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Abstract
Contemporary American Lutheranism is experiencinga considerable number of long-

term, intractable disputes, principally regarding biblical interpretation, that are resulting
in anincreasingly fractured denominational community. This dissertation seeksto
provide the Lutheran community, and possibly others, with a set of tools that can be
used to mediate such disputes regardinghow Scripture should be interpreted. Itdoes
so by means of offering to Lutherans a pragmatic analysis of the logic behind the
Lutheran praxis of distinguishing Law and Gospel, and it connects this praxis to the
Apostle Paul’s own approach to reading Scripture. | develop thislogical model, which |
call “proclamatory pragmatism,” by means of an investigation of early Lutheran thought
— primarily that of the Lutheran Confessions —and an analysis of Paul’s practice of
reading Scripture as witnessed to in Galatians, 1 Corinthians, and Romans. Itishighly

) u

indebted to and intended to be an extension of Peter Ochs’ “scriptural pragmatism”
which is itself dependent upon the pragmatism developed by Charles Sanders Peirce.
My primary thesisis that competingfoundationalisms are presentin contemporary
Lutheran theology; that both claim rootsin the early Lutherans and Paul; that both
misunderstand the Lutheran and Pauline project in characteristically foundationalist
ways (dogmatist and relativist); that the early Lutherans and Paul were primarily
engaged in a reparative project; that charting the logic of both the early Lutherans’ and
Paul’s reparative projects via pragmatic categories offers a normative logical structure
for contemporary Lutherans that they might use to mediate the problem of competing

foundationalisms; and that the model of “proclamatory pragmatism” is effective in

doingso. | offer thislogical model to Lutherans (and perhaps other Pauline Christians,



though its extentis unknown) as a way forward out of the impasse which currently

plagues so many theological discussions.
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Introductory Matters

This dissertation grew from long consideration of a thought that found voice for
me in a 2007 paper on the theological rationality of Wolfhart Pannenbergthat | wrote
for a doctoral class at Concordia Seminary, a seminary of the Lutheran Church —
Missouri Synod (LCMS). In this paper, | said: “The root of foundationalism can be found
not so much in any particular set of beliefs but ratherin the mode of thinking necessary

to produce that set of beliefs.”!

My Doktorvater at the time, Joel Okamoto, highlighted
the line and wrote, roughly: “This is a big claim. Say more.” This dissertation is
intended, amongother things, to be the “more.”

More precisely, | should saythat the dissertation is the “more” atleastinan
introductory sense. Isay “introductory” because this projectis a pragmatic project. As
such, its goal is not to close off discussion or to find “the answer” that corresponds to
some form of “absolute truth.” If | were to approachitinsuch a manner, | would be
reinscribing foundationalism in my own thought rather than operatingaccordingto a
pragmatic, reparative rationality. Thatis, the search for absolute truthis generallya

good indicator of a mode of thinking that tends to seek to divorce claims from their

contexts and the traditions of thought that give them meaning,? and this is indicative of

! Scott Yakimow, “Pannenberg’s Relational Rationality,” (unpublished paper: Concordia Seminary, 2007),
6.

2 | say “generally” and “tends to” because | could also see the possibility that someone may seek after
what is ultimately or “absolutely” true but places those claims within a particular context, thereby
opening up the possibility of their being tested, both in terms of exploring warrants for the claims and in
terms of having those claims adopted by other communities. This procedure would not take the claims as
universals per se but rather as claims whose generality is currently unknown; their actual generality would
only be demonstrated in the extent that the claims are actually adopted by communities. Such a search
for what is ultimately true would be encouraged by pragmatism.
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a rationality | call foundationalism.® Instead of doingthis, | take the logical tenets of
pragmatism — particularly scriptural pragmatism —as heuristicguides and hypotheses.
They are tested duringthe course of the dissertationaccordingto whether or not they
helpfully describe the phenomena underinvestigation and provide fruitful new paths for
investigation. Iseek to describe the rationality displayed by Paul and the 16™ century
Lutheran Confessors (amongother Lutherans) by mappingthe contours of how they
read scripture via a pragmatic analysis; the goal is to get a handle on howthey reason.
By doing so, | hope thatthe description | provideisitself a validation of my pragmatic
analysis. The analysis should be judged as being successful for unsuccessful accordingto
whether it illuminates their reading practices or not and whether it opens new avenues
of investigation or not. Itis due to this latter concern that| call the project
“introductory.” Itis morein theline of providinga substantiveframeworkor a
comprehensive syllabus of a fruitful trajectory of inquiry rather than an attempt to be

the end of inquiry.*

3 More technically, foundationalism is a Cartesian phenomenon and can be defined as: “the effort to
locate some truth claim(s), independent of inherited traditions of practice, on the basis of which to
construct reliable systems of belief and practice.” (Peter Ochs, “Reparative Reasoning: From Peirce’s
Pragmatism to Augustine’s Scriptural Semiotic,” Modern Theology 25, no. 2 (2009): 188.)

% In a recent article, Adams inquires into what he calls the “shared philosophical shapes” of Scriptural
Reasoning and Receptive Ecumenism and acknowledges that “this is not an area that has been explored
much, and the findings of this inquiry should be treated as provisional.” (Nicholas Adams, “Long-Term
Disagreement: Philosophical Modelsin Scriptural Reasoning and Receptive Ecumenism,” Modern
Theology 29 no. 4 [October 2013]: 154.) He then goes on to compare their triadic approach to
disagreement with a more familiar, modern binary approach. By speakingof trying to chart “shared
philosophical shapes,” it seems to me that he and | are engaging in similar types of investigations. This
dissertation is an attempt to chart the “shape” or “form” or, as | term it, “logic” of a particular Lutheran
praxis —that of distinguishing Law and Gospel. The goal is not to argue for any particular propositional
statement or to resolve any particular set of propositions that are at the heart of a disagreement; rather,
itis to hold up a broader understanding of what it means to reason like a Lutheran in order to solve many
different types of problems that confront Lutheranism more broadly. |1see Adams undertaking a similar
attempt in his article where he proposes a distinction between a triadic philosophical “shape” and a
binary one.
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Returningto my initial interestin tracingthe “mode® of thinking” that gives rise
to foundationalist beliefs, this concern originated due to very practical problems within
contemporary American Lutheranism. There has been a divide between the major
Lutheran denominations that has only grown wider since the events that split the LCMS
in the 1970’s surroundingtheinterpretation of Scripture, particularly the use of the
historical-critical method, that centered upon the teaching of the faculty of the
“flagship” seminary of the LCMS, Concordia Seminary. It was a “Battle for the Bible”
with those who supported a critical approach to Scripture squared off against those who
espoused biblicalinerrancy.® These debates culminated when the vast majority of
faculty and students “walked out” or were “exiled”’ from Concordia Seminaryin St.
Louis and formed a “Seminary in Exile,” and hence the overall conflict became termed,

“Seminex.”®

> | would now say “mode or modes.”

® The term “Battle for the Bible” became popular not just in LCMS circles but in evangelical and Baptist
circles as well during the 1970s and 80s. It generally refers to the conflict between those who believe in
aninerrant Scripture (and therefore use a historical-grammatical approach or some modification thereof)
and those who take a historical-critical approach to Scripture. See, for example: Eugene F.A. Klug, “Saving
Faith and the Inerrancy of Scripture,” Springfielder 39, no. 4 (1976): 203-11; Commission on Theology and
Church Relations, “A Statement of Scriptural and Confessional Principles” (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1973); Earl Radmacher and Robert Preus, eds., Hermeneutics, Inerrancy and the Bible (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1984); Robert Preus, “Notes on the Inerrancy of Scripture,” Concordia Theological
Monthly 38, no.6 (1967):363-75; E.D. Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1967); John D. Hannah, ed., Inerrancy and the Church (Chicago: Moody Press, 1984); Edgar Krentz, The
Historical-critical Method (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975); Harold Lindsell, The Battle for the Bible
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978); Donald Dayton, ““The Battle for the Bible’: Renewing the Inerrancy
Debate,” The Christian Century 93, no. 36 (Nov. 10, 1976): 976-80; Donald Dayton, “The Church in the
World: ‘The Battle for the Bible’ Rages On,” Theology Today 37, no. 1 (1980): 79-84; Howard John Loewen,
“Biblical Infallibility: An Examination of Lindsell’s Thesis,” Direction 6, no.2 (1977): 3-18.

7 Which term is used still tends to identify an individual with one or the other party in this conflict.

8 For three of the most recent treatments of this extremely contested history, see: James C. Burkee,
Power, Politics, and the Missouri Synod: A Conflict that Changed American Christianity (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2011); Mary Todd, Authority Vested: A Story of Identity and Change in the Lutheran Church
— Missouri Synod (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing House, 2000); and Paul A. Zimmerman, A
Seminary in Crisis: The Inside Story of the Preus Fact Finding Committee (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 2007). Other accounts abound as well, such as: Daniel Aleshire, “Watching Hope Grow: Distant
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Since that contentious time, there was an entrenchment of positions within
American Lutheranismregardinghow the Bible should be interpreted. In 1988, two of
the major Lutheran denominations merged (the American Lutheran Church and the
Lutheran Churchin America) in order to form the Evangelical Lutheran Churchin
America (ELCA). This newly formed church was roughly twice the size of the LCMS, and
from the beginning, there was tension between the two, particularly over how Scripture
should beread. The ELCA tended to embrace historical-criticism as an authoritative
method of scriptural interpretation, and the LCMS explicitly eschewed such an approach

in favor of a historical-grammatical approach.’

Reflections on Seminex, June 2009,” Currentsin Theology and Mission 38, no. 2 (April 2011): 84-9; Board
of Control, Concordia Seminary, Exodus from Concordia: A Report on the 1974 Walkout (Saint

Louis: Concordia Seminary, 1977); ArlandJ. Hultgren, “Can We Not Afford Seminex?,” Dialog 18, no. 2
(1979): 146; Frederick W. Danker, No Room in the Brotherhood: The Preus-Otten Purge of Missouri (St.
Louis: Clayton Publishing House, 1977); James E. Adams, Preus of Missouri and the Great Lutheran Civil
War (New York: Harper and Row, 1977); Paul Bauermeister, “Seminex: A Spiritual Journey,” Currentsin
Theology and Mission 38, no. 2 (April 2011): 128-32; Kurt Marquart, Anatomy of an Explosion: A
Theological Analysis of the Missouri Synod Conflict (Fort Wayne, IN: Concordia Theological Seminary Press,
1977); Robert L. Conrad, “Seminex: The Hidden Curriculum,” Currents in Theology and Mission 15, no. 1
(1988): 77-83; John Tietjen, Memoirs in Exile: Confessional Hope and Institutional Conflict (Minneapolis:
Augsburg Fortress Press, 1990); Arnold Bringewatt, “The Church and Political Involvement,” Currents in
Theology and Mission 6, no. 3 (1979): 144-8; Susan J. Ebertz, “Christ Seminary —Seminex Library: From
Concordia Seminary in Exile Library to Seminex Legacy Collection,” Currents in Theology and Mission 38,
no. 2 (2011): 120-25; The Rev. Henry L. Lieske Papers: Research Collection on the Moderate Movement in
the Lutheran Church-MissouriSynod (1932-89), 30/143, Evangelical Lutheran Churchin America, Elk
Grove Village, IL.

9 These are extremely loaded terms, especially since there is considerable overlap of interpretive techne
between the two. The principle difference seems to be in the attitude the interpreter takes toward
Scripture that can be regarded as a binary opposition: either one regards the Bible as fully the Word of
God under whose ultimate authority the interpreter resides such that he is just repeating what God has
said (LCMS) or one regards it as containing the Word of God but requiring historical tools and discernment
to see what was applicable back when it was written and what might still be applicable today (ELCA). Ido
not intend this highly reductive characterization of what is actually a highly technical and nuanced
phenomenon to be in any way definitive. 1only offer it as a way to begin to understand the conflict
between a “typical” ELCA and a “typical” LCMS approach to Scripture. Further, the LCMS adopted a
statement elucidating what it took to be the normative principles of valid Scriptural interpretation, called
“A Statement of Scriptural and Confessional Principles,” (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1974).
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Itis thisongoing “Battle for the Bible” that serves as theimpetus, the irritant,
the cause of doubt for the presentinvestigation. |read the conflict as beinga
thoroughly modern conflictin that both sides display Cartesianfoundationalism
whether it is of a dogmatist or relativist stripe.’® On the one hand, there s a rationality
that treats truth claims as simply describingwhat is real independent from any context
or particular viewpoint; thisis an example of Cartesian dogmatism. Onthe other hand,
there is a rationality that treats truth claims as only describing particularinternal states
or private beliefsthat are not available for publicscrutiny because they lack a
connection to any strong concept of what s real; this isan example of Cartesian
relativism.

To be clear, my primary thesisisthat there are two foundationalisttendencies at
work in contemporary Lutheranism, dogmaticand relativist, and both of these
tendencies claim sources in classic Lutheranism and, before that, to Paul. However,
both of these tendencies as they play outin the life of the church have forgotten the
specific character of their reparative roots and how their forbearersin the faith went
about such repair. For the Lutheran dogmatist, the assertion of correct doctrine
becomes primary because they hold to a propositionalistaccount of truth where
doctrineis understood as unproblematically describing God or life with God. The goal,
then, would be to pronounce the correct locutions, to be right doctrinally, and then let
the chipsfall where they may. The Lutheran relativist, on the other hand, understands

doctrine as descriptive of the internal states of particularindividuals or communities

10 For a definition of “Cartesian foundationalism,” see fn. 3 above.
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and not boundin any significant way to external realities such that it is possible for
Lutheransto assert both Xand -X at the same time when addressingthe same set of
circumstances. Both of these approaches would be foreign to Paul and the early
Lutherans.™

Instead of this, | read both Paul and the early Lutherans as beingconcerned, in
the first place, with repairing Christianthoughtand life by interpreting Scripture and
contemporaneous situationsin light of the Gospel of Christ; thatis, they were looking
for an ongoingreformation that continually keeps Christ at the forefront of thought.
They were engaged in a process of identifying sin and error within the church and
proclaimingthe Gospel into that situationin order to effect redemption, to effect a
repair of the person and of the community in light of a particular outcome —the life
enabled byfaith in Christ. The early Lutherans called this process the practice of
distinguishing Law and Gospel and patterned their practice after that of Paul; as for Paul
himself, he did not give his practice a name but simply did it and made it his most
foundationalactivity. Aswill be seen throughout this dissertation, | contend thatthe
logic of this process can be most helpfully understood in terms of the logic of
pragmatismthat Peirce as read by Ochs describes; in fact, because pragmaticlogic so
well describes the early Lutherans’ and Paul’s own scriptural practice, this dissertation

can also be understood as aidingin the establishment of anintellectual genealogy of

111 am appealing to Lindbeck’s typology of doctrine in: George Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1984). | clarify how Lindbeck’s typology relates in the section of the
Introduction entitled “Charting Contemporary Lutheran Divisions.”
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pragmatismina mannerthatis similarto how Ochs hasargued traced both
foundationalistand pragmatictendencies back to Augustine.!?

| intend to show the pursuitworthiness®® of this hypothesis by means of
developinga model of a Lutheran scriptural logicthat is genealogically rooted in Paul’s
scriptural practice and helpfully explicated in pragmatic categories. This Lutheran logic,
which | term “proclamatory pragmatism” and regard as an extension of “scriptural
pragmatism” as it is applies to Pauline and Lutheran thought, is reparative, seekingto
speak God’s Word into the world. Itisalso self-consciously and firmlyrooted in the
biblical story and the Christian tradition; it does not seek to speak universally but rather
from the continuingstory of the risen and living Christ and his relationship to the
church. In thisway, it is non-foundationalist. After havingdevelopedsucha model, |
can then compare it to the rationalities displayedin particularinstances of scriptural
interpretationin Lutheran publictheology to see if those instances conformto such a
Lutheranreasoningorif they display characteristics of a foundationalistreasoning. By
doingthis, | will have provided some warrants for holding my initial hypothesis to be
accurate even as it allows for further testing to increase the number and strength of the
warrants for regardingthe contemporary “Battle for the Bible” between Lutherans as

simply a matter of competing philosophical foundationalisms. If my model of Lutheran

12 Cf. Ochs, “Reparative Reasoning,” 187-215.

13 This is McKaughan'’s term, and he connects it to Peirce’s understanding of the role of abductive
reasoningininquiry. Hereads Peirce’s account of abductive reasoning as describing the process both of
hypothesis-formation and that rationality that guides an experienced practitioner of any given art to
choose one hypothesis over another as being more likely to yield good results. See: Daniel J. McKaughan,
“From Ugly Duckling to Swan: C.S. Peirce, Abduction, and the Pursuit of Scientific Theories,” Transactions
of the Charles S. Peirce Society 44 no. 3 (Summer 2008): 446-68. For more discussionon this, see also
chapter one, fn. 47.
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logicis persuasive, then it provides a normative way of analyzingthe grammar of how
Lutherans reason from Scripture, with the result that my initial hypothesis regarding
competing modernist foundationalisms beingbehind the “Battle for the Bible” has itself
been productive of new understandings and lines ofinquiry. Thisisthe case because it
resulted in an entirely novel set of hypotheses that are now themselves open for
testing. And, hopefully, so on. This fruitfulnessis, again, a goal of pragmaticinquiry,
and findingit to be a result of the initial hypothesis should be regarded as a useful

indicator of the validity of the process.

Peirce, Paul and Lutheranism: Boon Companions

The novelty of the dissertation does not liein creating the idea of scriptural
pragmatism, and it certainly does not lie in outlining pragmatismin general. Ochsand
Peirce, respectively, are to thank for those.*® Rather, whatis novel is how the relevance
of scriptural pragmatismis extended beyond its current contexts by beingapplied to
Pauline and Lutheran scriptural logics to develop what | term “proclamatory
pragmatism,” and how this appeal to “proclamatory pragmatism” as a third, mediating
set of tenets that outline a distinctively Lutheran scripturallogic provides a way to heal
real-world debates over how to interpret Scripture within Lutheranism. Itdoes not
intend to break new ground in the sense of creating novel ideas or concepts from whole
cloth as an exercise of my own individualintuition intended to replace what has gone
before. Rather, my hopeisthattheideasand concepts thatarise from the investigation

are organically related to Pauline and Lutheran thought as “readings” of that thought or

4 This is obviously to take Peirce’s side in any debate over who originated the term “pragmatism.”
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furtherinterpretations intendedto provide categories by which to understand what
these traditioned® progenitors were “up to” when they were themselves readingand
applyingScripture. Thatis, in this dissertation, | do not seek to replace what has gone
before; | seek to diagram particular, authoritativeinstances of scriptural interpretation
for contemporary Lutherans (via my analysis of Paul and the Lutheran Confessions) and
use that diagramto suggest corrections to particularinstances of contemporary
Lutheran scriptural interpretation gone awry.

Even so, the question still needs to be asked, why Peirce? What possible
relevance could this particular reclusive, ornery, idiosyncraticlate 19" — early 20™"
century American thinker have to the thought of the early 16" century Lutherans, much
less that of the Apostle Paul? Peircean pragmatismisitself a philosophy of reformation,
of identifyingand diagramming problems and then proposing hypothetical means of
repair. Itis, at heart,a method of inquiry whereinquiryis understood to address real
problems, problems that actually do bother some community of inquirers, in order to
repairthat problem and alleviate the doubt which gave it rise. Thisiswhat Paul does.
Paul’s letters are all addressed to particular problemsthat have arisen in his own

ministry or that of particular Christian communities.'® Whetheritis the problem of

15 This is to theorize from tradition, not to minimize or to ignore tradition as being unhelpful. In
describing his approach to tradition, Adams writes: “I take that there are no tradition-neutral terms;
indeed, it is the guiding argument of this book that attempts to transcend tradition in advance in theory
need to be replaced by more modest enterprises of making sense of instances in which different
traditions actually and already meet together in practice.” (Nicholas Adams, Habermas and Theology
[New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006], 6.) My goal is to be on the side that Adams calls “modest.”
16 Out of all of Paul’s epistles, Romans is perhaps the letter that is least addressed to solve a set of
problems within a particular Christian community. Rather, it can beread in this context as an attempt to
describe his own ultimate rule of repair — his Gospel — as clearly as he can in the face of what he sees as a
general human problem (sin) that has arisen as described by Christian Scripture, what Christians now call
the Old Testament. In this way, Romans is still addressed to a particular problem (sin) thatis relevant to a
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Judaizing Christians in Galatia, libertine Christian activity in Corinth, or confusion over
why Christ has not yet returned in Thessalonica, Paul writes in order to clearly identify
the problemthatistroublinga community (whether they thinkit is a problem or not),
relate this problem to Christand what he has done, and do so in order to repairthe sin
and error presentin the particularsituation. Inthisway, Paul is a pragmatist. Likewise,
the early Lutherans were concerned about what they saw as false teachingthat had
crept into Western Christianity as well as the various practical abuses of Christian
communities that resulted because of it. It was the practice of sellingindulgences that
Luther saw as particularly odious such that it motivated him to propose an academic
debate over the issuesinvolved by posting his famous 95 Theses. In order to remedy
the problems they perceived in medieval Catholicteachingand practice, the early
Lutherans returned to the roots of what they saw as being consistently taughtin the
church since the days of Paul and offered up that understanding as way to repair the
failings of the contemporary 16" century church. In my reading, they sought
reformation of the church, not the division of it; thatis, they hoped to heal the church
from the problems they believed were plaguingher. Their explicit method of
understanding Scripture was by distinguishing Law and Gospel withinitin order to
determine howit should be applied within a given context to repaira problemthatan
individual may be havingor that may be besettingthe entire community. The Lutheran

Confessions are particularly authoritative outcomes of this attempt for the Lutheran

particular community (those who hold the Hebrew Bible to be Scripture) in order to attempt to chart a
means of repairing it by pointing people to Christ.
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community. Inthis way, the early Lutherans, too, exemplified the reparative project
that Peirce called pragmatism.

| first noticed this correlation between pragmatism and the Lutheran praxis of
distinguishing Law and Gospel (which Lutherans hold is modeled throughout Scripture
and particularlyin the practice of Paul) when | began studying non-foundationalist
thought. Itstarted for me as a hypothesisthat there may be a useful connection
between pragmatismand Lutheranismin that pragmatismisa method of inquiry that
neither seeks for universal foundations for thought (Cartesian dogmatism) nor does it
abandon the search for publicly accountabletruth claims altogether (Cartesian
relativism) but ratheris interested in repairing problems that arise in particular
situationsaccordingto (what | now understand to be) a habit of interpretation. This
seemed to map onto Lutheranism quite well. As| continued to study pragmatism, the
sensibility became stronger that there may indeed be a connection between Lutheran
attempts at addressing problems by distinguishing Law and Gospel and pragmatismasa
way to diagram or to chart the logic of those attempts. Itis thisthat gave riseto the
present dissertationwhere | propose thatthereis indeed a connection between
Peircean pragmaticlogic and Pauline and Lutheran logic such that the logic of Peirce is
endemicto Paul and the early Lutherans and, perhaps (though | do not investigate this
explicitly), the logic of Paul and the early Lutherans could be offered to Peirce as a way
to improve his own project. Thewarrants for this will be found in the dissertation itself
such that, | hope, in the end the reader will be convinced that using Peircean

pragmatism as a way to explain Pauline and Lutheran categories is better than using,
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say, the Aristotelian categories so prevalentamongthe Lutheran dogmaticians or
medieval scriptural interpreters post-Aquinas. Again, however, those warrants cannot
be made clear before the performance of the investigationitself; rather, at this point, |
simply offer up the hypothesis that Peirce is indeed relevant to reading Paul and the
early Lutherans and thatrelating Peirce to Paul and the early Lutherans will yield fruitful
results for additional inquiries after the present one.

In particular, Peirce’s phenomenology,’’ semiotic, and logic of vagueness were
the aspects of his thought that | found best suited to describingthe Lutheran practice of
distinguishing Law and Gospel. Peirce’s distinction between Firsts (qualia), Seconds
(resistance), and Thirds (law-like interaction) helps to understand what it means
according to my Lutheran understandingto be formed with the “mind of Christ” (a First)
in orderto interrupt daily life by speakingan appropriate word (a Second) accordingto a
principle of re-orienting people to a life lived in Christ (a Third). Peirce’s triadicview of
signs suggested to me a way to escape the modern Either/Or, the binaries that inhabit
so much of Western intellectual thoughtsince Descartes, such that | could envision a
more flexible, more helpful approach to theology and what it meansto proclaim Christ
as a Lutheran. And Peirce’s logic of vagueness allowed me to conceive of how one could
be faithful to a particular habit of thought even as that faithfulness might entail
speaking sentences that are propositionally contradictory when viewed from an
(attempted) universal perspective yet are what is needed to be said given a contextina

manner very much like that encouraged by the Lutheran praxis of distinguishing Law

17 Which he called “phaneroscopy.”
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and Gospel. While there are many other aspects of Peirce’s thought that | find helpful
(and deploy within this dissertation), | take these three as most crucial to understanding
what a pragmatic, reparative project might look like, a project that could be described
as one of reformation.

| am not the first to notice that Peirce’s thought has relevance for the
scripturally-minded, though I am the first, to my knowledge, to applyit to the Apostle
Paul and Lutheranism. Rather, Peter Ochs has argued further that even as the Bible can
be offered to Peirce as a way to repair failingsin his own practice, so, too, can Peirce be
offered to Scripture when he writes at the end of Peirce, Pragmatism and the Logic of

Scripture:

My point, in sum, is not that the Bible alone will save Peirce, but that pragmaticism?*®
offers one workable way to save the Bible for a community of philosophers, just as
biblical reading offers one workable way to save their philosophy. The operative model
of pragmatic reading remains this: that it is stimulated by some failing of plain-sense
reading (or everyday practice), but that through the activity of repairing what appears to
be a troubled text (or practice), the reader (or artisan) begins to discover that he or she
has been comparably troubled, because her community’s practice is comparably
troubled, and that, through repairing the plain-sense reading, the communal practice is
repaired as well. So, if | offer scripture to Peirce, it is because there is reason today to
offer Peirce to scripture. Redescribed as a rule of corrective reading, Peirce’s
pragmatism itself serves as an existential graph of the logic of scriptural reading,
particularly as it is exemplified, for me, in the practice of rabbinic midrash or, for Peirce,
in Jesus’ injunction, “Ye may know them by their fruits.” Understood this way,
pragmatism offers scriptural theologians a voice in the pragmatic logic of contemporary
theoretical science and practical art: wherever pragmatism has a voice, scriptural logic
has a voice.?®

Besides its analysis of contemporary problemsin Lutheranism and its proposal of

“proclamatory pragmatism” as a model of problem-solving appropriate to Lutherans

8 There is a difference between pragmatism and pragmaticism for Ochs in that Peirce’s early pragmatism
tends to display foundationalist tendencies that his later pragmaticism helps to alleviate. However, for
the purposes of this dissertation, | largely leave this distinction behind for the sake of understandability.
19 peter Ochs, Peirce, Pragmatism and the Logic of Scripture (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
1998), 324-5. Hereafter “PPLS.”
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and perhaps Pauline Christians more generally, this dissertation seeks to add the
scriptural reading practices of Paul and the early Lutherans to the list of those things

that Peirce’s pragmatism helps to graph as one of its implied sub-themes.

Charting Contemporary Lutheran Divisions

Others have attempted to characterize contemporary Lutheran divisionsin the
past. Arelatively recent attempt was that by Erik Samuelsonin his article, “Roadmaps
to Grace: Five Types of Lutheran Confessional Subscription.”?° Here, Samuelson charts
out five separate models of how 20™ and early 21°t century Lutherans view the Lutheran

Confessions.?! Thefirst of these types views the Confessions asan unconditional

20 Erik T.R. Samuelson, “Roadmaps to Grace: Five Types of Lutheran Confessional Subscription,” Dialog 45,
no. 2 (Summer 2006): 157-69. Confessional “subscription” entails a pledge regarding how one should
teach, and the character of this pledge is precisely what is at issue for Samuelson and for which he
provides five models. Others that have performed similar types of analysesinclude the following:
Timothy Wengert and Robert Kolb, “The Future of Lutheran Confessional Studies: Reflections in Historical
Context,” Dialog 45, no. 2 (Summer 2006): 118-26; Werner Klan, “Aspects of Lutheran Identity: A
Confessional Perspective,” ConcordiaJournal (April 2006): 133-46; Robert Kolb, “The Formula of Concord
as a Model for Discourse in the Church,” Concordia Journal (April 2006): 189-210; Martin R. Noland,
“Lutheranism’s Concern for Doctrine and Confession,” Logia 16, no. 1 (2007): 19-27; John G. Nordling,
“The Catechism: The Heart of the Reformation,” Logia 16, no. 4 (2007): 5-13; Charles Arand, Testing the
Boundaries: Windows to Lutheran Identity (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1995); Hans Frei, Types
of Christian Theology (New Have: Yale University Press, 1992); Lindbeck, Nature; David G. Truemper,
“Confessional Writings and the Future of Lutheran Theology,” in Gift of Grace: The Future of Lutheran
Theology, eds. Niels Henrik Gregerson, Bo Holm, Ted Peters, and Peter Widmann (Minneapolis: Fortress,
2005); E. Clifford Nelson, Lutheranism in North America 1914-1970 (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1972); James
A. Nestingen, The Faith We Hold: The Living Witness of Luther and the Augsburg Confessions
(Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1983).

2! Hereis an overview of what the Lutheran Confessions comprise in the form of the Book of Concord:
“The Book of Concord contains documents Christians have used since the fourth century to explain what
they believe and teach on the basis of the Holy Scriptures. First, it includes the three creeds that
originated in the Ancient Church: the Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the Athanasian Creed.
Second, it contains the Reformation writings known as the Augsburg Confession, the Apology of the
Augsburg Confession, the Smalcald Articles, the Treatise on the Power and Primacy of the Pope, Luther’s
Small and Large Catechisms, and the Formula of Concord. The Catechisms and the Smalcald Articles came
from the pen of Martin Luther; the Augsburg Confession, its Apology, and the Treatise were written by
Luther’s co-worker, the scholarly Philip Melanchthon; the Formula of Concord was given its final form
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doctrinal authority. Samuelson takes Robert Preus as representing this view and
characterizesit as one that “fram[es] the theological questions of today in terms of the
16" century debates and argumentsin the Lutheran Confessions, as well as seeing the
doctrine of the Confessionsas presenting authoritative theological conclusionsin the
current context.”?? Type two’s representative is James Nestingen, and it takes the
Confessions as historically conditioned authorities such that they still are doctrinally
valid but need to be reinterpreted to be applicableto current contexts.?* Samuelson’s
own view is portrayed in type three which he terms “Confessions as roadmaps to
grace,” though he takes David Truemper and Dietrich Bonhoefferasits advocates. In
thisview, the Confessions become exemplars of how theological problems should be
solved within the church, such that “subscription to the Lutheran Confessions means
taking up again and again the messy and uncertain theological task with which we are
charged so that we might best proclaim Christ at this time and place.”?* Theyare
understood as “problem-solving literature.”?> Type four (the “Finnish School”) takes the
Confessions as primary theological sources and does not reject the idea of doctrinal
authorityin general, and type five (Marcus Borg) takes them as one historical source
among many such that oneis free to use them or notin that the concept of doctrinal
authorityis notrecognized but rather a perceived wisdom in the Confessionsis what

becomes important.

chiefly by Jacob Andreae, Martin Chemnitz, and Nicholas Selnecker.” (Paul Timothy McCain, ed.,
Concordia: The Lutheran Confessions [St. Louis, MO: Concordia Publishing House, 2005], xxx.)

22 Samuelson, “Roadmaps,” 161.

23 Cf. Ibid., 162.

24 Cf. Ibid., 159.

25 Truemper, “Confessional Writings,” 143.
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Of Samuelson’s five types, the position taken in this dissertation is closest to his
description of the Confessions as “roadmaps to grace” where they function primarily as
exemplars of a particular method of approaching doctrinal issues such that one is
invited to continue the difficult dialogregarding contested issues and get “messy” in so
doing. As mentioned earlierin thisintroduction, | do take them as “problem-solving
literature.” Inthisway, | am happyto largely agree with Samuelson’s position and take
itasanindicatorthatlam notaloneinapproachingthe Confessionsin thisfashion.
However, my overall project diverges from Samuelson’s in at least six crucial ways. First,
my methodology differs from that of Samuelson. Ratherthan creatinga typology based
on particular substantive views exhibited by Lutherans, | seek to characterize the
rationalities that would giverise to the particular views that | treat. Thatis, my concern
is not so much to characterize whatis present on the surface but ratherthe shapeor
form of theological thinking that would empower holdingthe particular viewin the
manneritis held. Second, | portray how the Confessions can be understood as
problem-solvingliterature, demonstrating a reparative rationality in their approach to
reading Scripture for their time. | do this by going into extreme detail to chart theirlogic
and connect my claims to the text of the Confessionsthemselves as well as other early
Lutheransin order to indicate their rationality. Third, | do this by utilizing Peircean
pragmatism which is itself a philosophy dedicated to inquiry, to determininghow to
repair real problemsin thereal world. In thisway, by the performance of my analysis |
suggest that pragmaticcategories are best suited to describe a Lutheran logic of repair,

of problem solving. Of course, whether this aspect of the project works is up to the
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readerto decide as | do not engage in polemics against other philosophies (primarily
Aristotelian) that have been used to describe Lutheran thoughtin the past but rather
simply portray what | thinkis a betterapproach throughout. In my portrayal,
philosophical pragmatismis presentin nuce in the Lutheran reparative praxis of
distinguishing Law and Gospel. Fourth, by connectingthisreparative approach backto
Paul, I claim that the early Lutherans are notidiosyncraticin their desire to effect
reformation in their demonstration of a reparative rationality but rather say that thisis
implicitin Paul’s project, too. Again, it is the performance of this dissertation that gives
warrants for this claim. In this way, | portray the Lutherans as expanding upon a Pauline
theological methodologyin theirapproach torepairingthe problems of their day. Fifth,
| hope to offer the model | develop throughoutas a normative logic of Lutheran
scriptural practice in order to repair a particular set of problemsthat Lutherans are
encountering presently. Thatis, the point hereis thatl am re-readingthe early
Lutherans (principally the Confessions) and Paul in order to address real-world concerns
thatare dividingcontemporary Lutheranism, and to do this, | am suggestingthat there is
a characterizable form of Lutheran logic that Lutherans should use in order to solve
these problems. Sixth, the article by Samuelson is extremely brief and lacks any
significant interaction with the literatures outside of using certain people to quickly
illustrate the positions he attributes to them. Thisis appropriate for what he was trying
to do. However, this dissertation goes into considerably more depth regardingthe
issues involved and engages in significant interaction with source materials and

secondary scholarship throughout.
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As | mentioned earlier, | am suggesting that the problems in contemporary
Lutheranism as evidenced in the “Battle for the Bible” should be understoodasthose
between two competing foundationalisms—one dogmatic and propositional and the
other relativist and intuitionist —and how they deploy both Lutheran teachingand
Scripture. Thisis to use a modified version of Lindbeck’s typology where he
distinguishes between a cognitivist-propositionalist model of doctrineand an
experiential-expressivist view.?® Ratherthan offeringup a Lindbeckian cultural-linguistic
approach as an alternative (though I do graph doctrines as negative rules of discourse), |
use the tools offered by Ochs’ scriptural pragmatism to chart scriptural logics as a way
to both connect genealogically to Lindbeck’s typology but to offer better categories than
he was able to offer given his reliance upon Wittgenstein.?’

Both sides of the Lutheran debate appeal to early Lutheran sources and to
Scripture; the difference comes in the character of their appealsand the logics they
employ when interpreting their sources. Onthe LCMS side,?® there is a strongtendency
to take prior Lutheran doctrinal formulations and Scripture as directly describing eternal
verities such that, for example, once a doctrinal statementis adopted, itis applicable
universally with little to no connection to the context of its adoption. InLindbeck’s

words, “if a doctrineis once true, itis always true, and if itis once false, it is always

26 Lindbeck, Nature.

27 For more on this, see: C.C. Pecknold, Transforming Postliberal Theology: George Lindbeck, Pragmatism
and Scripture (New York: T&T Clark, 2005).

28 While | attribute one tendency or the other to particular denominations, it is important to note that this
is shorthand to say that the tendency is characteristically demonstrated by members of that
denomination when in conflict with others over interpreting the primary materials of Lutheranism and
Scripture. To be clear, | am not arguing that all members of either denomination demonstrate the
tendency that I apply to the denomination, only that the tendency is characteristic of such an approach in
general. Allthe dangers associated with such a reductive description apply.
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false.”?® Touse a Lindbeckian example, it would be to say that the phrase “Jesus is
Lord” when spoken by a Crusader who is smashingin the head of an infant with a mace
remains a true statement.?® On the other hand, thereis a strongtendency within the
ELCA toward privatizingdoctrine accordingto the dictates of one’s own conscience or
the sensibilities of a particular sub-group. Inthis case, doctrine becomes expressive of
personally-held beliefs that are usually based upon personal experiences, and it
becomes more and more difficult for doctrine to play any publicly-accountablerole.
Rather, thereis a tendencyto find ways around given doctrinal statementsin orderto
carve out space for a particularindividual’s or sub-group’s sense of what is best in the
world. In thiscase, doctrine becomes privatized and more expressive of one’s
experience than anythingthat could be publicly debated or could serve as a guide for
publicdiscourse.

| go into depth on this difference in the conclusion to this dissertationin order
test out my hypotheses regardingthe model of “proclamatory pragmatism” that |
develop viaan investigation of Paul and the early Lutheransand see if it is helpful in
diagnosingproblemsin contemporary Lutherantheology and in suggestinga means to
conduct a discussion within which they could be repaired. Inthat chapter, | seize upon
two concepts— that of the ELCA’s “bound conscience” and the LCMS’s “the order of
creation” — as paradigmatic cases of how these two conflictingmodernisms that came

to a head in the “Battle for the Bible” continue to play out.

23 Lindbeck, Nature, 16.

30 The view | portray in this dissertation is that such a phrase used in such a context fundamentally
misconstrues who Christ is as well as the nature of the Gospel message and so is not in any substantive
way a proper confession of Christian belief.

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



23

The “bound conscience” is a doctrineto be found in the ELCA’s recently adopted
social statement (2009) on human sexuality called “Gift and Trust.” The document
explicitly bases it both on Luther’s theological approach (particularly his response at the
Diet of Worms) and on Pauline teachingregarding meat sacrificed to idols. The
adoption of this statement led to a change in the expectations of ordained ministers
withinthe ELCA in that beforehand, they were required to only engage in sexual
relationships withinthe context of male-female marriages. Followingthe logic of the
statement, the document outliningthe ministerial code of conduct, called “Visions and
Expectations,” was modified to allow for people to be ordained who are in sexually
active, same-sex relationships that are publicly accountable, lifelong, and monogamous.
The “publicly accountable” clause would entail the need for a same-sex couple being
married in states where same-sex marriage is legal or to otherwise engage the
communityin recognizing their relationship. Thischangein policyled to a precipitous
declinein denominational membership in terms of baptized membershipaswell as
congregational membership and so can be considered a legitimate problem worthy of
pragmaticinvestigation.*

The doctrine of the “bound conscience” within “Gift and Trust” enabled the
social statement to recognize that there is no unanimity within the ELCA regarding
same-sex sexual relationships. It also officially recognized four separate positions as

beingacceptable, ranging from outright rejection of same-sex sexual behavior as being

31 please see my “Conclusion” for details on these numbers, but between the end of 2009 and the end of
2012,the ELCA had lost 815 of 10,348 congregations (7.9%) and 591,944 of 4,542,868 baptized members
(13.0%).
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sinful to celebratingit, along with a recognition of two mediating positions. The explicit
terms of my analysis for why and how such a procedureis problematicfromthe
perspective of the Lutheran logicl construct must wait until | actually develop themin
the course of the dissertation, but by way of signposting, itis problematicbecause
adoptingfour positions that contradict each other not onlyin their plain sense butin
their practical application as well renders a documentintended to be a guide for
discussion and action no guide atall. Ifthe “bound conscience” understood in this way
permits for simple contradiction withinthe same context at the same time, | argue that
itis nolonger playinganyrole of importance as a guide to the denomination, anditis
this guidingfunction thatis crucial for doctrine to performin my reading of the early
Lutherans and Paul, the sources to which the architects of the “bound conscience”
appeal. Further,to make one’s own intuition ofthe truth equivalentto the truthis to
engage in idolatry. Ratherthan worshippingsomethingoutside oneselfin the sense of
making that thingthe arbiter of truth, the resultin this case is thatit is an internal state
thatisidolized.

On the otherside, there is a doctrine within the LCMS that has been operative
for some decades called “the order of creation.” Like the “bound conscience,” it, too, is
based upon both early Lutheran sources and also Scripture, particularly Paulin that the
terminology is adopted from his language found in 1 Timothy 2,?? though in defendingit,

LCMS scholars regularly appeal across the Pauline corpus and also to Genesis. While

32 There is little to no public debate within the LCMS over the authorship of 1 Timothy; rather, it is simply
accepted as being written by Paul. So whether or not that is actually the case is immaterial for my
purposes because in holding to “the order of creation,” LCMS Lutherans believe that they are holding on
to Pauline teaching.

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



25

this doctrine per se has not caused a social disruptionthat mirrors that foundin the
ELCA’s “bound conscience,” the rationality behindit led to the events of the 1970s |
mentioned above.?* Unlike the relativisticfoundationalism demonstrated in the “bound
conscience,” | argue thatin “the order of creation” we find a dogmaticfoundationalism
that reifiesthe idea that there is an ontological ordering between men and women such
that men are “higher” in the way that God has created this world. This ontology does
not entail a spiritual superiority or an inequality of salvation before God, but it does
entail an ordering of essence with implications for how men and women should
interrelate thatisrooted in the very being of what it means to bea man or a woman.
The practical result of this ontological orderingis that since women are ontologically
subordinated to men, their position in church and world should reflect this ontological
structure. If applied consistently,®* this would entail not just that women should not be
ordained ministers but that they should not have any position of authority in the church,
should not read the lessons publicly if men are present, should not be behind the altar,
etc. For life outside the church andin the world, this would mean that women could
not have any position that manages men but may only seek those positions where they
are subordinate to menin the power structure and never superordinate, that s if

women are to have any rolein the publicsphere atall.

33 The rationality that supports “the order of creation” did cause such a disruption in the early 1970sin
the events surrounding Seminex and the formation of a new denomination, the American Evangelical
Lutheran Church (AELC), that eventually merged with the ALC and LCA in 1988 to become the ELCA when
~250,000 people left the LCMS. In fact, the point of this dissertationis to argue against the disruptive
rationality towards Scripture that was displayed in those events. All lam claiming here with respect to
the particular doctrine of “the order of creation” is that this doctrine itself as a proposition has not caused
social disruption, though the rationality that fundsit has.

34 As will be shown in the Conclusion, few do apply this consistently when speaking of how this teaching
should affect practice.
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One problemthat results from asserting this doctrine is the fact that few people
who actually defend such an understanding of “the doctrine of creation” consistently
applyit when it comes to practice. Thisindicatesthat, likethe ELCA’s “bound
conscience,” it fails to provide the guidance expected of a doctrine as| argue in my
portrayal of the early Lutherans and Paul. Further, to reify this doctrine as describingan
external, universally-applicative ontological structure as determinative of behavior and
the foundation of a particular truth outside of a commitment to problem-solvingand
repairis to engage in idolatry. Unliketheidolatry implicit within the “bound
conscience,” thisidolatryis notto make one’s own internal appropriation of the truth
an idol but rather a supposedly biblical, eternal, and universally relevant teachingthe
idol. Such a teachingbecomes decoupled from the biblical narrative and that of the
Lutheran tradition and operates alongside and independent of that tradition. Thatis, in
the end, it is independent of an inherited tradition of practice and therefore
foundationalist. Inthatitis logically separable fromthe biblical narrative and Lutheran
tradition, the doctrine of “the order of creation” commands obedience on its own terms
and so functions as a type of idol. In both cases, that of the “bound conscience” and of
“the order of creation,” idolatryisinvolved though the form it takes differs. The former
is relativisticand intuitionist, and the latteris dogmaticand propositionalist.

Again, it is my concern regarding competing foundationalisms within
contemporary Lutheran theology that motivates this dissertation. Itis thelens | use to
construct my portrayal of Paul’s scriptural reading style and of the early Lutherans’

approach to Scripture; in the Peircean semioticterms, it functionsas my primary
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interpretant. Because of my desire to avoid replaying the Cartesian conflict | see to be
present within Lutheranism, in this dissertation | construct what | call “proclamatory
pragmatism” as a logic of both the early Lutherans and of Paul by analyzing their
scriptural practice in pragmatic categories and using Ochs’ scriptural pragmatismasa
guidein the construction of such a model of Lutheran and Pauline scriptural logic. | hold
this model to be, strictly speaking, hypothetical in that its utility can only be
demonstrated in the event of repair. However, once created, this model can then
function heuristically to analyze problems within contemporary Lutheranism and
suggest avenues for their repair just as would be expected of a hypothesisthatis being
submitted for testing. | should note thatit cannot provide the content of such a repair —
that will only take place, God willing, in the discussion that proceedsalongthelines|
recommend. Rather, what | hope the logical model of “proclamatory pragmatism” that |
construct can do is to suggest the form such a discussion should take. Inthisway, |
hopethatit would set the boundaries for what a Lutheran discussion would “look like”

rather than dictatingthe substantive outcome for that discussion.

Plan of Attack

The dissertation is broken up into anintroduction, three chapters plus a
conclusion. Inthefirst chapter, | lay out the terms of scriptural pragmatism, analyze its
dynamics, and probe it for ways that it is open to further development along creedal

lines. Thisfoundational chapterservesto align my approach with that of the pragmatic
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tradition, and it provides the necessary conceptualities to understanding my analysis of
Paul and Lutheranismin the following chapters.

Chaptertwo focuses on an analysis of Paul’s reading practice of what, to him,
was simply “Scripture” — what Christians now term the “Old Testament.” His focus on
the transformation of the reader / hearervia an encounter with the Word of the living
Christin his Gospel message and his use of creedal formulation to explicate this Gospel
become the basis for what | term a distinctively Paulineapproach that privileges
proclamation. Itisfor thisreasonthat!term his practice of scriptural reasoning
“proclamatory pragmatism.” In my reading, he also serves as an authoritative
progenitor for Lutheran thought as Lutheranism has historically placed considerable
weight upon Pauline Christological thought as beingthe key that opens the Scriptures.
Therefore, in the argument | develop, itis necessary to treat Paul in order to understand
the genealogy of the early Lutherans’ scriptural practice.®® Iread the Lutherans as not
striving for novelty; rather, | see them seeking to say what Scripture said, and in doing

this, they put considerable emphasis upon replaying Pauline thought. | place my

35 | realize that E.P. Sanders, Heikki Rdisinen, and others who hold to the (now old) “New Perspective on
Paul” would contest this connection. | do not intend to try to decide the question beforehand, however.
Rather, | propose to hypothesize that Luther and the Lutheran Confessors were, in fact, heavily influenced
by Pauline thought and relied upon Paul’s writings, perhaps even disproportionately, to guide their
theological reasoning. My treatment will show whether or not this hypothesis can be maintained at the
level of the logic of their scriptural reasoning. If it does, then this procedure itself becomes an additional
warrant to regard the sundering of Luther from Paul that has been popular among some “New
Perspective” scholars as being itself questionable. In short, I think that Harle’s is correct when he writes:
“Compared with Paul, Luther faced a completely different front. He engaged critically with his Christian
church and her teaching, not with Judaism or Paganism which were yet to be drawn to faith in Jesus
Christ. But if one takes these differences into account and keeps them in mind, then one can surely say
that Luther has learned his key insights concerning the doctrine of justification and view of humanity from
Paul [and, | would add, his theological logic]. And these insights are too important for the church and for
theology to be forgotten or denied.” (Wilfried Harle, “Rethinking Paul and Luther,” Lutheran Quarterly 20
(2006): 316.)
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treatment of Paul before my treatment of the early Lutherans not to say thatlam

I"

simply giving the “real” Paul as he should beinterpreted;rather, | am providinga
reading of Paul that | believe to be relevant to an analysis of the Lutheran logic of
distinguishing Law and Gospel in order to solve the problem between competing
foundationalismsthat | describe in thisintroduction. By doingthis, | intend to appeal to
what most Western thinkers would be a more “logical” approach by proceeding from
progenitortoinheritor, though this raises pragmatic problems that | detail below.

After investigating Paul and usingwhat | have gleaned from Paul’s scriptural
practice of proclamatory pragmatism, | then apply this to Lutheran thoughtin chapter
three tosee if it suppliesthe appropriate categories to explicate what Lutherans seek to
accomplishinreadingand applyingScripture. To do this, chapterthree lays outa series
of interconnected theses that arerooted in Paul’sapproach in orderto descry the
logical rules governing Lutheran scriptural reasoning. largue thatthere is certainlya
development of thought when it comes to Lutheranism vis-a-vis Paul, but thereis also
considerable continuity. Intheend, | read Lutheran logic as a faithful extension of Paul’s
scriptural practice.

The burden of the concluding section is to show the usefulness of this model in
settling particular instances of conflict in scriptural interpretation. To thisend, | seize
uponthe ELCA’s doctrine of the “bound conscience” and the LCMS’s appeal to the
doctrine of “the order of creation.” Both of these are tested to see if they reflect the
logic of Lutheranismas it has been developed via my logical model of “proclamatory

pragmatism.” By doingthis, | returnto the practical concern that spawned the
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dissertation: how might Lutheran conflicts over scriptural interpretation be healed? My
answer is: by analyzingtheir logic in terms of proclamatory pragmatism.

As | mentioned above, at first glance it would appear that chapters two and
three are inthe wrong order for a pragmaticinvestigation. By beginning with Paul
instead of the early Lutherans, it seems as if | thinkthat | could simply read Paulin a

III

vacuum and then applythe “real Paul” to Lutheranism. Ifthis was what my
investigationactually did, such a procedure would be foundationalist because | would
not be making the lens with which | read Paul explicit until later thereby concealing
what Peirce calls the interpretant of my investigation. Rather, pragmatically what would
make more sense would be to state the problem as | see it (which | have donein this
introduction), introduce the philosophical techne of the investigation (currently ch. 1),
and then work backwards by applyingthe language foundin ch. 1to the early Lutherans
to see how they base theirargumentsin Paul’s scriptural logic (currently ch. 3), and only
then treat of Paul now that the context of my treatment has been made clear (currently
ch. 2). Iwould then use that data to more fully flesh out my statement of the problem
that| give in thisintroductory section in the conclusion as | test my model to see if itis
up to the task for which | offered it.

Instead of this ordering, | have chosen to place the chapter on Paul before the

chapter on the early Lutherans not for the sake of pragmaticaccuracy but ratherfor the

sake of appealingto the patterns of reasoning presentin a more general, non-pragmatic
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audience;i.e., for those who are not specialists in Peircean pragmatism.®® Thatis, in
choosingthis ordering of the chapters, | am making an explicit choice in favor of public
accountability overtechnical accuracy. Thisis a continuingtensionwhen dealing with
Peircean pragmatismin particular asit can involve extremely difficult and foreign
conceptualities,and itis one thatJacob Goodson highlightedin his dissertation,
Narrative Theology after William James. There, in distinguishingthe approach of Peirce
from that of William James, Goodson offers the following hypothesis that seeks to get
“at the heart of” the different approaches exemplified by William James and Peirce:
“..the real difference between James and Peirce is found in Peirce’s commitment to
technicality and drive toward precision and James’ strong passion for public
accountability.”®” Asfar as the hypothesis goes, | think that Goodson is correct that
Peirce and James prioritized different societal goods — respectively, precision for Peirce
and publicunderstanding for James. Attainingboth atthe same time is extremely
difficult. Somy procedureinvolvesa compromise between the precision of Peirce and
the publicunderstanding advocated by James in that while | develop Peirce’s thoughtin
great detail, | proceed in my investigationin a way more familiar to modern scholarship
in that | trace the progenitor firstand only then proceed to how his thought has been
appropriated over history. Thisimpliesariskin thatthe procedure can be read as
foundationalist, but this risk should be greatly ameliorated in that | repeatedly seek to

keep the concern that gave rise to this dissertationin view throughoutas the not-so-

36 There is already a considerable amount of complexity that arises from my Peircean language,
particularly in chapter one, such that adding in an unfamiliar methodological approach could compound
this problem to too high a level.

37 Jacob Goodson, Narrative Theology after William James: Empiricism, Hermeneutics, and the Virtues
(unpublished dissertation: University of Virginia, 2010), 13-14; for the full discussion, see 13-19.
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hidden rule of readingthat authorizes my own presentation of Paul’s reasoningand also
that of the early Lutherans.

To repeat, my primary thesisin this dissertationis to argue that competing
foundationalismsare presentin contemporary Lutheran theology, that both trace their
rootsto the early Lutherans and Paul, that both misunderstand the Lutheran and
Pauline project in characteristically foundationalist ways (dogmatist and relativist), that
the early Lutherans and Paul were primarily engaged in a reparative project, that
chartingthe logic of both the early Lutherans’ and Paul’s reparative projects via
pragmatic categories offers a normative logical structure for Lutherans that they might
use to mediate thisdispute, and that this modelis effective in doingso. | call this logical
structure “proclamatory pragmatism” and offer it to Lutherans (and perhaps other
Pauline Christians, though its extent is unknown) as a way forward out of the impasse
which currently plagues so many theological discussions.

And so thisis an opening, notan ending...
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Chapter One: Introduction to Scriptural
Pragmatism

Thisinvestigationinto the logicbehind the theological methodology of Paul and
the Lutheran Confessions®8is, in the first place, a work of scriptural pragmatism which
self-consciously identifies itself with Peircean pragmatism>3° and so with the medieval
scholasticsemiotictradition.*® The term “scriptural pragmatism,” however, is of
relatively recent coinage and can be attributed to the work of Peter Ochs, particularlyin
the taxonomy of pragmatists found in his monograph, Peirce, Pragmatism and the Logic

of Scripture (PPLS).** For reasonsthat| hope will become clear throughout the course of

38 A group of documents collected into a single book and subsequently approved by the Lutheran estates
in Germany as comprising their understanding of the Christian faith. The Book of Concord includes the
following documents: The Three Ecumenical Creeds (The Apostle’s Creed, The Nicene Creed, and The
Athanasian Creed); The Augsburg Confession (1530); The Apology to the Augsburg Confession (1531); The
Smalcald Articles (1537); Treatise on the Power and Primacy of the Pope (1537); The Small Catechism
(1529); The Large Catechism (1529); and The Formula of Concord (1577).

39 Here | use the term “Peircean pragmatism” in order to refer to what Peirce called “pragmaticism,” a
term “ugly enough to be safe from kidnappers.” (EP 2:335) The latter is a term Peirce created to set apart
his own thought from those who called themselves “pragmatists” but had a tendency toward an anti-
realist position and, most specifically, denied the reality of possibilities. Pragmaticism, on the contrary,
affirmed the reality of possibilities such that: “...the pragmaticist does not attribute any different essential
mode of being to an event in the future from that which he would attribute to a similar event in the past,
but only that the practical attitude of the thinker toward the two is different.” (EP 2:344) What this
dissertation does is analyze the past practice of Paul and the Lutheran Confessors in order to describe a
logic whose utility is that it can yield a series of hypotheses as to how they might approach theological
guestions that are unique to the present day. That s, it is a composite study of Paul’s and the Confessors’
logic of abduction in order to descry its outlines such that it can be used to determine what may be a
more or less faithful way of responding to theological problemsin the contemporary world.

40 John Deely has written extensively on the topic of semiotics and its connection to the medieval
scholastic tradition, and he places Peirce’s insights as being fully withinthis tradition. Cf.such works as:
John Deely, Four Ages of Understanding: The First Postmodern Survey of Philosophy from Ancient Times to
the Turn of the Twenty-First Century (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2001); John Deely, New
Beginnings: Early Modern Philosophy and Postmodern Thought (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1994); John Deely, Augustine & Poinsot: The Protosemiotic Development (Scranton, PA: University of
Scranton Press, 2009); John Deely, Descartes & Poinsot: The Crossroads of Signs and Ideas (Scranton, PA:
University of Scranton Press, 2009).

41 Ochs’ full taxonomy of the various subgroups within pragmatism can be found in PPLS (listed from
highest level of generality to the least): pragmatists -> common-sense pragmatists -> pragmatic logicians -
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the dissertation, this meansthatitis not solely a work of philosophy, nor of scriptural
exegesis, nor even of theology where “theology” is understoodto be an investigation
into eternal, propositional statements that are true for all times and all places as words
about God and creationinrelationto God. Rather,itis best taken as a piece of
theological reasoningthat employs philosophy, exegesis and propositional descriptions
of humanity’s life with God (from a distinctively Lutheran Christian perspective)in order
to diagrammatically display, for a particular context,** the theological habitus of the
apostle Paul alongside the 16™ century Lutheran Confessors** and recommend this
composite habitus to Lutherans (at least) as a way to gauge the faithfulness of their
theology.** Aswill become clear, such a procedure also entails a re-visioning of the
relation of philosophy and theologicalinquiry if Paul and the early Lutherans’ theological
praxis is to be taken as authoritative for later Lutherans and, possibly, other Christian
communities.*> While this initial chapter will begin to clarify the relation between

philosophy and theologicalinquiry, a more complete picture will not be possible until

> theosemioticians -> scriptural pragmatists (which is further subdivided into Christian and Rabbinic
varieties; assumedly, Muslim thought wouldfit in here as well). PPLS, ch. 8.

42| clarify this context below.

43 Though the main goal is to diagrammatically or analytically display the tendencies of Paul and the
Lutheran Confessors, by doing so | am also performing a type of rationality that | im plicitly recommend to
others, given that any act of writing is itself an instance of a praxis and so a performance of some mode of
reasoning.

44 Of course, | hope that this performance of theological reasoning will have a wider appeal than just to
Lutherans; indeed, | hope that many Christians and perhaps those of other religious or philosophical
communities might find something of interest herein. However, gauging the extent of this interest can
only occur in the event itself, so | offer up these reflections as a gift without knowing precisely who will
appreciate the gesture.

45 For many Lutheran communities, a rendition of Paul’s and the Confessors’ theological practice is self-
evidently normative with Lutheran denominations requiring that teaching conform to Scripture and some
or all of the Lutheran Confessions. This is because, for the purposes of this dissertation, the Confessions
serve as an explication of Scripture and a symbol of what is held to be most aesthetically pleasing by a
particular tradition of thought (i.e., Lutherans), and what is most aesthetically pleasing also functions as
what is most normative for that tradition.
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after the work of chapterthree is completed as the tenets of scriptural pragmatism
itself provide warrants for the claim that understandingthe practical outworking of any
given reasoningis necessary to apprehend that reasoning.*® Thisis the case for
pragmatists because reasoningand praxis are inextricably interrelated such thatoneis
best able to apprehend a given reasoning by observingits practical ramifications. These
practical ramifications, in turn, provide fodder for reflection that might yield
hypothetical,*’ yet conceivable,*® outcomes in new contexts that can be observed to

test the validity of a line of reasoning.*

46 Gadamer describes understanding as a “fusion of horizons”: “In fact the horizon of the present is
continually in the process of being formed because we are continually having to test all our prejudices.
An important part of this testing occursin encountering the past and in understanding the tradition from
which we come. Hence the horizon of the present cannot be formed without the past. Thereis no more
anisolated horizon of the present in itself than there are historical horizons which have to be acquired.
Rather, understanding is always the fusion of these horizons supposedly existing by themselves. We are
familiar with the power of this kind of fusion chiefly from earlier times and their naiveté about themselves
and their heritage. In a tradition this process of fusion is continually going on, for there old and new are
always combining into something of living value, without either being explicitly foregrounded from the
other.” (Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, 2" revised ed. [New York: Continuum, 2004], 305.)
Peirce would surely agree that the diachronic conventions of a community are crucial to understanding;
one can trace genealogically the life of a concept or a logic. However, he would also emphasize the
future, subjunctive character of understanding in predicting what would occur, what would-be the case if
the concept were true. In this way, Peirce can be seen as enriching Gadamer’s own conception of what it
means to understand.

47 The role of hypothesis-construction or abduction as a mode of reasoning is crucial in creating new
knowledge. Abduction allows one to create more or less reasonable hypotheses and to evaluate each as
to their merits in possibly guidinginquiry into what is yet unknown. There is no guarantee in pursuing
such aninquiry into the unknown (if there were, it would already be known); however, the process of
abduction by an experienced inquirer can help to winnow down multiple possible avenues of inquiry to
those that will most likely have the best outcomes. McKaughan characterizes Peirce’s view of abduction
in terms of “pursuitworthiness”: “According to the Pursuitworthiness Interpretation, abductive reasoning
is the label Peirce gives to his systematic attempts to thinkabout the qualities that factor into decisions
about whether investigating an idea looks promising or seems worthwhile. Abductive reasoning makes
practically grounded comparative recommendations about which available hypotheses are to be tested.”
(Daniel J. McKaughan, “Ugly Duckling,” 452.)

48 In his much re-written 1907 article “Pragmatism”, one of the primary ways that Peirce distinguishes his
conception of the pragmatic maxim from William James is in the use of the term “conceivable” to indicate
that one’s understanding of a concept is not only expressed “in the shape of conduct to be recommended
or of experience to be expected,” which is Peirce’s citation of James’ position. Rather, it consists in how
those concepts “would-be” or “would-act” under a certain set of conceivable circumstances and what

”, «

their application “would-be”: “...the total meaning of the predication of an intellectual concept consists in
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The goal of this dissertation is to chart the logic of the Lutheran scriptural
reading praxis of Law and Gospel. This occurs via a genealogical analysis of
Lutheranism’s claimed chief progenitor — Paul the apostle —and Paul’s own scriptural
practice. By investigating Paul first, | hope to show the roots of the Lutheran’s desire to
mimic his scriptural practice in their own theological methodology. Thatis, for an
analysisto be a pragmaticanalysis, itis important to acknowledge that methodologies
are not cut out of whole cloth but ratherare developed in conversation with what has
gone before within particular communities of discourse. The primary community that
Lutherans hopetodraw uponis that formed by Pauline exegesis, and so proceeding
from a presentation of the methodology of scriptural pragmatism (chapter one) to an

Ill

analysis of Paul’s own scriptural practice which | call “proclamatory pragmatism”
(chaptertwo) to displaying Lutheranism’s own elemental logics or habits of reasoning

(chapterthree) is a natural progression of understanding. The final chapter which | term

“Conclusion”isthe pragmatic proof of concept by showing how the model of Lutheran

affirming that, under all conceivable circumstances of a given kind, the subject of the predication would
(or would not) behave in a certain way, — that is, that it either would, or would not, be true that under
given experiential circumstances (or under a given proposition of them, taken as they would occur in
experience) certain facts would exist, — that proposition | take to be the kernel of pragmatism. More
simply stated, the whole meaning of an intellectual predicate is that certain kinds of events would
happen, once in so often, in the course of experience, under certain kinds of existential circumstances.”
(EP 2:402; emphasis original)

49 peirce’s understanding of pragmatism as clarifying concepts in light of their conceivable practical
implications has roots in his doctrine of synechism —the claim that all things that can be experienced are
in a continuous relation to each other. For example, he writes in his 1893 article “Immortality in the Light
of Synechism”: “I carry the doctrine [of synechism] so far as to maintain that continuity governs the whole
domain of experience in every element of it. Accordingly, every proposition, except so far as it relates to
an unattainable limit of experience (which | call the Absolute), is to be taken with an indefinite
qualification; for a proposition which has no relation whatever to experience is devoid of all meaning.” (EP
2:1) While heuristic hypotheses have value and will be offered at the appropriate times, | take this
statement of Peirce as indicating that hypotheses arise best out of an analysis of a practice and become
most understandable through thatanalysis. Hence, | take an inductive approach throughout this
dissertation.
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logicthat| develop herein is fruitful in analyzingimproper deployments of one aspect of
Lutheran logic —how to understand and utilize doctrine.

Returningto this first chapter, it hasa dual purpose. Inthe first place, it seeks to
offer a set of categories by which a pragmaticinvestigation might be conducted and, in
the process, to provide both a starting point and warrants for the genealogical and
pragmaticanalysis of the subsequent chapters. Inthe second place, given that Peircean
pragmatismarosein response to what Peirce perceived to have been failings in
Cartesian philosophicpractice, it clarifies what might be described as characteristicor,

III

in Ochs’ terms, “elemental” habits of so-called Cartesianism and therefore of
modernism more broadly. These two aspects are intertwined within pragmatisminsofar
as one of the chief habits of pragmatists generally is to acknowledge the situatedness of
reasoning. Giventhata corollary of this observationisthatthe inherited habits of
thought and action of the pragmatist herself are also situated historically, pragmatic
claims need to be situated in the milieu out of which they arose, and that milieu is
explicitly described by Peirce as Cartesian modernism. Cartesianism providedthe
irritant that caused Peirce to engage on his pragmatic projectin thefirst place.
Therefore, even as | seek to clarify the conceptualities and logicemployed by
pragmatism, | will be, at the same time, engaging in characterizations of the elemental
habits of Cartesianism.

Before enteringinto a discussion of pragmaticterminology and the elemental
habits of Cartesianism, a word is necessary regarding Peirce’s conception of clarity. In

his 1897 article, “The Logic of Relatives,” Peirce details three “grades of clearness”:
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Now there are three grades of clearness in our apprehensions of the meanings of words.
The first consists in the connection of the word with familiar experience. In that sense,
we all have a clear idea of what reality®® is and what force is — even those who talk so
glibly of mental force being correlated with the physical forces. The second grade
consists in the abstract definition, depending upon an analysis of just what it is that
makes the word applicable... The third grade of clearness consists in such a
representation of the idea that fruitful reasoning can be made to turn uponit, and that
it can be applied to the resolution of difficult practical problems. (CP 3.457)

50 |n his early 1878 article, “How to Make Our Ideas Clear,” Peirce offers the following descriptions of
truth and reality: “Different minds may set out with the most antagonistic views, but the progress of
investigation carries them by a force outside of themselves to one and the same conclusion. This activity
of thought by which we are carried, not where we wish, but to a fore-ordained goal, is like the operation
of destiny. No modification of the point of view taken, no selection of other facts for study, no natural
bent of mind even, can enable a man to escape the predestinate opinion. This great hope is embodied in
the conception of truth and reality. The opinion which is fated to be ultimately agreed to by all who
investigate, is what we mean by truth, and the object represented in this opinionis thereal. Thatis the
way | would explain reality.” (EP 1:138-9) llya Farber points out that Peirce later moved on from the
individualism implicit throughout this quotation and focused more upon the community’s role in such an
inquiry. Though in the next paragraph Peirce makes the role of the community much clearer, Farber goes
further afield to establish Peirce’s interest in communal inquiry and quotes Peirce’s 1905 article “What
Pragmatism Is” to show Peirce’s switch to what Farber calls “projective realism” relying upon the “nature
of reasonitself”: “...so, thought, controlled by rational experimental logic, tends to the fixation of certain
opinions, equally destined, the nature of which will be the same in the end, however the perversity of
thought of whole generations may cause the postponement of the ultimate fixation.” (llya Farber, “Peirce
on Reality, Truth and the Convergence of Inquiry,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 41no. 3
[Summer 2005] 544-5.) Farber goes on to evaluate Peirce’s idea of truth: “The collective upshot of the
last few objections is that, even if we could salvage the strategy of identifying truth with the endpoint of
inquiry, we shouldn’t want to. If the purpose of a theory of truth is to shed some sort of light on the
status of our actual current beliefs and practices, then what we need is a theory that relates truth to some
identifiable feature of our actual experience. Neither the obtrusive nor the projective account can do
this; they may, however, have a close cousin that can. In this closing section, | will present such an
alternative —one which... | will call empirical realism.” (Farber 2005, 559) He then describes empirical
realism as understanding reality to be “that which determines, for any given material and theoretical
context of inquiry, how empirically successful different answers to a particular question will be.” (Farber
2005, 560) Truth, for Farber’s empirical realism, is that which: “For a given community of inquirers and
given set of alternative hypothesis, the truth is that hypothesis which would exhibit the greatest success
under exhaustive empirical testing by the community.” (Farber 2005, 561) Interestingly, Farber and |
seem to be searching for the same thing —determining the “status of our actual current beliefs and
practices.” But his characterization of Peirce’s definition of truth as supporting “a universal,
decontextualized ‘right answer’ to each question, an answer that would hold across all contexts in which
the question is posed,” (Farber 2005, 562) fails to take account of Peirce’s understanding of scientific
method which is always contextual. He further fails to deal with Peirce’s idea of final causality which
would enable an understanding of reality (and so truth) that has very practical, contextual effects in the
form of continued inquiry by means of giving hope of future results, as | hope to make clear. His further
implicit criticism of Peirce when he writes that “truth is determinate and well-defined only when a theory
is placed in a particular context of inquiry,” (Farber 2005, 562) does not appear to recognize Peirce’s
understanding of symbols (reality itself being a symbol) and how they replicate —the symbol only
becoming perceptible by its instantiationsin the world. This is to say, first, that Farber would benefit from
placing Peirce’s conceptions of reality and truth within a wider interpretive context and, second, that
Peirce has a place in his account for Farber’s concerns and appears to have anticipated them.
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For Peirce, most modern philosophicinvestigationsrightly hold that the second grade of
clearnessis important —that of providing a definitionfora concept — but also that they
misunderstand itsimportance. Ratherthan providing new information (which is the
goal of investigationin the first place), the function of a definitionis to provide a way to
organize existinginformation thereby making a conceptuality distinct from others.* It is
a basic pragmaticclaim that new informationcan only be attained or conveyed when
what is already held to be true and so is a warranted assertion (provided by familiarity
thereofand organized via the exercise of self-control into a distinct definition) is
extended into other practical situations so that one grasps the possible effects of the
conceptuality in question.®® In this way, familiarity becomes extended to new contexts
thereby also creating the possibility of deepening prior definitionsto account for the
changed s situationsand, in turn, yielding new, hitherto-unknown possibilities of

investigation.>® 1 will proceed to attempt to achieve the third grade of clearness with

51 Again, in his 1878 article, “How to Make our Ideas Clear,” Peirce writes: “Nothing new can ever be
learned by analyzing definitions. Nevertheless, our existing beliefs can be set in order by this process, and
order is an essential element of intellectual economy, as of every other. It may be acknowledged,
therefore, that the books are right in making familiarity with a notion the first step toward clearness of
apprehension, and the defining of it the second. But in omitting all mention of any higher perspicuity of
thought, they simply mirror a philosophy which was exploded a hundred years ago.” (EP 1:126)

52 As Peirce writes: “All pragmatists will further agree that their method of ascertaining the meanings of
words and concepts is no other than that experimental method by which all successful sciences... have
reached the degrees of certainty that are severally proper to them today; -- this experimental method
being itself nothing but a particular application of an older logical rule, ‘By their fruits ye shall know
them.” (EP 2:400-1)

53 |n discussing her Peircean principle that “reality is polymorphic” (RPM), McLoughlin writes: “As a
consequence of believing RPM, a reasonable response would be the issuance of a command to oneself to
keep open to options. Accepting RPM means accepting thatthereis no one, definitive truth about any
matter. This stance forces recognition that continued inquiry is necessary, and therefore it serves to keep
the doors toinquiry forever open, even after the point where one has exhausted all known alternative.
This does not require that one maintain a constant state of doubt. We continue to operate according to
the best information we have at hand. Thus, the approach does not stifle action nor does it undermine
our inquiries. It does require, though, that in conducting our affairs (including our inquiries) we remain
receptive to whatever challenges could arise.” (Amy L. McLaughlin, “Peircean Polymorphism: Between
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respect to Paul’sand the Lutheran Confessors’ theological practicein the concluding
chapter, even as | seek analytical or definitional clarity throughoutthe majority of the
dissertationvia a pragmaticanalysis of their practice in chapterstwo and three,
recognizingthat even those chapters are not devoid of presentationsofa third level of
clarity. The terminological thrust of this chapterand its identifying of the elemental
habits of Cartesian thought serve both to familiarize the reader to the conceptualities
employed (first level of clearness) but also to provide definitions of terms that will bein
use (second level of clearness). It also provides a starting point for understanding
scriptural pragmatism that can later be modified by incorporatingtheinsights of Paul
and the Lutheran Confessorsintotheapproachin orderto delineate a sub-community
of scriptural pragmatists —Lutheran Christians.>*

The primary sources for this chapter are the writings of Peirce and Ochs as | seek
to describe the way scriptural pragmatism presentsitself as a reaction to Cartesianism,
as a way to achieve deeper understandingin a post-Cartesianworld, and asan
illustrative source of reflection on scriptural traditions. The goal of this chapteris notto
argue for the truth® of pragmatism or of its analysis of Cartesianism but to simply
presentits termsand mode of analysis asthose appropriate to a community that

accepts them as valid ways of achieving knowledge of the world. The primaryreason |

Realism and Anti-Realism,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45, no. 3 [Summer 2009]: 417.
Bold original) Itis this type of openness to the future of inquiry that is desirable, even as in a Christian
context, doctrine does serve to decide particular debates for particular contexts. It does leave room for
growth when future contexts that do not map well onto those of the past are encountered.

>4 As mentioned in Ochs’ taxonomy above, scriptural pragmatism is fifth in order. Itis funded by both
Rabbinic and Christian pragmatism. Lutherans are one sub-set of Christian pragmatists whose reflections
serve as a source for scriptural pragmatism more generally. (PPLS, ch. 8)

55 | leave here the concept of “truth” undiscussed as | will be dealing with it in footnotes throughout the
dissertation.
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do thisis because the novelty of this dissertation does notliein its analysis and critique
of Cartesianism, noris its goal to create a pragmatic method out of whole cloth. Many
authors have already done both and have garnered a significant followingin and outside
of academia.’® Rather, the novelty of the dissertation lies in its extension of scriptural
pragmatisminto the thought of Paul and Lutheranism as primarily seen through the
Lutheran Confessions, its characterization of the logic of Pauline and Lutheran thought
as “proclamatory pragmatism,” and the consequences of such an extension for the
publictheology of the Lutheran church in order to help it rid itself of the Cartesian
tendencies displayed in theintra-Lutheran “Battle for the Bible.” Thisisanargument
thatis separate from (even as it presupposes) providing warrants for a pragmatic
analysis of Cartesianism. So while | clarify my pragmatic method and explicitly
characterize my view of Cartesianism, | leave the arguments for the validity of both to
priorinvestigationsand only claim that the way | approach bothisvalid for the
community of pragmatists.

Before beginningthe definitional project of this chapter, | should note that this
will be the most highly technical chapterin the dissertation. It provides me the

terminology and the conceptualities that will be in use throughout the investigation.

56 |n addition to many of the works cited above, see: Jeffrey Stout, The Flight from Authority: Religion,
Morality and the Quest for Autonomy (South Bend, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1981); Richard
Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism: Science, Hermeneutics and Praxis (Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 1983); Stanley Fish, Doing What Comes Naturally: Change, Rhetoric and the
Practice of Theory in Literary and Legal Studies (Durham: Duke University Press, 1989); Jacques Derrida, Of
Grammatology, trans. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997);
George Lindbeck, Nature of Doctrine (op. cit.); Pecknold, Transforming (op. cit.); C.J. Misak, Truth and the
End of Inquiry: A Peircean Account of Truth, expanded paperback edition (New York: Clarendon Press,
2004); John Woell, Peirce, James, and a Pragmatic Philosophy of Religion (New York: Continuum, 2012);
Christopher Hookway, Truth, Rationality and Pragmatism: Themes from Peirce (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2002).
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However, for the sake of the non-pragmatist and to avoid getting bogged down in
techne, most explicit references to technical terminologyin the later chapterswillbe
confined to the footnotes. My analysis of Paul and the Lutheran Confessions will
certainly be dependent uponthe conceptualities found in this first chapter, but | will
generally use more common-sense language which has the benefit of appealingto a
wider audience at the cost of some precision. | believeitisimportantto balancinga
concern for technical accuracy with that of publicaccountability.®” Therefore, for the
sake of accuracy, | include thisfirst chapter with its technical terminology and refer back
to it bothinthe textandin the footnotes of subsequentchapters. Similarly, | strive for
publicaccountability by minimizing the use of the technical terminology developed here
in the body of later chaptersin favor of more common-sense terms, though | do utilize it

when the need for accuracy demandsiit.

Basic Definitions

According to Ochs in “Reparative Reasoning: From Peirce’s Pragmatism to
Augustine’s Scriptural Semiotic,” (RR)*® Cartesian “foundationalism” is “the effort to
locate some truth claim(s), independent of inherited traditions of practice, on the basis
of which to construct reliable systems of beliefand practice.”® Connected to

foundationalismis the phenomenon of “intuitionism,” which Ochs defines as “the belief

57 See my introduction for more of a discussion of the tradeoffs involved in such a balancing act.
58 Op. cit.
9 RR 188.
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that such truth claims may come in the form of discrete, self-legitimating cognitions.”®°

Foundationalism cannotbe simply equated with intuitionism, however, because in this
article it seems possible that one can be foundationalist without beingintuitionist,®*
though Ochs does not elaborate on how this might be the case.®? Nevertheless, | take
foundationalism and intuitionism as both describing the same general phenomenon,
though foundationalismis the broader term. If intuitionismis present, it heuristically
predicts the presence foundationalism; if foundationalismis present, it, too,
heuristically predicts the presence of intuitionism, but to a lesser degree.

That foundationalism and intuitionism are correlated phenomenaisindicated by
the fact that throughout his discussion of the two, Ochs functionally melds the two into
a common phenomenon, even within the same paragraph. Ochs takes Peirce’s
understanding of “Cartesianism” and characterizes it by means of a theory of
perception, sayingthat some of our perceptions “indicate to us, at once, that there is
something there and thatit is this (or has this quality).”®® Takingthisin light of Peirce’s
view of a propositionas that which has a subject providingan indexical function (“there
is somethingthere”) which is then tied to a predicate that attributes a character the
subject thereby functioningiconically (“itis this [or has this quality]”), what Ochs is
objectingto here is the claim that percepts carry within themselves perceptual

judgmentsthat take the form of a proposition. Ifthis were true, then one could know

60 |bid.

61 He prefaces his description of intuitionism with the phrase: “Most [not all] efforts of this
[foundationalist] kind come in the form of ‘intuitionism’...” (RR 188-9; underline mine)

62 Even so, it seems accurate to say that, for Ochs, foundationalism does not always entail intuitionism,
but where intuitionismis present, so is foundationalism.

63 RR 189, empbhasis original.
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something “as it is” or the “thing-in-itself” as it exists objectively without regard for any
given context or the interpretive lens of the individual knower.®* The knower would
then attain knowledge thatis independent of any inherited tradition of practice,
knowingas God alone knows. Instead of this, Ochs sees cognitive judgments as the
basis for propositional claims. Per Peirce’s semiotic, the meaningof the judgments only
arises relative to itsinterpretant. Aninterpretantisa habit ofthoughtor action, and it
yields a particular trajectory of thought that serves to make a propositional claim
understandable. Moreover, it “pegs” that claim to a particularindividual’s
understanding of the world, and through her, to the understanding of the communityin
which she operates.®®> Moreover, these judgments are themselves dependent upon
percepts or encounters with the world, whether these percepts are physical or textual
stimuli.

Ochs’ primary concern in RR is Cartesian dogmatism which is only one aspect of

foundationalism more generally. However, Cartesian dogmatism and Cartesian

64 Over and against the idea of an incognizable “thing-in-itself” that can yet be said to be known to exist,
Peirce holds that we can experience reality outside of ourselves, and that this experience of reality is that
about which we cognize. Theidea of an incognizable “thing-in-itself” is self-contradictory: “If, upon
examination, we find that no experience can — either directly or indirectly —give rise to the conception
supposedly entailed by the term, then we are left to conclude that the term itself cannot be made sense
of: ‘Accordingly, there can be no conception of the absolutely incognizable, since nothing of that sort
occurs in experience. But the meaning of a term is the conception which it conveys. Hence, a term can
have no such meaning.” To posit that there is something that is entirely incognizable and to posit at the
sametimethat it is still some thing is to posit the self-contradictory. It is to predicate of that which can
have no predicates by definition.” (Woell, Pragmatic Philosophy of Religion, 95.)

65 More technically, Peirce defines the “interpretant” in his 1904 essay “New Elements” as follows:
“...every sign is intended to determine a sign of the same object with the same signification or meaning.
Any sign, B, which a sign, A, is fitted so to determine, without violation of its, A’s, purpose, that is, in
accordance with the ‘Truth,” even though it, B, denotes but a part of the objects of the sign, A, and
signifies but a part of its, A’s, characters, | call an interpretant of A.” (EP 2:304). A more extended
discussion that is apropos to this context can be found in Peirce’s letter to William James of 26 February
1909 (EP 2:493-4).
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skepticism are dialectically related in that each empowers the other.®® Ironically, both
have theirdogmas, and Ochs describes those of philosophicskepticismin the following

terms:

..thereis no natural end to any philosophicinquiry; at times, philosophy may also repair
failed rules of theory or practice, but it need not; the philosopher may be tempted to
perpetual anxiety about this lack of worldly resolution, but the anxiety is dysfunctional;
the philosopher ought therefore to cultivate a mood of general disinterest, in which
anxiety about failed practice is replaced by curiosity or strictly intellectual doubt about
errant thinking.®’

While Ochs finds logical problems with Cartesian dogmatism, philosophical skepticism

gains a clean bill of logical health.®® That said, Ochs still sees it as lacking warrant, as

beingunnecessary, and even being deleteriousinasmuch asit “inhibits the practice of

66 Skepticism happily plays off dogmatism and would not exist without it; dogmatism, in turn, is the staid
response to the chirping of the skeptics.

67 PPLS 271.

68 Ochs analyzes the logic of skepticism in terms of one B-reasoning both diagrammingand correcting
another B-reasoning. Each B-reasoning is placed “in one set of a hierarchically ordered series of sets, so
that reasonings from a given set, B, correct-and-diagram only reasonings from a second set, B**, that is
one degree ‘less deep’ than B®. Conversely, a B-reasoning, B®, is corrected-and-diagrammed by B-
reasonings that are one degree ‘deeper’: B*... This means that problems of a given depth are
diagrammed-and-corrected by reasonings of a greater depth and that B-reasonings are diagrammed only
when they are problematic.” (PPLS 263, emphasis original) Taking this as the model of how reasoning
works, Ochs then describes the logic of skepticism and dogmatism in its terms: “...Cartesian skepticism
may be diagrammed as the belief that all our reasonings may be graphed as members of a series B*, B;*%,
B,*2, B> [sic], BS™... B,, where thereis no limit to the series; and Cartesian dogmatism with the belief
that, for any such series, there is a final reasoning, BS™, such that n = e and Bs"! = Bs"*1: that is, such that
the reasoning is self-correcting and self-diagramming. Thereis no logical problem with Descartes’
skeptical option; it simply does not accord with his (and our) common-sense. His dogmatism, however,
introduces a concept of infinity that is not explicit in the premises of his project. According to his explicit
premises, the identity Bs"'=B*"* js an obvious contradiction. While the identity may hold true for the
value n = oo, the reasoning is in that case no longer a B-reasoning, which, by definition, corrects
reasonings of different depths.” (PPLS 263, emphasis original) For Ochs, skeptical foundationalismis
unnecessary, but this is not his primary critique. Rather, Ochs objects to it principally because it cannot
explain our common-sense appropriation of the world. Cartesian dogmatism, on the other hand, has a
logical fallacy at its heart in the terms set out for it by Descartes himself. That is, dogmatic
foundationalism is not problematic in that it fails to meet some prior standard of rationality. Rather, its
illogic rests in that it is self-contradictory in the very terms that Descartes adopted for his project in that
the concept of infinity is latent within it.
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genuine philosophicinquiry and thereby robs society of a significant resource for
repairing failed practices.”®®

As alluded to earlier, Cartesian dogmatism and skepticism are dependent to the
point of being parasiticupon each other. Thiscan be seen inthat dogmatismis a
function of havinga psychological need to have anindubitable, a priori basis of thought.
Unlesssuch a foundation can be clearly and distinctly formulated, the fearis that

completeirrationality will result. Thisis what Bernstein calls “Cartesian anxiety,”

describingit as:

The specter that hovers in the background of this journey is not just radical
epistemological skepticism but the dread of madness and chaos where nothing is fixed,
where we can neither touch bottom nor support ourselves on the surface. With a
chilling clarity Descartes leads us with an apparent and ineluctable necessity to a grand
and seductive Either/OR. Either thereis some support for our being, a fixed foundation
for our knowledge, or we cannot escape the forces of darkness that envelop us with
madness, with intellectual and moral chaos.”®

While the Cartesian dogmatistisin the grips of this anxiety, the skeptic rejoicesin
knocking down her dogmaticfoundations, gleefully pointingout how they are logically
contradictory, revelingin the supposed chaos. Indoingso, she denies him a Gods-eye
viewpoint, all the while takingjust that viewpoint to claim that there is no such position.
Because of this, | hold that both Cartesian dogmatism and skepticism are
foundationalist. Skepticism makes an acontextual claim aboutthe character of universal
existence that there are no foundations to be had and does so without any reference
within an inherited tradition of practice. Thatis, the skeptic categorically claims that all

assertions arelocal; being local, such assertions lack persuasive power with respect to

69 ppLS 271.
70 Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism, 18.
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another community. Butthisisitself a dogmatic, foundationalistclaim. Itis no different
in kind from the dogmaticclaim that the beliefs of one’s own local community apply
universally.”* Itis unclear why skeptical foundationalismis not explicitly treated
alongside dogmaticfoundationalismin the internalist and objectivistformulations of
elemental Cartesianism Ochs details later in RR. It certainly belongs as a legitimate
option within the modernist universe as aresponse to Cartesian disquiet with inherited
traditionsof practice and the desire to replace them with somethingbetter. In my
concludingchapter where | apply the model of Lutheran logic that | have developedin
the first three chapters, | will redescribe Ochs’ internalistand objectivisttendenciesin
both skeptical and dogmaticterms so that | might characterize possible sub-trajectories
within the broader swathe of these tendencies.

Returningto the discussion of Cartesian claims more broadly, itis not necessary
for all claims to make theirinterpretant explicit accordingto Ochs. Rather, he describes
two types of claims, and both of them can be employed fruitfully given a particular
context. Thefirst, constative claims, work within and presuppose a community’s “given
set of semanticand perlocutionary conventions.””? This means that one who knows

those semanticand perlocutionary conventions could judge the coherence of any given

claim by those conventions. Ifl ask someoneto “passthe salt,” | would expect themto

! How would such a claim be tested? Though one community may in fact accept a claim made by
another with its attendant explanatory paradigm, the skeptical dictum would not be thereby refuted
because such a change could be —and most frequently is —accounted for via a logic of power relations,
even if that power relation is the simple exercise of an individual’s will over and against or in concert with
others. If pragmatic thinking is correct, testing skeptical claims, like testing dogmatic claims, is impossible
on their own terms because they function universally, presupposinga “view from nowhere” or
unmediated, universal knowledge —neither of which are within the purview of finite human creatures.

72 RR 190.
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pick up the container with holesin the top that contains white crystals and hand it to
me gently, not literally “passing” it but rather placingit in my hand or closely enough
that | could reach it. By working with such a common-sense understanding, the
truthfulness’® of a claim can be determined by applying the conventions of the
community to the claim to see if they hold. Said differently, in order to interpret a
constative claim, the community applies its common-sense understandings to the claim
atissuein orderto see if the subject of the proposition was properly identified (“salt” /
container with holesin the top and white crystals) and that the predicate was also
properly carried out (“pass to me” / giving it to me gently or placingit closeto me). This
category is unproblematic.

It is the second category, reparative claims, thatis more interesting for our

purposes. These areclaims that are always purposive, beingintended to correct

73 | agree with Misak in regarding the concept of “truth” as a regulative rule of inquiry when she writes:
“So a pragmatic elucidation of truth is neither a definition nor a criterion of truth. Itis a specification of
what one can expect of atrue hypothesis... The expectation must be pragmatically significant —it must
really lead us to expect something of the course of experience.” (Misak, Truth,42.) Inthis sense, one can
determine the truth (or accuracy) of a statement if it leads to the predicted result and that result is
significant. Misak expands her discussion of truth via two conditionals: the T-I Conditional and the I-T
Conditional. The T-l Conditional is formulated as: “if H is true, then if inquiry relevant to H were pursued
as far as it could fruitfully go, H would be believed.” (lbid., 43.) The point of this, as Woell puts it, is to
elucidate “the expectation we would have of H if H were true — namely, that inquirers would be led to
settled belief in H, which would not be dislodged by further experience or investigation... The T-I
conditional tells us what to expect of true hypotheses.” (Woell, Philosophy of Religion, 122.) Thisis,
according to Misak, the statement of a “hope” which is nothing other than to call it a “regulative
assumption of inquiry.” (Misak, Truth, 43.) The I-T Conditional, on the other hand, is: “if, ifinquiry were to
be pursued, then H would be believed, then H is true.” (Ibid.) Again, Woell: “The I-T conditional tells us
what to expect of inquiries into genuine hypotheses that are pursued as far as they can fruitfully go.”
(Woell, Philosophy of Religion, 123.) Summing up, Woell continues: “‘Peirce regards the mostimportant
thing to be said about truth to be a specification of what we can expect of a true hypothesis,” as Misak
puts it. Inspelling out his pragmatism, Peirce is after only the third grade of clearness. If this assists in
showing equivalencies among some definitions or eliminating others in the second grade of clearness,
then so much the better.” (Ibid., 125.) The point here is that truth is best understoodnot as a
metaphysical principle or even a property a proposition might possess (though propositions can be true);
rather, the concept of “truth” in a Peircean pragmatic sense is a rule that guides one’s inquiry and does so
according to the principle of hope.
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particular communal conventions that may bein error, and they perform this repair by
beingat one and the sametime clear and distinct yet also vague and ambiguous. They
are clear and distinct enough “to call the listener’s attentionto the range of
conventionalclaims that are contested as well as to those that are not contested.” This
orients the listener to a particular universe of discourse with which they are familiar.
However, they are also to some extent vague and ambiguous enough so that they ask
the listener “to entertain some new conventions of meaning.”’* This entails spelling out
the practical consequences of the proposed repair so that they might be tested for their
adequacy as well as providing a means to determine the meaning or impact of the
proposed change. It alsointroducesthe possibility of achievingnew knowledge or new
understandings. Toreceive a reparative claim properly, it cannot simply refer to a given
statein the world as a type of anindex. Nor can the claim be understood merely as
referring to a new possible way of acting in the world as anicon. Instead, reparative
claims “are not simply commands to act, but directives to act-out a proposed habit-
change and to continue toactit outas longasitappearsto be free of the failings that
prompted the reparative claim.””> This means that for Ochs (and Peirce), Cartesianism’s
error is not that Cartesian thinkers propose constative claims (such claims are necessary
to be a part of any community). Rather, the erroris thatthey tend “to treat reparative

claims as if they were constative claims and, therefore, to offer a set of inadequate

74 RR 190.

7> RR 192. Creedal statements, for example, are B-reasonings, and one of their functions is to descry the
A-reasonings that gave rise to them; they are tokens of particular habits of thought and action. Their
meaning was reparative at the event of their adoption and, in later years, they functioned reparatively as
well in answering the question: “How do Christians preach Christ?” Serving as rule in this way, they
empower future reparative acts for the Christian community and possibly for others in the world who see
fit to adopt them a rules of discourse.
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reparative claims.”’® This means that rather than adding new knowledge, reparative
claims are treated as well-understood categories and fail at performingthe repair at
which they aim.

Note that Ochs does not fault Cartesianismin general or against a universal
standard of rationality. Rather, in his Peircean critique, Ochs faults the lack of utility,
effectiveness and fruitfulness of Cartesian practice. Cartesianthought claimsto attempt
to repair problemsin thought or practice, but it is unable to accomplish this goal on its
own terms. Ochs does not reject Cartesian thought categorically, on a priori grounds, by
assertingthat it does not conform to some set of universally applicable transcendental
standards —thatis, standards that are not themselves attached to some inherited
community of practice. He does not treat these standards as that which dictate what
claims can (or should) or cannot (or should not) be made and then replace the rejected
idea with a new idea. If he were to do this, Ochs would himself be modeling

Cartesianism’’ in a manner similar to the way in which Peirce frequently re-inscribed

76 RR 190. Elsewhere, Ochs describes the error of Cartesian foundationalism as misap plying claims
apropos to the domain of theory to the realm of practice. This is another species of making claims
inadequate to a project’s goals: “Like the pragmatist... the foundationalist maintains the infallibility of
some belief, adopted as ultimate rule of repair. The difference is that the foundationalist’s ultimate rule
belongs properly to some theoretical science, in which it could function as a legitimate hypothesis, once
the experimental conditions for testing it had been determined... The foundationalist thus extends some
as yet unidentified rule of theoretical inquiry outside its proper domain and depth, adopting it as if it had
both the generality of mere theory and the corrective force of a reparative rule of practice. Since its
reparative force has not, in fact, been determined, the rule will tend not to repair failings that have
stimulated the foundationalist’'s anxieties: lending foundationalists both the perpetual certainty that they
possess whatever rule of repair they need and the perpetual anxiety that something, nevertheless,
remains seriously wrong.” (PPLS, 271-2)

77 Ochs is well aware of this problem and is careful to avoid it in his writing: “The most general criticism is
that replacement is the wrong way to achieve repair... Replacement philosophy proposes, against
empirical evidence, that philosophers’ powers of criticism have sources outside the habits of action they
haveinherited from the past and that these powers have universal form and function and may be
appropriated independently of one’s particular context of action... Replacement philosophy therefore
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Cartesianism into his own philosophical practice.”® Instead, Ochs avoids rehearsing
Cartesianismin favor of a much more modest goal which is the repair of a particular,
though widespread, inherited tradition of practice — that of Cartesianism itself. He
proposes structural changes to the tradition of practice thatis Western, Cartesian
thoughtinorderto correct a line of inquiry thatis currently structurallyincapable of
accomplishingthe goalsit assigns for itself. In doingso, he is suggestingan approach
that could have a broad application, but the extent of this application remains unknown
until the event that others adoptsits mode of repair.

Whileit is important that Ochsis self-consistent in this matter, thisis not where
the trueimport of this trajectory of thought lies. Rather, itelucidatesanimportant
aspect of pragmaticclaims — that they are, in the first place and primarily, context-
specificin that they arise within particular communities of discourse and must be tied to
those communitiesin orderto be meaningful. When theissue of particularityis raised,
frequently theimmediate (and Cartesian) objection is made that thisis then to denythe
existence of universal claims, as if there are only two choices — particular OR universal —
and that the law of the excluded middle appliesthereby declaringthat eitherone or the

other must true. Ratherthan engaginginsuch a binary, itis enoughto pointoutthat

entails foundationalism... and, in many cases, intuitionism, or the belief that one may access these powers
by way of self-legitimating cognitions.” (RR 194)

8 For example, in describing Peirce’s methodology in his 1903 Harvard lectures on pragmatism, Ochs
characterizes Peirce’s approach as follows: “...Peirce’s method of legitimating the pragmatic method is
itself a problematic variety of pragmatic reading: an attemptto employ pragmatic reading apologetically,
by placing it in the service of a dogmatic argumentation. Peirce fails to acknowledge his dogmatism,
allowing the reader to suppose, instead, that his method is strictly empirical. Peirce’s method is therefore
foundationalist, since its goal is to provide conceptually explicit foundations for a procedure that excludes
such formalism. What | will label ‘Peirce’s pragmatic foundationalism’ is an ad hoc assemblage of
arguments integrated only by his personalinterest in legitimating pragmatism amongthe empiricists.”
(PPLS 130)
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just because a claimis formulated regardinga local and particular situation does not
mean that it cannot have enhanced generality or even possible universality. There are
many possibilities. Itis possiblethata claim may have considerable generality onceits
reasoningis grasped in that many people might consider it to be a valid conclusion; even
so, no given group may actuallyadoptitin any regulative sense. Another possibilityis
that functional generality is achieved where the claim is adopted by another group and
when more and more communities find a claim or form of argumentation useful for
theirown ends. Other possibilitiesexist. Butthe pointisthat the extent of this
generality cannot be measured exceptin the actual event of such adoptionitself.”® To
continue further, itis hypothetically possible that a claim might have universal
extension; however, measuring this extension isimpossible barringknowledge of every
extant community and every extant type of practice to which it mightapply and being
able to gauge the persuasive power of the proposal. As problematicasthisis, a claim
for a known universality would also presuppose knowledge of all possible communities
and practices, and thisis even more humanlyimpossible. Such knowledge is not for
finite creatures, and human beings are finite creatures. This meansthat Ochs leaves

judgmentsregarding universality to God in his pragmatism, even as it is possible to

79 peirce’s definitions of generality and vagueness in his 1905 essay “Issues of Pragmaticism” are helpful
here: “A sign (under which designation | place every kind of thought, and not alone external signs) that is
in any respect objectively indeterminate (i.e., whose object is undetermined by the sign itself) is
objectively general in so far as it extends to the interpreter the privilege of carrying its determination
further... Asign thatis objectively indeterminate is objectively vague in so far as it reserves further
determination to be made in some other conceivable sign, or at least does not appoint the interpreter as
its deputy in this office... anything is generalin so far as the principle of excluded middle does not apply to
it and is vague in so far as the principle of contradiction does not apply toit.” (EP 2:350-1) A community
that chooses to adopt a particular claim or type of argumentation (or any sign) and apply it to its
communal life in specific ways is arrogating to itself the responsibility to further determine the sign and so
fits Peirce’s description of generality.
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measure some type of (modest) generality by inquiringinto the actual extent of specific
claims.2°

For Ochs, one apprehends the generality of pragmaticclaims onlyindirectly; they
cannot be “read off” the surface of any particularclaim. Thisindirectapprehension of
generality takes place by examiningthe various propositions adopted by a community
and their particular practices. These are themselves tokens of the habits of thought and
action that form the basis or the “backbone” of a community’s discourse. Theycannot
be spoken directly nor can they be fully characterized propositionally. Thatis, the habits
of thought and action of a given community give rise to particular propositions, but
these propositions do not themselves simply and comprehensively display their source;
rather, they witnessto it in and through their particular, contextual claims. Ochs

elucidates this dynamic via a discussion of Peirce’s categories of A- and B-reasonings.®!

80 | should note that when Ochs refers to God, he is appealing not to the pragmatic community as a whole
but rather a particular sub-community of pragmatists —the theosemioticians.

81 1t is worth quoting Peirce at length at this point where he elucidates the difference between A-
reasonings (the scholastic logica docens) and B-reasonings (logica utens) from the 1902 manuscript of his
projected book, Minute Logic: “It is foolish, therefore, to study logic unless oneis persuaded that one's
own reasonings are more or less bad. Yet a reasoning is essentially something which one is deliberately
convinced is good. There is a slight appearance of contradiction here, which calls for a little logic to
remove it. The substance of an opinion is not the whole opinion. It has a mode. That is to say, the opinion
has been approved because it has been formed in a certain way, and of opinions formed in that way, we
have the opinion that relatively few are much in error. It is for that reason that we have adopted the
opinion in question. Still, we attach but a limited degree of confidence to it, being of the opinion that out
of a considerable number of opinions formed in the same way, some would probably be grossly
erroneous. In this way, it might happen that you should hold that a large minority of your reasonings were
bad, although you were inclined to adhere to each one singly. This is the general principle. But logicians
are too apt to content themselves with the statement of general principles, and to overlook peculiar
effects which may arise from complications of them. The real situation in this case is too complicated to
be considered to advantage; but we can illustrate the general way in which complexity may modify the
effect of our general principle. Your reasonings are determined by certain general habits of reasoning,
each of which has been, in some sense, approved by you. But you may recognize that your habits of
reasoning are of two distinct kinds, producing two kinds of reasoning which we may call A-reasonings and
B-reasonings. You may think that of the A-reasonings very few are seriously in error, but that none of
them much advance your knowledge of the truth. Of your B-reasonings, you may think that so many of
them as are good are extremely valuable in teaching a great deal. Yet of these B-reasonings you may think
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A-reasonings are beliefs that have the character of habits that a community holds as
“free from doubt so long as they continue to ground the critic’s capacity to doubt and to
propose alternative responses to doubt.”®? These are what | have termed the
“backbone” of the community’s “common-sense” habits of thought and action. The
latter, B-reasonings, are particular articulations of propositions or instances of adopted
practices or responses to a dilemma that arise from the exercise of A-reasoningsina
given situation. B-reasonings are very useful. They are those thingsthatallowoneto
act within the world. In fact, without them, nothingwould get done. But for all their
utility, they are also very likely to be flawed. Giventhe bestinformation available, one
makes a decision and acts, but as is common knowledge, this action may be
inappropriateand, hindsightbeing 20-20, regretted at a later date. Actioninthe world

always carries with it a degree of fallibility, of messiness, and this must always be kept in

that a large majority are worthless, their error being known by their being subsequently found to come in
conflict with A-reasonings. It will be perceived from this description that the B-reasonings are a little more
than guesses. You will then be justified in adhering to those habits of reasoning which produced B-
reasonings, by the reflection that if you do adhere to them, the evil effects of the bad ones will be mainly
eliminated in course of time by opposing A-reasonings, while you will gain the important knowledge
brought by the few B-reasonings that are good; whereas, if you were to discard those habits of reasoning
which produced B-reasonings you would have nothing left but A-reasonings, and these could never afford
you much positive knowledge. This imaginary illustration will serve to show how it might be that you
should, with perfect consistency, hold your existing logica utens to be excessively unsatisfactory, although
you are perfectly justified in adhering to it until you are in possession of a better system. Without knowing
anything of your individual case, my general observation of the manner in which men reason leads me to
believe it most probable that the above illustration about the A-reasonings and the B-reasonings
represents, in a general way, your condition, except that you greatly overrate the value of many of the B-
reasonings, which are really little more than guesses at truth, but are, many of them, regarded by you as
inductions. If this be the case, a study of logic, while making your whole thought more accurate, will
enable you to rate your B-reasonings more accurately, and to substitute for about half of them reasonings
that will not often deceive, while greatly improving the quality of those that will still remain more or less
conjectural. This improvement will, however, be limited to logical reasonings; and of such you perhaps do
not perform a great many. Those acts of the mind which chiefly depend upon instinct will remain
unaffected, except that their true character will be recognized.” (CP 2:189) It is importantto note that
Peirce here treats the distinction between A- and B-reasonings as a type of thought experiment to explain
how a person might correct errant practice or errant statements. In this way, the distinction is atool to
aid thinking and functions as a second-order reflection on inquiry.

82 RR 195.
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mind. On the other hand, A-reasonings per se have littleimmediate relevanceto any
given situation. They cannot be made fully concrete, and any attempt to do so will
resultin the production of a B-reasoning. Thatis, if a particular proposition is clear-and-
distinct and practically useful, itis notan A-reasoning. The virtue of A-reasonings,
however, is that they are, by definition, free from doubt. They make up the world one
sees to the pointthat some claimis “obviously” true or that some action is “clearly”
appropriate. Theyare functionallyindubitable. Theyare those implicit rules by which a
communityis organized and serve to frame the entire world-view of that community.
To summarize, any given claim that might be encountered is by definitiona B-reasoning.
B-reasonings arise from an (or a set of) A-reasoningand are tokens of that reasoning. A-
reasonings, because they are habits, are not amenable to beingencompassed or fully
comprehended by a propositional definition. Iftheyare, they lose theirstatusasA-
reasonings and become B-reasonings. They may, however, be glimpsed in their “fruit”
by hypothesizing backwards from any particular B-reasoningto the A-reasoningthat
gaverise to it.

An implicationof thisinterplay between A-reasonings and B-reasonings comes to
light when communities with different reasonings are compared. It should be clear that
A-reasonings cannot be compared directly between communities the way propositions
can be compared. Beingcommunally dependent and resistant to clear-and-distinct
formulation, they cannot be precisely displayed. Rather, theyaredisplayed indirectly,
via the tokensthat they produce. These tokens (B-reasonings) come in the form of

distinct claims or particular actions. These B-reasonings can then be compared by the
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communityitselfto be judged by that community to conform more or less to the set of
A-reasonings operative withinthat community. Theycan also be compared with other
communities to begin to allow a sense within the other community of the A-reasonings
that are operative in the first community. The form this comparative judgment takesis
that of recognition, where one recognizes certain claims or actions as conformingto
what an exemplar of the community’s values (or A-reasonings) would do or would say
given a similar set of circumstances or concerns. To putitin explicitly pragmaticterms,
thisis to say that habits display themselvesin the types of actions and claims they
authorize inthe subjunctive. Habits are displayed in the would-be or conceivably
predicted response the one who possesses those habits might take. Even more, it is
onlyin these particular claims and actions (B-reasonings) that a sense of the habits
entailed (A-reasonings) might be recognized.®

This discussion of apprehending A-reasonings via B-reasonings indicateshow
generality across communities might be recognized even as it authorizes genealogical
investigationinto the semiotic habits of those communities.?* Genealogical
investigationis necessary because it elucidates the particular set of contexts within

which particular propositionsoractions (B-reasonings) were performed as an expression

83 | hesitate to say “perceived” here because that could suggest a naive theory of perception of the sort
that Ochs criticizes, which | mentioned earlier. Rather, the concept of “recognition” is a powerful one in
that it draws upon both an exterior source to the recognizer (there must be something that is recognized)
as well as a set of prior understanding / representations within the recognizer (she must be formed
according to a particular understanding to be able to recognize at all). This makes recognition a semiotic
phenomenon —that of the apprehension of the similarity of signs —and dependent upon the formation of
a proper set of interpretants that conform to their object via a representamen.

84 “To |locate these deeper habits is to pursue genealogical inquiry. This means to search in literary
histories for evidences of habits of inquiry that could conceivably have engendered yours, then to search
back for what could have engendered those.” (RR 196)
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of the set of habits of thought and action (A-reasonings) of that community. Without
such an elucidation, it would be impossible to know the specific ways in which a given
judgment was reached or how it relates to deeply held, communal beliefs. Inorder for
such a genealogical investigationto be performed, the investigator must take as a given
that signs are triadic, not dyadic, involvingan interpretantand not just a signifierand its
conceptualsignified. The processis as follows. Asign (representamen) of any given
object determinesitsinterpretantin such a way that anotherrepresentamenresults.
This representamen has asits object the prior semiotic process in toto. Thissign then
itself determines aninterpretantand replicates in a similar mannerand soon.®® Tracing
the etiology of this indefinite (though notinfinite) chain of signs can establish various
tendencies that may (or may not) continue to play a role in a community’s present set of
habits. But without such a genealogical approach, anyinquiry restssquarelyin abstract

speculation and says more about the inquirer than about the object of inquiry. For my

85 |In RR, Ochs writes: “A symbol...refers to its object by virtue of some implicit law that causes the symbol
to be interpreted as referring to that object. In other words, a symbol displays its meaning onlyto a
particular interpretant, but it is not fully subject to the interpreter’s attributions. Instead, a symbol
influences the way its interpretant attributes meaning to it. The symboltherefore engages its interpretant
in some practice, or what we may call a tradition of meaning. Transferring agency to the interpreter, the
symbol also grants the interpreter some freedom to transform the way in which that meaning will be
retransmitted. In this way, the symbolis the fundamental agent of pragmatic inquiry. Itis itself the
interpretant of some tradition’s deep-seated rules of practice, of which it serves as an agent. At thesame
time, the freedom it grants to its own interpreter serves as a sign that these rules are also subject to and
possibly in need of change. In sum, signification is the product of a three-part relation among sign, object,
and interpretant.” (RR 191) Peirce’s description of a symbol in his 1904 essay “New Elements” is also
helpful: “A symbol is essentially a purpose, that is to say, is a representation that seeks to make itself
definite, or seeks to produce an interpretant more definite than itself. For its whole signification consists
inits determining an interpretant; so that it is from itsinterpretant that it derives the actuality of its
signification.” (EP 2:323) Genealogical analysis is the tracing backwards the life of an interpretant through
the symbols employed in a community’s traditional discourse. As Peirce said as early as his “Logic of
1873”: “Some thoughts are produced by previous thoughts according to regular laws of association, so
that if the previous thoughts be known, and the rule of association be given, the thought which is
produced may be predicted. This is the elaborative operation of thought, or thinking par excellence.” (CP
7.328) Genealogical investigationis the determining of those laws of association about which Peirce
speaks.
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purposes, | should pointout that this type of inquiry avoids the pitfalls of Cartesian
foundationalism because it locates one’s claims within a particular communal discourse.
In fact, the whole point of analyzing Paul’s scriptural practice or that of the Lutheran
Confessorsisto elucidate the contours of the conversation the community (and
particular members thereof) have been having with the various situations they
encounter. Italso provides warrants from within the relevant hermeneutical circle for
its description of the habits of thought and action regarding the community it seeks to
describe; it avoids the temptationto use foreign or anachronisticterminology. This
means that if one want to understand a contemporary community’s theological habitus,
one mustreturn to the source of that habitus in order to begin to get a sense of why
and how a community acts as it does today. Asa side note, this line of thought
authorizes me to look back to Paul and the Lutheran Confessors productively as sources
for reflection upon contemporary Lutheranism.

This genealogical investigation allows an inquirer to establish a particular
trajectory of thought diachronically throughout the history of a given community.®® It
does so by expandingthe context of a claim from that made “here-and-now” in the
presentto claims made in the past that display similar habits. The factthatanygiven
claim addresses a particular situation in that past that is different than one that occurs

in the presentis no barrier to this investigation. A-reasonings change slowly and leave

86 Any tradition of thought and practice will have multiple trajectories that are empowered by it.
However, these trajectories are not infinite but are rather constrained by the actual historical
development of that particular inherited tradition. This phenomenon can be likened to an upside-down
cone; particular historical events (the inverted vertex of the cone) that are part of a tradition of thought
and practice yield a range of new possibilities that expand as history continues (the curved surface of the
cone). Inthis way, a tradition has a guiding line (the axis of symmetryin my analogy) even as it continues
to multiple possible trajectories of inquiry.
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many echoes within a culture for generations. Rather, a diversity of responses to
particular situations would be expected in that A-reasonings are instantiatedin B-
reasonings differently, accordingto the wisdom of the particular person or people
involved.

This diachronicgenerality across generations established by genealogical
investigationthen serves to establish a synchronicgenerality, in the present, inasmuch
as observing how the community has acted previously allows additional members to be
inculcated into a community’s traditioned discourse in the present. This occurs two
ways. First, members are trained to develop particular habits of thought and action by
casuisticmeans. Particularsituations arise, and the community member observes how
other members deal with that situation either in terms of a particular action that should
be taken or by a particular propositionalresponse that should be given. Observing
these tokens (B-reasonings) of the communal habits (A-reasonings), the one who is
learningthe logic of the communityis able to, step-by-step, adopt the habitual
characteristics of the community itself. Second, insofarasthe communal habitsare
usefulin repairing novel problems, a community member will be drawn to adopt those
habits and will want to continue to use them as longas they remain fruitful. Thereisan
attractiveness to particular worldviews (sets of communal habits of thought and action)
thatelicits desirein othersto adopt them.

One result of engagingin genealogical inquiryisthusto invite a reader to
apprehend a community’s set of habits along with their utility and, implicitly, to ask her

to make an aestheticjudgment as to their desirability. Itis here that the category of the
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beautiful enters, where the beautifulisincarnatein the earthly realities of individual
exemplars of communal practice. However, what is considered beautiful is dependent
upon the habits of perception that exist within particular communities. Inthat sense,
the beautiful may be perceived to have some characteristics that would lead someone
to regard it as an ontological category, but it remains a function of communal habits.?’
Even more so, itis one of the normative sciences for a community such thata

community generally has standards of what is regarded as most beautiful. Foran

87 Regarding the category of the beautiful, David Hart writes: “If indeed Christianity embraces ‘the
aesthetic principle par excellence,’ then abstraction is the thing most contrary and deadening to the truth
it offers. This provides perhaps the best definition of metaphysics, in the opprobrious sense of the word:
aninexorable volition toward the abstract. “Metaphysics,’ so conceived, has no real name for beauty, and
can account for it, if at all, only in terms of a formless ideality that is, aesthetically speaking, the only true
deformity; the privation of form. God'’s glory, though, is neither ethereal nor remote, but is beauty,
quantity, abundance, kabod; it has weight, density, and presence. Moreover, it has been seen in the form
of aslave, revealed in a particular shape whose place in time and space is determinative of every other
truth, every other beauty. Inthe end, that within Christianity which draws persons to itself is a concrete
and particular beauty, because a concrete and particular beauty is its deepest truth.” (David B. Hart, The
Beauty of the Infinite: The Aesthetics of Christian Truth [Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2003] 28.) While Hart speaks here in ontological categories that are problematic in the context
of pragmatism, his description can be re-read as applying to the way beauty functions within the life of a
given community and so becomes a part of their cultural deposit rather than treating it as an ontological
category. Thus re-read pragmatically by placing it within a set of communal habits, Hart’s description of
the role of the beauty plays normatively within the life of a community is quite helpful. Ricoeur makes a
similar foray into a speculative metaphysics when he speaks of the role of the symbol as being rooted in
bios and that which “evokes” or “suggests” meaning. This would be to place interpretation together with
what is being interpreted and reify that union into a single concept, that of Ricoeur’s “symbol.” This
comes out clearly when Ricoeur juxtaposes symbol and allegory: “To interpret is then to penetrate the
disguise [of the allegory] and thereby to render it useless. In other words, allegory has been a modality of
hermeneutics much more than a spontaneous creation of signs [which is the function of symbols]. It
would be be better, therefore, to speak of allegorizing interpretation rather than of allegory. Symbol and
allegory, then, are not on the same footing: symbols precede hermeneutics; allegories are already
hermeneutic. This is so because the symbol presents its meaning transparently in an entirely different
way than by translation. One would say rather that it evokes its meaning or suggests it, in the sense of
the Greek aivitteoBbal (from which the word ‘enigma’ comes). It presents its meaning in the opaque
transparency of an enigma and not by translation. Hence, | oppose the donation of meaning in trans-
parency in symbols to the interpretation by trans-lation of allegories.” (Paul Ricoeur, The Symbolism of
Evil [Boston: Beacon Press, 1967],16.) Ricoeur’s idea of symbol and its direct evocation of particular ideas
correlates well with Hart’s description of what beauty does. Both can be translated into pragmatic terms
by disconnecting Hart’s beauty from its ontological foundations and by decoupling Ricoeur’s self-
interpreting symbol from its basisin bios. Theresult is a description of how beauty and symbols function
for a particular community according the interpretive habits of that community.
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individual ora community, what is regarded as beautiful is that which organizes all life,
influencingwhat a person holds to be of ultimate importance and showing her how she
should actin accordance with this perception of ultimate beauty. Inthe end, it is the
beauty of how a claim or action coheres with an effective, useful and fruitful habitual
way of beingin the world that functions to accomplish habit change.® Thisbeauty, asa
First, is the mechanism by which reparative claims find their telos. As Ochs writes, “only
a habit of action (as a triadicsymbol) serves as interpretant of a habit of action (as
triadicsymbol)... a habitis learned, in other words, through habit-change.”®® Beauty, as
a statement of communal value, is prior. In order to adopt a reparative claim, one must
first perceive the beauty behind the claim. Thisisdone both by description of theideas
involved but, much more importantly and crucially, by tracing the practical implications
of the claim. The beauty of the proposed claimis shown to be greater than that which it
seeks to replace—i.e., the perceiver sees her prior habits as beingless beautiful in
comparison —and this gives warrant for her to modify her previous habits of thought
and action (her A-reasonings). Shedoesso in order to act in accordance with the new
vision engendered by the reparative claim. Thisis the logic of conversion, and such

conversion is part-and-parcel of that at which a reparative claim aims.

8 peirce sees reality itself as being characterized by laws which have the form of habits. In his 1909 essay,
“A Sketch of Logical Critics,” Peirce corrects his view of truth by claiming that habits are, in fact, real: “To
say that athingis Real is merely to say that such predicates as are true of it, or some of them, are true of
it regardless of whatever any actual person or persons might think concerning that truth.
Unconditionality in that single respect constitutes what we call Reality. Consequently, any habit, or
lasting state that consists in the fact that the subject of it would, under certain conditions, behavein a
certain way, is Real, provided this be true whether actual persons think so or not; and it must be admitted
to be a Real Habit, even if those conditions never actually do get fulfilled. In that second part, | call ‘truth’
the predestinate opinion, by which | ought to have meant that which would ultimately prevail if
investigation were carried sufficiently far in that particular direction.” (EP 2:456-7) This is to say that
reality is itself characterized by habits / laws.

8 RR 193.
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Three Tendencies of Reasoning

Ochs’ primary goalin RR is to isolate genealogically a prototype within Western
thought that might account for the “co-presence of potentially dangerous and
reparative tendencies within the same habitus.”*® While there are numerous possible
progenitors, Ochs views Augustine as an exemplar who displays “the dialectic of
reparative and foundationalist / intuitionist modes of inquiry” and whose influence is
“civilization-wide, [in] that Augustineis one of those figuresin whom ‘the diverse rays of
an entire civilizationare captured.””®* Ochs reads Augustine as being influenced by two
sets of communal habits: those acquired from Helleniccivilization and those acquired
from scriptural / Hebraic civilization.?? Itisthe combination of the two that has had
such aninfluence upon Western civilization in that the two militate against each other,
one pushingto a clear-and-distinct, propositional view of the universe (Greek) and the
otherviewing human life as a storied, narratival interaction with the divine (scriptural).
This conflict within Western civilization “tends irremediably to inner dialecticbecause its
two main sources do not blend or marry peacefully unless they are joined not just by

some third but the one third that alone joins them.”® This “one third” is “the Word of

%0 RR 187.

°1 RR 199.

92 Jenson, too, sees a tension between what he terms the Greek “theologians” (philosophers) and the
biblical theologians. For him, this is seen most plainly in the conception of God as being impassible,
unaffected by time (Greek) or as being passionately involved in time, being identified “with” particular
historical events (biblical). Cf. Robert Jenson, Systematic Theology: The Triune God, Vol. 1 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1997):3-74.

93 RR 199. In my readings of Ochs and in my conversations with him, it appears that his idea of a
mediating “third” is part of Ochs own logic of repair. For Ochs, one cannot find the resources to solve a
problem by looking at the terms and histories of the conflict; rather, something from outside the conflict
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God.”®* For Ochs, Augustine’s semioticlogicis capable of mediating between the two
civilizational habits. It does so by giving a placeto that “one third,” the Word of God.
Because of this, it is both the source of considerable repair for Christian thought and is
the source of later philosophical mischief that came to explicit fruition in Cartesian
thought.

As part of his genealogical investigation, Ochs understands three of Augustine’s
works — On Christian Doctrine (OCD), Confessions (Conf)and On the Trinity (DeTrin) — as
each displayingone predominantset of tendencies. Thisis notto say that each work
only has a single set of tendencies but just that one set predominates in each such that
while one predominates, the othertwo are not completely absentinany of them. The
first of these is objectivism which is “a tendency to read certain material or external
signs as indices (or direct indications of the existence) of the real.”*® Thistendency
would treat observations (percepts) as simple “facts,” for example, without recognizing
the role that perceptual judgments playin establishingwhat one considers a “fact.”
Objectivism, as Ochs defines it, has two dialectically related aspects. Thefirstisa
biblical objectivism where the Bible directly describes God’s life on earth such that there
is no mediation of human perception orinterpretation. The second is a logical

objectivism where logical systems directly describe the basiccharacteristics of the real

must be introduced in order to interrupt the status quo and accomplish repair. To look at the problem
itselfis to simply replay past instances of conflict; to solve a problem, different resources are required.
This insight was gained during a semi-private conversation with Ochs over lunch with Rebecca Rine and
Adam Wells during the Fall semester at the University of Virginia, 2007.

94 bid.

95 RR 200.
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such that whatever ontological structure one might create is held to be a clear and
distinct description of how the universe is constituted.
To continue the definitional task, Ochs uses the term “index” in its Peircean

sense as being a sign that...

..show([s] something about things, on account of [its] being physically connected with
them. Such is a guidepost, which points down the road to be taken, or a relative
pronoun, which is placed just after the name of the thing intended or denoted, or a
vocative exclamation, as ‘Hi! there,” which acts upon the nerves of the person addressed
and forces his attention.”®

Peirce’s most common example, however, is that of a weather vane on the top of a roof
showing which direction the wind is blowing. Thisindexicalityis, inturn, predicated
upon Peirce’s phenomenological analysis (which he terms “phaneroscopy”) where he
finds operative in nature the category of Secondness or brute reaction. Secondness,
strictly speaking, is incognizable because onceit is cognized, it loses its character as pure
Secondness and operates accordingto a law of language or reaction (the principal of
Thirdness, which | will get to shortly) and is no longer brute, precissively considered, but
now somethingregardingwhich a judgmentis made. Rather, pure Secondnessis simply
the sense of resistance, of reaction, of interruptionand nothingmore. Anindex, then, is
a sign and so operates accordingto some type of law-like regularity (Thirdness), butits

mode of operation displaysan element of Secondness in that it is physically®’ connected

% EpP 2:5.
97 As Peirce’s examples of pronouns and vocative expressions indicate, “physically” is not being used here
inits normal sense as referring to a material, causal interaction. Rather, the sense of “physically” in
Peircean usage within his semioticsis better captured by John Deely when he harkens back to the Latin
scholastic sense of “physical” when he writes in a long footnote which is worth extended quotation:
“The translation of relation realis as ‘physical relation’ has been the second greatest occasion of
misunderstanding in contemporary discussion of the 1985 edition of Poinsot’s Tractatus de Signis.
““Physical beings” will not do for entia realia’, D.P. Henry states, ‘since theological entities are for
Poinsot non-physical (indeed meta-physical) but nevertheless real’; whence Henry deems this a ‘quite
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to that which it signifies. Objectivismin these terms should therefore be understood as
identifyingsomething existentin the world that is capable of physicallyactingupon
somethingelse.

The nexttendency, internalism, isin dialectical opposition to objectivism. Ochs
definesit as “a tendency to receive certain modes of consciousness asicons (or images)
of being (as the real).”?® Thiswould be, for example, to have a great idea that just
“makes sense” and then regard thatidea asapplyingoutside one’s mind to the real
world. As with objectivism, internalism contains two facets that are themselves
dialectically related. First,thereisa biblical internalismthattreats one’sappropriation
of the Bible as an “icon of the divine presence.” An example of thiswould be to read a
Psalm as being spoken directly to the reader as if God were speakingdirectly to her.

Second, thereis a logical internalism that treats the form of one’s own thought patterns

inappropriate’ translation of a key term, a criticism in which he is joined by Furton and Ashworth,
who also objects on the ground that ‘there are places in which the type of real being picked out may
well include spiritual beings’.
“The objection stems from ignorance of the details of the philosophical vocabulary in Poinsot’s
tradition, to be sure, but it also serves to emphasize the need mentioned above to go beyond literal
appearances in reading the authors of mainstream Latin tradition. In this particular, nonetheless, |
am surprised to learn that it is apparently little known among contemporary renaissance Latin
scholars that, beginning with Aquinas himself, the term ‘physical’ extends equally to material and
spiritual substances, including the esse divinium... Thus Poinsot, in this theological Cursus, speaks of
divine grace as producing a ‘specialem modum praesentiae realis et physicae respect Dei’, flatly
contradicting Henry’s assertion that theological entities for Poinsot are non-physical.
“The division of ens reale into spiritual and material substances, in the Thomistic tradition, is precisely
a division in the order of physical being —the order, that is to say, of being as existing independently
of objectification in finite cognition. ‘Ens physicum’ and ‘ens reale’ alike designate this order of being
throughout its extent, whence the synonymy drawn upon in the 1985 Tractatus de Signis translation
is inaptly singled out by reviewers for criticism...” (Deely, New Beginnings, 100 fn. 70.)

It is this sense of physical denoting a division of real things and real causality extending from the material

to the spiritual sphere that | believe lies behind Peirce’s usage of “physical connection” when describing

the mode of reference proper to an index —its “physical connection” to its referent.

%8 RR 200.
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(the cogito) as imagingthe real. Thiswould be like associatinghow you think with how
the world is.

Like with Ochs’ use of “index,” “icon” here refers to Peirce’s description of a sign
that “convey][s] ideas of the things [it] represent[s] simply by imitatingthem.”®® Itis also
based upon Peirce’s phenomenology, though this time of the phenomenon of Firstness.
Unlike Secondness which is brute reaction, Firstness is pure quality or feeling. It refers

to the sensation itself, and Peirce uses the example of an individual in a dreamy state

who is:

...thinking of nothing but a red color. Not thinking aboutit, either, that is, not asking nor
answering any questions about it, not even saying to himself that it pleases him, but just
contemplating it, as his fancy brings it up... This is about as near as may be to a state of
mind in which something is present, without compulsion [Secondness] and without
reason [Thirdness]; it is called Feeling. Except in a half-waking hour, nobody reallyisina
state of feeling, pure and simple.”1%0

Like with Secondness, once “red” or “blue” become cognized or the subject of any type
of reflection, pure Firstness ceases to exist. But insofarassomethingis experienced as
havinga particular quality, it displaysaspects of Firstness. Internalism, therefore, while
still displayingiconictraitsasa sign (and so an example of Thirdness), displays aspects of
Firstnessthat set it apart from the other types of signs —indices and symbols.
Interestingly, Ochs confines the terms “foundationalism” and “intuitionism” to the
internalisttendency alone where biblical internalism displays foundationalism and
logical internalism intuitionism. Ireturn to this observationbelow.

The third tendencyis a reparative rationality, and it is differentin kind not only

becauseit entails both an objectivist and an internalist moment but becauseitis

% EP2:5.
100 EP 2:4,
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directed outwards, toward the world, in order to achieve beneficial change in the world.
Within a reparative rationality, objectivism has a good goal in that it seeks to identify
indexically where the real might be directly apprehended. Likewise, within a reparative
rationality internalismis helpful in that it attempts toiconically describe what the
character of the real might be. Takingboth these togetheryet going beyond them, a
reparative rationality desires to live out a relationship with the real thatis indexically
identified by the objectivist moment and characterized by the internalist moment. If,
with Peirce, we understand the selfto exist as self within a relationship to othersand
even to one’s own thoughts, then this third tendency answers the question of who the
inquirer might be as displayed in her habits of thought and action.'® Questions of
“where” and “what” are the building blocks of a propositionalanalysis thatis at the
basis of the formation of B-reasonings, and because of this, they are necessary. Thisis
true whether or not the inquirerunderstandsthe resulting propositions as constative
claims (and so situated within a particular communal discourse) or as universal claims
(which are seen as meaningful independent of any communal discourse). The
objectivist tendency serves to identify the subject of the claim (that thingover there /

the subject of the proposition) while the internalist tendency gives its character (looks

101 As he does elsewhere (cf. CP 7.571 on synechism), Peirce describes his conception of the “self” in his
1905 essay “What Pragmatism Is”: “Two things here are all-important to assure oneself of and to
remember. The first is that a person is not absolutely an individual. His thoughts are what he is ‘saying to
himself,’ that is, is saying to that other self that is just coming into life in the flow of time. When one
reasons, it is that critical self that one s trying to persuade; and all thought whatsoever is a sign, and is
mostly of the nature of language. The second thing to remember is that the man's circle of society
(however widely or narrowly this phrase may be understood), is a sort of loosely compacted person, in
some respects of higher rank than the person of an individual organism. It is these two things alone that
render it possible for you — but only in the abstract, and in a Pickwickian sense — to distinguish between
absolute truth and what you do not doubt.” (EP 2:338)
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like this / the predicate of the proposition). Takingthese two together and unitingthem
as subject and predicate resultsin the creation of a particular proposition (B-reasoning).
If this occurs apart from a mediatingthird, neither objectivism norinternalism make
explicit or even visible the universe of discourse that gives their claims meaning; thatis,
they are unsituated, and beingunsituated, it is impossible to get a sense of the A-
reasoningthat gave rise toit. The claim becomes reified and hides its own roots. A
reparative rationality, on the other hand, involves proposition formation but entails a
particular manner of propositionformation. Theinquireris herselfseen as part of the
process, along with her communal habits of thought and action, as is the overarching
presence of God and His relation to the inquirer. Areparative rationalityis “a tendency
to participatein certain semiotic processes as means of redeemingsin and (non-
identically) imitating the actions of God in this world.”*°> The how and why become
importantand not just the what and where. One who displays a reparative rationality
acknowledges that the way she describes the world (the results of her “semiotic
process”) is intimately connected to her own habits of thought and action; they are
extensions of her prior formation thatinvolves not just her own experiences but that of
her community as well. There are no unmediated cognitions here or “Lone Rangers,”
thinkingthat they may have stumbled upon the truth that has been hidden from
everyone else. Even more, at least for the theosemiotician, these habits seekto
prayerfully re-instantiate God’s activity in the present thereby makingthe inquirera

means that God might use to accomplish His purposes. Insum, objectivist and

102 RR 200.
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internalisttendencies describe discrete claims (B-reasonings) and obscure the habits of
thought and action that gave rise to them (A-reasonings); a reparative rationality seeks
to not only describe particular but instantiate by way of performance a particular set of
habits (A-reasonings). Itis this performance of the habits that help to refigure the
discrete claims of objectivism and internalisminto somethingthatis fruitful and life-
giving rather than being merely an explication of purely binary thought. %

Augustine’s reparative rationality, for Ochs, is not monolithicbut has three sub-
forms: confessional, transformative and Trinitarian rationalities. Augustine’s
confessional rationality allows him to recognize his own fallibility, particularly as regards
his objectivismand internalism. It points out his capability to substitute representations
of the real for the real thereby engaging in a sinful objectivism of his own thoughts
(objectivism). Italso points out his capability to view himself as clear icon of the real,
substituting his own internal states for those of the divine (internalism). Thisis partand
parcel of a rationality that regards itself as situated, as not being reflective of God’s own
thoughts by one’s own reason or will but rather as being one who seeks and fails (and
sometimes succeeds) in being used by God to accomplish God’s purposes. Augustine’s

transformative rationality indicates his potential to do two things. First, it demonstrates

his ability to exercise the self-control necessary for habit change. Habitchangeis a

103 “Binarism” is another way to describe a Cartesian habitus. Itis “an errant act of generalizing a binary
distinction beyond its proper domain of meaning and use, or of misrepresenting some things as binaries
when they are not.” (Peter Ochs, “Reflections on Binarism,” Modern Theology 24, no. 3 [2008]: 489) Such
binary or dyadic logics involve conflict: “The criterion is to distinguish between the dyadic logics of
suffering and of oppression and the non-dyadic, or illustratively triadic, logics of care for those who suffer
and of repairing the conditions of suffering and oppression.” (Peter Ochs, “Philosophic Warrants for
Scriptural Reasoning,” in The Promise of Scriptural Reasoning, ed. David Ford and C.C. Pecknold [Malden,
MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2006]: 131.)
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controlled process, and as such, it involves a particular rationality. Second, such habit
change is accomplished by engaging in patterns of thought and action. Because habits
display themselves both in thought and action, it takes both mental and physical
discipline to change one’s habits; habit changeis not a superficial but a holistic process.
Finally, in Ochs’ description, Augustine’s Trinitarian rationality has two movements.
First is his abilityto open himselfto the divine life and partake of his vertical relationship
to his God. The second is his ability to participatein the world dialogically for its
healing, beingin conversation with the world in orderto hearits cry for help and being
formed to be the type of person who can respond toits cry. Key to Augustine’s
reparative rationality is the recognition that no human rationality can ultimately
accomplish the healingsought. Rather, thisis ultimately the burden of God to effect.
Even so, by a process of habitual formationand lookingto inculcate the life of God on
earth, an individual might be more effectively used by God to accomplish God’s
purpose. Thoughtheagencyis God’s, the means for the transformation of the world
are (frequently) human.

Outside of a reparative rationality, Ochs evaluates objectivism and internalism
negatively throughout the essay. Absent such a reparative rationality, they “work as
competing forces; they and their inter-relations become vehicles of sin and error.” %
Alongsideits good and proper reparative rationality, Augustine’s work also displays a

potentiality for the error of Cartesianism. For Ochs, Cartesianismisthe activation of one

potentialityinherentin Augustine’s work where the dialecticbetween the objectivism

104 RR 201.
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and internalism “exhibit[s] intra-civilizational competition between Hellenicand
Scriptural modes of inquiry.”'% Ochs does not state explicitly what the “sin and error”
in such an interplay might be, though he does explicitly claimin RR that the problems of
foundationalism and intuitionism are moments within the internalist pole. The problem
lies with the claim implicitin both moments thatitis possible fora thinkerto escape his
situatedness, hisinherited tradition of practice in orderto alight upon universally valid
truth claims that have no dependency upon any given inherited tradition of practice.
Thisis foundationalism. Further, intuitionismisto act as if a chain of reasoningis
unnecessaryto ground one’s claimsin a particular semiotictradition; rather, itis to treat
some claims as being so obvious that they carry their warrants within themselves. As
such, if they can just simply be clarified appropriately, all people should universally
assentto them. Whilethese are good and helpful descriptions, they are not yet “sin and
error” which are (dire) theological terms acceptable only to a certain subset of
pragmatists. Ochsis not tryingto restrict his claims to such a subset of scriptural
pragmatists butis trying to elucidate a claim regarding foundationalism and intuitionism
more generallyin a way that should be acceptable to all scriptural pragmatists. While
the claimregarding “sin and error” is vague within the bounds of RR, it is possible to
draw upon his work elsewhere to come to a conclusion as to what is meant. In this
connection, | hypothesize that the sin would be a betrayal of one’s finitude, of one’s

inherent situatedness, in an attempt to act like the infinite, to act as if one can see all

105 RR 211.
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things with eyes unclouded by creaturely horizons. Quite simply, thesinand error s
idolatry; theidolis oneself.

Ochs is not explicit regarding the logical errors of objectivismin RR. While he
labelsinternalism both foundationalist and intuitionistifitis not connected to a
reparative rationality, the sameis not true for objectivism. However, | think that this
vagueness, too, can be addressed per hypothesis. Ochs holds biblical objectivismto be
foundationalistas well in that it regards biblical signs as indices that are available for
anyonetoread independently of a tradition of practice. Even more, these become an
objective means for identifying the divine —somethingthatis itself problematicfroma
traditioned standpoint.'°® Inasimilar manner, logical objectivismis intuitionistbecause
it regards a given logical system as so descriptive of the structure and flux of reality that
it needs no further warrant than its own presentation. Logical objectivism, divorced
from a reparative rationality, is taken to simply be a description of “the way the world
works” and, as such, is divorced from any tradition of interpretation of the one who
makes the claim. As with internalism, objectivism of both the biblical and logical variety
are vehicles of “sin and error” when theylack a mediatingthird. Theyare so because
they are idolatrous, deifyingone’s perception of the divine. Thisis differentthan
internalism where the deity becomes one’s representation of oneself.

Interestingly, it does not appear that the unitary phenomenon of which

foundationalism and intuitionism are but moments can explain the four foci that Ochs

106 1t js problematic from, say, a Christian standpoint in that if the authoritative identification of God is as
“Whoever raised Jesus from the dead” (Jenson, Systematic Theology, |:44), the identificationis vacuous if
itis divorced from the Church’s reflection on sacrifice, Trinity, sin, justification, etc.
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describesin his reading of Augustine. It simply does not give enough granularity to be
ableto distinguishinternalism from objectivism and the logical and biblical poles. It
seems that somethingelseis operatingin the background of Ochs’ thoughtin order to
perceive these particular moments within Augustine. This would make sense with much
of Ochs’ thought because he would not claim to be able to “find” or “discover” such
momentsin Augustine independently from his own formation to see them. He would
notview them as “found” objects but rather as aspects of Augustine’s thoughtthat are
presentto the properly formed knower. If he treated them as “found” objects, he
would replay Cartesianismin his own thought, as would | if | treated them as such.
Instead of takingthisapproach, | propose that to employ a genealogical method to
Ochs’ thought as well in order to discover the source of the categories and arrive at a
better understanding of them. | pay particularattentionto his study of Peirce.’®” Asan
heuristichypothesis, | propose that the origin of the four foci can be found in Peircean
categories that Ochs utilizes elsewhere: Ochs’ reading of Peirce’s “rule of pragmaticism”
alongside Peirce’s semiotic.

First, Ochs’ “rule of pragmaticism” describes the dynamic, dialogicinterplay

between diagrammaticand corrective readings.'®® A diagrammaticreadingis analytical

107 While this method is circular, it is not viciously so for at least two reasons. First, Peirce and Ochs
include Augustine among their pragmatic progenitors, so it is to be expected that, if they are correct,
Augustine would utilize forms of argumentation amenable to pragmatic analysis. Second, Ochs proceeds
using the logic of experimentation where the inquirer produces a hypothesis and then tests its adequacy
against the object to be analyzed. In this case, Ochs’ hypothesis is based on pragmatic and semiotic
categories and is tested to see if it is helpful in understanding Augustine.

108 Cf, PPLS 257-8. In some ways, this interplay of diagrammatic and corrective readings is mirrored by
Ricoeur’s discussion of the interplay between erkléren and verstehen: “Then understanding, which is more
directed towards the intentional unity of discourse, and explanation, which is more directed towards the
analytic structure of the text, tend to become the distinct poles of a developed dichotomy. But this
dichotomy does not go so far as to destroy the initial dialectic of the utter’s [sic] and the utterance
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in nature, seekingto display theintricacies of a claimto the interpreter. Inso doing, it
providesthe necessary datatothe interpreterso that she can have an adequate picture
of the relationship between various claimsin order to evaluate them. By way of
example, this chapter to this point has largely been diagrammaticin character, providing
a re-reading of Ochs’ thoughtin order to better apprehend his claims. Conversely, the
corrective pole seeks to recommend methods of repairto any inconsistenciesor errors
that have come to lightin the diagrammaticreading. Thisrequiresan outside source, a
“third” thing, in order to mediate between the inconsistencies and provide the
opportunity for repair. Inthis dissertation, this corresponds to my chapters on Paul and
the Lutheran Confessions where | use them to propose a distinctively Lutheran version
of Ochs’ scriptural pragmatism as diagrammed in this chapter that | will call
proclamatory pragmatism.

The rule of pragmaticism would provide a re-reading of the source in question
wherein the two types of readings (diagrammaticand corrective) mutually definethe
other. In the performance of this mutual redefinition, the ruleis displayed. This dialog
between diagrammaticand corrective poles continues until the pointthatany doubtis
assuaged. Bringingthisruleinto the context of the four foci, we see the following. First,
the logical focus provides the diagrammatic pole of the relation. It does so because to

describe the logic of a practice is to display the “mechanics” of the practice for

meaning.... this dialectic is mediated by more and more intermediary terms, but never canceled. Inthe
same way the polarity between explanation and understanding in reading must not be treated in dualistic
terms, but as a complex and highly mediated dialectic.” (Paul Ricoeur, Interpretation Theory: Discourse
and the Surplus of Meaning [Fort Worth, TX: The Texas Christian University Press, 1976], 74.) A major
distinction, however, is that “understanding” is not to be subsumed into the idea of a “corrective.”
Rather, the pragmatic purpose is not merely understanding but being able to repair or to propose repairs
for problems that arise.
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evaluation. Logicis by its nature diagrammaticin thatit provides the rules of reasoning.
Second, the biblical foci would correspond to the corrective pole. Thisis the case
because biblical interpretation providesthe “third thing” necessary to mediate any
problems orinconsistencies found in the logical / diagrammatic pole. It gives the
resources by which to correct problems eitherin prior biblical reasoning or perhapsin
other areas of life. Thisrule will become very importantin understandinghow Paul
hosts a dialog between Scripture, doctrine and proclamation in subsequent chapters, as
well asin how the Lutheran Confessionsutilize a biblical hermeneutic of Law and Gospel
in confessingthe Christian faith asthe Reformers understood it.

Second, Peirce’s semioticdescribes the way he sees thought operatingaccording
to various types of signs. Itincludes at its most general level three types of signs:icon,
index and symbol.1?® As mentioned earlier, an icon conveys information about
somethingby resemblingthatthingin some way. It embodiesa quality and displays
that quality simply by picturingit in some way such that a sign brings that quality to

III

mindin aninterpreter. Anindex pointsoutits object by way of a “physical” connection
to that object — “physical” in that thereis somethingto the way it refers thatis
inescapablein the act of referring itself. For example, | cannot pointatsomeone (an
index) without having my finger pointingin that person’s direction;if | point elsewhere, |

am no longer pointingat the person, and my finger is no longer anindex of that person’s

location. Lastly, a symbolis a sign thatis interpreted in a certain way because some

109 By the time of his death, Peirce developed a taxonomy comprising dozens of types of signs. See, for
example, the chart included within Sheriff that outlines ten different types of signs, from Rhematic Iconic
Qualisigns to Arguments that involve Symbols and Legisigns. (cf. John K. Sheriff, The Fate of Meaning:
Charles Peirce, Structuralism, and Literature [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989], 74.) However,
he never abandoned these three general species or types of signs as having the most generality.
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habit of thought oraction does so interpret it, and thisis most frequently done by
communal convention.'® Constative claims operate precisely on the basis of such
conventions, anditisthis phenomenonthat makes everydaylanguage possible.

To take these signs and apply them to Ochs’ foci, objectivismis best understood
as an indexical phenomenon. Thisisthe casein thatit makes claims regardingthe direct
connection of some particular representation orsign to the reality it represents. In
terms of scriptural practice, this could refer to either a description of the divinein the
Bible or possibly a posited logical system’s connection to the structure of the real. In
both cases, objectivism functionsindexically in that it makes a claim “pegging” a
representationto thereal. Ina similarmanner, what Ochs labels as internalism should
be understood to beiconic. Thisis the case because the thought patternsthatarise
from its practice are images or pictures that represent qualities of thereal. These
representations of real qualia do notimply any direct or “physical” connection to what
they represent. Rather, they function solely by means of resemblance so thatthey bring
to mind certain qualities of the real. Thereis no necessary direct or “physical”
determinationofthe claim by its object. Symbolsalso playa role in the formation of
propositions. Theyinclude bothindices to establish the subject (this thing here, not that

one) and combine these with predicates thatindicate qualities of the subject (it has this

character). Sucha symbolicmove (in Peirce’s sense) could be taken to referto a

110 For example: “A symbol is defined as a sign which becomes such by virtue of the fact that it is
interpreted as such... A symbol is adapted to fulfill the function of a sign simply by the fact that it does
fulfill it; that is, that it is so understood. It is, therefore, what it is understood to be.” (EP 2:317)
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reparative rationality thatis able to combine subjects with predicatesin such a fashion
as to heal problems as they arise.

If we read the “rule of pragmaticism” as itself beingin a dialogicrelationship
with Peirce’s semiotic, we can account for all four foci of objectivismand internalismin
addition to theirdialectical interrelations. Biblical and logical reasonings serve to
mutually define each other through their dialogicinteraction. This parallelsthe manner
in which corrective and diagrammaticreasonings are dialogically interrelated serving to
mutually define each othervia the rule of pragmaticism. Even more, we find an

) u

interrelation of Peirce’s semiotic with Ochs’ “rule of pragmaticism” in the instance of
the symbol. Thisisthe case because indexical and iconicsigns are also dialogically
related in the creation of a symbolin a proposition. Thismirrors the dialogic
interrelation we find between objectivism and internalism. This suggeststhattherule
of pragmaticism matrixes well with Peirce’s semiotic, describinghow iconicand
indexical signs might be deployed in corrective and diagrammaticreasonings. Theresult
of thisreconstruction is helpful in understanding Ochs’ foci. These foci then become
understood in the following manner. Biblical objectivism should be seen as corrective
and indexical, both providing the resources for solving problems as well as a means to
relate these to the external world. Logical objectivism, onthe other hand, is
diagrammaticand indexical, yielding a description of any given reasoningand showing
how it relates to something outside of itself. Turningtotheinternalist pole, biblical

internalismis corrective and iconic; its virtue is that it forms the interpreter or provides

her the resources to deal with problems as they arise. Finally, logical internalismis
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diagrammaticand iconic, giving analysis of possible, though not yet actual, solutions.
Even more and as was suggested earlier, the biblical and logical poles of both
internalism and objectivism interrelate via the rule of pragmaticism such that they
display their meaningonly whenin dialog with each other. Onthe other hand, the
internalistand objectivist polesinterrelate via the formation of particular propositions
that function symbolicallyin orderto allow the reparative reasonerto provide actual
solutionstoreal problems.

By reaching back into the source of Ochs’ pragmatism, we find the necessary
context to understandthe claims he makes in RR. Itis pragmaticthoughtitselfthat
yields the categories to describe the elemental habits of Cartesianism —i.e., objectivism
andinternalism employed outside a reparative rationality. Most obviously, this means
they share the same pragmaticpedigree and so are partand parcel of pragmatism. This
means thatthey are also open to pragmaticcritique. More interestingly, Ochs speaks of
a positiverole for objectivism and internalism. However, this can occur onlyin the
context of a reparative rationality; but when such a rationality is present, then: “They
aloneinitiate the process of reparative reasoningand then function as the irreplaceable
objects of confession and redemption;” and they can be “transform[ed]...into
tendencies for confessional transformational rationality.”**! Theyare the “elemental
vehicles of what may be called Augustine’s reparative habitus.”**? Itis surely true that
each of the four foci alone cannot achieve theirgoal. Thisremainstrue even if they are

dialectically related. What is mostimportant is that this relation comesvia the

111 RR 200.
112 R 201.
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employment of a reparative rationality, for then: “all of [them] work together to
advance the development of Augustine’s habitus.”**3

To this point, we have some positive yet vague statements of the role that
internalism and objectivism might playin a reparative rationality. Later, however, Ochs
makes the role of objectivism and internalism more concrete, at least within the context
of Augustine’s reparative rationality: “Objectivism remainsin this [particular] reasoning,
buttransformed now into attentiveness to neighborand to God;internalism remains as
well, now transformed into pursuitof askesis in service to neighborand to God.”***
Here we find the positive role of objectivism and internalism. Objectivism allows oneto
hear a cry for help. Internalism provides the resources to conduct self-controlled habit
formation to be prepared to address this call. Thisrelational descriptionofthe role of
objectivismand internalism fits in well with how Ochs earlier describes the competition
between a Cartesian mode of repairinginherited habits and a pragmatically reparative
mode where “[Cartesianism] recommends arguing on behalf of what s true; [pragmatic
repair] recommends seeking antecedent grounds for dialog.”*'®> Areparative rationality
seeks commonality first; a Cartesian approach assumes commonalityand only argues
for the truth of a particularview. Overall, within the context of Ochs’ understanding of
scriptural pragmatism generally, the role of objectivist and internalist reasonings as part

of a reparative rationality is fairly characterized in RR when Ochs says that the agent of

repairemploysthose reasoningsin order to remain in relationship with the suffering

113 RR 202.
114 RR 209.
115 RR 198.
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other by noticing her pain (objectivism), and by the agent beingso formed that she s
open to the activity of the Word as the One who might use her agency to heal that
suffering (internalism).**® However, thisonly occurs when a reparative rationality
predominates; withoutsuch a rationality, the repair is reduced to a competition

between competingtruth claims.

A Logic of Vagueness

So far, | have provided an overview of pragmatic conceptualities and sought to
convey an understanding of the role of objectivism and internalism both within and
outside areparative rationality accordingto Ochs. Objectivismand internalismare

problematicoutsidea reparative rationality due to the foundationalism implicit within

116 This characterization of the positive role for objectivism and internalism can be found elsewhere in
Ochs’ writings where he exhibits a similar understanding of the (indexical & iconic, corrective &
diagrammatic) elements of reparative reasoning. Within the context of scriptural pragmatism generally,
Ochs describes “prophets” as those who: “...were stimulated by their observations of human suffering to
undertake corrective-and-diagrammatic inquiries that terminated in the muser’s dialogues with God. God
was known to them as the One who created the universe, who would repair, or redeem, the sufferingin
it, and who usually ended these dialogues by ordering the musers to tell their communitiesto care for
their sufferers. To provide this care, the communities were often required to change their everyday
practices, to change the ways they repaired everyday practices, to change the methods they used to
evaluate these repairs, and to change the ways they learned about these methods.” (PPLS, 287) Here,
noticing human suffering corresponds to the role of objectivism, and the prior formation necessary to
know God as the creator, repairer and redeemer corresponds to the result of the askesis described by
internalism. The last sentence, in turn, corresponds to RR’s reparative rationality. Similarly, in “The Logic
of Indignity and the Logic of Redemption,” Ochs speaks of a logic that sees the oppressor and hears the
oppressed, where this seeing and hearing results either in a replaying of conflict (Cartesianism) or is itself
either open to or actually participating in a logic of redemption. Inthe latter case, contained within the
logic of hearing is the ability to hear the sufferer’s cry (objectivism) and to be open to the activity of the
God who redeems and does so through human agency (internalism). These are, of course, performed as
moments within a triadic relation of redemption (reparative rationality). Further, Ochs’ 1995 article
“Scriptural Logic” also bears this out when it describes suffering as occurring relative to a rule that
functions as the interpretant of that suffering, leading to a redefinition of the suffering into something
that no longer causes suffering. Here, to hear the suffering is to perceive the rule according to which the
suffering occurs (objectivism) and then to have the capacity to address that suffering (internalism)
resulting in a state where the suffering no longer exists. This is to say that what is found in RR on therole
of internalism and objectivism vis-a-vis a reparative rationality is reflective of Ochs’ concerns more
generally. (cf. Peter Ochs, “Scriptural Logic: Diagrams for a Postcritical Metaphysics,” Modern Theology 11,
no. 1 [January 1995]:65-92.)
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their practice; Cartesianism becomes part and parcel of their exercise when divorced
from a reparative rationality. Theresultisthatengagingin such a methodological
approachisto engage in the sin of idolatry because they reify human constructs as
direct apprehensionsofthe realin the world. Thisis notthe case when they are utilized
with a reparative rationality. Withinthis context, they serve to direct the agent of repair
to prepare herselfto be the vehicle of the God who will redeem the situationas well as
to orient herto the actual instance of the cry for help and hence of the need for repair.
For Ochs, scriptural pragmatists generally (a subset of theosemioticians encompassing
the further sub-communities of, at least, rabbinicJews, Christians and Muslims) would
partially be characterized by their agreement with these presuppositions.

While Ochs hopes that these presuppositions will be acceptable to the general
body of scriptural pragmatists, he also connects another series of claims to these
presuppositions. Theyare connected as corollaries or practical implications of what has
gone beforein accordance with pragmaticlogic. He then takes these corollaries/
practicalimplicationsand locates them within the purview of scriptural pragmatism
generally. We see thisin RR where Ochs proposes a logic of vagueness as a means to
avoid the formation of irremediable dyads, one example of which is the contrast pair
between Augustine’s desire for a single scriptural sense over and againstan

indeterminate number of scriptural senses:

Throughout his reading of Genesis, Augustine displays both a longing to discern the
single intention of the Bible’s author and a more matter-of-fact acknowledgment of the
actual plurality of available readings. Within the terms of Peirce’s logic, these two
options belong to a contrast pair. Theideal of monovalence is also an ideal of
determinate meaning; while the alternative of polysemy is also an alternative of infinite
determinacy. Outside De. trin., Augustine does not appear to articulate a third option.
Peirce calls this ‘indefinite meaning’ or vagueness: the kind of singular meaning that is
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released and displayed only in the intimate relation of the text to its intended reader at
a given time and place. This option serves the longing for the intention: but it is the
reader who must be intended. This option also serves the empirical claim of polysemy,
but there is no contrast pair here, since the many meanings are displayed in many
different space-times rather than competing over one.**’

Here the inquireris confronted by two things:first, a historical concern that arises from
her actual experience; and second, a text to address this concern. One optionisto say
that the text has a single meaningand then have these meanings compete to see which
one wins. Another optionisto juxtapose two different types of truth claims: that the
text has a single meaning(and so that meaning must be determined by contest) vs. the
idea that the text has anindeterminate number of meanings. Thisisstill a situation of
competingtruth claims no different than the first. Ratherthan gettingcaught on the
horns of either opposition (between discrete truth claims or a claim of single vs. infinite
meanings), Ochs proposes that meanings are determined relative to a particular space-
time and need to be discussed in that particular context. Thisisan attemptto move
beyond competing B-reasonings to an apprehensionofan A-reasoningthat might
provide healing. Such apprehension only occurs through doubt. Thisis because doubt
spursone onto inquire more deeplyin orderto gain a view of what may lie behind any
particular reasoningasits source. This happensin dialogicengagement with another
personinthat claims can be made and tested, new scenarios raised and addressed, and
possible implications traced. Once that A-reasoningcan beginto come to light via such
a dialogicengagement with the other, it is productive of multiple possible B-reasonings,
one of which might provide the means for healingthe problem. Whatis most important

to this processin the case of scriptural communitiesis a prior opennessto God’s Word

117 RR 214, fn. 27.
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and a realization that that Word works its way out richly, complexly within the vagaries
of life. Settlingfor a simple, patanswer is to displayan errant rationality; rather, a
reparative rationality will seek to determine what must be said in a given situation to
promote healingthatis faithful to the tradition of practice within which the healingis to
take place.

The logic of vaguenessis a corollary to the understanding of how objectivism and
internalisminterrelate when found within a reparative rationality. Thisiswarranted
because neither objectivism norinternalism —as longas they are nested within a
reparative rationality understood in the manner described above — presuppose any
discrete claim that functions propositionally to constatively establish matters of fact.
Thisis to say that they are relationalterms that function as rules to guide the inquirer to
notice suffering (e.g., descrying a particular question or concern) and to be prepared to
heal it (by havingan imaginationrightly formed to doso). Assuch, objectivismand
internalism presuppose no particular articulation of how that healing might occur but
describe the conditions necessary forit to take place. Thatis, they describe a habitus of
healing(a ruled praxis) and not the character of the healingitself. Thisactual healing
and its particular characteris left in Ochs’ pragmatism for the direct intervention of the
divine through human agencyin reparative claims (and actions). These claims, when
adopted, are creative of new discourses such that the reparative claimis transformed
into a constative one. Thisview of scriptural pragmatism gives rules, and rules are
vague by nature because they need someone to applythemto a given situation. The

form of any particularapplication depends upon the activity of the one who so applies
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it.!*® Justas the Supreme Court is expected to uphold the United States’ Constitution in
making its decision (in light of relevant case law) but that decision is regularly
unpredictable, so,too, do decisionsin scriptural interpretationvary dependingupon
who isinterpretingand the context of the interpretation. However, in the context of
Ochs’ scriptural pragmatism, the primary and ultimate originary agent that applies the
rulesis God, and He does so utilizingthe resources that He created and that He has at
hand. Theseresources are human beings who perceive sufferingand are so formed to
healit in that they expect divine intervention that occurs via engagement with Scripture.
The role of a logic of vagueness is emphasized in Ochs’ appendix to his chapter
on Milbankin his most recent monograph, Another Reformation (AR).}*° Inthe terms
outlined in this paper, Ochs’ critique of John Milbankis, most basically, a claim that
Milbank exhibits a tendency toward utilizing objectivist and internalist methodology
divorced from a reparative rationality. Such atendencyis idolatrousand unworthyofa
Christianinterpreter. Moreover, Ochs sees thatthis need not be so because this
foundationalist (and idolatrous) tendency contradicts a second, stronger tendency that

is also presentin Milbank’s thought:thatis his tendency to place the objectivist and

118 pejrce describes two different types of indeterminacy, generality and vagueness, in the following way
in his 1905 article “Issues of Pragmaticism”: “Perhaps a more scientific pair of definitions would be that
anythingis general in so far as the principle of the excluded middle does not apply to it and is vague in so
far as the principle of contradiction does not apply to it. Thus, although itis true that ‘Any proposition
you please, once you have determined its identity, is either true or false’; yet so long as it remains
indeterminate and so withoutidentity, it need neither be true that any propositionyou please is true, nor
that any proposition you please is false. So likewise, while it is false that ‘A proposition whose identity |
have determined is both true and false,’ yet until it is determinate, it may be true that a proposition is true
and that a proposition is false.” (EP 2:351; emphasis original)

119 peter Ochs, Another Reformation: Postliberal Christianity and the Jews (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic,

2011).
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internalist rationalities withinthe larger context of a reparative rationality.*?° While
Ochs explicitly mentions the role of vagueness in the chapter (and it is there implicitly
throughout), itis most clearlyapprehended in hisappendixwhere he lays out the

assumptionsthat fund hisunderstanding of relativity. ** There, Ochs makes a series of

120 This is the case because Ochs’ critique of Milbank is to read him as a foundationalist. Heis so because
he expands his claims beyond their appropriate hermeneutical circle where they could be evaluated one
way or the other. Objectivism and internalism are both foundationalist moments if divorced from a
reparative rationality, but they give more depth in helping understand both the dynamics of
foundationalism in terms of errant icons and indices as well as presenting a positive vision of how icons
and indices function within a reparative, non-foundationalist rationality. For example, Ochs utilizes the
theory of perception that he employs in RR to make his case against Milbank: “...[for Milbank] we (of a
certain community of believers) know by direct intuition that Christ shares the identity of God and what
constitutes that identity.” (AR 242; emphasis original) Similarly, in describing the character of Milbank’s
claims, Ochs makes clear that he sees Cartesian foundationalism and intuitionism: “But Milbank preserves
thelinguistic code of his Christian realism as if it were non-vague and therefore as if it already defined the
means through which all other codes would be tested. In these terms, he offers no alternative to
supersessionism and no means for pragmatic testing. This is not to say that his claim is necessarily wrong,
only that God alone knows... It need not be supersessionist to claim that Christ alone repairs
contradictions in the Old Testament. Such a claim becomes supersessionist only when this
recommendation is presented as self-legitimatingand, therefore, as true for any reader whatsoever.
Supersessionism finds no warrant in a strict pragmatism, since pragmatic abductions remain vague and do
not permit the kind of a prior clarity-and-certainty Milbank assigns to his narrative of origins.” (AR 244-5)
In the end, while Milbank does make a positive error in that contradictory tendencies are present in his
writing (pragmatic and unpragmatic), Ochs primary critique is negative: Milbank’s failure is that he does
not consistently display a reparative rationality. Unstated, but laying in the background, is the claim that
due to this lack, Milbank falls into the sin of idolatry. This obligates Ochs and others who care for Milbank
(and his students) to come to his (and their) aid.

121 Ochs specifically offers these assumptions as a way to “clarify [his] intentions,” though also asserting
that they cannot “strengthen [his] claims.” (AR 254) They serve the clarificatory purpose well because
they display some conceivable implications his doctrine of vagueness has for theology, thereby achieving
what Peirce calls the “third degree of clarity.” Why they cannot strengthen his claimsis less clear.
Clarification provides interpretants by which to properly understand and, consequently, to evaluate
arguments; providing those interpretants can help to strengthen claims for people who perceive the
interpretants so provided as desirable insofar as they are now better disposed to accept the claims.
Specifically, this appendix is geared toward addressing the concerns raised by a specific group of Christian
theologians (largely graduate students at the University of Virginia) who were concerned that Ochs’
chapter displays a tendency toward relativism that made them uneasy. The purpose of the appendixis, in
part, to allay that fear. But it can only perform this function if it adds something to the argument that did
not exist before. In this case, it is a series of metaphysical claims rooted within a particular universe of
discourse outlining a theological vision of the world in order to clarify his pragmatism for the studentsin
the context of their concern regarding relativism. These claims are reparative in that they lay out what
Ochs hopes his pragmatism does —allows for God’s Word to be both particular and universalin a way that
dissolves the classical philosophical “problem” of the universal and the particular. If this is accomplished,
then the students’ concerns regarding relativism dissolve. By expanding what was largely a philosophical
(or logical) critique of Milbank into the area of theology (or metaphysics), Ochs paints a vision he hopes
will appeal to his audience such that, perceiving its aesthetic appeal, they might be better disposed to
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theological claims that warrant, per hypothesis, the existence of a concept of vagueness
within scriptural pragmatism. For Ochs, theological claims should be understood as
transcendentaldeductions (to use Kant’s terminology) based upon a doctrine of
vagueness. The deductions have validity, but that validity is constrained to the context
of scriptural pragmatism or, even more particularly, the Christianreasoningthat
underwrites scriptural pragmatism more generally. Ochs writes of God making His own
word “pertinent, but only as demonstrated directly by the One who speaksit, not by any
of our middling efforts”; clarity comes in answer to specific questions “in the context

”, u

and space-time of our asking”; “we are not instruments for transportingwhat belongs to
the Absolute beyondthe contexts of our hearing”; “the urge to speakas if we spoke
God’sword —and thus spoke universally —is a sinful urge”; the relativity of our own
words “is measured in relation to the conditionsof our speech, the contexts for testing
it, and so on”; “individual cognition, by itself, [does not] provide a means of deeper
engagement with the divine word... individual cognition offers an instrument for
clarifyingthe meaningand force of that word within the various dimensionsof
creaturely life”; and the presumption “that an individual’s project of thinking may serve

as an appropriate vehicle for transportingthe meaningand force of God’s word from

the context of its offering (such as a Eucharisticcommunion) to another context (such as

accept his brand of pragmatism. Sharing a metaphysical vision that pragmatic logic opens up does indeed
strengthen Ochs’ claims made earlier in the paper in that it asks the reader to test its beauty against the
beauty of what she already holds dear and gives her the capacity to do just that. The metaphysical vision
is offered solely by way of repair —in this case, to repair the students’ concerns regarding relativism. In
this way, what Ochs writes in the appendix s, in fact, a type of argument insofar as it gives by way of
implication the context (understood as the interpretant he conceives his pragmatic logic to authorize)
necessary to understand his earlier claims even thereby allowing them to be perceived so that they might
be evaluated by the reader according to her aesthetic sense, whether they are beautiful or not.
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the behavior of other Christians, or Jews, or Muslimsin other places)” should be
understood as unpragmatic.*??> Ochs’ portrayal of vagueness here limits the becoming-
concrete not only to specific questions asked for specific purposes by specific people.
Even more, it limits claims to the space-time of their asking such that the warrants for
any particular claim do not extend beyond that context. This would leave any claim that
arisesin a given situation of communal conflict that has ultimately been found to be
healingin the realm of the hypothetical in that such claims lack immediate warrants.**
Thisis not to say that such claims might not extend beyond their context but thatany
warrant for such extension must be found anew. Lacking such warrants, it denies the
ability of the resultant claims to extend with prima facie authority beyond that space-
time to other contexts such that they can be recognized beforehand as “appropriate”
mediators of the divine Word. Rather, each new context would demand a replay of the
entire process of scriptural reasoning that led to that claim so that its warrants could be
displayed anew. Thisincludes notonlyany given discrete claim; it also includes the
relevance of those claimsto the people to whom they were revealed. This latter
understandingdoes not deny that people formed with an objectivist / internalist
rationality within the context of a reparative habitus are particularly suited for hearing
what God might be saying through Scripture; their formation makes them ideal
candidates forsuch a repair. Whatitdoes say isthattheir particular cognitions and

claims per se are not regarded as valid representations of the activity of the divine Word

122 AR 254-6.
123 | received clarification regarding Ochs’ views here via a phone interview: Peter Ochs, phone
conversation, May 2014.
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outside the original space-time of their asking unless and until theirmeaningisreplayed
again within the community.*?*

This last point regardingthe hic et nunc character of such reasonings does not
well describe Paul’s own reparative habitus nor that of the Lutheran Confessions, as |
hopeto showin the followingchapters. Rather, both Paul and the Lutheran Confessors
would hold that their considered doctrinal claims would have a prima facie authority
and be recognized as such by later communities within their tradition of thought. The
reason for thisis that the prior statements within the Christian community that have
been adopted as authoritative still speakto the same community; thatis, the earlier
communityis the church, and the later community is also the church. Because of this,
there is a shared universe of discourse. This would be the case, for example, with the
decisions of the ecumenical councils that resulted in creedal statements, such as the
insistence on the claims made by the Niceno-Constantinopolitan creed having continued
validity which includes the warrants for those claims. Forinstance, Paul’s Gospel makes
startlingclaims about the way that God has acted once for allin Christ,and | contend
that heis able to make such claims fit within what is apparently a sinful theory of

perception (“that thereis something there [Christ crucified and resurrected] and that it

124 |mportantly, when Ochs deals with this question in his earlier PPLS, he frames the claim slightly
differently. Thethesis 5.b, he writes regarding how a dialogic interaction of corrective and diagrammatic
readings relate to vagueness: “Peirce’s expositions do not therefore recommend any way of removing
these irremediable vaguenesses through a diagrammatic inquiry like this one [referring to Ochs’ own
inquiry]. The vaguenesses are removed only in determinate readings; a ‘general’ rule of mediation
remains the indefinite object of a series of pragmatic readings. Within its own terms, therefore, this
diagrammatic inquiry must be complemented by a corrective inquiry with respect to which we, who are
gathered by this particular study of Peirce, can dispel its persistent vaguenesses.” (PPLS 258; emphasis
original) Unlikein the appendix to AR’s chapter eight, Ochs here avoids making gnomic claims that
establish clear-and-distinct boundaries regarding the applicability of any particular speaking by God.
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is this [Lord and God]”*?*) without slidinginto the idolatry rightly characterized as
internalism and/or objectivism divorced from a reparative rationality. Similarly, | hold
that the Lutheran Confessions are paradigmaticinstances of Christian proclamation
whose logic should also find a place within scriptural pragmatism more generally. 1do
not thinkthat Ochs would disagree with this endeavor. Asan additionalissue,lam
concerned that such a restriction of claims to particular space-time occurrences itself
goes against a pragmaticlogic of vagueness which recognizes the possible applicability
of propositions or discrete claims in ways hitherto unperceived. Itis possiblethatsuch
claims may take on unexpected force later on and yield not only accurate portrayals of
the world at hand but also of one’s relationshipto God and can function to create new
habits of thought an action in unpredictable ways. Afterall, for Peirce, the import of a
propositionisin whatit conceivably could resultin as longas itisin therealm of real

possibilities. |take thisto be the import of statements like the following:

Pragmaticism makes the ultimate intellectual purport of what you please to consistin
conceived conditional resolutions, or their substance; and therefore, the conditional
propositions, with their hypothetical antecedents, in which such resolutions consist,
being of the ultimate nature of meaning, must be capable of being true, that is, of
expressing whatever there be which is such as the proposition expresses, independently
of being thought to be so in any judgment, or being represented to be so in any other
symbol of any man or men. But that amounts to saying that possibility is sometimes of
a real kind 126

Therefore, while Ochs’ restriction of the result of the warranted speaking of God’s word
to a particular space-time occurrence is indeed a pragmatically valid claim when made

for a particular subset of pragmatists who share the requisite assumptions, there is

125 RR 189.
126 Ep 2:354.
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nothingin pragmatism itself that necessitates such a restriction.*?” In fact, a logic of
vagueness would militate against extending such claims outside of a particular
communityto whom the claims have currency. To place such a restriction on pragmatic

thought, then, would be to stray into the realm of “God only knows”.*?®

127 0chs’ metaphysical vision that he offers reparatively in his appendix can be partially judged according
to norms of scriptural pragmatism which are explicit and demonstrate a greater level of generality and
partially judged according to norms operative within a smaller sub-community of pragmatists which he
makes explicit. With respect to the latter set of claims, they should be taken as constative claims made
according to norms operative in a sub-community of scriptural pragmatists. Ochs does not feel the need
to appeal to norms operative within pragmatism more generally when claiming that God has chosen to
speak only through a here-and-now engagement with Scripture such that human words and efforts are
precluded from carrying God’s Word beyond the space-time of its revelation in warranted fashion,
thereby indicating that the claim should be evaluated within a given sub-community of scriptural
pragmatists. Thatis, the claim that God’s Word may not come through some perduring means that
includes both the claims and their warrants (as opposed to highly contextual instances restricted to
particular space-times) or according to other rules that are not radically tied to the space-time
pronouncement of a contextual Word is unclear within the context of scriptural pragmatism more
generally. Yet by making his assumptions explicit, Ochs does offer criteria by which his appendix may be
evaluated, and those criteria are the ones operative within a subset of scriptural pragmatists. Even so,
while it is understandable that a sub-community of scriptural pragmatists may desire to make such a
restriction, there are other groups of scriptural pragmatists who remain fully pragmatic yet do not
acknowledge this radical space-time restriction of either the claims or their warrants, as | hope to make
clear in the following chapters. It is one thing to claim positively that God speaksin a particular context
answering a particular question and that this speech is valid for that particular space-time; it is another to
claim exclusively that God’s speech is always of this character such that individual cognition or particular
propositional formulations per se simply are not an adequate means for speaking God’s Word in
warranted fashion in different contexts outside of one’s hearing. The first can be tested within the context
of scriptural pragmatism; the second is in the realm of “God only knows” for a community that does not
share the logic operative within a sub-community whose beliefs would warrant such a claim. Ifthereis a
way to conceive scriptural pragmatism such that this exclusive claim is not required (but still allowable,
though lower on the taxonomical scale), then the source of this radical space-time restriction must lie
elsewhere than in a general scriptural pragmatism, making Ochs’ assumptions a type of ultimate
argumentation appropriate to his sub-community of scriptural pragmatists.

128 However, by making the claims in the manner Ochs’ does, he is implicitly making an appeal on their
behalf, recommending them as a useful way of being-in-the-world. This is to say that Ochs’ assumptions
in his appendix can possibly serve to form or modify communal norms via a description of what is
portrayed to be desirable to one so disposed to accept them. Appeals to the beautiful are appeals to
what is most basic in human life as recognized by a given community, what that community finds to be
desired above everything else, and it is on the basis of what is most desirable that reasoning turns.
Arguments find their root in the beautiful because the beautiful, when made symbolic for a community,
provides the necessary interpretant by which to understand and evaluate the aesthetics of an argument.
In Peircean categories, conversion entails a preached Third being initially received as a First by the
convert. Once the imagination is so refigured, the potentialitiesinherent in the First become actualized in
the situations in which the convert finds himself (Secondness) such that the habits of responses that
develop (Thirdness) display themselves in individuals tokens within each given situation. Apprehending
the beautiful is not a matter of evaluating clear-and-distinct reasons; rather, it is a matter of examining
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The final line in Peirce’s quotation cited above (“But that amounts to saying that
possibilityis sometimes of a real kind”) is of great importance for this investigationinto
Paul and the Lutheran Confessions. Peirce here directly connectsthe pragmatic
maxim*?° to the idea of a “real possibility.” By doing so, he places the concept at the
heart of pragmatismitself. Insofarthatsome practical thought oractionis conceivably
possible on the basis of some otherthought oraction, it exists as a real possibility that
could be actualized within a given universe. My claim most broadlyisthatthe
Cartesianismdisplayed by many contemporary theologians carries within itselfa “real
possibility” ofinscribingidolatryinto the heart of the theological enterprise such that
the reasoningdemonstrated can become a vehicle of sinand error. Asa way to repair
this failing, | offer Paul’s and the Lutheran Confessors’ habitus as prime exemplars of
how reparative reasoning functions in ways that avoid this problem. Inasmuch as thisis
true, reflection upon their theological practice as an authoritative source serves to both

provide categories for and to refigure contemporary theology in non-idolatrous ways. It

the potentialities within a particular description to create a more desirable life. A vision of the beautiful
heretofore unperceived is inherently challenging because, like the song of the siren, it asks you to forsake
your previous loves for a new one; in this way, an aesthetic appeal demands a response from the one who
so apprehendsit. Responses to the beautiful include adopting it as a norm, rejecting it, or relocating it as
one aspect of a greater beauty. Butin all cases, it is a matter of establishing, critiquing or otherwise
adjusting ultimate norms for the inquirer and, through her, her community. Ochs makes this appeal by
displaying his assumptions as a way to persuade a community of the non-relativism of his thought, the
effect of which is to adjust (or possibly confirm) existing communal norms if Ochs’ vision is adopted. Itis a
form of ultimate argumentation because it brings these normsinto question by displaying the
assumptionsinherent in his reasoning; it is an argument because, with particular cognitive reasons or
without via an appeal to the beautiful, it may persuade a reader to adopt Ochs’ assumptions as her own.
129 The foregoing portions of the quotation are only a restatement of Peirce’s maxim of pragmatism,
which, though variously described, is quite consistentin its essentials. Stated as a maxim in the
imperative voice, it is: “Consider what effects, which might conceivably have practical bearings, we
conceive the object of our conception to have. Then our conception of those effects is the whole of our
conception of the object.” (EP 2:346) Peirceimmediatelytransposes it intotheindicative moodand
describes it thus: “The entire intellectual import of any symbol consists in the total of all general modes of
rational conduct which, conditionally upon all the possible different circumstances and desires, would
ensue upon the acceptance of the symbol.” (EP 2:346)
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also serves to refigure pragmaticthoughtin that such thoughtis extendedinto new
venues (it may also refigure other philosophical reflection, but thatis | eft to future
reflection). Thatis, being a scriptural pragmatist (and Paul being part of my received
Scripture with the Lutheran Confessions beingauthoritative interpretations of
Scripture), | take Paul’sand the Lutheran Confessions’ actual practice (which also tacitly
includes possible practices) as a prototype of good, non-idolatrous'*® reasoning. As
such, investigatingits contoursis of benefitin pointing new directions of research into

how Pauline, Lutheran Christians should reason.

130 “Good” is of course a loaded term, but here let it function as a placeholder for reasoning appropriate
to the Christian proclamation of Christ. ladd “non-idolatrous” to highlight to what | take to be the true
theological problem with foundationalism —that to be a foundationalist is to engage in idolatry. Whilel
believe that Pauline thought can be misappropriated in an idolatrous fashion in such a way that it has
some claim on Paul’s own Gospel discourse, Pauline discourse —especially that regarding the Gospel —is
not of itself idolatrous but rather a prime example of what |, with Ochs, call “reparative reasoning”.

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



93

Chapter Two: Proclamatory
Pragmatism — Paul’s Virtuous
Scriptural Practice

The role of the first chapter of this dissertation isto lay out some of the
important terms and conceptualities by which scriptural pragmatism operatesand to
illustrate what such a pragmatism takes to be the characteristicor “elemental” habits of
Cartesianthought. The purpose of this second chapter is to provide a re-reading of such
a scripturally-pragmaticapproach by bringingit into direct conversation with the
Apostle Paul and his scriptural reading practice. In short, | will be arguingthatthe
scriptural pragmatism that Ochs bases upon Peirce can be re-described as a detailed
working-out of the logic of Paul’s vision of the Christian life being characterized by faith,
hope and love in the context of readingand applying Scripture to discrete situations. In
my reading, the points of comparison will focus on how Paul displays both internalism
and objectivism, but does so within a reparative rationality. Even asthisapplication of
Paul’s scriptural practice to scriptural pragmatism takes place, Paul’s approach will
provide logical elements that serve to deepen a particular conception of scriptural
pragmatism as described by Ochs via Peirce. Thisis notto claim thatscriptural
pragmatism as described by Ochs is errant;it is to claim that Paul’s focus on the role of
proclamation of Christ extends and adds texture to scriptural pragmatism by describing
a subset of it that s distinctively Christian which may be better called proclamatory

pragmatism. Thisisthe case because, for Paul as | am portraying him, the point of
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studying Scriptureis to proclaim Christ who comes to the hearerin the power of the
Spirit (the language of force or Secondness) to refigure the hearer’s heart and mind
(Firstness) and place her into a new type of relationship with God and the world
(Thirdness).**! This new relationship is characterized by faith, hope, and love, and these
virtues are immediately applicable to how a Christian in the Pauline mold interprets
scripture for a particular situation such that it might become a means that the Spirit
might useto accomplish just thischange. | then,in chapterthree andthe conclusion,
use thisunderstandingto address the problem of competing Lutheran foundationalisms,
anditis that problemthatisthe lens| use tointerpret Paulin this chapter.

This chapter will proceed in six steps in order to develop my model of Pauline
“proclamatory pragmatism.” First, inthe section “Paul as Handyman,” | give additional
warrants*®? for understanding Paul as a reparative reasoner such that it is appropriate to
describe the logic of his scriptural practice by means of Peircean and Ochsian
pragmatism. | also clarify againtheinterpretantluse in reading Paul and re-emphasize
why | investigate him priorto the early Lutheransin chapterthree. Second, | develop
my thesis for this chapterin greater depth in the section entitled “Paul’s Virtuous

Scriptural Practice.” This section serves to set up the discussion forthe remainder of the

131 Such a statement should immediately indicate to the reader that | am engaged in a different enterprise
than that which Wilken describes in the following paragraph: “The modern biblical scholar, however, is
socialized into a way of reading that is self-consciously independent of the long history of Christian
interpretation. Instead of engagingin an ‘argument extended over time,” interpretation has become an
argument among a group of specialists, all of whom have lived within the last 150 years. To be sure, some
scholars, because of where they teach or their personal beliefs, feel responsibility to offer, usually as an
appendage, a kind of homiletical or spiritual application of texts (as in the Interpreter’s Bible), but it is
considered bad form to bring such considerations directly into the scholarly work of interpretation. The
scholar qua scholar is answerable to the community of historical inquiry.” (Robert Louis Wilken,
“Interpreting the Bible as Bible,” Journal of Theological Interpretation 4 no. 1 [2010], 10.) This is not the
type of investigation | am conducting.

132 “pdditional” in that | have already provided some warrants in the introduction.
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chapter. Third, “Paul’s Gospel” provides my understanding of the center of Paul’s
preachingas it relatesto the Lutheran praxis of distinguishing Lawand Gospel. The
understanding developedis then used in chapterthreeto warrantthe early Lutherans’
scriptural practice by suggesting that itis a development of Paul’s prior practice. Fourth,
| take the understanding of Paul’s Gospel from the third section and apply it to discrete
readingtendencies that| seein Paul. Thissectionisintended to give a fuller
understanding not just of how | understand Pauline presuppositions but also how these
work out in concrete fashion when he actually performs his readings. Init, | make a
distinction between “plain-sense;” readings and “plain-sense,” readings en route to
suggesting that Paul repairs problemsin light of his understanding of Christ. This
provides warrantsin chapter three for understandingthe Lutheran praxis of
distinguishing Law and Gospel as also being concerned with achievinga particular
outcome. Fifth, | returnto thevirtuesdiscussed in the second sectionin order to give
an account of how | read Paul as recommendingthem as the means by which his
scripturalinquiry proceeds. |entitleit, “Faith, Hope and Love: Hosting a Telic Dialog,”
because my readingsees Paul as trustingto these virtues under the Spirit’s guidingin
orderto bring together the entirety of his practice in order to solve problemsin light of
the desired end-state described in the Gospel. Finally, the sixth section goesinto detail
regarding particularinstances of Pauline scriptural practice when he speaks of eating
food sacrificed toidols. Thisserves to provide a non-foundationalistreading of Paul and
enables me to test the model of Pauline “proclamatory pragmatism” | develop

throughout the chapter by showingits utility in diagramming Paul’s approach.
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Paul as Handyman: Reparative Logic as Endemic to Paul’s Letters

As | pointoutin theintroduction, | am not attemptingin this chapterto portray
Paul “just as he is” or to somehow characterize his “true” Gospel outside of all contexts.
Rather,| am readingPaul in orderto provide resources for repairingthe problem | see in
contemporary Lutheran theological praxis where the practitioners of two competing
Cartesian foundationalisms appealto him in the “Battle for the Bible” as one of the
progenitors of theirthought thus using him to empower their foundationalist
methodology. Instead of reading Paul in foundationalist fashion, | propose usinghim as
a model of non-foundationalistrepair for Lutherans. | do this by lookingat how Paul has
addressed particular problems and hypothesizing what itis that might make him
address those problemsin the way he does in orderto provide a model for repairing the
set of problems | note within Lutheranismin theintroduction.

On the one hand, those Lutherans who display a skeptical Cartesianism tend to
read Paul as giving voice to particularinternalstates that become expressed in the
teachings he gives. To putitinthe terms to which I now have access from the first

133t is to read Paul according to a biblical and logical internalism divorced from

chapter,
a reparative rationality. Timothy Wengert, one of the architects of the ELCA’s teaching

on the “bound conscience,” remarked on the concept before the denominational

assemblythat adopted “Giftand Trust” in 2009. Init, he appealed to both Paul and

»u

133 For a full discussion of the terms “internalism,” “objectivism,” and “reparative rationality” that follow,
see the discussion in the section of chapter one entitled “Three Tendencies of Reasoning” on 59-75, but
most particularly on 59-65.
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Luther as authorities underwritingthe adoption of the teaching. Afterappealingtothe

practice of Paul (and also of Luther), he closed with these words:

Respect for the bound conscience does not mean that one can simply declare one’s
conscience to be bound to a particular interpretation of Scripture, and then make
everybody else deal with it. Respecting bound conscience is not a form of selfishness or
an excuse to sin. Instead, it means that the very people who hold different, opposing
viewpoints on a particular moral issue based upon their understanding of Scripture,
tradition and reason must recognize the bound conscience of the other, of their
neighbor who disagrees with them, and then work in such ways as not to cause that
other person to reject the faith and fellowship in Word and Sacrament. 134

In the first sentence, Wengert eschews an individualisticview that would empower any
given person to take whatever position they like on an issue and then force everyone
else to conform to that viewpoint. However, the second half of the statement sits
uneasily with this advicein thatit gives free reinto an individual who takes such a
stance in thatit forces others to work around the position. Whileitisadmirable that he
expresses a concern that people notreject the faith over a given issue thatisin
contention, he (alongwith “Gift and Trust”) fails to put forth a rule regardingwhat are
and are not acceptable forms of speech for Pauline Lutherans and rather ends up giving
individuals precisely that which he said that they should not have — the declaration that
“one’s conscience [is] bound to a particularinterpretation of Scripture,” such that
“everybody else [must] deal with it.” In the end, the presentingissue about which one’s
(internal) conscienceis bound is not repaired in any significant fashion; rather, itis
avoided out of a concern for not damagingfaith, even if the position is not helpful and

may actually be damaging. These types of concerns simply do notarisein such an

134 Timothy Wengert, “Remarks Concerning ‘Bound Conscience’,” presented to 2009 Churchwide
Assembly (2009),

http://www.reconcilingworks.org/images/stories/downloads/resources/005 CWA 2009 Wengert Conce
rning Bound Conscience.pdf.

© Scott Yakimow, 2014


http://www.reconcilingworks.org/images/stories/downloads/resources/005_CWA_2009_Wengert_Concerning_Bound_Conscience.pdf
http://www.reconcilingworks.org/images/stories/downloads/resources/005_CWA_2009_Wengert_Concerning_Bound_Conscience.pdf

98

approach orare regarded as beyond one’s ability to solve. |term thisapproach to
understanding Paul regardingissues of conscience “Paul;.”

On the other hand, those Lutherans who display a dogmatic Cartesianism tend to
read Paul as reifying eternal teachings that describe God directly and also attribute
particularteachings as universal rules regardless of context. Usingterms from chapter
one, itis to demonstrate an objectivist rationality outside of a dominant reparative
rationality. Icall thisapproach “Paul,.” Regardingthe so-called “order of creation,”

Albert Collverlll., writes:

Paul describes the natural order of things —how things normally proceed between a
man and woman. According to nature (kata ¢UoL, kata physin), men and women
marry and have children. According to nature (kata ¢Uaov, kata physin), in the sense
that St. Paul understands “authority,” a woman is always under the authority of a man.
Sheis either under the authority of her father or her husband. Once again, Paul treats
the “exceptions,” widows, divorcees, orphans, single women, as such —exceptions —and
not strictly speaking “accordingto the natural order of things” or according to how the
Lord created the world and intended men and women to operate.3°

Unlike the approach regardingthe “bound conscience,” at least in this brief paragraph
there is consistency. Awoman is always under the authority of the man. Thisisto be
attributed to the way that people were created (kata pUaoLv, kata physin). Ratherthan
reading Paul as an authoritative example of how to problem-solve, this approach reifies
particular statements of Paul outside of their contexts and appliesit universally to all
peopleatall times. Thatis, Paul, speaks a universal statement that shouldbe adopted
at all times, everywhere. Regardless of situation, women are always to be undera
man’s authority; if they are not, they are not actingin accordance with Paul’s own

thought. Asshould beclear, | do not see this as beingappropriate to a description of

135 Albert Collver lIl., “According to Nature, Adiaphora, and Ordination,” in Natural Law: A Lutheran
Reappraisal, ed. Robert C. Baker (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 2011), 261.
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what Paul is actually doingin his theological methodology because it objectivizes words
of Scripture inan inappropriate, idolatrous fashion by forgettingthe need to approach
problems contextually. Inreifyingan ontological structure, the doctrine of “the order of
creation” decouples that structure from the biblical narrative and the Lutheran tradition
such thatit is availableforinspection onits own terms. Itis logically separable fromthe
story of creationin thatit, as an ontological structure, hasimplications on its own terms,
demandingobedience to this structure that has lost its intimate connection with the
biblical story. Assuch, it functions asa type of idolinsofar as one gives obedienceto
this structure that has no enduring connection to the story of God as told in Scripture
butis logically separable from that story. Instead of repeatingsuch a re-reading of Paul
(Pauly), I hold that he isinterested in solving very situated problemsaccordingto a rule
that guidesthe mannerin which they should be repaired. | furtherread him as
providing readings of Scripture that depend upon the biblical story for their warrants
and for their coherence; one cannot understand Pauline claims without understanding
theirrelationshipto OT Scripture. Thischapterisintended asan expansion of these
claims.

In this chapter, | am proposinga third type of way to read Paul (I use no subscript
to denoteit) thatis neither skeptical nor dogmatic but rather pragmatic,andin so
doing, | hopeto portraya non-foundationalistlogicthat can mediate between the two
extremes of Cartesianismin contemporary Lutheranism asindicated in Paul; and Pauls,.
Paul is well suited for this not only because the two warring Lutheran sides in the “Battle

for the Bible” claim him as support but also because he is an occasional writer, looking
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to how the church sinsand then becomes the agent of repairfor thatsin. Thisis, in my
reading, how Paulis Scripture —it is in the constant dynamicof repairing the church, re-
orienting herto her Lord precisely in and through the event of the sin itself along with
the event of its repair that Paul’s letters proclaim Christ and so are Scripture.**® In this
understanding, Scripture is that which is given by God to effect repair by pointingto the
One in Whoma all repairis to be found — His Son, Jesus the Christ. The Son became
Incarnate in Jesus to repaira relationship between God and the creatures He created in
His own image, according to His own likeness, that was soiled by sin. This repair
continued in Paul’s own day as evidenced by his need to continually correct and guide
the churchesto whom he was writing. Itis a repeated death and resurrection that
occurs for the churches as they continue to learn what it is to live a life of freedom in
Christthrough the salvation that he brings.

Even more, the procedure of repairthat Paul uses can be read as embodyingthe
logic of the cross. The church, as the body of Christ, pleonastically replaysthe crossin
her sinand error, and it is as the Lord repairs His church through His servants that the
sinand erroris conquered. The event of error paves the way for its own correction:
“there must be factionsamong you in order that those who are genuine among you may
be recognized.” (1 Cor. 11:19) My understanding of Paul would be to regard Paul as the
agent God uses to accomplish that repair. Paul’sletters, then, function as Christian

Scripture precisely in that they are paradigmaticinstances of how the event of sin and

136 | realize that this is a big claim, and | do not here seek to defend this claim except to suggest it as a
possibility, emphasize the importance of Paul’s reparative project, and then leave it to a future
investigation.
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error is repaired via the proclamation of Christ. Thatis, it is thisdynamicand how Christ
is himself proclaimed in and through the event of repairthat make Paul’s letters
Scripture; as the cross and resurrection proclaim salvation in Christ and the character of
God, so too does the continual repair that Christ effects, that the Word effects, in his
church proclaim his salvation and character. Itis the process by which Christ cleanses
his church to present her “to himselfin splendor, withoutspot or wrinkle or any such
thing, that she might be holy and without blemish.” (Eph.5:27) This is notto underwrite
sinand erroras being good in and of themselves as if the event of divisions withinthe
body of Christis somethingto be sought any more than we should seek to re-crucify
Christ. Rather, sinand error become “good” in the same way that that awful Friday
became “Good”; God conquers even here, and in so doing shows us more of whatit
meansto be in relationship to a God who never backs down, a God who passionately
seeks after His children, a God who will be who He will be,*” a God who has committed
Himself to being the Father of His crucified and resurrected Son.**® Itis this dynamic of
problem and repairthat suggests that pragmatism could be useful because it provides
toolsthatare intended to address just such a situation, and it is for this reason that |
choose to use Peirce and Ochs to explicateit.

As I mentioned intheintroduction, placingan analysis of Paul before that of the
early Lutheransis not best pragmatically if, with Peirce, the societal good of precision is

prioritized. Itwould be betterin that case to start with the Lutheransand then work

137 4QIN X NN (Ex. 3:14)
138 Jenson provides an excellent discussion of God’s being as “temporal infinity” that overcomes all
obstacles to Him being Who He will be. See: Jenson, Systematic Theology, 1:207-223.
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backward to Paul. However, taking Goodson’s analysis of William James into account, |
prioritize the pragmaticconcern for publicaccountability as well as ease of
understandingin the ordering of these two chaptersin thatit is more typical of
contemporary academicinvestigations to work from the progenitor of a thought form to
how others have appropriatedthat mode of thinking. James had a pointintryingto
help people “buy-in” to pragmatismin order for it to accomplish its own goals in
repairing publicproblems. Inthisway, | presenta pragmaticreading of Paul where |
read himin light of contemporary Lutheran concerns regardingthe conflict | term (with
others) the “Battle for the Bible,” but | begin with him firstin order to most
understandably clarify his relationship to the early Lutherans by allowingappealsin that

chapter back to Paul as the one who provides warrants for what they do.

Paul’s Virtuous Scriptural Practice

Paul’s scriptural practice can be described as habitus thatis itselfthe outworking
of his faith in Christ, his hope for a continued life in Christ, and his love for his fellow
human beingsin witnessingto the new life that Christ brings. Paul describesthese

virtues, particularly love, as a “more excellent way”*3°

as compared to a mere exercise
of different spiritual giftings.?*® The point of the chapter on love (1 Cor 13) is to show
thatlove, in addition to faith and hope, inform the actual practice of how the spiritual

gifts are to be used. They are not so much discrete gifts themselves as are those

described in chapter 12 (though they do come by way of the Spirit’s work) as they are

139 “Et k@’ UmepBoAfv 686v.” (1 Cor 12:31)
140 Among these, Paul lists: prophecy, miracles, gifts of healing, helping, administering, teaching, and
speaking and interpretation of tongues.
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the necessary dispositions that must be presentto properly prophesy, to properly teach,
to properly help,and soon. In this way, the habitus Paul describesis not merely that of,
say, prophesyingorteachingbutratherdoing soin a particular manner, havingthe
proper capacity to accomplish a particular goal. Inthe terms of the first chapter, thisis
a habitus that recognizesthe need to be properly formed (internalism)to be able to
notice suffering (objectivism)in orderto actually alleviate it (a reparative rationality).
Exercisingfaith, hope and love is not the pointinitself; this would be to abstract virtues
from a particularembodimentin a distinctly un-Pauline fashion in my reading, asif one
could have faith in nothingin particular, could hope for nothing discrete, and could love
generally divorced from any particularity. Rather,the pointisto so preach, to so teach,
to so interpret Scripturein a particular context for a particularaudience that the act
itselfis underwritten by and infused with faith that God’s Word is powerful, with hope
for a life with God in Christ, and all done with love for God and neighbor.

When looking at particularinstances of Pauline interpretation, | perceive discrete
yet interdependent tendenciesto read historically, figurally, doctrinally, practically (in
the sense of a concern for right praxis or morality) and eschatologically. Icall these
“tendencies” of Paul’s scriptural practice or different “ways” he reads Scripture. Even as
these tendencies or ways to read Scripture interpenetrate and inform each other, they
are not performed for their own sake but ratherare done purposively:to witness to
Christ and to form within readers the faith necessary to apprehend Christ. Paul does
not produce a disinterested exegesis of Old Testament Scripture; rather, | claim thatitis

Paul’sunderstanding of the good news (t0 ebayy£Alov) of Christ thatinforms these
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readings at every point. Paul sees Christ as the telos of Scripture,*** and being that
completion / fulfillment, Scripture needs to be related to himin order for it to
accomplishits own purpose. Thisisto say thatrelating Scripture to the Gospel of Christ
is indispensable for my reading of Paul; one has not fully and truly understood Scripture
until Christis proclaimed through it.'*?

Proclamation is where the Word preached accomplishesits reparative goal. Said
more theologically, itis the event of the Spirit working through the Word to accomplish
salvation. Itisa successful instance of sign usage where what is said becomes self-
identical with God’s Word in that moment and at that time in that the sign vehicle (the
particular locution) determines itsinterpretant such that both the idea conveyed by the

d 143

sign as well as therealityindicate areapprehended byit.'** Asl describeit, one

141 Cf. Romans 10:4. While what Paul has in mind is a conception of “Law” that is not coterminous with
Scripture, it is still fair to say that Scripture, for Paul, finds its proper endpoint in Christ.

142 punn emphasizes this point strongly: “...Paul’s gospel, the divine response to the divine indictment,
was centred wholly on Jesus Christ. It was the encounter with Christ on the Damascus road which
revolutionized Paul’s whole faith and life. Christ became the key to understanding God’s purpose for
humankind, and indeed God himself. Christ was the light which expelled his darkness and illuminated the
scriptures. Encountering this Christ turned his whole system of values upside down, and coming to know
Christ became his supreme passion (Phl. 3.10).” (James D.G. Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle
[Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988], 181.)

143 This is another way to refer to Peirce’s conception of the immediate and dynamic(al) object within the
semiotic process. Peirce defines what he means by those terms in a 1909 letter to William James: “As to
the object, that may mean the Object as cognized in the Sign and therefore an Idea, or it may be the
Object as it is regardless of any particular aspect of it, the Object in such relations as unlimited and final
study would show it to be. The former | call the Immediate Object, the latter the Dynamical Object.” (EP
2:495)

144 The concept of truth enters in here as well. Peirce frequently referenced truth in his writings, but his
description thereof in his 1905 “The Basis of Pragmaticism in the Normative Sciences” is particularly
helpful here: “Now thought is of the nature of a sign. In that case, then, if we can find out the right
method of thinking and can follow it out,—the right method of transforming signs,—then truth can be
nothing more nor less than the last result to which the following out of this method would ultimately
carry us. In that case, that to which the representation should conform itself is something in the nature of
a representation or sign,—something noumenal, intelligible, conceivable, and utterly unlike a thing-in-
itself. Truth is the conformity of a representamen to its object,—its object, IT’'S object, mind you... What
the sign virtually has to do in order to indicate its object,—and make it its,—all it has to do is just seize its
interpreters eyes and forcibly turn them upon the object meant; it is what a knock at the door does, or an
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might ultimately respondinindifference to the hearing of the proclamation; one might
be convicted by it; one might hear good news that resultsin faith; or one might be both
convicted and respond in faith to it. But,in my reading, what distinguishes
proclamation fromanormal locution as | describe itaboveis that the hearer actually
comes into an encounter with the proper object of the locution, of the sign vehicle.
They “get” it. The claim made by the locution is successful both in conveyingthe idea of
the sign and thereality that underliesit. So in thisway, the proclamationisa type of
locution but not all locutions are proclamation.**

Thisis important structurally for understanding Paul’s scriptural practice because
it is the proclamation of Christ that serves to bind that practice’s disparate reparative
elements togetherin a mannerthatis similarto early Lutheran practice. For Paul,
Scriptureis interpreted with faith in Christ that the proclamationis meaningful and
powerful,in hopethatitactually occurs, and is performed out of love for God and the
other. In my reading, these virtues, in turn, host a dialog between the tendencies or
ways that Paul reads Scripture and his understanding of the Gospel. The tendencies

serve the diagrammaticpurpose of explicating Scripture’s different senses fora

alarum or other bell, a whistle, a cannon-shot, etc. Itis pure physiological compulsion; nothing else.” (EP
2:380) Proclamation, as here defined, is a compulsive semiotic process that forces its interpreter to
apprehend the object of the sign, either in perceiving judgment or mercy, such that the interpreter’s
encounter with the sign vehicle becomes an encounter with the Word himself. It seems to me that
Marshall’s account of truth in relation to the Triune life of God pushes in this same direction in the closing
paragraph of his monograph when he speaks of participating in the divine life when we hold to what is
true: “For now we may simply observe that when our beliefs are true —as they usually are —we are led by
the Spirit’s grace, though perhaps without yet knowing it, to retrace the pattern of relationships by which
he and the Son are eternally united to the Father in being and love. When we get our epistemic priorities
straight, we become acquainted with the divine persons in the intimacy of their relations to one another
as well as to ourselves. More than that: we begin to take part in the love which is eternally the being and
thelife of the triune God.” (Bruce Marshall, Trinity and Truth [New York: Cambridge University Press,
2000],281-2.)

145 Later | will also speak of participating in the Sacraments also being a type of proclamation.
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particular context, and the Gospel message provides a corrective for those readings. **®
The virtues function to pull the interpreter towards the final goal or telos of
interpretation by directing herto the point of proclamation itself: the encounter with
the Word in the power of the Spirit with the result of experiencingjudgment or mercy in
a mannerthat presages the Lutheran practice of distinguishing Law and Gospel.**’ Each
of the readingtendencies build on the otherand are bound together by the message of
Christ. Yetitis faith, hope and love that serve to elicit the drive within the interpreter
herselfto interpretin the first place; interpretationis performed for the sake of the
proclamation. The proclamation, then, can be seen functioning within the context of
interpretation and as a means to describe the logic of this particular type of inquiry as a

type of final cause, the telos of interpretation.**®

146 | am here referring to what Ochs terms the “rule of pragmaticism” that | described in chapter one.

147 1t should also be said that judgment is the penultimate result of what is hope for; mercy is the ultimate
goal of proclamation, though it comes through judgment.

148 This is not to claim an ontological status for causation or to intimate that it is a fundamental rule of the
universe. Peirce himself spoke out strongly against just such an understanding: “Those who make
causality one of the original uralt elements in the universe or one of the fundamental categories of
thought,—of whom you will find that | am not one,— have one very awkward fact to explain away. Itis
that men’s conceptions of a Cause are in different stages of scientific culture entirely different and
inconsistent.” And again, further on: “But the grand principle of causation which is generally held to be
the most certain of all truths and literally beyond the possibility of doubt, so much that if a scientific man
seeks to limit its truth it is thought pertinent to attack his sincerity and moral character generally, this
principle involves three propositions... [which Peirce finds to be false].” (Charles Peirce, “Causation and
Force,” in Reasoning andthe Logic of Things, Kenneth Laine Ketner, ed [Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1992] 197, 198-9) Rather, it is to observe how Paul’s scriptural logic seeks to accomplish
a goal or end state (life in Christ) and how he performs his reasoning to accomplish that end state; in this
way, the type of “final cause” | envision here is not an existent thing but rather a transcendental
deduction based upon the logic of Paul’s practice. | take this to bein agreement with Peirce’s statement
at the end of the lecture quoted above when he says: “...time is the form under which logic presents itself
to objective intuition.” (lbid., 217) In this connection, logic follows a particular progression of
understanding, and the needed space for this progression is time. Causality, then, is simply part of what it
means to have logical progression, and Paul’s practice involves a logic where an end state draws
interpretation such that “final causality” (or “anisotropic processes, to use T.L. Short’s term) is explicable
within that logic.
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When reading Paul in order to elucidate how the early Lutherans read Scripture,
itisimportantto note that the proclamation seeks to find embodiment through the
dialoghosted by the virtues between the tendencies and the Gospel message. Yetany
particularinstance of this telos within time where actual proclamation occurs does not
extend to all peopleand all times and in all situations for Paul; it is not universal.

Rather, it consistsin addressinga particularaudience at a particulartimein order to
bringthem into an encounter with the Word in the proclamation that formsthemto
thinktheologically, to possess the “mind of Christ.” It is possible that the same locution
may again be proclamationin anothertime andin another place, but whether that will
happenisnotknown in advance of the event of proclamation itself. In this progressive
interchange of scriptural readingand message of Christ geared to performatively impact
the people whom he is addressingvia an exercise of the virtues, Paul exercises his
theology. Itis nottoo much to say that Pauline theology is the habitus within which this
virtuous, contextual, telicdialogtakes place for the sake of proclamation in this
understanding of Paul.

While the best way to argue for this heuristichypothesisisto look at the full
body of Paul’s work, it can also be illustrated by examining Paul’s two mostinfluential
letters — those to the Romans and the Galatians —as a means of shorteningthe
investigationto a reasonablelevel. | will now proceed to investigate each of the terms
of the hypothesis (the role of the virtues, the proclamation, the readingtendencies, and
the Gospel) beginning with his Gospel message and only then developingthe other

terms. | will end this chapter with an example of Paul usingscriptural interpretationto
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solve a particularly thorny problem forthe early church —the interplay of one’s
conscience with eating meat sacrificed to idols, observing holy days, etc. — in order to
show in the context of repairing contemporary Lutheran problems how Paul seeks to

form the mind of Christin his hearers via an instance of proclamation.

Paul’s Gospel

In my reading, Paul’s proclamatory scriptural practice is based upon reading
Scripturein light of the Gospel, and this has many implications for understanding his
particular practice that | have called proclamatory pragmatism as a subset of scriptural
pragmatism. Inorder torepair the problems| see between Lutheran Christians in the
“Battle for the Bible,” it is important to understand Pauline Christianity as first and
foremost about proclaimingthe Good News about a person —the person of Jesus the
Christ who was born, lived, died and was resurrected in accordance with the OT
Scripture. This portraysa Paul who is not so much interested in Scripture for the sake of
Scripture as if believingin the Bible is the object of faith. Rather, heis interested in
Scripturein its rolein witnessingto Jesus. Paulis concerned aboutinculcatingfaithin
this person above all other things; he desires that his hearers might trust a resurrected
Christ as Saviorand Lord who is seated at the right hand of the Father, reigningover
creation. Theobvious corollaryisthat Paulis not interested, in the first place, about
creating faith or trustin a bookas if the book could do something; rather, he assumes
Scripture’s authority for hisaudience in order to proclaim what is most important, Jesus,

who is the Suffering Servant, the Passover Lamb, the root of Jesse, Immanuel. Thisis
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key for understanding a reparative Paul because what is most crucial is that Paul’s
hearers live livesin Christ, and to achieve this goal that comes by the proclamation,
Scripture plays a crucial yet subsidiary role — that of witness.**® Because of this, itis
appropriate to begin first with a treatment of Paul’s Gospel message regarding Jesus
before treating particularinstances his actual exegetical practice as exhibited in his
readingtendencies. Itis not possibleto understand those tendencies outside of Paul’s
attempt atrepairthrough the proclamation which is always centered on the Gospel, the
good news of Jesus for a particular place at a particulartime, especially with a view to
characterizinga Lutheran logic of Law and Gospel.**°

In the context of this dissertation, Paul’s Gospel is best understood alongthe
lines of the logic of vagueness described in chapterone. In one sense, the Gospelis

simply a message, a particular locution, of good news regardingthe life, death and

149 Karl Barth makes much of the category of witness, but his view of Scripture’s witness restricts language
about the relation of Scripture to the Word of God to that of Scripture “becoming” the Word of God only
in given situations. While his approach is quite nuanced, there is definitely the sense that outside of one’s
encounter with the Bible, one should not call it God’s Word: “The Bible, then, becomes God’s Word in this
event, and in the statement the Bible is God’s Word the little word ‘is’ refers to its being in this becoming.
It does not become God’s Word because we accord it faith in the fact that it becomes revelation to us.

But the fact that it becomes revelation to us beyond all our faith, that it is God’s Word even in spite of our
lack of faith, is something we can accept and confess as true to us and for us only in faith, in faith as
opposed to unbelief, in the faith in which we look away from our faith and unbelief to the act of God, but
in faith and not in unbelief, and therefore precisely not in abstraction from the act of God in virtue of
which the Bible must become again and again His Word to us.” (CD1:1:110) My view is that while
Scripture certainly does become actively the Word of God for me or for this group in this time, it at the
same time perdures as God’s Word in a similar way to Paul’s Gospel, which I hope to clarify shortly.

150 The Gospel message itselfis also seen as arising out of OT Scripture as can be seen in Watson’s
emphasis upon Paul’s teaching of “righteousness by faith” being intimately connected with his reading of
Scripture: “No one would dispute that, as a matter of fact, this Pauline terminology [i.e., Paul’s language
of righteousness and faith] has a scriptural background. But what is persistently overlooked is the fact
that it explicitly presents itself as arising out of a quite specific scriptural background, and that the implied
author of Romans therefore speaks here as the interpreter of the prophet and not simply in his own
name. Paul’s doctrine of righteousness by faith is an exercise in scriptural interpretation, and intends
itself to be understood as such.” (Francis Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith [New York: T&T
Clark, 2004],53.)
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resurrection of Jesus the Christ. In thissense, it is a B-reasoning, which | will call
Gospelg. Ina broadersense, Paul’s Gospelis a habit of interpretation (and therefore an
A-reasoning), and | call this Gospela.’>! Gospelaresulted from what he takesto be an
historical encounter with the man Jesus,**? who actually preached, who actually was

crucified®?

and who, miraculously, actually was raised from the dead in accordance with
the Scriptures.*>* Thatis, Paul’s Gospelais understoodto have originated in aninitially
uninterpreted encounter with a historical figure, and it was both what that figure said
and Paul’s understanding of scripture that served as the basis for interpreting what was
initially merely a forceful encounter.’® Inthe terms of chapter one, there was an
element of force (Secondness) as well as being formed to understand that encounter
(Firstness)in order to re-orient his life from beinga persecutor of Christians to
becominga follower of Christ himself (Thirdness).

Paul’s preachingis rooted in this event that was itself powerful such that it

became infused with its own language of power. He emphasizestheindexical element

of proclamation in many locations, such as the following: “...and my discourse and my

151 | will continue to use the term “Gospel” without subscripts as well to reference the entire interplay
between B-reasonings and A-reasonings.

1521 Cor.15:3-11, esp. vs. 8.

153 Cf. Rom. 6; 1 Cor. 1-2; 2 Cor. 13:4.

154 Cf. 1 Cor. 15 where the narrative of OT Scripture, particularly that of Adam, functions to authorize the
claim regarding Christ’s resurrection. Unlike Christ’s crucifixion, the idea of a physical resurrection has
been questioned by some, perhaps most famously by Bultmann. However, | take Paul’s writing in 1 Cor.
15 to be straightforwardly about the necessity of Christ’s actual, physical resurrection in permitting Paul’s
Gospel message and the hope it brings to function in the manner that Paul himself anticipates.

155 | do not want to get bogged down in an interpretation of the relationship of Acts 9 to Gal. 2 and 1 Cor.
15 to determine whether what Acts relates is actually reflected in Paul’s experience. Itisirrelevant to my
point whether or not the historical encounter took place precisely as described in Acts. Rather, what is
relevant is that Paul claims some type of encounter with Jesus, and it was this encounter that changed his
mind regarding Christianity and was that upon which he reflected scripturally in order to understand it.
The details of the encounter, while important in other contexts, do not bear upon this primary claim.
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preachingare notin persuasive words of wisdom butin a demonstration of spiritand
power so that your faith might not be in human wisdom but in the power of God.”**® In
Peircean terms, | diagram this passage as claimingthat proclamationis not merely a
matter of accomplishing habitchange through theintroduction oficons that his hearers
can choose to accept or not (Thirdness and Firstness but no strong element of
Secondness); rather, as with his own experience, Paul sees an element of resistance, of
force, of brute encounterin the proclamation (Secondnessis part and parcel of
proclamation). The proclamation overwhelmsthose to whom it comes (Secondness),
accomplishinga transformation by refiguring their imaginations (Firstness) so that they
might be able to livein Christ and display the mind of Christin their lives (Thirdness).
What Paul is longing for is not that his hearer’s faith be something freely chosen like
picking out a new car at the dealership (“Should | go with ice silver metallicor Venetian
red pearl?”). Itisnot based ona judgmentregarding the desirability of a particular
habit (a Firstand a Third). Rather, the goal of the proclamation ofthe Gospelisthe
actual, overwhelmingintrusion of God in Christ by the power of the Spiritinto the lives
of others that serves to recreate the individual to be able to thinkas Christ does (having
the “mind of Christ) as well as actually being united with Christ and actingout that
relationship in her life (a First, a Second and a Third). Itis to repairandreplace A-
reasonings. Thisisshockingto an individual because A-reasonings, by definition, are
those general understandings that are not doubted by the individual and arerarely

fallible, so a change in them comes as a shock — the shock of a convert. The intended

156 1 Cor. 2:4-5. The Pauline letters are full of a discourse of power, specifically as relative to the Gospel
message. Cf.Rom. 1:4,16,15:3,9; 1 Cor. 1:24,2:4-5,4:19-20,5:4; 2 Cor. 12:9, 13:3-4.
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goal of the proclamationistoinculcate the hearer with a new way of being, a new
creation, which is to say in pragmaticterms, a new set of A-reasonings. These new A-
reasonings engender faith which is simple trustin a living Lord (Christ) who is variously
depicted in particular messages (Gospelg) according to Paul’s understanding of Jesus’
importance (Gospela). Itis mediated by a communityin thatthe proclamationboth
gathered a community to itselfand began in a community.*” In thisway, Paul’s Gospel
as | portray it contains elements of Firstness, Secondness and Thirdness; the element of
force cannot be divorced from his understanding.

Christian realismis necessaryto understandthe forcefulness of Paul’s Gospel
when reading him as engaging in a reparative project. Here, God is understood not only
to be real but as existent in Christ by the power of the Spirit. Ochs distinguishesreality

from existence when he writes regarding Raposa’s theosemiotics:

Peirce’s argument is mathematical-like also in its reference to God’s “reality,” as
opposed to “existence.” As Raposa explains, “God is [the creator of the universes of
existence], but it is inappropriate to reduce the Deity to the category of Secondness, for
Peirce, the realm of brute reaction-events, devoid of generality and thus of
intelligibility.” In different terms, references to God’s existence are specificto some
logic and thus to a finite system of reasoning, while the real is that which it is
“independently of what any mind or finite collection of minds might conceive it to
be‘u158

The first thing to be pointed outis that Paul’s Gospel does not reduce God to the

category of Secondness; rather, it attributes Secondness to God (along with Firstness

157 The Disciples cum Apostles on the day of Pentecost at the coming of the Spirit formed the Christian
Church, and as seen in Peter’s preaching in Acts 2, their understanding was permeated by Scripture and
was part and parcel, then, of a tradition of discourse. This is to point out the non-foundationalist
character of Paul’s Gospel.

158 ppLS, 231. Peirce would mirror this distinction in his “Neglected Argument” (NA) when he writes:
“/Real’ is a word invented in the thirteenth century to signify having Properties, i.e. characters sufficing to
identify their subject, and possessing these whether they be anywise attributed to it by any single man or
group of men, or not... The ‘Actual’ is that which | met with in the past, present, or future.” (EP 2:435)
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and Thirdness) in thatin the proclamation, God is encountered.*® But thisis not to say
that Paul’s Gospel entails a God who is encountered forcefully universally, apart from
any particularreasoningabout Him; rather, God’s Secondness in Paul’s Gospel is rooted
in a finite system of reasoning. Thereasoningisdialogicinterplay of context, Gospel

and Scripture that makes up what | suggest is Paul’s proclamatory scriptural practice. It
is a discourse that originated in the events of Christ’s life, death and resurrection as they
are understood within a particular tradition of reflection on OT Scripture in light of
Christ. The Gospel proclamation maynot be uncoupled fromits OT roots in this
pragmaticreading of Paul because, at heart, it is God proving Himself to be faithful to
His promises made throughoutthe history of Israel and even back to the Garden.*®° Itis
thisasitis operativein the proclamation that both created the Christian community by
eliciting faith from its members and remains operative within it. ¢

Second, the confrontational nature of Paul’s message necessitates Christian

realism, and this confrontational aspectisimportantto a study of Lutheransand Law

and Gospel. Anylanguage of power is also the language of force, of reaction, of brute

159 | say this because to encounter God’s Word is to encounter God. This is a corollary of Christian
Trinitarianism. Cf.John 1.

160 Cf. Dunn’s comment: “The gospel of Christ vindicates the faithfulness of God.” (Dunn, Theology, 166.)
Dunn goes on to discuss the importance of OT Scripture for Paul’s thought: “...Paul’s theological language
was, by and large, the language of scripture. Scripture formed the ‘substructure of his theology.”” (Ibid.,
170.)

161 Note that | am not anticipating that all scriptural pragmatists would agree with this position. Rather, |
do think that it is plausible, valid and has persuasive strength to a sub-community of scriptural
pragmatists —Pauline Christians. | use the terms “plausible,” “valid,” and “strong” in the sense Ochs
describes: “In terms of the pragmatic definitions of truth we supplied earlier, we would say that a specific
reading of therule, ‘the dead are raised,’ is plausible (has truth,) if it respects the plain sense of Scripture
and is valid for some Christian community. This reading is valid (has truth,) if it diagrams a community’s
indubitable beliefs in a way that would correct any problems in plain sense of a given set of scriptural
texts, and, thus, in the communal behaviors appropriate to the plain sense. Itis strong (has truths)ifitin
fact significantly transforms a community’s plain-sense readings and its corresponding behaviors.” (PPLS,
310)
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actuality which is the language of Secondness. Something non-existent cannotexert
force. Withoutsomethingexistent, Paul’s forceful proclamationis simply a conceit, and
hisappeal tothe language of power empty. Ratherthan this, Pauline proclamation
attributes a forceful interaction to the working of the Spirit who proclaimed Jesus the
Son of God in power®? and the Gospel which is itself the power of God for salvation.*®3
The proclamation of the Gospelis that through which the Spirit calls people to believe
through specific means such as preaching'®® or even baptism.*®® The proclamation’s
forcefulness consists notin compellingone against one’s will to believe; it does consist

in a freeing of the will to believe.'®® A will that was willingly directed one way (against

162 cf, Rom 1:4

163 Cf, Rom 1:16

164 Cf. Rom 10

165 Cf, Paul’s discussion of baptism in Rom. 6 as an example of the Spirit operating forcefully in the life of
the believer, uniting her to Christ’s death so that she might also be united with his resurrection.

166 paul’s language of slavery is relevant here, such as in Rom 6. For example, Paul writes: “But thanks be
to God, that you who were once slaves of sin have become obedient from the heart to the standard of
teaching to which you were committed, and, having been set free from sin, have become slaves of
righteousness.” (Rom 6:17-18) The dichotomy is being enslaved to those things whose end is destruction
of one’s humanity being compared with being a “slave” of righteousness, where righteousness in Romans
refers God’s faithfulness to accomplish salvation for humanity. Francis Watson makes a similar argument
regarding the phrase “the righteousness of God”: “The righteousness of God is correlated not with the
power of God but with salvation —that is, with the outcome of God’s action for humankind, which is at
the sametime the rationale of that action. The human correlate of the powerful, self-disclosive divine
action is ‘salvation’, interpreted here as the righteousness that is finally valid before God, which occurs in
and through faith. ‘Salvation for everyone who believes’ is equivalent to ‘righteousness by faith’.” (
Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith, 50) Interestingly, Watson also points out that this
understanding of “the righteousness of God” is not portrayed merely as Paul’s own understanding in
Romans 1:17; rather, Paul is making the claim that this is the meaning of Scripture as found in Hab. 2:4.
Cf. Ibid., 43-52. Campbell’sapproach to the meaning of the “righteousness of God” is also interesting.
For him, the methodological key is that in Christ we have “the definitive disclosure of the Sitkatoolvn
Be0l,” so if we understand him we can understand what is “the content of Stkatoouvn 80 0.” (Douglas A.
Campbell, The Deliverance of God: An Apocalyptic Rereading of Justification in Paul [Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2009], 683.) He then goes on to list seven characteristics of Christ in terms of: 1) Event; 2)
Singular; 3) Saving; 4) Liberating; 5) Life Giving; 6) Eschatological / Resurrecting; and 7) Genitive Flexibility.
(cf. Ibid., 684-88.) This is an attractive approach in that it heavily layers one’s understanding of what
Sikatoouvn Bgol might mean in Paul’s usage. It is also consonant with my view that the primary
emphasis of Paul’s dikatoolvn Beol is upon God’s faithfulness for salvation. To rephraseit briefly in
Campbell’s terms, God’s righteousness is displayed through the singular Christ-event that brings salvation
and liberation from the powers of sin and death breathing new life into those who believe such that they
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God in Paul’svision)is now through the Spirit working in the proclamation willingly
directed another way (toward life in Christ). The forceful conversionis one of the will
from a state of bondage to those things that destroy human life to a state of bondage to
faithfulness to God which is freedomto live in a truly human manner.

Itisimportantto notethattheapplication of brute force in transforming the will
andreplacingone’s A-reasoningsis not the only element operative herein what is
typically called the language of conversion, and in the context of this dissertationa type
of conversionisindeedin view. Itissimplyone momentin a larger, telic process toward
the endpointofthe proclamation—a filial life with God in Christ.*®” This resultsin what
isanirreduciblytriadicor, betteryet, triune message. Paul’s Gospel makes possible a
new relation to the Fatherin and through the Son that is accomplished in the life of the
believer by the power of the Spirit.

By at least the second century, the expression of the good news of the Gospel

came to be known as the “rule of faith.”'® | see this as equivalent to my description of

“now” live a resurrection life of the eschatological “not yet,” and that this righteousness seen through
Christ is both disclosive of who God is and is itself that which God gives through Christ. Dunn also
includes a helpful discussion of Stkatocuvn Bgo0 in his commentary where he, too, emphasizes the
faithfulness of God. (cf. James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary [Dallas:
Word, Incorporated, 1998],40—42.) Finally, Wright has an extended discussion of the righteousness of
God that also takes it as referring to God'’s divine faithfulness to His promises (cf. N.T. Wright, Paul and
the Faithfulness of God [Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2013], 925-965.).

167 Cf. Rom. 8:12-17 and Gal. 4:1-6 for descriptions of this filial relation. Of course, this understanding is
heavily conditioned by the OT description of Israel’s sonship as well.

168 “One of the names used to describe outline statements of Christian belief which circulated in the 2nd -
cent. Church and were designed to make clear the essential contents of the Christian faith, to serve as
guides in the exegesis of Scripture (e.g. Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1.9.4), and to distinguish the orthodox
tradition from traditions to which heretics appealed. Alternative names were the ‘rule of truth’, the ‘law
of faith’ or the ‘norm (kavwv) of truth’. Unlike creeds, which came later, these formularies varied in
wording, though it was claimed that they faithfully reflected NT teaching, and did not differ from one
another in their essential content. This content was held to have descended unchanged from apostolic
times, in contrast to the spurious traditions of the heretics, which were taken to be later developments
and mutually incompatible.” (The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 3" ed., s.v. “Rule of Faith.”)
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Paul’s Gospelinsofarasit involves both Gospelg (particular locutions or B-reasonings)
and also Gospela(the habit that produces the locutions or A-reasoning). Theidea ofthe
“rule of faith” was appealed to asan authority to critique and correct errant expressions
of Christian belief by many early Christians.*®® It eventually became codified in creedal
statements of Christian belief which are propositional claims that are nested within a
particular community’s reflection on the history of the man Jesus in light of Scripture
(Gospelg), even as a more amorphous sensibility that underlay those claims and gave

rise to them endured (Gospel,).1”°

169 Wilken describes the “rule of faith” in the following terms: “Irenaeus’s summary resembles what later
was to become the Apostles’ Creed. In his day there were no creeds as such, but at baptism catechumens
answered a set of questions that took the form of a simple statement of belief, or ‘rule of faith.” ‘Do you
believe in God the Father Almighty?’ ‘Do you believe in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lord?’ ‘Do you
believe in the Holy Spirit?” The rule of faith had a trinitarian structure whose narrative identified God by
the things recorded in the Scriptures, the creation of the world, the inspiration of the prophets, the
coming of Christ in the flesh, and the outpouring of the Holy Spirit. The rule of faith, which, of course, was
drawn from the Bible, reverberated back on the Bible as a key to its interpretation. Yet in practice it stood
apart from the Scriptures as a confession of faith received from tradition and recited at baptism during
theliturgy of Easter. An arc of understanding stretched from what the church practiced to what it read in
the Scriptures.” (Robert Louis Wilken, The Spirit of Early Christian Thought [New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2003], 66.) These creeds functioned as authoritative standards of the faith and served to
distinguish false teaching from the authentic understanding yielded by Scripture. This can be seen, for
example, in Tertullian’s usage of the concept of the “rule of faith”: “It is from these apostolic churches
that all the subsequent churches, one after the other, derived the rule of faith and the seeds of doctrine.
Even to today they continue to derive from the apostles that which is necessary in order that they be
churches.” (Thomas C. Oden and Christopher A. Hall, eds., Mark, Ancient Christian Commentary on
Scripture [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2005], 250.) Here the “rule of faith” is treated as not
only derivable from the original apostolic proclamation (and not necessarily Scripture per se [!]), it is also
of such importance that it is classified amongthose things necessary to be a church. However, others
have seen the “rule of faith” as both norming and arising from Scripture, as Hultgren indicates in his
characterization of the Lutheran dogmatician Gerhard's view on the matter: “Gerhard identifies the rule
of faith both with Scripture in its entirety (because only Scripture can be the true norm) and with the chief
articles drawn from Scripture... The rule of faith which serves to norm the interpretation of Scripture,
itself rises out of Scripture.” (Stephen J. Hultgren, “Holy Scripture and Word of God: Biblical Authority in
the Church,” in Seeking New Directions for Lutheranism: Biblical, Theological, and Churchly Perspectives,
ed. Carl E. Braaten [Delhi, NY: ALPB Books, 2010]: 85.)

170 pelikan links the creation of creeds to Christianity’s earliest history as expressing its most basic logic:
“Creeds and confessions of faith have their origin in a two-fold Christian imperative, to believe and to
confess what one believes. The term creed comes from the first, the term confession of faith from the
second. ‘Since we have the same spirit of faith as he had who wrote, “I believed, and so | spoke,”” the
apostle Paul quotes the words of the psalmist to explain to the Corinthians, ‘we too believe, and so we
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These propositional, creedal statements (Gospelg) are authoritative for many
people within the Christian community, including Lutherans of most stripes, and provide
a normative trajectory to Christian thought by negatively ruling out particular
possibilities withina Christian sensibility.'’* Forexample, to say that the Son is “of one
substance with the Father” (6pooUotovt® Natpi) is to say thata Christian should not
develop a habit of thought or action that would treat the Son as if the Son were not of
one substance with the Father. A corollary of this, of course, is that Christians should
not produce particular locutionsthat would indicate that thisis not true. In this way,
creedal statements function asrules of discourse that describe the boundaries of
Christian thought. Theyalso serve as sources of reflectionin that theyare intended to
be normative readings of Scripture in light of the Gospel message. Because of this, one
who reflects upon the wording of the creeds is also empowered to see things within
Scripture that she would not have been able to see otherwise. In thisway, they serve a

hermeneuticfunction.’?

speak.” (Jaroslav Pelikan, Credo: Historical and Theological Guide to Creeds and Confessions of Faith in
the Christian Tradition, [New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003], 35.) Again: “Believing and confession...
have always been correlatives: a creedlike confession of the resurrection of Christ in the New Testament
is followed by the formula, ‘So we preached and so you believed.” The correlation becomes clear in the
reiterations and permutations of these two terms believe and confess (often in combination with the third
term, teach, to which the next chapter will be devoted) in the language of creeds and confessions
throughout Christian history.” (lbid., 37.)

171 For a treatment that engages more traditional historical-critical concerns and yet is suspicious of those
same concerns that form its subject matter, see: Ephraim Radner and George Sumner, eds., The Rule of
Faith: Scripture, Canon, and Creed in a Critical Age (Harrisburg, PA: Morehouse Publishing, 1998.

172 They perform the role of the discrimen that Kelsey has described as follows: “Discrimen... designates ‘a
configuration of criteria that are in some way organically related to one another as reciprocal
coefficients.”” (David H. Kelsey, Proving Doctrine: The Uses of Scripture in Modern Theology [Harrisburg,
PA: Trinity International Press, 1999], 160.) He then describes competingviews of theology in terms of
having competing discrimen: “In short: at the root of a theological position there is an imaginative act in
which a theologian tries to catch up in a single metaphorical judgment the full complexity of God’s
presence in, through, and over-against the activities comprising the church’s common life and which, in
turn, both provides the discrimen against which the theology criticizes the church’s current forms of
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This rule-based approach to understandingthe function of doctrines (such as
creedal statements) can be seen explicitly in Paul when he urges hisreadersto conform
themselves to a pre-existent creedal “rule” (kavwv). Thisurging comes in the last few
verses of the book of Galatians when Paul is again warning the Galatians against the
“Judaizing” Christians who insist that Christians must be circumcised. Thatis, heis
seeking to repairan understanding within Galatia that had gone wrongdue to the
activities of what he regarded asinterlopers. Writingin hisown hand, Paul says that
such people wantto boastin the flesh of those they circumcise rather thanin the cross
of Christ and then cites what is likely a pre-existent creedal formulation: “For neither
circumcision nor uncircumcision is anythingbut rather a new creation.”*’® Takingthis
short, creed-like proposition as a given, he then writes: “and as many as will conform
[otoéw] to this rule [kavwv], peace be upon them and mercy, and upon the Israel of
God.”'"* Paul typically uses otowéw to signify what it means to not merely mechanically
observe a set of regulations such asthose of the law but ratherto fully shape and mold
one’sown manner of being accordingto a standard. Forexample, in Gal.5:25, he

speaks of those who live by the Spirit also being “conformed” (otolxéw) to the Spirit; in

speech and life, and determines the peculiar ‘shape’ of the ‘position.’” (lbid., 163.) If you translate the
idea of “discrimen” into that of “logic” in a Peircean, pragmatic sense, then this dissertation is trying to
explicate the discrimen that enlivens Pauline and Lutheran discourse.

173 “o{)te y&p mepiropn ti éotiv olite dkpoPBuotia dANG Kawvr kTiotg.” (Gal. 6:15) Among others,
Longnecker agrees that this is likely a pre-existent creedal formulation, “Verse 15 has every appearance of
being a traditional maxim that Paul here uses for his own purposes, much as he used early Christian
confessional material (either directly or by way of summation) at 1:4;3:1, 13, 26, 27-28; 4:4-5; 5:5-6, and
as he used the moral maxims of his day at 6:3, 5, 7, 9 (cf. Comment on those verses).” (Richard N.
Longenecker, Galatians, vol. 41, Word Biblical Commentary [Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998], 295.) For
additional creed-like statements or fragments of creeds throughout the New Testament, see also J.N.D.
Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, 3" edition, (Harlow, Essex: Longman, 1972), 13-23.

178 “vai ool TG KAVOVL TOUTW OTOoLXAooUOLY, eipfvn & altol¢ Kal EAeog kol émtl tov lopafi tol B0l.”
(Gal.6:16)
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Rom. 4:12, he contrasts those who are “merely” circumcised with those who also are
“conformed” to or “walk in [oTol(éw)]the footsteps of the faith of Abraham while he
was uncircumcised;” in Phil. 3:16, when speaking of a mature Christian, he writes that
those who have attained maturity should be “conformed” (otoéw) to it. So when Paul
writes of a rule (kavwv) to which one is conformed (otoéw), he has in mind thatrule
functioning preciselyas a rule or a guide for one’s entire behavior, for the habits of
thoughtand action that have been developedin that person such that she thinksand
actsin a way thatis in agreement with a rule. Thisisan explicit statementin Paul where
he treats creed-like, doctrinal formulations as rules of discourse, and in doingso, he
provides a meansto read him as a progenitor of Lutheran thought.

Paul’s Gospel'”® isillustrated in two short, creed-like expressions of the rule of
faith found in Romans (Gospelg pointingto Gospela).}”® In describing “the word of faith
which we proclaim” (to pfipa thig miotewg 0 knpuooouev [Rom 10:8]), Paul writes: “...if
you confess with your mouth ‘Jesusis Lord’ and believe in your heart that God raised
him from the dead, you will be saved” (¢av opoAoynongév T® oTopaTi cou KUPLOV
Incolv kal motevong év tfj kapdia cou 0TLO BedC alTOV fyelpev €K vekplv, cwbnon

177

[Rom 10:9]). Thisis a pleonasticrepetition™’’ of a statement describingthe object of

175 It is important to keep the distinction between Gospelg and Gospelain mind here. Gospelgis a
particular, propositional locution that arises from a habit of thought and action, Gospel s, in the same way
that A-reasonings give rise to B-reasonings.

176 Dunn lists multiple types of creed-like formulae in Paul: “(1) Resurrection formulae- ‘God raised him
from the dead.” (2) ‘Died for’ formulae —‘Christ died for us.” (3) ‘Handed over (paradidémi)’ formulae —
‘he was handed (or handed himself) over (for our sins).” (4) Combined formulae —‘Christ died and was
raised.” (5) Confessional formulae —‘Jesus is Lord.”” (Dunn, Theology, 175.)

177 pleonasm is one of the greatest virtues that Milbank finds via Lowth within the Hebrew language and
its poetry as that which frees it from the original violence of language. In fact, “it is this very poetic
dominance which ensures a certain ontological faithfulness.” (John Milbank, “Pleonasm, Speech and
Writing,” in The Word Made Strange: Theology, Language, Culture [Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers,
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Christian beliefthat Paul explicated earlierin Romans 4 where Paul describes the ones
who will be considered righteous like Abraham as “those who believe in the resurrection
of Jesus our Lord from the dead” (toig miotebouaoty €mi TOV éyeipavta Incolv Tov KUpLOV
AUV €k vekp@v [Rom 4:24]).

These statements combine aniconic sign of a character or quality in their
predicate with a subject marked by an index. The character is given by theiconic
predicates:“  isLord”or“___ [is]ourlord.” The subject marked by theindexis:
“Jesus” or “the one who was raised from the dead.”*”® Onits face, this would appearto
be problematicregardingthe theory of perception that was discussed in chapter one.
There we find that Ochs criticizes a theory of perception that would make percepts self-
validating, asif one could perceive somethingto be there and to say that it is this (or has
this quality). The problem with such a theoryis thatitis foundationalistin thatit blurs
the distinction between percepts and perceptual judgments.'’® Perceptualjudgments
are always grounded in a universe of discourse while percepts are mere uncognized
sensations. Saidin the terms of Peirce’s phenomenology, perceptual judgmentsinvolve
cognition and so are Thirds (which involve Firsts and Seconds, of course), while percepts
are only Firsts and Seconds.

If Ochs is right that this theory of perception displays foundationalism, then it

certainly seems to be the case that Paul’s creed-like statements are themselves

1997], 66.) Pleonasm, as part of poetry, enables one to speak truthfully and non-violently about the
world for Milbank.

178 Jenson takes the obverse of this identification of Jesus as a way to identify God: “God is whoever raised
Jesus from the dead, having before raised Israel from Egypt.” (Jenson, Systematic Theology, 1:63)

179 percepts are those things that are immediately given to the senses but contain no descriptionsin
themselves. Perceptual judgments are interpretations that one places upon the percept and so depend
upon the prior formation of the perceiver.
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foundationalistin that they take the form that “something there [i.e., that guy raised
from the dead] and that it is this (or has this quality) [i.e., Lord or possessing
Lordship].”*®° Does this mean that Paul’s claimis “self-referring and self-legitimating,”
independent of a finite system of reasoning, such that Paul himself expressesa
foundationalistintuitionism? Must Christianity align itself with Cartesianismasthe
legitimate heirto and fuller expression of Pauline reasoningifit seeks to be faithful to
its own Scripture? If so, then the two sides of the foundationalist Lutheran debate and
their readings of Paul (Paul; and Paul,) would be warranted.

However, | answer “no” to both of these questions. Paul’s creed-like statement
such as the claim that “Jesus is Lord” with its variants are thoroughly groundedina
finite system of reasoning — that of Scripture understood in light of Christ. Even inthe
pericope where the creed-like statement “Jesus is Lord” is found, Paul appealsto
Scripture to make it comprehensible. He writes: “For the Scripture says, ‘All who believe

2

in him will not be putto shame’” (AéyeL yap n ypadn: mag 6 motevwy €’ alT® ov
katatoxuvOrioetatl [Rom 10:11]).*8" Paul does not see these statements regarding Christ
as beinganything otherthan the properreading of Scripture. Francis Watson states this
forcefully when he writes regarding Paul’s interpretation of Habakkuk 2:4 in Rom 1:16-

17:

But what is persistently overlooked is the fact that [Paul’s language] explicitly presents
itself as arising out of a quite specific scriptural background, and that the implied author
of Romans therefore speaks here as the interpreter of the prophet and not simply in his

180 Cf,RR 189.
181 It should be noted that Paul’s quotation of Isaiah 28:16 here is a slight modification of what is found in
the LXX which reads: “0 miotebwv &’ aut® oU Wr) Kataloxuveor.”
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own name. Paul’s doctrine of righteousness by faith is an exercise in scriptural
interpretation, and intends itself to be understood as such.8?

| believe thisto be a consistent theme throughout Romans and many locations
elsewherein Paul.’®® He is not presenting his claims as universally-known observations
thatare availableto anyone. Rather, theyareinterpretations groundedin Scripture and
performed by reading OT Scripturein light of Christ. Theyare thoroughly grounded in
an inherited tradition of practice for Paul and inseparable from that tradition.

To sum up this section, Paul’s Gospel in the context of an analysis of the
Lutheran logic of Law and Gospel should be understood as a vague habit of thought and
action grounded in hisapprehension of Christin light of Scripture that is functionally

indubitable (Gospela). Assuch, it produces particular locutions (Gospelsg) that are of

182 \Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith, 53.

183 Even more, Rom. 1:16-17 should be understood as being programmatic for the entirety of Romans but
particularly 1:18-4:25, as Lincoln writes by way of rhetorical analysis: “In terms of the rhetorical structure
of the argument (following Robert Jewett), the propositio has already been stated in 1:16, 17 and what
follows is the probatio, of which 1:18-4:25 constitutes the initial confirmatio.” (Andrew T. Lincoln, “From
Wrath to Justification: Tradition, Gospel, and Audience in the Theology of Romans 1:18-4:25,” in Pauline
Theology, Vol. lll, Romans, ed. David M. Hay and E. Elizabeth Johnson [Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2002]: 130.) Dunn also sees the entirety of Romans as displaying a type of theological
coherence centered around the claims of 1:17-18: “In terms of the document’s coherence as between
framework and body, however, the most important feature is the way in which the body of the letter
(1:16-15:30) has been neatly sandwiched between two statements of Paul’s future plans which are
strikingly parallel... The second statement, however, is markedly fuller and more explicit, particularly
about Paul’s purpose in coming to Rome. The most obvious deduction to draw from this is that Paul
thought it necessary to elaborate his understanding of the gospel at length before he made his specific
requests to the Roman Christians, on the assumption that they needed to have this fuller insight before
they could be expected to give him the support he sought. This deduction seems to gain strength from
the care with which Paul has meshed introduction and perorationinto the body of the letter: 1:16-17
serves both as the climax to what has preceded and as the thematic statement for what follows... with the
overarching Christology already carefully embedded in the introduction (1:2-6); and 15:14-15is a polite
way of saying that the whole of the preceding treatise was an expression of Paul’s grace as apostle, that
is, an example of the charism to strengthen faith and of the gospel he had been given to preach (1:11, 15),
with which he would hope to repay their support for his future missionary work (cf. 1:12 with 15:24, 27 -
29).” (James D. G. Dunn, “The Formal and Theological Coherence of Romans,” in The Romans Debate,
revised and expanded edition, ed. Karl P. Donfried [Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1991], 245-50.)
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great practical use in creating faith and developing the “mind of Christ”*®* within
individualsinsofar as they point people to Christ. This occurs when the Gospel message
achievesits goal in the event of proclamation where the sign so determines its
interpretant thatitsimmediate and dynamicobjects are apprehended as the sign
intended. Thatis, when the hearer both understands the message conveyed by the
Gospel and comes into a forceful encounter with the one to whom the message points —
Christ — by the power of the Spirit. Some of these locutions have creed-like properties

in that they serve to norm a Christian’s theological habitus as negative rules of discourse

and through that, the particular locutions a Christian might say.

The Gospel and Paul’s Scriptural Reading Tendencies

Having described Paul’s Gospel and its function in the previous section in the
context of repairingthe Lutheran “Battle for the Bible,” this section will concentrate on
particularinstances of Pauline tendenciesin scriptural interpretation. It pays particular
attention to hisappropriation of the Abraham story which is found in both Romans and
Galatiansand how he tends to read historically, figurally, doctrinally, practically and
eschatologically therein. Each ofthese readingtendencies, with the exception of Paul’s
historical tendency which hasless dependency upon the Gospel message than the

others,'® depends upon a prior apprehension of the Gospel message making that

184 This is itself a set of A-reasonings.

185 This is not to say that the Gospel message does not help to understand what is present in the text.
Rather, it is to say that Paul’s historical reading tendency tends to stick more closely to a “plain sense”
reading of the passages in question than his other reading tendencies which themselves respect the “plain
sense” but provide a deeper interpretation of it that will appeal to a more restricted circle of readers.
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message logically prior even as in the event of Paul’s actual apprehension of that
message, he had to be so formed by his forceful encounter with Christin light of his
knowledge of Scripture that he could make sense of the Gospel in thefirst place. Inany
case, one cannot understand Paul’s readingtendencies withoutfirst understanding the
role of the Gospel message in guidingthese tendencies even as the readings themselves
proclaimthe Gospel.

One goal of this sectionis to clarify what it meansfor Paulto readin light of the
Gospel by way of example; to this end, the two pericopesin question, Rom. 4 and Gal. 3,
will be helpful. Both passages are concerned with the question of how one becomes
righteous such that she can properly apprehend the nature of Jesus’ lordship and livea
life in Christin a filial relationshipto God, and in both passages he bringsin an intertext
to make his pointin midrashicfashion. Theintertext he usesis Hab. 2:4 which reads: “0
8¢ Sikawog ék miotewg oetal” (“the righteous one will live by faith”*%%). In Galatians,
which is earlier than Romans and his first recorded interpretation of the Habakkuk
passage, Paul uses this directly as a part of his reading of Abraham’s faith demonstrated
in Gen. 15 (and 12); it is not the primarylocus of interpretation. In hislaterand more
mature letter to the Romans, Paul places the Habakkuk text at the beginning of his letter
and uses programmatically throughout at least the first four chapters of the letter with

echoes of the text throughout.’®’ Paul then uses the reading from Habakkuk 2 and

186 There is an interesting textual issue here in that Hab. 2:4 is rendered differently between the
Masoretic text and the LXX. The MTreads: “n'n* mynx2 771¥” while the LXX renders it as “0 6¢& dikatog
€K TiiloTewg pou noetal.” Rather than choosing a pronoun (“his faith” or “my faith”), Paul simply
eliminates it from the text (or is relying upon another text or his memory).

187 This is in accordance with Francis Watson’s exegesis of Rom. 1-4, as he writes: “[The scriptural
grounding for the doctrine of justification] is to be found not only in Romans 4 and in the extensive
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Genesis 15 intertextually asa meansto both articulate his Gospel message and to argue
thatthe Gospel message was presentin these texts in nuce all alongif onlythe
interpreter had the eyes to see it.'%®

Turningto each tendency of Paul’s reading practice, he reads the Abraham story
historicallyin a number of ways, but perhaps most clearly by referring to him as an
authoritative example of the life of faith thereby implying his historical existence.'®°
There is none of the modern angst between a realisticand a metaphorical reading of the
passage; itis simply read with historical realism bracketingany of these concerns and

assumingthat Abraham lived and did certain things. Equally obviously, the historical

exposition of Genesis 15.6 that lies at its heart. Itis also to be found in Habakkuk 2.4, quoted in Romans
1.17b. Indeed, as we shall see, Paul’s proclamation of the righteousness of God in Romans 1.17a and
3.21-31is nothing more nor less than commentary on thistext. It is understandable that Schweitzer could
claim that the doctrine of righteousness by faith arises out of just two scriptural texts (Habakkuk 2.4 and
Genesis 15.6), for it is these two texts that mark the beginning and the end of Paul’s exposition of his
doctrinein Romans 1-4, bracketing and enclosing it and ensuring that it operates throughout on scriptural
terrain.” (Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith, 42)

188 |n using the terminology of “intertext,” | am of course referring to Boyarin’s description of midrash:
“Now, if the term ‘intertextuality’ has any value at all, it is precisely in the way that it claims that no texts,
including the classic, single-authored works of Shakespeare or Dostoevsky, for example, are organic, self-
contained unities, created out of the spontaneous, freely-willed act of a self-identical subject. What this
means is that every text is constrained by the literary system of which it is a part and that every text is
ultimately dialogical in that it cannot but record traces of its contentions and doubling of earlier
discourses... the notion of intertextuality is also an extension and concretion of the philosophical position
that thereis no such thing as a true, objective mimesis of reality in language. Reality is always
represented through texts that refer to other texts, through language that is a construction of the
historical, ideological, and social system of a people.” (Daniel Boyarin, Intertextuality and the Reading of
Midrash [Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1994] 14). Here, Paul employs essentially three
intertexts —the Habakkuk passage, the Genesis passage, and his apprehension of the Gospel message
understood as a type of “text”. Each serve to modify the other, and the dialog between the threeis
productive of new understandings. To the extent that Paul utilizes an intertext to make his point, Paul’s
method here resembles midrash (an even better example of Pauline midrash is his seizing uponthe
singular noun “T® onépparticou” (U1T7) in Gal. 3 to make the theological point that the promise is made
specifically to Jesus, no matter to whom else it might apply). But it differs from midrash insofar that Paul
expects his claim to be singularly applicable to Christ as a teleological claim; a claim that righteousness
comes by works and not faith would not sit well with Paul (the question as to how this understanding of
Paul relates to an acceptance of James as also canonical is beyond the scope of this investigation).

189 De Lubac quotes Adam Scotus (among many others) as taking references to examples of faith as
instances of a “historical” reading: “In the first place, the examples shown by the saints are communicated
when it strikes, and it transfixes the soul with history.” (Henri de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis: The Four
Senses of Scripture, Vol. 1 [Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1998] 100).
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character of Paul’s interpretation of the Abraham story can be found when he uses the
chronology of the giving of the Law. This chronologythen becomesa cornerstone of his
argument regardingthe priority of the promise over that of the Law. In Galatians 3:17,
Paul relies on the idea that there was a specific period of time (430 years) between the
giving of the promise to Abraham and the giving of the Law to Moses on Sinai. He
reasons that the promise given to Abraham was prima facie valid in that it was initiated
by God and sealed by Him without the Law beingin view at all. Thatis, realizingthe
promise given by God to Abraham does not depend upon observance of the Law for the
simple fact that the Law was not yet given. The promise standsonitsown. In Romans
4:9-12, Paul makes a similar argument even as he shortens the time frame in view to
within the confines of Abraham’s life due to the law of circumcision. In this section, Paul
points out the temporal priority of the promise in the fact that he was “reckoned as
righteous” before being given the law of circumcision. This historical fact would then
openthe promise Abraham received to all people, circumcised and uncircumcised,
because Abrahamreceived it as uncircumcised and then again as circumcised. In both
case, the reception of the promise took place historically before the giving of the Law on
Sinai or the law of circumcision, so to make the promise dependent upon the Law would
be to engage in a historical anachronism.

In both cases, the role of my portrayal of Paul’s Gospel in reading the texts is
apparent. He seeks to understand the historicalsituations as witnessed to by the textin
orderto understand that to which they refer and then read them for any possible

implicationsthey might have for the proclamation of his Gospel message. The Gospelis
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what guides this readingeven as it findsitself mirrored in what it actually written. In
these particular cases, Paul’s historical readingis performed in order to warrant his
theological claim that the promise contained in the message of the Gospel has priority
over the commandments of the Law — just as the promise to Abraham came beforeand
so had priority overthe Law —and so can be received without the Law.
Paul’stendencyto read OT Scripture both historically (thereby placinga “plain-
sense” constraint on his reading) and in light of his Gospel message (thereby explicitly
connectingit to hisunderstanding of Christ) indicate that, for my reading of Paul,
particular historical events can be and are infused by God to accomplish His purposes.
Scriptural readingis tied to the historical vagaries of a person like Abraham justas itis
tied to the historical, real-world eventsin the life of Jesus. Moreover, given that the life
of Jesus is understood through OT Scripture, it becomes viewed as part of a larger
narrative that God has been weaving through other quite real-world events. Thatis, in
the understanding of Paul | am conveying, the Gospel message is implicit within the
history of Israel for those who have the eyes to see and, going even further back, even
that of all humanity, again for the properly-formed interpreter.’®® In the same way that
the Gospel message is vacuous without the events surrounding Jesus (his life, ministry,
death and resurrection), the Gospel message depends upon the events narrated by OT

Scripture to avoid beingrendered vacuous as well.*®* The OT renders Christ for Paul. It

190 paul’s calling Jesus the “New Adam” is a clear example of this.

191 It would be wrong to insist that every event found in OT Scripture must be historically accurate; rather,
the claim | am making here relates to the primary story of the OT. Listing precisely what events should be
considered “primary” would be a task for another day.
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is that habit of interpretationthat would join the actual and enacted story of both Jesus
and Israel together that is Paul’s Gospel.

The irremediable historicity of Paul’s Gospel —a Gospel that possesses
perceivable and characterizable contoursbecauseiitis itselfinterpreted history %2 —
emphasizesits present transformative power for this world. Itis both presentin that
God has acted in time and God continues to act in time, but itis also not-yet fully there.

The telos of this historyis both now and not-yet.!*®* Both poles need to be present to be

192 For example, in discussing the being of God, Jenson writes: “The temporal infinity that opens before us
and so embraces us as the triune God'’s eternity is the inexhaustibility of one event. That evenis the
appropriation of all other events by the love actual as Jesus of Nazareth.” (Jenson, Systematic Theology,
1:221.) What Jenson is here claiming is that God’s being consists not of impassibility or some idea of
substance but rather that of a temporal infinity that is characterized christicly —it is shaped by the birth,
life, death and resurrection of Jesus. This event, in turn, subsumes or appropriates all other events, both
those that came beforehand and those that come afterward, and brings them into relationship with what
the Father has done in Christ by the power of the Spirit. Historyfor Jenson is cross-shaped.

193 The transformation of which I speak is similar to that of Dawson when he writes regarding how some
modern interpreters see a threat implied in the statement that God makes “all things new,” a threat that
would be inconceivable for Origen (or, as | argue, for Paul): “For Origen, spirit is the agent of
transformation, not abstraction, and allegorical reading is a means and expression of the body’s
transformation-through-spiritualization, not its dissolution-through-abstraction... Where Origen most
excels, though, and where each of our three modern thinkers falls short, is in his awareness that classical
Christian life is a life of continual transformation of what already is into something different... Origen
stands apart from the other thinkers we have examined because of his emphasis on transformation.
Boyarin recasts transformation as replacement; Auerbach argues that transformation is the Christian aim
but can finally accept it as a positive development onlyinsofar as it transformsitself into secular realism;
Frei acknowledges the aim of transformation but focuses on the divine agent who transforms, minimizing
the subjective or personal experience of transformation... The spirit that makes all things new is
threatening unless one can imagine a newness that does not repudiate what is ‘old’ or former’ —a new
embodiment that does not simply reject the ‘old’ fleshly body, a new relation to history that is perhaps
more but not less than the old relationship, a new identity in which, even though one retains the scars
and memories of former years and even though every molecule of one’s body has been replaced, one
nonetheless continues to sign one’s name with confidence in the unsubstitutableness of one’s enduring
identity.” (John Dawson, Christian Figural Reading and the Fashioning of Identity [Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 2002] 214-5) | would add two things. First, beyond Dawson’s focusing upon the
historical transformation of the individual reader, the historical events when perceived in Christ are
themselves primary agents in accomplishing transformation because they make what occurs significant to
the reader and not just a general possibility of transformation. |do not think this is incompatible wit h
Dawson’s point. Second, while Dawson is principally thinking of figural reading per se, | believe he also
trips into eschatological categories more than perhaps he realizes. To talk about transformation is to talk
about the end-state in light of which transformation occurs. In commenting upon the idea of making “all
things new,” Jenson makes just this point: “Mainline modernand —at least so far — postmodern theology
has been characterized by inability to attach any descriptions to the proclamation, ‘See, | am making all
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understood. One apprehends the Gospel through history, yet the Gospelis that which
both interprets history and pointsto an end-time reality thatis (vaguely)
characterizable. Ahabitthatcanso relatethe historyand the Gospel message in
discrete statements itself reflects the desired outcome of the Pauline Gospel in the
event of proclamation.

What should be noted in the context of constructinga model of Lutheran logic
thatappealsto Paul is that the interaction between a historical readingtendencyand
the Gospel message does not resultin the construction of an abstract, trans-historical,
universal principle thatis logically separablefrom the biblical story. It does not resultin
characterizinga principle thatis able to be perceived through specific, narrated events
such thatit s, atleastin theory, able to be perceived through some other method of
cognition ruminatingon particulardata. Thisiswhat “the order of creation” does. One
sees particular evidences forits existence within the biblical text, then reifies itinto an
abstract principle, and then uses that principle to govern thought and action. Further,
such a principle like “the order of creation” could at least possibly be glimpsed by other
means for those who are keen enough observers of nature.’®* Other examples of this
include a general principle of forgiving your enemy, an urging to have faith in the face of

adversity, or aninjunction to heal suffering without a characterization as to how that

things new!” But it is precisely the ‘contents’ that the church hears in this message, ‘visionary’ or not,
which demand interpretation, and as somehow informative discourse about a specific future.” (Jenson,
310) The Christian Gospel demands such a characterizable, telic treatment as eschatology pulls reflection
forward such that figural (and other reading styles) cannot be divorced from it.

194 That this is the case can be derived from the inclusion of a treatment of “the order of creation” in a
book dedicated to natural law from which | quote in the introduction. This book is: Robert Baker and
Roland Cap Ehlke, eds., Natural Law: A Lutheran Reappraisal (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
2011).
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195 What it does resultin is a story of a particularindividual and a

should take place.
peoplethat, Paul’s mind, hasimplications for all people by invitingtheminto that
history. Inso doing, itis irrevocablytied to particular historical events spanning
millenniathatareto be narrated ina particular way and to a particularongoing
historical community thatis the outgrowth of those events and that narration. Itis fully
embodied. Hans Frei is extremely insightful on this topicand comes close to this view
with hisidea of “realisticnarratives.” Yetthe force of Paul’s historical readingtendency
pushes beyond the bracketing of the question of reality of historical eventsimplied by
the adjective “realistic” which, in the end, has a non-realist flavor. Paul’s practice
requires a stronger view of the historical character of the eventsto do justice to the
logic of his reading practice than “realistic” can achieve; rather, a historical realismis

best equipped to explain what Paulis up to. Withoutthe element of an explicit realism

thatremainstied to events as they are narrated in Scripture, Paul’s historical argument

195 For a good example of such an approach that | see as foreign to Paul, see Girard’s description of the
“scapegoat mechanism” in: René Girard, The Scapegoat (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986).
For Girard and his “mechanism,” the narrated events of Jesus’ life definitively illustrate a foundational
principle that has always been active at all times and in all cultures. The mechanism is, at least
theoretically, able to be perceived outside of Jesus’ life and death, and once it is perceived, the actual
narrated details of Jesus’ story all but drop away as unimportant, which is to say that the “scapegoat
mechanism” can itself be adequately stated apart from any mention of Jesus. This approach correlates
nicely with Frei’s description of “mediating theology”: “...the mediating theological argument remained
the same: the explicative meaning of the gospel narratives is their ostensive reference to Jesus the
Messiah. The correlative applicative or religious meaningfulness of the narratives s at least in part
provided by their answering a universal human condition or need of which we are all at least implicitly
aware. Their explicative sense is quite distinct from, but in harmony with, their religious meaning. The
principle of general hermeneutics applying to their explication is that meaning is logical coherence in the
statement of a proposition, and also that meaning is reference. The principle of general hermeneutics for
the applicative interpretationis the full or partial pertinence of mankind’s general religious and moral
experience to the biblical narratives at issue. ...[Mediating theologians] have all been agreed that one way
or another the religious meaningfulness (as distinct from demonstration of the truth) of the claim could,
indeed must, be perspicuous through its relation to other accounts of general human experience.” (Hans
Frei, The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative [New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974] 127-8) For more on this,
see my unpublished manuscript: Girard, the Scapegoat and Gnosis.
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loses its significance, and the logic of hisreading practice as | portrayit fallsapart. What
is left would be a series of literary claims that can only matter to those familiar with the
literature. Anyelement of forcefulness or reality would be gone, and both need to be
present to reflect Paul’s logic that| contend the early Lutherans also employ. Paulis
famous as the greatest missionaryin the history of Christianity, which meansthat he
saw the Gospel message as havingforce in communities that are not yet Christian or
may even have limited knowledge of Jewish Scripture.'°® Yet he felt fully warranted in
promulgating his Gospel to these communities that were not familiar with the requisite
literature. This would only make sense if he believed that the Gospel message had
some groundingin non-literary reality even as that reality is itselfinterpreted reality.

It should be noticed by now that my treatment of Paul’s historical reading
tendency has also mixed in elements of his otherreadingtendencies | identified in my
typology of Pauline reading practices. Thisis to say that even as | described Paul’s
historical tendency, | appealed figural, doctrinal, moral and eschatological tendenciesas
well. Thisisinevitable. Whileitis possible to distinguish different readingtendencies, it
is not possible to so separatethem as if they have no connection oneto the other. They
all fund each other. Thisisto be expected because they achieve a type of unityin that
each tendencyis performed in light of the Gospel message as | pointed out earlier.
Because that Gospel message came about as a result of the confluence of his reading of
the OT combined with a forceful experience of the risen Christ that completely

reoriented that readingand his understandingin general, it is not surprising that Paul

196 For example, see his discourse with the Athenians in Acts 17.
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would present unified readings that weave together his readingtendenciesin order to
best portraythe scriptural rootednessof his Gospel message. Paul’s Gospel message is
a performance of a habit of readingand living (Gospel ) that can be characterized
(Gospels) in specificinstances (“Jesus is Lord;” more controversially, the Lutheran
understandingthat “you are saved by grace through faith apart from works of the
Law”). Thedifferent readingtendencies, then, are just different stages in or aspects of
Paul’s proclamatory scriptural practice that seeks the transformation of the hearer. As
such, they inevitably bleed into each other.

The Abraham stories of Romans 4 and Galatians 3 do not have such a clear
figural moment as they do a historical one; however, it does exist though not as
obviouslyasin the “allegory” in Galatians 4 of Sarah and Hagar.*®’ | find Dawson’s
approach to figural reading most helpful, particularly when he describes it as that which
“generates a figurativeness thatis not nonliteral... [Scripture’s] figurative characteris an
extension rather than obliteration of the literal sense of texts.”*°® A figural reading
“puts forward a literal comparison that strikes a respondent as incongruous.”**® This

type of incongruity can be seen in Paul’s figural readingin Rom. 4:11.2%° There, he

197 Of allegory, Wilken writes: “In its original sense, Christian allegory as an interpretive technique is a way
of interpreting the Old Testament in light of the new things that have taken place with the coming of
Christ. The New Testament does not need an allegorical interpretation because it speaks directly about
Christ.” (Robert Louis Wilken, “In Defense of Allegory,” Modern Theology 14, no. 2 [April 1998], 201) In
this view, one can only allegorize properly from OT Scripture; NT Scripture is not a source of allegories but
rather a direct testimony to Christ. 1 hold this approach to be correct.

198 pawson, Christian Figural Reading, 15.

199 |bid., 224 n.30.

200 The jncongruity of figural reading practices can have the effect of reorienting the reader to God,
however, through the perception of beauty. As Byassee with respect to Augustine: “...Augustine sees
scripture as a display of the beauty of God that draws its hearers more deeply into the divine life.
Figurative reading displays the Lord’s beauty in such a way as to work on its hearers, reorder their desires,
and lead them by means of these converted affections toward God.” (Jason Byassee, Praise Seeking
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changes the usual understanding of Abraham as being the father of the Jews, which
would not be at allincongruous, to beingthe “father of all who believe during
uncircumcision” (matépa mAvtwy TWV motevovtwy 8L dkpoBuotiag), which is indeed
incongruous. Theincongruity can be foundin shiftingthe valence of the term “father”
from the biological sense as the physical progenitor of the people of Israel to a spiritual
sense where Abrahamis now the father of all believers. Ratherthan focusingon
physicality, Paul emphasizes faith by so doing. This enables Paulto do two things:a) to
affirm Abraham as the physical progenitor of Israel,?°* and b) to emphasize the idea that
faith is what is crucial for one to be “reckoned righteous.” Paul has utilized the
importance of Isaac’s physical birth and the actual advent of the people of Israelin a
nation of real people asa means to emphasize the righteousness of faith that Christ
accomplished precisely for the transformation of real, bodily peopleinto children of
God. While Abrahamis now affirmed as the spiritual father of all who believe, his
fatherhood comestoits telos in the person and work of Christ. Thisis accomplished to
the pointthatitis possible, by extending Paul’s logic, to say that Abraham’s storyis a
pre-figuration of Christ.

Galatians 3 makes a similar figural move. Asa good Jewish rabbi, Paul seizes

upon a minute textual detailand reads the singular “offspring” in Gen. 12:7 not as

Understanding: Reading the Psalms with Augustine [Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2007],119.)

201 Far from being against the body as some would read Paul, he is very much interested in the body and
historical concerns. This can be seen in his argument just a little while later in Rom. 4:19 where he
appeals to the very bodily and earthly concerns of what it means to physically father and bear children.
And as seen there, he uses this very physicality as a means to emphasize the message of the Gospel. Paul
is not trying to slough off the body; rather, he is interested in infusing the physical with greater import.
To in-spireit, if you will.
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referring either to Isaac, the child of the promise, nor to Israel collectively which is
another possible though distant referent; instead, he takes this odd singular form of the
word and appliesit figurally to Christ.?°? This disorientingmove is authorized by the
logic of Paul’s readingthe story in light of the Gospel message, and it does not abolish
the importance of Isaac and Israel “by the flesh” but rather magnifies theirimportance
by placingthem as the indispensable agents through whom Jesus the Christ came.
Becoming types of Christisto increase the importance of the type, notto decreaseitin
my description of Pauline logic. This meansthat Paul sees the promise made to
Abrahamin Genesis not only beingthe instrument that created a nation. Rather, it
promises andin so promisingempowers the coming of Christ himself who is the telos of
the faith of faithful Abraham.

Paul’s figural readingtendency serves to warrant his doctrinal tendency and so
his particulardoctrinal claims. The orderingofthe historical tendencyto explicate the
“plain sense” of the text and its implications followed by the figural tendency to relate it
more directly to Christis important here. Inanalyzingthereadinghabits of medieval
Christians, de Lubachints at the importance of this type of orderingwhen he speaks of

moral (tropological) readings being “profane” readings if they are performed prior to

202 R, Longenecker details some of the options here and then concludes: “The Judaizers in Galatia were
undoubtedly proclaiming that God’s promises were given only to Abraham and his “seed,” the Jewish
people (understood as a generic singular), or possibly, as Daube suggests, to Abraham and his “seed”
Isaac (understood as a specific singular). Some of the Galatian Christians seem to have been taken in by
their argument. Paul, however, in what appears to be an argument directly ad hominem in nature,
“deliberately furnishes them with a deeper application” of the promise of God made to Abraham and his
“seed” (D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, 441). Based, it seems, on a corporate
solidarity understanding of relationshipsin the divine economy, and coupled with the previous argument
of v 15, Paul’s point here is that not only was the promise to Abraham established on the principle of faith
before the law was introduced but also that God had in mind in the Abrahamic promise not those who
observe the law but primarily Christ (and, as we shall seein v 29, Christ’s own).” (Longenecker, Galatians,
132))
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figural reading.?®® He pointsto a popular medieval mnemonic, “allegory [teaches] what

you should believe”?%

asan indicationthat any reflection on morality must first be
based upon figural reading (allegory in the mnemonic) because itis that figural reading
which teaches “what you should believe” —i.e., doctrinal claims. Figural reading
provides the needed imagery and content upon which further thought can reflect.
Doctrine teaches the Christian faith because it forms a personto thinkandactas a
Christian; it provides the rules that guide how this occurs. When it comes to scriptural
interpretation in particular, it teaches a Christian to read the OT through the Gospel of
Christ, finding him present throughout. Such an understandingisintegral to the
Lutheran practice of distinguishing Law and Gospel.

A misunderstanding of doctrine would be to thinkthat it provides particular
propositions that are clear-and-distinct claims that correspond directly (and universally)
to some aspect of reality.?>> Rather, like creeds (which are universal to the orthodox

Christian community and also irreversible doctrinal statements sometimes termed

dogma),?% doctrine serves to indicate a particular community’s understanding of reality

203 When commenting upon Cassian’s willingness to engage in “profane tropology,” de Lubac writes:
“From before [Cassian’s] time, the explication of Scripture gave rise at times to a tropology that was more
or less profane and at times to a sacred tropology. When tropology came after allegory —and even,
sometimes, after anagogy —it was sacred. It depended on faith. When it came before, it was profane —in
principle, at least. But it was understood that a Christianauthor could not rest content with it for long.
And that is why we see that Cassian, who first place tropology right after history, only comments oniitin
thelast instance, as if he meant to render to it all its Christian significance.” (de Lubac, Medieval, 137)

204 The full quoteis: “The letter teaches events; allegory what you should believe; morality teaches what
you should do; anagogy what mark you should be aiming for.” (quoted in: de Lubac, Medieval, 1)

205 | have in mind Lindbeck’s description of a cognitivist approach to doctrine, but it also should be said
that an experiential-expressivist view would be similarly critiqued. Cf. Lindbeck, Nature. Op. cit.

206 Regarding the distinction between doctrine and dogma, Jenson writes: “Some but not all doctrines are
dogmas. Thedistinction is perhaps most clearly marked by the notion of irreversibility. Every theological
proposition states a historic choice: ‘To be speaking the gospel, let us henceforward say “F” rather than
that other possibility “G.”” A dogmatic choice is one by which the church so decisively determines her

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



136

in light of Christ and traces the trajectory such an understanding evokes, forming habits
of thought and action in the process.?’” Returningto Paul’s treatment of Abrahamin
Romans and Galatians, in both stories Paul reads figurally as a means to warrant
doctrinal claims that assert the priority of the promise over the Law. Thelogic of this
approach brings Paul to the point that he makes rather stunningclaims about the Law
when divorced from the promise: ratherthan beingan avenue to a blessed life with God
as His child, performingit without faith in Christand as a means to please Godis to

place oneselfunder the curse of the Law.?%®

own future that if the choice is wrongly made, the community determined by that choice is no longer in
fact the community of the gospel; thus no church thereafter exists to reverse the decision.” (Jenson,
Systematic Theology, 1:17.)

207 1t should be obvious here that creeds involve propositions even as they function as doctrinal rules of
discourse. Murphy points this out: “My point here is to argue that doctrines conceived as grammatical
rules governing the use of the Christian conceptual scheme cannot fail to entail or presuppose beliefs
about reality. In other words, doctrines by their very nature as rules carry propositional content. This is
part of my answer, on Lindbeck’s behalf, to Frei’s moderate propositionalists.” (Nancey Murphy, Beyond
Liberalism & Fundamentalism: How Modern and Postmodern Philosophy Set the Theological Agenda
[Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1996], 130.)

208 This is not to naively assert, in amanner common up to the last couple decades, that Judaism is a
religion of works and not promise. The promise and faith are surely operative in the Jewish community
today as well as in Second Temple Judaism (as E.P. Sanders makes clear despite many faults in his
argument; E.P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977].). But while questions
regarding supersessionism are constantly being raised in my treatment of Paul’s reading styles, it is
beyond the scope of this paper to treat them adequately. Stated briefly, my view is that throughout the
Pauline corpus, but particularly in Rom. 9-11, Paul gives us no warrant for the negative judgment that
Israel according to the flesh will not be saved. Rather, he suggests that God will be true to His promises
and save all Israel (Rom. 11:26), and his historical realism and figural reading style would demand this
point. How such salvation occurs Paul does not say (beyond the fact of Israel’s election in the promise
God made to them) because it is at this point that Paul breaks off into a doxology in the face of the
mystery of salvation. So while this type of language prohibits negative judgments regarding Israel
according to the flesh, neither does it allow anything but hesitant and circumscribed positive judgments of
the same. What is quite clear in Paul is that salvation comes through Christ, and it is this positive claim
that, in my understanding, Christians are called to forward. In my view and considering the entire biblical
corpus, Christians are called to proclaim what we have been told about Christ in the NT, and that is that
no one comes to the Father but by him (cf. John 14:6 not to mention Paul’s entire argument about his
Gospel). But this positive (and exclusive in John) statement should be held just as a messenger holds the
message entrusted to him: it is what she is to say and claim upon the authority of the Sender. But at the
same time, just like the full mind of the Sender is not made privy to the messenger, sheis not authorized
to make judgments beyond her ken. And the ultimate judgment regardingthe salvation of the Jews is one
such thing beyond the ken of Christians such that all one can dois turn to praise: “Oh, the depth of the
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After providinga reading of the Abraham storyin Romansin orderto speak
about howone becomes righteous by faith, Paulimmediately turns to the implications

this bears for thelife of a Christian. Thisintimate connection between becoming

riches and wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable are his judgments and how inscrutable his
ways!” (Rom. 11:33) What cannot be ceded by Christians at the risk of heresy is the fact of God'’s
promises to Israel and the crucial role that historical Israel plays in revealing the Christ. Withoutthis
robust understanding of historical Israel, Paul’s Christological arguments are vacated. What also cannot
be ceded, however, is that Christians have been given a message to proclaim, and they must proclaimiit.
To speculate outside the NT witness on a matter that Paul himself could not address, dissolving into praise
instead, is the same as the messenger to usurping the place of the Sender. This means that Christians are
not authorized to proclaim another name under which people may be saved or another way to salvation
outside of Christ. Ifit turns out that the Father has another mechanism for salvation in mind (or even that
somehow salvation in Christ will be accomplished for all), this has not been revealed to Christians and so
they should remain silent on it. Rather, Christians should always point to Christ and him alone as the one
in whom sure confidence might be found. Because of this, | strongly object to B. Longenecker’s
characterization of Galatians where he writes: “Nonetheless, in his letter to the Galatians (written prior to
Romans in any scholarly reconstruction), Paul attempted to sever an organic relationship between Israel’s
story and that of Christians... This is not to suggest that the Galatian letter completely decouples the story
of Israel on the one hand and the stories of Jesus and his followers on the other, for the Christ event had
initial effectiveness with regard to Israel’s redemption (3:13; 4:4-5). Moreover, the consequent effects of
the Christ event included the enlivening of a lifestyle that was already envisaged by the law given to Israel
(5:13-14). But nonetheless, Galatians 3-4 releases a devastating flood against a scheme in which
Christians are to envisage themselves as participatingin an ongoing story of Israel’s salvation history.
What Paul purposefully avoided saying about Israel, along with what he avoids saying about Abraham and
Christ, amounts to a rejection of the notion of organic linearity in which the gentiles participatein Israel’s
‘spiritual blessings’.” (Bruce W. Longenecker, “Sharing in Their Spiritual Blessings?: The Stories of Israel in
Galatians and Romans,” in Narrative Dynamics in Paul: A Critical Assessment, ed. Bruce W. Longenecker
[Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2002], 74.) To avoid saying something(and it is fraught with
danger to say “purposefully”) is not to release a “devastating flood” against a position; this would be an
inappropriate application of the principle of the excluded middle. Rather, Paul is simply being to some
degree vague in Gal. 3-4 regarding the organic unity of the Church with Israel; that is, he leaves open that
more can be said, which he does in fact say later in Romans as B. Longenecker notes earlier (“In Romans,
therelationship is occasionally depicted as organic, with the stories of Christ and of Christians as emerging
naturally from within the ongoing story of Israel; gentiles who believe in the ‘servant to the circumcised’
are participating in the fulfillment of Israel’s story [11:17-24; 15:8-10, 27].” Ibid.) Moreover, besides this
logical error, B. Longenecker ignores evidence within Gal. 3-4 that indicates an organic relationship
between Israel and the Church, such as: the gospel being preached beforehand to Abraham (3:8); the
proving of the priority of the promise over that of the law by appealing to the Abraham story in the first
place (3-4); asserting that the law is not contrary to the promise (3:21); the law as guardian within a story
of waiting for the promise to be fulfilled in Christ (3:23-4); the assertion that being Christ’s is to be
Abraham’s offspring (3:29); a reference to “the fullness of time” (td mM\npwpa tod xpovou) thereby
implying continuity (4:4); the appeal to the children of Abraham and Hagar as being applicable to the
Gentile Christians in Galatia (4:21-31); and the explicit claim that the Galatian Christians are to be
compared to Isaac who was a child of the promise (4:28). All these statements of Paul militate againsta
view that Paul is in any way decoupling the Christian’s story from that of Israel. For a treatment of Paul’s
thought that sees Israel and the Church as organically connected in that Abraham is father of both Jews
and Gentiles, see: Richard Hays, The Conversion of the Imagination: Paul as Interpreter of Israel’s
Scripture (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2005), 61-84.
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righteous before God and living in that righteousness can be seen linguistically via Paul’s
use of the inferential particle o0v (therefore) that indicates that what follows is

predicated on what precedes it. Paul writes:

Therefore, since we have been justified by faith, we have peace with God through our
Lord Jesus Christ. Through him we have also obtained access by faith into this grace in
which we stand, and we rejoice in hope of the glory of God. More than that, we rejoice
in our sufferings, knowing that suffering produces endurance, and endurance produces
character, and character produces hope, and hope does not put us to shame, because
God’s love has been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit who has been given
tous. (Rom. 5:1-5; ESV)2%°

Having read the Abraham story figurallyin light of Christ and having exposited Habakkuk
2 thereby, Paul describes doctrinally the consequences of that reading — that we have
peace with God and live lives characterized by faith, hope and love.?!? In Paul’s
description, one who believes in Christ and so has been justified before God partakes of
a strange type of joy — a joy that can endure sufferingand see that sufferingas the
means to ultimately produce hope through the development of endurance and
character. To read this with Ochs, Paul treats the presence of sufferingas a sign that the
one who will redeem it lives and will act on our behalf. Paul describes the believerasa
person who hascome into anintimate relationship with Christ and so already partakes
of the promised redemption even while awaitingits consummation. The doctrinal
points thatthe promiseis prior to the Law and that faith is prior to works issues forth in

a moral reading— that no matter what may happen, no matter what suffering one might

209 AlkaULWBEVTEG OVV £K TLOTEWG ELPAVNV EXOMEV TIPOG TOV OOV 51a ToT KUpiou ARGV INGOT XpLotod &t ol
KQlL TRV Tipooay wynV EoXAKOUEY [TH ioTeY €1¢ TAV XApv TOUTNV &V [} ECTAKOHEV KOl Kauxwueda e’
EAnidLthig 80Eng tol Be0l. ol uovov 8¢, AANA Kat kauxwueda év tailc OAiPeoty, €id80teg OTLR OATYLG
umopovnV katepyaletal, i 6€ Omopovr oKLV, ) 8& Sokiur) EATtida. n 6€ EATLG oV KaTALoXUVEL, OTL N
ayarnn 1ol ol £kkéxutal v Talg kapdialg AUV SLa veUpatog dyiou To0 S0B8£vtog Aiv.

210 The ordering is important. Partaking of Christ’s righteousness by faith (peace with God and a life
according to the virtues) comes about as a consequence of faith in Christ; a life of righteousness is not a
prerequisite to becoming righteous before God.
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endure, the Christianis able to ultimately have hopein a final redemption. In this way,
with de Lubac, we see Paul’s doctrinal readingtendency preceding his moral reading
tendency. It serves to provide the necessary rules for Christian habits of thoughtand
action such that moral reflection finds a foundation within a distinctively Christian
tradition of thought. Paul’s paraenesis at the end of Romans (12-15) should bereadin
this way as well, and though characteristically moral reflection is missing from the
immediate end of Paul’s reading of the Abraham story, we do find some again located
after the doctrinal sectionin 5:16-6:10. In these two letters, | read Paul’s practice as
mirroring what de Lubac described as a “sacred” pattern. He follows the ordering of
reading historically, then figurally, then doctrinally before engagingin moral reflection /
paraenesis. Whileitis possibleto find a doctrinal readingin these two letters where a
moral reading does not follow, what is not found is a moral reading without a preceding
doctrinal one.

Paul’s eschatological readingtendencyis also displayed after his doctrinal
tendency. In the passages we have been investigatingin Romans and Galatians, the
eschatological tendencyis found principallyin the language of being “heirs”, of

”n u

possessing the Spirit, of “salvation,” “peace with God” and “righteousness.” Itis
important to note that these terms have valences that are relevant for the present day
as well as at the eschaton. Thisis because that end-stateis continually breakinginto
history. Paul’sunderstandingisthat present time is suffused with the glory thatis to

come; the “not-yet” is already “now” though not fully so. Itisglimpsedasthrougha

mirror darkly. Because of this, Paul can urge the glories of the “righteousness of faith”
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for the present time even as he can pointtoits final consummation in the future such
that what is experienced now s only a shadow of what is to come. Such a dynamic
empowers Lutheran discourse on Law and Gospel in order to proclaim that presence of
that prolepticrighteousness. Forexample, | see Paul understanding Abraham as already
being reckoned righteous and havingbeen clothed in Christ’s righteousness because he
trusted God’s promise. Thistrustinthe promise bore fruitin a life of righteousness
before God and was the beginningpoint of an ongoing conversation with God (to use
Jenson’s description?!!) or to partake of a filial relationship with Him that will continue
into eternity. By trusting, by lookingto God for all the good things he was promised,
Abraham already partakes of a filial relationship with God before the eschaton, and his
faith, hope and love for God spurred by the promise continue to characterize his life as
well and pull him forward into a deeper relationship with God. This meansthatin
speakingof trust with respect to Abraham, Paulis readingboth historically and
eschatologically at the same time. When Paul continuesin Rom. 5, he writes of
salvation from God’s wrath thereby connecting the historical instance of faith with an

eschatological state of avoiding punishment (which is itself predicated on the idea that

211 “God’s word is actual as conversation with certain creatures. In the creation narrative, God first
creates by words in the third person: ‘And God said, “Let there be...”” But at the end a special act of
creation is introduced: ‘Let us make man in our image, after our likeness...” With this special creature,
God’s discourse changes: the blessing of fertility given to other animals becomes a speech of moral
commission that requires acceptance. The conversation so initiated continues as the dialogue of the
dramatold by the gospel and Scripture... The ‘word of the Lord’ is, again, a Shekinah-figure; the event
takes Abraham for a walk. Where this Word has come, genuine conversation, even argument, occurs.
And our side of this exchange constitutes our righteousness, thatis, our authenticity in one community
with God. Thus the act of faith’s righteousness is prayer; Abraham is the father of faith precisely by the
freedom of his verbal reply to God. What differentiates the worship of god from a religious relation to
impersonal deity is that God must be spoken to. It is therefore decisively characteristic of Israel’s faith
that her prayers are lavishly documented in her Scripture, and that the dominating content of that prayer
is recitative reply to the Lord’s historical and thus verbal agency.” (Jenson, Systematic Theology, 1:79-80.)

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



141

Christ bore this wrath for us). In Galatians, an example of an eschatological reading
tendency comes with the idea of believers possessing the Spirit of God. By participating
in the Spirit now, thisis a pledge of an even deeper participation to comein an
eschatological future. As heirs, Christians currently possess God’s Spirit and experience
salvationinthe “now-time” that comes through the righteousness of faith in Christ even
as the Christianlooks forward to her inheritance in the coming kingdom in faith, hope
and love. And asshould nowbe obvious, Paul’s eschatological readingtendencyis as
thoroughlyinformed by and infused with his understanding of the Gospel message as it
was in thereading tendencies we have already investigated. Inthisreadingof Paulin
light of Lutheran concerns, Paul’s ultimate goal in what he does is to always magnify
Christ.

To summarize this section, it is crucial to note that even as Paul has different,
characterizable readingtendencies when it comes to OT Scripture, none of themare
performedin a vacuum. First theyare always done relative to his Gospel message.
Second, they tend to bleed together and overlap to present a holisticapproach precisely
through their ultimate unity in proclaimingthe Gospel of Christ. Inthis reading, insofar
as Christians are inheritors of Paul’s reading praxis, they read OT Scripture not on its
own and for its historical sense (though they do read it for that) but also expand that
reading, strivingto see Christinit. The OT scriptures become the seedbed for Christian
and, in this context, Lutheran thought which views OT Scripture as reachingits full
fruition in the coming of God’s Son in Jesus of Nazareth. Jesus as the Christ cannot be

understood for Paul outside of the OT Scripture in this reconstruction of his logic;
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however, neither can OT Scriptures reach theirfinal telos without pointing to Christ for
Paul. Asthe seed producesthe tree and reaches its full maturity and completioninit,
so, too, for Paul do the OT scriptures produce the properunderstanding of Jesus the
Christand only accomplish their goal when that happens. Paul’s Gospelisthe product
of a longinteraction with Israel’s scriptures performed in light of the events of the life of
Jesus of Nazareth, and in turn, such an understandingrefigures how Paul understood
the contentand purpose of those scriptures. While this may be pushingthe seed-fruit
metaphortoo far, the light of Christ shines upon the OT scriptures yielding the fruit of
the Gospel message even as the sun shines upon the shoot produced from the seed
thereby causing it to grow.?*? The relationship is organicfor Paul, not mechanical.

Thisimplies that for this reading of Paul, the “plain sense” of Scripture is not
purelyand simply the words on the page over which anyone who knows the relevant
linguisticconventionscan debate the meaningand even possibly arrive at an agreement
over what it says. The words as actually written and understoodin natural language are
of course crucial, and their message as such may not be violated. Butthisisonlythe
most rudimentary apprehension of the sense of a passage for Paul (plain-sense).
Rather, for Paul, the “plain-sense” of Scripture is how that Scripture testifies to Christ;
the “plain-sense” isreadingit in light of the Gospel. | call this plain-sense,. Plain-sense;
is thoroughly and irremediably inter-textual for Paul. Itis a habit of readingthatis

performed by readingactual texts, such as Paul’s programmaticreading of Habakkuk 2:4

212 There is a biblical image here of the root/stem to tree metaphor to which Paul appeals from Isaiah
11:10in Romans 15:12 to show that Christis the hope of the Gentiles that is apropos: “The root of Jesse
will come, even he who arises to rule the Gentiles; in him will the Gentiles hope.”
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in Romans and Galatians, in light of the Gospel message for the sake of proclaiming
Christ. Asseen even in Paul’sfigural readingtendency, plain-sense; cannot violate
plain-sense;, though it can and does certainly enliven it (or, said theologically, inspireit).
Neither can plain-sense; be reduced to plain-sense;, however. For Paul, plain-sense;is
the basicmeaning of the OT texts and is thusthe irreducible datum for a Christian
interpretation of them. Withoutit, thereadingis notyet a Christian one, and the texts
remain a “letter that kills”2!3 that awaits the breath of the Spirit that gives life. The
habit that yields particular plain-sense, readingsis one that has an imaginationshaped
by the Gospel (internalism) to be able to notice sufferingin the world (objectivism) and
heal it in light of the message of Christ (a reparative rationality). Such a procedure is
distinctively Pauline. Itisalsoapplicableto my portrayal of the scriptural logic of early
Lutheranismthat|term “proclamatory pragmatism” and attribute to Paul. Another
implication is that while Christians can and must discuss plain-sense; of the text of
Scripture, unless that discussion yields plain-sense; readings, it will remain ultimately
unsatisfying for one formed to thinkin this way.?** Paul’s theological habitus “naturally”
leads him to read in this fashion, and itis the same habitus that he seeks to inculcatein

his reader.

213 This is a quotation from Paul in 1 Cor. 3:5-6: “Not that we are sufficient in ourselves to claim anything
as coming from us, but our sufficiency is from God, who has made us sufficient to be ministers of a new
covenant, not of the letter but of the Spirit. For the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life.” (ESV)

214 This is a lot of the frustration that many Christians feel toward biblical commentaries that are only
interested in the historical aspects of Scripture and do not engage in its figural, doctrinal, moral or
eschatological aspects as well or that leave the Gospel of Christ to the side completely. Thereis a sense
that something is missing, that there has to be more here to arrive at a consequential reading of the text.
It is a plain-sense; reading that never achieves plain-sense,.
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Faith, Hope and Love: Hosting a Telic Dialog

Having covered my reading of Paul’s Gospel and its relationship to his different
readingtendencies, | now turn to how what | read as his conception of faith, hope and
love as those virtues which host the dialogbetween the Gospel message and particular
scriptural readingtendencies and how they also draw scriptural inquiry forward. These
virtues are open-ended and continually drive Paul’s readings of Scripture for the sake of
proclamation.?!® Theyare not clear-and-distinct claims to be adjudged propositionally
true or false but rather those virtues that drive Paul to produce such claims and so have
the character of A-reasonings. They also operate telically within Paul’s scriptural logic
that| chartin that they both describe Christian life in the present state but contain
within themselves as their object a vaguely envisioned end-state in which the Christian
ultimately trusts, ultimately hopes for, and ultimately loves. That eschatological end-
state thatis partially realized in the presentis a lifein filial relation to God not darkly as
now but clearly at the end of days. Thisis the full maturation of the faith, hope andlove
that the Christian exhibitsnow and is the goal of Christian life. Assuch, the virtues of
faith, hope and love that this vision inspires can be seen to function within Paul’s logic

as | diagram it relative to Lutheranism®® as types of final causes that draw scriptural

215 While Paul does not explicitly say that these virtues drive him or draw him on in so many words,
insofar as he exhibits the habits he urges on others and insofar as those habits are witnessed to in his
letters, | think that it is possible to hypothesize that Paul displays these same virtues in his reading of
Scripture. This is so because he does repeatedly describe the Christian life or life in the Spirit as being
characterized by faith, hope and love, so it stands to reason that he himself finds these traits operative in
his own life. Further, Paul repeatedly urges Christians to imitate him (1 Cor. 4:16,11:1; and Phil. 3:17), so
his urging to them can also be taken as a token of his own habit.

216 | emphasize this because, as | mentioned earlier, this section is not positing final causation (or any
causation at all) as a principle of the universe but rather as a helpful way to describe a particular, finite
system of reasoning — Paul’s scriptural logic — by making a transcendental deduction from that logic to
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inquiry forward.?!” Peirce speaks of causation functioning teleologically in numerous
locations throughout his corpus that can serve to help understand how faith, hope and
love function asvirtues of scriptural inquiry (even as they are virtues of Christianlife
generally for Paul) within Paul’s scriptural practice. lillustrate thisin two steps. First, |
bringin T.L. Short’s account of causality in Peirce to clarify Peirce’s conception. Second,
| test Short’s account of final causality against Peirce’s claim that the “Neglected
Argument” provides warrants to hypothesize God’s reality to see if it can account for
how musement?*® draws such a hypothesis; this serves to validate Short’s reading of
Peirce. Throughout both ofthese steps, | bring Paul into the conversation to show how
this analysis of final causation can better serve to understand his scriptural practice and
the role of faith, hope and love therein in order to show its relevance to the early
Lutherans and provide a means to mediate the “Battle for the Bible.”

Short’s analysis of Peirce yields two different types of causality: “mechanistic”
which is similar to Aristotle’s account of efficient causality and “anisotropic” which is

similarto (but not the same as) Aristotle’s account of final causation. Short writes:

what must lie behind it to make such logic possible. Even more particularly, my claimis that in tracing the
early Lutheran’s appropriation of Paul, such an understanding is necessary.

217 Martin writes of Paul’s teleological approach: “Paul’s teleology is full of promise, not presence. Paul’s
teleology insists not on current fulfillment of purpose, as one would find in Aristotle, Galen, Eusebius, or
Hegel. Paul’s teleology, rather, points out just how the current social and political situation [and | would
add, the position of the individual before God] needs radical redemption and revolution. Itis ateleology
not of fulfillment but of promise. Not of certainty but of hope.” (Dale B. Martin, “Teleology,
Epistemology, and Universal Visionin Paul,” in St. Paul among the Philosophers, eds. John D. Caputo and
Linda Martin Alcoff [Bloomington & Indianapolis, IN: Indiana University Press, 2009], 9 8)

218 pejrce defines “musement” as “Pure Play”: “Pure Play has no rules, except this very law of liberty. It
bloweth where it listeth. It has no purposes, unless recreation. The particular occupationlmean... may
take either the form of esthetic contemplation, or that of distant castle-building..., or that of considering
some wonder in one of the Universes or some connection between two of the three, with speculation
concerning its cause. It is this last kind, - I will call it ‘Musement’ on the whole, - that | particularly
recommend, because it will in time flower into the N.A.” (EP 2:436) Notethat here Peirceis not strictly
speaking of the Neglected Argument but rather the Humble Argument. He acknowledges the difference
inthe “Additament” to the “Neglected Argument” essay.
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...two sorts of processes are distinguished by their form, one involving variable steps
with constant type of result, the other, constant rule by which one step follows another
but with variable result. Such aruleis a mechanistic law, as we have defined the term.
Processes with variable steps and constant type of result are those Peirce called
“finious” and we call “anisotropic”. In either kind of process, the constant element is
something general, arule governing the steps or a type of outcome...

...Notice that a process can be grouped with different others, one grouping revealing its
mechanical aspect, the other its anisotropic aspect, if it has one.?*®

These two “aspects” of a process can be understood in pragmaticterms as two
moments in dialogicrelation to each other where. Thatis, where there is a process that
displays both types of causation, each aspect defines the otheraccording to their points
of vagueness. Mechanisticcauses define a particular rule for a set of steps but without
any particularresult beingin view; it is concrete regarding process but vague regarding
outcome. Conversely, anisotropiccauses define an end-state orresult but without any
particularrule for a set of steps; itis concrete regarding outcome but vague regarding
process.

How these two types of causation arein dialog with each other depends upon
the specific situationin view. Forexample,the meaningof the locution “Jesus [i.e., the
one God raised from the dead] is Lord” in a given contextis determined by the
formation of the person who is speakingor hearingthat locution. This formation will
cause the person to take it as a meaningful utterance or not (it may be apprehendedas
simple nonsense), to see it as meaningful to others but not to oneself, or to grasp itin
faith, hopingfor therealization of a world wherein the full import of such a statement
might be made apparenttoall,and working in love toward God and others to make it

happen. Thisapprehension of an end-state that is characteristicof one formed by the

219 T L. Short, Peirce’s Theory of Signs (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007) 136-7. Hereafter,
PTS.
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Spirit to exercise faith inits reality and hope for its realizationenables one to work in
love to spread the message of this good news to all. Thisisto say thatfaith, hopeand
love function together as a final cause in Peirce’s sense of the term as a “type for which

selection is made,” as Short writes:

Afinal cause, then, in Peirce’s but not in Aristotle’s sense of that term, is a type for
which selection is made. The selection can be made consciously and deliberately, as by
a human agent, or in Darwin’s phrase, naturally, by no agent at all. As Peirce suggested,
though for the wrong reason, this conception of final cause includes but is broader than
our ordinary idea of purpose. And we may then define teleological explanation as
explanation by final causes; it is a subtype of anisotropic statistical explanation.2%°

The “teleological explanation” that |am offering as an account of Peirce’s logic is that
faith and hopein a particular end-state (that all might sharein a filial relationship with
God) draw forward the work of proclamationvia scriptural inquiryin love, and it is all
three together that function as a kind of final cause. Itisin view of this revealed end-
state that Paul himself operates and according to which Paul makes selectionsin how to
approach topics so that the proclamation might go forward. Paulineinquiry, then, is
drawn forward by the exercise of these virtues.

Said differently, God’s Spirit forms people to live as if a particular vision of the
world were true and already present, and itis a world thatis seen through the eyes of a
crucified, resurrected and living Lord. Thevirtues draw one toward a particular
outcome of a vision of life in filial relation to the Father that is the outcome of this

anisotropic (and eschatological) process.??! The process itself mechanistically moves

220 pTS 138-9.

221 James Liszka describes anisotropic / finious processes as follows: “What explains finious processes is
the likelihood of the end regardless of the mechanism by which it is realized, thus mechanism cannot
explain why the end is the inevitable result; while in mechanistic action, the means determine the end
state. What is fixed, so to speak, in finious processes —and what makes them irreversible (or more
precisely, highly unlikely —is the end; in mechanistic processes, what is fixed are the means. Finious
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forward by the production of particular habitsof thought and action that resultin
particularlocutions that guide the believer toward that end state. Yeteven here, it
continues to be the work of the Spiritin a Pauline (and Lutheran) understandingwhere
itis the Spirit speakingthe Word into particular situations to transform individuals in the
event of proclamation which can also have a sacramental dimension.??? The specific
locutions ortheresults of any given locution are unknown beforehand which isto be
expectedin a processthatis ultimately anisotropic. Even so, a general trajectoryin the
habits of thought and action of a believer can be discerned by what she actually does
and says.??

This teleological explanation of Pauline logic utilizes claims that are, in Ochs’
terms, “non-foundationalisttruth claims, which are truth-claims that are non-discrete,
non-universal, non-necessary and non-impossible.”?** The claims in this explanation are
non-discrete because the way faith, hope and love work outin any given situation s
unknown and may vary widely; they are non-universal because not everyone has a faith,

hope and love that are rooted in Christ, and the warrants for these distinctively Christian

processes may set the stage, in fact, for purposive agency, since what agency does is to intentionally use
various means to accomplish an end.” (James Liszka, “Teleology and Semiosis: Commentary on T.L. Short’s
Peirce’s Theory of Signs,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society, 43 no. 4 [2007], 641)

222 Baptism is the prime Pauline example here. Paul views baptism as the means by which believers are
united with Christ’s death so that they might be united with Christ’s resurrection (cf. Rom. 6) and also as
that which clothes believers with Christ (cf. Gal. 3). Baptism, then, becomes in Pauline logic a mechanistic
causein the life of the believer that serves to push her toward a life of filial relation to the Father but also
forms within her faith, hope and love that draw her to Him as He calls her by the Spirit.

223 Robert Jenson beautifully characterizes the telos of Christianity at the end of his systematic theology
when he writes of what | described as a “filial relation”: “The point of identity, infinitely approachable and
infinitely to be approached, the enlivening telos of the Kingdom’s own life, is perfect harmony between
the conversation of the redeemed and the conversation that God is. In the conversation God is, meaning
and melody are one. The end is music.” (Robert Jenson, Systematic Theology, Vol. 2 [Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999] 369)

224 pw 134,
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virtues remain hypotheses that are offered to others for adoption; theyare non-
necessary becauseit is onlyin the event of proclamationthat the Pauline vision of a filial
relationship with God isapprehended, and this depends upon the working of the Spirit;
and they are non-impossible because itis within the power of God to call peopleto
Himself through His Son by the power of the Spirit by creating within them faith, hope
and love for Himself.

Peirce’s “Neglected Argument” (NA) can be viewed as providing a teleological
explanation asto how the hypothesis of God “naturally” arises through musement.
Peirce writes the followingregardingthe role of experience in this argument: “An
‘Experience’ is a brutally produced conscious effect that contributes to a habit, self-
controlled, yet so satisfying, on deliberation, as to be destructible by no positive
exercise of internal vigor.”>?> Relatingthis to Paul, it is precisely this type of experience
that Paul hasin mind in my reading of him when speaking of the forceful activity of the
Spirit. The Spirit’s activity may not be a physical experience like a punch or stubbing
one’stoe, butitis a brutally-produced experience nonethelessin these terms from
Peirce. The working of the Spirit produces a conscious effect upon the one who endures
it, and this contributes to a new set of habits that are self-controlled and satisfying such
that once tasting new life in Christ, no positive exercise of internal vigor could make one
want to destroy it.

Musement in the Peircean sense is a discipline that results in experiencein the

sense described above. For Peirce, it is pure play. The mindis set free to go where it

225 EP 2:435.
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will as it muses upon what Peirce calls the “three universes” —those of First, Seconds
and Thirds.??® Asthe mind freely playsin its consideration of those universes, it notes
their many interconnections. Drawn by this, it begins to alight on how these
interconnections resultin the growth of the universes which is, in itself, a shocking
development. Through musement, Peirce writes that one will eventually alight upon

warrants that:

...inevitably suggest the hypothesis of God’s Reality... [I]n the Pure Play of Musement the
idea of God’s Reality will be sure sooner or later to be found an attractive fancy, which
the Muser will develop in various ways. The more he ponders it, the more it will find
response in every part of his mind, for its beauty, for its supplying an ideal of life, and

for its thoroughly satisfactory explanation of his whole threefold environment.??’

Peirce’s view of the relationship between efficient and final causationin what Short calls
“anisotropic processes” is on full display here.??® Peirce, like Paul, providesa
teleological explanation for the results of concrete, forceful experiences (the
mechanisticmoment) that will eventually have a particular character or result which the

process itself calls forth as a warranted hypothesis (the anisotropic moment).?%°

226 The “three Universes” are: first, “all mere Ideas” whose “Being consists in mere capability of getting
thought;” second, “the Brute Actuality of things and facts” whose “Being consistsin reactions against
Brute forces;” and third, signs whose “Being consists in active power to establish connections between
different objects, especially between objects in different Universes.” (EP 2:435)

227 Ep 2:439.

228 Anisotropic processes always contain both mechanistic and anisotropic elements according to Peirce:
“Final causality cannot be imagined without efficient causality; but no whit the less on that account are
their modes of action polar contraries.” (CP 1.213) As I mentioned earlier, they are not polar contraries
but two moments of a dialogic relation. Further: “Efficient causationis that kind of causation whereby
the parts compose the whole; final causation is that kind of causation whereby the whole calls out its
parts. Final causation without efficient causation is helpless; mere calling for parts is what a Hotspur, or
any man, may do; but they will not come without efficient causation. Efficient causationwithoutfinal
causation, however, is worse than helpless, by far; it is mere chaos; and chaos is not even so much as
chaos, without final causation; it is blank nothing.” (CP 1.220)

229 | believe it best to regard Ochs’ deployment of the category of reparative claims as itself displaying a
type of teleology that cannot be encompassed by the sole criterion of whether or not it heals suffering. In
Ochs’ reading of Augustine, he portrays Augustine’s reparative habitus as both being able to see suffering
(objectivism) and being prepared to heal it (internalism) according to a habit characterized by
confessional, transformational and Trinitarian moments. What is lacking here is an explicit reference to a
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When it comes to the hypothesis of God that results from musement upon the
connections of the three universes, the hypothesis itself must be understood according
to the law of vagueness for Peirce: “...the hypothesis [of God’s reality has] but one way
of understandingitself; namely, as vague but as true so far as it is definite,and as
continually tending to define itself more and more, and without limit.”?*® Even so, there
are things about the hypothesis of God that results from musement that are
problematicfor Peirce, specifically theidea of purpose and so of growth in God which,
to him, appearsto be a contradiction. He writes: “Yet a purpose essentially involves
growth, and so cannot be attributedto God. Still it will, accordingto this hypothesis, be
less false to speak so, than to represent God as purposeless.”?3! In this way, Peirce

attributes a character to his hypothetical God —that of purpose —even as he

particular message, e.g., the Gospel in Paul’s practice that unifies them and vaguely describes the final
state to which they point. That is, Ochs appears to characterize Augustine only according to capacities
that work themselves out in solely mechanistic ways. As Peirce writes, this is problematic because:
“Efficient causation without final causation... is worse than helpless...; it is mere chaos.” (CP 1.220) Having
a capacity to attend to some problem is an insufficient basis for an action that could heal that problem
unless some type of final state that has a particular (though vague) character is in view; without this,
what is left is chaos, an end-state incapable of being evaluated outside of existential categories. |am
unsure if Ochs would agree to this, but it is my thought that his own work demands such a category in
order to be consistent. Inthe terms of RR, reparative claims as demonstrated by someone exhibiting a
reparative rationality (Augustine) can only achieve their goal when the agent of repair has some
characterizable sense of how the desirable end state should appear. This characterization must be able to
be expressed in propositions even though it cannot be properly apprehended apart from its performance,
just as a B-Reasonings are necessary but insufficient in and of themselves to apprehend an A-Reasoning.
What is most important for Augustine, then, in any particular moment of repair, could be seen as a token
of his apprehension of what functions as “Gospel” for him, and this can and must be expressed as a
proposition because only then can it be evaluated according to its beauty, and only in so doing does it
express its teleological pull upon the situation in question. In short, purposes are characterizable (though,
again, how that particular purpose might be understood in any given situation differs as does one’s
appreciation of it throughout the course of her life). The maximto “heal suffering” can only accomplish its
goal when such characterizable purposes are operative, whether or not they reach the level of explicitly
being characterized.

230 Ep2:439.

231 Ep 2:440.
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acknowledges that one cannot speak definitively about God.?*? Similarly, Paul’s claim
that “Jesus is Lord” remains vague as it awaits the final consummationand sois not fully
understood properly at the present time (ouridea of “lordship” only partakes in what
Christ’s final “lordship” actually looks like), though Christ’s lordship does penetrate the
veil of the “now-time” in particularinstances.

As mentioned in numerous places, | hold that Paul’s scriptural practice has an
explicitly reparative goal —to repair the relationship between a lost humanity and its
Godto bringall peopleinto afilial relationship with their Father, and to participatein
the healing of all creation that was subjected to the power of sin — and it is Paul’s faith,
hope and love thatdraw his scripturalinquiry onin the hope that the event of
proclamation would occur. Any healingthat occurs as a result of the adoption of Paul’s
reparative claims will reflect his vision of a desired end-state and will reflect the vision
of what Paul and his community find to be most beautiful. Paulisdrawn to heal
suffering, but not to heal sufferingin general. Rather, in the context of Lutheran
concerns of distinguishing Law and Gospel, | take Paul’s goal as healing sufferingin light
of the Gospel of Christ, and this healingis the point of the proclamationand is precisely

that to which faith, hope and love draw Paul.?3?

232 pyrpose and growth are not things that are difficult to attribute to a biblical idea of God. God is said to
have “repented” of his actions in the OT and to have purposed to send His Son in the NT. The biblical God
is not an impassible God for Christians; the death of the Son on the cross is the most definitive proof that
God does change. Cf. Jenson, Systematic Theology, 1:42-60,90-114.

233 To return to Peircean themes, thefilial relationship with God that Paul describes involves the process
of semiosis. That is, to bein relationship to God is to be immersed in signs inasmuch as human
communication cannot take place without them. Inreturn, God Himself is the originator of signsas a
means of communication and even of creation —the signs of God, such as His Word, are creative of what
they say (e.g., NN~ IX D' DD7X MMNY). Moreover, to be created by God is to be created by His Word,
to be created by that which is itself a sign, and yet that Word, that sign, is also God. Itis not too much to
say that human personhood is intimately tied with the process of semiosis such that the origination of
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Specific Instances of Paul’s Scriptural Practice: Food Sacrificed to Idols

Having given an analysis of the logic of Paul’s proclamatory practice in the
context of an investigation of the scriptural logic of early Lutherans, | now turnto a
specific problem that Paul addresses bothin Romans 14 and in 1 Corinthians 8 —that of
the conscience with respect to food sacrificed to idols. Here, Paul is concerned to
develop a Christian ethicof respecting the conscience of the one “weak in faith” in order
that theirfaith in Christ might not be shaken unnecessarily;in short, these are examples
of Paul’s moral readingtendency and how it relates to the earlier reading tendencies. It
is a good example of Paul’s proclamatory practice becausein love it keeps the
importance of the faith of the believer first and foremost even as it hopes for the
strengthening of the one weak in faith, and it does so by employinga logic of vagueness

to accomplish this goal.

Romans
In the text from Romans, Paul is in the midst of creating an ethic capable of

including both Jews and Gentiles as members fully able to participate in the communal

human beings is a matter of the development of the sign and that to relate to God via signs is to
participatein Him. In characterizing Peirce’s view of the individual, Lane writes: “A person, then, is an
animal who is conscious of her interaction with her environment, and that consciousness consists in part
of the thought-signs that exemplify the same external thoughts as are exemplified by the thought-signs of
other animals.” (Robert Lane, “Persons, Signs, Animals: A Peircean Account of Personhood,” Transactions
of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45 no. 1 [Winter 2009], 10.) If Peirceis correct (and if Lane’s
characterization of his view is correct), then by making semiosis constitutive of human being can be
translated into a Christian sense of participating in Christ and so in God. Santaellais also curious
regarding the relationship between individuals and world via semiosis though without dealing with its
theological implications. (Lucia Santaella, “2007 Presidential Address: Pervasive Semiosis,” Transactions of
the Charles S. Peirce Society 45 no. 3 [Summer 2009]: 261-72.)
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life of the Christianchurchin Rome. He beginsthe section with a gnomic statement of
doctrine: “Accept the one weak in faith, but not to quarrel over opinions.” (Rom.
14:1)*** This statement functions doctrinally to govern the rest of his treatment of
communal boundary markers that separated Jew from Gentile — specifically, in this case,
dietary laws and festival days. He expresses what, on the surface of this pericope and
takenin isolation, could only be described as a cavalier disregard for dietary law and the
observance of prescribed festivals. He seems to regard the one strongerin faith as
eating everything, while the weaker in faith eats only vegetables. Yet Paul commands
that neither the one who eats everythingnor the one who eats only vegetables should
judge the other. Thatis, the act of eatingis a neutral phenomenoninitselffor Paul as |
read him here. Likewise, the observance or non-observance of festival daysis a matter
of indifference from the perspective of the community insofar as here Paul explicitly
instructs the church in Rome to fully accept both those who choose to observe the days
and those who do not.

Paul’s apparentindifference toward Jewish dietary laws and festival observances
is puzzling were this text taken in isolation from his overall argument in Romans with
respect to therole of the Jewish law in the life of the Christiancommunity. After

235 there was likely no more prominent marker that set apart Jew from

circumcision,
Gentilein Rome more than the Jewish observance of dietarylaws and the Sabbath day.

Paul’s almost casual treatment of it here is possible only because he has already set the

234 “Toy &£ doBevolvra tf miotel mpooAapBavecBe, un eig Stakpiosig Sitaloyopd®v.” |take the
preposition “gig” as specificative, marking the particular aspect of concern for Paul in determining how
the weak in faith are to be accepted into the life of the Christian community.

235 And, of course, this marker is generally unobserved or unnoticed, unlike the much more public
observance of days and dietary restrictions.
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tone with respect to the law earlierin his epistle, most tellingly when dealing with the
covenant of circumcision. | take this tension overthe question ofthelaw in Paulin
chapter 14 as indicative that more context is necessary to understand him in this
chapter.

In Romans 2, Paul relativizes the role of physical circumcision by claimingits
properobservance as being, in thefirst place, a matter of the heart. He states: “For one
is nota Jew in appearance, noris circumcision in the appearance of the flesh, but one is
aJew in hiddenness, and circumcision is of the heart by the Spirit not by the letter,
whose praise is not from humankind but from God.” (Rom. 2:28-29)*¢ |t isimportant to
note here that Paul does not categorically deny the role of circumcision or even its

continuing observance in some communities®®” but rather argues against its sufficiency

236 “o0) yap 6 &v T davep® loudaldc éotv oUSE ) év TR davep® év oapki tepLtopr], AAN & v T& KpuTT®
loudatoc, Kai MEPLTOp KapSiog £V VeV HATLOU YPAUHATL 00 6 EMatvog oUK €€ AvBpwrwv AAN €K TOU
0e0l.”

237 Galatians 5 is, of course, the locus classicus of the view that Paul saw circumcision per se as the
problem because in submitting to the law of circumcision, one is at the same time, Paul argues,
submitting to the entirety of the law thereby becoming liable to uphold the whole law. However, in
Galatians heis speaking to Gentiles who are not part of Israel according to the flesh and therefore have

no command similar to that given to Abraham’s physical offspring. They would rather be taking upon
themselves the obligation of the whole law rather than being born into the community formed by God for
the specific purpose (from a Christian point of view) of bearing witness to Christ in whom all nations are
blessed. God initiated Israel’s election; the initiative lies with Him, not with Abraham nor any other
human agency. For a Gentile to voluntarily take upon the covenant of circumcision would be to miss the
point of Israel in the first place — to witness to Christ —and thereby to ignore the present reality of that to
which Israel witnessed. Expanding this statement of Paul from the particular context of addressing
Gentiles who were being deceived by Judaizing Christians into a general prohibition of circumcision
performed on a religious basis to all would be unwarranted. Simply put, Paul did not have the
circumcision of Jewish Christians in view. Witherington takes a similar view regarding the positive role
that circumcision did and may still have: “Paul then in vv. 25-28 critiques a person who bears the outward
sign of Jewish faith in the form of circumcision but fails to keep the covenant that circumcision signifies.
Inconsistency and hypocrisy are again Paul’s target, especially since this person portrays himself as a
teacher of Gentiles. Paul is quick to add that he does not mean that circumcision is of no value. But what
is of infinitely more value is keeping God’s commandments whether or not one is circumcised. Paul will
stress that circumcision of the heart is also of far more value than outward circumcision. A real Jew is one
who has had his heart transformed or circumcised by the Spirit, which can operate inwardly in a way that
the written code cannot. Here Paul draws on Deut. 10:16 and Jer. 4:4, which speak of the circumcision of
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regarded as a physical sign simpliciter, as if it would carry the same significance bereft of
the attitude of faith of the circumcised toward God. Circumcisionisnota simple
signifier of inclusion into the people of God (Israel) in this reading; Paul is indicating that
for the sign to be effective a third thingmust be present. That third thingis not evident
upon the surface but rather a phenomenon of hiddenness —the faith in the heart of the
believer. In chapter 2, Paul’s relativizes the role of circumcision and of the Jewish law in
general not by denyingits properrole and function (cf. chapter 3 for anindication asto
the value of beinga Jew and of circumcision) but rather by situating it as being the
proper expression of a faithful relationship within the context of Israel as the people of
God witnessingto God’s promise of salvation.

Similarly, in chapter 4 Paul moves to a discussion of Abraham respectingthe
timing of the promise relative to the covenant of circumcision.?*® As with circumcision
beinga matter of the heartin chapter 2, here Paul emphasizes the primacy of that
which elicits or provides the ground for faith — the promise of God. In the life of
Abrahamas narratedin the Torah, God’s promise to Abraham predated circumcision.
Paul takes this historical observation as a tellingindication that faith was always
primary. Itis faith that, for Paul, makes circumcision into a sign of God’s favor, not the

other way around. ForPaulread in this context, faith could and did exist without the

the heart. The latter text indicates that the phrase refers to repentance, but the former text seems closer
to Paul’s thrust, which suggests that the phrase refers to a humble response to God’s grace and love.”
(Ben Witherington lll and Darlene Hyatt, Paul’s Letter to the Romans: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary
[Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2004],90-91.)

238 |n Galatians 3, Paul appeals to the timing of the giving of the Mosaic Law, counting 430 years between
the covenant with Abraham and Sinai. In this later, more developed letter, Paul appeals specifically to the
covenant of circumcision as itself post-dating within the life of Abraham the giving of the promise thereby
demonstrating that faith is prior even to circumcision which is the more primeval covenant than the
Sinaitic.
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physical signinsofaras it clung to the word of God spoken to Abrahamin Genesis 12 of
which circumcision in Genesis 17 was the sign. Again, this does not mean that
circumcision was unimportantor unnecessary for Israel; it does mean that circumcision
is only properly received in faith. This situates circumcision as a sign of God’s promised
salvation and so creates hopein the one who has faith in the promise.

In these two prior discussions of circumcision which is the mostindelible and
physical of the Jewish boundary markers, | take Paul as relativizingitsimportance by
placing circumcision within the context of faith. The onewho is truly circumcised is the
one whotrustsin the promise thatis at the heart of covenantitself. For Paul, this was
always the point of circumcision. It was never simplyand onlya ritual cutting of the
flesh but rather was a sign of the promise for those who believed. Christisthe
fulfillment of the promise of which circumcision was a sign. This does not necessarily
abrogate the continuing practice of circumcision within the Jewish community for Paul,
butit doesindicate that circumcisionis unnecessary for Gentiles because whatis at its
heart— faith in the promise which is the same as faith in Christ —is now given freely in
the proclamationandin baptism.

Returningto Romans 14, Paulis not here glibly throwing out Jewish identity
markers. Rather, he has alreadyre-situated the mostimportant of such markers,
circumcision, earlierin the letter in order to show its importance relative to the
promise. Circumcision was never to be understood as a substitute for faith in the
promise but rather that which gave faith tangible expression. Similarly, the dietary laws

and festal observation performed their function of giving faith its expression. Thisis
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why Paul can repeatedly make claims that situate dietary laws and festal observations

relative to their expressingfaithin God. For example:

The one who observes the day, observes it to the Lord; the one who eats, eats to the
Lord for he gives thanks to God, and the one who abstains [from eating], abstains to the
Lord and gives thanks to God. (Rom. 14:6)%3°

For if we live, we live to the Lord; and if we die, we die to the Lord. Therefore, if we live
or if we die, we are the Lord’s. (Rom. 14:8)24°

In both theses verses, Paul is placing covenantal dietary laws (and by implication,
observingdays) and even of livingand dying within the purview of faith. For Paul,
boundary markers were intended as testimonies to God for those who believe.

As longas an action is done out of love for the Lord and so is of faith,?*! Paul did
not object to the observance of Jewish boundary markers. Given that Paul explicitly
allows both their observance and non-observance, thereis no question in plain-sense;
whetheror not Paul regarded the observance of such boundary markers as being
essential to the Christian life. Plainly, for Paul, they are not, and this principle distilled
from Paul’s understanding of the Christian mind formed into the image of Christis key
to hisapproach toissuesregarding Jewish boundary markers. Butforone who does
decide consciously to eat or not to eat, Paul did say: “Let each person be convincedin
his own mind.” (Rom. 14:5)*> Thisis notan appeal to conscience (cuveidnolg)

understood as somethingthat testifies to one’s actions being adjudged sinful or

239 8 dpovdV THV NUEPAV KUPLW PPOVET - Kal O £60iwv Kuplw £0BieL, VXAPLOTEL yap TM Be®- KALO U

€06lwv kuplw oUk €0Biel kalevxaploTel TR BeR.”

240 “g &y Te yAp LOPEV, TG) KUPLw {WHEV, GV TE AMOBVAGKWHEY, TG KUPiW AMOBVHOKOHEV. £GVTE 0DV
{®uev £av te Anobvokwpey, Tod Kuplou Eouév.”

241 paul has spent much of the previous thirteen chapters clarifying what he means by faith such that
performing an action “for” or “to” the Lord should not be misunderstood as performing and action that
merits a response. Rather, faith simply expresses itself in joy and thankfulnessto God, and it is in this
sense that Paul intends his remarks regarding eating “to the Lord” or observing “to the Lord” to be taken.

242 “grooToC €V TR 16lw voi minpodopeicbw.”
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righteous, wrong or right, in the same sense as it is used regardingthe action of the law
in Romans 2:15. The whole point of the discussion in chapter 14 is that such
considerations are inappropriate when it comes to the observance of boundary markers
such as dietary laws and festal observance. Rather, Paul clarifies his statement bothin
what immediately follows when he says that both the one who eatsand theone who
abstainsboth doituntothe Lord. Thatof which one should be fully convinced is not
whetherto eat or not per se butrather thatif one does eat, she does itto the Lord or if
one does abstain, shedoesit tothe Lord. Allthingsshould bedone in faith and out of
love for God. Paulis urging the Christianto be convinced that the sign of eating /
abstainingtestifies to the activity of God in Christ for her and others who are similarly
formed to understand what sheis doing.

Paul isable to urge thistype of respect for differing views and practices because
he hasfirst adopted a particular stance toward the law that he urges upon his auditors.
Thatis, the promise at the basis of the covenant was fulfilled in Christ. Circumcision was
a sign of that previously existing promise. Likewise, dietary laws and festal observances
are also signs of the promise given to Israel. Boundary markers such as these were
never intended, in my reading of Paul’s thought, to be apprehended apart from faith in
the promise and the hope for its fulfillment that made them necessary in the first place.

Now that that promise had been fulfilled in Christ, there is no need for Gentile
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believers®* to take upon themselves a law that cannot save but rather to model the
faith of Abraham.

Even more, Paul makes a theological judgment on the matter that he expects his
auditors to followinsofar as they are more fully formed in Christ. He summarizes this
theological decision explicitly when he writes: “Do not destroy the work of God on
account of food; on the one hand, everythingis clean, but on the other, itis evil to cause
another person to stumble by eating.” (Rom. 14:20)?** Here Paul models the
perspective he expects that the fully-formed Christian should possess. Forsuch a
person, all food is clean, and her conscience should not be swayed one way or another
by eating. At the same time, out of love for the one “weak” in faith, such a “strong”
personis to have regard for those who are not yet formed in Christ to the same degree
of freedom. Fora less formed or “weak Christian, the “strong” Christian is to voluntarily
and out of love for the other restrict her freedom in the matter of eating, knowing that
it does not matter one way or anotherbecause all food is clean, to avoid giving
unnecessary offence to the “weak” Christian.

It is necessary for the “strong” Christian to voluntarily restrict her own freedom
because of the nature of the phenomenon of eatingfoods (or observing days) as being
clean or unclean relative to the conscience of the individual in question, and the

Christianis also responsible for what her actions might do to her neighbor. For Paul, the

243 As mentioned earlier, Paul is silent regarding whether or not Jews should continue to follow all or at
least some of the laws of the Sinaitic covenant. Making such observance a requirement for salvation
would certainly run afoul of Paul’s logic, but voluntary continued Jewish observance of the covenantal
laws would seem to be licit in a Pauline universe.

244 “nif) Evekev Bpwpotog KatdAue to Epyov ol Be0l. mdvta pév kaBopd , GAAG Kakov TH AvOpww TG
514 mpookoéupatog écbiovtl.”
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orientationof the individual's conscience actually performs a rolein makinga food clean
or unclean to that person.?*® Thatis, the conscience is world-formative for that person
and able not only to affect her attitude toward the world but also to effect, to create a
reality within that world. Paul makes this explicit when he says earlier: “l know and am
persuaded in Lord Jesus that nothingis uncleaninitself, butto one who considers
somethingto be unclean, to that personitis unclean.” (Rom. 14:14)2*¢ In this matter, it
is the conscience or committed understanding of an individual that makes a food
unclean for that person. Paulis not here outlininga general rule of the uncleanness of
foods based upon anindividual’s conscience butis rather recognizing the role of that
conscience in forming the reality of a food’s uncleanness for the person concerned. One
who considers a food unclean and therefore unpleasingto God if eaten cannot eat that
foodin orderto honor God. That would beto engage in a simple contradiction. Rather,
because one cannot eat thatfood to the honor of God, the food itself becomes unclean
to thatindividual.

However, havingone’s conscience bound to consider some foods as unclean and
other Jewish boundary markers attached to the Law is a sign of a weak faith for Paul. It
is not somethingto be desired or formed in Christian individuals but rather is something
from which it is desirable to free the weak Christian’s conscience out of love for that
individual. Thisis because the fully-formed Christian conscience in this matter would

regard all foods as clean and ableto be eaten to the honor of God, just as other

245 | should note that an individual’s conscience is itself not an individual affair but rather something that
has been formed both by an individual’s experiences and judgments but also by her community that
provides her norms and concepts by which she judges matters and interprets her experience.

246 “o{5a KAl IEMELOPAL &V KUPLwINooD 8TLoUSEV KooV U £autod, £l pf) TG AoyL{oMEVW TL KOLVOV Elval,
£Kkelvw Kowov.”

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



162

boundary markers of Jewish identity have been relativized to a certain time, place,
people and purpose. Bondage to observingcertain foods as clean and others as unclean
is not reflective of the conscience formed in Christand is somethingthat should be
remedied by making whatis in fact true for the strong Christian known and formed in
the weak Christian. Itisa matter of a growth in maturityin the faith. Because Paul
provides an authoritative (and negative) response to the question: “Are some foods
unclean?,” he gives a means by which the weak Christian’s conscience might become
increasingly strong. Such a stance provides the mechanism that frees consciences
bound to somethinginappropriate to the Christian life thereby enabling growth in faith
and understanding. Thisisto use doctrine as a negative rule of discourse. Inthisway,
Paul’s discussion pushes towards the proclamation that can transform a Christian’s
conscience from being weak to becoming more mature, and such transformationbears
quite directly upon the Lutheran practice of distinguishing Law and Gospel and how it

relates to the competing foundationalismsin the “Battle for the Bible.”

First Corinthians

When dealing with food sacrificed to idolsin 1 Corinthians 8, Paul begins with a
discussion of the concept of knowledge (yv®olg). Thisis necessary for Paul, assumedly,
because the Corinthianchurch operated with a different conception of what knowledge
meant. Precisely what that concept of knowledge was is unclear, and many have

theorized possible scenarios that more or less do justice to the text.?*” For my purposes

247 Thiselton surveys a number of approaches to “knowledge” here. He quotes Barrett who indicates that

VR

Paul uses “yv®olc” “in a plain, non-technical sense... [as] a good thing, but it is inferior to love, and may
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in reading Paul in the context of the Lutheran “Battle for the Bible,” | will only note that
the type of knowledge operative in the Corinthian context was of such a type thatits
exercise ignored the needs of the individual and community. If one possessed
knowledge, then that one was justified in exercisingthat knowledge in whatever context
becauseit was “true,” whetheror notit adversely or even beneficially affected the
neighbor. Knowledge was a possession, belongingto the one who owned it and was
rightly applied regardless of outcome. Itis possibletoreadthisas an internalistand
relativist foundationalisttendency. Inthissense, the Corinthian concept of knowledge
was an absolute to be maintained regardless of context. Paul could not see how this
would accord with Christianlove toward neighbor.

Paul refigures this understanding of knowledge by takingit out of the realm of
unchangingidealities available only to particularindividuals and/or sub-communities
and by situatingit within the context of the Christian life characterized by love in service
to the neighbor. He points outthatina Christian context, knowledgeisto be in service

)248

to love to both avoid the “puffing up” (duoldw)=*° that comes as a result of pridein

lead ot an exaggerated individualism which loses concern for the neighbour.” (C.K. Barrett, “Things
Sacrificed to Idols,” in Essays on Paul [London: SPCK, 1982], 7, quoted in Anthony Thiselton, The First
Epistle to the Corinthians, The New International Greek Text Commentary [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2000],621.) Thiseltonfurther quotes Mitchell in seeing it as “contributing to community division... in the
justification it provides for certain controversial actions.” (M.M. Mitchells, Paul and the Rhetoric of
Reconciliation [Tibingen, Mohr and Louisville: Westminster/Knox, 1992], 126, quotein Ibid., 621-2)
Thiselton continues to survey multiple views, from that of Kdsemann’s emphasis upon an earthly realism
contra a spiritualizing view of life in the Spirit, to Gardner’s emphasis upon the practicality of yv@olg, to
Maly’s emphasis on contrasting yvoig with ayamnn. (cf. Ibid., 621-8.) Thiselton himself takes the view
that Paul is distinguishing between knowledge as something possessed (the Corinthian understanding)
and knowing as an activity (what Paul is urging). (cf. Ibid., 624-5.)

248 Jsed 6 times in 1 Corinthians (4:6, 18, 19; 5:2; 8:1; 13:4) and only once elsewhere in the Pauline
correspondence (Col. 2:18).
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one’s knowledge and to accomplish the “building up” (oikobopuéw) of the other that love
entails.

Through a careful manipulation of tense and voice, in verses 2-3 Paul
strengthens thisinitial claim by emphasizing the role of love in producing the knowledge
appropriate to a Christian. One who imagines (80keT; present active) that she has come
to have known something (¢yvwkéval; perfect active infinitive) really does not yet know
(Eyvw; aorist active) as it is necessary (8€1; present active) to know. On the contrary, if
that person loves (ayond; present active) God, she is known (&yvwotal; perfect passive)
by Him. Looking at verse 2, Paul begins with the active knower who believes to have

attained?*®

atype of knowledge alongthe Corinthian lines—unchanging, “true” and
justly applied regardless of whether or not it serves the neighbor. This type of
knowledge “puffs up” the knower insofar as she believes that she has attained a higher

250 ynderstood initselfand on its own terms. Even without the

grasp of ultimate reality
second half of the verse, Paul explicitlyindicates that he does not consider this type of
knowledge to be knowledge appropriate to a Christian context by including the verb

“Sokéw”; indeed, thisimplies that such knowledge only “seems” to be knowledge or is

“considered” knowledge by some, thereby invalidating this conception of knowledge

altogether. The use of the aoristin vs. 2b also serves as a simple denial of the

249 The perfect tense emphasizes the past appropriation of knowledge that has an ongoing effect. It also
implies that knowledge understoodin this way is somehow complete or sufficient for any given purpose.
250 Here, | have in mind a vague concept similar to that of the Platonic forms that underlie perceptible
reality. | say “vague” because | do not think that the popular conception of knowledge in Corinth that
Paul is here refiguring is solely attributable to Plato’s thought or to any other precise view of ultimate
reality. Rather, being a popular view operative within a community composed not solely of scholars but
also of the uneducated, it is much more likely that a simplified apprehension of an unchanging ultimate
was all that was operative at the time.

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



165

completion of knowledge assumed to be attained in the perfect of 2a. Butif this
invalidation were considered to be a description of ultimate reality and therefore a
simple rejection of the Corinthian’s knowledge because it failed to match up with that
reality, then Paul would be agreeing with such a view of knowledge and thereby
engagingina contradiction. Simply put, if Paul denies that knowledge is an absolute
description of an unchangingreality (and therefore to be bluntly applied regardless of
context), he cannot do this by substitutinganotheritem of knowledge taken as the
properdescription of that unchangingreality without re-inscribingthe error he desires
to amend. Rather, as becomes apparentinverses 4-6, the view of knowledge Paul is
championingis what “we know” (vs. 4) or that which is “for us” (vs. 6). Thatis, Paul
proffers his understanding of knowledge as that which builds up the neighborin love as
that which is appropriate specifically for the Christian community. Surely, he desires
that all would understand knowledge in such a way, but neither does he indicate that
such a view of knowledge would be comprehensiblebyone not formed to thinkas a
Christian. Thisistoread Paul as a model for pragmatism. Itisalso noteworthythat Paul
does not here provide logical warrants as to why the prior Corinthian view of knowledge
isinadequate; rather, he simply assertsits insufficiency and relies in the remainder of
the chapter on the aestheticappeal of a knowledge in service to the neighbor asitself a
warrant for changing conceptions of knowledge from that prevalentin Corinth to one
more in line with a Christian view.

After refutingthe Corinthian view of knowledge, Paul re-emphasizes

knowledge’s connection with love for the Christian. Andin atypical Pauline reversal,
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knowledge turns out to be, in the first place, beingknown through the exercise of
love.?*! Tolove is to open oneselfto being known by the other not just as a gathering of
bits of data or information butratherin enteringinto the situation of the otherso fully
that her thoughtsand actions become recognizable or familiar. This type of loving
knowledge is never comprehensive but ratheris always growing organically. While
discontinuities exist, even these become opportunities for greater appreciation and
better understanding of how the other might react to new situations. For Paul,love as a
way of knowledge emphasizes the connection between the lovers who know each other
as a type of habituationto the intricacies of the other’s personality, yet it doesso in
such a way that particular “points” or propositions can be predicted to be true of the
otherin a given situation. The discussion of knowledge working through love
throughout this chapter bears witness to the need to take into account the needs of the
otherin love, even as there is a particular proposition that Paul considers true for the
Christianin herrelation to God in Christ in the sense that such a proposition functions
doctrinally as a negative rule of discourse.?>?

After establishingwhat he holds to be the proper stance toward knowledge for a

Christian, in my reading Paul deals with the question of food sacrificed to idols directly.

~n

251 There is a textual problem where some early mss. omit “tov 8edv” and “Or’ avtod” from vs. 3. For my
purposes, there is no need to make a strong choice between keeping or omitting the phrases as both
serve my point. Metzger’s discussion on the textual issues is helpful as he theorizes, with the UBS4
committee, that the omission of “tov 6g6v” was due to assimilation to verse 2, and that the omission of
“Or’ abtold” is also accidental (cf. Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament,
2" ed, [Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft / German Bible Society, 1994], 490-1.).

252 As will become clear later, it is the position that idols are nothing and so eating food sacrificed to them
is nothing. The only concern is for those whose consciences are wrongly bound to consider an idol
something; for these people, the Christian should voluntarily curtail her own freedom to avoid causing the

other to sin against her conscience.
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Alludingto Old Testament scriptural teaching, Paul declares: “we know thatan idol does

253 3nd that thereis no God except one.” (1 Cor. 8:4)%** Becauseidols have no

not exist,
independent existence and are thereby powerless, and because there is only one God,
food sacrificed toidols has no inherent uncleannessattached toitaccordingto my
portrayal of Paul’s understanding of Scripture. The Christian is free to eat such food
because there is noindependent power that makes it anidol’s possession or something
even dedicated to a higher, godly power — because such powers simply do not exist.
The Christian has nothingto fear if she eats, and she is free to choose not to eat as well.
However, when it comes to dealing with those who do not possess the
knowledge that Paul shares (thatan idolisnothingand only one God exists) in my
reading, Paul urges the strong Christian to use her knowledge to nurture the weak. That
is, the Christianisto recognize that her knowledge could lead them into behavior whose
ramifications could be negative for others. It is possible thata Christian who knows that
an idolis nothing might be observed by someone who believesin the existence and
power of idols while she is eating food sacrificed toidols. This may give the weak
person implicit permission to do likewise, even though she believesin the power of
idols. By doingthis, the knowledge which a Christian possesses becomes not a means
for the freedom of faith but ratherand instrument of bondage by causing someone to
sin against their conscience by eatingfood attached toidols. Knowledge, in this case, is

hollow because it is not exercised in a love that builds up the neighborand encourages

faith toward God. Rather, the Christianshould use her knowledge of both the

253 Ljt: “...an idol is nothing in the world...”
254 “oiSauev OTL 00SEV eldwAOV &V KOOUW Kal 6TLoUSELGBeOC i pr) €lg.”
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(non)reality ofidols and of the conscience of the neighborto voluntarily and freely
restrict her own behavior for the sake of the neighborin the hope of nurturing her faith.
In chapterten, | take Paul as nuancinghis positionregardingidols and food
sacrificed toidols. Nolonger is he simply assertingthe non-existence ofidolsand the
fact thatthereis onlyone God. Rather, while Paul does not retract his earlier analysis,
here he indicates that the food is not actually beingsacrificed to idols (which do not

exist) but rather to demons understood as beings in opposition to God:

What then do | say? That food sacrificed to idols is anything? Or that anidolis
something? [l do not say this] but rather that which they sacrifice, they sacrifice to
demons and not to God. | do not want you as partners of demons. You are not ableto
drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons; you are not able to partake of the
table of the Lord and the table of demons. Or will we provoke the Lord to jealousy? Are
we stronger than He? (Rom. 10:19-22)%%

For Paul, just as partaking of the cup and the bread in the Lord’s Supper®®is to
participateinthe bodyand blood of Christ, so, too, is to partake of food sacrificed to
idols to participatein demons. Thiswould implythat thereisindeed a power to be
feared and respected attached to a willingand knowing participation with demons by
consuming food sacrificed toidols.

Paul, however, maintains his original position asserting Christian freedom with
respect to food sacrificed to idols. Because all the fullness of the earthis the Lord’s, a
Christian may eat whatever she wishes. This would imply that the prohibition Paul had

in mind depended upon the context of receiving the food. Was it received in a context

255 “T{ o Qv pnp; OTLeLSWAOGBUTOV TE £0Twv A OTL €IS WAOV TL EoTv; GAN &TLE BUoUGLY, Sapoviolg katov
0@ [BUouoLv]- 00 BEAW 6& DUAC KovwvoUug TOV Satpoviwy yiveoBal. o0 SUvaobe motrplov kupiou
niivelv kat ot plov daoviwy, ou SUvacbe tpamelng kupilou LETEXEW KAl TpamEING Sapoviwy. i
napalnAolpev TOV KUpLOV; UN Lloxupotepol autol éopev;”

258 It is possible that other types of meals are in view, but | take this to be a reference to the Sacrament of
the Altar.
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where other peopleintended to reverence idols (and so the demons behind theidols)?
How could one do this without also by one’s actions participatingin the worship of
idols? The context of reception would demand such an interpretation, and to receive
food in this mannerwould be to participate in demons.

However, outside this context and in the context of the marketplace or other
meals, the food is free to eat depending upon the disposition of the “weaker” brother.
Thatis, Paul gives practical advice: if you go to a friend’s house and are disposed to eat
with that friend, eat whatever she places before you. On the other hand, if the host
makes a point of sayingthat the food is sacrificed to idols, thisis an indicator that the
host may have a weak conscience on this point, thinking thatidolsare something. In
this context, partaking of the food would be wrong, not because it would be damaging
to the Christian guest or because it would violate her conscience, but because of the
damage it would do to the host’s conscience. Such a contextis differentthan
participatingin anidolatrous worship service by partaking of food sacrificed toidols
(which Paul warns againstin vss. 14-22) at the “table of demons.” Instead, itis similarto
the situations envisionedin chapter eight where Paul again has the good of the
neighborin mind such thata Christian’s knowledge of the freedom possessed in Christ
should not become the occasion for the destruction of the neighbor but rather to

nurture her.

In sum, the event of proclamation that Paul seeks becomes embodied through

the virtues drawing forward scriptural interpretationthat has discrete reading
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tendencies in conversation with Paul’s Gospel message. There are both mechanisticand
anisotropicmomentsin thisinquiry which is ultimately an anisotropic process that
occurs in particular contexts for particular people. By engagingin thisinquiry, Paul’s
practice resultsin proclamation when and where the Spirit wills to both repair broken
relationships between individuals and God and to have the “mind of Christ” formed
within thoseindividuals. Such an eventis beyond the control of any human beingin my
understanding of Paul; rather, thereis a living faith, a livinghope, and an abidinglove
that seeks to serve the neighbor, trustingin the work of the Spirit. This habitus is the
form that Pauline theology takes in my readingas it is relevant to the early Lutheran’s
praxis of distinguishing Law and Gospel;it cannot be reduced to any particular locution
butrather the entire process of weaving together particular types of readings of
Scripture with the Gospel message in faith, hope and love. Inshort, it is this form of
inquiry that | term Paul’s “proclamatory pragmatism” and hold is of value in mediating

the Lutheran disputein the “Battle for the Bible.”
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Chapter Three: Law and Gospel —
Proclamatory Pragmatism in the
Lutheran Tradition

As | have been attemptingto clarify throughout this dissertation, what | have

“

described as Paul’s “proclamatory pragmatism”in the previous chapter — usingthe
terminology and conceptualities of “scriptural pragmatism” that | detailed in the first —

is also a helpful way to describe an over-arching Lutheran theological praxis found in the

Book of Concord?*’ (BoC) and other Lutheran theologians that usuallyis called in

257 The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church contains a good summary of the contents and role of the
Book of Concord in Lutheranism: “The ‘Formula of Concord’, the last of the classical *Lutheran formulae
of faith, was drawn up in Mar. 1577, by a number of theologians, among them Jacob *Andreae, M.
*Chemnitz, and Nikolaus Selnecker (1530-92). Internal disagreements within Lutheranism over the proper
interpretation of the *Augsburg Confession (1530) followed the external peace established with the Peace
of *Augsburg (1555). In 1567 Andreae was commissioned to produce a union formula. Initially
unsuccessful, he later preached a series of six sermons which were summarized in 11 theses, known as
the Swabian Concord of 1573 (revised by Chemnitz in the Swabian-Saxon Concord of 1575). Other
Lutherans produced the Maulbronn Formulain 1576. The Elector of Saxony then assembled theologians
to work on a common statement. The result was the Torgau Book, which was produced in 1576,
combining the Swabian-Saxon Concord and the Maulbronn Formula. Andreae was asked to edit the
results of these efforts and to provide a summary of their content. Thus the Solid Declaration (the Bergen
Book of 1577) was produced along with an Epitome, which together constitute the Formula of Concord.
The Formula treats various topics, such as *original sin and free will, the relationship between law and
gospel, the Person of Christ, *adiaphora (things ‘nonessential’ to salvation), and eternal foreknowledge
and Divine election. It denies that human merit and free will have any role in the justification of man and
just as resolutely rejects *antinomianism; it upholds the bodily presence of Christ in the Lord’s Supper
irrespective of the faith of the recipient, affirms the Divine majesty of the man Jesus and thus also the
omnipresence of the human as well as the Divine nature of Christ, stresses the necessity of resistance
when a declaration of faith is demanded, and closely links Divine election to the word of the gospel. It
appeals first to Scripture as the only ‘rule and norm’ of doctrine, followed by the early Church Fathers, the
*Apostles’, *Nicene, and *Athanasian Creeds, the Augsburg Confession of 1530 (to which P.
*Melanchthon’s ‘Treatise on the Power and Primacy of the Pope’ was appended in 1537) and its Apology
(1531), the *Schmalkaldic Articles (1537) and M. *Luther’s two catechisms (1529). These documents
consequently became the basis for the Book of Concord (Konkordienbuch), published in German at
Dresden in 1580 (the Latin edition appeared in 1584). Finally, an extensive ‘catalogue of testimonies’
(catalogus testimoniorum) from Scripture and the writings of the early church appeared in an appendix,
testifying to the avowed ecumenical character of Lutheran doctrine, particularly its Christology. Thus
while the Book of Concord represents a definitive collection of the principal confessional documents of
Lutheranism, a certain hierarchy of authorities among the documents is recognised, the Augsburg
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American Lutheranism “distinguishing Law and Gospel.” Law and Gospelis the
traditional Lutheran hermeneutical lens for reading Scripture.?*® Forthis reason, in the
study of any Lutheran scriptural practice, one must contend with what it meansto
properly distinguish the two.?*® While Lutheranism does employ a principle of sola
Scriptura, Scripture is never alonein Lutheran thought. Sola Scriptura is only
comprehensible when itis joined together with the other Reformation “solas”: sola
gratia, sola fides, and sola Christus. Sola Scriptura is not nuda Scriptura. Therefore, to
understand the Lutheran scriptural practice described by distinguishing Law and Gospel,
one must also understand its relationto the Church’s doctrinal deposit, her formational
practices, and the particular situationsintowhich she speaks. Distinguishing Law and

Gospelis ultimately concerned with practical matters — the formation of the Christian

Confession and Luther’s Small Catechism assuming pride of place.” (The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian
Church, 3™ ed., s.v. “Concord, Formula (1577) and Book (1580) of.”)

258 | ohse emphasizes its importance to Luther via a concatenation of quotations: “What is of first
importance is that Luther assigned highest relevance to the distinction. In 1521 he wrote: ‘Almost all
Scripture and the understanding of all theology hangs on the proper distinction between law and gospel.’
In a sermon from 1532 he stated that the proper distinction ‘between law and faith, commandment and
gospel... is the highest art in Christendom.” In the commentary on Galatians (1531), we read: ‘Whoever
knows well how to distinguish the Gospel from the Law should give thanks to God and know that heis a
real theologian.” In the first disputation against the Antinomians (1537), he wrote: “But now you have
often heard that thereis no better art of handing on and preserving the pure doctrine than to follow this
method, that is, to divide Christian doctrine into two parts, law and gospel. And so there are two things
set before us in God’s Word, that is, the wrath or the grace of God, sin or righteousness, death or life, hell
or heaven.’ In asomewhat different formula Luther reproached Erasmus for omittingto distinguish the
Old from the New Testament.” (Bernhard Lohse, Martin Luther’s Theology: Its Historical and Systematic
Development [Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999], 267-8) Lohse goes on to comment that this
Reformation distinction is a reworking of Augustine’s prior distinction between law and grace. (lbid., 268)
259 Matthias Flacius wrote the first book on hermeneutics or interpretation theory (what he termed ratio
cognoscendisacras literas) in Lutheranismin 1567, entitled Clavis Scripturae sacrae. When dealing with
how Scripture should be seen to be a unified whole, he, too, seized upon the phenomenon of
distinguishing Law and Gospel as one of the possible keys according to Hagglund: “From what has been
said, it is clear that Flacius emphasized the diversity within Scripture and its linguistic forms. Itis
therefore interesting to see how he formulated his conviction regarding the unity of Scripture. This unity
can be summarized, for example, in the concepts of law and gospel or in the unity of the Old and New
Testaments. In another way it can be expressed in the summary set forth by the catechism: the Apostles’
Creed, the Decalogue, the Lord’s Prayer, and the words of institution of the sacraments.” (Bengt
Hagglund, “Pre-Kantian Hermeneutics in Lutheran Orthodoxy,” Lutheran Quarterly 20[2006]: 320.)
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and the clarifying of the Church’s witness to Christ. However, in order to accomplish
these practical goals, it utilizes speculative doctrinal formulations as a guide for the
theologian with respect to what she should and should not say at any given point. Itis
my hope that offeringup the logic of such an approach can aid in repairingthe conflict |
see between competing foundationalisms in contemporary American Lutheranismin the
“Battle for the Bible.”

In this chapter, | diagramthe Lutheran practice of distinguishing Law and Gospel
as evidenced in the Lutheran Confessions containedin the BoC and by other Lutheran
theologians. | endeavorto showthat the early Lutheran practice of distinguishing Law
and Gospelis consonant with what | portrayed as the Pauline practice of proclamatory
pragmatisminthatit...

1. ..isaninterpretive habitus of a theologian that engages individuals within
their contextsin light of Scripture thatis also always in conversation with the
doctrinal teachings and foundational practices of the Church in orderto
reorient the hearer or reader (or the Church as a whole) toward Christ.

2. ..hostsa dialogbetween the corrective (internalist) and diagrammatic

s

(objectivist) poles of repairand so embodies Ochs’ “rule of pragmaticism” in
its attempt to speak God’s Word into a given situationin the life of the Church
and of the individual Christian.

3. ..iseminentlypracticalinthatits dual concern is for the formation of the

Christianin helping her grow in her relationship to Christ and forthe Church

as a wholein order to clarify its witness to the work of God in Christ.
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4. ..utilizesaspeculative doctrinal framework to empower this practical end,
and this doctrinal framework spells out negative rules (non-negative
assertions) for expressingthe faith and life of the Church as it has actually
occurred throughout her historyin ways that avoid misunderstandings of
Scripture and of the Church’s life as the Bride of Christ.

5. ..employsan anisotropiclogicthat hopesto produce faithin Christinthe
recipient thatleadsto a life that bears the fruits of works of love for God and
neighborina mannerconsonant with therole they play in Paul’s scriptural
praxis.

6. ..urges a spiritual habitus of oratio, meditatio, and tentatio*®° as explicit
principles of Lutheran inquiry, and that these principles can be mapped onto
the virtues of faith, hope and love.?%!

7. ..dependsuponacommitmenttoa Christianrealismthat believes Godto be
speakingand actingin the presentin particularsituations through ordinary,
everyday means such as objects (wine, bread, water) and people.

8. ..entailsabeliefthat not onlycan doctrines be in error but that entire
theological methodologies can be unfaithful to the Christian proclamation of

Christ.

260 prayer, meditation and spiritual struggle (Anfechtung).
261 These can also be seen as practices integral to forming a reparative rationality that has both internalist
and objectivist tendencies in its attempts at repair.
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| will explore these interrelated theses by utilizing Ochs’ apparatus of the
epistemological tendencies of internalism, objectivism and a reparative rationalityasan
heuristicguide and outline for my discussion. | will trace each of these tendenciesin the
Lutheran Confessions, supported by other Lutheran theologians, in order to clarify each
of the theses listed above. This will involve some repetitioninthatthe thesesare
interdependent, so clarifying one will inevitably involve clarifying the others. Itis akinto
attemptingto describe a relationshipin discrete terms; dependingupon one’s current
situation and interestin that relationship, it will appear differently, yet none of those
descriptionsis sufficient to understand the relationship in isolation from the others.
Rather, it is the totality that must always be kept in view.?®> Therefore, the remainder
of this chapter will be organized in three sections —internalist, objectivist, and
reparative—in order to bringeach epistemological tendency within the Lutheran
confessions into high relief as well as to clarify the theses listed above. The first section
will explore the Lutheran spiritual habitus of oratio, meditatio, and tentatio as formative
of the Law-Gospel theologian (internalist pole). The second focuses on the specificrole
that doctrine plays within the practice of distinguishing Law and Gospel as that which
brings one up short or interrupts the flow of daily life by identifying errant habits of
thought and action (objectivist pole). Thefinal section focuses upon how Law-Gospel
practice of reading Scripture hosts a dialogbetween these poles for the repair of the

individual or of the Church (reparative pole). The hopeis thatthe resultingdiagram of

262 This is also in line with Peirce’s semiotic. In order to understand a habit, one must engage in the
interpretation of particular tokens of that habit. As this process continues, more context is created in the
mind of the interpreter, and the interpreter’s own habit is formed that is itself the product of her prior
acts of interpretation.
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an early Lutheran logic of Law and Gospel will provide the means to begin to repairthe
contemporary problem of competing Lutheran foundationalisms in the “Battle for the

Bible.”

The Internalist Pole — Lutheran Spirituality as a Habitus Os6c60toc¢

Lutheran spirituality is predicated upon the conviction that God has already done
all thatis necessary to bringhumankind into afilial relationship with Himself by

263 through the life, death and resurrection of His Son, Jesus,

declaringus to be righteous
by the power of the Holy Spirit.?®* In this understanding of Lutheranism, thereiis

nothing left for the individual to do; all has already been done. One is made righteous2®®

263 And the declaration is effective in Lutheran thought, accomplishing what it says, as Schlink points out:
“It the sinner is declared righteous by God, he is not only regarded as righteous; he is righteous. If heis
‘accounted’ altogether righteous and holy for Christ’s sake, then he also is altogether righteous and holy
(S.A. I, xiii, 1). As believers we are not only called the children of God, we are God’s children... ‘eternal
life belongs to those whom God esteems righteous, and when they have been esteemed righteous they
have become, by that act, the children of God and co-heirs of Christ’ (Ap. IV, 333). Justification ‘makes us
sons of God,... it also makes us co-heirs with Christ’ (Ap. IV, 196; cf. 356). God’s justifying verdict is never
‘merely’ a verdict; this verdict posits a reality.” (Edmund Schlink, Theology of the Lutheran Confessions,
trans. Paul F. Koehneke and Herbert J.A. Bouman [St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House; Augsburg
Fortress, 1961],94.)

264 This is the main point of Article IV of the Augsburg Confession on justification which is generally
considered the heart of the Lutheran confession of faith. The idea of justification unitingone with Christ
as its effect is pervasive in Luther, as Iwand points out in his study of Luther on the righteousness of faith:
“Faith in Christ is not a foreign life, but is one that is intended for me and giventome. Itisa
righteousness that is laid hold of especially for me. Because Christ is present, better yet, because in him
my righteousness is already present, Christ is therefore not an ‘object’ of faith, but through faith he lives
inme. [Luther writes:] ‘For when, in matters of righteousness, you discern between the person of Christ
and your own person, then you are still in and remain in the Law and it lives in you, which means that you
are dead before God and damned by the Law.” Luther did not like to define faith as something that
distinguishes between the ‘I’ of the believer and Christ in the matter of righteousness before God: ‘Even
when we admit that a person with that kind of faith could be found, he would be dead in such a faith
because he would have only the historical faith in Christ which even the devil and all godless people
have.”” (Hans J. lwand, The Righteousness of Faith According to Luther, ed. Virgil F. Thompson, trans.
Randi H. Lundell [Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2008], 78.) Not only is afilial relationshipin view (though
that is one primary way our relationship to God is described), but so is one that sees union with Christ.
265 The Lutheran Confessions describe righteousness in both active and passive terms, but the passive
terms predominate because human righteousnessis purely a gift from God. Regarding sin, the Augsburg
Confession states: “Furthermore, it is taught among us that since the fall of Adam, all human beings who
are bornin the natural way are conceived and born in sin. This means that from birth they are full of evil
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before God not by any individual effort or striving. Thisincludes the act of faith if faithis
construed as somethingoriginated in theindividual and performed as an activity worthy
of reward instead of somethingthat arises by the activity of God and only received

passively by theindividual. Rather, in my description of early Lutheran spirituality, faith

is purely receptive of the promise and begins in God’s own gracious action.?®® Thatis, |

lust and inclination and cannot by nature possess true fear of God and true faith in God.” (AC IIl:1, German
text) Sinis here being defined as that which opposes righteousness. It is described in both active terms
(“evil lust and inclination”) as well as in passive (“cannot by nature possess true fear of god and true faith
in God”). In explaining these claims further, the Apology to the Augsburg Confession engages the
arguments of their Scholastic who write in their “Confutation” of the Augsburg Confession that “...this
article’s declaration that original sin means that humanity is born without fear and trust in God is to be
completely rejected.” (John Eck et al., The Confutation of the Augsburg Confession, trans. Mark D. Tranvik,
in Sources and Contexts of the Book of Concord, ed. Robert Kolb and James Nestingen [Minneapolis:
Augsburg Fortress, 2001], 107.) In response, the Apology asks: “For what else is the ability to love God
above all things with one’s own power and to keep the commandments of God than original
righteousness? What becomes of original sin if human nature by itself has the power to love God above
all things, as the scholastics confidently affirm?” (Ap 11:9-10) Most clearly, the Apology affirmatively
guotes Anselm and then goes on to offer a definition of righteousness: ““Original sin is the absence of
original righteousness.” But what is righteousness? Here the scholastics quibble over philosophical
guestions and do not explain what original righteousness is. Furthermore, in the Scriptures this
righteousness includes not only the second table of the Decalogue, but also the first, which requires fear
of God, faith, and love of God. Thus original righteousness was intended to include not only a balanced
physical constitution, but these gifts as well: a more certain knowledge of God, fear of God, and
confidence in God, or at least the uprightness and power needed to do these things. And Scripture
affirms this when it says [Gen. 1:27] that humankind was formed in the image and likeness of God. What
else does this mean except that a wisdom and righteousness that would grasp God and reflect God was
implanted in humankind, thatis, humankind received gifts like the knowledge of God, fear of God, trust in
God, and the like?” (Ap I1:115-8)

266 The Lutheran Confessions are clear on this. For example, “...it is very foolish for the opponents to write
that human beings, guilty of eternal wrath, merit the forgiveness of sins through an elicited act of love
sinceitis impossible to love God until the forgiveness of sins is first grasped by faith. For the heart that
truly believes that God is angry is unable to love God until he is shown to be reconciled.” (Ap IV:36) “This
faith is the true knowledge of Christ; it uses the benefits of Christ, it renews hearts, and it precedes our
fulfillment of the law.” (Ap IV 46) “Faith is that worship [/atreia] which receives the benefits that God
offers; the righteousness of the law is that worship which offers God our own merits.” (Ap IV:49) “...faith
does not justify or save because it is a worthy work in and of itself, but only because it receives the
promised mercy.” (Ap IV:56) “[Abraham] realized that God keeps a promise on account of his faithfulness
and not on account of our works or merits... hearts only find rest when in these terrors they are convinced
that we please God because he has promised, and that God keeps his promise on account of his
faithfulness, and not on account of our worthiness.” (Ap IV:58, Latin octavo edition of 1531, K/W 129)
“However, although this faith resides in the will (since it is the desire for and the reception of the
promise), nevertheless this obedience to the gospel is reckoned as righteousness not on account of our
purity, but because it receives the offered mercy and believes that we are regarded as righteous through
mercy on account of Christ and not on account of our fulfillment of the law or on account of our purity.”
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take the early Lutherans as believing that faith itselfis elicited from, drawn out of, called
forth from the believer by the prior Word of God coming externallyto her through
discrete means, whetherthose means be the preachingof the Gospel, baptism, the
Lord’s Supper, or some other external, interpreted event, act of confession or Christian
conversation that conveys the love and forgiveness of God in Christ to that person.?®’
This means that one’srighteousnessisin the firstand most important place —important

becauseitis originary of any other act of righteousnessastherootisto the tree —a

(Ap IV:283, Latin octavo edition of 1531, K/W164-5) “Instead, the human creature should be called and
should be completely righteous and holy —according to both the person and his or her works —by the
pure grace and mercy that have been poured and spread over us in Christ.” (SA1ll:13:2) Moreover, the
Lutheran scholastic tradition as found in the modern scholastic tradition exemplified by Francis Pieper
agrees that faith begins in God’s own gracious action even when emphasizing the necessity of faith as
being itself an active clinging to Christ: “It is of the utmost importance that saving faith be regarded as
fides actualis, or an active trust, just as the Lutheran teachers from Luther to Hollaz described it, as a
desiring of grace, the stretching of the hands to Christ, clinging to Christ, and the like. By this they did not
ascribe to man the ability to produce such faith, nor did they make faith a work of the Law, but by using
this terminology they stressed the fact that the faith worked by the Holy Ghost through the Gospel is fides
actualis, actus apprehendi sive volendi gratiam, the act performed by man whether he be awake or
sleeping, whether he be an adult or a child, whether under normal circumstances when he is conscious of
his faith or in the severest hours of trial when he imagines that he has lost his faith.” (bold mine; Francis
Pieper, Christian Dogmatics, electronic ed., vol. 2 [St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1953], 436—437.)
267 “We now want to return to the gospel, which gives guidance and help against sin in more than one
way, because God is extravagantly rich in his grace: first, through the spoken word, in which the
forgiveness of sins is preached to the whole world (which is the proper function of the gospel); second,
through baptism; third, through the holy Sacrament of the Altar; fourth, through the power of the keys
and also through the mutual consolation of brothers and sisters. Matthew 18[:20]: ‘Where two or three
are gathered...” (SA lll:4) “I believe that by my own understanding or strength | cannot believe in Jesus
Christ my LORD or come to him, but instead the Holy Spirit has called me through the gospel, enlightened
me with his gifts, made me holy and kept me in the true faith, just as he calls, gathers, enlightens, and
makes holy the whole Christian church on earth and keeps it with Jesus Christ in the one common, true
faith. Daily in this Christian church the Holy Spirit abundantly forgives all sins —mine and those of all
believers. On the Last Day the Holy Spirit will raise me and all the dead and will give to me and all
believers in Christ eternal life. This is most certainly true.” (SC Creed:6) “Neither you nor | could ever
know anything about Christ, or believe in him and receive him as Lord, unless these were offered to us
and bestowed on our hearts through the preaching of the gospel by the Holy Spirit. The work is finished
and completed; Christ has acquired and won the treasure for us by his sufferings, death, and resurrection,
etc. Butifthe work remained hidden so that no one knew of it, it would all have been in vain. In order
that this treasure might not remain buried but be put to use and enjoyed, God has caused the Word to be
published and proclaimed, in which he has given the Holy Spirit to offer and apply to us this treasure, this
redemption. Therefore begin made holy is nothing else than bringing us to the Lord Christ to receive this
blessing, to which we could not have come by ourselves.” (LC11:38)
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passive righteousness, one that comes as pure gift and as the result of God’s promise. 2
It can be described as something pronounced upon you as a forensic declaration of “not
guilty” before God.?®°

Oswald Bayer, in his magisterial study, Martin Luther’s Theology, begins his
investigationinto Luther’s thought by rephrasingthe question “What is theology?” into
“Who are you?”?’° He does this because, for Luther, one cannot answer the question of
theologyin the abstract; theology is intimately tied to the theologian to the point that
the two cannot be separated. Theologyis not merely speculation;itisrather immensely

practical in that it shapesthe very character of the one who engages init. Itisto be

addressed by God and then to respond to that address:

268 “And because faith receives the forgiveness of sins and reconciles us to God, we are first regarded as
righteous by this faith on account of Christ before we love and keep the law, although love necessarily
follows.” (Ap IV:114) “Therefore, after we have been justified and reborn by faith, begin to fear and love
God, to pray for and expect help from him, to thank and praise him, and to obey him in our afflictions.
We also begin to love our neighbor because our hearts have spiritual and holy impulses. These things
cannot happen until after we have by faith been justified, reborn, and received the Holy Spirit.” (Ap
IV:125-6) “Therefore we cannot truly keep the law until we have received the Holy Spirit through faith.”
(ApIV:132) “Likewise, when Dr. Luther wrote that the human will conducts itself pure passive (that s,
that it does nothing at all), that must be understood respectu divinae gratiae in accendendis novis
motibus, that is, insofar as God’s Spirit takes hold of the human will through the Word that is heard or
through the use of the holy sacraments and effects new birth and conversion. For when the Holy Spirit
has effected and accomplished the new birth and conversion and has altered and renewed the human will
solely through his divine power and activity, then the new human will is an instrument and tool of God
the Holy Spirit, in that the will not only accepts grace but also cooperates with the Holy Spirit in the works
that proceed from it. Therefore, before the conversion of the human being there are only two efficient
causes, the Holy Spirit and God’s Word as the instrument of the Holy Spirit, through which he effects
conversion; the human creature must hear this Word, but cannot believe and accept it on the basis of its
own powers but only through the grace and action of God the Holy Spirit.” (FCEp 11:19) See also: Robert
Kolb and Charles Arand, The Genius of Luther’s Theology: A Wittenberg Way of Thinking for the
Contemporary Church (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008).

269 The idea of forensic justification has strongroots in Lutheranism. For example, Martin Chemnitz
defends it throughout his magisterial Examination of the Council of Trent as in the following definition of
justification: “It agrees entirely with the forensic meaning, that we are absolved before the judgment of
God, for Christ’s sake, from the guilt of sin and from damnation, pronounced just, and received to eternal
life.” (Martin Chemnitz and Fred Kramer, Examination of the Council of Trent, electronic ed., vol. 1 [St.
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1999],473.)

270 cf, Oswald Bayer, Martin Luther’s Theology: A Contemporary Interpretation, trans. Thomas H. Trapp
(Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2008), 16.
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What is true instead is that the subject receives, in ever new ways, an address, which
determines one’s existence. The subject and that person’s freedom are to be
characterized therefore as a response, not as something that takes place somehow in
absolute spontaneity. The question “Who am I?” can be answered adequately and
appropriately only when | speak of God as the author of my life history and of the
history of the world —as my poet and the poet of the whole world, so that one certainly
must start not with speaking about him, but to him, must start with answering him.
Such activity takes place in prayer, in the oratio: in praise and in lament —in the
speaking of the heart with God in petition and intercession, with thanks and
adoration.?’!

Here Bayer portrays Luther’s view as beginning with a particular underlyingreality — that
of a God who addresses His human creaturesin love on account of Christ and engages
them in a conversation. Aware of this perceived reality (a reality thatis only
apprehendedthrough faith and sois a type of transcendental deduction based upon a
particular reading of Scripture) the theologian responds as one addressed by God in the
only way thatis appropriate —through the language of prayer, oratio.?’*> For Luther as
read by Bayer, the theologian does not simply begin to speak of God in the abstract as if
she could glimpse him more or less clearly and describe what she sees. Rather, any
speech regarding God is predicated upon a priorreality — being grasped by God through
His Word, His speech addressed to the particularindividual. Theindividual must be so
formed to be ableto respond, “Here am |, Lord,” to the God who speaksto her: “...the

personal elementis constitutive. One canthusspeak of ‘theology’ only because each

271 Bayer, Theology, 16.

272 Haemig writes regarding Luther’s understanding of prayer: “Luther and his followers reformed both
the theology and the practice of prayer. In late medieval Christianity, prayer was seen as a task done by
monks (usually according to the monastic hours) or as a penitential work done by laity. Prayer was a good
work for the Christian to do and achieve. Rather than issuing from and bearing witness to a trusting
relationship, it was evidence of the medieval Christian’s striving to prove something to God and to earn
something. For Luther and his followers prayer was conversation within a relationship between God and
humans, a conversation started by God’s Word, a conversation that respected the integrity and creativity
of both parties. Prayer did not depend on human worthiness but on the nature of God who had promised
to hear prayer.” (Mary Jane Haemig, “Prayer as Talking Back to God in Luther’s Genesis Lectures,”
Lutheran Quarterly 23 [2009]: 290.)
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woman or man is constituted as a theologian: namely, by the address of God, who has
summoned me and all creatures to be alive.”?”?

Itisin this context that Bayer offer’s Luther’s “comprehensive answer” to the
question of what makes a theologian: “(1) The grace thatis worked through the Holy
Spirit; (2) the agonizing struggle; (3) experience; (4) opportunity; (5) constant,
concentrated textual study; (6) knowledge and the practice of the academic
disciplines.”?’* Ofthese, oratio, meditatio, and tentatio are later singled out by Luther
as the most crucial practices because they apply not just to the professional theologian
butto everyone who respondsto God’s address, for all who do so are theologians to
one degree or another. FollowingBayer, | will treat his discussion of each of these
aspects before continuing on to focus, with Bayer, on the three practices of oratio,
meditatio, and tentatio. Thisrepetition gives me the opportunity to first give a plain-
sense reading of Bayer’s text (and through him, of Luther) before progressingto a
deeper, interpreted diagramming of the dynamics of a Lutheran spiritual habitus.?”>

The Spirit’s work of grace in creatingand re-creating the human creature has
pride of place in this treatmentin thatit situates the human creature firmly within the
context of addressor-addressee thatis the Creator-creature relationship. The Creator
speaks life into being by the power of His Spirit, and lifeis. Itisthe Word thatis prior

and that establishes not just the possibility of speaking of God or to God but of speaking

and being atall. Life, inthisview, is principallyan embodied linguisticresponseto a

273 Bayer, Theology, 16-7.

274 bid., 17.

275 | intend this procedure to mirror the Jewish reading style of peshat (plain sense) and derash
(interpreted sense). See, for example: David Halivni, Peshat and Derash: Plain and Applied Meaning in
Rabbinic Exegesis (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991).
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linguisticevent. God’s speech constitutesthe individual, bestowinga particular ratio
upon her that comes to beingonlyin a conversationalrelationship to her Creator.

Such speech of the creature to the Creator works two ways for Bayer’s portrayal
of Luther —as distinct linguisticevents that are “statements that attain to the highest

7276

level of accuracy and as those utterances which serve to re-orient the speakerand

hearerto theirrelationshipto God and world. FollowingKant, Bayer sees this
distinctionin terms of the “academic” or “school task” and the “world-oriented” task.?’’
The former taskis that of the professional theologianand is appropriate only within a
particular, narrow context while the latteris concerned to address “that which every
human beingencounters asa human, what happens withoutfail to each person;it deals
with the ultimate goal of the human, with each individual’s place in the world, with
what each person plans for himself.”?”® Since theology begins as a real-world response
to a speaking God, on this reading Luther privileges the world-oriented task of theology
aboveits school task. Thisis notto say thattheologyis notor should not be a discipline
with particular methodologies that serve to guide its investigations —far from it. Rather,
itis to pointout thattheology ultimately needsto address human creaturesin their

relationship to their Creatorin the contexts within which they live every day. If it misses

thistask, it missesits telos. As Bayer writes,

Atheologian is one who, driven by agonizing struggle, enters with prayer intothe Holy
Scripture and interprets what is set forth within it, in order to give insight to others who

276 Bayer, Theology, 18.

277 |bid.

278 |bid., 18-9. In a graduate seminar at the University of Virginia, Peter Ochs made a similar distinction
between academic communities as being specialized and therefore contrived communities and those he
termed “baby communities,” the real-world communities that are of much greater importance than the
world of academe.
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are engaged in agonizing struggle, so that they in a like manner —with prayer — can
enter into the Holy Scripture and can interpret it.%”°

The one addressed by God that is beset by the struggles of this world needsa Word to
which she can cling, an understandingthatis so formed to be able to see that Word
addressed to her situation, and needs to be able to be so formed as to be able to speak
this Word to others who are equally beset by the vicissitudes of life. In a mannersimilar
to the way in which the speech of God creates its own hearers, so, too, does the speech
of the theologian become the way in which others are re-oriented to their relationship
to their Creatorand is a step in their own formation as theologians. Ingredient within
this theological praxisis the necessity of prayer (oratio) and meditation (meditatio) as a
natural response tothe one who creates. Realizingthat life comes as a gift spoken by
the Spirit, the theologian respondsto that Spiritin prayer, and then meditates upon the
task set before her which is to speak to those in agonizing struggle — but more on this
later.?8°

The second and third aspectsin Luther’s list of what makes a theologian are
closely interrelatedin that tentatio, the agonizing struggle, occurs within the realm of
suffered experience, experientia. Tentatiois the struggle that brings oneto naughtsuch
that for the theologian, “everything disappears /and | see nothingbut my nothingness

and destruction.”?®! Itis, in Luther’s terms, to confront the Deus Absconditus, God

279 |bid., 19.

280 “[Luther’s understanding of meditatio] precludes one from walking away from the issue, though that is
characteristic of our present situation: walking away into academic theology, into a professional type of
public religion, and into silent private piety.” (lbid., 20.)

281 Johann Heinrich Schréder, “Jesu, hilf siegen, du Fiirste des Lebens,” quoted in: Ibid., 20.
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Hidden in His Majesty, God as He is Not-Preached and Not-Revealed.?®?> Such an
experience arises nearly every dayin this world as one confronts all of its injustices,
sicknesses, death, destruction —in a word, evil. Itis that which calls into question God’s
pronouncement of “very good” upon His creation and makes one doubt even God’s own
Word. Itisthatwhich drives one to know morerichly, to delve more deeplyinto what
God has saidin order to escape those things about which He has not spoken but which
press upon us every day (why evil?) to those things that He has spoken, to those things
that He hasrevealed about his heart of love for His creation thatis made manifestin
Jesus the Christ’sincarnation, life, suffering, death, resurrection and ascension. Inthe
face of God-not-preached, in the face of the Deus Absconditus who stares back at you
from the darkness such that the face He portraysto you isindistinguishable from that of

Satan,?®® one has no hope except to flee to God preached, to God revealed in His Son by

282 |n distinguishing between a biblical passage that relates to God as He is preached versus God hidden in
His Majesty, Luther writes: “This word, therefore, ‘l desire not the death of a sinner,” has as you see no
other object than the preaching and offering of divine mercy throughout the world, a mercy that only the
afflicted and those tormented by the fear of death receive with joy and gratitude, because in them the
law has already fulfilled its office and brought the knowledge of sin. Those, however, who have not yet
experienced the office of the law, and neither recognize sin nor feel death, have no use for the mercy
promised by that word. But why some are touched by the law and others are not, so that the former
accept and the latter despise the offered grace, is another question and one not dealt with by Ezekiel in
this passage. For heis here speaking of the preached and offered mercy of God, not of that hidden and
awful will of God whereby he ordains by his own counsel which and what sort of persons he wills to be
recipients and partakers of his preached and offered mercy. This will is not to be inquired into, but
reverently adored, as by far the most awe-inspiring secret of the Divine Majesty, reserved for himself
alone and forbidden to us much more religiously than any number of Corycian caverns.” (LW 33:138-9.)
Kolb writes: “Wandering across the boundary into the swamp of trying to plumb the depths of God’s inner
being meant trouble, even death, for sinners, Luther believed. ‘The secret will of the Divine Majesty is not
a matter for debate, and the human temerity which with continual perversity is always neglecting
necessary things in its eagerness to probe this one must be called off and restrained... Let it occupy itself
with God incarnate, or as Paul puts is, with Jesus crucified, in whom are all the treasures of wisdom and
knowledge, though in a hidden manner [Col. 2:3].”” (Robert Kolb, Bound Choice, Election, and Wittenberg
Theological Method: From Martin Luther to the Formula of Concord, Lutheran Quarterly Books [Grand
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2005], 36.)

283 While fully in line with Luther’s thought, this startling claim comes from Gerhard Forde’s reading of
Luther found in: Gerhard Forde, Theology is for Proclamation (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1990). For
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the power of His Spirit. Only God preached can overcome God-not-preached for
Luther,?®* and the result of engagingin this agonizing struggle with God-not-preached

that causes oneto flee to God preached is certainty:

Certainty of salvation is much more than cognitive knowledge. When Luther
accentuates tentatio, for him it involves the excess of certainty on the part of the one
who knows, over against one’s capacity to know in a propositional sense; said another
way: experience over against knowledge. For the agonizing struggle “teaches you not
only to know and understand, but also to experience how right, how true, how sweet,
how lovely, how mighty, how comforting” not something such as your faith is, but what
“God’s Word is.” Luther’s translation of Isaiah 28:19 matches this way of thinking: “For
agonizing struggle alone teaches one to pay attention to the Word.” 225

When one is driven to the depths of despair, to the depths of questioning “why?”, to
the place where all “answers” mock the theologian, itisthere that she is driven to
experience the reality of what God’s Word teaches. Itis only through this experiential
process that she can arrive at the confidence of the message of what God has donein
Christ, a confidence that is unattainable merely through reasoned argument or
propositional discourse. Rather, this confidence, this certainty, only arises when one
has actually tasted and seen God’s goodness, notin the abstract, butin the deepest

inner parts of one’s being.

example: “The masked God —the God not preached —is hardly distinguishable from Satan.” (Ibid., 16)
“For apart from the proclamation God and Satan are virtually indistinguishable.” (Ibid., 20)

284 For a good discussion of this claim, see: Ibid., 13-37. For example, Forde quotes Luther as follows:
“God must therefore be left to himself in his own majesty, for in this regard we have nothing to do with
him. But we have something to do with him insofar as heiis clothed and set forth in his Word, through
which he offers himself to us and which is the beauty and glory with which the psalmist celebrates him as
being clothed. In this regard we say, the good God does not deplore the death of his people which he
works in them, but he deplores the death which he finds in his people and desires to remove from them.
Foritis this that God as heis preached is concerned with, namely that sin and death should be taken
away and we should be saved. For ‘he sent his word and healed them’ [Ps. 107:20]. But God hidden in his
majesty neither deplores nor takes away death, but works life, death and all in all. For there he has not
bound himself by his word but has kept himself free over all things.” (quoted in Ibid., 26-7; from Luther’s
De Servo Arbitrio, LW 33:140) In commenting on this passage, Forde points out thatthe only defense to
God not preached is to flee to God as He is preached: “God not preached devours sinners without regret,
but the preached God battles to snatch us away from sin and death... For the point is that not theology,
but God preached is the only defense against God not preached.” (Forde, Proclamation, 27)

285 Bayer, Theology, 21.
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Experience as somethingthatis passively suffered when confronted by the Word
of Scripture ratherthan actively created is plainly a part of the agonizing struggle for
Luther. Onedoes notseek to be reduced to nothingin struggling with the text; this
would be to engage in a Cartesian exercise in creating “paper doubts,” not real doubts
that extend to the core of one’s being.?®® Rather, the experience presses upon the
theologian as shereads the text and confrontsits claims. Such experienceis not
experiencein general butis profoundly textualin that the text and world press upon the
theologian, drawing her up short such that she is driven by this struggle back to God’s
Word in Scripturein her bewilderment and thus experiences the working of that Word
more deeply.”®” Reflection upon an internal experience or an internal word derived
from that experience without the mediation of Scripture would be profoundly foreign to
Luther’s thought; rather, he repeatedly emphasized the importance of experiencingthe

external Word of Scripture that comes to the Christian and re-creates her.?*®

286 Thjs is, of course, a reference to Descartes’ “methodological doubt” whereby he instructs one to doubt
all things, even those things we really do not doubt. Inaddressing such Cartesian doubt, Peirce writes in
his 1868 “Some Consequences of Four Incapacities”: “We cannot begin with complete doubt. We must
begin with all the prejudices which we actually have when we enter upon the study of philosophy. These
prejudices are not to be dispelled by a maxim, for they are things which it does not occur to us can be
questioned. Hence this initial skepticism will be a mere self-deception, and not real doubt; and no one
who follows the Cartesian method will ever be satisfied until he has formally recovered all those beliefs
which in form he has given up. It is, therefore, as useless a preliminary as going to the North P ole would
be in order to get to Constantinople by coming down regularly upon a meridian. A person may, itis true,
in the course of his studies, find reason to doubt what he began by believing; but in that case he doubts
because he has a positive reason for it, and not on account of the Cartesian maxim. Let us not pretend to
doubt in philosophy what we do not doubt in our hearts.” (EP 1:28-9; italics mine) For Luther, the doubt
inspired via tentatio is surely doubt thatis in the heart; in fact, it is doubt that is so terrifying that it
threatens to overcome the creature entirely.

287 “ it is not experience as such that makes one a theologian, but experience with Holy Scripture.”
(Bayer, Theology, 22.)

288 See, for example, Luther’s 1525 “Against Heavenly Prophets in the Matter of Images and Sacraments”
where he castigates the theology of his early teacher and then follower Karlstadt when he writes of their
approach: “There you have their theology: Others are to learn outwardly by their word, which they call an
external witness. But they themselves are better and superior to the apostles, and pretend to learn
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This experience takes place at a certain time or occasion. Itis the temporality of
the instant that Luther emphasizes accordingto Beyer, more than “actual locality,
personality, and individuality.”?®® The occasion is radically bound to a particular
instance of space-time such thatit arrives unbiddenand uncontrolled, but onceit is

there, it presentsjust the right opportunity for response:

The occasio (occasion) is what is “chance” time for me, a favorable opportunity, which |
myself cannot arrange for and cannot make happen by my effort, but which is preserved
contingently for me instead and at the same time has a summons withinit: “use the
hour, and that which the hour brings with it”; Carpe diem!... “The occasion greets you
and offers you its hair to grab, as if it would say to you: Look, now you have me, grab
hold of me! Oh, you think, it will certainly come again. Well, then, it says, if you do not
want to, then grab me by the rear in the backside!” Itis thus important to seize the
moment that is given, that “little moment,” with utmost seriousness: to see the
opportunity and to grasp it energetically, fully conscious of what you are doing, at that
moment.??°

The theologian in Luther’s construal is prepared mentally, emotionally and spiritually to
react and react properly to that special moment when it arises. She comprehends how
fleetingthose moments are and how irreplaceable and acts so that it does not go
unrequited.

The irreplaceable character of these “chance events” hasimplications for the
proclaiming of the Gospel message, a message that “needs to be freshly stated, again
and again, without anythingreally new — anythingreally different — being spoken” such

that what is said isindeed the Gospel, but the Gospel for that particular space-time

inwardly in their spirit without an external Word and without means, though this possibility was not given
tothe apostles, but alone to the only Son, Jesus Christ. Thus you see how this devil, as | said already,
disregards the external Word and does not wish to have it as a forerunner to the Spirit. Learn to shy away
from such and be assured that these prophets are full of the devil.” (LW 40:195) Luther repeatedly
criticized those who thought that their internal experiences without an external Word from God were
true revelations of God’s Word. The Lutheran Reformers derogatorily termed those who advocated such
an authoritative internal witness of the Holy Spirit as Schwédrmerei, “Enthusiasts.”

289 Bayer, Theology, 23.

290 |bid.
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event that arises unpredictably.?® However, in a Lutheran Law-Gospel understanding,
one does not just proclaim the Gospel without perceivingthe intricacies of the situation;
wisdomis demanded, and it is just such wisdom that the spiritual habitus | have been
describingdevelops. The theologiandoes notapply any given method to determining
whetherto proclaimin the “chance event” a Word that kills (Law) or the Word that
breathes life (Gospel); rather, it is “a skill that comes as favor, as the favor of the hour of
God.”?*> Whatis crucial is that God has developed within her a skill that enables her to
correctly perceive “what is determinative concerningeach occasio... [such that] one can
concretely perceive the specific difference between law and gospel.”?*® Because thisis
a God-given skill, one isimmediately thrust back upon the first aspect of the habitus
Luther describes —the grace thatis worked by the Holy Spirit — and so back upon oratio,
the prayerthat God may indeed be present and active in the words of the theologian.
The fifth aspect, concentrated textual study, simply reinforces what has been
said so far. Thestruggle thatgoes on in a theologian’sexperienceis struggle over the
text itself, makingthe text a part of her lived experience so that she tastes and sees that
the Lord is good and is therefore prepared to speak from that well of experienceintoa
situation asthe occasion demands. Yet this textual studyis not merely that which goes
on privately behind closed doors; rather, it is situated in the midst of life as the public

speakingand teachingof the text within the church. While thisapplies most ofall to

291 |bid., 24. In the terms of the last chapter, what never changes is the habit of interpretation or A-
reasoning that | call Gospel, while the particular articulations of it do change given a particular context /
occasion, Gospelg.

292 |bid.

293 |bid.
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those who are “regularly called”,?** Bayer is quick to point out that it is not restricted
onlyto the clergy. Rather,since all people are created within the context of beingcalled

forth / created by the Word of God, they, too, answer that call by returning speech:

...this means that the existence of every human being is constituted in a setting where
one hears and reads: each person is addressed and receives communication in written
form, so that each one can answer —in response to reading and hearing — but also
because each one must answer for oneself.2%°

All Christians areto read and study Scripture and speak back what is elicited from them
by the Spirit simply because they are human, and to be truly humanisto bein
conversation with God.

Interestingly, Bayer calls the sixth aspect — knowledge and practice of the
academic disciplines—“the least significant aspect for the ‘world-oriented task’ of
theology.”?°® Thatsaid, the theologian, for Luther, still needs knowledge of the seven
liberal arts of classical education in order to carry out her task; education plays a role.?%’
Of these seven arts, what is most importantisthat which is emphasized throughout this
treatment of a Lutheran spiritual habitus — encountering texts and speakingone’s
encounter with them — which corresponds to an emphasis upon grammar and rhetoric.
Grammaris that which enables the theologian to digdeeplyinto what the text actually
says and means. Implicit within thisisthatthose who are best prepared to encounter

Scripture are those who know its original languages and so the rules of grammar most

294 “pite vocatus,” ACXIV. “Rite vocatus means called in a regular manner by a proper public authority.
This is not a matter of ‘ritual.” (K/W 47, fn. 81) This is usually taken in American Lutheranism to refer to
pastors who are called by congregations into the “Office of the Holy Ministry” who responsibilities
include, among other things, preaching, teaching, administering the Sacraments and exercising doctrinal
oversight publicly on behalf of the church.

295 Bayer, Theology, 26.

29 |bid.

297 They are divided into the trivium (grammar, dialectic and rhetoric) and the quadrivium (arithmetic,
geometry, music, astronomy). Cf. Ibid.
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appropriate to understandingthem.?*® Once the meaningof the texts can be
understood according to their grammatical sense, one is able to speak them back to God
and to God’s people in the language of prayer, of praise and of proclamation.?%°
Dialectic, normally second within the trivium, comes last in Luther’s understandingin
that basiccomprehension (grammar) followed by speaking what one has understood
(rhetoric)into a given situation most closely mirror one’s relationshipto God. Infact, if
dialecticis learned too early, the result is likely that the theologian “would rather teach
than hear, would rather judge than speak,” and nothinggood can come from this
situation.3® Rather, the role of dialecticis to help clarify theological controversies
within an academic disputation, and this clarification can only come about once one has
so imbibed Scripture through the procedure of reading (grammar) and speaking
(rhetoric)it that the theologian knows that of which she speaks.

All these aspects go into what some Lutherans after Luther termed as a habitus
Bedobotoc, a God-given skill. The tension within thistermis apparentinsofarasthe
Aristotelianterm habitus describes the result of intentionaland methodological practice

where “one can realize one’s potential,”! yet this is furthest from what has been

298 pjelfeldt writes: “The rise of humanism is important to Luther precisely because it provides linguistic
tools for encountering the Gospel... Language is significant for Luther the theologian becauseit is the
means by which the task of the theologian is realized: proclaiming the Gospel.” (Dennis Bielfeldt, “Luther
on Language,” Lutheran Quarterly 16 [2002]:195.)

299 |t would not be inappropriate to point out that this logic is the same as that which underlies a peshat -
derash reading of Scripture: one first reads and understands what is written, then one speaks what one
has read and pleonastically expands upon it and so interprets what is written. This is nothingother to
reiterate that Scriptural interpretation, in Luther’s view, is a matter of conversation —of hearing and
understanding the address of God and responding to it.

300 Bayer, Theology, 27.

301 |bid., 28. Habitus is the Latin translation of €1 that LS) defines as “being in a certain state, a
permanent condition as produced by practice (np@gLg), diff. from oxéoig (which is alterable).” (LSJ, s.v.
“€€1¢”) This is consonant with Aristotle’s usage.
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describe so far. From beginningto end, what Luther hasin mind is a habitus thatis not
formed by anindividual’'s effort butis rather produced by the working of the Spiritin
her. Itis the pure gift of the Spirit who works through all things, includingthose that are
most mundane and “ordinary” in life: “For all human educationalactivity is a result of a
divine gift of God, even when it is not so perceived.”*°? Such an understandingof the
role of the Spiritin producinga habitus within an individual is predicated upona deeply
sacramental view of the world where God indwells and infuses His creation with His
own presence such that all aspects of life are within the purview of his working.
Through all these things, as through means, God works life as He will, callingthat which
is notinto being and so giving that which He has called the opportunity to respond to
thatcall in a response of love and joy. Butthe callingand activity of God is always prior
and that upon which the very existence of life depends.?% Itis in this context that one
can coin the paradoxical-sounding term habitus 8e6obotog, a term thatis predicated
upon an understanding of human life as being from beginningto end a conversation
with God.

As demonstrated throughout this discussion of his work, Bayer makes clear that

Luther is committed to theology being principally about sapientia (wisdom) more than

302

Bayer, Theology, 28.

303 This understanding comes out quite clearly in Luther’s Small Catechism when he treats the first article
of the Apostle’s Creed: “I believe in God, the Father almighty, CREATOR of heaven and earth. What is
this? Answer: | believe that God has created me together with all that exists. God has given me and still
preserves my body and soul: eyes, ears, and all limbs and sense; reason and all mental faculties. In
addition, God daily and abundantly provides shoes and clothing, food and drink, house and farm, spouse
and children, fields, livestock, and all property —along with all the necessities and nourishment for this
body and life. God protects me against all danger and shields and preserves me from all evil. And all this
is done out of pure, fatherly, and divine goodness and mercy, without any merit or worthiness of mine at
all! For all this | owe it to God to thank and praise, serve and obey him. This is most certainly true.” (SC
Creed:1-2)
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understandingit as scientia (science).>** Because theology is primarily an exercise in
developingan appropriate rationality rather than the simple acquiring of bits of
knowledge, the process is never finished accordingto Luther: “Theologyis an unending
wisdom, because it can never be learned completely.”3% Rather, itis about the
formation of the theologian to be ableto be the type of person who has “ears to hear”
and “eyes to see” what is occurring in the world such thatthe Word of God might be
spoken into that situation.?®® Such a formation comes about via a spiritual habitus that
involves oratio, meditatio, and tentatio as its principal components even as it is
understood withinthe larger context of the six aspects of what forms a theologian
discussed above. Thatis, the Spirit works in the theologian through a type of spiritual
askesisin orderto, in thefirst place, be responsive to the address of God, and in so
doing, be of service to neighbor. Thisis essentiallytherolethatinternalism plays within
a reparative rationality as we discovered in chapter one, and the rest of this section will
be dedicated to a pragmaticanalysis of the Lutheran spiritual habitus here described by
means of re-reading Bayer’s understanding of Luther utilizingthe terminology
developedin chapterone and also lookingback to the role faith, hope and love played

in Paul’stheological praxisin chapter 2. 1 will also be using Luther’s own brief treatment

304 Cf. Bayer, Theology, 30.

305 WA 40111.63.17f; quoted in Ibid., 31.

306 This is obviously an allusion to Jesus’ words in quoting Isaiah 6:9-10 regarding the interpretation of
parables and again in his response to his disciples’ misunderstanding of the parable of the leaven in Mark
8:18. In both cases, the problem Jesus identifies is the lack of a capacity to understanding akinto either
having the means to hear or see or lacking those means. One s either the type of person who is capable
of comprehending or one is not; it is a matter of who understands, not what is understood. Luther’s focus
on the “who” of the theologian parallels Jesus’ concern about understanding his parables.
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of this habitus found in his “Preface to the WittenbergEdition of Luther’s German
Writings” of 1539.

Oratio, for Luther, was first and foremost an expression of faith in the Spirit-
imbued nature of Scripture, the Word of God written.??” He urges humility in the face of
God’s Word such that one should “straightway despair of your reason and
understanding” and “kneel down in your little room [Matt. 6:6] and prayto God with

real humility and earnestness, that he through his dear Son may give you his Holy Spirit,

307 One of the “core” commitments Luther had was to the presence of the Holy Spirit in the words of
Scripture such that Scripture is the Word of God written. This is different than Karl Barth’s view of
Scripture being the Word of God as “event” when he writes: “Recollection of God’s past revelation,
discovery of the Canon, faith in the promise of the prophetic and apostolic word, or better, the self-
imposing of the Bible in virtue of its content, and therefore the existence of real apostolic succession, is
also an event, and is to be understood only as an event. In this event the Bible is God’s Word. That is to
say, in this event the human prophetic and apostolic word is a representative of God’s Word in the same
way as the word of the modern preacher is to be in the event of real proclamation: a human word which
has God’s commission to us behind it, a human word to which God has given Himself as object, a human
word which is recognised and accepted by God as good, a human word in which God’s own address to us
isan event. The fact that God’s own address becomes an event in the human word of the Bible is,
however, God’s affair and not ours. This is what we mean when we call the Bible God’s Word... The Bible
is God’s Word to the extent that God causes it to be His Word, to the extent that He speaks through it.”
(CD I:1:109; italics mine) As opposed to such an understanding of Scripture being God’s Word in a
particular “event,” Luther sees God’s Word being inescapably attached to the words of Scripture such that
Scripture as an external word is a means of grace and so is united with God’s Spirit as His Word. Werner
Elert says it well when he writes of later Lutherans: “But there is no doubt that its core — the doctrine of
the character of the Word of God as a means of grace and of the permanent union of the operation of the
Spirit with the operation of the Word — belongs to the essential elements of Luther’s theology and that, to
prove this, the dogmaticians had the right to adduce various statements of the confessions. The doctrine
is connected in the closest possible manner with the impact of the Gospel, since the turning from the fear
of God’s wrath to faith and to the new righteousness is brought about exclusively through the
proclamation of the Gospel and, in a preparatory way, through the proclamation of the Law, therefore
through the ‘Word of God.” But if, on the other hand, faith is a product of the divine S pirit, the statement
about the union of the operation of the Spirit with that of the Word is unavoidable. This union is
necessary because, according to the conviction of all Lutherans, an operation of the Spirit that was not
brought about through the external Word is fanaticism. It is permanent because over against the Word
about Christ, which compels a decision, there can be no neutrality. Therefore he who hears or reads the
Word is also called to by the Spirit of God.” (Werner Elert, The Structure of Lutheranism, trans. Walter
Hansen [St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1962],195.) | would also point out that the union of the
Spirit with the Word is a corollary of western Christianity’s insistence on the correctness of, if not the
canonical licitness of unilaterally changing the ecumenical creed, the Filioque. Asserting the Spirit’s
procession through the Son provides the necessarily theoretical context to understand Luther’s view of
the unity of the Spirit with the Word of Scripture.
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who will enlighten you, lead you, and give you understanding.”*°® Thisis opposedto a
person who “seize[s] upon [thereal teacher of Scripture] pell-mell with his reason and
become[s] his own teacher. For such practice gives rise to factious spirits who allow
themselves to further the delusion that the Scriptures are subject to them and can be
easily grasped with theirreason, as if they were Markolf or Aesop’s Fables, for which no
Holy Spiritand no prayers are needed.”*°® By means of encouragingsuch prayer, Luther
is explicitly placingthe interpreter of Scripture in the position of supplicant to the Holy
Spirit whom she trusts will enlighten her. One cannot approach Scripture asif it were
some other bookthat had the qualities of normal books; rather, Scripture is of a
different order altogether, and interpretingit as a Christian requires first beingin a
relationship with the Interpreter Himself, the Holy Spirit. Thisrelationshipis predicated
upon faith astrust — trustthatin Scripture there is life; trust that the Spirit will guide the
heart and mind of the interpreter; trust that God Himself is addressing you in His Word.
And it is because of this trust, this faith that the interpreter asks her dear Father to send
His Spirit to enlighten her as she reads His Word, and in so doing, demonstrates how, as
with Paul, this God-given spiritual habitus draws the interpreter’sinquiry on as a type of
final cause. Itisthe beginnings of an anisotropicprocess where the endpointis known —
a deeperrelationshipwith God and so of service to the world —and is mediated through
prayingfor understandingthe external Word, God’s Word given in Scripture.

This leads to a process of meditatio or meditation uponwhatisread. Hereis a

situation in which the mind is repeatedly broughtinto contact with the words of

308 | W 34:285-6.
309 1bid., 286.
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Scripture to better understand “what the Holy Spirit means by them.” Itis a type of
musementin the Peircean sense, except where instead of musingupon the
interconnections of the three universes of First, Seconds and Thirds found in human
experience, it is musingupon the words of Scripture and theirinterconnections. Surely,
if Peirce’s semioticis correct, this also involves musingon the interconnections of
qualia, indices and symbols, but the world to be absorbed is the scriptural world and
how that world exists in interdependence with the non-textual world. For Luther, thisis
a constant, never-ending process where one continually turns over the very words of
Scripturein one’s head, repeatingthem aloud, saying what they say pleonastically to
expand upon their “plain sense” (Luther calls this “comparingoral speech and literal
words of the book”3!°) in the hope that one might finally understand them by the power
of the Spirit. It is a hope-filled enterprise that recognizes that “God will not give you his
Spirit without the external Word,”3!! so that if one hopes to receive it, one will continue
to muse uponitso that, inthe end, one might arrive at a Spirit-filled hypothesis of what
it might mean.

Bayer cautions that this meditation cannot be upon one’s own “inner self” but
rather that it must be upon the actual words of Scripture which are external to the

theologian. Hesays thatit...

...involves the practice of reading and praying out loud and, what is still more important,
that such activities are practiced with regard to Scripture... Such meditation does not
justinvolve gazing at one’s navel; it does not eavesdrop on the inner self. One’s
innermost being lives outside itself only when it is within the Word of God... M editation
thus cannot go deeper to what is behind the text of Holy Scripture, back to atime when
there was so direct a relationship that communication was not necessary, concerning

310 bid.
311 |bid.
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which the text of Holy Scripture would then merely be an “expression” of what is deeper
yet. Meditation moves instead within the realm of the Word that has been received; it
is interaction with what is written and heard.3!?

This agrees with Peircean musementin that the externality of the object of meditation is
crucial. Peirce does not encourage oneto muse upon one’s own thoughtsorinner
processes; rather, he says that musementisto be upon experience which is “a brutally
produced conscious effect that contributes to a habit, self-controlled, yet so satisfying,
on deliberation, as to be destructible by no positive exercise of internal vigor.”3** Here,
one sees that experienceis, in the first place, “brutally produced” by an engagement
with the external world so that it forces itself upon the muser. The musertakes the
percepts gained by this engagement with the external world and consciously reflects
uponitso thatit affects her habits of thought and action. An experience for Peirce is
not somethingthat merely “happens” toone, noris it merely a matter of “subjective”
reflection. Rather, following his semiotic, it liesin the mutually-interdependent
interaction of engagement with the outer world (a percept) upon which reflection is
initiated and turns. Inasimilar fashion, Luther’s concept of meditation liesfirstin
readingand repeatingthe words of Scripture (an interpreted percept®'*) such that
reflectionis initiated by the readingand repeating within the meditatoranditis this
interaction that spurs reflection. Itisa process whereby a hypothesis of the meaning of

the meditation/ musementresultsin the firm conviction regardinga hypothesis of what

312 Bayer, Theology, 35.

313 Taken from Peirce’s 1908 “Neglected Argument for the Reality of God” found in: EP 2:435.

314 This cannot be understood as a bare percept because it presupposes the use of symbols as found in
language. It is for this reason that | call it an “interpreted percept”. | also shy away from calling it a
“perceptual judgment” in that rolling the words over and over again in one’s mind during the free play of
musement is not yet a convinced judgment regarding the meaning of what is being said. The
phenomenon here is somewhere in between a bare percept and a perceptual judgment —hence the term
“interpreted percept.”
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the text means for Lutherin a similar manner to how meditating / musing upon the
interactions of the three universes of experience results in the firm conviction regarding
the hypothesis of God for Peirce.

As Bayer makes clear, meditationis notto solelybe donein one’s study by
oneself;itis a publicexercise as well. By focusingon the words of Scripture, reciting
them, pleonastically repeatingthem and interpretingthem for others, the Word
becomes more and more solidin one’s heart and in the community of the Word, the
Church. It raisesissues and does not allowone to escape them easily;it is an
engagement with the life of the community: “it precludes one from walking away from
the issue, though thatis characteristicof our present situation: walkingaway into
academictheology, into a professional type of publicreligion, and into silent private
piety.”'® Instead, as with Peircean musement that produces the convinced hypothesis
of the reality of God, meditation is designed to bringabout a conviction of what the
Word teaches. Itis nota mere explication of theissuesinvolved where no stance is
ultimately taken; this is too often what is done within religious studies departments and

is foreign to Luther’s conception. Rather, itis publicly poring over the Word so that the

315 Bayer, Theology, 20. Candler speaks of the participation of the Christian in the ecclesial reality of the
churchin terms that are similarly geared toward the formation of the individual, though he does so by
means of positing a speculative metaphysical order: “Participation, then, is not simply a principle of social
relations, but of a metaphysical order. To participatein the body of Chirst as a pupil, or as a ‘reader,’ is
thus to become part of a kind of pilgrim city whose origin and destiny is transcendent. One’s allegiance to
this body, effected by the sacramental rite of initiation in baptismal confession (as in the case of
Victorinus) and sustained by the unceasing ‘production’ of the church in the Eucharist, cannot be divorced
from the training in theological teaching, whether as student or teacher. To participate, therefore, in the
ecclesial reality of the church, is not a separate activity from participation in the pedagogy of Christianity,
nor is it apart from the participation of the body of Christ in the Trinity. As such, pedagogy, like liturgy,
aims at the reordering of knowledge and desire, through the participation in the ritualized activity of
reading and inscription into the continuing narrative community of interpreters that is the church.” (Peter
M. Candler, Jr., Theology, Rhetoric, Manuduction, Or Reading Scripture Together on the Path to God
[Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2006], 61.)
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Word might take rootin the hearts and minds of the hearers, changingtheir patterns of
thought and action, changingtheir habits so that they might see with new eyes a new
way of living within the world. It reorientsspeakerand hearer such that neutralityinits
face is not a possibility; rather, aresponse is called for, drawn out of, elicited from the
speakerand the hearer by the working of the Holy Spirit. While academictoolsare
importantin forming minds to be able to rightly consider the Word, for Luther to focus
on the Word solely or principally as an academician is to radically mistake what
meditation is— somethingthat serves to allow the livingWord to grab the theologian,
not merely somethingto be analyzed and dissected. Meditatiois not for coroners but
theologians.

Meditation, in Luther’s sense, is principally an exercise in hope. As oratio /
prayer is principally about faith in the presence and working of the Spirit, meditatio /
meditationisdoneinthe hope that one might actuallyarrive at the proper
interpretation of Scripture for the particular context in which the theologian finds
herself. Faithand hope are conjoined in this habitus in that the prayer for the Spirit’s
enlightenment feeds the hope that such enlightenmentbecomes actual. Hopeis
ingredient within faith in that “[God’s] command to write, preach, read, hear, sing,
speak, etc., outwardly was not given in vain.”*'® One hopesthat not only will the proper
thingbe said in response to the address of God found in Scripture but also that the
Word will not be “in vain,” thatit will accomplish its goal of transforminghuman hearts.

It is a longing for what Christians have always prayed as encapsulatedin ancient

316 | W 34:286.
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Christian cry of “Maranatha,” “Come, Lord Jesus” where the eschatological reality
becomes instantiatedin the present, the presence of the living Christ again becomes
manifest.

Yet in so praying and in so meditating, conflict and agonizing struggle — tentatio,
Anfechtung®'’ — is always bound to come, and it is precisely in this conflict that one truly

becomes a theologian. AsLuther writes:

For as soon as God’s Word takes root and grows in you, the devil will harry you, and will
make a real doctor of you, and by his assaults will teach you to seek and love God’s
Word. | myself (if you will permit me, mere mouse-dirt, to be mingled with pepper) am
deeply indebted to my papists that through the devil’s raging they have beaten,
oppressed, and distressed me so much. That s to say, they have made a fairly good
theologian of me, which | would not have become otherwise. And I heartily grant them
what they have won in return for making this of me, honor, victory, and triumph, for
that’s the way they wanted it.3'8

317 Luther describes his own Anfechtung in vivid terms in his 1518 “Explanations of the Ninety-Five
Theses”: “I myself “knew a man” [Il Cor. 12:2] who claimed that he had often suffered these punishments,
in fact over a very brief period of time. Yet they were so great and so much like hell that no tongue could
adequately express them, no pen could describe them, and one who had not himself experienced them
could not believe them. And so great were they that, if they had been sustained or had lasted for half an
hour, even for one tenth of an hour, he would have perished completely and all of his bones would have
been reduced to ashes. At such a time God seems terribly angry, and with him the whole creation. At such
a timethereis no flight, no comfort, within or without, but all things accuse. At such a time as that the
Psalmist mourns, “l am cut off from thy sight” [Cf. Ps. 31:22], or at least he does not dare to say, “O Lord,
... do not chasten mein thy wrath” [Ps. 6:1]. In this moment (strange to say) the soul cannot believe that it
can ever be redeemed other than that the punishment is not yet completely felt. Yet the soul is eternal
and is not able to think of itself as being temporal. All that remains is the stark naked desire for help and a
terrible groaning, but it does not know where to turn for help. In this instance the person is stretched out
with Christ so that all his bones may be counted, and every corner of the soul is filled with the greatest
bitterness, dread, trembling, and sorrow in such a manner that all these last forever. To use an example:
If a ball crosses a straight line, any point of the line which is touched bears the whole weight of the ball,
yet it does not embrace the whole ball. Just so the soul, at the point where it is touched by a passing
eternal flood, feels and imbibes nothing except eternal punishment. Yet the punishment does not remain,
for it passes over again. Therefore if that punishment of hell, that is, that unbearable and inconsolable
trembling, takes hold of the living, punishment of the souls in purgatory seems to be so much greater.
Moreover, that punishment for them is constant. And in this instance the inner fireis much more terrible
than the outer fire. If there is anyone who does not believe that, we do not beg him to do so, but we have
merely proved that these preachers of indulgences speak with too much audacity about many things of
which they know nothing or else doubt. For one ought to believe those who are experienced in these
matters rather than those who are inexperienced.” (LW 31:129-30) Exactly when Luther experienced
these terrors is unknown.

318 |bid., 287.
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Bayer emphasizes that what Luther has in mind here is not the experience of
persecution as such butratherthe experience of the power and reality of God’s Word
that comes in the midst of persecution.®'® Asone prays for the presence of the Spirit,
meditates over God’s Words, speakingthem to herself and to others publicly, struggles
are boundto come. ltis a struggle over the very truth of God, whether He can be taken
at His Word. Thisisto say thatthe plausibility, validity and efficacy of God’s Word are at
issue (and so is the truth of that Word):*?° does it accomplish what it says? Canitbe
trusted? Has one placed her trust and hope in somethingthatis ultimately baselessand
vain? How much of a foolare you? Allthese questionsand more swirl around the
theologian. Itisa question of the very survival of one’s faith, of one’s ultimate hope; it
is the place where all supports are yanked away except for the thinnest of threads —the
promise thatis foundinthe Word of God. Itis onlyin enduringthisagonizingstruggle
that one ultimately learnshowtrue God’s Word is, how faithful and how full of hope.
The agonizingstruggleis both a personal and a publicstruggle, as Luther makes
clearin referencing his many encounters with his theological opponents. Itinvolvesthe

whole of the person at the deepest level where she questions herself, her beliefs, her

319« agonizing struggle is the touchstone that shows the Word of God itself to be credible and mighty
within such struggle and when opposing it... Itis not experience as such that makes the theologian a
theologian, but rather experiencing the Holy Scripture.” (Bayer, Theology, 37.)

320 | here follow Ochs in connecting plausibility, validity and strength / efficacy to a pragmatic
understanding of truth. This can be seen when Ochs writes of George Lindbeck’s rule-based approach to
Christian doctrine: “The rule approach would require distinguishing among three categories of truth-
terms. Atissueis a contemporary community’s appropriation of an early Church doctrine such as, ‘the
dead areraised.” In terms of the pragmatic definitions of truth we supplied earlier, we would say that a
specific reading of the rule, ‘the dead are raised,’ is plausible (has truth,) if it respects the plain sense of
Scripture and is valid for some finite Church community. This reading is valid (has truth,) if it diagrams a
community’s indubitable beliefs in a way that would correct any problems in [the] plain sense of a given
set of scriptural texts and, thus, in the communal behaviors appropriate to the plain sense. Itis strong
(has truths) if it in fact significantly transforms a community’s plain-sense readings and its corresponding
behaviors.” (PPLS 310)
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habits of thought and action —in short, her very existence as a child of God. Yet, as with
meditation, itisalso a publicphenomenonbecause the affliction is not merely that of
privateintellectual angst or a type of ginned-up Cartesiandoubtbut ratheris something
thatis forced upon the theologian from external sources —in Luther’sandin King
David’s case (to whom Luther refers), these were the very many real, flesh-and-blood
enemies who confronted them. It was in the face of such conflict that the agonizing
struggle occurs, a struggle thatinvolves body, mind and spirit.

In the face of such struggle, what drove Luther on was love — love of God, love of
the promise found in the Gospel, love of his community to whom the Good News had
come. Luther engaged in this struggle not just for his own sake as a type of purgative
askesis but because he was concerned to arrive at that which did not depend upon Him
—the Good News of Christ —so that not only he might imbibe the Gospel but that he
might also share it with others. Itis a love born of Godin that God first called Luther
into beingand called him by the Gospel such that the onlyresponseto God’s call in the
Gospelisthat of a love thatis the product of the faith the call elicits. One who is called
forth by God and loved by God responds to God in love and finds in tentatio, the
agonizingstruggle, the place where thatloveis tempered. Learningjust how good, how
powerful, how life-givingis God’s Word resultsin being driven by love to share that
goodness, that power with othersin orderto kindle true life in themas well. “Love
bearsall things, believes all things, hopes all things, endures all things.” (1 Cor. 13:7) In
the agonizingstruggle, all things are borne, are clung to in beliefin the face of contrary

evidence, hoped to be true, yet still must be endured. Tentatioisthat which binds
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together faith and hope such that “faith, hope, and love abide, these three; but the
greatest of theseis love.” (1 Cor. 13:13) Insofaras itis tentatio, the agonizing struggle
that makes the theologian, itis a deep, burninglove that does so.

To insert some more terms developed in the first chapter, it should be clear that
this spiritual habitus has both a logical and therefore diagrammaticmomentand a
biblical and therefore corrective moment. The diagrammatic moment (which
correspondsto Ochs’ logical internalism) liesin the formation of the interpreter to have
a new imagination, a habit of the free play of the mind to see new ways that situations
can be solved, that the Word can be spoken, that Christ might be proclaimed more
clearly than before. Itis formative of the imagination. Ityields new thoughtsand new
possibilities that did not exist before, bringingthem from the realm of the merely
possible yet unknown to the place where they become real possibilities.3** The
corrective moment (which correspondsto Ochs’ biblical internalism) liesin the

theologian’s encounter with the Word of Scripture and in the operation of the Spiritto

321 For Peirce, a real possibility is that which would occur if a particular set of circumstances were true. In
his 1905 article “Issues of Pragmaticism,” Peirce writes in connection with the “scholastic doctrine of
realism” which includes as its corollary, among others: “...there are... real possibilities. For possibility
being the denial of a necessity, which is a kind of generality, is vague like another other contradiction of a
general. Indeed, it is the reality of some possibilities that pragmaticism is most concerned to insist upon...
Pragmaticism makes the ultimate intellectual purport of what you please to consistin conceived
conditional resolutions, or their substance; and therefore, the conditional propositions, with their
hypothetical antecedents, in which such resolutions consist, being of the ultimate nature of meaning,
must be capable of being true, that is, of expressing whatever there be which is such as the proposition
expresses, independently of being thought to be soin any judgment, or being represented to be so in any
other symbol of any man or men. But that amounts to saying that possibility is sometimes of a real kind.”
(EP 2:354) In the context of the spiritual habitus under examination, this means that the theologian has
presented to her through oratio, meditatio and tentatio a set of new propositions that she can anticipate
coming to actuality —i.e., “capable of being true” — under a certain set of conditions, and these are now
not only real possibilities in general and are therefore vague but are now real possibilities for her in her
context and so now might become actual.
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make her the type of person who can make the possible, actual, by speakingthat Word
which healsinto a given situation.

In the Lutheran spiritual habitus of oratio, meditatio, and tentatio we find a
process of formation that enables the Lutheran theologianto be so formed that she is
ready to seize the occasion to speak God’s Word whenever it presentsitself. Itis
designed to create animagination withinthe theologian that recognizes just how
powerful and good the Word of God is notin the abstract butin concrete, real-life
situationsthat plague peopleinthislife. Itis notan academicdiscipline perse even
though theoretical speculationand disciplined inquiry are useful tools; rather, it is a way
of recognizingthe depth of both our separation from God if it were not for Christand
also how great and deep and powerful is the love of God found in Christ Jesus. ltis
formative of faith, hope and love which resultin the drawing forward of the Christian
into furtherinquiryinto whatit meansto livein a filial relationshipto God through
Christ. Thisfaith formation comes about both via a logical, diagrammatic momentin
thatit forms theimaginationin such a way the hitherto unseen possibilitiesenter the
realm of real possibilities, and it employs a biblical, corrective moment in that not only
doesit provide the theologian with possibilities, it enables her to be the type of person
who can make what is merely possible, actual. Itis, with Paul, a process by which the
“mind of Christ” is formed in an individual such that she might be prepared to speak
God’s Word into the situations of life in which she finds herself, including that of the

contemporary Lutheran “Battle for the Bible.” In this way, the Lutheran spiritual habitus

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



204

of oratio, meditatio and tentatio pleonastically and practically repeats the original

urging of the Apostle to “become imitators of me, as | am of Christ.”3%?

The Objectivist Pole — Doctrine as Rules for Proclamation

In the logic of proclamatory pragmatism that | see operative within early
Lutheran thought, doctrine should be understood as negative rules of discourse that
help to guide the proclamation. Doctrines arise from the impact of that proclamation
on thelife of the individual and the church more broadly, and the point of asserting
doctrineis to accomplish the practical goal of inculcatingfaith, of forminga Christianto
be a particular type of person.3*® A corollary of thisis that the speculative framework
that doctrine describes is subservient to this practical end. Inthis understanding of
Lutheranism, doctrineis not articulated in orderto describe eternal verities for the sake
of such a description; rather, the speculative framework created is intended to shape

and form Christians so that theirrelationshipto God in Christ is strengthened, so that

3221 Cor.11:1. Cf.1 Cor. 4:16; Eph. 5:1; Phil. 3:17.

323 Thiselton’s characterization of doctrine as formative of individuals in consonant with the goals of my
approach when he writes: “The new turn in the argument has been to show that a stable tradition of
doctrine, far from inhibiting innovative thought and action, and far from discouraging improvisation,
provides the very ground for it. Only within a tradition of firm communal identity-markers can
constructive ‘going on independently’ be distinguished from maverick idiosyncrasy and self-indulgence.
Our chapter has shown, however, that this point does not rest upon theological special pleading. We
have seen how “following a rule’ and participating in a form of life in Wittgenstein, and standing withina
tradition on Gadamer, provide the frame of reference within which belief, understanding, practices, and
performance intelligibly arise. But thereis more to the matter than even this. For as we noted in
Gadamer, Ricoeur, and Betti, and openness to what lies beyond the narcissistic horizons of the isolated
self makes it possible to experience new horizons that are formative for a new self. The nurture of such
formative change and growth within a stable life-form defined in terms of shared communal beliefs is the
business of Christian doctrine. The notion that doctrine is unimportant, repressive, or merely theoretical
would run against the grain of this chapter, as well as others.” (Anthony C. Thiselton, The Hermeneutics of
Doctrine [Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2007],97.) Here we see Thiselton sum
up a number of concerns of the current project: to articulate the function of doctrine in formative terms
as part of a larger process of reasoning; to maintain continuity with a particular tradition of thought as
enabling truly new approaches to arise; and to ground this whole procedure upon a solid basis in a
particular form of reasoning.
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they might more and more come to know themselves as His dear children and God as
their dear Father.2** Further, it is drawn from Scripture just as is the message of the
Gospel that drives scriptural interpretation.32° | will argue for this understanding of
doctrine by means of an appeal to particular Lutheran theologians but most of all by an
appeal tothe confessional documents of Lutheranism.

Doctrine, or more simply, “teaching,” has always been at the core of the
Lutheran Reformation. The Reformation was not, in thefirst place and from the
perspective of the Lutheran theologians, a political or a social exercise but rather one of

properly proclaimingthe Gospel that had been handed down from earliest times.32°

324 R, Preus quotes and comments on Melanchthon’s 1559 dogmatics (the final edition) when he writes:
“/It is beneficial to have clear declarations (testimonia) set forth as on a tablet concerning each of the
articles of Christian doctrine arranged in good order, in order that, when we consider these things and tie
them together, certain definite thoughts come to our view by which troubled people may beinstructed,
elevated, strengthened, and comforted.” Here we have a brief, clear statement: the purpose of dogmatics
is to set forth the teaching of Scripture in an orderly way for the edification of the church. But as
Melanchthon points out in his preface, the method in theology is entirely different from the method in
philosophy. Philosophy begins with sense experience or prime notions, which are called principles.
Theology does not operate with such demonstration but simply sets forth in proper arrangement those
things God has revealed in His Word.” (Robert D. Preus, The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranism,
Vol. I: A Study of Theological Prolegomena [St. Louis, Concordia Publishing House, 1970], 81.) Here Preus
emphasizes doctrines dual connection with Scripture and also with the practical end of encouraging
Christian faith.

325 Lohse makes a similar point when he speaks of an understanding of the entire breadth of Scripture
being necessary for its coherence: “Still, in all Bible interpretation, next to the scopus of the individual
text, the essential content of the entire Scripture must be in view, so as to avoid the danger of finding in
the Bible merely a collection of various and sundry disconnected individual statements.” (Lohse, Theology,
189.) Reno develops a model of what it means to interpret the Scripture theologically (which he tends to
use interchangeably with “teaching” and so “doctrine”): “On the imperative of apostolic vitality the
Protestant tradition has always insisted, and therefore, | think we can enlarge our definition of theological
exegesis without controversy. Not only does a properly theological interpretation seek to show the
conformity of church teaching with what the Bible says, theological exegesis also reads Scripture as the
living language of faith. Or perhaps more accurately, precisely insofar as it shows the conformity of
Scripture and teaching, theological exegesis saturates the life of the church with what the Bible says. To
put the matterininto a formula, the more readily a reading of the Bible enters into the life and practice of
the church, the more fully theological is the interpretation.” (R.R. Reno, “Theology and Biblical
Interpretation,” in Sharper than a Two-Edged Sword: Preaching, Teaching and Living the Bible, eds.
Michael Root and James J. Buckley [Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2008], 8-9.)
326 schwiebert characterizes the Lutheran Reformation as principally a university movement, “an upper-
strata movement in which professors, the clergy, and an educated laity were involved. The Reformation
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This reality is highlighted in the famous satis est found in Article VIl of the Augsburg

Confession that lays out what is necessary for unityin the church:

Likewise, [the Lutheran estates] teach that one holy church will remain forever. The
church is the assembly of saints in which the gospel is taught purely and the sacraments
are administered rightly. And itis enough [satis est] for the true unity of the church to
agree concerning the teaching of the gospel and the administration of the sacraments.
It is not necessary that human traditions, rites, or ceremonies instituted by human
beings be alike everywhere. As Paul says [Eph. 4:5, 6]: ‘One faith, one baptism, one God
and Father of all...”3?’

began in Wittenberg and from there spread to the outside world among educated classes everywhere
who, by a variety of ways, started local reforms in various communities. It often started with university
students who had studied with Luther and Melanchthon or with converted clergy who urged a reform in
the Roman church. As the reforms of Luther and his followers and Luther’s ‘new theology’ spread among
theintellectual classes, they enraged professors at several universities, and Streitschriften broke out for
and against the Reformation by theologians, to which Luther and Melanchthon replied.” (Ernest G.
Schwiebert, The Reformation, Vols. 1 & 2, The Setting of the Reformation and The Reformation as a
University Movement [Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1996],491-2.) By terming the Reformation a
“university movement,” Schwiebert lends support to the claim that the primary goal was to reform
teaching, to reform how the church proclaimed the Gospel both in her official doctrines and in her
practice.

327 AC VII:1-4 (Latin text); K/W 43. The German text reads as follows: “It is also taught that at all times
there must be and remain one holy, Christian church. Itis the assembly of all believers among whom the
gospel is purely preached and the holy sacraments are administered according to the gospel. For thisis
enough for the true unity of the Christian church that there the gospel is preached harmoniously
[Eintrdchtiglich] according to a pure understanding and the sacraments are administered in conformity
with the divine Word. Itis not necessary for the true unity of the Christian church that uniform
ceremonies, instituted by human beings, be observed everywhere. As Paul says in Ephesians 4[:4-5]:
‘There is one body and one Spirit, just as you were called to the one hope of your calling, one Lord, one
faith, one baptism.” (K/W 42) See also the “Binding Summary” of the preface to the Solid Declaration of
the Formula of Concord, written a half century after the Augsburg Confession: “Fundamental, enduring
unity in the church requires above all else a clear and binding summary and form in which a general
summary of teaching is drawn together from God’s Word, to which the churches that hold the true
Christian religion confess their adherence.” (FC SD Preface, Binding Summary:1; K/W 526) Herethe
language of the Augsburg Confession has been hardened into a set of discrete, propositional statements
given in the form of theses and antitheses that are to be agreed upon by the churches as evidence that
they are teaching the faith correctly. Thisis best understood as part of a long process of discussion and
debate that took place within the German Lutheran estates of the 16" century such that all who were
part of the process understood the contexts in which the propositions were adopted and so could judge
whether or not the given propositions were faithful to Scripture as applied to the specific controversies of
the day and in a full understanding of those specific controversies. In this way, propositional doctrine /
church teaching was adopted as a sort of “badge” or “symbol” of what it means to agree upon the
teaching of the faith (fides quae —see next footnote), yet it remains tied to particular historical situations.
This is evidenced by the fact that each article addressed by the Formula begins with a description of the
precise positions taken by opposing parties within a given debate, being careful to accurately and fairly
represent their views before pronouncing a settled position to that debate. In this way, the structure of
the Formulaineluctably ties its doctrinal teachings to the settling of particular historical debates so that
the unity of the church (AC VII) might be preserved.
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According to the Lutheran estates, nothingelse than agreement concerningthe pure
teachingof the Gospel and the right administration of the Sacraments is necessary to
have a united church, and they base this judgment upon a quotation from Ephesians
that speaks of a single faith and a single baptism where “one faith” corresponds to

132 and “one baptism” to the administration of the

proper teachingof the Gospe
Sacraments.3?° Ratherthan lookingto particular ecclesial structures (e.g., apostolic
succession of bishops orunion underneath the pope as Vicar of Christ), the Lutherans
believe that church unity was dependent upon proper doctrine / teachingand made this
the central task of the Lutheran Reformation, even as they expressed a desire to

maintain the ecclesial structures whenever possible — but not at the expense of the

teaching of the Gospel.?*® Nothingjustifies rendingthe Church apart except to make

328 There is a classic scholastic distinction between the so-called fides qua and the fides quae here. The
early 20" century Lutheran scholastic theologian, Francis Pieper, wrote of this distinction: “Again, while
niiotigis usually used in the subjective sense, denoting the trust in the gracious promise of the Gospel
(fides qua creditur), it sometimes is employed in an objective sense, denoting the ‘dispensation of faith,’
or the doctrine that men are justified and saved by faith in the Gospel (fides quae creditur).” (Pieper,
Christian Dogmatics, 11:450.) In AC VI, the Confessors take Eph. 4 to be referring not to the unity of the
faith by which one believes (fides qua creditur) which is the actual trust one has in Christ and cannot be
observed or judged but rather to the faith which is believed (fides quae creditur) or the teachings of the
Christian faith which can be observed and judged. Reference to the “Gospel” here, then, is a reference to
the teaching / doctrine that enables the right proclamation of the Gospel message.

329 Klug writes of Luther: “If purity of teaching and doctrine was not the basis for unity in the church, then
there was none. Christianity will be ‘divided and split into almost as many sects as there are cities and
people,’ Luther warns, for there cannot be two ways to salvation, even as ‘you surely cannot make two
Christs who take away sin.” Luther was very sensitive on this point: that each man might claim the right,
then, tointerpret Scriptures on his own, on the grounds that he, too, has the spirit, with everyone
‘becoming a doctor of it on his own,’” thus ‘dividing Christianity and undermining pure doctrine
everywhere.” (E.F. Klug, From Luther to Chemnitz: On Scripture and the Word [Grand Rapids: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1971], 67.)

330 An example of this conviction comes in Article XXVIIl of the AC, “Concerning the Power of Bishops” (all
the following citations are from the German text). Therein, they repeatedly urge honor for those in for
“both authorities and powers as the two highest gifts [i.e., the state and the church] of God on earth” (AC
XXVIII:4; K/W 92); and again, “our people distinguish the offices of the two authorities and powers and
direct that both be honored as the highest gifts of God on earth.” (AC XXVII:18; K/W 92) Even so, they
detail the power of bishops in the spiritual estate as “a power and command of God to preach the gospel,
to forgive or retain sin, and to administer and distribute the sacraments.” (AC XXVIII:5; K/W 92) When
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sure thatthe Gospel is properly taught because without the Gospel message, for
Lutherans, there is no Church though there may be bishops and popes. 33!
The Lutheran Reformation was a conservative movement at heart, seeking to

teach what the church had always taught regarding the Gospel message.>*? Even so,

they betray this power by false teaching, they are not to be obeyed: “But whenever they teach, institute,
orintroduce something contrary to the gospel, we have God’s command in such a case not to be obedient
(Matt. 7[:15]): ‘Beware false prophets.” (AC XXVIII:23; K/W 94) The Lutheran estates go a step further
when they reiterate their desire to honor the ecclesial structures (the bishops) in the church: “Our
churches do not desire that the bishops restore peace and unity at the expense of their honor and dignity
(even though it is incumbent on the bishops to do this, too, in an emergency). They ask only that the
bishops relax certain unreasonable burdens which did not exist in the church in former times and which
were adopted contrary to the custom of the universal church.” (AC XXVIII:71-2; K/W 102).

331 For example, Luther writes in the Smalcald Articles: “We do not concede to them that they are the
church, and frankly, they are not the church. We do not want to hear what they command or forbid in
the name of the church, because, God be praised, a seven-year-old child knows the church is: holy
believers and ‘the little sheep who hear the voice of their shepherd.” This is why children pray in this way,
‘I believe in one holy Christian church.” This holiness does not consist of surplices, tonsures, long albs, or
other ceremonies of theirs that they have invented over and above the Holy Scriptures. Its holiness exists
in the Word of God and true faith.” (SAl1:12:1-3; K/W 324-5)

332 This desire to teach what the Lutherans believed was always taught by the “universal” (Gemeine —
equivalent to catholica) church comes out clearly in the AC’s conclusion to part 1, the articles on faith,
when they say: “Since, then, this teaching is clearly grounded in Holy Scripture and is, moreover, neither
against nor contrary to the universal Christian church —or even the Roman church — so far as can be
observed in the writings of the Fathers, we think that our opponents cannot disagree with us in the
articles set forth above.” (AC Conclusion to Part One:1; K/W 58; Germantext) This tendency to appeal
not only to Scripture but to the Christian tradition as found in the various church Fathers can be found
throughout the AC and the Apology to the Augsburg Confession as a way to appeal to what the “universal
Christian church” has always taught. This move to the Fathers is also found, thoughto a lesser extent,
throughout the remaining documents of the Book of Concord. The preface to the Book of Concord,
written a half century after the AC, also explicitly states the desire to remain true to the teaching of the
“universal” church when describing the work of the Lutheran Confessors: “They held fast with constancy
to the teaching contained [in the AC]: teaching that was well founded on the divine Scripture and briefly
summarized in the time-honored, ancient Symbols; teaching that was recognized as that ancient, united
consensus believed in by the universal, orthodox churches of Christ and fought for and reaffirmed against
many heresies and errors.” (Preface:3; K/W 5) Thompson puts Luther’s view this way: “As many have
observed, Luther never intended to say anything original. In fact, throughout his life he was deeply
suspicious of theological novelty. He was acutely aware that his doctor’s oath had installed him as a
teaching and as a defender of the truth, not as innovator. His responsibility was to expound the doctrine
which God had given and which had been received by the Church. From his perspective, the break with
Rome over the years 1517 to 1521 was not something he had initiated in a highly individual search for a
new and purer truth, but something thrust upon him by an institution which had abandoned its own
inheritance.” (Mark D. Thompson, A Sure Ground on Which to Stand: The Relation of Authority and
Interpretive Method in Luther’s Approach to Scripture, Studiesin Christian History and Thought
[Waynesboro, GA: Paternoster, 2004], 252-3.) This conservative stance toward doctrineis also part and
parcel of a Lutheran scriptural logic in what | describe as proclamatory pragmatism. Doctrines can
undergo significant growth and development, but the basis of what the church has consistently taught
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there was a dynamiccharacter to this message in that it was conceived of as arising
from the proclamationand the impact that that proclamation made. The 20™ century
Lutheran theologian, Werner Elert, in his work, The Structure of Lutheranism,**?
describes the Lutheran approach to teachingthe Gospel as arisingfrom the
evangelischer Ansatz, the “impact of the Gospel”, or, in the terms used in this
dissertation, the impact of the proclamation.®** Regardingthis evangelischer Ansatz,
Elert writes:

What was so far set forth as the impact of the Gospel (evangelischer Ansatz) in
Lutheranism appears as a great spiritual upheaval, as psychic occurrence that is
experienced with elemental force first of all by the great individual and is experienced
together with him and in the same way by others, but at the same time is “recognized”
and expressed in theological formulae that become firmer and firmer. Among those
affected no one, however, would have hesitated for a moment to give an answer if he
had been asked what the driving dynamic of the mighty upheaval is. The answer is and
could only be: the Gospel. This dynamic was not experienced as an emergence of inner
powers, as an automatic relaxing of tensions in the psyche; it was heard as a Word from
another world. In his Loci of 1521 Melanchthon had given the definition: “The Gospel is
a promise” (Evangelium est promissio). Here lay the decisive break with the Gospel as a
“heavenly philosophy” (philosophia coelestis) or as the “law of Christ” (lex Christi). Nor
is it by any means merely a historical report. Itis this too. Butitis Gospel only because
it contains a compelling “today,” and even more because it is a “promise,” because it
reveals the potentiality of what is to come — the potentiality that always points beyond
the “now” and the “here.”33°

This telling quotation helpsin beginningto get a grasp upon the faithful yet dynamic
character of therole of doctrine within Lutheranism. The proclamation of Christ that

transforms theindividualis primary and originary, being that which the “great

individual” experiences alongside others who have a similar experience of being grasped

through the ages is not up for change. Novelty in the sense of abandoning the diachronic witness of the
church is not consonant with the Lutheran logic I trace.

333 Elert, Structure. Op. cit.

334 Of course, the closer translation is “impact of the Gospel.” However, the way that the “evangelischer”
functions in Elert’s locution “evangelischer Ansatz” is similar to the way in which | have been using the
term “proclamation.” Therefore, | substitute the term “proclamation” in the translationin order to keep
my terms consistent throughout my treatment.

335 bid., 179.
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I”

by the word of justificationfound in the proclamation. Itisa “spiritual upheaval” or
“psychic occurrence” that totally re-orients her toward a type of relationship with God
in Christ, rearranging her habits of thought and action accordingly. This originary
experience is communal, being “experienced together with himand in the same way by
others,” such that the mode of evaluation of the unity of experience is not a checklist of
characteristics but simply one of “recognition.” One recognizes the work of the Spiritin
another. Thisworkis then described and redescribed in propositional statements which
are nothingotherthan doctrinal statements such that the “theological formulae
become firmer and firmer.” These theological formulae/doctrines serve as a means to
aid in the recognition of the proper working of the Spiritin another; one’s confession of
faith is the only way to discern the Spirit’s work.>*® However, what is most importantin
this process and is the “driving dynamic” is the Gospelitself. It is the proclamation that
transforms and recreates individuals, givingthem new eyes to see and new ears to hear
such thatthey come to recognize and celebrate the unity of Spirit that they have with
others. Thisopensupto them a new future by the modality of the promise, a promise

made by God in Christ that makes all things new both inthe present butalsointhe

future. Imaginations are recreated and hitherto unforeseen potentialitiesbecome real

336 Bertram distilled five principles behind the Lutheran understanding of what it means to confess the
faith. He views confessing as: 1) Martyria [not justin the sense of witnessing but witnessing under
extreme pressure]; 2) Protesting Gospel-Plus [adding requirements for salvation outside of the work of
Christ]; 3) Ecumenical [in its striving for church union via doctrinal agreement]; 4) Redefining Authority
[asserting the authority of the Word over other authorities in the church]; and 5) Appealing to/for the
Oppressed [in particular, those who consciences were being burdened by the spiritual authorities with
many non-biblical traditions that were deemed necessary for salvation]. (cf. Robert W. Bertram, A Time
for Confessing, Lutheran Quarterly Books, ed. Michael Hoy [Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2008], 1-22). Confessing, then, is not only that practice that serves to identify where one
stands, but it has other functions as well.
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possibilities, and revelingin the futurity of the Gospel’s promise also serves to imbue
the present with the comingjoy. Inthe terms of the first chapter, the proclamation of
the Gospel (a Third) transforms the internal life of an individual or the life of a
community (a First) such that particular statements of doctrine arise to help
demonstrate how one so formed should approach anissue thatisin contention (a
Second). This, inturn, yields new opportunities to proclaim (a Third), and the cycle
repeats. Yetthe beginningpointisalwaysthe proclamationthat began with Christ
himself and the ramifications thereof, what Elert terms the evangelischer Ansatz, whose
message and logic continues today.

As it arises from the proclamation/ evangelischer Ansatz, one of the principle
roles that doctrine plays within my construction of early Lutheran logic is that it
“hallows” God’s name. This understandingof doctrine can be found most simply and
most clearly in Luther’s Small Catechism®3” where Luther asks regarding the First

Petition of the Lord’s Prayer (“May your name be hallowed”):

How does [this hallowing] come about? Answer: Whenever the Word of God is taught
clearly and purely and we, as God’s children, also live holy lives according to it. To this
end help us, dear Father in heaven! However, whoever teaches and lives otherwise
than the Word of God teaches profanes the name of God among us. Preserve us from
this, heavenly Father!338

337 Luther’s Small Catechism plays perhaps the mostimportant role in the actual life and piety of the
Lutheran Church across most American denominations. With the Augsburg Confession, it is the document
most honored in denominational constitutions as being the “true” teaching of God’s Word found in
Scripture, and it is the only document mentioned at the rite of confirmation for lay people or when lay
people transferin to the Lutheran Church. For example, in the confirmation rite the confirmand is asked:
“Do you hold all the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures to be the inspired Word of God and confess the
doctrine of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, drawn from them, as you have learned to know it from the
Small Catechism, to be faithful and true?” (The Committee on Worship of The Lutheran Church —Missouri
Synod, Lutheran Worship [St. Louis: CPH, 1982], 206.) Furthermore, it was long the practice of many
Lutheran denominations in America to have confirmands memorize the entirety of the Small Catechism,
though this practice has begun to fade away toward the end of the 20" century and into the 215t

338 SC Lord’s Prayer: 5; K/W 356.
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Here, Luther postulates two aspects of human life that serve to make God’s name holy
among the Christian community: “pure” teachingand “holy” living. While the role of
“teaching” certainly extends beyond the simple application or construction of doctrinal
statements, it is certainly notless than doctrine. Doctrine teaches the community how
to speakandact insuch a way that their speech and actions bringhonorand gloryto
God’sname, and that the community does not use God’s name, the name placed upon
every Christian at her baptism, to speak that which is not true of God or to act contrary
to how a child of God should act. Doctrine, as those statements which guard Christian
speakingand action, serves to foster just such right speech and action.

From the time of Luther, doctrine, as the teaching of what God would have
people know of Him and His relation to His people, isunderstood to be both unified and
“pure.” It should be understoodas a bodysuch thatif one part of the body of doctrine,
the corpus doctrinae, is errant, then the whole body of doctrine is affected. Like with
gangrene, theincorporation of false doctrine may or may not eventually spread to kill
the entirety of the body itself, butin no wise should it simply be ignored. Luther himself
is particularly strongon this point, for example, in his “Great” commentary on Galatians
when he comments on 5:10 where Paul is speaking of the one who “troubles” the

Galatians:

With the utmost rigor we demand that all the articles of Christian doctrine, both large
and small—although we do not regard any of them as small—be kept pure and certain.
This is supremely necessary. For this doctrine is our only light, which illumines and
directs us and shows the way to heaven; if it is overthrown in one point, it must be
overthrown completely. And when that happens, our love will not be of any use to us.
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We can be saved without love and concord with the Sacramentarians, but not without
pure doctrine and faith.33°

He reads Paul as sayingthat more important than showinglove to those who “trouble”
the Galatiansisto assert whatis true in the realm of doctrine becauseit is doctrine that
illuminateswho Christ is; it is doctrine that makes faith possible. Itis a whole, a single
corpus doctrinae, such that one mistake in the whole body of doctrine renders all the
doctrinewrong. To speak wrongly of Christis, for Luther, to damage the very
foundation of the faith (fides quae) such that an individual’sfaith (fides qua) is shaken.

Not onlyis doctrine unified and pure for Luther, it is also “heavenly” and to be
strongly distinguished from what occurs in the vicissitudes of life on earth. While
doctrine certainly has an earthly originin that it begins from the proclamation of the
Gospelinthe manJesus andin the mouths of the prophets and apostles, doctrine itself
is to be identified as the teaching of the Word of God and so is ultimately of divine

origin. This makes it maintenance extremelyimportant, as Luther writes:

Therefore, as | often warn you, doctrine must be carefully distinguished from life.
Doctrineis heaven; life is earth. In life there s sin, error, uncleanness, and misery,
mixed, as the saying goes, “with vinegar.” Here love should condone, tolerate, be
deceived, trust, hope, and endure all things (1 Cor. 13:7); here the forgiveness of sins
should have complete sway, provided that sin and error are not defended. But just as
thereis no errorin doctrine, so thereis no need for any forgiveness of sins. Therefore
thereis no comparison at all between doctrine and life. “One dot” of doctrine is worth
more than “heaven and earth” (Matt. 5:18); therefore we do not permit the slightest
offense against it. But we can be lenient toward errors of life. For we, too, err daily in
our life and conduct; so do all the saints, as they earnestly confess in the Lord’s Prayer
and the Creed. But by the grace of God our doctrineis pure; we have all the articles of
faith solidly established in Sacred Scripture. The devil would dearly love to corrupt and
overthrow these; that is why he attacks us so cleverly with this specious argument about
not offending against love and the harmony among the churches.34°

391w 27:41.
340 |bid., 41-2.
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The distinction between doctrine and life, “heaven” and “earth,” is crucial to
understanding Luther here. Doctrineis divine teachingthat has arisen and continues to
arisein particular historical situations from the evangelischer Ansatz and as such is
simply the working out of the logic of the Gospel and sois part and parcel of the Gospel
message itself.3** In thisway, for Luther, doctrine is something presided over and
guided by the Spirit even as itis expressed by human beingsin and for particular
problemsthat have arisen in the life of the community. As God’s own “heavenly”
teaching, for Luther it is possible to have correct and pure doctrinein that one can know
what God hasrevealed even as livingthat teachingout in “earthly” life is filled with
vagaries and problematicsituations. Such a problematicsituationto be addressed by
“pure” and “heavenly” doctrine is the much-discussed case of Philip’s, Landgrave of
Hesse, desire to marry a second woman and therefore enterinto a bigamous
relationship. Withoutgettinginto the details of the situation, Luther, alongwith other
Lutheran theologians, sent Philip a letter renderingtheir considered theological opinion
of the matter. Whilethe letter is lengthy, the section most relevant to this discussion is

the following:

341 While the Trinity, for example, did not receive an authoritative expression before the 4" century, its
logic was already present throughout the early church’s proclamation in nuce such that, for Luther, they
already proclaimed God as Triune long before the creed’s proclamation of homoousias insofar as they
reflected what was found in Scripture as interpreted according to the Gospel. We see this when, in
commenting on John 16:28 (“I came from the Father and am come into the world, and again | am leaving
the world and going to the Father”), Luther writes: “At this point | do not intend to go into the sublime
doctrine of the Holy Trinity: thatin His divine essence Christ proceeds from the Father from eternity, as
has been stated.” (LW 24:408) Here, he treats Jesus comment as related by John as unproblematically
and directly referring to the later creedal expression of the doctrine of the Trinity. He does this in many
other places as well (e.g., cf. LW 1:9, 50, 58; 22:173-4, 283; 23:89; 24:290-1). For Luther, doctrineis
simply the statement of what Scripture teaches, and as additional clarity comes to Scripture by utilizing
doctrines that have been developed over the centuries, so much the better.
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But that in a certain case a dispensation [for a polygamous relationship] might be given,
as for instance in the case of a captive in a strange land, who has become free and
brings his wife with him, or in the case of some chronic disorder such as was thought of
for a time with lepers — that in such cases, with the advice of their pastor, a man might
take a wife again, not to bringin a law but as counsel for his necessity, this we do not
condemn. Becauseitis one thingto bringin alaw and another to use a dispensation,
this we humbly beg you to observe.34?

Here and throughout the letter, we see that Luther and the other signatories have no
doubt regardingthe doctrine of marriage. They believed strongly thatitisto be
between one man and one woman for life. However, while the doctrine of marriageis
clear, human situations are not. They are messy. One can receive a dispensationfrom
the proper doctrineif the extremities of the circumstances encountered have already
yielded a less than desirable situation, and rectifying that situation would be worse than
giving a dispensation.?*® Butthe key pointisthat doctrine does not change based upon
the vicissitudes of earthly situations;ifit did, it could not perform its function of ruling
the proclamationand life. Instead, doctrine remains constant, “of heaven,” and itis
precisely as such thatit is useful on earth.

What is most important to note in the context of proclamatory pragmatism is
thatthe distinction between doctrine being of “heaven” and life being of “earth” serves
a practical aim — the protection of proper teachingand the application of that teaching

to particularsituations. Itis not a theoretical or metaphysical distinctionsuch that

342 Martin Luther et al., “Confessional Counsel,” letter dated December 10, 1539 in Phillip Melanchthon’s
handwriting, quoted in and translated by John Alfred Faulkner, “Luther and the Bigamous Marriage of
Philip of Hesse,” The American Journal of Theology 17, no. 2 (April 1913): 214. The signatories of the
letter include: Martin Luther, Phillip Melanchthon, and Martin Bucer.

343 The Evangelical Lutheran Church in Kenya, for example, does not insist that polygamous men who
become Christian divorce all but one of their wives. To do so would create a worse situation for all
involved —especially the women — and exacerbate social disintegration. Rather, they doinsistthat once a
polygamous man becomes a Christian, he does not marry any more wives, and they prohibit him from
becoming a pastor per 1 Timothy 3:2 which says that the episkopes is to be a “ud¢ yuvaikog avdpa” —
literally, a “one woman man.”
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doctrine becomes the apprehension ofabsolute universal truths and so is somehow
disconnected from an earthly, contextual origin. Rather, the distinctionservesthe
purpose ofinsuringthat what can be known from the working out of the evangelischer
Ansatz as doctrines become more and more codified is maintained even as allowance is
made for the fact that the events of life do not follow a predictable form and defy easy
categorization. Infact, it is precisely the events of life that become the originary point
for additional doctrinal reflection. While the vast majority of particular cases will yield
no new doctrinalinsight and are ratherinstances where teachingis applied to messy life
situations, there are some problems that arise that become paradigmaticforan entirely
new set of doctrinal reflections.>** The deity of the Son was one such instancein the
early church and the debate over the role of faith in justification was another during the
time of the Reformation. What Luther’s distinction does, however, is maintain the

importance of knowing and applyingthe proper teaching/ doctrine even when the

344 peirce’s understanding of growth as the continuing working-out of the sign is an interesting addendum
here. In his 1904 essay “New Elements,” Peirce described what he held to be the goal of sign use which
he called the “entelechy of being.” Here, “entelechy” is “the very fact, that is, the ideal sign which should
be quite perfect, and so identical, - in such identity as a sign may have, - with the very matter denoted
united with the very form signified by it. The entelechy of the Universe of being, then, the Universe qua
fact, will be that Universe in its aspect as a sign, the ‘Truth’ of being. The ‘Truth,’ the fact that is not
abstracted but complete, is the ultimate interpretant of every sign.” (EP 2:304) He believed that this ideal
sign where the representamen and its object and interpretant unite perfectly comes by way of
development from pure chaos, pure indeterminacy. He writes: “A chaos of reactions utterly without any
approach to law is absolutely nothing; and therefore pure nothing was such a chaos. Then pure
indeterminacy having developed determinate possibilities, creation consisted in mediating between the
lawless reactions and the general possibilities by the influx of a symbol. This symbol was the purpose of
creation. Its object was the entelechy of being which is the ultimate representation.” (EP 2:324) This
restatement of how creation came into being as proceeding from indeterminacy and chaos to having
determinate possibilities mirrors the Genesis story of God speaking the universe into being from the
primordial tohu v’bohu (1na11nNn) of Genesis 1. It is the sign that arises from the chaos that gives that
chaos determinate possibilities which did not exist previously, and so growth occurs. In asimilar fashion,
doctrine develops from the chaos of everyday life, though on a much smaller scale. Even as life cannot be
predicted and is chaotic, it provides the opportunity for new symbols, new doctrines to be interposed that
bring an organization to that chaos thereby enabling more possibilities of living in the light of God’s Word.
Perhaps this is part of God’s movement toward the “entelechy of being” at the eschaton.
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situationsto which it is applied are exceedingly difficult and resistant to an easy fix. In
this way, the distinctionis part of the logic of Luther’s and the Lutheran Reformation’s
theological praxis and not a statement of metaphysical principles. Itisa fully practical
distinctionthat allows doctrine to play the role it was intended to play — that of

interrupter, of guide, of curb, which is to say, of Secondness and so of objectivism.

Doctrine’s Role as Negative Rules of Christian Discourse

In chaptertwo, | described the function of creedal statementsin what | termed
Paul’s proclamatory pragmatism as rules of discourse that descry the boundaries of
Christian thought. If one transgressesthe boundarieslaid outin the creedal statements
in one’s theological habitus, then oneis no longeracting as a Pauline Christian. Creedal
statements function as negative rules for Paul serving to regulate how Christians should

speak, how the proclamationshould occur.?*> When it comes to particular creedal

345 As should be obvious, such a statement places me among the heirs of Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic
approach to doctrine. See: George Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1984). However, Pecknold’s corrective of Lindbeck via Augustine and Ochs helps to avoid a
problem identified by Hitter regarding seeing doctrines as rules of discourse. Hinlicky characterizes
Hitter’s concern: “This approach allows (rare) truth claims to be made in first-order discourse of kerygma,
but not be doctrine per se, unless doctrine comes to function as kerygma. In first-order kerygma, a claim
to ontological correspondence may take place if and when a proposition is used in a way that corresponds
with the truth it bears, but in second-order doctrine, there is only a claim to coherence with other beliefs
we hold as true, as in a system of doctrinal rules. The latter to be sure finally depends on the former,
where it will be as a total life form that there is or rather may be correspondence with God, which mustin
turn be eschatologically verified.” (Paul R. Hinlicky, Luther and the Beloved Community: A Path for
Christian Theology after Christendom [Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2010],
373.) First-order kerygma, as Hinlicky/Hutter use the term, embodies a hopeful, anisotropic,
eschatological claim that what is promised is, in fact, true and so bears an ontological correspondence.
However, there is no way to know by sight that this is true beforehand. Rather, itis a speculative claim
made by faith and embodies the true hope of Christianity, and living in this faith empowers the
outworking of love. Taking seriously Paul’s statements that we see in a mirror, and that darkly (1 Cor.
13:12), and that we walk by faith, not sight (1 Cor. 5:7), entails the avoidance of acting as if we do, in fact,
see clearly and can directly apprehend, say, the forgiveness offered in the absolution. Indeed, for the
Lutheran, it is surely present; however, this is technically a hypothetical claim that we fully trust and hope
will be verified at the resurrection. By re-figuring Lindbeck’s understanding of doctrine as rules of

© Scott Yakimow, 2014



218

statements, such as the creedal statement for Paul that “Jesus is Lord,” this regulative
function for Christianlanguage can be seen in re-wording the statement as the non-
negative assertion: “Do not speakor act as if Jesus is not Lord.” In classical logic, the
logical force of such an assertion can simply be converted to the proposition “Jesusis
Lord” by means of equatinga double negative with a positive. However, to do thisin
the case of Christian doctrine would be to assert somethinginappropriate to the deity —

that God can be “captured in certain discrete propositions”34¢

ratherthan beingthe
overflowing source of all descriptions. Inshortand inthe terms of the first chapter, this
would be to reduce God merely to a series of B-reasonings ratherthan beingthe source
of all A-reasonings. Moreover, it would be to assert a speculative ontology that serves
no partin fostering the love of God or human beings®*’ in that it cuts off inquiry rather
than directingthe Christian to a life seekingto learn more of how God relates to
humanity, personally and communally, so that Christians might better reflect God’s love
in the particularsituations in which they live.?*® Thisis to cut off legitimate inquiry that
can serve the church in furthering her teachings and in fostering the Christian life. Itis

alsoto engage in the sin of idolatry inits objectivist form, as detailed in chapterone, in

that by cutting off inquiry, a reparative rationality does not flow from it.

discourse in pragmatic fashion as | do throughout this dissertation, the problem identified by
Hinlicky/Hutter dissolves.

346 Ochs, Another Reformation, 56.

347 This is in line with Augustine’s famous dictum: “Whoever, therefore, thinks that he understands the
divine Scriptures or any part of them so that it does not build the double love of God and of our neighbor
does not understand it at all.” (OCD I1:XXXV1:40; Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, trans. D.W. Robertson,
Jr. [Upper Saddles River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1958], 30.)

348 To paraphrase Anselm’s fides quaerens intellectum.
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Rather, understanding doctrine as negative rules for Christian discourse can be
understood via intuitionisticlogic where doctrine functions as non-negative
assertions.>* Forexample, the classical doctrine of Mary as Theotokos should be
understood as denyingthat one should speak of Mary as if she were not the Mother of
God.>*® As such, it is an assertion that denies a negative (that Mary is not the Mother of
God) as opposed to asserting a positive (that Mary is the Mother of God). If X = “Mary is
the Mother of God,” then we can write the function of the Theotokos as a non-negative
assertion in the following manner: --X. However, for intuitionist logic, ~—X = X does
not holdin all cases. Thatis, a double negationdoes not necessarily resultin a positive
for intuitionistlogic because intuitionismis concerned not with truth values but rather
with what can be proven, and “a proofthat we can not have a proof of -X is not the
same as a proof of X.”**! According to the biblical story and the doctrine of the church,
Mary is indeed Theotokos, but there is no way to prove this outside of that story itselfto
which the church appeals. Thatis, the Theotokos is a teaching/ doctrine of the faith and
so is notamenable to proof outside of the context of that faith and so of proofin
general. Thisisnotto deny thatthe claim of the Theotokos may indeed be true for all

people;itis onlyto say thatthisside of the eschaton, it cannot be convincingly proven

349 peirce’s conception of truth pushes on to investigate more deeply the warrants that may attend to any
particular claim rather than seeking to establish a timeless truth per se. Because of the concern for the
way claims can be warranted or demonstrated within a particular logic and constructive provability is a
concern for intuitionistic logic, using that logic to illustrate my point is helpful here.

350 More technically, Theotokos means “God-bearer” in that Mary bore in her womb the God, but “Mather
of God” tends to be used more and so | follow that translation here.

351 Manuel Lourenco (a.k.a gribskoff), planetmath.org, last modified October 7, 2008,
http://planetmath.org/intuitionisticlogic. Cf. also Joan Moschovakis, "Intuitionistic Logic", The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2014 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), forthcoming URL =
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2014/entries/logic-intuitionistic/; and: Rosalie lemhoff,
"Intuitionism in the Philosophy of Mathematics", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2014
Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2014/entries/intuitionism/ .
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to be the case. Rather,the qualitatively weaker claim “it is not the case that Mary is not
the Mother of God” (i.e., -—X) functions as a rule to guide the speech of the Christian. In
fact, the canons of the Councils of Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (451) explicitly took the
assertion of the Theotokos as a negative linguisticrule for speech and so as a non-
negative assertion. Thiscan be seen in the first anathema of St. Cyril of Alexandriathat
was dogmatically adopted by the Council when he wrote against Nestorius: “If anyone
will not confess that the Emmanuel isvery God, and that therefore the Holy Virgin is the
Mother of God (©gotdkoc), inasmuch as in the flesh she bore the Word of God made
flesh [as itis written, The Word was made flesh] let him be anathema.”3>? Theotokos,
then,is a rule for the proper confession of the faith and, as such, remains a hypothesis
of unknown extent until such time that God makes it plain.

Anotherimplication of understanding doctrine as negative linguisticrules or non-
negative assertionsisthat they open up multiple trajectories of thought ratherthan
restrictingdoctrinal developmentto a single thread of development. More technically,
doctrine understood as non-negative assertions are neither decidable nor stable, though
they are testable within a particular community.>*® Theyare not decidablein that the
law of the excluded middle does notapply (X V -X) and so have what Peirce terms
generality.>®* Confessing Mary as Theotokos does not entail a prohibition for confessing

her as Christotokos, for example, as long as by “Christ” what is understoodis one who is

352 cyril of Alexandria, trans. Henry Percival, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, Vol. 14, eds.
Philip Schaff and Henry Wace (Buffalo, NY: Christian Literature Publishing Co., 1900), revised and edited
for New Advent by Kevin Knight, http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3810.htm.

353 Cf. Moschovakis, “Intuitionist Logic.”

354 For Peirce, “anything is general in so far as the principle of the excluded middle does not apply to it.”
(EP 2:351) Generality in this sense allows “the interpreter the privilege of carrying [the sign’s]
determination further.” (EP 2:350)
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both true God and true man. In thisway, the non-negative assertion of the Theotokos is
not a binary of either Mary as Mother of God or not Mary as Mother of God; other
optionsareonthe table as longas they are consistent with the necessary assertion
(necessary for Christians who seek to follow the ecumenical councils) of the Theotokos.
Due to this generality, oneis not forced to choose X or =X and so the Theotokos lacks
decidability. Likewise,--X = X does not hold in the case of the Theotokos because of its
function asa linguisticrule and so the doctrineis technically “unstable.” It, like other
doctrines, is able to undergo development, and thisis what happened in the case of
Mary as well.>>> Not only was Mary considered to be Theotokos, she eventually came to

)36 as well, and this position was adhered

be regarded as semper virgo (eternally virgin
to though notinsisted upon as doctrine by many Lutheran Reformers, including Luther

himself.2>” In fact, Mary is called semper virgo in the first part of the Smalcald Articlesin

the official 1584 Latin translation of the 1580 Book of Concord.?*® This argues for

355 Hefner writes: “The church cannot attain doctrinal finality in describing itself, because it never stops
growing and because there is no one set of criteria, images, or models of the church which can preserve
all the church wishes to preserve.” (Philip Hefner, “Ninth Locus: The Church,” in Christian Dogmatics, vol.
2, eds. Carl E. Braaten and Robert W. Jenson [Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984], 200.) This observation is
in line with what | identified as a lack of doctrinal stability. Doctrines grow, but they do not grow
haphazardly. The need to respect and adhere to what has gone before and develop along the trajectory
laid out by the church’s prior doctrinal decisions. But they do grow.

356 |n the Roman Catholic Church, semper virgo became official doctrine along with the doctrine of her
sinlessness among other titles ascribed to her such as “Advocate, Helper, Benefactress, and Mediatrix.”
(Catechism of the Catholic Church [New York: Doubleday, 1995] 274-5, no. 969. Cf.the entirety of Article
9, Section Ill, Paragraph 6 —“Mary — Mother of Christ, Mother of the Church.”

357 Luther wrote of Mary: “According to His humanity, He, Christ, our Savior, was the real and natural fruit
of Mary’s virginal womb (of which Elizabeth, filled with the Holy Spirit, said to her in Luke 1:42: “Blessed is
the fruit of your womb!”). This was without the co-operation of a man, and she remained a virgin after
that.” (LW 22:23; cf. his extended discussion on how Jesus’ “brothers” are to be understood on LW
22:214))

358 The Latin reads: “...et ex Maria, pura, sancta sempervirgini nasceretur...” (SC l:IV; Trigl. 460 Latin text.)
This has caused some to wonder if the Book of Concord teaches the eternal virginity of Mary as a
doctrine, but most point to the fact that the 1584 Latin Book of Concord is a translation of the 1580
German, and that the eternal virginity of Mary is not named in the more authoritative, earlier German
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regardingdoctrine as logically unstable as negative rules of discourse in that doctrinal
claims undergo development and are further refined in manners that do not transgress
the original boundariesset by the doctrine but allow multiple possibilities within those
boundaries. Finally, while doctrine may not be technically decidable orstable, itis
testable (-XV -=X), but only within the context of its adoption. Thatis, doctrine comes
in response to particular historicaloccurrences where a problem arose within the
Christian community. Thisproblem was discussed and the root disagreement identified,
and then the church —via the mechanism of ecumenical councilsin Christianity’sfirst
millennium and then viaincreasingly haphazard ways — decided how Christians should
speakregarding the issue based upon Scripture interpreted accordingto the rule of
faith. This Pauline methodology (cf. ch. 2) enables the church to compare particular
proposed propositionsabout the faith (Gospelg) with Scripture understoodin light of
the faith thatis proclaimed (Gospela) and past propositions that had already been
adopted (Gospelg). Inthisway, the church tested its proposed doctrinesin orderto see
if they were inaccordance with Scripture understoodvia the Gospel and past doctrines
of the church. Inthe context of developinga proclamatory pragmatism geared to solve
the problem of competing Lutheran foundationalisms in the “Battle for the Bible,” | hold

that doctrineis testable, but only within the parameters that the church has set up.3>°

Book of Concord and conclude that this was an unauthorized insertion by the editor of the 1584 Latin,
Selnecker.

359 What is discussed in this paragraph has some resonance with McLaughlin’s RPM principle: “reality s
polymorphic [RPM]... The universe —understood to mean the world-as-it-is independently of any
particular observation of it —is intrinsically multifaceted and highly complected. No one perspective on
any aspect of the universe can comprehensively represent it. The degree of diversity and complexity that
exists in the universe ultimately thwarts all attempts at generalization or unification (understood as a
consolidation of perspectives), and so of formulating any definitive scientific theory (or set of theories).”
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We can see howthe Lutheran Reformers treated doctrine as negative rules of
discourse or non-negative assertions within the Lutheran Confessions, such asthe AC’s

360 the final article within the first section on

treatment of prayingto saintsin Article XXI,
articles of faith and doctrine.3®! In this article, the Confessors make two doctrinal
moves. Thefirstis to affirm that the saints should be honored by means of giving
thanks to God for their example, by havingour faith strengthened by their example, and

by imitating their actions.>®? The second is to deny that a Christian’s conscience should

be boundto prayto the saints orinvoke them because...

(McLaughlin, “Peircean Polymorphism,” 412-3. Italics mine) Doctrines can and must be formulated, but
they are formulated for particular contexts and are not comprehensive in their scope. Rather, they must
be pegged to a context, and as they are revisited, they may undergo development through further testing
and the ascertaining of their utility for new contexts.

360 Here is the text of the article in the AC: “Concerning the cult of the saints our people teach that the
saints are to be remembered so that we may strengthen our faith when we see how they experienced
grace and how they were helped by faith. Moreover, it is taught that each person, according to his or her
calling, should take the saints’ good works as an example. For instance, His Imperial Majesty, in a salutary
and righteous fashion, may follow the example of David in waging war against the Turk.3¢° For both hold a
royal office that demands defense and protection of their subjects. However, it cannot be demonstrated
from Scripture that a person should call upon the saints or seek help from them. “For thereis only one
single reconciler and mediator set up between God and humanity, Jesus Christ” (1 Tim. 2[:5]). Heis the
only savior, the only high priest, the mercy seat, and intercessor before God (Rom. 8[:34]). He alone has
promised to hear our prayers. Accordingto Scripture, in all our needs and concerns it is the highest
worship to seek and call upon this same Jesus Christ with our whole heart. “But if anyone does sin, we
have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ, the righteous...” [1 John 2:1].” AC XXI; K/W 58.

361 The ACis broken up into two sections, the first being the articles of faith and doctrine which the
Lutheran Reformers considered to be restatements of the way the faith had always been taught and
which they did not consider to be in dispute as we can see from the German text: “Since, then, this
teachingis clearly grounded in Holy Scripture and is, moreover, neither against nor contrary to the
universal [the German text reads gemeine which is equivalent of the Latin catholica which is used in the
Latin text of the AC] Christian church —or even the Roman church —so far as can be observed in the
writings of the Fathers, we think that our opponents cannot disagree with us in the articles set forth
above [i.e., thefirst 21 articles of the AC].” (AC Conclusion of Part One:1; K/W 58; German text) Thelast
seven articles are over disputed matters such that: “Nothing contrary to Holy Scripture or to the universal,
Christian church is taught in our churches concerning articles of faith. Rather, only some abuses have
been corrected that in part have crept in over the years and in part have been introduced by force.” (AC
Intro to Disputed Articles; K/W 60; German text) This divisionintends to separate out what the Reformers
considered settled doctrine functioning as constative truth claims from those articles they believed were
in need of reform such that they are making reparative claims to fix what had gone wrong.

362 Cf, Ap XXI:4-7; K/W 238.
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..Scripture does not teach us to call upon the saints or to ask the saints for help.
Because neither a command, nor a promise, nor an example from Scripture about
invoking saints can be brought forward, it follows that the conscience can find no
certainty in such invocation. And since prayer out to be made from faith, how do we
know that God approves such invocation? Withoutthe testimony of Scripture, from
what source do we know that the saints hear the prayers of individuals?363

Here the practical focus of the Confessors’ theological method is on full display. What
they are concerned about, in the first place, is how a particularteaching/ doctrine
might affect the faith of an individual by means of wrongly binding her conscienceto a
particularteachingthat lacks sufficient merit. Thisis because the point of doctrineis
precisely to encourage faith, to bring peopleinto a trustingrelationship with Christ, to
re-orient individuals from beingenemies of God into those who look to Him for all good
gifts as His dear children. In order to accomplish this, particularly when controverted
issues arise, Christians need to be guided by means of explicit doctrinal, propositional
teachingthatincreasestheir understanding of the character of their relationship to the
Fatherthroughthe Sonin their Spirit thereby deepeningtheirtrustin Him. Such trust
must have a strong epistemological basis, and for Christians, Scripture forms just this
basis.

Besides havinga practical aim, in this article the Confessors employ a doctrinal
formulationin a non-negative fashion. Thatis, they propound the proposition based
upon Scripture that “[Christ] is the only savior, the only high priest, the mercy seat, and
intercessor before God (Rom. 8[:34]). He alone has promised to hear our prayers.”>%

The exclusionary particles “only” and “alone” are crucial here. If these statements were

to be taken as positive assertionsof an ontological reality (the reality that Christis the

363 Ap XX1:10; K/W 238-9.
364 AC XXI:2-3; K/W 58. German text.
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sole mediator and the only one who hears prayers), then the Confessors would have
included a prohibition statingthat one may not pray to the saints; thisis the force of the
exclusionary particles. Yettheydo notdo this. Ratherthan forbiddingprayerto the
saints, they simply say that there is no command to do so and no promise attached to
this type of prayer such that a Christian’s conscience cannot be bound to regard such
prayer as efficacious. Butthisis notto prohibit prayertothesaints. Inthis way, what
we haveis a weaker, more flexible statement of what it means to say that Christaloneis
the mediatorand that he alone promises to hear prayers. This makes best sense when
read as a non-negative assertion understood as a negative rule of discourse saying: “Do
not speak or act as if Christis not the sole mediator between humanity and God;” or
“Do not speakor act as if Christis notthe only one who has promised to hearour
prayers.” Such an understanding of the doctrine here promulgated would well explain
how the Confessors could, on the one hand, give great respect to the saints while not
disallowing prayerstothem, and on the other, hold up Christ as the sole mediatorand
as the onlyonewho has promised to hear prayer. A model of doctrinethatregards
doctrine as describing eternal verities has a much greater struggle explainingwhat the
Confessorsare doing here and how doctrine’s goal is eminently practical — not to merely
explain metaphysical structures but to employ speculative theology in ordertoincrease
faith. Butin all cases, the Confessors’ approach is thoroughly grounded within the
tradition of Christian discourse and is not understandable outside of that discourse; the

concept of prayingto the saints (or not) has no meaningoutside of this tradition, and so
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the Lutherans’ assertionsare not foundationalist but rather expressive of a thoroughly
traditioned understanding.

Moving from the first intentionally confessional document3®® in the Book of
Concord to the last, the Formula of Concord lays out “the Binding Summary, Basis, Rule,
and GuidingPrinciple How All Teaching Is to Be Judged in Accord with God’s Word and
How the Errors That Have Arisen Are to Be Explained and Decided in Christian
Fashion.”**® Thisruleturnsoutto be a list of documents that together set the relevant
context of interpretation by which later Christianscan judge which doctrines are
appropriate expressions of this context or not. By creating such a context of
interpretation, the Formula avoids the critique of foundationalism because it situates
itself within a particular tradition of discourse. Withinthis tradition, it specifies

»367

Scripture, the “three ecumenical creeds, and thevariousdocumentsthatend upin

the Book of Concord, beginning with the “unaltered edition of the Augsburg

7368

Confession,”**° asthe “form” against which “all other writings are to be approved and

accepted.”3®

365 While Luther’s catechisms were published prior to the presentation of the Augsburg Confession to the
emperor, they were not originally intended as confessional documents per se but rather as a means to
educate children and to train the heads of households in educating their children. It was only later that
they received confessional status due to their great influence.

366 Capitalization original to English text; FC SD: Binding Summary, title; K/W 526.

367 FC SD: Binding Summary:4; K/W 527. | put this claim in quotations because Eastern Orthodox churches
do not have a significant placein their liturgies for the Athanasian Creed, and the filioque of the Nicene
Creed in the formulation accepted by the Lutheran Church (and the West generally) is explicitly rejected
as non-canonical by the East and perhaps also as wrong doctrinally.

368 FC SD: Binding Summary: 5; K/W 527. For more information on textual history of the Augsburg
Confession, see: Scott Yakimow, “A Living Confession: Texts and Uses of the Augsburg Confession”
(unpublished paper, Concordia Seminary —St. Louis, 2006).

369 FC SD: Binding Summary:10; K/W 529.
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Having specified the context of its interpretation, the Formula then describes its
theological method as both affirming certain propositional, doctrinal statements and
also, at the same time, condemningothers. Its goal is to “set forth and explain ourfaith
and confession in regard to each specific controversy clearly, straightforwardly, and
unequivocally, in theses and antitheses (that s, as correct teachingand its opposite), so
that the foundation of the divine truth in all these articles may be made obvious.”*’° By
doingso, “it presents the unchangeable, reliable truth.”*’* Thisisto state nothingelse
that given a particular, contextual dispute, thereis a particular, contextual way that that
dispute should be settled by adopting propositional, doctrinal statements such that
some avenues of discourse are disallowed and othersare opened up. In so doing, the
“unchangeable, reliable truth” becomes apparent through these propositionsin that
they display the proper spiritual habitus thatis part and parcel of the goal of the
proclamation;thatis, the propositional, doctrinal statements functionas unchanging,
contextual tokens (Gospels) of the proclamationitself (Gospela). Given a particular set
of circumstances, theses are adopted that resolve the disputein question, and
antitheses are also adopted that would directly contradict those theses, and in so doing,
the truth of the proclamation (Gospela) is preserved and articulated within a given

situation (Gospelg).

370 FC SD: Binding Summary: 19; K/W 530.
371 FC SD: Binding Summary: 20; K/W 531.
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Moreover, not every disputerisesto the level of needing doctrinal resolution;
rather, only those that are necessary to the Gospel itself demand such a resolution.®”2
What differentiates unnecessary from necessary disputesis a matter of Secondness, of
resistance when one of the previously-held doctrines or articles of the faith is directly
contradicted by a given proposition understood accordingto the context of its
promulgation. When a new doctrinal formulation produces controversy, one must first
determine whetheror not it conflicts with one of the articles of faith that has been
previously adopted. Thisisdone by understanding both formulationswithin each of
their contexts and then making a judgment as to whether or not they are speaking of
the same thingand whether or not they can be harmonized orif there is a simple
contradiction. Ifthereis a simple contradiction, then this becomes a matter for
adoptinga new doctrine to either clarify an aspect of previous teachingthat lacked
clarity (and in the process add to the development of doctrine via the adoption of new
propositions) orto simply re-assert what had previously been taught (in this case, no
doctrinal development occurs in the sense of adopting new doctrinal propositions, but
the context of those original propositions may be expanded). Judging doctrines
contextuallyis a crucial part of this process becauseit allows one to understand the
goals of the doctrine, how it shapes the Christian life, and the other concerns that
motivated its original proponents. Likewise, new doctrinal formulationsorsimple

propositions about the faith also need to be understood contextuallyin orderto get a

372 “Thus, we have come to fundamental, clear agreement that we must steadfastly maintain the
distinction between unnecessary, useless quarrels and disputes that are necessary. The former should
not be permitted to confuse the church since they tear down rather than edify. The latter, when they
occur, concern the articles of faith or chief parts of Christian teaching; to preserve the truth, false
teaching, which is contrary to these articles, must be repudiated.” (FC SD: Binding Summary: 15; K/W 530)
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grasp upon what they seek to accomplish and how this fits in with the faith as handed
down through the church. Inthe end, however, it is a judgment call made by the church
by those who have been so formed to make thatjudgment that becomes determinative
in the adoption of new doctrinal propositions or the re-assertion of old propositions.
Thisis the case even as the authority by which thisis doneis understood to be that of
the Word of God as proclaimed in Scripture and then codified in the creeds and the
Lutheran Confessions (at least for Lutherans who seek to maintain the importance of
the Confessions).

This theological methodology can be found throughout the Formula. Each article
begins by statingthe status controversiae (“issue in contention”) along with a context of
(at least) two parties who held conflicting stances, details why thisis notanidle quarrel,
and then goes on to resolve the issue based upon the “bindingrule and summary”
elucidated above. Forexample, thefirst article on original sin begins with a thorough
description of the stance that one party to the dispute took. It is worth quotingat
lengthin orderto display the depth of its contextual analysisand the care that was

taken to accurately portray the position:

First, a dispute took place among some theologians of the Augsburg Confession
regarding original sin and its true meaning. One party contended that because “through
Adam’s fall the whole human nature and essence is corrupted,” after the fall the
corrupted creature’s nature, substance, essence, even the noblest, most important part
of its essence — the rational soul at its highest level and with its most foremost powers —
is original sin itself, and has been called nature-sin or person-sin, because it is not a
thought, word, or deed but the nature itself, out of which, as the root, all other sins
arise. Moreover, there is therefore after the fall, because nature has been corrupted by
sin, absolutely no difference at all between human nature of the human essence and
original sin.

Here, the authors make clear that whatis at issueis the teachingof original sin, a

doctrinal article that had been promulgated in the West at least since Augustine. They
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return to the defininginstance of how sin came about by referencing Adamand Eve in
the Garden and then analyze what occurred using categories derived from Greek
ontology. However, itis important to note that what is crucial about those ontological
categoriesis not a speculative assertionabout the essence of sin but rather how this
ontological speculation fuels particular linguistic formulations —that of “nature-sin or
person-sin” —such that those who would adopt such an ontology would regard human
nature as sinful. Thiswould have theiill effects of implyingthat God is the author of sin
since he creates a human nature thatisidentified as “original sin itself” (cf. FC SD:I:7).
Interestingly, what makes repudiating this position difficult is that it was Luther
who first used the terms “nature-sin or person-sin.” The authors of the Formula,
however, avoid this problem again by appealingto an analysis of context by re-
examining Luther’s own usage of the terms. Ratherthan attributingsinto human
nature per se, Lutherintended this linguistic coinage to indicate that “our entire nature
and person s sinful, that s, totally and thoroughly corrupted in God’s sight and
contaminated by original sin as with a spiritual leprosy.”*’® This latter phrase is
important because it corresponds to the second party’s contention that original sinis a
corruption of human nature and not to be identified with human nature itself.?’* In
sum, what can be seen here is a careful, contextual analysis on the part of the Formula
in thatitis quite capable of affirming Luther’s usage of the terms “nature-sin or person-

sin” even while acknowledgingthatin a later usage, these same terms became

373 FCSD:1:6; K/W 533; italics mine.
374 Cf. FCSD 1:2; K/W 532.
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problematic due to the way they were deployed.?’”> Far from a foundationalist
understanding of the role of propositions, this contextual analysis demonstrates the
importance of context to the early Lutherans. Italso shows thatthe function of
doctrines as negative rules of discourse (i.e., “do not speak as if original sinis not a
corruption of human nature butis rather to be identified with human natureitself”) is
an appropriate way to describe the Lutherans’ methodologyin that it insists that
doctrineis about howone should speakand that language is taken within its context
and to be authoritative withinthat context alone.?”

Doctrine as negative rules of discourse or non-negative assertions within
proclamatory pragmatism corresponds well with Luther’s own comments regardingthe
importance of assertions for a Christian. In his book, De Servo Arbitrio (frequently
translated as “The Bondage of the Will,” but better understood as “The Boundness of
Choice”), Lutherrespondsto a relatively brief treatise written by the humanist Erasmus
entitled De Libero Arbitrio (“The Freedom of the Will”) that he had written against
Luther. Init, Erasmus argues against the desire to make firm assertions outside of those

demanded by Scripture and the Church but rather always being open to the revision of

375 Cf. FCEp 1:19-22; K/W490-1.

376 This concern for the role of language is stated explicitly in the Epitome to the Formula of Concord
when it says: “Concerning the Latin words substantia and accidens, since they are not biblical terms and
are words unfamiliar to common people, who do not understand them; the simple folk should be spared
such words. But in the schools and among the learned, these terms are familiar and can be used without
any misunderstanding to differentiate the essence of a thing from that which in an ‘accidental’ way
adheres to the thing. Therefore, these words are properly retained in scholarly discussion of original sin.”
(FCEp 1:23-24; K/W 491.)
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one’s opinion on any given topic, particularly given the obscurity of Scripture.?’’ In his

typically bombasticstyle, Luther responds:

...itis not the mark of a Christian mind to take no delight in assertions; on the contrary, a
man must delight in assertions or he will be no Christian. And by assertion —in order
that we may not be misled by words —I mean a constant adhering, affirming, confessing,
maintaining, and an invincible persevering; nor, | think, does the word mean anything
else either as used by the Latins or by us in our time.37®

Luther then goes on to marshal examples from Scripture to defend his stance (e.g.,
Matt. 10:32 & 1 Pet. 3:15), and then suggests the following rule of speech for a Christian

regardingassertions:

This is how a Christian will rather speak: So far am | from delighting in the opinion of the
Skeptics that, whenever the infirmity of the flesh will permit, | will not only consistently
adhere to an assert the sacred writings, everywhere and in all parts of them, but I will
also wish to be as certain as possible in things that are not vital and that lie outside of
Scripture. For what is more miserable than uncertainty?37°

And:

Permit us to be assertors, to be devoted to assertions and delight in them, while you
stick to your Skeptics and Academics till Christ calls youtoo. The Holy Spiritis no
Skeptic, and it is not doubts or mere opinions that he has written on our hearts, but
assertions more sure and certain than lifeitself and all experience.3%°

Throughout these quotations, Luther strongly connects the practice of making
assertionsto particular attitudinal states (adhering, persevering, delight, certainty, etc.),
and by doingso he shows the practical aim of assertingis to give one’s faith voice in a

particular situation. Itis to expressin propositions (Gospelg)the content of one’s faith

377 E.g., “And, in fact, so far am | from delighting in ‘assertions’ that | would readily take refuge in the
opinion of the Skeptics, wherever this is allowed by inviolable authority of the Holy Scriptures and by the
decrees of the Church, to which | everywhere willingly submit my personal feelings, whether | grasp what
it prescribes or not. Moreover, | prefer this disposition of mine to that with which | see some people
endowed who are so uncontrollably attached to their own opinion that they cannot bear anything which
dissents from it; but they twist whatever they read in the Scriptures into an assertion of an opinion which
they have embraced once for all.” (Desiderius Erasmus, “On the Freedom of the Will,” in Luther and
Erasmus: Free Will and Salvation, eds. E. Gordon Rupp and Philip S. Watson [Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1969],37.)

378 |bid., 105.

379 |bid., 107-8.

380 |bid., 109.
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(Gospela) in a given circumstance, addressinga particular problem. Thisis evidenced by
Luther’s attribution of the writing of assertions “on our hearts” by the Holy Spirit. Itis
the event of the proclamation, the evangelischer Ansatz, that the Holy Spirit
accomplishesin the Christianthat enables her to speak confidently of what God has
doneandis doing. Givingvoice to these assertionsis delightful because doingso
enablesthe Christian to express the hope the Spirit has placed within her as she takes a
stand in a given context in order to more fully proclaim the faith. Assertions provide the
Christian with certainty precisely because the Spiritis involved in their creation and they
function to guide Christian thought and action. This guiding function shows the
character of assertions as negative rules of discourse, and Luther himself frames the
teaching/ doctrine regarding the role of assertingin the Christian life as a rule of speech
(“This is how a Christian will rather speak...”). The whole point of Luther’s response
regarding Christians and the practice of assertingis to tell Erasmus that he is not
speakinglike a Christian on this matter and that he needs to adopt a different ruleto
guide his speech; the rule proposed is that of making assertions because doingso both
expresses the faith and g