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I. Introduction 

In the last several years, Concordia Seminary has done an excellent 
job of providing theological symposia that make sense. They meet the 
needs of the parish pastor by addressing the kinds of theological questions 
we struggle with in our service to God's people. The theme of the 2003 
symposium, "Identifying Authorities: The Limits of Theological Diversity 
and Confessional Unity," was one of those themes that makes sense. 

As a parish pastor, I have to admit that I struggle with the theological 
diversity I see among my colleagues in the ministry. We live and minister 
at a time when the limits of our theological diversity and confessional 
unity are being tested. As our culture transforms itself before our eyes in 
ways that were unimaginable when I entered the ministry only twelve 
years ago, we see within the church extreme reactions to that transforma
tion on both ends of the ideological spectrum. How do we norm our re
sponses? 

This symposium's theme identifies the church's primary norming au
thority as Scripture, our secondary authority as the Lutheran Confessions, 
and tertiary authorities as all the other things we draw upon to justify our 
theology and practice (e.g., history, traditions, liturgies, etc.). Outlining 
the church's authorities on primary, secondary, and tertiary levels helps 
us to clarify what we are to draw upon to norm the church's faith and 
practice in a time of rapid and relentless cultural change. When identify
ing these authorities that shape our theology and practice, Lutherans have 
historically appreciated the witness of the church fathers. The Lutheran 
Confessions and the writings of such Reformation figures as Martin Luther, 
Philip Melanchthon, and Martin Chemnitz relied extensively on the church 
fathers to construct their theological positions. In this study I will make 
reference to two tertiary authorities of the fourth century, Basil of Caesarea 
and Ephrem of Syria, not to norm, but to inform issues which have rel
evance to divergent liturgical practices in the church today. 

Basil employed both Scripture and unwritten traditions in his theo
logical defense of this trinitarian doxology, and he was accused of liturgical 
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innovation for using a form of music that previously was unheard of in the 
catholic church. Ephrem, in response to a Gnosticism that was flourishing 
in Syria in the fourth century, adopted a Gnostic form of hymn composi
tion while giving it orthodox catholic content. 

IL Basil of Caesarea 

In his De spiritu sancto in the year 374, Basil wrote: 

In these days there is no lack of superficial listeners and question
ers; but to find one of such a character that he desires knowledge 
and seeks the truth as a remedy for ignorance is very difficult. 
Just as in the hunter's snare, or in the soldier's ambush, the sur
prise is ingeniously concealed, so it is with the inquiries of most 
questioners who advance arguments, not so much to get some 
good out of them, but so that they may seem to have fair ground 
for controversy, when their investigation fails to elicit answers 
which agree with their own desires.1 

Liturgical Theology now exists as a movement around which no insig
nificant amount of disagreement is growing in the church. With a new 
generation of Liturgical Theology in full stride,2 Prosper of Aquitaine's 
adage ut legem credendi lex statuât supplicandi has become nothing less 
than a new dogma for the church, ingeniously imbedded in the processes 
of liturgical investigation by its simplification into the aphorism, lex orandi 
lex credendi, "how the church prays determines what the church believes." 
This continues to be so in spite of the careful work of Paul De Clerck and 
Paul V. Marshall. De Clerck deconstructed the aphorism which, as it turns 
out, amounts to a late-modern misuse of Prosper's adage.3 Marshall has 
held up the many assumptions of Liturgical Theology to the close scrutiny 
of historical and theological examination.4 Working ourselves out from 

1Basil of Caesarea, De spiritu sancto 1.1; hereafter cited as DSS. The translations of 
Basil throughout this study are a slightly modified version based on the translation by 
Blomfield Jackson in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, vol. VIII (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989). 

2See, e.g., David W. Fagerberg, What Is Liturgical Theology?: A Study in Theologi
cal Method (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1992); Gordon W. Lathrop, Holy Things: 
A Liturgical Theology (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1993); Gordon W. Lathrop, Holy 
People: A Liturgical Ecclesiology (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1999); and Frank C. 
Senn, Christian Liturgy: Catholic and Evangelical (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 
1997). 

3See Paul De Clerck's "'Lex orandi, lex credendi/ Sens originel et avatars historiques 
d'un adage équivoque," Questions Liturgiques 59 (1978): 193-212. In English: "'Lex orandi 
lex credendi': The Original Sense and Historical Avatars of an Equivocal Adage," trans. 
Thomas M. Winger, Studia Liturgica 24 (1994): 178-200. 

4Paul V. Marshall, "Reconsidering 'Liturgical Theology': Is There a Lex Orandi for All 
Christians?" Studia Liturgica 25 (1995): 129-151. 

CONCORDIA JOURNAL/JANUARY 2005 49 



under the weight of so much historical and theological baggage is not un
like Sisyphus laboring beneath the great stone. Yet, the dogma is losing its 
luster.5 

An example of how the ambiguous aphorism, lex orandi lex credendi, 
may be reversed and applied to our understanding of the development of 
liturgy in the early church is the theological defense of the doxology to the 
Holy Spirit in the anaphora of St. Basil's liturgy. Basil stated the occasion 
of the controversy in the following terms: 

Lately when praying with the people, and using the full doxology 
to God the Father in both forms, at one time "with the Son to
gether with the Holy Spirit," and at another time "through the Son 
in the Holy Spirit," I was attacked by some of those present on the 
grounds that I was introducing novel and at the same time mutu
ally contradictory terms.6 

The Egyptian Anaphora of St. Basil is considered the oldest of Basil's 
liturgies. It is recognized "as one of the earliest surviving eucharistie 
prayers."7 In the doxology at the end of the anaphora, Basil prayed: "The 
Father in the Son, the Son in the Father with the Holy Spirit, in your holy, 
one, catholic, and apostolic church."8 The doxology of the anaphora from 
the Byzantine Liturgy of St. Basil reads: "...and grant us with one mouth 
and one heart to glorify and hymn your all-honorable and magnificent 
name, the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit."9 

Neither of these extant prayers corresponds to Basil's doxology as he 
described it at De spiritu sancto 1.3. This should not deter us, however, 
from examining the doxology in De spiritu sancto on Basil's own terms. 
What tradition has passed on to us in Basil's Egyptian and Byzantine litur
gies are forms of prayers fixed in historic liturgical texts. What Basil has 
given us in De spiritu sancto, on the other hand, is an example of a bishop 
at prayer with his people. In other words, here we may identify an author
ity of pastoral practice in a specific church father. This is also a prayer with 
a theological and historical sitz im leben, which Basil unfolds for us in the 
argument of De spiritu sancto. The question is: Did the form of Basil's 
prayer occasion the theological controversy, lex orandi lex credendi, as 
those who attacked the bishop claimed? Or did the theological controversy 
occasion the form of Basil's prayer, lex credendi lex orandi? 

5For an example of a recent study in the LCMS which treats lex orandi lex credendi 
from a critical perspective, see Kurt E. Marquart's "Liturgy and Dogmatics," Concordia 
Thelogical Quarterly 67.2 (April 2003): 175-190. 

6DSS 1.3. See Basil's discussion of "in" (4v) and "with" (συν) at DSS XXV. 
7R. C. D. Jasper and G. J. Cuming, Prayers of the Eucharist: Early and Reformed, 

(Texts translated and edited with commentary) 3 r d ed., (rev. and enlarged) (Collegeville, 
MN: Liturgical Press, 1990), 67. 

«Ibid., 72. 
9Ibid, 123. 
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III. Basil's Use of lex credendi lex orandi 

Basil was undoubtedly conscious of those attending the Eucharist in 
the church of Caesarea.10 The controversy over the doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit in the church was escalating. In 373, Basil published a letter in 
which he argued against those who held false beliefs regarding the Holy 
Spirit. 

They must anathematize all who call the Holy Spirit a creature, 
and all who think that way; that is, all who do not confess that He 
is holy by nature, as the Father is holy by nature, and the Son is 
holy by nature, and refuse Him His place in the blessed divine 
nature. By not separating Him from Father and Son this is proof of 
our right mind, for we are bound to be baptized in the terms we 
have received and to profess belief in the terms in which we are 
baptized, and as we have professed belief in, so to give glory to 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; and to hold ourselves apart from the 
communion of all who call Him creature, as from open blasphem
ers.11 

In this letter, Basil has expressed his reliance on lex credendi lex orandi, 
"for we are bound to be baptized in the terms we have received and to 
profess belief in the terms in which we are baptized, and as we have pro
fessed belief in, so to give glory to Father, Son, and Holy Spirit." Here the 
progression is catechesis to Baptism, Baptism to public profession of be
lief, public profession of belief to praise. The process begins with catechesis 
for Baptism which is predicated on "the terms we have received," Basil's 
lex credendi. 

In another letter written that same year, to Eupaterius and his daugh
ter, Basil wrote: 

As we were baptized, so we profess our belief. As we profess our 
belief, so also we offer praise. As then baptism has been given us 
by the Saviour, in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the 
Holy Spirit, so, in accordance with our baptism, we make the con
fession of the creed, and our doxology in accordance with our creed. 
We glorify the Holy Spirit together with the Father and the Son, 
from the conviction that He is not separated from the Divine Na
ture; for that which is foreign by nature does not share in the 
same honors.12 

10Basil was elected and consecrated Bishop of Caesarea in 370. 
nEp. CXXV.3. 
12Ep. CLIX.2. At DSS XII Basil wrote: "For as we believe in the Father and the Son 

and the Holy Spirit, so are we also baptized in the name of the Father and of the Son and 
of the Holy Spirit: first comes the confession, introducing us to salvation, and baptism 
follows, setting the seal upon our assent." 
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The phrase "As we were baptized" does not refer to the liturgical rite 
per se, but, as Basil himself repeatedly maintains, the rite is derived from 
the Trinitarian formula which was given by the mouth of the Lord (Matt. 
28:20) and is of the essence of Baptism: "in the name of the Father and of 
the Son and of the Holy Spirit." Here Basil has made his understanding 
plain that the Trinitarian doxology is derived "from the conviction that He 
[the Holy Spirit] is not separated from the Divine Nature." The form of 
Basil's inclusion of the Holy Spirit in the Trinitarian doxology, his lex orandi, 
is predicated on the lex credendi of the church's creed and the creed is 
confessed in accordance with the Trinitarian baptismal formula which has 
been given by the Savior.13 

Basil's detractors had accused him of liturgical innovation; in their 
way of thinking this rendered his theology suspect.14 Typical Trinitarian 
doxologies before and up to the fourth century are given in the formula: 
".. .to the Father, through the Son, in the Holy Spirit." This formula occurs 
repeatedly throughout Books VII & VIII of the Apostolic Constitutions, for 
example. 

Basil appealed to Nicea; he wrote: "I honor the faith of the Fathers 
assembled at Nicea above all later inventions."15 Basil used as his defense 
the creed of the Nicene fathers. He wrote in De spiritu sancto: 

Thus we ascribe glory to God both "in" the Spirit, and "with" the 
Spirit; and herein it is not our word that we use, but we follow the 
teaching of the Lord as we might a fixed rule, and transfer His 
word to things connected and closely related, the conjunction of 
which in the mysteries is necessary. We have deemed ourselves 
under a necessary obligation to combine in our confession of the 
faith Him who is numbered with Them at Baptism, and we have 
treated the confession of the faith as the origin and parent of the 
doxology.16 

".. .we have treated the confession of the faith as the origin and parent 
of the doxology." Again, this explicitly expresses Basil's reliance on lex 
credendi lex orandi. Basil's primary source of his Trinitarian doxology is 
the creed. The creed took its form from what is given in Baptism. And 

13Cf. Ep. CCX.4 where Basil wrote: "For unless the meaning of the distinctive quali
ties of each be unconfounded, it is impossible for the doxology to be adequately offered to 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit." Here, in a letter to "the notables of Neocaesarea," Basil 
plainly asserts the normative priority of correct Trinitarian theology over doxology, yet 
he does this without separating the two. 

14At DSS VI. 13 Basil wrote: "It is obvious that they are annoyed with us for complet
ing the doxology to the Only Begotten together with the Father, and for not separating 
the Holy Spirit from the Son. On this account they style us innovators, revolutionizers, 
phrase-coiners, and every other possible name of insult." 

15Ep. CLIX.1. Cf. also Ep. CXXV.2, CXL.2, and CCIV.6. 
16DSS XXVII.68. 
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what is given in Baptism is received from the mouth of the Lord.17 This is 
Basil's primary argument. 

This passage is also key for understanding Basil's thought on the rela
tionship between written and unwritten tradition, what is given in Scrip
ture and what is passed on in the church through oral apostolic tradition 
in liturgical mystery. Basil makes a fundamental hermeneutical assertion 
when he writes: ".. .we follow the teaching of the Lord as we might a fixed 
rule, and transfer His word to things connected and closely related, the 
conjunction of which in the mysteries is necessary." The key word here is 
"transfer." This demonstrates how Basil takes authority from what is given 
in Scripture directly from the mouth of the Lord and transfers this author
ity to unwritten apostolic tradition. It demonstrates the intimate link be
tween Scripture and tradition, lex credendi and lex orandi, in Basil's thought. 

IV. Basil's Use of lex orandi lex credendi 

While Basil clearly identified the words of the Lord in Matthew 28 and 
the creed of Nicaea as the theological source of his Trinitarian doxology, 
Basil also argued lex orandi lex credendi on the basis of "the unwritten 
mysteries of the Church."18 He wrote in De spiritu sancto: 

Of the beliefs and practices whether generally accepted or publicly 
enjoined which are preserved in the Church some we possess de
rived from written teaching; others we have received delivered to 
us "in a mystery" by the tradition of the apostles; and both of these 
in relation to true religion have the same force.19 

"Basil wrote at DSS X.25-26: "...they clamour for written proof, and reject as worth
less the unwritten tradition of the Fathers. But we will not slacken in our defence of the 
truth. We will not cowardly abandon the cause. The Lord has delivered to us as a neces
sary and saving doctrine that the Holy Spirit is to be ranked with the Father.... Is it not 
then indisputable that they make their own blasphemy more authoritative than the law 
prescribed by the Lord? Come, then, set aside mere contention." 

18DSS XXVII.66-67. See also DSS IX.22 and X.25; at DSS X.26 Basil wrote: "Let us 
consider the points before us, as follows: Whence is it that we are Christians? Through 
our faith, would be the universal answer. And in what way are we saved? Plainly because 
we were regenerate through the grace given in our baptism. How else could we be? And 
after recognising that this salvation is established through the Father and the Son and 
the Holy Spirit, shall we fling away 'that form of doctrine' which we received? Would it not 
rather be ground for great groaning if we are found now further off from our salvation 
'than when we first believed,' and deny now what we then received? Whether a man 
have departed this life without baptism, or have received a baptism lacking in some of the 
requirements of the tradition, his loss is equal.... But, for myself, I pray that with this 
confession I may depart hence to the Lord, and them I charge to preserve the faith secure 
until the day of Christ, and to keep the Spirit undivided from the Father and the Son, 
preserving, both in the confession of faith and in the doxology, the doctrine taught them 
at their baptism." 

19DSS XXVII.66. 
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For Basil the beliefs and practices of the church 'have two sources of 
authority. They are derived from the written teaching given in Scripture, 
and they are delivered "in a mystery" by the tradition of the apostles. Both 
have the same force of authority. To reject the unwritten tradition of the 
apostles is to injure the Gospel.20 For Basil there are four liturgical ele
ments that derive from unwritten apostolic tradition: making the sign of 
the cross, facing east at prayer, the epiclesis, and eucharistie prayer.21 

In spite of Basil's application of lex orandi lex credendi through the 
"unwritten mysteries of the church," liturgical innovation was not beneath 
him. In his personal correspondence, Basil described how his monastic 
community made use of the Biblical psalms in their liturgical prayers. The 
clergy of Neocaesarea accused Basil of innovating liturgically, because Basil 
and his monastic community used in the singing of the psalms a style of 
music that was previously unknown in customary catholic usages. In re
sponse to the charge of liturgical innovation, Basil insisted that he and his 
community did nothing that could or should be construed as contrary to 
the church catholic. In 375 Basil wrote the following in a letter to the 
Neocaesareans: 

When they are asked the reason for this furious and truceless war, 
they allege psalms and a kind of music varying from the custom 
which has obtained among you, and similar pretexts of which they 
ought to be ashamed.. .beware lest, in your disputes about the mode 
of singing psalms, you are straining at the gnat and setting at 
naught the greatest of the commandments.22 

Basil also wrote: "You all concur in hating me."23 He argued that un
der spurious pretenses the Neocaesareans had charged him with false doc
trine. Here Basil accused the Neocaesarean clergy of setting themselves 
up as the standard of liturgical practice among catholic communities. 

According to this letter, Basil was attacked for two reasons. He was 
criticized for the style of music in the singing of psalms in his community, 
and he was criticized for the ascetic life of his monastic order. What is 
most interesting is that in a broader context of defending unwritten apos
tolic liturgical traditions, Basil defended the freedom of the local commu
nity to innovate, particularly in relation to the kind of music that was used 

20DSS XXVII.66. Martin Chemnitz's criticisms of Basil on the authority of unwritten 
apostolic tradition are crucial, because they make the necessary distinction between 
what Basil accepted as a norming authority for the church's liturgical practice and what 
we as Lutherans have historically rejected as a norming authority for our practice. Cf. 
Examination of the Council of Trent, vol. I, trans. Fred Kramer (St. Louis: Concordia, 
1978), Second Topic: Concerning Traditions VILI, p. 267. Also cf. Examination of the 
Council of Trent Vol. I, Second Topic: Concerning Traditions VIII.8, pp. 292-293. 

21DSS XXVII.66. 
™Ep. CCVII.2, 4. 
"Ep. CCVH.1. 
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and the order of the community's life of prayer. 

V. Ephrem of Syria 

In his Ecclesiastical History from the fifth century, Salaminius Hermias 
Sozomen described Ephrem of Syria with the following words: "Ephraim 
the Syrian was entitled to the highest honors, and was the greatest orna
ment of the Catholic Church."24 Ephrem was noted for his philosophical 
mind and for writing ecclesiastical history for the Syriac church. But he 
was also known for his shrewd defense of the catholic faith through his 
liturgical sensibilities. 

Sozomen describes how, near the end of the second century, the Gnos
tic Bardasanes had made a name for himself in the region of Syria. In the 
third century Harmonius, the son of Bardasanes, followed in his Gnostic 
father's footsteps. But Harmonius, as his name suggests, took his Gnosti
cism a step further. Harmonius combined poetry and popular forms of 
music to draw faithful church-goers away from catholic orthodoxy and into 
the Gnostic fold. Sozomen wrote: 

I am not ignorant that there were some very learned men who 
formerly flourished in Osroëne, as, for instance, Bardasanes, who 
devised a heresy designated by his name, and Harmonius, his son. 
It is related that the latter was deeply versed in Greek erudition, 
and was the first to subdue his native language to meters and 
musical laws; these verses he delivered to the choirs, and even 
now the Syrians frequently sing, not the precise copies by 
Harmonius, but the same melodies.25 

Sozomen then goes on to relate how Harmonius was himself not free 
of the errors of his Gnostic father, and how he introduced these errors 
"into the lyrical songs which he composed." Sozomen then describes how 
Ephrem adopted the form of Harmonius' hymns, but gave them orthodox, 
catholic content. 

When Ephraim perceived that the Syrians were charmed with the 
elegance of the diction and the rhythm of the melody, he became 
apprehensive, lest they should accept the same opinions; and there
fore, though ignorant of Greek learning, he applied himself to the 
understanding of the metres of Harmonius, and composed similar 
poems in accordance with the doctrines of the Church, and wrought 
also in sacred hymns and in the praises of passionless men. From 

24Sozomen, Ecclesiastical History, second series, vol. 2 Nicene and Post-Nicene Fa
thers, (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1995), 3.16. , 

25Ibid.,3.16. 
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that period the Syrians sang the odes of Ephraim according to the 
law of the ode established by Harmonius.26 

Sozomen's last comment here suggests that the practice persisted 
among Syrian catholic Christians. In the sixth century, Theodoret in his 
Ecclesiastical History reiterates this point in his description of Ephrem. 

Ephraim, employing the Syrian language, shed beams of spiritual 
grace. Totally untainted as he was by heathen education he was 
able to expose the niceties of heathen error, and lay bare the weak
ness of all heretical artifices. Harmonius the son of Bardesanes 
had once composed certain songs and by mixing sweetness of melody 
with his impiety beguiled the hearers, and led them to their de
struction. Ephraim adopted the music of the songs, but set them 
to piety, and so gave the hearers at once great delight and a heal
ing medicine. These songs are still used to enliven the festivals of 
our victorious martyrs.27 

No doubt Theodoret used Sozomen as a source for his information on 
Ephrem. The point, however, is that both Sozomen and Theodoret claim 
that the form of hymnody, or the style of music, adopted by Ephrem per
sisted into their own times. Averil Cameron, in her book, Christianity and 
the Rhetoric of Empire,2* suggests that the form of Ephrem's theological 
discourse in his Syriac hymns continued to influence the liturgy of East
ern Christianity into the sixth century, and she presents as evidence the 
Greek hymns of Romanus, the deacon of Hagia Sophia in Constantinople.29 

Many of Ephrem's Syriac hymns contain orthodox Christology, assert
ing orthodox doctrines of the nature and incarnation of Christ, His passion 
and soteriology, and orthodox catholic teachings of the virgin Mary against 
the Gnostic doctrines that prevailed through the hymns of Harmonius. 
One of the Gnostic teachings described by Theodoret30 was that Christ 
received no part of his humanity from Mary, and that He passed through 
her as through a conduit having only the appearance of being a man,31 a 
docetic Christology that certainly militated against the Biblical account of 
Christ's incarnation in human flesh. Ephrem adopted the form of the Syriac 
hymns which conveyed this heretical doctrine. By coopting the form and 

26Ibid., 3.16. 
27Theodoret, Ecclesiastical History, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, 

vol. 3 (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1994) 4.26. 
^Christianity and the Rhetoric of Empire: The Development of Christian Discourse 

(Berkeley: U. of California, 1991) 161. 
29Cf. Sancti Romani Melodi Cantica: Cantica Genuina, ed. P. Maas and C. A. Trypanis 

(New York: Oxford, 1963). 
30A description supported by evidence in Gnostic texts from Nag Hammadi. 
31Ep. CXLV. In this letter to the monks of Constantinople, Theodoret refers to Ephrem 

as "the harp of the Spirit." 
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giving it catholic content, Ephrem nullified the error, thereby preserving 
orthodoxy in the church of Syria. 

VI. Concluding Remarks 

To reject the normative priority of lex orandi as a dogmatic presuppo
sition of all liturgical investigation is not to reject the historic liturgical 
traditions of the church. It is certainly not that the traditions of the church 
are to be abandoned. Rather, they should be upheld and appreciated. They 
should be used in the liturgical service of the Gospel to the greater glory of 
God. In theological defense of his liturgical practices, Basil espoused the 
principle lex credendi lex orandi, and, in taking a high view of the church's 
unwritten apostolic liturgical tradition, Basil also employed the principle 
lex orandi lex credendi, although he took this well beyond the limits that 
were later to be defined according to the evangelical catholic ethos?2 

The pressing question has come to regard the normativity of the 
church's history and tradition for the church's liturgical practice, particu
larly as this has bearing on local congregational variation in the context of 
efforts aimed at inculturation and renewal, and the extent to which unifor
mity of liturgical practice has anything to do with the catholicity and or
thodoxy of the church.33 

While it is impossible to separate lex credendi from lex orandi, in Basil's 
view they may be distinguished as each had its place in his defense of his 
liturgical practices in different contexts. In this connection it is helpful 
both historically and theologically to make a theoretical distinction be
tween what is sacramental and what is humanly instituted liturgical rite.34 

32Cf. Chemnitz's critique of Basil. 
33In "Worship, Culture and Catholicity: What Next?" Studia Liturgica 29 (1999): 100-

115, Eugene Brand argues that we have reached the limit of the theological effort toward 
unity in ecumenical discourse. What is now needed is an understanding of liturgy as 
universal ordo which unites differing faith traditions in a form that essentially corre
sponds to the Roman Rite. This may be accomplished, according to Brand, by aiming at 
"the authentic core of Christian worship," a common possession which would no longer 
necessitate "our separation at the altar." Ecumenical unity based on the Roman Rite is 
also argued by Patrick Lyons in his essay, "Liturgy and Ecumenism," Handbook for 
Liturgical Studies, Vol. Í, Introduction to the Liturgy, ed. Anscar J. Chupungco 
(Collegeville, MN: Pueblo, 1997), 81-92; Lyons includes a selective but helpful bibliogra
phy in his essay. 

34In her study, "Can Liturgy Ever Again Become a Source for Theology?" Studia 
Liturgica 19 (1989): 1-13, Catherine Mowry LaCugna does not make this distinction. 
Mowry's study actually begs the question by referring to a number of Trinitarian texts in 
the New Testament as having their origin in Christian liturgy. But this can be only 
conjectural at best. See for example Kurt Niederwimmer's The Didache: A Commentary, 
Hermeneia—A Critical and Historical Commentary on the Bible, trans. Linda M. Maloney, 
ed. Harold W. Attridge (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998), 125-130. Niederwimmer begins by 
assuming that both Didache VII and Matthew 28:19 are liturgical in origin. W. F. Albright 
and C. S. Mann, on the other hand, reject the notion that what is given at Matthew 28:19 
is liturgical. See Matthew: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, The 
Anchor Bible Commentary Series 26 (New York: Doubleday, 1986), 361-363. 
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The evidence for the use of the Trinitarian formula in Baptism is very 
early in the church and would lead us to conclude that what is given in the 
New Testament in the way of explicit Trinitarian texts are not necessarily 
later accretions. What is given at Matthew 28:19 and Didache VII, while 
they have a clear affinity in the Trinitarian formulation, have distinguish
able historical and theological contexts. Didache VII was written for the 
explicit purpose of giving detailed liturgical instruction to a local Christian 
community. Matthew 28 was written as the conclusion of Matthew's Gos
pel with Jesus delivering to His disciples the kerygma that would effect the 
growth and ensure the continued success of the church. Reading post
illicene Trinitarian theology back into New Testament and early liturgical 
texts, and thereby passing judgments on the validity of their origins, is 
methodologically suspect. To make such a distinction is to raise funda
mental hermeneutical questions regarding our assumptions and method
ology for historic liturgical investigation as this relates to liturgical re
newal and inculturating popular forms in the church today. 

For the sake of clarifying our hermeneutic for liturgical investigation, 
reading Basil is most illuminating. For Basil, what is given by the Lord in 
the baptismal formula of Matthew 28 and as this later came to be ex
pressed in the confession of the church's creed is the formal ground on 
which the church creates its praise to God. What is further the case for 
Basil is that the material essence of the church's doxology is the doctrine 
of the Trinity—the equal glorification of the three hypostases in the one 
divine essence of God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

While it is necessary theoretically to make a distinction between lex 
credendi and lex orandi, the effort to keep the two together is commend
able, as Basil himself understood his doxology to be the logical consequent 
of his Trinitarian theology. Yet, to make doxology the center of theology, 
as is so often the case with Liturgical Theology,35 is to make liturgy the 
formal and material ground of liturgy. Liturgy cannot be the formal or 
material principle of liturgy, for that would be a tautology. The fundamen
tal assumption of Liturgical Theology is tautological, that liturgy is pri
mary theology and theological reflection is secondary theology. This as
sumption is not supported by the evidence in Basil's De spiritu sancto or in 
Basil's letters. These two hermeneutical approaches, Basil on the one hand 
and Liturgical Theology on the other, represent two incompatible systems 
of liturgical discourse. 

Ephrem of Syria has provided us with an example of a methodology 
whereby he coopted the form and gave it orthodox catholic content in or
der to nullify the heretical content. The application to the "form-substance 
debate" in today's context is painfully obvious. When historical evidence is 
suppressed in the church's discourse on liturgy, and only evidence that fits 
our prior assumptions is privileged, then it is not the hard data that shape 

35C. LaCugna does this in "Can Liturgy Ever Again Become a Source for Theology?" 
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our assumptions, but our assumptions which drive our reading and pre
sentation of the hard data. Again this raises fundamental questions about 
the ways in which our underlying assumptions shape our methodology 
and drive our discourse on liturgy. If orthodox, catholic historical evidence 
contradicts our prior assumptions, then we must have the integrity to say 
as much and the courage to face today's rapidly transforming culture with 
wisdom, grace, and love, as we attempt to bring the saving message of the 
Gospel of forgiveness of sins in our crucified and risen Savior to a lost and 
dying world. 
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