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October 2017 Highlights 
 Five centuries is a long time — 500 years since Mar-

tin Luther objected to the injustices of the Church and 
in the process brought about many needed social chang-
es. While researchers see his posting of his 95 theses as 
a scholarly objection to church practices, his action had 
many unintended consequences, which we now celebrate. 
Salvation is not for sale in Churches; the common lan-
guage is used in most services instead of Latin; the Bible 
has hundreds of translations and interpretations; wom-
en have gained considerable rights—just to name a few 
gains.  However, the ramifications of economic and social 
injustice throughout our world are ever more staggering 
and very discouraging. Hopefully, Luther’s commitment 
to justice and the individual conscience can inspire us to 
move forward toward deeper freedoms.   

We continue to celebrate the 100th Anniversary of the 
folk school building in Tyler, MN with an article by Janet 
Jensen, describing highlights of the 2017 Danebod Folk 

Meeting.  Janet serves both on the board of the Danish 
Interest Conference and the Danebod Folk Meeting com-
mittee. 

Lutheran Pastor, Rev. Darrell Jodock’s presented 
two important “take-aways” from the Reformation at the 
Danebod folk meeting, first in his morning devotions —
how we can seek  freedom from the messages our soci-
ety sends us—and secondly  in his lecture on overcoming 
polarization, a critical issue today.   One of the teaching 
theologians of the ELCA, Jodock has served as a pastor, a 
college professor, and a seminary professor.  

We continue with Michael Schelde’s article on Scan-
dinavian Creation Theology (SCT) in which he describes 
Grundtvig as the mediator of Luther.  Schelde contrasts 
the two men regarding their views of humanity and the 
relationship of humanity to the divine as well as notes 
similarities between them.   Fascinating!   

Finally, as we look ahead, we can take a nostalgic look 
in Dick Juhl’s “Rear View Mirror,” at the very first auto-
mobiles we owned, something neither Luther nor Grundt-
vig had the opportunity to do!  In many ways we are for-
tunate to live in this technological machine age, crazy as it 
sometimes seems.

Note: From Louise Spencer’s thesis on “The Folk 
School,” the article on Brazillian educator for social 
change, Paulo Freire, will appear in the November issue 
of Church and Life.

 ji

Dates to Remember
October 5-7, the 40th Anniversary Conference, Danish 

American Heritage Society “Danish American Fusion—a 
blending of cultures,” Schaumberg, IL. For information 
and to register: danishheritage.org/2017-conference.   

Christmas is Coming –– Soon.
CHRISTMAS IS COMING!  Please send your articles, 

memories, stories, photographs by November 1 for the 
special Christmas 2017 issue! The 2017 November issue of 
Church and Life has a deadline of October 20.  Send articles 
and stories, sermons, essays, obituaries, photos, “Dates to 
Remember,” “In their Own Words,” and special features 
to the editor.  Poetry should be sent to the poetry editor.

Reformation Quotation
“From the beginning of my Reformation I have 

asked God to send me neither dreams, nor visions, 
nor angels, but to give me the right understanding of 
His Word, the Holy Scriptures; for as long as I have 
God’s Word, I know that I am walking in His way 
and that I shall not fall into any error or delusion.” 

 Martin Luther



“The Promise of a Deeper Freedom”
Devotions, Danish Folk Meeting 

August 18, 2017
 By DARRELL JODOCK

John 8:31-36 and Psalm 46.
(Texts appointed for Reformation Sunday.)

Every one of us has freedom of choice.  We decided 
whether to get out of bed this morning.  Each of us de-

cided what clothes to 
wear.  We will decide 
whether to participate 
in events of the day.  
No one is coercing us.  
So we have freedom 
of choice.

But do we have 
deeper freedom?  To 
begin to understand 
what I mean by deep-
er freedom, ask our-
selves why do we 
make the decisions 
that we do?   Are we 
following a desire to 
look good in the eyes 
of our peers?  Or a de-
sire to succeed?  Are 
we influenced by the 
notion that buying 
and having things 
leads to the good life?  

To what degree are our opinions regarding public policy 
influenced by fear? 

The people in our text were thinking about freedom 
of choice when they said “but we have never been slaves 
to anyone.”  On the other hand, Jesus was thinking of a 
deeper freedom when he promised they would be “free 
indeed.”  Martin Luther experienced freedom of choice.  
He decided to enter the monastery.  He decided how often 
to fast.  He decided when to go to confession.  He made 
use of all the opportunities available to him to show his 
commitment to God.  But eventually he recognized that 
he did not have the deeper freedom promised in this text.   
All his efforts were not going anywhere because they were 
designed to enhance his standing before God.  He was, as 
he said, “curved in upon himself.”  Because he had been 
taught that it was his responsibility to take the first step 
toward God and because he had been taught that this first 
step involved loving God, it was devastating to admit that 
he was looking out for himself rather than loving God.   It 
meant he had not done his part and he could not expect 
that God would make up the rest of what would bring him 
salvation.   

The breakthrough occurred when he came to see, from 

his study of the Scriptures, that God was not expecting 
him to take the first step.  God was instead taking the ini-
tiative, coming to Luther, and loving him unconditionally.  
This broke open Luther’s enslavement to himself.  In re-
sponse to God’s love, Luther could begin to love.   When 
I think of how this works, I think of a bean plant just pok-
ing through the ground.  It comes up bent over, curved 
in upon itself.  But soon the warmth of the sun causes its 
leaves to unfold and its stem to unfurl.  Like that, the love 
of God unfurls us humans and makes it possible for us to 
listen to others and to be concerned about them, not just 
about ourselves.  The relationship with God is healed in-
stantaneously, but the unfurling takes time.  

The result is a deeper freedom.  It allows us freedom 
from all the messages our society sends us—advertising 
messages that arouse wants and promise to fill them with 
a product of some sort, social messages about whom to 
fear and whom to follow, political messages about who 
is or is not a danger to the country, economic messages 
about what it takes to succeed.  From all of these messag-
es, which script our lives, we are set free.

And then this deeper freedom allows us to risk on 
behalf of others—to risk the discomfort of talking with 
someone who is different from us, to risk giving voice to 
those whose words are not being heard, the risk of work-
ing for justice rather than benefiting from injustice—in 
short the risk of vulnerability for the sake of another.  

A good example of deeper freedom can be found in 
the rescuers—those who hid Jews or Gypsies or other 
victimized people during World War II.  They had been 
bombarded with messages regarding the danger Jews 
and Gypsies supposedly posed to society, and yet they 
were not trapped into that way of thinking.  They were 
free from it.  They had been warned that aiding those the 
Nazis wanted to round up would lead to their execution 
and the execution of their families, and yet they were not 
trapped by fear.  They were free for others—free to help 
those who sought their help.  And they were remarkably 
inventive, finding creative ways to aid their neighbors.  
They were not trapped in any way.  

So, we come back to the source of this freedom.  The 
source is God’s generosity—a generosity manifested to us 
through others.  It is a surprising generosity.  How can this 
be, we wonder.  It is an intoxicating generosity.  If God is 
for us, what other judgments really matter? 

For Luther, God is the source of freedom; he does 
not expect God to dictate detailed rules for our behavior.  
God’s generosity prescribes no path to follow other than 
the overall invitation to love our neighbor as ourselves 
and the instruction of the parable of the Good Samaritan 
that no one is excluded from being our neighbor.  This 
generosity instead invites us to listen and to learn what 
our neighbor needs.  It invites us to use our wisdom.  It 
invites us to cross over the social and cultural boundaries, 
to understand those on the other side, and to figure out 
what will help.  It invites us to treat others with the respect 
due those created in the image of God.  
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Danebod Folk Meeting
2017 Edition
August 16-20

By JANET JENSEN

The Danebod Folk Meeting this past August was, as 
is normal, a multifaceted celebration. The third of the nine 
different speakers identified one of those facets when he 
began his lecture by observing, (liberally paraphrased), 
“I’m so glad I was present to hear this morning’s lecture 

on hip and knee health. You’ve 
invited me here today to speak 
about the Federal Reserve, and 
that, combined with the topic of 
this morning’s lecture, assures 
me that you are a group of folks 
who are eager to learn about a 
wide variety of things!” His ob-
servation could not have been 
more correct. Every year, Folk 
Meeting attendees are treated to 
lectures on very diverse topics 
and, as is typical, this year’s lec-
ture topics were not only varied 
but also prompted questions and 

The texts I selected to read this morning are the Psalm 
and the Gospel text appointed for Reformation Sunday.  
The 500th anniversary of the Reformation will soon be 
here.  This anniversary, as does every anniversary, pro-
vides an occasion to assess Luther’s legacy.  What is worth 
celebrating?  What is worth preserving?  

A fuller answer to that question is important, but one 
place to start is with its central message—that God’s un-
merited generosity is what heals our relationship with 
God, and that this brings with it a deep freedom and a 
calling to serve the neighbor and all of God’s creation.  
This is worth celebrating.

This message is important because 500 years later 
people are still trying to please God and still insisting that 
a set of rules must be followed.  The message is import-
ant because all sorts of secular recommendations (such 
as “look out for number one”) contradict generosity and 
love.   And the Reformation message is important because 
some folks want to codify the teachings and insist that ev-
eryone endorse those teachings rather than experiencing 
the grace and freedom that Luther held up.   

The Reformation tradition is not about things we 
must believe or things we must do.  It is instead an an-
nouncement of God’s healing power, freely given.  It is an 
invitation to acknowledge what God is doing and to live 
into the fullness of that healing.  

 I have been focusing on the text from John.  An-
other text for Reformation Sunday is Psalm 46.  It was the 
basis for Luther’s hymn, “A Mighty Fortress is Our God.”  
For Luther, the life of faith is never a risk-free life.  It is 
never a life free of suffering and, for him, it was never free 
of doubt and turmoil.  What gave him courage and reas-
surance was the presence of God.  The refrain in the Psalm 
is “the Lord of hosts is with us; the God of Jacob is our 
refuge.”  This is true though nations be in “uproar” and 
“kingdoms totter,” “though the earth should change,” 
and “the mountains shake.”  Whatever comes, ”the Lord 
of hosts is with us.”  The promise of God’s presence was 
central to Luther’s faith.

 Whatever your situation in life, whatever your 
history, you are loved.  And God is with you.  Whatever 
your situation in life, you are called to love your neigh-
bor—all your neighbors with no exceptions.   Whatever 
your situation in life, the healing power of God gives you 
a deep freedom to listen, to learn, and to grow.     

So may it be.  Let all the people say, “Amen.” 
djodock@gustavus.com 

“I have held many things in my hands, and I 
have lost them all; but whatever I have placed in 
God’s hands, that I still possess.”       Martin Luther                                                 

“God writes the Gospel not in the Bible alone, 
but also on trees, and in the flowers and clouds and 
stars.”                                           Martin Luther
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Ricke Bly addresses the group with the day’s announcements.

Barbara Gardnew 
taught poetry.

Rasmus Thogersen
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spirited discussion. There are, perhaps, few places where 
the celebration of life-long learning is so evident.

Two presentations deserve to be singled out because 
they were directly related to our heritage. One was deliv-
ered by Rasmus Thogersen, the new director of the Muse-
um of Danish America. Many attendees had already had 
the opportunity to meet Rasmus, but some had not and 
were grateful for the opportunity to meet him and to hear 
his vision for the Museum. We certainly celebrated the 
smooth transition of leadership at the museum, but we 
also were pleased to have both Rasmus and his wife with 
us for the entire meeting. They are both charming, engag-
ing people who were willing to participate fully, and their 
presence significantly lowered the average age of meet-
ing’s participants!

    The other lecture of note was delivered by Erik 
Hansen, son of the Danebod congregation. Erik has spent 

countless hours re-
searching the histo-
ry of the Danebod 
Folk School and es-
pecially the 1917 fire 
that completely de-
stroyed the original 
wood building in two 
hours. Amazingly, 
funds to rebuild the 
building were gath-
ered in one month’s 
time and the new 
building was quick-
ly erected and ready 
to be occupied nine 
months to the day af-
ter the fire. The entire 
story is evidence of 
the value early immi-
grants from Denmark 

and their descendants placed on their schools. They gave 
of their labor and their often limited funds to ensure that 
Danish values were maintained in this country. Those of 
us who attend the Danebod Folk Meeting are indebted 
to the early leaders and celebrate what they created. Of 

course, there was 
a lot more to the 
Folk Meeting than 
learning interesting 
things. The days 
began with singing 
and with devotions. 
Then there was 
more singing. And 
coffee. And singing. 
And coffee. And 
folk dancing. And 
coffee. Interspersed 
were great meals and entertainment in the form of story 
telling and a special performance by Glenn Henriksen. 

     Throughout it all there were multiple opportunities 
to visit with long-time friends and to make new friends. 
In many ways, the event seemed like a family reunion that 
expanded easily in order to welcome new members. That 
may have been the very best reason for celebration of all. 

Mange tak to all whose vision, dedication, and hard 
work have made this event possible. 

janetjensen0604@q.com
(Photos by Joy Ibsen)

The Reformation Legacy,
Reconciliation, and Public Life Today 

OVERCOMING POLARIZATION
By DARRELL JODOCK

Danish Folk Meeting • August 18, 2017
The 500th anniversary of the Reformation provides an 

occasion to assess the ongoing significance of this event.   
There are many voices 
doing this from many 
perspectives.  Today I 
want to focus attention 
on one small piece of the 
Reformation legacy.

To anticipate where 
I am headed, here’s my 
main point: I want to 
argue that Luther’s ap-
proach encourages and 
equips us to take steps to 
overcome the polariza-
tion in our society.  

PART I Luther
Let me begin by noting that Luther was a complex 

person.  When it came to his understanding of the gospel, 
he was bold, combative, and stubborn.  This came in part 

Erik Hansen

Sisters Anita Young and Laure Stransky at the piano.
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from his personality, in part from the kind of response he 
received from church authorities (and some other theolo-
gians that seemed to devalue what he had to say), and in 
part from his deep sense of being called to be a teacher 
of the church.  Later in his life, with the weight of lead-
ership on his shoulders and numerous health problems, 
he often was irascible.  But this is not the only Luther.  He 
also could be a tender-hearted father, a generous friend, a 
convivial host, a self-doubting reformer, a sensitive, com-
passionate, and encouraging pastoral counselor, and an 
advocate for social reform.   What I want to do today is 
pick up on one aspect of Luther and his influence, fully 
recognizing that what I have to say is not the whole story.

Before I reach my topic, let me say that we can make 
sense of the various, seemingly incompatible aspects of 
Luther, if we recognize the overall framework within 
which he worked.   For him, what God was up to was 
reconciliation.  God was, in Christ, reconciling all people 
unto Godself.   And only God can do this reconciling.  Be-
cause of sin, we are powerless to make it happen.  But 
God’s project is much larger than bringing people to faith.  
God’s project is also the reconciliation of everyone and ev-
erything to each other.  To borrow a phrase, God is mend-
ing the world.  Healing the God-human relationship is 
part—but only part––of this mending.  As is evident from 
all the images of shalom in the Bible—whether it is the 
image of swords beaten into plowshares and spears into 
pruning hooks, or the image of a wolf lying down with a 
lamb, or the image of going the second mile or turning the 
other cheek, or the image of a city with all its gates open 
with medicine, food, water, and immediate access to God 
available for all—God’s project is to foster whole, healthy 
relationships among humans, between humans and the 
rest of creation, and between God and humans.  God is 
making all things new.  On Luther’s view, God does this 
by working behind the scenes, through humans and other 
creatures.  So our calling, our vocation, is to be agents of 
reconciliation in the world.   And, I should add, this is also 
the calling of the Church.  

So long as any group of people is being devalued, so 
long as any group of people is excluded, so long as the 
earth is being damaged, and so long as we behave as if our 
fate is not connected to the fate of every other creature, 
reconciliation has not yet been achieved.  

Having sketched this larger framework, let us turn 
to a dimension of Luther’s thought that does not receive 
as much attention as his religious struggles and insights.  
This dimension is the role of reconciliation in the public 
sphere.   We should remind ourselves that Luther was 
involved in virtually every issue of his day—whether it 
was recommending public schools for all young men and 
young women, or changing the rules for who could marry, 
or providing for beggars, or opposing a crusade, or op-
posing high rates of interest, or settling disputes, or re-
forming the university.   This list could easily be extended.  

Though his involvement in these issues took diverse 
forms, let me focus on two:

 Example #1.  The last thing he did in his life was 
to arbitrate a dispute between Count Albrecht III and the 
mine workers in Mansfield.  The mineworkers “com-
plained about oppression and exploitation because of the 
count’s avarice.”1  (The Count, by the way, did not get 
along with his relatives any more than he did with the 
miners!)  Three times before, Luther had tried to medi-
ate, including one unsuccessful trip in 1545.  But none had 
worked out until 1546.  In that case, after three weeks of 
negotiation, the dispute was finally settled.  Luther died 
the next day.  This arbitration is only one example.  It was 
not the only time he was called upon to settle disputes.

 Example #2. When, twenty years earlier, the peas-
ants of Swabia sent to several theologians the 12 articles in 
which they spelled out what changes they were seeking, 
Luther was the only one to respond.   Though he objected 
to including the word “Christian” in their name, “Chris-
tian Association,” he considered most of what the peas-
ants were seeking to be just.   Addressing the princes, he 
urged negotiation rather than force.  

1. “If it is still possible to give you
advice, my lords, give way a little to the will 
and wrath of God.  [To cite a proverb of the 
day] A cartload of hay must give way to a 
drunken man—how much more ought you 
to stop your raging and obstinate tyranny 
and not deal unreasonably with the peas-
ants, as though they were drunk or out of 
their minds!  Do not start a fight with them, 
for you do not know how it will end.  Try 
kindness first, for you do not know what 
God will do to prevent the spark that will 
kindle all of Germany and start a fire that 
no one can extinguish.2” 

He makes clear that he thinks both the princes and 
the peasants are in the wrong.  The princes have “done 
nothing but cheat and rob the people so that you [they] 
may lead a life of luxury and extravagance” (p. 19) and 
the peasants are wrongly trying to use violence to change 
the situation.  They too should not take up arms.  Near the 
end of his response he says to both sides:

“Take a hold of these matters properly, 
with justice and not with force or violence 
and do not start endless bloodshed in Ger-
many.  For because both of you are wrong, 
and both of you want to avenge and defend 
yourselves, both of you will destroy your-
selves and God will use one rascal to flog 
another.3” 

Of course, things did not turn out as Luther wanted.  
The princes did not negotiate.  Instead, they did as Lu-
ther had worried; they waited until rebellion broke out 
and then responded with a great deal of force.  And the 
peasants also did not negotiate.  They tried to take over 
castles and other property in order to advance their cause.  

What shines through Luther’s main involvements in 
the social conflicts of his day is not only his appeal for 
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negotiation, but his concern for the common good.  When 
he is writing to the peasants and the princes he is wor-
ried about the effects of conflict on the whole of Germany.  
Again and again he worried about the common good, and 
was especially concerned about the effects of a present in-
justice or a potential change on ordinary (poor) folks.

PART II Some Features of Our Society
Turning to today, I want to identify a cluster of fea-

tures of our society that together result in polarization (I 
will explain what I mean by polarization later in this pre-
sentation).   

Fragmentation 
The first item in this cluster is fragmentation. Sociol-

ogist tell us that our housing patterns and work patterns 
mean that we seldom talk with anyone who is not like 
us—in economic status or in job setting or in political 
outlook.  As political scientist Katherine Cramer4 discov-
ered when she spent five years visiting with people across 
Wisconsin, one form of this fragmentation is that those in 
rural areas often feel ignored or misunderstood by public 
officials and those in urban areas.  There are many other 
such divides but another is that only about 5% of the peo-
ple in the U.S. have ever met a Muslim.  When we have no 
personal contact with another, it is hard to sort out what is 
true and what is not. 

Anxiety and Fear 
Another thing that characterizes our society is anxiety 

and fear.  As distinguished from fear, anxiety is free-float-
ing.  Fear is focused.  If I am afraid of a bear crossing my 
path while I am on a hike, my fear disappears as soon as 
I know the bear has wandered off.  But when anxiety is 
present, it persists.  It then attaches itself to real fears and 
inflates them—making them seem more ominous than 
they are.  It is hard to know the source of this pervasive 
anxiety that afflicts many Americans.  We lack communi-
ties of support, so we are dependent on ourselves.  Only 
a serious illness or a new economic recession separates 
most of us from financial ruin.  That may be one source.  
Advertising keeps reminding us of what we do not have.  
This is another.  As we have recently been reminded by 
the bellicose threats exchanged by the leader of North 
Korea and the President of the US, the mushroom-shaped 
cloud hangs over us.  The news media provide us with a 
steady stream of disasters (not because they are to blame 
but because that is what people read or watch).  Our 
anxiety grows.  And the effects of pollution and climate 
change are increasingly evident, yet are on such a scale 
that what we can do seems ever so tiny.  These are all 
possible sources of anxiety but likely not the only ones.  
Once internalized, they are buried and no longer identi-
fiable.  But the combination of anxiety and fear threatens 
to dominate our thinking.  When it does, we become dis-
trustful.  We identify enemies.  Boundaries become barri-
ers.  The world becomes divided into good guys and bad 
guys.  Our thinking becomes so “either-or” that it is hard 

to come up with constructive alternatives.  And all of this 
leaves us susceptible to manipulation when any politician 
or talk show host appeals to those fears.  

Ideology
A third feature is our tendency to group ourselves by 

Ideology.  An ideology is not just a set of ideas, but a set of 
ideas that are regarded to be the whole truth about a topic 
and to issue in proposals that are the only ones worth con-
sidering.   Again, differing opinions or judgments are not 
necessarily ideologies, but disagreements that completely 
discount the alternatives are ideological.   A lot needs to be 
done about roads and bridges in Minnesota, but mention 
the topic and ideological differences about funding take 
over, and nothing happens.  Or take the problem of gun 
violence or access to abortion or the size of the military 
budget or—in every case conflicting ideologies contrib-
ute to polarization—and, in some cases, to paralysis.  It is 
also true that a faith system can be made into an ideology.  
When this happens a new barrier is created.  And one of 
Luther’s fundamental insights is lost—that faith is rela-
tional.  It has to do with trust, not with having complete 
and final answers. 

Economic and Racial Inequity
Still another feature of our society contributes to 

polarization.  This is structural.  It is economic inequity 
and racial inequity.  The dynamic here is different.  The 
structural issues cause a kind of blindness.  Those who are 
doing well do not even see the poor, or, if they do, they 
assume that poverty is the fault of the poor themselves—
which is just another way of not seeing them.  Those who 
benefit from white privilege do not see how different the 
day-to-day experience is for persons of color.  For exam-
ple, if one of my sons had been caught doing something 
wrong, the police likely would have brought him home, 
chalked his act up to a teenage mistake, and that would 
have been the end of it.  But we lived in a city of 105,000 
and he attended an urban school.  If one of his black or 
Hispanic friends would have made the same mistake, it 
is much more likely this friend would have been arrested.  
Unless a person like me moves outside my own circle, it 
never occurs to me that not everyone is treated the same 
way I am.  Without this recognition, I am blind to my eco-
nomic privilege, my family privilege, and my white priv-
ilege.  When differing experiences lead us to perceive our 
society so differently, it is hard to avoid polarization and 
hard to formulate an understanding of the common good 
that takes both experiences into account.  We need to work 
at it together.  A similar difference affects those who are 
poor, because poverty usually entails not only a lack of 
money but also a lack of access.   The world looks differ-
ent when every problem brings a person face-to-face with 
yet another roadblock.  How does a person get to a job 
without a car and how does one get a car without a job?  
How does a person organize one’s life if your employer 
puts you on variable schedule so you do not know from 
day-to-day what hours you will work?  How do you solve 



a legal problem when you cannot afford a lawyer?  How 
do you access medical care without medical insurance or 
with a high deductible?  And how do you encourage your 
children to stay in school when you had to drop out to 
work and have no experience with it?  And all of this be-
comes even more difficult when one is both poor and an 
immigrant unfamiliar with the language and customs of 
the land.  

All of the features I have mentioned––fragmentation, 
fear and anxiety, ideology, and economic and racial ineq-
uity--all contribute to polarization.  Polarization goes be-
yond differences of opinion.  It involves a perception that 
the alternative approach is dangerous and has to be resist-
ed in every way.  Compromise then becomes a bad word, 
and the result is, at worst, conflict, and, at best, paralysis.  
David Brooks, the conservative columnist for the New 
York Times wrote an op-ed piece on September 2, 2016, 
in which he said this: “Identity politics [dividing groups 
according to citizenship, race, ethnicity, etc.] … distracts 
from the reality that we are one nation.  It corrodes the 
sense of solidarity.  It breeds suspicion, cynicism, and dis-
trust.”  What happens, he continued, is that “politics is no 
longer about argument or discussion; it’s about trying to 
put your opponents in the box of the untouchables.”  This 
is an apt metaphor for polarization: seeking to put those 
who disagree in “the box of the untouchables.”  

 I worry a lot about polarization, because it gets in 
the way of solving problems.  What has been lost, Robert 
Putnam says,5 is the social capital that a community needs 
in order to solve its problems and deal with its crises.  This 
social capital comes, he says, from regular face to face en-
counters.  When one thinks about it, this is an astonishing-
ly simple way to build social capital.  Regular face to face 
encounters build the trust that is the core of social capital.  
As he has documented, this trust has steadily declined 
over the last sixty years.  In its place, I suggest, has come 
polarization.  It is worrisome because democracy depends 
on reasonable people working out what is best for the so-
ciety as a whole.  It assumes that the people who hold dif-
fering views are to treat each other with respect.  (Consid-
er what Goldwater said in an interview shortly before his 
death.  He said that he and Kennedy respected each other 
enough that, had they been the Democratic and Republi-
can candidates in 1964, they would have flown around the 
U.S. together and offered audiences their respective hope 
and dreams and proposals for our society.  Of course, that 
did not happen because Kennedy was assassinated, but 
think of how significant a model that would have been!) 
The issue with polarization is that it prevents us from 
solving our other problems.  So long as we do not trust 
each other, we cannot make any progress on improving 
access to health care or providing jobs for those displaced 
by technology or rebuilding infrastructure or any other of 
the other problems we face. 

I also worry a lot about polarization, because of his-
torical precedents.  In the late 1920s political polarization 
in the Weimar Republic produced gridlock in the German 

Parliament.  The government was unable to respond to 
the economic crises that hit Germany in the 1920’s and 
again in 1930.  The Nazis gained a following simply by 
claiming to be able to get things done and claiming to be 
able to overcome the divisions and create a unified society.  
Their share of the vote shot up.  Though never receiving 
a majority, they gathered enough votes to secure a cabinet 
position.  With that, they quickly undermined any sem-
blance of democracy and plunged the country into total-
itarianism and war.  (Given what happened in Germany, 
It was chilling to see Nazi flags in Charlottesville.)  Polar-
ization is not something to be ignored.  We all need to take 
steps to correct it.  Otherwise, someone will come along 
who promises to get things done and create unity, at the 
cost of our democracy.  

djodock@gustavus.com
Footnotes:
1 Walther von Loewenich, Martin Luther: The Man and His Work 
(Minneapolis, Augsburg, 1986), p. 381.
2 Luther’s Works (American Edition) 46:20-21. 
3 Ibid, pp. 40-41.
4 See Katherine Cramer, The Politics of Resentment: Rural Consciousness          
in Wisconsin and the Rise of Scott Walker (Chicago: University of Chicago   
Press, 2016). 
5 He has discussed these ideas in various places, but he introduced the     
ideas in an article called “Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social  
Capital,” in Journal of Democracy, 1995

Creation Theology
Part II

By MICHAEL SCHELDE

N.F.S. Grundtvig:
 The Mediator of Reformation Theology 

N.F.S Grundtvig 
reformulated and resto-
red the Lutheran tradi-
tion, lifting it into a new 
era, where the estate so-
ciety was transformed 
and its understanding 
of the king, priest and 
head of a family was 
replaced. Grundtvig 
saw himself in a direct 
line of Martin Luther 
and call himself “Little 
Luther.”  He refers to 
the book of Revelations, 
Ch. 1-3 continuing as 
follows: “and regard 
myself as a forerunner 
of this angel of the 

Page 8



church at Philadelphia as the reformer [John] Hus was for 
Luther.”  

Luther moved the authority of the church from tra-
dition to scripture and Grundtvig from The Scripture to 
the congregation. The congregation is the bearer of the 
true Christianity. Long before the Bible was written there 
was an oral tradition, where the congregation confessed 
the Creed, baptized people and celebrated the sacrament.  
That presented Grundtvig with a very positive view of life 
in congregations.  

GRUNDTVIG
The primary mediator of Luther’s heritage is the Dan-

ish theologian, poet, historian, educator, and politician 
N.F.S. Grundtvig (1783-1872).1 

Grundtvig, a central figure in the nation-building of 
Denmark in the 19th century, was a Lutheran. Through-
out his life he continued to relate to Luther’s theology, 
both critically and affirmatively. Grundtvig saw Luther as 
someone centered in ordinary Christian life in the primary 
expressions of the church (baptism, prayer, and Eucharist) 
while also paving the way for a modern understanding 
of Christianity. In his Basic Christian Teachings, Grundtvig 
applies a distinction between: (1) inherited Christendom 
in all its cultural and social formations; (2) the elementary 
expressions of Christianity; such elementary expressions 
are visible in baptism, the Lord’s Prayer, the Eucharist, 
and so on. Finally (3), there are also the inner, or invisible, 
aspects of a Christianity (faith, hope and love) followed by 
joy, justice, and peace in the external life of the Christian. 
Like Luther, Grundtvig argued that “the Christian life be-
gins for us with faith; it grows in hope, and is fulfilled by, 
and in, love” (Grundtvig 1944, 139). More precisely, Chris-
tian life begins with the faith in the Apostolic Confession 
in baptism. It is then nourished by prayer and preaching 
in the community, and fulfilled in the Eucharist as the sac-
rament of love. 

In contrast to Luther, however, Grundtvig empha-
sized that aspects of faith, hope, and love remain even 
among fallen human beings and among the heathens 
too (Grundtvig 1944, 126). In the incarnation, the Son of 
God shared the conditions of humanity, so that the 
same humanity was shared by Jesus and the robbers 
on Calvary. Likewise, inter-human love is “fully ho-
mologous” (aldeles eensartet) with the love between Christ 
and his community (1944, 131). Here, Grundtvig points to 
experiences of marital love as expressing human love in 
ordinary life, and this is what the Lutheran tradition refers 
to as the “life in the household” (oikonomia). 

Despite his insistence on the power of original sin, Lu-
ther also acknowledged the human capacity for discern-
ing ethical demands (lex naturalis) in a fallen world, just as 
he emphasized the positive role of a worldly government 
following principles of justice and reasonableness (the 
doctrine of the two regiments). In his Disputation Concern-
ing Man (1536), he even went so far as to praise human 
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reason as: 
“the most important and the highest in rank 
among all things and, in comparison with 
other things of this life, the best and some-
thing divine. It is the inventor and mentor 
of all the arts, medicines, laws, and of what-
ever wisdom, power, virtue, and glory men 
possess in this life” (LW 34, 137). 

He did, however, qualify this by adding that human in-
sights are of no avail when it comes to faith and theology 
proper. In contrast, Grundtvig expressed a more positive 
view of the cognitive and experiential capacities of human 
beings. For Grundtvig, faith, hope, and love are basically 
the same phenomena within as well as outside Church and 
Christianity. Moreover, for Grundtvig, the major enemy of 
human life is death rather than sin. The same applies to 
K.E. Løgstrup, as indicated in the title of his philosophy of 
religion, Creation and Annihilation (Løgstrup 1995, vol. 1). In 
Wingren’s later work, we also detect a marked shift from 
legal to biological theological metaphors, which indicated 
a shift of emphasis from Luther to Grundtvig (Uggla 2016, 
247-254; 290-296).

Grundtvig’s so-called “Church View,” which centered
on the sacraments (formulated in 1825), was followed by 
a highly positive account of humanity beyond the life of 
Christians and outside the Christian church. In his intro-
duction to Norse Mythology from 1832, Grundtvig states 
his view of humanity as follows: 

“For humankind is no ape … but is a 
unique, wonderful creation in whom di-
vine powers make themselves known, shall 
develop and clarify themselves through a 
thousand generations, as a divine exper-
iment, which reveals how spirit and dust 
can interpenetrate and be clarified in a com-
mon divine consciousness.” (Grundtvig 1907, 
408). 

This view differs from that of Luther, who taught that 
the human race ceased to be an image of God after the 
fall, until it is finally renewed in Christ. For Grundtvig, 
however, it is the interaction between the dust and spirit 
that defines human uniqueness. Indeed, in some places 
Grundtvig even speaks of God creating “the earth in your 
image after your likeness.” Grundtvig’s view of the res-
urrection of the body was defined, too, by his view of the 
divine experiment of spirit and dust interpenetrating one 
another.

The influence of Scandinavian Creation Theology 
Scandinavian creation theology has become an um-

brella term used for a specific theological movement in 
Denmark, Sweden and Norway, filtered through and cre-
atively developed by the common concerns of its three 
main proponents: K.E. Løgstrup, Regin Prenter, and Gus-
taf Wingren. Set forth in the latter half of the twentieth 
century, it was, for decades, one of the major manifesta-
tions of Reformation theology in this region. Scandina-
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vian creation theology remains influential in the life of the 
Scandinavian churches and continues to be discussed in 
the wider cultural realm too. One also finds resonances 
and echoes among German and North American theolo-
gians and philosophers, especially among Lutherans and 
Roman Catholics. 

Scandinavian creation theology combines central 
insights from Martin Luther with central aspects of the 
so-called “Mosaic-Christian view of life” given by N.F.S. 
Grundtvig. Luther takes a positive view of creation, but 
combines the sense of the beauty and usefulness of cre-
ation with a pessimistic view of human capacities when 
taken on their own, apart from faith. Certainly, Luther has 
a positive view of ordinary life, the family, various oth-
er earthly callings, and of the role of human reasoning 
within the worldly regiment. But, in contrast to Luther, 
Grundtvig argues that human beings never lost the pos-
itive traces of being created in the image and likeness of 
God. Accordingly, the Christian triad of faith, hope, and 
love can be recognized, appreciated, and even exercised 
by non-believers. With his principle, “Human first, then 
Christian,” Grundtvig argued that a broader understand-
ing and appreciation of ordinary lived human experience 
is the underlying condition for a Christian way of life. 
Christian faith has to be lived in a humane way, in accor-
dance with a shared sense of humanity.

K.E. Løgstrup, Regin Prenter, and Gustaf Wingren-–
the three founding figures usually associated with the 
emergence of Scandinavian creation theology-–continue 
to have a considerable readership and continue to be re-
ceived beyond the generation of students that they them-
selves taught. While Prenter and Wingren are mostly read 
among theologians (though Wingren is also read by lay 
people), Løgstrup’s writings have reached a larger cultur-
al audience, including artists and philosophers. Both Win-
gren’s and Løgstrup’s books continue to be re-published 
and discussed in the public realm. This is due, also, to the 
publication of new American translations.  

While Scandinavian creation theology does not consti-
tute a unified movement with an organizational body and 
clear theoretical boundaries, the commonly shared view is 
that God’s creation has an independent value and mean-
ing, and is more than a mere foil for human redemption. 
The beauty of creation exemplifies divine benevolence, a 
benevolence also encompassing the non-human nature (a 
view shared by Luther and Grundtvig). 

In general, Scandinavian creation theology reads 
Luther through the optic of Grundtvig. It is probably a 
distinguishing consequence of Scandinavian theology 
that, today, very few Scandinavian theologians find it 
meaningful, or possible at all, to go back to Luther with-
out making reference to mediating figures.  Grundtvig, in 
particular (but Søren Kierkegaard too), serve the function 
as mediators and shapers of contemporary Lutheran the-
ology in the Scandinavian countries. This is a point also 
generally understood amongst educated lay people. The 
gap spanning Luther and ourselves is simply too large. 

Between Luther and ourselves we find not only theolog-
ical figures such as Grundtvig and Kierkegaard, but also 
a new scientific worldview far beyond Luther’s imagina-
tion. “Darwin lies between Luther and us,” as Løgstrup 
pointedly asserted (1995, vol. 1, 336). According to today’s 
worldview, starving and death cannot be traced back to 
a primordial fall, for death and decay was in the world 
before the first hominids came about. 

 However, there are remaining tensions between the 
two main sources of Scandinavian creation theology that 
raise a set of very important questions: exactly what is the 
relationship between being human and being Christian? 
And, to what extent are philosophical arguments viable in 
the domain of theology? Or, put more simply: how does 
Grundtvig’s motto, “Human first, then Christian,” square 
with Luther’s principle of simul justus et peccator (especial-
ly if we consider Luther’s view that people without faith 
in Christ are nothing but sinners)? 

It is important to understand, however, that univer-
sality with respect to human experience is not the same 
as attempting to provide a “totalizing view” of human 
existence, nor does it mean merely providing a series of 
generalizations. Gravity applies everywhere, for example, 
but children are not everywhere, and there may only be 
one child of mine in the whole universe. Yet, in relation 
to this particular child, all the universal features come up: 
the particular demand to take care of this child, and my 
endless grief in losing this child. Care for the child and 
grief are, in this terminology, “universal features,” even 
if they are not found everywhere in the universe. Løg-
strup, Prenter, and Wingren all emphasized the impor-
tance of the concrete situation and the fluidity of social 
relations. Politically, the three figures diverged (Prenter 
was the more conservative of the three, whilst Løgstrup 
and Wingren appeared to be oriented more to the left). But 
the kind of universality that Scandinavian creation theol-
ogy speaks of concerns recognizable aspects of everyday 
existence. Here and now, and always singular, but never 
general in the same sense as gravity prevails everywhere. 

Certainly, the world of creation is not only a sunny 
place but has built-in zones of failure and shortcoming, 
shortage and sickness, imperfection and tragedy. Theolo-
gians can speak of human beings as images of God, but 
they must also speak about suffering and sin. None of the 
Scandinavian creation theologians are utopian optimists 
when speaking about creation. They speak about the pow-
er of death, illness, and decay, no less than about hope, 
human flourishing, and regeneration. As Wingren repeat-
edly argued, no moving forward is possible for life, unless 
grains of wheat are put into the ground and die in order to 
give manifold fruit (John 12:24).

teoms@cas.au.dk

“There is no more lovely, friendly and charming 
relationship, communion or company than a good 
marriage.”                                      Martin Luther
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Life in A Rear View Mirror

On The Road Again
By DICK JUHL 

My titles of “ Life in A Rear View Mirror” made 
me think a bit about cars/autos, etc. Do you remember 
your first car?  I do.  It was a used 1938 Plymouth Sedan. 
Honestly, I think I could almost standup in the vehicle it 
was so tall inside. Because I was working a summer job 
with a local contractor, Christ Kurup, a Danish friend of 
my parents, I needed to get to the various job sites, so, 
my Dad helped my find the Plymouth. I drove it in the 
fall to go back to Grand View College for the up-coming 
semesters. It lasted just fine, until––I forgot to check the 
anti-freeze, and the block split open––woops!  Woe-is-me! 
Lesson learned, I never let that happen again. I think I got 
$30 dollars from the junkman.

  Now in my mid-eighties, driving has changed a bit. 
Like many of us who are aging, we tend not to drive at 
night or especially in the rain at night. We also welcome 
rides from our kids to family or social events. I used to 
resent those offers—“Oh no, I’ll be just fine myself”.   My 
dad was 86 years old when he came to me and said, “Dick, 
I don’t think I should drive anymore. Here are the keys 
to my Pontiac.” Well, I was relieved that he took this step 
on his own. Now I am close to that age, and I am not sure 
I will do the same thing.  Hopefully, good judgment will 
help make the decision at the correct time and age. I am 
sure our kids would like that.

Rita also still likes the freedom of a car, and driving 
herself.  A car became available here in our Cooperative. 
It was ten years newer than Rita’s Civic, and only had 
23,000 miles on a 2005 Toyota Corolla. That is less than 
2,000 miles in a year that it was driven.  The proverbial 
“little-old-lady,” who only drove the car to church, was the 
former owner.  So I guess Rita isn’t ready to quit driving 
either. When will we reduce down to only one car?  As we 
are both going in many directions, I cannot answer that 
question yet. 

We here in America do have a love affair with cars. 
We still like big powerful vehicles, light trucks, SUVs, 
lots of gimmicks— all of which are nice, but not very 
practical or good for the environment. Do I think that is 
going to change soon?  I doubt it.  We are in dire need 
of replacement and repair of the whole highway and 
Interstate road system.  With the current political system 
in place, I don’t foresee much help. I am an optimist as 
a rule, so my hope for the future depends on how our 

children and our grandchildren decide to vote for people 
who really care about our country. Our generation may 
be called “The Greatest,” but I do not think we did a great 
job on conservation of our resources. I sense a bit better 
response from the next generation––Do you?

rrjuhl@gmail.com

“Next to the Word of God, the noble art of music 
is the greatest treasure in the world.”  Martin Luther                          

“A Christian is never in a state of completion but 
always in a process of becoming.”     Martin Luther

“To  be a Christian without prayer is no more possi-
ble than to be alive without breathing.”   Martin Luther
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“Faith is a living, daring confidence in God’s grace, 
so sure and certain that a man could stake his life on it a 
thousand times.”                                    Martin Luther

“You are responsible not only for what you say, but 
also for what you do not say.”                 Martin Luther

“Pray and let God worry.”                Martin Luther



Post Script
Major league Black football players kneeling during 

the national anthem has striking similarities to Martin 
Luther’s stand 500 years ago.  By kneeling many of these 
men are taking a stand that could cost them, hurt their 
careers, or at least cause a lot of hurt feelings among their 
fans.   It would be much easier for them not to “take a 
stand” just as it would have been easier for Martin Luther 
to kneel. The players have made it clear that their kneeling 
is a protest against police brutality, specifically the recur-
rent killings of young black men in responses to presumed  
petty crimes (i.e. selling cigarettes or a signal light out).   
In kneeling, the football players are not being noisy; no 
inappropriate hand gestures; no talking or turning their 
backs. It is unfortunate, although natural, that such an 
act would be misinterpreted as disrespect for the Amer-
ican Flag rather than respect for what the American Flag 
stands for —equality, freedom and justice. Just like Martin 
Luther, they are following their consciences.

 President Trump on the other hand is jaw-dropping 
disrespectful: “Throw the S.O.B.s off the field!”—like-
ly the most disgraceful language any president has ever 
used toward fellow American citizens. What is disrespect-
ful is the dismissiveness the president paid to the death 
of the young woman in Charlottesville, while defending 
the KKK marchers as having “some really nice people” 
among their group.  Trump’s taped statements about his 
ability to grab women in inappropriate places caused his 
supporters to plead “boys will be boys” rather than ad-
mit shocking misbehavior. This “boy” is now the presi-
dent of the United States who seems to have a very small 
conscience.  His “ethics” seem limited to wealth, winning, 
and self-aggrandizement.   People are either winners or 
losers.

 Martin Luther certainly did not “win” in court 500 
years ago. He was ex-communicated. Luther was clear-
ly a loser at the time.  I was an impressionable 13 years 
old when the first popular film “Martin Luther” came out.   
Luther’s   statement, “I cannot, I will not, recant (or “re-
tract”) unless you can convince me—either by scripture 
or by clear reason and argument, because it is not safe 
nor wise to go against conscience” has always stuck with 
me.   In 1517 Luther had no idea that 500 years later this 
statement would be so frequently quoted.  Martin was 
only trying to make the right choice. But he had a con-
science. Luther warns us that it is neither safe nor wise to 
go against one’s conscience.  Consider scripture, he advis-
es, check out other information; listen to reason and argu-
ments. Then follow your conscience. 

At one time or another almost everyone is faced with 
making a major ethical choice.   There may be money in-
volved; perhaps the easy way will do only a “little harm.”  
One wants to please others, go the “party line.”  One’s 
reputation or job may be at stake.  But when we make a 
choice against our conscience, our “true self,” it redefines, 
reshapes, who we are.  

  If we want to know why we are here, we must know 
and be the persons we are.  Otherwise we’re  wasting our 
lifetime. The true self is the Divine in  each of us.  We are 
constantly either strengthening or lessening that little 
voice in our true selves, our inner sense of what is right 
and wrong.   We are each born with a basic, unique “true 
self,” but we also shape and are shaped by our choices. 
The true self, the conscience, changes over the years as we 
learn and grow.

At least twice I had to make decisions involving my 
conscience.  Both involved jobs where I was working  with 
poor or vulnerable people.  While I found making the de-
cisions stressful, I felt very free after making them, and 
the consequences (although one resulted in losing my job) 
were not as difficult to handle as anticipated. 

What is most troubling is how many people, includ-
ing senators and representatives, are ignoring THEIR 
consciences.  A welcome exception is Senator John Mc-
Cain, who for a second time, killed a last “repeal” of 
Obamacare.  This time, the senator, battling brain can-
cer and confronting his best friend in the Senate, Lindsey 
Graham, issued a statement saying that he could not “in 
good conscience” support the proposal by Senators Gra-
ham and Bill Cassidy of Louisiana.  

 President Trump seems not to have developed a 
healthy conscience.  He plays on people’s prejudices and 
emotions.  What we see IS very likely all he, unfortunately, 
has left of a true self.

 This latest cultural scrimmage is just another manip-
ulation. But perhaps more important, an alarming com-
parison can be made concerning the selling of indulgences, 
the cause which brought Luther to take a stand. 

In Luther’s time poor peasants didn’t matter, just like 
black lives don’t matter to some people now.  The peas-
ants probably would just spend their money on mead if 
they didn’t buy indulgences.   It would be much better 
to spend it building the Pope’s new cathedral. Selling in-
dulgences helped them feel absolved––freeing a  beloved 
relative from hell—that’s an emotional issue!.   

We poor peasants also have emotional issues—foot-
ball, the flag, racism.  What a combination!  Whether we 
are angry at the players or share their indignation at injus-
tice, the president successfully diverts us from what is re-
ally going on with the money and the government.  What 
might that be?  Perhaps passing a tax bill that will primari-
ly (as much as 50% according to some analysts) benefit the 
most wealthy 1%, in spite of what is being said—  

Or maybe we’ll get a new, beautiful wall.
ji




