popular philosophy of 19th Century Norway. A.Aall
has distinguished two periods in popular philosophy: The
first (which prevailed until the 1860's), a "speculative"
period, "when all philosophy was systematic thought in

schoolroom form", and the second, a '"realistic" period,
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"when philosophy too was marked by the new life-views
(liberalism) and the new natural sclence (empiricism)".65
As we have alrecady seen, this popular philosophy found
expression particularly in two areas: politicsAand literature.

Academic philosophy, as taught in the Department of
Philosophy in the university,did not follow the pattern
of evolution outlined by Christopherson. It was, in fact,
completely dominated by the Idealist tradition, first in the
form of the Supranaturalism of leibniz and Wolff, and later,
from 1845 to the end of the Century, of Hegelianism, It
was conservative, if not downright reactionary in character,
Here, Hegelianism reigned "more securely than anywhere else
in the vhilosophical world".%6 Because Norway had no univer-
sity prior to 1811, she waé completely lacking in a native
philosophical tradition. The new university treated the
study of philosophy like an orphan. In 1840, Professor
Hansteen stated that, while the professor of philosophy
could not be expected to step in and teach any and all
" other subjects, every lecturer in the university ought to
be able to lecture in philosophy. This seems to have been
university policy.67 Norwegian philosophy lacked origin-
ality. Here, as elsewhere, Norway was & colony of CGermany,
though English and French influences (particularly early
and late in the Century) were not lacking. Aall says that

65 A. Aall, in Edda, VII, 1917, p. 102.
A6 A, Aall, Festskrift, p. 385.
67 Ivid., p. 397.
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Norwegian philogophy was "without halimark"(Ejemmemerke).
While Norway produced figures of international renown in

ds of science and literature, she has never given

'__l

the fie
._to ﬁhe world a philosopher of rank. Thus, as the 19th
Century progressed, academic philosophy became more and
more isolated from popular philosophy. Winsnes has said
that the study of philosophy'"has never struck especially
deep roct in Norwegian culture'. Academic philosophy took
the form of a closed system, and this fact made any dia-
logue with popular philosophy virtually impossible. 1In
1911, Aall could write: "In Nyrway, university philosophy
has had no association with or positive relation to the
national sentiment, to its national politics, or o the
spiritual growth of the people. "68

The first professor of philosophy in the university
and one of the two leading figures in philosophy inAl9th
Century Norwsy was Dr. Theol. Niels Treschow (1751-1833).
He had been professor in Copenhagen from 1803%-1813, and
thereafter until his death he occupied the same position
in Christiania. During his yearé in Ngorway, however, he
also served (rather ineffectually) as Minister for Church
Affairs in the new Norwegian Government. He therefore

.

lectured only sporadically, but continued to write prolifi-

ally. Treschow had been brought up in Moravian circles,

Q

and throughout his 1life he played an active part in the

religious life of the country. He encouraged the formation

A8 Ibid., p. 125.
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of the Norweglan Bible Society, contributed to missions, and
received & six-hour visit from Schleiermacher as he lay on
his death-bed. Treschow's major works in the philosophy of

religion were: Christendommens Aand (1828), and Om Gud, Idee,

og Sandseverdenen, samt de Fdrstes Aabenbarelse in den

Sidste. Et Philosophiske Testament.("0f God, ths Idea, and

4

the worlid of sense, and the revelation of the first two in
the latter", 1832),.

Treschow was a typical product of the Enlightenment,
His philosophy was eclectic, although he disvlayed some
originality. His metaphysic was basically the Supranatural-
ism of Leibniz and Wolff. Epistemologically, he sought to
follow the empiricism of Locke, though not with complete
guccess. He posited the identity of the gpirituval and the
material; For him, all thinzs were originally one (c¢f. leibniz'
Monads). The world of sense, though it is indeed real, is
dependent vpon the world of ideas., Matter is sower vhich

ternal idea.69 Al-

m

strives toward the realization of its
though Treschow refused to recognize the validity of Kant's
criticism of reason (he retained the classical proofs for

the existence of God), as time went on he lezrned something
from Kant's philosophy. Vinsnes calls Treschow a represen-
tative of the PHILOSCOPHIA PIRENNIS, Even though the members

eady largely moved away

-
®
o
o)
‘_J
L]

of the faculty of theoclogy
from the Rationalism which he represented, the speculative

philosopny of Treschow must have exesrted consid rable influence

A9 K. Kristiansen, Niels Treschow..., pw. 3Hff.
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upon the Church, chiefly no doubt throwvgh his literary

production.

During Treschow's absences, his lectures were taken over
by a series of temporary replacements: The theologian F,P.I,
Dahl(1816-17), the philologzist Georg Sverdrup (1817-31, from
1831-41 the éecond vrofessor of philosophy), the jurist
Claus Winther Hjelm (1824-2%5), The Dane Poul MOller lec-
tured in philosophy from 1826-3%0, but he then returned to
Denmark, where his influence was considerable,“not least
upon Kierkegaard. From 1840-68, the poet Johan Sebastian
Welhaven lectured in philosophy, but his contribution to
Norwegian intellectual 1life lice rather in his poetry and
his literary criticism. As a philosopher, he vas insignifi-
- cant.

The second philosopher of note in 19th Century Norway
was Marcus J. Monrad (1816-97), who lectured in philosophy
from 1845 almost until his death (professor, 1851-97). It
was Monrad who introduced Hegelianism into the Norwegian
academic philosophy and secured by his very considerable
influence its undisputed reigncuntil the end of the Centrry,
He was'a leading university personality.

Monrad, says Aall, displayed "an exaggerated conserva-
tism" in "all his work, thought, and judgement".70 <“e was
a Christian by conviction, by training a theologian, and
both lectured and wrote in the field of philosophy of

70 A.Aall, Festskrift, p. 402, Christopherson says that
Monrad was a "mild liberal® until 1855, but reacted
against nationalism and economic liberalism and became
s staunch conservative in the later 1850's.
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religion. (We shall examine his major work: Religion, Religi-

oner, og Christendommen, 1885, in the next section of the

thesis.) Monrad's position was thoroughly Hegelian. ILike
his teacher, he maintained the essential unity of faith and
rcason, accepted the classical arguments for the existence
of God in ascending order (culminating in the ontological
argument ),and emphasized the collective character of
religion. As we shall see, the concept of the Church was
extremely significant for Monrad.

Hegelianism captured the second chalr in the Depariment
in the person of Monrad's pupil G. V. Lyng (1827-84, profes-
sor 1869-84). When lyng died, a minority in the Historical-
PhﬂOSOphical Faculty made an effort to secure the appointment
of an empiricist, but the attempt strznded on the authority
of Monrad and the appointment by the Sverdruo Government
(Pastor Jakob Sverdrup, Minister for Church Affairs) of
another Hegelian, the Swede Pontus Wikner, without competi-
tion. Wikner was in turn succceded by still another Hegel-
ian, J. Mourly Vold, in 1890. A Positiviét, Waeldemar Dons,
was teaching assistant (Universitetsstipendiat) from 1875
0 1882, but never secured a post on the Faculy. Non-
Hegelian standpoints in philosophy first entered the Tmiver-
-sify by the back way, through the Science Faculty and the
Department of History. |

It is of particular importance for us to determine the
philosophical pre-suppositions which formed the basis for

Norwegian theology in the 19th Century, and to examine the
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relationship between theology and philosophy. This is not
an easy task, for often the theologians did not clearly state
their philosophical assumptions, and we are left to infer them,

In general, we may say that the theologians operated
within the framework of an Idealist metaphysic. "Idealist
thought-forms were inherent among learned men in Norway until
far into the 19th Century.“71 Nevertheless, academic philos-
ophy does not appear to have directly influenced theology
to any great extent. Christopherson prefers the conclusion
that philosophy was reduced to the status of an instrumental
science, first for theology and then for natural science. 7?2
Moreover, theology gravitated in much the same direction as
popular philosophy, thus further isolating academic philoso-
ohy. "In Norway, the line in the history of thought, in
philosophy of religion, and in theology seems to go through
Hegel and speculation, then to seek bontact with the
physical sciences on an empirical basis, in such a way that
the theologians returned more and more to Kant and drew
sharpér limits between faith and knowledge...”73 During
the first thirty years of the university's existence, philo-
sophy and theology were (in the words of Christopheeson)
bound together by the "umbilical cord" of natural theology.
In those days, between one-third and one-half of all students
took the theological course. S. B. Hersleb, the first

71 H. O, Christopherson, Marcus Jacob Monrad, p. 13.

72 Ibid., pp. 10-11. Christopherson says that philosophy

was under the "guardianship'of theology until near the

end of the Century.

73 H. Ording, in NTT, XLVIII, ». 49. Ording says that the
Hegelian dialectic returned with the Dialectical Theology
of the 20th Century, this time in fruitful form because
Revelation had declared its independence from philosophy.
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professor of systematic theology, retained the Idealist
metaphysic and the dogmatic method of Supranaturalism. He
appears not to have be:n influenced by Schleiermacher, but
unlike Treschow, he was greatly indebted to Kant. For
Hersleb, rational proof is insufficient and speculation is
discouraged. Instead, he emphasized the authority of the
Biblical revelation (Sola Scriptura). He attacked the
systems of Fichte and Schelling. Thus, while he shared the
same philosophical presuppositions as Treschow, his acceptance
of Kant and his orthodox Biblicism decisively sepafated him
from the philosopher. In the course of Treschow's conflict
with Pastor W. A. Wexels,74 Hersleb definitely supported
Wexels, although he did not enter actively into the
controversy.75

The cleft widened as the theological trend towsrd
Orthodoxy grew stronger and philosophical speculation be-
came bolder., Almost simultaneous with Monrad's appointment
(after enjoying a s{ipend to study "philosophy and specﬁla-
tive theology"), natural theology disavpeared, never to
return., Four years later, the rise of orthodoxy culminated
in the appointment of Gisle Johnson as lecturer in system-
atic theology. He soon forged an alliance between Ortho-
doxy and traditionally anti-speculative Plietism, represented
by the lay moveﬁent. Johnson nowhere stated his metaphysic;
It may even be doubted whether he had one, since he was not

74 See Chapter on Grundtvigianism.
75 A. Brandrud, NTT, XII, p. 211.
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philosophically inclined. There are, however, definite
indications that he shared the common Idealist presupposi-
tions of his day. Still, it is hardly correct to describe
~ him with Lindhardt as a right-wing Hegelian, although he
utilized Hegel's dialectic approach to the history of doc-
trine. Johnson's epistemology was certainly not Hegelian.
He accepted the fullAconsequences of Kant's criticism and
adopted the empirical method of Schleiermacher in the form
used by the confessional Erlangen School. His dogmatic
'method was regressive, starting from the consciousness of
the regenerate individual, not simply as an individual but
ag a tyﬁical Christian in the tradition of the (Lutheran)
Church. Natural theology finds no nlace in his system.
Nothing was further from his mind than speculation., The
conclusion that Johnson was virtually free of Hegelian
influence is strongly confirmed by the fact that he was
profoundly influenced by Kierkegaard.

S8ren Aabye Kierkegaard (1813-55) is credited with
"one of the two or three really important examinations"
made of Hegelianism.76 He protested violently against
Hegel's identification of thought and reslity. Against
Hegel's extreme Idealism, Kierkegaard posited an "existen-
tial" philosophy. Truth, he said, is existential, paradoxi-
cal, and subjective. Above all, Kierkegaard was a religious
thinker; He opposed the closed system of objective dogmatic

truths, and proposed instead the situation of the individual
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standing before God in the "existential moment", "There may

be a systém of logic, but a system 6f Being there can never
be." "Christianity hangs upon paradox." Against Hegel's
historicism and collectivism, Xierkegaard demanded individ-
uval "contemporaneousness with Christ'". History can neither
prove the truth of Christianity ncr evaluate its content.
Church history is a record, not of perfectibility but of
apostasy. There is a qualitative difference between the
history of Christianity and the HEII SGESCHICHTE, the his-
torical element in Christian revelation which culminated in
the Incarnation., Against Hegel's evoluticnism, Kierkegaard
stressed discontinuity, the responsibility of the individual
-toward God in the moment when cternity and time meet, and
the danger of offense in discipleship. Against Hegel's
intelledtuaiism, Kierkegaard emphac<ize the crucial import-
énce of a decision of the will in religion. FKierkegaard's
works culminated in a bitter attack upon established Christ-
endom; We shall have occa-ion to examine his ecclesiology
later. It is clear that Kierkegaard's theology had certain
definite weaknesses. His views were sometimes exaggerated,
an® he was probably mentally disturbed in the later part of
his 1life. However, in the main the results of his work
were hiéhly beneficial. He re-asserted several fundamental
‘theological axioms more clearly than anyone since ILuvther,
notably the theocentric approach and the dialectical nature
of revealed truth. More than any other single figure,

‘Kierkegaard is responsible for shattering the nomistic-
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intellectualistic concept of revelation and replacing it
with Luther’s dynamic, versonal, relational view.

The consequences of Kierkegaard's phiioSOphy of relig-
ion were not immediately realized, Indeed, it is only in
our own century that he has been widely read and fully
appreciated., Still, there were immediate effects in Scan-
dinavia, and nowhere were they greater than in Norway.
Bishop Heuch said in 1884 that SYren Kierkegaard's inflﬁ—
ence had been stronger in Norway than in Denmark., In point
of fact, his influence permeatéd the whole of Norwegian
spiritual life after 1840. But this influence could take
one of two forms,which depended in no small measure upon
the particular works of Kierkegaard upon which special
emphasis was placed. His final attack upon Christendom
had the widest currency and was seized upon by a Positivist
like Georg Brandes, The great literary figures, Ibsen,
Bj8rnson, and Lie,read Kierkegezrd early and bore the marks
of this contact for life. It was, however, the negative side-
of his work which made the deepest impression upon them,
There was hardly any significant churchman in the second
half of the 19th Century who escaped his influence. If
few penetrated into his more profovnd philosophical works,
many more received impulses from his religious works. Here,
interpretations varied, but that of Professor Johnson may
" gserve as an example, He was pefhaps the first theologian
in Norway to undertake a thorough study of Kierkegaard.T7

77 G. Ousland, En Kirkehdvding...p. 34.
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He was so profoundly iﬁfluenced that he incorporated much
of Kierkegaard into his dogmatic system., Johnson's successor,
Fredrik Petersen, spent the greater part of his life in a
vain attempt to break loose from Kierkegaard. The cultured
Norwegian of the last century was forced to accept or reject
Kierkegaard; He could not ignore him.

Thus, the infiuences of'Orthodoxy, Pietism, Biblicism,
Kant, Empiricism, and Kierkegaa?d combined to discourage
speculative theoloey and to separate theology énd philosophy.
Norway never possessed a Hegelian mediating theology like
that of the Clausen-Martensen School in Demmark, Few
spéculative theologians appeared; E.F.B. Horn and Knud
Krogh-Tonning were the only prominent names, and they were
kept out of the university for this very reason. Jdonrad
participated in pastoral conferences and wrote prolifically
in the daily press on religious matters. He was alrays
positive in his attitude, although critical of many features
of Orthodox-Pietism. He was in turn occasionally criticized
by some Churchmen; Differences of opinion on peripheral and
practical matters were symptomatic of a wider cleavage.

Still, there was no definitive debate or open break
between theology and philosophy. In retrospect, it is
difficult to see how this was avoicded. Perhaps the decisive
difference that existed between the theological philosophy
of Monrad and the theology of the systematic theologians
was not fully appreciated at the time. Indeed, it appears

as though Monrad's philosophy actually served as a protecting
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wall around theology. "Under the protection of the conserva-
tive Hegelian university vhilosophy, our confessional theology
could develop undisturbed by criticism and, little concerned
with epistemological difficulties, turn its energies to
development and formulation of its own content. Tae only
enemies it had to fight...were found inside the Church...
on the one hand, Enthusiastic Pietism and sectarianism,
on the other hand, Grundtvigianism!78

Religious unity prevailed until the 1870's. Then,
Darwinism an? Positivism came. It was not, however, in
the Department of Philosophy but rather elsewhere in the
university and outside it, in literature and in the press,
that this influence was felt. The fact that all criticism
had been excluded gave to its introduction the avvearance of
& landslide. In the crisis which followed, the Church's .
anologists, led by Fredrik Petersen (who had received
significant impulses from German neo-Yantianism), turned
thelr backs upon Hegelianism.79 They rejected the supnort
of metaphvsics for the Christian faith, and sought to
agsert the existence of catcgorles independent of logic.

To sum up, we may say that 19th Century Norregian
theology and philosophy were both firnly rooted in German
Idealism. Howsver, whereas philosophy remained thoroughly
Hegelian, theology was more under the influence of Xant

and Schleiermacher. The impact of Hegelianism was exerted

78 A. Brandrud, NTT, XII, p. 229,
79 0. Koppang, Hegelianismen i Norge discusses the relaiion
of Johnson, Peter en, and other theologians to Hegelian-

ism, pp. 214ff,
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in a formal rather than a material way. The influence of
Kant's criticism grew steadily stronger throughout the
Century. Schleiermacher's theology gained no adherents,
but his method prevailed from 1850 until ca. 1880. Even
after 1880, when Ritschlian theology came on the scene, it
rested upon Schleiermacher's philosophy of religion. The
influence of S8ren Kierkegaard was varied and considerable,
perhaps even decisive., Thus, the relationshivp between

theology and philosophy was ambiguous.

Church Zife
Norwegian Church life in the 19th Century followed the

main western European nattern. ‘
Theologically, there was a steady trend away from

Rationalism and toward Orthodoxy for the first three-querters
of the century. The first vniversity professors, S.B. Hers-
leb and 3. J. Stenersen, tavght a mild Crthodoxy with rem-
nants of Rationalism., Crthodoxy allied itself with Pietism
in the theology of Gisle Johnson, and reigned supreme from
1850 to 1875. Johnson's successor, Fredrik Peteréen, was a
typical transition theologian, with one foot in Orthodoxy
and one in Liberal Theology. He wa- chiefly engaged in the
a@ologetic task which the period demanded agsinst Podtivism
and materialism. Liberal Theology gained the upper hand at
the university in the 18%0's. In 1903, 1t gained control

of the Chair of Systematic Theology; This event provided

the occasion for the formation of the Independent Faculty
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In the practicai realm, the Century was characterized
by revival movements which gradually consolidated into
voluntary organizations, by tensions within the Church, by
& partial disintegration of the system of the State Church,
and, towards the close of the Century, by a rapid seculari-
zation of society.BO The general trend of vpractical Church
life was clearly toward the left. |

Norway experienced three great revivals, as well as
several of smaller dimensions. The first was led by the
layman Hans Nilsen Hauge, one of the two most important
figures in 19th Century Church life., The second was inspired
by the other significant personality of the period, Professor
Gisle Johnson. The most striking feature of Norwegian revi-
vallism was the remarkable part played by the laity. In the
course of the,Century, lay activity, especially lay preach-
ing, graduvually won 1égal and ecclesiastical recognition.
This development formed a part of the generalldemocratizing
trend of the day. The revivel movements had a subjéctiv-
istic and individuvalistic orientation, This fact, coupled
with the inelasticity of the national Church, determined
their organization upon associational lines. Hence, the
Forelgn Misgsions movement, organized in the 1840's, and
the Inner Mission movement begun in the 1850's, both
children of the revival, developed independently of the

State Church. This inevitably led totremendous ecclesiastical

80 E. Molland, Church Life in N.rway, pp. 2-3.
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tensions. The long drawn-out conflict over the question
of Lay-preaching which extended throughout most of the
Century was symptomatic of the whole process.

The revival combined with the renewal of theology to
inspire a movement on a large scale for the reform of the
Church's polity and for a modification of its relationship
to the State. At least three different parties advocated
some form of reform. They shared the same essential defini-
tion of the Church and the same desire for greater indepen-
dence from the State; But they were in sharp disagreement
on the matter of Church Discipline, and their programmes
differed widely on points of detail. This movement devel-
oped great momentum between 1850 and 1885, and realzed a
few of its objectives, but was largely a failure, partly
by reason of dissension in its own ranks, vartly tecause
of political pressure.

Revival also unintentionally gave impetus to various
tendencies toward Separatism and sectarianism. Tor the
firét time, passage of the Dissenter Act in 1845 made
withdrawal from the State Church possibie. In extent,these
Separatist movements proved to be extremely small, but they
are of considerablie importence for the main subject of this
thesis. The collapse of the movement for reform in the
1870's brought a new Separatist movement and resulted in
the formation of a small Lutheran Free Church. The conser-
vatism of the Inner Mission movement, hovever, served to
keep the overwhelming ma jority of the Norwegian péOple

within the national Church (still ca. 96%).
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Another feature of 19th Century Norwegian Churéh 1life
was the Grundtvigian party. It exerted great infliuence in
the period 1830-1870, and was the dominant party for a few
brief years in the 1840's., In 1857, however, the Crthodox-
Pietiste, under the leadership of Gisle Johnson, launched
a two-pronged attack against Zeparatism on the one hand and
Grundtviglanism on the other, Vhile Separatism was checked
for the time being, the campaign against Grundtvigianism had
a more permanent outcomej It was in fact continued until
by the joint efforts of the Theological Faéulty, the Govern-
ment and the "awakened" laity, the party was finally beaten
into submission.

These ccncerns, which were primarily domestic to the
life of the Church itself, were interrupted in the 1880's
by the sudden onslaught of Positivism, evolutionism, and
materialism. These new forces brought about a rapid secular-
jzation in the 1life of the nation. ‘This development, coupled
‘with the challenge of Liberal Theology in the 1890's, caused
the Church to devote most of her attention to the apologetic
task. The process of secularization was, however, to some
extent countered by fresh revivals in this period. The
0ld organizations for Inner Mission and Foreign Mission
were strengthened,and new associations founded.

In the life of the Church as a whole, the ILow Church
forces continued to make progress, as the High Church party
completely disintegrated.

»

Grundtvigianism, the movements for Inner Mission and
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Foreign Miésions, the movement for reform, and Separatism
will all require more detailed treatment at a later stage.
Ecclesiological questions played a md&jor part in the

history of each of them.
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PART I

THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH
IN NORWZGIAN THECLOCY

DURING THE NINETEENTH CENTURY
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In this part of the thesis we shall pass under review
the contribution to the doctrine of the Church made by
individual theologians during the period. It will appear
that this was not remarkavle either in quality or extent.
The theologians with whom we shall be concerned were not
of equal importance and certainly do not lend themselves to
clasgification by schools or theological traditions. They
were not in many cases directly concerned with Systematic
Theology as such and, while one of them (Gisle Johnson)
certainly made a éonsiderable and lasting impact uvon the
Church-1life of the period, two others (M, J. Monrad and
Knud Krogh-Tonning) who are of outstanding interest from
the point of view of Systematic Theology exercised relatively
little influence upon their contemporaries. There is a cer-
tain individuvalism about the theologians of the period which
may arise from various causes. In some cases, it can be
explained by the very character and content of their theology
as a whole, Nationa; temperament may have had its part to
play, while the direct absorption in contemporary Church-
life and its problems on the part of the majority of those
with whom we shall be concerned hers militated against the
best lnterests of a scientific theology. If then some
resemblance to a catalogue treatment cannot be altogether
avoided, the attempt will also be made in the concluding
section to define the main issues in the doctrine of the
Church round which discussion ranged and to assess the
value of the contribution made by particular theologians

"to thelr eluciidation.



97

The entire Protestant world faced a crisis in the 19th
Century with regard to the doctrine of the Church. Bishop
Auléﬁ has singled out two chief contributing factors in this
crisis, the "nomistic-intellectualistic" concept of revelation
and the subjsctive approach; Where these are allowed to per-
gist, no lasting solution to the criesis may reasonably be
expected. The various efforts to restore the doctrine of the
Church fail because they do not deal with the problem pro-
foundly encugh and because they involve too many self-contra-
dictory elements. t

This general crisis was reflected in the Church of
Norway during our period. Whether or not the fact was always
realized, the doctrine of the Church was one of her most
critical theological problems.g There was in fact little
discussion.of the problem on the level of principle. But,
ags we shall see in the concluding part of this thesis, many
of the problems which were most hotly debated had their roots
in the doctrine 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 theological trend of the Century
was toward the right until about 1875, when it swung toward
the left. In the field of ecclesiology, however, as in the
field of politics, the trend was constantly toward the left.

1 @. Aulén, Till Belysning om den Lutherska Kyrkoideen...,
p. 133. .

2 ¢f. J. lavik, Sperningen i Norsk Kirkeliv, Oslo, 1946,
ps 31: "The past 100 years of Norwegian Church history are
marked by the self-defence of the doctrine of the Church."
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Godvin Ousland has described it as a movement from a "Church-
view" to an "association-view".J This is'a correct assessment
provided that it i1s borne in mind that the associational
concept of the Church was already present in Pietism and the
Enlightenment. During the Century, however, this tendency was
strengthened and given practical expression in relation to
the factors in contemporary Church-life which will concern
us in the third section of our work. |

Unfortunately, no lasting solution to the problems
involved in the doctrine em:srged during the period. All
the theologians with whom we shall be concerned in this
chapter fell into the pitfalls either of subjectivism or

of intellectualism (or even into a combination of the two).

The history of Norwegian theology really begins with the
founding of the Royal Fredrik University in Christiania in
1811. Before this date, the creation of an independent
theology was prevented Dby various fuctors: The tradtionalism
of the State Church, the isolation of the country, the absence
of institutions of higher learning, and the lack of libraries.4
Nor was the task particularly easy in the first years of the
university's existence. Christiania was then only a little
provincial town; Several Danish scholars wsre offered vprofes-
sorships and declin=d them. The first theological Professors,

% G. Ousland "Fra Kirke- til foreningskirkesyn" in TTK, Gslo,

1951, pp. 69-82.
4, A, Brandrud, NTT, XII, p. 2Cl.
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5.B. Hersleb and S. J. Stenersen, bore a teaching burden

so heavy that they were uncble to carry cn independent
scholarlylwork. Only graduvally did a distinctive Norwegian
theology emerge. Hersleb was succeeded as Professor of
Systematic Theology by Pastor C. N, Keyser (professor,
18%6-1846); Keyser was in turn succeeded by Pastor J. iI. P.
Kaurin (professor, 1846-1852). Both of these men were
competent teachers, but néither made any great contribution
to scholarship; Tt was not until Gisle Johnson was appointed
to the Faculty that an original system was produced,

In 1849, the Church of Norway established a special
"Practical Theological Seminarium", to provide instruction
in practical theology (pastoral theology, catechetics,
liturgics, ecclesiastical law, and homiletics) for prospec-
tive ordination candidates.? Among the lecturers in vrac-
tical theology were several illustrious figures, including
Pastor W. Wexels (1849-51), Pastor (later Bishop) aAndrecs
Grimelund (1852-56), Pastor (later Bishop) J. C. Feuch
(1875-80), Dean Gustav Jensen (1881-88, 1895-1902), and
Dr. Knud Xrogh-Tonning (1883-8£). These men were important
for the formulation of Norwegian ecclesiology.. Wé shall
consider Dr. Rrogh-Tonning, Bishop Grimelund, and Dean
Jensen in this section of the thesis., The contributions
of Pastor Vexels and Bish0p Heuch will be examined in later

- chanpnters.

5 These subjects are not taught in the academic course
leading to the degree of Candidate of Theology in the

unlversity.
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(I) Svend Borchmann Hersleb (1784-1836) and Stener
Johannes Stenersen (1789-1835)

S. B. Eersleb and S. J; Stenersen were native Norwe-
gians who had received their edvcation at Copenhagen. Both
were strongly attracted to N.F.S. Grundtvig, who was just
then passing through an awakening to Biblical Christienity
and'wés later to become the gre:t opponent of Rationalism
in Danish theology. Hersleb, (who had lived in the same
cqllege with Grundtvig and was his closest friend durin
this period), worked zealously in collaboration with his
colleague to secure a chairlfor Grundtvig at the Norwegian
university. On his side, Grundtvig named one of his sons
after Hersleb in the hope that there would be some resemb-
lance between them.” The two Norwegians corresponded
faithfully with Grundtvig until 1825, when CGrundtvig made
his "matchless discovery" which later developed into the
so-called "Churchly View" (XIRKELIG ANSKUZISE). Here,
however, they were unable to follow Grundtvig, and the
correspondence ceased abruptly. Iike Grundtvig, the two
Norweglans were anti-Rationalist; Their theology displays
an apologetic tendency. But they were never "Grundtvigians"
in the true sense of the word. Stenersen wrote against the
Churchly View. Although Hersleb's deep antipathy toward
theological contro&ersy prevented him from attacking it
Openiy, he nevertheless found it unacceptable,

5 A. Brandrud, NTT, XXII, p. 138,
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According to Brandrud, Hersleb and Stenersen taught a
"Restoratién” theology, by.which he means the type of theology
which heralded the recovery of Iutheran theology from the
influences of the Enlightenment. They had "one foot in
the Enlightenment and one foot in Orthodoxy". Both retained
the intellectualist conception of revelation, and gave a
broad place to natural theology. Still, the dominant charac-
teristic of their theology was its Biblicism. Both strongly
emphasized the principle of the Sola Scriptura, and it was
this which prevented them from becoming Grundtvigians.” Their
theological approach tended toward Confessionalism and away
from Pletism. Both possessed a rather rigid, aristocratic
StateQChurchmanship and é fear and distrust of Enthusiasm.
lConsequently, although they were personal friends of Hauge,
they were at the same time critical of certain tendencies
within Revivalism, particularly lay-preaching.

Obviously, the Biblicism and renewed Orthodoxy of
Hersleb and 3tenersen represent a significant reorientation
in Norwegian theology. ¥hile the more spectacular opposition
to Rationalism was carried out by others (notably Pastor
W. A, Wexels), the worst dangers of Enlightenment theology
were already avoided in the work of the two professors. As
far as the doctrine of the Church was concerned, they laid

7 They did not, however, hold the vneritical view of Scrip-
ture of the older Orthodoxy. Stenersen, for example, could
"comment on Heb. 6:4-8, where the author holds out no hope
of salvation for  the apostate, that either this was a
reference to the sin against the Holy Ghost, or the

author has erred.
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the foundation for a moderate ILutheran High-Churchmanship
which was later strengthened by othér influences, notably
German Neo-Lutheranism. Here the lea“ing figure in Norwe-
gian theology was Pastor Wexels.

Stenersen's field was not Dogmatics, but Church History,
New Testament, and Ethics. In 1827, however, he published a
vopular Dogmatic to be used as a school text.” This work
bears traces of the influence of Pationalism. Almost half
of the book is devoted to natural theology, and an individ-
valistic spirit pervades the whole. Stenersen stresses the
"ascetic" value of solitude for self-examination. In the
section on the Holy Communion, no mention is made of the
communion of Christians with one another, but only of com-
munion with Christ. The individuval's struggle to?ard sancti-
fication is made easier by the fact that all other Christians
also strugsle, and especially through mutual intercession.

But the most significant feature of the work is the
fact that it contains no article on the Church. The doctrine
of the Church isrelegated to a note on pp. 258-59, which

reads as follows:

"The Church, i.e. the community o7 believers in Christ, is
one and cathclic, in so far as all who belong to it agree
that they can achieve salvation only by faith in Jesus Christ,
but it is divided into several Churches...It is a true [Church
insofar as Christ's teaching is rightly proclaimed therein
and the Sacraments instituted by Him rightly administered,
in error if this is not done, a false (Church] when it denies
8 Forsdg til en laerebog in religionen, til brug for de

laerde skolers hoiere Classer, Christiania, 1827. Stener-

sen did not discuss the doctrine of the Church in his
general Church History textboock or in his history of the

Reformation.
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the basic truth [i e. Justification by Faith] ; It is visible
in so far as all who are baptized and adhere to it are rec-
koned as members...and invisible in so far as it is held

to inciude only those who by a true, living faith are re-
generated to eternal life; And flndily it is at present
militant...but will be triumphant.

This statement is not particularly revealing; It is too
brief. It does, however, show the influence both of Ortho-
doxy and Rationalism. The key concept is Justificaticn by
Faith; Indeed, this would seem to be the one essential
mark of the Church. A Church may be "in error" about the
preaching of the Gospel and the administration of the Sacra-
ments without thereby becoming a '"false'" Church. The Church
ie''the community of believers", "Those who are regenerated".
Wexels once sald that it was Stenersen who firet showsd
him "the tremendous difference between moral improvement
and regeneratlon".9 On the other hand, he is unwilling to .
draw narrow limits to the Church. He regards all who are
baptized as in some sense belonging to the Church, and he
seems to accept on an equal basis the other divisions of
Christendom. There 1is no significant evidence of Pietist
influence. The conflicting elements in Stenersen's ecclesi-
ology indicate the crisis in which lutheranism found itself
in this regard in the 1820's.

In 1833, Pastor Wexels published an article in his

Tidsskrift for Kirke-Kronike og Christelig Theologl entitled

"Are we 1in Baptism mede members of the true Christian Church?",

in which for the first time he appeared as a spokesman for

9 D. Thrap, "W.A. Wexe"s, 1797-186A, Iivs- og Tidsbillede",
in Forhandlinger i Videnskabs-Selskabet i Christianis,

Christiania, 1905, p. 5.
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10 The article was tradition-

the Grundtvigian Churchly View,
alist'and anti-Rationalist, and inciuded the following state-
ment: "Those wholare baptized into anotrer faith than the
abové [i.e. word for word, the entire Anostles' Creed] are
naturalily not really membzrs of the Christian body instituted
by Baptism into this [Creed].”11 Stensrsen thereupon sharoly
criticized Wexels' position in the same periodicel.l2He
supports ¥Wexels' anti-Rationalist standpoint, but he doubts
the wisdom and questions the validity of Wexels' argument,
Wexels "does Christianity no service" thereby. Stenersen
defends the authority of Scripture against Wexels' tradition-
alism. Those who plzce so much stress on the Creed and "the
living voice -from one generation to another" should remember
that Scripture is the best criterion of Apostolicity. Sten-
ersen‘doubts Wexels' assertion that the Church has used the
same Baptismal Creed throughout the ages. He rejec.s Vexels'
boast that the Rationalists cannot find evidences of '"an
un-Christian,un-Avostolic character in our congregations,
...in their pure form". It is precisely at this pbint that
the Rationalist argument is valid, says Stenersen. He agrees
that history proves the divinity of the Christian religion,
but denies the assertion that history can be made to prove
the gentiineness of a Church, He charges his opponent with

10 It was not,hawever, so labeled at this time. The expres-
sion was first applied to the Grundtvigian view in 1847 by
the Dane V, Birkedal, 4.FjJellbu, "Den Kirkelige Anskuelse i
Norge" in Gamle Spor og Nye Veier, Kristiasnia, 1922, p. 131.
11 Tidsskrift for Kirke-Xronike og Christelig The:logi, I,

p. 17..
12 Ibid.

1
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self-contradiction; Wexels first speaks as though all denom-
inations were one Church, and then proceeds to unChurch Rome
"and probably the Greeks as well", Finally, he attacks Wexels'
insistence on the precise wording of the Creed. Are people
to be re-baptized if they have not been baptized with the
correct formula? Stencrsen fears that the Apostles themselves
would thus have fo be excluded from Vexels' Church, from the
Church which they founded.

Wexels was no match for Sthersen in theological debate,
He issued a lengthy reply, but admitted his error in assuming

pet

the necessity of re-Baptism for those baptized with another

formula.13

Since he was the first professor of Dogmatics, Hersleb's
ecclesiology is of gre:cter significance. He left no published
works in the field, but at least two sets of lecture notes
made by his students are extant.l4 His lecture method was
first to dictate a summary paragréph in Tatin and then to
expand upon the theme in the vernacular. The lLatin para—.
graphs in the two manuscripts are virtually identical.

Hersleb employed the traditional Dogmatic method. He
obviously regarded Dogmatics as a normative and not merely
a historical discipline. For him, the Bible is the basic

norm, and the Confessions of the Church a secondary norm.

13 Ibid., p. 458. :
14 Mss. No's. 5 and 256, Hdndskriftsamling, University
Library, Oslo. The pages are not numbered.
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In accordance with his intellectualist conception of reve-
lation, he finds no discrepancy between the content of
Scripture and the content of the Confessions, and this
content is identified with revelation. Even in the section
on the Church, we read: "The Evangelical Protestant Church
acknowledges the Bible alone to be the true doctrinal norm;.
It is the foundstion upon which this Church is built". The
Symbolicél Books "contain the norm of doctrine, which the
doctors of the Church rejoice to follow". But they derive
their authority from thelr fidelity to Scripture. The
onl& authority they possess in their own right is a civil
avthority. As a civil community, the Visible Church has a
right to demaﬁd thaﬁ its teacﬁers follow the Confessions.

Hersleb'begins by defining the Church within broad

limits: "The Christian Church is the entire community of
those who profess that Jesus Christ is the Redeemer of
mankind and who embrace the religious teaching set forth
by Him",15 Tﬁe intellectuvalism and the tolerancé of the
Enlightenment are evident here. He goes on, however, to
distinguish between the Visible and Invisible Cﬁurch. The
Visible Church "includes all who outwardly confess Christ-
ianity and who do not by open word or deed exclude them-
selves from it". The Ipvisible Church "includes all re-

generate persons” 16 This distinction appears to have

15"ECCLESIA CHRISTIANA EST UNIVERSITAS ECRUM &U'I JESUM
CHRISTUM GENERIS HUMANI SERVATOREM ESSE PRCFITZNTUR
ET RELIGIONIS DOCTRINAM AR EQ ZXPOSITAM AMPLECTUNTUR."
Ms. no. 5, paragravh 165, ms. no. 256, paragraph 153.
16 Ms. no., 256, paragraph 153, '
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occasioned no great difficulty to Hersleb, and no further
development is given. The Visible Church can be further
clagssified as "UNIVERSALIS" and "PARTICULARIS". The Church
"Particular" (i.e. any one of the various branches of Christen-
dom) may be either an ECCLISIA VERA or an ECCLESIA FAISA,
The "CRITERIA" (not NOTAE) of ECCLESIA VEIRA are the pure
preaching of the Word and the right administration of the
Sacraments. Hersleb concludes that the Society of Friends
is therefore not an ECCLESIA VERA, because 1t rejects the
Sacraments. The Roman Church is, but it is "1esé pure"
(than the Lutheran) because in it "the Sacraments are
mixed with human things"

The word ékug\cha , says Hersleb, is used in the New
Testament to mean: 1) An assembiy for worship, 2) The com-
munity of Christians, and 3) The Invisible Church. It is
never used of the clergy alone, still less of a single
clergyman., It is, on the other hand, used of the laity as
distinct from the clergy (Acts 20:28, I Tim. 3:5).

The attributes 'one, holy, catholic,and eternal' belong.
to the Invigible Church only, and the Roman Church errs in
applying them to the Visible Church. Hersleb accepted the
statement "outside the Church there is no salvation", but
applied it to the Invisible Church only. This, he claimed,
was an insight established by the Reformation. He emphasized
the point that Christ is the only Head of the Church. "The

Church venerates no visible head!l
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Hersleb held a High-Church Iutheran doctrine of the
Ministry.17 The Ministry was instituted by Christ and the
Apostles (Matt, 28:19, John 20:21, I. Tim, 3:17, et. al.).
It is.based upon "the express testimony of Scripture”. It .
is "transplanted" from the Apostles; They '"commigsioned
(BESEIXKFZDE)" the first clergy, although they sought the

18 1ater, the Church elected

opinion of the Congregation,
the clergy, but the higher clergy always performed the act
of Ordination. Hersleb emphasized the fect that the Call
was Divine, but he was careful to avoid on the one hand the
Roman concept of the Iliinistry and the Donatist heresy on
the other: "Ministers of the Church are indeed called by
God, whenever the gift is conferred vpon them in the
providence of God accordine to the laws of the Church;

This gift does not, however, necessarily extend to sanctity
of 1ife, right knowledge, or the ability to teach."19

There is no room here for a Ministry which is dependent
upon the Congregation. Indeed, the Congregation plays no
part whatever. This standpoint was typical of Hersleb's
generation, Hersleb took a High Church position with
regard to the Power of the Xeys. This Power "is custom-
arily included in the rights of the Sacred Ministry",

17 ks, no. 5, paragraph 165, ms. no. £56, paragraph 154.

18 Here Hersleb refers to Acts &5, vhich indicates that he

regarded the first Deacons as clergy.

19"IINISTRI ECCLESIAZE QUIDEM A DEO VCCANTUR, QUANIC Clifalz
MUNUS S=CUNDUM L3IGES ECCILESIAZ, DEC PROVID NTE ILIIS
'CONFERTI'R: HAUD ITA TAMEN, UT VITAE SANCTITAS RiCTA
SCIENTIA ET DOCENDI FACULTAS CUM IILIS SIMUL CCMMUNI-

CETUR. "
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although "in the strict sense" it perhaps belonged to the
Apostles alone; Hersleb obviously did rot regard it as a
prerogative of the Congregation.go

(II) Christian N. Xeyser (1798-1846) and J. K. P. Kaurin
(1804-1863).

Hersleb and Stenersen were succeeded by two of their
former students, Pastcrs C, ¥, Xeyser and J.M.°. Faurin.
Each lectured in scveral fields; Keyser wés vrofegsor of
Dogmatics from 18356-1846, when he returned to the parish
Ministry. Xaurin succeeded to his chair in 1846 and held
it until his election to the Bishopric of Bergen in 1852,
They "represented the Biblicist, moderate Orthodoxy which
character. zed most of the disciples of Hersleb and Stenersen,
but were neither narrowly Pletistic nor strongly confessional,

and were therzfore open to the influence of the various camps

of Restoration theology'.Z2l

Neither Keyser nor XKaurin published any dogmatic works,
and an investigation of the manuscri»>t collection of the
University Iibrary in Cslo reveals no lecture notes that

might help us., It 1s therefore very difficult to discover

their exact theological position.
There is, however, one source vhich gives us an excelilent
insight into their theology at one »oint in their career. In

the year 1839, these two men, together with Pastor Wexels,

21 A. Brandrud, NTT, XII, p. 223.
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were appointed to serve as a Royal Commission to undertake
a revision of Pontoppidan's Explanation of Iuﬁher’s.Catechism.
The result was the strongly Grundtvigian Revised Catechism
(18423, A bitter conflict followed its publication, and
Wexeles idn-particular came under heavy fire. We ghall discuss
the ecclesiclogy of the Catechism in a Bter chapter. Here,
we need only note that 1t was Professor Kaurin and not
Wexels who was chiefly responsible for the revisions made.
In defence of the Catechism, he states thet, whereas nis
colleagues on the Commissicn were inclined te Te more conserv-
ative, he was himself responsible “or the thorouvugh-goliug char-
acter of the revision.2 ,B. landstad wrote in Keurin's
obituary that he had been "strongly influenced »y the so-
called 'Churchly View' or the Grundtvigian party..." at the
time, and that he had been the one chiefly responsible be-
cause 'he always made the first draft" and the others '"seldom
if ever disagreed, and never in any esgsential respect".23
ILandstad says that he later '"freed himself" from Grundtvig-
ianism, especially aftsr he began to lecture in Dogmatics.
It appears, therefore, that this excursion into Grundtvig-
ianism was only an episode in Xaurin's theological develop-
ment, and, in view of the thoroughly Grundtvigian character
of the Catechism, it will be discussed in a later chapter.

Keyser's position is more difficult to determine, but
it is natural to deduce from his acceptance of the revision
that,at least at the time, he too was under Grundtvigian
influence.

22 J.M.P. Kaurin, Nogle Ord til den norske kirke..,, Christ-
fania, 1846, pp’4—bn. o5 TR, L., 1009, DD. chs-244.
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(III) Gisle Johnson (1822-1894)

With the possible exception of Hans Nilsen Hauge, Gisle
Johnson was the most significant single figure in the Norwe-
gian Church in the 19th Century. One of his contemporary
antagonists of7ers the following descrintion .of the situation
at the height of Johnson's power: "He ruled over all the
pulpits and meeting house lecterns and through them every-
thing that was called official or private Christianity--
the whole country, the entire populace...".?!

Johnson's permanent significance as a theologian may te
debatable, but there is no doubt that, as successively lec-
turer and professor in Systematic Theology in the University
at Christiania for 26 years (1849-75), he was the most influ-
ential Norwegian theologian of his day. In view of his great
importance, we shall consider in some detail not only his
ecclegiology but also his dogmatic metnod and the factors
which helped to shape his theology.

Despite original elements in his theology, Gisle Johnson
was less of an original thinker than he apnpeared to his
contemporaries. His biographer says, howvever, that "if he
was an eclectic, his was the eclecticism of an independent
thinker", 2 |

The classical Lutheran theology was basic to Johnson's
thought. He knew his Iuther,but was influenced even more by
the Lutheran Confessions and the dogmaticiens of the seven-

1 The philosopher Waldemar Dons, quoted in E. Molland,
Church Life in Norway, p. 41.
2. G. Ousland, En Kirkehdvding, ». 105.
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teenth century. He was militantly confessional and could
tolerate no deviaiion from Orthodox Iutheran doctrine. Part
of his inheritance from Orthodoxy is to be found in the
"nomistic-intellectualistic" concept of Revelation, with
which he operated. But he was also influenced by Pietism,
to which can be directly traced his individualism znd sub-
Jectivism. It was to Pietism and not to Orthodoxy that he
was indebted for his empirical method in‘dogmatic theology,
which must be accounted his most important contribution to
Norwegian theology and which in effect virtually led to its
modernization. Johnson 1s the leading representative of what
has been called "Orthodox-Pietism".

This tension between Orthodoxy and Pietism in Johnson's
thought leads directly, as Ousland has pointed out, to a
ma jor inconsistency. He begins with an experimental or
experiential approach to theclogy in true Pletist fashion,
but tries to combine with it and even to infer frém it ob-
jective norms in line with the classical Iutheran avoproach.

But contemporary influences also léft their mark upon
his theology. There ars some indications 6f the Idealistic
metaphysics so predominant in his day. He can speak, for
example, of the life of faith as the only-form of human
existence in which "the IDEA of humanity is realized".>
He concedes that a certain "consciousness of God" is inherent

to human nature.

In his new approach to Dogmatics the influence of

3 G. Johnson, Grundrids af den Systematiske Theologi,
v. 8.




113

Schleiermacher is evident, but it came indirectly, through
the confessional empirical (ERFAHRUNGS) theologians under
whom Johnson studied during his one foreign study tour in
Germany: Harless, J.T. Beck, Philippi, and the Erlangen theo-
logians Thomasius and von Hofmann. His dogmatic method is
"regressive". 1Instead of beginning with the authority of
Scripture, as the older dogmaticians had dcne, Johnson takes
hig point of departure in the subjective consciousness, The
task of Systematic Theology isto examine Christianity "in its
subjective truth and necessity, in the subjective existence
it has gi&en.itself in the Christian f’aith“.l'L Its source 1is
in the "personal faith-consciousness of the subject".> Here
Johnson's theology diverges from that of Schleisrmacher in a
vital respect. Its source is the '"self-consciousness or
reason not of the natural man, but of the believer or regen-
erate man”.6 Systematic Theology is thus essentially "the
self-knowledge of the believer". Dogmatics is "TROESLAERE",
not only a doctrine "about faith", but a doctrine "in and )
of faith".(! Since faith comes by the inner testimony of the
Holy Spirit, it is in reality the Holy Spirit Who is the
source of our theology. But since the testimony of the Spirit
is always mediated to us through the Word of God (which John-
gon identified with Holy Scripture), the authority of Scrip-

ture is maintained. Although theology cannot “e derived

4 Ipid., p. 1
5 Ibid., p. 2
& Ibid., p. 2
7 Ibid., p. 3
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directly from any objective source, this does not meke such
sources superflvous. Indeed, the self-consciousnsss of the
believer (considered by Johnson as the subjective souvrce of
theologY) actually points toward two objective sources: The
.Confessions of the Church,and Holy Scrivture. Thus the faith-
consciousness of Schleiermacher leads directly to the NO=MA
NCRMANS of Holy Scripture. This represents a brave, though
not wholly successful, attemont in theology to bridge the epis-
temclogical gap of Kantian metaphysics.

Gisle Johnson was the first Norwegian theologian to take
S8ren Kicrkegsard seriously, and there is little doubt that
LKierkegaard exerted a notable influence upon Johnson. His
philosopry of religion, for example, diverges sharply both
from Hegel and Schleiermacher and approximates more closely
to Kierkegaard. Christian faith, he says, is not a product
of a "human organic development', but constitutes a "break"
in natural'development. Faith may be considered as '"necessary"
only in so far as it isthe only true satisfaction of man's
deepest'need.8 But Kierkegaard has left his mark upon the
Johnsonian dogmatic system prscisely at its most distinctive
point. This is to be found in the section which Johnson
called "Pistics'('"The doctrine of the nature of faith'"),
which together with Dogmatics ('"The Doctrine of the truth-
content of faith") and Ethics ("the doctrine of the life of
faitha) constitute the three parts of the system.

8 Ibid., p. 8.
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Pistics was no mere introduction to theology, but the
study of the origin and nature of faith which lays the foun-
dation for what follows. Here, Sdren Kierkegaard's three
Stages on Life's Way, the aesthetic, the ethical, and the
religious, are reformulated as follows: 1) the religious
existence of the natural man, 2) man under the law, and
3) the nature of faith. Following Xierkegaard, Johnson held
that each stage demanded the next, but that the transition
does not occur without discontinuity, without a break with
the past. This is particularly true of the transition from
the ethical to the religious stage, where Johnson emphasized
the existential element in the genesis of faith,

Johnson attempts to build his system around what he
regards as the central dogma: Justification by Faith, "which
essentiglly includes the whole system and from which it
necessarily evolves".? Each element is to stand in an organic
relatiorship to this central dogma. The three main sections
'are entitled: 1) The content of faith as the consciousness
of salvation (Soteriology); 2)The content of faith as the
consciousness of sin (4nthropology); And 3) The content of
faith as the consciousness of God (Theology). Here itis
interesting to note that in true eclectic fashion, despite
Johnson's devotion to the Empirical School and the influence
of Kierkegaard, he utilizes the Hegelian dialectic triad:
The thesis is salvation, the antithesis is sin, anid the

synthegis is God. Johnson had some difficulty arriving at

9 Ibid., p. 79.
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the proper order; In the earlier lectures, he began\with
sin and followed with salvation, but in the publiished

Grundrids from 1879, the order is reversed.

Cne remarkable feature of the system is the fact that
ecclesiolqu is treated in two different places under the
main division "Soteriology". Johnson insists that there is
only one Church; But, he says, the Church, like faith, has
two aspects, a "receptive", "inner", "invisible" aspect, and
a "productive'", "outer", "yisible” aspect. The Church stands
in a double relation to faith: It is"a community in faith",
and a "community for faith". The Church is an end in itself,
but 1t 1s also a means for the administration of Word and
Sacrament. Redemption is inwardly mediated by the Spirit cf
Christ, and 1t is outwardly medi:ted through the congregation
of Christ, through the means of grace. The Church stands in
a double relztion to the means of grace: It is both a product
and a bearer of the means of crace. Consequently, Johnson
considers fir-t'"the Church as the product of the redemptive
activity of Christ', and then "The Church as the bearer of
the means of grace'", Still, there is but one Church: The
Communion of Saints is also the bearsr of the means of grace.
Johnéon thus gives expression to the basic dialectic of
Lutheran ecclesiology. Qusland is entirely correct in
speaking of a "strong tension" in Johnson's concept of the
Church. It is evident throuvghout his treetment of the doctrine.

v

Johnson's dialectic is related to the dialectic of Luther
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and the Auvgsburg Confession. It is not, however, identical

h

with it, an? the reason can e traced to Johnson's subjective
starting point. ILuther and the Confession emphasizzd the
theocentric approach in ecclesiology. The reformers began
"with the objective Gospel and the means of grace; Article V,
which treats of the Ministry and the means of grace precedes
Article VII. Johnson is faithful to Iuther in defining the
Church as the Communion of Saints, but after this his di-
vergences from Luther begin. This can be traced in trree
main ways. The Confession, like Luther, makes the means

of greace its starting point, and intrcducesthe definition

of the Church as the Communion of Saints at a later stase.
Johnson certainly regarded the means of grace as nec:ssary,
but delays his treatment of them with the certainly undesigned
effect of making them appear almoet &s an afterthought. Thus,
the theocentric emphasis of the Confegsion, sarlsguarded by
the priority which 1is assigned to the means of grace, is
lessened, and this effect is increased by his emphasis upon
the responsibility of the Church, which must be criticized

as ihtroducing an anthropocentric element foreign to the
intention of the Confession. This inpression is only con-
firmed when Johnson's interpretaticn of the COIMZTUNIC 3LANCTCRIUL
is taken into account as well. In line with his fundamental
subjectivism, he starts with the redemption of the individual
and then proceeds-to the collective., Thus, despite his
considerable efforts to maintain the dialectic, it is to

be feared that his whole dogmatié approach gives a decidedly

subjective emphasis to his doctrine of the Church which is
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out of harmony with the teachirg both of Tuther and of the
Confession.

Cur next task will be to consider the two aspects of
Johnson's ecclesiology. He first turns his attention to the
Church as the product of the redemptive action of Christ.

It is here that he asserts most plainly the theocentric
character of the Church and lays the grecatest emphasis upon
its nature as a spiritual organism, It is"not the product
of outward compulsion or of human voluntary association, but
of Christ's gift of lifé through the Holy Spirit...both as
to its origin and as to its continued existerce..,"10
Johnson starts from the premise that sin has reduced the
human race, which was intended to form the Kingdom of God,
to a state of "atomistic separation'. As, however, the
Christian is‘received into Communion with Christ, he also
enters into an "organic” relationsghin with othsr Christians.
This living organism in which Christ unites all Christians
is the congregaticn of saints, the ‘G.'KKM\r(m.ll But the
terﬂlzxKxhrdx is ambiguous and can be inter_réted either

in e broader or a narrow:r sense., It could mean e€ither

"the union of those who have outwardly followed the call and
separated themselves from the world", or "the gathering of
those who really are cslled, i.e, have accepted the call and
have been regenerated". 12 Accordlng to Johnson, the latter

10 G. Jonnson, Grunarlds, p. 130.

translate cmc»\n’c. with "congregation”(KENIGHED), but in
the published Grundrids (1879), he translates ”“hurcn
(kirke) throughout.

12 Lecture Notes, Brun, p. 174.
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is the original and proper meaning of the word. It is
significant that Johnson is immediately plunged into the
question of ﬁhe limits of the Church.

In the New Testament, the congregation is depicted in
various ways: As the temple of God, the house of God, the »
people of God, the Bride of Christ, the ingdom of Christ.
But in line with his emphasis upon the Church as an organism,
Johnson's favourite image is that of the Body of Christ.

This also serves to distinguish the Church from the world,
'because‘while the world has Christ for its Lord, cnly the
Church has Christ for its Head.l2 Within this orgenism,
Christ's activity extends both to the individual and to the
collective whole., The individual receives that part which
he is capable of receiving,but the "fulness'" of the Christian
life must forever lie beyond his graép. But this limitation
does not apply to the Church as a whole, ‘Christ gives a
multitude of di“ferent Charismata, which create a mﬁltitude
of differ:nt "forms of 1life". These mutually suppnlement one
another in the organism. Thus the doctrine of the Charismata
bestowed upon the‘orgénism plays a dominant role in the
Johnsonian ecclesiology. This is in complete accord with
his whole dogmatic approach.

- To this concept of the Church as an organism which 1is

the product of the redemptive activity of Christ, Johnson

1% Implicit in this observation is Luther's doctrine of
the Two Realms, though this is neither stated nor
developed by Johnson. '



120

attaches a discussion of the classical attributes of the
Church. Considered as an organism cdmposed of individuvals
all of whom are governed by the same "life-principle", the
Church is one. Since the Church is destined to receive all
Christians and does in fact embrace all Christians without
restriction of time or space, this inner unity has a corres-
ponding outer unity, or catholicity. As a community of
regenerate persons, participating in Christ's holy 1life,

the Church is holy. In unity and hcliness, the Church
experiences a 'progressive development"; It is "ever more
realizing its own essence".14 In its constant renewal and

- continual growth, the Church goes through the same process
as the individual bellevsr., Human finitude and sin make the
Church militant in the world, but it will eventually become
triumphant. "Christ's Body cannot die."

The Church militant, however, is unable to give perfect
expression to its essence in empirical reality. Because it
is unable to judge, it must accept as members those vho
"only outwardly have followed the call of grace, who confess
what they do not believe, and thus do not really belong to

the Church'". There is an "incongruity" between the Church
as the community of believers (the Idea) and the Church as
a confessing community (the REality); Horeover, there is an

incongruity between the confessing community according to
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its essence (vaesen) and its reality (virkelighed). Accordinc
to i1ts essence, the Visible and Invisible Church ought to
be identical, but in reality, the former includes some
nominal members.l

But the Church is also the bearer of the means of grace.
It is "an earthly orgenization which Christ uses in His
activity", a "mediatorial (FORWIDLENDE) organ". The two
aspects of the Church are interrelated: "Precisely because
the Church is the Communion of Saints, whose continued exis-
tenge and development as such depends upon the means of grace
...it is also the possessor and administrator of these means
of grace in the world..."15 It is called to utilize them for
its own intensive and extensive growth. Thus the Church is
not only a product of Christ's activity, but the "serving
organ' of that activity as well, a "redemptive institution"
(FRELSESANSTAIT), although it is not a mediastor or itself a
means of grace. This is not simply the result of an arbitrary
outward call, but also of an innsr compulsion, Like the in-
dividual Christian, the Church revealsits inner nature in
confession of faith. Thus the whole 1life of the Church is
bound up with the use and administration of the means of
grace. This is its "life work", and the means of grace (the
Word and the Sacraments) are the "Marks'" of the Church.

It is at this point that Johnson introduces his main

discussion of the question of the Church Visible and Invisible,
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although he has been unable to avoid some discussion of
this topic earlier, Yet clearly if the character of the
Church as an organism inevitably involved some mention of
the relationship between its invisible life and visible
reality, the full force of the distinction could hardly make
itself felt before the introduction into the discussion of
the means of grace. He retains the traditional dichotomy.
The Church is both Visible and Invisible, but it is "essen-
tially" invisible, for it is"exclusively an object of that
faith for which the invisible is visible'". The Church,
therefore, is not evident to "immediate sensory perception”.
It is a spiritual community whose new life is invisible.

The means of grace, however, are visible, tangible; And

In order to administer them, the Church must assume a
visible form. It is the Church as the Communion of Saints

LLEY

whoge task 1t is to admini:ter the means of grace. AS

the invisible spiritval community", it is also "a visible
community of the means of grace", "a cormunity of confessors
0¥ the faith”.16 The command to preach the Word wvas given
to the disciples (Matt. 16:18, 18:18; John 20:22). To them
was glven the Power of the Keys, which is identical with thke
administration of the means of grace. According to the
"Idea" of the Church, it is at the same time the Communion
of Saints and the bearer of the means of grace.

But here again, the reality doss not completely corres-
pond to the Idea. In its visgible form, the Church is always

16 lecture Notes, Brun, p. 237.
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a mixture. The "incongruity" between the outer community
and the inner is in fact 2 necessary condition of the exis-
tence of the Church in the world,

The relationship betwesen the Visinle and Invisible
Church is the relationship between "faith'" and "confession”,
beteen "the subjective efficacy of grace" and "the objective
means of grace".

The Invisible Church can only exist within the Visible.
It is possible to be a member of the Visible Church without
being a member of the Invisible. It is not possible, however,
to belong to the Invisible Church without simultanecusly
belonging to the Visible. The Visible Church is "the only
vigible form of existence for the Invisible., - koreover,
the relationship is'synecdotic'. The Visible Church bears
the name of Church only because 1t contains within it the
Invisible.

We can also speak in terms of the ECCIESIA PRCPRIE
(or STRICTA) DICTA and the ECCLESIA IMPROPRIEZ (or LATE)
"DICTA. This distinction 1s related to but not identical
with the contrast between the Visible and the Invisible,
sincé the ECCLESIA PROPRIE DICTA is poth visible and
Invisible, while the ZCCLESTIA I:PRORRIE DICTA is only
visible. Scriptural evidence cited here includes the
parables of the Theat and the Tares and the Drag-net.

"Many are called, but few are chosen, '"as Jesus said in
connection with the parable of the Wed 'ing of the King's

Son. We may also speak of the distinction between the
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COETUS VOCATORUM and the COETUS ELECTCRUM. This, however,
1s easily misunderstood, for the way is left fatally open
to introduce the concept of predestination. Consequently,
the distinction is better expressed by the terms CONGREGATION
SANCTORVM and CONGREGATIO CRzZDENTIUM,

Agaln, in discussing the term "The Kingdom of God",
Johnson concludes that it has "a wider outreach" in its
visible appearance than in its invisible, but that "a certain .
identity" must exist, for Scripture describes both as the
Kingdom of God. He also admits that Paul uses the term
ECCLESIA in speaking of the mixed community. Moreover,

John 15:1 speaks of "dead" members. Johnson rejects, however,
the view that these were never more than members of the
outwérd community. Only "living" members are true members;

A dcad member must once have been a living member, that . is,
one who has once been in "spiritual communion" with Christ
(regenerate) and not only in "sacramental communion" (through
Baptism) with Him.

~Johnson now returns to the classical attributes of the
Church as seen against the background of the Church's res-
ponsibility‘for the administraticn of the means of grace.

The Church's attributes of unity, catholicity, and holiness
are never "adequately exﬁressed” in the Visible Church, for
| they belong to the Communion of Syints. The same is true of
its apostolicity, which consists not "in the imitation of the
Apostolic Church in all things", but in faithfulness to the

Apostolic teaching in the use and administration of the means
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of\grace. We have already noted that Johnson regarded the
administration of the means of grace as a function which
properly belonged to the Invisible Church. In actual prac-
tice, however, it is the Visible Church considered as the
sole expression of the invisible reality which performs
this function. After all, the méansAof-grace are poverful
in themselves, independent of the character of fhe admini-
strator. Here, Johnson is unswervingly faithful to the
anti-Donatism of ILuther end the Confessions. The Marks of
the Church are the pure preaching of the Vord and the right
administration of the Sacraments, i.e. a usage which corres-
ponds to Christ's will as revealed in Scripture. Sin always
distorts the outward manifesta:ion of the apostolicity of
the Church. Apostelicity is a "qualitative'" category; A
non—épostolic Church would be a contradiction in terms. On
the other hand, there are, within the limits of apostolicity,
many quantitative differences; The various branches of
Christendom may be said to be more or less apostolic.,il
The same is true of the unity and the holiness of the Church.
The nature of the Church demands agreement in the use of the
means of grace, unity in confession, '"which, to be sure,
does not exclude differences arising from weakness of faith
or different stagss of development in appropriation, but

17 For Johnson, the Lutheran Church was "the lord's Church
above all others'", "the true Christian Church, the true
successor to and descendant of the ancient Apostolic
Church". It has been most faithfvl to the Scriptural
Revelation. Nogle Crd om Barnedaaben, np, 10-11,
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demands unity in that which comprises the actuvael substance
of the Christiaﬁ faith".18 The fact of sin implies that
there will always be divisions in the empirical Church, but
these merely damage and do not destroy the essential unity
of the Invisible Church. The empirical Church must contin-
vally strive after unity, but not at the expense of truth. 19
It is not only true that EXTRA ECCLESIAN NUIIA SAITUS, but
ZXTRA ECCLESIAY VISIBILEK FULIA SAIUS; Outside the Invisible
Church in its visible form and with its visible means of grace,
there is no salvation.

The Church must protect its holiness. Church disci-
pline is "an essential and necessary element in the admini-
stration of the means of grace, " esnecially in the adnini-
stration of the Sacraments.2C The Church is not called to
distribute its gifts carelessly, but to prove each one who
desires them. But Church discipline is to be carried ovt
entirely with spiritual means, by the ¥Word of God; It is
eggentially different from civil punishment. Here speaks
Johnson the Chﬁrch reformer, bvt he is no Caivinist for ail
his insistence on this noint., Discipline is not a special
NOTA ECCLESIAE, but rather an aspect of the right admini-
atration of the means of grace., 1In a Church which clains
to be apostolic, the exercise of discipline may in practice
be weak, but it can never be abolished in principle,

16 Tecture Notes, Brun, p. 245.
20 Ibid., p. 242.
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Johnson's doctrine of the Church as we have so far ex-
pounded it has cértain puzzling features, His method of
treatment inevitably means that the attributes of the Church
and to a lesser extent the invislbility and visibility of
‘the Church are handled twice. Yet the reason for this rather
clumsy procedure geems clear enough, and is to be -found in
his attempt to expound and clarify both sides of the-tension.
The first half of the polarity with its strong senée of
givenness and collective organic 1ife repressnts an attempt
to do justice to the objective side of the Churcﬂ's nature,

while the second with its accent unon the means of grace

n his opinion its rightful vlace to the subjective

e

gives
aspect of the Church. It is not th:refore surprising that
the attributes of the Church are more deeply considered in
the first section and the relation between the visibility
and invisibility of the Church in the second. At first
sight we might expect the means of grace to fall only on
the second half, in which the Church is congidered as their
bearer, but the point th.t the Church is also the product
of the means of grace (which is fully in line with his
traditior.) is relevant to the givenness of the Church.

Yet for all this careful attempt to provide a balanced
doctrine, it is clear that his thoursht falls over rather
markedly towards the subjective side of the tension, and

it is probab?y here that his clearest and most significant
thinking ig real’y done., In some ways, Johnson might be
considered to be applying to the doctrine of the Church

the distinction between symbol and instrument vhich Oliver
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Quick appiied with such good effect to the doctrine of the
Sacraments,

A similar tension may be observed in Johnson's doctrine
of the Ministry. His conception of the Ministry can best be
described as functional and charismatic. He att-ched great
importance to the Yniversal Priesthood, and emphatically
rejected any special clerical estate (STAND). On the other
hand, he recognized the need for the clerical office,

The Church as the Communion of 3Jaints  is called to

adminigster the means of grace, 1o exercise a MINISTERIUM

=3

ZVANGELIUK PREDICANDI ET SACRAMENTA ~DMINISTRANDI. ‘his

call is an integral part of the snirituval prissthood of all
bellevers, although in practice it 1s the Visible Church which
carries out this task. In the nature of the case, the Church
can only do so throvgh its individual members. Vhenever
théy confess their faith in Word and deed to the edification
of the congregation, there is the Church, carryins out its
function as bearer of the means of grace. But this is not
sufficient; As the Church appe:rs as a visible reality, it
must also assume a definite order. In addition, the organic
character of the Body demands that certain gifts be allowed
to work in corresponding offices. Thus, 'the special office
of the Ministry springs with inner necessity from the Uni-
versal Priesthood”.21 The immediate personal relation of

Christ to all the members of the Church excludes any conctapt
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of the Ministry as the privilege of a special class; In
principle, the furiction belongs to all without distinction.
The selection of those specially equipped for the task rep-
resents a "restriction" of the activity of the other members,
but not an exclusion from all part in it. In the New Testa-
ment Church, the congregation as a whole participvated in
the election of deacons and in the exercise of Church disci-
pline. There 1s no difference with regard to the efficacy
of the means of grace between the different members of the
Church. Christ has not bound the efficacy of the means of
grace to any quality in the administrator, neither an inner
quality (faith) nor an outer quality (membershin in a cler-
ical estate). Thus Johnson rejects both the Donatist and
the Roman Catholic concepts of the VMinistr:, There are
elements of truth in both., It is true that it is the
ECCLESIA PROPRIE DICTA which is called to administer the
means of grace. It is "abnormal" for unbeliesvers to carry
out this task; Such é sitvation does not, however, invalidate
the means of grace. It is also true that a special office
to administer the means of grace is "necessary'". But there
is no evidence in Scripture that this was to be the privilege
of a special class. For Catholicism to admit that unordained
persons can perform this task in an emergency is in fact to
admit the falsity of the whole Roman position.

Johnson denies that the office of the Ministry was
instituted in and with the Apostolate, except in a functional

sense. For this purpose, the Apostles' successors are the
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entire Church. The Power of the FKeys was given to the hole
congregation, On ﬂhe other hand, as the foundaticn of the
Church, the Apostles have no successors. There is a differ=nce
between the Apostles and ”simple believers" but "there exists
no third class". On the contrary, Scriptural evidence for
the Universal Priesthood makes this "impossible".22 This is
not to deny the existence of a special office of the Ministry.
Although there is no difference in the relation of all Christ-
ians to the Iord, they have different gifts, each with a
corresponding vocation in the Church. The Church must choose
its servants on the basis of the guidance of the Holy Snirit,
which He gives by distributing the various charismata. This
charismatic principle goes back to the Apbstolic Age.

Ordination is'for Johnson the act in which the office
is transferred, "an ecclesiacstical act of benediction", a
CONFIRMATIO EILECTIONIS, a CCHMPROBATIC VCCATICNIS, It is
not a Sacrament; This is a corollary of his denial of a
clerical BTAID., If it were a Sacrament, it would be the basic
Sacrament which gave validity to the others. Scripture gives
us no account of ordination in the Apostolic Church, still
less any divine mandate, The laying on of hands in Scripture
is an act accompanying the VWord, and signifies the application
of the Word to the person concerned. In the New Testament,

it is a means whereby the ordinand is filled with the Holy
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Charisma. But ordination in the Church of our own day is

different from the laying on of hands in the Anostolic Church;

1))

Now, this act presupvoses th presence of a Charisma. The
candidate is not '"changed" in ordination, but r:ther receives
the authority to utilize in an official capacity a Charisma
he alreacdy possesses.
The office of the Ministry, says Jchnson, is not " a

necessary element" in the CRDC SALUTIS, nor a special means

of grace, but only a part of the Church Crder as Christ willed

1t.23  The Ministry stands in a "secondary relation" to the
ORDC SAILUTIS and can never be established at its expense.

The same 18 true 6f ordination; We must distinguvish here be-
tween what 1s necessary and what i1s edifying., In an emergency,
.an unordained person may himself administer ordination. FLere
again, his standpoint reflects a tension between the institu-
tional and the personal or charismatic aspects of the Hinisﬁry.

In conclusion, Johnson raises the question: Did Christ

esteblish the Ministry? He says elsevhere that "Jesus willed
it", but he also gives a more explicit answer to the question
in this context. The answer, says Johnson, depends on vhat

is meant by the word "establish". He did not "expressly or-
dain" it, but He did establish it in "an indirect way". =
established the Ministry "in a broad sense' when He gave the
means of grace to the Church. And He establicshed it "in a

narrow sense' when He gave the nccessary charismata for the

administration of the means of grace.24
23 Ibid., p. 253.
24 Irid., p. 254.
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In view of its importance in subsequent chapters, it
will be convenient here to expound Johnson's doctrine of
Baptism.

The clasgical Lutheran doctrine cf Baptism rests upon
a dialectic. On the one hand, Baptism is regarded as a
regeneretive act of God; On the other hand, it is not consid-
ered efficacious unless received by faith. For any Lutheran,
Baptism is primarily Infant Baptism.

Glsle Johnson attempted to do justice to the dialectic
and to defend Infant Baptism, but his emphasis upon the
aspect of faith threatened to destroy the delicate balance.

For Johnson, the Word of God was the primary means of
grace; This is thoroughly Iutheran; ILuther wrote in his
Large Catechism that there was actually only one means of
grace, the Vord, and that it was the Word which gave to the
Sacraments their power. But Johnson, in line with his intel-
lectualist concept of revelation, and in unconscious opposi-
tion to Luther, identified the Word absolutely with Scripture.
This led to a false distinction between Word and Sacrament.
Indeed, it could &ven be argued that for Johnson there was
a cerﬁain tension between the two. In Johnson, nurture
Christianity and conversionism vied for supremacy. Because
of his strong Pietist tendencies, Johnson insisted upon the
need for & kind of spiritual "break-through" to conscious
faith in adult years. This was not exactly the same as
conversion, but there wére decided similarities,

It is fair to say that Infanf Baptism was difficult to

incorporate into Johnson's system. In the nature of the case,
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'Infant Baptism is thoroughly theocentric, It can only be
deduced from thz consciousness of the mature believer with
great difficulty. In truve Pletist and empiricist fashion,
Johnson ténded to psychologize Baptism., His biographer has
pointed out thet Johnson made svrprisingiy little attempf to
relate the doctrine of BRaptism to the central doctrine of
Justification by Faith, but treated it in a somevhat isolated
manner. Johnscn's problem, he says, was how to retain the
primacy of the Vord and yet to give room for Baptism.25

Johnson starts from the premise that Baptism, like the
Word has regenerative power. Regeneration, he says, 1is
normally the result of Word and Sacrament working in conjunc-
tion (!). It is difficult to determine their respective roles,
but the Werd works upon the donsciousness, while Infant Bap-

6

tism works upon the unconscious 1life.“” Like ILuther, Johnson

emphasized the continuous character of Baptism (i.e. what is
known in Lutheran circles as the "covenant relationship').
Hig method of procedure, however, is highly aquestionable,

In Baptism, he said, each person "is placed'in a peculiar
relationshib with the Author of regeneration, in which a
mediating principle is given for his actual regenerat on". 2’
Johnson proceeds to expound a two-fold effect of Baptism,

On the one hand, it has a "sacramental" effect upon all to

whom it is administered, which places them in a "mysterious"

25 ¢, Ousland, op.cit., p. 127
26 &. Johnson, Nogle Ord om Barnedaaben , op. TOff.
27 Grundrids, p. 185.
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relationship to God; but does not regenerate them. Cn the
other hand, it has a '"regenerative" effect, directed toward

re "receptive".28 Wot

m

all but only realized in those who
all, therefore, are regenerated in Baptism. (Johnson is
obviously concerned to avoid an EX CPERE CPZRATC interpreta-
tion.) Some are not regenerated until later, through the
Word, but even then Baptism is the "mediating principle"

Johnscn can even describe it as "a continually efficacious

means of regeneration”.29 He mainteined that it was possible

for a person to fall from faith and to be regenerated "many
times", 30 4In each caée, conversion would occur "as a fruit
of cooperation b-tween the Word and the once-received and
still-powerful Baptism”.31 Johnson held that regeneration
apart from Baptism, by the Word of Scripture alone, could
only occur where the individual "is not baptized and cannot
be baptized". PRut regeneration by Baptism alone is th

cnly way for Infants.

Johnson harboured no doubts about the inherent sinful-
ness of Infants and their consequent need of Baptism. More-
over, they are capable of receiving regeneration; Here John-
son emphasized the fact that they have as yet developed no
. resistance to God's grace. It is not consciousness which
makes a person a human being, nor it is consciousness which

28 Nogle Ord om Barnedaaben, p. 82.
29 IR, 1864k, pp. 85-86.
30 NXE, 1859, n, 182.

31 1K, 18n4 p. 86. Cf. Nogle Ord om Barnedaaben, p. 87.
lohnson s 1line of reasoning in this seCuwon ins»nired the
Grundtivigian charge that he taught a "double regencsration
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.makes him receptive. Adults may be judged by their fruits,
but'this rule may not be applied to infants. The receptive
ant is received into fellowship with God, he receive

the gift of the indwelling Holy Spirit, and a "spiritual
LIVSSPIRE"(literally, "life-sprout") is planted within him.32
Nevertheless, Johnson can write in a significant passage,
"the unconscious regeneration wrought in Baptism is destined
in good time to become a conscious regeneration througn the
eid of the Word, and thus Infant Baptism is predestined to
create that which can only be a frvit of the cooperation of
both of these means of grace"” '.33 e must be careful not to
equate Johnson's "conscious regenzration" with conversion
and thus minimize the part pléyed vy Baptism. But Jcnnson
vag certainly concefned,in true Pietist fashion, to emphasize
the need for & conscious appropriztion of regeneration in
adult life

Johnson did not favour the administration of Baptism
to alil ihfants. It should only be conferred unon those
whose parents are "already related to the Church in svch a
wéy as to ensvre for them a Christian_nurture".34 Thus,
Johnson defended the doctrine of Infant Baptism, but asseited
that its practice by the Church was weak. What wvas n-eded
more than anything else was "nurturing evangelical discinline”
32 Nogle Ord om Barmedasben, . 117.

%% Ipid., vp. L17--18.
34 Ibid., p. 118.
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It i1s-.clear thet Johnson's ecclesiology revnresents a
substantial improvement over that of the Enlightenment or
even of Hersleb. It is at the same tire more true to the
Biblical revelation e&nd more profourdly thought out.

Johnson's ddctrine of the Church is fundamentelly Iuthsren.
He makes a valiant effort to do justice to the distinctively
Lutheran dialectic., 1In Johnson, there are strong tensions

versonal and the insti-

)]

between grace and faith, between th
tutional aspecis of the Church, between the individual and
the collective, between the "receptive" and the "productive"
sides of the Church, between the Sacrament of Bapntism and

the idea of conversion, between the divinely estabiished
office of the Ministry and the Universal Priesthood, be-
tweén the charismatic principle ard the princionle of

Church order.

Nevertheless, because he has read Luther end the
Confessions through the eyes both of Orthodoxy and Pietism,
Johnson fails to maintain the dialectic. FHe proceeds on
the basis of the intellectualist concept of revelztion and
the subjective approach. Beczuse of his empirical starting
voint, the balance is tipped throughout the system in favour
of the subjective aspect. 1In his basic definition of the
Church, Johnson b:iginz with the body of believing persons,
the personel side of the dialectic., He finds rcom “or both
gracé and faith in his system, but his emphasis is upon faith.
He does not overlooX the collective aspect of the Church, but

he begins with the individual. He certainly teaches that
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the Church is constituted by the action of Christ, but he
emphasizes the "productive" side of the Church. The imége
of the Church as an organism is faithfully Biblical. Yet
there is in Johnson's use of the image something far too
Hegelian. The emphasis was upon the "progressive develoopment"
of the Church téward thz realization of its idea. Johnson
resisted the temptation to spiritualize the Church completely,
but it was for him essentially invisible. He defended Infant
Baptism, but he was chiefly concerned to ensure that those
baptized came to a "conscious faith" in mature years. He
conceded that the office of the Ministry existed by the ﬁill
‘of God, but he deduced it frow the doctrine of the Universal
Priesthood. He could insist upon-the need for Church order,
but the proper utilization of the charismata was a consider-
ation which overruled order.55 In this manner, Johnson's
ecclesiology provided a sort of charter for the lay movement.

Bul Gisle Johnson was not merely an academic theologian,
He was supremely a practical man, and as a practical Churchman,
he exercised unparalleled influence. In the 1850's, he was

the central figure in the grest revival which bezrs his name.

He founded ILuthersk Kirketidende and edited it for twelve

years. He vas co-editor of Theologisk Tidsskrift for thirty-

three years. He was the guiding spirit in the organized

35 It is significant that Johnson wrote a sympathetic fore-
word to the Norwegian edition of Rudolf Sohm's Church
History, in which he sooke of Sohm's "clear and profound
understanding of the inner development of religious and
Church 1life". Here the sharp distinction between the
pneumatic character of the Apostolic Church and the later
emphacsls upon ecclesiastical law harmonized closely with
Johnson's emphasis upon the charismatic principle both
in regard to the Church and the Ministry.
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movement for Inner ¥sssion. THe was the real leader of the
movement for reform of the State Church. It was above all
in these two movements that he sought to apply and to put
into practical effect his doctrine of the Church. These
topics will be discussed in some detai’ iﬁ later chapters.

His central importance for our subject will make it
necessary to examine more closely two factors which helped
to sha@e his practical Churchmanship.

The first may be found in his early training. He was
clearly raised in an atmosphere of deep piety and seriousness.’b
He was early influenced by the Haugeans. Moreover, he passed
through a profound spiritual crisis at the age of 20. His
peréonality was introverted; His reticence was almost legen-
dary. Ousland denies that either Johnson or his parents
were Pletists and attempts to remove this stigma from his
theology. 37’T his, however, can not be sustained. It is true,
as Ousland says , that Johnson never stt-mpted to found a
"pure’ Church. Others have called attention to the fact that,
while he sought to create ECCLESIOILAE, he intended them to
expand, not to withdraw. But tiis was the intention of his-
toric Pietism as well. We ought not, perhaps, to quarrel
over labels, Yet Johnson's subjective, individualist, and
revivalist aporoach his personal ETHOS, and his concern to
create ECCIESIOLAE are all manifestly Pietistic traits. MMore-
over, as we shall sece in later chapters, Johnson had what

36 Cf. the letter he received from his father at Confirmation,
Cusliand, op. cit., o. 11.
37 Ibid., p. 149.
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amovnted al'most to an obsession for attempting to draw
limits to the Church. This was a direct result of his sub-
Jective approach. If great emphasis is place® upon the Church
as the‘congregation of saints, it becomes very important to
determine who the saints are. In true Pietist fashion,
Johnson was concerned to make visible the Invisible Church,

The second maln influence is to be found in the writings
of S8Yren Kierkegaard. While a Churchman with revivalist
tendencies like Johnson would natuvally be critical of the
State Church, there is no doubt that here, as elsewhere,
the impact of Kierkegaard can be traced, 38

Although in some respects the religious thought of
Kierkegaard was beneficial, as far as the doctrine of the
Church was concerned his influence was largely negative.
Various modern writers have called attention to the fact that
individualism and subjectivism were the fatal weaknesses in
his conception of Christianity.’? Wor did this fact pass
unnoticed at the time.

Re jecting the historicism and collectivism of the Hegel-
ians, Kierkegaard went to the opposite extreme. He stressed
the responsibility of the individuval standing before God and
the need for "contemporaneousness with Christ". FHis princi-
pal accusation againet the Establishment was that it had
ceased to be militant and had anticipated a trimmphant

38 Ibid., p. 95

%9 P. lindhardt, op. cit., p. 221, D, Patrick, Pascal and
Kierkegaard, II, pp. 397-398. J. Pelikan, From Luther
to Kierksgaard, p. 118. H., MacKintosh, op. cit., op.
257-8.
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character. Thé State Church emphasized '"the race, human
society, the partnership, the corporation, which as a matter
of course, assumes possession of the truth". It ought rather
to concern itself with "every individual who, responsible
before God, has to decide for himself whether he will walk

in the way cr not, regardless...whether no one else or all

men are following the same way...”Ao Established Christianity
is, it does not become. The Church ought to be militant to the
end of the age. Moreover, the true Church is "a small and

despised flock" 41 Fierkegaard virtually elevated suffering

to the position of a Mark of the Church. He was deeply con-
~
cerned to preserve the ourity of the lord's Teble %2 At the

same time, Kierkegaard was not in favour of separation of

Church and State, because the only way this could be accom-
plished =~as by oopular ballot, and this would be "sheer

s . - ; . L,
worldliness'". He considéred the doctrine andthe ord:zr of
{
the Church to be "very good"; Yhat was nceded was''the re-

formation of us all" as individuals.AB Ee did not attack
the Sacraments as such, although he was sharply critical of
the practice of their administration., There are definite
indications that the views of Xierkesgaar” were delibsrately

exaggerated and that he regarded his function as t at of a

40 S. Tierkegaard, Trzining in Christianity, ». 205. It was
Kierkega.rd's genius to sze that t-e root cavse of this
problem wis a false concept of revelation. Christiauity
had, he said, come tobe regarded as a "dividend", a truth
that 1s thought, when in reality it was a truth that is
existence.

41 S. Kierkegoirrd, Journals, p. 451 (1851).

42 8. Zierkegeard, Ibid., p. 76 (1839).

4% 3, Kierkegaard, Treining in Christianity, »n. 428-G.
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catalyst.

The effects of Kierkegaard's influence upon Johnson
~were both good and bad. On the positive side, Kierregeard's
criticism of Christendom spurred the Johnsonians to new and
'greater effcrt to evangelize the nation and to reform the
structure of the State Church. But negatively it tended
still further to wealen the sense of the importance of the
Church {already affected by the influence of Pietism) in
johnson and his vast following. A contemporary observer has
said that Kierkegaard's "immeasurable defieiency" in this
respect was reflected "in the entire revival of the 1850's".
"The Johnsonian clzrgv, he says, generally regarded themselves
as "the representatives of Christianity in the dead parishes
of the State Church".%% .

While Johnson himself both in theology and in his prac-
tical contribution to the life of the Church attempted to hold
together two sides of a tension, the balance seems always to
fall on the subjective asgpect. Unfortunately, his disciples,
as we shall see, using his aponroach not only carried his
subjectivism stili furtier in theology but also in large
measure frustrated his plan for the reform of the Church and
led the Inner Mission movement in whic@ he had so large a

hand away from the Church and its order.

44 Georg Sverdrup (Cand,Theol., 1871). Juoted in A, Helland,
Gzorg Sverdrup: The Man and His Message, Minneapolis,
1047, The Messenger Press, o. 33.



(IV) Andreas Grimelund (1812-1896)

Andrees Grimelund was‘prominent among that group of
Norwegian Chvrchmen who "mediated the transition from High-
Churchmanship fo lay activity and voluntary oéganizations".l
He was strongly influenced by Moravianism in his youth,
was trained under Heréleb and Stenersen,zA and learned the
value of the Sacraments from Crundtvig.

It 1s difficult to form a clear picture of Grimelund's
philosophical presuppositions, but there ars signs that he
builds upon the common Idealist foundaticn then current.

He has probably not thought this matter through. He vas

not a great or original thinker, and his views are somewhat
eclectic. He was a confessional Lutheran theologian in

whom High- and Low-Church elements were blended. Grimelund's
theological and ecclesiological views underwent a considerable
development in a Low-Church direction. 1In his work from
1256, there are definite signs of Grundtvigian influence,
but we know that he opposed the Churchly View in the leter
decades.” Grimelund is interesting becavse he may bé
regarded as typical of large numbers of the Norvegian clergy
in the second and third quarters of the 19th Century.

In his Forelaesninger over Practisk Theologie (185%),

Grimelund devoted a section each to Liturgics, Homiletics,

and Pastoral Theology; But he also added an unusual fourth

1 H. Blom-Svendsen, "Andreas Grimelund" in NBL, IV, p. 824,

2 G. received the degree of Cand. Theol, in 1335.

3 See the Gunnerus case, examined in the chapter on Grundt-
vigianism. Grimelund was Gunnerus' Bistop at the time,
and made no effort to help hin.
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section entitled ”ﬁcclesiastik”, in which he discussed the
Church and its activity. His aim was to enable the pastor
- to see the unity of the othner three narts, and to provide
a "firm standpoint" and e "guiding principle" for his work.

Grimelund prefaces his?iscussion of the Church with
some more general considerations. Men seeks God, in whose
image he ig created. Man is separated from God, not by the
fact that he is a creature or that he is finite, but because
of sin.4 In other wor@s, the opposition is not metaphysical
but ethical. Man needs atonement. God has not only »rovided
an objective Atonement in Christ, He has alco instituted the
Church, to bring the Afonement within reach of the subjective
experience of everyone,

AGrimelund can speak of the Church as a '"redemdtive insti-
tution". This phrase (which might in some quarters susgest
the notion of the Church as the ”extensioﬁ”of trhe Incernation
and Atonement) simply connotes the Church as the organ through
which the Redemption of Christ is mediated to mankind through
the administration of the means of grace. It was a common
usage among High Church clergy of the period, notably Wexels,
and received special impetps from the Neo-ILutheran movement
in Germany. There is a similer phrase in Johnscn which
expresses the same idea ™ut grards against its misinterpreta-
tion: The Church is a "mediatorial organ' but not a "mediator".

4 A, Grimelund, Forelaesninger over Practisk Theologie,
p. 245,
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This 1is a perfectly valid Lutheran idea consistent with the
divine origin and theocentric character of the Church as
onposed to the term "Communion of Saints" interpreted in a
subjective manner.

It is evident thet Grimelund has a strong sense of the
historicity of thelchuroh, for he regafds it from the stand-
point of its origin, its development in history, and its
goal. The Church is a historical entity, and so m st be
traced genetically if it is to . be clearly seen and grasped.5
It was institved by Christ in the Apostles, but realized in

the event of Pentecost, when the Soirit of Christ became the

new "Life-principle" in them.® TIts final goal is the full

revelation of God's Xingdom on earth. Between its genesis
and its goal, the Church is undergoing a period of "develcp-
ment', a favourite term of Grimelund., From the Church's
genesgis and goal, we can deduce 1ts essence, its attributes,
and its "working means" (i.e. the means of grace). Grime-
lunds discussion of the Church is organized around these
three terms.

Grimelund's discussion of the essence of the Church
displays a marked similarity to thet of Gisle Johnson. 1lLike

Johnson, CGrimelund regards the Biblica

[

image of the Bedy of
Py e - 2 o . h} ! ~
Christ as the best expression of tne Church s essence. The

5 Grimelund's use o7 the word "genetic' mMust not be confused
with the "real-genetic' method of Johnscn., The latter is
indicative of a whole empiricist approach, the former merely
a historical method of trestment.

5 Forelaesninger over Practisk Theologle, pp. 247-8.
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Church is "a spiritual organism of believers” created by the
Holy Spirit. Again, like Johnson, Crimelund 1s immediately
involved in a discussion of the visiblity and invisibility
of the Church, in which ne too speaks not of the Visible end
Invigible Church, but of the visible and invisible aspects
of the Church. As the Coomunion of Saints, the Chuvrch is
invisible; Its Head, 3pirit, and powers 2are all invisible,

as well as the relation of its memdirs toO Christ and to one

of faith.

ct

another. The Church is supersensual, the objec
But as a confessing community, "the sum total of all wao
confess the objective Czaristian faith'and gather rcund God's
Vord and Sacraments“,7 it is visible, as the d -sisnation
"Body" indicates. Its historical origin, its means of srace,
1ts confession of faith, its common worship and its ccrmunal
1ife afe 211 visible. In stressing the tangibility of the
Church, Sfimelund reflects the influence of Grundivig,
Tike Grundtvig, he asserts that ths Church nas one outward,
objective Mark which distinguishes it from a2ll cther comnuni-
ties, its symbol, the Apostles' Creed used in c-njunction
with Bastiem.d "

Grimelund concedes that these two aspects of the Churcn
do not sbsolutely coincide while the Church is in process cf

development, but he insists that they must be held together

if the ooposite pitfalls of Spiritualism and materialism are

8 Ibid., p. 249. Grimelund does not, however, exolicitly
follow Grundtvig in his theory of tﬁe historical preseirva-
tion of the Creed, the hallmark of the Churchly Viewv.
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to be avoided. The prototype as well as the basis of the
Church's essence is to be found in the union of the two
Natures in Christ. The sitvation of the Church during its
dévelopment requires an outward polity. This should express
the nature of the Church as both a redemotive institvtion and
a‘community—in-faith, but may vary wi.h the verious stages in
the Church's development. No one form of »>olity belongs to
the essence of the Church.

On the other hand, Word and Sacraments form the "substan-
tial basis'" of the Church. Their continuval and ordsrly admin'-

stration is essential to its existence. Grimelund regards the

Apostolicity Of the Church as residing in pure Scriptural
doctrine. For hi.i, the pure ¥ord is identified with Holy
Scripture, in-which "the Apostolate is always prisent in

the Church".? He regards the Church as holy, not because of
its members (manv hypocrites ar: mingled with it), but because
of its origin, goal, and call, and because it is the workshop
of the Holy Spirit and the home of the means.of grace. But

he adds that the Church must aim at the sanctification of its
members. In discussing the Church's unity and catholicity,
Grimelund also stresses its diversity within the single "organ-
ism". Different ages and individuals complement one another
1o present the complete image of Christ}s Body. This causes

no breach in the Church's "essential inner unity", although

the effect of sin hes been the loss of its outward unity.
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_But any body which has ¥Yord and Sacraments and which sub-
scribes to the Ecumenical Creeds must be re egarded as part
of the Church catholic. The truvest evpression of the Church's
nature is#o be found in the local congregation. It is worthy
of note that after his clear discussion of the essence of
the Church, Grimelund conflates his discussion of its attri-
butes and working means. For him, the third concent was
more important than the second.

Grimelund sees the Church's activity as two fold:
missionary and €difying. As a lecturer in practical thezology,
it is the latter with which he is chiefly concerned. It
includes: 1) cuitus, 2) péstoral care, and 3) catechetical
instruction. Its'"highest principle" is "teleological", and

upposes a '""soteriological principle"” mediated in Baptism.lo

pr

Grimelund pegins his section on the Ministry and its
origin by asserting the Low-Church principle that the whole
Church, not a special clerical estate is the "sunject"” of
the Church's edifying activity. Since it is also the object
of this activity, and since all cannot possibly serve all

there arose the need for a special Ministry. But Grimelund

also says in High-Church fasion that the MINISTERIUM ECCI=BI-
ASTICUM (understood in functional terms) was directly insti-
tuted by the Lord through a positive command.1l The Church

needs a special CLERUS (he is not afraid to use the term

10 Ivid., p. 253. :
1 Ibid., p. 215. "It is instituted in and with the means of

3
Ll
grace and originally coincided with the Apostolete..."
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STAND), partly for the sake of order and partly to ensure

a "right" admin‘stration., Iike Johnson, Grimelund emphasized
the charismatic principle. The Holy Spirit has indirectly
(MIDDELBART) chosen the members of this STAND through His
distribution of charismaeta. The STAID is not a continuation
of the Apostolate, which was unique. The office inevitably
arose out of the organic character of the Church. The |
various degrees of office exist purely for "order and super-
vision", and imply no distirction in the right to administer
the means of grace.

The clergy are not "divinely privileged", but receive
their offices from the Church in the call. The Church in
turn must not fail to call, nor may it call arbitrarily; but
must issve the call on the basis of the charismata. A4n
examination of céndidates is expressly commanded in Scrip-
ture (I. Tim. 3:10). The call of fhe Church is a "mediate"
call from God. It '"recognizes and seals" the inner call of
the Spirit. On the other hand, it presupnoses an inner call,
and where this is lacking and the pastor teaches contrary
to the Gospel, the Church is in duty bougd to retract its call.

Thus the Luth=ran Church holds both to the Univesrsal

Priesthood and to "bodily" means of grace administered by a

regularly called clergy.12

In a chapter on "The relationship of the clersy to the
congregation and its Lord", Grimelund holds that the pastor

is neither above nor outside the congregaticn, but rather he
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is one of them. He is their leader, but derives his power
and authority from the office (it is "immanent" there) which
the congregation has transferred to him on Ged's behalf. He
is Christ's messenger and a steward of the means of grace.
Doctrinal discipline is a matter for the Church body as a
whaole (e.g., the national Church). The best titles for the
clergy are '"pastor" and "servant of the Word". They are
primarily servants, and have no nower but that of the Word.

In & chapter entitled "The work and struggle of the
Ministry", Grimelund raises the question of whether the vastor
should attempt to form ECCLESIOLAE IN ECCLESIA. He ansvers
in the negative, 1f by that is understood the formation of"a
smaller, closed community wiih special communal bonds and
means and times of edification”, but in the positive, if is
meant "the awakening of congrega:ional-consciousness and the
gathering of believers more closely togsthesr through the com-
mon Church bonds".13 Grimelund recards "subjective theology "14
‘as'one of the threats to the Minigtry, for it weakens the
Church and confessional bonds. He accuses the system of the
State Church of placing the Ministry in "a false position",
calling attention to its enormous varishes, its lack of
Church discipline, and its legal compulsion. The Ministry
thus becomes "a service of law" instead of a service of the
Spirit and the Word, and congregational life is rendered
impossible, 15

13 Ibid., p. 224.
14 Possibly this is an allusion to Schleiermacher.

15 Forelsesninger over Practisk Theologie, p. 226.
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Finally, Grimelund has a chapter on "The ccnditions

for the proper exercise of the office”, in which he expands
his view of the call. He takes first the "subjective" call:
The prime attribute of a pastor is}h:t he is himself a
"Churchly Christian", that he is conscious of shering in the
Church's Apostolic faith and Baptism. But Grimelund also
maintains the nece=sity of an '"objective" call. This is"the
act whereby the office 1s transferred to ﬂhe individval with
positive divine sanction'.16 It may occur mediateiy or im-
mediately. The latter was characteristic of the Azostolic
Age, the former of our age. Grimelund concedes that the
immedizte call may still occur (Jod's S»irit is not bovnd),
but he regards it as extraordinary and asserts thet it must

evidence its legitimacy by "sure signs'. The "oroper" cell

O

is now the medizte call, oroceeding from legitimate ecclesies-
tical authority. An immediate call which despises the nmediate
is surely not genuine.

Grimelund devotes only a paragrzph to ordination. It
is the final fulfillment of tie medicte call, by which the
POTZIBTAS MINISTZERII is conferred. Without actvally beling a
Sccrament, there is a sacrarental element in ordiration. In
it, the Holy Soirit transfers the office, gives the ordinand
auvthority, and assvres hiw of His assistance. The right to
ordain belOngs not to the State but solely to the Church,
and can only be carried out by one of its ordained servants.l7

16 Ibid., . 236.
17 Ibid., pp. 238-
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(V) Marcus Jacob Monrad (1816-97)

Professor Marcus J. Monrad's principal work in the
Pﬁilosophy of Religion anpcared relatively late in the Century
(1885), at s time when Hegzlianism had long bezn regarded as
a. spent force on the Continent. Reaction to the book vas
varied. An anconymous reviewsr in Morgenbladet found Monrad's
conclusions "in good harmony with the teachinc of the Church',
and regarded the book as a powerful dsfence against Positiv-
ism.l On the other hand, Pastor M. J. Faerden, while he found
Monrad's ﬁork "very valuable", made it clesr that ionrad was
not always orthodox and that he had depzrted in some respects
from the Riblical realism.?

Faerden's assessment wes undoubtedly correct. The book
strikés the present-day'reader as strange and unrealistic,
Koppang maintains that one of Monrad's greatest weaknesses
was his lack of contact (INNLZIVELSE) with historical reelity.>

Religion, Religioner, og Christendommen gives the impression

of being alitogesther too theoretical and speculative a work.

It is often in sharp conflict with the Biblical dvalism of

the Lutheran tradition. Horeover, many of the views expressed
in it were in diametrieal opposition to the currents running
in the 1880's. These are no doubt the reasons why Monrad
failed to exert any significant influence u»non the Nérway cf

1 Morgenbladet, no. 608, 1885,
2 Kirkelig Litteraturtidende for de Skandinaviske lend,
5

iI, 1889, pp. 9-15.
C. Koppang, op. cit., p. 82.
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Neverthéless, this large (504pp.) book was an important
work., Monrad is clear, consistent, and sometimes profound.
He is a Hegelian who not only maintained the metaphysical
Idealism but also consistently used the Hegellan dialectic
triad. The outline of the book is embodied in its title:
The first scction deals with "The Universal Idea of Religion"
(the thesis), the second with the various forms religion has
taken in history, up to and includirg Judaism (the aﬁtithesis),
the third with Christianity as the "Absolute'" Religion, the
goal and realization of the Idea (the synthesis). Like
Hegel, Monrad regarded religion and philosophy, faith and
knowledée, as one., GConsequently, the book actirally inciudes
the rudiments of a dogmatic system, in which ¥onrad consis-
tently upholds the orthodox Christiaﬁ dogmas, though not
without distortion. Before we examine' what Monrad has to
say about the Church, we must'look briefly at the first
gsection of the book.

”.ELIGIONENS IDEE" is again divided into three sections:
1) The Object of Religion (thesis); 2) The religious subject
(antithesis); And 3) Their union in "the true, subjective-
objective religion" (synthesis).

The Obj:ct of reiigion is, of course, God, whose exis-
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knowledge of the 1limit removes the 1limit", the finite pre-
supposes the infinite just as the relative implies the Abso-
lute. In harmony with this starting point, Monrad, while

accepting the cosmological and teleological arguments as



153
well, maintained that there is '"complete truth in the onto-
logical proof" as formulatzd by Descertes,” God is the Abso-
lute Spirit, the Absolute Idea, and Ze realizes Himself by
glving existence to that which before its existence was in
Him. This process includes Creation and Revelation. The
Idea thus proceeds from and returns to itself eternally, and
in this procession and return develops its full essence and
life. God 1s thus the CAUSA FINALIZ of the world, as well as
its CAUSA EFFICIZNSI. wronr*d.d quotes with approval the opinion
of Bishop Maftensen that every genuinely religious view
must contain a pantheistic element,> Aithough he zgrees with
Schleilermacher that religion is a fzeling of absolute depen-
dence, he holds that our conception of God is independent
of this.

lionrad at this point seems to adopt the objective ap-
proach. He begins with God, and the Absoclute Idea reizes
itself in Crestion and Revelation. But an eliement of sub-
Jectivity snters into his system through the fact t-at God
is virtually regarded as the object of human reflection.
It is precisely this which provoked Luther's objection to
the "Sophists'" of his day and which lies at the root of the
Lutheran distrust of philosophical speculation, which must
proceed from man to God. Here Monrad .seems to depart
radically from the classical ILutheran tradition,

Yonrad's fundamental Xonism is also iliustrated by his

4 Rellglon, Religioner, og Christendommen, p. 10.
5. Ibid., vp. 41-50,.
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Anthropology and Soteriology. Man, as well as all that
exists, must have his origin and goal in the Eternal. Since
man is a rational creature, his relationship to the Et:zrnal
must take a rational form. He ig both one with God and in
opposition to Him. He realizes his unity with God only through

first realizing his separation from God, and being reconciled

-

0d.° Man, creation, and history all share in the cosmos,

ct

(€]

o}
the ordered, harmonious system of Ideas originating from the
same creative Wisdom.! Ve may d pict Monrad's conception of
history as an hourglass, in which the race gradually narroved

to 2 "central people" and "a centrsal individual", thereafter

|_.l

to widen again., Its final goal is to encompass all of
nankind. Thus, (in common with all Monistic thinkers), Kon-
rad strongly emphasizes the collective in opposition to the

individuval, Individual man has both the ability and the

duty to emancipate himself from his individuality and to

& on

l~l

realize the universal human Idea n and throuch Jesus

Christ, the true, divine communitr-svirit as univ:irsal-

L

human and as the spirit of the indivi“ual has come to
consciousness in mankind."? So Jesus is not msrely an

individual, but the "ideal Christ, which is identical with
the ideal humanity" (p. 324). 1In otﬁer words, He realizes

the Tdea of the race, a goal which has now become the object

of the conscious striving of the human individual.
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Monrad stresses the "Cbjective Atonement", Through
all of history runs the divine atoning orinciple; Itis per-
fected and consciously realized in Christ. EHis spirit of
self-sacrifice must now nermeeate the whole of the race,
so that it gives up its individualitj in fevour of the col-
lective,

Yet for all his insistence upon the fact o~ the Atone-
ment, it becomes intervprete’ as the self-reclization 07 a
princinie and as‘the assertion of the collective over the
individual. Indeed, it is not di~=ficult to see thet Fop
Monrad not only Revelaiion and the Incarnation, but also

man, sin, and the Atonement all become something ot er than

A

.n theology.,

<

what they are in traditicnal Zuther

"ith his tremendous emvhasis on the collective, lionred

the Church than any of

b

had perkhaps a deeper annreciation o
his contemporaries. Yotwithstanding the subjective element
in his idea of God, he had the decided merit of enphacizing
the objective approach. Fe repudi-tes all vestiges of
"subjectivism". DMoreover, he undersiood the necegsity o7
maintaining the connection betwsen réligion’and culture.
These advantages were, however, more than outweiched br the

fact that he inev-

()]

fatal weaknesses oF his system, ar® vy th
itably held an intellectualistic concent of revelstion., For
Monrad religion was primarily a mettsr of the intellect, in
contrast to the fundamental Iutheran emphasis vnon the will,
and Christianity was essentially a "doctrine", with certain

"basic propositions".
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In examining Monrad's ecclesiology, we must first return
to his hourglass conc ion of history. In the pro&idenoe of
God, it was tre special mission of the vre-Christian community
to evolve the "personal Ideal'". Then begen a new development,
in which the insemination (FCEPIAFTNING) of the true soirit
of community is carried out in a free society, not bound by
nature. Monrad repeatedly emphasizes the difference between
the pre-Christian "natural" community and tne Christien
"spiritual" community. "The Christian faith is essentially
participation in the development of the race...first and last

&

g community faith, a community consciousness. Crhristian

faith is "appropriation of the most profound idea of the
community'". The universal human ccmmunity must be reflected
temporarily in a narrower community (until it "abolishes

itself in the great common humanity"), the Christian Church,

in which Christ's Spirit, the Holy Sw»irit of God dwells.il

According to Monrad, "Church" (IJIREZ) and "Congrega:ion"
(MENIGHED) are essentially the sam But he then proceeds to
contradict himself by distinguishiig decisively between them:
KIRKE denotes the community as an objective institution, =n?

MENIGHED the gathering of individuals.1? These constitute

11 Ibid., pp. 428-9.

12 Here Monrad posits the fundamental Iutheran dialectic
between the personal and institutional aswects of the
Church. But he errs in identifying the two aspects
with the terms "Church'" and "congregation". This
error was frequently made in Norwvegian theology and
still persicsts today.
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the thesis and antithesis of Church history. In the Apostolic
Church they were identical. The Medieval Roman Church over-
emphasized the "Church". Protestantism is in constant danger
of overemphasizing the'congregation"., '"Ve see the same laws
of development...the one-sidednéss and errors, repeated every-
where. "3 The synthesis between them has not yet been attained.
Here, there are guperficial similarities with the thought of
ILuther, but while Monrad's synthesis lies historically in t e
future, Iuther's aporoach is fundamentally eschatological
and his synthesis is not so much future as "hidden'.

The Holy Spirit is active in the Church. The Church cin-
tains essentially FIDES QUAZ CREDITUR, "faith from its object-
ive side", and is the "presaved" and "continued" divine reve-
1attion.14L Here the absence of stress upon the FIDES QUA
CREDITUR may be significant of Monrad's intellectuvalism and
his lack of interest in the individual and the subjective.

Of all the atbtributes of the Church, Monrad naturally
‘stresses the unity and catholicity of the Church, independent
of "temporal barrizrs'". Monrad foun? the apostolicity of the
Church in Holy Scripture. He had great respect for the his-
torical ﬁradiﬁon(”a spiritual treasure"); But tradition must
always be subject to "God's changeless Word", which he found
in Scripture., The Church must have and preserve an authori-
-tative doctrine, a confession, but this must be tested by

Scripture. In this section, Monrad quoted ILuther, the

13 Tbid.,
14 Ibid.,
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Augsburg'Confession, and Pontoppidan's Catechism.

¥onrad defended Infant Baptism. While he admitted that
it was not practiced in the Apostolic Church, he regarded
1t as the result of a historical development, and held that
its rejection would amount to an indefengible retreat.
Baptism is the act of reception into the holy community. Ee
could even write of it as a covenant, but emphasiied more
its character as a2 covenant between the individual and the
Church than between the individual and God.l> He svoke of
Baptismal regeneration, and his distinction between "birth"
and "rebirth" represents an apolication to Bantism of the
distinction between natural and spiritual which we have
already noted in his treatment of the Church. In this con-
text, he defines the Church as a spiritual community in
which "the individual becomes conscious of and realizes
himself as spirit". Monrad declined, however, to speak of
the faith of infants and stressed by preference the distinc-
tive character of Christian nurture. It is the family as a
unit and not merely the sum total of its individual members
which belongs to the Church. 16

Konrad repeatedly emphasizes the nature of the Church
as "a living organism" with Christ as its "indwelling prin-

ciple". He inveighs against the "opposite'" view, that the

Church is "an aggregate or association" of individuals

"outside" one another, who stend in "an essentially external"

15 Ibid., p. 440
16 Ibid., p. 444.
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relationship to a Christ who is "outside" them.1? This
principle isg especially utilized in his treatment of the
Fucharist, where he also advocated zctval breaking of brezd
in order to bring the community aspect into greater promin-

ence. 18

Monrad makes no reference whatever to the vroblem of
the Visibie and Invisible Church which was so »rominent
among the 19th Century theologians. We can only conclude
that in a Monistic system lire his, the problem did not
exist. lhere the dvality of the Incarnation is ignored, and
211 humanity regarded as one with God, there will be no sharp
distinction between Christian and non-Christian and hence no
place for a dichotomy between the Visible and Invisible Chvrch.

In his doctrine o7 the Ministry, Honrad commits himself
definitely to a High-Church Iuther n position,

Because the administration of the means of grace must
be done with the Church's authority, the Church must have

inite order, including an office of the Ministry and a

[}

a de
priesthood (¥onrad uses the term STAXD). The priesthood

"a spiritual stand-

=2

regquires spscial gifts, le rning, =nd

'3

point" in or’er properly to expournd the Church's doctrine.

o

“hey must be "The Church's mén end God's servants, equinped
3 23

. - . 19
with the Church's authority". Independent lay preechers,

said Monread, did more herm than good. The doctrine of

17 Ibid., p. 451; Cf. also p. 473.
18 Ibid. s pc 45611‘- ’
19 Ibid., p. 469,
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Apostolic Succession attaches too much importance to an
"external", but it contains the valuable truth that the

office springs from the one, catholic Church. The local

)

congregation cannot makxe anyone a p:sstor. Lonrsd emphasizes
the authority of the clergy and of preaching; Eut he rerfuses
to regard the STAND as e "privileged holy class", vith a
monopoly of God's Word. The teaching office is not infal-
1ible. The Authority of the clergy is not that of their
persons, but of the Word. Still, the MNinistry is no” to

be deduced from_the Univsrsal Priesthood or tre charismatic
principle. Just as the congregaticn is not an arbitrary
association of individuvals, and the Church is not an associ-
ation of local congresations, where the majority rules, so

the Finistry is not the creation of the congregaticn,

siaetical democratism'" leads to Donatism, "deifica-

(6]

"Eccl
tion of the clergy" (PRESTZFCRGUDZISE), and enslavement,
Though it presumably proceeds from an attempt to uphold the
freedom of the individval, it ends in undue dependence upon
persons, vhether on the part of the cl:rgy or of the congre-
gation.EO

Contemporary Norwegisn theolocy stressed thz distinction
between the two Realms. (Art. XXVIII of the Augsburg Confes-
sion). In conformity wi'h the philosophical basis of his
teaching, Monrad neturally emphasized their unity. The

sedular avthority is also derived from God, and the Christian
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cannot "divide himself in two".2l1 In this connection,
Monrad returned to his hourglass view of Church history.
Beginning as a small nucleus, the Church was destined to
expanﬂ. It had an essential migsionary purpose. Kot only
individuals but nations as such (FOLXEINE) were to be Christ-
ianized. (Matt. 28:19).2” Because the eariy Church was a
self-gacrificing martyr Church, it vas able to triumnh over
the world.23 After the establishment of the State Church,
Christianity was in danger of losing its "supzr-werldly
life-principle”. A double resction theh occurred, the
Roman Catholic theocracy and an "anachoretism", an "asceti-
cism". The true Christian idea of self-gacrifice wes lost
in boﬁh. The Reformation re-united Church and State, a
development which, accord.ng to Monrad, was true to the
spirit of Christianity. But the new synthesis was different
from that of the original State Church. Whereas then the
Church had swallowed the State, nov the State absorbed the
Church, thus giving it the best chance to realize its ideal
of self-sacrifice by.permeating the State with its spirit
and so creating a Christian State. Nevertheless, he denies
that the Church is to disappear, to be superseded by the

21 Ibid., pp. 478fF,

22 This is in full accord with his treatment of the family

in his discussion of Infant Bantism.

23 Monrad criticizes the modern "subjectivists" who assume
thaet thes secular community is un-Christian and so with-
draw from it, but who still expect it to be Christian
enough to protect them. This he believes to be in marked
contrast to the martyr spirit of the early Church. p. 470.



162
State. God and religion must be absolute, superior to the
State. The Church must have an element which raises it
above the situation and enables it to feel it is a part of
“the universal human community, that it is rooted in the
Eternal and moving tovard the Eternal. The Church may, how-
ever, Justifiably be subject to the State "outwardly". He
opposes the slogan of Cavour, "A free Church in a free State'.
The State must have an official religion. It can tolerate
other religions, but it cannot be "confessionless'". Or
these premises, all State officials must confess to the
State religion. The State is pased upon its official reli-
gion, and the officials act on the authority of the State.
It is not to be expectied tﬂat'all inhabitants will %e
Christians in a community where Christianity is in procéss
ofdevelopment; But they must be counted as Christians when
tﬁey acknowledge the Christian religion as the "reigning
prineiple” in their lives. MNonrad holds that only a
Christian State and a Christian individual are suvited to
work for the "civilization" of mankind. But he is opposed
to the use of revivalist methods to secure converts.<2d
. It is evident that Vonrad's line of reasoning.in this sec-
'tign follows a tortuous path. We can only attribute it to
a2 bold but unsucceseful attempt to fit the facts of Church

history into the rigid mould of the Hegelian dialectic

system.

24 Ibid., pp. 476-497.
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st of his
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Monrad's ecclesiology, as well as the r
dogmatic system, betrays a significant departure from the
Lutheran tradition. This is the result of his Monistic meta-
physic, which carries with it the tendency to synthesize the
dialectic elements which exist in ILutheran ecclesiclogy but
which actually defy all attempts at synthesis in any human
system. He correctly begins with the objective elements in
the doctrine of the Church. But he had little aporeciation
of the subjective elément, the Church as CONGREGATIC SANC-
TORUM, which appealed so strongly to most contemporary
Churchmen., He correctly declined to draw 1limits to the
Church, but his view tends to deny in principle that any
limits exist. |

Theclogically, Monrad was igsolated. He found himself
inevitably at odds with the reigning Orthodox-Pietism. He
had a strong aversion to any kind of party spirit in the
Church, and consistently opposed meny aspects of the Church-
life of his day: The organization of the Inn:r i'ission move-
ment, the movement for reform, and the tendency on the part
of Pietistic pastorslto draw sharp limits to the Church, as
~evidenced for example by their r=fusal to marry divorced
persons. ke 'seems however never to have clashed direcily
with Gisle Johnson, although he engaged in controversy with
Bishop Grimelund. lonrad :as mosﬁ attrecte? to the Neo-
Lutheranism of Pastor Vexels, though he was not uncritical

of Grundtvigianism. In effecct, Monred was a first class
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exponent of Speculative Idcalism. But, déspite the many
‘traces of Hegelian influence even amcng those whose main
interests and background lay elsewhere, the ¥orwegian Church
of the 19th Century was not a fertile geed-»nlot for the cvl-
tivation of such systems and was steadily moving f&rther

away from them both in theolog; and in Church-1ie.

(VI) Fredrik Petersen (1839-1003)

Professor ?redrik.Petersen was a unique figrre in tre
Church of Norway. In him, several streams converge., Not
only was he exposed to variovs inTlvences, but his own thoveht
underwent considerzble develonment., As a typical transition
theologian, he is dif*ficult to classify. Stili, there is a
consistency about his Jife-work, which is well suvrved up in
something he wrote in an examination naper 2s a student.
Writing on the subject of speculative theolocy, Petersen
defended an attitvde of freedom, without which theclogy
would descend to the level of mere Scholasticism. But it
must constantly submit the results of its enquiry to the
Church and accept its judgement. This combination of fresdom
of thought with submission to the authority of the Church is
the key to the whole of Petersen's life-work.l

1 L. Selmer, Prof. Fredrik Peterser oz hans Samtid, p. 24,

Cf. C. Ihlen, in NBL, XI, p. 37: "in Petersen, the Biblical
and Churchly, conservative and reformstive-progressive elements
generally interacted upon and mutually stimulated one ano*her--
whereas in the ye=rs to come, they became ooposites in sharp

theological conflict,"




The character of Petgrsen's thovght weas determine? in
no small measure by the troubled age in which he lived. de
succeeded to Gisle Johnson's chair of Systematic Theology in
1875, at the time when Positivism and evolutionism were enter-
ing the Norwegian scene. Unlike manvy others, P:tersen ex-
perienced no personal crisis, but was nevertheless forcel to
fight his way to an expreséion of the Taith which he corsidered
intellectually tenable. In the turbulent 18fC's, he becare
the leading apologist of the Novwegian Church, £né most o
his scholarly work was of an apologetic nature. Armong the
writings of this tyne the following works are outstanding:

Om Skabelsen, Cpholdelsen, og Styrelsen (I, Fors@ningen,

1883, and II Theologien, 1875) and “ritaenkerne og Xristen-

troens moralske Vaerd, (1891).

In his first series of lectures, Petersen had operated
on the basis of the traditional dogmatic as it was reopresen-
ted in Norway by Johnson. Gradually, however, he grew more
independent. As early as 1881, when he delivered his famous
lecture, "How ought the Church to reet modern infidelity?",
Petersen cavtiously challenged the Church to relor vlate
its dogmatic system. Although he retzined a nositive atti-
tude tow:rd Scripture and Confession, he discarded the
method and presup itions not only of the older Crthodoxy
but also of the Johnsonian system.

Several factors contributed to this develooment.
Petersen had, of course, inherited the ZXantian "PRCEBILELSTEI -
LUNG". One of his chief concerns was the epistemological

~roblem. He had been early and profoundly influenced by
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Sdren Kierkegaard. Decplte the fact t at after a long struggle
he succeeded in producing a massive critique of Yierkegaard,<
he was marked for 1life by S8ren Kierkegaard's thought. Peter-
sen was a life-long opvonent of Specvl:stive Rationalism; He
found the negellan system "heathenish", and asserted that
speculation "tries to gaze more deeply into the Tystery than
Revelaticon itself allows'. ike FKierkegesard, he asserted the
independence of faith in rela“ion to reason. A4 certain anti-
pathy doubtless existed between faith and reason, but it lay
rather in their source than in their character. Reason was
the product of "matural" life, while faith springs from the
regenerate 1ife. But he could not rest content with Zierke-
ga:rd's conclusicn that faith and reason are diametric oono-
sites, and never gave up the pOssibi’ity of develoving a
Christian philosophy. Pefersen conceded that faith encounters
"mysteries”, but he refused to admit the existence of absolute
varadoxes. He was widely read in post-Hegelian German philo-
sophy, and came to be strongly infivenced by the rising move-
ment known as Neo-Fantianism. He wac deeply conscious of the
fact that the philosophical fiundaticn of Western thourht had
shifted. Traditional Greek philosophy had become obsolete.
The Church was now living in an empirical age, and must there-
fore develop an empirical dogmatic.,’ He accepted the phenomen-
alism of Kant; The DING-AN-SICH is 1n8006851ble to us. Ee
rejected the natural theology of Ortbodoxy and the traditional

2 Dr. S8ren rlerkegaard s_Christendomsforkyndelse, (1868-77),897pp.
3 Lecture Notes taken by Lyder Brun, ms. no. 709, Lanchlty
Library, Cslo, pp. 30-31. Brun later became g professor at
the University in the field of New Testament.
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proofs. "Cur ability to comprehend the empirical is too
weak'" to permit proofs, although there are plenty of con-
necting points or moti“s which can help us to assume the
existence of God.# Petersen's philosophy of religion bears
a marked similarity to that of Schleiermacher. Cn the
basis of man’é religious need and capacity, Petersen first
posits the validity of & religious category. Among the
various religions, Christianity is undovbtedly the highest
form._ This line of reasoning lays the foundation for
Petersen's dogmatic.

n formulatine his dogmatic, however, Petersen diverges

—{

sharply from both Schleiermacher and Johnson, whom he re-
garded as "too subjective", and anproaches the theolocy of
the Ritschlian School. The most striking'feature of his
dogmetic prolegomenaks his repeated emphasis upon the his-
torical Revelation as the only sovrce of Christian doctrine.
"The foundation [bf dogmﬂﬁcé] is the Revelation Christ
brought. This Revelation is first and foremost history. "6
It occurs in "a series of historical facts through which
God unfolds His relation to man". It is always "airaculous".
Petersen admitted that there were scsveral '"presuvpositions'
(FORUTSETNINGER) or preparatory disciplines upon which

dogmatics must build, such as scientific exegesis and

4 Ibid., p. 26.

5 Petersen regarded Johmson's 'reproduction" as implying
& "production", or, in other words, he believed that
Johnson elicited more from the regenerate consciousness
than was actually there.

6 Ibid., p. 5.
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philosophy. Dogmatics must be regarded as a "philosophical
science" presenting the Faith of the Church at a particular
period and in a given age; Zxegesis on the other hand con-
cerns 1tself with the faith of the Biblical writers. Philo-
sophy 1s a formal discipline. Having received the content
of revelation in the form of empirical data, the theologian
utilizes philosophy to expound this content intellectually.
Since the thought forms of mankind vary from age to age and
the theologian as a man of his times is committed to these
changing forms, philosophical training is necessary for the
theologian., But the true source of dogmatics is Revelation,
which can never be identified with its philosophical dress.
He also rejects the history of doctrine as a éorrce, ori the
ground: that history does not constitute an uninterrupted
development but on the contrary includes "leaps". The one
source of revelation is to be found in Holy Scripture, al-
though experience could also be regarded as a source "in a
derivative (AVILZDET) sense'". Petersen holds%hat all dog-
matices must have & Biblical basis. Still, he is no Biblicist;
The formuletion of doctrine must rest not so much upcn the
exegesis of particular texts as upon the Biblical date
ﬁaken as a whole.’

Petersen distinguished between the unchanging content

T Petersen vas able to some extent to break out fror the
intellectualistic concept of Revelation. He was the
first Forwegian theologian to attemot to cozbire faith
in the Bible as God's Word with historical criticisn.
It is worthy of note that Gisle Johnson d: ferded Lis

standooint; Cf. 1¥, 5R, III, pp. 217ff.
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of revelation.and its changing formulations, 2ecavse of

o

the mutval interaction between current phi osophy and reve-
lation, the Christian religion couvld never be identified with
ary dogmatic system; Cn the contrary, doctrinal formulations
must undergo constant re-examination in the light of Scripture.
Petersen himself never published a system, and it has been
gald that he vas more of a critical and analiytic than a
creative theologian. Like Ritschl, Petersen emphasized the
practical side of religion. Fe regarded the existential
aspeet as the one valuable elerent of Johnson's system, In
order to understand a thing it was necessary to "live® it
(Cf. 38ren Kierkegaard.) Therefore, Peterser stressed the
1ife and work of Christ as divine Revelation, Unfortunetely,
however, his theology suffers from the same weakness as that

of Ritschl: The content of revelation is identified mOore

F

with the teaching of Jesus than with His Person.
Petersen follows generally the traditional sequence,

developing his dogmatic under the hea“ings of God, Creation,

Mah, 3in, Christology, and the li%e., He treats the doctrihe

of the Church under Part IV, "The Activity of the Holy Soirit!®
Petersen's eclecticism is evident also in his ecclesio-

logy. ZElements from the various currents which influenced

hir are placed gide by side. Thile we must not lose signt

8 Lecture Notes, Brun, p. 7.
9 lLecture Notes, Brun, Vol. IV. The pages in this volune
are not numbered.
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and that of konrad, it is worthy of note that Petersen can
use a number of Idealist expressions., ILike Konrad, Petersen

stresses the collective aspect of Christianity. ian was

created for fellowship. "In the congreczation, the human
race realizes its Idea." "The first act of the Holy Spirit
was the gathering and creation of a community." The Church

‘is the "starting point" for the extension of the Kingdom of
God. Petersen inveighs against the individualism of the
Enlightenment. Only through the Church can men participate
in salvation. "Vhat each individual is and receives, he is
and receives only as a mezmber of the Church,"

" For Petersen, as for Ritschl, the Kingdom of God is a
key concept. Here, like Monrad, he distinguishes between
the New Testament "spiritual" kingdom and the 014 Testam:nt
kingdom of the "flesh". The spiritual kingdom is a kingdom
of free, ethical decision. As Christ'anity is the only truly
universal religion, so the Church is the only universal
kingdom. All other religions are constituted by natural
need or by force, Although he repeatedly underlines the
~fact that the Churéh is the creation of the Holy Spirit,
Petersen 1s unesble to avoir gsomwe of tre associaticnalism of
Schleiermacher., However, in opposition to Idealism, he
stresses the Personality of the Holy Spirit in the Church.
Schleiermacher 1s correct when he says that the Church has
her spirit in the samé way as other communitié¢s, but "one-
gided" when he restricts himself to this conclusion. odern
”épiritual” (social) organizations have learned from Christ-

ianity. They are "particular and ephemncral', but the spirit
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in them 1s only a development of the created huvman spirit.

The Spirit of the Church is not Jjust the spirit of the com-
munity and its activity, an "effect uvpon the souls of the
disciples which is transplanted further", but it is the
Person of the Holy Spirit. Life in Christ is something new,
unique, and distinct from natural human life, If the Spirit
were only a human endeavour (INLSATS), it would be assimilated
and we should sense no tension between "spirit" and "flesh",
i.e, between life in Christ and natural 1life. The Spirit is
not conjured up by the congregation, but bestowed upon it by
God. The supernstural elecment (life in Christ) is given
through the means of grace, and must be personally reccived.
It can never be "the immediate possession of the race". The
uniqueness of the Church is also shown by Jesus' parabolic
teaching on the Kingdom of God. Jesus' answer to the ques-
tion on the tribute-money shows that the Church shares neither
purpose nor instrumentality with any earthly kingdom.

Since Christ's Xingdom is not of this world, Church and

State cannot have "colliding boundaries'.

Like Monrad, Petersen-distinguishes between Chirrch
("the coﬁmunity according to its institutional side") and
congregation ["the community according to the life it lives
through its members"), and devotes considerable space to
the relation bétween ﬁhe two. A distinction between the
institutional and the persona: is certainly valid, but,
as we have seen, to identify the two elements with the

terms "Church'" and "congregation'" is erroneous.
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Petersen plainly regards the Church primarily as a
school for sinn:zrs. FEe is reluctant to draw limits, and
like Ritschl, relegates the wrath of God to the ESCHATCN.

If the Church is to be the one way to salvation, it must open
its doors to all, be "a kingdom of nurture' for all, and thus
embrace both good and evil men. Those who refuse to be nou-
rished must indeed by expelled, tut only in the final judge-
ment, when the Church enters the state of perfection. This
is nbt to exciude the possiblility of Church discipline.
However, 1n very un—Johnéoﬁién fashion, Petéréen holdsﬁhat
Church discipline is not a judgement (judgement belongs to
the Lord) but " a means of nurture"” to -win back those who

are under discipline. The Church "is...the kingdom of

those who are to e saved, not of those who are saved'.

There is a '"permznent difference"”" between the "outweard
reality" of the Church and its "inner, driving vower",
Outwardly, the Church is the sum total of gll baptized
persons (with the exception of those who havewithdrawn
or heen expelled); This outward comrunity bears the name
of Church because of the "lif:z-power, the Spirit'" active
in it. As long as this 1s present, it is the Church. Here
Petersen drew an analogy from humen life: A man is a man
as long as he is alive, only when the body is cold is it
a corpéei From the Spirit in the centre of the Church, an
organic activity flows out to the whole organism.

It is interesting that Petersen rejects the terminology

of both Idealism and Crthodoxy. He will speak neither of

+
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the "Idea and Reality" of the Church nor of its "Visible"
and "Invisible" character. The glosses "visible" and "in-
visiblie" were historicalily conditioned by the situvation of
the Reformation. The emphasis of the Reformers on the holi-
ness of the Church (COMUNIC SANCTORUII) was a "new one-
sidedness".

The Church has a two-fold task of "nurture" and of
"mission", the former corresponding to the pastoral care
exercised or intended in the State Church, the latter to
the task of revival on the hore frort. Both ars equally
necessary. To carry out this task, Jesus has, throuech the
Holy Soirit, given the Church the necessary Charismata.
Petersen devotes considerable attention to th: relation cf
institution and Ckharismata, probably because it was & sub-
ject much under discussion in the Ckurch of his day. It

here that the Johnsonian element in his ecclesiology

e
w

is most clearly displayed. Indced, he goes beyond Johnscn,
and reveals himgelf as-a definitely Low-Church Iutheran
in his doctrine of the Iinistry, vhich he bases uvon the
Charismetic principle.

Petersen notes that the guesticn whether the Charis-
1

mata are "hyper-superncturzl and miraculous or matuvral

gifts under the influence of the Christian spirit {siall

PR

g") is still under debate. He devlores thne one-sidedness

"q

of the advocateg of the fir-t position, but regerd= the

Holy Spirit as the source of the Charismata. The "naturzsl
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ifts" cre "what the Holy Spirit utilizes". "The Spirit

01

is free, Ee works where He will."

These Charismata form the basis for all Christian ser-
vice, in particular ideally for "o“ficial", i.e. clerical
service. The office of the Iinistry shouvld be filled hy
"members of the congregation who fossess the corresponding.
gifts"., Those unsuited for this kind of service are to e
used elsevhere, "for they are to be used". Peterser distin-

guishes between the ordinary Charism:ta (which are alvay

(1]

necessary) and the extraordinary (which are demanded by
special circumstances). The latteér are not necesscrily
. 1

miraculous. Miraculous Cherismata were "perhans" confined

to the Apostolic aAge., Iuther nogsessed extraor’incry but
not miraculous gifts. Petersen recarded repentance and
faith as the "ethical presupposition” for recention of
spiritual gifts.

On the other hand, Petersen stresses the Tact thzt the
Charismata must be utiiized in a wannsr appropriate to life
in the community. All activity of the congrega ion is
community activity. God 1is a.God of order. Therefore, in
order that '"the entire life of the Church may e hezlthy

and regular", "community orgers" (i.e. the institutional
side of the Church) are necessary. The office of the Ilini-
stry is not purely & matter of convenience, for the adnini;
stration of the means of grace is necessary to the 1life of
the Church. The details of Church order are, hovever, &a

matter of convenience, althovgh all activity of the congre-
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gation_shoulﬁ be harmoniocus and coordincted. Petersen is
.épparently a friend of lay acti&ity, glthouzh he also stresses
the fact that Scfipture requires obedisnce to the leaders
of the Church.

Petersen traced the tension bhetwezn the Charismatic
and the institutional nrincinles through Church history.
The Apostolic Church overemphasized the Charismatic orinciple,
the early State Church andthe Medieval Roman Church the in-
stitutional. The Reformation had to oppose Rome's hisrarchi-
cal ambitions and to re-emphasize the means of grace and the
"servant" character of the inistry. Petersen is in agree-
ment with the Reformers, although he regards sowme of their
views as "somewhat exclusive" and historically determined.
Finally, he takes up the question of the means oF
grace., Petersen's view of Baptism falls entirely within
orthodox limits. It is an act of reception into the congre-
gation and an ingrafting into the Body of Christ., It estab-
lishes a covenant relationship withvGod, after the rmanner

in which pacts are mede with God: "He gives Fis gifts and

thereby places us under obligation'. It regenerates, "nor-
mally, but not always", where there is no hindrance. '"For

those who are receptive, it brirzs forgiveness of sins and
the gift of the Holy Spirit. Petersen's arguments for
Infant Baptism are traditional with the sole exception of
the absence of any mention of original sin. Here we may
trace the influence of Ritschl,lwho was sharply opnosed to

the concept. Petersen confines himself to the statement
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that in fact an infant can receive the forgiveness of sins.
Otherwise, the most distinctive fe:zture of Petersen's
doctrine of Baptism is his stress upon the community char-
acter of the Sacrament. Baptism is not "a private means of
grace", but reception into the community. Cn the human

side, "it is the comaunity which acts in Baptism”,

(VII) E. F. B. Horn (1229-99)

The problem of the relationship between faith and

=B

reason is a perennial one, but thers are times at which it
becomes especially acute. Such a period was the post-John-
sonian era in Norwegian theology, after 1875, when it occu-
pied the attention of all the leading theologians. As we
have seen, Petersen made it his life-work tc reconcile the
two. The problem was also prominent in the work of itvo of
Norway's most echolarly pastors, Dr. E.F.B. Horn and Pastor
'J. J. Jansen. Neither of them constructed any dogmatic
systen, but both wrote scholarly dissertations on the Church
and the Ministry. Both manaced to remain free ol party
affiliation, and were indeed lonely figures. Horn was a
Low-Churchman, critical both of Pietism and Crthodoxy.
Jansen was a moderate High-Churchman, who crossed swords not
only with Jakob Sverdrup but also with Krogh-Tonaning znd
Bishop Heuch.

Dr. Horn was a frustrated scholer who held seveiral
pastorates, ending with that of the Garrison Church in

Christiania. He was probably the most versatile thinker in
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Norway, and wrote voluminously on a fantastic range of
subjJects, including theology, vhilosophy, psych-logy, and

1 ror

even philology. Horn was a vhilosophical theologian.
him, philosophy and theology formed a unity. In Tro og
Taenkning (Faith and Thought), 185, he adopted the position
that, although reason must acknowledge its limits, it need
not conflict with faith.< Horn was able to combine in his
ovn person a werm faith with fresh and original thought.
He was kept out of the University by a suspicious Crthodoxy.
Upon his death, IK wrote that his importence lay rather with
his abiliﬁy.té stimulate thought than with his ability to
construct a system.3

As a thinker, Horn stood in the Idealist tradition. He
was strongly influenced by the thought of Hegel and Schelling,
although he was not uncritical of it. In 1871, he wrote a
treatise on "The Applicability of the Hegelian method in
Theology",% in which he endorsed the Hegelian method with

the reservation that it '"must, like the indvetive method,

-teke Phenomena as its starting noint. Cnly in so far as

these are accessible can we get at the essence of things."

1 In 18A7, he was awarded ths degree of Ph.D., with a
thesis entitled: "On the Concept of Honour".

2 Horn held thet there was "A theoretical thought according to
categories, a practical thought according to conscience, and
an intuitive, which sees the interrelaiedness of all living
things,...But all this thought only evokes a desire for
something corresponding in the object...no certainty...
Faith must give me certainty...an answer to reason's
question."” Quoted in a review of ris book, IX,5R,YXII,

1897, p. 32. ]

371K, '1899, II, 'pp. 177%.

4 Theologisk Tiddskrift for den evangelisk-luthersk kirke

i Norge, NR I, 1871, pp. 430ff.
5 Ibid., p. 450.
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This treatise reveals & basically lonistic metaphysic, but
his knowle ge of Kant makes him epistemologically cautious.
Hegel, he says, is correct in seeing a.onistic essence

. . e . . v < . s .
behind all the duvualistic Fhenomena.> His dialectic is the
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answer to the inner contradictions in th eligion,
as for example, between visible and +PVlSLb¢€, the individual
and the collective in ecclegioloey. The universal character
of the Hegelian method is shown by ﬂhe fact that it enables
the ;dea to unfold its real inherent opvosites ard then
proceeds to a resolution of the conflict.’ But it must not
attempt to go beyond the accessible Phenomena of Revelation,
if it is to avoid fantasy. It can only penstrate the in-
most cause (INDZRSTE GRI'ND' of Phenomena in so far as

there is an inner necéssity between cauvse and Phenomenon.
Where freedom is involved (as, €.2., in the doctrine of
sin), there is a mrstery which reason canrot penetrate,

The influence of Hegel upon the thought of Horn wsas.
therefore, strong and persisted throughout his 1ife. Tven
in his later years, when his rsstless mind turned to the
study of Positivism in its relaticn to Christianity, he
414 not relinguish his basically Idealist position. In
1860, he could still deny the existence of matier and
'compile the following list of "great philosophers": Plato,
Kant, Ber! teley, lotze, Hege;, Fichte, Schovenhauer, and

'BostPB 8 'In 1808 he evaluated Ionrad's coutribution to

6 Ibid., p. 444,
7 Ibid., p. 4492,
& LK, 1890, 5R, VII, p. 229.
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the Norwegian Church,9 and while he declined to czl1l himself
a Hegelian, he endorsed ﬁhe Hegelian method, in so far as
the philosopher has a "good intuitive insight (E3ZKJEZNDEISE),
i.e. a certain holy immediacy" (which may possibly be ecuzted
with Revelatiicn).

Yet his admiration for Hegel wes not uncritical, His
epistemology (as we have scen) bears trzces of the impact of
Kant. In 1871, he studied the work of C. J. Bostrdm, the
leading philosopher in Sweden, on a stipend. Bostrdm
taught a Hegelianism without dialectic and without Hezel's
interest in history, and his strong subjectivism doubtless

-~

influenced Horn in the direction of Personalism. ¥or FHorn
thére are '"not any. other substances than versonzlities".
And when the mind is confronted by a- conondrum, it must see™
comfort in subjective faith, "inner vision (ANSIUZN)! This
to his mind constituted a "reasona™le Iimitation" of the
Hegelian method.l® Horn seems to limit the Hegelian dialec-
tic to the phenomenal world. In his doctrine of the Church,
Horn made 1little use of the dialectic method, and signifi-
cantly denies any dogmatic significance to th: historical
method. Yet 1f he has not completely succumbed to the Hegel-
ian system, he also rejected Xierkegaard's "Either...Cr".
The solution for him appeared to lie in a "Both...ind"
approach., How far he succeeded in realizing a reconcilia-
tion remains, however, very questionable,

ot o —— o e o mm e . e e e e e A s e e e e o e e . o i e o = e o = —

9 1K, 189€, 5R, XXIII, vp. 121ff,
10 TTLEN, NR I, ol 459.
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Among the two dozen articles Horn contributed to theo-
logical Jjournals, two are of direct concern for our subject:
"Indre Grunde for eller mod en Statskirke (Internal Grounds
for or against a State Church, 1864)", and "Cm det ¥irkelige
Embedet (On the Ministry, 1863)". The latter was intended
but never actually submitted for the Th.D. degree.

Horn approaches the doctrine of the Church from the
subjective or personal side. For him the Church is pre-

eminently the Communion of Saints. The grammatical main

e

clause in Article VII of the Augsburg Confession (a "true"
and "adequate' definition of the Church) exactly expresses
its theological emphasis. The Church is identical with the
MENIGHED; Although the words are not absolutely synonymous,
they signify one and the same thing, seen from different
angles.ll Only the believers are members of the Church.
This i; the teaching of Scripture, but it is also reflected
in the succeeding article, in which the hypocrites are |
described as ADMIXTI.

As the Church is a community of believers, so its work
is "a work of faith', "a confession of faith'", as described
in the relative clause of Article VII. The Church's confes-
sion includes: (positively) the administration of Word and

Sacrament and works of love, and (negatively) Church disci-

nline,

Horn then proceeds to define the State, His concept of

11 Indre Grund..., p. 215,
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the State 1s thoroughly modern and associational: It is "a
union of people for mutuval protection and common preservation
of their personalities and pertinent rights..." Its charac-
ter and limits are different from those of the Church.12
Horn also reveals a grecat confidence in human nature. He
admits that the content of theimage of God (original right-
eousness) was lost in the Fall, but its form (personaliity)
remains., Man has the will, intellect, and emotions, the
necessary equipment for the spiritual 1life. It is the task
of the State to preserve the personality.

Thus, says Horn, Church and State can never be identical.
The State is to protect the religions within its borders,
and the true religion will "develop its activity peacefully"”.
The State needs religion in order to "maintain its idea’,
but from its own standpoint, the particular religion with
which 1t is concerned is a matter of history or even of
chance, 13 Christianity happens to bec the dominant religion
gt the moment. Mutual recognition and assistance between
Church and State 1s good. But the Church must decline all
help which 1s inconsistent with its own inrer nature. Horn
is opposed to the compulsion of the existing Stecte Church

12 It is , however, worthy of note that in the 1890's
Horn was still attempting to combine this associational
concept with the concept of the Christian State. He
maintainéd - that the State must rest upon Christian prin-
ciples if it is to preserve morality. A State is Christ-
ian if the majority of its subjects is "positively in-
fluenced by Christianity. Horn was as opposed as lMonrad
to the "confessionless'" State. 1K, NR, V, pp. 145ffF,

13 Indre Grund..., p. 256.
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in Infant Baptism, Confirmation, Marriege, and Burial, 14

his connection, he discusses the cquesticn of whether

=

ct+

n
- the practice of the indiscriminate Bantism of infants should
continue or vhether only children of confessing Christians
should be admitted to this Sacrament. He finds that Infant
Baptism is the "common root" of the State Church system, but
that State and Church grow out from it "more or less separ-
ately".' Every opponent of the State Church must sooner or
later put the axe to this root., But Horn defends the reten-
tion of indiscriminate Baptism, and accepts this confusion
of State and Church. He admits that State and Church hoid
conflicting views of human nature. The State assvmes thet
men still possesses the IZAGO DEI, the Church that he has
lost it. But while this is a problem for adults, this is
not the case with infants, for the infant has no actual
(GJPRLIG) sin. A trace of "the profound unity of existence,
the unity of heaven and earth, the visible and the invisible',
lost in the fall, is to be found ir the soul of the infant.
Here we may note the influence of his monistic metaphysics.15
If the infant 1s BRaptized, he has ZC IPSO faith.16

Horn states trat his treatise on the iinistry grew out
of the contemporary debate over this doctrine, His own
position is definitely Low-Church. Taing Article V of the

Augsburg Confession as his startinz ovoint, Horn ewphasizes

14 Ibid., p. 25¢.
15 Ibid., vp. 276-77.
16. Ibid., p. 275.
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the functional character of the Ministry. It is " a service",
not a STAKD either within or distine” from the Church. The
article simply states that "in order to achieve faith, men
could not do without an administration of the weans of grace
which are able to work faith".17 If we say thaet the “inistry
is older than the Church or that it crcates it or is above
or apart Trom it, we create & dualisxz between the 'inietry
and the administration of the means c¢f grace on the one hand,
and the Ccamunion of Saints on the other, and end in a
Roman Catholic étandpoint. Apoarently with the relationship
between Christ and the Anostles in mind, Horn admits that
"originally" there existed a causal relsitionsiin between
the activity of the Yinistry and its resvlit, faith, but this
causal relationship wes inevitably superseded br a felation-
ship of mutual interaction. ® The ¥inistry works faith, bdut

“nse

faith in turn carries out a Yinistry throuvgh its confession
and preaching., Article V presents the work of the Fihistry
as directed toward the believers frow without; Article VII .
describes 1t as proceeding from the believers themselves,
Born regards this not as a contradiction, but as the expres-
sion of & relationskiv of mutual interaction. Although
Horn does not make the DHoint himself, we might perhaps infer
that this relationship represents the synthesis of the two
antithetic elements, the Communion of Saints and the office

17 "Cm det Tirkelige Embedet”", p. 390.
18 Ibid., pp. 3%0-91.



of the Ministry.

Horn next turns to the Biblical evidence. He finds
the ¥inistry established by Christ (Katt. 28:12 and elss-
where ), but holds that it was not given exclusively to the
Apostles, but tovall beliczvers. This conclusion is confirmed
by the oractice of the Zarly Chrrch, with its lay evanmelists.
Cn the oter hand, when congregations were established, special
officisals, Bishops or Presbyters (the two ar: identicel) were
installed. He concludes that the office of the Ninist+y te-
longs "in principle” to the whole believing Church, but that
the historical circumstances inevitably led to an érrangement
whereby the Ministry ‘as gradually »nlaced in the hands of
certain individuals,19”for the sake of order".20 The ¥inis-
try acts on behalf of the entire congre-ation and is author-
ized by 1t.°l Horn meets the objéction that there never
existed any "formless" Church and that the Apostles them-
selves chose and installed the Presbyters and recarded them

storically true, but has no

| o

as their successors. This is h
dogmatic significanee.' He maintainsg the uniqueness of the
Apostolate, and denies any '"dogmetically necessary succes-
sion". Historically, the Presbyters certainly .succeeded the
Apostles, but "they had dogmatically quite a different posi-
tion, and are thus an outgrowth of the oéngregation.itself“.

With them, "all eszential difference between teacher and

19 Ibid., p. 408,
20 Ibid., p. 412,
21 Ibid., p. 417.
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disciple is zbolished". 22

Turning to the essentially dogmatic part of his treatise,
Horn emphasizes the importance of the right starting point
in ecclesiology. He agrees with the German Professor C.A.
Harless that, in line with the Augsburg Confessioh, the true
starting point should not be the Church or the Ministry, but
Christ, the Holy Spirit, and the means of grace. This seems
inconsistent with Horn's basic theological aporoach. Both
Horn and Harless were ERWAHRUNGS3-theologians, and in effect
their "objective'" approach to the doctrine‘of the Chrreh was
nullified by their fundamental subjectivism. Horn begins
with the Atonement in Christ. In his discussion of the
HEILSGESCHICETE, he makes the “ollowing points: 1) Since

Christ has made the fvll and complete sacrifice, the Christ-

lan Ministry 1s essentially different from the lLevitical
Priesthood; 2) The Word of Atonement is complete and perfect
in the New Testament; 3) Consequentiy, all Christian believers
are prophets and priests, in "full possession" and with
"full right of dispositicn" over redemption.23 Horn thus
proceeds to deduce the office of the lMinistry from the
Universal Priesthood, Cn the foreign mission field, the
missionaries act on behalf of the entire Chuvrch; And at home,
the congregation, through the Vinistry "extends to itself
the means of grace to growth and strengthening in faith",

- Only one seacrifice remains for us to offer--thanksgiving;

22 Ibid.,
2% Ibid.,
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And it is under this hc<ad that our entire worship, even
our preaching, is subsumed. Horn admits th:zt the Univ-rsal
Priesthood and the office of the Ministry aré not identical,
but fegards the latter as simply one aspect of the former,
"one among many ways in which the Univereal Prizsthood is
exercised..."?4 Horn quoteé the Apology and Luther's lettzr
to Prague in support of his case. The trouble with opposing
views (such as those of L8he and Kliefoth) is that they
confuse the historical with the dogmatic. Horn concludes:
"The Christian concreration has by virtue of its faith, the
right and duty to confess, to express its thanks for re-
gemption, and among the forms and ways in which it expresses
i1ts thanksgiving is the MINISTERIUM ZCCLESI.STICUM, which
thus becomes one aspect in the exercise of the common
Universal Priesthood. ">

Horn's standpoint also extends to his teaching on the
Power of the Keys. This "not only completely covers the
office of the Ministry...it expands upon and accentuates it'".
Thus, the Kinistry includes not only the positive PCTESTAS
ORDINIS (preaching of the Gospel and administration of the
Sacraments), but also the negative POTESTAS JURISDICTIOKIS
(Discipline). Both aspects belong PRINCIPALITIR to th;
whole Church. The clergy act as plenivotentizries of the
Church. They derive their authority from God, but not

directly. The Church is a "middle man", CAUSA I INUS
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PRINCIPALIS. 26

Hérh now considers the significance of the historical
form which the Ministry ha's taken. Again he distinguishes
between the historical and the dogmatic, in a passag: which
reveals the philosophical basis for his theology. "The
purely dogmatic is essentially timeless, 2nd breaks in to &
grezter or lesser degree when there is a break in the histori-
cal connectipn..."27 There are some laws which are absclute,
resting on God's own commandment. But the historical suc-
cession, while 1t is "probably unbroken" and "must be respec-
ted", does not possess this guarantee but is merely the
"static, historical covering for a dynamic inner reality".
What rests simply uvon history cannot be regarded as un-
changeable, as the case of Augustine's two men in a bosat
or of emergency Baptism in general shows.20

This essential distinction is decisive for Horn's view
of Church polity, ordination, and the limits of the Church.
He regards the function of the Ministry as having been or-dained
JURE DIVINO, while Church Crder ("XIRXZIREGIMENT"), the par-
ticuvlar form which the Church has taken, exists JUSE HUTANC.
Nevertheless, he is extremely reluctant to brea™ with his-
torical tradition. His reasonife here takes faith as its
starting point. Because the faith of all is not equally

strong, special "servants" were necessery. Naturally, those
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with special Charismata bscare the teachers. '"The nature
and essence of faith has fostered and made necescsary the
whole order." Even though Church Crier merely exists JURE
HI'MANC, Horn nevertheless concedes that the historical order

£

is not entirely a human affair, but "has an element of divire
justification in 1t".%% Fis motive -ere is clearly to avcid
Separatism., Since the wealr faith of the wasses prevented
their choosing their own clergy, Coi "anticipste”™" thelr

need and chose the Apostles, who in turn chose ithe Presbyters.
Dogmatically, the linistry proceeds from the "inner need"

of the Church, but historically, it is derived frcu the
Apostles,

As regerds the limits of the Ckurch, the Church con-
sists of believers alone. But this pure Church, aithough
dogmetically correct, carnot be historically reslized. The
Visible Church cannot be a pure reflection of the Invisible.
We are forced to acknowiedge all Baptized persons not openly
\apostate as members of the Church although in fact =any are
not true members. '"The historical form, though not IDZ4ALI-
TER adequate, is for the present necessary, because of tne
imperfection of the believers...">C It is so closely bound
up with the Church that it cannot be abolished without fatal
consequences. Article VIII of the augsburg Confession,

which asserts the validity of the means of grace indepen-

dent of the pastor's own faith, indicates the lengths to
29 Ibid., o. 494.
%0 Ibid., p. 408.
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which the ILutheran Church is willing to go in respecting
the existing order.

Horn was among the first to discuss the delicate issue
of Article XIV and its relation to lay activity. He claims
that this Article was intended to ensure that clergy were
chossn, not how they were chosen, ard that they were chosen
on the basis of historical continuity. He pointed out that
this is not an absolute rule: The Article reads not NEIC
POTZ3T, but NZIMO DEBEAT. Horn attemnted to define the
terms PUBLICE and RITZ VOCATUS as tney are used in the
Article. Public activity he defined as all activity which
"takes the initiative". Private asctivity was undsrtaken at
the fequest of others, and occurs vithin one's orn circle,
PUBRLICE inciudes all the ectivity fescribed in Article .V,
Thus Horn was a champion of lay-preaching, but he also up-
held the ne:<d for proper exarinaticn and the call of the
Church.51 He regarded the outer call as important, though
the rule was not "absolutely binding". The Church can
avthorize uvnordained men (inner missionaries) to carry out
public activity 1n certain vlaces for a limited length of
time., They would then be RITE VOCATUS, although their call
would not be independent of the clerical office, and they
could not wdrk in a parish without the consent of the vicar.

Horn denied that ordination vas a Sacrament or that it

conferred a CHARACTZR INDELIRILIS. "The pastor is not a

31 Cf. his article on lay-preaching in 1K, VII, 1856,
pPp. 241ff.
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pastor except when he is carrying out his official duties."
Dogmatically, ordination is "an authorization from the conecre-
gation to an individual to administer the means of grace.

It is, therefore, the congregation which orda.irls!"32 His-
torically, the congregation bows to the tradition that one
ordained person ordeins another, Ordination gives the pastor
sole authority in alil public activity within his parish; All
other religious workers are rightly called only when they
are placed und:zr him. In the case of a false teacher, the
congregation is to apply for a new pastor; If the Church
authorities refuse, the historical bond is broken. Ilsy-
preaching may be defensible, but only after the individual
has sought ecclesiastical authorization---ans been refused,.
Horn discusseg the question of Church polity. He
asserts that the form of the Church must develop out of the
Church's 1life, but that this is so »rofound a source that
no one form of polity 1s universally binding. He suggests,
however, that the whole Church and not only the clergy, ought
to govern the Church. The governing authority should be as
representative as possible, and stould include both local
(parish councils) and national (Crown, Storting, Synod)
organs. He viewed the pérish council as the representative
of the parish over against the pastor. It should have no
part in pastoral care. Church discipline should be exercis:zd
by pastor and congregation, the pastor alone in the first

32 "Om det Kirkelige Embedet', p. 5il.
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'stage (admonition) whire the primary interest is salvation
of the one und:zr discipline, the pastor in conjunction ﬁith
the congregation in eventuval later stages (minor and major
ban) where the chief interest is preservation of the Body.

Finally, Horn summed up his findings. All "false
supzorts' for the Ministry must fall. Dogmatically, the
Ministry belongs to all Christians. Historically, however,
God has established the special Ministry for the Church.
The Church need only consent. The clergy receive their
authority from the Church, and therefore canndt be hierarchi-
cal. On the other hand, they are not responsible to individ-
val Christians or groups, but only to the entire Church, and
have full authority over all "public" activity. So far as
the congregation is concerned, all have an "ideal" right
to the Ministry, but "although all things are permissible,
all things are not expedient", Faith freely relinquishes
its right for the good of the Church.
The surprising thing about Horn's ecclesiological

" position is that it is far more low-Church than one would
expect from a theologian with his Idealist pre-suppositions.
Horn wes a critical thinker with a fierce independence. Eis
case is evidence that Idealism need not necessarily lead to
High Churchmanship or Erastisnism. Hegelianism almost in-
evitably tends in that direction; But Horn was not a true
Hegeiiah. He approaches Christlan doctrine from the subjec-
tive, empirical standpoint. He is thus del'vered from the

errors of Monrad. His approach is virtually identical with
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that of Gisle Johnson, énd he shares Johnson's views on
most ecclesiological guestions: The basic essence of the
Church, the distinction be=tween the Two Realms, Infant Bap-
tism, the functional characier of the Hinistry, the deduction
of the VMinistry from the Universal Priesthood, ordiretion,
and Church polity. There is, howsver, one significant
difference: 3Burprisingly, Forn makes zlmost no effort to
apply'the dialectical method to the doctrine of the Church.
Congequently, while he shares the urdeniable strengths of
Johnson's teaching, he is even more vulnerable to the criti-
cism which we directed against Johnson. His dzfinition of
the nature of the Church, for example, is completely sub-
Jective; He virtually ignores the iznstitutional aspect.
At only one point is his standpoint more true to the
Lutheran tradition, his reluctance to draw limits to the
Church. Horn was by no means a Pletist.

A further weakness of Horn's standpoint is his
denial of any dogmatic significance to the historical.
To recard Degmatics as "timeless" isto ignore the histori-
cal character of the Biblical Revelation, ¢nd either to
render Dogmatics absolute or to place it at the arbitrary
mercy of the dogmaticians. ioreover, this standvoint is
hardly in accord with Horn's Phenomenalism, and is an
indication of his ultimate failurelto combine an Idealist

metaphysic with an empiricist epistemology.
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(VIII) Jens Jonas Jansen (1844-1912)

J.J., Jansen never held high office in the Church of
Norway, but he was Nevertheless one of the most influential
figures of his day. FHe was in poor health for most of his
life and occupied & series of parochial charges. These

two Tacts serve to explain why he did not produce more

than one scholarly work, though he -ublished a number of

-

more popular volumes. He is best nown for the creation of
a new homiletical idiom; He introduvced the "modern" serpon,
fresh, naturel, and conversational, Jansen's slogan was
"Live every word before you preach it!" But hand in hand
with this homiletical revolution went a deep interest in
the pro~lem of faith and reason and his concern for the
apologetic task. Jansen himself passed throuch a serious
period of doubt following Georg Brandes' lectures in 18785,
and he devoted his.life to helping the weak ané the doubt-
ridden.

Jansen w-s critical both of Pietism and Crthodoxy on
the one hand, and of radiéél Iiberalism on the other.j He
described Orthodoxy as "a mad farn dog that keeps people
from anproaching God". Theologically, he must be classed
with Fredrik Petersen., Iike Petersen, he wss early and
strongly influenced by Zierkegaard, and reacted against the
free gspeculation of Hegelianism. Vet he couvld criticize
Xierkegaard for his alleged intellectuslism and aestheticism

hJ . * 0 s 3 . 3 ] [}
and for the_apsgnce_of any social dimension in his thinking.<

1 The first lecture he att:=nded of Johnson wac aliso the 1l.st.

=

A
2 J. Jensen Oplevet og Taenkt (his fascinating memoirs) p.97.
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Iike Petersen again, he stressed the historicel Revelation
of Christianity and its Biblical norn.

But Jansen was also convinced that there was no essen-
tial conflict between faith and reason. If there is any
conflict, it is between faith in God and belief that there
is no God.> This dilemsa he atvtempted to solve psychologi-
cally. He believed "that the religious fests upon a special
ability or function in our soul’, some kind of reiigious
organ in us.4 For this conclusion he claimed the svprort
of Kant, 3Schleiermacher, and especiallr Fierkegaard.

Jansen described himself as a 3Broad-Churchman, but

Judged by his work, he cpnears as a moderate High-Churchran.

The ecclesiological problen ias cne of nis chief theological
conerns, -nd hisg "Det "irkelize Embzdet i den Apcstolisle

Tid" (The CIffice of the Ministry in the ipostcliic .ge),
which anvearsd in 1877-78&, was his only scholariv vork.
This tr:etise was rounily asssilzd by the lLow-Churchran
Jakob Sverdrup, who wrote that the High-Church position
here "appears as nakedly as we hecve ever seen it in the
Church of Norway".2 At the same time, it elicited a letter
from Dr. [rogh-To.ning expressing surprise that the Iow-
Church party shoul” attack Jansen's paper; Ze thousht
that they ought rather to cite it in supnort of thelr ceace
The Article reveals an author of considerable egcnclarly
5 J.Jensen, Kristendom og Vidensksb, Chra., 1°8%, p. 5.
J. Jansen, Cplevet og Taenkt, o. 91,

J. Sverdrup,  lacgmandsvirksomheden og Art. XIV, ©». 40n.
Cplesvet og Taenkt, v. 129.

OV =y
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acumen. He says that the work arose out of the coatemporary
controversy between High- and low-Churchmen throuzhout the

s are agreed that the nrincinles

o

Protestant world. All parti
of Church Crder should be taken from the Nev Testament, but
‘they are not in agreement as to the lengths to which they
should go in detall. Consequently, he proposes to 2o to the
New Testament to discover the "main lines'" which ere always
valid in the Church. %e must bow, he says, to whet is his-
torically true in Scripture, and he exopressly rejects the
distinction between the historical and the dogmatic made by
Dr. Horn.7 We must find and follow the true Via iedie of
history. Jznsen finds that the New Testament ectually
militates against both extremes of Churchnanship.

The dissertation was divided into two parts: 1)} an
historical study of the origin and nature of the Hinistry
in general; And 2) An historical study of the beginnines and
functions of the Presbyterate and Diaconate and the way in

which these offices were filled in the Apostolic Age.

s the question of the relation

h

Jansen Tirst rais
between the office under the Cld Covenant znd und:sr the New.
He finds that the Ministry does not represent a co.tinuvation
of the Ievitical Priesthood, but that there is an "analogy"
between theun. The levitical Priesthood is a “"prototype"
(FORBIILEDE) of the work of Christ, of the Universal Priest-
nood, and of the Iinistry as well, in the sense thet according

7 "Det Tirkelige Imbedet 1 den Apostoliske Tid'", TTLENW,
V, p. 4A78.
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to God's ordinance, the office was to be given to certain
persons in the New as well as 1in the Cld.8
The Ministry is closely bound up with the Church's nature.
It was Christ's purnoge to found an orgenized community, the
Church. The Church is His Body, a Body which must bz nour-
ished; This is achieved through certein definite means, vhich
in turn demand someone to administer them. Jansen thus begins
in true Iutheran fashion with the function of the administra-
tion of the means of grace. MNoreoevér, an organized community
demanis ordsr, and this in turn implies someone who has
authority or government.9 Christ did not leave it to the
community itself to choose an authority, but ir fact Himself
organized the Church in the Apostolate., The aApostolate was
to serve the community as an authority and to exercise leader-
ship in the administration of the means of grace.lo The
Avostolate was an office in the strictest sense, ordaired
ag the life-work of certain definite persons. It 1s true
-that others preached in the Apostolic age, but they were
subject to the Apostles. The Apostolic Age was not "a golden
age of ecclesiastical anarchy'. The Apostolate involved both
ordinary and extraordinary elements. The extraordinary ele-
ment was their infallibility in doctrine, which gave them
unconditional autkority. In this they were unique. The

post-Apostolic ¥inistry continues the ordinary function of

8 Ibid., p. 44A8.
5 Ibid., p. 470.
10 Ibid., p. 472.
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the Apostles, the administration of the means of grace, It

has ¢nly a "conditional'" authority, and is always subordinate

=

to the Apostolic Word.'t This, says Jansen, is the essential
difference between Protestant and Rorman Catholic views,

Yet the ordinary office is ordained by Christ in the
Apostles, and theyv unde¢rstood Him to mean that they should
arrange Tor the continuation of this office. In so many
words, they describe the office of the Ministry as divinely
instituted (Zph. 4:11, I. Cor 12:28). Jansen is not afraid
to use the term STAND of the clergy or to speak of a'contin-
uity "(though not in the Roman sense of succession). He
understands the Low-Church fear of hisrarchy, but holds that
there is no real danger uniess one begins to talk of a con-
tinuation of the specific office of the Apostolate and attemots
to make the Ministry a SACZRDOTIUL., The opposite view, which
dedvces the Ministry from the Universal Priesthood, also
tends to turn it into a priesthood., Foreover, Jansen points
out the fact that the Low-Church view 1s rooted in the modern
doctrine of human rights, an idea foreign to the Early Churchi?

Turning from the origin of the Apostolate to that of
the Presbyterate, Jansen attempts to show that the Presbyter-
ate is identical with the "ordinary" governing and teaching
office included in the Avpostclate and placed in the Church
by the apostles.*B Jansen confines himself to a discussion

11 Ibid., pp. 48C, 487.
12 Ibid., pp. 490, 499.
13 Ibid., pp. 5O5fF.
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of the origin of the Presbyterate and the Diaconate because
these are the two offices we know for certain existed in the
New Testament. The Epiccopal office is '"not without traces"
there, and a genuine Ilutheran Church order will always consist
of "ong or anothér nuance' of the episcopal ordsr, But inves-
tigation of its origin would mean worZXing wostly with sovrces
outside the New Testament. DBesiiss, the Presbyterate is
identical with the present clericdl office. Jansen rejects
all éacerdotal overtones in cecnnecticn with the office. He
admite the exlstence of a Universal Priesthood, but disting-
ulshes sharply between this and the iinistry. For him, the
decisive question ie "Is there a Universal Presbyterste?™. 1%
The answer, obviously, 1s no.

Jansen finds that the presbyterate wce both a governing
and a teaching and preaching office.from ﬁLe beginning.
There were not two kinds of Presbyters, as many Calvinists
believed. Thelir ruling function was originally orimarv, but
was gradually subordirated to teaching., This represented a
development in the situaticn, but no radical alteration‘in
the office. The "outward, historical' origin of the Presby-
terate represents a legacy from the Jewish synagogue, whose
Ministry had the same double function. But in its "content

and essential nature™, it was a new office created by Christ

throuvgh the Apostles.l5 The Presbyterate and the Episcopate

®
'_h
=

were originally identical, the term EPISCCPUS aricin

15 Ibid., p. 528.
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Gentile Christian Churches where the Jewish "elder'" title
wa.s foreign.16

Jansen cowes to similer conclusions about the Diaconate.
It too had a Jewish prototype and vnderwent a development
in the New Testament Church. Between Acts £ and I. Tim. 3,
! 0
the function of administration of the means of grace was
added to the Deacons' original charitable function, and they

-

becane assistant pastcrs to the Presbyters. Two factors
contributed to the changes: The disanpearar.ce of the commun-
ion of goods, and the rise of the Presbyterate as the chief
office, which made 1t necessary to suvbordirate the Diaconate.
to the Presbyterate. But the “evelcozent was entirely
natural; It was inherent in the fact that the clerical office
ie one. Thus, each branch must particivate in its fﬁnﬁticns.:7
Jansen deplored the hierarchical develovment of the post-
Apostolic Church, which made of the Diaconate a mediator
between clefgy and laity. Unfortun:stely, he vars, the gulf
is etill there in the ILutheran Chuvrch, because it possesses
no Diaccnats. He seeg in the Inner ission a plea fcr svehn
an office and a "surrogate' for it. If the Irner ission
were under the leadership of a Diaconate, it wouid net bear
so many "fruite of doubtful velue for the whole Church'.
This was the view of th: High-Church party i the 1870C's
(Heuch, ILuthersk Ugeskri®t) and even of a nan like Gustav
Jensen.

14 This view was widely canvassed at the time, Cf. J. 3B,
lLightfoot, St.Paul's Tpistle to the Philivpvpians, 8th

© Edn., 1885, pp. 95f.

17 "Det Xirkelige Embedet...'", p 87.
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Finally, Jansen turns to the guestion of how these
offices were filled in the rew Tegtauent Church. 'ith re-
gard to the apﬁointment of watthies to fill the place of
Judas, Jansen finds th.t this act hal both "ordinary" and

" Church (including the A-ostles)

[0}

"extraordinary" aspects., Th
nominated two candidates who possess:zd the quelifications for
the Apostelzte, and the Lord made the final choice (by lot).
Deacons were elected by the congrecetion, whereas Presbyters
vere probably nominzted by the Apostles and apnoirnted by

them after hearing the opinion of the congregation.

In conclusion, Jansen finds that there ig littlie ncr-
mative Church order set out in detall in the Wew Testament,
and many ADIAPHCEA., There are, however, basic Lines and
principles which are normative for all times. He sum:ari-
zegs his findings on pp. 122-127. It is Chriet's will that
there be an office of the Ministry irn the Church, filled by
"definite persons to the (relative) exclusion of others",18
The authority of these xen is not unconditional or infal-
lible, but nonetheless real, The office 1s not produced
by the Church as "primsry incumbent", but institute® by

Christ Fimself, simultaneouvs with His fcund'rg of the Church,
"In and with the Apostolate”, Christ institued the Linistry,
for the administration of the means of grace and the govern-

ment of the Church. The Apostles were conscious of their
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and the Diaconate to carry on their "ord nary" functions.
They also recognized, however, the right of the congrega-
tions to be heard and to coop:rate with the I’iinistry.l9
Christ organized the Churchk through the Ministry. Fe gave
the means of grace both "directly" to the Finiestry and "in-

directly" to the Church as a whole. S¢ far from being a con-

b

€

¥e

tradiction, this merely represents two aspects of the sa
truth. The means of grace are not given to the Church ac
"an undifferentiated comwlex of believers". Rather, the
Church possesses a definite order for their administration,
in the office of the Ministry. ZIvery Christian can say:
The Word and the Sacraments arc given to me, as a member of
the Church. But they are to be administered according to
God's order through the Ministry. Cn the other hand, the
means of grace are not given to the Ministry for "arbitrary
disvosition'" or "independent possession', but for "service
in the congregeticn', They ars not associated with any
"special, esoteric vowers" on the part of the clergymen, but
aré given to the clergy in order "to fulfil an order which
God wills in the Church, not independent of the Church, but
in organic connection and cooperation with it", <0 God has
also given the governinrg office to the iinistry, not as
"sovereign", but as a "stewardship". The kinistry possesses
only a relativs authority, since in actual fact it is
always subj:sct to the judgement of God's Word. Should it

19 Ibid., p. 123
20 Ibid., p. 124,
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deviate from the Vord, the ¥inistry has no claim to divine
institution., Every individual pastor is subject to '"the
organic ecclesiastical totality" of clergy and laity £o~
gether, the "synod". The Word is indispensable, but the
existing Kinistfy may, indeed under certain circumstances
must be replaced . It enjoys no speciecl priestly power
beyond that common to all Christians. Still, Jansen
issued the warning that the rejection of the existing ’inis-
try wes an'extraordinarily grave" matter, and that any Church
which attempted to eliminate the Ministry in principle was

acting contrary to God's order and Christ's institution.

(IX) Gustav Jensen (1845-1922)

Gustav Jensen, Dean of hristiania, has been corpared
to W. A. Vexels,and played somewhat the same part for his
generation as Wexels had for an earlier one, Influenced
early in 1if: Dby the best both of Eaugeanism and Grundtvig-
ianism, Jensen was a conservative theologian who was res-
pected by all parties without being a member of any. As
Principal of the Practical Seminary for 14 years, he was
"PASTCR PASTORUM for a large part of the nation's clergy'.]
He was the liturglical expert of ths Church of Norway, pub-
lished several works on the subject, and reviscd its Liturgy
in 1888 almost singlie-handed. He exercised leadership in
many areas of practical Church-life, not lezst as avthor

of numerous books and articles and as co-editor of Luthersk



Kirketidende and (together with Fredrik Petersen) of
Kristelige Blade.

As a pretical theologian, it must not be expected>that
he should have thought out his philosophical presuppositions
with any degree of thordughness. There are some indications
that he continued to think in terms of the com.on Idealism
of the previous generaition., Thus, in writing of the three
stages in Christianity, the Jacobean, the Pauline, and the
Johannine, he identified Roman Catholic Christienity with
James, Evangelical Christianity with Paul, alithough in
neither case is the parallel complete. The third 'and higher

Johannine stage stilil lies in the future. It is not difficult
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to find here an expression of the hegel
no traces of any particuler indertedness to Lierkegaard.

Among Norweglian theologians, he must be classed with
Fredrik Petersen, conservative but open-minded, althouvgh
his general theological position is somewhat to the right
of both Pstersen and J. J. Jensen.

There are red’ly two poles in his approach to the doc-
trine of the Church. At times, he appears as a special kind
of latter-day Grundtvigian. dJensen was ¢ staunch Folk-
Churchman who gradually developed into a supporter of the
. go-called "Free Folk-Church'". This idea, which was prominent
for 2 time in the bitter conflict within the Church which
marked the first quarter of the present century, had its
roots in the Grundtvigian movement. Again, like Grundtvig,
Jensen had a profound appreciation of the Sacranents, em-

phasized the Baptismal Covenant, and urged the clergy to



204
vreach it.

Jensen was no ecclesiological Pisztist, and criticized
the revivalist clergy for their failure to see the vossibili-
ties for nurture in the Folk-Church end for their Piztistic
concéption of the ZEucharist. Tne lord's Supper was insti-
tuted not to form cliques, but to creaté congregations, 3vut
he was a firm supporter of the Inner [ission and lay activitr,
at Tirst on the basis of Gisle Johnson's "emercency orinciple"
later on the pure basis of the Universal Priesthood.

We may therefore conclude that Jensen moved vitn the
times from a fundamenta’ly Grundtvigian position towards a
more Low-Church position in his attitnde both towvaris the
State Church and lay activity. Yet In his doctrine of the
Ministry, Jensen had always been a noderate ILow-Ciwurciuen.

Jensen never published a compl:ste P:storal Theclooy,

but we have both his own lecture notssB' as vell as notes

taken by his stusents? tos cether with ssveral occasl&onal

articles which give a clzar pictrre of his stenfrcint.
Jensen's ecclesiology can be summerized in a single

sentence &g folliows, using his favourite terms: The Church

is an organism, and the Tinistry is a service. He strongly

criticized both the EHigh-Church snd the Iow-Church positions.

The former thin¥s of the Church ir terms of ruler end subject,

2 C. F. UiSiBPF TTK, 1958, no, /37
3 Seclections edited by ¥, Rygnestad, in TTX, 1iC:&, po.
4

b

39_47 . .
¥s., no., 958, Eédrdskriftsamling, University Iibrery,
Cslo (1895-96).
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and renders the congregation passive and voiceless. The
latter derives from an "unorganic'" concept of the Church as
"'a contractual association" of equal individuals (IIGZGCDE
ENERE). But the Church is neither of these things. Rather,
it is an organism, in which the whole body serves the pem-
bers and the members serve one another and the entire Hody.5

Where Petersen had rejected the terminolbgy of the
Visible and Invisible Church, Jensen attempted to vse the
contrast., He sees the weakness of the terms: The tewpta-
tion to separate the two and to overemphasize one cide
or the other. There are n:t two Churches, one real and
one nohinal, but one. The Invisible Church revpresents the
"ideal" and the Visible the more or less perfect '"reality';
Jensen thus returns to the old Idealist soluvtion.

The essence of the Church is the Communion of 3azints.
As the heart of God's Kingdom, it is not of this world.

It is invisible in the sense that onir the Lord knows His
own. Yet it 1s made visible throuvgh the means of grece,
which always c¢#11 into being a tangible comrunity. This
is a real or trve Church, for where the means of grace
are rightly administered, they are always efficacious.
But the source of Church-life is the Communion of Saints.
Thus Jensen can say that the Invisible Church is the

subject of the activity studied in Practical Theology,

5 X. Rygnestad, ed., op. cit., p. 40.
6 ¥s. no. 958.
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This is very closely linked with Jensen's view of the
¥inistry, which is basically Johnsonian. The organ of this
activity, the Ministry of Word and Scscrament, proceeds from
the Communion of Saints. '"The holy service...springs from
the Universal Priesthood", with "an immer necessity".7
Jensen emphasizes the fact that the function of the adrini-
stration of the means of grace is given in principle to
the believing Church, not to any clerical STAND regarded
as prior to and superior to the laityv, Christ clearly
instituted the function of administering Word and Sacrament
but He gave no order to form a clerical estate. The
Apostolate was unique. The Apostolic Age worked on a
purely Charismetic principle. L.ter, functions were con-
centrated in a particular office ard were transferred to
it by the Church.

In Jensen's view, the Ministry is a service, both to
the Lord and to the Church. He reviewed the various cleri-
cal titles: The word '"priest" (npsFPJETPOS ) reminds us
of the need for maturity; "Pastor'" points to Christ as the
exemplary good Shepherd; "Geistlig" has lost its good
conrnotation in Norwegian and has taZen on a cold, official
tone. He prefers above all the English "minister". This
he combined with "pastor' to call the Iinistry a "HYRDE-
TJENESTE" (shepherd-service). He points out that this term

is Biblical and that 1t expresses the fact that the pastor

7 Ibid., p. 10.
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serves both the individuval andthe collective.

Cn the other hand, Jensen emphasized the fzct that the
¥inistry is not identical with the Universal Priesthood.
The Universal Priesthood must “e exercised "within one's
Lown circlg”. The Ministry camnot be left to chance, but
must be given to the individual by the Church. Its signi-
ficance lies in its constant, permanent char:scter, its
concern for the whole Church. Loreover, Jensen emphasized
the authority of the Minicstry. It is an official, not a
pérsonal authority. But it is given to him not by a group
nor by the local congregation, but by the entire Church, to
whom Christ Himself first gave the "service". The pastor
is therefore not responsible to the individuval parishioner
or to a group, but to the Holy Catholic Church., On tiis
basis, he has a right to demand obedience.

Thus, while Jensen rejects the idea that the rxinistry
is given to a special STAND, he also rejects the idea that
it 1s given to all believers as individuals. It is given
to the entire believing Church as an organisz.

Jensen insists upon the necessity of both an inner and
an outer call. Since he deduces the Ministry not from but
through the Universal Priesthood, the inn-r call is naturally
essential:B (Jensen does not say how he proposes to avoid
Donatism.) But only when the outer call is present can a
8 Tbid., p. 13. "Only through a personal faith-relation

to God is one fit for the service...only the believer
has the personal eall."
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minister be described as RITZ VCCATUS and thus entitled to
teach PUBLICE ('"on behalf of the community and on its
responsibility"). Ordiration "completes'" the call, and
represents the transference of the office on the part of
the whole Church. The laying on of hands is first a symbol
of intercession for the ordinand, and then of his initiztion
into the clergy.9

But proper pastoral care demands the work of many
others besides the ordained clergy, at least in Norway.
Gustav Jensen was an exponent of the Inner WMission on the
bagis of the Universal Priesthood. The Charismata must be
utilized. 1In 1895, Jensen favoured the establishment of a
Diaconate. Here he may have been influenced by the theories
of his friend Jansen about the New Testament development of
the office. He advanced several arguments for its intro-
duction. It had historical precedent in the monastic
orders; They too were indevendent of the local congregation
and under control of the Church. L=y preaczing is '"a good
thing", especially where the clergy lack the ebility to
preach in the language of the peovle. Jensen still held
to the emergency principle, however, and looked foriard to
the day when lay preaching would bz transferred from the
associations to Church control, 0

In 1900, Jensen vas no longer restrained by the
emergency principle. The Inner Mission 1s an aspect of

9 Ibid., pp. 19T,
10 Ivid., p. 99.
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the Church's normal existence, and ariges from an "inner
necessity”. If it is not derived from the "organized"
Church, its source is nevertheless the "essential" Church,
the belie&ing congregation.ll It represents "progress" in
the realization of the REvangelical concept of the Church.
Jensen no longer speaks cf a Diaconate; Instead, he calls
for "the closest possible cooperation" between the free
organizations and the clergy.12

Jensen shared the untouvnded faith of his generati-n
in progress and evoluticn. He could look forward to the
day when heathenism would disappear. ILike Gisle Johnson,
he regarded the Inner Iission as the expanding nucleus of
the Church. As early as 1877, during the second rree-
Church crisis (See Chapter on Separatism), Jensen vas con-
vinced thet a free Church would evolve spontaneousliy from
the State Church, throuvgh its cormmunicant membership.13
He drew the analogy of a child's growth to maturity. In
a period of "authority", the State Church is the best form,
and represents God's will for that veriod. But when '"free-
dom'" comes, the desire for self-determination will necessarily
bring about the Free Church. It is the "ideal" form of the

Church.* Yet Jensen believed that this evolutionary pro-

cess should not be forced either Dby withdrawal from the
11 NTT, 1900, I, p. 96

12 Ibid., p. 91.

1% LU, 1877, I, po. 297ff.

14 Ibid., pp. 299f.
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Establishment or by the Johnsonian reform movement, which
aimed at the organization of the State Church parishes into
free congregations, In 1898 we find him defending the Folk-
Church.15 Jensen had inherited from Grundtvigianism the
idea that the "Folk" had a special significance in the
Divine economy. ILike the Grundtvigians, Jensen interpreted
the command in Matt, 28:19 (Norwegian translation: Go, and
make all nations--FOLYZSLAG--to be disciples) in terms of
the creation of Christian nations and Folk-Churches, 1
Jensen acknowledged its weaknesses (excessive subservience
to the State and lack of Church discipline); It would at
best always be "disturbingly imperfect". Yet he saw in it
the expression of God's love for all. It is a wvay to reach
the entire nation, to permeate the life of the nation with
Christien truths, &nd to awaken the sleeping to conscious
faith.” The many nominal Christians are "the holy working
material"” for the growth of the "believing Church". God's
Spirit has visited them in Baptism, and the Fatﬁer cortin-
ues to draw them. Despite all the weainess an@ evil which
existed within it, the Folk-Church wszs siill”a fora of the
Holy Catholic Church".

In 1900, Jensen reaffirmed the Iutheren position that
no one form of polity 1is necescary for ail times. Somwe foru,
firmly based upon the ordained linistry, is indeed necescary,
and there is a particular form which is the best for each

15 En Folkekirkes Betydning og Cogaver, Krs., 1898.
16 Ibid., v. 4n.
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perticulay time, in the light of the nature of the Church,17
Sut in 1913, Jensen advocated the Free Folk—Church,lg
and while there may appcar to be vacillation in Jenéen's
views on polity over the years, 1t 1s more apoarent than

1y whict

.
'

\O

real, There is a clear line frox 1877 to 1913,

F

he displeyed a persistent attempt to combine an sttitude of
freedom on the one hand with a sencse of histor'cal contin-
uity and of God's purpose for the Folk on the otrer,
Indeed, it is posscible that the Free Folk-Church may rep-

rcgent the synthesls of these two antithetic elements.

(X) Imud Krogh-Tonning (1842-1911)

If Fredrik Petersen vas suspicious of systeuws, Dr.
Enud Xrogh-Tonning had no such scrunles., He came to crect:
the most extensive dogmatic system of any 19th Century
lorwegian theologian. He is therefore a figurz of consider-
able importance for our subject. Although his dcetrinal
development graduvally iscleted hir, he exerted rc snall
degree of influznce on the Church of Nerway during the last
guarter of the Century.

Irogh-Tonning has 1eft us an excellent biographicai
source in his Hemoirs,l even though these are someun t
coloured by kis conversion to Roman Catholicism. IHe was
reared in Pietism (G. A. Iemmers was his childhood paster

17 NTT, 1900, I, »n. 28.
18 lorgenbladet, 1913, no., 21.

1 En Xonvertits Zrindringer, Kdbenhaven, 1906,
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and a friend of the family), and retained a decidedly ascetic

‘

)

pent throughout 1life., Theologically, he starte® his career
as a stfictly Orthodox Johnscnian, but with & sneculative,
Romantic tendency an& 2. strong High-Church inclination. In
the latter, he wés influenced rcth by the German leo-Iutherans
(Kliefoth, Vilmsr, and Id8he) and the English Tractarians.?

He was one of the most learned Norwegian theologians
of his day, and wrote voluminously. Ih 1870, he oublished

his Troeslaere; It was destined to pass through several

editions before being supers-ded by his massive Dogmatik in
five volumes (1885-94). From 1880-07, he was also engeged

in a translation of the Fathers, of which 19 volumes appeared.
In 1883, Krogh-Tonning became one of the first to take the
degree of Th.D. in the Norwegian University, with & work

entitled The aApologetic of the Adnciznt Church agsinst Greco-

Roman Heathenism., Ae lecturer in the Practical Sewinzry,

v

he also exercisesd his nriv

Kol

(2

lege of offering lectures in
Systematic Theology. He held severzl pastorates, finally
gserving as vicar of the venerable Gamle Azer Church in
Christiania.

Over the years, Xrogh-Tonning cdeveloped an increasingly
strong attraction to the Roman Cathclic Chvrrech. Fe is the
Newman of Norway. There was, however, one significent dif-
ference: hen Xrogh—Tonhing became a convert to the Roman
Catholic Churoh; there w:s no "Aker Vovement"., His conver-
sion was a completely isolated phenomenon,

? Ibid- ’ ppa 68’ 750
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This development can be traced through the various

editions of Troeslaere aﬁd in the Dogmetik. *e shall note
the philosophical basis of his work later. FHe was deeply
concerned with the problems of autkority and the unity of
the Church, but underlyirg these problems there are gtill .
deeper issues. It can also be traced through his occasional
and polemical writings, and is of course prominent in the

Memolirs, which are a kind of Apologia pro Vita Sua. Irogh-

Tonning acknowledgzes that "it was ecclesiological questions"
which led him to Rome.2 Tor & guarter of a century, he w:s

a zealous spokesmen for the High-Church position, but disan-
pointment followed disappointment until at last he sav no
alternative but to change his allegiance. He writes that

as early as the 1870's, "my attention was...stzadily directed
toward the necessity of strengthening the concept of the
Church and the significance of the Zacraments for the life

of the individual and the Church..."# FKrogh-Tonring vas con-
vinced that the Erastianism of the Church of Forway reore-
sented a "scandalous intruston" on the part of the State.

In 1880, convinced that the ILutheran Church had suvfiered a
great loss when it abolished the Secrament of Penance and
ccased to demand private confession, he published Xirkelice

Vidnesbyrd om Absolution. He had elready become involved in

controversy with his o0ld friend, the ILow-Churchman Jakob

Sverdrup, over some points in the 1879 edition of Troeslaere.

3 Ibid., p. 236.

-

4 Ibid., p. A7.
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But when Sverdrup as Minister for Church Affairs separated
obligatory confession from the Holr Communion in the Royal
Resolution of 1888, Frogh-Tonning was scandalized. In-1881,

he published a 400-page tome on the Ministry (Det Kirkelirce

Embedet og Dets Funktioner). Abcut this tire, he introduced

fasting in his home, the vse of the Ave VNaria, and prayers
for the dead. He came to r:zard the Roman Catholic Breviary
as the finest of all devotional books:? Meanwhile, his
preaching fell -upon deaf ears; The congregsation rejected all
"eatholic" ideas.” He took cures in Roman Catholic Germeny
and read the most recent Catholic literature, including

Newman. In 1892, he wrote Kirken og Reformationen, in which

he assgerted the primacy of Church over Scripture, and re-
wrote Article VII of the Augsburg Confession to read: "“here
the Church 1s, there is the right administraticn of the means
of grace". He further maintained the necessity of the Apos-
tolic BSuccession as an objective guvarsantee for right admini-
stration, although he did not insist that it be eviscopal.

In his estimation, the Church of Norway had retained a

Presbyteral succession. He 2lso believed in the infallibil-

ity of the Church or the priesthood. [irken og Reformetionen

marked a definitive hrzak with the ILutheran tradition. Ee

had now given up the Sola Scriptura, He next abandoned the

" Sola Gratia, Sols Fide. In 1894 came Die Gnadenlehre und

dle stille Reformation, in which he maintained th t. Rome uas

5 Ibid., p. 100.
5 Ibid., p. 101.
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not semi-Pelagian and that there was no longer any r:al
difference between the Roman Catholic and Evangelical doc-
trines of grace. Xrogh-Tonning's mood in 1895 is illustrated

by the title Den Kirkelige Opldsningsproces (The Disintegra-

tion of the Church), which appeare” that year. All he could
see 1in the Lutheran Church was disintegration. In 1900,
he resigned his charge and shortly afterwards, in Denmark,
was received into the Roman Catholic Church. |
We shal’l examine briefly Krogh-Tonning's philosophical
presuppositions and his dogmatic prolegomena (FTUNDAENTAIL-
LAERE), before proceeding to consider his ecclesiology}
Krogh-Tonning was & philosophical and speculative theo-
‘logian, a rare phenomenon in Norway. His Fundamentallaere
1s a work in the philosophy of religion; Interestingly

enough, 1t appeared in the same yeear as Fonrad's Religion,

Religioner,.og Christendommen, and is vastly superior to it
from the standpoint of the theologian, |

Throughout Xrogh-Tonning's presentation there is evi-
dence of a strong Hegelian influence. It is unfortunste thet
Koppang ignored Xrogh-Tomning in his study of Hegelianism
in Nnrway, for, apart from Monra~”, e wss probably the most
Hegelian théologian Norway produced. He admits "formal"
Hegelian‘inflpence in his HemoiPSY and his Dogmatik abounds
in dialectic triads. Zven more important, however, was

another influence: The shadow of Schleiermacher rests

Hh
]

heevily upon Irogh-Tonning's philosophv o eligion and

7 Ibid., p. 44,
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dogmatic method. 1Iike Gisle Johnson, Krogh-Tonning confes-
sionalized Schleiermacher. But whereas Johnson largely
ignored his philosophical presuppositions, Irogh-Tonning
leid a solid pnhilosophical founfation for his dogratic
structure, After the mannsr of Schleiermacher, he combined
an Idealist metanhysic with an enpirical epistemology.

His Dogmatik begins with a conslderation of the basis
upon which his system rssts: The Idea of religzion. Tuis
Idea is (A PRICRI) "potentially present" in the natural
human consciousnegss. The consciousness has 'certairn notions
(ECRSSTILLINGER) of the cornstitutive elements of the Idea".8
The Idee of religion is "a necessary postulate of the ordin-
ary human consciousness”.® The content of the Idea is
fellowship with God. The immedisate consciovsness prevents
fulfilment of the Idea. The only forwm of "the religious"
in which the Idea con be realized or assume 'validity" is
Christianity.lo The combination of the two main philosophi-

cal inflvences on his work could not be more clearly 1llus-

Lrogh-Tonning divides hig »nrolegomena into three
sections: 1) The essence of religion; 2)Its bbjective
condition, Divine Revelation; Ard 3) its subjective condi-
tion, faith. "It proceeds empiricalily out from the actual

existence of these ideas in the ordinary human consciousness.ll

8 ¥. Krogh-Tonning, Den Chrigtelire Dogmatik, I, ». 1.
9 Ibid., pp. 3, 5.
10 Ibid., p. 1.

11 Ibid., p. 2.
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The natural consciousness, reficcting upon the Idea of
religion, will either end in one onilosophical ditch or the
other, either in absolute konism or the individual's couplete
dependence upon God, or in absolute Dualism or the individ-
Vual’s conplete independence from God. In both cases, the
terus must be understood to be restricted to the I-Thou
relationship. Christianity offers the synthesis in this
dialectic. As the religion of the God-man and of Atornement,
it represents the ethical and metaphvsical union of the
Opposing elements in the universe. The opnosition between
God and the world is not metaphysical ("original and essen-
tial"), says Krogh-Ton:ing, but ethical, in sin. T-is is
conquéred by Christ, ¥ho'represents and rezliizes" fellowship
between God and man, and through man, between God and the
world. "Still, Christianity as a nistorical reality does
not yet fully correspond tc its Idea. 1In its historical
existence, the Christian consciousness must continually work

Idza

)

to unite dialectically the opposites which lie in th
of religion.”12 Krogh—Tonning acknowledges the fact that he
follows Schlelermacher in finding the "answer'" in the Christ-
ian consciousness. But he claims that there is & further
dialectic which needs to be considsred, between the great
world religions and Christisnity itself, and here cven Hegel-
ianism ended in the extreme of Wonism. No one has yet attemn-
ted to show the dialectical opposition of the non-Christian

religions which find their syﬁthesis in Christianity-—thbugh

12 Ibid., p. 8.
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even here they remain in a vestigial form.15

Krogh-Tonning continually tries to avoid both ronism
and Dualism, though his thought reveals clear traces of his
ronist tendencies, .

In Church history, as in heathendom, the Christian
consciousness vacillates between the subjective (Dualism)
and the objective (ionism). The Zarly Church knew Christ-
ianity only in simple "Thesis" form. < developmenﬁ was
necessary, in wnich unity was lost in opposites (iantithesis),
but it will be recovered later in a higher, conceptual
”synthesis”.14 "A1l deeper, conceptual aopropriation, if
it is not to be mechanical and spiritl:ss, must be dialectic!1d
Krogh-~Tonning criticizes Roman Catholicism for being too
objective and Monistic, and the Reformed Churches for being
too subjective and Dualistic. Ivtheranism is the proper
VIA MEDIA., Thus, he applies the dialectic trizd to the
divisions of Christendom. But he carefully avoid=: using the
terms dialectic or thesis-antithesis-synthesis in this con-
nection, no doubt because he cainot regard ILutheranism as
an absolute synthesis in the same way as Christianity is
the synthesis of the world religions.

The key to Krogh-Tonninc's conversion to Catholicism
lies in this reasoning, and his conversion is in turn the
best evidence of his own Hegelisnism. Zrégh-Tonning criti-
cized both Hegeiianisﬁ and Roman Catholicism for being too

15 Ibid., Vol. II, pp. 1f.
14 Ibid., »p. T76.
15 Ibid., o. 77.



219
xonistic. Fe tried to do wh:t Hegelianism had failed to do,
and fell into the same trap. FEis owvn konism led him directly
to Roﬁe. It also led to his obsession with the authority
and the unity of the Church. In an age of RBRiblical criticism,
which (on Irogh-Tonning'e intellectualist conception of
Revelation) undermined the Sola Scriptura, and in a period
of sectarianism and Erastianism, Rome afforded what appeared
to be the only safe refuge.l6.

Krogh-Tonning makes a distinction between general and
special Revelation (the latter is partly historical, partly
verbal), in which God reveals His nature and His relaiion
to the world. HRevelation corresponds precisely to what
natural man seeks and needs. Special Revelation is a mys-
tery, a miracle, but its inaocessibility'to reason does not
mean that it i1s in conflict with reason. It conflicts ouily

with fallen reason. The content of Revelation is not

. . 7 . .
"absolutely inaccessible'" to reason. f Erogh-Ton ing stresses

Athe fact that the intellect is only one aspect of our per-
sonal relation to God, which also includes will &nd emotions.
But it 1s clear that he is most concerned with the intellect,
In his discussion of faith, ‘rogh-Tonning acknowledzes
hig debt to Schlelermacher, It is his theology which will

have lasting significance for our understanding of the genesis

16 Cf. Den Kirkzlige Opldsningsproces, 1398, ». Z0:
is in pcint of fact no longer any larger Church body which
positively and confegsionally maintains the entire unabrid-
ged Christian faith evcept the Catholic Church.'"

17 Dogmatik, I., ». 104. ZKrogh-Tonning again rejects both
tonism and Duelism, which in his opinicn both preclude the
possibility of a Revelation.
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of faith. BSchleiermacher has made Christian faith, as an
inner experience, independent of learned investigation and
criticism. 18 Krogh-Tonning stands wsll within the Iutheran
tradition when he describes faith as a work of God, but the
terms which he employs are derived from Schleierrach:zr.
Falth is "a receptive relatiosship" which expresses our
“passive dependence" upon God, but it is also an :ctive
"free self-decision in relation to the impression reczived".19

In his emphasis upon the freedom of the will, Irogh-Tonnin

[€ls]

stands far closer to Zrasmus than to ILuther.
His devotion to Schleiermacher algso deterinines his

dogmatic method. Like Gisle Joknson, Irogh-Ton-in: ¢educed

his dogmatic system from the regenerate consciousness.

1)

evelation passes from Scripture throvsh the Church to the

¥

individval, but dogmatics proceeds from the individual con-

sciousness counterchecked both by the «confession of the
20

Church and by Scripture. As 1n the case of Johnson,
Krogh—Tonning's great respect for the Crthodox trzdition
normally. lead nim to Crthodox corclusions.
Frogh-Tcnning's Dosmatik has three divisions: I)
Fan's original fellowshin with God; II) I-n's loss of
fellowshio with God; and III) Reestablisament of rman's

fellowship with God. It is indicative of his s»neculative

gecond voluze to
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(2 further Hegelian tcuch): Jod,  zn, and Tellowship.

)

1 three partsg, excey

ny

These divisiocns are cint&nsd in

g

that the ord r of God =nd lan is reversed in Division II.
After this unusually lengthy introduction, e can now
turn to Krogh-Tonning's ecclesiology.
He treats of the doctrine of the Church in Division
IZI, Part I, "The Holy 3pirit's rclation to falvation”,
before his discussion of redenption.

Qs

The foly Bpirit does not normally work directlw, but

rather works through "en outerd visible institution".

Cy

[

"This is none other than Christ's c¢ne, holy, cathol

[}

and apostolic Church, the Cowmwrunion of Saints, in vhicl
the means c¢f grace institute” by Christ are ad. inistered to

the salvatlon of men throush the ipostelic office proyvided

—h

by Him for that purpose. For this activity, the office
must be considered to be in the possessich of the special
guidance and support of the Snirit through all ages.
""ithout the Church as an institution, nosited, un-
changeably determincd, and guided by the Spirit, eralted
in its Divine objectivity above all human arbitrariness,
there wovld be no fully reliable, infellible nediat_.on of
salvation.
"To this extent the concept of the Church is 2 neces-
-sary vostulate of faith in God's redemptive yiil, "2l
In this lengthy summary dquotation, Xrogh-Tonning pre-

21 Dogmatik, IV-2, p. 2.
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upon the institutional Church and the Divine institution of
the office of the ‘ilinistry, characteristic of Zigh-Churchmen
everywhere. Irogh-Tonning indeed regarde the Church both as
an outweard, visible institution and as the Cowmunion of Saints,
but 1t is clear from the sumwary statement that he places by
far the greater emphasis upon the firet description. He vas
stiil writing as a Lutheran theologian and pastor. But in
reality, he had already reached a Roman Catholic stendpoint
in several respects, notably the tndency to render the Church
and the Ministry infallivle and to subject even the means of
grace to them. The "fundamentsl feature”" of a concept of
the Church is its character of "Divine instituvtion", which
occupies "a mediatorial position'" between God and the soul
of the individual,??

The Church is also the "Communion of Christians", united
in an organism by the life of the Spirit. ZXrogh-Tonnirg
rejects all associationalism; The Church is a product of 3od's
will and activity. He also rejects the dualism between the
Visible and Invisible Church., The Church, 1ite wmen, has an
invisible soul (Christ's Spirit and Iife), but there is no
such ﬁhing as an Invisible Church. The limits of the Church
are assuredly known only to God. But the Church is a visible,
organized community, and expresses itself throuvgh visible
organs.<* The Church is & Tingdow of God, but it is not
22 Tid., . 3. 7
2% This terminology of Christ's Spirit as the soul of the

Church 1s typical of Idealist theology.
24 Ipid., p. 4.



223
identical with ths broader concept of the finzdom. Irogh-
Tonning refuses to call the Church a ¥INIGEZD, for this
denotes only the "VEKIG" (lay) menbers of the Church.25

The Church of Norway usually stops when it has naned
these two sides to the Church, but there is a third "essen-
tial and indiépensable element”. This is the anostolate,
the Apostolic office. It is true that the Church is where
the means of grace are rightly administered. But it is a
"necessary reciprccal" that the right administration of the
means of grace Occurs where the Church is. The Church is
prior to Scripture, for it defined the Canon., Therefore,
the Church cannot be built upon Scripture ("a book cannot...
pro#ide the bzsis for a community"). Such a view would
encourage subjectivity and individuvalism., The onlyv objec-
tive guarantee for the right administfation comes vhen this
administration rests "in the proper hands...in the hands of
those who through all ages have been and are the legitinate
bearers of the Apostolic office".26 The Apostles arranged
for the continuation of their ofTice (not in its"extraordin-
ary ﬁrerogatives”, bﬁt in its "ordinary Church-office")
through ordination. The foice can only be continued through
a trénsfer from person to person in ordination, whereby the
office "supplants itself". Krogh-Tonning refuses to recog-
nize as legitimate a ministerial office produced by the
congregation (MENIGHED), or eny Church body which acknow-

25 Ibid., ». 5 This interpretatirn of the word is unique

-

to Krogh-Tonning, and shows his Roman Catholic tendencies.
26 Ibid., pp. 8f.
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ledges such a procedure. He will not regard its acts as a
true administration of the means of grace.2! For Krogh-
Tonning, an Apostolic I'inistry ordained by Christ and preser-
ved in unbroken succession is of the ZSSE of the Church.

The "Apostolic Succession" must be maintained if we are
to preserve any objective, firm and secure position for the
Church.28 Episcopal succession is nct, however, necessary.
It is the ORDO and~not the GRADUS which must be maintained.
A Preébyteral succession is equally valid. The ILutheran
Church has preserved a Presbyteral succession, and therefore
possesses a valid Ministry.

Krogh-Tonning next discusses the attributes of the
Church. The Church is a Communion of Saints "because, as a
redemptive institution, it is a community in which the means
of grace ar:z active unto sanctification".29 The Church is
Apostolic, because it possesses and is based upon the Apos-
tolic office. The Church is One and Catholic. It is "per-
meated by the one life of Christ's Spirit", and igs Hig
mystical Body. But this immer unity "is conditioned by" the
outward: "Common means of grace administered by a common
Apostolié office, a comuon ecumenical confession".30 The
Church has room for individual peculiarities and a varied
order (for example, a female diaconate), but these rmust not
be independent of the Apostolic office. On the strength of

the Church's Catholicity, the Church militant and the Church

27 Ibid., p. 9.
28 Ibid., p. 10.
29 Ibid., p. 12.
30 Ibid., p. 13.
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triumphant are one., The saints who have passed on work
and. pray for the Church militant, and rejoice over a sinner's
repentance, Its members on earth pray for their departed
loved ones. Krogh—Tonning strongly criticizes Iuther's
substitution of the word "Christian" for "Catholic" in the
Creed. The Church must be "identical with itself" through
all ages. There is room for a doctrinal evolution on the
basis of old tradition, but not for a revolution. To speak
of "new dogmas'" is a contradiction in terms. The holiness,
unity, and catholicity of the Church mutuslly condition one
another.

In order to "realize its essence as a redemptive institu-
tion", the Church requires a "reoresentation", a €1LERUS, as
distinct from the MENIGHZD or laity. The word :EXIGHED is
not a proyper translation of LKKAnawa-, which includes both
clergy and laity. The clergy represents the authority of
the collective whole over the individual, but also the
Divine authority as the "teaching Church" over againet the
community. 'The Apostolic office is not the servant of the
congregation, but the servant of God in the congresation, "1

Krogh-Tonning attempted to maXe room for the freedom of
individuals and individual congregations throush parish
councilg, diocesan syncds and nati-nal synods. But he
emphasized the fact that the clergy must play the decisive
role in the definition of doctrine. This is an ecclesias-

tical principle inherent in the concept of the Church. The



highest authority resides in the-ecumenical council.
Because the Church is under the suidance of the Holy

pirit, it is infallible in all <

)]

cisions regardi ng faith

(O]

and morals ihiich are necessary for salvation. The Church
and only the Church is "the fulness of Christ".32 [Irorh-
Tonning proceeds to deliver a sharp attack on the orinciple
of Sola Scriptura. Christ left no Scriptures and did not
command the Apostles to write any. Instead, He left the

"*eachlng Church". For many centuriecs, the Bible was in the

Q”

hands of a few literates. It vas nct the Bible in the hands

of éveryman, but tie Bible in the hands of the Church, in
- the form of the Church's preaching, which enabied it to
progress. It was a "fateful i1llusion" to base the theology

"
.

of the Church upon the "one-gided Scriptural prircinle

It has 1led to schism, heresy, and error. Biblical criticism
hag shalken the foundaticns c¢f the principle. The Church
needs "a living authority" to uphold the vrittern norm.
The infallible teaching Church is the unshakezble founiaiion,
rloreover, the Church must be governed by the veaecrning
office. It realizes its Idea as a cormunity throvch the
same organ with which it realizes its Idea as a red lernplive
33

1n5u1tutlon Ctherwise, 1ts fora would be incongruous

with 1ts essence.
Trogh-Tonning attenpted to reconcile his views with the

Lutheran Confesesions, He found support for his institutional

emphasis in Iuther's Iarge Catechism and in the Apology.
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He also found in the Confessions a desire to preserve the
Church's tradition in doctrine, order =nd worship., But
the Con’escions do not ¢fevelop the dcoctrine of the anostoli- |
city of the Church, and thev do nct Cesignate a final doc-
trinal authority. Their norm is Scripture, but thew give
us no objective guarantec thet tiis norm will b: followed.
frogh-Tonning believes that this "LAZUNZ" can be filled
without conflict with the Confessions by the concept of the
infallible teaching office in Apostolic Succescion.’¥ The
documents of the Reformation show a tendeﬁcy to assert the
authority of the clergy, but this principle has not vet been
carried through in the Iutheran Church. The stumbling-block
has been the Sola Scriptura. Iacking a doctrinal autnority,
the Iutheran Church lapsed into arbitrariness an® subjectiv-
ity. This led in turn to schism ané secularizetion., In
desperation, the Church threw itself into the arrs of the
State. In nis view, many at the pr:sent day seek a solvticn
in the "Presbyterian-democratic" Church polity. 3RBut this
can only lead to further schism, ard will put the Chvrch at
the complete mercy of changing opinion.

Frogh-Tonning next procecds to compare the Iutherarn and
the Roman Catholic ecclesiologies. He examines and rejecis
a lohg list of popular conceptiong of the difference between
them. The difference is not to be Zound in the vsual anti-
theses, Visible and Inviecible, external and spiritual, in-

stitutional and personal, mediatorial and non-mediatorial,
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authoritarian and free, nor even in the contrsst noted by
Schleiermacher that Poue makes the irdividual's relationshin
to God dependent upon his relationship to the Church, while
the contrary podtion is adopted by the ILutheran Church.

The real difference lies in the indepéndence of the Roman

Catholic Church, an independen~e as definite as any of the

3

means of grace, most clearly expressed in its “Joctrine of ‘he
Church's infallibility, guaranteed by the episcopacy in Apos-
tolic Succession., In Protestantism, the Church has no in-
dependence. Since all objective authority is lacking, it

is possiblie for the individual to be right and the Church to
be wrong. ZXrogh-Tonning pfOposes tnat the Lutheran Church
should remedy this situatiocn by adopting the doctrine of an

infallible teaching office. This office must not, however,

wm

be restricted to the episcopacy, "still less" to a primate.-
He does not demand the abolition of the State Church, but
insists that the State must give up its supremacy over the
Chﬁrch. The regent would have to transfer his "so-called
Summepiscopate” to an ecclesiastica’ly ordained, ruling
prelate.

rrogh-Tonning emphazized the fact that Christ Himself
founded the Church., He built it upon the Apostle Peter.
Peter "undoubtedly" received a "orimacy". But the Church
is also founded upon the other Apostles. They too reccived
the power of the Zeys. At Pentecost, the Holy Spirit created

first the ECCLE3TA DCCENS and then, through it, the ECCIEZIA
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AUDIENS. The Holy 3pirit operates in the same manner
through all ages.36

Krogh-Tonning develops his doctrine of the Hinistry in
a separate secticn., At the risk of being repetitious, we
shall examine this section briefly.

Krogh-Tonning's summary paragranh on the Ministry
"reads as follows:

"The KINISTERIUM ECCLESIASTICUN isthe organ instituted by
Christ whereby He founds His Church and mediztes its life-
functions in Word and Sacrament. The Church is originally
called into existence through the Ministry. It is uphe 1d
and governed thereby through the ages. For the indepen-
dence of the Ministry and thereby of the Church, it was
neécessary that the office originate in His positive in-
stitution and not from the ccngregation or any human
arrangement,

"In order that the independence of the Ministry might be
ensured and maintained, the call had to proceed from the
Lord to the first incumbents, the Avostles, from these to
others and so on through the ages from person to person,
Only thus can the Church continually realize its essential
Apostolicity or its status as an Apostolic redemptive
institution in objective recognition for 211 times.

"The caell is completed through ordination, by which not
only the right but also the power to carry out the func-
tions which the Iord attached to the office is transferred
from person to person, The functions are the administra-
tion of the means of grace, and government."37

Krogh-Tonning was most insistent on the need for an
outer call as well as an innsr call. The native Charismata
may serve as 2 gulde to the Church. The Church cennot test
the heart, but it must examine what it can examine. The
right to call belongs to the "teaching Church". The office
is self-perpetuating, through a succession from person to

person. The call is "completed" only through ordiration,
36 Ibid., pp. 667,
37 Ibid., pp. T1f.
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Administered by one who is himself ordained. Ordination
confers not only the right but also the power to administer
(POTSTAS MINISTZIRII) the means of grace. Kreogh-Tonning
cites the ordination formula of the Church of Norway: "I
therefore transmit to you...the holy office of the Ministry,
with power and authority to preach God's Vord...to administer
the precious Sacraments...to bind...and loose..."38 Ordina-
tion thus confers a "d'vine instituti-nai compe ience", both
POTESTAS O-TINIS and POTLSTAS JURISDICTIONIS, and an "objec-
tive Charisma", a CHARACTIR INDELIBIIIS.Z?? He points out
thaﬁ the Norwegian Church recognizes the latter in practice.
It accepts the ministerial acts of a pqstor ermeritus, and
does not require re-ordination after resignation or suspension,
Ordination should, as a rule, be performed by a Bishop;
Krogh-Tonning would not, however, erclude the possivility
of ordination by another pastor "in a pressing cmergency".
The.original office was one, the thrée-fold Hinistry an
early but successively devéloped ord:zr. Irogh-Ton:ing
called for its reestablishment in Norway, since "it secems
to enjoy Divine sancticn", but does not go so far as to
regard it as absolutely necessary.

The call of the Chuich, says Xrogh-Tonning, is always
VOCATIO DIVINA. The only difference between our call and
thet of the Apostles is that the one was immediate and the
other is mediate. Although the pastor does not receive the
”inépirational infallibility" of the Apostles, he nevertheless

38 Ibid., p. 77.
39 Ibid., p. 77.
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reccives the Apostolic office.

In an excursus on the Universal Priesthood (vp. 82ff),
Krogh-Tonning accepts the doctrine, but categorically
denies its relevance to the Kinistry of Word and Sacre-
ments. The Universal Priesthood concerns the individual's
self-sacrifice in prayer and obedience. The fact that the
laity carried ocut a Hinistry in the Tarly Church is irrele-
vant, for we cannot deduce rules for the present from the
special Charismata of the Apostolic ge.

Krogh-Tonning struggles with the problem of the Fapacy.
-He has accepted an infallible teachivg office, but rejects
the corollary of its concentration in one man; e accepts
the Papacy "as an Idea", but not the nistoric Roman Fapacy.
He raises the guestion whéther God ¢oes not want a primate
with extensive administrative power, for the sake of unity,
or whether the "primacy" entrusted to Peter belonged only
to the Apostolic Age,and the Church should now be gcverned
by the Bishops without a prigate.40 He leaves the cuesticn
open.

His Roman Catholic sympathies also come to lizht in
his teaching on Baptism. He seems to hold an ontological
concept of grace. In Baptism, God plants a "power", a
"drive", a "sprout" (SPIRZ), which "togsther with the con-
science always prompts hin to crasp eternal 1ife in personal
appropriation”.41 Baptism confers a CHARACT:IR INDII I3ITIS.

40 Ibid., pp. 109f.
41 TIbid., p. 228.
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Krogh-Tonning speaks of a 'necessary receptivity", but
finde the infant heart particularly well suited for this
purpose. ie stresses the fact th:t the child does not have
faith prior to Baptism, but receives it in Raptism. Fis
emphasis is uﬁon the activity of God and upon the covenant
éharacter of Baptism., His emphasis upon the sacramsntal
charzcter of Confirmation®2 is a perfectly logical deduction
from his premises, but it is unique among 19th century
Norwegian theologians. His écntemporaries thougnt of it
almost exclusively in sacrificial terms.

Krogh-Tonning's Dogmatik is an example of the extremes
to which Norwegian theology could go in attemptinz to solve
the ecclesiological problem. It is impossible not to sym-
pathize with him; Nevertheless, he guite clearly overstepped
the bounds of Lutheran theology. It is a strange experience.
to read his criticism of Rome in his FUNDAITITTAIIAZRE, for
it is precisely tzis criticism which must in retrospect Dbe
levellied against him.%3 He criticizes Roman Catholicism

for being lonistic and authoritarian, for failing to allow

S

for individval freedom, for making the Church absolute and
infalliblie, and for a nomistic concept of Revelation (KCVA
1EX). It is perhaps significant that he does not criticize

Rome for having an intellectualistic conception of Rev:lation.
42 Ibid., pp. 234f. In Lutheran theology, two aspects of
Ritual are distinguished. The first or "sacramental" des-
cribes the manward activity of God; The second or "sacrifi-
cial" represents the devotion of man toward God (In Confirma-
tion, the renewal of the Baptismal vow). There is a p2rallel
in Anglilican pastor theology between "corfirming" and '"being
confirmed",

43 Dogmatik , I, pp. 140f,
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This was a blind spot for Krogh-Tonning as for most of
his contemporaries. He can praise the "Christologicel
interest" of the Lutheran Church, but even here it is
significant that Christ is called the "living and per-
sonal principle of the Revelation of truth".44 It was
his failure to break loose from the intellectualicst,
propositional concept of Revelation which compelled
him to seek for an objective authority and guarantee
for his propositional truth in an age when old "truths"
were crumbling.on every side. This was the common
problem of his generation. Whereas others found the
solution in a break with historic Christianity, Xrogh-
Tonning found it in the infallible teaching office of

the Roman Catholic Church.
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(a) HWicolai Fredrik Severin Grundtvig (1783-1872)

-4

N. F. 8. Grundtvig wes surely one of the most rerarkatle

figures in 19th century Scardinavia., Yis long life wes rich

in dramatic evants. Ee experienced deep disgrace and received

the highest honours. Throu-hout his 1itTe, ne was doggéd by
mental illness; He was successfully sued Tor libel and was
placed under official censorship for over a decade; He vas
even harred for a time from the pulpit in Denmark; But he
lived also to see himself vindicated and given the title of
Bishop, and he was hailed as the "greatest in the North" by
no less a personagé than 3j8rnson. Poet, scholar, Chirech-
man, patriot, statesman, educator, he was a striking example
of the "ten-talent" man,

Grundtvig's undeniable genius lay in the realm of the
"prophetic and intuitive".l FHis cest of min? was no* so
much sharply analytical or massively srstemstic as vision-
ary and poetic.

These characteristics are illustrsted oy nis theclogi-

cal work. He hes been rirhtly dsscribed as "an irresuler

tic form e was rather a creative visionary and = bold
leader. Ior did he lacx theologically brilliant discinles
to work out the theologicsl nosition that came to be knovn

as Grundtvigianism.

1., A, Bkrondel, Grundtvig og Noreg, »n. 2,
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Grundtvig made his first anpearence on the theological
scene as the defender of Biblical Crthodoxy against Specu-
lative Rationalism. In this respect at least, he night be
described as a 19th century Scandinavian ZXarl Barth. In

nis famous Reply of the Church (1825), he demanded that

the Rationalist Professor H, N, Clausen either retract soue
of his theological views or resigﬁ. Clausen did neither;
Instead, he sued Grundtvig for 1libel and won his case.

zven before the Clausen case, Grundtvig, like wany
contemporary Protestant theologians, had bcen gravoling
‘with the problewm of authority. As "the Bible's lone defen-
der"”, he had come to realize the inadequacy of an appeal to
Scfipture alone, His Fationelist opwvonents were either

tical of Scripture or at least interpreted its text ir

[
[

er
a different manner. Grundtvig already had a pnrofound con-

pt the  Church as the creation of th: Eoly Snirit

’_h
o]
1

and as the Body of Christ, and vwas particulerly a:xicus
avout its future. 1In his o0ld age, (1863) he recalled his
early starting point as follows:

"I had fallen into nrofound concern over ithe degperate
situation into wnlnhChrlst 8 Chiurch and especially its
children and unschooled members had fallen:; The scribes
stubbornly maintained that, not only were the origin,
canon, authenticity, and right interpretation of Holy
Scripture very doubtful, but the basic doctrines of the
Trinity, Christ's Divinity, anrd the Atonement...were not
to be found in the Bible...It was clear that if Scripture
was the Christian Church's rule of faith, unbelief now...
would have a much stronger and more valid witness than
faith...There must be, in the Church, a much stronger
and more valid witness to the true, original, Christian
faith than the letter of Scripture covld ever be for
women and children and all the ‘unschocled. "2

2 N. Grundtvig, Zirke- Soejl, US, %, p. 353.

Py
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"Writing, reading, and thinking, under constant prayer',
he made his "matchless discovery", that the true witness to
Apostolic Christianity was to be found in the Church, in
the Apostles' Creed in conjunction with Baptism.? This
thesis constitutes the heart of the "Churchly View", and,
although Grundtvig's views on many ouestions changed and
developed during his long life, he nev:zr altered this
basic concept.
Grundtvig's conception of Christian truth was objective.
He expressly rejects the two opposite subjectivisms of
Rationalism and emotionalism. "When a man takes his own
spiritual need as his starting point, he obviously starts
with the most profound but zliso the mcst mysterious element
in man." When Christianity is regarded as "something indef-
inite, which can only be aporeherded through inner experience,
the consequences are invariably vnfortunste."# The emotions
and the reéson are equally poor criteria, He also rejects
the Biblical sterting point. He does not deny that the
Bible teaches the same faith as the Creecd, dbut "I will not
deduce the Christian faith from the Bible, but take it where
I find it clearly and definitely expressed: in the Church..."D
The Church, and consequently true Christianity is to be
lfound, not in an exegetical, tut in an historical approach.
Church history is a human witness, which is not the goal in
3 He ves much impresced by Irenacus, Adv, Faer. I1I,4, which
notes that Scripture can be abused by heretics, but not
the Rule of Faith rececived in Baptism. He might also have

cited Tertullian, de Praescriptione Haereticorum to the

gsame effect.
4 Us, IV, po. 505f. (1826-7).
5 US, IV, p. 644,
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itself, but it vpoints toward the goal.6 Grundtvig himself
travéggﬁ-this road in making his "matchless discovery".
Hence the Grundtvigian position is sometimes cal’ed the
"Historical-Churchly" view. Grundtvig distinguished
sharp>y between the historical question: ¥hat is true,
génuine Christianity?, and the religious question which
presses upon the conscience: Is Christianity true? (In
1824, he wrote a treatisé in two »nerts, "on the true
Christianity", and "Cn the truth of Christianity".) It
is a mistake to attempt to answer the historical question
~solely or primarily on the basis of Scripture. lor can we
assume that Luther or any other teacher is right. "We
shall enguire of the Church what is-the foundation the
Apostles have laid on Christ's behalf, and laid not in a
book, but in the Church 1tself as a gathering of Christian
people. "7 The Church antedates Scripture and created Scrip-
ture, not vice versa. "There has, for 180C years, been a
Christian Church on earth, reéognizable by its solecmn
confession of faith and the Baptism with which it is
associated..."® "The Church is not sanctified by Scripture,
but Scrivture by the Church; The confession of faith is
the living Word of the Church, Scripture merecly a dead
Word; Therefore, it is obviousl’s not Scrioture which can

and shall defend the Church, but the Church which is to
6 U8, IV, np. 511ff, 521.

7 US, IX, p. 331 (1868).

& Us, VIiII, ». 376.
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defend Scripture."9 Grundtvig was obsessed by the spoken

word. Fe regerded it as the true vehicle of the creative

Word of God, an echo of the “ord of original creation, and
the expression of the image of God in mankind. The writiten
Word, on the other hand, we.s useful within its limitations,
but "dead". The Bible was useful as an "edifying book"

It possesses a special authority, since it is the oldest
record of Church history extant. It has a place, but only
a secondary place in the ORDO SAIUTIS. The Bible is not
superfluous; It is as necessary for spiritual growth as a
school is for the mental development of a child. But
Grundtvig did not regard Scripture as a means of grace with
regenerative power. Similarly the Yord as preacned, while

still being the vehicle of the Holy Spirit, only hes e

ing the hearer to Baptism and

-

preparatory function, cai
the Lord's Supper. In Grundtvig's view, like Scripture,
1t has nc regenerative power. The true life-giving Vord
by which the Spirit creates the believirg Church is to be
found rather ih the Baptismal Covenant (the renunciation of
the devil and the ccnfession of faith), the Vords of inst-
itution in the lord's Supver, and the lord's Praver. As

"C

he put it in one of his hymns: 11y at the Font aud at

~the Table do we he:r God's Tord to us...". These Grundtvig

calied "the ¥Word from the Lord's own mouth", an expression
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9 H. Begtrup, N.F.S., Grundtvig's Danske Xristendom, T,
p. 61,
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but to the facf that in and througk them the Risen Lord was
pregent and active. later, the phrase was linked with an
unfortungte theory tret Jesus had cctvally given these
Words in the exact form possess:d »y the Grundtvigians
furing the forty days betreen His Zesurrection z2.d Ascension.
Grundtvig's "basic idea" is "that it is with the Word from
the Lord's own mouth, throvgh Holy Baptism and the Lord's
Supper that the Christian Faith lives or dies and the
true Christian Church stands or falls."!0 The Holy Spirit
constitutes the Church through the Sacraments and, in the
first instance, throuvgh Baptism. The Church is "a Raptismal
fellowship of voluntary confessors of the faith".l} Al
those who wish to be Christians must be baptized into the
Name of the Triune God, and "the Church demands of all those
who desire Baptism a solemn confession of their faith and a
declaration of war against thé devil..."12 The conditions
for salvation are Baptism and faith, which are "indissolubly"
bound up together; "We cannot imnose any ot-er conditions., "13
Baptism is "the only reception" into the Church; It is "a
washing of regeneration", in which the Holy Spirit grants
us '"forgiveness of sins, heavenly inheritance, and the hope
of eternal 1ife".1* If Christianity stood on any other
basis than that of Baptism with its confession of faith,
it would have died out long before it ceme to Denmark,

10 Forhandlinger paa det fgrste skandinaviske Kirkemdte
i Kjdbenhavn, Kjdbernhavn, 1857, pp. 6f.

11 Us, VIII, p. 389.

12 Us, 1V, p. 536,

13 Ibid., p. B37.

14 Us, IX, p. 331.
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God makesg a covenant with man in Baptism, and it is within
this covenant relationship thet he is to grow and develop
throughout 1ife. The means of'nurture within the Baptismal
covenant, Grundtvig finds in the Coxrmandments considered as
a gulde for life (the "third use o0f the Iaw" mentioned in
the Confessions), common worship, the Linistry of the Word
and the Fucharist, the lord's Prayer, and Holy Scripture.
Thus, for Grundtvig Baptism possessed a saving efficacy, and,
although he admitted the possibility of falling away from the
Baptisﬁal covenant and of being brought back to it by the
Holy Spirit, this was not a point upon which he laid any
emphasis.

_Grundﬁvig held steadfastly to Infant Baptism. Adult
Baptism might possibly evolte "a stronger 1life and a clearer
congciousness'”; Therefore, parents ought to be free to de-
cide whether to have their chiidren baptized as infants or
to postpone their Baptism, Grunétvig "hates" compulsory
Baptism, &nd wishes that "never again should anyone be
baptized who did not heve the herrt to believe". But he
advises against waiting: "I belizve that the most suitable
age Tor Baptism is before a child knows the difference be-
tween left and right."l5 Infant Beptism is only permissible
where the parents “as far as we Xnow, are believing Christ-
ians themselves and will do their best to ensﬁre that the
child remains in Christ..." But Grundtvig cxpresses a

preference for Infant Baptism, "for the simple reason that

15 UsS, VIII, p. 433.
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all birth, spiritual as well as physical, must be easier
when one is small..."16 e "come Just as unconsciously

into the EKingdom of Heaven as we came to this world..."17

It is true thet infants have no '"conscious faith", They are
conscious of nothing; But at least they have life. '"In
reality, faith in the truﬁh is nothing butlan open heart for
truth", 18 and this is exactly the position of the infant,
even though it is unconscious. The objection thet Infant

Baptism lacks obligations as conditions for salvation amounts
b

"not

to a confusion of the Gospel with the Iaw. Baptism is
a command that we are to keep in order to be saved, but an
offer to save us..."19

A corollary of CGrundtvig's high conception of Baptism
was his anthropology, which was much more optimistic than
~that of his opponents. He rejected the concept of total

depravity, and found it "self-contradictory" and "most

annoying" when theologians assert both creation in the imege

of God and its complete "erasure" in the Fall, so that "not
a bit remains of inherent glory and the created God-man
relationship”. This reduces "the whole history of Revelation

and the whole work of redemption to a series of imnossibili-

"

ties”, which cannot be ov:rcome by "a dead and powerless

Scriptural Vord that what is impossible for man is »ossible

for God". The difference between natural and regenerate

16 Ibid., p. 434.

17 US, VIII, o. 416.
18 US, VIII, p. 434,
19 US, .IX, p. 346,
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human 1life"; It is "of the same species".20 Christ and the
thief on the cross shared a cormon humanity. If it were not
80, then Christ was rnot a true wan, end no human being could
either will to-become or become a chi™d of God. The image

of God has not been Jost, or there could be no possibility

b

of fellowship, no point of contact. The unconscious cnild

is not Ovlluj of actuval sin., "Since all sin is rebel?

’_J-

on,
springing frowm egotism, the infant is rightly called innocent
until egeotism awakens, "2l

Thus, Grundtvig's ecclesiology, as well as his entire
theology, is strongly concentrated and simplified. Ivery-
t7ing ninges upon Baptism and the 3aptismal covenant,

The Church has but one liark, by which it is to be
distinguished from the world: "Cur spoken “ord) the Anostles'
Creed in conjunéti?n with Baptism.22

Grundtvig is reluctant to draw limits to the Church
At any rate, they must include all wvho ere bantized z2und v
believe, and he gives the benefit of the douvkt to the grestica-
able case. "Those with whom we really have a cc. on Bepiisl,
we must not exclude from the Chr stien Church, unlzss we can

show that they have broXen their Zentismal covenant and do

wm

not repent of it."23 Cn the otkher hand, there are situatiosns

hers, 7e cre not to

S
o
*
ot
*
o
o

whick preclude full fellowshi

Communicate with them if they desny the VWerds of Institution
20 US, IX, p. 430.

1 U8, VIII, p. 434

22 Us, IV, po. 552.

23 US, V, p. 344,
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or reject the lord's Prayer, the Zenedicticn, the lord's
day, Scripture, or the Holy Ministry--until they becoms

. 1

"more enlightened", There is a disti.ction between the two
Sacraments which corresgonds to a sianilar distinctior between
the two phrases in the Creed, '"the holy, catholic Churca™

and "the Communion of Scints'", Beptisn, which together with
Taith belong to the "basic concept" of the Church, corresconds
to the former. The Eucharist, which is an element of the
"fully developed'" concept of the Church, corresvonés to the
latter. Grundtvig discusses this distirction in comnection
with the articles on the Church ir the Augsburg Confession
(wvith which he believes nimself to be in compleite =oreeient),
All those who share in Baptism and faith are incliuded within
the unity of the Church. Iutherans do not unChurcn those

who have a different interpretation of the Zucharist, al-
though as the uWarburg conversaticns prove, thie necessarily
excludes "heart-felt fellowship”., TUnity is retaiced throu:h
the proclauwation of a common Gosnel (which Grundtivig iden-
tified with the noseession of a common faith as expressed in
the Apostles' Creed), and this remains, even if "the entire
doctrinal system'", preaching, ardi the internretation of
Scripture are different, These beloang not to tre'founde-

-

143
tion", but to the "superstructure".24 Grundtvig is con-

cerned to vindicate the position of the Iutheran Church

within the holy, catholic Church. He and his movenent dia

o]
[0}

not possess a strong ILutheran self-consciousness; They were
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more ecumenical than any contemporery Scandinavian party.
But they were also concerned not to unchurch themselves.
Grundtvig was scandalized at Tuther's substitution of the
word "Christian" for "Catholic" in the Creed. 1In adooting
tois alteration, Iutherans "excludsd themselves from the
noly, catholic Church". ILoreover, Grundtvig was impatient
with Iutheran reluctance to confess faith in the Church

hts
o

for fear of Roman Catholic tendencies. "IFf we canrot honesil
confess faith in the Church as the temple of the ol Spirit,

-

we willl always be stumbling and will imagine that it is the
Church which needs worldly props. If we are afraid of the
catholicity of the Church, we must forego any sense of
fellowship with the Apostles and, through them, with the
Tord..."25

Behind this concern for the higtorically correct form of
the Creed, as opposed t0 the variants then in use in the
Churches of Dermark and lorway, Zay a more orofound consi-
deration. If the Creed were the absolute authority, the
"Word from the Iord's own mouth", then it vas of the utmost
importance that it be recited in its original form., Grundt-
vig believed that the original form had been handed down
from generaticn to generation in the Church from the time
of the Apostles. '"The witness of the Church in Baptism---
about Baptism in itself, its conditions, and its fruits...

must be taken and beslieved as the witness of Christ Himself
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nd His Apostles, transmitted. from mouth to mouth and from
generation to generation...as & VWord of His own mouth which
must never depart from the mouth of His Church, snd from

which His Spirit will never depart..."26
He regarded it as at least questionable whether Rap-

tism was valid if variations in its form took vlace, If
Baptism was instituted by Christ Himself, it follows that
He told the Apostles the conditions for Baptism. Thus, the
Creed must be "A Word from the Lord's own mouth". Aind
unlesg the Creed be taken and believed "as a whole and in
part" as such, the indissoluble connection between Baptism
and the Vord of faith which alone makes it Christian Bap-
tism, is lost.2! The Baptismal covenant is a Word of the
Lord's own mouth, and nly when we believe so will we
taste the blessing of the Gospel in its fulness", 28
Grundtvig's line of reasoning here 1s a good illustration
of the kind of A PRIORI arzumentation which characterized
the Churchly View,

Grundtvig's Christienity was objective and Sacrementsl
It wae also collective., He is opnosed to all individualism.
The Church is primary. The Holy Spirit "is not sent to any
individual, but to the whole Church, and does not give for-

giveness of sins and eternal life to the individual, but

only to one and 2ll in the Church...lblcn He creates..'"29

26 UB, IX, pn. 333.

27 Quoted in Begtrup, op. cit., II, po. 154f.
28 US, VIII, p. 421.

29 US, IX, p. 374.
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Grundtvig deplored the spiritualizing tendencies current
within the ILutheranism of the day. For Iutherans, the Church
has become "a mere Idea...vhich has no corresponding reality
on earth, but hangs in the indefinite, without any specific
Marks..."30 Tt is true that the Church must be "invisible"
to "the eyes of dust", it cannot be recognized by its "crosses
or Church-towers, its Bishops' caps or monks' cowls, its
ceremonies or festivals, or by any book"., But it.must not
be "intangible" (USANDSELIGT). It is "recognizable for the
ear of dust by its clear, public, spoken Vord, whereby its
members confess their faith and hOpe".31 That is to say
that the Church is not to be identified with any particular
denomination (these are "imperfect attempts to realize the
invisible idea in the visible sphere”), nor can its limits
be drawn; But it is a concrete reality in history, and
recognizable as such. The "undeniable fact" is that"there
has been a Christian Church on earth for 1800 years, recog-
nizable under-all its names and forms by its solemn ccnfes-
sion -of faith and the Baptism which corresponds to this
Confession",J2

There was no essential chanze in Grundivig's basic
ecclesiology from the time of his "matchless discovery".
But his opinions changed in twd important respects: The
relationship between Church and 3State, and the concept of
the Ministry.

30 US, VIII, p. 376.
31 Ibid., p. 378.
32 US, VIII, p. 376.
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Grundtvig was originally a supnorter of the absolute
monarchy and of the State Church. He regarded the 3State
Church as identical with the Church of Jesus Christ in
Denmark, After the Clausen case, however, and varticularly
after his three visits to England (1829-31), he drew a
sharp distinctioq between the two. Then the attempt to
ourge the Church of Denmark of the Rationslists feiled, a
group of his friends made (in 183%1) an unsuccessful effort
to create a free congregation of "Cld Believers", with
Grundtvig as pastors) I the Raticnalists would not leave
the Church, then the "Cld Believers wonld have to "divorce"
themselves from them. The British Act of Toleration (1£2€-
29), however, presentcd Grundtvig with another aliterrative,

and from 1834 (when he wrote Den Danske Statskirken upar-

tisk betragtede) onwards, he was a tireless spokesman for

1t

a spacious State Church, a '"free' 3tate Chvurch, zund a

- EY — - . .
"free congregation (VENIGHED)".”% The Zstablishment is to
be retained as a useful educational vehicle, but it is si.ply

a "State institution (STATSINDEZINING)", which the Gevermmen*
33 The term "C1ld Believers'" seems to be drawn from the
schism with the same name from the Russian Crtrnodox
Church in 1667. The projected sccession of the Grundi-
vigians world necessarily have been within the State
Church, since religious “reedor in Denmerk was not guar-
anteed until the new Constitutiorn of 1849 and the conse-
quent replacement of the Stote Chrich by the "Tolki-Church"
ft, XII, p.
same view
ation to
Le 80

34 Cf. P. lindhardt, Tans! Teolozxisk Tidsskr
151 ¢ "It is no accident That he now nas th
of the value of the Stete Church and its re
Christiarnity and soci ety as the ZEnglish de
obviously QWSDlaVCd...

rif
el
ba
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had the right to alter at will.J5 The Church (VIFIGHED) is
the "heavenly guest" within the Stute Church's walls. Both
Rationalist and 0ld Reliever covld remain in the State Chﬁrch
i1f each party had its own Zituel end the parochisl bord
(which bound the laity to a single Church and clersy..an)
vere loosed. Grundtvig has completely given up the concent
of the State Church as a Christian Church, and with it the
idea of a Christian State. He and his follovers became the
chief sébkesmen for alil mannsr of ecclesiastical reform:

The relaxation of the parochial bond, elective corgirecations,
liturgical freedom, the abolition of compulsory 3eptism,
Confirmation, Church marriage, and participation in the Holy
Comrunion---"The Spirit cen only vwork in freedom!" Despite
the opoosition of men like Biskop Kynster in Demmark, tle
Grundtvigians were able to realize the grecter part of their
programme,

Grundtvig originally held a aigh conception of the

1

land in

kL
e

€

e

Ministry. In a letter to the Hzugean Amund
Bergen (1826,, he upholds ordination and a form of Apostolic

"self-assumed".

Succession, and describes Hauge's call as
"Christ has instituted a teaching office in His Church...
which we must not minimize, the unbroken transmission of
which He will ensure from Higs first Apostles to His last
servants on earth; And only those to whom the office is thus

rightly transmitted receive (when they have faith) that

speclal wisdom, power, and anointing which belongs to the
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ability rightly to divide the Word of Truth."3% (learly,

Grundtvig recarded the Churcin's ordination as transcitting

ordaining minister since the Aposties has hed the power to
transmit gifts. In the same year, he wrote that "without
ordination with the laying on of hands, there is nc Christian
teaching office, and where the episcopal ordination is not
transmitted without interruption, there are, in the Church's
true understanding of the term, no Bishops..."37T The Danish
Bishops are not true Pishops; This situation could and should
be remedied, since God has preserved the true episcopal or-
dination in the Church of England. Though the Church of
England did not particularly honour its neme at the tiue,

it was "an orthodox Church with real ‘not self-made) Bisnops)

-

.

he wrote in 1830, The Lutheran Church erred in failing to
retain the Apostolic Suvccession. "I know from experience
that 1t carries a different weight when a Bishop, and not
one of us, pronounces the b1e581n¢ in the Name of the Lord!38

At the same time, Grundivig refuses to unchurch or to charge

—

hg

with heresy those who do not share his point of view. EHe

+©o

will not assert that Christianity stands or falls with the

concept of the Ministry., Nor are the clergzy to be placed

56 Quoted in Kolsrud, ¥TT, XHXI, p. 240.

37 us, Iv, p. 611,

38 US, V, p. 353. Crundtvig's followers urged Zishop
Mynster's successor, H, L. Martensen, to seek ordination
in Sweden, in order that the Anostollc Succession might
be reestablished in Demmark. Cf, C, Xolsrud, op. 01t.,
pP. 241,
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In the past, says Grundtvig, Bishops end priests "had the
Church to themselves, or rzther they were the Church". 1In
reality, the Church ”embraces both pastor and people, a
spiritval concept, the Christian Communion of Saints, which
is created in Baptism of those who believe what we all
confess.,.">9
-It was in 1839 that Grundtvig first began to express doubts

about the Apostolic Succession. "He has noted that the
Cxford Movement in England strove to use it to build a
hierarchy on the power of the Bishop, and he is naturally
anxious to avoid a repetition of this in Denmark."40 The
followihg year, he rejected any significance of the Apostolic
Succession.4l The’AnglicanS base their authority upon the
same 3cripture text as Rome (Matt. 16:18), and "uithout the
secular arm together with the Thirty-iine Articles, they
would have shdwn long ago that they are a long way from
agreement in the interpretation of IJcripture or Apostoiic
doctrine"”. They can scarcely claim to uphold vhat nhas been
taught and believed SEIPER, UBIQUEZ, IT AD OLNIRUS in the
Church, and they cannot unchurch the Church‘of Denmark unless
they can "prove that we have altered faith ard Baptism...".

By 1862, Grundtvig still regerded ordination as an
Apostolic tradition, but held that the only true ordinaticn

existing in the Church since the tine of the Apostles has

]-}
=y

been "ordination to preach the Géspel freely...and to
39 Us, IV, .p. 548.
40 H. Begtrup, op. cit., II, p. 27.
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administer Baptism and the Lord's Supper...It is only the
Holy Soirit's means of grace which can give the Lord and the
Church good...servants, "42 "To my great amazemant", Grundt-
vig has "discovered that the so-called Apostolic Succession
or episcopal ordination in unbroken succession from the
Apostles is the emptiest of all imeginings, since such
ordinations did not exist in the Eerly Church. Zven Peter
Lombard finds that, while Bishops have the sole right to
confirm and ordain, the office has no higher degree of
ordination (CRDO), but only a raenk and office (DIGHITAS and
QFFICIULX), for there never have been higrer degrees of
ordination than that enjoved by Deacons (preachers) and
Presbyters (priests)."4> .pout the same tine, Grundtvig
wrote thet "an inheérited dpostolic consecraticn” to wnich
the Holy 8pirit has bound the teaching gift, is & "panistic
assertion” which "already for the sake of the Spirit's

own freedom...must be rejected".44
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(b) The Rise of Norwegian Grundtvigianism.
W. A. Wexels (1797-1866)

The'history of Grundtviglanism in Norway may be described
briefly as follows: It gradually gathered strength from the
time of the founding of the University until the 1850's.

It then came under heavy attack from several quarters, and
gradually deelined until the division in its ranks and its
disintegration as an ecclesiastical party by 1886.

At the outset, Grundtvig's anti-Rationalist crusade
wom him many supporters in Norway. In addition to Hersleb
and Stenersen, he carried on a correspondence with a number
of the leading Norweglan clergy (including the famous Johan
Nordal Brun, Bishop of Bergen), as well as with several
Haugean laymen.l His writingé were widely read. His "match-
less discovery" cost him the support of the theological
faculty in Christiania, but he retained the friendship of
Pastor Wilheim Andreas Wexels, the man who was to become
the leading spirit in the Grundtvigian movement in Norway.

Wexels was one of the noblest figures in the history
of the Church of Norway. He had been az student of Hersleb
and Stenersen, and was spiritually awakened by the lectureé
of the latter. For forty-seven years, he served as pastor
in thé same parish, the Cathedral Church of Our Saviour in
Christiania, and he never rose higher than second pastor
(RESIDERENDE KAPELLAN). Several times he recel ved the major-
1ty of votes for the 6ffice of Bishop, but always declined

1 A. Skrondal, Grundtvig og Noreg, p. 53.
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the position. 'Nevertheless, he was the leading figure in
Norweglan Church-1ife for many years, until about 1850.
He was not a first-rate scholar, although he wrote prolifi-
cally. Irenic and positive, he yet possessed the courage of
hls convictions. Thorvaeld Klaveness called him “the spirit-
ual centre” of the Hersleb-Stenersen clergy, their "ideal
representative’, not because of his great gifts but because
of his Christian personality.2 Through his devotional
wrltings and hymns he won the hearts of the laity; until
in the heat,of theological controversy, they turned against
him, He was a prominent member of several important ecclesi-
astical commissions, and was the first lecturer in practical
theology at the University when the theologlcal professors
vere relieved of this duty in 1849. He was for a time a
close friend of the Moravian superintendent N J. Holm,
although the relationshlo ccoled in later years; Wexels
grew more critical of the Moravians as he became more
Grundtvigian. Tolerant toward dissenters, Wexels was on
the other hand both politiéally and ecclesiastically con-
servative. He must be regarded as the most influential

representatiﬁe of High-Churchmanship during his lifetime.
Wexels himself has stated that, so far as his concep-

tion of Christianity was concerned, he owed "more than he
could say" to Grundtvig, "the great witness in the North".>

Inspired by Grundtvig's example in the Clausen case, the

2 Quoted in J. B. Halvorsen, Norsk Forfatter-Lexicon, VI,

p. 578.
3 Ibid., p. 576
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youthful curate ventured in 1828 to attack the Rationalism
of the venerable Professor Niels Treschow, "learning's
Nestor" in Norway. The brief conflict which followed
"marks a turning point in Norwegian Church-l1ife".4 Wexels
and his friends continued to develop in a more confessional
and Grundtviglan direction. In 1834, Wexels started the

first theological periodical in Norway, Tids-skrift for

Kirke-Kronike og Christelige Theologle, which ran for five

jears. Here for the first time he appears as a spokesman

for thé Churchly View. The very first article was entitled
"Are we in Baptism made members of the true Christian Church?".
Wexels states the problem: "When we are challenged to defend
our true Christian community on the basis of Scripture, we

do not shun this criterion. But...our opponents issue this
-challenge in order to make fools of us. For they immedlately
render Scripture useless for proof, by questioning the
authenticity of passages and by employing such rules for
exegesls as to make the rezl meaning of the Sceriptures un- .
certain..." He counters with the Grundtvigian solution:
"Therefore, we will not undertake any defence from Serip-
ture...but keep to the historical witness for the genuine-
ness of our Christianity..." The historical witness is to

be found in the Church, and 1té content is embodied in the
Apostles' Creed as it is confesged in Baptism. 'We become
Christiéns when we are baptized into the Name of the Father

and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost in the words of the

4 A, skrondal, op. cit., p. 66.
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The Church is therefore built on this confession..."5
Wexels' understanding of the relation of the Creed to Scrip-
ture 1é significant., The Creed is not found verbatim in
Scripture, but there is Scriptural evidence for EVEry one
of 1ts articles. Wexels 1s reluctant to jettison the
principle of Sola Scriptura, and apparently does so only
because the Rationalists have abused it, He was never able
rlike Grundtvig to label Scripture as a "dead" word. He
does not place Scripture in opposition to the Creed; On
the contrary, they agree. Yet the Creed becomes the basic
key to Scripture, its interpretativé principle.

Wexels also raises a problem which was destined to
lead to a lengthy discussion in the Norwegian Church, and
eventuélly to a famous legal case: The wording of the Third
Article of the Creed. Luther's substitution of "Christian"
for "Catholic" had been adoptéd in the Norwegian Altar Book
(1688) and was prescribed by the Baptismal Ordinance of
1783. A number of other variants from the historically
correct text had also come into use in various places, such
as "I believe that there exists a holy, Christian Church",
"which is the Communion of Saints", or "...the Communion of
holy persons”. In some parishes, the word "Catholic" (AL-
MINDELIG, literaily "common, universal') was used instead
of "Christian".6 Wexels, as well as Grﬁndtvig, regarded
the wording of the Creed as of crucial importance for Bap-
tism into the true Christian faith. Those baptized with

5 Tids-skrift for Kirke Kronike...I, 1834, p. 15.
5 A, Skrondal, op. cit.,.p. 133. .
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another wording are baptized into another faith, and are
"not really members of the Church...". Thelr Baptism is
not invalid, but "neither is 1t the same as our Baptismal
covenant; Nor are they in every respect members of our
Church".” Presumably they need to be re-baptized. Wexels
made a plea for the restoration of the word "Catholic"
(ALMINDELIG) in the clause, and for the exclusive use of
"I believe in one holy, catholic Church". He admits that
we cannot belleve in the Church in the same sense as we
belleve in the Persons of the Trinity, but this remains
the correct wording. Moreover, he objects to the practice
of regarding the phrase "The Communion of Saints" as a mere
parenthesis or an explanatory gloss on "one holy, catholic
Church".8

This article of Wexels evoked a sharp attack from
Professor Stenersen, who'particulafly deplored Wexels'
emphasis upon Tradition at the expense of Scripture and
his suégestion'of re-baptism.9 In reply, Wexels denied
any contempt for Scripture, but'upheld "the historical and
Churchly witness"., He insists that Baptism is "that source
whence Christian life springs", and the Baptismal covenant
must therefore be re-emphasized. To alter the wording of
the Creed is to "play the Popeﬁ and to establish a different
Baptismél covenant, thus abrogéting the trve Baptismal
covenant. Anyone who enters into this spurious covenant

A S AR R S AR e N - - N o T W8 T e e — - —— e e E e e

7 TEKK, I, p. 24.
8 Ibid., 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 its blessing.l0 Wexels 1s
careful to guard against an EX OCPERE OPERATO Sacramentalism
by insisting uvon faith as well as Baptism; He admits that
his suggestion of re-Baptism was an error, for "it is not
the verbal statement...of the Creed but its living appropria-
tion which in.conjunction with Baptism makes a person a
Christian”. Anyone baptized into the Name of the Trinity
is a Christian "as soon as he appropriates the Apostolic
confession wheréby Baptism can first begin its work".

This would not be true of a Rationalist confessiocn.
5t111, Wexels can concelve of cases in which an altered
Creed would make re-Baptism necessary.11

Wexels never abéndoned thls basic Grundtvigian posi-
tion, "The Churchly View" as it was later 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 in his
Commentary on Epheslans and Colossians (1848). Commenting
on Eph. 4:4ff,, he declares that the Apostles' Creed is the
Church‘s "foundaticn, the rule and norm for Christian inter-
pretation of the prophetic and Apostolic Scriptures". The
Church 1s built upon Baptism and the Creed. The Apostles'
Creed 1is the orig inal Apostolic confession. He does not,
however, subscribe to the theory that the Creed was glven

10 TKK, I, pp. 458f. For Wexels' views on Baptism, see
further "Daaben frelser os", Kirkelig Folkeblad, II,
pp. 1l45ff, -

11 Ibid.
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to the Apostles by Jesus Himself., Bellef that the Creed is
Apostolic does not imply écceptance of the "improbable
legend" that each clause came from one of the Apostles.l?
Even without this, 1t is "worthy to be regarded as the ex-
pression of that unity in the faith which the Lord and Spirit
would have confessed by all the little ones who are to in-
herit God's Kingdom and be reborn to eternal 1ife in Bap-
tism".13 An altermative theory that Jesus dictated the
Creed to the Apostles was an even more improbable legend,

At this time, Wexels seems to have avoided the Achilles
heel of the Churchly View.

Another interesting feature of his Commentary 1s his
rejection of the distinction between the Visible and the
Invisible Church. ILike Luther and Grundtvig, Wexels empha-
sizes the tangibility of the Church. Indeed, he seems to
go further, and to identify the empiriéal Church with the
catholic Church: "The Visible Church is the revelation of
the Invisible Churéh, and one carnot truly belong to the

12 The "improbable legend" that each of the Twelve pro-
posed a clause is found (with the ccntribution of each
Apostle identified) in the pseudo-Augustinian sermon
De Symbolo, and in the writings of Priminius. But the
belief that the Apostles drafted this summary of their
future preaching, with the hint that each composed a
clause, 1s found in the Commentarius in Symbolum Aposto-
lorum, which probably dates from the beginning of the
"fifth century and was already old when he wrote. Its
‘first literary appearances-are perhaps a decade earlier
"than the work of Rufinus. See¢ J.N.D. Kelly, Rufinus'
Commentary on the Apostles' Creed, Ancient Christian
Writers, Vol. XX, pp. 100f. . i

12 W. Wexels, Apostolen Paullis' breve til menighederne
i Ephesus og Kolossae, Christiania, 1848, p. 72.
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one wilthout belonging to the other, one cannot be é Christ-
ian without belng born of water and the Spirit, or continue
a Christian without being nourished by the Word and the
Lord's Supper."l4

.In 1849, wWexels was invited 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 1t is used here as something intuitive, even Gnostic; It
is not én “opinion", but "an inner vision, as a certain
plcture appears to the eye of the spirit in a definite form
and draws the inner man to itself"., The Churchly View forms
~"the basgis for all my endeavour as a servant of the Word".
It 1s the only "consistently Churchly" view. It breathés
the spirit of Luther, and can be accepted by all faithful
Lutherans. The lecture i1s an impassioned apology for the
historical-Churchly as opposed to the Scriptural prineciple,
and for the Baptismal covenant. It reveals a Wekels who 1is
more thoroughly Grundtviglan than ever. He rejects in turn
the various Orthodox attempts to maintain the Scriptural
principle: By means of the principle of the internal testi-
mony of the Spirit, the "analogy of faith", 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 NORMANS for Scripture and which can ensure

for us membership in the Apostolic Church. No longer does

14 Ibid., p. 70.
15 Printed in Theologisk Tidsskrift for den norske Kirke,

1849, pp. 521 549,
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he regard the Divine origin of the Creed as an improbable
legend. It is "a Word from the Lord's own mouth". He who
'gave the Apostles thelr witness must also have given them
their Creed, which they have passed on to the Church. If
the original Creed had ever been lost, no man could re-
create 1t, and the Church would have died. But in fact the
Church lives on, a historical reality whose existence has
contined without 1nterruption since the days of the Apostles.
Therefore,its Creed must also be in existence and in evidence,
The very fact that no Creed can be shown to be earlier estab-
lishes the originality of the Apostles' Creed. It was "trans-
mitted from mouth to mouth for centuriés", and this serves
to explain why it is not found in Scripture or in the Fathers.
Both Jerome aﬁd Ambrose advised against committing the Creed
to writing, because it would be remembered better if it
were transmitted orally.15

The best source-book for Wexels' theology is, however,

his Lectures on Pastoral Theology, pﬁblished in 1853. This

book has been called the "PROGRAMSKRIFT" of Norwegian Grundt-
vigianism,17 and it is true that the'Churchly View forms the
underlying basls of the book., There is, however, another

influence which 1s extremely prominent in this, the most

16 References to a discipline of secrecy with regard to the
text of the Creed are fairly frequent in fourth century
Fathers, e.g. Ambrose, de Cain et Abel, I, ix, 37 (C.S.E.L.,
I, p. 270); Rufinus, Comm. Symb. Apost. 2 (P.L., XXI, 338);
And Jerome, c. Joann. Hieros. 28 (P.L., XXIII, 396). None
of them, however, supports the reason for the custom given
by Wexels. _

17 A. Skrondal, Grundtvig og Noreg, p. 147.
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High-Church of Wexels' writings, particularly in his dis-
cussion of the Ministfy, the so-called Neo-Lutheranism.
This party, which was particularly prominent in Germany at
the time, included such men as Vilmar, Kliefoth, and
particularly the Bavarian pastor Wilhelm L8he. It especi-
ally emphasized the divine origin of the Church and the
authority of the Ministry. It is evident that Wexels is
strongly under the influence of this group; He quotes L8he
frequently. Indeed, it may be said that, while Wexels'
doctrine of the Church 1is Grundtvigian, his doectrine of
the Ministry is Neo-Lutheran, 18

Wexels 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 1s "the most essential characteristic of human nature”,
The distinction which he draws between the Kingdom of
nature and the Christian Church, both of which belong to
God, recalls Luther's doctrine of the Two Realms. Wexels
finds no necessafy éonflict between them., At the same time,
he makes the rather Hegelian prediction that the kingdom
of nature is destined to become one with the Church in
a final "highest development", in which all opposition
between them will be abolished.19

The Church is not "a philosophy, an fdea..or anything

subjective"”, but "the most objective reality" upon earth.

18 A. Brandrud, NTT, XII, p. 224, Cf. Prof. O. Kolsrud's
opposition to the dissertation of A. Skrondal, in NTT,.

XXXI, p. 242, _
1% W..VWexels, Foredrag over Pastoraltheologien, pp. 2-3.
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As such, 1t belongs to history. 1Its origin is divine, and
1t 1s a "supernatural” reality, yet at the same time it is
a "human" reality. The Church is thus a "double" reality.
It is, on the one hand, "God's Staté, a theocracy, a hier-
"archy in the...highest, deepést, and truest sense". It is
g divine institution”, "an organism through whiéh an
eternally happy family is created and preserved". It is
"an organic unity based upon the means of grace...which the
Lord uses to create and sustain his congregation..." On

the other hand, the Church is "the people of God", "a

community", “"the congregation in and through which the
means of grace are active..."20 By this distinetion between
the Church as a Divine institution and as the people of God,
Wexels maintains the dialectic of Article VII of the Augs-
burg Confession. But he clearly emphasizes and takes as
his starting point the objective aspeét, ihe means of grace,
the activity of God directed toward man. He distinguishes
between the "body" and the "spirit" both of the means of
grace and the congregation; The former is visible, the
latter invisible. As a peOpie in faith, the congregation
is invisible, but as a community confessing its féith and
using the means of grace, it is wvisible. Thus here, al-
though he has rejected the dualism between two Churches,

he intréduces the distinction in the form of a double
aspect or character of the one Church. Wexels emphasizes
the need for the body. The Holy Spirit “cannot be in the

- o - — - — = = v - = = = e e =S em = e v e Mm m e = e = e e

20 Ibid., p. 4.
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congrégation without the body'"; He cannot be active without
the means of grace and the empirical Church.

To assist in the extension of the Kingdom of God 1s the
vocation of every Christian, but especially of the pastor,
whose work 1s connected with an office in the Church, a
STAND. God's State demands its "officials", its "hierafchy",
the means of grace théir administrators., The Ministry is
necessary: "It is through this office that the entire activ-
ity of the Church proceeds; Take away the Ministry, and the
‘activity of the Church will either stop or dissolve into...
arbitrary, anarchical confusion".2l When Christ founded
the Church, He also founded the Ministry., " All Christians
are indeed commanded to confess Christ before men, but He
chose certain persons for special training, and gave them
greater authority. In the period between His resurrection
and His ascension, a-period "of the greatest possible impor-
tance both for the founding of the Church and of the Ministry",
He "no doubt“zgave them complete instructions regarding
their work.22 They were conscious of having received an
office, as 1s shown by their election of Matthias in Judas'
place. After Pentecost, the Holy Spirit made it clear that
He too chose to work through the Ministry. "If we fail to
acknowledge the significance of the Ministry,.we fail to
understand the purposes and activity of the Holy Spirtt.”23

21 Ibid., p. 10. There follows a lengthy quotation from
18he, in 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 Ibid., p. 13.

- 23 Ibid., p. 16.
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The office to which the Apostles were called was not
intended fqr them only, but also for all who later receive
"mediate" ealls. "It is clear that the Lord instituted and
the Spirit sealed a class (STAND) of teachers and stewards,
which through a chain of persons was to continue...throughout
all ages..."24 This is not to say that the Ministry 1s any
gsort of caste, either above or apart from the congregation.
The Ministry is "of the congregation, born of it by the
call and ordination, just as the congregation itself is
born through Baptism...". The Ministry "belongs to the
congregation, lives in it, and vicé versa, in unity..."25
Wexels does not deny that the Lord can call witnesses out-
side the clerical STAND, "prophets" or "whatever an emer-
gency might Justify". But the divine institution of the
clerical office is Eeyond dispute. Recognition of the
clerical office goes hand in hand with a recognition of
the significaﬁce of the means of grace. The Enthusiasts'
réjection of the Ministry is in harmony with their neglect
of the Sacraments and the outward Word. The whole Enthusias-
tic view of a spiritual inner Church, as opposed to the
outward and ‘the Sacramental "rests on a confusion of the
bhurch with the fruits of the Church..."20 Only through the
means of grace is the "Apostolic genuinéness“ of the Church
to be recognized. When the Eﬂthusiasts substitute certain
spiritual exercises for the Sacraments, this only goes to

24 Ibid., pp. 17f.
25 Ibid., p. 18.
26 Ibid., p. 19.
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prove the universal need for some means of grace.

Wexels objects strenuously to the democratizing ten-
, dency in the Church; This can "destroy the theocracy and
. trang§form God's order into an order of the congrezation',
~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 office of the Ministry derives its "origin,
authority, essence, and nature" from the congregation is
"completely in conflict with the concept of the Church...
and the needs of God's State". Wexels quotes with approval
. the judgement of L8he that it would be much more correct to
say that the congrégation derives from the Ministry. Christ
Himgelf first exercised the office of the Ministry, then
passed it on to the first members of His Church, "so that
the congregation should be transplanted through it and
grow, and so that [the officé] itself should be transmitted
as a permanent organ through which the congregation should
receive life and nurture".27 It 1s true that the minister
is. a representative of the congregation and that he officiates
on its behalf. But his office does not have its "root" in
the congregation. He is not a mere servant of the congrega-
tion. Hé 1s in dlty bound to follow the Lord's instructions,
~and to avoid despotism, but it is of‘"extfaoréinary import-
ance" that he be conscious of the divine origin of his
office. It is also a "subjéctive necessity" for the congre-

gation'to'see in their‘pastor a servant of Christ and a
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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 in His
Name. If you reject me, jou reject Him." The congregation
is not well served when it is served by one to whom it has
ltself given authority.

Wexels next discusses the Universal Priesthood of
belieVersgB, a subject which he developed further in a
lecture before the Christiania NMinisterial Association in
1858.29 For the sake of convenience, we shall incorporate
the content of the lecture here. Wexels begins with the
0ld Testament priesthood. In addition to the Levitical
priesthood, there existed under the 014 Covenant a priest-
hood of all believers. Both of these have their counterparts
under the New Covenant, fhe one fulfilled and sustained in
the High Priesthood of Christ, the other corresponding to
the Christian priesthood of all believers. Apart from these
two, the priesthood of the One and the priesthood of every-
one, there is no priesthood under the New Covenant. Christ-
lan ministers are prophets, and should not be called "priests".
Although the two have often been confused (even by Luther),
the Univeréal Priesthood is entirely different from the
teaching and preaching office. Such passages as i. Peter
é:5-9 and Rev. 5:10, which can be used as SEDES DOCTRINAE
for the Universal Priesthood, do not refer to the preaching
office, but to the obligation of the Christian to offer

28 Ibid., pp. 21-23,
29 W, Wexels, Om det bibelske Begreb af det almindelige

Praesteddmme, Chra., 1858.
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prayer, thanks, and himself to God. It is true that all
Christians have the right and duty to witness, but this
does not include teaching and preaching, "to which belong
a special call from God, mediate or immediate".30 St. Paul
expressly forbids all to prophesy (I.Cor. 14:23-35, I. Tim.
2:12). Women possess the Universal Priesthood, but not the
dffice 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 in their respective
‘callings and exercise thelr priesthood there, for "it is
not the work that makes é priest, but a priest that does
thé work",

Wexéls insists upon the necessity of both an inner and
an outer call to the Ministry.3l Possession of the office
does not necessarily mean:that the inéumbent has a true
vocation. Indeced, it sometimes happens that the officé is
abused by those who are called by men but not by God, although
God canvuse even these men. But a divine office démands a
divine call. While this is both "subjective" and "objective",
the latter is the call in the truest sense. 'The objective
call comes from God as well as the subjective, even when it
occurs "mediately" and is largely dependent upon human
agencles., Wexels méintains that even the immediate calls
to the Apostles and Prophets occurred through some outward

sign, "something seen or heard". Historically, the mediate

30 Ibid., p. 24.
31 W, Wexels, Foredrag over Pastoraltheologien, pp. 28-33,




268
call was first introduced through the Apostles, was later
issued through the whole clergy or through the congregations,
and now comes through the State Church Order.

Wexels holds a high view of ordination. It is some-
thing more than a mere ceremony, and a necessary concomitant
to the call. "Only through such a sealing is the call a
true eccleslastical authorization to administer the office."
It corresﬁonds to the laying on of hands practiced by the
Apostle;.32 In ordination, the candidate receives the
office, and "enters the Lord's STAND, in the chaln of succes-
sors to the Apostles".33‘ Thfough ordinafion, the office is
"transmitted through all ages, and gains its Apostolic truth
for the incumbent"”. The RITE VOCATUS of Article XIV of the
Augsburg Confession thus includes "either ordination or the
qualifications to receive 1t",3% Ordination is a "purely
ecclesiastical™ act; It can only be conferred by the Church,
not as the State Church, but as the Church of Jesus Christ.
Through ordination, the candidate "is marked with a priestly
character...which cannot be ecclesiastically erased except
by another eccleszlastical act corresponding to ordination
‘and exercised with the same authority..."35 That it can
only be administered by persons who are themselves ordained
is not only "natural", but it is "an Apostolic-Churchly
ordinance, grounded in the very origin and significance of

%2 Ibid., p. 40.
3% Ibid., p. 36.
34 Ibid., p. 36n.
25 Ibid., pp. 44°.
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the office".3® The Lutheran Confessions "seem to" present
a true concept of oraination,'although théy are not as clear
- as they might be. Wexels deplores the way Lutheran theolog-
ians have "wavered" on the doctrine of ordination. Ilately,
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 APOSTCLICA has
been broken, and wheﬂher the '"special authoniiy'" of the
"special office of a Bishop" is not the authority to ordain.
He wonders whether in the loss of SUCCESSIO APOSTOLICA "a
departure from the original has not occurfed, a mistake
been made, a good thing lost, which cannot be wholly with-
out consequence..." He declines to go into these questions
further. He 1s certain, however, that Protestant ordination
"administered thfough ordained persons and in accordance
with Apostolic practice in that Church which is founded on
the Apbstolic Baptism and Faith" is valid, and that Church
bodies which no longer poséess the SUCCESSIO APOSTOLICA
are not necessarily to be deemed heretical,>T

Ordination carries with it a special anointing. '"The
Holy Spirit is present in érdination in a special way and
bestows His grace and anointing..."38Christ received the
Spirit when He was about to enter upon the office, although
He had the Spirit from birth. Likewlse the Christian

minister; He is born a priest iﬁ Baptism, and anointed
36 Ibid., p. 36. '

37 Ibid., p. 38n.

38 Ibid., p. 45.
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with the Splirit in ordination. The "driving power" behind
the 1ife of the Christian should be the fact that he is
anointed in Baptism., The driving power behind the 1life of
a minister éhould be the fact that he is anointed in ordin-
ation, This is not a "human-personal" but an."office-
personal" anointing, and is precent and active whenever he
performs minlsterial acts as commanded by the Lord.

No one is a minister "according to Apostolic order"
without ordination. A layman may, in emergency, perform
- ministerlial functions: He can administer Baptism, preach,
and in extreme emergency even give Absolution and administer
the Lord's Supper. It is permissible for "several families"
'to come ngether for "private devotions". Itinerant
preaching, howéver, ié dangerous. It can easily become
"both objectively and subjectively 6bjectionab1e", and
represents an intrusion:upon the divinely-sanctioned

Church order.39

(¢) The Catechism Controversy and
The Alienation of the Laity. Olaus Nielsen (1810-88)
Gruhdtvigianism gathered strength until well into the
1850's. This was largely due to the activity of Wexels,
but there were other factors as well. It had a spokesman
on the Theological Faculty in the person of Professor
‘ Kaurin; And its openness in the cultural sphere appealed

to the Hersleb-Stenersen clergy. Grundtvig's one and only
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visitlto Christiania in 1851 took on the character of a
triumphal entry. It appeared to many as though the Grundt-
vigians might be the leading party in the Church of Norvay
for some time to come.

During the 1840's, however, two events occurred which
were eventually to pfove catastrophic for the Churchly View.
Both were a part of the strong confessional reaction which,
alded by the milder Lutheran Orthodoxy of Hersleb and
Stenersen, swept into Norway at this time. The first event
was the so-called "Catechism Controversy" which broke out
in 1843; It was to cost Grundtviglanism the support of the
"awakened laity". The second was the election to the
Theological Faculty of Carl Paul Caspari in 1847 and Gisle

'Jéhnson in 1849. This development turned the Theological
Faculty against the Churchly View, and later led to the
defection of Professor Kaurin,

Prior to 1843, various editions of Pontoppidan's

Catechism Sandhed til Gudfrygtighed were in general use.r

In 1839, a committee consisting of Professors Kaurin and
Keyser and Pastor Wexels was commissioned to revise the
Catechism. 1In 1843, the use of their revision was author-
1zed by Royal Resolution.? The use of older versions was

permitted for a limited period of five years.

1 The editlon used in the present study is Sandhed til Gud-
frygtighed,...udl en...forklaring over Dr. Martin Luthers
liden Catechismo...Christiansand, 1817--cited as Sandhed.

2 Udtog af Dr. Erich Pontoppidans Forklaring, omarbeidet
af en dertll naadigst nedsat commission, Christianis,
1845---cited as Udtog.
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The Revised Catechism evoked a storm of protest from
a section of the laity. 1In part it represented a protest
ageinst the bureaucratic manner in which the book was author-
ized, an expression of the rising opposition to the official
class. But doctrinal matters were also at stake.
Theologically, the controversy may be described as a
conflict between 18th century Pietism and 19th century
Grundtvigianism. Two of the major conflicts, one over the
question of the-adiaphora and the other over Christ's descént
into Hell (where the Revised Catechism left the door open
for the Grundtvigian belief in the possibility of conversion
after death) areAnot directly relevant to our pqrposesf
The texts are, however, set out in an Appendix. (Appendix I).
The statements about the Church afe, hbwevef, of
direct importance to our subject,'and must be discussed
in greater detail., The difference ié‘already apparent in
thetext of the Aposties} Creed as given in the two docu-
ments, Here Sandhed gi&es a paraphrase of the authentic
text which replacés belief in the Church by a mere statement
of its exlstence, glosses "Catholie! by the addition of .
"Christian" and plainly equates the Communion of Saints
with the Church. Pietist influence could not Bé more strongly
displéyed. What, however, Udtog understood by the restored
text 1s clear from two add;tiohallarticles. The first ex-
plains'what 1s meant by belief 1ﬁ the Church and is more
restrained in tone than might have been expected. The
second glosses "The Communion of Saints" in a thoroughly

Grundtvigian menner. The accent falls ﬁpon the corporate
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and & noteworthy point is its inclusion both of the living
and the dead within the fellowship of the Body of Christ.

In the defihition of the Church, Sandhed approaches
the Church from the subjective point of view, as .a community
of regenerate persons. Udtog;'on the other hand, defines it
in more objective terms as a confessing community marked out
by Baptism and the profession of the Chrigstian Faith., Its
tendency to draw only broad limits to the Church was the
principal rock of offense to its opponents. While Sandhed
restricts the marks of the Church to "the pure preaching of
the Word and the administration of the Sacraments“; Udtog
asks "Which i1s the Christian Faith?", and replies in terms
réminiscent of the Baptismal Formulé and the Apostles' Creed.
A functional definition of the Church is replaced by the
Grundtvigian approach to the Church through the Creed. A
new question included in Udtog expounds the holiness of the
Church in terms of the Baptismal Covenant andthe operation
of the Holy Spirit through the means of grace. It is
possible to infer that any similar article in Sandhed would
héve spoken of a community of holy persons understood in
the sense of the regenerate.

Sandhed emphasizes the distinction between the Visible
and Invisible Church, admitting the existence both of hypo-
crites and true Christians in the undifferentiated mass of
the Visible Church. The membership of the Invisible Church
is hidden amid the great mass of hypocrites.who cannot -

always be discerned. Apparently then to Sandhed, they can
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sometimes be detected. The corresponding article in Udtog
restricts itself to the Visible Church, admits the existence
therein both of hypocrites and true members. Where, however,
Sandhed merély speaks of the true Chfistians as those who
in faifh do God's will, Udtog defines them és "those who
keep their Baptismal Covenant'. | |

The clergy generally accepted the Revised Catechism
(Udtog).3 ‘The laity, led by a few turbulent spirits, did
not, For several years; they submitted a steady stream of
protests to the Storting and to Wexels. Fresh from their
triumphs in the repeal éf the Conventicle Act and the
founding of the Norwegian Missionary Socliety in 1842,
the "awakened laity" threw their weight against the
"Wexels book", as it was sometimes erroneously designated.

Drammen appears to have been the first centre of
opposition. Among the attacks on Udtog which emanated
from there was an anonymous pamphlet published by a
teacher, Kristofer Bratten. Among his objections was the
question on the nature of the Church. . He charged that
Udtog was "in error" because it made a person'a member of
the Church 'by mere Baptism and Christian confession,
whether or not he is holy".# Here speaks the authentic
volce of aroused Pietism.'

After 1848, however, the leader of the opposition
wés a remarkable layman from Fredrikshald, Olaus Nielsen.
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3 A, Skrondal, op. cit., p. 114.
4 K. Bratten, Nogle Bemaerkninger..., p. 8.
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His life story 1s strange and romantic. He was reared in
poverty and wes burdened with financial problems for the
greater part of his 1life. He was completely self-taught,
experiencgd a sudden conversion at the age of 24, and there- -
after "viewed everything through Pietistic spectacles'’. (Skron-
dal). “Like‘most gself-taught men, he had an unlimited self-
confidence and a naive certainty that his own opinions cor-
responded exactly to objective Christian truth as revealed
in Scripture...Gifted, energetic, and aggressive, but one-
sided, stubborn and fanaticél,..,he eventually became iso-
lated and lost the posiﬁion of leadership which his abilities
and the circumstances had given him."> Thwarted temporarily
as a lay-preacher, Nielgsen turned to writing, and published
his own material. For ten years (1848-57), he edited and
published Kirkelig Tidende (Church Times), the first Church

paper in Norway edited for. the 1aity.6 At one time, it had a
circulation of 2000, a large figure for that time. In his
self-aggumed role as the defender of Orthodoxy, he issued
re-prints of the oldest editions of Luther's Catechism he
could find, as well as a Bible from the tiﬁe of Pontoppidan,
"examined and corredted by O. Nielsen", Undoubtedly his
life-work was much coloured by class hatred. But Nielsen

is worth studying, for in many respects he was "a typical

5 L. Selmer, "Olaus Nielsen", in NBL, X, pp. 66f. L~

6 Nielsen explains his use of the adjective '"kirkelig".
He says that there are many periodicals which give
"historical reports' about the Visible Church, but none
so far as he knows which treats of the affairs of the
Invisible Church. His paper was intended to fill this
need. Kirkelig Tidende, 1849450, p. 19.
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representative of the lay viewpoint of his day" (Skrondal).
His Churchmanship "bore the mark of thé conventicle, which
he sought to organize as a Church" (Selmer). He was one
of the earliest spokesmen for Church reform; He urged.the
introduction of parish councils, in order to protect the
congregations from "false teachers". While Nielsen vigor-
ously defended his own freedom of conscience, he displayed
an unwavering intolerance toward the opinions of others.

As time went on, he grew increasingly sectarian. In 1849, he
discussed in print the possibllity of withdrawal from the
State Church; In 1855, he asserted the right of the laity

to celebrate the Eucharist; And the following year, he
supported Pastor lLammers' attack on Infant Baptism, and
followed him out of the State Church.

From the year 1845, Nielsen regarded it as hisg life
mission to eradicate the Churchly View. He directed his
attack first-against Wexels (both personally and theologi-
cally), then against the clergy as a whole, and finally
against the entire institution of the Church. Wexels in
his turn, in unusually violent language, placed Nielsen
in the same class as Marcus Thrane, the leader of the
budding labour movement; Both men were "wild, destructive
spirits, the one attacking the State, the other the Church",7

As early as 1842, Nielsen had published a small pam-
phlet on the doctrine of the Church.8 He was particularly

7 A. Skrondal, op. cit., p. 121.
8 0. Nielsen, Kort Udsigt over Kirken, Fredrikshald, 1842,
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concerned to establish the right and duty of the laity to
preach. With this purpose in mind, he shortly thereafter
inaugurated'a "proper work", on which he laboured for the
next three yeérs. At the time, publication proved impossible
owing to lack of funds, but shortly afterwards, the author
was encouraged_by Bratten to publish it as a counter-blast
to the Revised Catechism.9 1In revised form, 1t appeared in

1847 under the title Kirken eller hellige Menneskers-

Samfund fremgstillede i1 Betragtninger over den tredje

- Artikel, etc. (The Church, or the community of holy per-

sons, presented in studies on the Third Article, etc.).
This amazing book is a "proper work" of no fewer than 511
pages; It 1s the chief source for our purpose. A verbose,
repetitious, confused, and sometimes contradictory book,

it 1s nevertheless a fantastic accomplishment for a man
l1ike Nielsen. It reveals.at the same time an author of
great native intelligence and energy, and a man handicapped
in his judgements by lack of education and therefore doubly
dangerous. It represents Biblicism and Pietism 1n extreme
form. It is a morass of pfoof-texts, and the sharp distinc-
tion between the world and the Communion of Saints is
repeatedly emphasized. Anti-clericalism is also very

much’in evidence,

9 Kirkelig Tidende, 1858, pp. 19f. Nielsen explains that
he had originally been moved to write by the activity
of the noted Jjurist C. W. Hjelm. HJjelm, whose position
has been described as "ultra-State-Church", was the

" author of a bill (1840) to limit freedom of religion
together with a scurrilous attack on the lay movement.
(See further the chapters on Inner Mission and Reform.) -
The copies both of the book Kirken... and of KT now
in the University Library in Oslo were formerly in the
library of Gisle Johnson. :
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The book is a discussion of the entire Third Article
of the Creed, as it éppears in Luther's Catechism. Nielsen's
version of the Article reads: "I believe...that there exists
a holy, Christian Church, which is a communion of holy per-
sons..."

He defines the Church as '"the congregation of God,
God's own people, God's believing assembly", "those who
. repént and believe". It is a little floék, a holy secd.
Indeed, the community of holy persons is called (by the
world) sectarian, separatist, Enthusiastie, and is perse-
cuted, because the world knows not God.l0 Nielsen natur-
ally draws a sharp distinction between the Visible and the
Invisible Church. The.Visible Church, which includes "all
who are called to the Kingdom of God", is not the true
Church, for "everything visible is subject to vanity,
change, and destruction, but the invisible is everlasting".ll
The true Church 1s invisible, since its faith and its com-
munion with Christ are invisible, it is concerned with
invisible things, and it consists of invisible essences
(The Holy Trinity, Angels, "united spirits"). It is "spirit-
‘val’, The lengths to which Nielsen could go in spiritual-
izing the Church are well 1llustrated by his statement that,
as Christ the Head 1s invisible, so is His Body.12 He
attacks the Revised Catechism's definition of the Church
as "all baptized persons". This Church is composed of

10 ©0. Nielsen, Kirken..., pp. 153, 160. Cf, also KT,
1851-2, pp. 1-25.

11 Ibvid., p. 153.

12 Ibid., p. 156.
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"peoP&e who are incapable of faith or good works, their
ﬁnderstanding darkened..." VWhen CARNIS MINISTERIUM...is
called "the Church', the Church becomes a Jewish school,
...always subject to the taste of the people and the de-
mands of the day...a mere folk-Church, which stands under
the lordship of the clergy or the people...the fleshly
Church will deny the existence of the spiritual Church
and will deny the SPIRITUS MINISTERIUM..."3 Like most
Haugeané, Nielsen was éontinﬁally on his guard against
a false security in Baptism. He does.not deny Baptismal
regeneration; Children are '"grafted into " Christ in
Baptism. But he emphaslzes the need for repentance and
faith, for the many who break their Baptismal covenant,
who have "put on" Christ in Baptism but have since put
Him off again by sin and unbelief, and who consequently
are not members of the invisible Church. Baptism "is
really intended for those who confess their sins and
repent, for only these profit thereby..."l4 Parents
should take steps to ensure that their children remain
in Christ. Thus Nielsen does not at this time reject
Infant Baptism, but he has a pessimistic view of its
lasting efficacy, together with a deep dissatisfaction
with contemporary Baptismallpractice.

Nielsen was nbt, however, content to leave the Church

13 Ibid., pp. 371-372n. This is the earliest use I have
found of the term "folk-Church", In opposition to the
Grundtvigians, the '"awakened laity" naturally used the
term in a derogatory sense. :

14 Ibid., p. 227.
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completely invisible. 1In his. view, the Church is made
visible through 1) Christian conversation, 2) the fruits
of faith‘(love, Joy, peace, and the like), 3) devotions in
the home, and 4) public” worship,in the Church and "else-
where', The conventicle is essential to a "true visible
communion". Where there are no conventicies, "there is
no right Visible Church-communion, no matter how many
Churches and Church-goers". ”The visiblity of such a
. communion depends primarily upon the conventicles".l15

Despite the all-too-obvious subjectivism of Nielsen's
approach to and concept of the Church, he is nevertheless
aware that the means which God uses to gather the Church
are the objective means of grace, the Word and the Sacra-
ments; The marks of the Church are the pure preaching of

the Word and the right use of the Sacraments, although
these are ascribed to the "true Visible Church", by which
he épparently means the Church made visible in the sense
explained above., For this conclusion, he found support in
three facts: 1) The Scriptural description of the true
Church, 2) The fact that the Church 1sgathered by the
means of grace, and 3) The fact that the true believers
gseparate themselves from the false members(!).

One rather confusing section in Nielsen's book is
his treatment of the "causes'"(aarsag) of the-Church. The
first cause (VIRKENDE AARSAG) isthe ﬁoly Trinity. The
efficient cause (BEVAmGENDE AAPSAG) is three-fold:

15 Ibid., p. 163
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1) human need, 2) the grace of God, and 3) the sacrifice
of Christ. - Again,he speaks of the "cause" of the Church
as being 1) the praise of God, and 2) the repentance and
salvation of mankind. In this case, the word is used in
the sense of a final cause to denote the raison d'etre
or purpose 6f the Church. 16

In chapter X, "On the difference between the Church
established and founded by the Lord and the Church caused
by the world and established by human concepts", Nielsen
develops his argument against the Revised Catechism. The
former is his "holy Christian Church", the latter the
"holy catholic Church" of the Catechism.

As we have noted, he rejects the definition of the
Church proposed by the Catechism. "All Church parties...
all‘heretics, Enthusiasts, false teaéhers, blasphemers,
liars, murderers, villains, sinners, and unrighteous men,
if only they be baptized'and for the sake of show attend
public worship, are members of this new "Christian Church"l7

Nielgen denies the assertion of the Catechism that the
holiness of the Church is due to the means of grace and the
Holy Spirit. "The means of>grace are secure enough in them-
selves, but can this Church build anything defensible on
them?...How many of all these baptized persons actually

serve'God? .only a few...'18 Nielsen has previously defined
16 Ibid., p. 154.

17 Ibid., p. 375.

18 Ibid., op. 376f. Cf. P. 379: "The means of grace can

save no one unless he allows them to awaken and convert

him,"
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the holiness of the Church in eight points: The Church is
holy becguse of the holiness of 1) its fouﬁdef, 2) the means
whereby 1t -is built, 3) the bellevers, 4) God's hands, which
use the believeré as instruments, 5) the Hearts of the be-
lievers, 6) its doctrine, 7) its persecution, and 8) its
everlasting character. Where any of these is missing,
there is no holy Church. 19

On the catholicity of the Church, the Revised Catechism
had stated that it was the Church's destiny "to include all
men'". Nielsen holds that it is the Church's destiny to
preach the Gospel to all men, but not to include all nen,
because all do not, unfortunately, believe the Gospel.2o
He refuses to call the Church "catholic",. or ALMINDELIG.
For this he seems to give two reasons. He identifies the
term with the Roman Catholic‘Church and her errors. The
Church of the Pope isthe only "ALMINDELIG" Church (pp. 373,
378n.), and it is a false Church (p. 374). The true Church,
on the other hand, is too small a group to be called ALMIN-
 DELIG (p. 361). After all, Christ's Person and doctrine
were UALMINDELIG ('"uncommon"). Hefe Nielsen is obviously
playing upon an ambiguity in the meaning of the word. To
the objection that Pontcppidan uses the term, he merely
replies that he may be excused for this error(p. 378n.).

Nielgen refused to confess to any faith ig the Church.
The "falgengss“ of the Revised Catechism's Church is shown

by 1ts demand to be believed in, especially when it is such

19 Ibid., p. 135.
20 Ibid., p. 372.
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a mixed body. To believe in the Church must mean either
that "the smaller group [the Communion of Saints] 1s to
believe in the larger [fhe confessing community of baptized
persOns] » Or that we are to believe in the clergy...because
the Church's doctrine 1s given to them...an 'infallibae'
teaching eétate, who understand religion better than
others”.21 Nielsen misinterprets the Revised Catechism's
qualitative distinction between Church and Communion of
Saints as a quantitative distinction, and regards this as
.8t1ll another evidence of the falseness of its Church..
M"They will not reéognize the dommunion of Saints as the
Church, for they would condemn it as sectarian, but they
would have themselves and the world designated as the
Church", 22
Naturally, Nielsen's concept of the Ministry stresses
the Universal Priesthooé, the charismatic principle, and
the inner call.v All Christians are priests, and it is the
duty of all to spread the Gospel, "through the Spirit, grace
and power active within us". Some have the power and the
charisma to preach. Others are to witness by Godly 1life
and conversation "within their own circle". The irmer call
1s as legitimate, though less apparent, és.the pastor's
' éall. It cannot be called illegitimate, for it is God's
call,.and His call must be regarded as legitimate, although
i1t may not be as "regular" as we might wish. Study,

2l Ibid., p. 362.
22 Ibid., p. 362.
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examination, and ordinétion, (although Nielsen does not
reject or regard these thingsAas unprofitable), are not
the way to the clerical office, but "repentance and faith".
~ The outer call is worthless without the inner call, 23
The ordained Minlstry is not "unnecessary or superfluous...
God forbid." "There are some pastors who speak in Christ",
although most "counterfeit God's Word..." But the clergy-
man who denies the right of lay-preaching "offends against
the true priesthood, and bears the name of pastor in vain“.24
Nielsen strongly defends conventicles:"To forbid conventicles
isthe same as to forbid the clergy to preach the Gospel;

For, since the conventlcle is an inevitable fruit of the
preaching of the Gospel, the Gospel must be suppreésed lest
1t create conventicles", <D

Such was the position of Olaus Nielsen. If he can be
regarded as typical of the awakened laity in 1847, he was

not 1in his later years. By 1877, when he wrote Nogle Ord

om Sekter og Kirken (Some words on Sects and the Church),

he had moved still fﬁrther in a Spiritualist direction in

his doctrine of the Church, and become an advocate of ecclesi-
astical anarchy. .In this work, he purported to show from
Seripture and from Church history that both the sects and

the Churches are "false". Sects have a way of turning into
.Churches, and all organized Churches are "Babylon, the

whore", and represent something "mysterious" and "foreign"
23 Ibid., pp. 317f. ' |

24 Ibid., p. 369n.

25 Ibid., pp. 300f.
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which has interposed itself between Christ and the congre-
gation. The Christian should seek God directly, and avoid

all Churches and sects,

Wexels attempted to defend himself and his views in

his Open Declaration (AABEN ERKLAERING, 1845) and A Peace-

ful WOrd..;(Et Fredens Ord..., 1852). The former is not
relevant here, as it is concerned exclusively with the
question of Christ's descent into Hell. The latter 13 a
defence of the historically'correct form of the Third
Article. Wexels claims that, since the appropriation of
the Creed 1s a condition of membership in the Church, its
wording is of vital importance; After all, the words carry
the meaning. He presents a lengthy apology for the word
"eatholic" (ALMINDELIG) from the Confessions and the Lutheran
dogmaticians. Moreovef,:this 1s 1n fact the meaning which
Luther attached to the ternm "Christian", although he was
guilty of a "mlsunderstanding" when he employed the word
GEMEINDE instead of GEMEINSCHAFT in histranslation of

"the Communion of Saints" into German. Wexels can quote
Arndt, Spener, and Fraﬁcke in support of the éorrect text
and the drawing of a distinction between "the holy catholie
Church" and "the Communion of Saints",

Et Fredens Ord is also a plea:for the freedom to use

the correct form. The situation at the time was somewhat

confused. In 1850, the Ministry for Church Affairs had



286
published an official edition of the Symbolical Books
approved by the Theological Faculty in which the Creed
éppeaped in the correct form.26 A large meeting of clergy
at Lillehammer the same year, in which Gisle Johnson himself
participated, unanimously approved the new translation and
called for ité introduction into the Baptismal Ritual.

For some inexplicable reason, however, no Royal Resolﬁtion
to this effect was forthcoming., The form authorized by the
Baptismal Ordinance of 1783 remained the only legally'
acceptable form.

Wexels pleads for '"the greatest possible freedom and
the least possible compulsion within the boundaries of the
State Church”. Since the State Church has long permitted
the use of varioué forms, it ought-to continue to do so.

He asserts that any pastor who utilizes the correct form is
"well within his rights", but if he were to be denied the
freedom'to use it, he would have no recourse but to resign.
In point of fact, many had already begun to use the correct
form., But the conditional reference to resignation was
destined in time to prove prophetic, |

Wexels receifed surprisingly little support from others.
One of the two men who sought to defend him. however, was
Professor Kaurin. In reply to Bratten, he published a little

book entitled Some Words to the'Norwegian Church..., in

which he assumed the major responsibiiity for the Revised

Catechism, This work leaves no doubt of Kaurin's

26 The committee which prepared the new translation and
edition consisted of Pastor Fangen, Prof. Kaurin, and
-- Wexels.
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Grundtvigianism. The Church is "the Christian congregation,
the historical Christian Church, which was founded by the
Holy Spirit through the Word and Baptism on the first Pente-
cost... and which has remained and evolved by means of the
transmitted meéns of grace...throughout 1800 years...“.27
Kaurin attempts to defend the Revised Catechism by drawing
a distinction between the subjécts discussed by Sandhed and
Udtog. Sandhed identified the Church with the Communion of
Saints, and is therefore talking about the Invisible Church.
Udtog is talking about the "historie, Christian Church",
l.e., the Visible Church, although he says that the terms
Visible and Invisible Church are not used in Udtog because
they are not Scriptural and "do not serve to clarify the
concepts". Pontoppidan's ideﬁtification of these two
: stétements in the Creed'is erroneous, for three reasons:
1)"£t<:chnf\ is not the same as Kowww,a, for the latter
is nevér used by the New Testament or the Fathers in the
gense of"agsembly"; 2) Such an appository gloss would be
superfluous; And 3) Séripture includes hypocrites and false
members in the holy catholic Church. As evidénce, he éites
such parables as the Wheat and the Tares, the Drag-net, and

the Wedding of the King's Son.28 toreover, the Apology to

the Augsburg Confession includes the hypocrites as members
according to the "outward marks", "the Word, Confession of

faith, and the Sacraments". Kaurin regards Christian Baptism

27 J. Kaurin, Nogle Ord til den norske Kirke..., p. 24,
28 Ibid., pp. 22f.
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and confession of the Christian Faith as the conditions the
Church demands for reception into membership., He points out
however, that the Revised Catechism guards against the view
that Baptism and cbnfession guarantee salvation. In question
415, the question is asked: "Ape all saved who are baptized
and who confess the Christian-faith?", and the answer is
given: "No. Only the Church's true ﬁémbers are saved." And
the following question cleafly distinguishes between "two
kinds" of members in the empirical Church, hypocrites and
true Christians.

We have examined only a part of the literature in the,
Catechism Controversy, in order to present the 1ssueé and
the principal positions. The result of the controversy was
a victory for the awakenedilaity. The Revised version,
which by the best estimate had been introaucea into most
of the town Churches and about a third of ‘the rural Churches,
was not recalled., But in 1852, the Government rescinded
its order to withdraw the older versions. DMolland says
that the Government yielded at this point because it feared
a FreéfChurch movement and even a possible revolution; 1848
was still fresh in the memory of everyone. Although'ﬁhe'
controversy abated after 1852, it was only with the publi-
cation of H, U. Sverdrup's revision of Pontoppidan in 1864,

a revision more to the liking of the laity, that the matter

was finally closed.
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(d) Grundtvigianism in Ascendancy.

Fredrik A. Wexelsen (1818-96) and

Johannes W. C, Dietrichson (1815-83)
| Grundtvigianism continued; however, to gain supporters.
About this time, the party assumed the spirituvel leadership
of the'Church of Denmark, although it nevef embraced a ma jor-
ity of the Church'people. The important "All-Scandinavian
‘Church Meetings" held in Copenhagen (1857), Lund (1859),
and Christiania (1861) were inauguraﬁed on the initiative of
the Grundtvigians and dominated by them, except for the
delegates from Sweden, where Grundtviglianism has never
possessed any significant following. Grundtvigian circles
sprang up heré and there in Norway. In 1857, the party

began publication of Kirkeligt Folkeblad, under the able

editorship of Pastor Fredrik A, Wexelsen and 0.A.T. Krog-
ness. This excellent papér was to serve as the Grundtvigian
organ in Norway for fourteen years. Moreover, the movement
underwent a significant change in character about this time.
In addition to its'functionvas & religious and ecclesliastical
party, it gradually broadened to include a movement for
popular education and culﬁure as well, It provided -a haven
for men of varying shades of liberal opinion, The change
in the general situation in the Church brought the Grundt-
viglans facer toface with new opponents. Rationalism was
vandﬁished; From this time forward, its adversarics were
revived Orthodoxy and Pletism and the forces of political

and cultural reaction.

i



290
As representative of Norwegian Grundtviglanism at this
period, we propose to discuss the ecclesiology of Fredrik
A. Wexelsen-and J. W. C., Dietrichson.

F. A, Wexelsen , the brilliant and gifted vicar of Bak-
landet Church in Trondhjem, was a nephew of Wexels, and
shared his uncle's nobility of character and dedication to
the pastoral task. Even his opponents praised him, and Skron-
dal asserts that in different circumstances, he would certain-
ly have risen to the office of Bishop. Apart from Wexels,
he was the foremost spokesmén for the Churchly View in
Norway. ‘

The very firét article in Kirkeligt Folkeblad came from
his pen, and was entitled, significantly enough, "The Christ-
ian Church".l It was followed later the same year by another,
entitled "For Further Explanation".2 Although he shows
signs of original thinking, Wexelsen does not diverge from
Grundtvig or Wexéls in any essential point. His fundamental
approach and starting point is thoroughly objective; He begins
with the means of grace. The presence of Christ is 1ndis-
solubly linked with the means of .grace. Whereever He is,
there is the Church. "The true Church is present wherever
people gather about the means of grace which He has given
them...wherever God speaks to us and deals wifh us...as
Father, Saviour, and Sanctifier."? Wexelsen defends the

Grundtvigians against the charge that they overvalue" the
1 "Den Kristne Kirke", XF, I, pp. 6-26, 33-45.
o "Ti1 Naermere Forklaring", KF, I, pp. 209ff., 225ff.

3 kKF, I, p. 9.
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means of grace., This, in his view, would be impossible.
He defines the means of grace as the Word and the two
Sacraments, but it is evident from the context that he does
not mean to identify the Word with Scripture. He can also
define the means of grace simply as "the Sacraments".%¥
The Word is primarily the Grundtvigian "living Word" which
comes. to man through the Sacraments. Wexelsen says that the
encounter between God and man "does not occur secretly, but
in a visible, sensible divine act, namely in Baptism into
the Name of the Triune God".2> Baptism is the "entrance",
the "gate" to the Church, and the "basic concept" of the
Church, upon which it rests and which distinguishes it from
every other community.6 To Baptism is indissolubly connected
the "Covenant", which God makes with those who wish to be
received into His fellowship. Thus, faith also belongs to
the "basic conéept" of the Church; Those who renounce the
devil and confess the Faith constitute, together with God,
the Church. God continues and perfects His work in them
through the Word and the Lord's Supper. For baptized
believers, the preached Word is‘an "explanation" and a
"quickening" of the Baptismal gift of grace, and an admoni-
tion to an ever-incréasing appropriation of the gift. For
the unbaptized and thé unbeliever, 1t is a call to repentance

and an invitation to Christ.

Wexelsen emphasizes, however, the essential dialectic
» I, pp. 215, 227.

sy I, p. 11.

, I, p. 12.
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of the Lutheran doctrine of the Church. In using the term
"Church", he explains, "we are thinking partly of the means
of grace, through which Christ dwells in those who belleve,
partly of the community of persons who are regenerated and
sanctifiéd by the means of grace, It has been and still is
the source of mugh misunderstanding, suspicion, and needless
strife that many, when they hear the word "Church", only
have the latter sense in mind.  The Church belongs not
only to the Christian people (the saints), but also to
_their King and Lord, Who through the méans of grace dwells
| among them."? The Church is "a State", "God's Kingdom on
earth'”, and this belongs both to people and King. Without
the community of believers, there are no means of grace in
living use, there is no Christ in action on earth; But
neither is there any congregation without the means of grace.B

Wexelsen is not averse to using the terms Visible and
Invisible Church, but he repeatedly stresses the fact that
these do not represent two Churches, but merely two aspects
of the one Church. Like Wexels, he describes the Church as
possessing both a Body and a Soul. This distinction is not
identical with the distinction between the Church as the
' bearef of the means of grace and as the community of belie-
vers, but rather with its Visible and Invisible aspects in
either case. The Church as institution possegses both a
body and a soul, and is both visible and invisible. Like-

wige the Church as the community of believers; Its faith

7 K¢, I, p. 14,
8 Ibid., p. 15.
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14

is invisible, but its persons are visible, and 1t is 're-
cognizable" (KJENDELIG) by "its Baptism and confession,
its life, and its conflict with the world".. Wexelsen
takes exception to the assertion that we are saved only

as members of the Invisible Church and no£ as members of
the Visible Church. This is merely to confuse the 1lssue,
and would lead to an underevaluation of the importance of
membership in the ,visible Church. On the cont,rairy, this
is necessary, for we are not saved without the means of
grace, we dorno£ find Christ outside His institutions, and
rightly understood, there 1is no salvation outside the
Church.9 Yet we must use these institutions aright, and
appropriate 1life and the Spirlt through fhe means of grace.
Wexelsen admits that the'Church has her "dead'" members, but
he cannot accept the identification of the Visible Church
with the confessing community and the identification of
the Invisible Church with the belie%ing éommunity. Nor
can he accept the identification of the phrase "the Com-
munion'of Saints" with the Invisible Church. He struggles
manfully to avoid a dualism at this point. The Church on
earth must put up with false Christians, and reckon all
who "voluntarily confess the Christian Faith" as mémbers,
unles their lives obviously give the 1ie to their profes-
gion. It is a "mixed assembly of genuine and false mem-
bers". Not all those who have been baptized are members

of the Church; Some '"reject the Faith...", although they

9 Ibid., p. 22.
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may be members of the State Church. It 1s necessary to
distinguish between "Christendom" and "God's congregation',
Nevertheless, Wexelsen asserts that "all who accept and
appropriate the...Baptismal covenant are members. ..when
they are rightly baptized with the Church's Baptism...God
has offered us salvation on these terms, énd we must
neither add ﬂor subtract anything from them", 10

Like Wexels, Wexelsen insists upon describiﬁg the
Church as "catholic" (ALMiNDELIG), because'it is her des-
tiny to embféce all men". No 6né has any right whatever
to alter the Baptismal covenant by changing the wording of
the Creed. Luther was wrong to substitute "Christian" for
"eatholic", though he interpreted it in this. sense. We
must confess faith in the "ecatholic" Church, lest we give
Rome reason to call us apoétate. Wexelsen can unChurch:
some denominations because they reject Baptism and the
complete confession of faith. Despite doctrinal disagree-
ment, he accepts the Roman Catholic and Reformed branches.
Rome's great error is her exclusive claim to the title of
"Church", |

For Wexelsen, then, Baptism and faith are the "Basic
concept" (GRUNDBEGREB) of the Church. He speaks next of
its "fulness" (INDBEGREB), that whichiié necesgsary for thé
"birth, maintenénce, and growth" of Christian life, To this
belong: 1) the‘Sacraments, 2) The Gospel, or the preaching
of the Word, 3) the Ministry, 4) people who believe the

10 Ibid., p. 36.
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Word and make use of the Sacraments, and 5) Holy Seripture,
which is the Church's "text-book" (LAEREBOG) regarding the
Kingdom of God, whence it "derives Apostolic enlightenment
and is made wise unto salvation",ll

Since the Church is "the institution of grace" NAADES-
FORANSTALTNING), given by the Lord Himself for our salvation,
we ought to cohfess faith in it. Indeed, this is required
of us in Baptism. It 1s not enough to believe that the
Church exists, any more than it is enough to belleve that
God exists. The Church is "a work of God", God's redemptive
power resides in the means of grace alone, we find God only
in them, and consequently we must belleve in the Church.
If we do not believe in what God has instituted, we must
believe in what men have wrought. We must not replace the
Church by our own works, nor regard our own interpretation
of Scripture as the ground of faith.

In "For Further Explanation', Wexelsen adopts a
thorough-going Grundtvigian position on the relatibnship
of Scripture to the Church. The Church is prior to Scrip-
ture, which must be interpretéd in accordance with the Rule
of Faith, the Creed. Scripture is not itself a means of
regeneration, but merely polnts to the Sacraments. He also
answers the charge that the Grundtvigians put the Church in
the place of Christ, in such a way as to indicate that he
virtually regards the Church as (to use an Anglo-Catholic

phrase) "the extension of the Incarnation". Wexelsen admits

11 Ibid., p. 0.
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that the Grundtvigians put . the Church in Christ's place,
but asserts that this is only what He Himself has done.

"He has put His congregation with the holy means of grace
in His place, as surely as the Holy Spirit is His Regent
on earth and the revelation of this Spirit occurs through
the Church's means of grace".12 Therefore, the Church is
called thé Body of Christ and the Fulness of Christ.
Everyone must elther put the Church in Christ's place or
something else; Rome puts the Pope in Christ's place, the
Enthusiasts,the inner light, the Rationalists, reason,
others again their own interpretation of Scripture.

Another typical Grundtvigian was Pastor J. W. C.
Dietrichson, vicar at Nerstrand and later at ¢s£re Moland,
He was the first ordained clergymen of the Church of Norway
to work among the emigrants to Amerilca, organized several
congregations and lald the foundation for what came to be
known as The Norwegian Synod there. He dellvered a lecture
at the second Scandinavian Church Meeﬁing in Lund (1859)
entitled "The teaching of the Church on Baptism, the Church,
and the Ministry". Although he rejected the Grundtvigian
label, his views reflect the ‘party line.l3 He says that
Baptism together with its Covenant (interprefed in terms of
the Creed) constitutes "the means whereby man 1s received

into'the circle of disciples...”14 It is the sole means of

—-——--—_—_——————_————.——_.-__-_-._.___._-_______-_..._________.—

12 Kr, I, p. 227. ,

13 Grundtvigian theologians generally preferred to call
fhemselves '"the Churchly"(de Kirkelige), regarding "Grundt-
vigian" as undesirable because it was a "party'" name.

14 F8rhandlingar vid det andra Skandinaviska Kyrkomdte,

p. 124,
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regeneration., A person may fall from the Covenant, but
this doeg not mean that eternal life is "dead" within him.
So long as he has not committed the sin against the Holy
Ghost, he can be "converted" through "the call of grace in
God's Word", but this is not a regeneration. Baptism brings
the Church with its blessings to the individual. Only
through the Church can Heaven's blessings come to us; Out-
side the Church there is no salvation. Therefore 1t is
necessary to belleve in the Church. The Baptismal Covenant
demands it. Dietrichson departs from the Grundtviglan
position only in his rather unclear éttempt to define the
relation of the Church to the Communion of Saints. He tries
to develop this according to an analogy of the Church as a
Kingdom, The Communion of Saints is "the fellowship of all
true, obedient citizens".1® The Church is a more extensive
concept, including all ﬁhose who have been granted cltlizen-
ship in Baptism. Thevreéult is an un-Grundtvigian quanti-
tative distinction-which in practice amounts to the dlstinc-
tion between the Visible and Invisible Church, although he
does not use these terms. In his doctrine of theMinistry,
Dietrichson follows Wexels. It belongs "of necessity" to
the Kingdom of Héaven, for thé proper administration of the
Sacraments and the right preaching of the Word (the fact
that Dietrichson listed the Sacraments before the Word is
significant). It has been "transmitted from the Lord
through the’Apostles in the'holy cathollc Church”;16

15 Ibid., pp. 131f.
16 Ibid., p. 133.
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Dietrichson draws a sharp distinction between the Universal
Priesthood, which "every Christian anointed and consecrated
in Baptism" possesses, and the office of the Ministry, which
only those who are called, examined, and consecrated by the
Lord can claim, It is solely the function of the latter to
baptlize: and teach. He quotes the ordination formula of the
Churches of Denmark and Norway: The clergy have "power and
authority, as the rightful servants of God and Jesus Christ,
to preach God's Word publicly and privately in the Church,
‘to administer the holy Sacraments according to Christ's own
institution, to bind the sins of the stiff-necked and to
loose the sins of the penitent, and everything else which
belongs to his holy calling according to God's Word and the
order of the Church"., No one may take this vocation upon
himself. Only he who 1s ordained by the Church has the
"full measure"” of Divine authority. Rightly understood,
ordination conveys a charisma, whence the pastor constantly
draws new power for his work. As for the call, only the
Lord knows who has the inner call, Consequently, we must
regard everyone who has the call of the Church as being

called by the lLord.

In the early 1850's, Grundtvigianism was strong in the
Chufch of Norway. Two‘widely separated examples may suffice
to bear this out. In 1851, the Drammen Theological Society
met to disduss the duestion of tﬁe relationship between Church

- and State. Ten theses were presented for diécussion. There
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was considerable criticism of the Revised Catechism; Ag we
have sald, Drammen was the early centre of opposition. But
there is no evidence of any dissension on the first thesis,
which defined the doctrine of the Church. It was almost
completely Grundtvigian in character: "The holy, catholic
Church...is the gathering of all who through the means of
grace.,.are united into a congregation...which declares its
renunciation of God's enemy the devil...and confesses faith
in the Triune God..;according to the Apostolic articles of
faith",17

The same year, in Wisconsin, U.S.A., the Synod of the
Norwegian Evangelical Lutheran Church was formed. Article
II of its Constitution read as follows: "The Church's doc-
trine is that which is revealed through God's holy Word in
our Baptismal Covenant and in the canonical'books of the
01d and New Testaments..." Article III stated that the
Church recognized as cleréy 6nly those who were "rightly

examined, regularly called, and ecclesiastically ordained".18

17 "Forhandlinger i1 Drammens Theologiske Forening",
Theologisk Tidsskrift, III, p.-535. The _one non-Grundtvig-
ian element in the thesis. was 1its acceptance of Scripture
as a means of grace.

18 "Den Norsk-uvange1isk-Lutherske Kirke i Amerika', TT,
III, p. 511. The Constitution was, however, purged of
all Grundtvigian leaven two years later, after the
arrival of several Johnsonian pastors.
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(e) The Campaign against Grundtviglanism :
Gisle Johnson and Carl Paul Caspari (1814-92)

Grundtvigianism had, hbwever, powerful opponents.

The "awakened laity" had been alienated by the Catechism
Controversy, The election of Johnson and Caspari to the
Theological Faculty in the late 1840's heralded a powerful
confessional;Orthodox reaction. Wexéls saw the storm coming
as early as 1847. He wrote that "the clouds are forming
more and more against the Churchly View..."; The make-up
of the Theological Faculty means that the 6pponents of the
View will be superidr in learning; And "that faith in the
Church which is the real foundation of the Churchly View;
is foreign to most people, indeed it 1s regarded as a
Roman Catholic monstroéity”.l When in the 1850's the
laity and thé Faculty formed an anti-Grundtvigién_alliance,
the stage for the conflict was set.

The connecting link between these two factions was
the person of Gisle Johnson. As the leader of the great
revival of the 1850's, he won the hearts of the Christian
laity; . His ultra-confessional standpoint inevitably clashed
with the growing strength of Grundtvigianism. Johnson's
first appearance as an anti-Grundtvigian took place at a
pastoral conferehce in Fredrikshald in 1851, where he

1 In a letter to Ludvig Helveg, the Danish Grundtvigian.
Wexels had actively supported Helveg's candidacy for the
position to which Caspari was appointed. Quoted in A.
Skrondal, op. citi, p. 110.
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championed essentially the same position as Olaus Nielsen.
Historians are agreed that, while this waé Nielsen's shining
hour, it was also the hour in which leadership of the lay
movement paésed from him to Johnson. Johnson's programme
for the next twenty years was two-fold: To awaken the
sleeping to spiritual life, and to defend Lutheran Orthodoxy
against Grundtviglan'error" as well as the rising tide of
Separatism. The organization under his leadership of The
Christiania Association for Inner Mission (1855) and the

inavguration of Norsk Kirketidende by one of his disciples

(1856) were not primarily directed against Grundtvigianism,
but they came to be employed to this end. It was not, how-
ever, until 1857 that the storm really broke. In that year,

Johnson published his Nogle Ord om Barnedaaben (Some Words

on Infant Baptism), a defense of Infant Baptism directed
principally against sectarian propaganda, but also aimed at
the adherents of the Churchly View. He attacked "those who
speak about the Church and faith in the Church " in an
"offensive" manner; They have brought the word "Church" into
such "disrepute" that people "avoid it like the plague"/and
"eannot hear it without being suspicious and fearful of
papistic leaven",?2

The same yéar, at theannual meeting of Christiania
Inner Mission, Johnson spoke darkly of the Church's enemies
“ithin and without". When challenged to elucidate, he did
so in the famous "Declaration" in NK in which he named

2 G. Johnson, NOglé Ord om Bafnedaaben, p. T.
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Grundtvigianism as one of the internal enemies of.the
Church, those who "outwardly remain in its bosom", indeed
even "eat its bread, but use their position within it to
"undermine its walls".? He does not unChurch "all" its
adherents, but accuses them of trying to build "a new,
Danish, Grundtvigian, national (FOLKELIG), catholic (AL-
MINbELIG) Church" on the "blasted ruins" of the Lutheran
Church. |
The differences between the Grundtvigians and the
Orthodox-Pietists were indeed profound. Molland has said
that they represented two completely different attitudes
to life. We cannot pursue in detail all aspects of the
struggle, but we shall attempt to state the major issues
and to examiné‘those whiéh are particularly relevant to
our subject.
B There was, in the first place, a difference over the
question of authority iﬁ matters of doctrine. The Orthodox
regarded it as essential to uphold the authority of Scrip-
ture. While the Norwegian Grundtviglans were careful not
to folloﬁ Grundtvig in speaking of Scripture as a "dead"
Word, their basic authority was the Creed of the historical
Church (i.e. Tradition). 1In his Declaration, Johnson
accused the Grundtvigians of inability "rightly to divide
the Word". A common accusation was that the Grundtvigian
position led to Rome, and there is some evidence that the

Roman Catholic Church hopefully took the same view.
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There was a profound difference in anthropology.
Johnson wrote in 1863 that the "basic error" of the CGrundt-
viglan theology was its "Pelagian view of...huﬁan nature,
its lack of appreciation of the full depth of human sinful
depravity".4 Johnson regarded natural man as "a child of
the devil". The Grundtvigians replied that if everything
human had become demonic with the Fall, then Christ could
not have become incarnate or men regenerated except by a
new creation. There would be no "point of contact' between
God and man.> At this point, the Grundtvigian-Orthodox
struggle recalls many similar controversies in the history
of the Church.

The two parties held different views of Baptiém.
The Grundtvigians regarded Baptism as the one and only
means of regeneration. Johnson and his followers, while
not denying Baptismal regeneration, restricted it to those
who are "receptive", and held that it could also occur by
means of a conversion experience through the Word of
Scripture. Moreover, they asserted that even the "uncon-
sciously regenerated" infant must come to a "conscious
regeneration'. (Cf. the exposition of Johnson's doctrine
of Baptism, Part I, pp. 132ff above.) ‘This evoked the
Grundtvigian charge that Johnson tauéht.a "double regen-

eration”. In this dispute, Johnson's chief antagonist

4 LK, I, 1863, p. 319.

5 F. Wexelsen, "Ere alle mennesker i deres naturlige
tilstand djevelen s Bdrn", KF, II, pp. 353ff. Wexelsen
goes so far in thts article as to assert that a child
must be capable of faith in Christ prior to Baptismal
regeneration, p. 358.
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was Pastor Carl Wille of Fredrikshald. Wille drew an
analogy between ﬁhysical énd spiritual life; Birth cannot
occur more than once in either case, and it must be an
unconscious event., Conversion is merely a return to
Baptism. He denles the existence of "two kinds of regen-
eration"”, one conscious and one unconscious. Moreover,
there is no evidence either in Luiher or the Confessions
for more than a single regeneration. The Grundtvigian
emphasis upon the Baptismal Covenant is commendable, but
4it is difficult to see how Wille and the others could
avoid an EX OPERE OPERATO conception of the Sacrament.

This had implications for the doctrine of-the Church,
particularly for the limits of the Church. The Johnsonians
continually charged their opponents with teaching that the
Church is composed of 'the sum total of all baptized
person”,6 and for failing to draw the line between believers
and unbelievers. Johnson himself opened the first issue of
Luthersk Kirketidende with a series of articles entitled
"Hvad er Kirken?" (What is the Church?); He stated that
the best forewofd for a new'Church paﬁér in our times
must necessarily be a presentation of its concept of the
Church.?” The articles were in fact a lucid presentation
of the Orthodox: Lutheran doctrine of the Church as secen
through the eyes of a 19th century ERFAHRUNGS-theologian.
The Grundtvigians in turn attacked Johnson for his failure

(in their judgement) to take seriousiy the catholicity of
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the Church, of writing as though the Church had originated
with the Reformation, and of inconsistency with regard to
other Church bodies, whom Johnson alternately seemed to
accepﬁ and reject. The Grundtvigians were much less fond
of the "Lutheran" label; The Danish theologian Vilhelm
Birkedal wrote (égainst Johnson) that he recognized no
"Lutheran" Church, but only one, catholic Church. Norweglan
Grundtvigians were generally more cautious, and regarded
themselves as fully in agreement with the Confessions of
the Church of Norway. When, however, Johhson and Caspari
in 1861 published the Formula of Concord, with its strohg_
emphasis upon the Sola Scriptura, the Grundtvigians protested
that the two professors were seeking to introduce authorities
foreign to the Nofwegian Church.

- Johnson made a point of warning his students against
the Grundtvigian emphasis upon faith in the Church. While
he conceded that it was permissible to confess falth in the
Church if this were interpfeted to mean 'faith in God as
active in the Church through the means of grace", he con-
sidered the practice dangercus, because it could lead to
a "Catholic overvaluation of the Church" and a tendency to
place the Church on the same level with God.S

The basic question was, however, a historical one.
Since the Grundtvigians based their entire Churchly View
on the theory that the Creed was "a Word from the lLord's
own mouth" which had been transmitted in unaltered form

8 G. Johnson, Lecture Notes, taken by Brun, pp. 246f.
_ | .
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throughout the history of the Church, it had in the final
analysis to stand or fall with this theory.9

The man whose task it»became to refute the theory was
Professor Carl Paul Caspari. We have devoted little atten-
tion to him in this dissertation, for his field of study lay
in the 014 festament, and he nelther produced any work on
the doctrine of the Church nor played any significant part
in pfactical Church-1life. He was, however, the most outstand-
.ing scholar in the Norwegiah Church during the 19th century.
If, unfortunately, his involvement in the Grundtvigian con-
flict led him away from his proper field, it made him a
pioneer in the modern study of the Creeds.l0 For over a
decade, Caspari scoured the libraries of Europe for infor-
mation on the history of the Apostles' Creed and of the
Words of Institution in the Eucharist: The results of his
studies were published in the form of 1mmensely learned
articles (totalling some 1600-1700 pages) in the new

Theologisk Tidsskrift for den evangelisk~luthersk Kirke i

Norge, founded in 1858 by Johnson and himself. His con-
clusions constituted a thofough refutation of the histori-
cal 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 Word from the

"Lord's own mouth". It is rare in the Norwegian literature.
10 On. the work of Caspari in the Apostles' Creed, see the
sympathetic notice of J. de Ghellinck, Patristique et
Moyen Age, T.I, pp. 39-45. FHe notes the religious spirit
which pervades Caspari's scholarly work, but makes no
reference to the polemical motive which inspired it.
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Caspari's principal work was "Historical-critical
Studies in the Baptismal Confession of the Church".ll
His conclusions were as follows: Both the Eastern and West-
ern Churches treated the text of the Creed with great free-
dom; Certain parts of it were not contained in the original
text; In Baptism, the text was often abridged or expanded
in the Medieval Western Church; Therefore, he could not
regard the beliecf that "the Creed is a Word from the Lord's
mouth or from the Aposties which has existed unchanged...to
this day...as anything but superstition...a self-made
belief, an Enthusiasm, a SCHWARMEREI",12
His studies of the Words of Inétitution in the Euchar-

ist ylelded the same result: Tﬁese have taken different
forms at different periods, and indeed varicus forms are
now in use; The form at present in use in the Churches of
Denmark and Norway was deliberately taken from Scripture
by Luther and Bishop Palladius; If the Lord ever dictated
a definite form, we do not know ﬁhat it"was; Among all these
variations, Scripture is the only safe source. Consequently,
Caspari's SUMMA SUMMARUM was as follows: "The view of
Grundtvig and his friends regarding the'Daho-Norwegian
"form of the Words of Institution is in cémplete conflict
with history and is therefore untrue, and thus the whole
Grundtvigian theory of the 'living Word' collapses, since
all these {1iving Words' coﬁstitute a s&stem, an interrelated

11 TTLEN, I-III,VII, IX, and NR, II.
12 TTLKN, IV,.p. 542.. o
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whole, and thus stand or fall with one another. "13
Although the conflict continued to rage, in the press,
in the parishfs, and in the University classroom (where the
professors of theology zealously strove to root out all
Grundtvigian leaven among tﬁe students), Caspari's monu-

mental studies proved to be the decisive defeat of the

Churchly View in Norway.
(f) The Collapse of the Grundtvigian Party

Meanwhile, the Orthodox had gained still another ally:
the Miﬁistry for Church Affairs, under the firm hand of
Bishop Hans Riddefvold. Time after time during this pefiod,
the Ministry denied Grundtvigian clergy the promotions
they deserved. Moreover, it held to the letter of the law
in.the matter of the Third Article. As early as 1853, the
Ministry issued a warhing to the clergy fhat the new edition
of ﬁhe Symbolical Books gave no authorization for the use
of the correct form in thé ministerial'acts. In 1858, the
Theological Faculty ruled that the idea of one exclusive
form for the Creed is foreign not onlyAto the Lutheran
Church but tb the Church as a whole. A decade later, the
- Ministry began receiving complaints about Grundtvigian
pastors who used the correct but technicaliy 1llegal form.
Matters came to a head in 1869, when the vicar of Hemne,

Johan Ernst Gunnerus, was actually placed on trial; convicted,

13 TTLKN, X, p. 289.
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and fined for his fallure to use the form of 1783. He
“was acquitted on appeal, but his position in the parish was
untensble. He had no recourse but to resign his office,
and he was followed the same year (1872) by Pastor J. W.
C. Dietriphson, who had become invélved in a similar case.
In both cases, the situation was the same: A layman deﬁanded
that the pastor use the form of 1783 in baptizing his child;
The pastor refused, the layman complained to the Ministry,
and the Ministry declined to transfer the pastor to another
parish.l

The Gunnerus case virtuélly outlawed the Churchly View
in Norway. The year 1872 was critical for the party in yet
another way:‘It was the yeér in which Grundtvig died. The
.leaderiess Grﬁndtvigians faced a stiffened Orthodoxy in the
1870's. Young Grundtvigians no longer ventured to enter
the Minlstry, but chose instead to enter the teaching pro-
fession. At the same time, there was a growing radicallsm
in Norwegian cultural 1life, as illustrated by the visit of
Georg Brandes in 1876. Many radicals had been attracted to
Grundtvigianism by its liberal spirit, but had never entéred
into its religious side. BSome of these now rgpounced hist-
' orical Christianity, and the Grundtvigian party which had
once been called the road to Rome was branded as the r&ad
to infidelity. The most prominent example of this tendency
was BjGrnstjerne.Bjarnson, who had been regérded by many

1 The historically correct form of the Creed was adopted
without incident in the H8ymesse Liturgy of 1887 and
the Altar Book of 1889. . These were largely the result
of Gustav Jensen's work,
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as the future leadgr of the p%rty. His religioﬁs crisis
and subsequent rejeciién of traditional Christianity (1876)
"was more than any other single event the thing ﬁhich led
the 'View' into spiritual ruin".2 The schism which had
long threatened the party’ﬁécame a bitter reality at the
so-called "spiritual freedom" meeting at Sagatun Fokk-High
School in 1886. From that time, the Grundivigian party

disintegrated as an ecclesiastical. forece in Norway.

(8) The Grundtvigian Doctrine of the Church:
losg and Gain,

We shall now attempt to evaluate the Grundtvigian
concept of the Church. It ig a difficult tesk. Skrondal
says that neither Grundtvigrnof his followers formulated
any consistent ecclesiology free from contradictory elements.l
Aulén holds thaf the Grundtvigian ecclesiology fails to
strike a balance, and vacillates between Roman Catholic
and sectarian poles.2 Certainly there was something Roman-
tic and intuitive if not downright poetic aboﬁt the Churchly
View. It included many commendable features. Its emphasis
upon Baptismal regeneration and upon the Baptismal Covenant
and Christian nurture constituted a much-needed counter-
balance to the revivalism of the age. Its accent upon the
collective counteracted the -strongly individualistic trend
of the daj. Above all the Ghurch1y View represented a

2 A, Skrondal, Grundtvigianismen i Noreg, p. 149.

1 A, Skrondal Grundtvig og Noreg, p. 139.

2 G. Aulén, Tlll Belysning om den luthersks Kyrkoideen,
p. 151. The present evaluation owes much to Aulen s
penetrating criticism.
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largely successful attempt to avoid the subjective approach
and to build upon the objective means of grace. Thus,
Grundtviglanism was able in great measure to conquer one
of the two great obstacles to a resolution of the ecclesiol-
ogical problem, although as Auléﬁ points out, the subjective
element still remained in the confession of the Creed.

On the other hand, there were certain serious weaknesses
in the Churchly View. There is no doubt that its overemphasis
upoﬁ the Sacraments at the expense of the Word, and its
basically traditionalist concept of authority were more
Roman Cjtholic than Lutheran. . Its view of Scripture was
particularly faulty, and represénts a fatal departure from
the principle of Sola Scriptura. - There was in the Grundt-
vigian idea of the "living Word" the germ of the modern
view of Scripture, but it was not sufficiently developed.3
It reflecied the authentic personalism of the Lutheran
doctrine of grace and the existential character of the
relationship between God and man which figures so promin-
ently in the writings of Luther himself, Here, it seems,
was an attempt to break loose from the intellectualistic
concept of revelation. Grundtvig had caught a vision of
something vitally important. That Norweglan Grundtvigians
also saw it is borne out by a little book which is one of

the most interesting in the Norwegian Grundtvigian litera-

ture, Rural Dean Fredrik Ingier's Om den Kirkelige Anskuelse,

written 1in réply to Caspafi. Iﬁgiér puﬁs'his'finger on

3 Of. A. Fridrichsen, in ®n Bok om Bibeln, Lund, 1948,
p. 69. L . )
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the fundamental weakness of the Orthodox theologilans:
their intellectualism. He says that the Churchly View
does not rest upon the Creed as a written set of proposi-
tions aboﬁt the Christian doctrine, but as a living confes-
gion in Baptism. Consequently, Caspari's "proofs" are
irrelevant. Unfortunately, however, Ingier's own rejection
of the TESTIMONIUM INTERNUM SPIRITUS SANCTI inevitably
separates the Spirit from the outward Word of Scripture.
The conclusion appears inescapable that Grundtvigianism
was on the verge of a great discovery, a return to Luther's
own concept of revelation, but that it was never completely
successful. Despite Ingier's arguments, the Churchly View
~committed the error of binding God's Revelation, His
Living Word, to the propositions of.the Creed. Even more
.fatal was the fact that the authenticity and validity of
the Creed were made dependent upon a supposedly unbroken
historical tranémission in precisely the same form. It
was therefore open to the same historical criticism as the
Apostolic Succession, and was a great deal easier to dis-
prove, Therefore, despite all its emphasis upon the
Living Word, the Churchly View ultimately reduced Revela-
tion to something intellectualistic and nomistic.' It
failed to conguer the second obstacle to a deeper under-
standing of the doctrine of the Church.

It is interesting to compare the Churchly View with

the Aﬁglican Tractarian movement. Although the two were
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contemporaneous, and although Grundtvig visited England
several times, there seems to have been no direct historical
connection. The Churchly View (1825) actually antedates
the Oxford Movement. Bishop Aul€n has undertaken to
compare the two, and it would be difficult to improve
upon his conclusions.4 He finds several points of similar-
ity: Both are intimately.associated with Romanticism and
nationalism; Both represent attempts to find an objective,
Divine point of departure for -the doctrine of the Church;
Both emphasize the Sacraments as the only means of salvation,
On the other hand, there are gignificant differences: The
two movements grew out of different circumstances, the
Tractarian movement being (among other things) a reaction
against sectarianism, the Grundtvigian against Rationalism;
They had different views of Sacramental grace, the one
Catholic, the other ILutheran. In a word, they arose out
of different traditibns. Grundivigianism cannot be explained
apart from the Lutheran tradition, while the Tractarian
movement is only explicable in terms of Angiiéan histéry<

and tradition.

4 G. Aulén, op. cit., .pp. 149ff.
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The 19th century represented the dawn of a new era
in the Norwegian Church., It was heralded by the introduc-
tion of Revivalism, which in turn led to the establishment
of organized Inner Mission and ?oreign Mission movements.?t

There were three major revivals in 19th century
Norway, one at the begiﬂ;ing”of the century, one at mid-
century, and one toward the close of the century, as well
as several smaller ones. The first, the Haugean,was natlv-
ely inspired and exclusively lay in character. It was
sober in piety and orthodox in doctrine, but it introduced
lay preaching and Pietistic ECCLESIOIAE, both of which
were to be sources of tension and conflict in the Church
throughout most of the century. The second, the Johnson-
ian, was both Pietistic and staunchly confessional., It
united the new generation of clergy and the "awakened
laity", and led to an organized Inner Misslon enterprise.
The third, inspired in part by Anglo-Saxon Christianity,
was more radical and critical of the Church, as well as
less confessional.

The theology which informed a1l three of them was
characterized by the subjective approach and an intellec-
tualist conception of Revelation. Although no solution of

1 The term “"Inner Mission" originated in 1848 with the
work of Pastor Johann Wichern in Germany, and 1s wldely
used in Continental Lutheran circles. It has seemed
best in this thesis to translate it directly into English.
The closest English aporoximation is "Home Missions" (a
term current in Evangelical Anglican circles), though
"Inner Mission" is a more comprehensive term, including
evangelism, charitable endeavours, educational institu-
tions, and the 1like.
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the ecclesiological problem emerged from the revivals or
their resultant missionary movements, it will be of import-
ance for the subjlect of this thesls to examine the impact
of the movement on the ecclesiological question, and the
serious tensions which 1t created. This chapter will also
be concerned with the successful struggle for legal recog-
nition of the lay movement initiated by Hauge, the union
of clergy and lalty resulting from the breakdown of theologi-
cal and class differences in the Johnsonian revival, and
the establishment of organized Inner Mission work to
counteract advancing secularizaﬁion. In the course of
this study, we shall be concerned to trace the serious
conflicts culminating in the 1870's over the attempt to
gain eccleslastiecal and confeésiohal recognition of lay-
preaching, the efforts to unite the Inner Mission movement
into a single national organization which were crowned
with only partial success, and the foundation of more
radically Low-Church organizations as a result of the

revival at the close of the century.
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(a) The Haugean Revival

Thelappearance of the lay-preacher Hans Nilsen Hauge
(1771-1824) created an epoch in the Norweglan Church.
Molland has described him as "the personality who has left
the deepest and most lasting impression"” on its later
history.l

Hauée was nurtured on the writings of ILuther, Johan
Arndt, ‘and the Pletists. At the age of 25; he underwent
an ecstatic assurance experience similar to that of John
Wesley, which he interpreted as a call to preach revival.
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
1iterature poﬁred from his pen. Almost from the beginning,
he came into conflict with the authorities both of the
Church and the State, because of his 1nfr1ngements of the
Conventicle Act. He was arrested on eleven different
occasions, and wasAfinally imprisoned for the better part
of sevén years, whilé hig case was pending. 'He thus became
_the martyr of the Norweglan Church. In the end, he was
fined 1000 RIKSDOLLARS, but he had won a moral victory.

1 E. Molland, "H. N. Hauge" in NTU, I, p. 1222. Cf,
I. Welle, Kirkens Historie, 1lst.Edn., II, D. 274,

o5 The term T"conventicle', which is not widely used in
English theological circles, 1s used here to cover
any meeting for devotlonal 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
strictly Orthodox. At the same time, he was a true son of
Pietism, From these two sources, he, like most of his
contemporaries, inherited the intellectualist conception
of Revelation and the subjective approach to Christian
doctrine, For this reason, he was not always faithful to
the theologyvof Luther. There is in particular a legalism
about Hauge's theology which is more Pietistic than Lutheran.
This extended also to the ethlcal realm; The Haugeans
were Norway's Puritans. Following Pontoppidan, tﬁey
adopted a strict position on the question of the Adiaphora.

It is hardly to be expected that Hauge should have
worked out a developed ecclesiology. He was unschooled
and self-taught, and not even the theoiogians of his. day
gave much thought to the subject. Moreover, he was
primarily a preacher of revival., Bishop Bang, in his
definitive work on HaugeB, does not handle Hauge's concept
of the Church, although he discusses thorougly Héuge’s
theology on other points. The best source we pbssess is

Hauge's Testament to His Friends, dated March 7, 1821.1‘L

Ahc&reful examinatidn 6f tﬁis document will give us the
necesséry clues to his standpoint.

Hauge's ecclesiology combired the Pletism of the
%2 A, Chr. Bang, Hans Nilsen Hauge og Hans Samtid,
Christiania, 1388. ] ]
4 Hans Nilsen Hauge's Skrifter, ed. H. Ording, Vol.
VIII. A bibliography of the most lmportant Hauge
literature is found in Vol. VII, pp. 293ff.
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conventicle with staunch fidelity to the State Church which
had sbused 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 is so important
as unity. He reaffirms the confessional loyalty of the
Haugeans: "We havé femained faithful to the evangelical
"religion according to” the true Augsburg Confession, or
the religion of the State'. The charge that they constitute
a sect is "absolutely without foundation". "We have never
had any organized Church discipline, never kept membership
lists...never had any symbols or ceremonies..." He told
‘his followers: "It is my last will that you hefeafter as
heretofore unanimously hold to the religion of our State,
that you receive from the official teachers everything
that belongs to thelr office, that you attend worship,
_receive the Sacraments, receive the blessing of the Church
in marriage and Church committal in burial, and everything
else which pertains to good order,"

This was a clear recognition of the institutional
element in the Church.? It is true that Hauge does not
use the térm "Ghurch" of the Establishment, but repeatedly
refers to "the religion of the State". This may be signi-
ficant of his theological interest, but since the same

terminology is used in the Constitution of 1814, it may

5 Haugeans génerally followed his advice. They were
faithful Church-goers, and received the Sacrament
regularly twice a year, according to Norwegian custom.
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‘simply reflect current usage. Hauge uses the term "the
Christian Church' only once in the Testament, to denote
the Churcﬂ catﬁolic.é

On the other hand, Hauge emphasized the personal
element, the congregation of saints, which he appears to
-have identified with the conventicle. Earlier, he had
been quite naturally critical of the inability of the
State Church to meet the spiritual needs of the nation.
In his "enthusiastic period" (1800-02), he could call
his followers '"the Church", and appoint economic and
spiritual "superintendents" according to the pattern of
the New Testament.”’ The Haugean ECCLESIOIAE had their
"elders"; In the Testémeni, Hauge Speaké of the '"congre-
gation" (MENIGHED), meaning the conventicle. Even as he
denies the chafge'of sectarianism, he‘writes: "If we are
to be called a sect, we ought to be called the virtuous
gsect, the truly godly sect". He advises his followers to
~retain the office of elder; Its incumbents are to be
chosen for their faith, love,_righteousness, experience
in spirituael things, and wisdom., They are authorized to
supervise both doctrine and life in the conventicle.
Nome has pointed out that Haugeanism introduced a Presby-
terian order based on the charismatic principle. A similar
institution existed (since 1629) in the State Church, the
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6 The extreme Low-Churchman Oscar Handeland says that
Hauge did not.consider the State Church a Church "in
the Biblical sense". Cf. Vdrldysing, I, p. 95.

7 E. Molland, "Kristen Tro og Okonomisk. Aktivitet hos
H. N. Hauge", NIT, 4th hefte, 1958,

8 J. Nome, Demringstid 1 Norge.
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office of "lay assistant", but without any emphasis upon
the charismatic principle. Despite the lack of "organized"
Church Discipline, Hauge spoke of an "informal"(UFORMERKET)
discipline; Erring Haugeans were shunned by the others.
This, he sgid, should continue (according to Matt. 18:11),
but the misereant should be allowed to hear God's Word if
he 1s penitent. lay-preachers were subject to strict
examination and supervision. They had first to prove
that they had been "truly converted(OMVENDT)" and to show
- "the worthy fruits of fepentance". In the Testament, the
elders are instructed to ensure that the lay-preacher
"daily examines himself and realizes the depths of his
own sins and weéknesses". He must have passed through
trial and temptation, be well grounded in 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 1s more than a con-
venticle. He did not demand a specific conversion exper-
ience, but recognized the validity of the Baptismal coven-
ant. The revival was consciously based upbn the Christian
nurture which the people had received in 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 in character,
but wefe rather to act as sélt. Each Haugean was made

9 H.N. Hauges Skrifter, VIII, p. 248,
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aware of his responsibility to "gather men into God's
congregation". However, not all were to preach; Oniy
those who possessed the preaching charisma and the inner
call were to exercise this function,l0 Lay-preaching was
regarded not as a substitute for bui as a supplement to
the preaching of the clergy. Haugeans could carry their
offensive so far as to exefﬁisé "brotherly discipline"
upon members of the clergy; But where they were served
by an evangelical pastor, they usually rallied around him,

Hauge's ecclesiology thus preserves a measure of the
Lutheran dialectic between the personal and the institutional
elements., At the same time, it must be admitted that the
emphasis 1s clearly on the personal aspect. The Haugeans
were primarily conventicle Christians. Thé ambiguous
character of Heugean ecclesiology, reinforced by the fact
that Hauge himself wrote so little on the subject, however,
made 1t possible later on for men of widely different
standpoints to claim him in support of thelr case. From
Bishop Heuéh on the one hand to the founders of the Lﬁtheran
Free Church on the other, men of all shades of opinion
appealed to the authority of Hauge.ll

10 Hauge wrote: "We know from God's Word that not all have
recetved the same number of talents, znd to travel about
on such a mission is not the calling of everyone; For each
ought to feel a special compulsion in that direction”.
Quoted in A. Bang, op. cit., p. 117.

11 It is only recently that followers of Inner Mlssion have
criticized Hauge directly. Cf. Fr. Wisl8ff, Den Hauglanske
ILinje, Oslo, 1949, p. 51, where 1t 1s stased that Hauge's
Churchmanship has been abandoned, because it was "too .
much bound to the o0ld clerical standpoint".




322

Althodgh 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 spiritual influence of
the movement was far out of proportion to 1its size.
Eventually, the "friends" (as they were called) came also
to exert considerable influence in the realm of politics
and business.12

Hauge and his followers were of basic significance for
the later Inner Mission movement and for the eccleslological
situvation in the Norwegian Church, in.three important
respects. In the first place, they introduced revivalism
into the Church of Norway. There had previously been brief,
local revivals, but Haugeanism introduced revivallsm as a
permanent feature of'Norwegian Church-life. Secondly,
they introduced lay-preaching, again on a permanent basis
and on & naﬁion—wide gscale. Finally, as a result of the
Haugean movement, the institution of living conventicles
became an important factor in the life of the country as a
whole. The previous unity of the Church of Norway was, for
better or for worse, shattered. Haugeanism inserted the
wedge that came eventually to divide the "Church people"
and the "Christian people". At the same time, the conserva-
tive Churchmanship of_the‘Haugeans was a powerful factor in
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12 Hauge's followers were known by a varlety 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 their leader's death., I. Welle, op. clt.,

v. 273.
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retalning the vast majority of conventicle Christians

wlithin the State Church.

(b) The Repeal of the Conventicle Act

The period 1800-1845 was characterized by a movement
for religious freedom, in which the Haugeans and the liberal
politicians made common cause. The first result of their
efforts was the repeal of the hated Conventicle Act in 1842.

The Conventicle Act of 1741 had the double object of
legallzing conventicles while at the same time controlling
them. It permitted gatherings of "a very few" persons,
under strict clerical supervision.. It d4id not require
ﬁhe presence of the local vicar at all meetings, but it
did require that he be nofified on'éach_occasion. Moreover,
1t required the strict segregation of the sexes, and pro-
hiblted all eating or drinking at such meetings. The time
of meeting was restricted to the hours of daylight. Most
lmportant of all, the Act expressly forbade lay-preaching,
perﬁittingAreading and conversation only.1 Clearly; the
law was intended to confirm the authority of the clergy
and the uniqueness of their offlce. |

After the Hauge case, the law fell into general disuse,
although it was invoked in one case in 1828 and another
in 1832.2 It was generally forgotten excépt by the Haugeans.

1 The full text of the Act 1s printed in Indstilling fra
den under 12te Febr., 1841 anordnede Kommission til at af-
give Betaenkning og Forslag tll Lov om Graendserne for
Religionsfriheden, Kra., 1842, Bilag 1, pp. 100ff.

2 A, Selerstad, Kyrklelegt Reformarbeid i Norig 1 Nittande
Hundredret, pp. 208ff., 216ff,
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They launched a concerted campaign in the Storting for 1ts
repeal., The leader of the campaign was the astute Haugean
Ole Gabriel Ueland (1799-1870), a political democrat with
definitely conservative religious views.,3 A bill for repeal
was passed in 1836 and again in 1839, but failed to get
Royal sanction. Thé Ministry for Church Affairs was con-
trolled by men who were strongly anti-Haugean.4 In 1839,
the Minister, knowing that if the Storting again passed the
bill (as was likely), it would automatically become law under
Paragraph 79 of the'Constitution, requested the noted jurist
Claus Winther Hjelm (1797-1871) to draft a bill on the
subject‘of feligious'freedom, to cover both the status of
the conventicles and the question of Dissenters. Hjlelnm
héd been engaged for the past twelve years in drafting a
éode of civil law, and was well qualified. He was also
anti-Haugean.'

Hjelm's proposal, together.with the reasoning which
lay behind‘it, was published in 1840.5 He interpreted the
Constitﬁtion in a thoroughly Erastian mahner. He identified
the Church and the State; The Church was defined as "the
soul of the body politic". The King was the head of the
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3 Ueland was the leader of the farm bloc in 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: religion and the Constitution".

4 A. Selerstad, op. cit., p. 271.

5 Betaenkning til Lov om Graendserne for Religlonsfriheden
og navnllg om Separatister og gudelige Forsamling:er,
Chra., 1840. Five hundred copies were distributed, and
the text appeared also in the dally press. We shall dis-
cuss the dissenter provisions of Hjelm's law in z later
chapter. i
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Church} "Staff and sceptre' are both in his hands. Accord-
ing té Paragraph 16 of the‘Constitution, he orders all
meetings and assemblies on matters of religion (Hjelm
laid special emphasis upon the word "all"). The religion
of the State 1s to be the "only public (OFFENTLIG6) relig-
jon" in"the broadest sense of the term". From a practical
point of view, there is nothing worse than religious
differences; They "dissolve all the bonds of humanity".
His proposal was no less stringent than the Act of‘174l;
Indeed, in some respects it was even more harsh, Thé intent
of HJ)elm was not only to forbid the acti&itiés of dissenters,
but also to restrict conventicles within the State Church
as much as posgible., The local pastor must not only be
notified, but his permission must also be obtained. Lay-
preaching was to be prohibited. Eating and drinking at
such meetings were to be permitted only wheﬁ absolutely
necessary. The number of ovtsiders present was not to
exceed>thevnﬁmber in the famlly. Itinerant preaching was
prohibited. Everyone was in duty Eound to report violations
of the Act, and infringements were to be punishable by
fines and imprisonment.’! Hjelm's "Reasoning" wés actually
one long diatribe against the Héugéans, the Quakers, and
the Moravians. Included in it were various 1libellous
insinuations against the Haugean "Enthusiasts", whom he

6 This word, which will figure promlnently in the debate
on lay- preaching, can mean either "public" or "official"
in the Norwegian language.

7 Betaenkning, Paragraphs 13-29.
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regarded as Separatists, because they had broken with the
existing order,8 Hjelm admitted that Hauge himself was
“the most respectable and enlightened" of the lay-preachers,
and that his doctrine was "harmless"; But»he.asserted that
the movemént as a whole had given rise to "gross crimes',

The proposal created a great furore. It was attacked
in the liberal press by Henrik Wergeland and others. The
Ministry for Church Affairs solicited the oplnions of the
clergy and the civil officials and of the newly-formed
local community councils.9 It then referred the matter
to a Royal Commission consisting of Pastor Wexels, Profes-
gsor Dietrichson, and the jurist S. S8renssen. 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 all aspects
of the problem. Nevertheless, there was a clear trend
against the reactionary position of Hjelm. Of the clergy,
162 favoured fullvreligious freedom; While 180 wanted at
least some restrictions, only 81 favoured Hjelm's proposal
‘without modification.l0 0Of the 365 community councils,
182 rejected Hjelm's law out of hand, and only 94 approved
it wifhout alieration. The theologicallfaculty and the

Bishops favoured some modification but not total repeal of

8 Ibid., pp. 20, 57-58, et.al.

9 This was the first time they had been asked to give an
opinion on any issue.

10 A. Seierstad, op. cit., p. 293.
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the Conventicle Act,

The most effective opposition to Hjelm was offered
by vicar (later Bishop) J. L. Arup (1793-1874), whose
official opinion, published in the press, was also the
opening salvo ip the movement for a new Church polity.ll
His position was liberal but not radical. Arup conceded
that Hjelm's law would bring peace in the Church, but
claimed thgt it was 1life, not peace, which was needed.

He asserted the "independence" of the Church from the
State, and disavowed coercion in the life of the Church.
The State, he said, should only intervene in religious
matters when doéirine or practice is immoral or dangerous
to the State. He concluded by saying that Hjelm's law
was contrary to the rightful claims both of Church and
State; contrary to public opinion; contrary to the spirit
of Christianity and of Protestantism; contrary to the
Constitution; And contrary to the prevailing legislative
trend, Moreo%ef; it was incapable of enforcemént.12

The Royal Commission published its opinion, together
with a legislative counter-proposal, in 1842,13 Thig
document was largely the work of Wexels, and it bfeathes
the mild spirit of the man. It is balanced, fair and

11 Morgenbladet, 1840, no's. 300, 301, 302, 307, 308, and
311. It was sald that Arup's activity in this case '"ele-
vated him to the Bishop's chair", '

12 Ibid., no. 311, Another of Hjelm's opponents was Rural
Dean P. P, Aabel, who stated that HjJelm's law was puopularly
known as '"the law for religious compulsion". Morgenbladet,
no. 50, Tilleg, 1842.

13 Indstilling...
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objective. On the one hand, 1t expresses the prevaliling
clerical concept of the Church and the Ministry; On the
other hand, it would grant considerable freedom to con-
venticles,

Wexels began by calling attention to three factors
which served to complicéte the issue: 1) The coﬁfusion in
the relationship between Church and State; 2) The lack
of an independent Church pollity and Church discipline;

_ And 3) the lack of any religious freedom for dissenters,
What was needed was a reform in which the State, the
Church, and the individual each received its due, and in
which Chureh and State could cooperate without confusion.l4

Wexels expounded thoroughly the opposing points of
view before presenting his own position and proposal.

His own sharp distincticn between the Ministry and the
Universal Priesthood are neturally prominent. In view

of Article XIV of the Augsburg Confession, the Commission
has "reservations" with regard to the call claimed by the
lay-preachers. Those who possess only an immediate (inner)
call camnnot be regarded as RITE VOCATUS., Itinerant lay-
preaching reprecsents an invasion of énother's calling, and
has no claim to legality., Wexels drew the éonclusion that
the deduction of the right to adminigter the Holy Communion
from the Universal Priesthood follows as logiéally from
these premlses as the establishment of the right to preach 15

14 Ibid., pp. 44f
15 Ibid., pp. 80-82.
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On the other hand, Wexels endorsed the principle of relig-
ious liberty. The congregation has a "Christian and natural
right" to gather for edification outside of the official
worship.l6' He opposed civil compulsion in religion. It
was contrary to the basic character of the Lutheran Church.
Family devotions were "wholesome" and should be encouraged.
And since it is impossible to draw a line between family
devotions and other conventicles, both should be equally
free, regardless of the number in at.tendance.17 But the
real problem arose in connection with the itinerant preach-~
ers. Although their activity was "abnormal" and contréry
to law, Wexels advised toleration "as far and as long as
they can be tolerated...”" It is "not absolutely certain"
that they are acting in violation of Article XIV. This
article was written in opposition to the practice of the
Anabaptists, who rejected the Ministry altogether. The
Haugeans were not guilty of thls error. The ﬁord "OFFENT-
LIG" could also be interpreted to mean "éfficial", as well
as "public". Haugean lay-preachers do not covet the office
of the Ministry.l8 Indeed, the conditions within the Church
could be such that the State Church ought "gladly" to .
tolerate them. Moreover, toleration would yield better
practical results. Thelr punishmént would be regarded as
persecution for the sake of Christ, and would be ipterpreted

as a form of martyrdom. Responsible Haugean elders would
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16 Ibid., p. 73.
17 Ibid., pp. 64-66.
18 Ibid., pp. 85f.
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have greater suéceszs in controlling them than legal vro-
ceedings. Finaliy, a policy of toleration would offer-

a better chancé for the Church to "enlighten, win, and
bring into a more correct path " the itinerant preachers.
Wexels' legislative proposal is,in contrast to Hjelm's,
a Church law. Here, "it 1is the Church which demands order
and norm in her free 1life".,19 It reflects the dialectic
between the institutional and the personal. Paragraph II
would permit "Lutheran-Christian" conventicles, to be
attended by "as many as might desire"”, so long as they
are orderly énd open to the pastor, and so long as they
are not held during the hour of Sunday worshlp, Para-
graphs V and VI dealt with the delicate matter of itinerant
preachers. Those who are not "lawfully called" ought not
"as a rule" to teach publicly.f St11l less ought they to
neglect their ordinary vocations in favour of preaching.
The clergy were to femind the people of the proper signi-
ficance of the Universal Priesthood, according to which
each Christian shall serve God and offer himself a sacri-
fice within his own STAND. Should, however, any "Lutheran”
feé¢l the inner call to preach, he is not forbidden to do
'so., He is required, however, to report to the pastor
before each meeting and to inform him of its time and
place. He is also required to present a certificate from
his pariéh pastor as to his moral character. Women and

unconfirmed persons were forbidden to preach. Violations
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of the law were punishable by a fine which was to be‘used
for charitable purposes.

Wexels' proposal was adopted by the Government, and
presented tb the Storting as a Royal Proposition, but it
proved to be unacceptable both to the Haugeans and the
liberals. The Haugeans countered with a bill for the
unconditional repeal of the éonventicle Act. The Royal
Proposition was kllled in committee, and -the Storting
voted unanimously for the Haugean bill, Since the bill
had now been passed three times, it automatically became
law without Royal sanctlon. By this action, lay-preaching
in effect won legal recognition in the eyes of the State.

As the Haugeans put it, "the Word" had been "liberated".

(c) The Johnsonian Revival and
. The Foundation of the Inner Mission.

The Johnsonian revival of the 1850's set off a chain
reaction which lasted for fully a generétion. The revival
"chanéed the lives of huge segments of the Norwégian people"”
during the"ensuing decades.l A new theology, Orthcdoxy
re Juvenated, reigned; Its messége was carried by a new
generation of clergy, éonfessional, puritanical, and
revivalistic.

One of the most immediate effects was the inauguration
of the Inner Mission movement. This enterprise, in part an
outgrdwth of the revolutions of 1848, represented a

1 E, Molland, Church Life in Norway, 1800-1950, ». 39.
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recognition that the Church faced a new emergency, in
which secularization was far advanced and social and
economic conditions demanded immediate attention, It
also constituted a renewal of the Piletist heritage, along
with a certain influence from Enlightenment humanitarian-
ism. ©Sti1l1l, it would scarcely have arisen except against
the background of revivallsm. This is particularly evident
In Scandinavia, where from the very beginning the emphasis
was placed on preaching and evangellism rather than upon
soclal action as in Germany.2 An attempt was indeed made
by Pastor Honoratius Halllng to organize a Christian labour
movement in competition with the corresponding secular
movement led by Marcus fhrane &t mid-century. But soclal
and economic conditions in Norway were widely different
from those in Germany. Norway was still largely rural,
and industrialization had barely begun. It was only later
that the Norweglian Inner Mission movement concerned itself
with sécial problems.

_ The first local society for Inner Misslion was founded
at Skien in 1853, under the leadefship of the brilliant but
unstable vicar Gustav Adolph Lammers., Lammers was a power-
ful pfeacher of repentance, a close friend of Gisle Johnson,
and an advocate of conventicles. The first building to

2 It is also interesting to compare the titles of the organi-
zations in the three Scandinavian countries: Denmark's
Kirkelig Forening for Indre Mission, Sweden's Evangeliska
Fosterlandsstiftelse, and Norway's ILutherstiftelsen. In
Denmark, Inner Mission was in fact more "Churchly", in
Sweden more "Evangelical"”, and in Norway more confessional.

-
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bear the name "Prayer-house" (BEDEHUS) was built under his
ausplces the sanme year.3 The by-laws of the Skien society
stated its purpose as follows: "To awaken and nourish a
true Christién life in the midst of our Church, in which
many'presu;ably need influencing in this regard”. It was
to work by example, admonition, and the distribution of

Sceriptures and other Christian literature. There was no

mention of preaching.4

The revival came po Christiania as a result of a series
of Bible: studies given by Gisle Johnson in 1854. At that
.time, the capital city had 30,000 inhabitants and only one
pariéh Church,; with three pastors.5 In the autumn of the
same year, the first steps weretaken to establish an inner
Mission soclety in the city. Johnson was the first chair-
man of the board, which also included Prof. Casparl and
Pastors Halling, Grimelund and Hald, as well as nine laymen.
In December, the Society's statutes were drafted and sent
to the Christiania clergj for comment. This document was
significant in that it charted tﬁe course which the Inner
Mission movément wzs to follow in the future.6 Paragraph
I established the confessional character of the Society;

3 The "Prayer-house" movement grew out of the fact that
laymen were not permitted to speak in the parish Churches
before 1888. The first buillding with this purpose (though
not called by this name) was in use in West Norway about
1840. They were thus the equivalents of the British
""Chapels" except that they were not separatistic and were
largsly built by and for laymen,

4 NK, I, 1856, p. 43.

5 Two more Churches stood just outside the city limits, and
a second Church was about to be erected in the city.

6 Printed in NK, I, pp. 120f.
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Its membership was to consist of "evangelical Lutheran
Christians", and one of its principal aims was to combat
Separatism. The task of the Soclety wés stated as follows:
To work for the extension of God's Kingdom among the inhabi-
tants of Christiania, "who are indeed outwardly reckoned as
" members of the evangelical Lutheran Church, but who must
nevertheless be regarded as actually being totally foreign
to 1t"., A qualifying clause, "while the Church is unable
with‘the forces at hand to provide the necessary pastoral
care", gave expression to the "emergency principle" or
"principle of need" which was destined to play an important
part in the future history of the movement. Paragraph II
leid down the means through which Inner Mission would work:
It would seek to "bring the Word to the individual" through
the distribution of Scriptures and other literature, through
Bible studies, and through."awakening, enlightening and

" edifying té.iks". Péragraph VII outlined the Society's
relationship to the clerical 0ffice: It pledged "unified
cooperation" with the clergy, hoped that the clergy would
"participafe", and offered to "open the way for them to
supervise its activity" and to make such guarantees for its
"Churchliness" as the clergy might demand. Paragraph V
gave expression to the Charismatic principle: The men
chosen to work in the Socliety were not only to be Lutherén
Christians "in the conviction of their hearts", but were

also to possess the "necessary pecullar gifts" for thelr

work.
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The reply of the Christiania clergy was, as might be
expécted from men schooled in the Hersleb-Stenersen-Wexels
tradition, polite but cool,7 They proposed several changes
in the statutes, particuliarly concentrating upon Paragraph
| VII. They suggested that-this whole paragraph be deleted,
on the grounds that it was superfluous and easily misunder-
stood. They expressed perplexity as to the form which the
"unified cooperation' would take., They assumed that this
meant "a certain'outward éooperation“, since spirifual
cooperation was too obvious to require'méntion. They would
welcome support from any quarter,:but declined to enrol in
Inner Mission, on tﬁe grounds that as clergy they were al-
ready pledéed to "preach the Word publicly and privatély"
(2 quotation from the ordination vow). Such a course wogld
noﬁ only be superfluous, but would also\cast some doubt
upon the sincerity and adequacy.of their ordination vows.
They made it plain that they regarded Inner Mission as an
entirely voluntary and "private" enterprise. They reminded
the committee of the gréat responsibility which they were
assuming, and warned them of the dangers of sectarianism,
Enthusiasm, ahd itinerant preaching. They particularly
cautioned the Society against giving its servants cause to
regard themselves as "called" to carry out a mission for
which they had no call from God. The clergy were obviously
afraid that Inner Mission would give lay-preachling some

stamp of ecclesiastical recognition. They also suggested
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the deletion of all reference to '"evangelical-Lutheran
Christians'" and to the inability of the Church to cope with
the existing need. This amounted to a propcsal to omit
any reference to the "emergency principle". They reminded
the committee that it is not given to men to draw limits
to the Church. Finally, the clergy urged the Society to
work with "as little ostentation" as possible.

The committee adopted some of the clergy proposals
in the final draft.S Paragraph VII was shortened and in
its final form read that the Society would give the clergy
"such support as the situation demands". The clergy were
to have opportunity to supervise. In Paragraph I, the
committee partially adopted the suggested redraft, but
included the emérgency principle. The Society was to be
composed of "members of the Lutheran Church' and was to
work "where épiritual ignorahce and moral depravity seem
to demand a more extenﬁed pastoral care than the Church
under its existing organization is able to provide'",
?aragraph V remained esséntially unchanged, with its
reference to the charismatic principle and its "conviction

of the heart".

The first attack upon Inner Mission was delivered by
the doughty High-Churchman 0. T. Krohg, vicar of Vestnes,

and appeared'in the daily presé.9i In his view, Inner Mission

8 NK, I, pp. 51lf. .
9 Morgenbladet, 1855, no's. 45 and 85.
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was not something new, but had existed since 33 A.D. It
is the administration of the means of grace through the
ordained Ministry, "the office of grace"”. Article XIV
of the Augsburg Confession placed public preaching 1n the
hands of thése who have received the gift of the Holy Spirit
in ordination. He warned}the gponsors of the movement that
confusion and schism would result if Inner Mission were
not integrated into the Church Order. He bompared the
relationship of the pastor to his parish to the marriage
relationship. When outsiders force thelir way into the
parish, the pastor is in the position of an outraged hus-
band. The office of the Ministry is a dlvine institution,
given by God and not by the congregation. The Apostolic
office has come down to us "in unbroken succession”. The
Universal Priesthood and the clerical office are two
"quite different" things. Only ordained clergy can per-
form ordination, not because of the person, but because of

the office. Krohg's concept of the Ministry was thoroughly

Wexelian. He referred to Wexels' Pastoraltheclogl as "a

book that ig in the hands of almést all of the clergy and
some laymen", and asserted that "practically all" of the

clergy shared his view. This was an exaggeration at the

time, and would be even less true in the years to come.lo

10 A majority of the clergy did share Krohg's view, but
1t was already being seriously challenged. Cf. the de-
bate on the Ministry which took place at the Skien
pastoral conference in June, 1854, TT, VI, pp. 125ff.
The conference finally passed a resolution to appeal
to the Ministry for Church Affairs for more pastors,

a common demand at the time.
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Several clergymen were already involved in the Inner Mission,

and there was considerable clergy support by 1860.

Krohg proposéd the ordination of a number of additional
men to do Inner Mission work "organized by the Bishops and
under the supervision of the,ﬁarish pastors". In other
words, Krohg was proposing the establishment of a Diaconate,
He was not opposed to inner mission work, but was vitally
concerned to keep it under the control of the clergy and
within the established order., This seemed to be the only
way to ensure confessional fideiity, and it remalned the
official High-Church policy as long as the party existed.ll

Iﬁner Mission was defended against Krohg by "D" in
the same paper.l2 "D" agreed that Inner Mission was in-
herent in ihe nature of the Church,‘but put forward a con-
cept of the Church which differed sharply from Krohg's
clericalism.' The Church, he said, possessed a "dualistic"
character, On the one hand,‘it was a divine institution,
with a éorresponding emphasis on the Sacramental; This was
its "immediate" charaéter. On the other hand, 1t possessed
a "mediéte" character, in which the stress is placed upon

11 Krohg's final word on the subject was an article which
appeared in 1883 entitled: "Proposal for appointment of
Deacons by the Bishops,and their activity under clerical
control", Morgenbladet, 1883, no. 63.

12 Morgenbladet, 1855, no. 63. Among the other achieve-
ments which "D" claimed for Inner Mission was the main-
tenance of Britains social peace in 1848. By "Inner Mission'
he probably meant the long-range effects of the Methodist
and Evangelical Revivals. I suggest that "D" should be
identified with Paul J. Dybdahl, pastor at Réken. Cf.
LK, IX, pp. 33ff. He was known to have publlished some
anonymous articles: See article on Dybdahl 1in Halvorsen,
Forfatter-lexicon. : :

1
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the believers themselves. There is a further dvallsm in
Vthe Ministry; On the one hand, it has a priestly, Sacramental
function, and on the other hand, a preaching function,
There 1s in addition a dualism 1in the preaching office
itself. Whlile God has attached a divine promise to the
preaching of the Word as such, the abllity of individual
preachers depends upon the possession in varying degrees
of a cﬁarisma. Ordination gives him not the ablility, but
only the permission to preach, because he seems to possess
the abllity. It 1is impossible to draw limits to the inner
call, Inner Mission 1s based upon the Universal Priesthood
and the charismatic principle. Since the congregation has
neglected its duty to carry out the Unlversal Priesthood,
it has lost the legal right. Inner Mission seeks to re-
store both. Thus, on the basié of the Universal Priesthood,
and the charismatic principle, "D" sought to establish the
right of the Church in its "mediate" aspect to carry out
'evangelistic work, by means which are parallel and (if
necessary) supplementary to the clerical office. Indeed,
the clergy should not only guard against the abuse of the
preaching office, but also ensure that each person who
pogsesses the necessary charisma uses his right and fulfils
his duvuty. Each part of the Body of the Church must functlion.

Meanwhlle, the Inner Mission movement spread. Local
societles sprdng up in Sarpsborg (1855), Trondhjem (1859),
Drammen (1860), Bergen (1863), and Bodd in North Norway |

(1864). The 1dea of 2 nation-wide organization was broached
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as early as 1856, but some years were to pass before any
such action was begun. Charitable institutions were also
established, as well ag special Christian work among youth,
emigrants, military personnel, and the like,

The most thorough discussion up to this date of the
whdle'question of Inner Mission and lay-preaching was held
at a rump session following a missionary meeting in Drammen
in 1860.13 Gisle Johnson delivered the opening lecture on
the subject of Innér Mission, and a lively debate followed.
Here were represented most of the clerical and lay points
of view, except for the most radical on either side.

Johnson first established the need for Inner Misslon.
The situation, he said, was indeed better than it had been
fifty years previously, but still only a beginning had been
made. Inner Mission was "the action of the Church to con-
quer the heathenism which remains in our midst". (He
defined the Church as the community of believers.) The
only means at the dlsposal of the Churéh are the means of
gracé, in emergency as well as in normal times. These belong
ﬁo the entiré congregation,and are equally powerful in the
hands of any believer. But God is a God of order, and this
i1s indicated by the way in ﬁhich He has distributed the
Charismata.l* From this fact there arises a variety of
vocations, including a vocatlon to the office of the Ministry.
8till, all Christians have a right and a duty to participate

13 Printed under the title Forhandlinger ved det kirkelige
M8de 1 Drammen, 11-13% Julil 1860, (ed. Th., Rernhoft).
14 Ibid., p. 5.
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in the work of the Church, so long as they do not disturb
the public (OFFENTLIG) adminisﬁration of the means of grace.
There are too few clergy in Norway, and many fall short of
the ideal, Consequently, lay forces must be pressed into
service. God has blessed Norway more richly than any
other Lutheran land in the matter of "great gifts" for
lay-preaching. But Johnson also emphasized the fact that
only in an emergencylis the use of this talent "ecclesias-
tically Justified".15 1If Inner Mission 1s to serve the
Church, it must not only be firmly grounded in the Lutheran
Confession, it must also "respect"” and "support" the clergy.
The 1ldeal situation is where the pastor himself leads the
local Society. On the other hand, if he rejects the Inner
Mission, the laity are to proceed without him, both in
preaching and 1n the organization of their socliety. Johnson
assumes that the Inner Mission is to operate strictly within
the limits of itssown local parish. He was afraid of any
"actual organization" on a larger scale.

In the discussién which followed, Johnson elaborated
certain points., He stressed the importénce of Article
XIV; Anyone who refuses to recognize it "thereby declares
that he wants nothing to do with the Lutheran Church!16

He also emphasized the importance both of the inner and

15 Ibid., p. 17.
16 Ibid., p. ‘39. This statement is a clasgsic illustration

of Johnson's intellectualist conception of Revelation,
“whereby rejection of any one proposition in the system
- inevitably leads to a charge of heresy, if not to
virtual exclusion from the Church.
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the outer cail. In Norway, only he who is called by the
Ministry for Churéh Affairs is RITE VOCATUS and authorized
to preach "OFFZINTLIG". Johnson admitted that it was hard
to draw the line between "OFFENTLIG" and private activity;
.This was the gruclal point. He chose to define "COFFENTLIG"
as "where I invite the general public to hear me". Only
where the Word is being proclaimed either insufficiently or
not at all has the individual or the Inner Mission society
(an organization which is no more official then the individ-
ual) the right to break the rule. The Inner Mission is
therefore "a temporary emergency measure, which we believe
to be necessary until an ordering of lay activity by the
Church can make it superfluous".17 At the same time, although
- the Inner Miésion cannot lssue a call to a lay-preacher, its
organization of lay-preaching in "set forms" would be a
great boon. The encouragement and support of Inner Misslon
would not be without significance for the 1ay-preacher.18

.The conference was in general agreement on several
pointé: There was indeed a variety of charismate in the
Church, more lay activity was desirable, and the gulf be-
tween clergy and laity should be bridged. But there were

varibus emphases and shades of opinion on other aspects of

17 Ibid., p. 45.
18 Ibid., pp. 79f.
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the problem. The laymen felt keenly the lack of an outer
call, but in spite of pangs of conscience, they repeatedly
agserted their right to preach, on the basis of their imner
call and the desperate need.19 Some, including Cand. Theol.
Anton Johnson (Gisle Johnson's brother), regarded a request
from the pastor or the 1ocai laity as an outer call., One
layman pointed out the fact that it was possible for a
clergyman to possess the outer call but no inner call, 0
Vicar Andreas Hauge, son of the great lay leader, agreed
essentially with Gisle Johnson, but thought that Johnson
overemﬁhasized the emergency principle "as though an ‘'as a
rule' could be inserted into" Article XIV. Hauge preferred
to find justificatdon for lay-preaching in a broad inter-
pretation of "OFFENTLIG". He could conceive of as many as
1000 people in a "private" meeting. Only if the preacher
claims official authority; "if he comes to speak to the
congregation", 1s his activity "OFFENTLIG".2l While Hauge
favoured lay-preaching on this Basis, he repeatedly empha-
sized the fact that Inner Mission had no authority to send
out lay-preachers, and also that Inner Mission must confine
iﬁs activity to the local parish..

Many of the other clergy expressed reservations.
Pastor Th. Dop. spoke of the large'number of itinerant
preachers who work without any authority in law or 1n

19 Cf. the statements of, e.g. Siyrk Eielsen, p. 27.,
Chr. Svanholm, p. 64, Hveding, p. 28.

20 Ibid., p. 28.
21 Ibid., p. 66.
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Seripture, Pastor Gloersen reminded the gathering that
the clergy were under ocath to uphold Article XIV., He
stated that he would gladly receive lay-preachers if he
could conscientiously do so. Pastor Brochmann suggested the
.establishment of an institute to train lay workers,and the
creation of a Diaconate. Pastor D. A. Aabel accused the
Christiania Inner Mission of failure to keep to 1ts'proper'
task of visiting the neglected, and of holding public meet-
ings and Bible studies in "cqllision” with the clergy. He
wag answered by Pastor Julius Bruun and several others.

The leading critlc at the meeting was vicar Sven Brun. He
rejected the eﬁergency principle out of hand. The need of
the Church is permanent, but this must not be turned into
an excuse for work.undertaken outside the rule of law and
order. The Church's need was never greater than in the
Reformation Era, yét it was the Reformers who composed
Article XIV! The office of the Ministry was instituted by
the lord Hiﬁself, and the congregation must entrust the
administration of the means of grace wholly to it. Brun
di1d not deny the existence of a variety of gifts in the
congregation, but he argued that the possession of a gift
does not entitle anyone to seize the office, The inner call
by itself is not enough. Indeed, the call 1s not glven in
the Charismata, nor in theidesire to preach, nor 1is it
guaranteed by the ‘'results". There are really -not two
calls, but one, and it is a simultaneous "go'" within and a

"come" from the congregation. lay activity within one's
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own clircle 1s proper, but it 1s not permissible to leave.
home and vocation to become an itinerant preacher. Brun
wasvobviously concerned to restrain lay-preaching. He
flatly rejects the gharismatic principle, and interprets
the emergency principle as a recognition that lay-preaching
in fact possessed no "objective rights'". He opposed the
conferrence of a legal status upon lay-preaching. While
admitting the contention of Gisle Johnson that the order
of salvation must take precedence over Church Crder, he
névertheless insisted that 1t was best achieved by means
of the order of the Church. He also admitted the need for
Inner Mission, but held that it must be ordered under the
élergy. The Church, he saild, would welcome a voluntary

Diaconate, provided it was exercised under proper control, 22

(d) The Change of Direction in the Inner Mission
Movement, and the Establishment of Lutherstiftelsen.
The meeting_at Drammen 1éd to no concrete action or
resolution, but provides a good indication of the points
of view prevaientAémong interested Churchmen at the time.
‘Amid the varying opinions and emphases, the personality and
standpoint of Gisle Johnson looms as the most powerful
influence, attempting to unite clergy and laity, confession-
alism and lay-preaching, the Church and Inner Mission, the
institutional and the charismatic prinoiples. Johnson had

gone into a leaderless vacuum, had adopted the revival

22 Ibid., pp. 29-36, 56-63.
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method, and had struck a chord deep within a people reared
on Pontoppidan. For the next tﬁirty years, he was to contin-
ué to hold the Inner Mission movement in tension, tenaciously
clinging to the emergency principle, but gradually being
forced toward the left, toward a more Low-Church position.
This was 1n keeping with the general political trend, and
foreign and non-Lutheran influences in the Church, first
from Sweden, and later from the Anglo-Saxon world, were
also to play a part.l

The first such influence was the revival movement
knewn as Neo-Evangelicalism or Rosenianism, after the great
Swedish lay leader, Carl Olof Rosenius (1816-1868). This
movement entered Norway through Rosenius' books and his
magazine Piletisten (begun in 1842), and through'OIaus
Nielsen's Kirkelig Tidende. But it was not until the 1860's
that it.became a power in Norway, througﬁ the work of a
number of Norwegién lay-preachers, notably P. G. Sand,

Jakob Traasdahl, Andreas lavik, and later Thormod Rettedahl.
The hyper-evéngelicalism of the new revival ("Come as you
are.") led to a sharp conflict with the more legalistic

0ld Haugeans, Rosenianism was Pietistic, subjectivistic,

and individualistic. Its anti-clericalism and even contempt
1 0. Handeland, Véddysing, I, pp. 42f. This popular, one-
sided work 1s nonetheless an excellent source of insight
into the views of the radical wing of the lay movement.’
Handeland 1s critical of the emergency principle, describ-
ing 1t &s a "back door" for lay-preaching, which tended to
reduce lay- preachers to the status of "ecclesiastical cot-
tars" Moreover, he is critical of the glleged tendency of
the Johnsonians to interpret Scripture accordlng to the

Confegsions. Cf, pp. 43ff.
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for the State Church (an attitude not shared by Rosenius
himself) led to considerable conflict with the ciergy.
Rosenlanism was strongest in West Norway, especially in
the Bergen area. Here there were continual local revivals,
"with a smell of sulphur".?

West Norway possessed a long traditién of independence
from Oslo and the East, Bergen had been the only city in
which Hauge could work fréely. When "The Society for Inner
Misgion in Bergen and Surrounding Area" was organized (by
laymen aloné) in 1863, it was on the basis of free lay-
preaching. The emergency principle was rejected. The
standpoint of the Soclety called forth a protest from the
local clergy: "Inner Mission intends to hold Bible studies,
public lectures,etc.--an activity which we regard as ob-
viously belongiﬁg to what our Confession calls 'public
teaching'...and we greatly fear thét our evangelical-
Lutheran Church cannot truly be edified through an activity
which quite expréssly conflicts with a part of the Church's
own Confession." The clergy also noted that the Society
planned to work'not only within the individuval parish, but
also throughout the diocese. This they regarded as an
"y ntrusion” which will not be beneficial to "The Church
as a whole". "Church disorder", they sald, "can hardly

build up the Church of God."3

The Rosenian movement,ithen, tended to accentuate

2 Ibid., p. 17.
3 Quoted in B. Eide, et.al., Det Vestlandske Indremisions-

forbund Gjennom 50 Aar, pp. 59, 61.
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revivalist and anti-clerical tendencles and the suspicion
of the State Church already prevalent in West Norway. Nor
was 1ts influence confined to West Norway, although it was
strongest there.

Giéle Johnson had staunchly opposed any attempt to
organize the'Inﬁer Mission movement beyond the local level,
on the groundé that it might appear to be "a Church within
the Church". The Drammen meeting had displayed general
unanimity on this point. But pressure for further organi-
zation steadily increased, and Johnson, "after the most
earnest consideration", consented in 1866 to participate
and eventually to lead in 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 for the Foundation to 1200
pastors and laymen, The organization, patterned after the
Swedish "Evanzellska Fosterlandsstiftelse", was to consist
of a Board of twelve men living in or near Christiania,
They were to examine, select, and send out the Foundation's
"Bible messengers" or colporteurs.4 The Bible messengers
were to be examined on their "knowledge of Christianity
and ecclesiastical standpoint", and were to go where the
Board directed. Their credentials were to be valid for
periods of six months at a time.' Thelir task was "to

éonverseAwith individuals, read to'them, and hold devotional

1867, pp. 273ff. Rules for the activity of the Blble
messengers were printed on P. 278n.
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meetings in homes, wher& requested ™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"
in each parish, and the messenger was to call on him first.
"As soon as possible", he was also to contact the parish
vicar, and receive from him‘“help and guidance".>

The most delicate question was, of course, the question
of lay-préaching. The committee expressed the opinion that
"there are emergencies which Jjustify public preaching of
God's Word even by those not regularly called by the
Church...". In their view, the Lord had "richly blessed
lay-preaching in our land...". Although a "private circle"
such as the Board of Lutherstiftelsen could not authorize
anyone to préach, everyone who isftruly compelled by the
Spirit to witness already has this right, in an emergency.
Therefore, the committee proposed that the question of lay-
preaching be left "a free matter".6 The rules for Bible
messengers contained the statement that they were not
"sent out"” for the purpose of public preaching, but that
they were not 'forbidden" to preach, provided they possessed
the necessary "gift and ébility" and their "proper" work
-was not neglected.7 Thus Lutherstiftelsen represented a
concession to lay—preéching as well as to the demand for
& broader Inner Mission organization.

Reaction wag not long in coming. The editor of
5 Ibid., p. 278n. '
6 Ibid., p. 277.
7 Ibid., p. 278n.
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Morgenbladet launched a sustained attack on the scheme,
calling it "a complete new apparatus for governing our Church
in an anti-confessional spirit". He was seconded by Profes-
sor M, J; Monrad, who wrote a weighty series of articles
in the same paper. Monrad criticized the way in which the
committee had operated as "underhanded"., He too regarded ,
the enterprise as "OFFENTLIG", and saw in it the elements
of an ECCLESIA JUXTA ECCLESIAM. He protested strongly
against 1ts assdciational character; It i1s not permissible
to "play State or Church" throﬁgh 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 miéht be: expected, 0.T. Krohg took the fileld

against the Foundation.9 He maintained that the purpose of
Lutherstiftelsen was already being fulfilled through another
organization, "the holy Christian Church". He saw in the
Foundation a parallel organization; The membérs of the Board
correspondéd to the twelve Apostles,'the Bible messengers
to the clergy. He predicted that Lutherstiftelsen would be
like the Rata tré¢ of New Zealand,'which chokés all other
plant 1life within 1ts reach. The Bible messengers would
bring schism and disorder. He reminded his readers that they
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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 referring to

Article XIV.
9 Morgenbladet, 1867, no. 66.




351
had all entered into a covenant with God in Baptism, and
where this covenant was allive, Lutherstiftelsen was super-
fluous. In a later\article, Krohg repeated his proposal
for 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 theﬁ begin to organize its lay
forces properly.lo

The most serious opposition to Lutherstliftelsen came,
however, from another source. In April of 1867, fourteen
of the seventeen clergy in Christiania, including Bishop
Arup, issued a public protest in Morgenbladet.11

The clergy of Christiania admitted that there was a
"need" in the Church of Norway, but they denied that 1t
was extraordinary. Need may arise from a particular situa-
tion in the Church, such as the inadéquacy of a gilven
Church order to meet the requlirements of the age, or it
may simply be the expression of the constant situation of
the Church in this world. The clergy believed that the
chief problém existing in the Church was the shortage of
- clergy. In other words, they rejected the emergency prin-
ciple as inapplicable to the existing situation.

Their principal objection to Lutherstiftelsen, however,
was 1ts "OFFENTLIG" character. Its "error" consists in 1ts
attempt to "oonstitute 1tself as an institution independent
of the clergy". The by-laws of the Foundation contain
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10 Morgenbladet, 1867, no. 255.
11 Morgenbladet, 1867, no. 123A.
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"unChurchliness' and conflict- with the Church order. The
activity of the Bible messe%gers “"ecan by no means be called
private". The Board of Lutherstiftelsen would, in calling
them, be establishing itself as "a Church government number
two". The local contact men are extra "superintendents"
for the local congregation. Inner Mission is Justified
only if it confines itself.tovthe local congregation and
remains subordinate to the clergy. Lay activity must be
"organically integrated into the entire Body of the Church".
The more extensive and influential an extraordinary enter-
prise is, the more liable 1t 1s to offend against the
established order. "A corporation of twelve" 1is more
dangerous than an individual. It matters not that many
applaud the undertaking, nor that the clergy themselves
support it, for neither "many" nor the clergy (and still
less a minority) 1is authorized to speak for the Church.
Moreover, the establishment of Lutherstiftelsen is in
‘eonflict with the Augsburg Confession; "Never has Article
XIV so obviously been thrust aside'. "Hardly any enter-
prise" was less suited to bear the name.of‘Luther. They
made the further charge that Lutherstiftelsen was a blind
for other designs, "a sign which says one thing but whose
reality will be quite different”., Its protagonists know
that lay-preaching will result, and-they seek io organize
the Inner Mission on a nation-wide scale. The clergy
expeéted "no real help" from this venture, but rather

"gchism and confusion'. They therefore felt unable to
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participate in its leadership, decisions, or institutions,

or to "share the responsibllity of the clerical office with
men whom the Church has not called" .

The committee was stung by this febuke, which they
hastened to say was unique améng all the correspondence
they had received on the matter. .They replied in the same
newspaper, repeating the same arguments as before.12 The
need was extraordinary: The large, scattered, and multiple
parishes, the long distances to Church, the geographical
~difficu1ties, poverty, and the shortage of clergy, all
made unique demands upon the Norweglan Church.13 "Mormons
and other sectarians" were active. The quallty of pastoral
care was not always what 1t should be. In this day of
visitation, the Church of Norway must utilize the lay
forces at its disposalﬂ This step cannot be postponed
indefinitely, and the expérience of ILutherstiftelsen
would prove a valuable gulde for future "official" action.
The committee again stressed the "private" character of
the Foﬁndation. The position taken by the clergy that it
was "OFFENTLIG" was "completely untenable". The committee
pointed to the parallel situation in the field of foreign
bissions. They thought it "improbable" that a Foundation
- which was sworn to fidelity_to the Confessions would be
"unChurchly" or "separatistic'. They hoped that theif

12 Morgenbladet, 1867, no. 135. Also printed in LK,

VIII, 1867, pp. 332ff. _
13 Maanedstidende for den Indre Mission, 1868, p. 7
pointed out the fact that. the ratio :of clergy to laity
wzs twice as low in Norway (1 to 3272) as in Denmerk

(1 to 1553).
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"contact man" would be the local pastor in as many cases
és possible.' They bointed out the fact that one of the
purposes of Lutherstiftelsen was to give aild to needy
theological students. They again dlsclalimed any scheme
to form & nationzl Inner Mission orgenization. Finally,
the committee denied that Lutherstiftelsen was in conflict
" with Afticle XIV (it was private) or with the existing
Church order (it gave no authoriéation to lay-preachers).

The projéct was dlscussed further at a meeting held
after the 1867 general convention of the Norwegian Mission-

d.14

ary Society at Christiansan Here, various standpoints

were represented. The High-Churchmen were represented by
F. W. Bugge, later to become sudcessiveiy professor and
Bishop. Bugge was an opponent of lay-preaching, and he was
not convinced of the applicability of the emergency prin-
ciple. Not all "need" could be remedied by public preach-
ing. Those who attended the meetingé of lay-preachers
were those who wished to hear God's Word, not those who
needed it most. The relationship between Lutherstiftelsen
and "OFFENTLIG" actlvity needed greater clarificaﬁion;
Otherwise, the loyalty of the clergy to their ordination
promise would make it impossible for them to participate
in its work; The activity of the Ministry and that of the
congregation must form an organic unity under clerical

14 1K, IX, 1867, pp. looff, 131ff., 171ff., 216ff. This
was the convention at which the famous @vrum proposal
for application of the charismatic principle on the
mission field 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 principle.15 Pastor Chr. Dons, the general
gsecretary of NMS, envisaged the organization of Luthefstift—
elsen bn the same lines as the foreign missionary society,
with local societies organically united, and a general
convention as the governing body. He also suggested that
the local society might be regarded‘as an unofficial parish
council, the first step toward a synodical polity for the
Church. He proposed that the Foundation authorize lay-
preachers, when they are "called" by a local soéiéty with
the pastor as chairman. They would thus be sefving as
"representatives" of the congregation, the lay-preachers
would be "regulafly called", and the requirements of
Article XIV would thus be satisfied. The pastor would
participaté "officially", for he was the pastor of the
"Church" as well as of the "State Church". At present,
too much responsibility rested upon the iay-preacher.

In the Lutheran Church, it is the congregation which 1is
the bearer of the means of grace. They should share in the
responsibility for calling lay-preachers.

Gisle Johnson opposed Dons' proposal, He rejected
the 1idea of a natiohal Inner Mission based on local societ-
ies, on the grounds that it might appear to be "a Church

within the Church".l6 Moreover, & local Inner Mission

15 Cf. the remarks of the laymen Tannesen'and_Hektoen,

p. 173.
16 Ibid., p. 105.
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soclety cannot act as the congregation, nor would it be
recognized as such by the Ministry fof Church Affairs.

Johnson also clarified several other points. He
stressed the fact that messengers would not be sent without
consulting the local pastor, although he admitted that cases
might arise in which a messenger wouid be sent where no
local society existed and the pastor réjected the offer.
This would in itself be a sign of the greatest need. He
regarded local Inner Mission societies as temporary agen-
cies, until the local parishes secured governing organs,
After their establishment, they would be the proper agencies
to decide whether to call in a Bible messenger, Johnson
also further clarified his undefstanding of the word
"OFFENTLIG" in Article XIV. The Reformers, he said, used
the word (The latin PUBLiCE) to mean "on behalf of the
congregation" or "in 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 "sublicly" or the opposite of "secret-
1ly", and that the two meanings were closely connected. All
activity of the ordained clergyman is "OFFENTLIG". On the
other hand, no activity of the layman is "OFFENTLIG" unless
he .assumes the aﬁthority of the congregation. The Question,
then, with regard to lay-preaching is not how many are
present, but "the manner in which he appears'. If asked
by & group of"peOple (not pretending to be the céngregation)

to speak, the lay-preacher is not carrying out an "OFFENTLIG"
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activity. But the activity of an itineraht preacher,
with the express intention of gathering people to hear
him preach, would be correctly described as "OFFENTLIG".17
The viewé of Anton Johnscn were frank and outspoken.
He was doubtful whether Lutherstiftelsen could avoid organ-
izing itself as a national Inner Mission society. 1Indeed,
he thought 1t shouldAdelibefately do so. The:work of the
Blble messengers will be "OFFENTLIG", and we may as well
admit it. Lutherstiftelsen had no authority to call pastors,
but 1t should not hesitate to send lay-preachers where the
need and the necessary charilsmata were present, These
words were both frank and prophetic.
The Meeting at Christiansand was entirely unofficial,
but it served once agaln to bring out the various views. |
~ The Grundtvigian party adopted a line of its own on
thefsubject of lay activity. This was expounded in two
articles by Cand.Theol. Ole Arvesen in Kirkelig Folkeblad,l8
The Grundtvigians‘were naturéily Opposed to Lutherstiftelsen,
'which Arvesen accused of being "based from béginnipg to end
on a falsehood"., He interpreted the emergency principle to
mean "need makes the illegal legal". The attempt of the
lay movement to retain both léy-preaching and Article XIV
was “selchontradictory"; Lutherstiftelsen represented'
either "confused thinking" or "cowardice", and was not
beneficlal either for the Church or for the laity.

17 Ibid., p. 218,
18 Kirkelig Folkeblad, NR V, 1867, pp. 81ff., 161ff.



358

Arvesen claimed that two things make a men 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 anti-intellectualism,
he proposed new legislation to make 1t easlier for gifted
laymen to secure ordination. when the lay-preacher posses-
sés the ﬁecessary attributes, he has the inner call; It
only remains for the Church to issue the outer call. This
would be in harmony with the Confessions, and would provide
a mediating influence in the class struggle. Arvesen's
proposal 15 fully in keeping with the basic positioﬁ of
Grundtvigianism: A demand for greater freedom from the
State, a "popular" emphasis in contrast to the prevailing
notion ofva "elassical education, and ét the same time a
concern for Church ordér. Moreover, the Grundtvigians
feared the growing power of the Johnsonlans. Arvesen
warned lay-preachers of the dangér of examination by
‘Intherstiftelsen; The Grundtvigians had experienced Ortho-
dox>exam1nati$ns in the Universityf
| There may have‘been those who'sought to ignore £he
lay movement completely and to concede it no rights, but
J‘ihere could not have been many. Opinion among both clergy
and laity, was divided into three groups: To the left stood
those (mostly laymen) who wanted complete freedom for lay-
preaching. To the right stood those (mostly clergy) who
gsought séme &ay of integrating lay activity into the Church

order under the clerical office. In the middle were the
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Johnsonians, with their emergencj principle, Lutherstiftel-
sén was their child, and after the not inconsiderable travail
which we have sketched here, it came into the world in 1868,
The original scheme was essentially unchanged. One conces-
sion to protest was made; The idea of local contact men

was abandoned. ForAthe time being, nothing replaced it;
Gisle Johnson refused to make Lutherstiftelsen an oréaniza-

tion of local socleties. The same year, Maanedstidende for

Den Indre Mission" (The Inner Mission Monthly) appeared; It
ran for nine years.‘ In addition, the Johnsonians founded

still another orgen, fhe weekly newspaper Faeedrelandet,

edited by the Johnsonian theologians Thv., Klaveness and
Peder Haerem.lg The editors dreamed of turning the paper
into a Christian daily, bﬁt the plan never materialized.
However, it championed the Johnsonlan causes (Luthénstift-

elsen, and reform) for the hext five years.

(e) The Development of a National Inner Mission.

Lutherétiftelsen was a cdmpromise arrangement, As
éuch, it was unsatisfactory to large segments of the
Norweglan Church in the long run. To thé High-Churchman,
it represented a legitimization of irregulérity. To the

lay-preacher, the emergency principle was ludicrously

19 A. Skrondal, Grundtviglanismen i Noreg, p. 111 calls
Faedrelandet "a 