A RESPONSE TO
THE U. S. LUTHERAN- ROVAN CATHOLI C DI ALOGUE REPORT VI I |
THE ONE MEDI ATOR, THE SAI NTS, AND MARY

1. Introduction
Hai | Queen, nother of nercy; sweet life and our hope, hail! To thee

we turn, exiled children of Eve; groaning and weeping in this vale of

tears we sigh for thee. Cone, therefore, our advocate, and turn to us

those nerciful eyes of thine. And showto us, after this exile, Jesus,

the blessed fruit of thy wonb, O nerciful, O piteous, O sweet Virgin

Mar y!

This prayer, the Salve Regina, is a product of the popul ar devotion to
the Virgin Mary that flourished in the early Mddl e Ages. Probably late 11th
or early 12th century, it "expresses to perfection nedieval nmen's attitude to

Mary; their conplete confidence in her, . . . her power as their advocate with
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God and her nediati on between thensel ves and Christ.

Most non-Cat holics probably do not know the words of the Salve Regina--
or even of its specific existence. But it illustrates quite well a highly
vi sible difference between Roman Catholics and Lutherans, not to mention
Protestants in general. |If Lutheran |lay people know of no other distinction
between their church and the Roman Catholic Church, they know that Catholics
pray to saints and to the nother of Jesus, and Lutherans do not.

Veneration and invocation of the saints and Mary becane an issue in the
16th century Reformation and clearly separated Lutherans and Catholics after
the Council of Trent. It remains today a point of significant difference
between the two communions. But it nust be said, too, that Lutherans often
al so harbor false notions about what Catholics actually believe and teach
concerning the saints and Mary. For both reasons, it is nost fitting for--and
very gratifying to see--Lutheran and Catholic theologians to sit down together

and tackle this particular issue.

'Hi 1 da Graef, Mary: A History of Doctrine and Devotion, vol. 1: Fromthe
Begi nnings to the Eve of the Refornmati on (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1963), p.
229.
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2. Background
U. S. Lutherans and Roman Catholics began their theol ogical dialogue in

1965. From 1983 to 1990, in the eighth round of talks,2 the topic under
di scussi on was "The One Medi ator, the Saints, and Ivary."3

That topic grew out of the dialogue's "Common Statenent” on
"Justification by Faith," conpleted in 1983. |In this statenment, the dial ogue
said that it had found an "inconpl ete convergence on the use" of the doctrine
of justification as "a criterion of authenticity for the church's proclanmation
and practice."” Consequently, it cited a need for additional dialogue on a

topic that would test the use of justification as such a critical principle.4

’Ni ne rounds of tal ks between U.S. Lutherans and Roman Catholics have been

hel d and completed: |I. "The Status of the Nicene Creed as Dogma of the
Church”; 11. "One Baptismfor the Rem ssion of Sins"; I1l. "The Eucharist as
Sacrifice"; |V. "Eucharist and Mnistry"; V. "Papal Prinmacy and the Universa
Church"; VI. "Teaching Authority and Infallibility in the Church"; VII.
"Justification by Faith"; VIII. "The One Mediator, the Saints, and Mary"; and
| X. "The Word of God: Scripture and Tradition." The npst recent common

statenment to be published with background papers is that for Round VIII
Round | X was conpleted in Septenber 1992.

*The Commi ssion on Theol ogy and Church Rel ati ons appreciates the service
of the LCMS representatives to the eighth round of the U S. Lutheran-Roman
Catholic Dialogue: Dr. Horace Humel of Concordia Semi nary, St. Louis, and
Dr. John Frederick Johnson, St. Petersburg, Fla. Although under the rubrics
of the dialogue, those fromthe various traditions represent only thensel ves,
the LCMS nmenbers are considered official representatives of The Lutheran
Church--M ssouri Synod by their church body. It also should be noted that the
Roman Catholic nenbers do represent only thensel ves and do not necessarily
reflect the piety directed toward Mary and the saints by and in their church

While we rejoice over any true agreenent in doctrine reached with the
Catholic theol ogians in this dial ogue, one should not therefore understand
Eﬂat Lhe same agreenent necessarily has been reached with the Roman Catholic

urch.

“H. George Anderson, T. Austin Miurphy, and Joseph A. Burgess, eds.
Justification by Faith: Lutherans and Catholics in Dialogue VII (M nneapolis:
Augsburg Publishing House, 1985), pp. 69, 70. Tn 1992, the Conm ssion on
Theol ogy and Church Rel ations issued "A Response to the U. S. Lutheran-Roman
Cat holic Di al ogue Report VII: Justification by Faith.” In that response, the
Conmi ssi on rai sed concerns that the dial ogue docunent could pernmt use of
justification by faith as a device to sanction an unacceptable view "t hat
parts of the inspired Scriptures may have 'l esser rank' as normative texts for

what is to be taught and believed in the church . . ." (pp.12-13). The
Commi ssion al so regi stered basic concerns that "fundanmental doctrina
differences still exist between Roman Catholici sm and Lutherani smon the

doctrine of justification," citing in part an "intolerable anmbiguity . . .
about the nature and role of faith" in the dial ogue docunent. The CTCR asked
how we are to understand the docunent's assertion "that it is the 'grace-
wrought transformation of sinners' that becomes 'necessary preparation for

final salvation' (?157), and this especially in light of the customary
Catholic viewthat 'faith, to be justifying, nust be acconpani ed (or perhaps
better, intrinsically qualified [enphasis added]) by the gift of Iove
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Teachi ngs on the saints and Mary were selected from anpobng severa
possibilities for such a test "in light of the sole mediatorship of Christ,
which was termed 'the correlative' of the principle of justification by
faith." After nearly seven years and 14 sessions of nmeetings over a total of
56 days, the dialogue conpleted its work in February 1990. A "Comopn
Statenent" and 15 background papers were published in 1992.°

The "Commpn Statenent" says that it deals not only with doctrines, but
al so with Lutheran and Catholic "thought structures" and "expressions of piety
and practice.” At the sane tinme, however, it notes that the dialogue "did not
di scuss in any depth, nor do we attenpt here to report on, present-day matters
of popular and folk religion, aspects in conparative religion or the history
of world religions, fem nist questions, or a total systematic theology of the
saints and Mary," but "have dealt only with issues that have divided our
churches since the sixteenth century and seemstill to be divisive" (?5).
VWil e this approach disregards to a |large extent beliefs and practices that,
while not having the status of official Roman Catholic theol ogy, still are
permtted by the Church, the paranmeters of the dial ogue nonet hel ess | eave

pl enty of significant issues for consi derati on.®

(caritas)' (7105)." The Conmission said that "to inply in any way that the
sanctified life of the sinner nust sonmehow 'intrinsically qualify' justifying
faith to acconplish justification before God is not only to m sunderstand the
nature of faith, but also to call into question the all-sufficient work of
Christ itself.” It therefore questioned "whether the dialogue . . . has

real |y advanced nuch beyond the historic inpasse between the churches on the
role of faith alone in the justification of the sinner before God" (p. 11).

°H. George Anderson, J. Francis Stafford, and Joseph A Burgess, eds., The
One Mediator, the Saints, and Mary: Lutherans and Catholics in Dial ogue VII
(M nneapol 1 s: Augsburg Publishing House, 1992), pp. 2I, 22. Oher test issues
noted i ncluded eccl esiastical structures, neans of grace, papacy, and
infallibility.

6 . . . .

That is not to say that only a tradition's formal confession, or even
public teaching in conformty with its confession, is all that matters when
addressing the issue of church fellowship. As a third principle of church
fellowship, a tradition's churchly practice also nmust be in harmony with its
formal confession (c.f., "Theology o el[Towship" [St. Louis: Conm ssion on
Theol ogy and Church Rel ati ons, 1965], pp. 20, 21). The Ronman Catholic nenbers
of this dialogue, too, seemto understand that the issue does not end with
their church body's official teaching when they wite under "Catholic
Refl ections” in The One Mediator, the Saints and Mary that "in the course of
our history and even today sone devotional practices operate within a
di sordered faith. This neans that by the way they are structured they invite
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G ven those limts, the "Commopn Statenent” |ists 19 "church-uniting
convergences" that relate to its topic (?103).7 Wil e caution regarding the
potential for exaggerated assessnent is always in order, we do rejoice with

the di al ogue participants over true agreenent reached on the basis of the Wrd

of God.

Most of the focus, however, is placed on four "divergences" (??74-83)--

regarding the term"saint," the intercession of saints, the invocation of
saints, and Marian doctrine (which includes elenments of the first three

i ssues). This does not nmean that the "Comon Statenent"” concedes sonme sort of
defeat. "The goal of ecunenical dialogue is not to elininate al

differences," it says, "but to make certain that the remaining differences are

consonant with fundanental consensus in the apostolic faith and therefore
legitimate or at |east tolerable" (?790). In other words, as the section
headi ng i mredi ately above that statenent asks, "need the divergences be
church-di vidi ng?" Generally speaking, the dial ogue's answer appears to be
"not necessarily."

It is precisely because The Lutheran Church--M ssouri Synod is committed
to uphol ding "the apostolic faith,"” for the sake of the saving Cospel, that
our response will address not only the dial ogue's conclusions as to continuing
di fferences between Lutherans and Catholics, but especially the extent to
whi ch those differences stand in the way of church fellowship. Like the
di al ogue itself, we will restrict ourselves largely to the realmof officia
church teaching, whether Catholic or Lutheran. And in focusing on the
di vergences and their significance, we by necessity nust al so pass over nuch
even in the "Common Statenent” itself--including the list of "convergences"--

that is worth study and conment.

a person to transfer ultimate trust away from Jesus Christ and toward Mary or
the saints. In tine, the friends of Christ [i.e., Mary and the saints] cone
to substitute for the saving Redeenmer in the |life of an individual or
comunity. Such practices or piety are expressions of fruitless and passing
enotion, vain credulity or exaggeration, to use the words of Vatican IIl; they
deserve critique" (p. 118).

'See " Appendi x. "



3. Organization and Contents of the "Common Statenent”

In addition to an "Introduction" (??1-4), the "Commopn Statenent” is

divided into two maj or sections: "Part One: |Issues and Perspectives" and
"Part Two: Biblical and Historical Foundations."

The third and final chapter (??70-105) of Part One is really the heart
of the "Conmon Statenent.”

It begins by acknow edgi ng Catholic and Lutheran agreenment in a nunber
of areas: the lordship of Christ; the inportance of canonical Scripture,
tradition, word and sacranment ministry, ecclesial community, and the exanples
of saints, past and present; the unique nedi atorship of Christ and the
justification for sinners that He provides; as well as use of the doctrine of
justification "as a criterion of authenticity" for the church's practice

regarding the saints and Mary (??70-73). Then, it states what the dial ogue

sees as the "problem: how to affirm the uni que nmedi atorship of Chri st
so that all the 'nmediations' in his church not only do not detract from but
communi cate and extol, his sole nediatorship.” It adds, though, that "the
very fact that we have cone to agree on this formof the question and

especially on the priorities that question reflects is for us a cause for joy"
(?770). Finally, it says that the issue has been "how the saints and Mary

function in nediation," adding that the "difficult questions" facing the
di al ogue "are tied to the criteriological use of justification and of the
continuity of grace at work" (7?72, 73).

The four "divergences" noted earlier then are identified. Need these
di vergences be church-dividing? W have already indicated the dial ogue's
general answer ("not necessarily"). (In the next section, we will exam ne and
eval uate the specific answers offered by the "Commobn Statenent.”) |In spite of
di vergences, the dial ogue proposes 19 convergences for consideration by their
churches (see the "Appendix").

Part One, Chapter Three concludes with a section titled "Next Steps."

Admitting that "our churches are still separated by differing views on natters
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such as the invocation of the saints and the I nmracul ate Concepti on and
Assunption of Mary," it offers two additional steps for common study and
di al ogue that it says would | ead the churches to "greater progress toward
fellowshi p” (?104). W will exanmine those steps in the "Conclusion"” to this
response. My it suffice to say at this point that the dial ogue partners
mai ntain that, while difficult, those steps are realistic in view of the
mat eri al presented to this point and have further support fromthe materia
presented in Part Two (?105), which reviews Scripture on Christ, the saints,
and Mary and Christian history fromthe second to the sixteenth century and
fromthe Refornation to the present.

Part Two, Chapter Three (??182-219) provides some idea of where
Lut herans and Catholics find thensel ves today: After the Council of Trent,
Lut heran and Catholic attitudes toward the saints and Mary increasingly
diverge. Catholic |eaders encouraged veneration of the saints and Mary, and
Catholic piety was reflected in many canoni zati ons, new saints' feasts and
renewed Marian devotion. Lutherans, neanwhile, "viewed these devel opnents
with a m xture of suspicion and beni gn negl ect before 1854 [the year Pope Pius

| X defined the dogma of the |Inmacul ate Conception], but then reacted with

sharp polemcs" (7?7182, 183). Anti-Catholic polenmics were revived again in

1950 with papal definition of the dogma of the Assunption (?197).

Vatican Council 1l (1962-65), however, "attenpted to deal with Christ,

the saints, and Mary with sensitivity to Protestant concerns" in its Dogmatic

nstitution on the urc unen ntium ! . r In the mdst o t he
Consti tuti he Church (L Gentium) (?202 “Mary in the mdst of th

community of saints in heaven; the saints as sharing the koinonia of all the
peopl e of God; and the whole church itself reflecting the light of Christ as

t he noon does that of the sun--such is the relationship set up by Vatican 11

anong the one Mediator, the saints, and Mary" (?7211).

®For the text of Lumen Gentium see Austin Flannery, ed., Vatican Counci
I1: The Conciliar and Post Conciliar Documents, new revised edition (G and
Rapids, Mch.: WITiam B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1992), pp. 350-426
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4. Eval uation

Not only is it gratifying to see the Lutheran-Catholic dial ogue take up
such a visible difference between their respective traditions, but the context
within which this discussion was placed--i.e, how respective views on the
saints and Mary inpact the sole nediatorship of Christ--makes this round of
talks all the nore inportant and worthwhile. This context also highlights an
encouraging feature of this particular discussion, nanely, the obvious concern
on the part of both comrunions not to detract from Jesus Christ as the "one
Medi at or between God and nmen” (1 Tim 2:5).

It is clear fromthe "Commpn Statenment” that stereotypes such as those
that would caricature official Roman Catholic doctrine as naking idols of
i mmges of the saints and Mary or as placing themon equal standing with Jesus
Christ (even though popul ar piety may do so) do not hold up under scrutiny.
Mor eover, we can thank the Catholic nenbers for rem nding us that Jesus Chri st
"is always found in the conpany of a whole range of his friends"® and that we,
too, identify ourselves as nenbers of the same conmuni on of saints as our
Christian brothers and sisters who have preceded us into the Church
Triunphant. Lutherans and Catholics alike would do well to study the "Comon
Statenent" in order to attain better understanding of the other, not to
mention better understanding of what their own churches teach

In spite of the advances in understandi ng provided by the dial ogue and
identification of a significant nunber of "convergences" between the two
communi ons, the dial ogue participants also identified four significant
"divergences."” \Wile that is hardly surprising and should of itself not cause
a great deal of distress--after all, many of the caricatures and stereotypes
put to rest by the dialogue were perhaps even nore troubling in some respects
--we do have concerns about the dialogue's "solutions" to those divergences.
It is to the four identified divergences, the dial ogue's question as to the
extent that those differences are church-dividing, and the answers proposed by

the "Common Statenent" that we now turn our attention.

9Anderson, Stafford and Burgess, p. 117



a. The term"Saint"

Lut herans and Catholics tend to give different nmeanings to the term

"saint" (hagi os, sanctus), says the "Common Statenent." Lutherans tend to use

the termin its "wi der, biblical neaning, as including all the justified,

whet her on earth or in heaven." Catholics, on the other hand, tend to use it
in reference to those who are deceased and in heaven, especially those

formally "canoni zed" by the church "and proposed as nodels of holiness" (?76).
But the statenent adds that while this difference in usage nay create sone
probl ems for communication, it "is not of itself church-divisive, since

nei ther church actually rejects the usage of the other.” 1In fact, each

tradition on occasion uses the termin a sense simlar to that used by the

other (791).

As the dial ogue participants point out, Lutherans "do accord certain
i ndi viduals, biblical or postbiblical, the title of 'saint' and sonetines
comenor at e such individuals on particular days in their liturgical cal endar
and name churches or religious groups in their honor." Catholics "also use
the termin a nuch broader sense, to include all who have entered into the joy
of eternal life, as in the feast of Al Saints, or all who are justified and
live by their faith in Christ" (?91).

At first blush, then, it would seemthat we could nove i mediately to
other matters, for Lutherans have never made definitions of ternms per se to be
i ssues inpinging on church fellowship. And the "Common Statenent" does say
that "of itself" the differing usage of the term"saint" is not church-

di visive, which may qualify the matter enough to nove on. But we woul d point
out that definitions can, and often do, indicate nore than nerely how two
groups have chosen to use a particular word. Different uses of a term can

i ndicate differences in theology that should signal a concern that goes beyond
any difficulties that may be created for communi cation

In an earlier section of the "Conmpon Statenent,” under "Catholic

Per spectives," the Catholic dial ogue participants discuss the matter of



i nvoki ng the saints:

The New Testament . . . encourages Christians to turn to their
fellow disciples for help and prayer on their behalf. . . . In simlar
fashion Catholics are not deterred fromturning to Mary or other sisters
and brothers now in heaven for help and prayer. This is not in their
view an affront to Christ or a neaningless gesture. Indeed, in this
recourse they are encouraged by the conviction that the prayers of
di sci ples now in heaven will proceed froma charity hei ghtened by
personal experience and awareness of the serious plight of wayfarers.
One way, anong others, of avoiding msdirection of such prayer and
consequent abuses in the Catholic Church was by establishing and from
time to tine refornming the process of beatification and canoni zation

[767].

The Catholic nenbers argue that neither beatification nor canonization
conflicts with the teaching "that all who are justified are holy people and
saints," inplies that only those beatified and canoni zed are in heaven, or
means that such saints have nerits that bind God to do what they ask. "But
both [beatification and canoni zati on] do account at least in part for the fact
that the termsaint in Catholic parlance nore often than not neans one

recogni zed by the church as in heaven and so one who can be turned to with

trust [enphasis ours] as a true disciple of Christ” (?67). It woul d appear

then, that the Catholic participants nean to say that a "saint" in commn

Catholic usage is a deceased person who has been declared by the church to be

"a true disciple of Christ”" who is in heaven and who can be invoked in prayer.
This, of course, is not what Lutherans nean when they "accord certain

i ndividuals, biblical or postbiblical, the title of 'saint'" (?91). Nor does

it grapple with the question of Roman Catholics granting special honor to

opponents of the Lutheran Reformati on who have been declared "saints," such as
I gnati us Loyola, Robert Bellarm ne and Peter Cani sius.

Rat her than summarily dismiss the differing uses of the term"saint" in
the two traditions as a relatively minor conmunication problem Lutherans
ought acknow edge that the nobst frequent Catholic usage indicates a nore
serious problemtied up, in part, with the issue of invocation of saints. But
because the Catholic teaching on invocation is in fact treated as a separate
"di vergence" by the dialogue, we will postpone further discussion on that

matter until |ater.
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b. I ntercessi on of Saints

The di al ogue participants identify the real root of the problem
regardi ng the i ssue of whether or not deceased saints intercede with God on
behal f of Christians still living on earth when they state that "the dispute

comes down in great part to the sources of Christian doctrine and the
principles of interpretation" (?78). The differing sources for Catholic and
Lut heran doctrine are clearly stated:
For their confidence in the prayers of the saints in heaven Catholics
rely not sinply on biblical texts but also, as stated el sewhere, on the

sense of the faithful, on ancient and approved liturgical prayers, on
the explicit teaching of popes and councils, and on theol ogi ca

reasoning fromthe biblical data [?78].

Lut herans point to the paucity of information provided by Holy Scripture
concerning the state of the dead between their death and the end-tine.

Li ke Catholics, Lutherans confess that God gives life to the dead in
Christ. Lutherans grant that the saints in heaven and Mary intercede
for the church in general (Ap 21:9) or at |east perhaps do so (SA

2:2:26), but in neither alternative do they find any decisive ground for
affirmng that the departed are aware of prayers addressed to them (Ap

21:9, 12, 27; SA 2:2:26) [?79].

Catholics draw their doctrine from Scripture and tradition, Lutherans
from Scripture alone. The differing sources of doctrine (i.e., "form
principles”) go far in explaining the differences over intercession of the
saints and Mary. Scripture sinply does not say whether or not the saints and
Mary are aware of the prayers of those still alive on the earth or intercede
for them That is why the Lutheran dial ogue participants can say, "Lutherans
do not deny the Catholic doctrine, but question its biblical basis and
certainty" (792). How can Lutherans deny it if Scripture does not explicitly
deny it? That does not nean, of course, that Lutherans can affirmthe
doctrine, since the Catholics cannot nmake a solid case for intercession of the
saints from Scripture al one

Is this "divergence" church-dividing? The "Common Statenment” does not
provi de any real discussion of that question at this point. Seeing

i ntercession as a "presupposition for the doctrine of invocation," as indeed

10Apology of the Augsburg Confession.

“'smal cald Articles.
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it is, we are nmoved along: "lIntercession as a church-dividing issue,
therefore, can best be treated bel ow under invocation" (?92).

Unl ess the dial ogue participants intend for us to read "invocation and
i nt ercessi on" whenever only "invocation" is cited in the next section
however, they never do answer whether or not the Lutheran and Catholic
di fferences over intercession of thenmselves are church-dividing. Intercession
per se is never nmentioned again. It seens appropriate, therefore, for us to
exam ne intercession ourselves at this point before noving on to invocation
First, we should point out that it is perfectly proper to treat
i ntercession along with invocation. The Lutheran Confessions thenselves do
this. The Apol ogy of the Augsburg Confession, for exanple, says:
Qur opponents teach that we should put our trust in the invocation of
t he saints, though they have neither a Wrd of God nor an exanple from
Scripture for this. They apply the nerits of the saints in the same way
as the nerits of Christ and thus transfer to the saints the honor that
belongs to Christ. Therefore we cannot accept either their ideas about
venerating the saints or their practice of praying to them W know

that we nmust put our trust in the jntercession of Christ because only
this has God"s promise [Ap 21:31J. (Enmphasi s ours.)

In addition to treating intercession along with invocation, the Apol ogy
mai ntains that only the intercession of Christ has God's pronise. This

assertion is an application of the sola Scriptura principle.13

The Conmi ssion on Theol ogy and Church Rel ations of The Lutheran Church--
M ssouri Synod has pointed out that the Confessions "ask two questions
concerning a given doctrine or practice: (1) Wiat does it do to the Gospel of
God's free grace toward sinners in Jesus Christ? (2) Does it have Biblica
foundati on?" Thus, the Conm ssion continues, "the Apology rejects invocation

of saints both on the grounds that it robs Christ of His honor (XXI, 14) and

“Theodore C. Tappert, ed., The Book of Concord (Phil adel phia: Fortress
Press, 1959), p. 233.

13 . . . .
Only a few paragraphs earlier, the Apology applies that principle to
i nvocation of the saints when it states, "But our Confession [the Augsburg
Confession] affirms only this nuch, that Scripture does not teach us to invoke
the saints or to ask their help"” (Ap 21:10). |If Scripture does not teach a
doctrine, the Lutheran Confessions Insist that neither should the church teach
it.
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14

on the ground that it is 'w thout proof from Scripture' (XXI, 10). At the
very least, then, it appears that the Lutheran Confessors would reject
i ntercession of the saints on the ground that it is "w thout proof from
Scripture." For Lutherans, a doctrine taught as the Word of God, but which
cannot be proven from Scripture, is just as unscriptural as one that is
contrary to a clear teaching of Scripture.

Such is the case with teaching that the saints in heaven intercede for
those still alive on earth. The dialogue itself admts to the uncertain
bi bl i cal grounds for believing that the saints intercede for us. > Does that
make intercession as such a church-dividing issue, separate fromthe doctrine
of the invocation of the saints? It would seemso, for while the Lutheran
Conf essions do not demand that "human traditions or rites or cerenonies" be
everywhere alike, they do demand agreenment "concerning the teaching of the
Gospel " (AC16 7). And to teach as the Word of God a doctrine not founded
sol ely upon Scripture is to teach contrary to the Gospel, because it is for

the sake of the Gospel that God has given us Holy Scripture.17

c. Invocation
The Catholic participants argue that although invocation of saints is
not commanded in Scripture, neither is it forbidden. They view the practice

as a "legitimte extension" of asking those living on earth for intercession--

a practice that is biblically approved (?80). Invoking saints, they say, no

“The Lutheran Church--M ssouri Synod Commi ssi on on Theol ogy and Church
Rel ati ons, Gospel and Scripture: The Interrelationship of the Material and
Formal Principles in Lutheran Theology (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
1972), p. 7.

" As bi bli cal grounds for the intercession of saints, the Confutation
referred to texts such as Baruch 3:4, 2 Macc. 15:12-14, and Rev. 5:8 and
8:3-4, but the exegetical difficulties are today recognized. For their
confidence in the prayers of the saints in heaven Catholics rely not sinply on
bi bl ical texts but also, as stated el sewhere, on the sense of the faithful, on
anci ent and approved liturgical prayers, on the explicit teaching of popes and

councils, and on theol ogical reasoning fromthe biblical data" (?778).

16Augsburg Conf essi on.

“For a discussion of the interrel ati onship between Scripture and the

Gospel, see the CTCR report, Gospel and Scripture.
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nore attributes to saints power that belongs only to God or detracts fromthe
wor k of Christ than does asking those on earth for their prayers (?81). The
Lut herans, on the other hand, oppose invocation, "particularly for help on
specific issues," on grounds that it (1) "leads to uncertainty in prayer," as
it has no biblical promise, and (2) "detracts fromthe sol e nedi atorship of
Christ" in that it attributes to saints "honor and power that belong to God
alone; that it obscures the word of Christ; and that it transfers to the
creature the trust that should be placed in no one other than God" (?83).

The "Common Statenment" proposes three questions as a basis for
di scussi ng whether or not Lutheran and Catholic differences over invocation of
saints is a church-dividing issue: "Does the Catholic Church require its
menbers to i nvoke saints? Could Lutherans live in union with a church in
which this practice was encouraged but not inposed? Could the Catholic Church

live in union with Lutherans who preach Christ as sole Mediator with the
conviction that the invocation of saints will thereby recede?" (793).

In response to the first question, the dialogue participants maintain
that the Catholic Church does not require its menbers to i nvoke the saints
(though they are "strongly encouraged" to do so [?95]), pointing out that the
Council of Trent, which provides the nost definitive Catholic statenment on
i nvocation, "affirmed that it is good and useful to invoke saints and to have
recourse to their prayers and help in obtaining God' s benefits through Jesus

Christ, '"who alone is our Savior and Redeener.'" Vatican Il, in Lunmen

Gentium said only that it is "suprenely fitting" to invoke saints "and have
recourse to their prayers” (?94).18

The di al ogue participants conclude that "there is no reason for thinking
that a person who refrained from personally invoking saints would forfeit ful

communi on with the Roman Catholic Church. This freedom now enjoyed by

“The Iatest word on official Roman Catholic teaching is the Catechi sm of
the Catholic Church. Especially of those saints so recognized by the church
the new catechismsays: "Their intercession is their nost exalted service to
God's plan. W can and should ask themto intercede for us and for the whole
wor | d" (enphasis ours). Catechismof the Catholic Church, Libreria Editrice
Vaticana (Liguori, M.: Liguori Publications, 1994), p. 645.
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Catholics would certainly be enjoyed al so by Lutherans should a greater degree
of communi on between the respective churches be achieved' (?95).

Coul d Lutherans live with such an arrangenent? The di al ogue
participants inply that 16th century Lutherans coul d have done so, saying that
they "asked for freedomto abstain frominvocation of saints and freedomto

preach the doctrine of justification by faith. And in the Apol ogy,
Mel ancht hon objected to the Confutation's condemmation of Lutherans for not

requiring invocation, but he and others "did not refuse to be in conmunion
with a church that did not require themto invoke saints” (796). (Enphasis
ours.)

At the very least, it is not conclusive that Reformation-era Lutherans
woul d have agreed to fellowship with a church that taught and encouraged
i nvocation of saints, but did not require it. The assertion by the dial ogue
partici pants that 16th century Lutherans "asked for freedomto abstain" is
made without citation, so it is not possible to judge its accuracy. Wat is
nore, the context for Article XXI of the Apology is the Confutation. It is
i nappropriate and unconvincing to nake an argunment from the Apology's silence
regarding a church that would not require invocation of saints, because it is
not addressing that particular question.

The Lutheran participants in the dialogue, however, are willing to live
with a church that teaches but does not require invocation--under two
conditions. Wile the dialogue did not agree on whether invocation is

"l egitimate and beneficial," the Lutherans "are of the opinion that the
practice is not church-dividing provided that the sole nediatorship of Christ

is clearly safeguarded and that in any closer future fellowship nmenbers woul d
be free to refrain fromthe practice" (?97).

The first question that conmes to mnd is whether it is in fact even
possi bl e to safeguard the sole nediatorship of Christ while at the same tine
encour agi ng i nvocation of the saints. The Catholic participants in the

di al ogue steadfastly deny that the practice injures Christ's honor as sole

medi ator (cf. ?97). To say that, of course, does not make it so. But it is a
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positive devel opment to see the concern expressed by the Catholic participants
for uphol ding the sole nmediatorship of Christ.

At the sanme tinme, though, we are warned in the Apol ogy concerning the
i nvocation of saints that "even if it were not dangerous, [it] is certainly
unnecessary."19 The Confutation required invocation and applied the nmerits of
the saints to others, making them "nediators and propitiators.” The Apol ogy
continues, "Even though they distinguish between nedi ators of intercession and
medi ators of redenption, they obviously nmake the saints nmedi ators of

° catholic participants in the dial ogue do not seek to apply

redenption."2
nmerits of the saints to others, another positive. But even to call the saints
"medi ators of intercession," says the Apol ogy, "obscures the work of Christ

1

and transfers to the saints the trust we should have in Christ's mercy."2 e
can only wonder that the Lutheran di al ogue participants did not raise this
issue in the context of the inmedi ate discussion, as they do raise it in a
prelimnary section on "Lutheran perspectives":

. Al t hough Lut herans do not deny that deceased and living
saints join together in praising God--indeed this is affirned in sone
eucharistic and other liturgical celebrations--they have difficulties
with the customary definition of invocation when it applies to soneone
ot her than Christ, namely, as the practice of calling on soneone and
asking for sonething for one's benefit. Lutherans believe such practice

detracts fromthe sol e nediatorship of Christ because it seenms to assune
or inply that Mary and certain deceased saints are sonehow nore

accessi bl e or benevol ent than Christ [?742].

The second condition set by the Lutheran participants for sone neasure
of conmunion with a church that teaches but does not require invocation is
"that in any closer future fellowship nenbers would be free to refrain from
the practice" (797).

Under the section on "Intercession,” we have already discussed the
matter of teaching a doctrine that has no support from Scripture. 1In fact,
the very exanple used by the Conmi ssion on Theol ogy and Church Relations to

illustrate the Confessional questions asked of any doctrine (Wat does it do

Yap 21: 7.
®pp 21: 14.

“ap 21:15.
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to the Gospel? 1s it founded upon Scripture?) concerns invocation of saints,
noting that "the Apology rejects invocation of saints both on the grounds that

it robs Christ of His honor (XX, 14) and on the grounds that it is 'wthout

22

proof from Scripture' (XX, 10)." Furthermore, the Augsburg Confession

states:

it cannot be proved fromthe Scriptures that we are to invoke
saints or seek help fromthem "For there is one nedi ator between God
and nmen, Christ Jesus" (1 Tim 2:5), who is the only saviour, the only
hi gh priest, advocate, and intercessor before God (Rom 8:34). He alone
has prom sed to hear our prayers. Moreover, according to the
Scriptures, the highest formof divine service is sincerely to seek and

call upon this sane Jesus Christ in every time of need. "If anyone
sins, we have,an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous”
(1 John 2:1).

In spite of any concessions that nay have been nmade by the Lutheran
participants in this dialogue, it sinply is not consistent with the Lutheran

Confessions to practice church fellowship with a church that teaches as God's

truth doctrine that is not firnmly grounded and clearly taught in Holy
Scripture. |Invocation of the saints sinply does not neet this Confessiona
standard. Therefore even were Lutherans permitted not to invoke the saints
(and presumably al so not to believe that invocation is of any value but may,
in fact, be dangerous), fellowship with a church that holds such a doctrine
woul d not be possible. |In other words, invocation is a church-dividing
doctrine, even given the conditions outlined by the dial ogue partici pants.
Finally, the dial ogue participants answer the third question intended to
hel p determ ne whether invocation of saints is a church-dividing doctrine,
i.e., whether the Roman Catholic Church could live with Lutherans who preach

Christ as sole Mediator "with the conviction that the invocation of saints
will thereby recede" (?93). The Catholic participants respond in the
affirmative, "with the understanding that their own tradition of worship would
be respected and not inpugned as idolatrous" (798).

Roman Catholics will have to determ ne whether this response from

Catholic dialogue participants is consistent with Catholic criteria for church

22G‘ospel and Scripture, p. 7.

BAC 21:2-4.
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fellowship. But it is difficult froma Lutheran perspective to defend a
"tradition of worship" regarding invocation of saints that is not drawn from
Scripture alone (see above). It may be less difficult, however, to concede
that such worship nmay not be idolatrous in the strictest sense of that term

if one accepts on face value the Catholic participants' assertions that

i nvocation "does not attribute to [saints] the power that belongs to God al one
because the saints are not addressed as saviors or redeeners but sinply as

i ntercessors, in nuch the same way that fellow human beings on earth are

addr essed when one asks themto pray for sone intention” and that "in turning

to the saints as intercessors one places trust uItimater24 in God and in
Christ to whomall prayer is ultimately directed" (?81).

That does not nean, however, that there is not roomeven here for
Lut heran concern. In the Large Catechism Luther wites, "ldolatry . . . is

primarily in the heart, which pursues other things and seeks hel p and

5

. . . w2 . . . . .
consol ation fromcreatures, saints, or devils. In judging if invocation of

saints is "idolatrous," Lutherans must ask whether or not it today fits that

aspect of the definition given in the Confessions.

d. Marian doctrine

The "central question" about Mary in the context of this dialogue has to
do with her nediatorial role, according to the "Common Statenent" (?784). The
"Conmon Statenment" says that the Lutheran Confessions grant that Mary "prays
for the church" and is "worthy of the highest honors,"26 but that Lutherans

deny that she or other saints should be "regarded as nedi ators or

?*cf. The Lutheran Church--M ssouri Synod Commi ssi on on Theol ogy and
Church Rel ations, A Response to the U S. Lutheran-Roman Catholic D al ogue
Report VI, Justification by Faith (St. Louis: Conm ssion on Theol ogy and
Church Relations, 1992), pp. 9ff. The discussion of the adjective "ultinate"
as it pertains to "trust in anything other than God's pronise and savi ng work
in Christ" for our hope of salvation is pertinent also to use of the adverb
"ultimately" in this context. |In other words, "ultimtely" begs the question
of the penultinate.

*LC Ten Commandnents 21

**See Ap. 21:27.
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propitiators, on the ground that reliance on their nmerits would detract from
the sole nediatorship of Christ" (?85).

The di al ogue participants identify the two nodern Mari an dognas--the
| mmacul at e Conception, defined in 1854, and the Assunption, defined in 1950--
as the two nost difficult areas regarding Mary (?786). Lutherans object to the
| mmacul at e Concepti on based on the Scriptural teachings asserted in the
Augsburg Confession (2:1) "that all descendants of Adam and Eve except Chri st
are 'conceived and born in sin'; that Scripture nowhere teaches that Mary was

born without sin; and that "the definition itself was an unwarranted assertion

of papal authority" (?87). Similar Lutheran objections are raised to the
dogma of the Assunption (7788, 89).
Are these differences and concerns church-dividing?

Regarding Mary's nediatorial role, the participants state that "our
di al ogue has not reveal ed any tendency on the part of Catholics to | ook upon
Mary as a propitiator or to consider that her nmercy is anything but an
expression and reflection of the mercy of Christ hinself." |If the term
"medi ation" is used of Mary at all by Catholics, it is only to indicate her
role as intercessor with her son. "Understood in this way, the heavenly

medi ati on of Mary differs only in degree fromwhat we have dealt w th under
t he headings of the intercession and invocation of saints" (?799).

We have al ready discussed intercession and invocation as it pertains to
the saints, so we will say no nore here other than to repeat the words of the
Apol ogy, that even to call the saints "nmediators of intercession obscures the
work of Christ and transfers to the saints the trust we should have in
Christ's mercy."27

While it may be true, noreover, that the "dial ogue has not reveal ed any
tendency on the part of Catholics to | ook upon Mary as a propitiator"
(enphasis ours), a reading of docunents fromthe Roman Catholic nmagisterium

| eads one to wonder whether there is not a tendency to regard her as a

Ap 21:15.
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nmedi ator to the extent that the sole nediatorship of Christ is inpinged upon.

Vatican |1, in Lunen Centium asserts, for exanple, that "in a wholly

singul ar way [Mary] cooperated by her obedience, faith, hope and burning

charity in the work of the Savior in restoring supernatural life to souls. "%

"Taken up to heaven she did not lay aside this saving office but by her
mani fol d i ntercession continues to bring us the gifts of eternal sal vation."?*

It is true that Lunmen Gentium says the foregoing "is so understood that it

nei ther takes away anything from nor adds anything to the dignity and efficacy
of Christ the one Mediator." However, it seens whol |y reasonable to
question whether the sole efficacy of Christ's nediatorship is not inpinged
upon when Mary as well as Christ is said to possess a continuing "saving

of fice" and an intercession that "continues to bring us the gifts of eterna
sal vation."

Regardi ng the Marian dogmas of the | mmacul ate Conception and the
Assunption, the Lutheran participants believe that these need not divide the
two churches as long as the sole nediatorship of Christ is safeguarded and in
a closer fellowship, Lutherans need not accept these dognas.

In Round 6 of the Lutheran-Catholic Dial ogue, on "Teaching Authority &

31

Infallibility in the Church," the Catholic participants said that

di sagreenents on these dogmas did not "of thenselves exclude all Eucharistic

sharing between the churches,” but did add that remaining differences could
not thereby be ignored (?100). Once again, however, Lutherans nust face the

guestion already rai sed above concerning intercession and invocation of
saints: Can one church have fellowship with another that teaches as God's

truth a doctrine that is not firmy grounded and clearly taught in Holy

*Lumen Gentium 61. Austin Fl annery, ed., Vatican Council I1: The
Conci [Tar and Post Conciliar Docunents, new revised edition (G and Rapids,
Mch.: WITiam B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1992), p. 418

*Lumen Gentium 62.

*Lumen Gentium 62.

*'See Paul C. Enmpie, T. Austin Mirphy, and Joseph A. Burgess, eds.,
Teaching Authority & Infallibility in the Church: Lutherans and Catholics in
D al ogue VI (M nneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1980).
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Scripture”--even if its nmenbers are released fromany obligation to believe
such doctrines? W have already answered this question in the negative as
regards the other doctrines over which the dial ogue has not found agreenent.
But the two Marian dogmas deserve one additional comment. The problem
of infallibility is an additional factor. |Indeed, the Lutheran participants

state that the Iink between the two dognmas and the problemof infallibility
"make full agreenment unattainable at this time" (?7102).

In defining the two Marian dogmas, Popes Pius | X and Pius Xl I, speaking
after the First Vatican Council, included anat hemas agai nst any who do not
accept their teaching. After defining the I mmacul ate Conception, for exanple,
Pius | X conti nues:

Hence, if anyone shall dare--which God forbid!--to think otherw se than

as has been defined by Us, let himknow and understand that he is

condemmed by his own judgnent; that he has suffered shipweck in the
faith; that he has defected fromthe unity of the Church; and that,
furthernore, by his own action he incurs the penalties established by
law i f he should dare to express in words or witjng or by any other
outward means the errors he thinks in his heart.

By such words and the assertion of papal infallibility, the Roman
Cat holic Church has bound the consciences of the faithful to doctrines that
Cat holics thensel ves generally admit are not taught explicitly in Holy
Scripture. This constitutes an attack on a Christian's freedom under the
Gospel. As such, it goes to the heart of the Gospel and is therefore church-

di vidi ng. Lutherans ought not ignore such binding of consciences, even if

theirs are not also thereby bound.

5. Concl usion
The "Common Statenent” follows its discussion of the divergences it

identifies and the question regarding the extent to which they are church-

**The catholic participants in this dial ogue acknow edge that neither the
| mmacul at e Conception nor the Assunption "is taught as such in Scripture or in
early patristic tradition" (?88). Cf. H Sasse, "Conversations with Rone,"

Christ and H's Church, ed. M Harrison (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House
1995).

®Ineffabilis Deus" in WlliamJ. Doheny and Joseph P. Kelly, conpilers
and arrangers, Papal Docunents on Mary (M | waukee: The Bruce Publi shing
Conpany, 1954), p. 26.
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dividing, as well as its listing of "convergences,” with a short section
titled "Next Steps." Put another way, it is asking, "Wwere do we go from
her e?"

Admitting that "our churches are still separated by differing views on
matters such as the invocation of the saints and the | mmacul ate Concepti on and
Assunption of Mary," it offers two additional steps for common study and

di al ogue that it says would | ead the churches to "greater progress toward
fell owshi p" (?7104):

(1) if Lutheran churches could acknow edge that the Catholic teaching
about the saints and Mary as set forth in the docunments of Vatican

Council 11 (cf. ??7192-201) does not pronote idol atrous belief or
practice and is not opposed to the gospel (cf. ?101); and

(2) if the Catholic Church could acknow edge that, in a closer but stil

i nconpl ete fellowship, Lutherans, focusing on Christ the one Medi ator
as set forth in Scripture, would not be obliged to invoke the saints or

to affirmthe two Marian dogmas (cf. ??7100, 102).

The di al ogue partners maintain that, while difficult, these steps are
realistic. Unfortunately, given our discussion under the "eval uation" above,
"difficult" seens to be sonething of an understatenent. 1In spite of
assertions to the contrary in the "Comopn Statenent," these divergences do
i ndeed appear to be church-dividing.34

Per haps the greatest obstacle to true church-uniting agreenment is the
fact that Catholics and Lutherans draw their doctrine fromdifferent sources--
Catholics from Scripture and Tradition, Lutherans from Scripture alone. The

Lut heran partici pants acknow edge the serious nature of this problemin their
concluding "reflections" (LR?20):

We are alert to the fact that the question of Scripture and tradition
lies behind much of what still separates Lutherans and Roman Catholics
concerning the saints and Mary. W already signaled the inportance of
this question in our first round of dialogue (L/RC 1: p. 32). It was
fundamental for our dialogue on Teaching Authority and Infallibility in
the Church (L/RC 6). 1In the present round of dial ogue on the saints and
Mary we have again discovered the need to investigate biblical extension

and magi sterial tradition (Lutheran Reflections, ??10-12; CS ?100).%

34Entering into church fell owship, even on what sonme would call a
"l'imted" basis (e.g., "eucharistic sharing"), is not in our view scripturally
and confessionally acceptable, even were Lutherans and Catholics to respond to
the two "next steps" in a way that their wording suggests.

**The ninth round of the Lutheran-Catholic di al ogue, conpleted in
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Not only do we have differing "formal principles,” but we also differ on
our definitions of the Gospel. In our response to the Lutheran-Catholic

Di al ogue report on "Justification by Faith," we noted that we nust "reject as
contrary to Scripture any understandi ng of the doctrine of justification which

woul d include in God's forensic justification of the sinner 'a transforni st
vi ew whi ch enphasi zes the change w ought in sinners by infused grace' (?158
[of the dialogue report on justification]). The doctrine of justification
strictly speaking, has to do with what God in Christ has done for us, not what
He does in us."”

The reason for raising this additional concern is well stated in our

report on Gospel and Scripture:

VWhen the term "CGospel” is used as the Lutheran Synbols use it,
nanmely, to nean "the gratuitous prom se of the rem ssion of sins for
Christ's sake" (Ap IV, 186; cf. FC Ep V, 5 and SD V, 27), then in a very
real sense it is normin the Scripture. For exanple, passages which
speak of rewards nust not be understood to nmean that nen can nerit God's
favor (Ap IV, 367ff.). It is a foregone conclusion that any doctrine or
practice which robs Christ of H's honor, buries the Gospel, and
abol i shes the prom ses, cannot be in agreement with the Scriptures.

The Gospel provides a rule of thunmb, or norm applicable to all of
Scripture, nanmely, that Scripture cannot be against Christ or be in
conflict with the chief article concerning the free rem ssion of sins by
grace through faith in H's sol e nediatorship

Thus, a serious probl emwould remain concerning doctrines such as those
regarding Mary and the saints, even were we to agree upon Scripture alone as
the only source and norm of doctrine.

At the sane tinme, the dialogue participants are to be commended for
taking a very serious look at a significant issue that continues to divide
Lut herans and Roman Catholics. W detect a nore penetrating and critica

apprai sal of our differences than seened to be the case with the preceding

Septenber 1992, did in fact treat this very issue. The dial ogue statenent,
"The Word of God: Scripture and Tradition,"” says participants found seven
"significant points of agreenent," but also three principal renaining
differences: Lutherans hold to Scripture alone as the ultinmate norm by which
traditions nust be judged, while Catholics hold to Scripture and living
apostolic tradition together as norm Lutherans deny the Catholic belief that
the church's teaching authority can speak infallibly; and the two conmmuni ons
differ in their understandi ng of the devel opnent of doctrine (Lutherans and
Catholics in Dialogue I X, "The Word of God: Scripture and Tradition," January
1993, pp. 41-42 [Typewritten]).

36Gospel and Scripture, p. 7.
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round of talks, on justification

The honest appraisal of differences we have seen here conmend the
di al ogue process to our respective traditions. W do not believe that, even
with the nore recent statenent on Scripture and tradition, Lutherans and
Cat hol i cs ought now give up after nore than a quarter century of talking to
one another. Although differences remain, the dialogue to date has uncovered
far nore agreenent than one mght have inmagined, and it has led to greater
under st andi ng of each other's doctrinal position while at the sane tine
destroyi ng stereotypes and cari catures.

More than that, we have a Scriptural mandate to seek agreement in
confession of the apostolic and catholic faith. |If that goal at tines seens
el usive--indeed, totally unrealistic--we as fellow Christians can together
echo the words of the angel to Mary at the Annunciation, "with God, nothing is

i mpossi bl e" (Luke 1:37).

Conmi ssi on on Theol ogy and Church Rel ations
The Lutheran Church--M ssouri Synod
April 19, 1994
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