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LIBERAL LUTHERANS AND VATICAN II:
THE TRIUMPH OF PROGRESSIVE PHILQSQPHY

Introductlon

For elghty-nine years it looked like the last word.
Vatican I, in 1870, appeared to be the ecumenical council
to end all ecumenical counclls; it declared the pope to be
infalllible in matters of falth and doctrine. WwWith all of
that power, why would the pope call another council to
determine doctrine? Yet on January 25, 1959, Pope John
XXIII did just that. He called for a new ecumenical council
to convene, and In the years 1962-1965, Vvatican II became
the most recent Roman Catholic council.

How would Protestants react? When the Cathollics .
declared the Pope infallible in 1870, W.T. Moore in the
"Evanglical Quarterly asked, "An Infalllble Church, or an
Infallible Book--Which? and answered, The Bible [rather]l
than the Ecumenical Council"™ as infalllble (1). But times
had changed since 1870. No longer did most Protestants
declare the Bible infallible. Many Roman Catholics,
meanwvhile, also appeared to be moving toward softening thelir
posltions on papal power, the Latln liturgy, and Mary. 8o
Protestants could be expected to react more favorably this
time around.

¥hat about Lutherans, the followers of the man who broke
from Rome? Most of them also reacted positively toward
John's announcement and the Councll itself. why the change
of attitude during this time? 1In less than a century, much

of Lutheranism in the world and in America had turned



"liberal®; they embraced the historical-critical method that
no longer viewved the Bible as equal to God's wWord or as
inerrant (2).

One result of the historical-critical method was the
theory on "relative": 1in order for the church to survive in
the modern world, doctrine has to change. This philosophy
of a "prbgressive" doctrine influenced many Lutherans who
vere reacting to Roman Catholicism in the mid-1900s and
Vatican II in particular. Kristen Skydsgaard, a Danish
Lutheran theologlan, elaborates on relativism iIn a 1962
article, "why Lutherans Must Talk With Rome":

If the Lutheran Church...regards the confesslional
problem [between Lutherans and Catholics] as solved and
no longer exlstent, then this i1s a sign of an inner
stagnation whereby that for which the reformers fought
has been forgotten. The result will be a church of
beati possidentes, satisfied with 1its particular
exlstence, a church whose participation in the living
history from which it springs and to which it belongs
has emlinently decreased. (3)

It 13 interesting to observe that Skydsgaard here warns
Lutherans about embracing Catholicis too quickly when many
of his fellow progressives did just that direction as a
result of vatican II. Nevertheless, in this excerpt we have
two baslic Ingredlients of thelr progressive philosophy: 1)
church doctrine cannot remaln stagnant; 2) the church has to
participate in "living history" and keep up with the times.
(It is also interesting to see that they claim to follow
Luther and the reformers, not in thelr doctrine, but in
thelr "fight against conservatism.")

This paper will examine the progressive phllosophy of

these Lutheran liberals reacting to vatlican II. Because of

the plethora of material on thls subject, this will not be



an exhaustive study of all the progressive Lutherans who
were involved and wrote about the Vatican II and about
dilalogues with the Roman Cathollcs. Rather, this paper will
study a cross section of Lutherans, chiefly American but
also of the world to see the common threads of relativism in
their writings. We will also £ind out how this progressive
philosophy played a role iIn the historical-critical view’of
the Bible, in the emphasis on unity of the church, and in
ecumenical discussions with the Catholics. A chlef source
wlll be George Lindbeck, an American Lutheran observer at
the Vatican Council., Other names along the way willl include
Kristen Skydsgaard, Warren Quanbeck, Carl Braaten, Hermann
Sasse, and the men at the Lutheran World Foundatlon and the
writers of the magazine pialog.

This paper will more or less follow a chronological
outline, looking at the Lutherans as they wrote before the
council, during the councll, and after the council. In
order to trace the development of their progressive
philosophy, we will examine the state of 1liberal Lutheranism
in America before the council, the liberal reaction during

the council, and the liberal triumph after the council.



1. Before the Council: Liberal Lutheranisn

By the time Vvatican II convened in 1962, many Lutherans
in America had turned liberal and progressive. Thelr
preoccupatlions included the quest for unity among thelr own
churches, relativism in theology, and ecumenism in thelr
outlook toward other churches.

Because of the dlverse ways In which Lutherans came to
America, dozens of Lutheran synods sprang up from the
eighteenth century to the twentieth. German Immigrants who
came to Missouri, for example, naturally formed thelr
own synod rather than Joln the existing English synods out
east. When American Lutheran synods did try to join in the
nineteenth century, they found themselves iIn three camps
instead of one. All three were divided on how Lutherans
should unify in the Unlted States: the General Synod
bellieved that all churches who claimed to bhe Lutﬁeran should
join thelr confederation; the General Council demanded
confessional subscription to the Augsburg Confession as a
requirement for unity; the Synodical Conference held thaf
Lutheraﬁs must be uniform iIn doctrine and practice before
enjoylng fellowshlp and unlting 1In one church body (4}.

Lutherans contlnued tovbe preoccupled with unity into
the twentleth century. By 1917 most synods of the General
Synod and the General Councll had come to terms and formed
the United Lutheran Church of America. The Augqustana Synod
alone refused to Join and later (1930) jolned earlier
"drop-outs" of the General Councll and Synodical Conference
(Iowa and Ohlio) to form the American Lutheran Conference.

The ALC would hold the medium position between the liberal



ULCA and the conzervative synodlcal Conference, chlefly
Mizsourl and Wilsconsln. E. Clifford Nelson observes, "[The
ALC] thought of itself as a possible medlating force within
Lutheranism to bring the ULCA to a more strict position on
doctrine and interchurch relations and to influence
Missourl...to recognlize fellow Lutherans as brothers"(5).

The year Vatlcan II began, 1962, found the Lutherans in
America once again involved in unificatlon. Two years
before the American Lutheran Conference synods, minus
Augustana, united to form the American Lutheran Church.
Originally the ALC might have appeared to support a strong
ddctrinal and confessional stance. Yet In 1969 they
declared fellowship wlth the Lutheran Church of America,
formed in 1962, and by 1982 Martin Westerhaus concluded,
"The ALC has moved to the left so that today there is no
appreclable difference between LCA and ALC, at least at the
Seminary level®(6). 1In fact, later in 1982 these two bodies
announced thelir Intention to merge along with the
Assoclation of Evangelical Lutheran Churches, so that tooday
the majJority of Amerlcan Lutherans are united in one body,
the Evangellical Lutheran Church in America.

But back to 1962. During this year the LCA was created
when the ULCA jolned with Augustana, the Danish Evangelical
Lutheran Church and the Suomu Finns to form the most liberal
Lutheran body in America up to that polnt. They would be
the guiding force for the great merger that has recently
took place.

The only large American Lutheran body left out of thls

unification process was the Missouri Synod. But thelr



stand on no fellowahip without doctrinal unity was also
eroding by the 1960s. 1In 1958 Missourl accepted an
Invitation by the National Lutheran Council to discuss
posslible unification efforts. John Tietjen, a professor of
Concordia Lutheran Seminary in 1966, wrote about the
importance of these discussions:

The discussions are Iimportant because they glive
evidence of a change in the traditional approach of
the Missouri Synod. Missourl's traditional answer to
the question of ecclesiastical cooperation demanded
complete agreement in doctrine and practice as the
precondition for cooperation. The discussions between
the representatives of the Missourl Synod and the NLC
had revealed that "there are still points of doctrine
which require further systematic study." Yet because
the conversations had established the fact that "there
is a far greater extent of consensus on the subjects
discussed than had been generally realized,” the
Missourl Synod representatives joined in the unanimous
conclusion that there was "a consensus on the doctrine
of the Gospel and the meaning of confessional
subscription sufficlent to justify further exploration"
regarding the establishment of an agency to include all
Lutheran church bodies (7).

—

Missourlans were still divided on this approach to
unity. But Tletjen, in 1966, still hoped that a new
Lutheran cooperative agency, the Lutheran Councll in the
United States of America, would begin operation on Jan. 1,
1967 to prove that "Lutherans are getting together"(8).
While Missourl has not plunged into the merger with ELCA, it
too has fallen to the temptation to have fellowshlp without
complete doctrinal agreement,

Relativism
By the 1960s Most Amerlcan Lutherans were preoccupied

with unifying the diverse synods regardless of doctrinal
agreement. Accompanyling thls preoccupatlion was a shilft

toward relativism in their theology.



In the early twentleth century, Amerlcan Protestant
theology seemed to lag behlnd that of the Buropeans.
Already in the nineteenth century, European theologlans
developed the historical-critical view of the Bible that
looked at the Scriptures not as the inerrant Word of God but
as a source document of religlous truths handed down and
developed over many centuries. Twentieth century men like
Bultmann and Barth clothed these "truths" in conservatlive
Christlan language; for example, when Barth spoke of the
Bible as God's Word, he meant, "So far as God lets it be
His Word, so far as God speaks through it"(9). The
theological climate in Lutheran America remained relatively
conservative; however, Nelson noted that around 1947 "a
dlscernible change appeared...when some professors [of
Luther Theological Seminaryl]l began to approach the
Scriptures theologically and historically rather than with
the a priorl of inerrancy and verbal inspiration"(10).
Nelson concluded that finally in America "theology was
dynamic and changing"(11l).

50, at the merger of the LCA in 1962, the delegates
representing the various synods opted for the neo-Lutheran,
historical-critical view of the Scripture. "The delegates
[of the Jolint Commission on Lutheran Unityl were not of a
mind to be bound by the conservative American practice,
particularly not in regard to the pattern of making an
introductory and isolated statement about the Bible." They
referred to the word of God as Jesus, not the Bible (12).
On the long-standing battle between Scripture and tradition,

the LCA theologlans declided, "The time had also comé for



Lutherans to rild themselves of a Eour—hundred—year
preoccupatlion with the sixteenth century." 1In one sentence
they opposed sola scriptura, the battle cry of the
Reformation(13). _

The 1deas of these theologlans found their way into the
LCA Constitution. 1In Article II, the Confession of Falth,
section 2 reads, "This church holds that the Gospel is the
revelation of God's soverelgn will and saving grace in Jesus
Christ. 1In Him, the Word Incarnate, God imparts Himself to
men." Section 3 QE the Confession does call the Holy
Scriptures "the divinely insplred record of God's redemptive
act in Christ"(14). But the LCA purposely made the wording
of thls document vague to avoid calling all of the Bible the
insplred Word of God.

The American Lutheran Church also got involved Iin the
debate and declared that Gospel, not Scripture, is the
highest authority in the church. 1In both the LCA and the
ALC the slogan changed from "sola scriptura”" to "prima
scriptura™(15). |

American Lutherans had now "caught up" with the rest of
the world In thelr view of the Blble. Carl Braaten wrote
how Luther's view of the Bible was outmoded:

Luther...belleved that {Scripture's] literal meaning

1s idenitical with its historical content. 1In other

words, things happened exactly as they were written.

Today 1t is 1Impossible to assume the literal

historlicity of all things recorded (16).

A key word In the theology of these "progressive"
Lutherans, (progressive 1n the sense that they adapted
Christianlty to the modern world), is relativism. In 1963

Warren Quanbeck, a professor of Systematic Theology in
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Luther Theoleoglecal Semlnary, 5t. Paul, put 1t thls way--we
cannot know what absolute truth 1s, He wrote:

Since human language is always relative, being
conditioned by its hlstorical development and usage,
there can be no absolute expression of the truth even
In the language of theology. Truth 1s made known in
Jesus Christ, who 1s God's Word, his address to
mankind. Christ is the only absolute. Theological
statements, which have an instrumental function, find
their meaning in relation to him; they do not contain
the truth nor glve adequate expression to it. At best
they point to Jesus Christ as the one in whom one may .
know the truth. Truth is not a matter of intellectlon
only, but of obedlent dlsclpleship. only by "ahlding
in Christ" can one know the truth (17).

This relativistic approach to God's Word influenced a
change in other doctrines. Kiisten 8kydsgaard, for one,
believed that the church has primacy over Scriptures due to
1ts exlstence before the New Testament was written:

Historical research has proved that an oral tradition

was 1n exlistence before our Synoptic Gospels. We must

realize that for more than one hundred and fifty years
the church llved, preached, baptized and celebrated '
the Holy Eucharist before it received a canon of New

Testament writings as an instrument for the exercise

of apostolic authority (18).

Braaten elaborated on the role of the church in this
relatlivistic theory; in order to survive, it must adapt to
the modern world and unite. He wrote that "Christianity
will not again become a meaningful source...until it
overcomes the denomlnational confllcts of the past and
constructs new forms in which its own vision of life can
once agaln become a resource for the common good"(19).
Reunlfication of the church should be no problem, because,
In a sense, unity "already exists" by the Nicene Creed,

according to Braaten (20).

Here we gsee that Lutherans iIn America by 1960 were



Ecumenlsm

(O
promoting ecumenlisam. One obstacle seemed to stand In the
wvay, however: What about subscription to the Lutheran
Confessions, which all of the major Lutheran bodlies clalmed
to have and which other Chrlistian bodies wouldn't accept?
The ALC and LCA got around this by subscriblng to the
confessions only as "symbols of a movement" and "expressions
of the splirit of Lutheranism"(21). Relativism creeped into
this area also; Lutherans could say that the confessions
once proclaimed the truth for people of the sixteenth
century, but they no longer applied to the changing world of

the twentleth century.

American Lutherans began to look outside their own
little tent by looking at other closer relatlions with other
Lutherans in the world. Nelson summarizes how they
eventually jolned the Lutheran World Federatlon:

Ever since 1923 the majorlity of American Lutherans
had participated in the movement to bring world
Lutheranism into closer fellowship. Two world wars
and the work of the Natlional Lutheran Councll enlarged
the world-consclousness of American Lutherans. World
assemblies had been held in 1923 (Elsenach), 1929
(Copenhagen), and 1935 (Paris). After the Parlis
convention the executlive commlttee announced that the
next assembly would be held in Philadelphia in 1940.
Because of World War II the contemplated assembly was
canceled. 'In 1946, however, the executive committee
of the Lutheran World Conventlon, meeting 1In Sweden,
planned an assembly for the summer of 1947. Held at
Lund, Sweden, the assembly brought forty-four officlal
delegates from American churches in the National
Lutheran Councll. Several Missouri Synod observers were
also present(22).

Thus was born the Lutheran World Federation. After its
start In Lund in 1947, the LWF held conventlons 1in Hanover

(1952), Minneapolis (1957), and Helsinki (1963). The LWF

strove to encourage cooperation in "externals" and not
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"lnternale" among all Lutheran bodles throughout the world,
and thouqh Nelson noted that "this dlstinctlon was
impossible to maintain," still it marked "a turning point in
the history of world Lutheranlsm," where Lutherans could
disagree in doctrinal matters and still be a force in the
contemporary world (23).-

But the LWF stretched 1lts horizons even broader than
that. American Lutherans had already joined hands with
other Chrlstians in the World Council of Churches. Now they
also bhegan contact with them in LWF. 1In Minneapolis in
1957, visitors from Presbyterian, Baptist, Methodist,
Congregational and other church bodies attended the LWF
conventlon. There, a "Speclal Commission on Inter-
Confessional Research" was appolnted to initlate dialogue
with Roman Catholiecs (24). In thls way the LWF became a
leader In promoting ecumenism with other church bodies.

The official magazine of the LWF was Lutheran World. 1In

this magazine ecumenical talks were routinely promoted,
especlally with Roman Cathollcs. Lutheran World began in
1954, and already in the first volume Vilmos Vajta wrote an
article entitled "Lutheranlism and Ecumenicity." He wrote,
"A certalin amount of ecumenical patience should be part of
the Lutheran approach. For we know that unity of the church
In the sense of a truly common faith...can hardly be the
achlevement of a few years but is probably a task for
several generations"(25).

In 1956 Peter Brunner from Germany followed Vajta's
lead. He belleved that both Lutherans and Roman Catholics

had things in common, such as dealing with the spirit of



gecularlizatlion., He wrote about some of the things he
expected from Catholics if Lutherans and Catholics were to
get together:

We expect you to experlence the inner spiritual life
of your church. The times are past in which it was
thought that Christians divided in faith .could draw near
to one another only after deviating from a definite
confessional position. Bad Catholics and bad Lutherans
will never come to agreement in the truth. It is only to
good Catholics and good Lutherans that it will be glven
to see the Truth which is in Christ(26).

In the same article, however, Brunner hoped that
Lutherans and Catholics could overlook their differences.
"The God who has raised Christ from the dead acknowledges no
historical or dogmatic f£inallty in the history of his
church. The Word of God does not allow 1itself to be bound

within the prison of such finality"(27). The writers of

Lutheran World weren't advocating a rush into unity with the
Catholics, but they were hoping for the "better" elements of
both churches (1.,e., the progressives), to get together and
see how much they really agreed with each other.

One comnmission of the LWF, the "Falth and Order
Commission," placed in charge of doctrine, discussed the
meaning of true unity in Lund, Sweden, in 13852. "The nature
of unity towards which we are striving 13 that of a vislible
fellowship in which all members, acknowledging Jesus Christ
as living Lord and saviour, shall recognize each other as
belonging fully to his body, to the end that the world may
believe."(28).

It was soon apparent that some Lutherans were beginning
to helleve that unity with Catholics was possible because

they both believed in Jesus as Lord and Savior. In 1961

12



Carl uUmhau wolf commented at the January 24, 1960 Roman
dlocesan synod that Cathollics were movlng toward more lay
participation in the lilturgy and that they were writing
"honestly" about the Reformatlon and Protestantism, a change
from routine condemnation of Luther before (29). He also
noted that, in 1957, Karl Barth declared that there was "no
essentlal difference" between him and the Catholic
theologlan Hans Kung on Justlfication by grace (30). These
progressive Lutherans, encouraged by slgns of simllar
"progresslion" among some Cathollc theologlans, were smelling
ecumenical talks 1n the future.

Skydsgaard looked at where Catholiclsm and Lutheranslim
wvas golng in 1961 and drew thils concluslon:

Nelther the Roman nor the Lutheran Church of today ls
the same as 1t was four hundred years ago. Both of them
stand wlthin history and 1ts viclssitudes and they must
not be satisfled with the triumphs of former perlods or
with the brillliance of today(31l).

The stage was set. Lutheran progressives by 1960 were
preoccuplied wlth unlty among themselves ln America,
relativism in theology and ecumenism toward other church
bodles, the Cathollics in partlcular. These attlitudes would

add up to a favorable reaction when Pope John XXIII

announced the convening of an ecumenical council.



73. During the Council: Liberal Reaction

Vatican II, the twenty-flrst ecumenical council of the
Roman Catholic Church, was the brainchild of Pope John
XXIII. James Manz describes the immediate reaction to his
call to convene a councll:

No one seems to have expected the announcement which
burst onto the Christian world on Jan. 25, 1959. Pope
John's idea, broadcast on the day when Catholic
Christians were observing the Fcast of the Conversion of
St. Paul, seems to have come as a surprise even to
himself. The lntention to convene a new council was

said to have come to John 'like the sudden flowering of
an unexpected spring'(32).

Anticlpation

The calling for a council was a surprise, slince Vatican
I seemed to establish that all authority rested 1in thé pope,
not in councils. For many Christian observers, both
Protestant and Cathollc, the call was a pleasant surprise.
Progressive Lutherans began to dream about future
discussions with the Romans, especiélly if the progressive
Catholics could gain control of this council.

George Lindbeck, for one, was optimistic. Lindbeck, a
Lutheran theologian from Yale University, believed that
John's call was "a revolutionary change in the ecumenical
atmosphere" to make catholicism "more attractive" to
non-Roman Christlans. He wrote, "When the councll is viewed
In the broad sweep of hlstory, there is every reason to
believe that 1t marks the conclusion of the Counter-
Reformatlion epoch."” He noted that Catholiclsm before had
been moving away from Christ and toward papal authorlty, but
now 1t was "leading to greater freedom in the soclal and

political spheres and...to theological, liturgical and



biklical revivals"(33).
Likewlse Kurt Schmldt-Clausen, the General secretary of

LWF, asked 1n Lutheran World, "Does the Councll Concern Us

at All?", and answered afflrmatively.
Both Evangelical and Catholic Christians must ask
themselves in genulne searching of conscience in what
measure they have refused to show, not only In the past,
but also in the present, that brotherhood and love which

they owe to one another. Cannot perhaps those
characteristics...be traced to such fraternal love

denied? (34).

Schmidt-Klausen, speaking for LWF, believed that Vatican II
could break down the bad feelings between Lutherans and
Catholics.

In 1962 a new magazine began publication to help
Lutherans start talks with other Christian bodles,
especlally the Catholics. Appropriately named Rialog, this
magazine in its early lssues focused on the upcoming council
and the changlng views of Cathollcs. The editors bluntly
stated In one of the first lssues, "The calling [of the
councll] suddenly accorded prominence and sanction to a
movement which had always been a minorlty movement in the
Roman Cathollc Church; namely, the evangellcal emphasis of
vtheologians especlally in Germany and France"(35).

Writers 1n Dlalog elaborated on these changes 1in
Cathollcism and the challenges they presented to ecumenical
talks. Kristen Skydsgaard wrote that two tasks for the
upcomling "dlalogue"™ included facing the exlsting Roman
Cathollc theology of the counter-Reformation, and facing the
current reforming of that theology. Thls "new theology" of
Roman Catholics "admits that the Reformation had a necessary

and positive concern. But at the same time it will mailntaln
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that those positive princlples were advocated In a negatlive
and one-sided way which proved disastrous to the
Reformation," (in other words, revolting against the
church). Both sldes have to get rid of the past and
discover the new "dimenslon of the Bible" of today (36).
While Skydsgaard saw that Catholics were‘changing their
attitude toward the Reformation (and Implied that Lutherans
needed to change too), Lindbeck focused on the similarities
between Lutherans and Cathollcs. He wrote in a Dlalog
article that there were "large areas of theology in which
the confessions [of Lutherans and Catholics! have not
historically disagreed," like Christology and the Trinity.
~"The reason for convergence...ls that theologlans from both
sides find themselves confronted with similar problems of
trylng to state the historic affirmations of the Christian
faith in terms meaningful to modern man."(37). Here again
we see the progressive presupposlitions of these theologians
taking over: doctrine has to be adapted to "modern man."
Per Erlk Persson, in Dialog, also wrote about two new
developments he spotted among Catholics: first, their new,
posltlive attlitude toward the Reformation, and second, the
disappearance of Post-Tridentine bilases agalnst Protestants
(38). 1In his book Roman and Evangelical Persson stated some
of the changes modern Cathollcs were making:
[Firstl, in the Roman Catholic church of today we find a
biblical revival of great extent and importance. The
reading of the Bible by laymen 1s greatly encouraged,
although restricted of course to translations approved
by the church....[There 1s alsol a rapldly increasling
interest In scholarly exegesis(39).

Other changes included reforms In worship life, a theology
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that states salvabtleon 12 by grace (though "1t 1= clear that

'grace' here dees not have exactly the zame connotatlon as

T
g

L,

In the Protestant tradition"), a posltive evaluation of the
Reformatipn, and edumenical endeavors, especlially in the
WCC(40).

Perhaps the definitive book on the Lutheran outlook

toward Catholics before the Council was The Papal Council

and the Goapel, edited by Kristen Skydsgaard. Contributers
- to the Dbook included Lindbeck, Ernst Kinder, Peter Brunner,
and Skydsgaard himself collaborating with Gerhard Pedersen.
Kinder, in "will the Council Be Ecumenical?", believed that
"for a genulne ecumenical councll, fundamental freedom from
political influence and freedom of self-determination on the
part of the churches would be an absolutely necessary
presupposlition"(41). He felt that vatican II should take
the modern ecumenical movement seriously, for it was a
movement "in which, one may say, the very essential,
original unity of the church of Jesus Christ really
malntains 1ts rights anew as a spiritual reality by virtue
of 1ts own powers"(42).

Lindbeck, meanwhile, took a hard look at cCatholicism "on
the eve of the council" and saw the struggle developlng
between traditionalists and progressives. Traditionalists
3t1ll had clout; "there is in many quarters a deep-seated
convictlion, fostered in part by Cathollc claims of
unchangeableness, that the Roman church must forever remain
basically the same as it was at the time of the Reformation"
(43). Yet there were also many "favorable" signs among

Catholics that times were changing: a limiting of the
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pope's luxury and temporal power; increased use of the lalty
in the church; progress in studying the Blble; and
liturgical reform (use of the vernacular, the laity, and
simplicity). Regarding the latter, Lindbeck remarked,
"Those familiar with Reformation controversies recognize
that the liturglical movement meets many of the most serious
of the original Protestant objections to Roman Catholic
sacramentalism" (44).

Lindbeck noticed two attitudes prevailing
among Catholics around 1360. One was traditional--
"rigid and fearful, interested in preserving the past." The
other was progressive--"more open and adventurous and
strives to obey God and meet the needs of the modern world"
(45). Not only did Lindbeck think that the latter could
prevail in the councll; he also felt that progressive trends
could bring Lutherans and Catholics closer together.
There is...a full consclousness that fundamental and,
humanly speaking, lrreconcilable differences still
remaln, but thils is combined with a sense of genuine
‘Christlian brotherhood and a reallzation on the part of
many that Protestants and Catholics stand united in
common oppositlion to growlng secularism, to
anti-Christian movements outside the chuxch, and to
Indifference and purely cultural religion within (46).
Skydsgaard and Gerhard Pederzen concurred. Loglcally,
they wrote, Roman Catholics and evangelical Lutherans only

ought to tolerate each othexr, because

Roman Catholic and evangelical Lutheran {sici] appear to

be mutually excluslive....Yet we cannot stop with this
solution. Llife contradicts 1t. Life fights against the
'logle of mutual excluslon.'...Theologlans have entered

into conversatlion which is not a futlle collision of
long-established principles or mutually excluslve theses
and antitheses, but rather a dialoque that means a
living encounter of human beings in the realm of
truth....A dialogue between the confessions 1s possible,
a dialogue...[that] opens up new common insights, and
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1 ¢loser to each other
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However, there was a fly in the olntment. Lindbeck had
written "differences still remain"; overcoming them would

not be easy. In Skydsgaard's Papal Council Peter Brunner

mentioned why unlity with Cathollics wouldn't be easy. "No
Christlan church keeps the wound of the division in
Christendon opem a3 lnexorably as does the Roman Catholic
Church. This church sees the unity of the church in the
light o£>it5elf as the only true church"(48). "5till in our
day the churches of the Reformation have to charge the Roman
Catholic Church with failing to keep pure and clean the
apostollc Word glven to ué in Holy Scripture;" papal
infallibility, the veneratlion of Mary and the sacrifice of
the mass remained black marks (49). Finally, "the churches
of the Reformation see Iin the Roman Catholic Church a high
degree of danger for salvation 1n Christ. Therefore they
will not be able to establish church fellowship with it so
long as this danger continues" (50).

The Papal Council and the Gospel shows the prevalling
mood of progresslve Lutheran attlitudes toward the upcoming
councll: eager anticipation mixed with uncertainty.
Lindbeck, writing in Dlalogwe, echoed that uncertainty even
during the first session of the Councll. He wondered
whether Catholics would have the courage to advance beyond
Trent and vatlican I and replace the "dylng" Counter-
Reformation (51). Yet he also recognized that "progressives
such as Karl Rahner, (Yves] Congar,... and [Hans] Kung were

undoubtedly the most influential theologians at the
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Council." Lindbeck hoped that they could domlnate the
counclil (52).

Participation
After all of the anticipation came participation.

Lutheran "participation," or interaction with Catholics,
came in two forms: ecumenlcal discussion at Bossey, and
observation at the Council.

On April 10, 1962, Protestant and Catholic theologlans
held an ecumenical conference together. Edmund Schlink in
Dlalog reported on the progress made: 1. Thé meetings (22
of them) helped clear up wmisunderstandings of each other Iin
doctrine. 2. Expectations regarding doctrinal discussions
were exceeded. 3. They reallzed thelr dogmatic formulas
would have to be "translated" into exegesls and history. 4.
Agreement was made regarding the relatlonshlp bhetween faith
and new obedience, as well as God's revelatlon in creation
and man's guilt. 5. There was progress, though not
agreement, on the doctrine of Law and Gospel and the
efficacy of God's Word. 6. The means of grace and the
eccleslastical offlce was the "most stubborn" obstacle 1n
the path to unity. 7. Both churches felt unlted In facing
problems of the modern world (53).

Regarding this milestone of ecumenlical dlscusslons,
Schlink made these observations:

It may appear as 1f the central difference between our
churches conslsts in the relation between Scripture and
tradition....Contradicting this view is the fact that
historically the principles of theology have always been
secondary rather than primary issues. The content of
dogmatic statements has been of primary slgnlficance of

the history of theology (54).

For ecumenical discussions, according to Schlink, "dogma"



waz out and "revealed truth" was in, "What is required for

LG

the unlty of the church 12 a consensus In knowledge and
wltness concerning revealed truth. Therefore, theology wlll
have to clear up all differences and oppositions which
prevent such a consensus fromAemerging" (55).

While Schlink and other Lutherans worked with Catholics
In ecumenical discussions, others witnessed first-hand what
goes on at a Catholic ecumenlcal councll. Qbviously,
Lutherans and other Protestants could not actlively vote or
debate Catholics at the council. But Pope John did allow
them to observe, as he released his "Secretariat for
Promoting Christian Unity" encyclical on June 5, 1960:

...In order that Our love and oOur good will towards the

Chrlstians who are separated from the Apostolic See may

be yet more evident, and that they may be able to follow

the work of the Council and to find more easily that
unity which Jesus Christ in burning prayer begs of Hls

Father, a speclal committee or secretariat 1s being set

up, whlch will be constituted under a cardlnal to he

named by Us....(56).

This did not mean the Pope had changed Catholic doctrine
and viewed Protestants as full-fledged Chrlstians: "True
unlity exlsts only 1n the Catholic church. And to this
truth there is no way apart from the Cathollc church"(57).
Still, Lutherans and other Protestants accepted the
invitation. Two correspondents from the Lutheran World
Federatlon were chosen: Skydsgaard and Lindbeck. Two
other Lutheran professors who observed were Edmund Schlink
from Heldelberg, and Oscar Cullmann from Basel. Observers
at the council would record their observations and relate

them to the leaders of thelr churches; particlipate without

speaking "officially" for a church; answer questions from

21



2.2
members and commissions of the council; and inform the
general secretary of the council if false information on the
Lutheran position was stated (58).

Exanlnation
We will now take a closer look at the Vatican Council,

its documents, and the reactions of Lutheran progressives,
Pope John's opening speech began the first sesslion of the
Council on Oct. 11, 1962. The first session closed on Dec.
8 of the same year. During the interim between the first
two sessions, Pope John died, and Paul VI took over.
Session II lasted from Sep. 29 to Dec. 4, 1963; Session III
began on Sep. 10, 1964, lasting until Nov. 21; and the final
sesslon took place from sep. 14, 1965 to the Solemn Ceremony
of Cloture in 5t. Peter's Square on December 8, 1965.

The first session concerned itself mainly with liturgy.
By November 14, 1962, the council approved of the schema on
the liturgy,‘which included a proposed change in the mass,
to insert the name of 5t. Joseph after that of the Virgin
Mary. Naturally, "the Protestant observers found the change
regrettable....They could not help noting that this maneuver
did little to advance the ecumenical aims of the council"”
(59).

something happened, however, on the next day to change
the mood of the council. When the conservative schema on
revelation came out, nine out of thirteen speeches attacked
it, Patriarch Maximos 1V 3algh of Antioch thought the text
used "outdated formulas belonging to the COunter—Reformation
and antimodernism." He concluded, "I proﬁose an outright
rejection of this schema"(60). The progressives were on the

rise. Lindbeck expressed his satisfaction that on Nov. 20th
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they rejected a "highly reactionary schema on Aeripture and
tradition"(61).

By the time the first session had ended, one could think
that not much had been accomplished. No documents had been
produced, and even the schema on liturgy wasn't final
yet. But Henrl Fesqult, a Roman Catholic reporter from
France, still saw progress:

Motivated by thelr pastoral and missionary concerns,
and knowlng that they had the Pope's support, [the
Fathers] refused to be intimidated [by traditionalists].
Thus, Scholastic abstractions, Intractable rigorisn,
narrow-mindedness, and unawareness of the outside world
had to give way to the meaning of history,... to
progress 1in religious knowledge, and a desire to enter
into contact with "the others."....Because of this
effort, a new climate came over the assembly, and the
non-Cathollc observers could see that the Roman Church
was becoming a genuine Interlocutor (62).

Unfortunately for the progressivesz, the second session
in the fall of '63 didn't bring about the reforms they were
hoping for. Lindbeck observed that after the second
sesgslon, "the mood...ls far less enthusiastic than after the
first." Progressive bishops felt frustrated at the slowness
of the change; "the conzervatlve ninority is making it
difficult to get a program of reform through the council"
(63). They felt that they could make reforms which do not
contradict Roman dogma, or even "reinterpret" papal
infallibility, but the conservatives were resisting. For
example, there was an Impasse on the proposed schema on

ecumenism; it was too cautious for ecumenlists (because the

schema didn't recognize Protestant bodies as "churches"),

]

and too ecumenical for conservatives (because It recognlzed

Protestants as "separate brethren"). (64).
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In spite of the disappointments, Lindbeck took comfort
in the limited refornm it was makling.

[The Council] isg encouraging Biblical movements in

worship in theology; it is stimulating ecumenlisnm,

religious liberty, and wmore évangelical mission and
service to the world. There can be no doubt that the

Holy Spirit is working mightily in the Roman Catholic

Church at the present time, and for this we must both

Pray and praise, God (65),

In fact, by 1964 Lindbeck thought more was being done
for ecumenism in Rone than at the Lutheran World Federation
conventlion in Helsinki and the
Falth and Qrder meeting in Montreal of 1963, "The Council
mobilizes a far greater proportion of the theological and
eccleslastical leadership of its constituency than do the
other meetings"(66). "It is possible that the Reformation
note will bhe €xpressed more strongly in some of the decrees
of the Council than in those parts of the final reports
which state the consensus in Montreal"(67).

One document that was completed at the close of the

second session was The Constitution on the Sacred Liturqgy

(Bacrosanctun concilium, Dec. 4, 1963), To get a flavor
of its mix of tradition and reform, read the following
excerpts. (All vatican II quotes are fron Flannery's
Vatican Councll 171 Documents, 1988 revised edition):

par. 22. (1): Regulation of the sacreq liturgy depends
s0lely on the Aauthority of the Church, that 1s on the
Apostollic see, and, as laws may determine, on the
bishop,

Par. 22. (3): Therefore no other person, not even 3
priest, may add, remove, or change anything in the
liturgy on his own authority.

Par. 30: To promote active participation, the people
should bhe encouraged to take part by means of
acclamations, responses, psalws, antiphons, hymns,
as well as by actlions, gestures and bodily
attitudes. Aand at the Proper time a reverent
silence should be observed.
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Far. 36, (1): The use of the Latin language, with due
reszpect to particular law, 13 to preserved In the
Latin rites,

Par. 36. (2): But since the use of the vernacular...
may frequently be of great advantage bto the people,
a wilder use may be made of it...

Lindbeck commented on the liturgical reforms that
Vatican II was permitting:

[(There is the] possibility that within decades, if
the bishops and the Holy See so deslire, not only will
the use of the vernacular, communion in two kinds, and
liturgical decentralization [gol far beyond anything
which is concretely proposed in the later chapters of
this schema, but also that changes will be made in the
wording and structure of the mass itself, including
the canon (68).

Lindbeck believed these changes could come about
because of the decentralization of the liturgy; wore could
be done when laypeople get involved. But this could only be
done when C¢hanges conformed to the "wind” of the Bible (69),
Warren Quanbeck, looking back at the councll In 1965, also

praised the Constitution on Liturgy as "a long step forward

to make the church's worship and prayer accessible to people
in their own language" (70),
Meanwhlle, the Council moved forward 1nto 1964 wlth

lts third session. This session produced two major

documents: the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church (Lumen
gentlum, Nov, 21, 1964), and the Decree on Ecumenizp
(Unitatis redintegration, Nov. 21, 1964y, |

The schema on the church wasg already being prepared
during the second seéssion, and observers like Edmund Schlink
reported about lt to the Lutherans. In a 1964 Rialog
article Schlink flrst criticlzed the schema for defending

the church's hierarchy "[The hierarchical structure of the
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churchl cannot be so facllely traced to New Testament
conditions as the schema would indicate™(71). However, he
goes on: "In this schema New Testament factors have been
more closely observed than 1n the dogmatic Constituo of the
First vatican Council....It provides room for new lmpulses
and intensiflication of church actlvity in a concrete
application to situations and tasks"(72).

On the topic of what the church 1s, Schlink noted wlith
dismay, "In the schema, the identification of the one holy
church with the Roman Church is obviously intended
exclusivistically, since it does not discuss churches
outslde the Roman Church"(73). The schema recognlized
non-Catholic individuals, but not churches. Schlink's
reaction? "Obviously, non-Roman Christianity must feel it
has been misunderstood by such statements. For non-Roman
Christinity consists not only of individual Christlans, but
also of churches....In this respect...the schema's
statenents are unproductive”(74). Schlink concluded that
the schema "in 1ts present form appears more Roman than
catholic and more apologetic than dogmatic in the authentic
sense" (75).

The final document ended up belng as ambigquous as the
. schema, belng another compronise between conservatives and
progresslves. The flrst three chapters outline three
concepts of the church: first, the church as a "mystery",;
secondly, the church as pilgrims in this world and the
"people of God"; thirdly, the church as a hierarchy set up
by Christ. The dilemma comes in on which is the dominant

picture of the church. If chapter three 1s the focus,
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then nothlng has changed from vatlcan 1I; 1f chapters one

and two are, then the hierarchy lz somethlng that zerves th

T

church, whlch Includes the lalty (76).

Lindbeck had hls own ideas of what the document meant.
"My own guess is that it is to the eschatological view of
the world and to the theme of the pilgrim people of God that
the future belongs"(77). Llke other Protestants, Lindbeck
felt uneasy when Mary continues to be emphaslzed (chapter
elght of the document); however, he took comfort from
chapter seven, an elaboration of the pllgrinm church in 1lts
role of salvation (78). Lindbeck concluded that two
positive results could come from this new image of the
church among Catholics:

First, the mission of the Church...can no longer be
thought of representlng some kind of quasl monopoly of
the dlvine action....The task of Christians, therefore,
is not primarlly that of rescuing individual souls from
hell, nor even of converting the world, [but] that of
serving the world by remlnding it In all that they are,
say, and do of God's purposes, of the true future of
humanlity which is In Jesus Christ....

[Secondlyl],...Christians must be reconciled among
themselves, and by thelr cowmmunal actlon, reconcilers
In the world If they are to be credible and persuasive
witnezsez. This clearly makes ecumenism central to
the purpose of the Church in a way that it is not in
the traditional view of the wmlssion of the Church,
whether Cathollic or Protestant, which have centered on
the salvation of individuals out of the world at the
expense of the comlng redemption of the world itself.
(79).

Not all Catholics or Protestants could draw all this

out of the Constitution on the Church, much less aqree

with Lindbeck's conclusions. But a "social gospel"
function of the church can be read into the vatican's
amblguous statements, as Lindbeck shows.

Two other Lutheran commentators on this important



document should be clted before we move on. Carl Braaten in
a Dialog article praised the ambiguity of this article:

"I will not criticize, but rather commend this document

for refusing to settle for easy definitions on the

question of the relation between the mystical body of

Christ and the visible church"(80). Quanbeck also thought
that progreséiveg prevalled here because of its "stress on
the on-going work of God in Christ in the world, and on the
fact that the church is the people of God, including all who
are unlted to cChrist by baptizn"(81).

The other major document to come out of session 3 was
the Decree on Ecumenism. Obviously, progressive Lutherans
and other ecumenically-minded Protestants welcomed this
document, especially paragraphs like these:

Ch. 1, par 4. ....The divisions among Christians prevent
the Church from realizing the fullness of catholicity
proper to her in those of her sons who, though joined to
her by baptiswm, are yet separated from full communion
with her. Furthermore, the Church herself finds it more
difficult to express in actual life her full catholicity
in all its aspects.... (pp. 458-459 in Flannery, 1988).

Ch. 3, par 19. ....Although the ecumenlcal movement and
the desire for peace with the Catholic Church have not
vet taken hold everywhere, it 1s nevertheless our hope
that the ecumenical spirit and mutual esteem will
gradually increase among all men.

At the same time, however, one should recognize that
between these Churches and ecclesial communities, on the
one hand, and the Catholic Church on the other, there
are very welghty differences not only of a historical,
soclological, psychological and cultural character, but
especlally in the interpretation of revealed truth (pp.
467-468).

Not surprisingly, many Lutherans reacted positively.

Carl Meyer in the Concordia Theological Monthly wrote, "with
the Decree on Ecumenism the Roman Catholic Church entered

more wholeheartedly into the ecumenical movement, helped to

2%
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.give 1t a new dlrectlon, and signaled the maturlty of the
movement”(82), He also took comfort In the document's
admission "that men of‘both sldes [Protestants and
Catholics] were to blame for the sin of separation [ch. 1,
par. 31. How different that admission is from the spirit of
Tridentine Roman Catholicism!"(83).

Liberal Lutherans thus saw thls document as a "maturing"
of the Cathollcs toward a progressive philosophy. Vilmos

vajta, for the Lutheran World, saw another sign of maturlty

in thelr ecumenism. He was please that Vatican II did not
try "to overwhelm the other churches by Catholic ecumenism";
instead, they tried to meet Protestantism where it was (84).
Session three provided something for the progressives to
crow about. But in a way, perhaps thelr greatest triumph
came ln fourth and flnal sesslion of Vvatican II. Eleven more
documents came out, three of which we wlll consider in this

papexr: The DRogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation (Del

verbum, Nov. 18, 1965); the Declaration on Religlious Libherty
(Dignitatls humanae, Dec. 7, 1965); and the largest document

of all, the pPastoral Constitution on the cChurch in the

Modern World (Gaudium et spes, Dec. 7, 1965).

The Constitutlon on Divine Revelation interested

Lutherans because sources of revelatlon continued to be a
major roadblock between Lutherans and Catholics. 1Is the
Blble the only authority, or does tradition also play a role
as a "source" of revelatlon? Conservative Catholics held on
to the two-source theory, while progressive Catholics like
J.R. Gelselmann and G.H, Travord belleved, "scripturs

contalns all revealed doctrine, and the Church's faith,
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which includes apostollc tradltlons, interprets 1t» (85).

In the first session, as we've already seen, this topic
was hotly debated between conservatives and progressives,
The debate continued until Pope John Intervened and demanded
that the rather conservative schema on the sources of
revelatlon be reworked. Thls was "widely regarded as one of
the turning points of vatican IT, an indication that the
direction of the Council would be progressive rather than
conservative, ecumenical rather than polemical”(86).

By the fall of 1964 the council approved the third

draft, and in 1965 the Constitution on Revelation came out.

One item to note throughout this document is the tern
"sacred Tradition." Regarding the relatlonship between
Scripture and tradition, paragraph nine states:

sacred Tradition and sacred Scripture...are bound
closely together, and communicate one with the other.
For both of them, flowing out from the same divine
well-spring, come together in some fashion to form one
thing, and move towards the same goal. Bacred SBcripture
is the speech of God as it is put down in writing under
the breath of the Holy Bplirlt. And Tradition transmits
in its entirety the Word of God which has been entrusted
to the apostles by Christ the Lord and the Holy Spirit.
It transmits it to the successors of the apostles so
that, enlightened by the Splrit of truth, they may
faithfully preserve, expound and spread it abroad by
thelr preaching. Thus it comesz about that the Church
does not draw her certainty about all revealed truths
from the holy scripture alone. Hence, both Scripture
and Traditlon must be dccepted and honored with equal
feelings of devotion and reverence.

nothing's been galned here-~-tradltion and Scripture are
still on the same plain. But to a progressive like Arthur
Oleson, thls "slgnificantly affirms" the progresslve
vlewpoint that "revelation is prior to both Scripture and

tradition"(87). Look at paragraph nine once more and you
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ipture iz not equlvalent to the Word of
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God. Rather, the Word cawme flrat, and both btradltion and
Scriplture testify to it--a trademark of the historlcal-
critical method.

The Declaration on Rellglous Liberty also lets Catholics
face the contemporary world. We read In paragraph one:

1. Contemporary man 1is becoming increasingly
conscious of the dignity of the human person; more and
more people are demanding that men should exercise fully
their own Judgment and a responsible freedom in thelr
actlons should not be subject to pressure of coerclon
but be insplred by a semse of duty....This demand for
freedom in human soclety is concerned chiefly with man's
spiritual values, and especlally with what concerns the
free practice of religion in soclety. This vatican
Council pays careful attention to these spiritual
aspirations....

In a Dialog article, Faith Elizabeth Burgess wrote on
the consequences of thls new, "contemporary" attitude of
Roman Catholics:

[The Declaration on Relliglous Freedoml not only
insists lonl the right to search for truth (Ipar.l 3),
but also clearly states that any person who makes no
attempt to seek the truth, or once having found the
truth makes no attempt to follow 1t, is also free from
coerclon of any sort. ([(par.l 2) In short, the athelst
shares religious freedom. The Roman Cathollc Church is
now willling to recognize the rights of all wmen, whether
or not they accept the truth as she teaches it (88).

Burgess moves on to the relativistic approach of the
council, witnessed by this Jdocument:

The ultimate question 13, of course, whether Dilgnitas
humanae 1s also merely a product of its own btime,
historlically conditioned to the mid-twentlieth century
and perhaps lnapplicable fifty years from now....
[3t111,] the Declaration on Religigus Liberty witnesses
to the fact that the thinking of the Roman Catholic
Church 1s not chained to her statements in the past,
even her officlial statements"(89).

The final document we will briefly look at from this

council 1s The Pastoral Constitution of the Church in the
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Modern World. Qulte a variety of toplcs are Included with
this: the soclal gospel (cf. par. 40, where Vatican I1I
yladly accepts this role for the church), and birth control
(par. 51, a condemnation of birth control as contrary to Lhe
sanctity of 1ife). In this document, as in most of the
Vatican II documents, we have a balancing act between the
old traditions of the church and progressive attempts at
makling the church more contemporary (90). It is the final
proof that Roman Catholics have a new attitude toward the
world, stressing the role of the Church as "servant of the
world"{91l).

The Church in the Modern World did contrast strongly

from previous Catholic documents, such as the Syllabus of
Errors by Pope Pilus IX In 1864 that condemned modernism.
Franklin Sherman in Dialog could indeed say that "valican II
has finally swumg the balance in the other direction" away
from opposition to contemporary trends. "Modern sclence and
technology, democracy, socialism, all now appear in a more
favorable light, and even athelsm is glven a sympathetic
analysis"(92).

Vatican II closed with a solemn ceremony of cloture in
st. Peter's Square, where Pope Paul VI "spoke to all
mankind":

...This 1s a unique moment, a moment of ilncomporable
neaning and richness. The past, present, and future
converge in thls unlversal gathering, in this privileged
point of time and space: the past, for here the Church
is united with her tradition, her history, her councils,
her doctors, and her saints; the present, Lor we are
taking leave of one another to go Into the world of
today with 1ts miseries, 1ts sufferings, its sins, but
also 1ts prodlgious accomplishments, its values, lts

virtues; and finally, the future is here in the urgent
appeal from the peoples of the world for greater
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Justlee, In thelr desire for peace, In thelr conzclous

or unconzclous thlrat for a hlgher life, that life

precisely which the Church of Christ can and wlshes to

gilve them....(93).

In this way, on the final day of the council, Pope Paul
summed up the splrit and attitude of what had been

accomplished. Vatican II had brought Roman Catholicism into

the contemporary world.

The amblguity of most of the Vatican II documents led
liberal Lutherans to chalk up the councll as a triumph for
progressive philosophy. 1In reality, the council wasn't
quite that ready to let go of Catholic traditions.
Cathollics had ﬁlanted one foot on progressive soll, but
one foot was still wmired in tradltionalism.

Yet the evidence was there that Catholicism was leaning
toward progresslive phllosophy. We will zee how this was
true when we take a look at the results of the council--and

the resulting liberal triumph--in the nezt chapter.
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3. After the Council: Liberal Triumph

Liberal Lutheran reacted after the council pretty much
the same way they did durling the council. They praised
Vatican II for 1lts reforms and encouraged Catholics to do
more of the same. They found that some Catholics,
especially on the progressive side, assessed the council
pretty closely as they did. Dialogue and ecumenical talks
soon developed bhetween the two groups, leading to more
optimism that, one day, perhaps Lutherans and Catholics
could merge into one church bhody.

Assessnent

Lutherans and other Protestants, by and large,
conslidered the council to be a success. Liberal Protestants
had a chance to pralse Catholics at a 1966 interfalth
appraisal in thre Dame. Catholics, Protestants, and other
theologians gathered there to discuss the council and its
effects. George Lindbeck, as you might expect, was thers.

Hls thoughts on the Dogmatic Constitution of the Church,

eXpressed at this meeting, have been examined already in the
second part of this paper. Another progressive Protestant,
Albert Outler, discussed how the council would affect
Protestant theology in‘America. Here 1is his assessment of
the Councll:

The genius of Vatican II...1s the deliberate decision
to expose the Roman Catholic mind to a spectrum of
challenge and danger 1n today's world--and to do this
with confidence that Christian truth is still mighty and
will prevail even in this world. This means, among
other things, the exposure...aodern historical criticlsn
(which 1s to say, relativism and change), to modern
iconoclasm (which is to say, radical skepticlism and
antitraditionalism), to modern secularism (which is lo
say, conbtemnporary man's narcissist claim to autonomy and
self-sufficiency) (94).



Progressive Lutherans sald wmuch the zame ln thelr
assessment and summary of the councll. Warren Quanbeck
summarlzed how progressives won over the council:

At the very start [of the Council] the progressives
azserted their determination not to be dominated by the
Curla, presented their cause with courage and elogquence,
and gradually won the support of a strong majority of
the blshops. Causes that seemed.only dim hopes at the
beginning passed with surprisingly little opposition:
the vernacular in the liturfy, collegiality of bishops,
the program of ecumenism, the statement on the Jews,
relligious liberty....Both second and third sessions
ended in disappointment and frustration to the
progressives, and some of the bolder hopes were not
realized, but the achievement of the councll iz
nevertheless quite remarkable, far beyond what a
cantlous and realistic observer could have predicted at
the beginning (95).

According to Hermann Sasse, one remarkable achlevement

T
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of the council had to be the pope's willingness tc
more power and leadership with the bishops. "[The bishops]l

came to St. Peter's for the 2nd Vatican Council and, with

9]

the blezzing of Pope John and to the great surprise of the
world, they took as bishops the leadership of the Council
away from the Curla into their hands, to rule the Catholic
Church henceforth"(96). It was a learning process for all
Catholics: "Today Rome knows that hurling anathemas against
talse doctrines is nobt enough"(97).

Quanbeck thought that the "new style of this council"
was another plus. "In setting a new style in councils,
avoiding definitions and promulgations of dogma,...the
Second vatican Council has attempted instead to initlate a
movement" (98). Quanbeck belleved that this movement
was geared toward ecumenism, as shown by the invitation of

non-Catholics to observe at the council. "The Invitation of
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non-Roman Catholic observers was an act of great ecumenical
courage, for it meant that the council could not function as
a private discussion withing the famlly: the nelghbors were
always present!"(99)

In a similar vein, Sasse considered the council to be a
stepping stone toward ecumenical talks. Sasse saw the
movement beginning with progressive Catholics in western and
central Europe, not in Rome. However, Vatican II helped to
spread that movement: "A real ecumenical spring has
begun awmong Catholics"(100).

Both Quanbeck and Sasse tempered thelr enthusiasm with a

of reality. For Quanbeck, it was the reallzation that,

o
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in a world of change, Vatican II might scon appear archaic.
Already in 1966, "younger theologlans" were beglnning to
think of the councll as "too traditionalist, too cautious."
"They want to take the scientific, hilstorical and
philosophlical revolution of the last two centuries gquite
seriously and construct a theology which will present the
gospel and the church as real possibilities to an

intellectual man today"(101).

[P ]
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asse, meanwvhlle, felt that, In the aftermath of Vatican
IT, 1t was time for Protestants to get thelr act together.

He asked, "How 1is it to be explained that the Roman Church

b

s able to un o such & mighty reform in all spheres of

ier
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its life, as it becomes manifest in the decisions of the
present Council, while the Protestant churches, including
our Lutheran churches, seem to be irreformable?"(102) The
irony according to Sasse was that Catholics were now the

reformers and the Protestants weren't.
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Bagae alzo warned Cathollez about gethling too involwved
In ecumenlam "Is not Roman Catholiclem drawn lnto that
ecumenical movement which as a movement ls beyond the
control of the men who think they are leading it and of
which nobody knows where it will end?" He pointed to their
consideration of dialogue with non-Christians, which to
Sasse was flirting with universalism (103)..

But Cathollcs were headed toward that directlon--or at
least toward liberalism, relativism and ecumenlswm, major
tenants of progresszive Protestant thought. 1In a Dialog
article James McCue wrote his reactions to the council fron
a Roman Catholic perspective. Because of the Decree on

it was "now rather widely taken for granted that

ecunenism (whatever 1t is) 1s a good thing, that there

Y]

probably 1s some sort of communlty between ourselves and
Protestants"(104). To 1llustrate the changing'thought,
McCue polinted to Karl Rahner's new theory on sacraments:
the Church is "the basic sacrament," and the seven
tradltional sacraments of Trent were "seen as actions in
which the Church most perfectly fulfills its nature." So
Catholics no longer had to claim that Jesus instituted each
of the seven sacraments (105).

Rahner himself wrote a book reacting to Vatican II: The

‘Church After the Council. In this book, Rahner called the

council "the beginning of the beginning [of renewall"(106).

The council started the reform, but the task still had to be

put into effect. An examnple was the reforms in liturgy.
[There 13 still a needl to trénslate the instructlons

of the Constitubion on the 3acred Liturgy into concrete
forms for the celebrabion of the liturgy,; we must yet




transform them Into the real prayer-llfe of the Church,
worshlp in Spirit and in truth. Now the ecumenical
dialogue must begin, patiently, humbly, courageously,
optimistically, and audaciously (107).

Rahner was perhaps a little too radical for cathollics
when he made statements like this regarding non-Christians:
The Christlan will not regard the non-Christian as
standing outside the pale of salvaltlion simply because he
is not a Christian....The Christian wlll see the non-
Christian as an anonymous Christian who does not really
know what he actually 1s through grace in the depths of
his conscience (108).
Whlle Rahner may have been a step or two ahead of other
progressives among Cathollcs, others were trying to follow

his lead. G.C. Berkouwer reports in The Second Vatican

Councill and the New Catholiclism that Catholics were

beginning to come to terms with Protestants on sola fide and
sola gratia: "Many wrliters awong Roman Cathollics witness

strongly to the 1dea that there 13 a Catholic sola fide--

sola gratia™(1l09). Hans Kung "concludes thal there iIs no

essential disagreement between Rome and the Reformation on

w

the two cardinal polnts of soll deo gloria and gola fide.

On this matter, 'The time of antithesis is over.'"(110).
Catholics also were beginning to see that human activity in
Justification was not annihilated by Protestants (111).

On the subject of the unchangeabillity of the church,
Cathollcs still defended it as "an article of falth"(112).
But Berkouwer explalins how changes could be made in the
churxch without affecting the unchangeablility doctrine: "The
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Lruth never changes;-nev r
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atblons of the truth merely
reveal the truth in other dres="(113). This explains the

relativism that creeped Into Catholicism. "Reman Catholics

3%
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have belleved that dogma developed conzslatently wlth the
growth of thabt aluple gospel ln the Church's conaclouzness,
The Catholics did not admit a posslibility that a real break
occured anywhére in the evolutionary process"(114). And
because of thls evolutlionary process, "the forms in which
faith is expressed manlfest many 1diomatlc characteristics
of thelr time"(115). Theology becomes a matter of adapting
doctrine to the contemporary world.

50 we see that both liberal Lutherans and liberal
Catholics were thinking allike after the councll. Both were
explaining how teachings had to change to keep up with the
findings of the wmodern world.

Dialogue
The ecumenical leanings of both Lutherans and Catholics

j produced fruits with the dialogue that began during the
Council (1965) and continued after it. Plans for such a
measting began to get serlous in 1964. In October of 1964
Hermann Sasse wrote what the purpose of this dlalogue should
be: "not to create a church but to make 1t possible to know
what the Protestants are and [what they thinkl,...and to
reveal differences 1in thought [between the twol." The
dialogue "will not and cannot become a means of or a
substiﬁute for negotiations toward union"(116).

The dialogue would not aim for anything big--just talks
30 that Lutherans and Catholics could understand each othex
better and hopefully get closer together. The Lutheran
World Federation operated this way when they net Roman
Catholics at Strasbourg on August 25-27, 1965 and Aprlil
13-15%, 1966. Lutheran representatives at this "Roman

Catholic/Lutheran Working Group" included Warren Quanbeck,
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Kurt Schmidt~clausen, Krlsten skydsgaard and Viimos vajta.
Oswald Hoffman attended as an observer from the Missouri
synod. The joint report gave this reason for theix
discusslion: "rThe purpose of thes meétings was to determine
whether and in what manner the relations which have already
begun between the Lutheran worilg Federation and the Roman
Catholic Church can pe continued and intensified"(ll?).

The meetings revealed that Lutherans andg Catholics dia

ree on a number of things, 1in particular thelr Progressive

pud]

g
approach. The joint report lists some of these:

The two delegations are convinced that within the
context of the fotal ecumenical awakening, which has
developed and exists today in many churches, special and
officlal relations dr'e necessary between the Roman
Catholic Church and the Lutheran churches. ..,

The development of the natural sclences compels us to
see the traditionsl [theological] problems [betveen
Roman Catholics andg Lutherans] in a new setting. The
expanded knowledge of the Universe today, the growing
Secularization of the modern world, and the difficulties
of falth In God for contemporary man put. the
anthropological problem 1n an acute way.

Similarly the development of historical science has
given modern nman a new way of apprehending the past,
When one studies the questions between us on a
theological ang scholarly plain, the historical
dinension muzst be constantly considered,

In the sanme wvay the development of modern biblical
scholarshlip has modified the traditional formulation of
the respective positions and opened a new approach to
the confessional differences (118).

Almost as an afterthought, the group diag put in this
statement: "1n our relations the deep difference that have
developed between the Roman Cathollc Church andg the Lutheran
churches shoulg not be overlooked"(119). Bput one thing they
had in common was a concern for making doctrine
contemporary. For thiszs reason they felt that a cloze

relationship between the two churches could exist, to tackle
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the challengea of modern socleby.

CMeanwhile, "offlclal" dialogue bebween Lutheranz and
Cathollcs opened on July 6, 1965 1n Baltimore. Paul Ewmpie,
a key person in organizing the LCA 1In 1960, headed the
Lutheran contingent; T. Austin Murphy led the Catholics.
According to one participant, "the purpose of the officlal
Lutheran-Catholic dialogue group 1s not primarily symbolics,

but theologlical exchange on the faith of our churches In the

In preparation for the dlalogues, Emple discovered
something that made hiwm optimistic for success. 0On March,

going over two lists of proposing ground
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shed that nelther list included the
subject of "Srrilture versus Tradltlion" or of
"Justificlation by Grace Through Falth." When I
inguired about the oulissions, I was told that the
theologlanzs, and even the church authorlitiesz, were no
longer disagrseling on these subjects uuL£1c1Lntly to
wvarrant speclal sesslons to debate them! That may have
been a bit optimistic...; but I responded that, 1f that
development were true, 1t was so Important that we
needed to let the churches know about 1t! No longer
could we assume that all of the divislive issues of the
sixteenth century still separated Lutherans from Roman
Catholics. Many of the differences had simply
disappeared! (121).

Enple took the Vatican Council as Lhe "signal" to start
conversatlions with the Cabholics and clear up differences
that stlll separated them (122). The first dialogue,

1

meetling in 1965 in Baltimore, was entitled "The Status of

w

the Nicene Creed asz Dogma of the Church." They discussed
papers by Lutherans George Lindbeck and Warren Quanbeck and
the Catholic John Courtney Murray. In hls paper, Lindbeck

noted one difference between the two churches: "the
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Cathollc accepts the dogma as lrreformable and the
Protestant accepts the dogma as, In princliple,
reformable” (123). But Empie wrote how Lutherans were
inconsistent on this polnt: "Lutherans do not in practic
regard all of them [church dogmas and doclrines] as |
[reversiblel," such as, the unity of the S5on with the
Father, or justificatlion by grace alone through fFalth (124).
Im the summary statement, thils issue remained unresolved:
"6.c. The way in which doctrine ls certified as dogma is
not ldentlcal In the two communitles, for there is a
difference In the way in which mutually acknowledged

doctrine receives ecclesiastical sanction." But they both

if

agreed -on this point: "7. We together acknowledge that the

problem of the development of doctrine is crucial today and

13 in the forefront of our common concern"(125).

U

Both groups found that they were reasonably comfortable
discussing doctrine with each other, and the dialogues

continued., Dilalogus II, neeting in Chicago In February

FH
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1966, discussed "One Baptism for the Remiszsion o ins." In
1966 and 1967, Lutherans and Catholics met for Dialogue III,
entitled "The Eucharist as sacrifice." Dialogue IV covered

H.
T
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a related lssue, "The Eucharlst and the Min ry." '"Papal
Primacy and the Unlversal Church" was the focus of Dialogue
V, while "Teachlng Authorlty and Infallibility in the

Church" was covered in Dialogue VI. This takes us to the

year 1975, Emple died in 1979, but the dialogue on

L]

"Justlfication by Faith" contlinued from 1978 Lo 1983,
A detailed description of these dialogues would make a

paper in itself. Here, we will be content on theiy hopes
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thought needed to be done after =lx dlalogues:

unity from thelr discusslons. Thls iz whalt Buple

i

If we clear the underbrush of wmisinforwmatlon and
caricatures and grow 1n understanding, will oux
separated lives come together again? Will not genuline
differences keep us yolng our respecltlve ways? That 1is
what those dilialogues were all about....3ome of us hoped
at the beglinning that sufficlent agreement in the
apostolic falth wmlght be found to perwlt Jjolnt worshlp,
Including intercommunion. Although this has occurred
occasionally in local slituations, it does not yelt have
the Dblessling and sanctlon of church authorities. The
necessary growth Ltogether in the falth has nol as yet
taken place everywhere.

oo Many of us s3till dare to hope... that
intercommunion will be officially approved within a
decade or two.

Beyond thal hope lies the possibllity of some formal
structural ties. Psychological obstacles loom enormous.
They could hardly be overcome 1in our generation. Some
persons have serious reservabtlons that the legitimate
variety of historic Christian traditions could ever be
guaranteed bj a monolothic structure. However thse iszsue
¢f papal primacy is resolved, there muzt be zone
provision Lo encourage fresh lnsights; to promote
creative pluzalism in authentic Christian faith; and to
protect Christian freedom against the encroachwment of
bureaucracy which almost l“ﬁVlbdhly tends to stress
unlformitby at the expense of unlty bazed on conviclbion

(126).

to Lutherans, the dlalogue with the
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Perhaps

Catholics was a disappolintment. But the [act that there

were dlscussions still indicated a triuanph for liberal,

ecunenically-minded Luthe

n
.

Among all the literature that came out from Lutherans

aflter the Vatican Council, two deserve our attentlon.

Vatican II: Renewal or Reform? was written by James Manz of

Lhe

Missouri Synod. Although his writing wmight seen

conservatlive by some progresslive Lutheran standards, it

nonetheless reveals thalt progressive phllosophy was creeping

into the Missourl Synod at this tlime.

In his introduction, Manz euphasized the change that



Vatlcan IT made to Roman Catholliclsm and to councils in
generai:

Roman Catholicism had previously stressed he

uniqueness, her wisdom, and her rights. uhuLuh councils
had breathed forth a spirit of "triumphalism" as late as
1870, WVatican II ewmphasized the serving and seeking
aspects of Christianity and contemporary concerns of
mankind without in any manner comprowmising previously
adopted dogmatic positions. The whole tone and
direction has been on pastoral rather than doctrinal
concerns, on openness rather than exclusiveness, oh
appreclation of modernity rather than censure (127).

That Vatlcan II was & blessing to all of Christianity was
gquite certain, according to Manz:

powerful manifestations of the work of the Holy

—
—

The
Bpizit v 1tthg the Rowan Cathelic Church should be a
cause for Jjoy and thanksglving on the part of all
believers. Jesus Christ is being exalted as man's only
savior and Mediator; Holy Scripture is regarded by very

many as the primary source of revelation; juridicial
tendencles and that which is merely of human origin are
deenphasized. All this and much more shows thabt we have
a situation within Christendom which is different from
and much better than that which we had known before the
time of vatican I1 (128).

Manz divides hils book In two parts; the first section
looks at Rome before the Council, and second looks at the
changes Vatican II brought about. In the first secltion he

P, |

mentions the traditlional Catholic errors that have conltinued

the Reformatlon. "The Roman Catholic Church, in the
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Tridentine decrees, did not teach the doctrine of
Justiflcatlion by the grace of God Lhrough falth alone....

[Thisl iIs s5till offliclal [Catholicl teaching” (129).

Likewise, the worship of Mary is a persistent error: "The
Chureh
present pozsitlion of the Virgln Mary in the Roman CathullLAlb

Lhe result of a hilstorical development which would have been

inpossible 1f theologlans had been firmly grounded in the



doctrine of grace and had bazed bthelr teachings solely on
Holy Scrlpture"(120).
Because these serious errors were nobt rooted out (Manz

ce of the nmass),

|,.-.
¢

also mentions the papacy and the sacrif

Vatican II's reform work has to be considered limited:

The forwal accomplishments of the Second Vabican
Council, whose flrst sesslon began on Oct. 11, 1962, and
vhose fuur!} and final sesslon ended on Dec. 8, 1965,
are comparatively modest and limited when Judged on Lhe
basis of the viewpolnts and beliefs of a Chrlstian who
adheres to the Evangelical Lutheran faith (131).

Rather than taking this approach, however, Manz

,...

evaluates the councll with an ecunenical perspective:
cuncil is an sevent
s today. 50d has a
WuLd baling

The latest Rowan Catholic Chur
of major lmportance for dll Cnri
message for us now, a wmessage fr
delivered frow within the ¢
movement, It began In Protestant churche ; Spread to
Eastern Orthodoxy, and now embraces also the Roman
Catholle Church., Certainly the Sedond Vatican Counci
lE it accomplished nothing else, has placed the Roman
Cathollc Church and her people Into the malnstream of
the ecumenlical movement (132).
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Manz spends considerable time discussing what went on in
the various sesslionas and tenslons that are bullding up in
the church bebtween proyressives and conszervablves, Though
he covers the council rather objectively, his sympathies
seenm to be with Lhe ecumeﬁis;s when he makes statewents like
these: "The ecumenical movement and the Second Vatican
Council have dong much to prowote understanding and use of
the Holy Bible™(133). "We should never forget that it has
pleased the Lord of the church to use scholars of the type
who have often been called 'llberal'--both within and
without Lhe Roman Catholic Church--to foster Increased

study understanding, and use of the Holy Bible"{134).
'4 '4



To a dyed-ln-the-wool progresslve, Manz wnlghb seen

conservatlive becausze he criticlzesz the humanlstic approach
Lo the Bible (135%). He also criticizes "ecumanlacs" and
advocates thls process of fellowship:

As the ecunenlcal wmovement begins to Lake rool In
wider clrcles and In a deeper manner, we may expect that
Sincere Christians everywhere wlll becowme nuch wmore
cautious. It 1=z one thing to engage 1n dialog and even
in Jjolnt prayer. It 1s quite another to nake filnal
preparations for the actual practlce of fellowship on
all levels: at the altar, in the exzchange of preachers,
and in the actual training and ordering of those who
serve In the sacred winistry (136).

The best way to describe Manz might bhe a "cautlous
progressive." He mlght not have fallen for every
progressive theory f£floabling around Lutheranism in thosc
days, but his favorable reaction to Vatican II tells us that

he, too, was cheering the trlumph of progressive philosophy.

Finally, we take a look at the wman who participaled in

1
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the counc]
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s much as any Lutheran--George Llndb'”' In

1270 Lindbeck published

T

—-a
—
¥\

Future of Roman Cathollc

Theoloygy, subtitled Vatican II--Catalyst for change. He
dedicated this book to Concordia Lutheran Seminary in St.
Louls, where he conducted some lectures and had a favorable
response.  In this book Lindbeck intends to polnt out the
directlion Roman Caltholic theology is taking, as gulded by

the vatlcan Council.

A Yol F
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w of the council, as we've noted before,

T

definitely favorable. In his Introduction he wrote:
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The old i3z

ues Ppetween Roman Cat
Reformabion a Y

3 hi
e belng resolved or rad
When looked abt frowm new perspectives, pos
“have been traditionally opposzed now appear to be
complementary aspects of a Ifuller grasp of Christian
Eruth. There are also areas in which Roman Catholic
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dizagreements Almlinlsh the posslbilltles of
{convergancel. ... I shall acgue, however,...that the newv
approaches authorlzed by Vatican II are nevertheless
making possible a Roman Catholle view of the structure
0f the church and 1tz dogmabtic authorlity which is
perhaps not Ilncounpablible with the Relforwation (137).

Lindbeck sets the tone for the entlre book right there.
He doesn't deny that arsas of dlagreement still exist
between Lutherans and Catholics, but he does minimize them
in support of the "new psrspective® of the Vatican council,

Lindbeck saw as apart of this "new perspectlve” a new
view of the church: the relativistic theory that it is

natural for the church to change along with history.

Lindbeck covers this in "The Church's Sscular Mission™:

...The church can no longer be envislioned asz
fundamentally iluwmutable or changeleszszs. Bscause 1t iz a
pilgrim people Jjourneyling from one epoch to another and
from one culture to anocther, 1t 13 seen as deeply
invoelved and affected by t he vicissitudes of history,
not a3 skimming lightly over the waves of change. The
image of the people fits In with our conuempu alj
awarensss Lhat bthe chucch is an histord qlly and
soclologlcally concrete community subject in one
dimenslon of its being to the same lavs of change as any

other soclebty (138).

Qne conseguence of thls theory 1s a degraded view of

the church: "The church and the explicitly Christian means
of grace can no longer be concelved as having a quasi-

monopoly of Cod's redemptive acltivity." The church is not
enough Lo save the world: "In order to bring about [the
redemption of manklind as a wholel, God must be gulding all
the processes of history towards the goal, nol sinply

sing redempllvely In and through the church"(139). Tow

: Fe Ve 1
1 the statenent

could Rowan Catholles support this view an

@

"No one can be saved outside the Church"? Lindbeck answvers:
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Contemporary Roman Cathollc proponents of thiz outlook
insist that this does not mean there is salvalion apart
from Christ, for 1t 1s preclisely the grabtla Christi
which 13 at work preparing for the nuw humanity in many
arnonymous ways oubside the church as well as explicitly
with in 1L (140).

Leachling of
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In a footnolte Lindbeck states, "This is also U
Vatican II: 'God in ways koown Lo Himself can lead thosze
Inculpably lgnorant of the gospel to thal falth without

which 1t is Inposszible to please Hiwm'([Decree gn the

Church's Missionary Activityl 7)"(141). TIf Lindbeck 1
drawling a correcht concluslion, Vatican II iz debasing the
church and the means of grace in favor of universallism.

Regardlng the llturgical reforms, Llindbeck's feelings

Many of the practices which the Reformati:
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as3] lilluzglical abuses are not eliminated. 7
r&memb&r, hGWEV&E, that Vvalican II has, by 1ts own
account, only begun the task of practical reform and
that 1lts funuamwntal principles polnt towards vastly
greater changes 1n the future (142).

T

On the other hand, Lindbeck felt thabt both traditional
Protestant and Cathollc worship needed to get rid of "a
medieval pattern of gullt-ridden preoccupation with one's
own salvatlion." After all, thils would not £1t in "the
modern wéfld"(l43).

Just as Important to the church as liturgy i1s ecuwmenisn,

indbeck's oplnlon., "The scumenlcal endeavor to

at lcai:’; t in

t'l

Lly the unlty of all Christilans is fundamental

manlifest visl
to the church's nature as sign and Instrument of the

chatologlecal unlty of the divided world"({1l44). The
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Vatlican Counclil wmade efforts to szubdue lbs teaching Lthat the

church 1s the Roman Catholic Church by saylng that 1t
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"eubslstas o LB (from bhe Consblbublion on bhe Church, par.

Cathollcs were

). (145). In addlbtlion,

subduelng centralisw in thelr hlerarchy, ndbeck gueszsed

p....

that the "sons of the Reformation" might one day accept the
Pope as a head of the church through a "historical
development," a compromlse allowlng Protestants sone freedon
(145).

In the chapter "Dogma and the Word of God," Lindbeck
examnines the problem of dogmatic Infalllibillty. Lindbeck

shows that dogma 1s not infallible, bub uses relatlvism

0 support his views:

rather bthan bthe Word t

Such convictions [that revelatlon 13 chilefly the
eternal Lruths uuuLilnﬁd in the Bible, or oral tradition
alonyg with iblel becone untenable once creation 1s
viewed as ‘....uugmﬂu can no longsz be thought
of a3z changelessly adequate enbodliuments of revealed
sternal Utruths, for zuch eubodinents du not exist,
Hizstorical studles have made Catholl ; well as non-
Catholics intensely awvare of the tlmr—Ponditirned
character of all human language, even when 1t 1s uzsed by
the church., Meaning depends on the situation, and to
repealt abiding truths in he zame old ways in radlcally
new clrounstances is nob to presecve, bubl Lo bebray
them. The only way to say the sane Lning in a new
contexl iz to J&j it differently.

This change of outlook was expressly recognized and
appraoved by the Councll (147).

Lindbeck also polnted out that, in the Conmstlbutlion on

Divine Revelabtlon, Cathollics still taught inerrancy in the

Bible regarding passages on salvatlons. However, they did
30 M"in such a way as to allow virtually unlinited freedon to

r in the use of critical and historical wmethodsg"

pdl

the schola

(148). As Lindbeck rewmarked, "Thls acceptance of nodern
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tical methods of stud
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methods can no longer be dlvided among confessional lines
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Even though the changes that vatican II made for
Catholics were not fully "saltilsfaclory" (e.qg. not enough was
doﬁe to c¢hange papal and Marian dogmas), Lindbeck belleved,
there 1s enough of the new in the Councll's dpcuments Lo
glve zplid support to a Catholic form of the gglg scriptura”
(150). Lindbeck concluded that the vatlcan II Councll 13 a
mixture of new and old, "but it 1s the new which iz likely
Lo shape the [ubture"(1l51). Lindbeck was pleased with

Roman Cathollc's move toward a progressive poslitlion, and

belleved that conditlons would slowly develop vwhsare

like-minded Catholics and Protestants could unite into one

s 1A sl e
world narca.,

of our look at liberal Lutheran reac
have seen thelr preoccupatlons with unlon, relativism and
scunenizsm In the nld-1900s.  This colored thelr reasctions
toward the council itszself so that, when Vatican II d1d make

toward the left and used zsome of thelr language,
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Lhey bellieved Cathollicism waz f£inally returning to the
"truth." The "truth" in progresslve terms included

hiatorical-criticism, relativism and, in gome clrcles,

universalism., For liberals, Vatlcan II was a triumph that

t

U

translated into ecumenical dialogues conbtinulng to the

prezent tlme, and hopes for unity In the future.



4. Epilogue

When I flrzbf began Lo research Uthls tople, I knew that
there would be a few Lutheran wriltings out there that would

nt. What
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cover Vatlcan IT frowm an ecumenical v.

surprised and depressed me was how much of this type of

material had been written. I don't want to give the

impresslon that every Lutheran Inm the 1960s was a liberal,
but thé abundance of these writings palnts a very sad
plcture of the state of Lutheranism today.

However, I want to end this paper on a positive note,
Not every American Lutheran body had turned liberal,
progressive and ecunenical by the 1960s. The W1~con31n
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subscripbtlon Lo bhe Lubtheran Confezsions. Though they
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didn't write as much as the ALC or LCA or LWF wr
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'603, they vrobe Lhe trubth about vatlcan II: Rowman

juat as loab today as 1L was ab the time of
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In the 1967 volume of the Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly,

luation
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Harold Wicke wrote a two-part paper entitled, "An Bv:

C
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of the Lutheran Confessions." A major portion this paper

]

examined the vabtican Council and cowpared 1t wlth the
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utheran confessions. Az we wlll see, Vatican IT
compare well at all.,
One good thing Wicke found about the councll waszs its
encouragementlfor mnore Bible reading in the liturgy. "We
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rejolce whenever people hear more of &
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ower 13 still that of the gospel®
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However, Lhat was about the only good thing Wicke would

aboubl bthe counclil., Wicke took a good look at the

T

5 of vVatican II and evaluated Lhem

l.J

cripture., Here ls what he found:

¢
How does the doctrine of Vatican II cowmpare with
[thel Beripbural stand of the Lutheran Confesslons?
Though the Councll Op ened with a message to humanity, in
which the fathers of the Counclil expressed the wish, 'In
this assembly, under the gulidance of the Ho;y Splrit, we
wisli to inguire how we ought to renew ourselves, so that
we may be found increasingly faithful to the Gospel of
Christ,' it wlll bhecome hat thiz renewal did not
free the Gozpel, for er the Counclil had finlished
its work, Rowan doctx 1 included huwan
righteousness 1n the £ justiflicatblion, and thus
the distinctions made In the Lubhera sLill
stand. In fact, thiz was not felt b«
question facing the Council., The za ge
Humanity spelled out the directlon the Counclil was to
bake Lhus:  'As we undertake our work therefors, we
would emphasize whatever concerns the dignity of man,
whabtever conbtribubtes Lo a yesnulne comnmunity of peoples
(1535,

Wicke noticed that in the entire collec

"

ments, there was very 1ittle wmention of forgliveness of

sins or of justificatlon by falth. There were, on the olther
hand, many wisconceptlons on the power of man and the nature
of sin, as well as thelr traditlional errors regarding the

Lord's

chan

Supper and Mary (154).
It was obvigus to Wicke that nothling esszentlal had

ged In the Rowan Cathollc Church

Dezpite statements Lo the effect
Reformabtlon has come to an end, Vatl
reactlon over agalnst the Lutheran C
they are never menbtloned by nawe, T
#ti1ll demonstrales herself as Mother aud Defender of al
Lhe abuses ciled LIn our Confeszional writlings. In the
documents of vatican II the un-Blblical LucuLy of merit
is still reacting to the core of Lhe Gospel
proclamabtlon, Justification by falth in Jesus Christ
(15%).



IE this 1a the casze, how could s0 many Lubtherans be

blind to the fact bthabt vablcan II and the Lutheran
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zlons were st
explalins by polnting out the condition of modern theology:

The Protestant world is a confesslonal wilderneszs.
There are conservabtlve elemenls, and groups within
Protestantism, but there are also such (possibly in the
majority) who have rejected almost every doctrine taugut
in Holy Scripture. The ecumenical movement has captured
he thinking of most, as the activity of the World
Councll of Churches demonstrates. Its alm, of course,
iz a one-church world. The least common denominalor
determines 1ts doctrine. 1In fact, almost all doctrines
have become open guestions (167).

Many Protestants, including many American Lutherans,
1

L - —_ Lor e L0 o, + 1.
len away L[r¥om Lhe purse trultl

relativisn and ecumenism, While this saddens us, it reminds
ws of how thankiul we should be bto God for pressrving his
Word with the Wilsconsln Synod and with other confessional,
orthodox Lutherans. We pray bhabl we may nsver forsake God's

Word for shallow, relatlive theology that leads to ecumenical

oete

dialogues without doctrinal and confessional unity.
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