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WORSHIP

(Continued)
IIT
Through prayer our faith in God our Father is exercised.

Some people regard prayer as a means of grace, assuming
that by the very act of praying our faith is nourished and our
sanctification increased. Prayer is not a means of grace. There
is a vital difference.

. The means of grace are the word of the Gospel and the sacra-
ments. They come from God. God gave us the Gospel. God
gave us baptism. God gave us holy Communion. In the means
God is active. He is teaching us. He is offering us grace, con-
veying it to us, sealing it to us. The means are filled with divine
power. By the very offer they make they create falth and sustain
faith.

Prayer is the very opposite: God is not speaking, we are
speaking ; thus our prayer is not God’s Word, it is our word. In
prayer not God is doing something, we are doing something. This
is the case so manifestly that people have often tried to make a
meritorious work out of prayer. As some people boast of their
fasting, announcing to the world by their sad countenance in what
an holy exercise they are engaged: so others boast of their pray-
ing. Although these exercises are far from meriting God’s favor,
vet all three classes of hypocrites are right in so far that praylno
as well as alms-giving and fasting are works of men.

Then praying is not a means of grace.

It would cause a sad state of affairs if prayer were to be
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classed with the means of grace. We Christians, particularly
those who are most sincere in their prayers, realize how far from
perfect our prayers are. We do not devote the time to prayer
that we should. Nor are our prayers as devout and fervent as
they should be. While we pray we cannot keep worldly thoughts,
even sinful thoughts, from flitting across our hearts. What, if
prayer were a means of grace? Could such — 1mperfect —
praying give us the assurance of faith?

We need stronger means of grace. We need the assurance -
coming from God, given to us in His Word and sealed in His
sacraments, that He will hear our prayers, imperfect though they
be. Paul gives us such assurance in Rom. 8, 26-27: Likewise the
Spirit also helpeth our infirmities : for we know not what we should
pray for as we ought: but the Spirit itself maketh intercession for
us with groanings which cannot be uttered. And he that searcheth
the hearts knoweth what is the mind of the Spirit, because he
maketh intercession for the saints according to the will of God.

Although prayer, then, is not a means of grace, yet it is of
great value for strengthening our faith.

Our prayer is a part of our sanctification. A Christian being
born again of the Holy Spirit will practice a new way of living.
Although his Old Adam is still clinging to him making him very
sluggish, although he meets with fierce opposition from the devil
and the world, yet the Christian will painfully labor and struggle
to lead a new life of obedience to the will of God. According to
his inward man he delights in the Liaw of the Lord, and he will
try to put the works of the Law into practice, no matter how much
his Old Adam may loathe and detest them.

In the Law we find the Second Commandment, which demands
of us to call upon the name of God in every trouble, to pray, praise,
and give thanks.

It is very much against our nature to call on the name of
God in trouble. - That means that we prostrate ourselves before
His throne, humble ourselves and admit that we are doomed with-
out His aid. More. Not only do we need His assistance, He will
have to do it all if we are to be helped. We cannot do anything.
That confession is hard to.make. If we could only do something,
be it ever so little, that would save us at least some honor. We
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would prefer to offer God pay for His help; but to come to Him
and confess our utter helplessness, to ask Him to help us because
of ourselves we perish, that is too humiliating for our Old Adam.

But that is exactly the attitude of the new man in us. God
redeemed us through the sacrifice of His own Son and by patient
work of the Holy Spirit taught us to cast ourselves entirely on
His mercy and to cry Abba, Father. We know that only in this
spirit can we be saved. Therefore, no matter how much our flesh
resents it, we practice prayer. As soon as we relent in this exer-
cise the old flesh will gain ground and our new man will weaken.
As a part of our sanctification, as a part of our struggle against
our Old Adam to keep him under, and as a part of the training
for our new man, we daily exercise ourselves in prayer, calling
on the name of the Lord in every trouble.

As with our petitions, so it is with giving thanks. - If our
thanking is to be more than a mere polite formality, if it is to
involve the admission that we have nothing, absolutely nothing, of
ourselves, that we owe all we are and have to God alone, our Old
Adam will simply refuse to give thanks in that sense, while our
new man knows of no greater pleasure. — We see that our
sanctification is exercised in the giving of thanks.

We have just looked at the repulsiveness for our Old Adam
of praying and giving thanks. But do we always think so far?
Do we not often walk along in our course without giving much
thought to matters?. We receive our ‘earthly blessings, our food
and drink,- our clothing and shelter as matters of course, and
simply forget to ‘thank God for them. '‘And when we fear a
shortage we begin to worry instead of to pray.

Someone may object, why call prayer in every form an exer-
cise of sanctification? Do not-the unbelievers. also pray? FEven
Gentiles? Yes, in a sense, they do. And often they pray more
fervently and more devoutly than do the Christians. Think of
the Pharisee in the temple,  we -cannot challenge his sincerity.
Think of the prophets of Baal on Carmel who cried aloud and cut
themselves with knives and lancets; till the blood gushed out upon
them. With:their sineerity and devotion they put many a Chris-:
tian to shame. IHow then can we say that in prayer we exercise:
our sanctification? : ' ' '
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We have mentioned already the two main facts: Christians
do not consider their prayers a meritorious work, and they pray
to the God who through Christ reconciled them to himself in the
Spirit.  Wherever this is not the case there seriousness of prayer
and devotion are nothing but developments of sin to a higher
degree. If a man offers his prayers to God as a work for which
he ‘expects a reward, then the more serious he is, the more pro-
nounced will be his demand of a reward. Instead of bringing him
closer to God, his prayer has merely set forth in bold relief his
utter estrangement. . If a man does not pray to the true God and
Father in Christ through the Spirit, if he prays to false gods,
again, the more devout he is the greater his separation from the
true God.

Although we Christians must admit that we lack in fervor
and devotion when we pray, yet we must also insist that in spite
of our shortcomings our prayers are a form of sanctification.
And as every good work that we perform in sanctification, every
act of obedience to any of the commandments of God, serves to
train, to exercise, to strengthen our new spiritual powers so also
every act of obedience to the Second Commandment.

There is more to be said. Prayer advances our sanctification
in a special way.

Prayer is a good work according to the first table of the
decalog. While the commandments of the second table teach ‘us
how to love our neighbor, those of the first table bring us face to
face with our God. ~ While serving our neighbor the thought of
God may fade somewhat and recede to.the background. The
thought of God is never lost out of sight entirely ; Luther prefaces
the explanation of every commandment with the words: “We
should fear and love God.” = Yet we see the need of our neigh-
bors more concretely before our eyes. It may stir us to action
more directly than the commandment of God.

- When we pray, however, we cannot do so without using the
name of God, which-He gave us for this very purpose that we
might call upon Him. He has some great and terrible names;
and He has some sweet and comforting names. We are reminded
by the very use of God’s name who He is, who we are, what He
has done for us, what He promised still to do. The very fact that
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we are using the name of God forces us to remember what He has
revealed to us concerning himself. A prayer which uses the
name of God lightly hardly deserves the name prayer. When we
thus practice sanctification according to the Second Commandment,
we are by the very nature of our act forced to use the Word of
God according to the Third Commandment and to cultivate fear,
love, and trust in God according to the First Commandment.

Still more may be said.

The more we pray, the more we realize how imperfect our
prayer is, both our thanksgiving and our petitions. Our prayer
will take the turn it took with the disciples: Lord, teach us to pray.

We know how willing the Lord is to hear this prayer. He
will teach us by revealing himself more and more to us in His
Word. He will teach us by strengthening and increasing our
faith, so that thereby we become also better prayers. This He
will not always do by heightening our feelings and emotions. He
may do it, and He very frequently does so, by depressing us.
Think of the many Psalms of David. The Lord taught him to
pray by laying heavy burdens on him. Think of Paul who was
so very anxious to preach the Gospel and to win souls for Christ.
He had his thorn in the flesh. And when he fervently prayed
to the Lord and besought Him that this thing might depart from
“him, when he three times had repeated the prayer, the Lord gave
him the answer: My grace is sufficient for thee.

A disappointing answer from Paul’s point of view, but a great
strengthening of his sanctification. Paul was interested in his
own health, because a great task had been assigned to him. He
was to carry the Gospel to the ends of the world. Did that not
require a man of robust health? So we think, and so Paul may
have thought. But the Lord deepened his understanding by sending
him that thorn in the flesh, moreover by persecution when his
work in some places seemed harely begun, even interrupting his
work by imprisonment. Paul’s work did not depend on his per-
-sonal health and freedom: My grace is sufficient for thee. It was
a painful lesson, but a wholesome one.

God has many ways of answering our prayer for a strength-
ening of our sanctification, many ways much more effective than
the easy roads we like to pick.
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We expect a strengthening of our faith and progress in our
life of sanctification as a fruit of our prayers. Rightly so. The
main reason is this: our praying will lead us into the Word of
God.

If we wish to approach God with the assurance that our
prayer is welcome, there is only one way of gaining that assur-
ance. Our own heart, as Jeremiah says, is deceitful above all
things, and desperately wicked. In our heart we may imagine
that our prayer will be acceptable. We begin to pray boldly.
Suddenly we become aware how unworthy we are, and our bold-
ness is gone. And our prayer is gone. Or we may realize our
great sinfulness, and our heart cannot even find the courage to
"begin to pray. Woe to a man if he has nothing more on which
to base his confidence than his deceitful and desperately wicked
heart.

In order to approach the throne of God properly, we must
have better ground to stand on. What a terrible thing if we can-
not pray because we hesitate! And what a still more terrible thing
if our prayer, begun in high spirits, suddenly collapses! In order
to avoid such calamity a Christian will make sure of his ground.
He will make sure of the forgiveness of his sins from God’s
promise in His Word sealed in the sacraments. He will make
sure of God’s promises to hear prayers addressed to Him.

What strengthening of faith by prayer thus based on the
means of grace! .

There still remains to consider God’s answer to our prayer.
It was briefly touched in the foregoing. No prayer will ever
remain unheard ; none will remain unanswered. The answer may
not always be of the kind we expect. It may be that for a long
time we do not seem to be getting any answer at all. But that is
the fault of the heaviness of our eyes and ears. All our prayers
are heard “speedily” (Lk. 18, 8); they are heard even before we
utter them, as Isaiah says: Before they call, I will answer (chap.
65, 24).

And what will God’s answer be? In detail His answer will
vary according to circumstances, so that probably no two answers
will ever be perfectly alike. Yet basically all answers will center
in one point: they will strengthen our inner man. God will open
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our eyes that we behold the wondrous things out of His law (Ps.
119, 18), and may from rich experience talk of His wondrous
works (v. 27). He will help us to overcome the inborn inclina-
tion toward self-righteousness, He will turn away our eyes from
being fascinated by vanity: (v. 37). Thus both positively and
negatively shall we receive an increase in sanctification: that we
may be filled with the knowledge of God’s will in all wisdom and
spiritual understanding ; that we walk worthy of the Lord unto all
pleasing, fruitful in every good work and increasing in the knowl-
edge of God; that we are strengthened with all might in patience
and longsuffering with joyfulness; that we give thanks to God
our Father who made us partakers of the inheritance of the saints
(cf. Col. 1, 9-12). As St. James says, God will give liberally to
all men that pray for wisdom (chap. 1, 5) ; and as Jesus promises,
He will give the Holy Spirit to them that ask Him (Lk. 11, 13),
the Holy Spirit with all His gifts and graces.

Much more might be said on this point how our prayers help
to advance our Christianity, but this may suffice to illustrate the

truth.
(To be concluded.) M.

The Doctriné of the Antichrist.

THE CHURCH FATHERS.

From the earliest times the history of the Christian Church
is replete with accounts of the attempts of the church fathers to
interpret the locus classicus for the doctrine of the antichrist
2 Thess. 2. They all without fail identified the “man of sin”
of whom Paul speaks in this passage with the antichrist mentioned
by John in his first epistle (2, 18). But scanning the writings of
the first centuries of the Christian Era for an answer to the ques-
tion, who he is, we run into a veritable gamut of differing opinions,
from Irenaeus to Augustine in the Occident, from Origen to
Theodoret in the Orient. Some hold that Nero or another Roman
emperor is the prophesied antichrist, some that a future world-
conqueror is meant ; others claim he will be an outstanding errorist
who will arise within the Church. Origen and his followers are
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inclined to think of antichrist as being an immaterial quantity, the
spiritual power of darkness intensified to the highest potency.

THE MEDIEVAL CHURCH.

In the Middle Ages, after the ascendency of the papacy to its
unprecedented power over state and church alike, the Waldensians
(founder Peter Waldo about A. D. 1170), having suffered cruel
persecutions at the hand of the hierarchy, identified Rome with the
Babylon of the Apocalypse and the pope with antichrist. John
Wyeclif (11384), an eminent scholar of the university of Oxford
and fervent English patriot, openly spoke against the papal anti-
christ. He also wrote the antipapal tract “De Christo et suo -ad-
versario Antichristo.” He had supporters not only in his native
England but also on the Continent. = Still we may well say that
up to the time of Luther’s reformation there was no full recogni-
tion of the “mystery of iniquity”, personified in the pope, for no
one since the days of St. Paul had a full grasp and understanding
of the Gospel of Jesus Christ until God in His own good time
raised up Martin Luther.

LUTHER.

That Luther had been a devout and zealous member of the
Church of his day is a well-known fact. When he was troubled
by the deep conviction of his sinfulness, when he was groaning
under the wrath of a righteous God and the expectation of eternal
damnation, he made faithful use of all the means his Church
offered him to work out his own salvation. Seeking peace for
the anguish of his soul he forsook his studies at the university
and the congenial company of his friends to become a monk.
Such a step of self-denial he had been taught by the Church to
consider the surest way to escape the wrath to come. As he
himself afterwards tells us, he did the most menial” work in the
monastery and castigated himself in every conceivable manner.
But all in vain! He was a true son of the Church who
meekly obeyed its precepts and in all sincerity revered the pope
in Rome as the Holy Father of all Christendom, the head of the
Church and the vicar of Christ here on earth.

All this was changed when through his diligent study of the
written Word of God he came to a true knowledge of the Gospel
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of Christ, when God through the Gospel opened his eyes to the
blessed truth that not our own, but a foreign ¢. e. Christ’s right-
eousness justifies us in the sight of God. From now on he took
his stand on the Scriptures as the sole norm and guide for the faith
and life of a Christian. He now proclaimed in the pulpit and
lecture hall as well as in writings the justification and forgiveness
of sins by the free grace of God for Christ’s sake through faith
alone. No good works, be they enjoined by Moses or by the
Church, can save, but faith alone which apprehends the salvation
Christ has wrought through His atoning blood, shed on Calvary.
Christ is the only and allsufficient mediator between God and man;
we need no other, neither priest, bishop nor pope. When he was
peremptorily ordered to recant, he refused. He could not yield
and would not, for his conscience was bound by God’s Word.
For this his uncompromising stand he encountered the implacable
enmity of the pope and his cohorts. The controversy was finally
brought to a culmination by the excommunication of Luther from
the Church which the pope executed through a bull. Thus the
pope revealed himself as the sworn enemy of Christ and His
blessed Gospel. And from that time on Luther held steadfastly
to the conviction that the pope is the very antichrist, and never
wavered from this position to his end. One glance into the index
of his writings gives ample proof of this. The references to the
pope as the antichrist in his works cover two full pages of the
St. Louis edition.?)

1) L Darum Hat Jid) der Untidhrift {hlechierdingsd wider und iiber
®ott erhobent und fich an Chrifti Statt gefebt, die Gnade mweggemorfert 1umd
den ®Glauben verleugnet. Denn er Hat jo gelehri: Der Glaube niibt nidhts,
fwenn er nicht Werfe Hat; und durd) diefe falihe Meinung Hal er die Wohl=
tat Ehriftt gangliy verfinftert und bertilgt und an die Stelle der Cnabde
@hrijtt und jeined NReichesd Hat exr die Lehre bom den Werfen und ein Reidh
der ZBeremonien aufgerichtet, und e3 mit lauter Narreniverf befejtigt, und
fo bie gange Welt von Chrifto, der dodh allein im Geiviffen wirfen und Herrs
fden jollte, Hinteggeriflen und mit Setwalt in die Qolle gejtofen.” (IX,
243.) )

v .. Diefes ind Widerdjriften jtitciveife, die Ehrijto nur in geivifjen Stitcden
guiter find, dergleigen die Schiwdrmer find. Ein anbderer ift iider den
gangen Ehriftum, und diefer ift bad Haupt von allen, dergleidhen dad Papijt=
fum ift. Denn der Hauptartifel driftlicher Qehre ift diefer, daf Chriftus
unfere Gereditigfeit fei. Wer nun Ddiefen angreift, der nimmt und den
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THE LUTHERAN CONFESSIONS.

Of course, to be a good Lutheran it is not necessary to agree
with every view Luther has held, to consider all his exegetical
and historical statements as binding. But it is quite a different
matter when we hold views which are contrary to, or out of
harmony with, a doctrine set forth explicitly in one or more of
the generally accepted public confessional writings of the Lu-
theran Church. Should such be the case, then we cannot very
well lay claim to the name of an orthodox Lutheran. At the
time of their induction into the ministry our pastors and professors
have solemnly avowed that they are in full agreement with the
teachings of the Lutheran Confessions, that they subscribe to
them as being a faithful rendition and a correct interpretation of
the doctrines of the Word of God. Can we extend the hand of
fellowship to, and enter into fraternal relations with, a man who in-
spite of this public avowal not merely holds but also publicly pro-
claims convictions diverging from the tenets of our Church?
Who demands' for himself the right to his divergent views and
their dissemination, irrespective of his oath of office? Who is
not willing to relinquish his office into which his Church has called
him, although he is out of harmony with the doctrine of that
Church? Decidedly not. But could we not at least grant toler-
ance to such men as hold and teach views in socalled non-fun-
damental doctrines, e. ¢g. the doctrine of the antichrist, which are

gangent Chriftum, und it der fwahre Widerdjrift; die 11brigen tun thm dagu
Borjdub. Giner, der Keberei mider die Rerfon CYhrifti anrichtet, ift nicht
ein {o grofBer KeBer, al3 der ReBerei ivider dad Verdienjt Chrifti jtiftet.

» €38 gibt giveterlei Urten von Gereditigfeit, meine Gerechtigfeit umd
Chriftt Geredhtigleit. Dad Cvangelium predigt, daf wir in die Gereditig-
feit Chriftt follen gefeBt, und bon unferer Gereditigfeit in die Gerechtigfeit
Ehrifti verfelt werden. Wlfo fpridgt Vaulug: Wi iverden ofhne Berdienit
geredjt aus feiner Cnade durd) die Erlojung, fo durd) CEhHrijfum Jejum ge-
jchehent ift', Rom. 3, 24.  ,Chriftus it und von Gott gemadyt zur Weisheit,
gur Geredhtigfeit, gur Heiligung, und zur Crlojung’, 1 Kor. 1, 30. Wber
Der Papjt hat neue RebenBarten angeordnet, durd) weldje man die Geredy-
tigfeit bor ®ott uivege bringen foll, ndmlid) die eigenen Genugtuungern.
Wenn der Papjt diefed lehrte, unjere Geredhtigfeit fei nichid, und die Ge-
redytigfett Ehrifti fei ed allein, durd) weldje ivir geredht miirden, {o {agte er
ebenfo viel, alg: Darum it die Mefle nicdhts; folglich Hat dad Klojterleben
und die eigenen Genugtiungen feimen NuBen; und alfo wiirde dad gange
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contrary to and at variance with our Confessions? To do so
would either be a denial of the perspicuity of the Word of God
. or an admission on our part that the Lutheran Confessions are
not fully consonant with the Scriptures in all matters of doctrine.
Hence, our answer to this last as well as to the first question must
be a decided no.?)

Reid) ded Papited umgefelhrt. Sie predjen zivar, dad Werdienjt Chrijtt
madje und felig, aber jie mifen die eigene Geredhtigfeit mit ein. Das feit
mwafrhaftis Chriftum verwerfen, ja, CEhriftum bvertilgen, und ,den Soln
Gotted filr Spott Halten’, Hebr. 6, 6. (IX, 1435s.) '

LDarum Hat {id) der Papft erhoben itber Gott und fidh) an Gottes
©tatt gefeht, auf dafy er an Gotted Statt angebetet und ihm gedienet, und
das Wort Gotted und der rechte Gottesdienit abgetan und unterdriict erde.

»Denn fiehe an feine Defrete und Canonesd, jo wirjt du finben, dap die
{tbertretungen der Sapungen de3 Papited biel ernjter gejtraft werden denn die
{bertretungen der gottlidgenn Gebote; ja, den Herrnm Chriftum, den man
allein anbeten und efren foll, tritt er mit Fithen und ldftert ihn, mwill aber,
dafy man jeine Qefre annefhme und efre, will gefitrdjtet fein, und will, dap
man dem glauben und trauen {oll, dad er lefrt. Soldhes beigt ja, meine
id), {id) feBen itber Den berfiinbigten umd geehrien Gott. Darum ivird er
billig gemannt der Antidhrijt. . . .

»3c) metne ja, {oldjes Heie {ich erheben itber Gott und fiben im Tem-
pel Gotted; nidht zivar im Hinunel, darin der umnoffenbarte und verborgemne
Gott in feinem gottlichen Wefen fwofhnt, jomdern an der Statte Gottes, des
verfimdigten, Der {id) im Worte lefren und offenbaren [GRt, und an Dder
Statte ©ottes, demt man dient. '

w. . . und dafy i) e3 furz fage, er Hat Chrijftum gang und gar be-
graben, und die Geredhtigfeit zugeeignet feinen Menfdenfabungen und fal=
fcgen Gottesdienften, die er ofne und wider Gotted Wort erdad)t und auf-
gefet hat. Dad feigt ja, meine id), {id) itberheben iiber alled, dag Gott
genannt wird.” (I, 1062s.)

*) G0 geivip ir nad) der Shrift dad Papjttum fiir den Untichrift
halten, jo gewiy diefe Qefhre aud) ein Teil unfers Vefermninifjed ijt, jo ge=
wif 1ft dod) riditig, wad Quenjtedt jagt: Non autem dicimus, quaestionem
hanc de antichristo esse talem, cujus decisio omnibus christianis ad salu-
tem scitu sit necessaria, vel ignoratio per se damnabilis. Und in der Dar-
legung De3 status controversiae dufert er {id) itber die Widgtigfeit diefer
Rehre dabhin: Non est quaestio de fundamentali aliquo articulo fidei, cujus
ignoratio vel negatio damnat, sed de articulo fidei non fundamentali.
€3 ijt aber im Auge gu behalten, daf bdie Begriffe ,fundamental’ umd
nidt funbamental’ {id) auf die Seligfeit und nidht auf die fixdliche Gemein=
fchaft begtehn. Wir fprecdhen demt, der diefen Urtifel nicht glaubt, die Selig-
feit nicdht ab, woll aber die lutherijge Rirdengemeinidhaft.” Hoenede, Eb.
Luth. Dogmatif. BVd. IV, S. 222 1.
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One word before we proceed: Let him who confounds non-
fundamental with non-Scriptural take note that his definition of
this term is not that of the universally recognized orthodox teach-
ers of our Church, that he introduces a novum which can only
confuse the issue. Let him be warned that he is indicting the
confessions of the Lutheran Church as “teaching for doctrines
the commandments of men” (Matth. 15, 9) and therefore falling
under the verdict of Christ in the same passage: “In vain they do
worship Me”. No, we cannot, must not champion the cause of
such as arrogate to themselves under the guise of academic free-
dom the right to spread in the pulpit and lecture hall or through
the religious press opinions which run counter to the doctrina
publica of our Church.

_ That the Lutheran Confessions call the pope the antichrist
and prove this assertion in many places and in divers ways is so
apparent that there is no room for argument on this point. We
quote from the Triglot Concordia.

The Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Article XV
(319, 18.19) : “If the adversaries defend these human services as
meriting justification, grace and the remission of sins, they simply
establish the kingdom of Antichrist. For the kingdom of Anti-
christ is a new service of God, devised by human authority reject-
ing Christ, just as the kingdom of Mahomet has services and
works through which it wishes to be justified before God; nor
does it hold that men are gratuitously justified before God by faith,
for Christ’s sake. Thus the papacy also will be a part of the
kingdom of Antichrist if it thus defends human services as justi-
fying. For the homnor is taken away from Christ when they
teach that we are not justified gratuitously by faith, for Christ’s
sake, but by such services; especially when they teach that such
services are not only useful for justification, but are also-necessary,
as they hold above in Article VII, when they condemn us for
saying that unto true unity of the Church it is not necessary that
rites instituted by men should everywhere be alike. Daniel 11, 38
indicates that new human services will be the very form and con-
stitution of the kingdom of Antichrist.”

Article XXIIT (p. 371, 25) : “Therefore this law concerning
perpetual celibacy is peculiar to this new pontifical despotism.
Nor is it without reason. For Daniel 11, 37 ascribes to the king-
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dom of Antichrist this mark, namely, the contempt of Wome11”.
Ci. 319, 18. ' : ' o

The Smalcald Articles. Part IT, Article IV (p. 475, 10.13):
“This teaching shows forcefully that the Pope is the very
Antichrist, who has exalted himself above, and opposed him-
self against Christ, because he will not permit Christians to be
saved without his power, which, nevertheless, is nothing, and is
neither ordained, nor commanded by God. This is, properly
speaking, to exalt himself .above all that is called God, as Paul
says 2 Thess. 2, 4. . '

S. A, Of the Power and Primacy of the Pope (p. 515, 39):
“Now it is manifest that the Roman pontiffs, with their adherents,
defend (and practise) godless doctrines and godless services.
And the marks (all the vices) of Antichrist plainly agree with -
the kingdom of the Pope and his adherents. For Paul, 2 Ep. 2, 3,
in describing to the Thessalonians Antichrist, calls him an ad-
versary of Christ, who opposeth and exalteth himself above all
that is called God, or that is worshipped, so that he as God sitteth
in the temple of God. He speaks therefore of one ruling in the
Church, not of heathen kings, and he calls this one the adversary
of Christ, because he will devise doctrine conflicting with the
Gospel, and will assume to himself divine authority”. ;

And again (p. 517, 41): “This being the case, all Christians
ought to beware of becoming partakers of the godless doctrine,
blasphemies, and unjust cruelties of the Pope. On this account
‘they ought to desert and execrate the Pope with his adherents as
the kingdom of Antichrist, just as Christ has commanded, Matth.
7, 15: Beware of false prophets. - And Paul commands that god-
less teachers should be avoided and execrated as cursed, Gal. 1, 8;
Tit. 3, 10. And 2 Cor. 6, 14 he says: Be ye not unequally yoked
together with unbelievers; for what communion has light with
darkness?” -

Finally S. A. Of the Power and Jurisdiction of Bishops (p.
521, 57): “Therefore, even though the bishop of Rome had the
primacy by divine right, yet since he defends godless services and
doctrine conflicting with the Gospel, obedience is not due him;
yea, it is necessary to resist him as Antichrist. The errors of the
Pope are manifest and not trifling.” :
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Formula of Concord. Sol. Decl. X. Of Church Rites (p.
1059, 20) : “And in the article of the Papacy the Smalcald Articles
say (p.475) : Therefore, just as little as we can worship the devil
himself as Lord and God, we can endure his apostle, the Pope, or
Antichrist, in his rule as head or lord. For to lie and to kill and
to destroy body -and soul eternally, that is wherein his papal
government really consists.”

THE SCRIPTURES.

The sedes doctrinae for the doctrine of the Antichrist is 2
Thess. 2. The term antichrist does not occur in this passage at
all. "The apostle John alone of all the writers of the New Testa-
ment employs it, and he speaks of the one Antichrist as well as
“of many antichrists, 1 John 2, 18.22, also 4, 3 and 2 John 7.
"From him this term which he coined is evidently borrowed to
designate the personage Paul pictures in our Thessalonian passage
because of its eminent aptness for summing up in one word the
characteristics ascribed to him by Paul. A glance into the history
of New Testament exegesis proves that the Church from its’
earliest time understood under the Antichrist him of whom the
apostle speaks in 2 Thess. 2. But while this is undoubtedly true
the question concerning us now is Whethér, on the basis of this
passage, we are not only justified but rather whether we are con-
strained to believe that ‘the pope is the Antichrist.

We read (v. 3): “Let no man deceive you by any means; for
that day (of Christ) shall not come, except there come a falling
away first (hé apostasia), and that man of sin (hd anthropds tes
andmias) be revealed, the son of perdition ( ho hyids tes apolei-
as )v”.v The apostacy from whom or from what? The apostle has
no thought here of a political defection. In the whole passage
no mention is made of politics or purely sociological matters. His.
thoughts rather dwell on things which belong to the ‘sphere of
religion. = The context admits of but one answer, the apostle
means'the‘fa]l“ilng away from Christ and His Gospel (1, 8).%)

) ,Was der Anbidhrift vertritt, jind JFrdftige Jrrtiimer!, Riige!, und
die Demt Untidjrift anbangen,” §aben Hie LQiebe zur Wahrheit’, dag ift, zur
driftlichen Wahrheit, nicdht angenonunen und gehen etvig verloren, V. 10-12.
Yuch Limemann, der jomft den gangen Abfdnitt mifberiteht, jagt in begug
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The papacy condemns, execrates, anathematizes in the strongest
terms any one that believes a man is justified before God by grace
for Christ’s sake through faith alone without the deeds of the
law. Of that the annals of the Church give ample proof and the
Council of Trent (1545-1563), whose canons and decrees are the
authorized confession of the faith and discipline of the Roman
Catholic Church, shall give witness to the truth of our statement.
We quote (Trident., sess. VI, can. 11.12.20) : “If any one saith,
that men are justified, either by the sole imputation of the justice
of Christ, or by the sole remission of sins, to the exclusion of the
grace and the charity which is poured forth in their hearts by the
Holy Ghost, and is inherent in them; or even that the grace,
whereby we are justified, is only the favour of God; let him be
anathema. — If any one saith, that justifying faith is nothing
else but confidence in the divine mercy which remits sins. for
Christ's sake; or that this confidence alone is that whereby we
are justified; let him be anathema. —- If any one saith, that the
man who is justified and, how perfect soever, is not bound to
observe the commandments of God and the Church, but only to
believe ; as if indeed the Gospel were a bare and absolute promise
of eternal life, without the condition of observing the command-
ments; let him be anathema.”

Of the doctrine of justification Luther — and with him agree
all truly evangelical Christians — says: it is the one article, qui
solus ecclesiam Dei gignit, nutrit, aedificat, servat, defendit; ac
sine eo ecclesia Dei non potest una hora subsistere” (St. L. XIV,
168). What the air is for the physical life, that is the doctrine
of justification through faith without a man’s own works for the
spiritual life, as F. Pieper puts it (Christl. Dogm. III, 530).

auf die apostasia ridjtig: ,Jidht Wbtriinnigleit itm politifdhen Sinne, fondern
einglg und allein religitje Ubtriinnigfeit, dag Heilgt, Ubfall bon Gott und
Der mwafren Neligion, fann mit der apostasia gemeint fworden fein. Bu
diefer Unnabme. givingt, 1. wad im unmittelbaven, inneren Zujammenfhang
mit der Upoftajie von dem anthrdopos tés hamartias audgefagt wird, 2. die
Charafteriftif der apostasia B. 8 durd) anomia B. 7 und 3. der fonftante
' biblijhe ©pradgebraud). Vgl Act. 21, 21; 1 Thn. 4, 1.  AB unftatthaft
tit hiernad) aud) die Unjicht zu veriverfen, daly an eine PMifdung von reli-
gitfem und politijdfen Abfall gu denfen fei’.”  F. Pieper, Ehriftl. Dogmatif,
© B, 111, . 528.
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Is any greater apostasy conceivable than this falhncr away (apos-
tasiz) from the Christian religion? *)

In Paul’s time this apostasy was still hidden. . He speaks of it
as the mystery of lawlessness (‘o mysterion tés anomias) in verse
7, but the lawless one (ho anomos) shall be brought out from behind
the veil, shall be revealed (v. 8). Something is now, 7. e., at the
time Paul writes, holding it down. What that is the Thessalonian
Christians knew ; the apostle reminds them that he had told them
about it (verses 6. 7). But then already the mystery of
the lawlessness was at work (emergeitai). Since Luther’s refor-
mation this mystery stands uncovered, revealed (apokalyptesthat)
before the eyes of the Christians. = It is the pope of Rome. He is
the man of the lawlessness kat’ exochén. Everything God in His
mercy has laid down in His Word to save a sin-ridden.world he
has overthrown or abrogated. There is no commandment in the
decalogue he has not perverted. For the worship of the triune
- God in spirit and in truth he has substituted his idolatrous cere-
monies. By his authority man is taught to call upon Mary and
the so-called saints in his hour of need. . The sinner is to look
for intercession with God to sinful men like himself whom the
pope has canonized after their death, while the Scriptures say:
“There is one God, and one Mediator between God and men, the
man Christ Jesus”, 1 Tim. 2, 5., The preaching of the Word has -
been almost entirely abandoned in favor of the performance and
observation of certain rites. The Lord’s Supper has been muti-
lated. The error of the transubstantiation of the elements into

%) “The fact that this apostasy will occur in the Christian Church is
beyond question; otherwise it would not be an ‘apostasy’. The man of
the lawlessness will be its head. Yet some have thought of a Jewish
apostasy, the Jewish national rejection of Christ, and also of the Jewish
political apostasy from imperial Rome. Others think of a general moral
falling away from such standards of morality as existed in the pagan
world, or of an anarchical apostasy from the established governments
of the world. None of these interpretations will do.” Lenski, 2 Thess.,
p. 416.

LBaulus, der den Untidrift befdreibt, beutet Har genug an, baB
derfelbe in dem Ubfall, némlid) von Gottes Wort, Hervortrete, alfo aus der
Qirdhe Gerborgeht. Uusdriidlidh Degeugt bdied aud) Johanmes (L. 19)."
Cf. 1. Joh. 2,19, Hinede, Go. Quth). Sogmr., IV &. 219.
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the body and blood of Christ, which the priest can work at will by
the magic of his blessing, has given rise to the abomination of the
mass, the offering of the unbloody sacrifice of Christ for the living
and the dead. In the stead of the Gospel of free grace stands
the “gospel” of workrighteousness which leads man to seek his
salvation by doing works prescribed by the Church. Verily, the
pope is the man of the lawlessness of whom Paul speaks. And
as such he is the son of the perdition. Not perdition in a general
sense, but the perdition beside which there is no other, the eternal
perdition, damnation in the everlasting torment of hell.

A graphic picture, indeed, Paul paints for us of Antichrist!
“The prince of darkness his father, the perdition his mother, this
man of lawlessness is himself lost and, as an instrument of per-
dition, he leads those who entrust themselves to his guidance to
their doom. He is not Satan himself, as some think, but is a
human being, as the text plainly states.®) His presence (he
parusia autu) is according to Satan’s operation (kat’ energeian tu
satana, v. 9) in all power and lie-signs and lie-wonders,®) which
on the surface have all the earmarks of being wrought with the
help of the omnipotent God. We are forewarned not to fall into
his snares, for, the apostle continues, his presence is, furthermore,
with all deceit of unrighteousness (en pasé apate adikias, v. 10).
“This is the possessive genitive: alle Tauschungskiinste, wie sie
der Ungerechte ersinnt (B. — P. 26), all the different kinds of
deceptions which unrighteousness employs” (Lenski, 2 Thess., p.
437).

) L Der Untidhrift it nidt Satan felbjt, aud) nidht eine Perfonifi-
fation Desfelben, jomdern ein Menjdh (2 Theff. 2, 3), Dejfen Kommien nad
der Wirhing Satansd gefdhieht (2 Thefl. 2, 9). Der Untidrift wird alfo
deutlich vom Satan, dem Urheber, ald deffen Wert unterjchieden. Dody iit
diefer Menfd) nicht ein Gejdhopf Satansd und Jeiht nidht PMenjdh der Siinbde,
al3 der in Der Siinde feinen Urfprung Hatte, fondern ald Menjd ift exr Ge-
jéopf Gottes.” Homede, Dogm. IV &S. 219 .

%) L Mit Redit toeift Luther davauf §in, dapy fidh) die Gealt, mwelde
dag Papfthm ausiibt, mur aus diabolifder Wirkung erflare. €3 ijt nidt
blofy tider Gotted Wort, fondern aud) wider alle BVermunft. Niemand
[iebt e5; felbft die eigenen Anfanger lieben ed nidt; aber alles fiivchtet jich,
betrogen und gefangen gefalten durd) den Sdein der Frommigfeit und durd
die Beidgen und Wunder der Liige.” F. Pieper. Dogm. 11T &S. 531.
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He is the one “who opposeth and exalteth himself above all that
is called God or that is worshipped, so that he as God sitteth in
the temple of God, showing himself that he is God” (v. 4).

The pope sets himself up as the authoritative interpreter of
the Word of God. His decrees in matters of faith and worship
must be obeyed, for he alone has the keys and, therefore, the power
to absolve and condemn. Cf. Luther in the Smalcald Articles,
Part II, Article IV. What is the temple in which he is sitting?
Surely, Paul, speaking by the inspiration of God, does not mean
the sanctuary (ko naos) in Jerusalem, the imminent fall of which
Christ had so clearly predicted, Matth. 23, 38; 24, 2. Luke 19, 44.
For this temple in our passage is to endure until judgment day.
Evidently no sanctuary of wood or stone, built by the hand of
man, is here meant, but the holy Christian Church, the spiritual
temple of the Lord, in whom the believers by means of the Word
and the Sacraments “are builded together for an habitation of God
through the Spirit,” Eph. 2, 19-22. Cf. 1 Cor. 3, 16; 1 Tim.
3,15;2 Tim. 2, 20. Here Antichrist sits, has established himself.
There is where we must look for him. After his revelation by
the hand of Ged he shall be found in the same place where all the
children of God are found, in the midst of the Christian Church.
The pope claims the rule over all Christendom. He usurps for
himself the divine prerogative to sit in judgment over everybody
and everything. He is the source of all wisdom and all knowledge.
He is the judge over all, but he must not be judged by anyone.
Not even the Word of God out of the mouth of any other human
being can judge him. Rather does he judge the Word of God,
since he alone is able to determine what the meaning and intent of
the Scriptures are. God speaks through him who is Christ’s vicar
on this earth, and through him alone. And when the pope speaks
ex cathedra he is infallible.”)

) . Da3 Siben des Untidrifts im Tempel ift Begeihnung desd anti-
driftlichen Reihd alg eined feften, fermer Begeidhnung der Herridaft des
Untichrijtd ald einer itber die Hergen und Gewiffen der Chriften, denn das
Sigen tm Tempel ald Gott und dag Sidjiiberheben iiber alles, wad Gott
und Gottesdienft heipt (ndmlid) wasd nad) Gotted Offenbarung mit Redht
jo Detht), ift UnmaBung Dder geiftlidhen Herridfaft itber PHerzen und Ge-
wiffen durd) falfche Rehre unter Befeitigurig der redjten [ehre. Der Unti-
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Before the Lord’s day would come, this man of the lawless-
ness had to be revealed (v. 3). At Paul’s time the mystery of
lawlessness was already at work. However, something was
holding it down (to katechon),; and only after he that now was
holding it down (ho katechon arti) had gotten out of the way
would Antichrist be revealed (v. 6.7). What the terms to kate-
chon and ho katechon mean his Thessalonian readers knew, for
the apostle had told them when he was with them (v. 5).  We do
not know, and all speculation on our part is idle. Neither Jesus
in his eschatological discourses nor any one of the Biblical writers
throw light on the subject. Hence we do best to be content in the
conviction the Lord would have disclosed to us what and who has
withheld (held down), if it would be necessary for us to know.
Not until he that is holding it down shall get out of the middle
(ék mésu genetai) shall the time come when Jesus shall consume
him with the spirit of his mouth (anéler) and shall destroy him
(katargései) with the brightness of his coming (v. 8) (anaireo =
put out of the way, kill, slay; katargeo — put an end to, do away
with, annul, abolish.) With the breath of His mouth, His Word,
the Lord will kill Antichrist. A powerful serpent (Gen. 3), even

drift it aljo feine Weltmadyt, nidht grobes, iifted Unjtitrmen gegen alled
Cyriftliche mit duferlidger Cemalt, fondern ein Herrfden iiber die Gemiffen
und Hergen der Chriften unter dem Schein desd Gottesdienfted und Chriften-
tums.”  Honede. Dogm. IV, &. 220 .

y3unt andern ift dad Papfttum nidt auperhalb, jonbern innerhalb
der driftlichen Rirdje, mweil e3 biele Glieder der Kirche unter jich Hat, bor
allen Dingen die getauften Kinder, jodbann aud) Erivadjjene, die troh Dder
verfiirerijdjen Umgebung durd) dad gelegentlicd) Yaut fwerdende Ebangelium
allein auf Ehrifti Verdienjt vertrauen. Fermer: Dafy der Papjt niemand
untertan, fondern der Oberfte in Kirdje und Welt fein mwill, ift eine allge-
mein Dbefannte Tatfade. Trogbem er ben eingigen- Weg zur Seligleit
berfludyt und abtut, befhauptet er dodh, daf nur die Menfden felig werden
fonnent, die fid) ihm unteriverfen. Er dndert Gotted Wort und Gebote nadh
fetnem Belieben, er will alle richten, aber von niemand gerichiet werden, ja
er nimmt auddritdlid) die Unfehlbarfeit fiir {idh in Unfprud.” F. Pieper.
Dognt. 111, &. 530 {.

,m Papittum findet Jid) Bug fitr Bug wieder, wad die Heilige Schrift
bom Untidhrift ausdjagt. Hier findet {id) nidht nur Abfall und falidhe Lehre
i allgemeinen, fondern Erhebung ded Menjdjen in den Tempel Gotted an
®otted Statt (man denfe nur an die DHeiden meueften Dognten: immaculata
conceptio und Jnfallibilitdt) ; Hier tritt menjdlide Antoritdt an die Stelle
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when its head is crushed, is still dangerous in its death-struggle.
Through Luther’s reformation the Lord has dealt Antichrist the
death blow. Nevertheless, he still needs watching lest he do harm
to the unwary. But on that great day, when He shall appear in
His glory, at His epiphany (epiphaneia) on judgment day He will
abolish, do away with Antichrist utterly.

In our passage God Himself through Paul paints a picture for
all to behold. All that do not wilfully blind their own eyes can
recognize Antichrist. This description fits only one in all the
history of the world : The pope or rather the papacy, the succession
of popes. Though one follows the other through the centuries
the papacy, the system or institution which every single pope rep-
resents, remains the same throughout the ages.

Modern -theologians, among them many bearing the name
Lutheran, do not agree with Luther and our Confessions in the
statement that the pope is the Antichrist described in 2 Thess. 2:
“Haec doctrina praeclare ostendit, papam esse ipsum verum An-
tichristum”. Smalcald Articles, Part II, Article IV (p. 475, 10).
We note a few of their objections. The pope cannot be the Anti-
christ, for '

Der Peiligen Scrift, menjdhlidhe Geredhtigeit an die Stelle der Gerechtig-
feit Jefu Chrifti; hier werdben menjdhliche Gebote iiber Gottes Gefes erhoben;
bier mwerden Sdriftitellen, die auf Chriftum gehen (3. B. Jej. 28, 16; PI.
72, 11; Matth. 28, 18; Apof. 5, 5), auf einen Menjdjen, den Papit, an=
gelvendet; ja Hier mafit fich ein Menjd) die Hochjte Gemwalt nicht blof auf
Crden, fondern durd) Ubla, Kanonifation BVerjtorbener, Transjubjtantion
u. dgl. aud) im Himmel an; Hier behauptet ein Menjd) jure divino redjtz
mapiger und alleiniger Jnbhaber aller geiftligen und teltligen Sefpalt
auf Erden 3u jein, jo dafy er aus eigener uniriiglicher Madhtbollfommeneit
niht blof Gottesdienjte ordnen und Glaubensdjahe verfiinbdigen, jonbdern
fogar Die ©eligfeit vom Glauben an feine gbttlidje Autoritat abldngig
madjen Will; hier findet i) Vervadjtung der gottlidhen Eheordnung (Boli-
bat) ; bier findet fid) Tradjten nad) der Weltherridhaft, Buhlen miit der
Weltmadyt, Yusnupung der Weltmadyt fiir egoiftifde Bivede, BVenubung
unfeiliger Mittel angeblid) zu Geiligem Btvede; Hier finden i) Strome ver-
gojjenen Martyrerblutes; hier finden Jich lignerifdhe Jeidhen und Wunbder
(man denfe nur an Luife Lateau, Lourded und Marpingen, an Ddie fwunder-
tdtigen Marten= und Heiligenbilder ufw.) uftw. ujlv. Dad alled find fo
davatterijtijhe Biige, dafy wir nidht umbinfonnen zu jagen: Der Papit ift
der Antichrift.” Philippi. Lefhre vom Antidrift, S. 67.
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the apostasy, the falling away must come first — ergo!
‘What greater apostasy is conceivable, what could deserve
being called “the apostasy’” in the absolute sense of the
word more than the fact that the pope rejects the Gospel
wm toto by anathematizing the articulus stantis et cadentis
ecclesiae, the doctrine of justification, that a man is saved
by faith in the merits of Christ?

The Antichrist 1s a single person, not a plurality, according
to the Scriptures. Hence the papacy, the succession of
one pope after the other, cannot be the expected Antichrist.
J. Andreas Quenstedt, 71688, aptly disposes of this ob-
jection by saying: Antichristum certam et unicam perso-
nam fore, scriptura nwullibi dicit. . . . Scriptura emim saepe
singularem nwmerum pro plurali ponit, sic Joh. 4, 37 allos.
— alius est, qui seminat, et alius, qui metet, non wnus, sed
multt intelliguntur. (Hoenecke, Dogm. IV, p. 224.)

The question of the pope — in our or at any other
time (jeweilig) —  Dbeing Antichrist must be con-
sidered a purely historical one. Hence, it is said,
whether the pope is the Antichrist is something which
cannot receive an absolutely indisputable answer, cannot be
answered with certitude of faith. But do not these ob-
jectors suffer under a self-delusion? In effect they state,
the Bible does not say in so many words that the pope 1s
the Antichrist. That is undoubtedly true. But if that is
a good argument, where do we end? What, ex. g., of
another truism: The Bible does not mention the lodge by
name as a sinful institution, ergo — —7? Are we ready
to draw the obvious conclusion? The Old Testament no-
where states the Messiah would appear in Jesus of Naza-
reth. That was an “historical” question for the people

.of His day. Even as they, comparing Old Testament

Scripture with the words and works of Jesus, came to
acknowledge, and thus to trust in, Jesus as the Christ of
God, so must we likewise, on the basis of Scripture and
from the words and works of the pope, recognize that in
the papacy with its self-perpetuating succession the Anti-
christ stands revealed before our eyes. However much
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Dad rationelle Wiffen um Sott.

the popes may differ one from another as individuals, as
incumbents of their office they all claim to be the head of
the Church with power of sovereignty over all men in
secular and spiritual matters. They, one and all, approve
of the resolutions and decrees of the Council of Trent, con-
demning the pure Gospel of Jesus Christ and its confessors.

In conclusion we reiterate with a conviction based on the clear
and unmistakable words of Holy Writ Luther’s dictum:

“Haec doctring praeclare ostendit, papam esse ipsum verum
Antichristum.” M. Lehninger.

Das rationelle Wijjen um Gott.

Die Frage nady dem rationellen Wiffen um GSott wird tmmer
oieder gejtellt werden mitffen, weil die Heilige Schrift an verjdhiedenen
‘Stellen bon thr handelt. Der locus classicus hierfiir 1ft befanntlid
Romer 1, 19ff. Uber {dhon dad Alte Tejtament enthalt viele An-
haltgpuntte fitr eine Untwort auf unfere Frage, wie dad Luthers
uslegung der Genefis und 3. B. aud) de8 Propheten Jona ivieder-
folt begeugt. Aud) dad Neue Teftament bietet unsd neben Rdmer 1
nod) andere Stellen, fo 3. B. Romer 2, 14f. und Apoftelgeididite 14
und 17, die un8 alle itber die Bedeutung diefer Frage nidht im Sivei-
fel laffen. Denn e3 gehort lebten Ended mit zu der redten Unter-
{getdung pon Gefes und Cvangelium, daf mwir und aud) iiber die
natiirlidge Sottederfenntnis im flaren {ind. €3 ift unfere Aufgabe,
den Yerridaftsbereid der Ratio genau abzugrengen und zu erfennen,
wag in die Sphare der Ratio hineingehort und wasd nidht. Wir
fonnen aber gar nid)t bon Dder Ratio {predjen, ohne und vor bdie
anoere Aufgabe gejtellt zu jehen, der Bedeutung ded Siinbdenfalled
fiir dad natiielidhe Wiffen ded Menfden um Sott geredit u iverden.
Denn lesten Ended fommt alled darauf an zu eigen, wad die ver-
Derbte Bernunjt in religitlen und fittliden Dingen bermag und wad
fie nidht bermag. ,Darum ijt ed gut”, jo Heift e3 in der Apologie,
L0af man Ddiefed flar unterjdjeidet, namlid), daff die Vernunft und
freter Wille vermag, etlidhermaken duperlich ehrbar zu leben, aber
neu geboren werden, inwendig ander Herz, Sinn und Muth friegen,
das wirfet allein der heilige Geijt” (Weitller, 219, 75). Mt andern
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Worten, wir haben uns jtets vorzujehen, der Vernunft nicdht dad ein-
surdumen, wad allein dem Heiligen Geift und der Kraft ded Epan-
geliums zufommt, andrerfeits der Vernunit nidt dad abzujpreden,
wad thr trok des Siindenfalld immer nod) geblieben ift. Darum
fabrt die Upologie an der obengenannten Stelle fort: ,Und wird
dody ein redhter Unteridheid gemadyt unter duerlichem LWeltleben umnd
Frommigfeit, und der Frommigleit, die fiir Gott gilt, die nidt
philofophifd) auperlid) ift, jondern inmwendig im Herzen. Und diefe
Unter{eid Haben wir nidht erdidht, fondern die Heilige Sdrift febet
foldhes tlar.”

Angefichts diefed grofen Unterichieded zivifdhen der natiirliden
und geijtlichen GotteSerfenninisd diivfen iwir erftere weder itber- nod
unterjdagen. Freilidh, die geijtlihe Sottederfenntnid fomnen wir
gegenitber Dder natiirlidjen ®otteserfenninid nidit Hod)y genug ein-
fhaken und mwiirdigen. NiHt8 weniger ald unfere Seligfeit hangt
ja vbon Dder rediten Einjdhabung unferer geijtlihen Sotteerfenntnis
ab. Darum 1jt zuerft und bor allem bor einer Uberihakung der
natiirligen Gottederfenninis ju warnen. Dagd tut die Wpologie, in-
dem {ie unfer 3itat alfo fortiegt: ,Aber diejenigen, die thnen felbijt
erdidhten und ertraumen, al8 bermiigen die Menjdjen. Gotted Gefeh
3u halten ofhne den heiligen Geift, und ald werde der Heilige Getit
und Gnade geben in Anjehung unjerd BVerdienits, haben diefe notige
Qebhre {djandlich unterdriict.” Aucd) in dem lebten Jahrgang der
SQuartali@rift” (Nr. 2, Ste. 142f.) findet jich ein entjpredendes
Bitat aug einem Referat pon Hermann Cifmeier, ,Wer ift der wafre
Gott”, dag folgenden Wortlaut hat: ,Wir diirfen aljo die natinrlide
Ootteserfenntnisd nid)t itberfhaben. . . . Diefe natiirlide Erfenninid
hat mit dem Chriftentum an {id) nidhtd zu tun, Hilft dem Menfden
nidt vor Gott und madt thn nidht beffer und frommer. Sie ijt
aud) nidht eine Vorftufe der Befehrung. . . . Trop aller natitclichen
Gotteserfenninid glaubt ein Heide dod) nidht ton monon alethinon
theon, fondern einen Gott, den er {id) nad) jeinen eigenen Gedanfen
felbjt gemalt Hat, welder wahrhaftig fein Gott ijt, jondern lauter
nidhts, ein Goge.*

Gegeniiber einer jolden treffenden Beurteilung der natiirlichen
Oottederfenninisd, die und der gnddige Gott jtetd erhalten wolle,
fragt man {id), ob wir und denn weiter Gedanfen iiber die natiirlice
Gottegerfenninis maden braudjen. Diefe Fragejtellung fithrt nur
3u leid)t dabin, daf wir uns in unjerem theologijdhen Denfen gar nidht
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itber die Grenmgen der Natio flar werden, gar nidt ndher auj die
Srage nad) der natitrlichen GotteSerfenntnisd eingehen und darum
faliden LVorftellungen Dbetrefis deffen, wad die Vernunft und freier
Wille permdgen und mwad jte nidyt bermdgen, anheimfallen. Und
indem ir dann aud) die Srengen zwijden betden Erfenntnifien nicht
mehr 3iehen, berlernen fvir die geiftlihe Crfenninisd im Unteridhiede
pon Der natittligen Erfenntnid zu mwiirdigen. Darum Haben wir
ung hier nad) der Bedeutung der natiivliden Gottederfenntnis fiir
Da8 Leben der Menjhen su fragen.

Obne diefe natiirliche Crfenntnisd gabe e feine , Sottedfurdt”,)
feine bitrgerlidie Geredhtigtett tm Qande. Wieviel Rob einem joldhen
auBerlichen Qeben und den guten Werfen gebithrt, fagt uns wiederum
die Apologie: ,In diefem Leben und tm weltligen Wefen 1t je nichts
beffer denn Redlichfeit und Tugend, mwie denn Wriftotelesd fagt, dak
meder PVeorgenftern nod) Wbenditern lieblicher nod) {dhoner fei, denn
CEhrbarfeit und Gerechtigteit, wie denn Gotf folde Tugend aud) be-
lohnet mit leiblichen Gaben” (M., 91). Und mwie anerfennend fich
Quther itber diefe natitrlidhe Tugend auslaffen fann, geht ausd jeiner
Witrdigung ded Lebend Abrahams vor jeiner Berufung Hervor: ,Daf
will i) wohl- glauben, dap wenn man von duperliden Tugenden
reden will, er gar ein ehrlicdjer Weenjd) und, jobiel der Natur moglid,
etn fehr frommer Veann gemwefen ijt, der nidht der Unzudt, Geiz oder
andern {dnoden Liijten nadjgegeben, jondern joldje blinde Unreizun-
gen der verderbien Matur mit BVernunft und MaBigleit iiberunden,
oder fa im Jaum gehalten hat” (St. Q. Ausdg. I, 731).

Obne diefe natitrlidhe Erfenntnis ded Venjdhen gabe e3 feine
guten Gefege und feine chrbare Obrigeit, ,zur Radje itber die 11bel-

) RNadg 1. Mofe 20, 11 {prady Wbraham: ,Jdh dadte, bielleicdht ift
feine Gottedfurd)t an diefen Orten”. Rutfer lafst Ubraham die Worte fo
iederholen: ,Darum, da i) Ddiefelbe (verftodte Bosheit) gejehen . Habe,
muf i) befennen, dafy i) gedadit Yabe, e3 ntiifsten an feinem Orte mehr
Leute fein, bet weldgen nod) einige Gottedfurdt zu finden twdre” (I, 1350).
Hier jdeint Luiher unter ,Gottesfurdt” die duferlidhe Frommigleit zu
perftefen. ®ang ungiveideutig fpricdht er jidh Bieritber zu Vers 8 aus:
»€8 Datte Abimeled) aud) bor der Unfunft Abrahams Gott erfannt und
feine Untertanen gottfelig tegiert, aber bdiefelbe Crfenninid Gotfed war
allgemeiner Natur: jept aber, da er Ubraham zu Horven befonunt, lernt er
®ott gleidhfam etivad ndher anfefen, fintemal er eify, daf Abraham iwerde
der Bater jein ded gebenedeiten Samens” (I, 1335).
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tater und zu Qobe den Frommen” (1. Petr. 2, 14). Aud) gdbe e3
fein BVolt, dad diefen Gefeten gehorden fommnte. Profejjor Homede
in jeiner Dogmatif (Bd. IV, Ste. 205ff.) fpridt jid) befonders aus-
fiihrlidy und flar itber dad Wermdgen der Lbrigfeit in moralijden
und religidien Dingen und itber das Gebiet fitr die Tatigfeit der
Obrigfett aug.  Aber das, worauf wir in unferer Seit bejonders den
Singer 3u legen haben, ijt dod) dies, daf die Vbrigleit, eben weil jie
im Bejig der Vernunft und damit ded gangen BVermogens ijt, weldhes
die Sdyrift derfelben zujdyreibt, aud) imjtande ift su regieren und fiir
Ordnung im Lande zu jorgen, ofhne dap ihr irgendeine andere Vacht
su Hilfe formmen muB. €3 ift eine jehr beflagendwerte Vermengung
bon Staat und Kirde, wenn der Obrigteit von Rirdjen diefe Fahig-
feit abgefprodien oder wenn thr diefelbe nur zum Teil zugeftanden
ird. A8 ob diefe Rircdhen dann dazu berufen waren, dad ju er-
feen, wad nad) threr Meinung der Obrigleit, weil {ie nur nad) der
natiirliden Vernunft zu regieren Hat, abgeht. Diefer Einmijdung
in den Aufgabenfreid ded Staates Haben {ich) die Jahrhunderte Hhin-
durd) jowohl die romifd-fatholijde wie aud) die reformierte Rirde
fdhuldig gemadt.

Opne natiivlidge Gotteserfenninid wdren die Volfer ohne Re-
ligion. Ofhne Religion! Soll damit die Religion der Volfer be-
jabt werden? it nidht die Religion der Wenjden die groBte Llige,

-3u Dder {te i) perfteifen fonnen, namlid) die Jrrlehre von der LWert-
geredytigfeit und der Selbjtgeredhtigfeit und die Vermandlung der
Qerrlidhfeit Gottes in ein Bild, gleid) dem berginglihen Meniden
(Rom. 1, 23)!  Jn der Tat {o und nidt anderd Hhaben wir die Reli-
gion gu beurtetlen. . Aber ivir Hhaben fie aud) von der Seite der
natiirlichen GotteSerfenntnis aus zu beurteilen, jo wie e8 Quiher und
Walther tun. Luther fagt 3. B.: ,Denn einen Gott haben ijt nicht
Nofe Gefes alletne, jondern aud) ein natittlidy Gefets, wie Paulus
Romer 1 fpricht, dak die Heiden wiffen bon der Gottheit, daf ein Gott
fei. Das beweifet aud) die Lat, daf jie Gotter haben aufgeworfen
und Gotteddienjte angerichtet, melhed unmoglid) gemeien
mare Wo fie ntidhts8 bon Gott wiihten oder dad-
ten. CGondern Gott Hhats ihnen offenbart durd) die LWerfe Roim.
17 (XX, 151f.). Und Walther fagt irgendmwo in jeiner Kirden-
Boitille (Eptiteln), dap e fein BVolf der Erde gibt, mag e3 aud) nod)
jo roh und ungebildet jein, weldjed nidht jeine Religion und Gottes-
dienfte hatte. Obhne Religion wdre aber ein BVolf obhne lehten Rejt
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pon matiivlider Gottedfurdit, ja ohne die natiirlihe GotteSerfennt-
nis.  Wo aber Religion nod ift, und fein Volf ijt ohne Religion, da
ift der Betetd erbradyt, daf einem foldjen BVolfe die natiirliche Cr-
fenntnis nod) nidht ganz abhanden gefommen ijt, daf e in etwas
nod) ein duBerlid) ehrbares Reben fithrt. Die Tatfade, daf bdie
heidnifdhen Religionen die grofte aller Liigen bon der Werfgered)-
tigfeit predigen, darf un3 nidit zu der Shlupfolgerung verletten, bor
der ung Quther in feiner Sdhrift wiber die Himmlijdhen Vropheten
mwdarnt.  Gr jagt dort: ,Daf nun die Heiden des rvediten Gottes-
dienftes gefehlt haben und Goten an Gottes Statt angebetet, was 1t
das munder? Fehleten dod) die Juden aud)y und beteten Gofen an
SGotted Statt an, ob fie wohl Mojed Sefes hatten. Und fehlen nod
fest De8 Herrn Chriftt, die dod) Chrijtusd Evangelium haben” (XX,
152). LWir diirfen eben nid)t den Heiden auf Srund ihrer faliden
und berderbten NReligionen den wirfliden Bejis einer natiirliden
Gotteserfenntnisd abfpredjen, aud) nidt iiberfehen, daf diefe natiir-
[ihe @ottederfenntnid in und nidht neben ihren faliden Religionen
mehr oder weniger zum Auddrud fommt. Gleid) einer Goldader in
miiften Gefteinmaiien liegt diefe natiirliche Erfenntnis in den Heidni-
iden Religionen verborgen. Und wir unterjudjen jelbjt diefe falidhen
Religionen, um eben die Spuren diefer natitrlichen GotteSerfenninisd
in thnen zu finden. Wenn und wo wir jie finden, urteilen wir nidt,
daf die Religionen dedwegen nun mwahr jind, jondern daf fie ein
fteter Beweis fiir die natiirliche Gotteerfenntnisd ded Menjden jind.

Je nadgdem fid) die natiirliche GotteSerfenntnis in der Religion
eined Volfed geltend mad)t, wird in diefem BVolfe nod) etwas von
natiirlidger Gottedfurdyt und bitrgerlidjer Seredhtigleit su finden fein,
wird man jwifden Religion und Religion unterjdeiden fonnen.
Quther tut died betreff3 der babplonifden Neligion im BVergleid) mit
den andern Religionen. LVon ihr {agt er in der oben {don angefithr-
ten Stelle (Bd. I, 731): ,Die babplonifde Religion Hhat den aller-
gropten Schein gebabt; jintemal fie Gott gedient hat unter dem
Jamen eined Lidhtes, weldesd die allerbequemite Form oder Figur
der gottliden Wiajejtat ift. LWie denn die heilige Schrift Gott aud
ein Qidt nennt 1. Joh. 1, 5; Pi. 104, 2. Neben diefemn fehr {heinbar-
[ihen Sottesdienit haben fie aud) einen ehrlichen Wandel und ziidy-
tiges Qeben gefithrt; daber ed denn gefommen ijt, daf diefe Religion
aud) der heiligen BVater Nadfommen angenonumen Haben.” Wie
RQuther hier die Neligion eined Volfes und deffen bitrgerliche Gered-
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tigfeit in ein Verhaltnid zueinander jeht, Haben dad aud) Heidnijde
Religiondlehrer getan, wenn jie nad) den Sriimden fiir den ieder-
gang ihred Voltstums judhpten. Die Griedhen Haben die Bindung
an die Gottheit und durd) fie an Stand und Staat Hod) eingejdatt.
Nad) Aejdhplod Joll die menjdhliche Gemeinjdhait nicht fret auf i
fteben, fondern zu ihrem Heil mit der Gottheit verbunden fein, jid
nad) den gottlichen SaBungen ridten und diefe wieder nad) ihr. Cr
gab fid) nidht damit zufrieden, dad Gottlidge einfac) ald unerforidhlid
3u berefren, er wollte thm aud) einen Sinn fiir die menfdliche
Sphare, fitr die Polis abringen. Aud) fiir Sophotled ift der Slaube
an da8 gottlidge Walten und an die Gefehe der religivjen Reinbeit
die Grundlage ded Gtaates, ohne die er Hhaltlod zujammenbredhen
ipiirde und deren Wert gerade an dem gefunden und jtarfen Staat
fidgtbar wird. E€ine Verweltlidung der Religion wiirde den Staat
in feinen Wurzeln Dedrobhen. Die Polid fann die oberfte Inftans
nur bletben, infofern jie den Worrang der gottliden Forderungen
anerfennt und Gott und nidht einen Meniden ald Vorjteher fejthalt.
Curipided dagegen ipar Jndibidualift. Er 16§t jidh aud den alten
Bindungen, die bet Aefdhylod und Sophotfled in dem Jneinander und
Gegeneinander von Gottheit und Staat liegen, und madt aus dem
gottlihen Jomod eimen menjhlien Nomos. Er will, dak der
menj@lide Nomos im Jnterejfe ded Staated geiibt wird und dak dad
Snterejje der ©efellidaft oberjte Injtanz jet. €r ift e8 darum, der
die fortidreitende Werweltlidung der Religion in die Woral Hinein
und damit die Ferfepung deS Staatdgedanfens fejtitellt. Bet thm
berridht nidht mebhr die Ehriurdit vor den gittlihen Sabungen als
Bindungen fiir den Staat vor ivie bet feinen WVorgangern. Uber
diefe €hriurcht vor dem rveligitien Fundament ded Staates, wie ivir
fie nidht nur bet den Griedjen, jondern aud) bet den Babylontern umnd
andern BVilfern finden,?) ift eine Folge dabon, daf die Menjden die

%) ©o 3. B. im Gefepbud) Hamumurapid. Obwohl ed {id) in diefem
Gefebbucy nur um aveligitie Gefebe Gandelt, o zeigen und dody Einleitung
und Sdluly des Gangen, wie bewupt diefe Sefee auf die Gottheit guriic=
gefithrt erden. Der Sdhlupy der Cinlettung gu diefen Gefelen lautet: , A3
Marduf, um die Qeute zu lenfen, dem Lande Heil zu erivirfen, mid) entbot,
fabe i) Redht und Gefebe in der R[andesdfprade gefdaffen, den Leuten
Wohlbehagen gefdaffer.” Der Shluf ded Gangen mnennt audfiifrlider
dent Biwed, wogu dad Gefels gegeben worden ift: ,Reditd{abungen, die Ham=
murapi, der midtige Kbnig, feftgefetst Hat, wodurd er dasd Qand mwabhred
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Redytsforderung und die Redtsbejtimmung Gottes, to dikaioma tou
theou (Momr. 1, 32) erfannt Haben. Und ed darf uns nidht iiber-
rajdjen, wenn jie felber die BVerfenmumg derfelben als eine Vermelt-
lidung ihrer Religion angefehen haben. NReligion und Volfsleben,
Religion und Staatsleben gehorten und gehdren bei den Hetdnifdhen
Bilfern aufs engfte zujammen, ftefen in dauernder Wed)felmwirfung
aueinander. Uber nidht anderd berhalt es fid) bet den Volfern im
driftligen Jeitalter und bei jogenannten ,driftlichen” BVolfern.
Wenden wir dad Gefagte auf die Volfer an, in denen die drift-
liche Rirdhe Jahrhunderte hindurd) dad Cbangelium bHat predigen
tonnen, fo jind wir ja geneigt, von diefen Wolfern als von ,Grijt-
[ichen” Wolfern gu reden und thre Qultur ald eine ,dpiftlide” Qultur
su Dbegeichmen, dabet aber die natiirlidie Religion und Sittlidfett
eined joldjen Volfed aus den ugen zu verlieren. €3 ift natiirlid
nidt in Abrede ju jtellen, dafy Chrijten auf ihre Umgebung als Salz
der Crde und al3 Lid)t der Welt jtarf einmirfen, jo daf die grobiten
Formen Des ©oBendienites im LJLaufe der Jeit peridhwinden. AUber
ir Haben ung befonderd im Hinblid auf die Seeljorge zu fragen,
ipte biel pon Dem KReben eined ,Grijftlicden” Volfed auf die natitrliche
Srommigfeit zuriicdzufithren it, wie viel davon ganz unabhingig
pom €hriftentum einen wefentlichen Teil ded Volfslebens bon jeher
gebildet hat. U. §. €. Bilmar jdreibt in ,Rirde und Welt” (Ber-
telSmann 1872, Bd. I, Ste. 20): ,Ein grofer Leil unferer pajtoralen
Wirfiamteit, jomie der paftoralen Wirfjambeit unjerer Vater umd
LVorvbater rubte, berhehlen wir und das dod) nidt, feineSwegs diveft
auf dem dpriftlidhen Glauben, fondern nur indireft, direft rubte jie
auf der Ddeutidjen Sitte oder der deutiden efinnung oder Dder
deutichen Natiirlidhteit, weldge dem deutjchen Volfe von Gott aus be-
fonderer Gnade aus der Urzeit Her bewahrt und dann al8 der drijt-
liche Glaube perfiimdet wurde, durdy Ehriftus fomweit gefeftigt wurde,
dap diefelbe i) nidht jo j@nell, wie die Gaben anderer Vilfer, ver-
sebrte.”  Jndem Bilmar dann auj dad Familienleben, die Haus-

Heil und eine gute Negierung Hat befommen laffen. . . . Mit Hilfe meiner
Sdubgttter jabe id) fie in Frieben gelettet, in meiner Weisdlheit habe id
fie geborgen, damit der Starfe nidit den Sdhwaden bedrange, Waife und
Wittve 16t Redyt befamen. . . . Hanunurapi, der Herr, dex wie ein leiblider
BVater gu den Menfden ift, fat i) den Worten Mardufs feined Herrn ge=
beugt. . . . und Gat Wofhlbefinben fitr dasd BVolf auf eivig bereitet und dem
Qanbde Nedht vexrjchafft.”
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sudt, auf das jtarfe Gefiihl fitr Grundbefis, auf dad Privatred)t und
auf die Hiermit verbundene Treue und Danfbarfeit der Deutjdien
aufmerfiam madt, hliept er den Abjag mit den bezeidhnenden Wor-
ten: ,Das geijtlige Amt Hat ed leicht gehabt in Deutichland eintau-
jend Jabre lang.” Dann fahrt er aber fort: ,Sefes und Glaube
fanden an den Deutiden nicdht zwar zuvborfommende oder entgegen-
fommende Herzen, wie man wohl {agt, denn diefen {ynergijtifden und
jedenfalls der MiBdeutung audgefebten Ausdruc lehnen wir ab, aber
mwillige, offene Herzen, und zwar jolde, welde durd) eine befondere
vt bon civilis iustitia fitr die ufgabe ded gottliden Gefekes, dann
aud) des Cvangeliums, eigend prapariert waren. Und auf alle diefe
Dinge haben wir mit unjerer geiftliden Wirtfamteit allegeit refur-
rieven fonnen — e3 hat fid) gar bieled bei uns von felbit verftanbden.” .

Die Tiir, die Vilmar dem Spnergidmusd vor der Nafe uge-
fhlagen Hat, hat er felber wieder gedfinet, um eben den Synergidmus
doch) nody vein zu laffen. Gr Hat jid) auf der dimnen Sdjidt der
civilis iustitia tro aller Vorjid)t viel u tweit vorgewagt. Einmal
hat Bilmar nidt deutlid) zwijdhen Gefes und CEvangelium unter-
fdyieden, indem er bon der ufnabhme de3 gottlichen Gefegesd und des
Coangeliums zugleich) redet, zum andern nabert er jid) — e3 Hhandelt
fid) um dag Jahr 1872 bedentlid) den modernen Theorien eined
Gtapel mit feiner Nomoslehre, wenn er bon einer bejonderen Art
bon civilis iustitia jpridht, die die Perzen fiir die ufnahme ded Se-
febe3, dann aud) ded Cvangeliums eigens prapariert. Stapel, der
nidt ein bon Gott allgemein bindended Geijjendgeies anerfennen
will, jondern imumer nur den bejonderen Nomos eined BVolfed, der
aus Dder RNaturreligion jtammt, (Gt in einem jeden Nomod ein
Noment der Sehnjud)t und der Erivartung, die er alg eine Bereit-
fjaft der Redytfertigung begeidhnet, liegen. idht nur, daf er das
Gefes al8 eine Art und Aufgabe des Volfesd Dbegeidhnet, jondern die
Boltsnomot follen aud) ald Trdger einer ,Bereitidaft der Religion”
unter den 2. Artifel unjerd driftliden Glaubens gehoren. Hier wird
offenfiditlid) die natiiclide Gotteserfenninid und Sittlidyfeit als
etivagd dem Epangelio BVermandted Hingeftellt. Died gefchieht leicht
in einer Seit nationaler Crhebung, wo fid) die natiicliden fittlichen
Quafte etned BVolfed geltend madjen und wo dann der BVerfud) ge-
madt wird, einen Jujammenhang 3wifden diefen und dem Chrijten-
tum Dervzujtellen. Um fo mehr haben wir al8 Grijtlide Seeljorger
die Yufgabe, die natiirliche Frommigteit in ihre Grengen zu mweifen.
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Dad hat BVilmar bei feiner Cinfdjagung ded deutiden BVoltslebens
leider nid)t getan, wenn er in ,Theologijhe Moral” 1871 {dreibt:
LSein Bolf in der Welt, aud) Jjrael nidt audgenommen, hat von
dem gnadigen Gott ein jo tiefed Dantgefiihl, einen jolden Dantbar-
feitsfinn al8 einen Gegen fiir die Cmigteit, als das Mittel, die Cr-
[6fung bon CYhrifto vor allen andern Volfern zu faffen und jid) an-
jueignen, empfangen, ivie dag deutide; eine Mitgabe, durd) welde
fogar unfer Seidentum, foiveit dad an jid) moglic) iit, gebeiligt er-
jdeint. Unfer ganzes BVolfsleben in politifdher und jozialer Bezie-
bung ift eingtg auf Wohltun bon der eimen und auf Danfbarfett
(Treue) von der andern Geite fundiert. Undanf war bet ung ein
Rationalverbredjen — dem identiid), wad wir jebt Hodhberrat nennen
und unbedingt der jdimpiliden Nusrottung ausd dem BVolf durd
jmabhliche Hinridhung verfallen.” €8 fann natiiclidy nidht in Ab-
rede geftellt werden, daf es graduelle Qulturunteridjiede unter den
Volfern gibt. Der Segen Gotted Hat jid) verfdiedentlid) auf die
BVolfer perteilt. Dad gehort mit zu dem Fludy und Segen, der jidh
nad) dem Simdenfall auf die Menidheit gelegt hat (1. Mofe 9, 257F).
€3 wird wohl heute nod) wabhr jein, wad Ratzel in jeiner Volfer-
funbde jagt: ,Nidt Kliifte, jondern Gradunteridjiede trennen die Teile
der Menfdheit, Raffen, Volfer ufw. voneinander. Die Menfdhheit
ift ein Ganzes, wenn aud) bon mannigfaltiger Bildbung.” Zu diefen
Gradunteridyieden gehort audy dad veligivje Leben eined Volfe3, wie
mwir und died {dhon von LQuther Hhaben zeigen lajfen. Um fo mebr
haben oir die Aufgabe, den Menjdhen davon zu itberfithren, dap er
bet aller natiirlidjen Frommigfeit, die er haben mag und die wir
ihm nidht abjpredhen twollen, dod) ein verlorenmer und verdammter
Simbder it und daf jeine Sereditigteit — audy feine bitrgerlide Se-
redtigfeit — bor Gott wie ein unflatig Kleid ijt. Nur fo wird der
Geeljorger ein Sdjuldbemuptiein Herborrufen, das die notige Voraus-
febung fiir die Predigt ded Ebangeliums Hildet.

Trogdent Dleibt dies eine wabhr, wasd Vilmar behauptet, daf
ein grof Teil unferer pajtoralen Wirffamteit auf der natiirlidhen
Gittlichfeit Ded Volfslebens ruht. Dies lehrt bejonders die Heiden-
miffion. So wahr e8 ijt, daf die driftlihe Mifjion unter den
Heidenbdlfern vielen Entartungen im BVoltsleben der Heiden be-
gegnet, wie-Kindermord, gemeinen gejdledtliden Ausidmeifungen,
ptelen graufamen Radeatten und unmenjliden Unbarmberzigteiten
und dergl., fo findet jie dody gbttlihe Sd)opfungdordnungen bor, in
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denen die mannigfaltigen Verhdltniffe ded natiivlichen Lebend ibre
Yusgejtaltung gefunden haben. Die dyrijtliche Miffion ijt weit davon
entfernt, diefe Naturordnungen zu vergewaltigen. Sie geht viel-
mehr in jie ein.  Sie denft nicht davan, die mannigfaltigen Formen
und Geftaltungen des jtaatlidgen, bitrgerlidhen unbd gefellid)aftlichen
Qebens, wie jie in , driftliden” Qandern suvedit bejtehen, einfad) auf
das heidnijche Volfsleben 3u itbertragen. €8 wird fich nod) mandyesd
im Familten- und Sefelljhaftsleben des einen oder anbderen beidni-
ichen Bolfes finden, dad auf einer hoheren moralifhen Stufe jteht ald
fo mandes in zivilifierten und ,Grifthiden” [Windern. Kurzum,
gerade die Mifjton lehrt uns, wie wir dasd Voltsleben in all jeinen
usgeftaltungen beurteilen und iwitrdigen lernen miiffen, ivie ivir
denn {iberhaupt die volflichen BVorausfepungen filr unfere Arbeit
nidgt iiberjehen diirfen. ©olde Vorausfebungen jind die Spradye,
denm ofne fie fonnte der Miffionar nidht predigen. Sold) eine BVor-
ausdfebung it die Religion, denn ohne fie gdbe e3 gar feinen An-
fnitpfunggpuntt filr die Predigt. Pan vergleidje, wie der Apojtel
Paulus fid derfelben in Athen als Antnitpfungsdpuntt bediente
Mpgidh. 17, 22). Sold) eine WVorauSjebung ift das Gewiffen.
Ohne dad Getviffen ift fein Lolf. Jnfolgedefjen ift ed aud) nidt
ohne Sdjuldbetvuftiein, jo wabhr e3 ift, dap den Heiden das Gefey
in thr Qers eingegraben ijt. GSold) eine Vorausdfefung fiir die Seel-
jorge it aber aud) die biirgerliche Gereditigteit, die {id) innerhalb der
Sdspfungsordnungen Gottes, in denen jid) aud) dad Heidenvolf be-
wegt, mehr oder iweniger gehalten Hhat. ALl diefe Voraudjepungen
geben und tmmer iwieder Veranlafjung, die Spradie, die Religion,
Die Oefebe, Denen dad Hifentliche und Privatleben umterfteht, zu
ftudbteren. Wenn aud feinem anderen Grunde, fo dod) ausd dem
der Mifftondaufgaben und -interefjen Herausd haben wir uns mit der
natiirliden Religion abzugeben.

€8 gehort mit zu der Tradition der lutherifdhen RKirde, dak
von Anfang an QJuither und Melandthon bei all ihren vielen anderen
Aufgaben fid) aud) dem Studium der Heidnijdhen Religionen ge-
iwidmet haben. RQuither Hatte einen Hauptgrund, wedwegen er jid
3. B. mit der Lehre ded Jflam befapte. €3 mwar died nidt ein all-
gemeines Mifjionsdintereffe. An eine Mifjion unter Mohammeda-
nern hat Rutber nie gedadht. Dem Miffiondgedanfen unter den
Ziirfen fommt er wobhl dann am ndditen, wenn er gefangenen Chri-
ften den Nat qibt, thren Herven in der Gefangenidaft treulich zu die-
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nen und durd) diefen Dienjt ,dad Evangelium und den Namen
Chriftt gu jhmiicten und zu pretfen, . . . der Tirfen Glauben damit
3u Sdanden zu maden und vielleicht biele zu befehren” (XX, 2191).
Miffionare ing Land zu jGiden und eine Mifjionsdtatigteit unter den
Mohammedanern 3u entfalten lag Quther in der Stunbde, wo es jid
um Den Steg des Ehriftentums oder ded Jflams Handelte, vollends
fern.  €r wuRte fid) aber um jo mehr bon polemifhen und apologeti-
fden Jmterejfen geleitet, o immer er {id) um ndhere Kenninisd des
Jflam bemiihte. Aber Quibher begniigte Jid) nidht mit einer mangel-
baften Kenntnid der Religion der Mohammedaner, iiber die das
gange Meittelalter nidht hinaudgefommen mwar. Was thn jogar bon
Meland)thon porteilhaft unterideidet, ijt die Tatfadje, daf er i) nidt
mit mehr oder weniger zufdllig erlangten, ungepriiften Nadyridhten
begniigt, fondern jogar um ein eintandireies Quellenftudium Dbe-
miiht war.  Darum wollte er den Koran fenmnen lernen, ja thn fogar
itberfegen. JBunad)jt Hat er 1530 ein Vorivort zu dem “Libellus
de ritu et moribus Turcorum” gejdrieben (XIV, 298ff.). Sei-
ner urfpriinglidgen Abjicht fam er aber am ndadjjten, ald er 1542 die
Seraudgabe einer lateintjden Streitidrift gegen den Koran folgen
liefs, deren BWerfajfer der um 1300 lebende Dominifanermondy Ri-
coldus war (XX, 2218ff.). Diefe Sdrift hatte er bereits tm Jahre
1530 zujammen mit der Cribratio ded Nifolaus bon Cuja gelejen.?)
I8 Quther aber in der Fajtnadt 1542 zum erjtenmal eine lateiniide
Utberjebung ded Koran zu Gejidhte befam und jie mit der Confutatio
Ricoldi vergleidgen fonnte, reifte in ihm der Entjdluf, eine deutide
{tberfesung des Rorand BHeraudzugeben.?) LQuiber, der 1iberfeger
der Bibel, trug {id) mit dem edanfen, den Koran zu iiberfegen!
Dazu ijt es leider nidht gefommen. AL aber Bibliander den Roran
im Jahre 1543 in Bafel Herausdgab, der Rat zu Bafel e3 aber ver-
bieten wollte, hat Quther diefen um die Freigabe der befdhlagnahmten

4 Nifolausd Cujanus, 1401 zu Kued bei Irier geboren, lehrte, daf
aoar das Chriftentum die vbollfommenite aller Religionen fet, dap aber in
den iibrigen Religionen, aud) im Jjlam, Momente der Wabhrheit anguerfen-
nen fetern.

4)  RQuther flagt Ddariiber, dafy der Alforan bon Ricoldbusd ,jehr iibel
perdolmet{cht jei” und dafy er ,mod) winjdjte einen fldreren zu fefen”. Cr
fieht 3 aber filr nitBlid) und notivendig an, ,diefed Viidhlein zu verdeutiden,
tpetl man fein Dbeffered fat” (XX, 2218f.). Der Koran tm Original ijt
erft tm 17. Jabhrhundert in Deutjdhland erjdienen.
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Biblianbderihen Korvanaudgabe gebeten. Dad Bud) joll bielmehr
audgehen: ,Chrifto zu ehren, den Chriften zu gut, dben Turden zu
{haden, dem teuffel zu verdrieg”.’) _

Diefe Stellungnahme Sutherd zeigt und deutlid), weld) eine
Gadfenntnis der Reformator bejah und mit welder Objeftivitat
er an die dem Chriftentum fo feindliche Religion Herantreten fonnte.
Xbhr geredht zu fwerden, war fa bei allem grundlegenden Gegenjak
fein Bejtreben. Dad lehrt und vor allem feine BVorrede zu dem
Bitchlein: ,Bon der Religion und den Sitten der iirfen”, 1530 Her-
audgegeben.  n diefer BVorrede tadelt er die fritheren BVerfafjer von
Sdyriften itber den Iflam und den Koran, die ,dad Gute, dad in
demielben ijt, entiveder itbergehen, obhne ed widerlegt zu Haben, oder
e3 berhehlen. . . . Diefer Wann aber”, jo DHeiht ed iweiter, ,wer
audy tmmer der Werfaffer diefed Budjesd gewefen fein mag, deint
die Sadje mit der groften Treue zu behandeln. . . . Denn er er-
3ablt die Dinge jo, dafy er nidht allein dad Bibje, das jidy bei ihnen
findet, Dberidhtet, fombdern dameben aqud) da3 fehr Sute, dad jie
haben, dem gegeniiberjtellt, und e3 o preijt, daf er unfere RLeute
durd) den BVergleid) mit thnen jtraft und tabdelt”. Und miirden mwir
das, was ehrbar und lobendmwert ift, ver{dweigen, jo etiva fahrt Quiher
fort, dann miirden wir der Sade mehr jdaden alg niien. Denn
nidyts ift leichter u tiderlegen al8 jdhandlide und unehrbare Dinge.
LUber gute und ehrbare Dinge widerlegen”, dad fHeit der Sadje
nitgen (XIV, 300f.). Qutber war der erjte, der {id) bon der unjd)dnen
Qambpfwetfe mittelalterlider Theologen freimadjen fonnte, nur dad
Bermwerflide und Anftofende im JFilam aufzudeden, dag SGute, Schine
und Wertbolle aber zu verjdmeigen. Darum fonnte Quibher in diefer
feiner BVorrede fithn befennen und behaupten: ,Aus diefem Budpe

°)  Diefed Jitat, wie die, die auf Meland)thons Stellung gum Jjlam
Begug nebhmen, entnehute i) der lefensiverten Differtation von Manfred
aQopler, ,Melandthon und der Jflam”, €in Beitrag zur Klarung des BVer=
faltnifjes- gwijden Chriftentum und Frembdreligionen in der NReformationsd-
geit.  Reipgig 1938. Diefe Differtation ift um o lefendmerter, mweil Kohler
Den Mapitab, den die moderne Religiondmiflenidaft an die Religionen legt,
flar Derausijtellt. A3 moderner Neligionsivijjenjdhaftler behauptet er frei-
lich, dapy L[uther und Melandjthon der eigentlidhen religiondtiffeniaftlichen
Arbeit ferngejtanden haben. Fu bdiefem lUrteil gelangt er bor allem, mweil
»Ruther in erfter RQinie das Jiel im Auge Yatte, dafy fiir den Ehriften dem
Jflam jegliche fiberzeugungsd> und Unziehungsfraft genonunen mwerde”, alfo
ein polentijd)zapologetijches Biel.
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nun jehen ir, dap der Tiirfen oder ded WMahomet Religion in den
Ceremonten, faft mochte i) fagen, aud) in den Sitten, einen biel
fdhoneren Sdiein Hhabe alg die der Unirigen, aud) der Monde und
aller @eiftlichen” (301). Ruther lief dem Jflam, wad ihm zufam,
und mwar dann um fo eher mitande, einmal den Rapiften zu Gemiite
gu fithren, daf all thre WVeondjerer i) nidht mit den Sitten und
Beremonien mohammedanifdher Priefter und ihrer Anhanger verglei-
den lajje, um dann aber den wefenhaften Unterfdjied zwifdhen dem
Chriftentum und dem Jflam um fo deutlider Herborfehren zu fon-
nen. Und der wefentlidje Unteridhied befteht fiir Quiher darin, daf
fiir den Jflam dad Wort Gotted nidit Grumdlage der Religion ift
und daf er alg Produft der menjdlichen WVernunft dem Reihe der
Ginjternid angehort. Drei Punfte hebt Quiher befonderd BHeraus,
die er am Jflam getBelt: Mohammeds Feindjdaft wider Chrijtum,
feine Storung de3 weltlidhen Regimentd und die Vielweiberel (XX,
2126ff.). Uber por allem die Tatjadje, daf der Jflam eine trini-
tarijge und Griftologijdje Keberet fei und in einer Linie mit Yriud
ftebe, ift fiir Quther dag Cntjdjetdende. Troh oder gerade deSmwegen
hat jid) Quther nabher mit dem J{lam befat, um imitande zu fein,
por diefer falfdjen Lehre zu warnen und jie 3u widerlegen.

€3 ijt aber aud) nidht pon geringer Bedeutung, in diefem Ju-
fammenhang Melandthonsd Stellung zum Jflam fennen zu lernen.
Jhn bejtimmte nidht allein dag JInterejje ded driftliden Theologen,
fondern Dad Dded Hiftorifers. Eigentlih war Melandthon in der
LQage, den Jilam diel befjer fennen zu lernen, ald Quther e3 vermodhte.
Cinmal war jein- Hausd ein internationaler Treffpuntt fiir Theologen
aus den veridjiedeniten LQindern. WBei einer Gelegenheit waren nidht
wentger al8 elf jremdlandifdge Gajte zugegen, die je eine andere
Spradje fpraden, darunter dag Hebrdijde, da3 Pannonifde, daj
Senetiide, das iirfifhe und dad Avabifde. Vtelandhthon ijt
direft mit Arabern in Beriihrung gefomimen, wie audy mit @tubentej;
und Miffionaren aus Lindern, wo der Proteftantismus mit dem
Xflam zujammenitie.  Yud) wird Melandthon auf den vielen Kon-
ferengen, an Ddenen er teilnabhm, mit WMannern ufammengetroffen
fein, die den Jflam aud eigener Anjdauting fannten. - Sobann Hat
Melandgthon feine Freunde ausdriicklicy aufgefordert, thm mitzue
teilen, wenn fie etwag itber die Tiirfen witgten. Aud) jtand er im
regen Briefwed)fel mit jeinen bielen Freunden, die aus PVannonien,
Ungarn, der iirfet, qus Jtalien, Afrifa. und Spanten ihm. mandes
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Wertbolle iiber den ilam Dberidhten fonnten. Romumen Hingu die
bielen Sdjriften, die itber den Tiirfen und jeine Religion beridhteten
und die Melandthon fannte und a8, oder zu denen er ein LVormwort
jhrieb und deren JInhalt fogar von Melandythons Mitarbeit zeugt.
Dennocd) bleibt e3 eine Frage, ob Meland)thon feine Renntniije desd
Jflam auf Quellenftudien, wie ed Quther getan Hat, oder nur auf
den Forjdungen und Beriditen anderer aufgebaut Hhat. b der
Qoran fiir Melandthons firdhenhijtorijde Tatigfeit ald Quelle ge-
dient Yat, lat fidy nidht einmal beweifen, obwohl er Quthers Yrbeiten
auf diefem Gebiet ertdhnt und ihm, jo muf man geradezu annehmen,
aud) bet diefen Studien zur Seite gejtanden haben wird.

Bum BWerdruf der Religiondwiffenidaftler Hhat Melandthon
ebenfofebhr wie Quibher den Abjolutheitdaniprud) ded Chriftentums
bertreten und dad Fiir ober Wider Chriftum al8 das @ntfc’f)‘eibenb,e
bei Der Beurtetlung einer Religion betont.®) Ebenfalls Hhat er in
Sadjen der natiirlidjen Sotteserfenntnis den Mohammedanern Ge-
reditigfeit toiderfabren lajjen. Melandthon Hhat die Summe mo-
hammedanifder  Lehren ald rationalifijde Religion bezeidhnet, da
Mohammed aud ihr alle Artifel audgejdhieden Hatte, die nidht mit .
der Ratio pereinbar waren. Jnfolgedefen ftellt Melandython nidt
in Ybrede, daf die Wohammiedaner um Sott wiffen, erwahnt viel-
mehr, daf fie den Sdidpfer der ganzen Natur anrufen.”) Er De-

) Quid est totum regnum Mahometicum, nisi blasphemia in
Filium? Hic est enim nervus illius regni, quod Christus non sit Deus,
et non sit redemptor generis humani: Tollit personam et officium:
id est, tollit ea’ quae ‘sunt propria personae et officii” (&te. 90). Wie
f5fler fiber Melandgthonsd Einftellung gum Fflam wurteilt, fet nur an einem
Beifpiel gegeigt: ,Nod) in der lepten Borlefung bor feinem Tobe itber Jef.
53 fommt Melandthon auf dad muhamumedanifdhe Unverjtdndnis gegeniiber
dem Eiifnetode Ehrifti gu jpredjen. - Er ift fo fehr im lutherifden Denfen
Eefcmgen, baf er uniillfiiclich die im eigenen Zanbe aufiretende Oppofition
gegen dad sola fide audj in anbere Religionen hineinprojiziert. Der arti-
culus stantis et cadentis Ecclesiae ift die Wegjdeide fiir alle wabhre und
falfcge Religion, gu der aud) der Fflam zahlt.. Melandhthon et gleihjam
die Apologte ded Upojtel Paulus. fort, wenn er gu den Jubden und Heiden,
fliv die das Kreuz ein drgernid bedeutet, al3 neuefte Cruppe diefer Kategorie
die Muhammedaner fiigt” (91).

) “Invocant Mahomeétistae Deum universae. naturae conditorem:

. Turci etsi dicunt se invocare unum Deum, conditorem coeli et
terrae. . . . Intelligunt esse aliquid numen” . .. Mahometistae retinent
particulam doctrinae: dicunt esse Deum et esse eum iudicaturum. et
resuscitaturum mortuos, daturum iustis vitam aeternam” (50).
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zetdinet fogar den Artifel des Jflam bon der Einheit Gottes al8
einen grofen Artifel. Jn einem Gefprdd), das zwifden einem
Hieronhmusd de Ladfi und Suleimann (1520-1560) gefiihrt worden
ijt, fragt der Gultan Hieronymus nad) Luther, ob er ihn fenne und
gefehen Habe, und in welden Dingen LQutbher eine Inderung in Cu-
ropa Derbeigefithrt Dhabe. A8 ihm Hieronymus antiwortete, daf
Quther den abergldubifden Gotteddienit aufgehoben BHabe, Habe
Guletmann geantivortet, daf Quther wohl ein grofer Piann fei,
aber nod) nidht an dad Lidht gefommen jei, deflen jid) die Poham-
medaner erfreuten. Melandithon Dbemerft bhierzu, daf died wolhl
eine beadjtensiwerte Grzahlung fei, weil die Mohammedaner mit
ihrem Artifel bon der Einheit Sottes glauben, etivad GSrofes zu be-
fennen — und e8 it ein grofer Artifel, fiigt er Hingu.®) Wo immer
er aber diefed Befenninid der WMobammedaner anfiihrt, unterlaft
er e3 nie hervorzubeben, daf Heiden und Tiirfen bet diefem ibhren
Befenninis dennod) bon dem walhren Gott abirren, weil fie leugnen,
daf er der Gott jei, der feinen eingeborenen Sofhn ald Erlsfer in die
Welt gefandt habe. Die Folge fet dann audy die, daf jie Gott nidt
alg ihren Gott befennen fonnen,®) daf fie einen Gott Haben, der
menjdligen Vorjtellungen und Wimjden entfpricht, etnen anthropo-
morphen Gott. Sid) des Urtifels von der Cinheit Gotted rithmen
obhne Chriftum heiht in bolliger Univiffenheit ded Dreteinigen Gotted
und der Heildtatjadjen leben. Darum enthalt der mohammedanifde
Glaube nur ein “dogma plausibile prophanis ingeniis” und bie
Qebre des Mohammed enthalte lepten Endes nidhtd anderes als einen
Beftandteil des Gefepes. Weil er die mohammedaniide Religion
al3 Gejegesreligion anjieht, weip Melandthon natiitlidh aud) pon
eingelnen Bejtimmungen der Heitden und Tiirfen zu fpreden, die
i) mit Geboten des Defalogs decen, in denen den Unhdangern des
Propheten faubered Cheleben, WMildiatigfeit und Freigebigleit, fo-
gar nilide und faritative Leiftungen geboten werden.’®)

§) “Illa quoque sunt digna memoria: quia Mahometistae putant
se aliquid magni dicere, quod tenent articulum de unitate Dei; est
magnus articulus” (50).

°) Nemo igitur Epicureorum, nemo Mahometistarum, nemo
Judaeorum, nemo adversariorum Evangelii poterit canere hunc ver-
sum: Deus meus es tu” (94).

)  Mahometistae, at alii, tantum docent particulam Legis de
quisbusdam externis et civilibus officiis. . . . Ita duo praecepta utilitatis
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Sndem Melandython die muslimijde Religion auf den Nenner
des8 Gefeges bringt, jtellt er ein fitr allemal feft, daf jebe Heidbnijche
Religion nidhts bon dem enthilt, wad und dad Evangelium offenbart,
daf fie aber ald Gefesesreligion allein auf dem Gefes aufgebaut ift.
Melandython ftellt felber die Frage, wad denn der Unterjdied zwifchen
der dyrijtlichen Qehre und den heidnijhen Religionen jei und beant-
wortet {ie auf diefe Weife: ,Alle andern Secten, Heidnijde, Mabho-
metijhe etc. find graufame verdampte Abgdtteren, und DHaben da-
neben nur ein Stiidlein vom gefeh, von euferlihen Sitten. Aber
vom Cbangelio, bon bergebung der Siinde durd) den Son Sottes,
Shefum Ehrijtum, wifjen jie nidhtd” (95). Ohne diefed Wijjen ijt
all ihr Tum Wertgeredytigteit, ihr Kultud gefdieht ex opere ope-
rato, ihre Haltung ijt gottlos. o entidjieden wendet jid) MVeland)-
thon gegen Deidnijche Religionen, obwofhl er e ijt, der den Moham-
medanern einen groBen Artifel zugefteht, den von der Cinbeit Gotted
und daf fie Gott ald Sdopfer anrufen. Delandthon Hat fid die
gange Frage nad) der natiirliden GotteSerfenntnid nidt leiht ge-
madyt, jondern fein jduberlidh) zwijdhen Gefes und Changelium ge-
fchieden. Und o fein, wie er zu untericheiden bermodhte, fonnte er
aud) das, wad zufammengehorte, zujammenitellen. ©o 3. B. wenn
er den Nadjweid erbringt, daf die mohammedanijde Religion {ich
in nidts von der Philofophie, gang vom Judentum 3u {hiveigen, un-
terfchetde.  uc) die Philojophie ijt eine Gejepedreligion, eine Er-
jdjeinung der religio naturalis. Plato, Xenophon, Wahomet, fie
alle fennen den Gefegeswillen Gottes. Aus der Lehre des Gejetes
ijt eben die Philojophie entjtanden, wie wir died von der mohamite-
dantjden umd jitdijdhen Religion aud) jagen miiffen. Aber iitber diefe
allgemeinen Ausdjagen itber Sott und feinen Willen, die alle aus der
revelatio generalis abguleiten {ind, fommen denn aud) die mohams-
medantichen und jitdijden Religionen nidht Hinaus trof ihres Cin-
Gott-Glaubens. So jind Philojophie und Religion, Religion und
Lhilojophie auf einen Nenner zu bringen. ,

Durd) Quther und Melandhthon it der (utherifhen Rirde eine
flave Crfenninid in begug auf dad rationelle Wiffen des Menjden

causa utcunque retinet: Non occides, et: Non furtum facies. Ethnici,
Hurcae, hoc sciunt: Non occides, Non moechaberis, etc. — Ethnici,
Mahometistae, seu Turcae, possunt etiam regere mores externos
honesta disciplina in coniugio legitime praestare castitatem, dare
eleemosynas, sobrie et temperanter vivere, etc.” (53).
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um Gott gegeben worden, indem diefed Wiffen al3d eine Sefehes-
erfenntnid8 und die Religionen der BVolfer als Gejepesreligionen
daraftertftert worden find. Damit ift bon vornherein nicht nur eine
flare Sdetdbung zwifden Sefes und Evangelium bollzogen worden,
fondern zugleid) aud) eine flare Sdeidung zwijden Religion und
Chriftentum.  Wo tmmer in der Rirdje die Frage nad) dem ratio-
nellen Wiffen ded Menfden um Gott beantivortet wird, entjdjeidet
e3 fich, ob wir nod) zwifden Gefes und Cbangelium, 3wifden natiir-
lidher umd getjtlicher Grfenntnis, zwifden Religionen auf der einen
Geite und Chriftentum auf der andern Seite einen grundlegenden
Unterjchied Hervorfehren. Unjere Antwort auf diefe Frage muf e
flar madyen, ob fiir uns die Religionen der Volfer nur auf dad ratio-
~ nelle Wifjen der Menjdhen suriidgehen, ob jie rationaliftijde Sebilde
find tm Gegenfap zum Chriftentum, dad {id) auf die Offenbarung
®ottes in Chrifto griindet. Unfere Antwort muf zeigen, ob ed un-
fere Peetnung ift, dak die Religionen der BVilfer eine Defondere
Offenbarung zur BVoraudjebung haben und darum auf gleide Stufe
mit dem Chriftentum zu jtellen jind, oder ob dad Chriftentum allein
eine foldhe Offenbarung Gotted fiir fid) in nfprud) nehmen fann.
Unjere Antwort muf jGlieplidg sum Ausdrud bringen, ob wir das
Chriftentum fiir die allein wabhre, die anderen NReligionen fiir falide
halten. Die Religionswiffenfdhaft wirft ja diefe Frage nad) der
mwahren Religion auf, aber indem fie einen ,Confenfus aller NReli-
gtonen” fordert und bom ,Seift ded @riftlichen Univerjalidmus”
fpridgt, legt fie fein DBefenntnid zur Wabrheit ab. Rohler zeigt,
ipie die bon Dder Religiondphilojophie aufgeworfene Frage nad) der
mwahren Religion jdon zur Reformationdzeit geftellt morden ift und
da Melandhthon jie fennt. Aud) dak thm das Problem, wie e
bereits in Nathan auftritt und in der Ringfabel in Ungrifi genom-
men wird, nidt fremd ijt. Kohler felber entzieht fid) der Beant-
mortung diefer Frage in feiner Arbeit, wo er auf den behaupteten
Borrang Mohammeds por Ehriftud zu jpredjen fommti und died
als den Hauptgrund bezeidhnet, weswegen Melandthon den Fjlam
periorfen Hat und dann fortfabhrt: ,O0 bdiefe Ueberordnung be-
redtigt oder eine bloge Unmakung ijt, [dkt fidy mit wiffenjdaitlichen
Mitteln nidt. entideiden. Dad ijt eine Glaubensirage.”

Wo ed jidh) um eine Glaubensfrage Handelt, die {ih nicht mit
wiffenfdaftlichen Mitteln entidjeiden [aBt, da follte dod) — man
miigte e gradezu annehmen — Dder befenninidtreue Theologe am
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bejten dazu imjtande jein, zwijchen Religion und Religion zu unter-
jeiden und in dad Wefen einer Religion eingudringen. Wber diefe
Fabigteit fpricht Kohler dem befenninistreuen Theologen, in diefem
Fall Melandthon, ab. Und wenn wir naher nad) der Urjacdhe fra-
gen, fo antiwortet Kohler: ,Weil er auf dem Bobden der Verbalinjpi-
ration jteht und darum Maitab und Wertmejjer, die er an dad ge-
famte innere und dqupere Gefdhehen der Menjdjen legt, der Bibel
entnommen hat.”  Und weil thm niemals der Gedanfe fommt, ,daf
e Gott dem Herrn aller Beiten und Lander und Volfer gefallen
Daben fonnte, vor und nad) feiner Offenbarung in Jejusd Chriftus
anderen Volfern in anderen Linbdern die ihrer Art gemdfen Fiihrer
sum Glauben und Sittlichfeit u jenden” (Ste. 121). Dad it nun
eine Antwort, die nidhtd zu winjden itbrig lapt. Sie bringt uns
sum BetuBtiein, um wasd e3 geht.

&3 geht zulest um dad eine, ob wir bei der Beantwortung un-
ferer Frage nad) dem rationellen Wijfen desd Menjden um Gott der
Edyrift folgen wollen oder nidht. Ste it e8 ja, die die Frage nad)
der Wahrheit beantmwortet, fie it e, die uns jagt, mwie e5 um bdie
Wahrheit in den Religionen Dder BVolfer bejtellt ijt. Der Wpoitel
Paulus erimdhnt ed zmweimal tm erften Rapitel de3 Romerbriefes,
ie die BVolfer mit der Wabhrheit umgegangen find, daf fjie ,die
Wahrheit in Ungerecdhtigiett auihalten” (Vers 18) und daf jie , Got-
ted Wahrheit beriandelt Haben in die Liige” (Vers 25). Jtur ver
i) bon diefen Worten der Schrift leiten lajt, wird in dad Wejen
fremder Religionen eindringen fonnen, obhne die Wabhrheit ju ver-
leugnen. Der befenntnidtrene Theologe braud)t i) wabhrlich nidht
in Vormwiirfen und verleumbderijden Erfindungen gegen die Heidni-
fhe Religion ergehen, um den Nad)weid zu erbringen, mwie die Vol
fer mit ihren Religionen ,die Wahrheit in Ungereditigteit aufhalten.”
Gr muf aber zeigen, warum die Heiden ohne Entjduldigung jind,
muf zeigen, dap ihre Gottlofigfeit und Ungeredytigteit nicht aus ln-
mijjenheit Hervorgeht, jondern ihrem eigenen befjeren Wiffen ivider-
fpricht. Jn der Tat, die Heilige Sdrift felber fagt uns, inmiefern
Gott den Heiden und jedem natiirligen Menjden erfennbar it und
mwad Romer 1, 18 und 25 mit der Wabhrheit gemeint ijt, die in fie
eindringt, die jie zu einem gottgemdpen Verhalten notigt, und dod)
nidht i) in threm Wandel und Leben durd)jeht und zur Seltung
fommt. Genug der Moglichfeit, um vbon diefer Wahrheit auf GSrund
pon Romer 1 zu jpredhen, mwie e3 Quither und Melandthon getan
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haben, und mie ir nidt anderd DHeidnijche Religionen daraufhin
pritfen und erforiden wollen. Nur daf wir untetjdeiden 3wijden
der Wabhrheit, die die Heiden befien, indem ibhnen die notitia Dei
in ihre Herzen eingejdrieben worden ijt, und der Wahrheit, die uns
da3 feligmacdjende Ebangelium von Jeju Ehrifto offenbart Hat.**)

So Hat denn der driftlihe Theologe mannigiaden Grund,
fid) um dad natiirliche Wiffen ded Menjdjen um Gottf, wie e8 uns
die Sdrift und unjere Befenntnifie lehren, 3zu bemiihen. Nicht
mweniger ald bei Quiher und Meland)thon {pielt dabet dad polemiid-
apologetifde Jntereffe eine Rolle. Wir {ind Heute jogar den Fremd-
religionen mebr auSgefet als Quther und Melandjthon zu ihrer
Beit.  Nidt nur dedwegen, weil und die Religionswifjenjdaft un-
ferer Tage mehr ald je in eine Disfuifion iiber die Weltreligionen
Hineingieht, jondern weil die Volfer tm Laufe der Jahrhunderte nad
der Reformation einander viel ndbher gebrad)t worden {ind, bejondersd
durd) die beiden lehten grofen Weltfriege. Dadurd) find wir dem
Cinfluf frembder Religionen und Philojophien, die dem Ebangelio
miderfpredien, audgefept. Wie haben wir da nidht ju waden und
3u beten, dafy und nidht die flare Crfenntnid der Wahrheit genoms-
men iverde. Wie Haben wir ald Theologen docd) die Aufgabe, unsd
tmmer mehr in den Stand zu jeBen, redit zu leiten und zu fithren
bei Der Beurteilung frembder Religionen. Wie gehort dad dod)
hinein tn unjere taglidge Seeljorge, wo wir dauernd Fragen gegen-
itberitehen, die fich auf Weltereignijje und auf die Religion und dasd
Qebent der BVolfer der Welt begiehen. Kommt hingu unfjer Mifjions-
intereffe, das Jid) auf viel mehr Volfer erftrecdt ald zu LQuithers und
Melandhthonsd Feiten. Ju unferer Mifiiondaufgabe gehort eben
aud) die, dafy wir die Religion und dad Leben der Vienjden fennen
lernen miifjen, unter denen wir mifjionieren wollen. Und wenn dad
aud) nur dem Mijjtonar gelingt, der jahrzehntelang inmitten einesd
petdntfchen Volfes mifftoniert hat, o {ind dod) die Grundjake fiir die
Beurteilung eined Volfes, tie jie von Quiher und Meland)thon nte-
dergelegt worden find, bon jo entiheidender Bedeutung, daf wir jie
“niemals und nirgendwo auBer adyt laffen diirfen, jondern fie ung
immer ivieder bergegenidrtigen miitffen. Wenn darum in unferer

) Wad den Vegriff “aletheia” anbelangt, fet Hier gunddjt nur auf
Gtodhardts Kommentar zu Romer 1 hingemiefen. Auf diefen Vegriff
nafer eingugefen, fet einem eiteren Artifel itber diefed Thema vorbehalten.
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SOuartalidrift Ausfithrungen itber dies unfer Thema in zwanglofer
Fortiebung folgen, jo gefdyieht dad in der 1tberzeugung, daf €8 jid)
um etn Thema Handelt, dad uns, mwie jeded andere theologijche Thema,
soingt, die Frage zu ftellen: Wad jagt die Sdrift? €3 gejdhieht
aber aud) in der Tiberzeugung, daf wir die Grundiage fitr die redhte
Beurteilung fremder Religionen in unfern Befenninididriften und
in Quthers und Melandthons Sdriften borfinden und daf Ddiefe
Grundijase bon uns Heute wiederholt in Seeljorge und Miffion ur
Anmwendung gebradit werden miiffen. B. Peters.

The Fourth Sunday after Epiphany
Text: 1 John 3:19-20

“And hereby we know that we are of the truth, and shall assure
our hearts before him. For if our heart condemn us, God is greater
than our heart, and knoweth all things.”

“There was a great calm,” those are the beautiful closing words
of today’s Gospel, which tells of the voyage of Christ and His dis-
ciples over the Sea of Gennesareth. The wind was at rest. The
waves subsided. Calm returned to the sea. Calm returned also to
the hearts of the disciples. Their fear of perishing left them. The
hope of rescue returned. Their hearts were at rest. Theirs must
have been a great peace and contentment.

That is evident to everyone who has come out of the storm into
calm waters. You do not have to sail over the sea to get into storms.
Cares and troubles too are storms which toss a man to and fro.
They can strike great fear into the heart. How often does not a
man feel as if he must perish in the storm-tossed waves! There are
still other waters and waves of which we may say with the Psalmist:
They are come in unto my soul; they have passed over me. These
are the distress and affliction of a believing soul concerning its eternal
salvation. But, thanks be to God, even in these severe storms, which
arise against the believer, his heart ever and again can, yea, shall be-
come calm. We can rebuke the wind and the waves. Such great
power has God given unto men. We rebuke them with God’s Word,
with passages like today’s text. And we do not do it in vain. A
great calm, a blessed calm, comes into our hearts. It is of this that
we shall speak today.

EVEN IN THE STORM OF -SEVERE AFFLICTION THE
BELIEVER'S HEART KNOWS A BLESSED CALM
Let us:
1. Contemplate attentively this blessed state of heart.
2. Gain a better understanding of its great significance.



42 The Fourth Sunday after Epiphany.

1
Let us contemplate this blessed state of heart.

The holy apostle John makes us realize what a sublime thmcr
that state is when he says: We shall assure our hearts before him,
if our heart condemn us. Here, then, he is speaking of a wonderful
peace of heart in the midst of the greatest unrest, of a firm confidence
in the midst of temptation unto despair; of a living hope in the midst
of hope-killing fears.” For when the heart, our heart, condemns us,
this spells nothing but unrest, faint-hearted despondency, hopeless
despair. Yet in the midst of all this the heart is to become calm.

For believing hearts there are times of calm without severe
storms. At such times the sky is bright. The sun of grace is un-
clouded. The soul has a lively knowledge of the grace in Christ.
It vividly realizes the full redemption in the blood of the Lamb. It
sees the approach to God opened wide before it. It knows, with a
blessed assurance, that it is reconciled to God. It also feels the hand
of grace that sustains it, the streams of love that pour down upon it
from God, the heavenly Father. It enjoys and tastes grace and all
its delights. It has an experience of salvation unmarred by any
doubts. It is clearly aware of the witness of the Holy Spirit. It sees
in itself the work and the activity of the Holy Spirit. God’s Word
is dear to it. Like sacrificial incense, prayers ascend freely to the
throne of God. The thoughts and desires are devoted to God. —
How pleasant such times are! Of course, storms of affliction are
not lacking entirely, but — they do not alarm the soul. Though
storms of tribulation coine, the soul is not shaken. It says to itself:
The situation is bad, but haven’t you your God? Why will you be
cast down? With its faith it is firmly anchored in God’s faithfulness
and grace, and — so the storms of tribulation have no power over it.

Again, there are afflictions that arise out of the sinful lusts, but
— they are not able to wrest the soul completely away from the right
to the wrong course. It says: What are all the pleasures of earth
compared to the pleasure and joy I have in Christ? Without doing
the soul any damage, yes, without disturbing it particularly, the storm
passes over.

The really bad storms, those that come raging over the Christian
soul with devastating power and that threaten its destruction, are of
a different nature. They are the doubts on the question: Am I
standing in grace? The anchors which till then bound the soul to
God tear away. The heart loses its firm confidence: You have a gra-
cious God. It loses its joyful realization of grace. It no longer sees
any evidence that it is a new creature through God’s grace. It prays
— but its prayers are like a cry that is swallowed up by the wind. It
would like to taste God’s grace once more, but all seeking for it is
like throwing an anchor into a bottomless sea, where it finds no hold.
It laments: Why art Thou so far from helping me, and from the words
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of my roaring? — Those are storms that fill the heart with despair
and fear, with a deadly unrest. And yet in the midst of it all rest,
peace, and calm are to reign. The Christian can, yea, must rebuke
also such severe storms.

But how? How are we to turn such a despondent heart into
a hopeful one, such a restless heart into a calm one? Our text gives
us the words which have the power to rebuke the wind and waves
and to conjure the storm of affliction. They are the words: God is
greater than our heart and knoweth all things.

God knoweth all things. He knows you too, dear Christian.
He knows your heart and the deepest depths and the most secret
ways of your heart. You, too, a Christian with Spirit-anointed and
Spirit-enlightened eyes, have learned to know your heart and its
nature. Yes, in times of affliction you realize as fully as never before
the depth of corruption that is in your heart. At such times the hid-
den abomination in it is raked up before your opened eyes. You then
learn to know your heart as being desperately wicked as well as de-
ceitful, as a sepulchre full of decay, full of anti-godly thoughts, full
of enmity against God, full of mistrust, full of discontent. You know
that yourself. How much more fully, do you think, is this known
to God Who knoweth all things? His eyes penetrate much, much
deeper than yours. Far better than you does He see in your heart
the abundant evidence of spiritual death. Far, far better than you
‘does He perceive how your remorse, your faith are still pitiful patch-
work; and how you are still held by your flesh with many a captive
bond.

At this point you may well cry out: Stop! You are cutting my
heart to the quick. Do you call that stilling the storm, the affliction
and dire distress. of the soul, when you hold up before my eyes the
fact that God knows the corruption of my heart, my worthlessness,
my damnableness much better than I do! You are not stilling the
storm, you are only adding to its fury.

And I say: Not at all. Just listen! Did not God know the ways
of your heart before you were born, from eternity? Most certainly.
Even then He knew the ways of your heart through and through,
and your entire conduct throughout your whole life. He knew your
heart through and through, what it was and what it would be like,
down to its most hidden depths, when you as a new-born child, with
all ‘vour sinful corruption, were brought to Him in Baptism. He
knew how much you would waver, stagger, and stumble; how you at
one moment would be over-confident and in the next bereft of hope;
how you would now rejoice in Him, but soon forsake Him; how
you would now trust Him fully, but soon again mistrust Him. Thus
He knew you in your utterly wretched condition. Yet He did not
prevent the baptismal water from conferring on you the grace of adop-
tion. Surely it was within His power to do so. Later He did not
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keep the saving Word from you, so that you could not have heard it.
He could have done that too as a matter of mere willing. He did not
keep from you the cup of grace, containing the blood of Christ, did
not prevent your lips from touching it, and your heart from drinking
life and salvation. He certainly could have done that too, had it been
solely a matter of His power. He certainly could have taken you,
miserable wretch, who wavered and staggered so much, you who were
utterly unworthy, and could have kept you distant from all grace.
But he did not do so, although He knew your utter unworthiness.
Now, if in spite of your unworthiness, known to Him long before,
ves, from eternity, if He in spite of that turned His grace to you, to
you, when you were a little child laden with the filth and curse of
sin, when you could not even cry out: I am so undeserving and un-
worthy, why will you, now that you recognize your damnableness,
now that you are overwhelmed by your death in sin, and now that
you cry out: I am totally unworthy before God, totally undeserving
of His grace — why will you now think that you are shut out from
grace? Tell me, has your unworthiness undergone any change? Not
at all. Only, now first you see fully what God recognized in you
long, long ago. And yet he most certainly bestowed His grace upon
vou long ago in your baptism. No, say rather: My unworthiness did
not hinder or prevent God from bestowing His grace upon me at that
time; therefore it shall not now hinder me in clinging to God’s grace
by faith, though I truly recognize my unworthiness and my corrupt
state, and really feel the death which sin brings in its wake.

In spite of this the afflicted soul says: The fact that I am totally
unworthy and sunk in the mire of sin’s corruption, that would not
hinder me in believing that I am nevertheless a partaker of grace,
and that I have a gracious God. But faith — that’s just my trouble.
There is not a trace of such a faith and its comfort in me. I am
without hope, full of despair; my heart condemns me, telling me that
I have no share in God’s grace.

Very well, in this extremity remember that your heart is not the
last court of appeal. . Remember that your case does not, finally,
depend on your heart’s feeling of comfort or feeling of despair. No,
God is greater than your heart. And what does that mean? Does
it, by chance, mean this: When your heart does not speak to you
of the experience and enjoyment of grace, then too God’s grace con-
cerning you must lapse? When your heart despairs of your salvation,
then God too must be at His wits’ end concerning it? When your
heart condemns you, telling you that you are without any righteous-
ness, then too the righteousness won for you by Christ must become
invalid to God and before God? Don’t you see that then your heart
would be greater than God, and would compel Him to do and think
regarding you as your heart feels and experiences?

But now God is greater than your heart. If there is nothing
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in your heart but death, and sin there exercises its power, bruising
and slaying you, and not granting you even a taste of grace, still
grace is mightier than sin, and God is greater than your heart. While
your heart tortures itself, quakes, and agonizes under doubts as to
your salvation, there is in the heart of God nothing but certainty and
confidence that you must be saved. He Himself says: My righteous-
ness shall not be abolished. That is the righteousness which He had
Christ gain for you through His suffering and death. Yes, that
righteousness is Christ Himself, Who won it for you. Therefore your
heart may be terrified by the damning voice of your sin, and it may
seem to you that your righteousness had succumbed to your sin. It
matters not, for God is greater than your heart; your righteousness
is in His hand, namely Christ, the Lamb of your redemption; and
this righteousness feels no fear before your sin’s damning sentence
and your heart’s despairing wail.

Now you see how you may still the storm of affliction. When
afflicted, you must not consult the feelings of your heart. Say to
yourself: It is not necessary that I feel the power and comfort of
faith, stirring my heart, making me certain, and giving me a sweet
enjoyment of grace. I can bear it cheerfully that my heart condemns
me, as though there were no faith in. me, or as though my faith were
nothing. Because of that I still dare not harbor thoughts of -despair
and lament myself as lost and damned. For I dare not blaspheme
the most gracious God Who says to me: I am greater than your heart.
Therefore: i

Though my heart spake naught but “Nay,”
God’s Word, more sure, all doubts shall lay.
(Tr. by W. H. F.)

If you, dear Christian, will in this way rebuke the storm of afflic-
tion with the eternally unchanging Word of God, then you can calm
yvour heart, even though it condemn you. God’s promise in the Word
will save you and therefore also preserve you in the justifying faith
unto the end.

This is a blessed thing, to be able to calm your heart in the storm
of affliction — to calm it, mark you, before God. That is the most
blessed thing about it. That means that it is a different way than
the accursed and damning one followed by frivolous and fleshly-
minded men. Whenever they are frightened by their sins, and their
heart begins to place them before God, the Holy Judge, and to con-
demn them, they immediately set to work to banish such thoughts
of God in order to get some peace of mind. They may in this way
calm their hearts, but not before God. But the afflicted believer who
rebukes the storm of affliction with the immovable Word of God
attains a condition most blessed in this, that though indeed he places
himself before the holy God in His majesty, he yet can become master
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of his self-condemning heart and can calm it before God. Surely,
that is an extremely blessed state of heart. It is also of very great
importance.

Therefore let us:
II

Recognize its great significance.

This state is a testimony of very great significance. It testifies
to something entirely different than appearances would lead us to
think. Such times of severe distress, when the believer’s heart con-
demns him, and he barely calms his heart with the divine truth that
God is greater than his heart, might be looked upon as times of poor
spiritual health for the Christian. It might seem as though he were
not making satisfactory progress as a child of God, yes, as though
God did not really look upon him as His dear child because of a
fundamental shortcoming. But this state of affliction appears thus
only to those people who have no deep insight and but little judgment
in spiritual matters. :

Quite the contrary is true. This very condition, in which you
quiet your heart against the waves of great distress, and you
really succeed in doing so, is a true and clear indication, a reliable
witness of true childhood with God. For thus speaks the apostle:
Hereby do we know that we are of the truth, and shall assure our
hearts before him. For if:our heart condemn us, God is greater than
our heart. So it does not testify against your being a child of God if
yvou, in the distress of affliction, must wrestle with a heart that con-
demns you, and if you must fight with the sword of the Spirit, and
in that way alone can calm your heart before God. On the contrary,
" it bears clear and decisive testimony for your being a child of God.
Because of such distress you are not to think that you belong to the
sham Christians, and that your faith is an illustion.” You are, rather,
to conclude from that, in accordance with the divine t‘eaiching and in-
struction given here, that you belong to the sincere Christians, and
that your faith, thank God, is entirely of the right order. Does not
God scourge every son whom He receiveth? Does He not chastise
His children?  Now, thus He deals with you too. In that way‘He
testifies to you what you are to Him: His child. We are to work
out our own salvation with fear and trembling, are we not? It is into
this school of discipline that God takes us by means of such distress.
Thus He testifies to you that through His gracious working in you
yvou are really engaged in working out your salvation, and that in
spite of all else your state is as good as' it possibly can be.

Accordingly, this spiritual condition is also ‘a very comforting
testimony. For this fact always remains our best comfort that we
are called and are the children of God, and that finally we are to be
heirs also and thus be saved. The evidence for that we have in the
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very fact that God humbles us deeply and lets us experience much
distress at such times when our heart condemns us and finds rest
only in this, that we, without any uplifting sensations in our hearts,
cling only to the Word. At such times our sorrow is turned into joy;
out of the very darkness, seemingly invincible, a comforting light
breaks forth. For that reason the upright Christian can thank his
God for such times of distress, following the example of all the saints
of God, Ps. 118:21, and can also be truly willing to bear the cross
of severe affliction, Ps. 119: 71, since he well knows that it must serve
the one purpose of exalting him to glory with Christ, Ps. 18: 35; Rom.
8: 28-30.

Such comfort is the experience of the true and sincere Christians,
not of the sham Christians, the impenitent and the frivolous. Not of
the impenitent, because they, whenever their heart begins to condemn
them on account of their sin and unworthiness, follow an entirely
different course than the true Christians. Then the latter have, so
to speak, an ear only for the damning voice of their own heart and
an eye only for the sinful, accursed figure which they, according to
the damning judgment of their own heart, present in the court of a
holy God, the figure which their heart shows them in the mirror of
the law. Theirs, surely, is not the course of casting only a fleeting
glance in that direction, and then quickly turning away and banishing
all thought as to what manner of men they are, James 1:24. But
such is the way of the impenitent. Whenever their heart begins to
condemn them and cause them uneasinéss, it does not occur to them
to pause, to pay attention to the damning voice and to give ear to it.
Far from it. They seek, rather, to silence that voice. They are not
the kind of people who, sorrowfully and tearfully, are willing to have
their full misery of sin exposed to God’s sight. No, they want to
cover up and conceal everything before God. Such men surely will
not appear before God with the lament: Alas! my God, Thou Holy
One, my heart condemns me, and that justly, because of my totally
corrupt state in sin, nor can my heart do anything else, but I comfort
myself with Thy Word, that Thou art greater than my heart and
dost graciously absolve me. There is nothing, nothing they shun as
much as appearing before the holy countenance of God.  So-we need
not fear that they might-apply to themselves the great comfort which
here is given to all true Christians for times of affliction.

Neither can the frivolous enjoy this comfort.  They have no earnest
desire to be saved. To give themselves over to pleasure in this world,
to enjoy life, to be honored, to make a great show and to nurse their
vanity — ah, in such things they are very much in earnest. But in
regard to their souls’ salvation? Never. Nor is it their way, when
their heart troubles them now and then with its damning thoughts,
to become a bit more earnest, to pay some attention, and to entertain
anxious thoughts regarding their salvation. Their way is not to
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venture into God’s presence with words such as these: Oh, my God,
my heart condemns me and makes me fearful of my salvation, and
I have no other comfort in my great distress concerning my salvation
than Thy Word, which says that Thou art greater than my heart, that
Thou certainly harborest for me thoughts of salvation, and that Thou
wilt save me. That, you see, would mean becoming serious regarding
the soul’s salvation. That is not the style of the frivolous. So again
we need not fear that they might appropriate the precious comfort
of today’s text to themselves, though it does not apply to them at all.

Neither the impenitent nor the indifferent can gain that comfort.
There is, therefore, no foundation for the fear that we might overdo
the work of bringing comfort, that we might make the impenitent and
indifferent only more hardened and more secure.

Only those actually enjoy this comfort for whom it is given,
the afflicted children of God. For them there can never be too
much comfort. They need a rich measure of comfort. God wants
to see abundant comfort offered them. For He says: Comfort, com-
fort ye my people. It is as if He would say: Give them a rich
measure of comfort. To this one thing His children must cling, if
they are to win the victory in their severe battles and storms. That
is just what our gracious heavenly Father wants. It is His will that
always light be sown for the righteous, and gladness for the upright
in heart. It is His will that upon those who here go through heavy
storms and great unrest the words may be fulfilled: There remaineth
therefore a rest to the people of God. For he that is entered into his
rest, he also hath ceased from his own works, as God did rest from
His. Amen. :

— From Hoenecke, “Wenn ich nur dich habe.” Translated by
Werner Franzmann.

CORRIGENDUM

We wish to call the attention of our readers to an omission on
p. 265 of the October number, 1940, of the “Quartalschrift”, which has
robbed the paragraph under “C. A Review of our Synod’s Course”
of its sequence. Between the third and the fourth sentence of this
paragraph the two sentences are to be inserted: “Here we face a real
test of our sincerity. It will be remembered that our Wisconsin
Synod had no part in shaping the agreement”. (Continue with the
fourth sentence: “It has also been shown that this was due etc. etc.”)
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Jit died etwa Kirdengemeinfdait? — Rangels und Altar-Gemeinjdhaft
bejteht nidht zifdgen der Umerifanifhen LQuiferifen Rirdje und der BVer-
einigten Quiberifgen Kirdge. Dadurd) laffen {idh die beiden Korperfdhaften
aber nidgt abfalten, getviffe fHrdjliche Wrbeit gemeinfant zu betreiben. Fol=

. genbde Notiz ift einem Veridht tm , Quth. Herold” vom 31. Oftober 1940 ent=
nomuen.

.Dap die Jufamumenarbeit der verjdjiedenen luthertjchen Kircdhen umnz
fers Qambed eimen guten Sdritt boritpdrtd getam Yat, zeigte fich, alg der
BVericht die angenommene CEmpfehlung bradte, die gemeinfame
Arbeit Dder Ymerifanifdhen und Der VWereirfigten Jutherijdhen RKirche
unter den Negern guigubeifen. Ein von beiden SKirchenisrpern
gutgefeifener Befdluf forgt fitr die A uszbildung bon farbigen Pajto-
ren und Diafomiffen und beabiidhtigt, felbitandige Kirdjen ind Leben 3zu
rufen.  Der Plan ift, daf dem Neger die beftmigliche Gelegenbeit gegeben
werben {oll, jeine Talente zur allgemeinen Wofhlfahrt zu entmideln. — Cin
agnlidger Sdritt fiir die beffere Verftandigung zivifdhen Den obengenannten -
tirdgligen Korperidaften fourde unternommen, ald man die Jufam=
menarbeit in der Cindeimifden Miffion in FTeras
guthiel, die von Paftoren beider Shnoden in Gang gefebt worden ift.”

It bagd Kirdengemeinjdhaft? Wenn nidi, wasd ift e3? Und wenn,
warunt dann nidt volle Gemeinfdaft?

Diefe Frage wurde aud) auf der WVerjammlung der merifanijhen
Qutherijden RKirche zu Detroit aufgeivorfen und eingefend befandelt, aber
nicht itbergeugend beantmortet. Der Lutheran Standard vom 9. FNovember
1940 beridtet:

“This matter of intersynodical cooperation in Colored and Mexican
Missions (Wie der deutfhe Veridht, jiehe obenm, andeutet, Hanbdelt es fich
um Mifjion unter Megifanern in Terad. — M.) was the subject of some
little discussion and the question was raised whether the question of church
fellowship is wnvolved in it. President Poppen expressed the conviction
that this question is not involved. The proposed cooperation is comparable
to that now existing between our Church and the U. L. C. at their Semi-
nary in Rajahmundry, India, and to the cooperation achieved in the field
of Inner Missions here in the home land. We are not thinking of estab-
lishing a fourteenth district of our A. L. C. in the Colored Mission field,
but of helping our colored brethren to establish the Afro-American
Church as a self-governing, self-supporting body.” M.

Statement by the Missouri Synod Committee for Lutheran Union.
— It was known for some time that the Missouri Synod Committee on
Lutheran Union had prepared a document setting forth in final form
what in the Commissioners’ estimation still prevented the establishment
of pulpit and altar fellowship between their own synod and the A. L. C,



50 Sirdengejdhichtliche Notigen.

to be more specific, what they considered as objectionable in the A. L. C.
Declaration, in the Sandusky Resolutions, and in other recent acts of the
A. L. C. A copy of this Statement was not available till now. Since
the Detroit convention of the A. L. C., however, the text has become public.
The statement is addressed to the Fellowship Committee of the A. L. C,
and is signed by W. Arndt, Chairman, and F. H. Brunn, Secretary, in the
name of the Missouri Synod Committee for Lutheran Union.

The text follows.

“You have requested us to state candidly what in our view after the
1938 resolutions of the Hon. American Lutheran Church and the Missouri
Synod still stands in the way of actual church fellowship between our
church bodies. We appreciate the spirit in which this request is made,
believing that it reflects both the desire to see church fellowship between
our two bodies established and the earnest wish to do nothing which is
contrary to the will of our heavenly Lord and King. Our first sentiment
must be one of gratitude toward God for having blest our joint efforts in
that remarkable degree which the resolutions of 1938 manifest. It is our
prayer that full unity in doctrine and practice may be established and
maintained.

“In answering . the question as to what prevents the immediate dec-
laration of church fellowship, we point first to the relations which, on the
one hand, the Hon. A. L. C. sustains toward its sister synods of the
American Lutheran Conference and which, on the other hand, our own
church body sustains toward its sister synods in the Synodical Conference.
It would not be right or wise, we believe, that our churches should enter
into a fellowship which the sister bodies on either side object to or are not
willing to share. The situation presents a problem to your church body -
and likewise a problem to our Synod for which, we hold, solutions must
be found before we can declare fellowship to have been established.

“In addition there have arisen questions to which we have pointed in
the course of our joint discussions since 1938, questions which have dis-
turbed the minds of men in Synodical Conference circles. The first one
of these pertains to the sentence of your official doctrinal Declaration of
1938, ‘God purposes to justify those that have come to faith.” The fear
has been voiced that here there is implied an assumption of an interval
between the creation of faith and the justifying act of God, and possibly
a denial of the doctrine of objective justification. You, the Commissioners
of the A. L. C, have given us a satisfactory declaration on this point,
stating that according to your teaching ‘justification takes place, of course,
in the same moment in which man comes to faith,” and you have declared,
‘We adhere to the doctrine of objective or universal justification.’

“Next, several items in the resolutions adopted by your Hon. church
body in Sandusky in 1938 have aroused misgivings. One of these resolu-
tions states, ‘We are firmly convinced that it is neither necessary nor pos-
sible to agree in all non-fundamental doctrines.” It has been held by some
that the sentence is too sweeping, granting complete freedom of teaching
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regarding doctrines that are non-fundamental. You gave us a state-
ment which satisfied us, reading, ‘It was asked whether it was not true
that all Scripture doctrines are binding, whether they are fundamental or
non-fundamental. The answer was: ‘To be sure, everything that the
Scriptures teach is God’s Word and therefore binding.’ The statement
was included in our Sandusky resolutions because Point 3 of the St. Louis
resolutions could be understood as meaning that for the time being the
Declaration given was sufficient and disagreement in those well-known
points was to be tolerated, but that actual establishment of church fellow-
ship cannot take place until agreement even in those points was reached.
While we are ready to continue the discussion on these points, certainly
the erection of church fellowship should not be made contingent on the
result of these deliberations; church fellowship is justified and can be
practiced even if no agreement is reached on these points” — We noted
with gratitude your assurance, expressed also in the Sandusky resolutions,
that you are willing to discuss the non-fundamental points mentioned in
your Declaration, viz. Antichrist, conversion of Israel (Rom. 11, 25),
physical resurrection of the martyrs (Rev. 20, 4), beginning of the Thou-
sand Years (Rev. 20), as also the attainment of uniform terminology in
speaking of the church, in the hope that full unanimity in these points also
may be reached. It is understood, of course, that, as you say, everything
that the Scriptures teach is God’s Word and therefore binding.

“Another statement in the Sandusky resolutions which caused ap-
prehension in our circles is the following: ‘We believe that the Brief State-
ment viewed in the light of our Declaration is not in contradiction to the
Minneapolis Theses.” It was held that through the phrase ‘in the light
of’ the endorsement of the doctrinal content of the Brief Statement by
your Hon. church body became meaningless. On this point, too, you have
given us an explanation which we have found satisfactory, saying in effect
that you consider all points of doctrine contained in the Brief Statement
to be Scriptural, though you do hold that with regard to the above men-
tioned five points the divergence you specifically referred to is not divisive,
and that your endorsement of the doctrinal content of the Brief Statement
does not extend to all points of argumentation and exegesis.

“Finally, the statement in the Sandusky resolutions with reference to
membership in the American Lutheran Conference, ‘We are not willing
to give up this membership,” has caused some questioning in Synodical
Conference circles. It was held that here the A. L. C. definitely stated
it was unwilling to leave the A. L. Cf. even if its sister synods refused to
place themselves on the same confessional basis, both of doctrine and prac-
tice, as the A. L. C. and the Missouri Synod. You have given us a
declaration on this point which we found satisfactory, reading, ‘This is
no absolute statement, but one conditioned by the future development of
the A. L. Cf’ ]

“We are confident that the Hon. A. L. C. will give its approval to
your above quoted declarations and that we may be privileged to report



52 Sirchengefchichtliche JNotigen.

to our own church body when it meets in 1941 that these difficulties have
been removed.

“Another difficulty which in our opinion must be adjusted before
church fellowship between our two bodies can be established pertains to
relations of your church body to the Hon. U. L. C. A. The church papers
have reported that through the adoption of paragraphs on unionism, lodge
membership, and the inspiration of the Holy Scriptures by the commissions
of the A. L. C. and the U. L. C. A. all obstacles in the way of fellowship
between these two bodies have been removed. While we certainly would
rejoice if the U. L. C. A. should place itself on the foundation on which
your Hon. church body and our own synod are standing, we do not see
how the Missouri Synod could enter into church fellowship with the
A. L. C. if the latter establishes fellowship with a church body which does
not share our joint doctrinal basis. The item of chief importance is the
so-called Pittsburgh Agreement on the Inspiration of the Holy Scriptures,
an agreement which particularly later developments have proved to be
inadequate.

“Furthermore, before fellowship can be established we hold that there
must be some assurance that with respect to church practice there will
not be a disturbing, disruptive divergence. Concerning all matters of
church practice we are painfully aware that we ourselves fall far short
of the goal. However, if there is to be a fraternal relation and coopera-
tion, a certain degree of uniformity is indispensable. The chief points
which come into consideration pertain to unionism and membership in
lodges. It is our conviction that in principle there is here no difference
between our two bodies. But the fear is frequently voiced in Synodical
Conference circles that in carrying out the Scriptural principles respecting
opposition to these evils the difference between our church bodies is too
great to be ignored. It ought to be mentioned too that with respect to
prayer fellowship it seems that in the A. L. C. a more liberal practice is
followed than that which obtains in the Missouri Synod. We wish to
state our firm conviction that ordinarily prayer fellowship involves church
fellowship. With respect to these practical questions we entertain the
hope that through joint conferences and the cooperation of the officials
of our two church bodies, the presidents of the general bodies and the
presidents of the various Districts, the necessary uniformity may be
achieved.

“In conclusion, we wish to thank you for the spirit of candor and
friendliness which you unfailingly manifested at our meetings. Our prayer
is that our joint efforts may be crowned with success. May God richly
bless your convention and make it an important factor in the promotion
of true Lutheranism.”

Thus far the text of this most important document. M.

Dr. Engelder’s Clear Testimony at Detroit. — Three members of
the Missouri Synod Committee on Lutheran Union, among them Dr:
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Engelder, attended the recent convention of the A. L. C. at Detroit. At
first the impression prevailed that they were there upon invitation from
that church body “to answer questions desiring explanation from them
and to ask questions, if they had any to ask.”” The report, however, of
Dr. Arndt to The Lutheran Witness (Oct. 29, 1940, p. 379) leaves no
room for doubt that they themselves had taken the initiative: “The presi-
dent of the A. L. C, Dr. Em. Poppen, upon inquiry had stated that a
delegation of our commitiee would be welcome.”

During the discussion on the implications of a closer association of
the A. L. C. with the Missouri Synod, specifically on the question what
bearing it would have on the present affiliation of the A. L. C. with the
American Lutheran Conference, President Dr. Poppen with great serious-
ness and with deepest regret admitted that the sister synods in the A. L. Cf.
teach doctrines and tolerate a practice which are not in harmony with
the position of the A. L. C. Then a remark was made about having them
“sign on the dotted line” (meaning Missouri’s Brief Statement and the
A. L. C. Declaration), but the opinion was voiced that it need not be
required of the sister synods to accept these doctrinal statements formally,
provided only that they acknowledge the Scriptural truths confessed in
them.

At this point Dr. Engelder stepped forward to the microphone: “But
of course the Missouri Synod expects your sister synods i the A. L. Cf.
to accept the Brief Statement. We do mot mete with two measures: if
we expect you (the A. L. C.) to accept the Brief Statement, we surely ex-
pect it from every other synod that is to be in umity with us.”

May the Lord bless this clear testimony, to halt the advance of rank
unionism, which, as the above mentioned discussion indicates, is encroach-
ing dangerously close on us. M.

Dr. Arndt at Detroit. — As Chairman of the Missouri Synod Com-
mittee on Lutheran Union Dr. Arndt, on October 15, 1940, delivered him-
self of the following address to the A. L. C. convention at Detroit.

“My colleague, Dr. Engelder, Dr. Karl Kretzmann and I come to you
as representatives of the Missouri Synod Committee on Lutheran Union,
and we bring you cordial greetings and the best wishes of this committee.

“Whoever has studied the history of the Lutheran Church in America
will be reminded by our visit of the years from 1872 to 1881 when the Ohio
Synod, now a part of the A. L. C.,, and the Missouri Synod marched
shoulder to shoulder in the Synodical Conference and jointly built the
Lutheran Zion in this country.

“Will those great days return? Will not only the former Ohio Synod
but the former Iowa and the former Buffalo Synod as well, both now
likewise component parts of the A. L. C., be brought into fellowship with
the Missouri Synod and our sister synods in the Synodical Conference?
That is our fervent wish and prayer, and our being here is a token of the
sincerity of these our sentiments.
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“It is our conviction that there are stiil obstacles hindering the imme-
diate establishment of church fellowship between our bodies. Owing to
the kind invitation of your committee that we draw up a formal statement
setting forth what in our opinion still hinders the establishment of church
fellowship between our bodies, we have submitted such a statement. It
is not necessary that I dwell on its contents now. Your president has
made it available for all of you in mimeographed form. We should like
to ask you to give the points we mention your prayerful consideration.

“Some of the obstacles which we enumerate are of such a nature
that they cannot be disposed of in a hurry but that considerable time and
patience are required in adjusting them. We should like to plead with
you not to let this delay perturb you, just as we tell our own people not to
lose courage and become impatient becouse of the apparent slowness of
progress. What is important is, not that we quickly present a united front,
but that we become thoroughly one and united in our doctrinal convictions
and in the assurance that we are brethren and belong together, so that the
ultimate declaration of fellowship is merely the announcement of a situa-
tion which has already come to be a fact.

“Unity of doctrine, unity of conviction, unity of faith — we hold that -
this is a treasure which no church body can prize too highly. When we
held our meetings with your Hon. committee and discussed one Scripture
doctrine after the other, and when it became apparent that on all of the
main doctrines of God’s Word we were in full agreement, all of us were
deeply moved, our hearts were filled with gratitude to God, and we saw
in it an evidence that our heavenly Lord has not yet forsaken His Church,
but still grants His Holy Spirit. And when in 1938 our church bodies
declared that in the respective documents there had been achieved the
doctrinal basis for future church fellowship, what expressions of joy
were there not heard on all sides? Praise God from whom all blessings
flow — that is what hearts felt and lips spoke. Can their work remain
unfinished — God forbid! Let us, God helping us, move forward to the
consummation.

“Since our committees form but a very small section of our church
bodies and therefore most of our pastors could not be present at the
discussions, the intersynodical conferences of pastors of our two bodies
which have been held, and are being held, throughout the length and
breadth of the United States are of extreme importance. May the num-
ber of such meetings increase and the unification process thus be accelerated.

“When Ohio, Missouri, and other synods in 1872 formed the Synodical
Conference the factor which drew these bodies together was the conviction
that in the teachings of the Lutheran Church we have not speculation but
the unadulterated truths of God’s Word; that when Luther inaugurated
the Reformation he not merely ushered in a new age, but through God’s
grace gave back to the Church the pure Gospel of Jesus Christ, assigned
to the Cross its proper place at the center, and in general adhered to the
teachings which have been proclaimed with great power for all ages by
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the inspired prophets and apostles. These doctrinal treasures — of that
the fathers were sure, are preserved for us and set forth in the Lutheran
Confessions. Because our fathers had these Confessions and had found in
them the pure teachings of Holy Scripture they considered themselves
very rich. The conviction of the scripturalness of Lutheran teaching
filled them with holy enthusiasm. Have these convictions changed since
18727 Have they been proved false? Perish the thought! We reply,
‘The Word of the Lord endureth forever. Luther to all of us is still
the great Reformer of the Church, and the teachings brought before us
in the Lutheran Confessions are still the hope of sinning, suffering, despair-
ing, war-torn humanity. To the spreading of these truths your church
body and ours have dedicated themselves. What a great thing it would
be if we could jointly carry forward the flag of genuine Lutheranism, and
in a day of doctrinal indifference and skepticism encourage each other to
remain strong, loyal and uncompromising in the confession of the old
saving truth.

“Let us not think that the task of preaching this truth is hopeless.
It is true that the divine character of the Holy Scriptures, their inerrancy
or infallibility, is violently attacked, and that church body which places
itself solely on the Scriptures is said to have for its basis an outmoded,
crumbling, collapsing foundation. Likewise the bold proclamation that in
" the Lutheran -Confessions there is enshrined in its purity the gold of
Scripture doctrine is regarded as manifesting a narrowness of outlook
which is strangely out of harmony with the spirit of the modern age.
Against all such talk and criticism let us defiantly say:

The Word they still shall let remain
And not a thank have for it.

He’s by our side upon the plain
With His good gifts and Spirit.

The Word won the victories of the Church in the past; it will win them
today. May this conviction help to bring us, the sons of Luther, together
in a God-pleasing fellowship. O Lord Jesus, so say I, and I know you
say, O Lord Jesus, grant it for the sake of Thy divine love.”

Dr. Arndt, who delivered the foregoing address, was introduced to
the convention in Detroit by Dr. M. Reu, who used concerning him, among
others, the following words: “In the Missouri Synod, brethren, there is
very much that is good. I do not say that all is good, but in the Missouri
Synod there is very much that is good, and most of that I find embodied
and personified in Dr. Arndt. When we worked together we learned to
honor and esteem him and — I use now the singular — I learned to love
him as a brother, taking that term in the strict Biblical sense.” M.

Dr. Ellis B. Burgess Brings Greetings from the U. L. C. A. to the
A.L.C. — The U. L. C. A, assembled at Omaha, Nebr., which after
much “gulping” ratified the Pittsburgh Agreement, even before this step



56 Sircdhengejdhichtliche Notizen.

had been taken, sent Dr. Ellis B. Burgess to Detroit to convey to the
convention of the A. L. C. there assembled the greetings of the U. L. C. A.
The text of his address follows.

“It is with a warm heart that I bring to the A. L. C. on her tenth
anniversary the congratulations and good wishes of the U. L. C. A. During
these ten years you have solved many of your merger problems in such
a fine constructive way, that all of the merging churches have been blessed
of God.

“Tt is with a trembling heart that I bring to you a tender of fra-
ternity such as only brothers of a common faith can give. In war times
such .as these, when the passions of nations are at fever heat, it is natural
that men with a great faith in things enduring should draw closer together.
And it is in harmony with the eternal fitness of things that a visitor from
the A. L. C. should be found on our convention floor at Omaha at the
self same hour when a visitor from the U. L. C. A. stands here. May
it please the great Head of the Church to use both messengers as His own!

“My position here recalls a similar experience in Holy Trinity Church
of Greenville, Penna., thirty-two years ago, when the wars of the General
Council and General Synod were raging. Introduced to the Pittsburgh
Synod of the General Council in convention assembled, I faced the most
intense audience of my experience, and knew that a higher hand than
mine had planned the visitation. Most of the pastors there would be
glad to see the war end; but at the same time many of them still ‘carried
a gun’ when General Synod men were around.

“What the visitor of 1908 said on that occasion has long since been
forgotten; what the Lord said lingers in blessing among the churches of
western Pennsylvania to this day. What the visitor of 1940 may have to
say to you will be as quickly forgotten; what the Lord may have to say
to all of us in the deep recesses of our hearts may be cherished by genera-
tions yet unborn.

“When we analyse the thought of our Lutheran leaders on the general
subject of better understanding and closer cooperation among us at the
present day, there are three appeals that command attention.

“First, there is no Lutheran Synod in America which can afford to be
indifferent about the quality of the seed-wheat sown in its parishes. Here
is life that produces more life; and it must be pure. Raise the standards
of the ministry as high as you will; the U. L. C. A. will follow as her
natural life unfolds.” The ministry for our Lutheran Church in America
in future years must be the trained and the most highly disciplined our
Church has ever known in any land. Men of indifferent faith will never
be able to meet the challenge that is even now being heard in all our
parishes.

“Second, the distinction between seed and soil, taught in the Scrip-
tures, must be taken into fuller consideration. What do you expect of
your Negro Lutherans in the south, but a generation or two out of slavery?
What do you expect of the lily-white Lutherans who are less than one
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generation removed from the blue-clay soil of Pan-Protestantism whence
they have been gathered? When I think of the pastors who serve on
such unproductive soil, and still witness a good confession before heaven,
earth and hell; who gather a limited harvest every year, and still maintain
a high confessional standard; I hail them as brothers whatever their synod
may be. Some day these faithful pastors will all be numbered among
the elite in Zion.

“Third, we must be more patient with one another, as harvests ripen
more or less irregularly in our several fields. Hot house methods for
merger purposes are highly unbecoming in any church that lives by the
Word of God. ‘So is the kingdom of God, as if a man should cast seed
into the ground; and should sleep and rise, night and day, and the seed
should spring and grow up, he knoweth not how. For the earth bringeth
forth fruit of herself; first the blade, then the ear, after that the full
corn in the ear. But when the fruit is brought forth, immediately he
putteth in the sickle, because the harvest is come.’” Mark 4, 26-29.

“Men of the A. L. C., our harvest is come in America. Everywhere
the reapers are gathering their sheaves of golden grain. Whether fully
aware of it or not, we are laboring in the most productive fields the Lu-
theran Church has ever known since the time of Reformation. Where
many another group has faltered, failed and fallen in America during the
last twenty-five years, acknowledging the bankruptcy of its faith, the
Church of the Reformation has forged ahead and gathered a golden-
harvest. What has been wrought during that period will undoubtedly
have a profound influence upon the thought and life of the Lutheran
Church throughout the world. All that it means only God can tell. Let
the reapers be at peace!

“Our business as synods is to see to it that there is as little contention
among the reapers as possible. When any man tells you it is dangerous
for the A. L. C. to cultivate the friendship of the Missouri Synod, or of
the U. L. C. A, you can tell him that it would be more dangérous not to
do so. The welfare of the Lutheran Church throughout the world at
the present moment depends in large degree upon the cooperation of all
American synods. How can we cooperate, and still uphold our separatistic
policies? What answer can we give to our children for the failure of
a divided church to guard their spiritual heritage?

“Your visitor reports that the Executive Board of his church has
taken favorable action in regard to cooperation in work on behalf of the
American Negro. Whatever he can do, within or without the bounds of
the National Lutheran Council, to widen the horizons of such mission
work, he will do. Your visitor is not in position to report the action of
his church on the Pittsburgh Agreement. Whatever that action may have
been, he has learned to know the thought of the pastors of the U. L. C. A.
well enough to say that it is only a question of time until all our differ-
ences will be resolved in the ever-rising tide of our common faith. After
being a guest-preacher in more than one thousand of our pulpits, I know
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that many pastors pray for your successes as they pray for their own.
Our common prayers are far in advance of our halting fellowships. The
Common Service Book which we gave you, may represent nothing more
than our scholarship; but these common prayers, rising from thousands
of family altars, reflect our common faith.

“Let there be no strife between your pastors and our pastors, I pray
you: for we are brethren. And may the day soon come when all our
people shall sing their songs of harvest home together, never to be divided
again in earth or heaven.”

The foregoing address, as the reprints in the A. L. C. church papers
indicate, was enthusiastically received by the Detroit convention. M.

Pittsburgh Agreement Ratified by the U. L. C. A. — We reprinted
the text of the Pittsburgh Agreement in the July, 1939, number of our
Quartalschrift, pp. 215 and 216. It consists of three articles, on which a
committee of the U. L. C. A. had come to an understanding with a similar
committee appointed by the A. L. C. The first article concerns the matter
of affiliation with “organizations injurious to Christian faith,” meaning
the lodges. The second regulates pulpit and altar fellowship with “pas-
tors and churches of other denominations,” which must not be “indiscrima-
nate,” and must be avoided altogether with “such individuals and groups
as are not basically evangelical” The third article treats of Inspiration
and is divided into three paragraphs. While on the articles about lodge
membership and about fellowshiping with members of non-Lutheran
denominations an early agreement was reached by the two commissions
(1936), the third caused lengthy discussions, the bone of contention being
the question concerning the inerrancy of the Scriptures. Not till February
13, 1939, did the colloquists reach the following agreement:

“By virtue of a unique operation of the Holy Spirit (2 Tim. 3, 16;
2 Pet. 1, 21), by which He supplied to the holy writers content and
fitting word (2 Pet. 1, 21; 1 Cor. 2, 12.13), the separate books of the
Bible are related to one another and, taken together, constitute a com-
plete, ERRORLESS, unbreakable whole, of which Christ is the center
(Jh. 10, 35).”

This Pittsburgh Agreement, as it is called because the meeting of
February 13, 1939, was held in Pittsburgh, was submitted to the recent
convention of the U. L. C. A. in Omaha (October 9-16, 1940), and adopted
after lengthy discussions. “Sharp dissensions were expressed. The chief
point of difference concerned the use of the word errorless” as applied to
the Scriptures (News Bulletin for October 25, 1940). The president of
the U. L. C. A, Dr. F. H. Knubel, welcomed this “discussion on the in-
spiration of the Scriptures: for there has been no argument for the past
four hundred years, and anyone can quote Luther and support any opinion.”
Yet he was ready, as Tume for October 25, 1940, quotes him, to do some
“gulping” and to swallow the articles of agreement. “He threw the weight
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of his great influence on the side of accepting the Agreement,” because,
as he said, “to reject it would be to dicredit the past, present and future
of the United Lutheran Church” (News Bulletin). Thereupon the con-
vention under this brisk leadership of their president decided to follow
him in “gulping” the Agreement. However, some prominent delegates, a
district president, members of the “Commission on Relationships,” and
others recorded their dissent from the action of the convention.

How difficult the men in Omaha found it to ratify the Pittsburgh
Agreement appears also from the first report of the convention in the
official organ of the U. L. C. A. In The Lutheran for October 23, 1940,
one may read the following: “Three points had to be decided, according
to the report of the commission, before we can advance toward merger
with the A. L. C. We must admonish our pastors to steer clear of mem-
bership in lodges. We must be careful about letting preachers of other
denomanations preach wn our pulpits, and of allowing members of other
denomanations to receive Communton i owr churches. We wmust declare
that we believe there are no errors in the Bible. It must be pointed out
that these issues were not expressed in such naive terms in the declaration
of our commission.” The report in The Lutheran concludes: “Following
a powerful personal plea by Dr. Knubel for progress toward Lutheran
unity in America, the three points were conceded.”

Although one dare not, for the sake of the truth, overlook the-sulking
and growling opposition to the Pittsburgh Agreement within the ranks of
the U. L. C. A., yet we may rejoice that the Scripture doctrine of Inspira-
tion has won recognition to a degree of late almost unheard in that body.
We hope that the men who succeeded in wresting from the U. L. C. A. a
declaration of the inerrancy of the Scriptures will under the gracious
guidance of the Holy Ghost strive and succeed to make the statutory
confession of the body the heart-confession of all its members.

This was our reaction when the first, incomplete, report reached us
about the Omaha convention. We still try to cling to this hope in spite
of the sentiment expressed in one of the pertinent resolutions adopted at
Omaha, which The Lutheran for October 30, 1940, reports. Three recom-
mendations were before the convention. The third, which was adopted
first, simply continued the Commission on Relationships to American Lu-
theran Church Bodies. The first approved the Pittsburgh Agreement, as
reported above. The second contained an interpretation. We reproduce
the text in full. .

“2. We recommend that the U. L. C. A. approve in principle the
considerations set forth in the (this) second section of this report, here-
with recording its understanding that the three Articles of Agreement
herewith submitted (Pittsburgh Agreement. — M.) do not in any wise
alter the fundamental position of the U. L. C. A. and that they are
not contrary to or contradictory of the positions set forth in the
Washington Declaration of 1920, the Savannah Resolutions of 1934,
or to the Baltimore Declaration of 1938.”



60 ) Nirdhengejchichtlidge Notizen.

The Lutheran for November 6, 1940, in an “Across-the-Desk” para-
graph, takes exception to the Time article quoted above, but lodges no
protest against the “gulping,” which we mentioned. M.

A. L. C. and Missouri. — The negotiations carried on since the
Sandusky convention, 1938, between a committee of the A. L. C. and an-
other of the Missouri Synod were referred to a special committee in
Detroit. The text of this committee’s report we herewith reprint, -not
in the form in which it was originally submitted, but in the final amended
form in which it was reported to us as adopted by the convention.

“Intersynodical Relations
“A. Relation to the Missouri Synod

“As far as the negotiations of the Committee on Union of the Missouri
Synod and our own Union committee are concerned, we rejoice over the
fact that they apparently have been carried on in the spirit of candor and
mutual confidence. . .

“We likewise rejoice that the final statement of the Union committee
of the Missouri Synod requested by our Committee is written in the same
spirit. )

“This statement covers three points: 1) The correct understanding
of 'a sentence of our doctrinal Declaration of 1938; 2) Several misgivings
aroused in Missourian circles by items in our Sandusky resolutions; 3)
The question of our relations to our sister synods of the American Lu-
theran Conference and to the United Lutheran Church of America. We
take ‘them up point for point.

“l. Concerning the first point, we are surprised that the sentence
‘God purposes to justify those that have come to faith’ could be so wrongly
construed as ‘implying an assumption of an interval between the creation
of faith and the justifying act of God.” We say with our commissioners:
‘Justification takes place, of course, in the same moment in which man
comes to faith. — Concerning the so-called objective or universal justi-
fication, we state that we adhere to this doctrine without excluding, how-
ever, the declarative nature of the individual justification in the moment
of faith, of which the Scriptures speak so often.

“2. Concerning the second point — misgivings about several items in
our Sandusky resolutions — we declare: Recent events prove that in the
interest of a correct understanding of the St. Louis resolutions of 1938, it
was necessary to include in our resolution a statement like this: ‘We are
firmly convinced that it is neither necessary nor possible to agree in all
non-fundamental doctrines” We declare that by including this or a similar
statement we did not want to cast any doubt on the binding force of any
Biblical statement. We concur with our commissioners and say: ‘“To be
sure, everything that Scriptures teach is God’s word and therefore binding.’
However, for clarity’s sake we add: Not every traditional explanation of a
Scriptural statement is binding. The traditional explanation may not be
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the sense intended by the Holy Ghost and therefore may make further
study under His guidance necessary; and, since human shortsightedness
and sin may preclude the finding or the universal acceptance of the divinely
intended sense, we thank God that it is not necessary for establishment
of Church fellowship to agree in every explanation of a Scriptural state-
ment.

“At Sandusky we declared: ‘We believe that the Brief Statement
viewed in the light of our Declaration is not in contradiction to the Minne-
apolis Theses.” Our Commissioners said the following in explanation of
the phrase ‘viewed in the light of our Declaration’ ‘This phrase says
three things: 1. In regard to the question concerning the essence of the
Church, the Antichrist, the conversion of the. Jews, the physical resurrec-
tion of the martyrs, and the reign of a thousand years mentioned in Rev.
20, we accept the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the Mis-
souri Synod, only with the limitations set forth in our Declaration; 2. In
regard to the other points mentioned in our Declaration we accept the
corresponding points of doctrine in the Brief Statement as they are either
supplemented in our Declaration or emphasized as to those points which
seemed essential to us. Thus the doctrine of the Holy Scripture has been
emphasized which seemed essential to us; 3. In regard to the Brief State-
ment in general this phrase intends to say that we are conscious of our
agreement with the points of doctrine contained therein, without, however,
on our part sharing the exegetical or other lines of argumentation in every
case, and without feeling obligated in every case to employ the same ter-
minology.” — With this explanation of our Commissioners we fully agree.
Since now and then something is considered as a ‘point of doctrine’ which
hardly may be thus called we are glad that our Commission, for clarity’s
sake, exemplified which statements of the Brief Statement are by us not
called ‘points of doctrine,’” for instance, the statement that ‘Adam before
the fall had a scientific knowledge.’

“3. The third statement of our Sandusky resolutions that caused some
questioning in Synodical Conference circles is: ‘We are not willing to give
up our membership in the American Lutheran Conference’. This leads
already to the third part of the memorandum of the Missourian Committee
on Union, namely, the question of our relation to other Lutheran bodies.
Here we state:

“Concerning our relation to the American Lutheran Conference
we concur with the declaration of our Commissioners saying, that the
above mentioned resolution of Sandusky ‘is no absolute statement, but one
conditioned by the future development of the American Lutheran Con-
ference.” — We entertain the confident hope that our sister synods of the
American Lutheran Conference will occupy the same ground in these mat-
ters now occupied by us. (With regard to our relation to the United
Lutheran Church we refer you to another section of this report.)

“4. The Memorial of the Missourian Union Committee finally ex-
presses the fear that there might be too great a difference in the treatment
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of such practical questions as unionism and membership in lodges, to
permit fraternal relation and cooperation. As far as ‘Unionism’ is con-
cerned our standpoint is publicly stated, and as to membership in lodges the
difference is hardly so great as some fear.

“Referring to prayer we are still convinced that prayer fellowship is
wider than church fellowship, but we do not consider this difference as
church-divisive and believe in the course of time it will be overcome com-
pletely.”

So far the text of the union resolutions adopted at Detroit as far as
the Missouri Synod is concerned. The relation of the A. L. C. to the
U. L. C. A, mentioned in the above resolution, we take up in a separate
item. M.

Pittsburgh Agreement Approved by the A. L. C. — According to
press reports, the motion to establish fellowship with the U. L. C. A. was
not carried in the Detroit convention of the A. L. C. However, the
Pittsburgh Agreement was ratified, in spite of the fact that the Missouri
commissioners had declared it to be unsatisfactory. (See Dr. Arndt’s
report on the Detroit convention in The Lutheran Witness for October 29,
1940.)

The convention committee, to which the matter of intersynodical rela-
tions had been referred, submitted four recommendations.

“l. We thank God that our Commissioners were instrumental in
bringing about the Pittsburgh Agreement.

“2. We accept the Pittsburgh Agreement in the sense in which it was
accepted by our Commissioners.

“3. We rejoice that the U. L. C, assembled at Omaha in convention,
approved the Pittsburgh Agreement and consider this a great achievement
for conservative Lutheranism in our country.

“4. We confidently hope that the action taken will be reflected in all
official publications, in the teachings of the seminaries, in preaching and
instruction, and in the practical life and discipline of the Church.”

Whether these recommendations were adopted as submitted, or in
amended form, we do not know at this writing (Nov. 5), but adopted they
were, as the Lutheran Standard for November 9, 1940, reports. We here
reproduce the pertinent paragraph.

“Our discussion and action at Detroit with reference to our relation
with the U. L. C. was prefaced by the glad news that the U. L. C, at its
Omaha convention, had overwhelmingly approved the Pittsburgh Agree-
ment. That Agreement was unanimously adopted by the Fellowship
Committees of both bodies in joint session in Pittsburgh, Pa., on February
13, 1940 (should read 1939. — M.) . . . At Detroit we accepted the Pitts-
burgh Agreement, fully convinced that this Agreement is in complete har-
mony with our own ‘Declaration’ and the Missouri Synod’s Brief State-
ment’. We rejoiced over the fact that the U. L. C. had likewise approved
the Pattsburgh Agreement and saw in that approval an evidence of the
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strength of conservative Lutheranism in that Church body. We expressed
the confidence that the action taken by the U. L. C. will be reflected in
all its official publications, in the teachings of its seminaries, in its preach-
ing and instruction, and that such action will strengthen the practical life
and discipline of both our church bodies. We encouraged the pastors of
the U. L. C. and of our own Church to meet in smaller groups to discuss
questions of doctrine and practice in order to understand each other better
and strengthen their faith.” )

One does not have to be a mind-reader to sense, on seeing this report,
the tenseness of conflicting feelings clashing under an apparently calm
surface. Our fervent prayer is that the Lord of the Church may
strengthen the spirit of conservative Lutheranism, in our land and every-
where. M.

Dr. Long on the Membership of the A. L. C. in the A. L. Cf. —
According to press reports the A. L. C. at Detroit reiterated its desire to
remain affiliated with the A. L. Cf. “despite any move which might be
taken toward closer relationship with the Missouri Synod.” This résolu-
tion, as the convention declared, “is not an absolute statement, but one con-
ditioned by the future development of the A. L. Cf.” When the matter
was up for-.discussion, Dr. Ralph H. Long is reported to have declared:
“We are not willing to give up a relationship of ten vyears for ome that
does not yet exist.” M.

Japan Creates National Christian Church. — A news dispatch from
Tokio, Japan, reports that delegates of the six largest Protestant Churches
there, including the Lutheran, formally announced the creation of a Na-
tional Christian Church, entirely in control of Japanese officers. It was
further reported that ' denominational divisions will be retained. This
result of two months of deliberation, aiming at the formation of a new
organization conforming to Japan’'s new religious law, was announced at
a mass meeting of 5000 Japanese Christians, October 17.

In addition to the Lutheran, the new Church embraces the Presbyterian,
the Reformed Church, Methodist, the United Church of Canada, Congre-
gational, Evangelical, United Brethren, Disciples, Baptist, and Holiness
denominations. Greek Catholics are also included in this new organiza-
tion, but no Roman Catholics. The Episcopal Church is the only major
Protestant group not at present represented. Bishop Abe, who is expected
to be elected supreme head of the Church, explained that the question of
ordaining bishops and ministers apparently was delaying the decision of
the Episcopal Church.

Whether churches will be able to function outside the framework of
the new Church is not yet known. The National Church program re-
quires the cessation of foreign financial assistance and places schools, hos-
pitals, and social workers entirely in Japanese hands. The missionaries
legally are permitted to remain in Japan but Bishop Abe said: “Many con-
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scientiously feel it is difficult to continue work under the new organiza-
tion.” He believes it unlikely that many new missionaries would come to
Japan although their entrance is not prohibited.

A preparatory committee, including 85 representatives of the various
denominations, all Japanese, have been appointed to elect the head and
choose a name for the Church and formulate a creed.

(Taken from the News Bulletin for November 8, 1940. — M.)

Situation of Lutheran Churches in Japan. — Under the new law
religious groups, to be recognized, must have at least 50 congregations
and 5,000 members. In order to comply in every respect delegates to the
recent biennial convention of the U. L. C. voted to combine U. L. C. con-
gregations in Japan with those of the Lutheran Gospel Association of Fin-
land. )

The new organization is called Nippon Sukuin, which means “the
denomination of the Japan Evangelical Lutheran Church.” This union
creates 2 body of 13 ordained missionaries, 25 women missionaries, 60
Japanese pastors, 56 congregations, and 7,400 members. To retain proper
contact with their home countries, the United States and Finland, the mis-
sionary organizations will remain separate but the Church will function
as one united whole

(Taken from the News Bulletin for November 8 1940. — M.) .

Mission Policy in Japan. — Further light is shed on the situation
of Christian Churches in Japan by a statement of “desirable” mission policy
approved by the International Missionary Council. It follows:

“l. That the Boards definitely recognize that a new period in mission-
ary service and relationships is opening in Japan and that far-reaching
changes are required by the new trends in the nation and in the Church.
In many cases these changes are a continuation of mutually accepted pro-
cesses which have been going on for a number of years, increasing the
responsibilities of the Japanese Church.

“2. That each Board communicate its recognition of this fact to the
Japanese Church body to which it is related, inviting the recommendations
and proposals of that body and pledging that these recommendations and
proposals will be given the fullest consideration. It should be borne in
mind that the Japanese Church is known to be earnestly seeking a basis
for missionary service and relationships more approprlate to the new situa-
tion. :

“3. That, in the meantime, the Boards recognize that the situation
may make it desirable for the missionaries to modify, or withdraw from
their present services with the Church or Church institutions.

“4, That those missionaries who can adjust themselves to the new
situation be urged to continue their residence in Japan for Christian wit-
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ness - and personal contact and for such Chrlstlan servxce as they cant
render.”
(Taken from the News Bulletm for November 8, 1940, — M)

‘The New Church and the New Germany.” — This is the title of
a book by Charles S. MacFarland, who has been in Germany on no
less than seventeen occasions and who has conferred with leading
churchmen and state officials of the New Germany as spokesman for
the Ecumenical Movement of Protestant Churches. The title of this
book raises the question wherein the newness of the Evangelical
Church in Germany consists. The New Germany is apparent to
everyone. Biut the New Church? It is evident that MacFarland could
not answer this question in 1934, But can we answer it today? Has
this question not defied till now all attempts at an answer! What
changes has the Evangelical Church in Germany undergone and what
changes is it undergoing in its relationship with the New Germam
and under the influence of National-Socialism?

The latest development along these lines of which we are informed is
the one which Die Ewvangelisch-Lutherische Freikirche mentions in its
November issue, 1939. We read: “Fiir die Deutsche Evangelische Kirche ist
nach Kriegsbeginn ein geistlicher Vertrauensrat gebildet worden, der dem
Leiter der Deutschen Evangelischen Kirchenkanzlei, Dr. Werner, zuge-
ordnet ist; es gehdren ihm an die Landesbischéfe D. Marahrens in Han-
nover und Schultz in Schwerin sowie Oberkon51stor1alrat D. Hymmen in
Berlin. Der Vertrauensrat ist vom Reichsminister fiir die kirchlichen An-
gelegenheiten empfangen worden und hat Anfang September seine Arbeit
aufgenommen.” Er hat’ diejenigen Entschliessungen zu fassen und Mass-
nahmen zu treffen, die sich aus der Verpflichtung der evangelischen Kirche
gegen Fithrer, Volk und Staat ergeben und ihren geordneten und umfassen—~
den Eiunsatz zu seelsorgerhchem Dlenst am deutschen Volke zu férdern
geeignet sind.”

This “geistlicher Vertrauensrat” or Spiritual Council brings to a
head tbe endeavors of Church-minister Kerrl in finding a common
basis on which Church and State can discuss all problems and moot
questions.” How necessary such a Church Council is, which has the
confidence of the government and at the same.time represents the
different parties within the Church, we can conclude from a statement
in'MacFarland’s book: “And when finally the effort to find an adequate
leadership is consummated, the great task of the New Church will
still lie ahead. Until that leadership ;s found, the New Church itself
will not have really come into being and the tremendous issues
which have been set forth in this volume will remain unsettled and
unsolved” (p. 144). Even today we must say that the new Church
has not yet come into being. ' The “Vertrauensrat” is the nearest thing
to an adequate leadership. Compared with the “Oberkirchenrat” of
the old Church D. Reu says of this Spiritual Council: “Damit ist die
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Leitung der fritheren unter dem Oberkirchenrat noch keineswegs
gleich geworden, ihr aber doch bedeutend niher geriickt”. (Kirchliche
Zeitschrift 1940, Ste. 446.)

A most lamentable fact in the Church History of the New Evan-
gelical Church is without doubt this that the National Socialistic
government had to deal with a church which was far from being an
organically united body. Lutheran, Reformed, and United are the
three creeds of this Church. The Faith Movement of German Chris-
tians and the New Reformation Movement of the Confessional
Christians together with a third party, which is gradually in the
making but which has not committed itself as to its confession, were
and are divided not only in regard to religious and doctrinal but also
to political principles. The two above mentioned parties together
with the third party, which would like to compromise between the
two constitute the main factors of the New Church in Germany.
All endeavors, however, to create an understanding between the dif-
ferent parties within the Church are being hampered by the difficult
question as to the relation of Church and State. In order to realize
how difficult and even momentous these issues are, I shall here sum-
marize those principles, which were discussed by Kirchenminister
Kerrl and the members of the Vertrauensrat.

Special emphasis was of course laid on the first and main prin-
ciple, that of separation of Church and State, of the province of faith
and reason and religion and politics. The second principle reads that
national-socialistic ideology is binding on the German and determines
and forms his whole development, even that of the Christian German.
We are informed in the following paragraph that the German Evan-
gelical Church is in conformity with this demand of National Socialism,
since it has learned from Martin Luther that true Christian faith has
its setting in the realm of national order as instituted by God. This
is emphasized in view of a political universalism or internationalism,
if I may so translate “Universalismus”, as sponsored by the Roman
Catholic Church and the ecumenical bodies of the Protestant Churches
of the World. The third principle refers to the aim of National-
Socialism to eradicate the political and ‘relligious influence of the
Jewish race on the life of the German people. The Evangelical
Church by virtue of the order, whereby God preserves the created
world, affirms this endeavor on the part of National Socialism and
emphasizes the contradiction between the gospel of Jesus Christ and
the legalistic and Zionistic religion of the Jews. According to the
fourth principle the Evangelical Church states that it is duty bound
to preach the Revelation of God in Christ as it has been done by the
great Reformers and especially as it has been taught by Dr. Martin
Luther. In the fifth and final paragraph the Evangelical Church
does not want to.assert that there can be an “einndtiges Verstindnis”,
i. e., necessarily a common understanding of the gospel-message. If
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such a thing is possible; we read on, it at least cannot be arrived at
before the organization of the Church is complete and even then not,
if the discussion of questions pertaining to the Church and her doc-
trines are not conducted in the spirit of veracity and concord.
The result of the discussions carried on by Kirchenminister Kerrl
and the present members of the “Vertrauensrat” are as follows: First
of all a new emphasis is laid on the separation of temporal and jurid-
ical affairs of the Church on the one hand and of spiritual and theo-
logical affairs on the other hand. The former are to be submitted to
the Ecclesiastical Chancery of the Evangelical Church, the latter to
the Spiritual Council and to the Synodical Body of the Church. The
Ecclesiastical Chancery is responsible to the government for all its
actions, since the Evangelical Church is a “corporation under the
public law.” This Chancery has the legal affairs of all the Evangelical
State-Churches in Germany under its jurisdiction. The second gain is
the renewed emphasis laid on the unity which is to be realized by the
Synodical Body. It is not to be called in session in order to give
one or the other party an opportunity to gain a victory over the
other, but to impress upon all the need for unity, however the con-
fessions of the various bodies may differ from each other. This
Synodical Body is to be called into session by the president of the
Ecclesiastical Chancery and will also be adjourned by him. The third
result is the emphasis laid on the necessity of preventing any en-
deavors within the Church, which are contrary to the National-
Socialistic government and to the national unity of the German people.
Therefore disciplinary laws will be enacted, which will be embodied
into the laws of the State. Despite these laws the evangelical freedom
of conscience, to translate literally the phrase ‘“die evangelische
Gewissensfreiheit” of the pastors and the church-officials is guaran-
teed. v ' '
Regarding the relation of Church and State, Dr. Werner, presi-
dent of the Ecclesiastical Council of the Evangelical Church, has
undoubtedly spoken a word most worthy of note, the more so since
it is of more recent date (January 16, 1940). Over against the superintend-
ents and members of the Church Council in Danzig he emphasized the
radical change which the German State has undergone in the last
twenty years, it not being anymore a “Machteinrichtung” nor a
government as Luther knew it, but rather a government of an
autonomous people. Hitler would say as MacFarland has it: “Gov-
ernment and people in Germany are not opposed to each other but
are identical.” Not a certain government is autonomous any more,
but ‘the Volk, the people as such, composed of Christians and non-
Christians, Protestants and Catholics. Consequently the Evangelical
Church, whose members are a vital part of the German nation, must
see to it that they enter into a true relation with the State. Till now
that has not yet been accomplished. But it must be a foregone con-
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clusion of everyone, Dr. Werner continues, that the Church cannot
separate itself from the State without also separating itself from the
German people and on the other hand it must be theoretically evident
to everyone, that the State cannot be opposed to the Church, without
doing harm to the people, who are again identical with the govern-
ment. Only then would this be possible if Christianity had lost so
much. ground in Germany that Christian citizens of Germany cannot
anymore be regarded as a vital part of the German people. Should
it come to that, then the State or government would not be guilty of
such a development, but the simple fact that the gospel, as preached
by German theologians, is not:strong enough to influence the Ger-
man people to such an extent as heretofore. Therefore the main
question cannot be, Dr. Werner concludes, what kind of an organiza-
tion the Church is to have, but how are the pastors in Germany to
preach the gospel so as to work in their hearers a true understanding
of the gospel truth. Only then would there be a real genuine rela-
tion of Church and State.

Indeed the title of MacFarland’s book is very appropriate: “The
New Church and the New Germany.” Yet we have to confess that
even we. today have to bide our time in answering the question in
regard to the final character of the Evangelical Church in Germany,
although headway has been made since 1934 as far as the organi-
zation of the Church and the relation of Church and State in Ger-
many are concerned. But whatever the final development may be,
we have every reason to be convinced that the New Church in
Germany will never — if present Church leaders have a word to say
-— become a Free Church or a strictly Lutheran Church or a Church
having one actual confession. We have reason to be convinced that
the New Church will again embody different confessions, the Lu-
theran, the Reformed, that of the United Church, of the New Refor-
mation Movement, and of the Faith Movement. of the German Chris-
tians — all united of course in some “common” confession as for
instance the one embodied in the Constitution of the German Evan-
gelical Church of July 11, 1933, and signed by leaders of all. Ger-
man Evangelical Landeskirchen. Despite such a “common” confes-
sion, which will be nothing new as far as the confessions in the
German Evangelical Church in Germany are concerned, still this
Church will be — there is no doubt in our minds as to that — a new
State Church. It will be a new State Church in which  the two
provinces of State and Church will be separated and defined more
clearly than in the State Church of imperial Germany. It will be a
State Church which will be loyal to the National-Socialistic govern-
ment, even as the old State Church was loyal to the Kaiser. It will
however endeavor to serve the German people more than was the
case in the State Church of imperial Germany. But — and that is
our final question, which we cannot answer now — will the gospel
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of Jesus Christ be preached in this New Church more than before
in its fulness and purity despite all the different confessions? 1f that
should be the case — and we can only pray that it will — then such
a turn of events will alone be the work of the Holy Ghost, “who
works faith, where and when it pleases God, in them that hear the
Gospel,” then all these, who believe in this true Gospel, will alone
in Germany belong to the one true Church of Jesus Christ, the Old
and always again the New Church. P. Peters.

On Opening a Parochial School. — Under the heading ‘“What is
necessary to open a school?” the News Service of the Missouri Synod
Board of Christian Education for October, 1940, carries a leading article,
which contains much food for thought. We quote a few paragraphs
which require no comment but are worthy of prayerful pondering.

“A thorough indoctrination of the laity is necessary in order that pure
doctrinal and Scriptural church practice may continue. Occasionally, in
congregations where the standards of indoctrination are low, a very few
well-informed - and staunch members together with their pastor are,
humanly speaking, the only guardians of purity in Lutheran doctrine and
practice.” — Here we insert a sentence from another paragraph of the
same article: “The leaven of a few well-informed and indoctrinated mem-
bers will make the ministry of a church easier, happier, and more blessed,
than if there were no such members at all.” — The first quoted paragraph
continues : - “This. will help us recognize the importance of the parochial
school, the only agency which allows for a maximum of indoctrination. —
The full import of this point may be hard to grasp as long as we still have
an imposing number of parochial schools. Practically all our congregations
enjoy the benefits of our parochial school system, because most of them
draw members from congregations with schools, and often these are the
leading members. If we should once lose our schools, our loss would not
be fully apparent until the followving gemeration, and then it might be too
late. People in general would then not be able to understand the cause
of conditions, and the few seeing clearly would find it difficult to obtain
a hearing. Tt has always been that way. Many church bodies which have
lost their schools are in that position today.”

Why, then, not open schools?

“Everyone has heard objections to the parochial school. We have
been told that some parochial schools are inefficient. That is granted
without an argument. But if we are fair, we will count also the inefficient
public schools and compare percentages. What is more, there are also
inefficient lawyers, physicians, merchants, and preachers of the Gospel
(And are not some of these frequently found among the loudest in de-
nouncing the parochial school system? M.). Many in every profession,
trade, and calling are inefficient. We must look at the institution as a
whole, and at fundamental principles.”

What makes a school efficient?
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“It is not necessary to have a school plant which is modern in every
respect. The English are astonished at our facilities for education. We
would be surprised at the poor physical equipment in many of the schools
of England. There they stress the character and the qualifications of the
teacher. — A Lutheran pastor has a good foundation for becoming also
a good teacher, because he has the most important pre-requisite of a
teacher, a humble Christian character. That will overcome much of the
lack in school equipment. These latter needs will be taken care of as the
institution grows and wins the favor of the congregation.”

Sunday schools, catechumen instruction, an hour of week-day religious
instruction are inadequate to take the place of a full-time parochial
school. “The mistaken policy of defending a minimum of instruction in
part-time institutions becomes apparent. The reference here is not to the
use of part-time agencies where they must be employed temporarily for
want of something better, but to a feeling of satisfaction with inadequate
arrangements.”

A parochial school is an unmerited gift of God. “The greatest re-
quirements, those that will assure us of success in establishing more
schools, are fear of God, love of God, and faith in God and His promises,
— and all these come from God. That is comforting. He will supply
our needs, unless we despise the blessing which He is ready to grant us.”

M.

Employment of Non-Lutherans as Instructors in Synodical Institu-
tions. — The convention at Detroit adopted the following resolution:
“In engaging teachers for our educational institutions, loyal active mem-
bers of the A. L. C., who are capable in their fields shall be given the
preference. If none such are available, Lutherans of other bodies shall
be employed if possible. If Lutherans of other bodies are not obtainable,
Christians adhering to other demominations may be employed: In no case
shall non-Christians be engaged to teach in our educational institutions.”

M.

Milwaukee City Public Schools. — The administration of Mil-
waukee public schools is becoming an increasingly difficult problem.
The child population is shrinking in proportion to the total population.
The assessed property valuation is falling. The birth rate continues
low. '

Ordinarily, it would seem that the cost of operating the school
system would drop, in view of the smaller percentage of children to
educate, and that the decrease in tax revenue resulting from a reduced
assessed valuation would not be a disadvantage.

But here is what actually is happening: Milwaukee rapidly is
growing to be a city of adults, a community in which an abnormal
number of children are in the higher grades.
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High schools are crowded. Two elementary schools will be
closed this fall. Thirty rooms in various elementary schools were
closed in February because of the drop in enrolment. Plans are being
made to close 15 other rooms by the end of the semester.

Days of Large Families Seem to Have Gone

The 1940 school census showed that the 129,648 children enrolled
in the public and parochial schools when the term ended last June
were members of 67,141 families and that 682 children had come from
orphanages. The average number of children per family, on the basis "
of census figures, was 1.93. Large families belonged to an earlier
era.

In number of school age children (4 to 19, inclusive), Milwaukee
this year has fallen below its 1920 school census figure, in spite of the
fact that the city’s total population has increased by more than 132,000
in those 20 years.

Yet there were nearly 25,000 more children in school last June
than in 1920.

The new school census totals 130,330 children of school age, as
compared with 157,160 in 1930 and 130,801 in 1920.

Only one out of five persons in the city is a child of school age.
A decade ago it was one of four.

A significant point is that enrolment in high schools now is about
four times larger than in 1920 and more than 70% greater than a
* decade ago. Elementary school enrolment is slightly ahead of 1920,
but about 7,000 behind 1930.

Enrolment in the 13 high schools last June was 38,354 and in the
88 elementary schools, 53,977.

School Ratio Total

Census Census to Public

(Ages Total Total School High Elemen-
Year 4-19) Pop. Pop. Enroll. School tary
1920 130,891 457,147 28% 58,422 7,451 50,971

1930 157,160 578,289 27% 79,604 18,666 69,938
1940 130,330 589,558 22% 82,331 28,354 53,977

— Milwaukee Journal.
P.

Masons and the Public School. — The Rev. Benjamin Essenburg,
Associate Editor of the Christian Cynosure, in an article on “Which
School?” cites a resolution passed by the Supreme Council of Masonry
in 1921:

“We approve and reassert our belief in the free and compulsory
education of the children of our nation in public, primary schools,
supported by public taxation, which all the children shall attend and
be instructed in the English language only, without regard to race
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or creed, and we pledge the efforts of the membership of the Rite
to promote by all lawful means the organization, extension and
development to the highest degree of such schools and to continually
oppose the efforts of any and all who seek to limit, curtail, hinder
or destroy the public school system of our land.”

On this the Rev. Essenburg comments tersely: “This . . . puts
the ban on .all Christian education in Free Christian grade schools
supported by churches, parents, or both. This means that the hun-
dreds of Christian grade schools maintained by Christian parents
should cease to exist.” .

He then briefly points out the dire consequences: “A Christless
education in the schools paves the way for the Christless religion in
the lodge.”

Only too true. . . M.

Downfall of France Due to Lodge Activity? — The Chrisiian
Cynosure for September, 1940, carries an interesting item on the new
order in France. Marshal Petain is endeavoring to reestablish the
“work, family and fatherland” idea among the people, but is being
thwarted in his efforts by Freemasonry, which is charged with
“sapping the morals of France”. The Petain government has now
ordered the dissolution of Freemasonry and all other secret societies.
The Cynosure quotes from Le Nouvelliste of Lyon: “Our foreign ene-
mies never would have been able to succeed against us if France had
not been literally assassinated by the venom of secret lodges.”

Food for thought. M.

The Christless Lodge. — A Cynosure reader, the wife of a Masonic
Past Master, who formerly “encouraged her husband to go (to the
lodge meetings) because” she “thought it was good and wholesome”,
in a contribution to the Cynosure mentions as first among the “sins” of
Masonry: “Hoodwinking a Christian and teaching him that virtuous
works will save him.” Then she makes the startling statement: “No
matter what a man’s faith when he takes the first vow of Masonry,
he is.definitely not a Christian if he takes the second.” Though this
is an overstatement, it sharply points the paralysing effect lodge-
membership has on faith.

To tolerate lodgery in our churches means to be blind to the
central truth of the Gospel. M.

Was the Church at Jerusalem Communistic? — In an article by
H. J. Currens (in The Lutheran for August 21, 1940), on the principles
of church organization, occurs the following remark in parenthesis:
“We must remember that the early organization of the church was
truly communistic. .. All property became common property and was
administered to all by the leaders.”
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Although no Bible passage is quoted the reference is evidently to
Acts 2, 44, 45, and the more elaborate record in chap. 4, 34-37. Con-
cerning this case Lenski, in his commentary, tersely remarks: “Those
who call this communism have yet to learn that it was the opposite,
the product of something that communism never dreamed of” (p. 117).
Carefully weighing the tenses Luke uses and the connectives, etc.,
Lenski summarizes as “the main idea, namely: how they all considered
and treated their possessions, not as belonging just to the owner, but
as something in which the rest were to share as need arose” (p. 117).
“What Luke describes is a fine display of Christian charity” (p. 118).

That the underlying idea of the Jerusalem arrangement of pro-
viding for the needy was not communism is made evident beyond
doubt by the Ananias incident. The sin charged against this church
member and his wife was not that they had withheld some of the
money, in violation of the communistic principle, but that they had
lied about it. Their right of personal ownership is upheld by Peter
in a way that one almost gets the impression as though Ananias had
considered communism the ideal form of Christian living: “Whiles it
remained, was it not thine own? and after it was sold, was it not in
thine own power?” (Acts 5, 4). ‘

No, not communism but active charity, the fruit of the spirit,
was the basic principle governing the management of affairs in
Jerusalem. M.

Federal Regimentation of the Youth. — Efforts, recently much
increased, to place the schooling and training of the youth of the
land directly under federal control are due not only to a general
tendency toward centralization and to growing paternalism in govern-
‘ment, but to the discovery of an appalling unfitness of our youth,
both physically and morally, for building up our national defense.

A correspondent of Life, as quoted by A. C. Stellhorn in the
News Service, recently wrote: “A prime story of the week in war-
jittery Washington is the recognition that prospective American
soldiers are in no shape to fight Hitler's tough, unpampered blitz-
kriegers. The New Dealers have come around to the Dorothy
Thompson view that Americans — particularly Americans of fighting
age — are a swarm of softies.” (Italics ours. M.)

To this Mr. Stellhorn adds a paragraph from a- letter- by Mr.
Sterling E. Edmunds, member of the St. Louis Bar, stating: “Our
entire population is demoralized in nearly every sphere — in the
family relations particularly, in the field of labor, and in that of
government; .. The old virtues as we knew them have been supplanted
by opportunism and expediency. . . . Our children grow up without
any standards of ‘conduct founded upon moral and religious prin-
ciples. . . . I still retain an appreciation of the worth of my early
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Presbyterian training and its self-restraiming principles.”” (Italics
ours. M.) . )

Solomon’s oft repeated recommendation to apply the ‘“rod -of
correction” in the training of a child (Prov. 22, 15; 13, 24; 23, 13. 14,
29, 15) has been conspicuous by its absence far too much in modern
methods of education. Self-expression was heralded as the only
proper way consistent with the dignity of the child. Even learning
must be accomplished to a great extent by playing games.

If the results of this un-Biblical method of training now become
painfully evident, what should be the remedy? Federal regimentation,
as embodied in the Child Labor Amendment? 1In that case the remedy
would be worse than the evil it is intended to cure. The answer is
contained in the question itself.

A word of warning is in place. We quote from the News Service:
“We are now primarily interested in this matter (Federal youth con-
trol) as a measure to make up for child and youth training in the
home, the school, and the church. Warnings have long ago been
sounded against the false philosophies of child training, particularly
the discouragement of discipline on the part of parents and teachers.
In late years far too many people have prided themselves on having
overcome the old-fashioned way of making children behave and obey,
of making them work and do things they did not like, of truly pre-
paring them for the hard knocks of life. And this spirit has also been
very mnoticeable among us Lutherans and among some teachers and
pastors. As a result we have also entirely too little real seriousness
and real Christian manhood and womanhood in our circles.”

M.

An Ever Timely Warning. — Under the heading “The Peace of
a Strong Faith,” The Watchman Examiner for September 5, 1940, carries
an article, from which we quote a few sentences. “Men are queer. They
get excited about what is happening away off somewhere, to the neglect
of immediate tasks. . .. They will be concerned with the far-away dangers
and let themselves become absorbed therein, when all the while there is
work at hand waiting to be done. Farms are to be made, factories run,
homes developed in godliness and duty, human services- to be performed,

and spiritual ministries to be bestowed. — Do not forget the immediate
task in these destroying days. Learn to leave some of the distant dis-
orders with God. . . . Our supreme duty is to stay in our place, attend

to our personal duties, manifest faith and hope in God through Jesus
Christ, and cheerfully work instead of worry. We are to lay our fears
in God’s hands and take up His promises, confident that in the long run
wrathful and proud men will fail before a patient but immutable Christ.”

This is the Scriptural conception of the call. God has placed each
one of us into a special station in life and wants us to be faithful in the
discharge of just those duties so assigned to us, and “that charity be
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practiced in such ordinances” (A. C. XVI). Remember the motto at the
end of the “Table of Duties” in the Catechism:

“Let each his lesson learn with care,
And all the household well shall fare.” . M.

Scouting. — OQur attitude toward Scouting has ever been that this
movement, in spite of its praiseworthy aim of developing a healthy char-
‘acter in the youth of our land, cannot.be endorsed by the Lutheran Church
because of the self-righteousness which it fosters in its organization. Our
convictions were strengthened by an article which Mr. Herbert C. J.
Schillinger contributed to the School Journal (for October, 1940, p. 60ff.)
on “The Religion of Boy Scouting.” He bases his remarks on a book
by Barry Chalmers, “The Boy Scout and His Law.” The book is “ap-
proved by the chief Scout executive,” who recommends it to all who are
“interested in discovering what lies at the heart of the Scout movement.”

We reproduce a few of the quotations which Mr. Schillinger lists
from the book.

“Friendliness and kindness and service and clean living are the founda-
tions of every religion in the world” (p. 169). “Do we think our way the
only right way? If so, we have a lot to learn and we had better begin to
learn it at once” (ibid.). “In the Scout law we have the key to the king-
dom of righteousness” (p. 172). It is “in itself a religion of a very ex-
cellent sort” (p. 171). Scouting “is practical Christianity. It believes in
‘salvation by character’ and the ‘brotherhood of man’. It believes that it
can best serve God by serving God’s children” (pp. 172.173).

These few quotations show sufficiently that the religion of Scouting
is the religion of the lodge.

We add that Mr. Schillinger is a parochial school teacher in Cleveland.
Blessed the school where the children hear such Gospel testimony against
the lodge spirit. )

‘While rejoicing over this testimony, we read several items in the
A. L. C. Lutheran Standard, one which praised the Boy Scouls very
highly, and another which urged all Lutheran boys who planned a trip to
the New York World’s Fair on “Lutheran Day” (August 3) to bring their
Scout uniform to wear in the parade and at the flag raising ceremony.
Later the Awmerican Lutheran (for October, 1940) reported editorially:
“From the beginning to the end of that day the thousands of visitors from
the nation were constantly reminded of the fact that the Lutherans were
testifying concerming thewr faith. At 10 A.M. the Lutherans took charge
of the Flag Raising on the American Common. From there the parade,
which included various bands and representations from Boy Scout and
Girl Scout Orgamzations as well as delegations from our Sunday schools,
proceeded to the Washington Statue where a large wreath was placed in
the name of Lutheran Sunday school children. At 12 noon and 6 P.M.
Lutheran services were held at the Temple of Religion.” As The Bond
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for September, 1940, reports, one of the speakers in these services remarked
“that the Boy Scout program helps our boys to realize more fully our
obligation and duties to God, our country, and our fellowmen.” — The
American Lutheran continues: “A Lutheran organist gave an organ recital
at 5:30 P.M.. The great mass gathering of the day which attracted up-
wards of 7,000 people to the New York City Plaza listened to our Dr.
Walter A. Maier and a large Lutheran mass chorus.”

How can Scouts, who represent a religion as outlined by Mr. Schil-
linger on the basis of an authentic Scout source, set forth before the world
the Lutheran faith?

And when a church begins to boast her ability of doing such “big
things,” can one help but fear that she is on the verge of losing both
her true perspective and her soul? M.

“In a Strategic Position.” — To the A. L. C. assembled in Detroit
Dr. E. E. Ryden, President of the A. L. Cf., brought greetings on the
tenth anniversary of the Church. In his address he stressed, among other
things, the “strategic position” of the Conference, which also was organized
ten years ago, as having been ably utilized by the A. L. C. in recent years.
Here is the pertinent part of his address as published in the Luth. Standard
for November 16, 1940.

“Finally, T would say that it is generally recognized that we as a Con-
ference occupy the most strategic position of any body in the Lutheran
Church in America with reference to the whole problem of Lutheran
Church unity. We are neither the most conservative body, nor the most
liberal. We stand, as it were, in the center, ready to stretch forth the
hand of fellowship to the right and to the left, eager to draw into real
spiritual communion the brethren on the right and on the left. In this
task your own Church, as a constituent part of the Conference, has already
rendered a distinct service through your negotiations with the Missouri
Ssnod and the U. L. C. The thing which happened last Friday in Omaha, '
when the U. L. C. ratified the Pittsburgh Agreement, was a real achieve-
ment for the A. L. C. and a genuine victory for its leadership. We
rejoice over the things you have accomplished and believe that you have
charted the course which we as a Conference must follow: to fellowship
_ with those of our Lutheran household of faith who are willing to fellow-
ship with us, and to work with those of our Lutheran household of faith
who are willing to work with us. Thus only shall we be able to fulfill
cur destiny as a Lutheran Church in America, and thus only shall we be
able to carry out our God-given task.”

On this part of Dr. Ryden’s address Dr. Graebner (whose article in the
December number, 1939, of the American Lutheran will be still fresh in
every one’s memory) comments in the Lutheran Witness for November 26,
1640, as follows: )

“Dr. Ryden overlooks a few things.
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“He overlooks the fact that the Conference is not so far from the ‘left’
extreme, since.it has in its midst a body as ‘liberal’ in many respects as
the U. L. C. (the Norwegian Free Church) and has in his own (Swedish)
synod men as radical as any in the extreme left of the U. L. C., men who
will never stomach ‘Missouri’. He forgets that he has .in his own body
also men who will fight against compromise, men who sincerely grieve
over the doctrinal decay which has crept over the Augustana Synod and
who would look upon fellowship with the U. L. C. as apostasy from
confessional Lutheranism. He overlooks the fact that synods within the
A. L. C. have publicly and by resolution protested against the laxity in
doctrine and practice which has offended them in their own A. L. Cf.
‘brethren’. And he overlooks finally that he can entertain no hope of
fellowship with ‘Missouri’ as long as the official organ of the Swedish
synod prints attacks on the doctrine of verbal inspiration (December 16,
1933) and on the doctrine and government as set forth in the Augsburg
Confession (January 25, 1940), and as long as its leaders take the union-
istic position lauded as ‘the most strategic position among Lutheran bodies’
in this presidential address.”

The last remark is the most important. The very spirit of the words
on occupying a ‘“‘strategic position” is thoroughly unionistic, un-Lutheran.
And where this spirit prevails there is little hope that any decisive steps
will be taken to correct the shortcomings mentioned besides, which, by the
way, are liable to crop out time and again in the most faithful church
bodies as long as-we continue here on earth. : M.

Biidjertieh.
The Spirit of the American Lutheran Church. By P. H. Buehring,
A.M., D.D., Professor of Historical Theology in the Ev. Luth.
Seminary, Columbus, Ohio. 116 pages, 5x74. Cloth. = Title on front
and backbone. Price, 85c. — The Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus,

Ohio. .

The book, which is dedicated to the memory of the Rev. Carl Chris-
tian Hein, D. D., “Pastor, Scholar, Executive, Diplomat, who devoted the
best efforts of his life to the promotion of true Christian unity”’, in the
first three chapters sketches a brief history of the three synods, Buffalo,
Towa, and Ohio; which in 1930 merged to form the American Lutheran
Church. Then in the last chapter it presents the birth and the spirit of
the A. L. C. as resulting from the “clearly distinguishable elements that
have been contributed to it by the three constituent synods . . . each of
which had developed its own peculiar characteristics” (p. 92). There is
appended the Constitution of the A. L. C.

It was with mingled feelings that the present reviewer read the book.
There is much cause for rejoicing over the rich blessings God bestowed
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on these church bodies individually and jointly, over the ready response
which they showed toward God’s grace, over the fruitful labors which
they performed. Yet there is also much cause for grief over human
shortcomings, the saddest part being that some of these shortcomings
do not seem to be recognized as such. To illustrate we shall assemble
a few quotations on the doctrine of Election and Conversion, although
others, especially concerning Open Questions, might serve as well.

Of the former Ohio Synod we are informed that “only twice in its
long history was any serious question raised concerning the orthodoxy of
the synod by men in its own midst” (p. 73f.). “The second time when
the orthodoxy of the majority of the synod was questioned by a minority,
was at the beginning of the predestination controversy” (p. 74). That
was in the years immediately following 1877, when Dr. Walther had pre-
sented a series of theses on the doctrine of Election, which the over-
whelming majority of the Ohio Synod pastors rejected as a “new doctrine.”
Then, in 1881, “the synod resolved to withdraw from the Synodical Con-
ference, (1) because the Missouri Synod had ‘set forth and definitely
adopted a doctrine concerning election which we cannot accept’;” and
which they felt it their duty to brand publicly as Calvinizing (p. 75£.).
Nowhere in the book did we run across a remark that the author considers
this a mistake, rather he gleefully reports: “When the smoke of battle
finally cleared away, it was found that only a small number had with-
drawn and gone over to Missouri, while the loss was more than made
up by the addition of a considerable number of pastors and congregations
who left the Missouri Synod and came over to Ohio” (p. 76). And he
lauds the Iowa Synod that it “at once openly and bravely stood shoulder
to shoulder with Ohio” in the great predestinarian controversy (p. 83), and
hails Dr. Stellhorn as Ohio’s great “specialist on predestination and con-
version” (p. 80).

Concerning the first error that was charged against the Ohio Synod
by members from its own ranks, because the unionistic formula of dis-
tribution was used in the Communion liturgy: “Jesus Christ says, This
is my body”, the author openly admits: “Of course, the action of the
synod in this case was a mistake” (p. 74). Why not also concerning the
ntutty fider error?

The recent action of the A. L. C. at Detroit, - when upon advice of
President Dr. Poppen the whole union question was referred to the dis-
tricts, was in keeping with the spirit of the Ohio Synod, which demands
that “no steps of primary importance were: taken by the general con-
vention, until the various districts had considered the matter and expressed
their opinion” (p. 101).

The book is profusely illustrated with well- chosen pictures. M.

Report of the twenty-third regular convention of The Norwegian
Synod of the American Ev. Luth. Church, 1940. 91 pages. Price,
35c. — Lutheran Synod Book Co., Mankato, Minn.
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Besides the usual business transacted at Synod meetings this report
contains two very timely and instructive essays.

To take up the second one first, Pastor Geo. O. Lillegard, on the
topic “The Principle of the Separation of Church and State Applied to
our Times”, calls “attention to some of the pitfalls and dangers that beset
the Christian citizen in free America in his efforts at maintaining and ob-
serving the principle of the separation of Church and State today.” Under
the two headings “I. When the Church interferes with the State” and
“TJI. When the State interferes with the Church”, he assembles a vast
amount of material, instances of encroachment by either one institution
on the domain of the other. o

The other essay is by Dr. S. C. Ylvisaker on “The Question of Non-
Fundamentals in the Light of Scripture”. In the present union move-
ment some people make very much of a distinction between fundamental
and non-fundamental doctrines, declaring that agreement in all non-funda-
mentals is neither possible nor necessary for the establishment of church
fellowship. The essayist maintains that “the distinction becomes a sinful
one and subtly dangerous if it is maintained that some teachings of Scrip-
ture are of such nature that we may hold divergent views regarding them.
. ... Where the Word of God has spoken . . . it will ever be a matter
of fundamental importance whether we trust in Christ or not, and whether
we in faith are willing to accept His Word of Truth or not” (p. 24.25).

As a starting point for his presentation the essayist uses the fact that
“in our prayers and devotions and in our daily companionship with Christ,
we” — whether we be infant children or ‘number among the deepest theo-
logians — “are not thinking in terms of an involved set of doctrines. It
is the One Great Presence, Christ, Who is the sum and substance of all
our longings and hopes and aspirations. . . . For it is faith, not knowledge,
which lays hold of God’s saving grace in Christ.” And “if our study of
the dogmatic -system of theology leads us away from this simplicity of
faith . . . it has not served its real purpose” (p. 15).

What is the meaning, then, of dogmatics? “The promise is that he
who in faith has accepted Christ, has no half-Christ, or quarter-Christ,
but he has the whole Christ with His every blessing and gift and is full
heir of heaven” (p. 15). And “the normal thing is that a new-born child
of God will continue on to live in this new relation, associate more and
more intimately with his heavenly Father, enjoy the good things at His
hand, love, grace, care and protection, his whole blessed inheritance as a
child of God. And thus it will be his divine privilege to know this Father
better day by day and year by year, recognize and distinguish Him from
every other pretended and deceiving fatherhood” (p. 16). And “thus
Christ, the foundation of our faith, and of the Church, is one, though
there may be many doctrines concerning Him, by which His person and
natures, His attributes, His work and saving grace are described and
defined” (p. 18). By all of which “Christ is identified as that one Christ
Who is able to save to the uttermost them that come unto the Father by
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Him. As such He is the one foundation of the church and of faith”
(p. 20). Yes, Christ “who has identified Himself with' all doctrines con-
tained in Scriptures, with all facts of history, geography and so forth
which are mentioned there, and with every word written there as being
His very own” (p. 21), this Christ is the. foundation of our faith, and
“Other foundation can no man lay than that is laid” (p. 14).

‘What bearing may all this have on the present union movement, or any
union movement? * We cannot search. the heart; we must have recourse to
a man’s confession. “But . .. it is not for us to decide that one doctrine
may be removed or changed and another disregarded. as being unimportant”
(p. 21). “We judge not by a part of a man’s confession, or a part of the
confession of a church denomination, but by the whole.. One may say:
I believe in Jesus Christ and follow this confession with that obedience
of faith which accepts. His every word and teaching and shepherding.
Another may, with seemingly the same earnestness, say: I believe in
Jesus Christ, but in the same breath reject much of what he says. Re-
duced to a simple formula, it would read thus: I believe in Jesus Christ,
but not the one who says that infants should be baptized, or the one who
forgives sins freely, or the one who makes it necessary to sever connec-
tions with the secret lodge, or the one who claims that His very body and
blood are given in. the sacrament of the altar. I do not believe in that
Christ Who was born of a virgin, or the one who predestinated some unto
the adoption of sons and eternal life.  Thus they have laid another founda-
tion than that is laid, which is Jesus Christ Who is described by, and identi-
fied with, every word of Scripture”. (p. 26).

This essay is not a matter for a single reading: it must be studied and
pondered. M.

3k * K 3k

Alle hier angegebenen Sadjen fonnen durd) unfer Northwestern Pub-
lishing 'House, 935-937 North Fourth - Street, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, be=
zogen iverden. : :
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Bon der Wusfithrung des Heildrats Gottes.

Befondere Vorbemeriung: Wenn wir unfere Hisheri-
gen Artifel itber den Heildrat Gottes ausdriidlih ald8 von Dder
Yusdfithrung dedfelben handelnd iiberidrieben, jo gefdhah dad
mit vorbedadyter Abjicht 1umd in dem Bewuftiein, im Cinflang mit
dem 11. Artifel der Qonfordienformel zu handeln, der Lehre von der
eimigen Wah!, weldjer in der Darjtellung inmmer und immer wieder
por der Gefahr warnt, den emigen Ratjdluf Gottes pon der Wahl
aud diefemn felbit nad) den Gefesen der menjdhliden Vernunit zu
fonjtruieren. ,Denn daraud nehmen und fajfen ihrer viele feltiame,
gefahrliche und jdhadliche Gedanfen, entweder Sidjerheit und Un-
bupfertigfeit, oder Rleinmiitigfeit und Verzweiflung, . . . daf fie
reden: Weil Gott feine Audermahlten zur Seligfeit verfehen, ehe
der Welt Grund gelegt ward, €ph. 1, und Sotted Werfehen nidht
fehlen, nod) bon jemand gehindert oder gedndert werden fann, Jejai.
14; Rom. 9: Bin id) denn ur Seligfeit verfehen, fo fann mir’s daran
nidt jdhaden, ob id) gleich) ohne Bupe allerlei Simde und Schande
treibe, Wort und Saframent nidht adte, weder um Bupe, Glauben,
Gebet oder Goftfeligfeit mid) befitmmere; fondern id) werde wund
mufy dod) jelig werden, denn Gotted Verfehung mup gejdehen; bin
1) aber nicht berfehen, jo Hilft ed dod) nicht, wenn id) mid) gleidh) zum
Worte bHielte, Bufe tate, glaubte ujw.; denn Gottes Verfehung fann
i) nicht hindern oder andern.” . . .

Lnd foldje Gedanfen fallen aud) wobhl gottfeligen Herzen ein,
... Dak jie denfen: Wenn du aber nid)t bon Cmigleit jur Seligfeit
verjefen bift, o ijt’3 dod) alled umjonit, und jonderlich, wenn fie auf
ihre Shmwadheit jehen und auf die Erempel derer, fo nidht verharret,
fondern ieder abgefallen jind.” §§ 10.11.
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Weld) jdredliche Seelenqual und mweld) eine firdhliche Serriit-
tung der eben bejdjriebene MiBbraudy der menjdliden Lernunft. in
Gottes Wort anrichtet, Haben alle diejenigen unter und erfabhren,
weldhe unfern grofen Streit itber die Lehre von der Gnabdentvahl
mitburdygemadt haben. Die BVernunit ijt dem natiirliden Menjden
der abjolute Mapitab fitr alle menjdhlicden und gottlihen Dinge und
Verhaltniffe in Raum, Zeit und Bahl. €3 geht durd) alle Philo-
fophie der oft audgeiprodjene Gedanfe: Wenn Gott nidht nad) den
Grundgefegen unjerer Vernunft denft und Hhandelt, jo geht er
ung nichts an!

Nm allen derartigen SdjluBfolgerungen aud dem Wege zu
geben, haben wir unfern bigherigen Artifeln itber den Heildrat Got-
tes bdie Tberjdrift Von der Ausdfiihrung ded Heildrates
Oottes gegeben. Der Heildrat Gottes ift nad)y Rom. 9, 10-13;
Eph. 1, 1—14 und dielen andern Stellen ein qud dem Wohlgefallen
Gottes in Chrifto in der Cwigteit vor aller Jeit gefafter und ijt ald
folher ,eine Urfade, jo da unfere Seligfett und wad zu der-
felben gehort, {Gaffet, wirtt, Hilft und befdrdert; darauf audy unjere
@eligteit alio gegriindet ift, dak die Piotten der Holle nidhts dawider
permogen follen”, § 8. Aber al8 jolder ift diefer Rat ein Ge-
hetmmntis, dad niemand zu erforjden und mit feiner BVernunit zu
reimen bermag. .

€G3 gibt nur eine Weife der fegensdreidjen Betradtung der
Wahl Gottesd, da3d it die gejGhidhtlide welde zeigt, ivie
fie guerft in Abraham, JFjaaf und Jafob, dann in allen letblidhen
tadhfommen derjelben nad) Gen. 12, 1-3 zeitlid) realijiert worden it.

Der am Volfe Jjrael verwirtlichte Heildrat zerlegt jich) gejdhidht-
lid) in mebhrere flar mwahrnehmbare Abidnitte. Den Unfang bded
erften haben wir in der Gefdhidhte der drei groBen Erzvdter darzu-
jftellen verjudyt. €8 gehort aber nod) ein anderd Stiid dazu, dad
nidhyt itberfehen fwerden darf. €3 it die Gefdhidite der Ausfithrung
deg Ubrahomsiamensd aquld Dder daghpbtijen Kuedtihait und der
Einfithrung desfelben in dad berheifene Kanaan.

@ofort nad) der allbefannten Geredhtertlarung Abrahams, Gen.
15, 6, jcdhloh der Herr einen formlidhen und feterlichen Bund mit ihm
und fligte demfelben die flare Verheihung Hingu: ,Deinem Samen
ill i) dies Land (der zehn Hetdenvilfer Kanaand) geben.” Aber
gerade diefe WVerheifung Jtand unter -dem boraudgehenden Vorbehalt,



Vort der Ausfithrung ded Heildratd Gottes. 83

dag jie etft nady 400 Jahren verivirflidgt werden fonne, weil bis
dabin jene BVilfer zum BVernidtungdgeridht nodh nidht rveif jeien.
Ibrahams Same mitffe vorher eine lange Jeit Dder jdredlichiten
Quedtidaft durdymadhen, Sottes Geridht iiber jenes Volf erleben und
die errvettende Gnade ded @elrn durch piele und grope Wunbeliaten
fennen lernen:

Abrahams Same wohnte feit Jojeph3 unb Jafobs Seit im An-
fang red)t wobhllebig in dghpten, und gerade in dem ibnen angemwie-
jenen frudytbaren Gofen; dort bermefrten fie jich jdnell und hielten
alg ein Gefdhledht von bejonderer religidjer Tradition den einbhetmi-
fhen 9ghptern gegeniiber: dejto fefter ameinander, je mebhr fie bon
diefen als Viehzud)t und Acderbau treibende uslander berabideut
murden. Yud Furdt vor deren jdhuneller Vermehrung und aqus der
Sorge, daf fie {idy im Falle desd Einfall8 einer frembden NVacht zu den
Teinden ded Qanded jdhlagen modten, fingen die Hghpter an, jie mit
{dgmerer Arbeit zu bedriicen und thre BVermehrung durd) Crmordung
alled mannlidgen Nadwudied zu verhindern. Damit begann aber
audj der Sott Ubrahams das gemweisiagte Gericht an dem BVolf Jgyp-
tend zu bollziehen.

Das wollen wir hier nidt in jeinen Cingelheiten {dhildern, nidt
die Crivedung Mofed, nidht die Sendung der Zehn Plagen, die die
fgppter gegen die Forderung des Herrm, fein Volf auSziehen zu
[affen, nur defto jtorriger madten. - Wir jebhen e3 ja jelt wieder mit
eigenen Augen, daf BVolfer, die bon der Herrfdijudht iiber andere
BVolter einmal fejt ergriffen tourden, durd) feine Vorjtellungen zu
furteren ind, big Gott endlidy mit feinem Geridht dreingreift umd
die Sdjuldigen in threm eigenen Blute badet. Crit nad) der Tiotung
der Critgeburt der dgypter, als tm gangen Yighpbterpolf ,fein Hausd
war, da nidt ein Toter war”, — brad) der Hodymut des Volfs zu-
fommen und bradte dem Samen Ubrahams die Freiheit mit Gemwalt.

Aber warum mufte aud) der gefegnete brahamsiame all diefe
Not mit durdmaden? Fiiv Jjrael war died ein dhweres aber
nbtiges und Hetljames Stitd gottlicher Grziehung, der Grziehung
su feinem Beruf: ded Segens Abrahams jelbjt feilhaftig 1 werden
und denfelben andern BVilfern ju itbermitteln. Jn dgypten jollten fie
erjt einmal da8 etgentlidhe Wefen der gosendienertjhen Welt griindlid
fermen lernen. 9lghpten war zu diefer Beit dad erfte Kulturvolf der
Crde. Hier flof aller Reidhtum diefer Erde vie in einem grogen Fang-
becenn ujammen. Hier entivicdelte i) das, wad die Welt Kultur
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nennt, gur Hodjten Bliite. Hier Hatten jeit mindejtens 3000 Jahren
die weifeften und getwaltigiten Konige der Erde die Herridhaft gefithrt.
Hier war, wie der Prophet Hefefiel 15, 49 pon Sodom jagt, ,Hoffart
und alled pollauf und guter JFriede, den fie und ihre Todter Hatten”.
Hier war menjdhlicges Woh! und menjdlides Slick. Aber Igypten
war aud) zugleid) dad grofte Sodom feiner Beit, die hartejte Tyran-
nin itber ihre eigenen Untertanen und eine graujame Wiiterin gegen
alle unterjochten Volfer. Dasd Grajlidite an Hghpten war aber
jeine Religion. JBu Wbrahams und Mofed Seit Hildete die oberite
Gottheit ded unteren Niltald die Dreiheit JFii1s, Ofirid und
Horus, alg engjte Blutdvermwandte tm Verhaltnid von Sdivejter,
Bruder und Sohn zueinander jtehend jo innig miteinander per-
hetvratet, ,dag die Mutter ald blofer Schauplag der Geburt
betraditet wird, der Vater fein eigener BVater und jein eigener Sobhn,
der Sobhn, der im Grunde dem Vater gleid), aljo dad Produft feiner
eigenen  Seugung i’ (Georg €bhers: ,Durd) Gofen Fum
Stnat” m Riemsd Handbud)).. So bildeten {ie dad Jujammenmirfen
der Naturfrdfte in den Jahredzetten 3zu ihrer dreigejtalteten Gott-
heit aqus. Die Tatigfeit ded Horusd wurde wijfenidaftlid) und
populdr in unglaublid) unflatiger Spradje dargelegt und iveiter-
erzablt.

Um da8 Auffommen einer jo unfeujden WVolfreligion fiir ge-
{hicdhtlicy audgefithrt zu Halten, mup man jid) in8 Gedad)inid rufen,
daf die digypter Hamiten mwaren, Gen. 9, 22ff. Mit diefer
angebli) durd) die Priefter, die zugleid) algd die eigentlichen Weifen
verehrt fourden, erdadten Religion hing deren ganzed Beerdigungs-
wefen: die CEinbaliamierung und dad Nufbewahren der KLeidjen,
die Erbauung von Totenfammern fiir die Vornehmen, die Crridhtung
der Pyramiden al8 Konigsdgrabern, der ratielhaften Sphing umd
der Gottertempel fomwie anderer Pradtbauten zujammen, deren Her-
ftellung Hunderttaujenden von Bmwangdarbeitern dad Leben gab und
foftete. — Dasd war Aghptend glanzende Kultur und die ftolze Pradyt
diefes Qervenbolfs, die dem Samen Abrahams jahrhundertelange
Angit und unmenjdhlide Qual alsd augenjdeinlih) unabiwerfbares
Sdidial aufzivang, bi8 der Gott Abrahams fie durd) grofe Seridjte
aud ihrer Not erlsfte und unter Wundern und Beidhen ald jein
Volf unter Mofen in die Wiijte fithrte.

Was follte diefe unfaglidh jdhmierige Ausfithrung jraels in
und durdh) die Wiijte? Sie ar die andere €rziehungdmainahme
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des Herrn fiiv jein Volf. €3 jollte durd) tmmer iederholte Er-
fahrung der Allmadyt ded Herrn, jeiner grofen Giite und Geduld,
jeiner Defondern RQiebe und Treue auf ihn in aller ot frauen, an
ibn glauben lernen. Diefe Reizung zum GSlauben fing gleid
nad) dem Audzug an. Ein Familienheer von 600,000 Crwad)jenen,
ohne alle Qinder unter 20 Jahren und biel mitreifendes ,Pobelvolf”
su 3ablen, alfo wobhl eine Million Menjden ujommen mit ihren
Sdafen und viel anderm BVieh) (Erod. 12, 37f.), von Raemjed und
Sudoth) an aqufs higigfte bon der gejamten friegdgeiibten Madht
Bharaosd perfolgt und bet Hivoth und Baal Jephon bor dem Dieer
ftehend — bom Untergang zu vetten, war menjdlich unmdglicy.
Das Volf {drie in Verziweiflung und Hhaderte mit Neojes, und Mofesd
pertriftete e3 mit dem beborjtehenden Eingreifen desd Herrn; dann
{thmieg er — menjdlich getroft inwendig? — IJtein, jein Herz rang
heimlidy im Gebet mit Gott, weil er die Wiglidhteit der Errettung
nidt jah. Da jprad) der Herr zu WMofe, jeine tnnere Angit beant-
ortend: ,Wa3 {dhreieft dDu zu mir? Sage den Rindern
Jirael, bap fie stehen, du aber heb deinen Stab auf und rede deine
Hand iitber dad Mieer und teile ed vomeirander, daf die Kinder
Jirael hineingehen mitten hindurd) auf dem Troderien.”  Wir wijjen,
mmas folgte. — Nun lefe man bet diefer Sadje zugleid) Kap. 15, dad
Qied Peofes und Miviams, {o wird jeder Glaubige erfennen, dap dad
borhergehende Wunder der Ausflihrung des Volfd mit der Durd)-
fithrung Dedfelben durd)y da3 Rote WVieer und die Criqufung bder
gyptijgen Kriegdmadyt n demtfelben eined der groBten Rettungs-
fpunder ijt, dad der Herr jeit dem Geridht itber Igypten an feinem
Bolf getan Hhat. A8 jolded wird dadfelbe in der gejamten Shrift
Des Alten Teftaments, befonderd bei dem groften aller Propheten,
bgl. Jefat. 51, 9ff., ald dasd Prototypp aller zufiinftigen Cridjungen
au8 Afjur, Babel und desd Endgeridhtd angefiihrt.

Und wad fagt nun die unglaubige und Halbgldubige moderne
®elehriamfeit zu diefer Groptat des Hertn? — O, die geidhidhtlicde
Tatfade der Ausfiihrung Jiraeld ausd der Knedtidhait ded in jeder
Beztehung gewaltigiten, audy fulturell allen andern Madjten bder
Crde poranjtehenden Volfs der Erde ift eine abjolut fejtitehende ge-
jdhichtliche Tatjade.

Nus der Wiiftenfithrung erinnern toir Hier nur nod) an dasd
Sdlagen des Felfens in der naben Wiifte Horeb, die dann die Be-
geidnung PMaffa und Periba erhielt, an die Wadjteln und dag Vian,
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sulet an den Steg- itber Amalef bet Raphidim, dem der Herr dabet
bollige usrothung jdhiour, bgl. 4. Mofe 24, 20.

et fommen wiv 3u den Creigniffen an dem Berge Sinai-felbit.
‘€8 war im dritten Monat nad) dem Auszug ausd Aghpten und nod
elf Tageretfen (bgl. die Stationen in 4. Viofe 33) bis nad) Rades
an der Grenge ded berheifenen Landed. Jebt, ehe e3 iveiter geht,
will der Herr mit diefemn Volf unter Beidgen und Wundern jeinen
Bund auf Srund der dem Vater Abraham gegebenen BVerheifungen
jlieen: Died BVolf folli unter allen BVolfern der Crde dasd Cigen-
tumsoolf des Qerrn, ein Heiliged Volf, ein Roinigreid) von Prieftern
des wahren Gotted werden. tur eind ift notig: dem Abrahamsiegen
muf audy ein Abrahamsgehorfam (Glauben) entiprecdhen. Jebt er-
jeheint der Herr in einer dunfeln Wolfe auf ded Berges Spike unter
Donnern und Bliken und dem ftarfer und ftarfer mwerdenden
Sdymettern und Heulen einer ,ftarfen” Pojaune. Hier vedet der
Unglaube der Welt von einem ganz natiirlihen Gewitter; worauf
ir {pdter antiworten werden. Jm swanzigiten Kapitel heilt €3 vom
Hauptgefes, den zehn Gebotenn: Und & o t1 redete alle diefe LWorte.
S B, 19 begeugt dad BVolf, welded diefe Rede mit jeinen leiblidgen
Ofren gehort hatte, fliehend zu Mofe: ,Rede du mit uns, wir wollen
geborchen, und laf @ oti nidt mit und reden, wir modten fonit
fterben.”  Bgl. hier die Parallele 5. Poje 5, 25 und dad Hhin und
ipieder in Der gangen Sdrift wiederholte Jeugnis, daf der Herr
pom immel Herab mit feinem Volfe geredet Hhabe.

» Beinem Samen will id) dies Land geben” — lautete ded Herrn
BerheiBung.

Die fernere Aufgabe ded Voltd war aljo die Ausrottung der
sehn Volfer Ranaand mit der Sdarfe ded3 Shiverts. Dad aren
Rolfer derfelben Abjtammung bon Ham oder Kanaan wie die Agyp-
ter, dagu famen bdie jodomitijd) gezeugten Nadjformmen der Todter
Qots, die Moabiter und Ammoniter, alle jeht reif zum Seridt.
Dies Gericht wollte der Herr fest dDurd) jein Vo lf Jirael
ausfithren. JIm Rampf mit hnen durfte fein Kompromif, fein
- Griede, feine Verfdwdgerung, iiberhaupt feine menjdlidhe SGemein-
fdaft gemad)t werden. €8 galt nur erbarmungslofe Audrottung.
Aber nid)t etiva follten fie alle oder biele zugleid) etva durd) ein
augenjdeinlidges Cingreifen ded Herrn iiberivunden werden, fondern
Jfrael, died eine Volf des Herrn, jollte dad durd) des Herrn ver-
hetgene Hilfe beforgen. Da8 lie fidh menidlidh nur in langer Beit
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und mit uneridiitterlidjem Slauben an ihred Gottesd Verheifung er-
retdhen. Eben dazu Datte der Herr fein BVolf jeine Allgewalt an
dgypten und jeine Treue in der Wiiftenwanderimg unter Mofe er- .
fabhren laffen.  Bu demfelben Biwed follte das Volf Gotted durd) das
gropartigite @ejdehen feit der Grimdung von Himmel und Erde,
0. §. dburd) die Offenbarung Gotted am Sinai mit der SGefebgebung
und dem Bundedjchluf vollends fertig gemad)t werden. — War e3
Dagu jept fertig? — Wir milfien jebt zu dem Gefdhehen am Sinai
auriid. :

Qiterariid) ijt die Gefegebung auf Sinat durd) die Crzahlung
pon den jogenannten ,Redhten”, die Mojed gefdjrieben Hatte, durd
die Crzahlung von dem grofen Wbfall Jfraels, der Abgdtteret mrit
dem Goldenen Kalbe, durdbrodyen, ohne daf Mofed von der Siinde
wupte. €r erfdhrt jie erft durc) den Herrn felbit. Jene Redhte, die
fliv den ©otteddienit Jjraeld in der Bufunft gefdrieben waren, {ind
entmweder bon dem Grundgefes abgeleitet und enthalten tmmer wieder
die Warnung Jjraeld vor dem Gbgendienjt der Erzbater und der
fanaanitijgen Setden. Trosdem fallt dad Volf in den verbotenen
Gogendienft. Mofed war bidher ded dfteren vom Herrn auf den
Berg gerufen worden, um, von feiner Hand bewahrt, feine Herrlid)-
feit u jhauen; Jelbjt den 9lteften ded Volts alsd deffen Vertretern vor
®ott war died jum Smwed des Bundedidhluijes durd) Opferblut und
gemeinjd)aftlides Bundedmalhl mwenigitens teilieife gemwahrt worden,
iie wir in Kap. 20 lefen. Der Hauptzwed diefer Crideinungen ded
Serrn war, dem Fithrer ded BVolf3, Wiofe, dad bon ihm jelbjt quf
3wet Tafeln gefdjriebene Gefes, dad Bundedbud), zu itberliefern. Dad
dauerte aber diedmal bierzig Tage und bierzig Nadyte, ohne dak dasd
LVolt etivad von ihm horte. Died wird flir diefed die BVegrimdung
Der Abgotteret. Jun wird ded Herrn Verhalten und feine folgende
Jtede fehr wunderbar. Cr {dhlagt nidyt jofort mit verzehrendem Born
auf das abgefallene Volf drein, jondern befpridht die Sade nody auf
dem Berge mit feinem Kued)t Mofe. So fprad) er jeht auf dem
Berge zu Mofe: Gebh, jteig hinab; denn dein BVolf hat's verderbet,
d. 0. jid) jelbjt und alles, was id) bisher an ihm getan habe, sunichte
gemadht.  Cr erzdhlt ihm den ganzen vorgefallenen Greuel. ,Sie
find jdnell bom Wege getreten, den id) ihnen geboten Habe, id) jebe,
dap es ein balsjtarriges Bolf ift.” Dann fiigt er, ju Nofe redend,
bingu: ,nd nun laf mid, dap mein Sorn iiber fie ergrimme und
fie perntdhte (Quther: auffreffe), jo will id) didgh sum grofen BVolf
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maden.” — Sind das nun nidt jdredlide Sornedworte? Nein,
dag jind Worte unendlider Gnade und Liebe ded allmadtigen, jo
jdnode verleugneten Gotted Abrahoms. Um dad zu berjtehen, mup
man fid) vergegenivdrtigen, wad in KQap. 33, 11 von der Art und
Weife, vie der Herr mit Mofe zu reden pilegte, gejagt ijt: ,Der
Herr aber redete mit Diofe bon Angefidht ju Ungefidt, wie ein Veann
mit feinem Freunde redet.” Cr fennt Viojen ald den aud) Hier ein-
3igen Peann, der in feinem gangen Hauje tren ift; 4. Dofe 12, 7. 8.
Ja, daf er bereit ift, mit jeinem BVolfe vermorfen zu werden. ,Und
nun laf mich”; aber er weif genau, daf Mofe thn nidt ,lajjen” wird.
Der Qerr will von Mofe um Gnade fitr thr beiderfeitd jo heily ge-
liebtes LVolf angefleht verden. Und aud) Viofes fennt ded Herin
Herz jehr wobhl. I laf did)y nicht”, denn du redeft ja jeht menjd-
(i) mit mir. Sp fommt er dem Herrn mit dret groBen Griinden,
warum er Jfrael nidt berwerfen darf: Du hajt bidher dein Volf mit
groBer Rraft und ftarfer Hand aus Agypten gefiihrt, joll das alles
umjonit jein? Willft du sum Gegenftand ded Gefpotts aller LWelt
werden? edenfit du nid)t daran, wad du deinen Dienern Abraham,
Sfaaf und Jafob gejdhvoren Hajt? — Mofes weil, daf der Herr fei-
nem diefer Grimde, Defonderd dem lebten nicht, widerftehen fanm.
So fahrt der Text fort: Wlfo gereute den Herrn dad 11bel, daf er
feinem BVolt zu tun gedadte.

Wasd Mofed nun um Volfe redete und dann mit dem Gohen-
bilde tat, ijt allbefaunt. v lief durd) treue QLepiten dreitaufend der
&ogendiener umbringen und berfprady diefen ,Fillung threr Hande”,
D. 1. Belehnung mit ihrem zufiinftigen Wmt. Weniger ird bdie
heildge{dhichtlich jo widptige Unterredung Piojes mit Aaron redht er-
fannt. Diefer Hatte dad Gobenbild auf ded Volfed Verlangen aus
dem ©dymud der Feiernden gegojfen. Dariiber ftrafte ithn WVojes mit
grogem Grnjt. Warond Verjud) zur Selbftreditfertigung jdjandet
nur den {o hodhgejtellten Mann. Wir wiirden Heute auf Abjegung
eined foldhen unwahrhaftigen und feigen Manned beftehen und —
damit etiva ung jelber dad Urteil fpredjen? Died war nidht einmal
Aarond eingige Verfimdigung. Kied 4. Moje 12 und trojte dich der
grofen Geduld ded Herrn, die Aarond Biidtigung auffdob, bis jeine
Beit fam betmzujuden.

€3 jind nod) zwei Dinge in Kap. 32 befonderd zu erflaren.
Quiher itberfest BVers 25 etwad unberjtandlid): ,Da nun Vioje {abe,
dap a8 Volf (08 worden fwar (denn Aaron Hatte fie (o8 gemadyt durdh
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ein Gejd)mds, damit er fie fein wollte anridhten).” €& Deipt im -
text: A8 nun Mofe jabh, dak dad BVolf ordnungslos gemworden
war, wetl Yaron ihm die Biigel hatte jdhiegen lafien, jum Gejpsit
feiner Feinde, da trat Mofe ujm. Bu der ,Handefitllung” der
Lepiten vgl. 5. Poje 33, 8-11.

Am nadyjten Morgen Hindigt oje dem gangen Volf an, daf ed
eine grofe Siinde begangen Habe und daf er verfuchen wolle, ihre
Siinde durd) Gebet por dem Herrn zu beridhnen. CEr befennt ded
Bolfes Simbde als eine groe und fleht dod) nur: ,TNun vergtb ihnen
ihre Siinde”, fest aber im Uberidwang des Gefithls die Worte hingu:
Lo nidht, jo tilge mid) aud) aus deinem Bud), dasd du gejdrieben
hajt.”  Rang braudyte died Gebet ja nid)t zu jein; aber 3 mar eben
fo Hef und Herzlid) wie dad pon Wofe in feiner jtummen Ungjt am
Roten Weer geduferte, ald der Herr ihm in feinem mort-
[ofen Herzensdflehen zugerufen Hatte: Wal
fchreteit du zu mir? Hier erfannte der Herr Wofed aud feinem
Bujak: ,Wo nidt, jo tilge mid) aud deinem KLebensdbud).” Daj war
nidgt Mbermut oder Unbedadtiamteit, jondern ein Ausiprud) jeiner
heigen Rebe gegen fein BVolf und jeined uniwandelbaren Glaubens
an des Herrn Treue gegen Jrael.  Paulug hat fpater (Romt. 9, 3)
dasjelbe Gebet fiir Yfrael aud demfelben Herzen getan. Luiherd
TUberfeung bon Verd 33, die den Herrn antworten [aht: Was? It
ein Gtiid Mipveritandnisd ded hebratihen Wortd mi und lakt ded
Serrn Untiwort al8 einen Ausruf ded CEntfegensd erjdeinen. Dad ijt
aber im Urtert nicht mehr al8 ein energijdes Relatib im Sinne vbon
Joerimmer”.  Vgl. nur The American Standard: whosoever
etc.

Sm Sdilup diefed Artitels fimdigt der Herr WMofe an, dah er
fein am Sinat mit dem Volf angefangened Wert in aller Treue, aber
aud) in unnadfichtigem Ernjt vollenden mwerde. — Davon, Will’3
Gott, im nadiften Heft. Nug Pieper.



Religious Instruction in the Free Church
of Germany ')

We cannot conceive of an orthodox Lutheran Church any-
where, which does not desire and seek adequate agencies for the
religious instruction of its youth. Since Luther has appraised
religious instruction in terms which have not been equaled and
since he has contributed in many ways to the advancement of
Christian education, it belongs to the tradition of the Lutheran
Church in all lands to further and to defend the religious instruc-
tion of its youth. We as members of a Lutheran church-body in
America will not overlook the fact that nowhere did the Lutheran
Church ever have greater and better opportunities to create agen-
cies for religious instruction than in our country, where the
separation of Church and State is not only embodied as a theo-
retical principle into the laws of the land, but where this law has
been put into effect for almost two hundred years. We therefore
have every reason to speak of America as the land of opportunities,
opportunities for teachers and pastors, who are called to teach the
youth of the Church. But since our college days, when we wrote
compositions on the theme: “America, thy name is opportunity”
we have undoubtedly learned that there is a vast difference between
the mere existence of these opportunities and the use or misuse -
made of them by those at whose disposal they have been placed.
A church body with fewer opportunities may disseminate more
Christian knowledge among its members because of a greater zeal
and more intense application to the work than a sister-church
which can lay claim to many more opportunities because of its
environments, its size and its means, but which fails to take full
advantage of its opportunities. Have we always and are we con-
stantly taking advantage of all our opportunities given and granted
to us by our Lord? This question we should ask ourselves when
considering and reviewing the work of religious instruction done

*) This article was originally a paper read to the Milwaukee
Teachers’ Conference in session February 28 and is here being pre-
sented to our readers with but slight changes.
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in a Lutheran Church under altogether different prerequisites than
ours as far as environment, size and means are concerned.

Religious instruction in the Ev.-Luth. Free Church of Ger-
many! This theme will at the very outset have a twofold interest
for us. On the one hand we are interested in the past history of
the German Free Church in as far-as it presents to us the educa-
tional agencies which are or which have been at the command of
this our sister church. On the other hand our interest will also
center on the possibilities and opportunities of this Free Church
for religious instruction in present day Germany. In present day
Germany! That implies above all the question whether the Na-
tional Socialistic government is impeding and thwarting the
Church in her essential work of feeding the lambs belonging to
the fold or whether it is providing, as far as its jurisdiction is
concerned, ample opportunity to the churches for such instruction.
We'll do well to answer this question first of all in the hope of
gaining a clearer insight into the conditions under. which our
brethren in the Free-Church are laboring.

At the very outset we must endeavor to gain a clear picture
of the German State schools in as far as they imparted Christian
instruction to the youth of the land and were therefore always
welcomed by both the Evangelical and the Roman-Catholic State
Churches. The German State Schools including the Volksschule,
the Gymnasium and the Lyzeum were Christian Day Schools.
However contradictory it may sound to us, it was the German
State which established Christian Day Schools, Seminaries and
Theological Faculties for the training of school teachers and pas-
tors. These Christian Day Schools, in as far as they actually
taught the Christian doctrine, the Catechism and Bible History,
were a realization of the schools which Luther had envisaged.
Luther wanted different kinds of schools, he wanted the school for
the common people, in which they might be fitted for the warious
callings of life; he wanted the Latin Schools, to which he gave
most prominence ; he wanted the Universities, which he wished to
see reformed. But as he tells us in his “Address to the Christian
Nobility of the German Nation” the ‘“chief and most common
lesson 1n schools .of all kinds should.be the Scriptures and for
young boys the Gospel; and would to God each town”, he adds,
“had also a girls school, in which girls might be taught the Gospel
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for an hour daily, either in German or Latin.”?) The main
course of these Christian Day Schools was to be and actually was
for decades and centuries until the present time the Catechism
and Bible History. Apart from the inroads which rationalism
and liberalism made into these schools and apart from the fact
that these schools were State Schools and not Church Schoals,
we nevertheless are face to face with schools which imparted
Christian instruction to a whole nation for centuries and which
consequently had the greatest influence on the people of Germany.
Religion was the main subject in the curriculum of these schools.
In some German states at least pupils who failed in religion re-
ceived no diploma. This instruction received from the very first
day on which the boy or girl entered school and then from year
to year was preparatory to the instruction which they were to
receive from their pastors in view of their confirmation. And
even after their confirmation the daily religious instruction in
these schools did not cease. In the Gymnasium, the college for
boys, and in the Lyzeum, the college for girls, the religious instruc-
tion in the Catechism and Bible History continued to be imparted.
Comparing the opportunities for religious instructions which the
German youth had over against the opportunities which our
American youth had and has, we can only say that a comparison is
hardly justified, especially if we consider the Protestant youth of
our country. Only a limited number of churches and congrega-
tions offer our Protestant youth religious instruction in Christian
Day Schools. By far the largest number of our Christian youth
is dependent upon the Sunday School for its religious instruction.
Whatever the faults of the Christian Day School in Germany have
been and whatever its future in present day Germany may be, we
have every reason to remember the work done by these schools and
by their Christian school-teachers with a grateful heart. Certainly
. Germany as the land of the Reformation has done much, very
much for the spread of Christian knowledge within its own
boundaries and beyond, and above all has done much for the dis-
semination of Christian knowledge among the youth of the land.
And as this youth grew up they formed especially in our country
the nucleus of many a Lutheran congregation. The immigrants

*) Comp. “Luther on Education” by F. V. N. Painter, Concordia
Publishing House, pp. 138f. .
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from Germany, who came to our shores in great numbers, in-
cluding laymen, teachers and pastors — had received their Chris-
tian instruction in these Christian Day Schools and not only the
teachers and preachers, but also the laymen knew their Catechism,
the Bible Stories, the hymns of their hymn book by heart.
They read and studied our Lutheran Confessions and Luther’s
works, they knew the psalms and recited and prayed them in the
hour of illness and death, they taught their children the Lutheran
Catechism as they had learned it and thus assisted pastors and
teachers in their work of religious instruction. Was not Luther’s
burning desire for the instruction of the youth fulfilled beyond
the expectations which he could have had when looking into the
future?

But must we speak of these Christian Day Schools as a thing
of the past? And if so, what changes have taken place? Let us
but realize through what drastic changes the German nation has
passed since the World War, changes which no nation of so many
millions of people has ever undergone in the history of the world.
From a constitutional monarchy it passed over to a repﬁblic and
from a republic through internal revolution to dictatorship. What
change did this bring about in the educational system of Germany?
This one far-sweeping change that the full control of education
was brought into the eentral government by a national ministry
of education. During the empire and the republic the various
German States had been fairly free in developing their own school-
system. Today the States are only administrative units each under
the control of a Reichsstatthalter or governor, who is responsible
to the National Ministry of the Interior. In other words all the
activities of the country, the political, the economic and cultural
are totalitarianized. But the actual changes in the schools of Ger-
many are not to be found so much in the modification of the cen-
tury-old institutions themselves ®) — although new kinds of in-

*) The “Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchenzeitung”,
November 29, 1940, reports an important change in regard to the
“Hauptschule”, which in the future will play a great part in the school-
system of all of Germany. We cite: “Die Hauptschule umfasst die
vier lezten Jahre der Volksschule, fithrt aber tiber das {ibliche Ziel
der Volksschule hinaus. Sie soll den besonders begabten Teil der
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stitutions have been created *) — not so much'in the forms of
edtication, but rather in-the spirit and purpose of education. - The
National-Socialistic government regards the instruction of the
German youth — not only the instruction in reading, writing and
arithmetic — but in its whole philosophy of life and its ideologies
as its very own work. In a regulation concerning the Hitler-
jugend we read “dass die gesamte Jugend im Sinne der national-
sozialistischen Staatsidee korperlich, geistig und sittlich erzogen
wird.” If the Churches want to give their youth religious instruc-
tions apart from the instruction which they receive as Deutsche
Jugend, they are at liberty to do so. But the Church as such must
provide its youth with this religious instruction and not depend
upon the State and State officials to do it. If the State carries
its plan through and remains consistent it will bring about a com-
plete separation of Church and State as far as religious instruction
in the public schools is concerned. But this cannot he accom-

Volksschiiler bis zu einem Drittel der Gesamtzahl umfassen und wird
schulgeldfrei sein. Mit der Einfilhrung der Hauptschule ergibt sich
weiter die Moglichkeit, die bisher sechsklassige Aufbauschule, die
landliche Schiiler zum Abitur hinfithren sollte, in vierklassige, grund-
satzlich mit Internat verbundene Anstalten umzuwandeln, zahlen-
missig zu vermehren und dadurch den Mangel an Nachwuchs fir die
wissenschaftlichen Berufe zu beheben. Diese  Ankiindigung des
Reichserziehungsministers bedeutet eine Fortsetzung der Schulreform
mit sehr bedeutsamen Auswirkungen.”

*) Chief among these new types of school and extra-school in-
stitutions are the Hitler Youth Organization, the land year (Land-
jahr), the labor service (Arbeitsdienst), national political education
institutes (Nationalpolitische Erziehungsanstalten), and the Adolf
Hitler school. The labor service (Arbeitsdienst) is primarily an edu-
cational activity, not an economic remedy for unemployment. The
National political education institutes came into existence in 1933 and
besides thorough general instruction and character development de-
vote much attention to the various forms of physical training. The
Adolf Hitler schools are 6-year schools similar to the national political
institutes except ‘that they are units of the Hitler Youth. Graduation
from these schools is marked by a certificate of maturity which admits
the possessor to a -university. Comp. “Education in Germany” by
Alina M. Lindegren, United States Department of the Interior, Office
of Education-Bulletin 1938, No. 15.
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plished in a day or two — not even in a totalitarian State.®) The
National Socialistic government had to emphasize two things re-
peatedly and enforce them by retracting old and enforcing new
laws. - It had to decree that no German citizen shall be forced to
take part in the religious instruction of the State Schools. And
then it had to bring about a fundamental change of the State
School from a Confessional School into a Non-Confessional
school.

Since religion was a part of the curriculum of every state
school, it had become compulsory for every German citizen to
take religion. I have mentioned the old ruling of some German
states, at least of Bavaria, that any one failing in religion received
no “Reifezeugnis”, since religion ranked higher in the school than
even Latin and Greek. From this ruling we can already conclude
that the Christian day school demanded of every pupil that he take
part in the religious instruction of the school. But special laws
were enacted in the different states of Germany which imposed
upon every German boy the duty of taking part in the religious
instruction of the school. The courts under the regime of Na-
tional Socialism still had to deal with such laws which but recently
had been enacted. Thus the minister for public education in Thurin-
gia, a German State noted for its liberalism, had made a ruling in
July of 1933 that every child of school age had to receive religious
instruction. When a father, a follower of Ludendorff, asked the
school authorities to exempt his two children from religious in-
struction — they attended two different schools — the authorities
refused. When he then took matters into his own hands, he was
fined. Again the minister of education in Wirttemberg had de-

%) Therefore the Ministry of Education is making itself guilty of
an inconsistency in its “Neuordnung des hoheren Schulwesens” of
1938 in retaining and changing the courses of religious instruction,
instead of simply excluding them from the curriculum. “Die Evan-
gelisch-Lutherische Freikirche” of the 12th of June, 1938, cites a
paragraph from this “Neuordnung”: “Von der Verdffentlichung neuer
Religionslehrplane sehe ich (Reichsminister Rust) ab. Fiir den Un-
terricht ist zu beachten, dass alle Stoffe ausscheiden, die geeignet sind,
die Einheitlichkeit der Erziehung zu gefihrden.” The “Freikirche”
adds: “Unsere Freikirche hat schon frither stets geltend gemacht, dass
die Erteilung des Religionsunterrichtes iiberhaupt nicht zu dem Auf-
gabengebiet des Staates gehort, dass es vielmehr Sache der Kirche
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creed under the regime of the Nazis that all schools in Wiirttem-
berg must be regarded as confessional schools, i. ¢. as schools in
which either the Protestant or the Roman Catholic religion is
taught. This decree was also protested and had to be changed.
How was this change brought about? In the most democratic
way. By popular vote. Whether the people in all the States in
Germany have voted on this question I do not know. But I know
of Bavaria and Wiirttemberg that they voted in favor of non-
Confessional Schools, 1. ¢. in favor of the “Deutsche Volksschule”
or “Gemeinschaftsschule”, and not in favor of the “Konfessions-
schule”. We are inclined to ask how it is possible that the Prot-
estant and Catholic population in Germany could ever vote for the
non-Confessional School over against the Confessional School.
Were they not perhaps forced to do this? This was not the case,
because the minority in Wirttemberg, for instance, which voted
for the continuation of the Catholic “Konfessionsschule”, was
granted this school on the basis of the recent agreement with the
pope, the Concordat. Why then did the majority cast its vote
for the non-Confessional School? There are perhaps two answers
to our question. First of all the party influence of National So-
cialism is very strong not only on the Protestant but also on the
Catholic voters. And then, when the Catholic voters voted for
the non-Confessional Schools, they were not granting the State the
right to rob them of the religious instruction for their children.
The religious instruction continues to be given by both the Cath-
olic and Protestant churches to all who desire to have their children
receive such instruction. The school hours have been arranged
accordingly, so that the children find the necessary time to attend
the religious instruction one or two hours a week. In other words
the present German school system conforms to ours wherever the
“Gemeinschaftsschule” has taken the place of the “Konfessions-
schule”. But wherever the “Konfessionsschule™ is still in exist-
ence, no parents are forced to have their children take part in the

ist, den Religionsunterricht zu erteilen. Wir haben diesen unsern
Standpunkt auch dem zustindigen Reichsmimsterium neuerdings unter-
breitet. (Our emphasis.) Unsere Kirche hat diesen Grundsatz auch
praktisch verwirklicht. Die Kinder unserer Freikirche nehmen am
Religionsunterricht der Staatsschulen nicht teil, sondern werden von
den Pfarrern der Freikirchen selbst unterrichtet.”
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religious instruction of .this school.  Parents do not have to appeal
to.the court any more, as the parent in Thuringia was forced to
'do, to have their children exempted from religious instruction.
Also teachers are not forced by law and because -of their pro-
fession as schoolteachers to give religious instruction in the school
in which they are teaching. If they are conscience-bound to any
religion outside of the one professed by the two: State Churches
they can refuse to teach religion. But above all, parents can with-
draw their children from the religious instruction in the school
without falling under the reproach of being Dissenters. Dissenters
in Germany originally also signified a group of- people who did
not belong to the recognized State Churches. But gradually they
were regarded as such who did not belong to any church at all,
as unbelieving, godless people. Therefore Dissenters in Germany
readily heaped “disgrace” upon themselves and their children
when leaving the State Church and not permitting their children to
take part in the religious instruction in the State School. This
has been done away with in present-day Germany. The law
simply groups all Germans into three groups: 1. Members of a
church, whether of State Church or Free Church is immaterial,
and members of a “Weltanschauungsgemeinschaft”. 2. “Gott-
glaubige” who are not members of a Christian church, but adherents
of “Teutonic” cults and bodies. 3. “Glaubenslose”, who claim
to be without a religion and at least do not belong to any religious
organization. They all are on an equal footing over against the
German Government and their standing is not jeopardized if they
belong to one or the other religious or non-religious group. That
is the status of things concerning religious instruction in the state
school of present-day Germany. The German school-system is
of course still in a state of development. The last word concern-
ing it cannot be said. But the guiding principles which are bring-
ing about this development are evident and conform to the prin-
ciples which have also developed our whole American school-
system. From the viewpoint of separation of Church and State
we can only welcome this development. From the viewpoint of
religious instruction of the German youth the loss of the Christian
Day School as such is only to be regretted and lamented. And
in asking ourselves what will replace the Lutheran Catechism and
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Bible History in the State Schools we have to answer: National-
Socialistic philosophy and ideology — then we are indeed facing
the question who will gain and win the German youth: the State
or the Church. ‘ \

This is the issue which the Christian Church in Germany is
facing. And not only the Free Churches, but also the Evangelical
Church is aware of this issue, not to mention the Roman Catholic
Church. It is an issue which we in our democratic America are
also facing even if under different aspects. The question for us
is whether the Humanities as taught by our university professors
and as imbibed by our public school-teachers and American youth
attending Colleges and Universities are.going to be the influencing
factor in the development of our American youth or whether
sound Christian instruction is going to shape our youth’s future.
In comparing the youth of America with the youth of Germany
we perhaps take for granted that the latter is at a great disadvan-
tage because of the attitude of the German government towards
the Christian Church. What is this attitude? We can only touch
on this question in as far as it will serve to give us a clearer view
of the setting in which we find the Ev.-Luth. Free Church in Ger-
many.

It is evident that the question “Whose is the child” is much
more under fire in Germany at present than in any other country.
‘One feels himself in the midst of this conflict when reading the
National-Socialistic “Parteizeitung”. There the question is being
aired with all the passion and vim that extreme party members can
muster. The conflict becomes especially pointed when opposing
claims of the Catholic Church and the National-Socialistic Party
clash. Here the claims are alike.  Here it is where two totalita-
rian forces meet. Let us not overlook that the education of the
child will always be the dividing line between State and Church,
where both will meet and cope with each other. Either the Church
fully takes over the education of the child, as in the Middle Ages,
or the State lays claim to it, as in present-day Germany, or there
will be a compromise between both, in that both State and Church
educate the child as in America. Of course the National-Social-
istic statesmen again and again have declared that the religious
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instruction of the youth is wholly up to the church,®) but will the
outcome despite this basic division be any other than that the State
has nine-tenths of the child and the Church but one-tenth and that
part also under the influence of National Socialism? It is signifi-
cant that the Church at present has to work out an altogether new
course of religious instruction for the adolescent youth and new
means and ways of approach to this youth. Bereft of the old
Christian Day School, bereft of its Youth Organizations, by which
it had formerly been able to exert quite an influence, it now has
to seek new educational agencies to offset the strong influences
to which the German youth is exposed, many of them Anti-Chris-
tian. Therefore an appeal has been sent out in a memorandum
to all the congregations of the Evangelical Church for a “Gesamt-
planung der kirchlichen Unterweisung” embodying an assignment
of lessons for the youth of the Church beginning with his school
age and running through all the stages of his youth. Special
Bible Classes are also being organized for the young people
attending the High Schools. The main emphasis will undoubtedly
be laid on the “Jugendstunden” to be compared with our Bible
Class instruction. But will the German youth attend these
Jugendstunden?  If we ask ourselves how well our Bible-Classes
are attended, we may not have great difficulty in finding an answer
in regard to the youth in Germany, which essentially is not dif-
ferent from our youth. The educational problems which the
Evangelical Church in Germany is facing today are not easily
solved. But if the Evangelical Church making a new attempt
at the instruction of its youth finds itself at a disadvantage, it
has every reason to consider that it is reaping what it has been

°) The following statements are taken from ‘“Religionsfreiheit”,
Amtliche Dokumente, Worte fithrender Médnner. Herausgegeben von
Gotthilf Herrmann 1936, p. 28: “Es muss Grundsatz fiir den National-
sozialisten sein, ‘religiése’ Fragen nicht in allgemeine Aussprachen
hineinzuziehen.” Again: “Christus hat gesagt: ‘Mein Reich ist nicht
von dieser Welt” Und in jenes Reich wird sich auch der National-
sozialismus niemals einmischen. Das ist eine Aufgabe, die der Kirche
allein tberlassen bleibt. Was aber weltliche und politische Dinge
angeht, so ist dafiir allein zustindig und massgebend die National-
sozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei und der nationalsozialistische
Staat”, p. 48.
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sowing. It has been preaching Christian State Schools, has: even
regarded them as a fixture for all times and is now learning and
realizing that a State school need not always be a Christian State
school. Again the Evangelical Church has never felt itself so
responsible for the Christian instruction in- the State . Schools
as for instance has the Roman-Catholic ' Church. Religious
instruction in the State Schools of German States with a
preponderance of Catholic population, as in Bavaria for instance,
was always conducted by Catholic priests and supervised by the
Catholic Church. These priests were salaried by the State, were
State officials, but at the same time they were ordained priests,
bound to the Roman Catholic doctrine by their vows. It thus
becomes evident that the Catholic Church never had to establish
Konfessions- or parish schools. The German Government offered
the Catholic Church every opportunity for the religious instruction
of its youth. Theoretically the same state of affairs pertained to
the Evangelical Church. But practically they were not the same.
The Protestant teachers of religion in the State Schools were not
trained in the Seminaries of the Church, but in Seminaries
established by the State. Such teachers regarded themselves as
‘State officials — what they actually were — not as teachers called
by the Church or by a congregation and responsible to the Church
for what they taught. "And since the 19th century their work
in the school was not being supervised anymore by the pastors
of the State Church. Up to that time the Evangelical pastors
had been school-superintendents. But the tendency on the part
of Protestant school teachers was to become altogether independent
of the Church in their work. The result was that the Church
did not have a direct influence on the children until they attended
the confirmation class. The Sunday School and its influence on
the child could naturally not be compared with the school and its
influence. The big question for the Protestant Church in Ger-
many today is, what it -can do for the instruction of its young
people in order that they may become faithful members of the
Evangelical Church and despite all influence exerted on it by State
organizations and State schools remain true to their Church. The
responsibility lies with the Church. The Evangelical Church in
Germany is realizing this,responsibility to some extent and is
devoting more time and efforts to this work. The Lutheran Free
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Church with its emphasis on the separation of Church and Stateé
and on the educational duties of the Church to'its youth did and
does not depend upon others to do this work for it, but from the
very beginning sought means and ways of meeting its responsi-
bilities. - In how far it has succeeded inthe past and what the
outlook is for the future the following sketch of its educational
agencies ‘and activities purposes to show. - P. Peters. "
: (To be concluded)”

WORSHIP

(Conclusion)

v
Prayer is 1ndlspensable in the work of the Church.

When we think of church work; What is it that we consider
as most essential? If any one attends our sessions he hardly can
help but take with him the impression that 'we know of nothing
more important than men and money,.and of the two money takes
the precedence, since we still have a Ooodly supply of unemploved
canchdates : . ;

We . dlscuss money matters When 1’1’1155101’1 opportunltles
offer themselves, frequently even when they are: practically thrust
upon us, our m'unw worry is: are the necessary funds available, or
can we raise them? — We talk about budgets and quotas.

It is per fectly 1e01t1mate to regulate, the supply of men and
1noneys A Ch115t1an is not slovenly in such matters. He is a
steward appointed by God, and God expects him to be faithful,
He is not to squander the gifts of God, nor 1s he to hoard them
for hnnself nlvgndly R ,
» “We see ‘how Paul acted n the rnatter of men for mlssmns
He was very careful in their selection. Tnnothy had the quahﬁ—
cations, not only to be an efficient assistant to Paul but also to
develop into a p0551ble successor Because he was' uncircumcised,
and thus would have proved a hlndrance for the Gospel with 'the
]ews Paul drcumcised him! — -~ John Mark was an able helper
yet Paul refused to take him along on his visit to ‘the Galatiad
churches.” While Paul' had ‘preached ito ‘the Galatians on his first



102 Worship.

journev “through infirmity of the flesh” (Gal. 4, 13), John Mark
had deserted the causeé before they got to Galatia. If Paul had
taken him on his visit to these churches, he would have given
offence. How could Paul exhort the Galatians effectively to
enter the Kingdom through much. tribulation if in his own com-
pany he had a man who had avoided tribulation? Paul apparently
raised no objection to John Mark’s work in Antioch, nor did he
object when Barnabas took him as his companion to revisit Cyprus
(cf. Acts 15, 36-40). Ten or twelve years later Paul considered
John Mark as a valuable assistant in. Rome (cf. Col. 4, 10-11),
and during his last imprisonment he asked Timothy to bring him
along to Rome “for he is profitable to me for the ministry” (2
Tim. 4, 11).

Just as Paul exercised great circumspection in the choice of
his helpers, so he instructed Timothy and Titus to be careful in
the selection of elders, of deacons and bishops for the congre-
gations. Titus faced a rather difficult situation in Crete. The
Cretians, as one of their own poets had said, are always “liars,
evil beasts, slow bellies”; and the congregations were beset by
“many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers” which the bishop
must rebuke sharply and stop their mouths (cf. Tit. 1, 10ff.).
For that reason Titus must be very careful in ordaining elders, and
Paul points out to him the qualifications to look for in prospective
candidates (cf. Tit. 1, 6-9). — In 1 Tim. 3, 1-13 Paul speaks at
some length about both bishops and deacons and their wives.

Paul has some more to say in the matter. In his last epistle,
his farewell epistle to Timothy, who was to carry on the work
after Paul’s now imminent death, he says among other important
things: And the things that thou hast heard of me among many
witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful men, who shall be able
to teach others also (2 Tim. 2, 2). Instructing, training, examin-
ing the workers in Christ’s kingdom was considered by Paul as
very important in the establishing and maintaining of the church.

And so it must be to us. We do well to discuss our institu-
tions, our colleges, our normal school, our seminary.

Nor did Paul balk at discussing money matters in connection
with his church work.

To be sure, he never demanded any remuneration for himself ;
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rather, he considered that as his greatest reward that by his free
preaching he could pave the way for the free Gospel of Christ.
What is my reward then? Verily that, when I preach the gospel, I
may make the gospel of Christ without charge, that I abuse not my
power in the gospel (1 Cor. 9, 18), a power which the Lord had
given him to edification (2 Cor. 13, 10). He preferred to work
day and night with his own hands to supply the wants of himself
and his fellow laborers, whom he trained to do their Gospel work
in the same spirit (cf. Acts 20, 34; 2 Cor. 12, 18). He had learned
the difficult art, which every servant of the Word must strive to
master, both to be full and to be hungry, to abound and to suffer
need, and therewith to be content (Phil. 4, 11-12).

Yet Paul never relinquished his right to accept remuneration
for his work. Even over against the Corinthians he stressed it:
If we have sown unto you spiritual things, is it a great thing if
we shall reap your carnal things? If others are partakers of this
power over you, are not we rather? (1 Cor. 9, 11-12).

He stressed that it was a deliberate abstinence on his part
when he did not use this power, which was rightly his.

Paul also discusses the salary question theoretically. It is
- an order of the Lord that they which preach the Gospel should
live of the Gospel (1 Cor. 9, 14). The Lord had applied to the
work of preaching the general ethical principle that the workman
is worthy of his meat (Mt. 10, 10), or the laborer is worthy of his
hire (Lk. 10, 7). Paul refers to the generally accepted custom
that they which wait at the altar are partakers with the altar
(1 Cor. 9,13). Inthe Law God had extended this principle even
to threshing oxen, who should not be muzzled (Dt. 25, 4). Paul
adds that this was not written for the oxen — they can’t read —
but to impress deeply into our hearts this inviolable truth of God
(cf. 1 Cor. 9, 9-10).

Paul gives also some very practical hints concerning the han-
dling of money matters, particularly concerning the raising of
funds. Read 2 Cor. 8 and 9. In 1 Cor. 16, 2 he urges regularity
in giving: Upon the first day of the week let every one of you
lay by him in store. And he even uses technical terms taken from
bookkeeping and accounting, “concerning giving and receiving”’
(Phil. 4, 15).

Yet in all this Paul always keeps it very clear that the raising
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of:moneys ' interests him ‘only.in so far:as:it-is a “fruit” of the
Gospel (Phil. 4, 17) produced by people: who ‘first gave their own
selves to the Lord” (2 Cor. &8, 5), so that the work is not doneias
“of necessity”, as being purely a business matter, but “cheerfully”,
by men made “cheerful givers” through the superabundant grace
of God in:Christ (2 Cor. 9,7; 8, 9). Giving for the support of
needy brethren-and to defray the expenses of' church work is
simply a part of Christian sanctification, ‘which the Old Adam tries
to hinder in every way, but which must be preached and practlsed
i the :powerof ‘the Gospel.

Both men and moneys are important in church work. We do
well to exhort one anotherf But'if these matters are a constant
source of complaint, that would be a clear indication that there is
SOhlething basically wrong with our sanctification. Nothing will
successfully remedy the - Sltuathl’l except a ‘strengthening of the
new man in us. :

More serious, however than thlS chronic complamt is our

backwardness in prayer. That also 1s an indication of a lack in
sanctification.  Not only that our prayers often seem to be offered
in a perfunctory way, if not even in the spirit of doing God service,
the fact that we stress financial matters in our meetings and hardly.
mention prayer, indicates that our spiritual evaluation of things is
distorted. Though men and moneys are 1mportant for the success
of the Kingdom, prayer is 1ncompa1ab1y more important.
. Jesus himself taught us this truth. In the Lord’s Prayer He
incorporated the petltlon Thy klnGdOm come. This second peti-
tion is flanked by the other two: Hallowed be Thy name, and:
Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven. When we pray that
the. holy V\ford of God ¢ ‘may gain approbation. and adherence
among other people and proceed with power throughout the Worfo,
that ‘maiy may find entrance 1111:0 the Kingdom of Grace” (Cat.
\/,[aj ), we are taught to do 0 'in view of the holy name of God,
trusting that He in His gracious and good will would break and
hmdel every evil counsel Wthh Would not let His kingdom come.
— Not a svllable about men and moneys The kingdom is God’s.
and its ~spreading is alone a grac1ous gift of God for which We
pray.

Paul -had the spirit of Jesus. He: performed all his work
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with prayer.  One of the first things we hear about him after his
conversion is that he was engaged in prayer. On many occasions
special mention is made of his prayer: when taking leave of fellow
Christians (cf. Acts 20, 36; 21, 5), when in prison (Acts 16, 25),
in danger of shipwreck -(Acts 27, 35); these few instances give
us a glimpse of his mode of procedure. In most of his epistles
he assures his readers that he is making mention of them before
God in his prayers, both thanking God for past blessings and in-
voking acontinuation of them in the future. The more he prayed
the: more the conviction grew in him that God’s grace alone opens
hearts to attend to the Word and to receive the Kingdom in faith:
When Paul had his first trial in Rome which ended in his
acquittal he attributed this happy outcome to the prayers of the
Christians. To the Philippians he wrote: I know that this™ shall
turn to my salvation through your prayer and the supply of the
Spirit.of Jesus Christ (ch. 1, 19). Similarly he wrote to Phile-
mon: I trust that through your prayers I shall be given unto you
(v. 22). .
Before his imprisonment, when he suffered a persecution in:
Asia which was so severe that he despaired of life (2 Cor. 1, 8)
and which lingered in his memory as a fight with beasts in an
arena (1 Cor. 15, 22), he attributed his escape to the incessant
petitions of the Christians.  God which raiseth the dead delivered
us from so. great a death, and doth deliver: in whom we trust
that He will yet continue to deliver us, ye also helping together by
prayer for us (2 Cor. 1, 11). :
He often asked his readers to -support him in his work with
their intercession for him. We find not only such general remarks
as: Brethren, pray for us (1 Thess. 5, 25), he specified: Pray for
us, that the Word of the Lord may have free course and be glori-
fied, even as it is with you (2 Thess. 3, 1). When he exhorted
the Colossians to continue in prayer he added : Withal praying also
for us, that God would open unto us a door of utterance, to speak:
the mystery of Christ, for'which.I am also.in bonds: that I may:
make it manifest as I ought to speak (chap. 4, 3-4). i
When Paul planned his visit.to Rome, intending to stay with

the: brethren a while and .then “by them’ to come into Spain, he’
was anxious for their intercession: Now I beseech you, brethren,:
for the Lord Jesus Christ’s sake, and for the love of the Spirit;
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that ye strive together with me in your prayers to God for me,
that I may be delivered from them who do not believe in Judaea;
and that my service which I have for Jerusalem may be accepted
of the saints; that I may come unto you with joy by the will of
God and may with you be refreshed (Rom. 15, 30-32).

It does not require long elaborations to apply Paul’s methods
to the church work of our Synod. The complaint of Jesus still
is true to fact in our day: The harvest truly is plenteous, but the
laborers are few (Mt 9, 37). Fields white for the sickle are
awaiting our attention. What shall we do? Shall we hold a
round-up to corral young men for the service? We have not
used all young men yet the Lord placed at our disposal. There
are still, not many, but some young men standing ready to enter
the work. They are just waiting, and anxious, to be called. Or
shall we inaugurate a drive to collect the necessary funds? Our
Lord has a different answer: Pray ye therefore the Lord of the
harvest, that he will send forth laborers into his harvest (Mt. 9,
38). If we can earnestly with all our heart plead with the Lord
to send laborers into His harvest, do you think that we can then
niggardly withhold the necessary funds for the work? or permit
the available candidates to stand idle one moment longer?

If our heart is in the work and we thus implore the Lord,
He will be most willing to prosper our work. It is His work.
He sacrificed His only-begotten Son to make a success of it.
Will He now withdraw His help? Having spared not His own
“Son, will He now not with Him also freely give us all things? Is
the slowness of progress in our Synod’s work causing us anxiety ?
Is it eating our hearts out? What do we suppose it is doing to our
God? And how may God be feeling about us whom He adopted
as His children and whom He trusted that they would do this work
for Him with the same eagerness as He himself performs it?
And how great will be the joy of our Father when He sees that
we have His work at heart, and when He sees us turn to Him in
prayer for His blessing? He will help us beyond our fondest
hopes. :

If we wish to see our Synod prosper and our work succeed,
let us turn to God in prayer. Our prayer is indispensable in the
work of the church. But our prayers are also assured of an
answer and great things will be accomplished in God’s kingdom.
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V
Joint prayer with others is a form of church fellowship.

The highest form of church fellowship has place when we to-
gether with others kneel at the same altar to receive the body and
blood of our Savior as a token of the fergiveness of our sins, for
a strengthening of our faith and love. By taking Communion
we proclaim the death of our Lord. We confess that we are lost
sinners, unable to avert the impending doom by our own merit
or worthiness. But we do not despair. We trust that the sacri-
ficial death of our Savior was a perfect ransom price sufficient
to cover our guilt completely. The death of Christ makes us all
alike, it makes us sinners and righteous at the same time, sinners
in ourselves, righteous, perfectly righteous, for Christ’s sake.
This is what we exhibit by partaking of Communion.

What a disgrace would we heap on Christ if we in any way
attempted to supplement His work of redemption! What can we
do, what can we suffer that might be worthy even to be mentioned
in connection with Christ’s work and suffering? We should blush
in shame only to think that we would try to add to the blood-
bought redemption of Christ, for our most strenuous labor and
our most severe pain are as nothing when compared to the hell-
agony the Son of God suffered on the cross.

When we take Communion we by that very act proclaim the
death, the terrible death, the all-sufficient death of our Lord.

Can we invite to our Communion table such as would improve
on the death of Christ by their own efforts?

There are such. There are those who ridicule the idea as
preposterous that we should be saved by a foreign righteousness.
How can God hold anyone but myself guilty for my offenses?
How can God in fairness punish another in my stead who is
innocent, while I, the culprit, escape? And on the other side,
how can God in fairness credit me with the righteousness another
had to procure by His death on the cross? No, they say, that
would be a gross violation of the most elementary justice. If
there is to be any salvation it must be a salvation by character.
This is what they teach in their own organizations, and they also
organize the youth of the land to inculcate this principle.

Do they proclaim the death of Christ? They often speak
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most highly of Christ. They call Him a very wise teacher, who
had a wonderfully deep insight into the relationship between God
and man, also between man and man. They demand that we listen
to what Christ has to say, particularly in the Sermon‘on the Mount.
They praise Christ as 4 model man who perfectly practiced what
He preached, and in whose footsteps we. must Walk if we wish to
attam His glorious goal.

" Do they deny His’ death? Not‘the fact. Christ was, they
say, 'so far above the people of His day, His teaching was so far
advanced ahead of His time that people did not understand. The
result was that they opposed Him and killed Him. ~ He died as
a martyr for His cause. '

" Thus' they do not denythe fact of Christ’s death, but they
do deny its real essence. They deny its significance. Who was
it that died on Calvary? just Jesus, the man of Nazareth? No,
the Son of ‘God who had become a man for the very purpose that
He ‘might undergo death. But His deity is totally disregarded
by those that acclaim' Him merely as our - teacher and example. —
Regarding the purpose, they see no’ptirpose ‘whatever in the death
of Jesus. To Him it was an accident, and on the part of the
people ‘it was plain’ bigotry.” A martyr’s death. '

That is the attitude many take towards the death of the Lord.
Can we invite them to our Communion table? " And what, if they
invite' themselves? ‘

Tt is evident that we cannot, in the sense of the apostle, ‘show’
thé Lord’s death’ if we practice dltar fellowship with such as stake
their hope of salvation on their-own character. 'To offer our own
¢haracter as a supplement to Christ's supreme’ sacrifice’ is plain
blasphemy. * And' for us to 'kneel ‘at the same altar with such
“obscurers of the glory of Christ’s merit” (A C. 11, 3), would
make us paltakers ot' thelr sin and’ Would Vltlate and destloy our
own confession. SRS T

" What has just been/said’ concerning altar fellowshlp naturally
applles with equal force to every form of joint worship. If we
conduct joint services withothers, if we invite a guest preacher
to- officiate in our assembly, or if we seek’Spiritual edification in

other churches, we must first maké sure that they agree with us
“concemmg the doctrme of the Gospel” (A C VIT, 2)
- How' shall 'we know whethet ‘there is dgreement ?

g
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There is only one way of finding out. Since we cannot look
into the hearts:'of men we must be guided by their confession.
‘The Lord alone tries the hearts and reins; He knows what is in
man, yes, He understands the thoughts of men afar off. -He alone
knows them that are His. This divine prerogative of judging the
‘hearts He has granted to no one outside himself. It would be a
violation of the divine majesty if we in any way attempted to
pass judgment on hearts.: : ,

Yet while on the one hand we must refrain from judging
hearts, we must, on the other hand, very carefully examine the
confession of men. o

Entire church bodies promulgate confessions, sometimes

elaborate documents in which they set forth-their faith. Thus
Lutherans in 1580 published the Book of Concord. Synods today
in the confessional article of their constitutions make their doctrinal
stand known to the world by declaring their agreement with the
Book of Concord.. Synods may also publish specific confessions
on points not covered in the Book of Concord e. g., on-the lodge
question. :
It is not always suffzment however, to read the printed state-
ments of church bhodies in order to understand their confessional
status. Some churches e. g. have a fine confession concerning the
anti-Christian lodge. Yet some of their congregations seem in-
fested with lodge members — and nothing is done about it, neither
by the local congregation nor by the synod. The confession on
this point has become a dead letter.

Confession is therefore of two kinds, confession in word and
confession in deed. Both confessions must agree. Only the two
‘taken together constitute a real confession. And wherever there
is.a clash between the two, deeds must be considered as speaking
louder than words. A practice not in conformity with the
promulgated doctrine annuls the finest spun theory, vitiates the
oral confession and for all practical purposes supersedes it.

The confession then, the confession by word corroborated
and substantiated by a sound practice, indicates the stand of a
church body, also the stand of an individual.

It now becomes our solemn duty to scrutinize carefully the
confession of an individual and of an entire church body before we
enter into church fellowship. This is not merely a logical de-
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duction from the above premises, we are directly enjoined to do so
by the Word of God. We shall consider a few pertinent passages.

The churches in Asia Minor were at an early date troubled
by the beginnings of a heresy which later was known as Gnosti-
cism. It was not yet the fully developed system as represented
_in later years by men like Basilides and Valentinus, yet traces of
it are clearly discernable. Since it embodied traits taken over
from Judaism it might be called a Judaistic Gnosticism. Already
in Paul’s day the trouble began. It was no longer the same
Judaizing tendency that threatened the Galatian congregations.
That form of error seems to have been successfully curbed in its
initial stages by Paul’s powerful Epistle to the Galatians. But
Judaistic Gnosticism was not so readily overcome. Paul seems to
have had it in mind when he warned the Colossians against “phi-
losophy and vain deceit” (ch. 2, 8). After Paul’s death, when
John was bishop at Ephesus, there arose an errorist who was by
many Christians considered as the father of Gnosticism, Cerinth,
who caused much trouble to the churches in Asia Minor and to
their spiritual leader, the Apostle John.

John warned his flocks by word of mouth and in his epistles.
We quote from his first epistle “Beloved, believe not every spirit,
but try the spirits whether they are of God: because many false
prophets are gone out into the world. Hereby know ye the Spirit
of God: Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in
the flesh is of God: and every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus
Christ is come in the flesh is not of God™ (ch. 4, 1-3).

Since it was characteristic of the Gnostic error to deny the
human nature of Christ by assuming that it was altogether sham
or that the spirit of Christ occupied a human being only tem-
porarily, John stresses the point: Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.
In this direction the Christians must probe very carefully, since
Gnostics used deceptive, captivating language.

The personal sincerity of the Gnostics in general need not be
questioned. Apparently there were very many devout men among
them. Yet this fact does not mitigate their error, and John does
not hesitate to warn his readers with such offensive words:
Believe not every spirit. Since the Christians knew what heresies
were being spread surreptitiously, they would have been remiss in
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their Christian duty of watchfulness if they had too readily re-
ceived and believed every spirit. They must &y the spirits.

How can they do that? John directs their attention to the
confessions which men confess. “Every spirit that confesses”, or
that “confesses mot”. Beyond the confession they cannot go;
but the confession they must search thoroughly, both that of word
and that of deed. What would the confession of deed include?
If anyone had been known to have held formerly some Gnostic
views, to have proclaimed and defended them, then the confession
of deed naturally would include also this that he formally renounce
his error. Yes, if he now sees his error, sees how he had en-
dangered his soul’s welfare, and had harmed the church by spread-
ing it, he will naturally feel the spiritual urge, irrepressably, to
clear himself and to undo as far as possible the harm he has done.
Paul is an example of this kind of confession. He had persecuted
the church. Read his epistles and see how frequently he refers
to it, praising the grace of God which had saved him. St. Au-
gustine may be cited. He had written many books, but toward
the end of his life he wrote retractions, in which he unsparingly
criticized the errors of his former works. In both cases, Augus-
tine’s as well as Paul’s, there are no qualified statements, no gloss-
ing over of unpleasant facts, but an unequivocal revoking of error
and a clear statement of the truth.

Not everyone may be able to muster the courage of a Paul
and an Augustine. This may be due to various causes. In some
cases men may perhaps not be able to see clearly their former
errors: others may feel that they owe certain considerations to
people with whom they have associated themselves; still others
may consider themselves bound by obligations toward their fore-
bears who held to certain erroneous views, which their successors
now hesitate to condemn for fear lest they appear to disown their
spiritual fathers. In cases like these and in others too many and
too varied to enumerate we must show every consideration possible.
We are then dealing with “bruised reeds” and “smoking flaxes”
which the Savior would not have us break or quench (cf. Is. 42,
3) ; nevertheless even then an unequivocal confession is imperative.

There are other cases in which such as have formerly held
errors turn about and accuse those who wish to scrutinize their
new confession, of uncharitableness, perhaps also of inability and
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unwillingness to do any straight factual thinking. That attitude
does not bespeak regret over former false teaching, and must
make us all the more cautious over against their new confession.

Whatever may be the external circumstances, John cautions
‘us not to be gullible in this matter, but to scrutinize carefully the
‘confession of every spirit.

John was merely repeating what our Lord himself had taught
him. Jesus warned us to beware of false prophets which come to
us in sheep’s. clothing, while inwardly they are ravening wolves.
He directed us to test them carefully by observing their fruits
(Mt. 7, 15-16). And on another occasion, because He foresaw
that many false prophets would arise in these last days, personally
devout men, sincerely assuming that they had the truth about
Christ and knew where to find Him, He added: Take ye heed;
believe not (Mk. 13, 21-23).

Paul, who was_ever ready to confess his former error, in-
sisted in very emphatic words, that grate on sensitive unionistic
ears, that no-communion is possible with such as deviate from the
Gospel truth in their confession. In Gal. 1, 8-9, he pronounces a
curse on all who preach any other Gospel, applying the curse also
to an assumed, though impossible, case that he himself or an angel
from heaven should be involved. In 2 Cor. 6, 14 he warns against
* being unequally yoked together with unbelievers. He admonishes
the Roman Christians to mark them which cause divisions and
offences contrary to the doctrine which they had learned, and to
avoid them (ch. 16, 17). An unqualified avoiding certainly does
not admit of prayer fellowship. These three passages may suf-
fice to show Paul’s uncompromising insistance on harmony in the
confession as a basis for church fellowship.

Naturally, Paul was not interested in disrupting the unity
of the Church. He had learned from the Lord that carefulness
concerning the purity of the Gospel and faithful watching against
insidious errors, far from disrupting the communion of believers,
serve rather to strengthen the spiritual bonds. For that reason,
while warning sharply against error, he did not tire in encouraging
the Christians to cultivate unanimity in word and deed. That
ye may with one mind and one mouth glorify God, even the
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ (Rom. 15, 6). That ye all speak
the same thing, and that there be no divisions among you; but that
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ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same
judgment (1 Cor. 1, 10). Endeavoring to keep the unity of the
Spirit in the bond of peace (Eph. 6, 3).

Some one may object that it is simply impossible here on
earth to attain and to preserve perfect unanimity of confession,
impossible to exclude every error; a certain allowance must be
made, a certain leeway given; certain errors must be excepted
as being of minor significance and not disruptive of church fellow-
ship. We admit the impossibility of attaining perfection, but we
reject the inference that therefore license for differences of doc-
trine should be granted. The Lord, who knew the imperfection
of our human nature better than we do, and who was very patient
in dealing with the weak, never compromised by granting anyone
the privilege to differ even in what men might consider as non-
fundamentals. Nor did the apostles after Him limit their demand
for agreement to what they regarded as fundamentals.

Perfection is not attainable for the individual Christian,
neither in sanctification nor in spiritual understanding. Due to
the Old Adam in us we suffer daily lapses into sin, and due to the
same Old Adam our Christian knowledge is frequently tinged even
with coarse errors. The apostles themselves were no exception.
When Christ was about to ascend into heaven, they still had
notions of an earthly kingdom which He would establish. Yes,
in the house of Cornelius Peter seems to intimate that he had up
to that moment doubted concerning the universality of the Gospel.
Similarly perfection cannot be attained in any church body; and
we are far from demanding a revival of the Donatists’ error. Yet
just as in the individual the ever present imperfections do not
furnish an excuse for relenting in our efforts, just so in church
bodies the sad fact that error cannot be eradicated altogether
dare not be used as a pretext for granting license and for con-
ceding confessional tolerance. An error is a deadly thing, and
our aim for which we continue to strive is perfect purity of doc-
trine in all our members.

Some one else may object that while church bodies in their
Confessions officially proclaim a false doctrine, yet there may be
members in those very bodies who do not share these erroneous
views, ves, who are not even aware of the fact that their church
officially teaches an error. Granted. But by their holding mem-
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bership in the church they stand before the public eye as support-
ing the error; and if anyone fellowships with them he cannot
but appear as condoning it. When Absalom rebelled against his
father, we are told, there went with him 200 men out of Jerusalem,
that were called. Yet, although they “went in their simplicity and
knew not any thing”, they were rebels in fact nevertheless (cf.
2 Sam. 15, 11). :

Concerning all who deviate from the clear doctrine of the
Gospel, John warns in his second epistle: If there come any unto
you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house,
neither bid him God speed: For he that biddeth him God speed
is partaker of his evil deeds (v. 10-11). John certainly does not
want us to be rude in our manners, yet he points out the urgency
of avoiding even the appearance of fellowship with heterodox
teachers. ‘ :

Would John, who denounced a formal greeting as offensive,
as involving a denial of the truth, would he have consented to
prayer fellowship in such cases?

When we speak of prayer fellowship, or joint prayer, we
are not thinking of simultaneous prayer. Many Christians may
pray simultaneously without being joined in prayer. Each one
is praying for himself. A Christian of the orthodox faith may
pray simultaneously and.in the same room with adherents of
heterodoxy; yes, a Christian may pray in the midst of cursing and
blaspheming unbelievers, without having his prayer sullied there-
by. But that is not the point under consideration.

The question is concerning such cases as Jesus describes in
Mt. 18, 19, that two agree on earth to pray for some benefit.
Then joint prayer results. One man leads in prayer and the other
adopts his words and makes them his own petition by saying
Amen, or in some other way. Is such joint prayer church fel-
lowship?

There are some who maintain that the two, prayer fellowship
and church fellowship, are not co-extensive, that there are cases
where e. g. a joint communion would be a violation of the confes-
sion, while joint prayer would be God-pleasing. It is difficult to
follow their line of reasoning. In both cases men approach the
throne of God to receive His blessings and to offer up their
thanksgiving. In both cases they pretend a unity of heart, par-
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ticularly concerning the proper approach to God, a unity which
among men can be established only on the basis of a common con-
fession. But just this common confession is lacking. While one
confesses the truth in its purity, the other allows certain adul-
terations. How then can they, without violating God’s majesty,
jointly appear before the throne of God as though their contra-
dictory treatment of divine revelation were a matter of indiffer-
ence? God revealed His truth, but we declare by our action that
we do not hold it in high esteem. That would be base ingratitude.

Jesus was approached by the Samaritan woman at Jacob’s
well with a similar question. She asked about the proper place
to .pray. Should it be Mt. Gerizim in Samaria, or Jerusalem?
Jesus gave her a very sharp answer: Ye worship ve know not
what (Jh. 4, 22). With these words Jesus referred to the mixed
religion of the Samaritans the origin of which is told extensively
in 2 Kgs. 17, 24ff. They feared the Lord, and served their own
gods; but in reality they feared not the Lord (v. 33-34). This is
what Jesus condemns in their prayer, it is not a prayer in spirit
and in truth (Jh. 4, 23), such as the Father seeketh.

Already after the return from Babylonian exile the leaders
of the Jewish people refused fellowship to the Samaritans when
the latter offered them their aid in rebuilding: the temple, saying
that they were seeking God like the Jews! (cf. Esra 4; 2). = Zerub-
babel’s answer may sound rather gruff: Ye have nothing to do
with us to build an house unto our God; but we ourselves together
will build unto the Lord God of Israel (Esra 4, 3). Yet the prin-
ciple he enunciated is correct. When we pray to our Father in
heaven we must not be double-tongued, confessing the Word of
God 1in all its fulness, and yet keeping company with such as would
make additions or subtractions.

This brings us back to our starting point. In true prayer we
approach God as Him who is our Father through Jesus Christ.
We rejoice in His Word in which He graciously announces to
us His Fatherhood. We treasure every truth He reveals in His
Word and we jealously guard it against the slightest falsification.
We dread to appear before God in a way as though we were in-
different toward His gracious revelation. .

May God help us not only to keep our worship pure, but to
increase daily in the fervency of our prayers. M.
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In Christ dearly beloved!

Often tramps and beggars are a real nuisance indeed. You hear
many complaining about it. It’s true that some days one of these
fellows comes hard on the heels of the other. Some are very im-
pudent and demand this or that. Some begin by telling long stories,
and finally, after they have delayed you and wasted your time, they
come out with their request. And often, when we think that we won’t
give anything, we give anyway, just to get rid of these fellows. — It
is well that things do not stand this way between God and us poor
sinners. If we are Christians and pray ‘often and at length to our
Father in heaven, we can be certain that we are not at all bothersome
to Him. It is not true that He would rather not see us importuning
Him and knocking at His door. The very opposite is true. God
wants us to ask. A Christian must ask and pray. But he must do
it in the right way, in a way pleasing to God.

A CHRISTIAN PRAYS ARIGHT

1. How does he pray aright?
2. What moves him to pray aright?
3. What does he gain through praying aright?

I
How does he pray aright?

The Lord gives a description of true prayer in these words of
exhortation: “And I say unto you: Ask, and it shall be given you:
seek, and ye shall find, knock, and it shall be opened unto you. For
every one that asketh receiveth; and he that seeketh findeth; and to
him that knocketh it shall be opened.” The first thing that we gather
from these words describing true prayer is this: To pray aright means
to pray earnestly. These are words which point to that: ask, seek,
knock. That is what the Christian is to do, when he prays. Then
he prays as Jesus teaches and requires, i. e. he prays aright. There-
fore a Christian is not satisfied, let us say, to rattle off the Lord’s
Prayer or employ a few hasty words of prayer in order to dispatch
a speedy petition to God in his troubles, because God, after all, did
command: Call upon Me in the day of trouble. No, to him praying
is not a mere form, not merely a complying with Christian usage, not
merely a proper devotional exercise for the time of trouble. By no
means! The true Christian regards asking and praying as the true
remedy to which he is directed and on which he must lay hold. As
the weary wanderer leans on his staff and is supported by it, so to the
hard-pressed Christian asking and praying are the staff on which he
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leans and by which he supports himself. What the weapon is to the
warrior under attack, namely, the means of warding off the enemy,
that is what asking and pleading with God is to the Christian, the
weapon which he takes up against all his enemies, against every
trouble. In times of trouble the man of the world regards his wis-
dom, his prudence, his plans, his own powers, his good friends etc. as
his help and confidence. That is what asking and praying are to the
true Christian. That is his best wisdom, prudence, plan, his power
and might. He asks and prays with the actual intent of actually
gaining that which he lacks, with the conviction that otherwise he
would not gain it, since it is a certain fact:

By anxious care and grieving,
By self-consuming pain,

God is not moved to giving;
By prayer thou must obtain.

Therefore he asks, and that not only once, but if necessary, two or
three times; he seeks. And if it is required, he does not let it go at
that, but he knocks. He does not give up, he only becomes more
persistent and constant and persevering in his asking, praying, and
pleading, as one who knows: I have no other means of procuring cer-
tain help in my need than my asking and praying. That, dear brethren
and sisters, is what it means to pray earnestly, — to pray with the
fully serious intention that through it you want to accomplish some-
thing toward your help. That is the prayer of which it is written:
The effectual, fervent prayer of the righteous man availeth much.

But that will certainly be the case only if there is paired with it
the other thing which Christ describes in our text as the true nature
of prayer, namely: To pray aright means to pray confidently. Jesus
points to that with the assurance: and it shall be given you, and ye
shall find, and it shall be opened unto you. So he alone prays aright
who asks and prays in the confidence that it is certainly and truly as
Jesus here declares, that asking and praying is governed by the rule:
“For every one that asketh receiveth; and he that seeketh findeth; and
to him that knocketh it shall be opened! He is confident that this
cannot fail. A true man of prayer not only prays with the earnest
intention: I now want to effect something with God through my ask-
ing, seeking and knocking, but also with the confidence: I shall
accomplish something with it. My praying must bring me help, it
must be like the dove of Noah to me and bring me an olive-leaf in
the floodwaters of my need. That is true prayer: this confident, be-
lieving, trusting prayer. This alone can please God. Without faith
it is impossible to please God with your person, with your works,
with your thoughts, with your words and prayers. And just as all
prayer without confidence is no good, so too it accomplishes nothing.
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He that wavereth when he asks, let him not think that he shall receive
anything, says God’s Word. — That, then, is the description of true
prayer. Let us briefly sum it up: First, it is earnest, bold and per-
sistent; and, secondly, it is confident and trusting, just as is natural
to the faith of a Christian.

Let us now apply this to ourselves. — When you call to mind
that a true man of prayer prays earnestly and therefore also per-
severes in prayer, in asking and pleading, you get a very saddening
thought: You cannot speak of a persevering prayer in the case of
many, because there has not even been a start. Among Christians
you would not look for such who do not pray at all. But it is possible
that there are such who know nothing of praying, nothing of prayers
of thanksgiving, not even of supplications to which our Savior urges
in our text. So if that means you, let not the admonition of Jesus
be in vain for you. How terrible if you do not pray! How terrible
it is, if vou are one of those who have no time to pray, or do not take
the time to pray, to ask, to bring their needs before God. And still
they have time to ask men, to seek them out, and to knock at their
doors. What contempt for God this is! How terrible it is if you
are one who finds no joy in prayer, in asking, who feels no impulse
to pray, and who experiences no heartfelt longing to come before
his God. Truly, such a man is still without God, far from God.
Therefore I say: Let this truth sink deep into your heart, that a man
cannot be a Christian, if he does not pray. — But even though all of
us gathered here, yes, all the members of our congregation, really
pray, still we must all feel ashamed, when we apply to ourselves the
truth-as to 'what true prayer means. It surely is a fact that often we
do not pray earnestly. ' When we offer prayers of thanksgiving, then,
we must admit, the words often apply: This people draweth nigh
unto Me with their mouth and honoreth Me with their lips, but their
heart is far from Me. Even when we offer supplications, earnest pray-
ing is lacking. The bold approach to God is lacking, the determination
to procure help through our asking. — Again, confident asking is sadly
lacking in us: May God have mercy on us! Oh, we pray in sickness
for ourselves and our loved ones; but in our eyes the medicine bottles
are, after all, a much more dependable remedy than our petitions; we
trust the former more than the latter. When we pray, is this the
thought of our hearts: “Amen, yea, yea, it is certain, it will truly
be done”, — you ask, and therefore you shall also receive, there is
no doubt about it? Or isn’t this the thought of our hearts: Perhaps
things will turn for the better now, — but who knows? Oh, how
often we pray, and still no calm comes into our hearts. Why? Be-
cause we do not understand well enough to ask and pray earnestly -
and confidently. And what, then, is lacking more in all of us than
perseverance in prayer, the asking and praying at all times for our-
selves and for others, for the family and for our beloved Church!
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With our praying we could open the floodgates of divine grace and
cause them to pour out over our congregation and our homes; but
we do not do it. We do not pray enough. “Ye have not, because ye
ask not”. Therefore the streams of blessing are lacking. — Let us
humble ourselves. Let us amend our ways, let us pray earnestly and
persistently. But what’s to be done toward that end? You will hear
it, as we consider:

11
‘What moves the Christian to pray aright.

As different as Christians are, still it is always one and the same
thing that makes us pray and ask aright. There is only one thing
that makes a man pray with earnestness, boldness, and confidence.
And what, do you suppose, is this one thing? It is trouble, you will
say. And that is true. As much as we Christians differ, whether
we be poor or wealthy, high or low, there is trouble of all kinds for
every one. Oh yes, who learns to know the manifold troubles of
people better than a minister! And it is true: Trouble teaches prayer.
That is as it should be. Trouble is to drive us into prayer. The
Lord says that too. But still it does not make us pray aright. Rather,
the one thing that really makes the heart of man a temple with an
altar on which the right offerings of prayer are brought — that is the
knowledge of God in Christ, the Savior of sinners. But it is a blessed
and saving knowledge of God you gain, when you know the great God
in His Son Christ, the Savior. It is a blessed knowledge when you
know the great God as Him who sent the Christ, made of a woman
and made under the law to redeem them that were under the law,
that we might receive the adoption of sons. To know God in Christ
means to know Him not as the One Who through Moses gives the
Ten Commandments which condemn us as children of the devil, but
as the One Who gives the Son Who reconciles us with Himself and
makes Him our Father and us children, so that all who believe in Jesus
receive the adoption and the spirit of adoption, with the result that
we no longer dread God, but have boldness toward Him and cry:
Abba, dear Father!

Don’t you see, dear brethren and sisters, that the Savior very
evidently had just this in mind when He said: “If a son shall ask
bread of any of you that is a father, will he give him a stone? or if
he ask a fish, will he for a fish give him a serpent? Or if he shall
ask an egg, will he offer him a scorpion? If ye then, being evil, know
how to give good gifts unto your children: how much more shall your
heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him?”. It is
very evident that here the Savior wants to show the disciples and us
and all Christians in a comforting way, why we may at all times and
in all places ask God with full, complete confidence, yes, why we must,
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in fact, cannot but be certain in our asking that we shall receive what-
ever we ask. This is so because we, even we Christians, when we
pray to God, may ask Him as our Father, just as a son asks his father,
as dear children ask their dear father. When we ask Him, then we
know we are asking a Father who is completely reconciled to us.
Remember, we pray in Jesus’ name. He has not only commanded us,
as Moses commands: I tell you: Pray! — so that we pray upon His
command and promise, but we are to pray as such who through faith
in His merits are fully reconciled with God. We come before God
with our praying and pleading, and we know that there is nothing in
us, nothing whatsoever, that might cause God to be angry with us.
Again, whenever we pray, we are certain that there is present in the
heart of God nothing which could hinder Him in fulfilling our petition.
If I had to think that there were still in the heart of God some bitter-
ness and anger, then I would have to be worried, lest this anger might
come to life when God hears my petitions and pleas in trouble, and
lest this anger might seal and embitter his heart, — so that he would
leave me unheard. But this sad state of affairs does not obtain. Oh,
we know God in our dear Savior Christ as a completely reconciled
Father, in whose heart there is no vestige of anger toward us, which
might prevent Him from fulfilling our petition.

And this fully reconciled Father is the All-Wise and the All-
Knowing, When_we. ask Him and call upon Him in trouble and
know not which way to turn, then we know too that our Father in
heaven certainly is not prevented from helping us, because He too
might not know a way of doing so. No lack of counsel and knowl-
edge prevents God our Father from helping us and fulfilling our peti-
tion. “Unto His sceptre yield thee; He is a Prince most wise” (tr.
W. H. F.). We need not fear that God for lack of wisdom by mis-
take might give us a stone, when we ask for bread. O the depth of
the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! He knows very
well what is good for us. “He knows the time for joy, and truly, will
send it when He sees it meet.”

This reconciled Father is, moreover, the Almighty. His might
and His contriving know no limits, as is the case with us earthly
fathers. Ye know how to give to your children, Jesus says. And it
is true, we can still give, we still have something to give, and we do
not have to say: Dear child, you are crying for bread; all I have is
stones, but no bread. But it does happen at times that our power is
at an end. We would like to, but, alas! we cannot. But now we know
that no lack of might and power hinders our Father in fulfilling our
petition. We know, with God no thing is impossible. It is something
great for which I ask, but not too great for my Father, so that He
is not able to provide it. Something that we class as impossible can
never hinder Him in granting my petition.
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For means it fails Him never,
He always finds a way,

His deeds are blessing ever,
His path like brightest day.

His work no one can hinder,
His labor cannot rest,

If He designs His tender
Children should all be blessed.

Now add to all this that the reconciled Father is an inexpressibly
loving Father, love itself. His love is like a broad, broad sea that
would pour itself continually over our hearts and lives, to fill us to
overflowing with delight in Him. His love is a great, mighty glow
of fire within Him, so that His heart burns with yearning for us and
is constrained to have compassion on His sons and daughters, on all
His beloved children in Jesus. — His love is like a mighty, brilliant
sun sending forth rays of blessing, in which there is no change from
light to darkness, but a constant shining, i. e. a constant giving, and
a will to give, that which is good and perfect. Itis a sun before which
nothing shall remain hidden, but which would cast its illuminating and
gladdening rays into every darkness of tribulation and into every
hidden grief. Verily, we know this, that there is in our heavenly
Father’s heart a love that impels and constrains Him in such a way,
that He wills with all His heart to give upon our pleading and praying,
and that He finds the greatest joy in doing it. He therefore urges us
through His beloved Son: Ask, and I will give; yea, do but seek, and
you shall find much more than you expected, yea, be bolder still and
knock, and I will open, open wide the door and pour out my gifts in
full abundance, to bring perfect joy to you children and to Me, your
Father, as well. We earthly fathers — how evil we are, still defiled
with sin. We too have love and give in love to our children, as far
as our knowledge and ability reach. Yet at times sin makes even the
love for our dear ones grow cold. The real driving power of fervent
love is lacking. Not so with God. The stream of His love always
flows with a full flood; the fire of His love always burns with constant
heat; the light of His love always shines with equal brilliance. —
Now consider this, know God in this light and realize that nothing,
verily nothing, prevents him from fulfilling your petition. No anger
prevents Him, and no lack of wisdom, no lack of power. But there
is something that always constrains Him, makes Him willing, joyous,
and eager to give. That driving power in your Father is His most
heartfelt, unchangeable, ever-faithful love for you. If you know
that, have such a knowledge, well, then I do not see how you can have
any doubts, when you pray, why you should not pray with full con-
fidence. — Surely, it holds true that this knowledge makes us pray
with great confidence, i. e, pray aright, as it should be, makes us pray
with the assurance: Yea, yea, so shall it be.
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Now we also know what is lacking in every case, if we do not
pray and plead aright. The trouble which ought to drive us to prayer
is not lacking. It is there, in material as well as in spiritual things.
Neither is the desire to find welcome relief lacking in us. Oh, we feel
our trouble. It oppresses us. And we do cry out, call and pray for
help. Sometimes our misery drives us to our secret chamber and
down to our knees in praying and asking. We pour out our hearts
to God, we reveal our troubles to Him. And we arise; but our hearts
have found no relief through prayer. They have not become easier
under their burden, no more joyful in the midst of tribulation, no
lighter and brighter in the darkness, no more serene in our unrest.
We do not arise with the comfort in our souls: Truly, my soul waiteth
upon God: from Him cometh my salvation. Why is that? Is it per-
haps because we do not use enough words or the right kind? Thank
God, it does not depend on the words. They may be few or many.
God ‘will hear just a few sighs. He understands them well enough,
if only the sighing is of the right kind. No, dear brothers and sisters,
there is this one lack: we do not have the right confidence toward
God as the Father. God indeed has us in His heart as His children,
but we do not have Him in our hearts as the gracious, almighty, all-
knowing, most loving Father. There is no evading it: we lack faith
in the Father, confidence. For that reason we know not how to pray
aright. It is a fact — who can deny it! In our troubles a few kind
friends give us more courage than our utterly gracious God; a smart
doctor with a good remedy means more to us than the all-wise God,
and a little money in the bank more than the almighty God. It is
true that our faith toward the Father is a lame, a lifeless, puny thing.
Faith is not a living force in our hearts, and therefore we do not know
how to pray ar'ight, and hence there is such little comfort gained
through prayer. We could be much better off, but we foolish people
keep all help at arm’s length. We always think: We have already
gone to church so much to let the Father teach us faith; we don’t
need that any more. When we do come, we always think: We have
learned everything long ago, and we hardly need to pay as close
attention as before.. Alas! I know my own sad condition well enough.
But I do not want to speak of myself. I point you to a man like
Luther. How much he bemoaned the fact that he indeed knew the
doctrine of God the Father passably well, but when it came to taking
to heart with full confidence just the one truth, for example: God is
almighty, he was still sadly lacking in that. — There you are, and
still there are many among us who can spend Sunday forenoons else-
where than in church. They have more important work to,do, more
important gatherings to attend, more important things to read, to
hear, to ascertain, and to learn than the doctrine of God the Father.
Let them bear the burden they are preparing for themselves. But
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let us think of our best interests. That means being guided by this
truth:

‘When in the hour of utmost need

We know not where to look for aid;

When days and nights of anxious thought

No help or counsel yet have brought:

Then this our comfort is alone,

That we may meet before Thy throne,
And cry, O faithful God, to Thee

For rescue from our misery.

And it means understanding how to do it. Then blessed are we!
— For if we pray aright, it is not in vain.

III

What does a Christian gain through praying aright?

Everything that he needs. First of all the most necessary thing.
And what might that be? Here it is: “How much more shall your
heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him?” What?
If many were asked to say What, according to their opinion and their
desires, they would say: Health, a high income, plenty to live on, a
pleasant life, good days, etc. Those are the things for which they ask
and pray for the most part, yes, they pray solely for them. Indeed,
many a man who lets his prayers, his earnest prayers, pass in review
before his memory might find that he really was on his knees a num-
ber of times praying fervently to God, but once it was because there
was a shortage of everything for the house, another time because
there was sickness, again another time because a grave danger threat-
ened him etc. But he cannot recall that he ever implored God fer-
vently and wholeheartedly: Oh God, my heart is utterly corrupt, so
earthly-minded. What will become of me? Make me heavenly-
minded, renew a right spirit within me!

That explains why he finds that many a prayer was not heard
according to the words of his prayer. Tell me, would God deal
lovingly with us if He would answer only our prayers for temporal
things fully and completely, and thereby produce no other result than
that of strengthening us in our earthly-mindedness and our worldly-
minded striving and living? — Therefore do not think that God does
not answer such prayers at all, or that we are not to pray for such
earthly things. We may pray for absolutely all things, and God will
also hear all such prayers. But we are to pray in the right order,
* and then God will also hear our prayers. And this always remains
the Alpha and Omega of all for which we are to pray: The Holy
Spirit. This is the supremely needful thing. That is the Spirit of
Christ, because Christ sends Him from the Father. If you do not
have the Spirit, woe unto you! He who does not have Christ’s Spirit,
is none of His, neither Christ's nor God’s, is not God’s child, not a
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new man, for such a man is born only of the Spirit; — he is dead,
for the Spirit giveth life. What need I say more to show how neces-
sary the Holy Spirit is. Without Him we are, to put it in one word,
accursed, damnable, unclean, lost. How we need to pray for Him!
And God will give Him. We shall receive and gain Him upon our
praying aright. Then we are people after Jesus’ own heart: Seek
ve first the kingdom of God!" And then we know no other way of
asking for all these things, i. e. for temporal things, than that of con-
fidence. In fact, now we are able to do it aright. And we find an
answer to our prayer. We receive what we ask for, everything, every-
thing that we need: Spiritual things, bodily goods, life and survival
unto the last breath. — This is a faithful saying.

A right-praying, believing child of God will confess just that with
praise and thanksgiving to the heavenly Father. Let me in conclusion
mention the beloved David as an example. We know that he prayed
much and fervently, for the Holy Spirit most of all, but for bodily
and temporal things too. Now what was his experience? Was he
spared anxiety and grief? For example, were His loved omnes pre-
served for him upon his prayers? Oh no, we hear of his great burden
of grief over the death of his first child. Did he experience only joy
in his growing children? Oh no, his son Absalom fairly broke his
heart. — Did he always fare well and enjoy all treasures? Oh no,
once he had to flee and had hardly a piece of bread to eat. — Accord-
ingly, at times he lamented that when he prayed God remained so
distant from him and closed His ears. But did he then say: I must
admit things do not always take their course according to God’s
Word and promise; my experience also is a case in point. Rather,
he said: “The righteous cry, and the Lord heareth, and delivereth them
out of all their troubles. For the Word of the Lord is right, and
all his works are done in truth.”

And we say the same thing:

The Lord His Word has never broken,

- Nor left His covenant of grace.

Each promise that His truth hath spoken

To blessed fact doth yield. its place.

In Him are not deceit and guile,

These are the Serpent’s spawn most vile.

(Tr.a W. H. F)

We call out to each other:

But trust thou now, and all doubt spurning,
Cling to His Word, the pledge of grace;
This Word knows never change or turning,
Continue, then, in hope thy race,
And thou His truth’s great might shalt see
To make His Word come true for Thee.
(Tr. a W. H. F)
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We extol pleading and praying as our glorious strength and
power in every weakness, as our support and stay under every burden,
as our shield and buckler against every trouble, and we rightly persist
in confessing:

Praying saves from ev'ry need,
Pray, and let no doubt disarm thee;
Art thou poor?’ God thee will feed;
And when world and hell alarm thee,
Do but pray, and thou shalt see:
God thy mighty Stay shall be.
(Tr. W. H. F.)

Amen.

— From Hoenecke, “Wenn ich nur dich habe.” Translated by
Werner Franzmann.

The Minneapolis Meeting of the American Lutheran
Conference, November 13-15, 1940.

“In dealing with a body such as the American Lutheran Church, a
first duty would seem to be an ever-present consciousness of its unionistic
spirit.” That these words, forming the very first sentence in the three
theses submitted by the Norwegian Synod’s Committee on Union in its
“Letter” of November 22, 1938, to its brother pastors and professors in
the Missouri Synod, were not an expression motivated by mere suspicion
and a lack of true charity, was made clear beyond the peradventure of a
doubt at the meeting of the American Lutheran Conference held in Cen-
tral Lutheran Church of Minneapolis (Dr. J. A. O. Stub, pastor), Novem-
ber 13-15, 1940.

Since the American Lutheran Church, at its Sandusky convention in
1938, had stated that it wwas not willing to give up its membership in the
American Lutheran Conference, it was but natural that a feeling of appre-
hension should arise in the hearts of those who had had their misgivings
about what the American Lutheran Church had said relative to this
matter in its “Declaration” to the Missouri Synod convention, at St. Louis,
in 1938. But when, in subsequent colloquies between the union committees
of the Synodical Conference this unwillingness was referred to, we were
assured that this was “not an absolute statement.” The American Lu-
theran Church would have to be given sufficient time to bear testimony
to the bodies with which it was united in the American Lutheran Con-
ference.

It was this testimony which we expected to hear at the Minneapolis
meeting of the Conference. But if what was there uttered by the mem-
bers of the American Lutheran Church be testimony to the truth of the
doctrines for which we have contended in the Synodical Conference these
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many years, then we fear that the wuncwwillingness to leave the Coniel ence
will have to be considered “an absolute statement.”

The. representatives from the American Lutheran Church were there
in sufficient numbers to establish a real opinion from their ranks. Such
men as Dr. Reu, Pres. Poppen, Dr. Schuette, Dr. Long et al., spoke clearly
and definitely. And they were not gainsaid by anyone, lay or clergy,
from their synod. The matter of doctrine simply did not enter into the
discussions. They wanted union. And as for the thought of wanting to
give up their membership in the Conference, Dr. Poppen asked the mem-
bers of the Conference to forget about it. Such talk evidently emanated
from circles outside of their synod. Dr. Schuette made the statement:
“Separation from the Conference has never even vemotely been dreamed
of.” . But he urged that they must exercise caution. Since the American
Lutheran Church occupied a strategic position it must exercise sirategy
if it is not going to frustrate the possibility of uniting all Lutherans.

The working committee on Lutheran Church Unity had submitted
a report to the convention, in which it “in the presence of the present
grave emergency with which Lutheran foreign missions throughout the
world are faced” called upon all Lutheran bodies in America to unite
in this common enterprise, “praying that God may help us to understand
fully that this is an opportunity for service which He has placed before us,
and that He would have us put aside, for the time being, all our mis-
understandings and differences, in order that we may be obedient to His
will” Tt was this (the 2nd paragraph) part of the report which called
forth the liveliest discussion. -Dr. Bersell of the Augustana Synod referred
to the paragraph in question as “a 