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Dic Bunbdedernenerung.

Wit dem SGhluf von Crodus 33 {ind wir in der Sejchichte ded
Ginatbundesd bet dem Punft angelangt, an mweldem der gange Vlan
Des Herrn, die Rinder Jfrael durd) Ausfithrung aud ghpten nad
Qanaan zu feinen Kindern zu madhen, gejdettert wdare, wenn er nidt
bet gemwtffen Gelegenfetten zur redhten Sett mit neuen Offenbarungen
feiner Madht und Gnade eingegriffen hatte. — Die erfte, am Sinat
gegebene Offenbarung trug i ihrer Versffentlidhung durdhaus den
Charafter der Gejeglidteit an i) So {Qon in den ihr
felbjt borangebhenden, jie begleitenden und thr folgenden Jeichen und
Wundern, die den SBwed Hatten, den Herrn (Jehobalh) alsé den mah-
ren und allein gewaltigen Gott Himmels und der Erde diefemn Abra-
jamSfamen fund u tun. — Die groBe Heiligfeit der Bundedoffen-
barung trat dem Volf bejonders dadurd) bor Yugen und Ohren, dak
der Herr da8 Hauptgefe, die zehn Gebote in Dder eigensn
Berjon dffentlidy allem Volf berfimdigte, bgl. 20, 18. &So drobte
thnen {dwere Strafe oder gar Tod Dei jedem Ungehorfam. Himgu
famen Ddann die Taujende von Eingelgeboten, die Viojed
thnen zur Cinitbung ded Gehorjams fiir alle Verhaliniife thred fitt-
lidgen und gotteSdienjtlidgen Lebend im Namen desd Herrn {driftlich
itberliefern nrujte.

@p war dad Volf durd) den Sinaibund auf Sdritt und Tritt
pom Gefel umgeben und fonnte feine Hand vithren, ohne fidh) vor dem
Born diefesd gemaltigen Gotted und feinen Strafen fitrdten zu miiffen.
— Der Anlaf aber und der eigentlidhe Srund fiir die ftrenge Gefels-
lidhteit Ded Sinaibunded mwar die Haldjtarrigtfeit, mit wel-
der Ddiefer Wbrahamsfame an dem feit 400 Jahren gelibten
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betdnifden Gogendienit wund deffen lafterhaften Greueln
bigher feftgehalten hatte. LBie oft Hatte Wiofe dad untermegs er-
fahren! udy jeht nody muBten fie oft den Vormurf ded Herrn
foven: Jhrfetdetn haldftarrig Bolf — dag 1Y einmal
ploBEY werde bertilgen mitffen. Und jehr bald gab thm die Piafle
de8 Volf3 AUnlaf und Urfadhe dazu.

Joch) war IPofe in feinem erften viersigtagigen Betjammeniein
mit dem Herrn auf dem Berge mit der jdrifthiden Verabfafjung der
,©el, ftelg Hinab, denn dein Vo lf dad du qud gyblenland
gefiihrt haft, hat’sa verder bt”; und erzdhlt ihm den eben vom
Bolf durdy den Gobendienit mit dem Goldenen falbe vollzogenen
AbTall, Hingufligend: ., Vnd nun laf mich, daf mein Born iiber jie
ergrimme und jie auffreife, o will 1ch dich sum grofen Volf madhen.”
Auig quierite erjdrocten, Hatte mun der treue Fithrer diefe Drohung
durd) wohlbegriindete Fiirbitte zeitweilig abgewendet.  Darvauf
Laeveute” den Herrn dasd Uibel, dad er feinem Bolf zu fun gedrobi
batte.  Wiofe ftieg mit den vom Herrn Jelbjt gefdriebenen Bunbdes-
tafeln gum BVolt Hinab. AL er nun die tmmer nod) im Gdbendientt
tobende Menge gewabhrie und hovte, daf Waron fie dazu angeleitet
batte, ergrimmte audy er mit Sorn (L. 20), fthmmte dem Urteil ded
Serrn iiber den Bundedbrucd) ded Volfed bei und Hielt §ich a3 bom
SHevrn bejtellter Fiihrer ded Volfs berufen, die A hndung ded
fehnellen Abfalld Ded Volfs in dieeigene Hand
gunehmen, um den Herrn mit dem bundedbritdhigen Wolf ivie-
der zuveridhnen (8. 30).

Buerit gertritmmerte er die Gefehedtafeln zum Jeugnid, daf
der pom Qerrn mit thnen gejchlofiene Bund tatjadhlich gebrochen et
und nidht mehr gelte; verbrannte bad angebetete ©ogendbild alg ein
Nihts, dad fich nidht mwehren fonne, zerpulverte ed zu wertlofem
Ctaube, ftreute e3 alg eine Verunreinigung auf dagd Wajjer ded zum
Trinfen gebrauditen nahen Badhd und gab e8 ihnen zur Veripottung
ihres unjinnigen Tuns zu trinfen; dann jtrafte er avon mit jdhar-
fen Worten wegen feiner BVeteiligung an dem Gogendienit und liel
3,000 der Radelsfiihrer difentlich hinridten.

War der Herr nun durdh all diefen Strafeifer feines Dieners
mit dem abgefallenen Volf mwieder verfohnt? — Dad glaubie NViofes
felber midht.  €r verfprad) dem Volf, nod etnmal zum Herrn Hin-
aufguiteigen, ,00 i) bielleidht eure Simde beridhnen
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moge”, L. 30.31.32; flehte wm Verjohnung, und — mupte dad
Lolf auch iiber die 9[ntnmri des Herrn gang im Ungewijfen lafjen.
€3 war ein gewaltfamed Sturmgeber, das Wiofe bor den Herrn
bradite.  Gr befannte desd Bolfs grofe Simbde und flehte: Junver -
gib ihnen die Slinde; wo nidht, jo tilge mid) aud) aus deinem Bud,
bas du gefdrieben hajt.” — Dad war louter Siimde. €85 gibt nur
Cine wirtlidhe Verfohnung ded Herrn mit den Slimdern auf Erden;
Die hat ein Grogerver vollbradi, %’ob 19, 30; Wi, 9 8. 9; Micha
6, 67f.; J0b. 2, 2; 4, 10; 2 Kor. 5, 18. 19. — Das ift ja bcz Haupt-
inhalt der Schrift Alten und Feuen ge}iamcnix;. 1nd Hier Hot Piofe
feine armielige Seele dem Herrn gur Ver o hnun g mit dem ab-
gefallenen Wolfe an! ,LWo nidgt”, feste er Hingu, ,fo filge mid qud
au8 deinem Bud), bC[b ou gefchrieben Hajt!” Dad Bud) ded Lebens,
vor aller Beit, in der Emigleit bon Gott jelbft gefdrieben, enthielt
und enthalt aud) Diojed und deinen und meinen Jamen; ed ift abjolut
unperdander It &), oder Gott 1t in feinem Wort mebr auaciamg
@ik bke %tﬁe tofed nidht eine Yntlage der Wioglidhfeit bes Wan
felmuts SZ)E].UI ein? DBedadite er, wad e8 fHeift, eiwig vom
Herrn bemjm.,en au merden? — Wiofe war durd) die drohende Ver-
mwerfung diefes Samend der audermwahlien Later jo verwiret, daf
er lauter Torheif betete

Darum fdhlug der Herr 1hm fein Gebet mit  entriifteten Lorten
ab und fpradh: ,IJdh will den aud meinem Bud) Higen, der an
miv fimdigt”, b. §. endgii[tig alle meine Gnabde verivirit. Du
aber, der du als Fithrer meines Volfs in treuer Wieinung gefehlt
baft, ,0u gefe Hin und fiihre dag Volf, dabhin 14
dDiv gefagt habe Giehe, mein Cngel joll bor dir Hergeben.
X will felbjt ihre Siinde wohl hetmiudhen, wenn meine Sett fommt
fetmaufuden.” — Berd 35 begieht fich auf die bon Moje an dem Volf
geitbte &trafe und it wahrideinlich nidht von dem mimdliden Er-
3abler, jondern bon dem jdhrijtlichen Verfaifer des Bud)s hingugefeht;
und die Bemerfung itber Aaron joll die Siinde des Lolfe$ ver-
ringern.

Vo RKapitel 33, 1 an el alled {hon auf die 1in
34 erzablte Crneuecrung ded Bunded mit dem abge-
fallenen Wolfe ab. Jn V. 1 erhalt Piofed den Bejehl, mit dem
Volf tn dad ihnen geidmorene Qand wettersuziehen. L. 2 per-
fpricht er ihm, eimen Cngel zur usjtofung aller das berhei-

Q

Bene Land nod) bewohnenden Heidenvolfer mitzufenden. Jn B. 3
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aber erflart er dem Volf gang ploglidy: ,Jd) will nidht mit dit
hbinaufziebhen, denn du bift ein halSitarriges BVolf; i) modte
did) unterivegd auffreffen.” (Nota: Hier Hat Quiher dad im Tert
jtehende b'qirb’kha, b. 1. ,in deiner Mitte” nidht mit {iberfest, ob-
wohl ed in L. 5 wiederholt umd mit den Worten ded Herrnm ber-
fharft wird: ,30ge idh aud) nur einen eingigen Augenblic in deiner
Pitte mit dir Hinauf, jo iicde id) dich vertilgen”) — Dann jteht
3itfdhen 3 und 5 die Bemerfung, daf dad BVolf ,Leide trug” = i
entfebte und eine Angahl thren ,Schmuc”, dad Bundedzeiden,
.badge”, ablegte. Dag forderte danm der Herr direft bon allen,
Loamit id) wiffe, wad 1§ eudh) fun jolle.” Vom Berge Horeb an frug
dann niemand mehr dad Beiden an jid); dbundlod und ratlos ftand
und [tef dad fduldbemuite Volf in dem vom Herrn verlajjenen
Qager umber. Was iviirde nun der dod) nod) nicht mit ihnen ver-
mworfene Fithrer PVioje anfangen?

Intwort 33, 7: Mofe aber nahm — nidht ,die” Hiitte (die
{tberfeung Qutherd it trrefiihrend und fonnte den Univiffenden an
die bom Perrn aufzuridhten befohlene ,Etift3hittte” denfen
laffen, die gum ohel moéd, d. 1. 3u einem Heiligen Sujammen-
funftszelt de8 Herrn mit der Gemeinde Jjrael bom Herrn
felbjt bejtimmt worden, deflen Bau aber, durd) den Wbfall ded Volfd
perhindert, nod) nidht etnmal in Angriff genommen, biel weniger
fertig geworden, alfo 018 dato gar nidt borhanden mwar).
So mupte das Belt, das Mofe Hier nabhm und auffhlug, ein aus

- feiner €rinnerung an den thm in jenen Tagen bom Herrn diftierten
Bau der Stiftdhiitte jelt bon thm felber gebauted Felt jein, das etiwa
denfelben obder ahnlidhen Bieden dienen jollte wie jenesd Urjtifis-
selt.  Darum hiep er e3 aud) ,Stiftshiitte”. Da der Herr dad
Voltslager perlajjen Hatte, jo fonnte jeht niemand dort mebhr mit
irgendeiner Sadje zur Shlihhung bor den Herrn fommen, jondern
mupte in died fern vom Voltslager erbaute Jelt Peojes Hinaudgehen.

Jeun war dag Vol zumadit neugterig, wie ed jebt wohl um
Meofe jtehe. Ste jahen ihm aud thren eigenen Hittten nadh, wenn er
su dem neuen Belt hinaudging und wenn ev mwieder guriidfam. Die
Hauptirage aber war dod), ob der Herr in die Hittte
fdame, wenn Mole drin war. Ridtig, {ie jahen dann die Wolfen-
faule vom Himmel Herniederfommen und ,an der Hiitten i
fteben und horten fie mit Moje veden. Und wenn dad gange Volf
0a3 por jid) gehen {abe, jtanden fie jeder in feinmer eigenen Hiitte auf
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und neigten fid) ehriurchtSvoll vor dem Herrn. Sie zeigten alio,
dap fie nod) Nefpett bor dem Herrn Hatten umd der Weiterfithrung
Ded Serrn wohl wert jeten. Dad erfiillle fie dodh) auch mit neuer
Hoffnung, in dad perheifene Land, da Weild) und Hontg innen flieke,
au formmen.

Was nun dad in B. 11 Gejagte Dbetrifft, dak der Herr ,von
Ungeficht u Angejicht mit Veofe geredet habe, wie etn NVann mit
feinemm Freunde vedet”, fo jollen ir davaud abnehnien, daf der bis-
perige Groll de3 Serrn gegenmr Vioje fih jeht in defto innigeve
Sreundidaft gegen thn bermwandelt hatte. Dasd ift aud) jum redten
LVerftandnis der W 1 [ d e notig, mit der der Herr Neofen tn dem fol-
genden Didput behandelt. Erv will den verzagten Fithrer durdaus
ipteder froplich und willig maden, jein jdhweres Amt aud) in der
Bufunft feit und geduldig audsufithren. Die Notiz itber Jojua Hat
wohl den SBwed, die Cingelnen abzujdhrecten, den geplagten Fithrer,
enn er allein war, mit ihren Privatangelegenheiten zu belajtigen.

Pun fommt der erivartete Didput, V. 12f.

Tnd MWofe fprady zu dem Herrn: ,Stehe, du fpridhit zu mir:
Slbhre dad8 Volf hinaquf; wnd (difeft micdh nidht wifiemn,
mendumitmivienden willjt, fo du doch gefagt Hajt, 1
fenne dich mit Namen, und Haft Guade por meinen Augen gefunden.
Lot dem o, o lagmid) deinen Wegiwijien” ,Weg”
ijt bier nicht die natiilihe geographifche Reiferoute in dad berhei-
Bene Qand; dazu holte jicy Mofe fpater (4. Piofe 10, 31) feinen
Sdmager Sobab; jondern Wiofe meint hier mit ,deinem LWeg” den
getitliden Weg ded Herrnm, den ihm berborgenen R at Ddes
Herrn, den er in jeder fimftigen geijtlichen Not ded Volfes durch-
sufithren hHaben werde. Er dentt wohl daran, daf er darin bisher
arofe Fehler gemadt Hatte, die er in Bufunit ju vermeiden Hofjte.
Er et hingu: ,Und bedente doc) aud), daf diefer Haufe dein eigened
BVolf ijt” (an demt dody detn Herz und detne Chre Hangt).

Davauf antmwortef der Hervr: ,Wein Angefidt
foll gebhen, damit i) dir Rube veridaffe.” Unjere Tiberfesimg
Des lepten Sabes ift gang wortlidh) und beantiwortet zugleich Diofed
Qlage in B. 12, ebenjo die in V. 2.3 und 5. &ie gebht guritd auf
Kap. 3, 2; Kap. 23, 20-23. €8 ijt ,der Cngel ded Angefichts dHed
Herrn”, in dem ,ded Herrn Jtame 1jt”, ,ded Herrn Name”, der menfch-
geordene Gottesfohn, durd)y die gange Sdhrift hin ald ,Herr” be-
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fonnt. Und wenn ed feifpt: ,mein Angeficht” joll geben, jo ift das
gang genau ba@fere ivte ,mein Engel”.

Aber Weofe hat in B. 15 nod) etwad zu fagen: ,LWo nidt
detn ngeficht gcbci, fo fiibre und nidht vonhinnen Hinauf!” Dad
fonnte man feiner Form nad) al8 eine didjuntiive BVedingung faijfen;
aber audy nwu v feiner Form nady; dem Sinne nad) 1t €8 eine frohe
Buftirmmung zu der in B. 14 gegebenen bollen Verheiung, die der
Notwendigleit entipriht, daf i und dein Bolf vor allem BVolf
Deg Erobodend alg bdein befondered Volf ausdgezeidghned wer-
den.”  (RQutbherd ,gerithmet” werden it etwad ftart.)

Der Hervr jpradh zu Moje: Aud) wad du jekt geredet Haft,
will i) tun, weil ich dih su Gnaden angenommen und befondere
greumd{daft mit dir gefdhlofjen Hhabe. —

Und nun war dod) Piofe ganz befriedigt? Jtein! — Jtad
alle diefen grofen Verhetbungen umd Herzlicdhen Suw;ev De8 Herrn,
denen er augejtimmt hatte, ruft, {Hhrett er: Lag mid) dod
deine Hervrlidteit jehen! Wenn Luther mit feinem
& 0" laf mid ujo. und dann dad dajtehende hebr. na’ iiberfieht,
jo Balten wir dad flir etnen nidht nadzumadenden Fehler. Denn
mwad Pofe jelt bittet, 1ft feine logifche Folge qud den borhergehenden
freundlichen Verhandlungen ded Hervn mit ihm, jondern fteht viel-
mehr in unermartetem Gegenat dazu. Wiofesd Bitte wird ja al
eine t8ridhte 3mar mit fehr freundlichgen Worten, aber dod) mit abjo-
luter Eutjdyiedenheit vom Herrn abgelehnt.  Aus feimen fritheven
Crfahrungen in der Felfenfammer mupte er .iiffen, daf man Ddie

“ Hervlichfeit ded Herrn nidt fehen fomne, obne fterben zu miiffen.
BVielleiht folgerte er aud der Tatfade, daf der Herr in der neuen
Siitte von Angefidt su Angefidht, wie ein Piann mit jeinem Freunde
redet, 3u ihm gervedet DHatte, daf der Herr ihm aud) die weiter-
gebende Bitte, 1hm jeine Herrlichfeit zu zeigen, gemwdhren werde,
ofmne ihn gu foten. — Yber er irrte fic). Waulus ertlart die Sade
1 Zim. 6, 16; darum gilt e3 H18 an den Jingjten Tag: Ntemand
Hhat ottt je gefehen, Joh. 1, 18 und 1. Joh. 4, 12. —
Und doch wiffen wir Chriften fehr wohl aud eigener Erfahrung, wie
Weojed zu diefem Gefdhrei (Denn dad war e8) fam. Wir leiden
etipa bejondere8 Rueuz, tn Krantheit, Unglid, grofen leiblichen,
aud) geijtlichen und amtliden itbermdchiigen Ioten und Tritbjalen,
und wetl wir dad Beten gelernt Haben, fo beten wir und beten viel,
beten ohne Unterlal und werden erhort und mandmal aud) nidt
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erfort, und bod) mwieder einmal mit grofem Jubel erhirt, — wie
Mofes in Kap. 33, 12-17. Dann bilden wiv 13 ein, den Satan
bald ganz unter unfere Fife getreten zu Haben. Aber unperiehens
formt zu den alten Qeiden ein Defonderes, {dhmereres hingu, an das
wir nie gedacht Haben; mwir beten fo Deip und lajfen nidht ab: Du
mein Gott, mu §t mid) dod) erhoren, wie du ed verfeifen Hajt, und
— Dletben mit diefem Dejonderen Gebet unerhovt. Baulus,
2. for. 12, 8.9: Dreimal extra gefleht und in dem, was
ev gefleht, dreimal mit dDen Worten abgewiefjen:
Jakb dir an meiner Gnade geniigemn, Ddenn meine
Qraft 1t in den Sdwaden madtig.” — Jn genau derfelben Lage
befand i) Piofe Hier mit feinem Flehen: Laf mid) dod) deine Herr-
Ghteit Jehen! |, Stein Ungefidht Lan it du nidt jehen, denn fein
Dienfh wird am Leben bletben, der mid) fiehet”, V. 20. Jn den
folgenden Lerfen mwetit der Herr Weofen an, wie man ihn durd) dad
Shm-hintennadiehen allein evfennen fonne. Vgl Weart. 8, 12 und
%D[] 4, 48:

v jteben jeht unmittelbar vor der Ermeunerviung deld
Bunded mit Jrael, Fap. 34. Aber 33, 19 ift die jadhliche Cin-
lettung dagu. Ulle Giite Ootte8, unperbriichiiche Treue in
Jeiner Gmnade und feine vaterlidhe Verwaltung der-
felben 1ift diefes Bundes Cigentiimlidfeit. Rap. 33, 19: ,Jdh
will vor deimem (natinliden) Ungeficht alle meine Giite boriiber-
gefen laffen.” Der Sab 1t Untwort auf bdie Bitte Plojes umd
perheift dad gerade Gegenteil von dem, wad Piofe jo eifrig bon ihm
erbeten Datte. Ut meine totende Herrlichfeit will 1 didh jeben
laffen, fondern afle meine &itte will i dich erfahren Ilaffen;
denm i will den Jtamen ded Herrn por dir predigen, [dad pre-
digen JLafien” it Quthers Sufak] daf i) namlid ,gnddig bin,
dem i) gnadig bin, und mid) des erbarme, ded i) mid) erbarme.”
Hier, in der Predigt ded Namensd ded Hervrvn, d 1. im
amen deS Hevrn €Hriftus, liegt das berborgene Gehetmmnis
des fonft unguganglichen Gottes. Fraaft du Cur alit prae aliis?,
fo madit du es wie Wiojed hier, du willit Gotted Herrlichfeit mit
Wenfhenaugen jehen und mit Denfhenvernunit erfennen.
In Jefu €hrifto it und jetne Gnadenwahl geoffenbart. So
berftebt’s aud) Waulug Rom. 9, 10. 11; Eph. 1, 4§f.; 2. Tim. 1,
9-11. — Die Vredigt bon dem Namen EhHrifH — Ddal 1t die
Glorie der Bundeserneuerung mit dem abgefallenen Samen
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brahams. WBetlduftg hHoven wir aud) Hier, wad ,predigen” Heiht.
S Grundtert fteht gqara’ b’schem Jhovah. &p heift 8 inumer,
befonders feit Abraham, wortlich iiberfeht: den Namen ded Herrn
Jaudrujen”  €Ein blofed DHiftorijches Referat itber Ehriftum
oder aud) iiber alle Einzelheiten ded Evangeliums, obwohl es zu-
fallig nidt obhne Frudt abgehen mag, ift nod) feine ,Bredigt” von
Ehrifto.  Die vom Herrn eingefette Wredigt 1ft nur dad glaubige
und energife Befenntnid an alle Welt: Der Herr ift Gott;
Der Serr ijt Gott! 1. Ronige 18; Watth. 10, 32; Lut. 12, 8.

Rap. 34: Die BunbeSernemernng.

B, 1-4: ,Der Herr fprach) zu Diofe: Haue dir 3wo jteinerne
Tafeln, wie die erften waven, daf 1dh die Wo rte darauf jdreibe,
Diein den ervjten Tafeln waren Piorgen frith fomm
su mir binauf in jene Felfenfammer auf ded Berges (nidht ,Spige”,
fondern) oberen Tetl. Dann jdeudhe jeded andere Lebewefen da-
pon . .. W4 Und Veoje hieb gwo fteinerne Tafeln,
mie Die erften waren . . . Und Wioje nahm bdie 3mwo fjtei-
nernen Tafeln in die Hand und ftiegq mit ihnen zum Herrn Hinauf,
jvie thm Dder Qerr geboten Datte.” — Und der Herr fdhried felbit
Die 3ehn ,Worte” in fie Hinein.

€3 war alfo feinedmwegs die Weeinung ded Herrn, daf diefer
neue Bund cudjdlielich auf dad Cvangelium Hin, ohne
alle Gejebgebung gejdhlofien merde. Dazu mwar die Jeit nod) nidt
erfitllt; die fam erft mit der Crideinung Chrijt auf Crden. €3
war wobhl ein Bund voll bon Verheifung, aber tmmer nod) ein alt-
teftamentlicher Bund, dagu mit einem geiftlid) gang verdorbenen
@amen Ubrahams, der nichts von Siinde wufite, der felbjt zur
altteftamentlidyen Reife erft ergogen werden mufite, Gal.
4. — Um 3u pergleien: Der erjte Sinaibund war allzu
ftart gefelich getvefen, darum fonnte er feine Frudht bringen.
Demn dad Gefes richtet nur Sorn an, Rom. 4, 15, Diefer neue
Bundesichlufp follte nidht wieder Jo ftarf gejeblichen Charatter tragen
mie der erfte vom Sinai, die Ermweifung und die Predigt der Giite
und Gnabde jollten bon jekt an mehr Herbortreten al8 bigher. Der
Serr wollte und Miofes follte — um hier neuteftamentlid) 3u reden
—ebangelijder mit diefem BVolfe umgehen. Das gebht aud
und im Neuen Tejtament an, wenn wir fo wenig Frudt von unjerer
Arbeit feben. Dies fann aber auc) wieder dahin gemifbraudht wer-
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den, daf wir nun lauter Gnade bredigen und dad Gejels jdhier gans
pergefien.  Quther will den Vajtor oder Lehrer zum hiditen Doftor
der Hetligen Sdrift jegen, der Gejes und Cvangelium prafiifd
redht fetlt. — Do) daritber, will’8 Gott, etn andermal. Hier ge-
niige e8 3u betonen, daf Gefes und Cvangelivim betde unbermifdht n
der Qirdje gepredigt werden mitjjen.

Und nun formmen oir 3u der wunderbaren Snaden-
predigt ded Herrn, wie ir fie in joldher Haufung und Sujam-
menftellung der einzelnen Gnadenbegriffe, auper eta in ihrer Wie-
derholumg 4. Mofe 14, 18, in feiner jonftigen Sdhriftjtelle wieder-
finden.

B, 5: ., Da fam der Herr Hernieder in der Wolfe und ftellte
i) dajelbit zu thm und predigte (vief laut aud) den Namen ded
Serrn. Und ald der Herr an feinem (Wiofed) Geficht voriiberging,
da rief er: Hervr! — Der Herr it ein barmberziger und
gnadiger Gott, langjam gum Born und grof an
LQiebe und Treue, — der da bewahrt Liebe den Taufenden;
der S dhuld pergibt, Treubrud und Ubertretung; der
felbit etnen Meingefprodenen nidht rein fein [Ght, der da Heim-
fucdt die Verfdhuldung der VBater an den Rindern und
Qindesfindern bi8 gum dritten und bi3 zum bierten Glied.”

Man fann nur mit Furdt und Jittern an die Auslequng fold
etnes Glutitroms pon Qebe umd bon Heimlicd) unter der Ajdhe fort-
glimmenden Strafeifer ded fetligen Herrn Herrn gehen.
Ptan fann hier nur mit DWoje in tiefiter Herzendbeugung den Herrn
anbeten, B. 8. — Auferdem: e3 jind hier Gefithle ge-
fchtldert, die fid) begrifflich nidht genau Dbeftimmen und begrenzen
laffen, die man nur mehr oder weniger nachfiihlen fann. Und
hier DHandelt e8 i) um die Gefithle ded unendlichen Got-
tes in €hrijto, von deffen Herzen unjere Hergen nur jhatten-
hafte Madhbildungen find. — €in paar Hebratjhe Ausdriice
will i) hier deutjd) wiederzugeben verjuchen. V. 6 ift AusSruf!
Das erfte HCErr (Jhovah) hat einen furzen Stridh), abhnlich un-
ferm usrufungszeichen, DHinter jich (Pasek) und hat bhier audh
ungefahr Ddiefelbe Bedeutung. Den zwetten mit ,HErr” anfangen-
den Sal habe 1) durd) Cinjdhiebung des ,ift" Fu etnem einfacdhen
Ausfageials gemadt, weil das vorhergehende Pasek e moglich madt.
Das folgende ,langfam gum Born” it genau Luthers ,gedul-
D1ig”, da8 fetner Crflarung bedarf. Der tiefite Gnadenbegriff,
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den Quifer in V. 6 und 7T und jhater gewshnlich mit ,CGnade” oder
Lgewtfie Gnade” (Jef. 55, 3) iibexfest, ift, genau mwiedergegeben,
unfer deutfches ,Qiebes glut”. ,Qiebes brunit”, wie aud) das
Crbarmen, weldes tm Herzen einer Viutter gegen das verlafiene
Qind ihres Leibed brennt, Jef. 49, 15. €5 it Hier in L. 6 und 7
durd) dad hebr. chesed bezeichnet. Diefe gnddige Liebesglut faft
der in Den Qreugedtod fliv und gebende Heiland in das eine Wort
Lalio” i Joh. 3, 16 zufammen. Kutherd ,der du bemwabhreft”
fliv ba8 in der eriten Werfon jtehende Partizip nozer hat wohl
fetnen Grund in feiner tnttmen perjonlichen Stellung zu dem Gott
Der Liebe und Gnade. — (Diefe lehten Verjucdhe zur Auslegung der
Hebraijdhen usdritfe in unjerm Text jind befonders fliv unfere
Hebratid). ftudterenden Studenten gemadht.)

Jtun bletbt ung nod) ein Vunft 1ibrig: die praftifde Durd-
fithrung bdiefer neuen Gnadenoffenbarung in der Unwendung von
Gefes und Coangeliim aquj die Oridgemeinde.

Hug Vieper.

Die Lelhre der Sclyrift vou dem mt ded Worts in ver Kirde,
per Ortégeneinde und in ver Synode.

Vorbemeriung — Hiermit erfdeint der erfte AL{hniit einer
Arbeit, die mir bon der Gemifdhten Vaftoralfonfereny im Jids{tlichen Wis-
confin aufgetragen wurde. Auf der Verfammihung Ende April 1941 wurde
er berlefen, fonnte aber wegen Jeitmangeld nicht befprochen werden. Diefed
ioll auf der nddjten Verfammlung im Wpril 1942 gefdehen. Um bdie Jeit,
die ein abermaliged Lefen in Unjpruch) nehmen ivilirde, zu erfpaven, ivird
er Dlermit tmt Drud den Sonfevenggliedern zum borbereitenden Studiwm
unterbreitet. M.

Das mir gejtellte Thema regt eine Veenge von Fragen an, 3. B.
nacd) der Stiftung ded Amis, den verfdhiedenen Formen, der redhten
LVervwaltung, dem Bwed desfelben; nadh) der Qualififation der Amis-
trager, dem Werhaltnid der Admtdtrager untereinander und zu den
berjdhiedenen Eridetnmungsformen der Kirde; nad der Nbertragung
0es Amis, der Cinfithrung in dadjelbe, der mtsdauer u. dgl. m.

Aus demt ietten Gebiet dirfte 8 rvatjam fein, zunadit eine
grundlegende Frage genauer 3u DLetradten. Wenn ivir fo einen
Anhalt gewonnen Haben, wird e8 leidhter jein, von hHier aus die bielen
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auftaudgenden Fragen vidtig su beantworten. Diefen Teil meiner
Arbeit Habe 1 an 2 Rorv. 5, 11 — 6, 10 angefhlofien.

Betanntlich bietet eine @tépoﬁﬁoﬁ Dev erjten Kapitel deS Fweiten
Qorintherbricies nicht geringe Sdhmwievigleiten. Poulus behandelt
Hier ein Fiille wichtiger Lehren, aber er veiht jie eigentlid) ofne er-
fennbaven timeren Bufammenbhang nur auperlich lofe aneinander.
Do) {cheint dad nur fo. Bei etwad ndbever Vritfung ftellt jidh
Baulus hier ald ein mahrer Weeifter tm logifhen Aufbau dar.

€8 fegt auferhalb desd Nabmensd diefer Arbett, dad i eingelnen
augzuflipren. Nur fo blel. WVoulud hatte jeinen angefiindigten
Fetfeplan anbern mitffen.  Davan DHatten bdie Kovinther Unftof ge-.
nommen.  RNun judht Vaulusd den angervichteten Sdhaden zu Heben,
indemt er im Anfhluf an die Durchfreuzung jetner Feifeplane feine
Qefer tiefe Blicfe n eingelne Phafen ded gotilichen HeilSrateS tun
{afgt.  Vinter anderem redet er auch von der BVegrindung und Be-
deutung des Hrdhlichen Amis. Won dem Amt Handeln jdhon die
Rapitel 3 und 4, und e8 wiirde jid) wohl der WVilihe verlohnen, jie
einmal von Ddiefern Gefihtspuntt aud genauer durdzuarbeiten.
Gpeztell aber von der Begriindung ded mneuteftamentlichen Amted
redet Paulud in Rapitel 5. Wir Holen efmwad weiter qus und be-
ginnen mit Vers 11, wiewohl der Abihnitt, der diveft vom mt han-
delt, erft mit Versd 18 beginnt. €38 werden Hier fdhon LWahrheiten
auggefiihrt, die von grofer Bedeutung fitv die Amtslehre ind, gumal
n Vers 14.

I. 2 Qor. 5, 1117,

Die iebe Chriftidringet uns alio, jagt BVaulus,
und legt damit die rvedhte Gefinnung der mistrager jowie die lehte
Wurzel desd Amtes felbjt dar. ‘

Wit etnem ernjten Hinweid auf dad fommende Weltgeridht, in
dem twir alle bor dem Ridterftuhl Chriftt offenbar werden miiffen,
leitet Vaulus zu dem Ubjdnitt Vers 11-17 diber. Ummittelbar
fhliept fih WVerd 11 an dad Vorgehende an: Diemweil mwir
wiffen, daf der Hervr zu flirdten ift. Qutherd Mber-
febung it eime Umidreitbung. Woirtlidh rvedet der Wpoitel bvon
ber FJurdt ded Hevrn (ton phobon tou kyriou). TWenn
it vor dem NiDttuhl Ehrifti embfangen follen, nad) dem wir bet
Reibesleben gehanbdelt haben, e8 fet gut oder bofe, wer jollte jich dann
ntdht vor ihm jlivdten? Ob diefe Furdht n Ungft und Sdhrecten
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i quBert und bon Qeulen und Bahnetflappen begleitet 1jt, oder ob
fie wefentli) Heilige Scheu und Ehriurdit ift verbunden mit einem
findliden Bertrauen, dad hangt gany bon dem geijtlichen Stand ded
i flivchtenden Subjefts ab. Bei etnem univiedergeborenen Siinder
fann fid) nur die erfte Art finden. Paulud aber, der in der erften
Berjon vedet, denft hier an die Chriften n ihrem Werhaltnid zum
errn.  Speztell redet er bon den Amidtragern ded Jteuen Tefta-
mentsd, unter denen er bor allem an jid) Jelbjt und jeine unmittelbaren
Wiitarbeiter denft. Chriften fihren thren Lebensmwandel, und PVau-
8 und feine Gehilfen fithren ihr Amt in der Furd)t ded Hertn, im
Hinblid auf das fommende Endgericht.

Wenn Vaulud jagt, daf er um diefe Furdht weif, daf er jie
fennt, jo ftellt er fie damit al8 einen richtigen Ausdrud fiir feine
innerfte Qerzenshaltung hin. €8 Hhandelt jich nicht um ein fpefu-
latives, vein theoretijhed Crfennen, fondern um ein Crlebnis, um
eine dauernde Eriahrung. Jn fetnem Herzen wobhnt die Furcht des
Serrn, e hat fetn Hery bejeffen, fie regiert Denfen, Wollen und
Sithlen feines Herzens. Sie ift eine maditige Triebfeder, die jein
ganzed Handeln anfbornt und in jeder Beziehung bejtimmdt.

Wenn Paulud diefe Tatfade pon {ih und feimen Witarbeitern,
pon dem vornehmijten Herab bid zu dem geringiten, fo ftarf betont,
daf jte allzumal thr Amt in der Furdyt des Herrn verridhten, fo legt
darin fliv ung die Crinnerung, daf wir alle, die ein firdhliches Amt
Haben: BVajtoren und Hilfdpajtoren und Lehrer, BVifitatoren, Vorjiker
pon Qonferengen und Prafided pon Diftriften und Shnoden, Ver-
maltungsbehdrden und, wad ed fonjt fitr Arbeit in der Verklindigung
des Changeliums gibt —, daf wir alle unjern Dienft in der Furdt
De8 Qerrn verridhten. Begabung und Fletf mitffen durd) die Furdht
des Herrn gebeiligt werden. Sonjt mwidberfdhrt und dad, wobor
Baulus jidy fiivchtete, daf er andern predige und jelbjt veriverflich
werde.  Wenn e3 bet und an der Furcht ded Herrn mangelt, Hat es
feinen Siwect, diel vom Amt zu reden, weder vom Amt in der Orts-
gemeinde nod) in der Shnode, weder bon der gottlichen Stiftung nod
bon Zwed und Siel dedjelben. .

Wo wir aber unfere unsd aufgetragene Arbett tn der Furdht ded
SHerrn perrichten, fo wird jie — und dad gilt wieder bon allen For-
men der Amidberwaltung, die unter und gang und gebe jind — fie
iird den Charafter tragen, den Paulud mit dem Ausdrud bezeidnet:
wiv fabren {hon mit den Reuten (peithomen anthri-
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pous), wortlid): wir juden Leute zu geinnen. Dad ift der gange
&inn jeder Fovm der Wmisarbeit, nidht quperlich) ein {Ghones Kirden-
mefent aufjubauen, an dem mwir unfere Augen tweiden, mit dem iviv
bor Den Leuten paradieren, auf Grund defjen wir Aniprud) auf Be-
forderung erheben fommen, jondern daf wir Menfden mit dem Evan-
gelium 1iibergeugen, jie durd) den Glauben fiir Chriftum gewinmen.
Jn der Furdyt des Herrn Seelen zum Glauben bringen und tm Glau-
ben fordernm, dad it fitr die Umisdtrdger in jeder Gejtalt ded Amtes
das ,,gute Handeln”, von dem Paulud in BVers 10 geredet hat.  Alled
andere, mag e8 vor Weniden nodh jo jehr glangen, ift jittlid) ver-
mwerflid) und verderblid).

Baulus 1t fich bewupt, in diefem Sinn jein mt aufgefapt und
in der Furdt ded Herrn bermaltet zu Haben. Gr ruft Gott zum
Beugen an: aber Gott find wir offenbar. Luthers
liberjebung ift richtige Wiedergabe des griedhijdhen Verfefts (pepha-
nerometha), dad den gegenivarttg andauernden SBujtand betont, der
aud der bollendeten Handlhung refultiert. Wie Poulud und feine
Gepilfen in ihrer Arbeit vor Gott offenbar find, jo Hofft er, daf jie
aud) in dem Bewuptfein der RKorinther offenbar jeten, wenn bdie
Qorinther e8 i) jelbjt ehrlid) eingejtehen wollen. Die Korinther
mitifen e8 gemerft, injtinftib empfunden Haben, daf ed Paulo nidht
um dag Jhre, jondern um fie felbft su fun war. Solden Geift hat
die Arbeit Pauli geatmet. €Er fdretbt: I hoffe aber, dDaf
wmiroud)in eurem Gemwifien offenbar {ind.

Solgen Wunjd) hegt Paulud nidht um feiner Perfon willen,
fondern um der Rorinther willen. Seine Arbeit an thnen Hhatte 1hr
Biel nidt bdllig erveidht, wenn jie nod) irgendmie unter dem Eindrud
jftanden, daf e3 Paulo, wenn aqud) nur ganz nebenbei, um eigenen
Vortetl u tun ware. Wad er jebt jdhreibt, darf thm nidt ol ein
BVerfud) der Selbftempfehling gedeutet werden. Er fteht perjonlid
nod) genau o, ie er jid) 1 Kor. 4, 3 audgefproden Hat: Mir aber
ift’8 ein Geringes (elachiston), daf id) bon eud) gerichtet werde.

Paulug pupte, wie man in Korinth ju ihm jtand. Da waren
etliche, die thn perfonlich ungebithrlid) erhoben, die jeinen Namen als
Barteifymbol gebraudhten, {dhier ald wdre Paulud ihr Heiland, der
fiiv {ie gefreugigt, oder auf deffen Namen fie getauft waren. Jn dem
Gewiffen diefer Leute war er, frofdem fie jid) fo feurig fiir ihn in3
®efdyirr warfen, nidt offenbar. Er DHatte bei ihnen nidht erreidht,
mwas er nad) feinem Amte bei thnen zu errveihen judte. Perjonliche
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Begetfterung fiir etnen BVrediger, perfonlide Popularitat, ift fein
Bemwetsd einer fegendretchen Amitdbermaltung oder gotfgefdlliger
Amistrene. Vaulusg Hajht nidt nad) jolhem Effeft. €rv iweift ihn
in feine Grengen zuriicd. €t will im Gewifjen jeiner Hover offenbar
fein, nicht n ibvem Applausd. Waulusd verwirft Hiermit durdousd
nidgt jeden etwad flauten Ausdrud der perfonlichen 9[nerfﬂ1‘m1mg
Den Galatern riihmt er e3 gar nad), daf fie bet feiner erjten Lerfim-
digung des Evangeliumsd in ihrer Mitte im Uberfdhmang der Freude
berveit getwefen feten, ifre ugen audgureifen und ihm zu geben.
Aber einen gliltigen Diakitab fiv rvidtige Amidvermaltung bietet
thm perjonliche Anhanglichfett der QLeute nidht.

3 ftanbden in Qovinth aud) lange nidt alle Glieder jo wie diele
begetfterten Anbdanger ded Waulud., Unbere zogen ihm gang ent-
fhieden einen 2Upollnd obder einen Petru8 vor. — Kumal jebt, da er
feinen gweiten Brief {hried, waren viele i Korinth jehr Laut in threm
Tadel iber Paulus. Hatte er ihnen nidt veriproden, daf er bon
Ephefus qud dirveft zu thnen fommen, von ihnen dann einen Ab-
ftecher nad) Pagedonien maden, aber wieder zu ihuen zuriidiehren
wolle, um dann von ibhuen tweiter geleitet zu werden? Und nun
batte er feinen Meifeplan gedndert, hatte ihnen angefiindigt, dap er
itber Pazedonien reifen, fich in Dagedonien etne Bettlang aufhalten
und donn, wenn er mit allem fertig fei, zu ihnen fommen und von
ihren nadh) Jerufalem rvetfen werde (2 Ror. 1, 15. 16; 1 &or. 16,
5.6). Dariiber Herrithte grofer Unmille in Qorinth, jo man ver-
dachtigte gar dad Evangelium, dad Vaulud gepredigt Hatte, al3 ob
man jidg cuf jein Wort nidht verlajfen fomne.

Diefe gehafitge Kritif Hatte allerdingsd fiv Vauli Verjon nidhis
su bedeuten — mir 1ft e8 ein Geringes, fonnte er jdreiben — fie
fonnte aber fir dad Glaubensleben ver Kovinther Hodyjt verhangnis-
poll mwerden. Darum fpridt Paulud in treuer Verridtung feines
Amted die Qoffnung aus, daf er in dem Gemijjen der Korvinther
offentbar fet, und febt erlauternd die Bemerfung Hingu, dap man thun
nidt mifveritehen jolle, al8 fange er nun feinerfeits an jich zu loben:
Dap witr und nidt abermal (palin driict oft einen ge-
miffen Gegenjal aus, etwa: Hinmwiederim) Lo ben.

Daf e8 Vaulug lediglich darum zu tun 1jt, die Korinther zu
gevinnen (pewthomen), fie in die LWahrheit und tmmer tiefer in die
Wabhrhett zu fithren, dad eigt er in der pofifiben Fortjebung jeinesd
negativ Degonnenen Saged: jondern eud eine Urjade




Die Lehre der Schrift von dem Ymt des Wortd . . . 15

geben, gu rithmen bon unsd Paulus will die Kovinther
peranlajfen, der ganzen Sadje des NRiihmens und Tadelnd — auf
den ©rund zu geben, daf jie den vichtigen Viafitab anlegen und in
ihrem Urtet! gewify jein fonmen. |, Urfade” iiberieht Quther das
ot aphorme. G Sprungbrett Heipt e8, eine Gelegenbeit, oder
Anlaf.

€3 it nidt gletdgitltig, wie etiva die Chriften zu unferm Anrie
fteben. €3 1t im Gegentetl jehr widhtig, daf fie eine richtige Gr-
fenninid von dem Hohen Wert und der Hhobhen Bedeutung dedfelben
haben. Gegenjtand ded Rithmend mup ihnen unfer Amt fein.
Aber, wie fdhon angedeutet, nicht irgendmelhen Rithmens, jondern
eined Nithmens vechter Art: A uf daf 1Hr Habt 3u rih-
men wider die, o fid) nadh) dem Unjehen vithmen,
und nidhtnad dem Herzen

Wiele vidhten fid) in threm Rithmen nad) dem duBeren Sdein,
obhne auf den RKern der Sadie einzugehen. Dad war in Korinth
der Fall, wenn jich die einen Hed BVoaulus wider Apollos riihmiten,
andere umgefehrt ded Apollog wider Vaulus. Fiir diefe Leute Hhan-
delte e3 jidh um bdie befondeve Begabung der Wrediger. Vaulud
Hatte jeine eigenen Gaben, Wpollod wieder ganz andere. Apollod
war ein gemwandter Redner.  Durd) feine glangende Oratorit, dure
feine {dhlagfertigen Crividerungen batte er fomwohl in Ephejud iwie
befonders aud) in Rorinth die Gegner de3 Evangeliums n die Enge
getrieben und danfbarven BVeifall feitend der Chrijten geerntet. Pau-
[u8 fonnte aud) unter Umftinden gewaltig und itberzeugend veden.
LBaule, du rafeft! Die grofe Qunit madt dich rajend” (Upg.
26, 24). €8 fehlt nicht biel, du itbervrede it mih, daf 1h ein
Ehrift wirde” (Upg. 26, 28). Jn KQorinth aber Hatte er {ich ge-
fliffentlid) guogter Cinfachbeit in der NRede Dbedient. Er fam ja
gerade bon Athen, wo er auf dem Areopag den hHioditen Shpiken der
Bhilojophie begegnet und wo ihm die Hohlheit aller menjdhlichen
Weisheit drajtijd) bor die Augen getreten war. Gefliffentlic) ver-
mied er nun in Kovinth alled, was an Vhilojobhie erinnerte, um
aud) in fetnem auferen Vortrag flar Heraudizuijtellen, daf dad Evan-
gelium mit gang anderen al8 menjdlichen Krdften wirft (Siehe
1 Qor. 2). Dann fam Apollod und glangte mit fetnen rhetorijdhen
Letftungen.  Diefer Unterichied im auperlichen Auftreten gab fiiv
biele Sorinther den Ausidhlag, jidh an die PVerfon de3 Paulug gegen
Apollos, oder ded Apollod gegen Waulus zu hangen.
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&5 et hier jogleich bemertt, daf diefed dem Upollod ebenjo jehr
sumwider mwar ivie dem Paulusd., Pauli Stellung fennen wir. Gt
foricht fid) im erften RKorvinther-Brief deutlidhy genug dariiber aqus.
Aber auch iitber ded Apollos Stellung diirfte fein beredhtigter Smei-
fel Dberridhen. AB Paulus in Cphejud wirfte, war Apollosd aud)
ieder da und wirfte neben thm. Jeun Dbeveitete fich PVaulud auf
einen Befud) in Korinth bor und jandte zu dem Jwed etliche Briider
dorthin boraus. Cr judite auch Apollod zu vberanlajjen, mit thnen
3u 3tefen. Dad zeigt, in weldem Vertrauendberhalinid die Deiden
Manner zueinander ftanden. Gerade nad) Korinth, wo dasd Partel-
efen den Beftand der Gemeinde bedrohte, wollte Vaulusd audge-
redinet den Wpollod {hicten, defjen glangende Rednergabe den duperen
nlafy sur Parteibildung gegeben hatte. Paulus befitrdhtet feine iiblen
Solgen bon etnem Befud) ded Apollos, im Gegentetl, er jdjeint die
Hoffnung gebegt 3u haben, dap gerade Apollos viel gur Beilegung der
Bmwiftigteiten beitragen fonne. Aber ,ed mwar allerdingd fein Wille
nidht, dafy er jebt fame” (1 Kor. 16, 12). Mit feinem Taft lehnt
e3 Abollos ab, unter den borliegenden Umitdnden nad) Rorinth zu
gepen.  Wie, wenn er aud) durd) jein Wortzeugnisd zur Befeitigung
der Sdivierigfeiten beigefragen hatte, fonmte nicht die bloje Tatfade
jeiner Gegenwart allen Segen feined Seugnifies mwieder vernidyten,
fo daf er i) jagte, wenn er hingehe zu zeugen, jo witrde dad voraus-
fihtlich in Wirtlichteit einer Verleugnung der Wahrheit gleichfom-
men ¢ .

Beide, Paulud und Apollos, Hatten die richtige Auffaijung von
ihrem Ymt; die Rorvinther aber mup Paulud mwarnen, daf jie nidt
nadh demt Anfehen, jondern nad) dem Herzen rithmen, nidht auf den
auperen Sdjein, jondern auf den Rern der Sadje fehen jollen.

Bmwijden Vaulug und Petrus lag die Sadje etwald ander3. Da
war e nidht eine Frage der perfonlidgen Begabung, bonm der die
Kovinther fid) in threr Beurtetlung beeinflufjen liefen, jondern die
Grage ded Berufs und der Nutoritat. PWetrus, jo meinten {ie, Habe
o) gang flar einen gbttliden Beruf, da er eben mit dem Herrn auf
Erden gemandelt fei; wer aber war Paulug? Diefe Unterideidung
notigte Paulusg zu dem ,1orihten” Rithmen in Kap. 10-13 ded bor-
[tegenden 3ipeiten Briefed. — Wenn einer Heute jo biel Aufhebens
davon madyt, in der Beurteilung ded Ymtes, bon weld) einer Ju-
jammenjeBung bon Ehrijten ein Beruf audgeht, ob bon einer fleinen
oder grofen &dar, ob von einer eingelnen Ortdgemeinde oder bon
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einer ®ruppe jolder Oridgemeinden, 0b durcd) Wahl oder durd) Cr-
nennung, und mwad dergleidhen Fragen mehr fein mogen, der jteht in
Gefahr, die Warmmg Vauli ju miBadien, dab wir nidt auf Auper-
[ichteiten, fondern auf den SKern der Sadje fehen jollen.

Ienn wir in der Beurteilung ded Amied auf Sruberlichteiten
irgendmeldger Art zu diel Gewicht legen, dann fann ed gejchehen,
daf wir von derfelben Werfon dad eine Pial urteilen, daf fie alled
Mafy tiberidreite, ein andermal, daf jie zu niihtern fei; daf jie biel
au hohe Unforderungen ftelle, daf fie zu rucdiichtsvoll fei. Statt
deffen follten wir tmmer auf dad Herz der Sacdhe fehen, fvomit e3
namlich unfer mt etgentlich zu tun Hat. PVaulud Hhat es jdhon ge-
nannt: wir juden Vienjden zum Glauben zu bringen. Da Hhandelt
e3 fid) auf der einen Seite um den iberjdhmenglich rveichen Gott, auf
der andern wmn die cxmieligen Menfden. Gott fennt in jeiner Liebe,
feinen QiebeSertvetfumngen, jeinem Kiebedopfer weder Wiah nad) Jiel.
Unergrimdlicg!  Unerfhopflich! Wie joll ein Bote Gottes, Dder
pon feiner Unendlichfeit innerlich ergriffen 1iff, mafboll bleiben?
Auf der andern Seite, wie bejdhranft find die Wenjdhen, wie {hwad,
mie empfindlich! Wie behutjam ntiifjen die Gemifjen behandelt wer-
den, daf jie nidht Sdhaden nehmen! Doch jtehen, wad dad Amt be-
trifft, ®ott und Wenjd) nidht in Gegenjal, jondern e gilt ja eben,
den unendltd) armen Penfdhen durd) den Glauben mrit demt unendlich
reidhen Gott zu vereinigen. Dad it dad Oerz unfered Amtes.
Darum tun wir 3u biel, jo tun wir’3 Gotte find
mir mdafig jo find wiv eud makig Beided [Guft Dei
der ridtigen Auffafjung ded Wmtes auf dagfelbe Hinaus.

Das muf die Hergensitellung der Amistrager jein, mbgen thnen
int etngelnen die perjchiedenartigiten Funftionen der Amtdverwalting
sugemwiefen Jein. €8 muf aud) dad Jiel unferer AUmtsverivaltung
fein, daf unjere Horver diefe Adtung und Hodyidhakung vor dem Amte
geivinnen; nidt, dap ihnen dad eingepauft werde — dann Haben
jte {hon nidht mehr die richtige Achtung bor dem Wmte —, jondern
daf thnen durc) unfere Amtsfiithrung diefe Crienninis ng Gemifjen
wadit. €8 muf ein Stitd ihred driftlichen BVeiwuptieind werden,
daf fie jih itben, tmmier auf dad Herz ded Amies zu {hauen, mag
diefes e nmun, um mit Vaulo zu reden, mit dem Pilangen oder dem
Begiegen zu tun Haben, mit dem Legen ded Grunded oder mif dem
Weiterbauen auf dem gelegten Grunde. Dann werden jie {id) aqud
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bon Den auferen Gaben der Wmntstrdager einerjeitd nicht blenden lajjen,
andererjeitd bor unberedtigter Geringidabung bewahrt bleiben.

Jebt Deriihrt Waulus den Kernpunft der gangen Sache. €3
it mit einem Wort die Liebe CHrijti

€8 braudit Hier die Frage nidht weitlduftig unterjucht und
erdrfert gu werden, ob PVaulug den Genetiv , Ehrifi” als Genetivus
subjectivus oder objectivus gemeint Habe. €3 ift jededmal die
Liebe, die von Chrifto qusitromt, welde den nfang madt und eine
Gegenliebe zu Chrifto im Herzen entziindet. Wiederum, vo ein
Serz bon Lebe zu Ehrifto glitht, da it diefe nicht anderd entziindet
worden al8 durd) die bon Ehrifti Hergen ausditvimende Liebe.

Bet Ddiefer Qiebe Chrifti dentt Paulusd wohl nidht nur an die
Qiebe, bon der er Gal. 2, 20 redet: deg Sofhned Gotted, der midh
geliebet fat und jidy felbjt fiir mid) gegeben. Geiily, diefe Liebe,
der et feine perjonlide Erlojung berdantt, hat es ihm angetan, die
halt ibn in threm Bann.  Aber offenbar dentt Vaulus bei dem Be-
griff ,Qiebe Chrifti” viel weiter. Diefelbe Liebe, die Vaulum ge-
vettet hat, evftredtt {ich itber die gange Welt verlorener Simbder. Fiiv
alle zugletd) Hhat fid) €hrijtusd dahingegeben, und alle zufanimen
mochte er Des Heild teilhaftig maden. Diefe Qebe Ehriftt Hat
Paulum in ihren Bannfreid gezogen und Hlt thn gefangen. Audh
ihm brennt nun dad Herz gegen die armen Siinder, dafy er ihnen das
rettende Cvangelium bringen muf. €3 ijt ihm nidht nur der Auf-
trag dagu geworden, den er nun berufdmakig ausfithrt, jondern er
jtebt mit Qeib und Seele in diefer Arbeit, fein gangzed Leben geht
darin auf.

€3 1it diefes eine Auffaijung bom Amt, die und leidht abhanden
formmt.  Wir verfallen zu leidht in8 Theoretijieren, maden und Se-
danfen iiber duBeres Berujdredht der RKivche, iiber Legitimitat einesd
Berufes, itber die Befugniife, die ein Veruf mit i) bringt, itber
LVorredhte, die er erteilt, und dergleigen Dinge. €3 it ja nidht
unredht, unter Umitdnden wohl gar geboten, daf wir und energiid
mit foldjen Fragen iiber unjer Umt befajjen; aber e8 Hhat dod) etwas
Bedentlidhesd, wenn fjie immer Dbei und o jtarf tm Vordergrund
jftehen, dagu oft in rvedht auperlicher Weife urgiert werden. Biel
imichtiger fiir unfere Amtslehre ijt e8, dap wir von dem Amt, dazu
ung Chriftus gefept hat, innerlich dburddrungen {ind, fo dah wir mit
PBaulug jpreden: Denn die Liebe Chrifti dringet
und aljo.



Die Lehre der S@rift von demt Umt ded Wortsd . . . 19

Weit diefemt Ausdruct jtellt Paulusd das gange Amt diveft auf
den Qauptgrund desd Cpangeliums und rveiht jeine Verwaltung ein
unter die Ubungen der Heiligung.

Das gange Cvangelium in jeinen manderlet Verzweigungen dreht
i) um eine gealtige Tatjade, um die Stellbertretung Jeju, die
Baulug hier furg jo ufammeniapt: Sintemal wir halten,
daf, jo einer jir alle gejtorben 1, fo find jte
alle gejtorben. Dad ift nicht eine blofe Unnabme feiner-
feitd, Das ift das umabieisbare Endergebnis veiflidher Crivagung
aller etnfdhlagigen Tatjadhen. Dad CEine wird immer vieder Hervor-
gehoben, dafy Jeju Tod etn Opfertod und die Bezahlung eined Lje-
geldes war. Crv jelte jein Qeben fiiv alle etn und erlitt den Tod an
aller Statt.

Diefe Tatiade wird tn Quiherd Uiberfebung ald Vorausiebung
behandelt: {o einer fiiv alle gejtorben ijt, wahrend Paulus jie ein-
fad) als die groBe zentrale Tatjacge Hinjtellt — ohne wenn und
aber — bdie allgemein bon allen Chrijten angenonumen ivird, gegen
die fich fein Wideriprudy erheben fann: wir urteilen alfo, Ciner ijt
fiir alle gejtorben. Daraud zieht Vaulud dann den gang felbjtver-
ftandlichen, und dod) berblitffenden SGHluf: folglih) jind alle (hoi
pantes) geftorben. Under3 jieht Gott die Sade nidht an, anderd
diirfen aber audy die Crldjten jie nidht anjehen. Jhr eigened Leben
ift dahin. Sie jind fot. Jhre Simden de3 vorigen Leben3 find
aufgehoben, ebenfo aber aud) thre Letftungen, ihre Jdeale, und mwas
immer genannt mag . werden.  Auf diefem Tatbejtand ruht unfer
Amt, ihn Hat ed 3u feinem Gegenitand, ihn foll e jur Geltung brin-
gen, zur glaubigen Annahme und Anerfennung bet den erldjten
Simbdern.

LWenn wir bon etner jolhen Auffajjung ded Amted durdhdrungen
jfind und getragen werden, daf wir namlid) tot find, dann fann von
Gelbjtrubhm, bor allem bon einem Rithmen nad) dem dquperen Aus-
fehen nicht die Rede jein, dann faun e3 jo etwad wie ,zu biel tun”
oder zu guriithaltend jein gar nidht geben.

Dagegen, wenn wir AuBerlichfeiten irgendmelder Art {iber-
mdfig Detornen, ift e3 unmoglid), daf wir die entjdjeidende Tatjade
ind redte Lt riiden: wir find ja tot, da Chrijtud fiir und alle
geftorben 1ft.  Wer Fuperlichfeiten betont, will ja dod) nidht Fiv
tot gelten.

Boaulug rveiht unfere Amisvermaltung ein in die Nbung der



20 Die Lehre der Schrift von dem Ymt ded Worts . . .

Setligung.  Wad auf Grund ded ftellvertretenden Todes Ehrifti fiie
alle Ehriften der Fall ift, dafy jie nicht fidh jelbjt leben — fie jind
ja geftorben — jondern dem, der fiir jie geftorben und wieder auf-
eripectt 1ft, dad gilt felbjtverftandlid) aud) fiiv jeden Amistrager.
Dasd gilt fitr ihn gevade in feiner AmiSbermaltung. Durd) unfer
mt werden jo grofe Dinge qudgerichtet. Wir Haben dHad Umt ded
Neuen Teftaments, dad Ymt ded Geiftes, der da lebendig madt; ein
mt von iiberfdhmwenglicher Rlarhett. Wir haben dag Umt, weldes
immer friumphiert, da in ihm {id) Gotted Geridht an der Welt boll-
aiebt: Den eintenn etn Gerud) ded Toded zum Tode, den andern ein
Geruch des Lebens sum Leben.  Da ltegt die Gefahr der liberhebung
nabe. Dagegen Hebt Vailud gerade diefed Hervor, daf in unjerm
Amte unfer ganged Beftreben darauf geridhtet fein mup, daf wir
nicht um3 felbit leben, jondern dent, der fiir un3 gejtorben und auf-
evioedtt 1jt, daf in unferm Umte ChHriftud ein und alled fein muf.
Cr 1ft Darum fir alle gejtorben, auf daf die, o
da leben, hinfort nidht ihnen Jelbit leben fon-
Derm Dem, dDer fitr fie gefjtorben und auferjtan-
den ift

Damtt 1jt dad Urtetl itber jede fleijdhliche Auffaijung des Amted
gefproden; und Paulud nimmt ed fiir i) und jeine Wifarbeiter
emphatii in Unfprud), daf fie i) mit Fleth jeder fletfchlichen
Wetje der Yuffafjung enthalten. Wir (hemeis jagt Poulud mit
Radgdruc) fenmen auf Grund ded joeben Dargelegten niemand in
fletfdhlicger Wetfe. Dasd Fleifdh legt bet der Beurtetlung eines Pien-
fchen den auBerlichen Mapitab der JLetftungen an. €8 weif ja nihis
davon, daf wir durd) Chrift ftellvertretenden Tod alle gejtorben
find, dafy ivir jest nmur njofern leben, ald Ehrijtusd {ich in uns leben-
Dig eriweiit. Darum bon nun an fennen Wwir nie-
mand nad) dem Fleifd.

LBor allen Dingen darf Chriftus jelbit nidht ,fleiihlich” quf-
gefafpt werden. Vaulud gibt zu, daf er dad frither getan Hat: Un d
0b wiv aud) Chriftum gefannt Hhaben nad) dem
Sleiid. 3Bu jener Zeit war Paulud Chrifto feind. Er Hielt
Chriftus fiir einen Siimdendiener, der mit feiner Gnabdenpredigt
nur dem Simbdenleben Vorfdub letjte. Jm Jnterefje eined ehr-
barven KLebens, tm Jnterefle ded wahren Gottesdienites, tm ureigen-
ften Imtevefje aller Meenfhen felbjt glaubte er den Namen Ehrijii
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auf Crden audrotten zu miifjen. Cr fannte ithn eben nur nad) vein
fletfchlicher Anjdhauung.

Eine ganz fletfhliche Auffajjung bon Ehrijto verrdt es aud),
wennt Wrediger ihn ald den weifejten Lehrer und als das grofte
Pufterbeijpiel eined tugendhafjten Lebend hinjtellen, wenn jie dag
Evangeltinm tn die jogenannte Goldene Regel zujanmmeniaijen; wenn
jie €hriftum jo vertiindigen, dafy er durd) fein Leben und den LWeg
gewiefen habe, wie qud) wir die Gemeinjdaijt mit Sott uns ervingen
fonnen.

Ehenfalld vervat ed eine fletfdhliche Auffajjung von Cbri'tu
menn die romijde KRivche annimmt, daf ChHrijtus uns mit jeinem
QreuzeStode den Anfang des Gnadenjtanded ermworben Habe, in dem
it durd) den redhten Gebraucdh der eingegoifenen Eigenjhajt der
Qiebe Fortidhritte in der Heiligung maden, um und dadurd) tmmer
Hohere Stufen der Redtfertigung zu ermwerben, jei ed auf Grumd
eines vollwertigen LVerdienftes, fei e3 auf Gumb eines redlichen
LVerfudhs,  Auf gleicher Linte fletihlicher Anjdhauung legt o8, wenn
wir und die Gnade Chrifti fo borjtellen, als ob er e3 mit der Slinde
nidht fo genau nehme und fimf eine gerade 3afhl fein lajje. Der
fiir unfere Siinde gejtorben 1ift, wei, daf mit ihr nicht zu jderzen
ift; er Hat jie mit jeinem Blute gang fiiv unsd getilgt, aber er be-
ihomigt fie nicht. Die Simde beihénigen wollen Heilt eben, daf
unfere eigenen Letftungen nod) etiwas gelten jollen. €3 DeLIeugnet
die fundamentale Wahrheit, daf wir durd) Chrifti jtellvertretenden
Tod aI[c gejtorben find.

5 e Ehriftum gong fletfdhlich erfennen Heifpt, menn pir efiva
buuf) Hnmbaftungcn und Oeniiffe aller vt die Reute zur RKivde
loctent wollen, braudht nur betldufig ermahnt zu mwerden. Desglei-
den, wenn wir meinen, die Sade ChHrifit durd) ~traﬁc Qrganifation,
durd) ein gut geregelted Finanzivefen, duvch) Vereine aller Art i
0gl., durch veichere [tturgtiche udgejtaltung der Gottesdienjte, duvd;
dag Herbeirufen berithmter Ranzelvedner und andere Scdhaujtiice
fordern 3u fonmen.  Diefe Dinge mogen nod) fo berloctend erjdeinen,
e8 ift aber dag Fleifch, dem fie fo eridheinen. Uns aber foll das
Amt zur Heiligung dienen, daf wir die fletfchliche BeurtethmgSweife
je mebhr und mebhr befdmpien, jo dap wir mit Vaulus {prechen fonnen:
fofennen wivr ihn dod) jeBt nidht mehHhr.

Wad Paulud jo bon unjerm Ehrijtenitande, einjhlielich un-
fered Amtes, audgefithrt Hat, drangt formlich zu der furzen wudtigen
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SBujammeniafjung, die er der gangen Sade im 17. Werfe gibt:
Darum, iit femand in €hrijto, jo it er eine neue
Qreatur. Das Alte 1t vevgangen; fiehe, e 1it
allesneu gemorden. (Jebenbet, wenn Quihers Iiberfebung
aud) viel fraftooller ift als die der englifdhen Bibel, jo erveicht dodh
aud fie nod) nidht die durdyihlagende Kraft ded griechifdhen Origi-
nals.) ,
Tiberblicten wir nod) eimmal furz den gangen Ab{Gnitt, jo lafjen
fic) folgende widhtige Wahrhetten iiber dad Amt zujammenitellen.

1. Bet der Beurteilung des Amtes diivfen nidht dtuperlicheiten
irgendiweldher Art in Betradt gezogen iwerden. Das mare eine
fletfchliche Beurteilung.

2. Die Aufgabe, und damit der Jnbalt ded. Amtes, ijt: Ven-
fdhent um Glauben an Ehriftum zu bringen, der durd) feinen jtellver-
tretenden Tod uns erldft und zu neuen Kreaturen gemadt Hat.

. Die Veotive, die und bet der Amidberwaltung letten miitjjen,
find einerfeits lebendige Furdht tm Hinbli auf dad Gericht, anderer-
feit3 ber Drang, der vpon der Liebe Ehrifti ausdgeht.

 (Sm nadften Teil diefer Arbett Joll in ahnlicher Weife der Ab-
jonitt 2 Qor. 5, 18-21 behandelt werden; darauj 2 Kor. 6, 1-10.)

Qodermigen in Lehre mmd Prayis — bdie Gefahr unferer Kivdpe.

Sm Riitb e auf dad neungigjahrige Jubtldum unferer Synode
it 8 wohl angebradit ju fragen, ob wir nod) im bollen BVefib der
Qehre und Prarid unferer Vater find. Sdon daf unfere BVater um
die Reinerhaltung der lutherifen Lehre und Prayis fampfen mup-
ten, geugt dabon, daf wir es nidt wentger fun miiffen.  Wir miifjen
es tun, weil Gotted Wort ed ung befiehlt: ,Hab adt auf dicy felbit
und auf die Qehre, beharre in diefen Stirden” (1. Tim. 4, 16).
Wir mitfien ed fun, eil die reinme Lehre und die damit verbundene
Pragis der Hiodhite Sdhag der Rivdhe it und bletbt.  Wir mitjfen aber
aud) dedwegen wm die Neinerhaltung der Lehre und Praxisd fampfen,
weil und eine befondere Gefahr droht. Diefe Gefahr ift die, die
ir mit den Worten unjered Themad zum Ausdrud gebradit haben:
LRoderungen in Lehre und BVraxis, die Gefahr unferer Rirdje.” Unfer
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Thema vedet nicht bon Gefabhren im allgemeinen, mit denen Jrrlehrer
bon aufen und von innen die Qirdje zu jeder Beit bedrofen. Auf
folde Gefahren haben wir wohl in den wetteren Ausflihrungen un-
feres Themas hHinguiveifen, weil jie es jind, die die Loderungen in
Rehre und Wraris herbeifiibren und zuleht unfere gange vbeit zu
untergraben drofen. Aber unfer Hauptaugenmert foll in diefen
Ausiiihrungen auf die eine Gefahr der JLoderungen in Lehre umnd
Brayis geridhtet fein. Darum miiffen wir ald Wadter dasd Dauer-
mwerf unferer Qirdhe unterjuchen, ob nidht Hhier oder da Rijje entjtan-
den, Qocderungen n Lehre und Prayid fejtzuftellen find.  Das 1jt die
Aufgabe, die und gefeht ift und der wir unsd nunmehr in der Furdht
Gottes widmen mwollen.

Der Sang, der tn den Ausfithrungen diefed Themas eingefhlagen
ift, 1jt folgender: €& foll suerit gezeigt mwerden, inviefern und ivie-
weit bon der Gefahr der QLocferungen der Lehre und Prayid in unjerer
lutherijchen Kirdhe die Rede jein fann. Sodann follen die Urfadjen
oder aud) Gefahren genannt werden, die bor allem dazu beitragen,
diefe eine Gefabhr eine jold) bedrohliche 3u maden. Suleht joll von
Der vedhten Art und Weife, dieje Gefahr abzuivehren, die Rede fein.

TA

€3 joll zuerft gezeigt werden, iniviefern und tnmiemweit bon der
Sefahr der Locderungen in Lebhre und Vraxid in unferer (utherijdhen
Qirdpe dle Rede fein fann. Wir wollen hier nidht gleid) auf Cingel-
heitert eingeben, jondern 1md zuerit fragen, wie e3 wm die Cinigfeit
Des Geiftes n Lehre und Leben unferer Kirde bejtellt 1ft, ob wir nod
einerfet Nede fihren und feft aneinanderhalten n etnem Sinn und
einer Weeinung (1. Qor. 1, 10; 2. Qor. 13, 11), oder ob wir Spal-
fungen unter uns fein und Larheit in Lehre und Prayid unter uns
einreifen lajfen. &ind wir fleihig ju halten die Einbeit ded Geifted
durd) das Band ded Friedend und der Vollfommenheit oder ift unjere
Cinbeit 1m grofen und gangen gejeslicher, organtjatorijcher und jere-
monteller Art.  Wir fonnen ja viel von der Einbeit in Lehre und
Praris fprechen, ohue die redite Einigteit 1m Geijt 3u befiken.

Qutber it es, der auf den einen Geijt den allergroften Naddpruct
in feinem Gefprad) mit Swingli gelegt Hat. E§ ware ein leicdhtes
fitr ibn gewefen, ausichlielich auf die grofen Unteridiede in der
Lehre aufmerfjom gemadyt gu Haben, die ihn von Bwingli trennten.
Satten dod) die Swinglianer Jrrlehren in bezug auf Chriftt Natur,
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auf die Rehtfertigung, die Erbjiinde und die Saframente aufgeftellt
und pertreten, die LJuther und die Seinen nicht unividerjproden jein
[affen fonnten. Dad haben jie auc) nicht getan. Und dennocdh Hat
Quther das entideidende Wort gejprodhen: ,Ihr Habt einen anderen
®etft denn wir.” Damit hat Quther jagen wollen, dafy ihre Cin-
ftellung sum Worte Gottes, wie 8 i) befonders in ihrer Auslequng
der AUbendmabhlsmworte fundiat, nicht von dem Geift der Wahrheit
Dervithre, der in alle Wahrheit leite. Obwohl LQuther Bwingli das
Ehriftentum nidt abgejprodien Hat, Hat er fid) dennod) gezmwungen ge-
feben, diefen Unterjdhied in der Gefinnung feitzuitellen. Der Geift
dagegen, den Quther und die Seinen Hatten, quBerte jid) darin, daj
fie Jic) gang unter Has LWort Goites, ja unter das eingelne Lort der
SHeiligen Sdrijt jtellten, und jich durd) fetne Philofophie und LWeis-
Geit der bofen Vernmumit, auch durd) feine [irdhen- und Staatdpolitit
Dabon abbringen Hefen. RQuihers Liebe zum Ldorte Gottes und zu
Der Lehre der Heiligen SdGrift war fo jtart, daf er alle Verjudhung
itberiwand, von diefermn Worte abzumeiden.” FWuRte er dod), daf die
Gefabr des Abmwetdhens von einem TWort der Heiligen Schrift die
Gefalr des Ubweidens bon den Haubtlehren der Heiligen Sdhrift
gur Folge hatte.  Cin LWort der Sdhrift madte thm die Welt 3u enge.

Diefer Geift Luithers war aud) der Geijt unjerer Vater Dder
reinfutherijhen Rircdhe Hievzulande. Aud allen Jetlen ihrer fivch-
lichen und theologijhen Sdriften jpricht der feilige Eifer um die
reine Lehre und Praxis. Sie Hhaben nidht weniger ihr ganges Ver-
trauen in dag LWort der Sdyrift gefest und {ind nicht nur mit ganger
Seele fitr dag Formalpringip, die Lehre bon der Sdrift, eingetreten,
jondern auch fiir das Viaterialpringip, die Lehre von der Nedtferti-
gung. Diefem Geijt unjerer Vater haben wir e8 zu verdanfen, daf
einerfeitd falide Lebre befdmpft und ausgeihieden mwurde, andever-
feits Die rvedjte RQehre b1 zu diejemn Tage ein unjdhakbares Gut un-
ferer Qirdhe geblieben ift.

Saben wir nodh diefen Geift Quthers und unjerer Vater? Um
diefe Frage in aller Aufrichtigleit und Entjhicdenheit beantmorten
au fonnen, mitjjen wiv guerit mit dem Bialmijten fprechen: ,Criovide
mid), Gott, und erfabre mein Herz; priife mid) und erfabre, wie
i)’s metne.  Und fiehe, ob 1) auf bofem Lege bin, und leite mich
auf emigem Wege” (Bf. 139, 23f.). Sodann mitjjen wir aud) in der
Jurcht Gottes bet uns felber vidhten fommnen, ob und imwiemweit wir
nod) diejen Geift der Einbeit befien und wiewett {hon ein jremder
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Geift in unfere Peitte eingedrumgen iff.  Jtun iwiirden wir unjeren
Qehrern widerfpredhen, wenn wir behaupten wollten, daf wir nod
bon demfelben Betligen ftarfen briinftigen Geift der Liebe und der
Budt tn Lehre und PLraris durdhdrungen und rvegiert jind. Sie
fagen ung und j@liefen jich felbjt nidht aus: ,Wir mitffen uns ge-
ftefen, daf wir nidht mehr in der Brunit der erjten Liebe ftehen. Die
Reit des Abflauensd des Getftes aud) filr dad edte Luthertum Hhat
lanait eingefett bet Qehrern und Hovern. Unfer Lehren erfafpt die
Serzen unferer Scdliler nidht nmehr mit der Gewalt unferer Viter.
Wir lafjen und allzuviel daran geniigen, ihnen das Evangelium in
per fradievten Form itber(iefert gu Haben. Dad fiihrt aber tm Rauf
Der Zeit zu etner quierlichen Sdhakung des edten, lutherijhen Eohan-
geltums und aur Gleidhgiiltigleit gegen dad innere Wefen dedjelben,
in mwelder jeder Jrrtum, der {idh) mit einem epangelifen Sdein zu
umgeben berjteht, letcht Cingang bet unfern Sdiilern findet” (. &.
1931, 4). Ynd wad ung Lier befonders alg SGitlern von unfern
Qehrern gejagt tird, dad mwird ung aud) ald Gemeindegliedern
und ald Rirdhenvolt gefagt: ,Liv wiirden und dody fehr taujhen”,
Detlt e8 in einer alteren Jtummer der ,Quartalidhrift”, ,wenn iviv
metnen wollten, daf wnfer luthertidhes Bolt nod) in ter alten Glau-
bengirifthe an bem Befenntnid jefthalt, wenn iwir und verjdweigen
wollten, daf aud) unfere Leute vielfad) befenninismiide oder befennt-
nislau geworden find. fein Sundiger fann in Abrede jtellen, daf
ber Beftand unferer Gemeinden und Synoden in Hohem Grade von
Der vis inertiae, pom fonjervativismus abbhangt, und nidt jo ganz
und gar, wie es fein jollte, von der Glaubensiibergeugung der Ein-
zelnen itber die Nidtigheit der lutherijden Lehre” (Q. S. 1914, 11).

TWas wir fier tm allgemeinen befennen mitijen, dad-gilt aud
tm Dejonberen zu befenmen, jo wir und davon iberzeugen, daf wiv
aud) dem eingelnen AWrtifel der L[ehre gegeniiber befenntnidlau ge-
morden find. Jjt dod) die Wertichakumng, die wir dem eingelnen
Lehravtifel entgegenbringen, ein Gradmeffer fiir unfere Werthakung
der QLefre liberhaupt und umgefehrt.  Wenden wir und darum ein-
zelnen Nebren 3u.

Was lehrt die lutherifde Lebre von der Heiligen Sdhrift?
Laflen wiv uns an das Wefentliche erinmern. Sie lehrt, daf die
@drift Gottes Wort ijt. Ste nimmt jedes Wort der Sdrift als
Gotte3 Wort an.  Ste weih, daf alle Sdrift von Gott eingegeben
it (2. Tim. 3, 16), daf ,bdie hetligen Menjden Gotted Haben ge-
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redet, gefrieben bon dem Qeiligen Getft” (2. Wetr. 1, 21). Darum
ift die ©@rift flir die lutherifche Lehre alleinige Quelle der Wabhr-
Deit, fo dafy jede andere Quelle abgelehnt werden muf. Die Shrijt
bleibt Quelle unferer jeligmadhenden Erfenntnis, aud) wo unfere Ver-
nunft ipr DHineinrveden modte. Sie it zugleidh Negel und Ridt-
fmur der Qehre. A8 jolde ift fie pollfominen, indem {ie und deut-
[ich) und flar den Weg zur Seligteit weift.  Gelehrte und Ungelehrie
fonnen in thr den Weg zur Seligleit finden. Sie braudjen ficdh nicht
erft etner anderen Quelle bedienen, wm die Schrift zu verjtehen oder
um f{ie 3u ergangen. €38 braudht und darf nihts zur Sqrift hingu-
gefiigt nod) etivad Himweggenommen werden — fie und jie allein
permag den Glauben in dem jimdigen Nenjden zu wecen und ihn zu
etremn neuen Menfden 3u madjen.

Wte fommt es, daf die [utherifche Lehre oder die utherifde Rirde
Die @drift jo Hodhhalt? Abgefehen dabon, daf e$ eine hHohe Gnade
Gotted 1ft, wenn eine Rirdje die Heilige Schrift ald hr Hodites Gut
pretft, it e8 dad Fefthalten an der Lehre von Dder Wortinjpiration,
die zu diefer Hodichabung fiihrt. So ift Quther aufsd entjdiedenite
fitr die Wortinipivation eingetreten. Die Betvetfe, die wir Hierfiir
aud Quther erbringen fomnten, umd die aufs fleiBigite von unjeren
Vatern und Lehrern in thren Publifationen gefammelt worden jind,
find KLegion. Gie gipfeln aber alle tn dem Befenntnis, dad er in
feiner Ertlarung der Epiftel an die Galater abgelegt hat: ,An einem
Budhitaben, ja an etnem Tiittel der Schrift tft mehr und grofer ge-
legen, denn an Otmmel und Erde. Darum fonnen wir e nidt
letden, daf man fie aud) in dem allergeringjten verriicten mwollte”
(Waldh VIII, 2661; pgl. &t & IX, 650/5).

gadt weniger befennen jid) unfere Befenntnidjhriften zu der
Wortinfpiration und begeidhnen wiederholt den Heiligen Geljt ald den
Berfaffer der biblijhen Sdriften (Vi 66) und jegen ganz unbefan-
gen die Hetlige Shrift neben Gottes Wort (M. 572; 707). Dabet
find die Vetenninidihriften iweit dabon entfernt, die IJnjpirations-
lehre gefeglid) gu fafjen. Die Shrift 1t thnen nicht ein jtarred Lehr-
gefe, Der fie jid) gezloungen unteriverfen, jondern jie betonen aqus-
dritctlic), dap alled in Gotted Wort, d. §. in der Hetligen Sdhrift
Loarum und vorgefdyrieben ift, nidt daf wir dadurd) n Verziveiflung
getrieben twerden, jomdern daf fwir durd) Geduld und Troft der
&drift Hoffnung haben Rom. 15 (P&, 707).

Diefe Lehre ijt die Kehre unferer treu-lutherijden KRirde Hier-
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sulande 618 auf den heutigen Tag gewefen.  Jn Vredigten, wie aud)
tn Sdriften ijt fie von unjeren Vatern gelehrt und gerithmt wor-
den: ,Obder ift die Heilige Sdrift nidht das eingige Fundament der
Qirdhe und ded Heil52” fragen fie und antworten: ,Worauf follen
wir und grimden, wenn nicht auf fie? Geben wiv die gottliche Au-
torttat und Jrrtumslofigleit der Heiligen Sdhrift auf, jo geben wiv
damit Ddie einglg fichere Feftung prei8, die wir Lutbheraner Haben,
und es bleibt ung nur nod die Wahl zwifchen Sdwdrmerer und
Steptizismus” (L. W. 35, 306). Darum jprechen fie jidh) aufs ent-
jchtedenite gegen die Leugner und die Leugnung diefer Schrijtlehre
aug: ,BWir wollen durd)y Gottes Gnade mit diefem Jrrium unper-
worren bletben.” Umjomehr Haben fie daran feftgehalten: ,Die
gange Heilige Shrift ift Gotted unfehlbares Wort” und Haben im
®lauben befannt: ,Die Shrift fann nicht gebroden werden” (Foh.
10, 35).

LWie ftehen fvir Heute zu diejer Lebhre? Keine Lehre it in den
fetsten Hundert Jahren fo angegriffen worden ivie die pon der wort-
lhen Eingebung der Heiligen Sjrift.  Eine hutherijche Rirde nach
Der anberen hat diefe Qehre entiveder fallen gelajfen oder wmgebogen.
Auj unferer lehten Tagung wurde in dem NReferat: ,The Lutheran
Doctrine of the Inspiration” gezeigt, wie suleht dod) nur die Syno-
dalfonfereny bon allen [utherijhen Synoden Hier tm Lande unver-
mwandt an diefer Lehre fefthalt, und {id) in den Ehicagoer Thejen nod
einmal dagu befannt hat. Dasdfelbe Hat unjere Sdhwejteripnode in
ihrem ,Brief Statement” zum zweitenmal getan. Zrogdem fommnen
wir nidt leugnen, dafy aud) uns eine Gefahr der Loderung in diefer
Lebre drofht.  Die Stellungnahme der itbrigen (uthertjdhen Synoden
su diefer Lehre bringt ung ftarf zum Bemwuftietn, daf (i) aud) in
unjerer Stellungnahme eine Aenderung vollzichen fann. Denn dajd
wollen wir und nidht berhehlen: €in jeder bon 1ng, der diefe Lehre
trof aller Gegenangrifie nod) fefthalt, hat wm den BVejih diefer Lehre
ringen und fampfen mitffen. Der dauernde Befih diefer Lehre fallt
un8 nidt einfad) in den Sdof, jondern ift ald Glaubensdiade eine
Gnadengabe, die und nur durd) die Kraft ded Heiligen Geijted juteil
wird.  Jtur jo ift jie und eine lebendige Lehre und nidht ein tofer
Befi. Su lehterem geht jie jo leidht iiber, fo daf wir niht mehr
redht wiffen, wad der Ausdrud ,Wortinjpivation” bedeutet. Er be-
Deutet nicht, daf dad Wort Gotted nur aud Bud)jtaben umd Worten
befteht. ,Da8 Wort Gottesd befteht nidht in Budhitaben und Wortern,
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fondern in Wahrheiten” (Q. &. 1925, 268). Wir find nidht Buh-
ftabenanbeter wie die Mohammedaner.  An der Lehre bon der Wort-
infpivation fefthalten Heifst bielmehr durd) die Worte der Shrift in
lebendigem Qontatt bleiben mit der Wabhrheit der SGrift, die in
Worte gefaft ift (bgl. Q. &. 1936, 163). Diefer Wabrheitsheiil
ftebt in Frage, jobald wiv die JrrtumBlofigtett der Sdhrift, etwa der
Wiffenfdhaft Halber, preisgeben 1umd den TWiffenidaftlern und Theo-
logen glauben, die und jagen, die Heiligen Screiber Hhatten oft ge-
irrt, ein Wiojes, wenn er von der Sdhdpfung in fedhs Tagen rede, ein
Baulus, der fich der rabbinifen Huslegungsiimite bediene oder in
feinmer Wiiifionspredigt in Athen ohne die nitigen bhilojophijdhen Vor-
fenntnifle Falides itber die Lhilofophie der Griedhen ausjoge. Der
Fortidritt unferer Wilfenidhaiten bewetfe dodh) den Jrrium der Heoi-
ligen Screiber in allen jolden und dhnlichen Fallen. Wir alle be-
figen eine Sgmade fiir die ,IJrrtumsSlofiglett” der Liffenidaft und
fdgenfen dann demt Urteil der Wiffenidaftler mehr Glauben ald den
heiligen Gdyvetbern. Und jelbit wo wir e8 nod) nicht bewuBt tun,
Haben wiv und dody zu fragen, ob unfer Fefthalten an biefer Lehre
nidt etn vetn medhantic, traditionelles ift, dad ausg lauter Furdht vor
dem YUbiweicdhen bon der itberlieferten Qehre der Rirdhe Hieriiber nicht
weiter nadzudenten wagt oder nur Lernunftargumente gebraudhi,
um fie gu jtiigen.  RQocerungen in diefer Lehre jeben Dann ein, wenn
0a3 rein Zradittonelle eine grofere Viadht fiber und geivonnen Hat -
alg dad flore SBeugnid der Schrift jelbjt, aucd) wenn nir bon dem
Buditaben der Lehre in feiner Weife abweidhen. Dann Hhaben wiv
aud) Tdhon die eingig ficheve Fejtung, die wir Luiheraner Haben, ver-
loven und Haben die &drift als alleinige Wutoritdt und Crfenntnis-
quelle preidgegeben.

Tetl die [utherifhe Kivhe an der Heiligen Sdhrift alg an dem
pom Seiligen Geift eingegebenen TWorte fefthalt, ift fiir fie die Hei-
lige Sdrift zugletd) Quelle der Crfenntnid und der Wabhrheit.
Yuperhalb der Shrift gibt €8 fiir fie in Saden der Lehre und Hes
Qebens feine andere Quelle, aud der jie jhopfen fomute, iveder die
LVernunft, nodh) dag Gefithl, noch die Erfahrung, nod) trgendeine neue
Offenbaruing.

e Quther war die Heilige Schrift die alleinige Crfenninis-
quelle, aud der er feine Neformation borgemommen Hat. Alled
fonnte thm jdhon genommen werden, nur dad eine wollte er behalten:
»Dad einige Wort Gotte3”. Bu Worm$ erflarte er: Er hatte nidhts
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“anderes begehrt, denn daf etne NReform aud der Heiligen Sdrift,
darum er fo fleifig gebeten, vorgenommen und gemadt wurde. . . .
Er wollte ,gern allerler Sdjeltivorte leiden, aber nidht eined Fingers-
breit metdjen bon ded Munde, der da jagt, ,diefen hovet” (&. L. XII,
1174).

Jticht anderd ftehen unjere Befenninididhriften. Sie befenmnen
fig ,au den prophetifden und apojtolijhen Sdriften Alten und
Neuen Teftaments, ald zu dem reinen, lautern Brunnen Jiraeld”
(We. 568) und laffen e3 darum nidht gelten, ,daf man aud bder
“Betligen Vater Wert oder Wort Artifel ded Glaubens mache”, jon-
dern , ®ottes Wort joll Artifel ded Glaubens jtellen und jonit nie-
mand, aud) fein Engel” (M. 303).

Tnd unfere Synodalbater? Aud) jie haben die Sdrift nidt
weniger fliv die eingigite CrfenniniSquelle gebalten. So oft fie
aud) Quther und die Vater ded 17. Jahrhunderts zitiert Haben, o
Haben jie deswegen LQuther und die (utherifhen Lehrvater nidt itber
die @drift geftellt, nicht in fie etn abgottijhes Vertrauen gefebt, jon-
dern fie nuv gitiert, um zu bewetjen, daf jie ,dadfelbe lehren, glau-
ben und Defennen, was die firde gelehrt hat”. Jn dem Bemwuft-
fein, daf die Lebhrvater Menjden waren uud daber irven fonnten,
Haben jie unt jo mehr die Sdrift fiir den alleinigen ,Brunnen der
Weisheit” Hodgejdhast.

Wie jtehen wir Heute zu der Qehre von der Schrift ald der
alleinigen GrfenntniSquelle? €2 ijt und befannt, daf die vomijdhe
Qivdhe thre firdhliche Tradition neben, jogar itber die Sdrift ftellt;
paf fid) die veformierte Rirdhe auf ihre Offenbarungen berufjt. Die-
fer Papidmusd und diefe Schmdrmerei ind auch in die lutherifde
Rirdje eingedrungen und zivar nidht nur im fernen Curopa, jondern
bier in unferem Qande. Wasg unjere Vater von der Heiligen Schrift
mit allem Ernjt und Cifer gelehrt haben, dad wiederholen wir bviel-
fadh nur nodh dem Budjjtaben nad), d. §. rvein bernunftgemdp. €3
1t Dad dann nidhts anderes als ein zunjtgemafesd Fejthalten an der
Sdrift, dag nidht vom Hetligen Geijt gewirtt ijt und dasd die luthe-
vifdgen Lehren nidht mehr vollends zu werten wei. Dann fragen
iir bald unfere BVernunft nad) Beweifen fitv unjeren Glauben, nidt
mehr aber die SGrift. Und wer wollte leugnen, daf diefe Gefahr
fich Defonders dort bemerfbar madt, wo die Heilige Shrift auf
irdifdje und geitlide Dinge, auf Gejdyichte, Naturfunde und alle
fonftigen natiivlidgen Gebiete ded menjchlichen Wifjensd Bezug nimmt.
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LWie piele AusSlegungen Hat dad erfte Kapitel der Bibel bon dexr
Sgopfung Simmels und der Grde iiber fid) ergehen lafjen mitjjen —
nur weil Theologen diefes Rapitel mit den Ergebnijjen der Natur-
wiffendaft Haben vetmen wollen. €5 ijt ein Ding fiiv jid), wenn
die Rirdhe bemiiht ift, eine rechte Yuslequng aller Sdhriftitellen, aud
der Jdhmievigen und bdunflen, zu finden. Das geidhieht aber aus
Qiebe zum Wort und zur LWabhrhett. Ctwas gang andered it es,
et man §ih fo bon den Behauptungen der Vernunft imbonieren
[af3t, daf man die Worte der Sdhrift — fie biegen oder bredhen —
der BWiflenfdhaft zuliebe auslegt. Wo e3 aber gefdiieht, da raumen
“iv der Vermumit dad Redt ein, iiber das, was die Shrift lehrt, zu
enticheiden.

Und wenn e$ nicht die TVernunjt ijt, dann ijt e dad Gefithl, das
ein Wort mitreden und die Sriftlehre einfah beifeitefesen mwill.
Nicht Lehrpredigten, jo Heifst e8, fondern emotional and inspirational
sermons wollen wir horen. Erbaulihe Ervwedungspredigten find
gut, wenn fie fich auf die Lehre griinden und die Lebhre bringen.
Aber wo fie pon dem Geflihl difttert werden und aud dem Gefithl
Des Wredigers gejdhopft 1ind, da ijt auf einmal dasd Gefithl an Stelle
der Sdjrift getreten, die uns dod) allein 3u jagen Hat, was und vie
ir 3u predigen DHaben. Der Pietidmusd mit feiner Criahrungs-
“theologie Drobt in unfere Predigitatigfeit eingudringen und Ddas
lutherijdje Befenninid und die luthertjde Lehre in den Hintergrund
su drangen. Ctimumen jind in unferer Weitte laut geworden, die
und bor foldem Pietismus warnen. o lefen wir im Concordia
Theological Monthly: “Due to the desire to clothe the gospel
of Christ in an appealing modern dress the clear and unmistakable
Lutheran confessional tone is sacrificed. Many sermons heard in
our circles would be acceptable to Reformed churches.” Eine
andere Stmme: “There seems to be according to my conviction
the greatest danger for our Synod in the inclination of not a
few to become infected with the Reformed pietism . . . there is
the inclination of stressing Christian sermons one-sidedly, so that
it begins to endanger the service which Christ has performed for
us. Even expressions which we know from the old pietists may
be heard or read occasionally. One finds that within the church
the distinction i1s made between awakened and unawakened Chris-
tians. . . . There is also the inclination of the Pietist to compel
Bible-texts to prove things which they really do not prove” (1933,
921).
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Wo Ddagegen die Sdhrift ald alleinige CrfenntniSquelle er-
fannt wird, da ift jie zugleid) Regel 1und Richtihnur der Lehre und
“De8 Qebens.  Nad) der Schrift muf alle Lebhre beurteilt werden, aus
der Scdrift mitfien wiv auch erfennen, wad fir unjer Leben gut und
gottgefallig 1ft. o fehr die Seiten aqud) andere werden mdgen und
der Fortfdritt eine grofe Rolle in der Welt fpielt und die Sitten und
Gebraudhe andere werden, bleibt dennod) die Shrift unveranderlide
Negel und Ridhtichmur der Lehre und ded Lebend und bleibt es bHis
an den Jingiten Tag. Died hHat die [utherije Kirdhe auf Grumd
der ©drift (Gal. 6, 16; Whil. 3, 16; Jef. 8, 19. 20) tmmer gelehrt
(bgl. Concordienformel M. 517).

Audh) unjere Vater jagen: ,Die Heiligen Schriffen find die
unberanderlihen Statuten der Rirdhe. Und nacd) diefen Statuten
hat die Qirdhe ihr Handeln, thr Tun und Lafjen ju richten und alles
i der Gemeinde zu beurteilen. Jn jedem Stitc foll jich) die Ge-
netnde erfundigen nad) dem Willen thred Herrn in der Shrift. Dad
gilt jchon bomt Tum und Lafjen jeded einzelnen Chrijten; mieviel mehr
pom Handeln der Gemeinde ald Kovper und Gemeinidhajt, von der
jogenannten Praxis der Rirdhe” (S. B. 1897 Wejt. 92).

Jit die Srift fiir und immter nod) Regel und Richtichnur der
Qehre und Praxis? CGinige Betjpiele aud unferm firdlichen Leben
mbgen uné eine Untwort auf unfere Frage geben. Wiele unferer
. Chriften {imd nicht mehr imjtande, an die Vredigten, et ed ihrer
PBajtoren, fei e3 der bielen Prediger, die jie am Radio Hoven, den
Mapitab der redhten Lehre zu legen. Ehriften jollen ja pritfen, ob
die Predigt ihred Vajtord rvedht ijt. Nod) mehr jollen jie — wenn
jie unbedingt nichtlutherijdhe Prediger Hhoren mitfjen — aucd) Dderen
PLredigten pritfen. ejchieht died3? Jn mwie dielen Fallen nicht?
Ohne Bogern und Saudern werden die Predigten nichtluthertider
Brediger, es handle jidh um romifde oder rveformierte, gelobt umd
gerithmt, ohne dap aud) nur einmal die Frage nad) der Redhtglaubig-
feit diefer Prediger auftaudit. €8 geniigt jdhon, wenn der Name
Jefus mehrere Weale in der Predigt borfommt, wenn der Prediger
die Unmoral de8 Volfed geifelt. Jedod) {dheint e feine NRolle zu
fptelen, ob Dder jeivetlige Prediger rechte Lebhre gepredigt hat oder
nicht.  Unjere Chrijten forjidhen nicht mehr taglid) in der Sdrift, ob
1ig’s alfo hielte (Ap. 17, 11). Jhnen fommt ed nidht mehr jtandig
jum Bewuftiein, daf ein Prediger auc) ein andered Ebangelium
predigen fann.
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Cin andeves Betjpiel: Wie wenig wird dod) das Wort Gotted
als Diafitab von unjeren Latendjriften gebraudt, um die Unterjdyiede
siwifden Den eingelnen Qtvdhen, befonder3 der [utherifchen Kirchen
flar zu erfenmen. Wir Hioven vielmehr nur den Seufzer: , Warum
mitffen diefe Kivchen ein getrennted Dafein fithren, warum fonuten
fie jich nidt vereinigen, jintemal jie jo wenig oder gar nidhts frennt.”
@oldye Aeuferungen jind nur dedwegen moglich, weil die Sdrift
nidht mebhr als Regel der Lehre und Wrapis gebraudht mird. Wo
tmmter died unterfaffen wird, da miiffen wir bon Locferungen in der
elhre veden.

it weniger Jtarf jind die Werfudungen bvon der Scrift
als  MNegel und Nidhtidhnur  absuiveidhen, denen Prediger umnd
Qeprer unjerer Kirdhe ausdgejest {ind. Die Unionsbejtrebimgen un-
ferer Seif find ein lauter Ruf an jie, die Fori{chritte, der firchlidhen
Bewegung ja nidt aufzubalten. Da Heilt e8, grofe Wadjamteit
itben und gegenitber diefen Forderungen einer neuen Bewegung die
Sdgrift fleipig ald Regel und Ridtfdnur gebraudhen. Alle Lehe-
Differengen jind nicht nad) der Vernunft, jondern allein nach der
Shrift zu entideiden. Diefe Fahigleit will aber aud) Vredigern
und Lehrern abgehen. Den Lehrdifferengen gegenitber tut fich ein
grofer Jndifferentidmus fund. Selbit wo er jid) nicht offenfundig
hervormagt, werden andere Beweggriinde, die eine Cinigteit Herbei-
flibren jollen, in Dden LVordergrumd geriidt. Dem SGriftprinzip
ird ein Jeliblichlettspringth entgegengejest. €3 wird quf die Vor-
tetle auf dem Gebiet der quferen Wiifjton, der interipnodalen Arbeit,
und der Wohlfabhrtdpilege aufmertiam gemadt. Jndem  umjere
fufmerfiomfett aui bdiefe WVorteile gerichtet wird, Hat der Gegner
Beit und Gelegenbheit, etne Brefdie in die Viauer unferes Lehrgeban-
0es au fdhlagen. Wahrend wir und nod) tmmer 3u dem Shriftprin-
3ip mindlid) befennen, handeln wir fdhon nidht mehr danad). Vrin-
3th und Prayis fHmmen nidht mehr itberein.

Die SPrift als Regel und RiGtidnur ijt vollfommen in allen
ihren Leilen und vor allem bollfommen darin, daf fie 1uns durchveg
ein und Ddenjelben Weg zur Seligleit lehrt.  Ehriftus ijt nicht nur
im Jtewen Teftament, jondern aud) im Wlten Teftament zu finden.
Wir follen 1hn auf jein Wort Hin in den Sdyriften des Wlten Tejta-
mented juchen (Joh. 5, 39), nidht ob wir ihn vielleiht dort Finden,
fondern weil wir thn dort jinden. Ebenfo wird die Redifertigung
Des Gimbders jomwohl tm Alten wie aucd) tm Jteuen Tejtament gelehrt.
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Audy ,die Lehre bon der Heiligen Dreteinigtett it unmwiderfprechlid
fhon zur et ded Alten Tejtamentsd geglaubt worden” (&. B. 1865,
geordl. 22). Sider iit, ,daf alle Vater im Alten Tejtament, um mit
Quither zu reden, ,mit allen heiligen Lropheten, eben den Glauben und
Coangelium gehabt Haben, dag ivir Hhaben, wie St Waulusé 1. Kor.
10, 117, jagt” (&t. ., VII, 1441). 2Ba3 das Wejen und die Sadje
felbit betrifit, unterjcheidet jid) das Hetl im Alten Teftament in nidis
pon unferem. ur Hat Quther deutlid) in jeiner Auslequng der
sehn Gebote (&t & III, 1063) auf den Unterfdied der Austeilung
und Darbietung oder, ivie er es mennt, der Vrdnung hingewiefen
und gezeigt, oie 1m Wlten Tejtament die geiftlichen Verheifungen
pom Jrdifden bejdattet dargeboten wurden, wie Gott ,betde BVerhei-
Bungen, letblidie umd getjtliche, ineinandergemenget Hat” (ibid.
1059).

Daf aber die Sdhrift auf ein und diefelbe Weije den Weg zur
Geligfett lehrt, fallt uns in dem Mape jdhwer zu glauben, wie vir
unter dem Einflul der Entmictlungdtheorie der modernen Seit jtehen.
Wir netgen ftarf dazu, aud) bon einer Cniwidlung der Lehre der
Bibel zu reden, eine Entwiclung ausd letfen Anfangen Hhin 3u einer
pollfommeneren Rebhre. LQutherijge Theologen von Ruf zablen
heute der Cntwidlungslehre ihren Tribut. Wad europdifdhe Theo-
logen 1m vergangenen Jahrhundert jhon gelehrt Haben, wiederholt
fich et in den lutherifden RKirdhen unjers Landed. Theologen, die
in den Unionisfragen eine Rolle jpielen, lafjen {ich alio vernmehmien:
®ott habe nur langfam den Sdjleter bon feinem Gnadenantlif ent-

fernt.  Wie Gott in bezug auf die Sdhopfung nad) dem Gefel der
allmablichen Entwidhing — ald 0b Gott einem Gefes der Wifjen-
fdhaftler unterjtehe — die Crde gefdhafien habe, fo habe er dad Gleiche
in begug auf feine Gnadenoffenbarung getan.  Folglid) mitffen audh
die Weisfagungen der Bibel, in welden Gott Adam und Eva, Abra-
Ham und den Propheten fein Heil geoffenbaret Hat, dem Gefjes der
piftortfden Entwicdlung unteritefen und gang anderd audgelegt wer-
dert, als e8 die Wpojtel im Neuen Teftament getan Haben. Um fie
aber redit auszulegen, miijfe die Rirdje ihre Theologen Haben, die zu-
erft den Sinn der Sdrift verftehen lernen, diefen dann den Laien bei-
bringen. Lon hier ift e3 dann nur ein Sdritt, daf foldhe Theologen
ihre eigene Lehre fiihren, die jie fraft threr theologijhen Wifjenjdaft
in der Qirdje berbretten. Damit jind wir aber bet der romijdhen
und reformierten Qehre angelangt. Denn beide Rirdhen lehren diefe
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Jlangjame Entwidlung driftlider Lehre in der Schrift vbon Viofe zu
dent Propheten zu Jefus, wobel Ehrijti Coangelium nur dad neue
und beffere Gefes 1ft. WVon den Adbents- und Weihnadhtstlangen,
bon der froben Ofterbotichaft horen wir dann nidhis mehr tm Alten
Leftament — und lange wird ed aud) nicht dauern, daf wir jie dann
aud) im Jteuen Leftament nidht mebr dernehmen, jondern nur die
harten Qldange eines neuen Gefees. Das wird die Folge jein, wenn
wir und nidt dem Einflufy der Entwiclungdtheorie entziehen fon-
nen. ekt fptelt unfere BVernunft vielleicht nur mit diefer faljchen
Qehre.  Bald aber wird jie bewufit oder unbewupt in unjere Auj-
faffung von der Bibel eingedrungen jein.

Die [utherifhe Rirdhe hat aber nidht nur die Lehre -vom Dder
Sdrift, jondern die Lehre der Sdrift Jelbit aufs fleikigite getriebern.
Und dabet Hat fie darvan feftgehalten, daf alle Sdrift von Goit
eingegeben nithe gur Qehre ift. Sie hat nidht nur Tetle der Sdhrift
benutt, um thr die hetliame Lehre zu entnehmen, anderve Teile wieder
audgefdaltet al8 unividhtig, untlar oder gar widerfprediend und dem
heutigen Stand der Lehre nidht mehr entipredjend. Jein, jie Hat die
gange @drift, alle Teile derfelben al8 nitbe zur Lebre befradhtet.
Darvum haben ,Brobleme” oder ,offene Fragen” niemald Geltung
in Der Lebhre der luthertfden Kirde beanjprudhen fénnen. Dagegen
haben bdie Lebhren der Shrift, die wir nidht zu den Hauptlehren red-
nen, die Lehre vom faufendidhrigen Neid), vom Antidrijften 1. a. m.,
gleichen Anjorud) quf Annahme und auf Beredtigung wie die Haupt-
lehren bon Gefes umd Eoangelium, von der Redtfertigung desd Siim-
derd gehabt — eben weil fie Sdriftlehren find. Fa, dad ift dad
Serrlicdhe an dem gangen Lebhrgebdude der lutherifhen Kirde, daf
der enge Sujammenhang zwifden allen Lehren aufs deutlichite auf-
gezeigt wird gemdh dem Wort der Sdrift von dem Grund der Wpoitel
und Propheten, da Jefud Chriftus der Edjtein und darum fiir alle
Qehren ridhtunggebend ijt (ogl. Eph. 2, 20). Davum Hat jGon Juther
befannt: ,Wir wollen furgum alle Artifel der driftliden Lehre, fie
feient qrof oder fletn (viewohl uns feiner flein und geving ift), gang
rein und gewif Haben und darvinmmen nidht einen Titel nad)lajfen.
Und dag muf aud) jein. Denn die Lehre ift unfer einiges Lidht, dasd
unsg leudhtet und fithrt, und den Weg gen Himumel weifet; wenn wir
und diefelbe in etnemt Stiit {dhmwader und matt maden lajjen, ijt e
gewi, daf fie gang fraftlosd wird” (St Q. IX, 649). So haben
aud) unfere BVater gelehrt: ,Wir fomnen feine in Gotted Wort flar-
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gelehrte oder Gottes flarem Worte widerfpredende Lehre fiir eine
offene Frage halten und behandeln, mag diefelbe eine noch fo un-
fergeordnete und vom Jentrum der Heilslehre nod) jo weit ab in der
Bertpherie [tegende gu fein jhetnen oder wirklid) fein” (], W, 14, 66).
Halten wir nod) alfo an der Lebhre der Sdrift fejt? Die gegen-
mdartigen Lehrbejpredhungen zwijchen den luthertjchen Synoden lehren
ung, dap die ,offenen Fragen” und die Unterjdeidung von Funda-
mental- und JHGthundamentallehren fiir mandgen hutherijchen Theo-
logen in einem Defonderen faum Ddes Lehrgebdudes liegen, da dad
Wort nidht angewandt werden darf: So jagt die Sdrift. Darum
~erfldven fie aud) die verfdjiedene Stellungnahme zu folden Lehren
nicht fiiv firdentrennend und geben damit jedem Selegenbeit, fid)
nad) eigenem Gutdiinfen darinmen zu ergeben. Daf damif eine
Brejdhe in dag feftgefiigte Qehrgebdude, dad fih auj flave Shrift-
audjagen grimbdet, gejchlagen wird, wollen jie nicht wabhrhaben. Und
wir mitffen unsé fragen, ob wir nod) fo feft an dem Lort und an jedem
rtifel der ehre fefthalten, daf wir und hier in einem Sinn und
®etft i den N jtellen! Wm nur ein Beifpiel angufithren: Halten
ir nod) alle den vomijdhen Vapijt fiir den Antidrijten, jtimmen wir
nod) LQuther und jeinem diedbeziiglichen Ausjpruche zu: “Deus nos
impleat odio Papae”, Gott mige und mit Haf gegen den Papit er-
fiillen. . In unferen Tagen Halten wohl viele den romifdhen WVapit
und die romifdhe Kivdhe fiiv ein Bollwert gegen alle gerjetenden poli-
tifgen Madhte und die Religion der romijhen Kirde filr eine pofi-
tive Jteligion und damit fitr einen jtarfen jozialen Faftor. Uber
wer halt nod) Heute an der Lehre vom Papit algd dem Anbidrijten
fejte! -
Do aud) da, wo es {ih um die Sentrallehren der Sdrift han-
Delt, milffen wir unfere jebige KLehritellung einer Priifung unter-
siehen.  Die ziver Hauptlehren der SGrift {ind die vom Gefes 1md
Coangelium. Die lutherijdhe Lehre legt den groften Naddrud auf
eine vedhte Sdeidung diefer beiden Lehren. Sie hat tmmer iieder
betont, dafy die Unteridhiede ziwifdhen Gefeh und Evangelium dann
aufgehoben werden, wenn dad Gefels in dad Evangelivm oder Ehan-
geltum in dag Gefel hineingetragen wird. Darum nennt L[uther
Jdiefen Unterfdhied zwifchen dem Gefes und Evangelium die Hihite
Qunijt in der Chriftenheit, die alle und jede, fo i) ded Griftlichen
Stamend rithmen oder anmnehmen, fonnen und wiffen jollen. Denn
o e8 an diefem Stiid mangelt, da fann man einen Chrijften bor
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einem Heiden oder Juden nicht erfennen, fo gar liegt e8 an diefem
Unterfdhied” {St. L. IX, 798).

Unjer Befenninisd jagt: , Wir glduben, lehren und befennen, daf
der Unteridhied ded Sefekes und Evangelit als ein befonders herrlich
Lidht mit groBem Fleth in der Kircdhe zu erhalten, dadurd) das Wort
Gotte3 nad) der Vermalhnung &t Pault rved)t getetlet wird” (Wi,
534).

Walther fagt und: ,Ein reiner Lehrer ift nur derjenige, welder
nicht nur alle Yrtifel ded Glaubens jdriftgemal darlegt, jondern
aud) Gefe und Cbangelivm red)t boneinander unterfdeidet” (Gef.
u. Cbang., &. 1). Unfere Synodalbater fiigen Hingu: ,BWo diefe
siveterlet Worte ineinander vermengt werden, da folat faliche Lehre
und berfehrie Prarid. Die Lehrvervirrung unjerer Lage gerade
audy tm (utherifden LQager und die daraud Herborgegangene Jerriit-
tung tm Qeben formmt um guten Tetl daber, daf man diejen Unter-
ichied bergeffen Hat” (L. W. 1887, 154).

Wiffen tir Heute nod) {harf zwijgen Gejes und Evangelium
su unterfhetden? Aud) hierauf wird mwiederum unjere Predigtiveife
die flarfte Untwort geben. Da ift einmal die Moglichfeit, daf wir
nur dad Gefes predigen. €3 ijt dad nidht nur eine Moglichfeit, jon-
dern in fo mandjem Fall letder eine Tatfadje, auf die {hon ded Hfteren
in unferen Blattern aufmertiom gemadt worden ijt. o lefen wir
in etnem Artifel unferer Quartaljdrift aud dem JFabhrgang 34 fol-
gended: “How many sermons have we heard where the preacher
seemed most at home in laying down the law to his dear parish-
ioners, and where the sweet comfort of the Gospel had but a
meager 1f any part. Have not many sermons held during the
blessed time of Lent been wrested from their real purpose or
surely their main purpose namely to present the suffering and
dying Christ as the great ransom for sinners for our everlasting
comfort, wrested we said, to the portrayal of our great sinfulness
only, sending the hearers terrified away” (€. 98).

Umgefehrt fann ein Prediger leidht in dad andere Crirem ge-
raten und jozufagen nur dad Cvangelium predigen. Dad gefdiehi
dann, wenn ir bergeffen, daf dad Evangelium nur den Siindern
gegeben ijt, die unter Gotted Zorn jtehen und die Sdharfe ded Ge-
febed an jid) erfahren Haben miifjen, daf die Gnade Gottes, die das
CEpangelium bringt, nirgendd anderd Raum Hat, al8d in dem Herzen
eine8 bon Gott gerbrodenen und zerfdhlagenen Simbders. ,Dad
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Coangelium predigt WVergebung der Simbden”, jagt unfer Befennt-
nig, ,nicht den roben, jicheren Oerzen, jondern den Ferihlagenen
und BuBfertigen” (Wi, 634). -

Wir dagegen meinen vielfad), dad Ehangelium denen predigen
au fonnen, die nidt zerihlagenen Herzens jind. Eine NReaftion
gegen die Gejebespredigt hat bet un3 eingefeht, als ob Ddiefe nidht
tmmer gehalten werden miigte.  Wir metnen gar, daf unjere Viter
in der Wredigt ded Gefehes su weit gegangen feien, daf wir GSrund
und Urfade Hhaben, dag Sdhwergewidht auf die Predigt des Evan-
geltums gu legen.  Wo wir alfo Ebangelium predigen und die Pre-
digt Ded Gefepes nidht mehr zu ihrem Redhte fonumen lafjen, da reden
ir der Jiigellofigfeit das Wort. Dad jind die Predigten, wo fein
Wort pon der Stinde fallt, o — denfen wir an jo mande Leiden-
predigt —— Dder Crnjt de8 Tode8 nidht mebhr gepredigt wird, wo
darum auch die Leidtfragenden nur mit einem billigen Trojt abgejpeiit
merden, der fein Troft ift. LWie gans anders, wo wir wirtlidh das
Cuangeltum predigen. Da verfiimdigen wir die grofen Taten Got-
te§ zu unjerer €rldjung, da predigen wir die Ehre und Herrlidhteit
unfers Gotted, da fommen wir felbjt und unjere Jubirver nidht aus
Dem Sidhoundern {iber dad Cvangelium heraus. Fordern wir zur
Buge auf, dann fordern wir den Simder auf, fich an dad Werf und
Wort unfers Setlandes 31 halten, befonders in der Stunde des Todes.
Anjtatt deffen predigen wir oft Buhe als etivad, wad bon Chrijten
grindlid) bejorgt werden mup und Slauben ald eine Bedingung, die
erjt erfitllt werden muf — anjtatt Ehrijtum zu predigen, der alles,
aber aquch alles fiiv den Simbder getan Hat.

Diefe WVredigt von dem Hetldwert unjers Gotted will uns auch
feute in unfern PaiffionSpredigten abgehen. Hier meinen wir Ge-
legenheit zu Haben, piydhologifd) borgehen und jo redit dad Seelen-
leben der Feinde Chrifti und der Jimger ded Herrn bloBlegen zu
fonmen.  Wohl 1t e8 gut und empiehlenswert, dem Seelenleben, dad
ir in der Sdrift aufgedectt finden, in unjeren Predigten Nednung
au tragen. €8 ijt das oft nicdht genug oder gar nicht gefdehen. Aber
davon 1jt hier nidht die Mede, jonmdern davon, daf wir das Pipdho-
[ogijdhe auf Kojten des Cpangeliums befreiben, daf wir in unferen
Lafitonspredigten die Lift, die Verfdlagenheit der Feinde, den Wiif-
mut und die Verzagtheit der Jitnger bloflegen — aber dabet ver-
geffen Dinguietfen auf den, der die Siinde diejer Wanmner getragen
hat, quch in der Stunde, wo er vor thuen als Verurteilter ftand. Wo
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lebteres nicht gefcdhieht, da predigen wir niht mebhr Evangelium,
fondern eine bloe Menjdjenlehre.

Aber felbit wo wir nidt in betde Crtreme geraten, fomnen wir
ung doch einer falichen Gefetsed- und Covangeliumspredigt jhuldig
maden. Das gefdhieht in dem Fall, wo ein Prediger zwifden Dbei-
den vermitteln will. ,Veoderne Vrediger”, jagt WVrofejjor Stod-
Dardi, ,jeen etwa thre eigentlidhe Kunjt in joldhe Vermittlung umnd
LVermijchung von Gefes und Ehangelium” (L. W. 33, 276). Diefer
Gefabr der Vermitthmg und Vermijdhung von Gefes und Cvan-
geltwm find wir Heute mehr denn je auSgefept. Jn dem Concordia
Theological Monthly, da8 iwir jdon Hinjihtlich unferer DHeutigen
Predigtiveife gittert Haben, lefen wir: “I would say that the most
alarming tendency in our preaching that I have noticed is a wan-
dering away, seemingly unconsciously, from the proper division
of Law and Gospel, due probably to a largely indiscriminate use
of Reformed sermon literature. . . . Legalism seems to be coming
more into prominence instead of real Gospel-preaching. The
Gospel is used as law and there is mixing of the two” (1933, 921).

Die Vermijdhung bon Gejeh und Coangelium Hhat bor allem des-
megen eine jo grofe und ernjte Tragiveite, wetl dadurc) die drijt-
liche Qehre pon der Nechtfertigung der Gemeinde verloren geht. Sagt
ung dod) dag VBefenninis, dafy die redhte Unterjdheidung von Gejek
und Coangelium dad Fundament der driftlichen Redtfertigungslehre
fei, Der Qehre, die wiederum fiir eine Jujammeniaijung der ganzen
criftlichen Lebhre oder fiir den Hauptartitel erflart wird. €3 1jt
Died die Lehre, wie der Simder bor Gott geredht wird, nidht aus den
Werfer, jondern durd) den Glauben an die Guade und dad Verdienjt
unfers Serrn Jeju Ehrifti.

Diefe Lehre hat Quither wieder an dasd Lidt gebradht und darum
finden ir bet thm wie aucd) in unfern BVefenntnisjdriften die Herr-
[ichiten Beugniije bon thr: ,Was it Vetrus, was Vaulusd, wasg ein
Cngel pom Himmel, was alle Kreatur gegen den Artifel bon der
Nedtfertigung?  Wenn wir den vedit wiffen, gehen wiv tm Helljten
Qidhte einher, wenn iwiv thn nidht wijfen, in didhtejter Finjternis.
Dervohalben wenn du fiehejt, daf diefer Artifel wantend gemadht oder
in Gefahr gebracdht wird, fo darfjt du did) nicht jdheuen, jelbjt Petro
oder einem Cngel vom Himmel 3u widerjtehen; denn er fann nidt
herrlid) genug erhoben werden” (St. L. IX, 148).

Diefe Lehre begeugen unjere Befenntnidjdriften flar und deut-



Qoderumgen tn Lefre und Prarid — die Gefahr unfever Rivcdhe. 39

fdy: ,Auf diefem Artitel ftehet alled, wad wir wider dem Papit,
Teufel und Welt lehren und lefen. Darum mitffen wiv ded gar ge-
wif fein und nidt zweifeln, jonjt it ed alled verloven und behilt
Bapit und Teufel 1md alled wider uns den Sieg und Redht” (VL. 300).

1nd unjere BVater jagen von diefer Qehre: ,An ihr hiangt Leben
und Seliglett; man darf fie davim nidht jo nebenbei lehren, jondern
muf fie in dad Sentrum aller Lehre und BVredigt feben; wer dad nicht
fut, it fein uthertider Lehrer” (S. B. 1875 Wejtl. 25). Und dodh
haben dieje Rebhrer der objeftiven und jubjeffiben Rechtfertigung tm
Sinblict auf die fiindliche Natur, die einen andern Weg gum Hinmel
erdichten will, fid) gefragt: ,LWas fitr eine Lehre bon der Fedhtferti-
gung fiibren wir?” Und Haben darcuf die Untwort gegeben: ,Wir
bediirfen des fteten Aufblickes auf Sotted Wort, um Hier nicht vom
recdhtem Wege abgetrieben i werden”, und Hhaben befannt: ,Aucd ift
gerade i den lebten Jahren aus unjerer eigenen Wiitte Heraud diefer
Srrtum fraftig getvorden. . . . Died hat man jo guwege gebraht, daf
man der Gnade Abbrud) tat” (S. B. 1883 Siidl. Dijtr. 16).

- ud) wir hHaben die Lehre bon der Nedtfertigung des Siinders
[teben gelernt und in der Krajt de3 Geiftes gepredigt. Wir fonnen
fpreden: Wiv wijfen, wad Evangelium, wad Ehrijtentum 1ft. Do
aud) wir wollen 1md zu unjever Selbitpritfung die Frage jtellen, die
i) unfere Vater gejtellt Haben: Was fiir eine Lehre von der FPedjt-
fertigung fithren wir? Aud) wir wiffen, daf wir von Natur diefe
Qehre nidht feben und wollen. Die Lehre bon der Heiligung will
mé mebhr gufagen. ,WMehr Heiligung” ift der Ruf, der darum aud
peute in unferer MWitte zu hoven 1ft.  Jn diefem Ruf ,Weehr Hetli-
gung” zu predigen, liegt der Vorwurf, daf died in der Vergangenheit
nicht zur Genlige gefdebhen jei.  Qutbher Hat in jeinen Soburger Pre-
digten eben diefen Vorwurf der Shwdrmer zuriidvetfen miiffen, dah
die RQutheraner ,nidhts mebhr wiffen gu lehren und zu predigen, denn
pom Glauben, ald Hefen wir die Lehre von guten LWerfen und dem
heiligen Kreuz und Letden aufen” (&t. & XII, 1328). Mian ver-
fennt, daf die Predigt der Nedtfertigung die der Hetligung niemalsd
audjdlielt, daf im Gegenteil aber die bloge Heiligungsdpredigt die
Predigt der Redtfertigung audi@liet. Darum ninumt e8 unsd aud
nidht wunder, im Concordia Monthly, o auf die Bermijdhung von
Gefes und Cvangelium Hingewiefen worden war, zu lefen: “The
most alarming thing, that I have noticed in sermons, is the in-
fluence of Calvinism. . . . Not that it is to be found so much in
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preaching that which is false in a direct way, but rather in omit-
ting that which should be brought out. For example preaching
sanctification without preceding justification, ignoring objective
justification, not recognizing the fact that the Holy Spirit works
only through the means of grace etc.” (C. Th. M. 1933, 921).

Wenn unfere Befenninididriften erflaren, dap die Kivdhe mit
Diefer Rehre jteht und fallt, jo wollen jie nidhts andered jagen, als
dafy Die Stirche gegritndet it auf diefe KRehre, auf den Grund der
Apojtel und VBropheten, da Jejus Chriftug der Cctitein ijt: ,Einen
andern Grund fann niemand legen aufer demt, der gelegt ijt, welder
it Jefus Chriftus.”  Auf diefen Grund Hat Ruther als ein vetjer
Baumeifter die Qirche der Reformation aufgebaut und fanun uns
darum jagen, wasd die firde ift. G in gewundenen Erildrungen
tut er das.  ,Denn e3 weif, Gott Lob, ein Kind von jteben JFabhren,
mas die Kirdhe jet, namlich die Heiligen Gldubigen und die Sddflein,
die ifres Hirten Stimme horen. Denn alfo beten die Rinder: I
gldube eine Beilige driftlihe Kirde” (V. 324).  Jn eben derjelben
Wetfe jagt uns dad Augsburgiiche Befenninis, daf die Kirche ,die
LVerfommlung aller Gldubigen ijt, bet welden das Evangelium rein
gepredigt und die Heiligen Saframente lout des Evangelii gereidt
merden” (We. 40).  Und unfere Synodalbdter haben ohne Ausnahme
gelehrt, daf die driftliche Rirdge die Gefamthett der Hetligen 1t
Snfolgedeffen lehrten fie aud) mit Quiher und den Befenntnisjdriften,
dafy die firde ein getjtlich Reich fet, ob wir nun von der Kivche Hier
auf Grden oder tm Himmel fprechen. A3 getjtliches Neid) fei fie
aucdh) unfichtbar, und hievan haben jie gegen alle Jrrlehrer, die da be-
haupteten und. behaupten, die Kivche jet jichtbar, fejtgehalten. Audh
mwo unjere Vater von der wahren {ihtbaren Kivhe veden, halten fie
an dem Wefen der Kirdhe als etner unjidhtbaren feit.

Qehren wir Heute anderd von der Rirdhe?! So wenig ivie wiv
ander§ von der Redtfertigung des Simders lehren wollen, jo wenig
anderd von Dder Kirdje. E8 drangen fih un3d aber Vorjtellungen
auf, die niht bon unferen Vatern Herrithren, jondern aud dem Lager
romifdher und reformierter Rreife fommen. Nach der Lehre diefer
Detden Rivdhen it die Kirde ein jidhtbares Reid) und befonders nad
reformierter Qehre ein Teil der menfdhlichen Gefelljdhaft, ein Com-
monwealth, ein driftlides Gemeinivefen, ein [onigreid), auis engjte
mit der menjchlichen Gefelljdhaft bermadyien, fo daf das Bejtreben der
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Ehriftenpeit jein muf, Staat und Kivdje zu einer Einbeit zu gejtalten.
Die Kircdhe 1jt die Seele ded Staated und des Volfes.

Die Rirdhe, die nad) der Sdrift in der Emigteit beheimatet ijt,
wird in den gefelljhaftlichen Organidmus eingegliedert. Damit
verfiert fie 1thr Wejen als geiftliches, unjichtbares Himmelveih und
Retd) Gotted und wird in ein fidhtbared Reich verrvandelt, dad dem
Taujendjdhrigen Reid) der Schmdrmer zum Verwedieln ahnlich ift.
Die Kirdhe wird nicdht nur alsd WPutter der Glaubigen, jondern aud
alg Mutter des menfchlichen Fovtichritts angefehen. Su ihr gehoren
alle die, die mehr oder weniger unter dem Cinfluf eines Evange-
lumsg jind, das nidht mebhr unfer altes Coangelium ijt, fondern ein
neues, dag ,Social Gospel”. Durd) jold) ein Social Gospel wird
nidht nur das Wejen des Staates, jondern aud) das Wefen der Kivche
vollig berfannt. Daf der Staat feine eigenen Ordnungen und Ge-
fege Dat, dle wir als Sdopjungs- und ErhaltungSordnungen be-
seidnen gegeniiber den getjtlidien Ordnungen der Kirvche wird vollig
aufer adt gelajfen.  3wet wefendveridhiedene Reiche werden einfad)
mitetnander vermwedhielt und die reine Predigt von Gefes und Ehan-
geltum gefahrdet.  Wir alle fennen diefe Gefabhr.

Cine RKivdje, die bon einem jolden Cpangelium lebt, wird
die Rehre bon Dden leBten Dingen nidht fithren. Jhr Cvangelium
von Jefu Ehrifto das Bitrgervedht im Himmel jichert. Kurz gejagt
iird diefe Rircdhe mit threm falihen Changelium nichts bon civiger
Crldjung und emwiger Verdammmis wiffen wollen. DeSmwegen ber-
wirft aud) unjer BVefenninis die Wiedertdufer, ,jo lehren, dafy die
Leufel und verdammte Veenjdhen nidht ewige Vein und Qual Haben
werden”, wie aud) ,etliche jitdifche Lehrer, die fich) auch jeBund er-
augen, dap vbor der Auferjtehung der Todten eitel Heilige, fromume
ein weltlihy Meidh Haben und alle gottlofen vertilgen werden”
(e 43). Dag ,Social Gospel” mit fetner Hoffmung auf ein mwelt-
[id) Peich hat mit diefer jlidifden Lehre mandhes gemein. Bwijden
der Lehre von einem Taufendjdhrigen Reid) der Schmdrmer und
etner neuen LWeltordnung ijt fein grofer Unterjdhied.

Unjere Vater haben trof aller faligen Lehren der Seften an
der biblifdgen LQebhre von Himmel und Holle feftgehalten und jie aud)
gelehrt und gepredigt.  Sie jagen: ,So gewi die Shrift eine emwige
Celigfeit lehrt, jo gewif lehrt jie aud) eine emige Verdammmis. Und
mwenn wir die Lehre, daf e eine ewige Verdanumnis gibt, preidgeben,
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dann fallt aud) die Lehre bon der ewigen Seligfeit hin.” (S. B. Jebr.
1904, 64).

Steben wir Heute nidht in der Gefahr, etrad von diefer Lehre
preizzugeben?!  LWas die Lehre vom Himmel und der emwigen Selig-
feit anbelangt, jo Haben wir uns wobl zu hitten, dak wir fie nidt
mit der modernen Lehre von einem Diedfeitsveic) vertwechieln, die
uns von einer ewigen Seligteit nidhtsd zu fagen Hat. Das ,Social
Gospel”, bag mit Stedht al8 ein ,mundane Gospel”, al8 ein rein
weltlides Cvangelium bezetchnet tworden ift, wird 1unsd dad Crbe
dber getjtlicien Giiter, das 1umg durd) die VerheiBung gegeben morden
it (Gal. 3, 18) und dasd als dad ,unverganglidhe und unbeflectte und
unveriveltlicge €rbe behalten wird tm Himmel” (1 Vetr. 1, 4) per-
geffen. madjen. Dad ,Social Gospel” rvedet nidht germe bon Dder
Herrlichtett, die einft an und joll offenbar erden, o wenig wie e3
pon Ddiefer Heit Leiden germe vedet. Lebtere werden befeitigt jein,
wenn Jid) erjt die fozialen Grumdjdke Ddiefer modernen Neligion
ourdhgefebt und wiv Hier jdhon ,a celestial civilization on earth”,
den Oimumel auf Erden Hhaben, erjtere, die Hervlichfeit desd Himmels,.
wird dann nidgt mehr notwendig jetn. .

ud) wad die Lehre von der Holle anbelangt, jo wird Hieritber
immer weniger gepredigf. Aud) Dbeginnt man, einer flaven umd
feftenn ntiwort auf die Frage ,G&ibt ed eine Holle” qudzumeichen
und Sdriffividriged hieriiber zu jdhretben. So wird der Lutheran,
das Blatt der Vereinigten Quthertichen Kivche, bom ,Lutheraner” vie
folgt sittert: ,Mad) der moralijthen Ordnung eined liebevollen Gotted
aber ditrfen ir hoffen, daf zulest Barmberzigteit obwalten werde. -
Die Strafe mag jur Befjerung fithren (Retribution may give way to
reformation) ; die Gervedhtigteit mag der Bavrmberzigleit Rawm geben.
Wir midhten glauben, dafy die gittlidhe Liebe in Civigfeit trivmyphie-
ren werde. Wir befinden und tn den Handen eined allweifen, all-
gnadigen Gotted tn Ehrijto, unjerm Heiland-NRidhter.” (1941, 196.)
Wo o gelehrt wird, da verfennt man bollig, daf ,die Shriftlehre
bon der Eigfeit, bon der Hollenjtrafe, dad Gefets tn jeiner auferiten
- Qraft ijt”, dafy fie ,die Simden in ihren lebfen Folgen, den grim-
migen Flud) desd Heiligen Gotted fiber alle Bosheit der WVenjdjen
offenbart.”  Wo darum die Hollenitrafen nicht mehr gepredigt mwer-
dert, Da wird dad Gefes aud) nidht mehr vedht gepredigt. Weil dasd
Social Gospel diefe Predigt unterldht, ift mit Redit von ihm gejaat
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mworden: ,It minimizes and even denies the origin and cause of
all social evil: sin” (Q. &. 1935, 246).

Wir wollen nidht verfennen, daf diefe Gefebedpredigt aucd) in
unferer Mitte tm Abnehmen begriffen ift. Wo aber eine joldhe Ge-
fehespredigt darmiederliegt, da wird und in eben dem PlaBe Had
Coangelium nidht mehr teuer und wert fein. Kehren dod) unfere
Befenntnisihriften bom Evangelio ald bon der Lehre, die da lehret,
ipte man bor Gott und im Gewiffen von der Siinde, Holle, dem
Teufel erldjet wird” (Wi 216). Wad wollen wir aber mit einem
Cpangelium anfangen, dasd Eridjung bon Simde, Holle und Teufel
fehrt, wenn wir der Lehre von der Holle in unjern Vredigten fmmer
mwentger Raum gewdhren. Gar Teufel und Holle leugnen — aud
das gehort {chon sum guten Lon unter utherijchen Theologen — und
Qaten ¢!

Ale Locferungen in den oben angefithrien Lehren jind dediwegen
bont fo groBer Tragiveite, fweil die Lehre der Kirche nidht allein fiiv
i) Dejteht, jomdern in die PVraris, in die Tatigfeit der Rirdje iiber-
gefithrt wird und die Vrapts der Kirde bedingt (val. F. Wieper, Un-
jere Stellung in Lehre und Praxis, Ste. 42). Wo darum Loderun-
gen in der Qebre einer Rivdje feftgeftellt werden mitfien, da find aud
Qocterungen i der Vraxid unausdbleiblid.

IB

€3 diirfte angebradyt erfdeinen, bet unjerer Betradhtung der
Qocterungen in der Praris unjerer Qirdje einen dreitfaden Sejidhts-
punft etngunehmen: Die BVraxid unferer Rirdhe der LWelt gegeniiber;
die Praris unjerer Kirde in ihrem Verhaltnisd zu den andern luthe-
rifden Qirdentorpern unfers Landed und die Prayid unjerer Ge-
metnden in threm Werhaltnid zuetnander mwie aucd) der Glieder der
etnzelnen Gemeinde zueinander.

Lon nidt geringer Widhtigtett 1jt die Prapid der Kircdhe der
Welt gegendtber. Man Eonnte wohl die Frage ftellen, ob die Kirde
als die Gemeinde der Heiligen irgendeine Beztehung sur argen und
bofen Welt Hat. Sagt und dod) Gottes Wort: ,Dabt nicht ieb
Die Welt nod) was in der Welt ift” — und dennod) jind wir ald
Qirdhe nicht nur in der Welt, fondern wir Haben aud) eine gang be-
jftimmte - Yufgabe an der Welt. Die Rirdhe joll der unglaubigen
Welt das Epangelium predigen. Denn Ehriftus it die Ver{dhnung
nidt alletn fitv unfere Siinden, jondern aud) fitr der ganzen Welt
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Giinde (1. Joh. 2, 2), und Sott hat feinen Sohn nidht gefandt in die
TWelt, dafy er die Welt richte, jondern daf die Welt durd) ihn felig
mwerde (Jph. 3, 17; 12, 47). Mit anderen Worten: Evangelijche
Braxisd jorgt nidt nur fiir die Predigt ded Evangeliums in der eige-
nen. Gemetnde, fondern aud) fiir die Mifjionspredigt. Peifjtonsarbeit
it ein wefentliches Stict der ebangelijhen Brayis (Viatth. 24, 22;
Deart. 13, 20).

Die Qirche treibt ebenfalld Viiifion durd) ihr gottwohlgefalliges
Lebent, wodurd) jie fich vor der Welt audzeichnet. Sie predigt nicht
nur die frete Gnade Gottes und rithmt i) nidht nur diefer Gnade,
Jondern fie ei, da die Heiljame Gnade, die allen WMenjhen er-
jtenen 1jt, ung 3iichtigt, dak wir jollen berleugnen dad ungoitliche
Wefen und die weltlichen Qiifte, und ziihtig, geredht und gottielig
leben in diefer Welt (Tit. 2, 12). Eine Gemeinde, die auf Jucht
im eben {ieht, treibt Miifjion.

Sephort zu der Tatigleit der Gemeinde der Welt gegenitber nod
mehr al8 eben die Predigt, jagen wir die Witijtonspredigt, und dasd
gottimo hlgefallige Qeben der Chriften als Frudt de8 Glaubens? Hat
die Rirde aud) etne Aufgabe an der Welt, jofern diefe innerhalb der
Ordnungen Gotted, der Familie, ded Volfed und ded Staated ihr
Dafein fithrt? Gebhort ed zur firdliden Prapis, dad Familien-,
Bolts- und Staatdleben zu erhalten? Gehort es zu threr Praxis,
joziale Ordmungen aufzuftellen und fiir dad Wohl des Gemeiniwejens
@orge 3u fragen? Wiirden wir dieje Fragen bejahen, dann wiirden
it auf dad Jtetn der Schrift, Quthers und unjerer Befenninisidrif-
ten jtoBen.  Wollten wir aber ja jagen, wo die Sdrift und die Vater
nein gefagt haben, da wiirden wir die Ordnung Gottes umitofen und
eine Jteuordnung aufitellen wollen. Wir iviirden die natiirfide
Crfenntnis, die die Menfdhen bon Sott und dem Gejets Haben, ent-
mmeder niht anerfennen oder ald ungeniigend fiirs bitrgerlidhe Leben
erflaven. 2Wir wilrden audy behaupten, daf e feine bitrgerliche Ge-
recdhtigtett unter den Wenfjdhen und Wolfern gebe, die zu ihrer jeit-
lden Erhaltung dienen famn. Ja, wir wicden behaupten, daf die
Crhaltung der Welt nicht in den eriten Wrtifel hineingehore, jondern
in den 3ivetfen und dritten, die bon dem Reidhe Gotted handeln. Died
und o manded andere S@riftmidrige fwiirden wir behaupten und
die Praxis unferer Kirdje der Welt gegenitber untergraben. Und
weil wir Deute diefe Gedanfen nidht mebhr mit einem entfdhiedenen
Peein ablehnen, droht unjerer Vraxis der Welt gegeniiber die SGefahr
der Qoderung.
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Diefe Gefahr wird bor allem dort offenbar, wo aud) unter uns
bont der Herftellung einer newen Weltordnung die Rede ift und Aus-
dritcfe gebraudht iwerden ivie ,Social rehabilitation”, ,A more
equitable society”, die natiielidh alle durd) dasd Evangelium herbor-
gerufen werden jollen. Dag Evangelium hat hiernad) eine zweifache
Auigabe: ein geijtliches und ein weltlihes Reid) zu jdhaffen. Da
aber in Wabhrheit durch die Predigt ded Coangeliumsd nur ein geijt-
[iched Neich gejdaffen wird, miifjen die BVefliriorter einer ,social
rehabilitation” ein andered Cbangelium predigen. Died andere
Epangelium 1jt dad jdhon erivahnte ,Social Gospel”, dag eine neue
Weltordnung Herborrufen will. Dad Blatt der Vereinigten Luihe-
rijden Kivdhe fragt: ,Is a passion for the social Gospel really in-
compatible with our Lutheran theology” (Theol. Luth. Ch. Quar-
terly, April 1940). nders gejagt: Dasd Cvangelium bon Jeju
Ehrifto und dag Social Gospel follen einander gleid) gefeht und aus
beiden ein Coangelium gemadyt werden, dad eine geijtliche Erivedung
und eine joziale Wiedergeburt in der Welt hervorrufen foll. ,Social
Rehabilitation” und ,Social Regeneration” find die Jielpunfte die-
fe8 neuen Cpangeliumg. Die durd) diejed Cbangelium ind Leben
- gerufene Kirche joll durd) ihr ,Social Gospel” den Menjden bon
beute, Deven Moral zerriittet ijt, Helfen. “As a matter of fact
people will never discover why they are living and where they are
going”’, jagt und dad Cresset, “until definite standards of morality
again become universally known and are adopted. The Church
is the only means in the present chaos which can affect such a
change” (Cress., Febr., 1941, 7). Diefe mderung wird nad) dem
American Lutheran darin bejtehen, daf “selfishness must give way
to altruism, egoism must be supplanted by a healthy interest in
one’s fellowmen, a selfcentered individualism must yield to a
socially-minded brotherliness” (A. L. XVIII, 2338). &ierauf
braudjen wir nady diefem eben gitierten Blatt nid)t warten wie auf
ein fernliegended Taujendjahriges Reic). Nein, diefed Reicd) joll,
enn e8 aud) nicht von Heut auf morgen bermwirtlicht wird, wenigitensd
in abfehbarver TFerne liegen (ibid. 2339). Hiir foldh zufiinftiged
Netd) haben wir unfere Hoffnungen niht nur auf unfer eigened
Vaterland su ridten. Das Blatt der American Lutheran Confer-
ence Dbelehrt 1um3 vielmehr, daf lutherifhe Shnoden im Verein mit
den groBen Weltfonferenzen folgende grofe Aufgabe fiir die aller-
nadjte Jufunft Haben: “The Lutheran Church in America may
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hold herself ready . .. to bring important contributions towards
building a new Europe. Let us prepare not only for the next
Lutheran World Convention but also for a new World Order”
(Journal of Theology of the American Lutheran Conference,
May, 1940, p. 351). Diefer Saty fpridht fiir {idh felbjt. €3 unter-
ftegt feinem Bieifel, daf dad Sdhmwergewicht der Aujgaben der
Qirdhen, die ein joldes Vrogramm Hhaben, hin zu dem DieSfeitigen
und Weltlihen neigt.  Dadurd) wird dad gepredigte Gefeh ein gang
andered, dadurd) wird dad gepredigte Ebangelium ein gang anderes,
dadurd) wird die PVravtd der lutherifden RKivche in unjerm Lande
etne gang andeve, eine reformierte.  Cine folde Wendumg droht aud
unjerer freuluthertihen Kirde.

Segeniitber einem jolden Aufgabentreid einer Rirche Haben wir
um jo mebr Naddrud aquf die sfumenifchen, weltweiten Beziehungen
der Ehrijten zu allen Hetligen und Glaubigen zu legen gemdl dem
Fort ded Abojtel Vaulusg: ,Ih Hhabe gehort bon dem Glauben bet
eud) an den Qerrn Jefud und von eurer Liebe zu allen Hetligen”
(€ph. 1, 15). Diefen weltveiten Sinn hat aud) die lutherijche
Qirdhe bon Anfang an gehabt, indem fie die Union mit allen Glau-
bigen gefucht BHat. Quther hat e getan, mwie und died die Ge- -
fdhichte Des Marburger Neligiondgeiprachesd begeugt, wo Luther er-
flarte: ,Auch i) begehre mit niemandem umeind zu fein” (Quth.
3, 76). Unjere BVater Haben {id) mit Quither aud) in diefem Stitc
eind gemwufgt: ,Jeder, der Gotted Wort von Hergen glaubt, ift unjer
Bruder in Ehrifto. . . . Iohten dod) die Ferjtreuten Rinder Gottes
su berzlicher Gemeinjdaft gebradht werden” (ibid. 82). Undrer-
feit§ haben Quther und unjere Vater den Unionidmus verworfen, detr
auf Sojten der Lehre und Prayid Vereintgung judte: ,Was joll man
nun mit jolden Qeuten . . . Handeln, die da meinen, Gottes Wort
fet ein Robhr, dad der Wind Hhin- und Herwerfe. . . . Die Heilige
driftliche Kivde 1t nidt ein RNohr nod) Sabhlpfenniq, nein, jie wantfet
nicht und gibt nidht nadh . . ., fondern jie ift, pridht St. Paulug
2. Zim. 3, 15, ein Pfetler umd Grundfejte der Wabhrheit” (ibid. 100).
Gegen fold) etne Unton waren aud) unjere BVater. Sie jtellten fidh
bon bornberetn unter den Grundiab: ,Die uthertjdhe Rirde madht
fetne Union; jie ijt die Union.” Nady diefem Grundiak Hat die treu-
(utherijde Kirche mit Sottes Gnade bi3 auf diefen Tag gehandelt.

Bejteht unfere firchliche Latigfeit noch) inumer darin, daf iwir
mit aller Rtebe und Aujrichtigfeit die Union mit denen fudjen, mit
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denent wir uns in Lehre und Vrarid einig wifjen, anderverfeitds aber
mit aller Entfdhiedenheit die Linion mit denen meiden, die nidht durd-
weg an Tutherijder Lehre und Vrarid fefthalten? Droht uns nidt
etnevieitd lieblofe Oleidhgiiltigteit, wo 3 fidh um Glaubensbruder-
fhaft mit treulutherifhen Rivdhen ded Jn- und Auslandes hHandelt?
Bet bielen finden wir wenig Liebe fiir dad Luithertum auferhaldb un-
fever nationalen Grengen.  LWir veden jo gern davon, daf die Kirche
international jet, bleiben aber tm Raum ded Jtationalen mit unferen
@onderintereffen jtecen.  Unfere Auslandsmiijion Dbemweift niht dad
Gegentetl. Hanbelt 3 fid) dod) bet diefer Frage nidht wm Wijjion,
fomdern wm die Qiebe, die wir zu allen Hetligen tm Jn- und Auslande
habenn follen. Der Weltfrieg lentt unjere Blide abernalsd auf die
treufutherticgen Fretfivden Curopas, die die eingige Briice jind, bie
flir ung bie Verbindung mit dem Lande der Reformation aufjredt=
erhalten. ber ie wenig Sinn und BVerfldndnis zeigen wir nidt
nur al8 Theologen, jondern aud) ald Laien fliv den Sambf, den diefe
tleinen Sirden und Gemeinden fir dad lautere Luthertum fithren.
Ste fampfen fiir unjere luthertide Kirdje in Dden erften FRetben.
Und wegen thred Kampfesd find jie €3, die nody mit aller Liebe und
allem €ifer fiiv dad Luthertum der Vater einftehen. Aber felbit mo
unfere QandeSgrenzen und nidt von unferen Britdern trennen, Halten
it das LWort del Apojtels, dad bon der Liebe ju allen Hetligen vedet,
3u wenig ein.  Wird dod) diefe Liebe gar zu oft unter denen, die jich
Briiver nennen und jind, verleft und die BVruderidaft aufs emyp-
findlidyite gefahroet.

Diefe Lebe gu den Britdern Hhaben wir wabrlich nidht su ver-
mwed)jeln mit der KLiebe zu einer falfhen Union, zum Unionidmus.
Wer aud) nur in etiwad die Vereinigungdberhandlungen der (utheri-
fgen Shnoden unjeres Landed verfolgt hat, weth, weld) unioniftiide
Grundjage und Gedanfen in unjerer Wiitte bereitd eingedrungen jind.
Diefe Gedanten laufen jogar darauf hinaus, daf feine wefentlichen
Unteridhiede zwifden den lutherijden Rirden Ymerifasd bejtehen, da
fie ja dod) alle dag Epangelium predigen und dasdfelbe glauben. Wian
meint jogar, daf die Qampfe, die unfere Vater um die veine Lehre
gefiibrt haben, nur Sdranfen zwijden den eingelnen Synoden er-
ridtet hatten. Demgegeniiber fei e3 Heute unfere ufgabe, ung den
grofen und umfaffenden Aufgaben der Rirdhen hingugeben, die Welt
aud threm Chans, d. §. threr politijhen und joztalen Not Herausdzu-
heben, und eine Dbejfere Beit fitr die Welt Derbeizufithren. Died
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fonne jedod) nid)t nur eine oder die andere RKirdje bewertitelligen,
alletn die Vereitnigung der Kivdhen Diete die Gemdhr fiir ein fold)
groes Werf. Social Gospel und Unionismus gehen in der Tat
Hand in Hand. Wir jagten, jold) unionijtifhe Gedantengdnge
drofen in unfere Wiitte eimgudringen und fich fejtzufegen. Handelt
e8 i) bet joldjen Ubtrrungen um boritbergehende Erjdheinungen,
die durdy BVelehrung und Crmahnung itberipunden werden fonunen,
dannt haben wir fein Nedht, bon JLoderungen in der Prapisd zu jpre-
den.  Wir Hhaben tmmer vieder zwijden ,Jrren” und ,im Jrrium
bleiben” zu untferfdeiden (L. . 14, 67). Wo aber 1 jolden Fal-
len die britderliche Crmahmumg ausbleibt und die Lehraudht ausiest,
ba mitffen wir bon Qoderumgen in Lehre und Praxis reden. Und
d1ed 1t unfere Gefabhr. .

Darum etn Wort {iber die firdhlihe Praxi8 in unjerer eigenen
Mitte.  Auch Hier gilt das Wort ded Wpoijteld tm Epheferbrief bon
Der Riebe zu allen Qetligen. Vorausfebung fiir eine evangelijde
PBrarts zwijden den Gemeinden unjerer Shnode ijt die Liebe, die jie
zueinander haben. Sind jie dod) sujammengehalten durd) dad Band
Der Qiebe und des Friedens. Sollen jie aber auf die Dauer in diefer
Einigfeit bleiben, dann miiffen jie die britderliche Gemeinfdhaft pile-
gen und {ich) gegenfeitig evmahnen und belehren. Died gefdhieht u. a.
durd) die BVifitation.

Die BVijitation ijt nicdht von Sotted Wort geboten und verordnet.
1nd doc) haben ir jowohl im Ulten tvie im Neuen Teftament man-
hes Vorbild fiir unfere Heutige Vifitation (2. Chron. 17, 7-10; Ap.
9, 32; 8, 14-17; 15, 36; 18, 23). Wie LQuther die Vifitation ein-
gefiibrt und beflirvortet Hat, ift und allen befannt. Dodh fet ein
furzes Wort Quthers iiber die Vijttation Hier angefithrt: ,Denn wer
fann evzabhlen, wie nitge und not joldy Wmt in der Ehrijtenhett fei.
Ym Sdaden mag man’8 merfen, der daraud gefommen ift, feit der
Beit es gefallen unbd verfehrt ift. it dod) feine Lehre nod) Stand
redht oder rein geblieben, jombdern dagegen joviel greuliche Rotten
und Seften aufgefommen” (St Loui8 X, 1631). Nidht weniger
widtig it da8 Gelobnid in der Worrede um Konfordienbuch.
Dies modte i) in englifdher Ttberfeung dorlefen, um e3 aud) denen
ndber 3u bringen, die mit dem etivad fomplizierten Sagbau Shmie-
rigfeiten haben diirften: “Besides, having made known our ob-
jects, we will also earnestly apply ourselves with great strictness
and the most ardent zeal to the defense of this work of concord,
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by diligent visitation of the churches and schools in our realms,
oversight of printing offices and other salutary means according
to occasions and circumstances which may be offered to ourselves
and others. We will also take pains, if either controversies al-
ready composed should be renewed or new controversies concern-
ing religion should arise, to remove and settle them betimes for
the purpose of avoiding offense, without long and dangerous di-
gressions.” (Trigl. 25).

Gowohl unjere Sdhmejteriynode mwie aud) unfere Wisconfin-
Gynode haben gletd) bet threr Grimdung die Rirdenvifitation einge-
figrt.  Beadhtendmert find die Worte, die der erjte Synodalbericht
ded Joma Diftrifts Hieriiber enthalt. ,Jebt 1jt ed eit, daf wir
folhe Injtitute fefthalten, damit fie da {ind, wenn einmal falide Sei-
fter 11 eingeidlichen haben. Denn joldhe Ordnungen jind nidt fiir
die Eifrigen, die Tag und Nadt auf thren {nien liegen, daf fie freu
erfunden mwerden, fondern fiir die, weldhe miide und matt werden in
Qehren, Wadjen, Beten und Foriden. Der Teufel fann und das
ganze Lidt wieder ausblafen und aus der Cintgfeit fann eine jolde
babylonijhe BVermirrung werden, daf wir und entieBen. Darum
milffen wir alled tun, damit jolder Sefahr gemwehrt werde” (S. B.
1900, LI 66). JIn der Folgeseit ift letder aud der BVifitation bei
ung eine Unterfudjung geworden. Die Folge hierbon it je longer
e mehr die, daf unfere Gemeinden nicht mehr bifttiert fein wollen.
Dod) welden Gefahren Synoden und Gemeinden auSgefest jind, die
die Bijitation nidt itben, jefen wir an den Shnoden unferes Jandes,
die jid) evangelijdy-luthertich nennen, und dod) dem Eindringen fal-
{her Lebhre und Vraytd nidt Einbhalt gebieten fonnen. Diefe Er-
feinung war jdon unjeren Vatern eine ernjte Mahnung, die Vijita-
tHon nicht gering su adten. Sie erfannten, daf darausd der Shnode
ein unendlicher ©dhade ertadhien wiirde. Unter diejem Sdhaden lei-
den wir Heute. Der eigentliche Sdhade liegt aber nidt darin, daf
unjere Vijitation u einer Unterfudung gemworden ijt.  Gehoren dod
Unterfudungen al8 folde zu den Tatigteiten einer jeden Shnode und
Qirde.  Der eigentlidhe Sdhade liegt in dem Wangel an britderficher
Qiebe, der {ic) 3. B. in der unbritderlichen und gefeplicgen Form
der Wifitation duBert. Unbritderligfeit und Gejeplidhfeit Haben
immer inieder den Bwed der Vifitation vereitelf. Wenn irgendmo,
dann mufp in der Vijitation die Liebe sum Wort und zueinander den
Ausihlag geben. Dann erft fann die Vifitation von grofem Segen
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fein.  Wo aber diefe Liebe nidht ift, da wird die Vifttation thren ur-
iprimglichen evangelijen Chavafter berlieren, und als jolde wird
fie beziv. das Fehlen der Vifitation u einem Gradmeffer fitr das
Tebhlen der erften Liebe.

Jm gleidhen Mafe gilt das joeben Gejagte bon dem BVerhdltnis
der Olieder etner eingelnen Gemeinde zueinander. Sie jollen dem
Worte deS Apojtels gemdf untereinander untertan fein in der Furdi
®ottes, gemeinjam zu priifen, wasd da jei wobhlgefallig dem Herrn
(€ph. 5, 10), fich Jelbft alle Tage ermahnen, jolange es Heute Heift
(Hebr. 3, 13), aud) nidht Semeinjdhaft haben mit den unfruditbaren
Werfen der Finjternid; fie aber vielmehr jtrafen (€ph. 5, 11). Diesd
alles jollen Genteindeglieder untereinander tum, um an fich felber
und an ihren Mitdrijten Sudht zu iiben, jo daf einer den andern
bauet, wodurd) die gange Gemeinde erbauet wird (1 Thejj. 5, 11).
Diefer Dienjt der Ehrijften aneinander gejthieht fraft des Amtes der
Gnlijjel.  ,Die Sdlijjel und Gewalt St. Peter's ijt”, um mit
Quther zu veden, ,nidht eine Gemwalt, jondern ein Dienjt; und die
Solitfjel nidht St. PVetrus, jondern dir und mir gegeben; dein und
mein jind die Shlitjjel. . . . Denn dieje Gemalt, die Simde Fu ber-
geben, 1ft nichts anders, denn dafy ein Priejter, ja, jo ed noth ijt, ein
jealicher Ehrijtenmenich) mag zu dem andern jagen . . .: Sel getrojt,
dir {ind deine Simden vbergeben” (St. . X, 1239. 1243). Weldjen
Gebraud) maden wir heute al8 Gemeinde oder al8 Ehriften bon die-
fer Derrlichen Gemwalt? JIn einem Synodalberidht der Nebrasta
@ynode pom Jahre 1906 lefen wir: ,Wir- gehen jeht einem Wandel
entgegen, der efivad mit jenem pietiftijen Wefen zu tun Hat oder
thm abnlich ift.  Vean fangt an, der Lehraudyt itberdritfiig u werden.
Dag wird Jih bald auf die Rirdenzudt erjtreden” (S. 11). Died
heipt nichts anderes, jo modhten wir Hhingufiigen, ald daf {ich dad
Band der Liebe zwifdhen den einzelnen Chriften in unjeren Gemein-
den lodert. Unfere Gemeindeglieder jtehen einander nicht mehr bet
mit dem Wort bon Dder Vergebung der Simde. Sie madhen nidt
mehr Gebraud) bon ihrem Redit und ihrer Freiheit, daf, wo zwei
oder dret verjammelt find in Chriftt Namen, daf fie fid) unterein-
ander Trojt und Vergebung der Sitnden ufpreden. JIm Gegenteil
etne Giinde, die ein eingelned Gemeindeglied begangen hat und die
berborgen bleiben fomnte und follte, wird der Welt zuerft befannt,
und fein Mitdrijt denft davan, dem irrenden Bruder zu helfen. Die
Qebhrieite diefes traurigen Bildes ijt die, dafy Jelbit der irrende Bruder
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feinen Trojt und feine Hilfe bei jeinem Seeljorger und Ditdrijten
fucht.

Wohl wifjen wir, daf diejed Redht bon den einzelnen Gemeinde-
gliedbern nidt willfinelid) gebraudyt werden foll, daf ihnen die
Sffentltde Ausiibung diejes Redted der Drdomumg Halber nidht
gejtattet 1jt, daly vielmehr dem Vrediger von der Genteinde und damit
aud) pon dem eingelnen Gemeindeglied diefed Redht itbertragen wivd.
Dasg andert aber nidhtd an dem Wefen diefes Amtes. Audy wo e3
dem Pajtor itbertragen iit, fragt €8 jich, ob dad Wort bon der Ver-
gebung demt frrenden Bruder gebracht wird, ob geftraft, ermahnt und
getrojtet wird. Dad gefhieht dort nidht, wo {ich die Gemeinde nidht
mehr beupt ijt, weldhes NRedht jie ihrem Pajtor iibertragen Hat.
Sonit witrden unjere €hrijten threm Vajtor in diefermn Stitd mehr zur
Ceite jtehen und thm Helfen, dem trrenden Bruder nadzugehen. Dah
die LQehre pon Dem Amt der Shlitfjel in Wergeiienbeit gerdt, hat zur
golge, dafs bie Beidite in dielen unferer Gemeinden villig darnieder-
liegt. Die AbendmabhlBanmeldung ihred jeeljorgerijden Eharatters
enttletdet 1ft ein flaglider Eriah der eigentlichen Beidite, in weldher
Form diefe qud) tmmer gehandhabt werden mag. KRommt nod) Hin-
3u, daj man Hie und da ganz von der Unmeldung zum Abendmabhl
abftebt und {ich dadurc) des lelten Mittels zur Seeljovge beraubt.
Wird gar nod) ein unbupfertiged Gemeindeglied von einem andern
[uthertjdhen PVajtor zum Abendmah!l zugelaijen, dann wird die redyte
Sandhabung bde3 Amted der SGlitffel ganzlidh miBadtet, die
Wertjagung der unbergleidhlichen Gabe der Vergebung der Siinden
in der Abjolution fritt tmmer mebhr guritd und die Lehre bon der
Redtfertigung ded Simbders wird ernjtlich gefahrdet.

Jn der Tat, wo Loderungen tn der Lehre einer Rivde feftgeftellt
merden miiffen, da find aud) Locferungen in der Praxid unausdbleib-
[id), und wo umgetehrt Locerungen in der Praxis etner Kivche feit-
geftellt erden, da fonnen wir bon einer ernjten Gefdhrdoung der
Nehre, wenn nidt gar von Loderungen in der Lehre jpredhen.

B. Peters.
(Fortfepung folgt)



INVOCAVIT
TEXT: John 2:13-22

Beloved in Christ!

Twice during His public ministry the Lord performed the work
recorded for us in the text just read. Both times it was during the
same festival, the Passover. The first time it was during the first
Passover which the Lord observed in Jerusalem after entering His
public ministry. The second time it was at the last Passover for
which the Lord journeyed to Jerusalem, shortly before His Passion.
But is this occurrence and this work important and significant enough
for us to make it the subject of a Sunday discourse? Certainly. That
this deed was important, and that it contains much that is instructive
for us, we may conclude from this fact alone: the Lord performed it
twice. Its importance is likewise attested by the fact that it was
an act to which the Scriptures in prophecy expressly referred in the
words: “The zeal of thine house hath eaten me up.”That came to the
disciples’ minds at once. They surely gave the matter further thought
and made it the subject of earnest consideration. Let that be the case

ith us too. We shall turn our devout attention to the subject which
stands out prominently in today’s Gospel:

JESUS’ ZEAL FOR THE HOUSE OF GOD

Let us see:
1. The deed through which-He revealed His zeal;

2. The miracle through which He demonstrated His authority
for such an act of zeal.

I

The deed through which He revealed His zeal.

What was it that aroused the zeal of the Lord to perform that
work? What was the provocation, so that the zeal which burned
like a consuming fire in the Savior’s heart revealed itself in action?
On this our text says: “And the Jews Passover was at hand, and
Jesus went up to Jerusalem, and found in the temple those that sold
oxen and sheep and doves and the changers of money sitting.” These
words picture to us an abominable evil and an offensive abuse which
had intruded the Temple at Jerusalem, especially at the time of the
Passover. Under the Old Dispensation, as you know, all kinds of
animals were sacrificed: oxen, sheep, doves. The man who did not
own such animals, or the man who could not bring the animals to
Jerusalem, because, for instance, he came a great distance for the
Passover celebration — such a man had to buy them. Herein the
mammon-minded Jews saw their opportunity. They brought all kinds
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of cattle proper for sacrifice to the Temple site, ves, even into the
Court- of the Gentiles, and offered them for sale. They set up a
regular cattle-market there. But, as already stated, Jews from the
distant lands came, particularly for the Passover. But their money
was not valid for the ordinary business transaction. In order to buy
they had to change their money. Again the mammon-servers turned
this to their advantage. Money-changers, whom we today would call
bankers, set up their tables in the Temple and so made the Court of
the Temple a regular money-market. Those were the evils and
offenses which aroused the zeal of Jesus to perform the deed recorded
in our text.

Should we not, at hearing this, first of all say with satisfaction
and gratitude: Thank God, such evils do not exist among us! Our
dear Savior can enter this, our beloved house of God at any time,
and He will not find men sitting who offer oxen or anything else for
sale, and no money-changers sitting at their tables with their coins-
piled up before them, and engaged in counting, figuring, and calculating
their profits. — Now, this much is certain: the Savior has today
entered this our house of God and is now present. There is no
doubt of that, for He has promised us: “Where two or three are
gathered in My name, there am I in the midst of them.” He is present
here, that is certain, though we do not, of course, see Him with
bodily eyes. And alas! it is only too true, that though we see here
no tables of vendors and money-changers with our bodily eyes, still
the Savior, who is present here and looks on with eyes which see
everything and search the hearts, can find, even today, as so often in -
the past, such sitting in the house of God who offer things for sale,
and dicker, and figure and count, and think about profits, business
deals, and earnings. They do all these things in their hearts. They
are full of material thoughts and cares, even while they are sitting
within ear-reach of the Word. I would not presume to say that this
is the sad, woeful condition of many, but the Savior Himself told us
that only last Sunday. He said that He is a sower who goes out to
scatter His seed, and that a good share of the seed falls among the
thorns, i. e. is lost through the cares of this world. According to
that the saddening fact is only too firmly established, that many a
man, even while the saving Word is being preached, is dealing and
dickering in his heart and is absorbed in mammon, earnings, and
profits, instead of receiving the Word with an eager zeal. — We
had to recall this to mind, dear friends, that we might not be self-
satisfied and think the Lord could find no provocation in us, to per-
form such an act of zeal as He did in our text.

Now we look at the deed through which the Lord revealed His
zeal. — Here is the description of it: “And when he had made a
scourge of small cords, he drove them all out of the temple, and the
sheep, and the oxen; and poured out the changers’ money, and over-
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threw the tables; and said unto them that sold doves, Take these
things hence.” It was, to put it briefly, a purification of the Temple.
The Lord removed the things that did not belong in the Temple,
which were, in fact, a scandal openly tolerated there. And the Lord
did that in a painfully emphatic way. He drove the dealers and
money-changers out with the scourge. The man who did not, in
alarm, take to his heels felt the lash of the scourge. Jesus would
not have spared anyone. In His zeal He would not have hesitated to
inflict the sting of the scourge on him who did not give way. The
important thing for Him, however, was not to inflict bodily pain.
His aim was spiritual. He aimed to cut their souls to the quick
and to inflict pain on their hearts, those earthly hearts with their
greed for mammon. He did it, too, not only by telling these money-
crazy people: Take these tables with the doves away! — thus putting
an end to their profits, but also by overthrowing the money changers’
tables and pouring out their money, which represented the profits
already made. How that must have hurt those money-loving souls,
that the Lord dealt thus with their Mammon. To this I hasten to
add: if one or the other of them had turned this hurt to good account,
if they had realized that they as the real desecrators of the Temple
had such a hurt coming to them, how much good that would have
done them! We shall see that later on.

Now we go back to the truth that even in our day, sad to say,
our Lord finds similar people in the house of God, in the beloved
Church in which His Word is preached. They are the people who
sit within ear’s reach of the precious Gospel and yet in their hearts
are carrying on business transactions, are handling money and have
their minds on it. Their doings are invisible to human eyes, but
perfectly visible to His eyes. — Does the Lord in His zeal still perform
the kind of deed we just now heard about? Most certainly He does!
Very often, in fact! When a Christian sits in the beloved house of
God and during the preaching of the Gospel of Christ turns business,
work, and money over and over in his mind — mark it, this is the
Old Man in that Christian. This Old Man must go. But insofar as
he is a new man, that same Christian is to remain seated in the house
of God. That is the mark of the new man in him, his delight in the
Gospel. — Now the Lord acts in line with this purpose, as He did in
the Temple. He takes the scourge which He need not first weave,
but which is already woven. That scourge is the Law in all its
severity, and the commandment of God with its demands, penalties,
and threats. Remember the Sabbath Day to keep it holy! That
means, thou shalt not despise preaching and His Word, but hold it
sacred and gladly hear and learn it! In that way Jesus wields the
scourge and drives out the Old Adam who with his thoughts of busi-
ness and every-day affairs, of money and goods, is doing that which
God condemns, namely, despising and desecrating preaching and His
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Word. — And the pouring out of the money-changers’ money and the
overturning of their tables — Jesus does that in His own way even
today. He says to the servant of mammon: “What is a man
profited, if he shall gain the whole world and lose his own soul?”
Truly, for those who set their hearts on money and earthly things and

because of that do not receive the Word — truly, they have their
tables upset and their money poured out, i. e. they are shown that
their course spells eternal doom. — In the most powerful way, too,

does Jesus in our day say to those who think of business and profits
even in the house of God: Take these things hence! Put them away
from you at once! He reminds them of the fact that sooner or
later they themselves will be taken away from the treasure they
have stored up. He reminds them: “Thou fool, this night thy soul
shall be required of thee: Then whose shall those things be, which
thou hast provided?” That is the kind of purification of the Temple
which the Lord performs now. And how good it would be, if the
result reported in the Gospel-lesson would take place every Sunday:
And He drove them all out, the vendors, the money-changers, and the
dove-merchants. Oh, that He would always drive out of all of us the
Old Man who during the preaching of the Gospel is occupied only with
money and goods and earthly affairs. — How desirable this is will
appear as we consider one more feature of Christ’s act of zeal.

It is this: What did the Lord want to accomplish with His act of
zeal? Here is the answer: “Make not my Father’s house an house of
merchandise.” To these words the other evangelists also reporting
this act add: “My house shall be called the house of prayer; but ye
made it a den of thieves.” QOur dear Lord, therefore, wanted to
accomplish this with His deed: the Temple was to remain the Father’s
house and was not to become a house of merchandise; it was to
remain a house of prayer and not to become a den of thieves. — The
very fact that the Temple was intended as the Father’s house was its
great glory. There God wanted to be found as a Father. Through all
the sacrifices that were brought there God wanted to dispense a
Father’s grace and assure men of it. There the Word of His grace
was to be proclaimed. There the people were to seek and find His
grace in the prayer of faith, and were to be heard by the Father and
be comforted with His grace. There they were to come into posses-
sion of, and begin to enjoy that which the Father wanted to give
them and all the world, namely, the life which is of God, the source
of man’s blessedness, life eternal. As the Father's house the Temple
was truly a beautiful, a heavenly place, a fore-court of the eternal
heaven. Through this house the people enjoyed a full abundance of
grace. In it they had a wealth that defies comparison. Even though
the people might be deprived of much in the way of earthly goods
and honor, still they had in this house of the Father the most glorious
possession, honor, and glory, and if that had only remained what it
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was designed to be, the Father’s house, a house of prayer, then you
could still hail them with the words: Blessed nation, that the Lord is
yoﬁr God and dwells among you in your house.

But now the people themselves desecrated this house, making
the Fathet’s house an house of merchandise. They did that not only
by dealing there in oxen, rams, and doves. Imagine, dear friends,
how much reverent devotion was possible for a man, after he had
first bargained, dickered, and haggled over a penny, in order to get the
sacrifice for His God as cheaply as possible. How much reverence,
how much spirituality could exist under such circumstances? You
can imagine that readily enough. By and large, there was none at all.
But we know that the people did not consider that at all necessary.
Their idea was: the outward work of sacrifice is enough, the condition
of the heart is not involved at all. Merely coming and bringing their
sacrifice in the most superficial way, they believed, was a work of
merit. That, they thought, was enough to purchase God’s grace and
life eternal. Here we get to see the most evil feature of their turning
the Father’s house into a house of merchandise. It was this: They
aimed to trade in their dead outward works for grace and life. Now,
the man with such an aim is spiritually dead, devoid of repentance and
faith. Oh, the pity of it! The Temple, the Temple had now become
for the people a place where they only stiffened themselves in their
impenitence and their accursed, dead work-righteousness, in their
unbelief, in short, in walking according to the flesh into the eternal
death of hell. The house of God, which was to be a house of prayer,
they thus turned into a den of thieves.

Brethren and sisters, we find this pitiable condition today! Yes,
the beloved Church, the house of God, the house of the Father, sad to
say, often enough becomes a house of merchandise among us, and
the house of prayer a den of thieves. Think of those who before
divine worship, before entering the house of God make no effort to
prepare their minds for worship, who come and simply sit during the
sermon and do not occupy their minds with the Word of the Lord at
all, but turn over in their minds purely temporal and earthly matters
such as money and goods. Just think of them and then ask: In what
light do they view their church-going? Do they by any chance peni-
tently judge themselves thus: Today my sinful flesh again completely
spoiled my attendance on preaching and cheated me out of the bless-
ing of the Father’s house? No, my friends! You know that such
people for the greater part are far removed from such penitence, but
think, rather, that they have performed a good, meritorious work
with their irreverent church-going. They believe they have done the
will of God and have performed a service for God for which He will
reward them here and hereafter. Do they not make the Father’s
house a house of merchandise? That’s evident. Do they not through
their church-going fortify themselves in their dead, fleshly religion of
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good works and in their impenitent life according to the flesh? Again,
that's very evident. Is it not death, instead of life, with which they
ever come away from this place? Alas! God Himself must be witness
to this mournful fact! To their everlasting harm they turn their
house of prayer into a den of thieves.

Brethren and sisters, that is the very thing our beloved Savior
does not want, just as He did not want it to be true at Jerusalem.
On the contrary, this was His purpose in performing that act of zeal,
and this is His purpose still: the house of God is to be and remain the
Father’s house and a house of prayer. So you see — oh, that you all
would clearly realize it — the zeal of Jesus for the house of God is
directed toward the heavenly Father's honor, but it is aimed at the
same time at your soul’s welfare, eternal life and salvation for you. His
act of zeal is certainly a work of love through which He seeks your

salvation. — Let us really take that to heart, let us, above all, retain
this as the fruit of this meditation! Let us sce, in the second place,
IT

The miracle through which the Lord demonstrated His authority
for such an act of zeal. ’

The occasion for this testimony was furnished by the question
regarding the Lord’s authority to perform such a work of zeal. The
question was put by men who had witnessed His act and certainly
were very much astonished over it. They had become entirely used
to the evils in the Temple. The priests had taken no action against
them. The same was true of the elders. And they, after all, were
the ones to give orders and lay down rules. Now Jesus had come
and done that which they had just seen! Was He some special
person? Did He have the authority for such an act? Therefore they
questioned Him, saying: “What sign shewest thou unto us, seeing
that thou doest these things?” These people were wrong in many
ways. For one, that they did not say at once: it is perfectly right to
manifest zeal against the desecration of the Temple. Again they were
wrong in this: they were always asking for signs and wonders and
seeking to satisfy their fleshly curiosity. They thought Jesus now
ought to perform some miracle such as that performed shortly before
at the wedding of Cana.

But aside from all their failings, they did well to ask: Show us
that you have authority from God to perform such a deed. For this
had to do with the Temple, the house of God. That's an important
consideration for us. He who would ordain, change, or improve any-
thing in the church must show that God has given him the command,
commission, and authority to do so. — It would be well, if our
Christians would do that. If they would do that in all matters which
have to do with the house of God, the Church, God’'s congregation,
then they would do well indeed. That would be a truly Christian
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circumspection, laudable and pleasing to God. In regard to the
ordinances .made in the Church, especially in regard to the doctrine
which the ministers teach, Christians should ask: Have you the com-
mand and authority to do things as you do and especially to teach
and preach as vou do? — Bear in mind that doctrine involves our
salvation. That surely is an important matter. Where their eternal
salvation is concerned Christians surely should take pains to ascertain
whether their preachers have God’s authority to preach as they do.
You are able to make sure. Consult the Scriptures! If the sermon
is in agreement with what is written there, then the preacher is speak-
ing upon God’s commissions and command and with divine authority.
If not, then he is a lying spirit, whom the devil, but not God, has
commissioned for his preaching. Therefore, dear fellow-Christians,
whenever you hear a sermon, do not be satisfied to say: Oh, it sounded
all right. No, prove it, to see whether the man in preaching as he
did preached by divine authority, whether he spoke as God commands.

The Savior did not find the question of these men a foolish one.
In answer He pointed to a great miracle which was to give them evi-
dence of His authority and make them sure of it. He said: “Destroy
this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.” Those blind men
did not understand this answer. They did not want to understand it.
Here, as ever, they proved themselves a godless, perverted people.
They had a horror of true godliness, as does all flesh, and they saw
clearly enough, that this was the goal toward which Christ’s work
was directed. They saw too that Jesus had no mind to satisfy their
curiosity, so now they became malicious. They did not want to
understand. The Lord, we read, spoke of the Temple of His body.
Evidently, then, the Lord in some way indicated to them, that He was
speaking of that. But they twisted Jesus’ words around and mali-
ciously put a different meaning into His words. For that was malicé
aforethought, when they proceeded to apply His words to the Temple
from which the Lord had just driven them. What absurdities they
imputed to the Savior! He Who had just shown such zeal for
hallowing the Temple now was supposed to be inciting them to lay
desecrating hands on that same Temple. Here again vou see one of
the favorite tricks of all godless and unconverted men who have an
insane fear of conversion through Jesus’ Word: they distort it; —
and when they have perverted the divine wisdom of Jesus into their
own brand of foolishness, they think they are justified in not accepting
the Gospel.

We saw that the Lord Jesus Christ pointed to the work of His
resurrection. But does that prove His authority to perform that
act, yes, in general to teach us as He does? Yes, through the resur-
rection He is demonstrated to be the Son of God, the true God. That
means, dear friends, that everything depends upon His Word and
doctrine truly being that of God. AIll men, the Pharisee, the scribe,
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the religious enthusiast, the sects, the Romish say: Seek and earn your
salvation through your works! — And Jesus says the opposite: Be-
lieve and thou shalt be saved! What an overwhelming difference
between these two ways. Moreover, the whole world argues for the
worth of works. Our own flesh also says: That’s right. Jesus stands
all alone and says: Believe! — Now, thank God, it is God that says it.
Christ proved through His resurrection that He is God. His voice
is the voice of God, and God’s Word is the power that saves, if only
we believe and if the work of Jesus, the resurrection, produces the
right fruit in us.

Behold the wonderful fruit which that work produced in the dis-
ciples! Here is the description of it: “When therefore He was risen
from the dead, His disciples remembered that he had said this unto
them; and they believed the Scripture, and the word which Jesus had
said.” They believed. Then, too, they certainly submitted, in that
same faith, to all the words of God and of Jesus, to all the directions
of their Lord. They remembered Jesus’ words. In every case where
they had a word of Jesus, there was only one course for them: to
subject heart and will and mind to the Word of their Lord. Every
one of them had but one watchword: My Lord and my God! I will
hearken unto Thy voice and follow Thee.

This is ever true of all genuine Christians. God grant, that it
be true of us also. Let us, then, constantly bear in mind the resurrec-
tion of Jesus and remember that through it Jesus is proved to be God.
Let us be humbly obedient to His Word as the voice of God. And
let us not be found in frequent rebellion and opposition to the work
He would perform upon us. Even though every Sunday become a
purification of Temple, an occasion on which Jesus scourges us with
the commandment, in order to drive out the thoughts of material
things, the hankering after money, the love of the world and all things
sensual, — even then let us say in all humility: Lord, it is good for us
that you do this; we are sadly in need of it. Thou, my Lord and God,
knowest and searchest me, thou knowest my wicked flesh.

Then, indeed, will this house of God be for us a house of prayer
and a house of life, the house of the Father in which we are made
ready, as His children, to enter into the Father’s house above, where
we ourselves will be God’s house and heavenly habitation forevermore.
Amen.

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



Kirdengejdyichtliche Flotizen.

Brief Items on the Union Negotiations. — In the October, 1941,
issue of this magazine we published in full the text of the resolutions con-
cerning the Union matter adopted in Ft. Wayne by the Delegate Conven-
tion of the Missouri Synod. We also briefly reported on the stand our
own Wisconsin Synod took, or rather reaffirmed, in Saginaw. Since
then an article appeared, from the pen of Dr. M. Reu, in the Kirchl. Zeit-
schrift for October, 1941, on the question: “Miissen die Verhandlungen mit
Missours nun aufhoren?” There also came to hand a translation of an
editorial contained in the Lutheran Free Church Folkebladet, for July 30,
1941, on “Union with Missouri”. The translation was prepared by Pastor
Norman A. Madson of Princeton, Minn.

Both essays contain much valuable information and shed very im-
portant light on the underlying motives that guided the church body that
originally extended the invitation for the discussions (A. L. C.) as well
as on the spirit in which the members of this body and their associates in
the A. L. Cf. viewed them. Awvailable space will not permit us to re-
produce the documents in full. In several shorter items we shall briefly
present some of their, as they appear to us, more striking paragraphs.

’ M.

Union Negotiations Increase Complications. — In April, 1941,
we voiced the fear that the cause of true unity among Lutheran bodies in
America had suffered a severe set-back due to the very union negotiations,
their undue haste and high-pressure methods (QS. 1941, p. 147f.). The
editorial in Folkebladet, mentioned in another item, corroborates our
statements. It assumes that perhaps Missouri and the A. L. C. will arrive
at some mutually acceptable agreement. Then these articles of agree-
ment would be submitted to the several sister synods of the A. L. C. in
the A. L. Cf. Everything would be well if these four bodies acquiesced
— “which of course will not happen.” But what if they do not accede?

“If the opposite should happen (which is the most likely) that not all
of the other four bodies in the A. L. Cf. would subscribe to the docu-
ment, the A. L. C. will then be faced with these alternatives: Either to
leave Missouri alone and to remain as a member of the A. L. Cf., or let
go of the A. L. Cf. and to join with Missouri. No one can tell what the
A. L. C. will do; perhaps it does not itself as yet know what it will do.

“If the A. L. C. should be declared agreed with Missouri, but the
other bodies in the A. L. Cf. would not subscribe, and the A. L. C. never-
theless remain as a member of the A. L. Cf., then the A. L. C. will occupy
this position: that it is agreed with Missouri but not recognized (frater-
nally) by it. It would still not bring about pulpit-, altar-, and prayer-
fellowship between them, because Missouri would still look upon - the
A. L. C. as heretical so long as it would not part company with heretics.
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“You can see, therefore, that so honest a thing as mnegotiations con-
cermang church union may lead to worse complications than those which

obtained before.” M.

What Will Be the Attitude of the Various Constituents of the
A. L. Cf.? — The editorial in Folkebladet, mentioned elsewhere, has
this to say.

1. The Lutheran Free Church. — “It does not lie within the realm
of possibility that the Lutheran Free Church would subscribe to such a
document. And should a bare majority (which is not very likely) want
it, then it would mean the splitting of the Lutheran Free Church.”

2. The Norwegian Lutheran Church in America. — The editorial
admits that there may be in this body “a strong and influential faction
which looks with longing eyes toward St. Louis.” However, it continues,
“we have reason to believe that the Norwegian Lutheran Church in
America would think twice and three times, yea, perhaps even more times,
before it parted company with the A. L. Cf. and the other Norwegian,
Swedish, and Danish brethren.”

3. The United Danish Lutheran Church. — This body “stands about
as does the Lutheran Free Church in this that in it there may perhaps
be those who care not whither it tends, but the leadership and the vast
majority of congregations would refuse to subscribe.”

4. The Augustana Synod. — Concerning this body “it will also have
to be said that it would be split if a majority in it would want to go with
Missouri; something which would also happen in the Norwegian Lutheran
Church.”

The editorial concludes on this with the remark: “It is therefore a
sad picture which these negotiations concerning union paint for all of us.”

We would rather say, it is a sad picture which such indifference to
purity of doctrine, as is here being witnessed, and a pertinacity in refusing
to reexamine one’s doctrinal position, presents. After two church bodies
have carefully studied the differences which separated them, should not
affiliated church bodies deem it worth their while to restudy the contested
doctrines also? Should any church body be satisfied with a mere counting
of noses? M.

The Oldness of the Letter. — The editorial in Folkebladet, men-
tioned before, pays high tribute to Missouri’s faithfulness to Scriptural
purity of doctrine. And we say, May God grant that Missouri will ever
live up to its reputation. Says the editor of Folkebladet: “Has Missouri
perhaps changed? It doesn’t seem so.

“Everything which comes from that quarter in the interest of union
bears in its bosom the same old slavishness to ‘the oldness of the letter’.
Missouri is not able to understand that the solution of our present-day
problems lies not in a much-ado about theses, but on the contrary, in a
working-together-cooperation. That Missouri will never go along on
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without doctrinal unity. And the doctrines must always conform to the
Missourian pattern. This is a naivete which both surprises and offends.”

Then the editorial continues: “But it is German. The Germans don’t
seem to understand us inhabitants of the north. The Germans are the
bearers of a slave-mentality which can never control the Nordic spirit.
Thus it is in Germany in political affairs; and thus it is over here in
church affairs.

“ .. time, and money, and learning, and talent, of its kind, is spent .
in the formulation of hair-splitting definitions which only the learned can
grasp, and which at best is but of academic interest, without a particle of
practical value. Let the Germans, amongst themselves, continue on with
this, if they believe that these, for other people unessential, niceties are
worth the bother. But let the rest of us be preserved from this Missourian
leaven.

“They (Missouri) have kept on whetting the sharp points of theses
all the while these 60 years. And they are still at it!”

‘We are happy to say that painstaking fidelity to the Word of the
Lord in every detail is not rooted in nationality, but is a gracious-gift of
the Holy Ghost as a part of our sanctification, a fruit of the faith. We
are sorry to say that not all Germans are as faithfullly submissive to the
Word of God as a Christian should be; while we rejoice that our friends
of the Norwegian Minority are scrupulously faithful, so that we often find
strengthening and encouragement in their example.

But are we not actually guilty of “hair-splitting” in our concern for
purity of doctrine? We are aware what devastating consequences may
result from only a little error in some apparently trifling matter. All
Scripture, even in the most casual remark, is given to make us wise unto
salvation. As highly as we prize our salvation, so sacred must be to us
every word of our God. Will not also the editor of Folkebladet join us
in thanking God for some hair-splitting in the past history of the church?
What would have happened if the trivial question concerning a single iota
had not been seriously studied and successfully answered in accordance

with the Scripture at Nicea? Homo-ustos — homo-i-usios: why waste
any time on this “sharp point” of doctrine? Aithanasius went into exile
because of it, and we thank God to this day for his firmness. M.

it die Widconjin{ynode abfidhtlid) itbergangen jworbden. Hei der Cin-
[adbung su Bereinigungsfonferengen? — A3 die A L K. bor mehr ald
fedhd Jabren Cinladbungen an die verjdiedemen lutherijden Sphnoden Dded
Qandesd ergefen [te au Vefprechungen, die auf Herftellung bon Kirdhen-
gemeinjdaft abgzielten, erfielt der Prdjident unjerer Shnode feine folde.
Wir nahmen ald mwahrjdeinlidh an, daf fie in der Pojt berloren gegangen
fet.  Nun {dreibt aber Herr D. Reu in einent jdhon anderivdrtd erimdhnten
Artifel in der ,Rivdhl. Jeitjdrift” in einer Weife, die den Anjdhein erweden
fann, al8 mwaren foir abfidtlid) iibergangen. Jn begug auf den Bejdhluf
der Mijjouri-Shnode von Ft. Waphne, die Schivefteriynoden in der Shnodal-



Sirchengejchichtliche Itotizen. 63

fonfereng zu ferneren Veratungen mit der A. L. §K. einguladent (bgl. L. S.
Oftober 1941, &. 302), madt Herr D. Reu folgende Vemerfung: ,Weiter
iiberfieft man zu fragen, ob denn unfere Kirche vielleicdht nidt
gute riinde gefabt Hat, in den fritheren Verhand=
fungen bon einer Cinladung an Mijfjourisd Sdhive-=
fterifhmnoden abzufehen. Aud fragt man nidht, ob Furgeit nidt
pielleidht moch piel ftarfere Grinde als damald borliegen, die und eine jolche
Cinlabung exjdveren. Dad it ndmlic) tatfalich der Fall. [ Dden
leBten Jafren Hat die Wisconjinjynode in eimemt formellen Befdhlufy bdie
Miffourifhpnode gebeten, mr der Walhrheit willen bdie Wereinigungsver-
Handlungen vorldufig abzubreden. Dagzu eridhienen in der ,Theologifchen
Quartalfdrift’ in dlefen Fahren Urtifel, die in unjeren Kreifen mit Cm=
porung  guriidgeiviefen foerden. Da ift audy fiiv Dden leibenfchaftlofen,
objeftiven Beobachter docdh nod) mandped in Ordnung zu bringen, bebor
man {id) au einer frudgtbaren Veratung an den genmteinfanten WVerhanbdlungs-
tijch febt. Jch Din itbergeugt, dafy die Mlehrfheit derer, die in Ft. Wabhne
fiiv Diefert Punft geftinumt Hat, nicht gelefent oder nicht geniigend beachiet
Hat, wie man {id) von feiten Widconjing und Dder fleinen Jtoriveger Shnode
iiber die Wereinigungsverhandlungen geduert Hat, jonjt vdre diefer Punft
der BVorlage fhiverlid) unberandert geblieben. Hier ift wivlidh ein Punft,
Der Die Fortfithrung der Werhandlungen ,erjdhivert’.”

Daf Wisconfin jebt nad den Ereigniffen von Sanbdusfyy, Pittdburgh,
Detroit, Minneapolid nicht bereit ift, an Vereinigungdverhandlungen mit
der A. L. Q. tfeilgunehmen, fat e3 in Saginaw deutlidh gum Ausdrud ge-
bradgt. Die W, L. K. fat alg Korperjdhaft etne Stellung an den Tag gelegt,
die etne ,fruchtbare Veratung” iiber Lehrdifferenzen unmoglid) macht, wnd
Die zu ignorieren, etiva durd) einfachen Weitritt zu den Werhandlungen,
einer VWerleugmumg der Wahrheit gleih fdme.

Bon ber Stellung, ivelhe die A L. & Dbefundet, reden ivir in einer
andern Iotiz; Hier lag ed und darvan, dad Jeugnid D. Reud zur Kenninis
 au nehmen, dafy die A. L. K. von einer Cinladung an Wisdconjin feinerzeit
Labgefehen” DHat. M.

Efforts toward Sound Doctrine and Practice in the A. L. Cf. —
In the essay by Dr. Reu in the Kirchl. Zeitschrift, referred to else-
where, attention is called to an important resolution passed by the
Minnesota District of the A. L. C. — Here follows the text. (Italics
are mine. M.)

Whereas, Certain groups and individuals in the A.L.Cf. continue to
violate the doctrine and practice as set forth in the Minneapolis Theses,
and

Whereas, At least one church body is of the opinion that the sus-
pension of a pastor by the Minnesota District of the A. L. C. need
not be respected, and

Whereas, The resolution submitted by the Minnesota District of
the A. L. C. at its last convention in Detroit bearing on these viola-
tions, seems to go unheeded, and
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Whereas, We too have a few individuals who do not completely
observe the Galesburg Rule, which, however, we do not condone, and

Whereas, The Minnesota District is not convinced that these groups
and individuals gutlty of such infractions, are being dealt with and earnestly
requested to cease such violations, and

Whereaé, Every faithful Christian has the duty to warn against
looseness in doctrine and practice, and

‘Whereas, The continuation of these practices inconsistent with
sound doctrine undermines the strength of our Lutheran Church,
destroys the unity of the church, and can lead only to a disruption of
the A. L. Cf,, and

‘Whereas, There is a Committee on Reorganization of the A. L. Cf.
at work now considering the effective working of the Conference:

Be it Resolved, To notify the Committee on Reorganization of
the A. L. Cf. that, unless greater fidelity to Lutheran doctrine and practice
can be brought about in all groups and wndividuals constituting the A. L.
Cf., we wnsist that the A. L. C. sever its connection with the A. L. Cf,
since 1ts nfluence would be harmful, if not destructive to the true progress
of the Lutheran Church.

Be it further Resolved, To demand of our own church administra-
tion, through its District Presidents, and of all the constituent bodies
of the A. L. Cf. through their respective presidents, definite and posi-
tive action in all such instances where pure doctrine is being polluted
and wholesome practice avoided, to the end that the Lutheran Church
be truly unified in the spirit of Christ and the love of the truth, con-
sistent practice of the truth, and adherence to our confessional
standards, and

Be it further Resolved, That we in a spirit of Christian love plead
with all those guilty of indifference to sound doctrine and consistent
practice to cease this wounding of the body of Christ, and that evi-
dence of their willingness to adhere humbly to the doctrine and prac-
tice of the Lutheran Church be forthcoming in abundance and soon,
and

Be it further Resolved, That the Executive Committee of our
District be instructed to prepare a document setting forth our griev-
ances with regard to the intolerable conditions which exist in the
A. L. Cf. and our conviction that the time has come for our A. L. C.
to insist on a sincere application of the vital principles set forth in
the Minneapolis Theses, and that this document be submitted to the
various pastoral conferences through the respective District Presidents
throughout the A. L. C. for their consideration and action. -

To this Dr. Reu adds the remark: “Die in diesem Mai beschlos-
sene Eingabe an die Allgemeine Synode durch den Minnesotadistrikt
wird diese zwingen zu handeln, wenn sie es nicht von sich aus tite.”
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We rejoice in the manful confession of the District and pray God
to richly bless its efforts at removing the offense given by fraternizing
with church bodies that are palpably indifferent regarding doctrine
and practice, and at attaining true soundness in this respect. We also
feel convinced that men of such straight-forward language as are the
members of the A. L. C. Minnesota District will understand and ap-
preciate the stand taken by our own Wisconsin Synod and the Nor-
wegian Synod in the whole union movement. M.

Bur Audlegung eined Sandusfyer Befdlufjes. — Die Verjammlung
in ©t. Qouid befdqlof (1938) unter Verufung auf die WVater, daf Met=
nungdveridiedenfeiten in gewiffen nidgt-fundamentalen Artifeln ,need not
be divisive of church fellowship”. Der &inn follte ivofl fein, daf faljche
Meimungen  in  nidgt-fundamentalen Kefhren zeitwetlig geduldet Iverden
fonnten und nidht fofort zur Veriveigerung der Kirdjengenmteinfchaft fithren
miifgten, falld nur der {hiwade Bruder {ich fiix beffere Velehrung aus
der S@rift zughnglih und bereit erflare. Jn den Vefhliiffen jtand bdas
allerdingd nidt ausdriiclidy; dody dad war die fare Stellung Walthers,
auf den man jid) berief, und i diefern Sinm war aud) offenbar der Vumit
gemeint, Der ieitere Verhandlungen mit der A L. &. bvorfah, bi8 aud
in den midht-fundamentalen Lehren billige Cinigfeit erzielt et

Darauf folgte Sanbdusty mit dem Vejchluf: ,It is neither necessary
nor possible to agree in all non-fundamental doctrines.” ©pdter finbdet
jidg dafiix in der bonm der Werfanumthmg in Detroit guigeheifenen ntivort
der U L K Sommifjare an dad mifjourifhe SKomitee die CErflarung: , It
is not necessary-. .. to agree in every explanation of a Scripture state-
ment.”  ©oll diefer Yusdruc wirflich die befannten jtrittigen Fragen decen?
Sind 3. B. das Taufendjdhrige Reich, der Untichrift, die erfte uferjtehung
. a. nicht Le §rpunfte?

Jeht formmen die CErfldrungen D. Reud in dem Dereitd ertvafhnten
Auttfel in der ,RKirdhl. Jeitfdrift”, in Ddemen er e3 entfhieden ablehnt, in
den geplanten Verhandlungen als ,jdhivadjer” Bruder zu erfdeinen, der
zeitiveilig getragen iverde, aber Belehrung fucde.

Anfere Kivdge (U 2 K) wird feiner Fizrtierung
Der RQebhre zufttmmen, Die iiber dDie bonm unsg abge=
gebene und vpon unferer ©Synobde gutgeheifene ,Dec-
laration® Hinausdgeht. Wir find damit an die Grenge von dem
gegangen, wad unfer an Gotted Wort gebundened Getviffen erlaubt, und
fonnen fetnen Sdritt eitergefen. Wir jind gewily, daf aud) die Pehrheit
in Miffonurt nicht beveit ijt, itber die Vefhlitffe bort St. Louisd guriidzugehen.
Cin Punft ift dabet nody Dejonderd zu ermdhnen, gumal er auc) unter den
in Ft. Wahne gegebenen JInjtruftionen genannt ift und gerade Ddariiber
mefhrfad) verhanbdelt worden ift. Jn III, 8, e Deift ed: It be understood
that the term mnon-fundamental doctrines, which has been used, should
not be made to convey the idea that anything clearly revealed in
Scripture, although not absolutely necessary for salvation, may be
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denied.” Dem fjttmmen fpir bollfidndig zu, denn und ift de gange Sdrift
©ottes Wort und jede ihrer Uusjagen bindend. Cine gang andere Sadje
ift e3, ob jede Yusglegung diefer Shriftaudiagen bindend ift, ob alfo
die ferfdmmliche miffourijhe Auslequng der Stellen bomt Untichrift, von der
exften uferitehung, bon Dden taufend Fahren uftv., von Joh. 6, bon der
Gebetdgemeinjdhaft, bon der Schivagerehe, bon der Verlobung ufw. iwirflid
pas vidtige BVerftandnis diefer Stellen, alfo Gotted Wort und damit Hindend
it Wenn Mifjourt meinen jollte, daf bei der Herjtellung eined neen ein=
feitlichen Dofumentd in diefen und ahnlicgen Punften ein Nadgeben un=
jererfettd und eine Unerfernung feiner Yuslegung ald der eingig mbglichen
und darum mit Yus{dliefung aller anderen allein bereditigten Herbeigefithrt
iverden fonnte, dam tauidht es {ich. Ober wenmn ed meinen {ollte,
daf Widptiiberetnjtimmung in diefen Punfifen det
Yusdlegung zwar etlidhe Jahre getragen merdemn
fonne dann aber Anerfennung jeiner feridmmliidgen
Auglegung eintreteéen mit{fe, dann frrt ed ebenfo. Geiwif,
unjeve Kirdje Hat thre Bereitivilligleit erfldrt, befonderd bdie bom jenen De=
fannten vier oder finf Runften Hanbdelnden Schriftausdiagen gemeinjam mit
Demt miffourijGen Komitee gu jtudieven,- aber die niemald ber-=
fhwiegene Borausdfebungivar dabei daf diefe Bunite
nidit zu den firdentrenmenden gehoren. Wenn man jebt mteinen
follte, bafy Ynerfennmung der mijjorurijdhen Yuslegung diefer Sdriftausiagen
alg der alletn rviditigen dazd Biel diefed gemteinfamen Studiums fein nuiffe
und dafy nur bet Crreichung diefed Bield Kirdjengemeinidhaft aufgervidhtet
werden fonme, dann treten wir Dejfer in Ddiefed gemeinfame Studium umnd
bamit tn die Fortfijrung unjever Werhandlungen gar nicdht ein.”

»BWad i) int engen Kreid der Komtiteefibungen gefagt Habe, miederfhole
i) Dier Sifenilich: So gebieterifd) nad) meiner Ueberzeugung dasd Jntereffe
unjerer Qutherifdhen Kirdje in diefem Land eine gegenfeitige Werjtdndigung
zifchen PMifjourt und ung verlangt und fo fehr mein Herz i) danach fehnt,
fann e3 filr mid) dod) fein ZJuriid itber die Vefchliljfe bon St. Louid und
feine UYnerfennung ded Grundjabesd geben, daf Kicr=
Gengemeinfgaft Cinigfeit in allen fogenannien
Qefhrpunften borausdfest”

Dagu nehnte ein paar Sage tm Un{Ghtf an dad in Ft. Wahne auf=
geftellte Jequlativ fitr iettere Verhandlungen: ,Ste bleiben BVorfdriften,
aud Ddenen i) den Sonunandoton Heraushirve, und fommandieren laffen wir
und nicht, aud) nidht von Miffouri. . . . Wir {ind auf gleider Stufe jtehende
Partner und fonumen nidt ald die - VBittenden.”

Die in Sandusfy abgegebene Crflarung itber Unmoglichfett und Un=
notigfeit der Ubereinftimmung in nidt=fundamentalen Artifeln will offen-
bar nidit Vefdreibung einer bedbauerliden Sdhinddie tm duBeren Leben Dder
fichtbaren Rirche fein, fondern foll alg allgemein und permanent geltended
beftimmtesd Pringtp anerfannt werden. .

Gute Worte diber Gebetdgemeinfdaft. — Solde finden {id) in dem
anderivdrtd eripdfhnten Artifel D. Reusd. IJm ,Luth. Standard” war
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davauf Hingeiviefen tworden, dafy wiv doch viele Lieder und Gebete bemuben,
die aus vomijdhen und veformierten Quellen ftammen. Dad Vorhandenfein
jolher Gebete und Lieber, die bom Den Werfafjern nicht ald Katholifen oder
Reforntierten gefungen und gcdeter wurden, jondern alsd gldubigen Stimdern
Gottes, ift ein glaubensjtarfendes Beugnid fiir die Kraft ded Cvhangeliums
und der lebendigen ®egentvart der Una Sancta. Uber aud der Tatfacde,
dafy iviv folde Crzeugnijje ded drijtlichen Geiftes ohne Scheu, ja mit Dant
gegen ®oit gebraudgen, iwenn fie auch Glieder unveiner Vefennintsfivchen
au Verfajjern Haben, darf nidht, wie im ,Standard” gejdhehen, der Schluf
gezogen werden: ,Since the Church is one, we can pray with all who
acknowledge Jesus Christ as Lord, whether our prayer be private or
public.”

Diefer Jretum wird bon D. Reu in feiner Weife gurechigejtellt.

L, Was ergibt {ic) nmun daraud fiir unfere Hivdenfrage? Crgibi {id
etiva, Dafy i) mit demjelben Recht, mit dent ich ein Lied bon einem refors
mierten Werfajfer {inge oder eine3 Gebeted mich Dediene, dad ausd einem
mittelal’erlichen oder vomifd)=fatholiffen Gebetbud) ftammt, nun aud goi-
teadienftliche Gemeinfdaft mit der betreffenden Rirche pflegen und in allerlet
Formen bon Kooperation mit ihr treten fann?  Ninumermehr. Das, wad
Gei jemem Ried oder Gebet nicht vorhanden ift, ift Hier gerade vorhamden.
Yemned Lied oder Gebet tjt Yusddrud ded Heildglau=
bend und mit feimem Jrritum bermijdht Dad Hhaben
ihre uripriingliden Berfajjer nidht gejungen oder
gebetet, infofern fie Satholifen oder Reformiexte
maren, fondern injofern fie €hrijten, Glieder am
Qetbe Jefu waren. Injofern weif tch mid) mit ihnen
eind und fann ihre Worte in meinen Mund nehmen.
Diefe Worie {ind an feine Perfon mnod [ijtori-
fdhe Grofe gebunden. Dajg aber ift gerade tn meinem
Verfehr mit dDen lebenden €hriften dDiefer oder jemer
firdgeder Fall, Die Glaubigen darin fommen inmrer nad) et Sei=
ten in Betradt: ald Glieder der Una Sancta und ald Glieder eimer De-
ftimmten empirifchen Sonfefjionsfivcdhe. Injoiveit jie dad erjte find, meif
ig mich mit thnen eind; joiveit {ie dDad giveite Jind, iveify i) mic) von ihnen
gefdgieden. ©olange fie ald Fatholifen oder ald RNefor-
mierte Deten, fanun 1@ nidt mit ihnen beten; folange fie
3 alg Glieder am Letbe Jefu Chrifti tun, ftebhe i mit thnen auf eimem
Grund und fann mit thnen bor Cott ald unfern gemeinjamen Vater treten
und mit Gnen zu igm beten. €3 fanun {fogar in gemifien
Lagen meine RFiLlidht werden, mit thnen gu beten, um
mid) bor Der Welt gu ihnen alsd ChHrijten gu befenmnen.
Wird dagegen ntein Gebet mit thren al8d bereinftinunung mit ihrer Lehre
angefefen, jo beten fie eben nidht al3 Chriften, jondern ald Ungehorige etner
beftimumten organijierten Kirche, und damit fat mein Redht, mit ihnen zu
beten, aufgefhort. Jjt nun ein folder Unteridhied nod) mibglich, wenn man
ed mit eingelnen Chriften zu tun Yat, fo fann er beim ®otteddienft der
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Gemeinde nidht gemadht werden, denn diefe verfamumelt i) in threm ©ot-
ted8hausd algd Hijtorifch beftinunte organifierte Genmeinde, die entiveder fatho=
(ifeh) oder veformiiert ift und gerade im ®otteddienit, in ihrer Liturgie, in
tgrer Predigt ujiv. thren fonfefjionellen Charvafter ausipricht. Dad {Gliefst
die Mebglichfeit diefer Unteriheibung aqud und damit gottesdienitlidhe Fe-
Getdgemeinjchait mit ihnen.”

Wir mochten Hier zunddit nur die Frage tun: Trifft dad lebte nidht
aud) zu, wenn durd) Lehrunterjchiede bomeinander getremnte Kivchentdrper
au Bejprechungen der Differengen ujammentreten? Jede Paviei erfcheint
alg Wertreter eined bejtinumten Befenniniijes.

Im allgemeinen wdve gu betonen, daf in der gangen Sade eben die
PBefenninidfrage den Aus{hlag gibt. Lediglidh auf Grund von Vefenninizd=
gemetnjcdhaft fann wabhrhaftige Cebetdgemeinjdhaft gepflegt fverden. Dazu
darf nidt bergefjen iverden, dafy ed {ich beinmt Gebet um einen Ausdbrud ded
neuen geijtlichen, vom Geift Gotted geivirften KLebend Hanbelt. Leben aber
laft jich micht in jtarre Negeln fajfen. Dad Leben wirft {ich mandgmal —
Herr D. Reu weift auf etnen Dderartigen Fall hin — in einer bejonderen
Weife aus, die unter anderen Umijtdnden unjtatthaft wdare. €3 fann audh
vorformumen, dafy ein an {ich) {honed Lied (Hier mbchte ich aud) die Vlelodien
und die Mufif im allgemeinen mit einfchliegen) mnod) mit o jtarfen Er-
innerungen an jeine reformierte, fatholijche ober jonjtivie unveine Herfunft
belajtet ift, dafy e3 aud diefem Grumde unbraudhbar ivird. — Die Frage
bed Yefenninijjed entigeidet in jedem Fall. Offentliched Gebet, gentein=
jehaftliches ©ebet ijt ein AfL ded Vefenninifjes. <.

Lutheran Intersynodical Conferences. — In the October issue of
our magazine (1941) we recorded an announcement taken from the News
Bulletin that a series of conferences was planned in which the U. L. C. A,
the Missouri Synod, and the A.L.Cf. would participate. The aim was
to “emphasize the growing need of Lutheran unity in this day of crisis.”

The Missouri Synod did not participate — for sound reasons; not due
to some “unfortunate misunderstanding”, as the Luth. Companion inter-
preted it (Nov. 20, 1941). “Two outstanding leaders of the Missouri
Synod also had been invited to participate unofficially as speakers in the
seminars and they had agreed to do this. Owing to unfortunate misunder-
standings which arose immediately before the seminars were held, how-
ever, it was deemed advisable voluntarily to release them from their com-
mitments rather than to create dissension within their own group, and this
was done. The writer personally explained to Dr. J. W. Behnken, presi-
dent of the Missouri Synod, that the A.L. Cf. does not believe that sowing
the seeds of division in another group is the way to Lutheran unity,
although such methods have been openly advocated in other quarters.
Sincerity, uprightness, and mutual confidence in the motives and purposes
of fellow Lutherans are of primary importance before there can be any
hope of reaching'real understanding among Lutherans. The spirit of
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suspicion and mistrust has plagued the Lutheran household of faith alto-
gether too long, and it is time that it be finally and definitely exorcised.”
The Confessional Lutheran for November, 1941, states the real reason
in reporting on one of the planned conferences: “The program of the
Minneapolis conference, an invitation which was sent to every Lutheran
pastor in the State of Minnesota, included the announcement of a common
communion service, sponsored by the A.L.C. It was announced, in
various A. L. C. publications as well as on the program sent out with the
invitations to. which we have referred, that Dr. O. Geisemann and Dr.
O. P. Kretzmann would have a part in the program of these conferences.
This naturally gave occasion for much offense. Protests were voiced
from many quarters within the Missouri Synod. President Behnken has
vouched for the fact that the two brethren’s not appearing on the program
of these unionistic conferences as announced, after all, is to be construed
as a realization on their part of the real nature of these meetings — some-
thing for which all should be thankful.” M.

“Toward Oneness of Spirit”. — In the article by Dr. Reu on con-
tinuing negotiations with Missouri, mentioned elsewhere in these columns,
he deplores the fact that in the Luth. Standard there appeared editorials
and contributions which were “direkt wrreleitend”. He quotes the fol-
lowing sentence: “Since the Church is one, we can pray with all who
acknowledge Jesus Christ as Lord, whether owr prayer be private or
public.” Under the title at the head of this item the Standard for Novem-
ber 15, 1941, reprints some of the paragraphs to which Dr. Reu had taken
exception. It adopts approvingly a thought from the American Lutheran:
“The greatest single source of misunderstanding in the effort to attain
closer unity among Lutherans in America lies in the matter of prayer
fellowship, that is, joint private and public prayer on the part of Lutherans
of different synods.” Then it prefaces the reprinted paragraphs with the
following : “To show how a oneness of spirit and attitude is being cultivated
by the Spirit of God in the hearts of Lutherans in America we consider
it of value . .. to quote a few excerpts from what was published on this
subject in the Lutheran Standard earlier in the year.

Here, then, are the reprinted excerpts:

“Since the Church is one, we can pray with all who acknowledge Tesus
Christ as Lord, whether our prayer be private or public. We can sing
the songs of all Christian writers. . . . This whole question of ‘unionism’
is not a simple one, and needs to be carefully thought through again and
again in the light of Scriptural principles, not merely in the light of
churchly expediency and sectional traditionalism.”

“God has not left the unity of the Christian Church without witness,
even here on earth. We can sing together, we can pray together with all
our, fellow Christians — to our mind the cause of Christian union has been
greatly hindered by the refusal, conscientious though it has been, of some
of our brethren to pray together with us — we can suffer together, we
can, in times of great crisis and persecution, die together.”
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“When you and I and all other Lutherans have surrendered to the
grace of Christ, we shall discover that the humble bending of our knees in
prayer has taken the stiffness out of our theological joints, and that the
emptying of ourselves in sacrificial service has put our pride to the death
and joined us in a oneness of heart and mind and life with our brethren
in the Lord.”

We rejoiced when we read Dr. Reu's open disavowal of these and
similar “editorielle Ausfiihrungen, Briefe wund Aufsdtze”; but what do
these deliberate repetitions of the discredited items mean? M.

Who Testified What? — The Lutheran for November 26, 1941, re-
ports on a ‘“Lutheran Laymen’s Dinner”, which it calls a “festimomial
dinner”. (Italics in the following are mine. M.)

“The testimonial dinder in honor of Dr. Walter A. Maier of the Mis-
souri Synod, Wednesday evening, November 5, in the Nation’s Capital,
brought together 225 Lutheran laymen and pastors, representing every one
of the larger Lutheran groups and several of the smaller ones. It was
the first event of its kind, and was sponsored by a group of Lutheran lay-
men representing the U. L. C. A., the Missouri Synod, the A. L. C,, and
the Augustana Synod. Back of the purpose of the meeling as stated in
the first line was the thought that if all the major Lutheran groups would
cooperate, a long step forward would be taken in the further development
of a more wmtimate Christian fellowship among both clergy and laity. That
thought was realized, if one may judge by the harmony that characterized
the preparations, the enthusiasms generated at the dinner itself, and the
subsequent comments heard on every hand.”

We have no fault to find with Dr. Maier’s address, as summarized in
the Lutheran, assuming that point 3, which urges a “return to religion in
our schools”, refers to the need of founding and maintaining more Lu-
theran parochial schools. To the writer in the Lutheran the following
remark seemed of special importance: “Near the close . . . of his address
. . . Dr. Maier touched upon the subject uppermost in the minds of a
goodly number, namely, Lutheran unity. While he emphasized that
union of the different Lutheran groups in fellowship and work is to be
desired, such union can be brought about only on the basis of sound
Biblical doctrine and practice.” — Pastor Wenchel in his address stressed
the necessity of “Christ-centered teaching and preaching.”

Yet, what becomes of this testimony? The dinner was sponsored by
men representing four Lutheran church bodies who are not in agreement
on the formal foundation of the Reformation. There were members of
the Missouri Synod, which confesses the inerrancy of the Scriptures in
every respect. There were members of the U. L. C. A., which refuses to
accept this plenary inerrancy. Amnd there were members of the A. L. C.,
which stretches out the hand of fellowship to the Missouri Synod, de-
claring itself to be in conscious agreement with the latter’s Brief Statement
but reserving to itself the right to “supplement” this document and to
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rearrange the emphasis; and which at the same time accepts the Pittsburgh
Agreement with the U. L. C. A, the inadequacy of which document it
admits in advance by adding the express qualification: “with the definite
conviction that this agreement is in complete harmony with the Declaration
and the Brief Statement.”

Since the gathering was sponsored jointly by representatives of the
various bodies as a “festimonial dinner”, we cannot suppress within our-
selves the anxious question, Who testified what? M.

Professor Geo. J. Fritschel died on October 5, 1941. —: The Lu-
theran Standard of November 1 (official organ of the American Lutheran
Church) has brought to our notice the death of this well-known theologian
of the former Iowa synod. For thirty years, from 1906 to 1936, he occu-
pied the chair of Church History, History of Dogma and Symbolics at
Warthurg Seminary in Dubuque, ITa., until a stroke which paralyzed his
right side put an end to his active service as professor. But although pre-
vented by this ailment from meeting his classes he was still contributing
occasional articles for the publications of his church.

Dr. Fritschel was the son of Professor Gottfried Fritschel who, to-
gether with his elder brother Sigmund, Professor G. Grossmann and Pas-
tor J. Deindoerfer, later for many years president of the synod, was one of
the leaders of the Iowa Synod (founded in 1854) and one of the foremost
contenders in the doctrinal controversies between ITowa and Missouri.

This writer’s acquaintance with the deceased dates from the second
decade of this century, from the meetings in which official representatives
of the synods of Towa, Missouri, Ohio, Wisconsin and (later) Buffalo dis-
cussed such doctrines as had been dividing the participating synods for
many years. These meetings, extending over a period of more than ten
years, culminated finally in the unanimous acceptance of the so-called
“Chicago Theses”. The part which Dr. Geo. Fritschel, as representative
of the Towa Synod, played in these deliberations was, indeed, a prominent
one. We quote from the “History of the Lutheran Church in America”
by Dr. J. L. Newe the following: “The agreement on the article of pre-
destination was brought about by Dr. Geo. Fritschel, who, accepting Dr.
Stoeckhardt’s exegesis of the Epistle to the Romans” (and the Ephesians),
“succeeded in convincing others that Stoeckhardt had the correct biblical
view.” When these meetings were brought to a close all the colloquents
were convinced that a full agreement in the formerly controversial points
of doctrine, so thoroughly discussed time and again, had been reached be-
tween the participants. This conviction, although reached after pains-
taking deliberations and sometimes even tedious efforts, was proved to
have been premature in the light of later developments. Iowa and Buffalo
approved the Chicago Theses. Missouri — serious objections being raised
within the synod — failed of ratification. In the Ohio and the Wisconsin
synods the question of acceptance was not put to a vote at all.

After ten years of meeting him at the sessions of the intersynodical
committee as one of the spokesmen in the opposing camp this writer is left
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with the impression that the deceased was a man who had the welfare of
the Lutheran Church at heart and seriously strove to bring about a rap-
proachment of the various Lutheran church-bodies, a theologian who in
his zeal for the attainment of this goal was at times in danger to over-
shoot his mark. Fundamentally, however, he was a humble man, not
altogether averse to criticism and willing to stand corrected when in error.
His versatile mind, coupled with his sincere and fervent desire for a uni-
fication of all Lutherans on a common basis, could make him occasionally
impatient with the scruples of his opponents and seemingly tempted him to
minimize the obstacles in the way of a union based on the Scriptures and
our Lutheran Confessions. v L.

Biidjertifh.

Kate Luther. “She Is Worthy To Be Loved.” By William Dallmann,
D.D. 123 pages, 5x74. Green cloth. Title and Kate Luther’s
picture on front cover. Price, $1.00. — Northwestern Publishing
House.

This little book, written in the familiar snappy style of the author,
is a eulogy on God’s institution of matrimony as realized in a Chris-
tian home, in the form of nine pen pictures on the life of Kate Luther.

The following are the. chapter headings: “l1. The Nun. — 2. The
Wedding. — 3. Keeping House. — 4. Children. — 5. Boarders and
Guests. — 6. Joys and Sorrows. — 7. More Sorrows. — 8. A Su-

perior Woman. — 9. The Widow.” To these is added a tenth chapter
entitled “Tributes.” Many valuable quotations from Luther’s letters

are used in the text. The book contains 37 illustrations. — The
typographical errors, which I noticed while reading, do not affect the

sense. M.

Reason or Revelation? By Th. Engelder. 176 pages, 44x7%. Green
cloth covers. Price, $1.00. — Concordia Publishing House, St.
Louis, Mo.

Those who have read the wealth of instructive material presented
by the author in a clear and convincing way, as he published Reason
or Revelation? serially in Vol. xi (1940) of the Concordia Theological
Monthly will welcome the opportunity of acquiring it now in con-
venient book form. A few additions have been made, while in other
sections the text was condensed. The following are the five chapter

headings: “I. Rationalismus Vulgaris. — II. Rationalismus Vulgaris
Masquerading in a Christian Dress. — III. Rationalism in Reformed
Theology. — IV. Rationalismus within the Lutheran Church. — V.

Rationalism in Its Most Subtle Forms.”
‘We hope that the book will be widely studied in our day of
science-worship. : M.
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What Do We Know about the Life after Death? Answering some
questions which interest and concern us all. “. .. It is appointed
unto men once to die . . .” — Heb. 9, 27. By Ross H. Stover,
D.D., Pastor, Messiah Lutheran Church, Philadelphia, Pa. 105
pages, 5x7%. Blue cloth, with gold title on front and backbone.
Price, $1.00. — Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich.
The title of the book presents a fascinating question, and our

curiosity is always interested in any attempt to push aside the wveil

and to pry into what may lie hidden behind. The author divides his
general question concerning the hereafter into ten very definite points,
adding an eleventh question on the propriety of cremation, and ending
with a conclusion in chapter XII. The ten questions are: “I. Is there

- life after death? — II. What happens to the souls at death? — TIII.

Is heaven a place? — IV. Shall we know each other in heaven? —

V. Are the fires of hell real? — VI. Is there a purgatory? — VII.

Can the dead communicate with people on earth? — VIII. Shall we

pray for the dead? — IX. Do our departed ones know what we are

doing? — X. Will our bodies arise from the grave?”

No one will deny that some of these questions are highly im-
portant for our faith. I mention the numbers I, VI, VIII, X; also V
if taken in the sense: Is hell real? The others arise more or less out
of our curiosity rather than out of anxiety for our spiritual welfare.
Take No. IT as an example. The danger is ever that we begin to
speculate on this question at the expense of No. X. The Scriptures
always very emphatically hold out to the believer the hope of a resur-
rection unto life, but have very little to say about No. II. Solomon
says: Then shall the dust return to the earth -as it was, and the spirit
shall return unto God who gave it (Eccl. 12, 7). That is sufficient.
It is sufficient that we at death commend our spirit into the safe-keep-
ing of God, as did our Savior in the words of the 31st Psalm, and as
did Stephen, Acts 7, 59. — When the Thessalonians worried about
their departed ones, Paul says that they ‘“are asleep” (1 Th. 4, 13:
present participle; v. 14 and 15: aorist participle), which is but a
metaphorical way of saying that they are “dead in Christ” (v. 16).
How does he comfort the Thessalonians? Does he preach to them:
Dormire corporum est, non ammarum? Does he explain to them: they
have “only closed their earthly eyes to open their spiritual eyes im-
mediately to see God” (p. 28)? Not a syllable does he whisper of
this nature, but most emphatically he points to the coming resurrection
and the [ife to follow (v. 16-18). All men must die. In this respect
there is no difference. The difference rests altogether on Christ.
Some are “dead in Christ”, others are dead not in Christ. Concerning
the latter there is no hope. Concerning the former there is, namely,
that on the glorious Judgment Day the first act will be to raise the
“dead in Christ”, and then together with the surviving Christians to
join them to the Lord forever. — When Paul faced his imminent exe-
cution he rejoiced that he had finished his course, that henceforth
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there was laid up for him a crown of righteousness, “which the
Lord, the righteous judge, shall give me at thai day” (2 Tim. 4, 8).

The story of the rich man and Lazarus contains many embellish-
ments and must not be stressed beyond the truth which Jesus wishes
to impress: There is a twofold fate awaiting man after death, and
the time to prepare for it is on this side of the grave by hearing
Moses and the prophets.

The present book should have been prepared more carefully. It
does not inspire confidence when one sees the Greek word for preach-
ing, used in 1 Pet. 3, 19, transliterated three times as kuridzo (p. 77f.).
— It is a dangerously loose way of using a word when Lazarus is
spoken of as “being rewarded” while Dives was being “punished”, and

so “we have a feeling that justice is having her way” (p. 16).
M.

“The Son of God Rides On”, Sermon Outlines on the Gospel Lessons
of the Ancient Church by R. E. Golladay. The Lutheran Book
Concern, Columbus, Ohio.

The author of these Sermon Outlines has also written outlines
on the Epistles of the Ancient Church, on the Eisenach and Thomasius
Epistles and Gospels, Lenten Outlines and Sermons and sermons on
different parts of the Catechism. His “Life Forever”, a scriptural
Exposition of Immortality, also comprises a series of sermons. This
student of many different series of Pericopes has, as he tells us in
an introductory remark on the lesson of the first Advent Sunday
(p. 7), preached on these Gospel lessons, “from time to time, for
more than forty years” and adds: “To me they are just as new, vital,
interesting, and satisfying as they were in the beginning. In fact I
like them better as the years pass.” These introductory words of
the author certainly recommend him to all preachers, who still prefer
the old Gospel lessons to any modern series of texts. The stress
which the author also lays on the doctrinal truth of the text, especially
that doctrinal truth, which is the core of the Christian doctrine: “The
fact that the Son of man was born in- the flesh” and that “without
this there could be no redemption” (p. 10) recommends his Sermon
Outlines to all preachers, who still preach doctrine and nothing but
the doctrine of Scripture. They will agree with the author that “the
loss of this central doctrine, in so large a part of the Church, is the
reason the Church has lost so much of that power it had in the
early days” (p. 10).

With all the stress laid on the doctrine and the preaching of
doctrine, the author very well knows how to apply the doctrine of
Scripture to our present world and every-day-life. Some of the
themes, which he has selected, bear this out: “Living Like Christians”
(p. 252), “Working Like Christians” (p. 257), “The Best News in
the World” (p. 334), “Christian Citizenship” (p. 357), etc. etc. In
this connection, however, we must refer to a few statements of the
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author which are misleading, if not wrong. To say that the Church
is the only effectual agency for the correction of social, economic and
governmental abuses (p. 144) excludes the powers, that “are ordained
of God” (Rom. 13, 1) as a very effectual agency to correct such
abuses. — After the author had hit the nail on the head in accounting
for the anomalous condition of the Jews among the nations by
stating: “God is keeping these people alive, as a people, as an abiding,
living witness of the fate of those who are guilty of the most heinous
of ‘all sins, — the rejection of Jesus Christ”, he continues: “If the
Jews accepted Christianity, it is most probable that in a hundred
years they would disappear from the earth as a separate people, and
probably become, by admixture, the salt and sinew of the new spiritual
Israel” (p. 291). Is this sentence with its “if” and “probably” not
wishful thinking contrary to Romans 10 and 11?! In connection
with the theme: “The Question of a Troubled Soul Matthew 11, 2-10"
we are confronted with the remark: “The Church in our day is
making much the same mistake John made, and that the world makes”
(p. 25). Making the mistake of the world and of John identical is
more than misleading. The mistake of the world is unbelief. John
had not lost faith and “had not doubted like our moderns doubt —
with disbelief” (Lenski 414). John also did not make himself guilty
of a mistake. On the contrary, he sent his disciples to Jesus, who
alone could strengthen the faith of all those whose faith needed
strengthening. P. Peters.

Hebrew in American Higher Education (And an analysis of Hebrew
influence on American life) by Abraham I. Katsh, School of
Education, New York University. New York University Book
Store, New York, N. Y.

This monograph does not merely contain statistical data con-
cerning the study and teaching of the Hebrew in our higher schools
of learning. It also traces the influence of Hebrew and of the Old
Testament upon early American life, 1. e, upon the great Puritan
movement. We read: “The most exemplary link between Judaism
and world civilization is the Bible” (p. 4). “The whole Old Testament
is vital and commanding with the examples of the Puritan spirit” (p. 7,
cited from Storr’s “The Puritan Spirit”). Worthy of note is the
author’s definition of the teachings of the Old Testament: “Morality,
not ceremony is the vital teaching of the Old Testament. The
accent is placed upon moral conduct and not upon ritual alone” (p.
9). According  to the author and his sources the Puritans knew
little if anything of the New Testament. On the contrary it was the
Old Testament in which the Puritans believed “God had revealed for
all time in its entirety all true religion, a revelation absolute and
final” (p. 30). Therefore “in more than one fundamental have the
Puritans, consciously or unconsciously, followed the Jewish ethical
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idealism” (p. 28), yes, “Puritanism was, in essence, the rebirth of the
Hebrew spirit in the Christian conscience” (27).

The legalistic religion of the Puritan movement is well known to
the student of Church History. In as far as this legalism comes into
consideration we agree with the author that Puritanism is the rebirth
of the Hebrew spirit. We do not agree with the author that this is
any part of the religion of the Bible, whether of the Old or of the
New Testament. Nor is the vital teaching of the Bible morality, let
alone ceremony or ritual. The vital teaching of the Bible is Jesus
Christ and faith in Him as our Savior (John 5, 39). In as far as
the Puritans were Christians this was their religion despite all out-
croppings of legalism.

Although the tendency of this monograph is apparently to exalt
the Jewish spirit of legalism in religion, yet apart from this it con-
tains so much valuable material both in regard to the Puritan move-
ment (compare the many citations from Puritan and non-Puritan
writers) and the study of the Hebrew in America, that it can there-
fore only be recommended to both the theologian and to the student
of the Hebrew language. P. Peters.

Lutheran Book of Prayer. Pocket size; 209 pages, 50c in cloth
binding. — Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo.

This book is the work of a committee, designed for the devotions
of the family or the individual. It serves this purpose well, presenting
not only an ample number of morning and evening prayers for the
various days of the week, but also for the seasons and festivals of the
church and even the secular year. The needs of the individual mem-
bers of a Christian family in many different walks and situations of life
have also been taken into consideration. This sometimes makes for
rather strained attempts to adapt the prayer to the occasion. The
opening words of the prayer for Labor Day particularly does not
seem in good taste: “Heavenly Father, Thou art the Foreman of our
task and the Giver of our every duty.”

While the singular form, “I pray,” unquestionably makes some
prayers much more effective, e. g. those for Communion, in memory
of Baptism and Confirmation, it is less suitable for general devotional
use, even though frequently so used. There the first thought should
be of the family. But even the individual reading his prayer alone will
profit by the thought that he shares his blessings as well as his prob-
lems with a countless host of other believers.

The general tone of most of the prayers, however, is humble and
reverent, rich in the use of Biblical expression, sound in seeking first
the Kingdom of God and His righteousness, stimulating, and full
of suggestion. For some reason this reader found the Sponsor’s
Prayer particularly fine. That -a number of Psalms and Luther’s
Catechism were included was also a happy thought. E. R.
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A Book of Prayers for Boys and Girls. By G. J. Neumann, with a
Foreword by J. Bodensieck, Pocket size, 192 pages, 50c. The
Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, Ohio.

These are prayers of all kinds, adapted to the various age levels
of children, in prose and verse. While the latter form is in many
ways ideal for the use of the young, the verses here offered fall far
short of this ideal. Not only is there a discouraging sameness of
meter and expression, but one misses, e. ¢g. in the eveéning prayers, a
simple, child-like plea for pardon, perhaps in the manner of the old
familiar, “Hab ich Unrecht heut getan, sieh es, lieber Gott, nicht an.”
The prose has it, as have also some of the later versified prayers under
the captions “Forgiveness and Grace” and “Before and after Com-
munion.”

This reader was struck by a recurring thought in the Foreword:
“ . .1if you want to be Christian boys and girls, you need to pray.”
— “If you hurry through your prayers, they are almost sure to be
useless and fruitless.” — “. . . if you ask anything in the name of Jesus,
He promises that He will do it. ‘If you shall ask anything in My
name I will do it (John 14, 14). What a boundless promise! But
notice the ‘if’! If you do not pray in Jesus’ name, the promise is
null and void.” — Is that not ‘driving children to prayer, rather than
leading them? Note that the quoted passage is immediately preceded
by: “Whatsoever ye shall ask in my name, that will I do.” Or
Jn. 16, 23: “Whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in my name, He will
give it you.” Or Mt. 7, 7: “Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and
yve shall find, knock, and it shall be opened unto you.”” That was the
Savior's way, even with His adult disciples.

It is unfortunate that these things should mar an otherwise most
commendable undertaking. E. R

The Door of Hope. By Frieda J. Schneider. 192 pages, pocket size,
75c. The Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, Ohio.

Though this book of meditations for the afflicted offers no clue
as to its background, either in a foreword or explanatory note, it
obviously comes out of a sickroom, reflecting the personal experience
of the authoress on every hand. Its theme appears in the use of
Hosea 2, 15: “The valley of Achor (trouble) for a door of hope,” rich
comfort gathered under trying conditions.

Among the finest meditations are those on Phil. 4, 12 (I know both
how to be abased, and I know how to abound) and II Cor. 1, 3-4
(the comfort wherewith we ourselves are comforted of God), also a
group on the use of Scripture and another on prayer. That quite a
number of these meditations are emotional and subjective rather than
an objective proclaiming of the Gospel is, under the circumstances,
almost inevitable. But it took a second reading to discover why the
devotions in the first part of the book on such rich texts as Isaiah
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55, 8; 43, 2-3; and 53, 5 did not yield the full measure of comfort that
they hold. As has become the fashion also with sermon series, so
this book is arranged according to a master outline: I. Our Afflictions,
II. Our Comfort, ITI. Our Opportunities and Duties. Since the texts
mentioned occur in Part I, only one side is emphasized, and the com-
fort deferred until one reaches Part II. It is to the author’s credit
that in several instances she has broken through this self-imposed re-
striction, simply proclaimed what the text actually contains, and thus
offered the comfort which the reader may sorely need. A better
method still would be if preachers generally would discard these super-
outlines, or at least use only such that will not impose a strait-jacket
upon their thinking. What is good practice for the orderly develop-
ing of a single sermon or meditation becomes decidedly harmful when
for the sake of a sermon series it compels one to wait for some other
occasion before hearing a vital part of the Gospel message. After all,
that other occasion may never come.

These objections, of course, apply to the above book only in part,
and fall away entirely when it is studied as a whole. E. R.

Our Great Salvation. A Series of Lenten addresses by William E.
Schramm, and )

The Centrality of the Cross. Sermonettes on the Seven Words from
the Cross by Edward W. Schramm. Second edition. 109 pages,
74x5%.  Purple cloth, black title on front and backbone. Price: $1.00.
— The Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, Ohio.

All seven sermons under the first title in this book are based on John
3, 16. The author discusses in a very interesting manner “Our Great
Salvation” wunder the following sub-headings in seven sermons: Its
Author; Its Motive; Its Scope; Its Price; Its Appropriation; Its Neces-
sity; Its Purpose.

A striking outline is employed in the first sermon under the theme,
The Author of our Great Salvation: 1. God the Father thought it; 2. God
the Son brought it; 3. God the Holy Ghost wrought it. There are also
some notably fine gems of thought in this group of sermons, as for instance
this' one: “Tracing the stream of our great salvation back to its source,
we find the great spring from which it flows in His heart of love.”

It is unfortunate that the author mars one of his sermons with the
old fallacy of attempting to distinguish between various types of resistance
to the Gospel invitation on the part of unconverted man. On page 41
we find the statement: “The Lord will give to the sinner power to undo
the fastenings of the door (to his heart) and to swing it ajar. That is,
divine grace will give strength to overcome sin’s natural resistance.” The
Scriptures know of only one kind of resistance to the Gospel in every
unregenerated human being, namely that such an one always resists inten-
tionally, wickedly, and persistently until the Holy Ghost has changed that
resistance into acceptance of the Gospel through faith. It is difficult,
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therefore, to discover any valid reason for the use of the word “natural”
in the sentence quoted above.

Another disturbing feature is the frequent use of the word “must” in
connection with the appropriation of God’s salvation on the part of the
sinner. “He must also believe that this message is true”, “he must have
such a trust in the Christ of the Gospel”, “he must accept the Redeemer
as his King”, etc. How strangely this contrasts with the Savior’s pleading
invitation: “Come unto me all ye that labor”, or with Paul’s fine homiletical
hint in the passage: “Now then we are ambassadors for Christ, as though
God did beseech you by us: we pray you in Christ’s stead, be ye reconciled
to God.”

We cannot become enthused about the Sermonettes on the Seven
Words in this same volume, by the second author, under the general
heading: The Centrality of the Cross. The trouble with so many attempts
to preach on our Savior’s dying words has been and still is that preachers
have stretched, twisted, pressed, and hammered at these texts in order to
adjust them to some fanciful thinking of their own so as to obtain material
for a sermon from them. For while the majority of these Seven Words
provide abundant and precious material, a few of them may well daunt
the ablest of preachers. Would any pastor be in doubt as to which Words
he would net use as texts if only five sermons instead of seven were re-
quired during the season of Lent? In our humble opinion, therefore, it
would be well not to elect to preach on all of the Seven Words unless one
is very certain that he can produce a truly textual and exegetical sermon
also on the difficult ones.

The author of the Sermonettes has set himself the arduous task of .
subordinating the homiletical material of the Seven Words to the general
theme, The Centrality of the Cross. We fully agree with him when he
says in his introduction to the first sermon: “Beyond shadow of a doubt,
the cross is at the very center of things in heaven and things on earth.”
That, to a Christian, is a theological axiom. But it is questionable whether
the Words on the Cross can properly be forced into the strait-jacket of
this axiomatic thought without being unduly stretched. We shall let the
reader be the judge by enumerating the themes in these Sermonettes for
each Word. The Cross is the center 1. of Hostility; 2. of the Heart of
Man; 3. of the Home; 4. of Humanity; 5. of the Heart of God; 6. of
History; 7. of Heaven.

And lest the objection be raised that these strange themes might after
all prove satisfactory if the author’s line of thought were known, we shall
also submit one sample of the latter. In his sermon on the third Word
he speaks of The Cross in the Center of the Home, and carries out this
theme as follows: 1. The Cross reveals the secret of the home’s unity;
2. The Cross shows the home’s circle of influence; 3. The Cross points
to the home's crown and goal.’

Let us hear what the author has to say on the last point. “The cross
on Calvary was lifted up between earth and heaven and pointed to heaven.
And the Christian home, with the cross in the very center of it, is destined
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to achieve its crown and consummation in heaven.” He then speaks of
sickness, death, accidents, financial. reverses, sin and weakness in the home
and continues: “Is there no hope for smitten hearts? Truly, there is!
The cross points to it. And the cross points — upward. Has a loved
one been taken? That is just one more tie that draws the home to heaven.
Have earthly treasures been swept away? That is just one more reason
for looking to the home’s true, imperishable treasure in heaven.”

This elaboration distresses and perplexes us. The author promises
his hearers to preach on the last words of the Savior to His mother and
to the beloved disciple, but, instead, he bases his entire last part on the
fact that Christ’s cross pointed to heaven! Is it too much to expect of
the Lord’s anointed heralds that they treat His inspired Word with ut-
most reverence and holy awe whenever they undertake to preach it?

S.

Safender auf dad Jahr 1942.

Gemetndeblatt-Qalenber.
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Das jind alte Vefannte. Die erjteven zivei werden bon unferm eigenen
Northwestern Publishing House feraudgegeben, die lelferen zivei vomt
Concordia=Berlag zu ©t. Louid. Der Preid jeded Kalenders it 15c.
Die betden mifiourifchen Kalender umfajfen je 188 Seiten plus je 20 Sei-
ten gefdhaftlicher Umgeigen, die Deidben Widconfiner je 182 Geiten plud je
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Wir haben auf den Wert der Kalender bejondersd fvegen der darin ent=
Haltenen Wbdrefien aller Pajtoren der Shnodalfonfereng wiederholt Hingeviefen.
Wer iiber Sonntag an einem fremden Ort fein muf, dem leiftet dad Negifter
gute Dienfte im Yuffinden bon Glaubensbriidern, an beren Gotteddienft
er tetlnehmen fanmn.

{ber den Refeftoff mbge ein furged Wort aus dem Umerifanifden
Salender hier etnen Rab finden. Da Heifht e8, dafy die meiften diefer AYr-
tifel , chrijtlic) belehrend und erbaulih gehalten find, jo dafy fie {ich fiir die
©tube einfamer Chriften, die Kranfenjtube ober two immer Ehriften Troft

und Starfung ihred Glaubensd Haben modten, eignen. . . . Allerdingd, dad
jtatiftifcge Matertal wird inumer grofer, jo dak bon Jahr zu Jahr der Lefe-
toff je linger, je mehr Dejdhrantt werden mufy” (&. 20). m.

Alle Hier angegebenen Sachen fonnen durd) unjer Northwestern Pub-
lishing House, 935-937 North Fourth Street, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, be=z
aogen iverden. .
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Dad neuteftamentliche Predigtamt und jeine Gaben.

1. Ror. 18, 13: ,Nun aber bleibet Glaube, Hoff-
nung, {iebe — bdiefe drei; aber die Qiebe ift die grofte
unter ifhnen.” '

Sragt jemand, fwarum id) nad) der Erorterung der manderlet
Biindnijfle Sotted mit den Vatern jdhlielidh zum Cbangelium ded
PNeuen Tejtaments iibergebhe, jo vermweife id) thn auf dag 1. und 2.
Qapitel des meutejtamentlichen Hebrderbriefs: ,Nachdem borzetten -
®ott mandymal und manderleiveife 31 den BVatern geredet Hat durd)
die Propheten, Hat er am lebten in diefen Tagen zu und geredet
durd) den Sobhn, weldhen er gefesst Hat zum Crben iiber alles, durd
melden er aqud) die Welt (die Wellzeiten) gemadit Hat.” — Kap. 2:
LDarum jollen ioir defto mehr wahrnehmen ded Wortd, dad ir
horen, dap wir nidt dahinfahren.” — Die eitere Begriindung des
Saged in Rap. 1, die id) hier weglajfe, mup jeder Pajtor felbjt durd):-
nehmen. {tberhaupt muk jeder Pajtor den gangen Hebrder grimdlid
ftudieren, wenn er die Ubereinftimmung ded Alten Teftamentd mit
dem Neuen und deren Unteridjied boneinander red)t berftehen will;
erft diefer Brief madt dad in allen Eingelbeiten redit flar. Hier
febent ivir, wie dad Alte und dasd Neue Tejtament jachlid) umd praf-
th sufammengehsren und die eine grofe Offenbarung SGotted aus-
madjern.

Dem Unterzeidneten lag e in jeinen alttejtamentlidjen Artifeln,
befonders in dem itber Abraham, daran, nadguiveifen, daf Abraham,
der Vater der Gldubigen, auf feine andere Weife gerecht und felig ge-
mworden 1jt ald auf diejenige, weldje Paulud Eph. 2, 8 in die Worte
sufammenfakt: ,Denn ausd Gnaden feid ihr felig ge-
morden, durd den Glauben;und dasdfelbigenidt
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aueud); Gottes Gabeijted, nidhtausdden Werfen,
auf daf fidh) nidt jemand rithme” Desdhald nannten
iir den Bund Gotted mit Abraham einen einfeitigen Bund,
0. b. eimen Bund, in weldem Gott alles allein und Abrahom
nidts tat, jondern alle Gnade nur empfing durd) den Slau-
ben, ben dad Wort der Verheifung mit gottlhider Kraft allein in ihm
mirfte. So mwerden abfolut alle Simder auf Crden, Juden und
Heiden, jelig, nidht einer anders, fet e im Wlten oder im
Neuen Teftament, v o r Chrifto oder nad) Chrifto. Daher ijt dad
Sibboleth) ded Chriftentums: Glaube an JFefum Chri-
ftum, fo witvit du jelig! Ja, ed it nur jdeinbar, weil
qugerlid), anderd bet dem in Yghpten geiftlid) berfommenen Samten
Abrahams, Jjaafs und Jafobsd. Den mupte der Herr erjt mieder
su auBerlichen RKindern der Vater erziehen. Daber die mandjerlet
auferlichen Bitmdniffe mit ihnen zur Einfithrung in eine irdijde
Nuhe — Biindniffe, in denen er dad eine grofe und jdharfe Moral-
gefes und biele WVerordnungen fiir dad auferlihe Gemeindeleben
gab, darauf bet der fogenannten Bundederneuerung (Crod.
34) ihnen den gangen Sdjap jeiner Liebe offenbarte, dann aber die
halgjtarrig Ungehorjamen bi3 aufd Blut ziidtigte und die grofe
Majje permwar{, fo daf jhliehlich, jelbit Aaron und Mofe, dad
berfeiBene Land nidht erreidgten. Dad Ganze war flir alle, die nidt
genitgend neuteftamentlic) glauben gelernt Hatten, nur ein &G at-
tenund Borbild bon dem, wad durd) den verheiBenen Chriftusd
formmen jollte und nad) den Propheten aud) fam. So lehrt e3 in
allen Cingelbeiten der PHebrderbrief, der Herr perfonlidh) und das
gange Feue Teftament. Jnfonderheit jingt dabon aud) prophetiid
der altteftamentliche PBialter im boraus.

Nun beadhte man zunadit aufsd jdarfite, weld befondere
Stellun g der Hebraerbrief der Predigt Ehrijtt unter den mandjer-
et Offenbarumgen der ithm borangegangenen Weltzeiten gibt. Gott
hat 3uletkt, in diefer (lebten) Weltzeit, 3u 1 n 8 geredet nicht mwie
su unjeren Vatern durd) menjdliche Propheten, jondern durd
den eigenen Sohn, den er um Crbhen aller Dinge, aud
der perfdjiedenen Weltzeiten, gemadt Hat. Diefer ift der Ab-
glang feiner etgenen Herrlidfetit und dDad €hen-
b1ild feined Wefend, Dder alle Dinge mit dem Wort
jeiner Qrafttrdagt und mwelder, naddenm er dDie Rei-
nigung von den Siinden perfonlid) bollbracdgt, fid) zur
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Redhten der Majeijtat in der Hohe gejeht bhat
Deffen Stuhl wahret von Emwigfeit 3u Cmwigteit. Weil
er die Geredhtigteit geliebt und die Ungeredhtigteit gehapt Hat, darum
Lhat did), Gott, dein Gott, gejalbt mit Freudensl, dem Heiligen
®etft, herrlidger al8 alle deine Gefellen (in der Predigt). Du hait
imAnjang QSimmel und Erde gegritndet Sie wer-
den vergebhemn, du aber bleibeit ewig, jiBend 3u
Gottes Redhter Hand” — €3 ijt die allerherrlichite und
allevletste evangelijche Predigt Gotted bon unferm Heil; e3 gibt
feine anbdere mehr. Der ewige Sohn Hhat durd) jeine fretwillige
Selbjtdarbietung zum Opfertod an der Simder Statt mit diefem
Tode Gott dag Opfer gebradt, da3, einmal gebradt,
im alle Cwigteit gtlt. Nun ikt er ur Redten O©ottes
fitrbittend und den Heiligen Geift ausgiepend, bhinfort
martend, bid nad) PBj. 110 alle jeine Feinde zum Schemel feiner
Tiige gelegt werden. Mt diefem Cinen Opfer hat er aud) in Ciwig-
feit bollendet alle, die gebeiligt werden. Diefe Vollendung
aber Hat er durd) dad Wene Tejtanent verfiegelt, da der Hei-
lige ©etjt gefproden Hat: ,Jch will meine Gefege n ihren Sinn
gebent, und in thr Herz will iy jie {hreiben und will thr Gott jein,
und fie jollen mein Volf jein; denn id) will gnddig jein
ihrer Untugend und ihren Sinden, und ihrer
Nngeredtigfeit will id) nid)t mehr gedenfen”
Hebr. 8, 10-12, pgl. Kap. 10, 16-18. o ijt aljo bet Gott und
Chrifto dad gange Heildwerf hon fertig. Die Feinde jind
beifeite getan, und die Heiligen fiir die jelige Eiigfeit durd) den
Hetligen Geijt itberrveichlich verforgt. ,RKommt, denn e3 it alled
beveit!” Quf. 14, 17.

@p folgt nun in Kap. 2 die eine allwidtige Crmahnung:
JDarum jollen wir dejto mehr wahrnehmen de3
Worts dad wir horen, daf wir nidht dahinfahren”, d. h.
nidht diefem grofen Heil entfallen. Denn wenn jdon jedes Wort,
dag durd) freatiirliche Engel geredet ijt, fejt getworden ift und jede
Ubertretung und Ungehorfam ihren redten QLohn empfangen Hhat, mwie
wollen wir entfliehen, fo wir eine joldhe Seligfeit
nidt adyten, die Gott durd) glaubmwiirdige ugen- und Obren-
seugen, durd) fo biele Beiden und Wunder und mit usteilung deld
Hetligen Getjted ,nad) feinem Willen” begeugt Hat!

Anjtatt die nun folgenden CErorterungen ded Hebraerbriefs
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itber den mit dem Sohn gefabten Leidendrat Gottes tm eingelnen
ietter gu jtudieren, gwingt und die lehte in 1. Kor. 12, 11 iiber die
Austeilung ded Geifted gemadhte Bemerfung ,nad) jeinem
Willen”, aud) auf die befonderen Geiftedgaben, die foge-
nannten charismata, eingugeben, die der Herr iiber die erfte meu-
teftamentliche Chriftengemeinde ald Jeugnifie der Wahrheit und
Oottlidhteit des thnen Defohlenen Evangeliums ausgegoijen Hat.

Die Gejdhichte ded erften Bfingftiefted ift ja befannt. €3 war
am 50. Tage nad) der Auferftehumng desd Herrn. Die Gentetnde
@hriftt 1)t 120 Mann ftarf auf den {hon vor jeiner Himmelfahrt
gegebenen Befehl einmiitig berfommelt. Aud) die und befannten
glaubigen LWetber und frommen Freundinnen ded Herrn ivaren mit
dabet. Petrusd betet mit der gangen Verfammlung und lakt die
itbrigen Upoftel umter der Rettung des Herrn felbjt den frommen
Natthiad an ded Verrdters Statt zum Ipoftel wahlen. Dann pre-
digt er ivieder der betenden Mienge den auferftambdenmen und gen
Simmel gefahrenen Herrn nad) der Weisfagung ded Propheten Joel.
Da gejdieht ploslid ein lautesd Braujen vom immel, und Flammen
erfdjeinen itber den Hauptern der Glaubigen; biele fangen an, jon-
Derbare Jeden bon den grofen Taten ©ottes zu redem, wad aber
sum Zeil nidht von jedermann bverftanden ivird. Daf die neu-
teftamentliche RKirdje allerlei joldje G aben dDed Geijtesd emp-
fangen folle, Hatte der Herr feinen Jiingern unmittelbar vor feiner
Simmelfahrt felbft berheifen, Marf. 16, 17-20; Q. 24,49. Und
fo finden iwir dann in den ndd)jten Rapiteln der Upoftelgefhidite bis
sut der underbaren Befehrung Pauli erzdhlt, daf mande Glieder
befondere Redegaben, andere manderlei Wundergaben befafen; jelbit
Qeute ie der Coangelift Whilippus mit feinen bier Tddtern und ein
DMann wie Agabud traten ald Verfiindiger der Sufunjt auf. Ja,
wir finden die Wunder der Lranfenbeilung nod) im Jafobusbrief,
Qap. 5, 14-20, im Gebraud). Aud) der Spatling und geringite
unter den Wpofteln, twie er jicd) Jelbjit nennt, Hatte nad) feiner Be-
fehrung eine Reihe bon diefen Wundergaben, und er, der {id) gerade
grofer Redegabe nidyt rithmen fonnte, rithmt jid) in 2. Kor. 10 und
11, befonderd jeiner grofen €rfenntnid in 11, 6; und die Hhat
er ja in allen feinen biblifen Sdriften fiir alle Seiten fejtgelegt.
Darum ift er ed aud) getworden, der und iiber dasd gange Wefen der
Crtragaben ded $Heiligen Geifted und deren Wert und rediten e-
braud) am bpollftandigiten umterridjtet Hat. Sie find alle zum
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Wadhstum und zu ver geiftlichen BVollfertigung der Kirche auf Erden
gegeben. Deshalb fann ed fein Arbeiter in der neutejtamentlichen
Qirdhe unterlajjen, 1. Kor. 12-14 und Eph. 4 betend durdjzuitudieren.
) will hier um unferer Studenten willen perjudien, die Sade
nad) 1. Qor. 12-14 und Eph. 4 einigermafen zu jdematijieren:

1.

2.

Geiftlidie Gaben (charismata) gibt e3 nidjt unter
den Heiden, fondern nu v innerhalb der Rirde Ehrifti.

Der Yrt nady gibt e3 zmwei verfdiedene: A,
ftehende Dienftleiftungen (Ymter) und B,
eingelne Rraftwirfungen (Wunder).

Sie find alle bon demielben Geift, aber jeglichem
Glaubigen nad) jeinem freien Gutditnfen verliehen.
Alle Gaben, an die Eingelnen gegeben, follen zum Beijten
dDer Gefamibheit Dienen.

Gingelne Gaben: Die Weitdheitsrede fiir qupere gute
Cinridgtungen in der RKirde, die Crfenntnidrede,
die durd) Studium und tiefed Nadydenfen gewonnen iit,
der Heldenglaube die Gabe der Rranfenbhet-
Tung, die Gabe, iiberhaupt Wundevr zu tumn, Ddie
Gabe der prophetifhen Weidfagung (gewdhn-
fidy fali) al8 difentlicheds Predigen gedeutet), die Eabe,
Geifter gu unter{deiden ob jie et oder
unedyt {ind (Unanta3, Wpg. 5, Simon, Kap. 8, Elymas, Kab.
13), die Gabe, veridiiedene Spraden 3u reden,
die ®abe, diefe CSpraden zu fiberjepen. Tedem
eingelnen gibt er, wie er e fiir hetljam fiir die gange Rirdye
halt.

Vo B. 12-17 pergleid)t der Wpoiftel die neutejtament-
lide Qirdhe, deren Haupt Chrijtusd ijt, mit dem menid -
liden Qeibe, Ddeffen eingelne Glieder: Hande, Fiibe,
Augen, Ofren ujw. Gott jo wohl an den Leib gepflanst Hat,
daf  fie fretivillig ein3 Ddem andern und Ddem gangen
Qeibe dienen zu jeiner Vollfommenbheit, ‘aljo, daf nidht eine
@paltung tm  KQeibe fei. ALjo aud die Kirde
Ehrifti. Von B. 28 an zahlt er offenbar der fonfreten
Fatigtett nad) ,auis erite” die Wpoijtel, aufs andere die
Propheten, aufs dritte die Lebhrer; dDarnady die Lun-
dertdter, die Gaben, agejund zu madjen, Helfer, Regierer,
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manderlet Spraden; und die Reihe von Lehrgaben
permebhrt er €ph. 4 nodh um Evangelijten und Hir-
ten, nod) einmal die {Gon genannten Lehrer erwvahnend.

S Sapitel 13 madt der Apojtel bon jeinem Thema eine jo
allividhtige Digreffion zum Kapitel von der Liebe; und wir wiir-
den alles perfehlen, wenn wir ed nid)t gang bejonders zu Herzen
nahmen. Wir wollen e3 hHier aber Hid8 and Ende verjdhieben und
geben jeht zu Kap. 14, der Fortjebung iiber die geijtlichen Gaben,
itber. Paulus leitet dies Kapitel mit dem furzen Saf ein: ,Strebet
nad) der Qiebe!” Daran fehlte e befanntermafen in Korinth, wie
e3 die erjten Kapitel diefed Briefes zeigen. - Statt deffen befleifigten
fte fich der ,geiftlichen Gaben”, und zwar nidht der bejten. Tas ijt
die befondere Gefabhr diefer umjerer, der lebten Jeif, in weldher die
wertbolljten der perfonliden Gnadengaben nicht in groger Fiille 3u
Finden find. JIn Kap. 14 Handelt e3 fid) befonders um zmwet
Dinge, um dad jogenannte 3ungenreden (gloossais lalein),
und um dad, wad Quther in feiner {tberfegung fonjtant ,Weis-
fagung” nennt. Wir bemerfen Hier, daf e3 ungzutrveffend ijt,
diefen Ausdrud einfad) mit Dem zu identifizieren, mwad wir heute
SBredigen” nenmen.

Was und wer nad) dem grofen NMoje der mahre und grofe
Brophet Gotted ijt, jteht in 5. Moje 18, 15—-19. Jn der Shrijt
beipt das Detreffende Wort tmmer ,prophezeten”. Jn Matth.
26, 68; Mart 14, 65; Qut. 22, 64; IJoh. 4, 19 und Quf. 7, 39 heift
e8 jedesmal berborgene Dinge offenbaren, die fein natiir-
licher Menjd) wijfen fann, jie feien thm denn von Gott geoffenbart.
€3 gehort sum ,Weisjagen” oder ,Prophezeten” immer das ,pro”
und das ,phaskein” (von phainein) = ang Lid)t bringen,
und es fann fidh aud) auf weltlide Dinge Dbejiehen, wahrend
unfer Predigen ed tmmer nur mit dem geoffenbarten Wort Gotted
au tun Hat umd von der Sufunit die Offenbarungen der Sdrift nu
wiederholen fann, wie i) 3. B. Matth. 24 3itiere bon den
Beidjen der Gmndzeit. So traten aud) damals in sffentlidger Ver-
fammiung eingelne, von Stellen des Alten Tejtaments fo ergriffen,
auf, dafy jie diefelben nicht nur zitierten, jondern audh, je nad) dem
befonderen Fall, in itberjdmdnglid) freudigen oder warnenden Wor-
ten augipraden. Das nanunte man ,weidjagen”. Hhnliche Ver-
Jammlungen bielten gerade 3u diefer 3eit auch die ungldubigen Rab-
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binen. &ie ,prophezeiten” aud) mit Stellen aus dem Alten Tejta-
ment aber tmmer im antidriftijden Sinne Jn ihren
privaten Konflaben jollen fie dad Heute nod) gegen die ,Ehrijten-
hunde” tun. o wollen wir beadhten, daf hier in 1. Ror. 14 jedes-
mal, wo Quther bom Weidjagen vedet, im Oried)ijhen fonfequent
propheteuein oder das Hauptwort propheteia jteht. Jn L. 6 fritt
sur Prophetie als Alternative die Lehre (didache). Jn B. 15 vedet
aud) Paulus vom PVialmeniingen mit feinem Sinn, laut
und verjtdndlich; dad war aud) ,veidjagen”, unter den erjten Chri-
ften haufig gepflegt. Dad diente alled zur Bejferung und zur Cr-
mahnung und zur Trdjtung der Gemeinde. Jm iibrigen redet der
Apojtel in Rap. 14 gegen dad fogenannte ,Jungenreden”,
gloosse-1 oder gloossais lalein. Wie dad bejdjaffen twar, wiffen wir
nidt genau; e$ war wohl mehr alsd dasd blope la, la, la-Sagen diefer
oder jemer DHeutigen Sdywdrmerperfammlung; aber ein unver-
ftandlides RQallen, wenn nidht der [aller e jelbjt aud) ver-
ftandlid) audlegte. Vielleiht war e8 Pialmenjingen mit gefdhloife-
nem PMunde nad) eigener PVeelodie, ,,a humming” — jedenfalls
unverjtandlid fir alle anderen in der Verjammlung. Paulus
nennt ed aud) ein unberftandlidhesd ,Beten”. Darum iveift er e3
als unfinntg aud der Werfammlung Hinaus in3 Privatfdmurerlein
por ©ott, aufer wenn man es aud) aqudlegen fommne. ,Jd danfe
meinem ©ott, daf id) mehr mit Sungen rede als ihr alle; aber
in der VBerfammlung will id leber fiinf Worte reden mit
meirtemn BVerjtand, auf daf ich aud) andere untermweife, denn jonit zehn-
taujend Worte mit Jungen.” Jedenfalld war dad Sungenreden feine
Setftedgabe fiir geiftig reife Qeute miit normalem Verftand, jondern
fliir unentiidelte Qinder und Sdwadiinnige, wie wir ja den Un-
mindigen aud) die heilige Taufe gewahren, ohne Cniwidhmg der
natiirlichen Verjtandestrafte bet ithnen vorausiesen zu miijjen. Lar-
um mogen wir {ie nad) Bi. 8 gern im Sottesdienit jehen, jie beten
und fingen hoven; aber jelbjtandig al3 Seugen flir das Evangelium
auffiihren, ware unjinnig.  ud) in der Sahl der ,Weitdfager”
will der Apojtel Piaf und Ordnung gehalten Haben. Mir per-
fonlid) Dat er dad bidher unerhorte Amt an die Heiden gegeben, die
er mtt uns etngeletbt hHat in den getjtlicgen Leib E€Hrijt, damit feine
mannigfade Weisheit tn Chrifto auf Crden und im Himmel fund
mwerde Ddadurd), daf ihr durd) jeinen Geijt am inneren Menjdjen
ftart werdet. Eph. 3.
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Wir geben jept in Gph. 4 3um legten Jiel alled Gna-
den- 1md Geiftesausdgiefens Gotted itber.  Der Herr Hhat Fuert die
Unterelt, dad Reid) des Teufels, zeritort und ift dann iiber alle
Stmmel aufgefahren, auf daf er alled erfitllete. A3 jolder Hat
er etlidge su A poifteln gegeben, etliche 3u Propheten, etlice
su Cbangeliften, etlidhe zu Hirvrten und Lehrern gege-
ben, edoke (nicht wie Quther iiberjest , gefeht”). €3 gibt in der
neuteftamentlidjen Rirdpe fein ,qefested” Amt mit gefeplidher BVoll-
madjt, vie e5 die weltlidje Obrigteit bon Gottesd wegen Hat. Alles,
was oir in der neutejtamentlichen Kirde ,Beamten” nenmen, ift
rein menfdliche und nidht ungefahrlicde Anbequemung an Welt und
GStaat, die nidhtd andered fennen ald Lobhn und Strafe zum Jived
der Ordnung. Alle Fiv @ liden Amier jind mehr oder minder
widtige G aben Chrifti, ,Enadengaben” der Kirde, ald Diener,
Diafonen, Qiturgen, Vermalter, ja als Knedyte (doulol) zum
Yrbeiten an ihrer geiftlicdhen Crbauung und Vollendung vermadht.
Hier 1t jeded Befehlen und Herridjen ausdgejdloifen, nachdem Cr
jte am Rreuz ertworben, Teufel und Welt iibermunden und jid) zur
Rechten Gotted gefest hat. Vit ift gegeben alle Gemwalt m Him-
mel und auf Crden”, Matth. 28. Nad) diefer Gemalt regiert er
dag Grofe und dasd Kleine, Fitrjten und Volfer, Rirdhen und Kirde,
Chriften und Heudhler, ja, mein und dein Gefdid fo HI und
feimlich, dafy niemand b3 jum leten Seridht ettvasd davon zu wifjen
befommt. Gr madit e8, wieer will Dan. 4, 32 und 34. —
Das diirfen und wollen wir nidt vergefjen. — Wir Haben als Rirde
ein groBes Werf zu bollbringen. Dad befteht darin, daf alle
Setligen (Slaubigen) tiidtig gemadt werden zur Ausridiung des
Dienjtes, durd) welden der Leib Chrifti erbaut und bollendet werde,
618 wir alle hinanfommen jur Einheit (der Neinbeit nad)) ded
Glaubens umd der Erfenninid Ehrifht und gur pollen Mannhaf-
tigfett derfelben (der &tdarfe oder Grohe nah) sum Jmwed
der Crbauung und der Vollendung ded Leibed CEhrijtr*. Hierber

* Was iibrigend den griedhifden Ausdrud am SGHup bon Eph. 4,
13 betrifft: ,Der da fet in der Mafe ded vollfonumenen Alters Ehrifti”,
der und fo ratfelfaft flingt, fo (5t fich derfelbe mir {o: Matthaus Lemerit
in &ap. 3, 23: ,Und Jejus ging in dad 30. Jahr” — al3 er bon Johannesd
getauft wurde. So jtand der Herr im 33. Jahr feined menjdhlichen Alters
gur Zeit jeined SKreugestodes, alfo im vollen MWannedalter nad
jiidifher Sitte. Sp will die Rhrafe in Eph. 4 {agen, dap der Hevr nidit
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gehort al3 Mafitad fitr uns alle 1. Kor. 4, 1-5: Treue, Treue,
T reue, — iiber die gu ridhten der Herr ich vorbehalten Hat.

Darauf folgt dann in L. 14 und 15 der Zwe d: auf dap ivir
nidt mehr Kinder jeien und und wegen (wehen, nidht ,wagen”)
und oiegen (hin und Her wiegen) lajjen bon allerlei Wind der Lehre,
durd) ©daltheit der Menidgen und Taujderei, damit jie uns er-
fchleihen 3u verfithren. Qaffet und aber Pinanivadjen in allen
Gtiiden an den, der dad Haupt ijt, Ehrijtus, aus weldem der gange
Qetb. gujammengefiigt und ein Glied am andern hanget durd) alle
®elenfe, dadurd) eind dem andern Handreidung fut
nad) dem Werfeinesd jeglidhen ©lieded in jeiner Diape
und madyt, daf der Leib wad)jt zu jeiner felbit Befjerung in detr
Liebe.

Und oie der Apojtel 1. Kor. 13 bon der Jiebe redet, o jdhliekt
er aud) hier feinen Disfurs mit der Ermabhnung zu derfelben. Dort,
im 1. Qorvinther, leitet der Apoitel Kap. 13 mit den Worten ein:
30 Wil eud) (neben den geijtlihen Gaben) nod) einen befjeren
Weg geigen.” ,LWeg” DHeifst bHier fobiel mwie Wandel oder Le-
ben8regel. Und diefer Wandel ijt der Wandel in der Liebe.
Der ijt bejfer als alle die genannten geiftlidjen Gaben. — Hier tei-
len jid) die Ausleger in zivet oder mehr Rlaffen. Jn 12, 31 jagt
Baulusg: ,Strebet aber nad) den groferen Gaben; und nod
einen weit bejferen Weg mwill 1d) eud) geigen.” — Hier
meinen die einen, der Apoitel meine mit der Liebe in Kap. 13 einen
befferen Weg zur Erlangung der befjeren Gabemn.
Die anderen jagen: Nein, er jtelle die Liebe allen Gaben entgegen
alg etiwad an jid) Befjeres. Die metjten Englinder, Sdotten und
Amerifaner jtehen fitr die erjtere Crflarung, fiir die ziveite Deutide
und andere. Aber fitr den erften Siwec ift died Hodhlied Pauli von
per Qiebe viel zu {elDdjtandig und bo [[{tdndig; eine o Hod-
poetijdje, begetjterte umd dagu ausfiihrliche Rhapjodie itber die Liebe,
mwie fie fi aud) bet Homer, ja, aud) bei Vaulus jelbjt in Rom. 13,
8.9 nidht wieder findet. Jm Wlten Teftament erjdeint die Liebe

als unreifer Jtingling mit unreifem Vebenfen der entfehliden Sdivere die=
fe3 Todesletbensd (Pein Gott, mein Gott, warum Hajt du mid) berlafjenl),
jondern im vollen, flaren M amnnedbewuftfein und fejten und umer=
fchirttexficden Mannedivillen in Denm Kreugedtod an unjerer Statt gegangen
fet. ©o follen mwir zu Dderfelben Neife der Crfenninid und der Kraft im
Glauben an in emporivadien.
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— Ddie drijtliche Bruderliebe ijt ja gemeint 3u piel als
hehres, aber immer iieder eingejdjarited Gejes, ald daf der
Apoitel den verhaltnidmafpig dod) engen Sived der Erlangung bejjerer
charismata dabei vornefmlich im uge gehabt Hhaben faun. Dazu
hatten die paar Worte bon Rom. 8 polljftandig geniigt. Died hin-
retgende Lied mufp jeden Chriften itberzeugen, daf die Kirde unfers
Herrn ein itberirdifched Paradiedgartlein auf diefer dormenvollen
Welt (o, der Rrieg!) ware, wenn wir alle, jeder bon uns, ein gut
Tetl davon in feinem Herzen triige und den jelbitiiihtigen alten Adam
bei jedem Gegenretz tm Saum Halten fonnte. ,Iun aber bHlei-
bet &laube, Hoffnung, Liebe, diefe drei; aber die Liebe
it die grofte unter ihnen.”

Jetun will 1) die fonfreten Eingelheiten diefes Rieded hHier nidht
abjdyreiben; man mup es felbjt aus der gerade in bejtimmter Trud-
gejtalt vorliegenden Form inumer und immer wieder anjdauen, bis
man diefe Kolumne nidht 6lof audmwendig fann, jondern jie im
Drud immer mit dem Auge ded Geijted jieht und auSwendig abliejt
und muf bet jedem Wort {ich) immer und immer ieder fragen, ob
e3 nidht gerade an diefem oder jenem Stiid mehr oder minder Dei
ihm mangelt.

Qogifd) [aft {ich dies Qied fo feilen:

LBers 1-3: Aud) die groften Geiftedgaben jind ohne die

Qiebenichtsmert;

BVers 4-7: Die itnwendigen und audwendigen Eigenidaf-

ten der Qebe; '

BVers 8-13: Die Cmwigfeit der Webe gegenitber den bvor-

itbergehenden Geijtedgaben.

Man fann nod) mehr tetlen; aber davauf fommt e3 nicht an, jondern
darauf, daf man dad ganze Dructbild von Pauli Bejdjretbung der
Qiebe tm eingelnen {dhlieplid) obhne Augen im Kopi oder vor dem
Getft {ieht und {i) betend feft ind Herz eingupragen judht. Dann
wird man jo mande gebhaijige Wurzel bet jic) entdecfen, jie abzu-
toten, an Dder vollfommenen Liebe des Herrn (JFoh. 3, 16) fidh zu
eripdrmen juden und mit Hilfe von Mahnungen mwie Joh. 3, 35
siwar nod) taufendfach fehlen, aber aud) buBfertig immer wieder Fur
Qiebe guriictfehren.

ber die L[iebe teijt unsd noch) in andere Bahnen. Da jteht
Cph. 4, 1ff.: Jd) ermabhne eud), daf thr wandelt mit aller Demut,



Dad neuteftamentliche Rredigtamt und feine Gaben. 91

Canftmut und Geduld und bertraget einander in der Liebe und
feib fletgig subaltendieCinigfeitim Geijtdurd
Dasd Band ded Friedensd ujw. Dad gilt fiir alle Privat-
verhaltniffe: ,einander” bheit ,einer den andern”, dann
natiirlid) aud) fitr alle grogeren Kirdjengebiete, etma Konferenzen,
Gynoden und Ddergleihen Kirchenverbande. Wir Ilaffen jet den
Papjt und die Seften auper Betradt. Aber wo jid) aud) nur zwet
unferer Pajtoren oder Profefjoren oder Lehrer oder fonjt Jujammen-
arbettende ernjtlic) miteinander jtreiten, da ijt der Teufel wieder (08
und arbeitet an der Serjtorung ded Reiched Chrifti, und dad je ldnger,
je weniger Seit er hat. Wir fonnen nur mit Jittern an eine Gnt-
3meiung wifden unjeven bigher jo einigen Synoden denfen. Die
fann oie in Privatfallen nur durd) fejtgehaltene falidhe Lehre oder
ourd) iviederfholte unbriiderliche Ufte oder beide entjtehen; und beide
Haben thren Srund nidht in der Demut, jondern im Hodmut, in dem
pharifatichen Dinfel, daf man etivas Befjered fet ald der andere,
Daf man die3 Herborfehrt und aud) anerfannt wiffen will. Diefe
Gefabhr ijt fehr grop, wird aber als jolde wenig erfannt.

&djon unter den allererften Jiingern de3 Herrn drohte der Ehr-
geiz die Rirdhe zu ruinieren. Ja, e3 eridheint gerade al8 ein be-
jonderer Flud) unter ung Profejjoren und PVajtoren, daf Dinfel und
ettler Ehrgeiz je langer je mehr die Einigleit in der Kivdhe zerfreffen
mwolle (wabhrend er unter den Jaten viel iweniger and Lidyt tritt)
und das, trogdem der Herr neben dem Unglauben vor feiner Un-
tugend feine Jiinger jo oft und fo ernijt warnt wie bor dem Ehr-
get3 Angeregt Datte Denjelben in ihren Sohnen die vormehme
Mutter, Matth. 20, 20; und fie erfahrt jofort eine Herbe AbFuhr
pom Qerrn.  Aber der Janf um die JFrage, wer unter ihnen der
gropte fet, gebt weiter; und der Herr tritt demfjelben jededmial mriit
ftarfer Bejtrafung entgegen. Lied Mart. 9, 34-36; Quf. 22, 24-26,
und vor allem dad ausHifrlide Kapitel Matth. 28. BVon diefer
Hauptrede hat man Heute manderorts die Verfe 8-10 ald unsd
heutige Profejforen und Paftoren nid)ts mehr angehend midgeftridyen.
€3 ijt ja wabr, dap man aud) ald treuer Diener der Kirche einen
Ehrentitel ohne Shaden tragen darf, wenn er ungefudt aus
der merfennung feiner Verdienjte um die Kirde und aus ihrer
Danfbarfeit entfprungen ijt, dafiir haben wir viele Beifpiele. Wir
fdyretben hier nidht gegen die Titel, jondern gegen die Titelfudt
in der Kirde, die jeht nidht mehr tm Geheimen {Gleicht, jondern offen



92 Dasd neuteftamentlicie LPredigtamt und jeine Gaben.

an3d Lidt getreten 1t und die Kirdhe wie unter den eigenen Jiingern
Des3 Herrn 3u zerfrefjen drobht, wenn fie ungeftort wadien darf. Sie
Orobt unfer ganged hohered driftliched Schulwejen zu ruinieren.

Wir wollen unjere Stellimg in der ganzen Sadje Hier offen dar-
legen. ©ie mup mit Gotted Wort, den Reden unjered Herrn in
WMatth. 20, 20; 28, 7T-12; Mart. 9, 34-37; Qut. 22, 24-27 und
Joh. 5, 44, ebenfo mit Paulus in Rom. 12, 1-18 und in 1. Kor.
4, 1-5 und mit allent, wad er in 1. Qor. 12-14 und in €ph. 4 iiber
die Gnadengaben und die LQiebe fagt, libereinjtimmen. Jrren iviv
in der Darjtellung irgendeiner diefer Punfle wefentlid), jo bitten
wir um Korreftur. Steht jemand in irgendeinem Puntte twejentlid)
ander3, der geht unsd nidts an.

Wir Chriften braudjen in allen unferen Sdulen, niederen,
hoheren und Hodyiten, Rehrer und RKeiter, die neben der dhriftli-
den Treue die beftmigliche wiffenidaftlide Ausbildbung befiken
— m it oder o hne Doftortitel. Der Titel madtsd nidht. Unter
wifjenfdaftlicher Nusbildbung aber verftehe id) BHier bvon born-
ferein n ur diejenige, dem Grade der getjtig-feelijden Fajjungstrait
threr 3oglinge angepaite Qompeteny ded Jebhrers, diefen nidht nur
alle fiir fie paffenden Wiffensitoffe beizubringen, jondern der fid)
dabei poll bewufpt ijt, daf feine ganze Qebend- und Lehridtigeit im
- leten Grunde Erziehun gsiatigleit jein mufp, die als oberites
Btel bat, feine Shitler, alle und jeden, dahin zu bringen, daf er ein
Menidj Gottes werde gu allem guten Wert gefdhict, 2. Tim. 3, 15—
17; 1. Tim. 6, 3. Die Kirdje (und alle unfere niederen und Hoheren
und hoditen Sdulen jind Kir @ enjdulen) Hat nidht die Aufgabe,
allerlet LWiffen und RKiinjte den Unglaubigen und Gottlofen diefer
Welt betgubringen, die fie nur 3zu ihrem und anderer Sdaden 3u
gebraudjen wiffen. Darum muf jhon der Unterridht in unferen
Qirdendyulen jdon bet unferen fleinften Sditlern und Semeinde-
jdulen, ja im Elternhaufe, qui der Mutter Sdjof beginnen. Goethe
fagt mit Redht: ,Dan fonnte ergogene Kinder gebdren, wenn die
Eltern jelber erzogen idren.”

Wir wollen nidht, wad man Hier landldufig ,education” zu
nennen jid) angewshnt Hhat. Die fordert nur das, wad man mit
grofer Selbjtgefalligleit our way of living nennt; wir fwollen mit
aller Energie Chrijten, fromme Sdullehrer, Profejjoren, d. §. Be-
fenner unjers Herrn Jeju Ehriftt madhen. Dariiber ijt fiir die
praftifde Ausfihrung nod) mandes su jagen. Aug Pieper.

(FortfeBung folgt.)



Henry Melchior Muhlenberg.

This year is the bicentenary of the arrival of H. M. Muhlen-
berg in America. It may be said without undue exaggeration that
this event marks an epoch in the history of the Lutheran Church
in America. The “United Lutheran Church in America” (U. L.
C. A.) is arranging for an elaborate, yes we may even say spec-
tacular celebration. Since he is the founder of the Ev. Luth.
Ministerium of Pennsylvania and adjacent states, the oldest
Lutheran synod in America and one of the constituent church
bodies of the U. L. C. A., he is considered to be closer to the
members of that section of the Lutheran Church than to any other
part of our Church in this country. Be that as it may, his work
was of such a nature, such a character that in a manner of speak-
ing all Lutheran synods in the country are his beneficiaries, are
profiting from his labors as a pioneer in reawakening Lutheran
consciousness and the feeling of a common bond between the
isolated, struggling groups of Lutheran Christians in this early
period of our history. As the “patriarch” of our Church he fills
a permament niche in the galaxy of the outstanding Lutheran
leaders in America.

The Years of Preparation

Heinrich Melchior Miihlenberg, son of Nicolaus Melchior
Miihlenberg and his wife Anna Maria, née Kleinschmied, was
born September 6, 1711, at Eimbeck, a city in the electorate of
Hanover, Germany. He was baptized on the day of his birth.
From his seventh to his twelfth year he received instruction in the
elementary branches of learning and commenced the study of
Latin besides his native German. The sudden death of his father,
who had intended to give his son the opportunity to fit himself
for a learned profession, forced him to quit school and devote his
time to the earning of a livelihood. However, he held tenaciously
to his purpose of obtaining a higher education by using the even-
ing hours at his disposal for continuing his studies as best he could.
A friendly professor helped him along through some private in-
struction in Latin and Greek, until he at last was ready for the
Senior Class of the Latin School at Eimbeck. He was 21 years
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old at the time. To pay his tuition and other incidental expenses
he sang before the doors of the citizens of the town with other
choristers, like Luther at Eisenach in his day. For this they re-
ceived not a fixed remuneration but small gifts of money. In
1733 he entered the school at Zellerfelde and made advanced
studies in Latin and Greek. Besides he acquired the rudiments of
Hebrew and French. In 1734 he left Zellerfelde and returned
to Eimbeck until a way was opened for him to matriculate in the
newly founded University of Goettingen. Here he studied the-
ology for three years, from 1735 tc 1738, and also attained some
knowledge of English. But how did he get his subsistence during
these years? Part of it he earned by private tutoring. The
generosity of some well-to-do people, who were willing to aid poor
and deserving students, provided the rest. During his stay in
Goettingen he and some like-minded friends gathered neglected
and orphaned children from the streets, whose relatives could not
or would not pay the small fee which would have admitted them
to a school, and instructed them in the Christian religion and the
elements of secular knowledge.

After Muhlenberg had graduated from the university, a man
of high rank whose esteem he had won used his influence and on
his recommendation our candidate was appointed to a position as
instructor and inspector in the schools connected with the orphan-
age at Halle. In this institution, founded by August Hermann
Francke and now under the direction of Dr. Gotthilf August
Francke, the son of the former, he was afforded an excellent
opportunity to get practical experience which would stand him in
good stead in the ministry. Besides, he gained some knowledge,
valuable for his future, of first aid in case of accident and of the
dispensing of simple remedies in case of sickness. Hardly had
he been here a year when he was prevailed upon to come back
to (oettingen, since the school for the poor there, called into
being by him, had grown to such an extent as to necessitate the
enlargement of the teaching staff. But as it had been planned to
send him to India as a missionary, he stayed on in Halle. Soon
thereafter he received a call to a pastorate in Grosshennersdorf in
Upper Lusatia (Oberlausitz). Acceptance of this call was urged
upon him by G. A. Francke and other Halle men, to whom he
looked up as his venerable fathers (Hochwtrdige Viter), since it
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appeared to be unlikely just then that missionaries could be sent
out to India in the immediate future. So he became second pas-
tor in Grosshennersdorf and remained there till 1741, when he
was designated as the proper man needed for the work in America,
for which Dr. G. Francke had been requested to find the right man.

Three congregations in Pennsylvania: New Hanover (Falck-
. ner’s Swamp), Providence (the Trappe) and Philadelphia, banded
together under the name “United Lutheran Congregations”, had
begged their European mother-church for a pastor through emis-
saries and Dy letter. Dr. Ziegenhagen, Lutheran court-preacher
in London, and Dr. G. A. Francke in Halle were both asked to
help: Much correspondence ensued between London und Halle,
and years had passed before the call reached the hands of Muhlen-
berg. He was ready to follow his God’s guidance and submit
himself to the Lord’s will regardless of his own predilections or
prejudices. Having great, almost childlike respect for the opinions
of his “Venerable Fathers” in Halle, he was at last convinced by
Professor Francke that he was the man whom the Lord had chosen
to shepherd the flock which had been waiting so long and patiently
for a faithful pastor approved by those European divines in whom
they had full confidence. The congregation at Grosshennersdorf
was loath to let its beloved pastor go, but had to acknowledge the
greater importance of the call into the field in America.

From the Acceptance of the Call to America to the Founding
of the Pennsylvania Synod

In December, 1741, Muhlenberg preached his farewell-sermon
in Grosshennersdorf and set out on his journey which took him
by way of Halle and Eimbeck to London on its first lap. In
Eimbeck he took leave of his aged mother and visited with other
relatives and friends here and there. It was April of the follow-
mng year before he reached London, where Ziegenhagen received
him kindly and discussed with-him to the best of his ahility the
condition of the Lutheran Church in Amerlca in general and of
his field of labor in particular.

The voyage across the ocean was started on June 13. Such
a voyage in those days in a sailing vessel was at best anything
but a pleasure trip. Moreover, the ship on which Muhlenberg
had booked passage was an old one and hardly seaworthy anymore,
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a fact which contributed greatly to the hardships to be endured
on these long crossings of the Atlantic with the confinement to the
limited space of the ship, the rough food, the company of some
uncongenial fellow-passengers and sailors, the stormy weather and
the almost unavoidable seasickness. On September 22 anchor was
cast before Charleston. From here Muhlenberg took another and
smaller boat to Savannah which he reached on October 2.

Near Savannah was a settlement of Lutheran Salzburgers,
called Ebenezer. Driven from house and home by Archbishop
Firmian in the winter of 1731-1732, some of them with two pas-
tors had come to America in 1734 and made their home near the
above-mentioned city, where they had built their church and school
simultaneously with cottages and houses for their families and
were happy in the enjoyment of full religious liberty after the
many persecutions they and their forefathers had suffered at the
hand of their Catholic superiors in their fatherland. Their pas-
tors, Joh. Martin Bolzins and Israel Christian Gronau, had had
their religious training in Halle. It was upon Ziegenhagen’s
special request that Muhlenberg, instead of going directly to Penn-
sylvania, first stopped off at Ebenezer. He was a welcome guest
here, the more so since he was bringing a number of letters from
Europe. He, on his part, had the comfort after his hazardous
journey of communing with men animated with a kindred spirit
and the advantage of counseling with and receiving the advice of
fellow-pastors who had some experience in this strange land
which he was about to make his home. ,

His stay here was not long, however. On October 11 already
he left the colony where he had enjoyed the warm-hearted hos-
pitality of brethren. Sailing through wintry and stormy seas
and after many vicissitudes he reached his destination, Philadel-
phia, on November 25. His one concern after his arrival was to
come into contact with the three congregations whose call he had
followed across the sea. He found them in a most deplorable
condition.

Ecclesiastical vagrants, often veritable tramps, men with glib
tongues and usually dubious antecedents, roved the colonies from
one end to the other, preying on the simple church folk, unscru-
pulously cheating and fleecing whomever they could ensnare. Un-
masked in one place, they left only to nestle and get a foothold
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somewhere alse. Among them were educated men who had left
their homes in Germany or other European countries either con-
victed of a misdeed or under suspicion, lawyers, unfrocked clergy-
men, students, theological or otherwise, teachers, etc. Or they
were men without any higher education, some even lacking in
elementary learning, merely able to read and write, but with “the
gift of gab” (sit venia verbo!), the ability to say nothing in many
words. To ingratiate themselves with the people they baptized,
confirmed, married, communed and buried any- and everybody as
long as he had the fee, regardless of his conduct. They were
shrewd enough to cater to the sinful weakness of the people and
to fawn on them — rather than to earn an honest penny as me-
chanics or farmers. Some went to the length of forging creden-
tials with the signatures of distinguished and well-known church-
men of Europe in order to become the pastor of one or more
churches. Men of this type had made inroads in the shepherdless
churches whose call Muhlenberg had accepted. And more than
that! Graf Nicolaus von Zinzendorf, a nobleman of the highest
rank, had come to America to further the cause of the Moravian
Church (Bruedergemeinde), which he had founded. When he
arrived in Pennsylvania he was received with highest honors. And
when he tried to usurp the right to rule the Lutheran congregations,
he succeeded in gaining some partisans. Now the confusion be-
came still greater, if that was possible, and the congregations were
split into several factions, each condemning the others. If Muhlen-
berg had known in Germany what awaited him here in America,
it is doubtful that he would have found the courage to come.
But now that he was here and confronted with this difficult situ-
ation, he displayed such wisdom in handling it, showed such
Christian patience in his conduct, such a remarkable fortitude
under the most trying circumstances, with which he contended
for his right as the legitimately called pastor of these congrega-
tions, that he won the respect of friend and foe and made a deep
impression on the members of the congregations. By the end of
the year all three united congregations recognized him as their
pastor.

Muhlenberg proved to be the right man to bring order out
of the chaos in which he had found his congregations at the time
of his arrival. In letters to his “venerable fathers” in Europe
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he paints a drastic picture of the lamentable conditions which pre-
vailed within and outside of his congregation among the many
churchless people who were Lutherans in name, although not in
fact. Many of their children had been growing up without bap-
tism, instruction and confirmation. Since there was no one who
could be entrusted with the work, he himself commenced to keep
school. Young people up to 18, even 20 years of age, without
any previous Christian training and unable to read and write,
were among his pupils. He preached every third Sunday in one
of his three churches and stayed that week instructing the children.
On Saturday he left for the next congregation. He traveled on
horseback from one place to the other, regularly fording some
rivers, at certain times of the year so swollen that he actually en-
dangered his health, even his life. But his zeal for the cause of
the Gospel, his love of Christ and his pity with so many people
engulfed in spiritual darkness knew no bounds. Without regard
for his personal comfort he cheerfully bore all hardships and
overcame all the difficulties which his work entailed. There was
plenty of food for everybody, but money was very scarce among
the pioneer settlers. In the first half year of his stay in Phila-
‘delphia Muhlenberg earned his livelihood by giving music lessons.
But although most of his parishioners were very poor, all three
congregations were busy erecting churches and schools not long
after he had taken charge of them.

The man did an enormous amount of work. Only an iron
constitution like his could stand up under the strain for any length
of time. More and more petitions came to him asking for his
help in establishing congregations. Soon he served a fourth
congregation, located at Germantown, regularly. His united con-
gregations asked the authorities in Europe for an assistant to
Mubhlenberg and for some catechists. - In January, 1745, Pastor
Peter Brunnholtz, educated in Halle and tested in the Francke
institutions; arrived in the company of two catechists, Nicholaus
Kurtz and Johann Helfrich Schaum, both students of theology.
They came with letters of recommendation from Professor
Francke and Courtpreacher Ziegenhagen, which accredited them
to the congregations and to Muhlenberg. Both catechists were
soon ordained as pastors. Muhlenberg wrote to Halle: “To be
brief: the church which must be planted here is at a very critical



Henry Melchior Muhlenberg. 99 -

juncture (Hier ist ecclesia plantanda in einer recht kritischen
junctura). Hence we ought to have experienced and strong men,
able to stand in the breach and to dare with patience and self-
denial. You, highly venerable fathers, know full well that I am
not the man. But I regard my dear colleague Brunnholtz as such
a man, and wish that he had two or three colaborers like himself;
that would help us. God would easily direct me to some smaller
corner.” (Bente, American Lutheranism. I, 60.)

Fifty miles from Providence in a valley on Tulpehocken
Creek was a colony of Palatinates (Pfdlzer) which had suffered
greatly from the hands of clerical vagabonds. In spite of all
discouraging experiences the little flock held tenaciously to its
purpose of obtaining a faithful Lutheran pastor. To whom
should these Lutherans turn in their plight? To whom could they
entrust the task to send them a minister after their heart? There
was one man whose name inspired confidence, and that was Muh-
lenberg. But where would he find a preacher they so sorely
needed? Just at that time he had made the acquaintance of a
certain Tobias Wagner, who had been pastor near Heilbronn in
Germany and had come to America some years ago with a num-
ber of other people. He had not found a permanent abode, was
therefore available and willing to serve. He came to Pennsylvania
with his family in 1743. Since Mubhlenberg had convinced him-
self of his irreproachable character to his own satisfaction, found
also his credentials in order, he sent him forthwith to Tulpehocken.
The congregation there had built its own church and now to its
great joy had also its own pastor. However, Wagner’s stay was
not of long duration, only till 1746. But during that time a
memorable event took place at which he was one of the chief actors,
the marriage of Muhlenberg to Anna Maria, daughter of the
widely known and respected J. Conrad Weiser, which was solem-
nized by Wagner on April 22, 1745, shortly after Easter. The
bride was not quite 18 years old at the time of the marriage.
Young as she was then to become the wife of this man, whose
time and strength of mind and body were devoted to the service
of the Church in such an eminent degree, she proved herself to
be just the helpmeet he needed throughout the 38 years of their
earthly pilgrimage together. Muhlenberg had acquired an eighty-
three-acre tract of land in Providence. Here he built a house
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and made a domicile for himself and his young wife. Eight of
his eleven children were born here.

It is true: Upon his urgent pleading the authorities in Halle,
on whom he depended and from whom alone, it seemed, any help
could be expected, had sent some assistants to Muhlenberg that
were casting the net of the Gospel with him. = Yet these few men
— zealous and eager as they undoubtedly were — were not suf-
ficient for the far-flung field ready and ripe for the harvest. Ever
. more open doors were found by him and his colaborers. And the
farther afield they went, the more preaching stations had to be
started. A settlement of Lutherans at Raritan was the next one
that came under Muhlenberg’s care. It was seventy miles from
Providence. Although overburdened with work already, he could
not keep aloof, could not resist the pleading of the people of Rari-
tan. His brethren of the “College of Pastors” (collegium pasto-
rum) were fully occupied with the care of their respective charges.
After repeated visits he finally succeeded in joining four congre-
gations in one parish with one large church. Lancaster, York
and Conewago in Pennsylvania, Monocacy and Frederick in Mary-
land were visited by him in the course of three years. Wherever
he came, he preached, settled disputes, baptized, instructed as
best he could and time permitted, married and administered the
Lord’s Supper. It was not vanity on his part that urged him to
take on more work. His powerful physique coupled to his spirit-
ual drive, his mental equipment together with his intellectual and
emotional capacity and strength of character made him the man
of the hour who made an almost superhuman effort to save from
the night of the spiritual darkness of unbelief and from the hands
of rapacious sects of many colored hue what rightly was the
sole responsibility of the Lutheran Church. And since no one
else was there to stand in the breach he did what he could to the
last ounce of his strength, to his last breath. Shortly after the
arrival of Brunnholtz in 1745, in a letter to Halle from which
we have quoted above, Muhlenberg had asked for two or three
more experienced and capable men like Brunnholtz. If not three,
there was at last one whom he had the joy of greeting in 1748.
It was Pastor Johann Friedrich Handschuh (or Handschuch), a
man trained in the Halle school and with some pastoral experience.
He was put in charge of Lancaster and vicinity. Later arrivals
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were L. H. Schrenck and L. Raus, 1749. To them were added
F. Schultz and J. D. M. Heintzelmann, who later became Muhlen-
berg’s brother-in-law, in 1751, Baugher (Bager) in 1752 and
Gerock in 1753.

All these men worked together in unanimity of spirit. They
were all products of the Halle school and represented the type
of theology, peculiar to the Halle university, following in the foot-
steps of August Hermann Francke. Their assiduity for the souls
under their pastoral care was highly commendable and worthy of
emulation. Neither did they stop here. They were not only
diligently concerned about the welfare of the adults but were
equally solicitous with respect to the spiritual life of the children.
Hence they gave unstintingly of their time to the instruction of
the children in the fundamentals of the Christian religion. Wher-
ever at all possible they established regular schools and supplied
them with suitable men that conducted these schools under the
strict supervision of the pastor and congregation. Thus they laid
the foundation for a system of Christian day-schools which for
decades thereafter were in a flourishing condition. Notwith-
standing a self-evident diversity of natural talents and character
they presented a united front against all outsiders, even Lutheran
pastors not having the same background, and their congregations
taught by their bitter experiences with ecclesiastical loafers were
earnestly desirous of becoming closely connected with the original
“united congregations” which had accepted Muhlenberg as their
pastor by the end of 1742.

This close tie and interdependence of the collegium pastorum,
generally designated the “United Pastors,” and the “United Con-
gregations,” a name extended to include all the congregations in
charge of Muhlenberg and his colaborers, found outward expres-
sion, official recognition if you will, in the organization of the
Pennsylvania Synod on August 26, 1748. Dr. A. Graebner (Ge-
schichte der Lutherischen Kirche in Amerika) calls this event
“the most important in the history of the American Lutheran
Church of the eighteenth century.” The occasion of the dedica-
tion of St. Michael’s Church and of the ordination of the catechist
Nicolaus Kurtz brought the pastors and a number of Lutheran
lay men from the associated group of congregations together in
‘Philadelphia. Pastor Johann Christoph Hartwig (Hartwich,
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Hartwick) of Rhinebeck (Rheinbeck), New York, also the Swe-
dish Lutheran Provost Sandin took part in the services. After
the dedication and ordination on Sunday the first session of those
men who were desirous of knitting their scattered congregations
more closely together by establishing a permanent union in the
form of a synod was held on Monday. The newly ordained pas-
tor, N. Kurtz, delivered the opening sermon. The synod was
composed of six ministers, the pastors Hartwig and Sandin in-
cluded, and twenty-four lay-delegates. No constitution for the
new body was adopted nor was a formal election of officers held.
There seemed to be no necessity for either one. The church dedi-
cation as well as the ordination of the preceding day could leave
no room for doubt on the confessional stand of the people con-
cerned. In these services it had been publicly and solemnly stated
that “the foundation of this church was laid with the intention that
the Evangelical Lutheran doctrine should be taught therein accord-
ing to the foundation of the prophets and apostles, and according
to the Unaltered Augsburg Confession and the other symbolical
books.” (Bente, A. L. I, 63.) And the new pastor had been re-
quired to pledge faithful adherence to the Word of God and the
- Lutheran Confessions. Muhlenberg was generally acknowledged
as leader and president of the new church body, even though no
election had taken place. In fact, if not in name, he held this
position of leadership practically throughout his whole life, even
when some other pastor had been elected for the presidency. He
was respected by everybody who had come under the influence of
his forceful persomality. His life and conduct as a minister was
beyond reproach. His wise counsel was eagerly sought in all
important questions concerning the welfare of the Church, and
his decision was usually accepted as final.

To come back to the first meeting of synod: Muhlenberg ex-
plained how necessary this union, now accomplished, was for the
good of the congregations in general and how a good church order
would help them especially also in this that the youth of the church,
now growing up, could be properly schooled. With an eye to the
clerical impostors who were still working havoc among the Lu-
therans he stressed: “We preachers, here present, have not run
of ourselves, but have been called here and urged to go. We are
bound to render account to God and to our consciences. We main-
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tain connection with our fathers in Europe. We must not only
care for ourselves, but also for our descendants.” (Bente, I, 63.)
The delegates were called upon to speak on conditions prevailing
in their congregations, on the work of their pastors and on the
conduct of the parochial schools. In this way the importance of
the Christian upbringing of the children was emphasized and all
present were encouraged to foster schools in their midst and,
where such did not exist, to solicit funds and to contribute toward
the establishing and maintenance of them. From then on, and
for many years to come, Christian schools were on the calendar
of the synodic conventions as a regular topic for report and dis-
cussion. The synod convened annually. Seven meetings were
held, the last in 1754. “Revived by Fr. Wrangel (a Swedish pas-
tor and close friend of Muhlenberg) and Muhlenberg in 1760, this
oldest Lutheran synod in America exists to the present day as
‘The Evangelical Lutheran Ministerium of Pennsylvania.’”
(Graebner, Geschichte der Luth. Kirche in Amerika, 3011f.)
What caused the cessation of the meetings in the intervening
years, when it seemed this new-born child would die an untimely
death? It is not easy for us to find a satisfactory answer. For
it is almost impossible in our day to appreciate the manifold ob-
stacles in the way of a well-regulated church life in the congrega-
tions themselves and of keeping alive the consciousness of be-
longing together with fellow-Christians in other congregations.
People from widely separated sections of Germany with different
customs frequently found themselves living in the same community
and members of the same congregation. How dearly these immi-
grants loved the ways and customs of the towns and villages of
their home-land! The more earnestly they tried to take root in
this foreign soil and to build a home for themselves and their
families, the keener was their desire to transplant into this new
country the form of community and church life with which they
were familiar. It was only natural that these people looked with
suspicion on anyone that did not agree with them, for most of
them had hardly ever left their native village and its environs
before they had crossed the ocean. Often it was trouble arising
out of this condition that disturbed the peace of a congregation.
Another reason that tended to disrupt the synod lay in the fact
that frequently congregations were dissatisfied with their pastors,
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or pastors with their congregations. More than once Muhlenberg
was sorely disappointed in men whom he had trusted and recom-
mended to congregations which had besought him for a pastor.
Not only did they prove themselves unable to shepherd the flock
of Christ, but often their foolish pride and stubbornness pre-
vented them from seeking and accepting advice. That Muhlen-
berg and his brethren in the college of pastors suffered, when such
a situation arose, were not left unscathed in that they were
blamed for happenings beyond their control, that they were
slandered by malcontents, that people sometimes lost confidence
in them, was almost inevitable. But all this was certainly not
conducive to the strengthening of the new synod. Besides this,
still another instance merits mentioning. That is a very real
intolerance on the part of the “United Pastors” against otherwise
faithful pastors who had no other fault than that they were not
of the Halle school and not in full agreement with the methods
the former were wont to employ in conducting their office.
Muhlenberg and his like-minded fellow-pastors, who on occasion
were fraternizing with Episcopalians, Presbyterians and Meth-
odists in truly unionistic fashion, had not seen fit to invite these
their fellow-Lutherans to join with them in the founding of a
Lutheran synod. No wonder, then, that the orthodox Lutheran
pastors accused them of Pietism, held themselves aloof and
warned their congregations against joining the synod. Lastly,
and chiefly, the altogether mmadequate support from Halle in men
and money was hampering the work on all sides and dampened
the spirit of the ardent laborers in this great mussion field. In
an appeal by Muhlenberg and others, adopted by the synod in
1754, and sent to London -and Halle, “the manner in which other
denominations and the Swedish Lutherans are aided by foreign
help is shown, and a very discouraging contrast is drawn. .

The people are, as a rule, poor. In a congregation of three
hundred members scarcely fifteen can be found able to contribute
toward the building of churches; and the responsibility for debts
incurred must, therefore, as a rule, fall upon the pastors them-
selves. Many thousands of Lutheran people are scattered
throughout North Carolina, Virginia, Maryland, New Jersey,
New York, etc. No provision is made for the traveling expenses
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of the pastors or supplies for their places, if these Lutherans are
cared for. People come often one and even two hundred miles
to hear a sermon and receive the Sacrament, and weep bitterly
over the destitution, which no one endeavors to remove.

The picture is a very dark one. The pastors feel that they do not
see how 1t is possible for them to advance; and yet to recede or
even to be stationary must be fatal.” (Dr. Jacobs in Bente, I, 651.)

From the Founding of the Synod to the Death of Muhlenberg

In 1648 Dutch Lutherans and some Germans had organized a
congregation in New Amsterdam. Aifter the seizure of this
Dutch colony by the English in 1664, which they renamed New
York, Dutch immigration ceased, while Germans came in ever-
increasing numbers, a majority of them being Lutherans. Those
remaining in the city and its vicinity quite naturaily joined the
already established Lutheran congregation. Not being able to
have a church of their own they followed the Dutch service as
well as they could. As long as the Netherlands were in posses-
sion of the colony and most of its inhabitants were Hollanders,
Dutch was the language of the courts and of business, the lan-
guage of the street and public intercourse, and the Germans had
to become more or less conversant with that language. But when
England had occupied the colony there was an entirely different
set-up. Dutch was relegated to the background, to the old Dutch
families which soon became a minority in the population, while
English was flourishing. For the Germans it was now necessary
to become familiar with the English language for the transaction
of their business in the shops and in the market place. Still the
church services were conducted in Dutch exclusively. All re-
quests for German services were again and again denied, even
when the ratio of German and Dutch communicants was eight to
one. A long and bitter strife ensued which disrupted the con-
gregation. When at last on the advice of their pastor M. C.
Knoll the elders yielded and some German services were permitted,
it was too late to appease the strong German element in the con-
gregation with a few crumbs. Too much water had passed under
the bridge. The quarrel had become very bitter. What once had
been asked as a favor, was now demanded as a right. So long
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and fierce had the agitation over the language question become
that it only ended when a number of members seceded and es-
tablished a new German congregation under the name “Christ
Church.” Overloaded with debts, this congregation led only a
precarious existence. Repeated attempts at reuniting with the
mother congregation failed since the latter felt not inclined to
assume the responsibility for the debts of the wayward daughter.
On account of the troubles arising from the language controversy
Pastor M. C. Knoll of the old Dutch Trinity Church, which
he had served faithfully since 1732, was compelled to resign
his charge in 1750. His successor was H. M. Muhlenberg.

What brought Muhlenberg to New York? Pastor J. C. Hart-
wig of Rhinebeck, N. Y., who had been present on the occasion
of the organization of the Pennsylvania Synod in Philadelphia
and was on friendly terms with Muhlenberg, was in trouble with
his congregations. He was a quaint old bachelor. He had a pre-
sumptuous and arbitrary manner in the administration of his
office which aroused ill feeling and resentment among the members
of his congregations. Nobody was more to blame for that than
he. He turned to Muhlenberg and invited him for a visit. This
seems to have been the inducement which brought Muhlenberg
to the colony of New York. Thus an opportunity was afforded
him to acquaint himself with the Lutheran congregations in and
near New York. After doing what he could in Hartwig’s con-
gregations he came to the city of New York. Here he preached
in the Dutch Lutheran church in German and English, before he
returned to his home in Providence. The favorable impression
he had made in New York resulted in a call, dated February 1,
1751, to the Dutch congregation there which was without a pastor.
A pastoral conference in Tulpehocken, which had the call under
advisement, held Muhlenberg should go to New York for a stay
cf six months without asking his Pennsylvania congregations for
a release, rather for a furlough to restore peace and order in that
congregation which had such great confidence in him. Follow-
ing this advice we find him in old Trinity in New York on May 19
preaching twice in German and on May 26, Pentecost Sunday,
speaking English in the forenoon and in the afternoon addressing
his people in Dutch — the first sermon in that language he preached
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in his life. From 1751 to 1752 Muhlenberg labored in New York
and vicinity. Not as if he had stayed there during those years.
He was only about three months there in 1751 when he had to
return home, and was there for another three months in the
following year. But the confidence bestowed in him was fully
justified. Under his wise and patient, but resolute leadership
peace was restored in the old Dutch Trinity Church. On his de-
parture the congregation called Pastor J. A. Weygand whom he
had recommended, and he served the church till 1767.

From 1753 to 1761 Muhlenberg lived and worked in his
country congregations of New Hanover and Providence, inter-
rupted especially by frequent visits to the Raritan parish, one
of them of nine weeks duration when his family accompanied
him. And they were not vacation trips by any stretch of im-
agination, but visits in the interest of God’s kingdom requiring
much time and labor.

In 1761 he followed the urgent and repeated request of the
Philadelphia congregation and moved into the city where he lived
in his own home. He was still considered, and considered him-
self, to be the pastor also of this city congregation — one of the
three “united congregations” whose call he had followed across
the ocean in 1742. His first assistant, Pastor Brunnholtz, had
died. Handschuh had taken his place. However, he was not the
man for this continually growing congregation. He had lost
control and there was serious danger that the church might suffer
great harm — spiritually and otherwise — through the unrest and
dissensions of its membership, unless a firm hand, the hand of
the one man to whom everybody looked up with reverence and
esteem, would take the helm. Gradually the storm subsided and
the ship of. the congregation sailed again on an even keel under
his careful ‘guidance. In 1762, the Philadelphia church adopted
a new constitution which was chiefly the work of his hand. It
became the basis for the constitutions of nearly all the churches
of the Pennsylvania Synod. The Philadelphia congregation be-
came so large that St. Michael’s Church could not hold the wor-
shippers and regular Sunday services had to be held in the school-
house to accommodate the crowds, until another church edifice was
erected, Zion Church, which he dedicated in 1769.
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Many visits and inspection trips were made by him in re-
sponse to the many requests that came to him. Untiring in his
efforts, he preached, counseled, comforted, and settled disputes.
A last long journey he undertook in 1774 in the service of the
Master, when he in the company of his wife, who was ill, and a
daughter traveled by way of Charleston and Savannah to Ebenezer,
the old Salzburger settlement, his first stopping place when he
set his foot on American soil in 1742. How different his coming
was this time from that first one these many years ago! Then he
came as a stranger, grateful to be welcomed by and to receive
comfort and advice from brethren who had had at least some
experience in this foreign land, by which he might profit! Now
he was the proved and generally acknowledged counselor of
pastors and congregations throughout the length and breadth of
the colonies along the sea shore! The once flourishing settlement
of Ebenezer disrupted by strife and jealousy between the. two
pastors, successors of Bolzius and Gronau, and their factions!
The adoption of a new constitution which he drew up settled the
controversy at least temporarily. In 1775 he came back to Phila-
delphia.

Mubhlenberg was not the same man anymore, full of health
and vigor, that he had been on that first visit to Ebenezer. Not on
account of his age. But the years of hard labor in the kingdom
of God on earth, in which he had given his all unsparingly to
the care for his own congregations and others which asked for his
help, had taken their toll. The strong man had not the resiliency
of youth anymore. His strength was on the wane. Pain and
sickness began to ravage his body. The evening of life was
slowly approaching. In 1779 his congregation relieved him from
the regular pastoral work. This does not mean that he stopped
working. He was still doing a good deal of preaching. Besides,
he revised an Agenda, which he had compiled in 1748. It was
printed in 1786. He also did most of the work in preparing a
hymn book for Lutheran churches in 1782, which came off the
press in 1784. In this year the degree of Doctor of Divinity was
conferred upon him by Pennsylvania Academy. In his modesty
he requested his friends not to make use of this title when address-
ing him.
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On October 7, 1787, Muhlenberg died. “He spoke of his
journey ahead to his true fatherland, repeating the words of the
hymn: ‘Ich hab’ vor mir ein’ schwere Reis’ Zu dir in’s Himmels
Paradeis, Das ist mein rechtes Vaterland, Darauf du hast dein
Blut gewandt.” Shortly before his death he prayed the stanza:
‘Mach’ End’, o Herr, mach’ Ende, An aller unsrer Not, Stark’
unsre Fiss’ und Hande Und lass bis in den Tod Uns allzeit deiner
Pflege Und Treu’ empiohlen sein, So gehen unsre Wege Gewiss
zum Himmel ein.’ Muhlenberg’s funeral was attended by eight
Lutheran pastors, the Reformed minister Schlatter, and a great
concourse of people, so that Pastor J. L. Voigt was compelled to
deliver his oration in the open. Memorial services were con-
ducted in New York and in many other places, as well as in almost
all congregations belonging to the synod. In Muhlenberg the
greatest man whom God had given to the Lutheran Church of
America in the eighteenth century, ‘the patriarch of the American
Lutheran Church,” had passed away. His body was interred just
outside the walls of the church in Trappe. A marble slab over his
grave bears the inscription: ‘Qualis et quantus fuerit, Non
ignorabunt sine lapide Futura Saecula. (Future ages will know
his character and importance without a stone.)’” (Bente, I, 68.)*

* Sources: Mann, “Heinrich Melchior Miihlenbergs Leben und Wir-
ken.” — A. L. Graebner, “Geschichte der Lutherischen Kirche in
Amerika.” — F. Bente, “American Lutheranism.” Vol. 1.

M. Lehninger.

Qoderungen in Lehre und Praxis — die Gefahr unférer Kirdpe.

(Sdlup.)
11 .
Die eigentlidhen Urfadjen, die Qoderungen in Lehre und Prayis
der Rirde Herbeifithren, jind und aud unjerem Rated)idmusd wohl-
befannt. Quther in feiner Crflarung der dritten Bitte redet vbom
dem Teufel, der Welt und unferes Fleijdhes Wille, die Gotted Reid)
nidht fommen laffen wollen. Sie find e8 aud), die feine Kirde zer-
ftoren ollen. Der Teufel, der Feind Gottes und feinesd Evangeli-
ums, will mit jeiner Holltiden Madht die Rirdje iiberwaltigen. Die
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Welt, die den Willen de3 Teufeld tut (Joh. 8, 44), der ihr Fiwft
(J0h. 12, 31) und ihr Gott (2. Kor. 4, 4) ijt, verfolgt die Ehrijten-
beit. Und ivie {ich der Teufel zu einem Engel ded Lidhtsd veritellt,
fo bat er aud) den Sinn der Unglaubigen verblendet, daf fie jich al3d
falide Apoitel und triigliche Wrbeiter zu Chrifti Apojteln derjtellen
(2. Kor. 11, 13—-15). Und da ift unjer Fletid) und Blut, dem dad
Cbangelium ein Yrgernid und eine Torheit ift, dad feindlid) gegen
Gott gefinnet ijt. Diefe dret feindlichen Macdhte der Kirche jind e3, die
ibr von tnnen und aupen Sdaden jufitgen und die Viauern Dder
RQirdje niederrveifen ivollen. Hierfilr nuBen jie jede Gelegenbeit,
die Jeitumitande und Verhaltnifie, in denen jicd) die Kirche jemweild
befindet, aqu8, um die Chrijten iiber ihr wahred Vorhaben Hhinmweg-
sutdujden.  Aui diefe Bettumijtdnde wollen wir darum ndher -ein-
gehen.

Dad neunzigidhrige Jubtlaum unjerer Kivcdhe liegt gerade hinter
ung.  Died lenft unferen BUE quf dad Alter unferer Synode. Wolh!
fonnen wir nidt tm Vergletd) mit manden (utherijen Rirchen un-
fered Qandes bon einem fhohen Alter unjerer Spnode jpreden. Und
dod) find neunzig Jahre 1m Leben einer Kirche ein Hhohed Alter. Itod
3u Qebjeiten ded Apojtel Johanned madjten jich {hon Angeichen ded
Abjterbens an den jieben fleinajiatijfhen Gemeinden bemertbar. Und
aud der Kirdhengefdidhte wifjen vir, daf die blithenden Gemeinden
de8 Apojtel Paulug am Ende ded zweiten Jahrhunderts audgejtorben
maren. Wad fiir eine Verwirrung der Lehre ijt furg nad) Quithers
Tod in die RKRirdhe der NReformation eingedrungen! Su wabr ijt
Quithers befannted Wort bon der Predigt de3 Ehangelii, die nidt eine
efwige, wdbhrende, bleibende Lehre, jondern ein fahrender Rlabregen
ift, der dahinlauft, und jein Wort von dem Ebangelivm, dasd an feinem
Orte der Welt itber eined Manned Gedenfen lauter und rein blieben
ift, wie dad aud)y die Crfahrung gibt (St. L. XII, 437). Diejer
Worte Quihersd waren unfere Biter bei Gelegenbeit threr Jubilden
ftets eingedent und befannten audy: ,Die Undantbarteit ijt grof, wir
ftumpfen leicht ab, injonderheit diejenigen unter uns, welde die reine
Qefhre nidyt erft haben erfampfen mitjfen, namentlich aud) die Glieder
der Bubdreridhaft’ (&. B. 1897, Mid). 30). Aud find jie jich einig
darin gewefen, dafy dad Alter unferer amerifanijd-lutherijchen Kirde
fofort die Gefabhr in i) birgt, daf unfer Volf in BVefenntnisiragen
indifferent wird, daf man gewif nod) lutheriid) fein will, aber dap
dies {Gon vielfad) 3u einer auperliden Sadje gemworden jet und darin
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aufagehe, dafy man zu der Schar gehort, die den lutherifhen Iamen
tragt (bgl. Q. ©. 1914, 11). Diefe Gleichgiiltigfeit gegen die Lehre
hat mit den Jahren nur zugenommen. Bei einem Vergleid) zivifden
dem Quihertum Hievzulande und dem Quithertum im Lande der NRe-
formation ift bor furzem bon einem lutherijden Theologen gefagt
worden: ,Steht man dritben wirflid) am ALIHuE des Gleichgiiltig-
feitdprogefied, fo ftehen wir in unferem Lanbde am Unfang desjelben
und drofen tmmer Hefer in denfelben hinetnzufommen” (LQuth. 1941,
148). \

Der Jndifferentidmusd in der Lehre geht Hand in Hand mit dem
Jndifferentidmus gegen die Gebofe Gottes. Dasd AWlter unmferer
Qirche bringt aud) die Gefahr einer laxen Moral mit jid). €5 it
dies i Der Qirdhe die Folge eined Riidganges in der Heiligung. Wir
Haben nidht mehr wie unfere Viter die Kraft ded Geijted und der
Budt, ob e3 jid) dabet nun um den Rampf gegen falide Lehre oder
gegen Gittenlofigfeit der Welt hamdelt. Wir wijfen genau, dafy die
Welt bbje 1jt, befigen aber nidht mebhr die moralifhe Kraft, wm dem
Eindringen de3 Weltwefensd in unferer firdhlidhen Wrbeit Wibderjtand
su letften. Das geigt i) aud) in der verjdhiedenartigen Cinjtellung
unfjerer RKreife zu den Mitteldingen, mit denen jo leidht Mipbraud
getrieben und die und {dnell u einem Dectmantel der Bosheit werden.
Wir denfen u. a. dabei an die peri@iedenen Wiittel bi8 Hinab zum
Bingojptel, die angewandt fwerden, um Gelder fiir firchliche Arbeit
su gewinnen, die man fonjt nidt glaubt aufbringen su fonnen.
Darum trifft aud) uns als Kinder Gottes das Strafgeridht, das Gott
itber die Kinder der Welt bringt, weil wir in jo mander Hinjidht den
Weltfindern gleichgemworden find.

€in eiterer Jeitumitand, der unferer Rirde Gefahr drobht, it
Der de3 Spradenivediels. Daf im Sujammenhang mit dem Spre-
dentoedifel eine Gefabhr fiir dad reine Luthertum bejteht, jollte unter
ung feine Streitirage jein.  Wohl jehen biele in dem {tbergang von
dem Deutiden nd Cnglijde gar feine Gefahr fiir dad Luthertun.
@oll dod) dad Epangelium in allen Spradjen gepredigt werdemn,
warum denn nidht aud) in der englifden. €8 1jt nur ju wahr, daf
jich die Kirche in ihrer Miffionsarbeit aller Shradjen bedienen fann
und foll, um den Menjden dad Govangelium zu bringen. Diefe Tat-
jadge it etn Grund zur Dantbarfeit gegen die unergrimdliche Barm-
herzigfeit unjered ®ottes, der da will, dag allen Menidhen geholfen
werde und ur Crfenntnis der Wabhrheit fommen. Falid) aber ijt e3,
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diefe Tatfadhe ald Einmand gegen die Bedenfen derer zu gebraudyen,
die foegen ded Spradjentvediiels um dad Fortbejtehen des Luther-
tums bejorgt find. Denn e handelt {id) bei unferer Frage nidht um
das Coangelium, jondern um dad LQuihertum, um [utherijde Lelhre
und Prayid. Und Hhier geben wir zu bedenfen, daf unjere BVdter
niemald daran gegweifelt haben, daf wir bet etnem Spradenivediiel
pom Deutihen ind Cnglifhe auch) von der (utherijdhen KLehre und
Praxisd abfallen fonmnen.

,Shradenwedyfel und Abfall pom Luihertum jind in der Kir-
dengejdidhte wirfli) gleidjzeitig borangejdritten”, jagen fjie uns.
SSSa, wahrlid), e8 it Gefahr borhanden, daf ein firdlides Gemein-
mwefen mit feiner Spradje aud) feine Religion wedielt”, fiigen jie hin-
3u, ,0af mit dem Englifden aud) die englijde Seftenart {id) bei uns
einjdhleidge in unfere Predigtivetfe und Gottesddienite, daf dann dad
Geftentum jelbjt, faliche Qehre, Uniontdmus, allerlet {driftividrige
PBraxis, die Kanzel und dad gange firdhliche Wert itberflutet” (S. B.
1903, Mittl. 21). Diefe Gefahr haben unjere Vater nidht nur als
etmas betgac’f)tet, mag ihnen bon draufen drohte, jondern ald etivas,
mad in ibrer eigenen Mitte Wirtlidhfeit getworden mwar. Dennod)
Haben fie 7id) nidht zu der faliden Sdlufzfolgerung verleiten lajjen,
dafg dad Ausdfterben der deutjden Spradje notivendigeriveife dad Aus-
fterben ded Quthertums in einer Gemeinde bedinge. Sie hHaben des-
megen aud) immer gemahnt, fid) in der Kirde nidt fitr oder wider
eine befimmte Spradje zu ereifern. Sie haben aber die Gefal-
ren nidht aud den Augen gelaffen, die nun mal mit dem Iibergang
in dad Englijde perbunden {ind. Diefe Gefahren jind — wir Lonnen
bier nidt quf Cingelheiten eingehen — folgenden Gefidhtdpuntten
unterguordnen: Hat {id) der Uebergang erft mal ganz in3 Englijde
bollzogen, bedienen jid) unfere Paftoren und Lehrer iiberhaupt nicht
mehr der deutfden Spradje — gang bon der Kenntnisd ded Deutjden
unter unjeren Gemeindegliedern zu jdiveigen — dann bhat Ddie
Tutherifde Geftalt deg Ebangeliums nidht mehr einen jo un-
mittelbaren Sugang zu und und wir nidt mehr ju ihr. Dann fann
Quithers Qehre uns Hhodjtensd durd) Utberfebungen {ibermittelt werden,
wobet und aber der edjte Geijt jeiner Shriften berloren geht. Und
wir fonnen nur auf dem Wege bon 1iberfeungen und mit Quther
befhaftigen, wenn wir und itberhaupt mit ithm bejdjaftigen, ohne
aber mit folchen IMitteln in den wabhren Geift feiner Sdyriften ein-
dringen zu fonnen. Sind toir erft vollends ing Englifde itber-
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gegangert, dann wird gum andern dad reformierte Wefen, dad feinen
Riederidhlag in reformierten Bibelitberfehungen umd rveformierten
Sdriften gefunden hat, ungehinderten Jugang zu und Haben, wah-
rend ivir dad Qeidhtere dem Sdivierigen borziehen und und mit der
englij-reformierten RQiferatur befd)aftigen werden. Dadurd) wird
uns unendlid) biel von unferem Quihertum berloren gehen, die deutiche
Bibel, der deutfdle Ratechidmus, die deutfden Kirchenlieder, die
deutjdhen Predigten. Und al8 Criah wird und leider viel in die
Hande fallen, wad aud dem rveformierten Rager und reformierten
®etjt gu und fommt.  Aud ir wollen aud gemeinjamer Erfahrung
reden und nidyt itberfehen, daf die allermeiften englifden Gemeinden
obhne Gemeindefdulen jind. Diefe Crideinung ,fommt nidt aus
lutherifem Seijte und ijt nicht eine Frudt ded Eoangeliums, jondern
Dirveft ein Stitc des unbiblijdhen Geijtes, der die reformierten Seften
beperricht” (Q. &. 1917, 12). Golde Folgen jollten um3 eine
TWarnung fein, wie jte unfern Vatern eine Warnung mwaren, daf 3u-
fammen mit dem Spradenivediiel fo manded andere verbumden ijt,
das dem Quthertum Sefahr droht.

A8 Theologen find wir wohl am meijten diefer Gefabhr, das
reine Quihertum zu verlieren, audgefept. Wir {ind ed ja, die wir in
fo ftarfem Mafe auf die theologijdhe Literatur reformierter Theologen
flir unfer Studium und Predigtvorbereitung angemwiefen jind. Die
menigiten unferer englifd)-theologiihen Werfe {ind bon unjeren eige-
nen Profefjoren und [Lehrern gefdrieben worden. Pan denfe nur
an den grofen PMangel an bHiblifdhen Auslegungsdwerfen, die wir fiir
unfere Arbeit in englifher Spradje fo empfindlid) jpiiren. Dafiir
gebraudjen wir die Auslegungsdwerfe reformierter Theologen wie audh
ihre Predigtliteratur. Der 1. Jahrgang unferer Quartalidrift
marnt {Gon vor diefer Literatur und fordert unsd auf, alled genau ju
priifen.  Dod) jeder bon und weif aud Crfahrung, mweld ftarfen
Cinflu die Theologie der Verfafjer diefer Sdjriften au uns Hhat.
Dad merfen wir erft dann, wenn vir jie beifeite legen und uns der
Fithrung eined genuin [utherifdgen Theologen anvertrauen. Wirft
fih dod) die Folge einer ndaheren Bejdjaftiqgung mit den Sdhriften
reformierter und nidht edht lutherijder Theologen jo ausd, dak fidh jo
manded Falide befonderd in bezug auf die Lehre von der Stedhifer-
tigung und der Heiligung in unfere Predigten und Gedanfengange
einfdleid)t, e un3d aber jehr {dwer fallt, diefen Sauertein lodzu-
erden.
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Die gange Tragweite ded Spradhentvediels fommt und erjt damn
sum Bewuhtiein, wenn wir erfennen, daf er jid) in dem Nabhmen
ve3 amerifantfden BVolfdlebend bpollzieht. Die Vieljeitigleit bdes
amertfanijden Bolfslebens, bedingt durd) die bielen veridiedenen
Najjen, die Hier bigdher ein Heimatdred)t gefunden Hatten, gewinnt
eine eineitlidhere Geftaltung Herborgerufen durd) eine einheitliche
Ausbildbung unferer Jugend aquf den Staatdidhulen des Landes. Ein
jedes BWolf ftrebt dahin, eine moglidhit einheitliche Kultur zu Haben.
Diefe Qultur wird mwiederum von der hohen Wiffenidhaft geformt und
gebildet. Diefe Wifjenfdhaft eignet {idh je langer je mehr unjere
jtudierende JJugend an und fommt dadurd) unter den ftarfen Cinflup
einer beftimmten Weltanjdhauung.

€8 gehort gu der Tradition der lutherifden RKirche, die Lifjen-
{@aft su pflegen. Quther und feine Mitarbeiter waren mwifjenidhait-
lidy gefulte Theologen. Die Univerjitat Wittenberg Hat nidht mur
den groften Cinfluf auf die ftudierende Jugend Deutjdlands, jon-
dern ded ganzen Auslanded audgeiibt und fehr viel zur Verbreitimg
Desd Quthertums beigetragen.  Die Fiihrer unjerer deutjd)-luthertjden
RQirche hievzulande, Walther und Honede, waren betde wiffenichaitlich
audgebildete Theologen. AL folche Hhaben fie thre Werfe gejdhrieben
und bid auf den Heutigen Tag den ftarfiten Einfluf auf unsd aus-
geiibt.  Obwohl Walther 1umd Honede aquf eine grimdlide Aus-
bildbung ded Theologennadwudied jahen, vollog jidh dod) der gange
Bildbungdgang innerhalb der bverhalinidmakig engen Grenzen Dder
cingelnen Gynoden. Unfere Theologiejtudierenden Haben feine Uni-
verjitat bejudyt, unjer Qirchenbolf hat jeine Shulaugbildung fajt aus-
fglieglich) in unferen Gemeindejdulen erhalten. Dadurd) blieb da3
Theologengefdhledht wie aud) dad Rirdjenvolf bor den jaliden Lehren
einer faliden Wiffenfdaft betpahrt. Lehre und Praxid unferer Kirdje
geftalteten a8 BHohere und niedere Sulivefen unjerer Spnoden.
Heute haben wir ein andered Bild bor Augen. Unfer Rirdhenvolf
befudyt nidht nur die Gemeindefdule — ein grop Teil itberhaupt nidht
— fondern bor allem die Staatdidyulen: High Schools, Colleges und
Nniverfitdten. Unfere Raftoren erhalten nad) nie bor ihre theolo-
atfde Ausbildbung auf unferen Seminaren — und Gott gebe, daf ed
immer fo bleibe — aber e8 werden {dhon Stimmen in anbderen [(uthe-
rifden Synoden laut, die der Notwendigfeit eimer Univerfitatsaus-
bildung unferer Theologieftudierenden da3 Wort reden. Die Pro-
fefforen an unjeren Colleges und Hodidulen, wie aud) unfere Theo-
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logieftudierenden im allgemeinen, werden je langer je mebr, Veran-
lafjung finden, die Univerfititen unjered Qandes zu bejuchen. Diefer
und jener unter unferen Pajtoren Holt {id) {Gon jeinen theologijchen
Doftor an den hioheren Sdulen anderer Denominationen und Syno-
den.  Der Geift eined Walthers, der jo etwad abgelehnt Hat, ift 1m
BVerfhwinden begriffen. Wor allem werden aber unfere Laten, um
fich auf ihre Lebensberufe borzubereiten, auf den Univerfitdten eine
swedentipredjende Yusbildung juden. Diefen Wandel der Dinge
fonnen wir nidht aufhalten, nod) weniger dad Rad der Sefdhidhte zu-
riigdrehen. €3 joll aber nicht itberfehen werden, dak und aug diefem
Wandel der Dinge eine grofe Gefahr droht.  Eine grimdliche Hod-
fdulausbildbung ift getviflich nidts Nadyteiliqesd Hir den Meniden, it
in pielen Fallen unbedingt notwendig. Die Gefahr, die ung drobht,
droht uns pielmebhr jeitend der ,frunfenen Wifjenidaft”, die auf BVer-
nidtung der Sdriftivahrheiten und ded Chrijtenglaubensd ausd ift und
bon Voraudjefungen der verderbten BVernunft audgeht, die zu Cr-
gebnijfent fommt, die der Sdriftivahrheit ind Seficht jhlagen, die 1hre
eigene Weltanjdauung hat.  Nidht genug, daf ihr die gange Welt
sujubelt, fie dringt aud) Jdon in die Gedanfenwelt unjerer firdylidgen
Qretfe ein und bedroht Lehre und Prarisd unjerer Rirde. Sie hat nod
tmmer Die QLehre der Kirche bedroht, und nur ju mande Rirde Hat,
um die Gefabhr abjuwenden, den vbergebligen Werjud) gemacht, 3wi-
fgen Vernunftlehre und Soriftlehre, zmifden Bhilojophie und Offen-
barung zu vermitteln.  Und 8 fehlt nicht an Anzeidhen, dak aud) wir
fgon jolde BVermitthunasdverfudie zwijden Wiijenfdhait und Theologie
begritgen und gutheifen.

Aber nicht nur, daf fidh in unjerm Volf ein Wandel vollzieht.
Die Welt, in der wir und heute befinden, ift eine andere ald die, in
der unjere Bater thre Pilgrimidaft suriitlegten. Gemwif, arge Welt
bleibt arge Welt. Wber auch die Welt Jelbit madyt beftimmie Werde-
gange durd), die wir al8 Prediger ded Ebangeliums nidht aufer adt
[affen dilrfen. Sdjon dedwegen nidit, weil unfere Gemeindeglieder
mehr ober weniger unter den Cinfluf diefer Cntwidlung geraten.
Unter diefem Cinfluf jtehend tellt unfer Rirchenvolf neue Anjorde-
rungen an die Kirdje: “We are living a new life in an entirely new
world” Deipt e3 im Concordia Theological Monthly. Darin
lefen twir weiter: “Men need to have a new sense of God that will
fit into that new life, yea, rather; that will fit them for that life.
They want to know how to be at home with God in this new
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atmosphere. They want to know how to translate the spirit of
Christ into the life which they must live; they are seeking a type
of worship that will enable them to go forth from the sanctuary
into the world of science, of machinery, of speed, of new social
ideals, and of revolutionary political ideas and live according to
the spirit of Jesus Christ. It is evident on all hands, that that to
which they have been accustomed is not supplying their needs”
(Bte. 102 ziftert aud dem Lutheran Church Quarterly). Diefe
Not der Chriftenbeit bollzieht {idh in einer jeden Heitwende und
in etnem jeden BVolf, dad eine jolde Seitiwende durdymadt. Daraus
entitefen dann aud) die Klagen {iber die Rirche, und neue nforderun-
gen fwerden an die Rirdje geftellt. Um diefen KRlagen und Unfor-
Derungen 3zu begegnen, lauft die Kirdje Gefahr, mit threr Lehre und
PBrarid auf Abmege zu geraten. Cin ander Ding ift ed, wenn die
Qirdje fid) alle Veithe gibt, dasd Cbangelivum einer meuen Welt zeit--
gemdp zu bredigen, ein ander Ding aber, fwenn diesd auf Roften der
reinen Qehre und evangelijden Prarid gefdhieht.

Die liturgifde Bemwegung unferer Tage, die jid) itber die gange
@hriftenheit erftrectt, fudt bor allem den Klagen und Anforderungen
gerecht zu werden, die fid) befonderd gegen die gegentvdrtige litur-
gijhe Geftaltung unferer Sottesddienite ridhten. Hieritber lefen ir
in Ddem oben eripafnten Artifel (102) folgended: “A  quite
general dissatisfaction with the present type of worship is but too
true. Our own observation is that especially the educated classes
in the United States find but little in the average Sunday morning
service that attracts them and more and more stay away. That
modern unbelief is chiefly responsible for the empty churches may
be taken for granted. But not infrequently the complaint is voiced
by people who profess to be believers that the church services are
a cold, barren, uninteresting affair, which it does one no good to
attend. What is to be done?”  uf diefe Frage antivortet die litur-
gijde Belwegung: ,Die Erneuerung ded Gottesdienites”. Lon ihr
eripartet man eine Neubelebung ded firdhlichen Lebens. Diefe Neu-
belebung {oll {don eingefebt Haben. RKeute jollen e3 ivieder der
Mtithe wert finden, den OSffentlihen Gotteddienit zu befudjen, zu
febent, su Doren und jid) erbauen zu lajfen. ,Aud) in unjeren Rreifen
eriecen die o neubelebten Gotteddienite neue Begeijterung bet man-
den. Die entlegenjte Kirdje it nidh)t mehr zu iweit entfernt, wenn
fie nur reidje, liturgifde Neubeiten perjpridit” (Q. &. 1932, 103).
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Dody ift der Rirdhe mit einer foldjen Neubelebung gedient? Wo
bleiben, wm nur nad) einem 3zu fragen, bet diefer Bewegung Wort und
PBredigt? Sie werden gewiflich nidyt in der Wertung jteigen, dad
®egenteil ird pielmehr der Fall fein. ,Sie werden immer mehr
suriidgedrangt werden, wenn aud) nidht gleidy quperlich, jo doch im
Bewuptiein der Gemeinde. Und dad bedeutet nidht Neubelebung,
fondern dag Gegenteil” (ibid. 107).

Auf diefem Wege droht uns jogar Gejahr feitensd der romijdhen
Qirdge mit ihrer faljden RQebhre und Praris. It es dody die litur-
gifde Bewegung, die uns die liturgiiden Formen ded romijden Got-
te3dienjtes zufithrt, tndem die Predigt ald Houptjtiid des ©ottes-
dienjtes verdrangt und an Stelle ded romijden Yodamtes ein evban-
gelifges Qodjamt gefeht wird. Beadtendwert ijt, was der oben
sitterte BVerfaffer im Lutheran Church Quarterly Bieriiber zu
jagen Bhat: “First let us point to the fact that the liturgical
movement centers about the Sacrament of the Altar and
tends to lift it to a position all out of proportion to
its proper place in a well balanced Christian life. . . . The new
forms are really old forms which got their meaning only as parts
of the sacrifice of the Mass. Unless we give them new meanings,
they can never become intrinsic parts of our own worship till the
consecrated host is again upon the altar. Hence there is in the
movement the great temptation of a return to Rome. . . . On the
day that Jesus becomes isolated on the Altar one of the great
results of the Reformation will be lost. On that day Jesus will
again become a stranger to the heart of His people. Then we
shall have to build an altar to the Virgin next to the High Altar
in order that men may have some way to approach their Lord.
Then we shall have to change our ideas of the priesthood. And
it hardly seems possible that we shall be able to be satisfied till
we have resurrected that Roman doctrine of the church” (C. TH.
M. 1934, 103). “These words deserve a serious hearing” Deifst
e3 dann i bezug auf diefen bon unferen Britdern zitierten Artifel.
Wir jollen aud) nidht diefe Gefahr al eine jo fernliegende anfehen.
Jm Gegentetl, fie 1jt un3d nahe. Fallt e3 jhon manden unferer Se-
metndeglieder nidht {dmwer, jich in einem romijdhen Gottesdienit zu
erbauen, wie biel felbitberftandlicher wird ed ihnen erfdeinen, im
eigenen Gottesdienit an romijden Seremonien ihre Erbaiumg 3u
finden. AuBerdem ijt der Unterfhied, der zmwifdhen Form und Jn-
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halt ded Gottesdienited liegt, nidht jo grof, wie wir geneigt jind zu
meinen. “If we adopt what might be called the transubstantiation
type of worship, the teaching of transubstantiation itself will be
constantly knocking at the door asking for admission.”

Eine andere Bewegung, die nidht weniger auf die Anforderungen
unferer Seit eingebt, ift die der Reflame- und Propaganbdatitigeit
der Rirdje, the “Advertising and the Propagandizing of the Gos-
pel”. Diefe Art, die Welt mit dem Evangelio befannt zu maden,
ijt eritbergenommen einerfeits bon der Gejd)dftswelt mit ihrer Re-
flame, threm advertising, andererfettd bon der politijhen Tatigfeit
Der Bolfer, fiir ihre BVoltsideen iweite Verbreitung durd) Radio und
Sdrift zu finden. Hieran fnipft i) die Hoffnung ebenjo groe
Criolge 3u erzielen ioie die Welt fie erzielt. JBuleht {oll aud) die
gange Welt fiir die Kirche evobert werden. Nun Hat und unfer Herr
gejagt, Daf die Rinder diefer Welt fliiger jind in ihrem Gejdhledit
als die Kinder ded Lichts. €3 it darum vbon vornberein nidht falid,
wenn vir in unjerer auferen Prarid died und dad von den Viethoden
der Welttinder lernen. €3 fommt nur alled darauf an, daf jie ge-
eignet jind, fiir unjern Gebraud) und daf wir jie aud) redht anwenden.
Sdon die Tatfade, daf wir joldhe Methoden Heritbernehmen aqus der
bolitiiden und Gejdaftsmelt jollte uns zur Vorfidht warnen. Nur
su leidht fonnen ir dasd Cbangelium zu einem fehr billigen Gnaden-
gut tn dem Sinn maden, dap e3 nidht mehr dasd reine, lautere Ehan-
gelium 1jt.

Reflame fiir eine Sadje madjen Heifst der Welt eine Sadie als
etinag gang Jteued, nod) nie Vagewefened vor Augen fithren. . Was
Dag Epangelium anbelangt, jo ijt e3 fa tmmer etwad Neued, ed iit
aud) etivad nie Dagewefenes. Was fein Auge gefehen hat, was fein
Qbr gehoret Hhat, was in feined Wienjcdhen Herz gefommen ijt. Al
folchesd oll e aud) perfiindigt merden. Die Welt glaubt diefem
Coangelium aber nidht, die Welt fommt aud) nicht, um ed zu hoven.
RNicht dad reine, lautere Changelium it nad) demt verfehrten Sinn
Der Welt etiva8 teued, jondern die falide Lehre. Diefen Hang nad
gteuem, Dezw. Falidem offenbarten jdhon die Athemer. fud) die
Ausldnder und Gdjte, die jid) in Athen aufbielten. Sie waren nad
der Upoitelgeidichte , gerichtet auf nihts anderes, denn etivad Neues
su fagen obder zu horen” (Ap. 17, 21). A3 fie aber Pauli Evan-
geltum horten, blich der Spott nicht aus. Um diefen Spott ausdzu-
jdjalten, liegt die Gefahr nabe, entweder ein ander Evangelium zu
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predigen oder mandes bon dem alten Evbangelium wegzulajfen, um
unjer Cpangelium der Welt mumdgered)t zu madjen. ,Aber dasd
Coangelium bei der gottlojen, vernunftitolzen, felbitgerechten LWelt
,anzeigen’, anpreifen, annehmbar und gefallig maden, Heift e
dem Unglauben, der BVernunit, der Selbjtgevedhtigteit, dem Fleifd
mundgered)t madjen, e3 auflbfen, oder die Welt DHeliigen” (L. &.
23, 267). -

Die Rirdye, die dad predigt, wonach) der Welt die Ohren juden
(2. Tim. 4, 3; 1. Tim. 4, 7), um ihr Ebangelium populdr zu maden,
hat natitelidy aud) die Abficht, ald Rirdje ebenjo popular zu werden.
FNun it natiiclid) nidht3 jo popular im eigentliden Sinne ded Wortes
al8 dag Cbangelium, dad allen Menjden und allen BVolfern gepredigt
erden joll. Andererfeits aber gibt ed aud) nichtd Unpopulareres
ald das Cbangelium: ,Den Juden ein Hrgernis, den Griedhen eine
Torheit”. FTrogdem wird darauf beftanden: “We want the Church
advertised.” Pan weif wohl, daf die Kirde niemald populdrer jein
ird al8 dad Cvangelium, man gibt aud 3u, daf die Kirde nie jehr
populdr wird, jolange fie dad Wort vom RKreuz predigt. Und dod
fann man nidt dabon lajjen, die unbefannte lutherijde KRirdje Ame-
rifasd zu einer fehr populdren amerifanijden Kirde maden zu wollen
und die Kirde hinguitellen al3 etwad, wad fie gar nidht ift oder was
nidht su threm Wejen gehort.

Unter diefen Gefichtspuntt haben wir aud) die , Amerifanijation”
unjerer Rircdhe, die Heute jo jtarf Dbetrieben wird, zu jtellen. Wir
perfennen nicht, daf die Abjicht dabet fein fann, ein ungeredtfertigtes
Sejthalten an der deutihen Spradhe und der deutihen Predigt zu
perhiiten.  Aber durch das Mittel der , Amerifanifation” droht man
nur in ein andered Crtrem bHineinugeraten. Pean will vor allem
dem amertfanijdhen Bolf zeigen, wasd die [utherifdhe Kirde alles Hir
Amertfa getan Hat, wad WAmerifa der utherifden KRirde {Huldig fet,
mie demofratifc) unfere Qirdenverfajjung ijt, wie wir quf feine Weife
mit der Qandesfirde in Deutfdhland verbunden jind, — und daf wiv
uns aqud) der Hauptiache nad) in unjeren Sotteddienjten der englijdhen
Cprache bedienen. Dad Radio tut dad Seine, wm die , merifani-
fation” Dder Rirde zu fordern. Vermitteld des Radiod Hhaben wir
nidht nur unfere Gemeindeglieder ald8 Jubhorer, jondern dad grofe
amerifanijde BVolf. Wie ftarf ijt da die Verfudhung, die flave Sidht
fiir dag Feich Gottes, das nidht mit quierlichen Sebarden fommt, 3u
perlieven und getftliches und irdijdes Reid), Gefes und Cohangeliunm
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3u vermengen, ind Politijde iiberzugehen und gar itber politijdie
Gegner in unferen Predigten Herzuziehen. Wir jollten hier auf un-
fere Vater horen und nidt wm die Gunit der Welt buhlen. Audy jte
uften ettwas pon den Verjudjungen, denen wir Heute ausdgefeft jind.
Sie jagen: ,E5 geht ung gleid) durch die Seele, wenn wir ein Urteil
pon der Welt zu unferen Unguniten vernehmen, wir modten gerne
boren: Jun, die Mifjourier haben aud) ihr GSuted getan; durd) dies
ober Dasd haben jie der Welt aud) genukt. Aber fiirdhten wir und vor
jolchen Gedanfen. Denn an dem Urteil der Welt darf uns nidhts
“liegen” (. B. 1891, Mittl. 46). Und wie jie unsd gewarnt Haben,
uns nidt fitr oder wider eine Spradje 3u-ereifern, jo jollten ivir uns
audy al8 Rirdge nidht fiir dasd deutide oder dad amerifanijde Wejen
eretfern. &o iventg wie Wwir bom deutjden Getjt und deutichen Wefen
in der Rirde etiwas wiffen twollen, jo wenig foll qucd) dafelbit vom
amerifanijden Geift und Wejen die Rede fein. Auf einen gejunden
amerifaniiden Getft wollen wir vielmebhr ald Biirger unferes Landesd
tm Sinbld auf die Jufunit unfered Volfed allen Nadydruc legen.
Wo e i) aber um dad Wejen und die Aufgabe der Rirche handelt,
joll alfetn von dem Geijt Jefu Chriftt die Nebde fein, der jidh in der
Cinigfeit de3 Geifted ausivirft. Daf aber ,dad Anpretien der Kirde
wie auch das Anpretien des Evangeliums unter uns aufgeformen iit,
von mandyen eifrig betrieben wird, bei vielen BVertetdigung und For-
derung und ganz allgemein Duldung findet, ift ein trauriged Setdjen
dafiir, iie weit die Crfenntnis ded Ehangeliums und der reinen Lehre
- pon der Rirdhe und bereitd entjdhmunden ift” (Q. &. 1923, 270).
Die oben gejhilderte Bemwegung droht in den KQulturproteitan-
tidmus aufzugehen. Der Kulturproteftantidmus, der jo wunderlidye
WBliiten im Lande der Reformation getrieben hat, bejteht in nidts
anbderem, alg daf die Proteftanten eined Landed jich nur nod) ihres
Einfluffes auf die jozialen Verhdltnijje tnnerhalb ded Staated und
0es Bolfes rithmen — aber fein Gewiht mehr auf den Bau ded Rei-
des Gottes legen. Gie nennen jid) Ehriften, Qutheraner, geben aber
nidtd mebhr auf thre Sugehorigleit zu einer [uthertjchen Gemeinde,
fondern nur nod) auf thre Sugehorigfeit zu dem ettwasd unbejtimm-
baren Kreid pon Protfejtanten im Lande. Sie migen aud) jtart gegen
den Einflufp der romijdhen Qirdhe im Lande fein, aber wenig von dem
Unterjdhied zwifden rvomijder und l[utherijcher Lehre wiffen. Sie
find audy untroftlid), wenn durd) eine Mijdehe ein Glied der romi-
fdgen RKirdge zu ihrem engeren Familienfreid gehort, Haben aber nie
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etiwad getan, um thre Familie tm lutheriiden Geift und in lutheri-
fger Qehre su erziehen. Vorlaufig mogen e nur eingelne in un-
fevren Qretjen fein, die diefem Kulturproteftantidmud Huldigen. Be-
denfen ivir aber, wie die Kirdje ald jolde tmmer mehr und mehr ber-
mwandtidaftlid) mit der Welt vertwadyien ift, jo fann er aud) in unferer
Deitte fdmell um i greifen, wie er {hon in Hohem Niafe die refor-
mierte Qirdje durchiest hat.

Aber 1jt nicht alles, was heute mit Qultur sujammenhangt, dem
Bufommenbrud) nahe? Das Wiiten diefed 3iveiten gropen Welt-
frieged will alle Qultur und aud) den Kulturprofeftantidmusd per-
nidten. Qaben da nidht die Kirdjen um jo mehr eine Aufgabe, jich
sufammensutun und 3u retten, was zu reften 1t  Da find die (uthe-
rijdgen Mifjionen in fernen Heidenlandern, die und um unfere Hilfe
angeben und die bejonders den lutherijdhen Rircdhen Wmerifas eine
gemeinjame Aufgabe jeBen. Da 1jt die grofe ot im eigenen Lande,
in unferen Grofitadten, unter der armen Bevolferung, der die Kir-
dhen nur durd) gemeinjame KRiebesdtatigfeit gewadyien jind. Darum
erfdjallt der Ruf nad) “Lutheran Union and Human Wellare”.
Qommt Hingu die grofe Bahl junger Lutheramer in den military
training camps. ud) hier fdeint ein gemeinjames Jujammenarbei-
ten das Gebotene zu fein, um diefe grofe Sdar junger LQuitheraner,
weit entfernt bon ihrer Hetmatsfirde, jeeljorgerlich) zu betreuen.

Darum fpridht man e qud) deutlid) und flar aud: “The skies
are brightening. Definite understanding in the field of orphan
missions, an agreement for cooperation in service to Lutherans in
the military training camps and cooperation in various cities and
communities in Lutheran welfare gives promises of greater things
to come. . . . We are being drawn together through our common
mterest. But we are also being pushed together by the very forces
around us. May a closer association and solidarity not be too far
off. It must come. Why not now? The Department of Wel-
fare of the National Lutheran Council is working for this end and
we yearn for the hearty cooperation of the Associated Charities
of the Synodical Conference. We are sure the leaders of this
association are heartily in favor of a greater solidarity. May we
work together for that end. None of us want to be a hindrance
to Christ” (A. L. 1941, 152).

Snoder Zat, jtellen nidt diefe groBen firdhlichen Aufgaben alle
Qefrdifferengen zmwifden lutherijden Shnoden unfered Landed an
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sieite Stelle? @oll bHier nid)t an erjter Stelle die Liebe zum.
RNaditen jtehen? Sollen wir der Unterjd)iede wegen die grofen Auf-
gaben der Jeit umerfiillt lajjen und die nod) groferen Gelegenbeiten
auf dem Gebiete der Miffion, die groften, jo jagt man, die die Kirvche
jemalg gehabt hat, an un3 poriiberziehen lajjen? Jit hHier nidt das
&ebot der Liebe maditiger al3 da3 der Lehreinheit? Hier lauert eine
Sefahr, von dem Grundiat unferer BVater abzuweiden, daf e feine
mwahre: Union gibt ohne Einigfeit in der Lehre, daf die grofte Liebe
die Qiebe 3u einer wabhren Union ijft. Und dod) miifjen wir uns
fragen, ob unjer Gemwijfen nod) jo jtart in Gotted Wort gefangen it,
daf ihm ,jede firdlide BVereinigung und alle firdlige Sujammen-
arbett, bet dem dad lutherijhe Befenntnis irgendmie zu fury fommt,
jofort al8 Uniontdmus erjdeint” (Q. . 11, 98).

Wir haben aber unjern Bli€ nidht nur in die Ferne jdhmeifen
au laffen. Jm eigenen Rager Hhaufen jid) die Sdwierigfeiten und
damit aud) die Gefahren, die zu einer Qoderung in Lehre und Prayis
fithren.  Suallererit {ind die Gefahren zu nennen, denen unjere gro-
Ben Gtadfgemeinden audgefept jind. Srofe Gemeinden jind ein
Bewets ded duBeren Wad)stums einer Rivdje. Aber fommen unjere
Pajtoren in threr Arbett Schritt halten mit diefem Wadhstum unferer
Gemeinden? Wird nidht in diejen grofen Gemeinden die Privat-
feeljorge mehr und mehr darniederliegen, indem ein Vajtor bei aller
Treue unmoglich den Anforderungen einer grofen Gemeinde ge-
mwadyjen fein fann? €3 wird in joldhen Gemeinden aui die Dauer
nidt nur die Privatieeljorge darntederliegen, jondern aud) dad Pri-
patjtudium ded Pajtors, dad Sid)-Sammeln und Vorbereiten auf die
Predigten und aquf den Unterrvicht. Jnnerhalb der grofen Gemein-
den finden {ich aud) die vielen Wereine, die Hohe Anjpriiche an den
Rafjtor ftellen. €3 ift eine alte Crfahrung: Je grofser die Gemeinden,
Dejto zahlreider die Vereine, b1 die Kirde nur nod) ald Dadhorgani-
fatton fiir die BVerbande in threr Weitte gilt, wdhrend jid) innerhalb
der Wereine dad Gemeindeleben abipielt, dasd aber nicht mehr edted
®emetndeleben ijft. An diefem Gang der Dinge tjt natitvlich nidht die
blofe Grofe der Gemeinde {Guld, jondern der Jndibidualismusd un-
ferer Tage, der bejondere njpriiche erhebt und der aud) das Sujam-
menlebent innerhalb der Vereine indibidualijtijch) farbt. Die Jugend
alg BVerein beanfprucht, wie e3 einer unjerer Pajtoren in feiner Pre-
digt ausbdriicte, befondere Gnadenmitte! fitr jich. Der Gemeindegot-
tegdienit al3 jolcher erfitllt mit der Beit nidht alle thre Witnjde, jon-
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dern Jugendgottesdienite mit bejonderen Jugendpredigten mitjjen ein-
gefithrt werden. Sind ed nidht Jugendgotteddienjte, dann jind es
Sugendtagungen, Conventions, auf denen jogar Nidtlutheraner die
Sugend anreden und im freimaurverijden Geijte zu ihnen fpreden
ditrfen.

Nidht weniger behauptet jich der Jndividualidsmus innerhald der
Bereine, die aud Crimadjenen beftehen. Nid)t nur einen, jondern jdhon
3wei Frauenvereine treffen wir hHier und da in unferen Gemeinden
an.  Obder Frauenvereine perfdjiedener Gemeinden tun jid) ujam-
men, um gemeinfam im groBeren &til zu arbeiten und damit tmmer
mebr von dem Gemeindepringth abgehen und ein Kirdlein innerhalb
der Qirdje werden. Dabei liegt die Gefahr eines felbitherrlichen Bor-
gehens obhne nad) der Ordnung der Gemeinde oder Kirde oder nad
dem 3u fragen, was [utherifdher Qehre und Praxisd entjpridt, nur zu
nabe. It dod) dad Sdoktind ded3 Jndividualidmus der Subjefti-
pismus, der wentg Sinn fiir die objeftive Lehre und Wabrheit, jon-
dern viel mehr fitr die jubjeftiben Bediirfuijje ded Eingelnen Hhat.

Der Wegq, der bon dem Vereindwefen in unjeren Gemeinden zu
dem Veretndwefen in der Welt fithrt, 1jt ein furger. Auf diefem Wege
offenbart i) fehr deutlicdh dad vermmandijdaitlidhe Verhaltnis unjerer
Ehriften zu der Welt. So haben lutherijdhe Chrijten in unjerm
Qande pon jeher ein ftarfed Hinmeigen zu dem Logenivejen gezeigt.
Der Qampf, den unfere Kirden gegen die Logen gefithrt haben, it ein
jdmerer und nidht immer jiegreicher Kampf gewefen.  Hier droht uns
fortgefet Qocferung in der Prarts. Ebenjojehr gegeniiber der Ver-
einigung der Boy Scouts. Daf es jid) aud) hier um einen Verein
mit religidfen Grundiaen handelt, die dem Ehrijftentum jhnuritrads
miderfpredhen, wird nidht geniigend beacdhtet. Man meint aud) hHier
ein gemeinjames Sujammengehen gutheien oder irgendivie betverf-
ftelligen 3u fonnen, ohne zu bedenfen, daf e3 fich dod) um den jdhrof-
fen Gegenjah von Weltreligion und @riftlider Religion Handelt.
Cin BVolf fann nidht anderd ald religiss fein — Hhat dod) der natiir-
liche Menfd) ein Geiviffen und ein Wijjen um Gott.  Aud) ijt die
natiirlide Frommigteit ein wefentlided Stitd ded Volfslebens und
der biirgerlichen Cerechtigfeit. Died jollten wir nidht itberjehen
nod) perfennen. Aber geredht und jelig wird der Menjd) nidht durh
feine natiir(icge Frommiglett. Cr ift bet aller Frommigteit ein ber-
lorner und verdammter Simder vor Gott. Und bei aller biirger-
[iden Geredhtigteit fann er jid) vor Gott feinesd guten Werfesd rithmen.
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Dagegen 1jt die Frommigleit des Chriften die Frudt ded Glaubens
und gehort Hinein in dad Qeben, dasd wir in Gott durd) unfern Herrn
Jefum Chriftm haben. Darum Ionnen ir in der Religion feine
gemeinjame Sadje — aud) nidht auj dem Wege de3 Vereindivejensd
— mit den Weltfindern maden. Wo ir und darvum bemiihen,
lodern wir die Prarid unferer Rirdje und gewdhren dem Weltwejen
einen allgenteinen Jugang in unjer Gemeindeleben.

Dasd Cindringen ded Weltwefend in unfer Gemeindeleben iit,
inie e8 aud) trmmer bor fid) gebt, ein frauriged Seidjen der Loderungen
unferer Hrdlidgen Praxis. Wenn Dinners und Sociables, Picnics
und Bazaars migbraudyt werden, um e bei diefen Gelegenbeiten dexr
Welt nadhzumadgen, und died nod) unter dem Sdein der Liebestatig-
feit und der Fiirforge fiir die Gemeinde, dann fomnen ivir unsé nur
dem Urteil eines unjerer Shnodalberichte anjdliefen: ,Und dennod
muf man jagen, daf unfere BVater im Redjte waren, wenn fie jrither
gegen diefe Dinge auftraten. Sie {ind Hervorgemwadiien aud unferer
Berithrung mit der Welt und mit den Seften. Sie {ind etn Shmptom
~von mangelnder Liebestitigfeit, von mangelnder ebangeliider Er-

fenntnis. &ie befordern e8, dap man fich der Welt gleidyjtellt, dak
man die feujde Wiirde der Rirdhe preisaibt, dah man Gefdidft fitr
Qiebestatigfett halt, und dak man dad feime 3arte Gefithl fiir die
Wirfungen des Cbangeliums berliert. . . . Aber abgefehen pon allen
diefen Nebenumitanden ijt e3 ein Haupthindernis fiir den Bau de3
Reidjes Gottes, daf man diefe Operationen fitr ein IMittel anjieht,
die RQirde zu bauen. Bei joldjer Anjdhauung wird die Kirde im
Gegentetl empfindlich gefdadigt’ (S. p. Wisdc. Mich. 105, 31f.).
&ie wird dann eben auf die Wetfe gefchadigt, daf die Marthageidaf-
tigfeit den arienfinn beeinfradytigt, mit anderen Worten, daf dasd
SHoven und Aujmerfen auf dad Wort guriictritt Hinter der Aftivitat
und BVielgejchaftigfeit. Da wird dann leidht die Siinde Saulsd draus,
die @amuel jo hart ftrafen mupte. Werfe und Opfer mwerden dann
widtiger al8 der Glaube und dad Gefef tritt vor dag Cvangelium.
Gleidhzeitiq aber erhebt der — dad erjdjeint ein Widerjprud) — Anti-
nomigmus, der die Predigt ded Gefeked aud der Kirdje verbanmnen
will, fein Saupt, weil nicht mehr Gott und fein Wort, jondern menfy-
lidhes Wetnen und Fiihlen den Makitab gibt.

Dap unfere Gemeinden auf diefem Wege langjam aber dod)
offeniidhtlid) thren Charafter al8 lutherijde Gemeinden perlieren, 1it
eine drofende Gefahr. Wo dad Befenntnid und da3 Leben nad) dem



RQoderungen in Lefre und Pragid — die Gefahr unferer Kirde. 125

Befenninid nicht mehr den Audjdlag fiir dad gange Gemeindeleben
gibt, da wird der lutherifdge Chavafter der Gemeinde langjam {Hivin-
den.  Bejdleunigt wird diefer Prozeg durd) die Auinabhme bdieler,
die urfpritnglich nidht in utherifden Kirdjen behetmatet gewejen {ind,
fondern in andern Rirdjen jahrelang unter dem Einfluf frembder
Qehre geftanden Haben. o fehr wir die Wetfjionstatigleit an dem
gangen amerifanijden Volf, ob deutjder oder englifdjer Jumnge, be-
gritgen und fo fehr wir unsd aud) daritber freuen, daf Rontijde und
Reformierte zum luthertjden Glauben gemwonnen fverden, fo febhr
haben foir ung dod) ju fragen, ob ivir denen, die aud andern Kirden
gu ung fommen, einen jolden grimmdlichen Unterricht in der Lefre
evtetlen fonmnen, dap fie tief in ben Geift des Luthertums eingefithrt
werden. LWo dad nidht der Fall ift, da wird der Charatter bejonders
de3 reformierten Kirdjenivefend und Gemeindelebend auf unfer luthe-
rifched Semeindeleben abfdrben.

Sn dem Pak wie unjere Semeinden ihren Charatter als luthe-
rijhe Gemeinden berlieven, werden aud) die Grenzen zwifden den
perjhiedenen Kirdjen, befonderd aber ziwifden den berjdiedenen luthe-
rijen Synoden fliegende. Wir mogen berhiiten, daf e3 ivegen der
BVerfdiedenheiten in Lehre und Prarid zu feiner Vereinigung mit
diefen lutherifdhen Synoden fommt. Unfere Gemeindeglieder iver-
den {id) aber, fei e8 infolge. eines blogen Wohnungsived)iels, fei e3
infolge Verhetratung, einer diefer andern Synoden anjdliegen. Ja,
fie mogen fogar nod)y die Embfehlung ihred Pajtord an folde Ge-
meinden mitbeformmen und diefer wird jeine Cmpfehlung damit be-
griinden, daf in diefen Gemeinden dod) aud) dad Ebangelium ge-
predigt wird. Hier ftehen wir einer Joderung unjerer Bragid
gegeniiber, die dagu beittragen fird, dak die Grengen der [utherijden
Gynoden unfered Landes, trog der Ver{diedenheiten in Jehre umd
PBraxis, langfam ineinander itbergehen. Diefer Entwidlung ftehen
wir madtlod gegeniiber, fo wir nur auf eigene Kraft bauen. Dad
fei ferne! JFragen iwir und bielmehr, wad wir folden Gefahren
gegenitber zu tun Haben.

111

A3 Griftlide Kirde wollen wir ung gegenitber den Gefahren,
die ung drohen, an Gottes Wort halten. Jn der Offenbarung St.
ohannid haben wir das Beifpiel bon den fieben fleinafiatiiden Se-
meinden, deren Werfe der Herr der Rirdje ridtet. Er riihmt thre
Treue gum Wort, thren Glautben, ihre Seduld, ihre RKiebe, ihren
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RQRampi gegen Jrrlehrer und Jrrlehren, ihren Dienjt und ihre Freu-
digteit, um feined Jtamens willen Verfolgungen auf jid) zu nehmen
— und dod) mup er diefelben Gemeinden, deren Werfe er joeben ge-
riihmt Hat, wiederum jtrafen. Die eine, daf fie die erjte Liebe ber-
[aft, die andere, daf {ie joldhe in ihrer WMitte duldet, die an der Lehre
falidjer Propheten fefthalten. Eine dritte, daf ithre Werfe nidht
pollig erfunden fworden find vor Gott, und eine bierte, daf jie weder
falt nod) warm, jondern lau ift. Wohlgemertt, e3 fann eine Ge-
meinde vbiele gute Werfe tum, ficd) in Lehre und Judit auszeidnen und
dod) an diefem und jenem, jei e3 an der Lehre oder am Leben etwas
feplen laffen. €5 fann eine Rirde den Cindrud ermecen, in bezug
quf Qehre und Qeben nidhts zu verfdumen und ift dodh lau, ijt dodh
nidht durdpdrungen bon dem Geift Gotted in dem, wad jie fut und
laft. '

Audh wir fonnen mit Jreuden befennen, ohne ind Selbjtrithmen
hinetnzufommen, daf ,e8 unter und nod) fehr biel fojtlide evan-
gelijhe Predigt und viel Herzgeminnenden ebangelifchen Unterricht
aibt”, daf unfer Fejthalten an dem Befenninid ein ehrliches ijt umnd
dap unfere Predigt demfelben weitgehend entipridht, daf in unjeren
LVeroffentlihungen die Lehre der Sdrift eingehalten und getrieben
mwird, daf wir feine Jrrlehre und feine Jrrlehrer unter ung dulden,
und dap aud) biele gute Werfe unter und gefunden werden. Und
dod) werden vir befennen mitffen, dafy der Heilige und Wahrhaftige,
der Augen Hat wie Feuerflammen, und nidht anderd ald diefe flein-
ajiatiihen Gemeinden richten wird und daf er aud) und urufen mufp:
.o fetd nun flethig und tut Bufe” (Off. 3, 19). Gewif, den Ruf
sur Bupe Hhoren wir heute aud) von anderer Seite. Wo Gottes Ge-
ridhte itber grofe und fletne WVolfer gehen, wie wir dad in jo Hohem
Make erleben, da wird der Ruf zur BuBe jeitensd der Rirdjen del
Qandes nidht ausdbleiben Und da wir befennen mitjfen, aud) mit-
fduldig an den Siinden unfered Volfes zu fein und als Volf nidyt
beffer jind al8 die {on gerichteten Wolfer, fommnen wir einen jolden
Ruf sur Bufe nidt itberhoren, wie er 3. B. in allen Gemeinden un-
ferer ©dmejterjpnode am vergangenen Sonntag erfdollen und fol-
gendermafen begriindet worden ijt: ,Wir jollen vielmehr uns genau
priffen und unfere Siinden erfennen und befennen: Die Landes-
fimden, dag Weltwefen, dad in unfere Gemeinden eindringt, jomie
unfere Qaubeit und Tragheit zur firdhlichen Arbeit und die vielen
Mangel in unjerem eigenen perfonliden Chrijtentum.” Bejonders
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tut uns aber deswegen Bupe not, weil wir ald Profefjoren, Paftoren,
Qehrer und Gemeindeglieder uns im Hinblict auf die Lehre, iiber die
wir waden jollen, der Laubeit und Tragheit jehuldig maden. Dar-
um die Bufe, die wir tun jollen, ijt die der tdglichen Reue und Buge,
pon der Quther jo treffend redet in feinem Rleinen Katedhismus. Wo
ivir in diefer tdglichen Neue und Bufe leben, da werden wir aufer-
jtehen ein neuer Menfd, der in Geredhtigfeit und Heiligteit vor Gott
ewigli) lebt, da werden wir einen neuen Brud) pilitgen und nidyt
mehr unter die Hecden {aen (Fer. 4, 3), da werden wir ed nidht dabet
bemenden [ajfen, eingelne Fehler und Mifjtande zu berbejjern, wah-
rend der Grund unferer Herzen doch) der alte bleibt, wo im Dorn-
gejtritpp der GSorgen und Wolliijte diefed Lebensd Arbeit und Same
perlorengeht, jondern werden und bor allen Dingen erneuern im
®etite unjeres Gemiited (Hef. 18, 31; €ph. 4, 23) und Geredtigteit
jaen und Lebe ernten (Hof. 10, 12).

Wenden wir dad foeben Gejagte auf Lehre und Prarid unferer
Kirdje an, jo werden wir einmal die Gefahr der Loderungen nidt in
Abrede ftellen und und nidt damit begniigen, die Mauern unjerer
Rirdje, an der wir al8 Baumeijter arbetten, mit lofem KRalf zu tin-
den. Diefed Bild, dad vom Propheten Hejefiel Herrithrt, jtellt uns
die belagerte Stadt Jerujalem bor Augen, weldhe bon Feinden Hhart
bedrangt ift. Der Feind hat jhon hHier und da eine Brejdje in die
Mauer gejdhlagen. Da jteigen die Mutigiten in die Brejde und
judjen an Stelle der eingerijfenen Mauer eine neue zu ziehen, um
dem AUngriff Qalt 3u gebieten. Wahrend aber dad Volf die Wand
bauet, bejtreihen die untreuen Propheten jie mit jfhledhter Timde
(Hef. 13, 10). Aber Gott in feinem Jorn jendet einen Plabregen
und [apt einen Wirbelfturm losbredhen und Hagelfteine fallen. Die
Wand wird umgetvorfen, die mit lofem Kalf getiindt worden ift.
Wir mwerden diefe falige Weife zu bauen vermeiden mwollen. Wir
mwerden die Niffe in der Mauer unferer Kirdhe nicht auperlid) ver-
tletjtern und Defdymieren, wir werden nidt jdhonfarberijde Reden
fithren und ,Friede” jagen, jo doch fein Friede 1jt. Wir werden nidht
die Sdaden unferer Kirdje, die Loderungen in Lehre und Praxisd be-
fdonigen, nidht un3d Mithe geben, unferer Kirde ein jhones Anjehen
bor der Welt zu pberleihen und unjer Lirdjenvolf und uns felbit iiber
da8, wad hinter der Tiinde liegt, zu taujden. Denn wenn Stiirme
und Wetterfdhlag fommen, ijt jold) ein Anftrid) fein Schup und man
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_ ird 3u und jagen: ,Wo ift nun dad Getiindite, dad ihr getiindhi
habt?” (ef. 13, 12).

Aud) wir fommen in die Verjudjung, uns der Tiindje zu bedienen.
Da it einmal die Gefahr, da wir dben Namen unferer Kirche, evan-
gelijh-lutherijdhe Rirde, ald Tiinde fiir die Mauern unjerer Kirdhe
gebrauden. Die Juden zu Jeju Seiten haben das getan, indem fie
fid) darauf bertefen, dag Ubraham thr BVater jei (Joh. 8, 39). Cin
Sobanned der Tdufer mupte thnen zurufen: ,Denft nur nidht, daf
3hr bet Cud) wollt jagen: Wir haben Wbraham zum Vater. I
fage Cud): Gott vermag dem Abraham aud diefen Steinen Kinder
au erwecen” (Matth. 3, 9). Und Jejud mufpte thnen jagen: ,Wenn
Jhr Abrahams Kinder waret, o tatet Jhr Abrahaoms Werfe” (Foh.
8, 39). Yus dem IMMiBbraud) ded Jamens Abraham, den die Juden
bier getrieben Hhaben, jollen iwir lernen, daf ed nidt mit dem blofen
PNamen der Rirde getan ift.  Aud) unjere Vater haben {id) bor diefem
IMipbraud) gehiitet und den Namen der Rirde nidht als das ausidhlag-
gebende betradjtet. Und dod), ivie nabe liegt e§ gerade und Quthera-
nern, diefer Gefahr, bloge Namenddyrifterr 3u fwerden, jum Opfer zu
fallen, e3 beim blofen Namen betwenden zu laffen, ohne denjelben
alg den Ausdrud eined entidjiedenen Befenninified zu gebraudjen.
Peennen fid) dod) alle lutherijden Synoden, aud) die, die bom Dder
lutherifen KRehre in diefem und jenem Stitd abgewiden jind, bei
eben diefem Namen. Die Gemeinfamteit ded Namens verleitet nidht
nur lutherifde Chriften, die Unteridyiede ziwijdhen den eingelnen luthe-
rijden Kirdentorpern zu itberfehen, fondern aud) dazu, in dem Namen
nidt mehr das entidiedene Befenntnis zum Quihertum zu finden.
Dod) die Sadje ltegt tiefer. Die [utherije Rirdje ijt nie ie die
reformierte {eftenbildend gemejen. Jn der reformierten Rirde gibt
e8 dpentijten, Baptiften, Weethodiften, Predbyterianer u. a. m.
Wenn aud) alle ald reformierte Rirdjen anzuipredhen find und jie
leften €ndes aud) ein gemeinjames Befenninid Haben, jo Hhaben fie
Dod) Sonderheiten in Lehre und Praris, die {ie voneinander unter-
fheiden und die ed allen Ehriften viel eher ermodglidht, die Unter-
fdjiede gwijden ihnen feftzuftellen. Nidht aljo in bezug auf die luthe-
rifden Rirden. Mogen aud) hier Unterfdhiede in Lehre und Prapis
i) mit der Beit gebildet haben und aud) zwijden den verjdhiedenen
Gynoden feftzujtellen fein — fie Haben alle dad eine gemeinfam:
den einen Namen und mwollen durdveg lutherijde Kirdjen Heifen.
Wie nabhe liegt dod) da die Sefahr ded Mikbraudjed diefed Namens,
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ihn fveder al8 ein Unterideidungdmerfmal nod) als Befenninidname
au fithren —, jondern alg inde.

Die Jubden faten aber ein zioeites. Sie beriefen {ich auf ihren
Tempel, der in Jerujalem jtand. Ste glaubten, dap, jolange der
Tempel jtehe, alled in Ordnung jei, bid thnen Gott durd) den Pro-
pheten Jeremiad zurief: ,Bejfert Cuer Leben und Wefen, jo will id)
bet Gud) wohnen an diefemt Ort.  BVerlaffet Cud) nidht auf die Liigen,
wenn fie jagen, Hier ijt ded Herrn Tembel, Hier 1jt ded Herrn Tempel,
hier 1t ded Herrn Tempel” (Jer. 7, 3. 4). Da8, was wir als (uthe-
rijdge CPhriften bor anderven Rirdhen vorausdhaben, {ind wahrlicd) nicht
unjere {donen Gottedhaujer — andere Haben jie aud) oder nod
jhonere — nein, dad, wad wir bor anderen Kirdjen voraus haben,
find unfere Herrlichen Befenntniije, die die Lehre der Hetligen Schrift
flar und Ddeutlid) bdarlegen. NWber aud) mit diefen Befenntiniffen
fonnen oir fo leidht einen Mifbrauc) tretben. Befanntlid) befennen
fid alle lutherijden Rirden st diefen Befenniniffen, su der Augs-
burgifden Konfefjton, den Katedhidmen LQuthersd und der Konfordien-
Formel.  Aud) dort, wo eine oder andere der [utherijen Shnoden
und Qirden nidt mehr alle Lehren der Befenntnisdi@riften teilen und
fie i) nur bedingungdmweife zu ihnen befennen, Horen jie dod) nidyt
auf, diefelbigen ju den ihrigen su zahlen. Died tragt wahrlid) nidht
dagu bet, die Unteridjiede 3wifden den lutherijden Synoden flarzu-
jtellen, fondern fie u vermijden und die faljden Lehren diefer Shno-
den 3u verjdletern. €3 ift darum nidt genug, wenn man audruft:
Siter ift dad lutherijdge Befenntnis, wenn man jagt: Lapt unsd auf-
horen nad) Grundidgen, die zu einer Union fithren jollen, Ausjdhau
su balten; wir Haben ja unfere gemeinjamen Befenniniffe. Darauf
ift fhon tn dem “Convention Report of the Norwegian Synod”
pom Jahre 1936 die redte Untivort gegeben worden: “We would
gladly do this- (i. e. be done with statements of principles governing
fellowship), if observation and experience had not disillusioned
us and taught us that ‘the real standpoint of a church is not the
one written and subscribed to on paper, but manifests itself in

her actual teaching, life and practise’ . . . We need no further
experiments to learn ‘that there is no guaranty of peace in words
when men do not agree in things.” . . . Alas, many honor Lu-

theranism and its confessions with the lips, but their teaching and
practise are far from it” (p. 6). Wo wir Bupe tun, da iverden
mwir den Sauerteig eined Qippendienited ausdfegen und ed unterlafjen,
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die bloge Berufung auf unfere Vefenninifie als Timde fitr die
Qocderungen in Lehre und Praxis unferer Rirdye zu gebraudjen, jon-
dern werden in einem Sinn und Geijt eine Lehre fithren und eine
Pracrid quditben, die dem Worte Gotted entipricht.

Dem Worte Gotted! Aud) dad Wort Gotted fomnen wir dahin
mipbraudjen, daf ivir ed al8 bloe Tinde gebrauden fiir eine Mauter,
die Den Ungriffen ded Feindesd nidht zu mwideritehen vermag. ESo
haben die Sdjriftgelehrten und Pharijder dad Gefes mifbraudt,
indem fie auf dad Geringite im Sefels, das Verzehnten bon Miinze,
Dill und RKitmmel den groften Nadpdrud legten, dagegen ,dad
Sdwerjte im Gefes, namlid) dag Geridht, die BVarmberzigfeit 1nd
pen Glauben dabhinterliegen” (Matth. 23, 23). €3 ijt fein Seiden
pon Bupe, wenn wir nur Nad)drud auf dad legen, ,mwad einer”, um
mit Qutber 3u reden, ,bor der Welt jhuldig ijt”, dabet das itberfehen,
,0a8 fvir bor Gott Anderesd und Mehreres Hhaben mitjffen” ; wenn wir
Lund der Weltgereditigleit bornehmen”, aber ,die grofe Geredtig-
feit, o bor Gott gilt, anjtehen lajfen” (&t. &. VII, 1190/3). Wo
i das Sdwergewidht unjerer firdliden Lehre und Praxid zu ver-
[agern und unfere Theologie eine Diedjeitsdtheologie zu werden droht,
da wird unausdbletblic) die Folge die fein, dap wir dad Sdwerite tm
Cpangelium, die Lehre von der Redtfertigung desd Sitnbders, von der
Rirdje ald Gemeinfd)aft der GSlaubigen, von der Herrlichfeit, die einijt
an und joll offenbart twerden, Hintenanlajfen und dad ald dad Widh-
tigite hinjtellen, wad nur als Folge diefer Lehren und im Lichte diejer
Qehren Dbetradytet werden fann. Der Herr jagt ung, daf vir dad
eine tun und dad andere nid)t lajfen follen.

Folgen wir Hier dem Worte unfered Herrn, dann mwerden ivir
auf den Grund, den unfere BVater gelegt haben, Gold, Silber, Edel-
jteine bauen. Diefed Baumaterial Holen wir unsd allein aus der
Hetligen Shrift. Darum it dad Sdriftitudium dad, wasd wir mit
befonderem Cifer freiben miiffen. idht dad Studium der Tages-
und Beitfragen — jo widtig diefe aud) an und fiir i) jind —, nidt
dad blofe wiffenfdaftlide Studium, jo unentbehrlid) dasd aud) fiir
cinen Theologen ift —, nein, dad Studium der Sdrift jelbjt. Fiir
den Prediger it diefed Studium unentbehrlid) — fiir feine Predigt-
vorberettung, fiir jeine Seelforge, fiir feinen Unterridht. emwif,
diefed Studium der Sdjrift felt bei dem Theologen ein grimdlid
wiffenjdaftlides Studium bporaus, eine Kenntnid der biblijden
Spradjen und ein Studium der Jeitgejdjidhte, in der die Bibel ge-
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jdrieben fvorden ift. Aber diefed wijjenidaftliche Studium twendet
fid) al3 joldjed nur an den Jnfelleft und ijt fiiv den Prediger wert-
(08, jolange er e8 an und fitr jid) Detreibt. Sudt er gar einen
wiffenjdaitlien Rubhm in der Aneignung diefer KRenntnijje, dann Hhat
der Teufel gewonnened Spiel. Die alt- und neutejtamentliden
Theologen Deutidhlands, die auf dad wiffenidaftlidhe Studium gro-
Bere3 Gewidit ald auf dad Bibelftudium legten, waren ungeeignet,
die Theologieftudierenden in die Sdrift eingufithren, Haben ihnen
jogar den Glauben an die Sdrift genommen. Jhnen ijt darum in
Der legten RKrifenzeit der evangelifen Rirde Deutidhlands der Vor-
urf von ihren Sdiilern ald Vajtoren gemad)t worden, daf jie mit
threr Wifjenidhaft den Semeinden wenig gedient haben. Die Wifjen-
fchaft fann in der Theologie nur die Rolle einer Wagd jpielen. Unjer
eigentlihed Studtum muf in dem Studium der Sdrift gipfeln, da-
mit ein jeder unter unsd alg ein Sdriftgelehrter, jum Himmelreid
gelehrt, gleid) einem Hausbater ift, der aus jeinem Shag Neued und
Alted Herbortrdagt (Matth. 13, 52). Werden wir jolden Gebraud
bon Der Peiligen Sdhrift maden, in den Lehridlen unferer Theolo-
gifgen Seminare, in den Klajjenzimmern unjerer Colleges und Afa-
Demten, in den Sdulzimmern unferer High Schools und Gemeinde-
fdulen — wabhrlid) der Segen wird nid)t ausbleiben. Dann wird
bor allem bdie Bibel aud) in unferen Familienhaufern gelefen, die
tagliche Andacht wiederum den Mittelpumtt ded Familienlebens bil-
den. Dah die BVejd)dftigung mit der Sdhrift fowoh! feiten3 ded Theo-
logen und [ehrers iie aud) feitend unferer LQaien eine betende fein
muf, darf hier nidht unermwahnt bletben. Denn ,nacd) lutherifdjer
Anfhauung fommt der wahrhaft evangelifthe Geijt nur durd) dad
intenfibe Studtum und die unablajjige und betende Bejdhajtigung mit
der Bdrift” (L. &. 1931, 3).

Dad nadjte Meittel dagu wdre dad3 Studium Luihers fjelbit.
Wird man dod) in Quiherd Sdhriften den edhten ebangelijden Geift,
den wir nun nad) ihm den [utherijden nennen, am jideriten finden.
Welden befonderen Wert dad Luibherftudium fiir und ald Pajtoren
und Profefforen hat, ift unsd wiederholt bon unjeren [ehrern gejagt
mworden. Nur modte i) dad befannte Wort Quihers: ,So lieb nun,
al8 und dad Epangelium it, jo Hart lafjet ung iiber den Spradjen
halten” (&t. &. X, 470) in ettwad umpragen, um ed auf dad Studium
Quthers felbft angumwenden und jagen: ,So lieb ung unfere treu-
[uthertfdje Rirde ift, fo hart lafjet und daritber wadjen, daf uniere
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Theologen zur Crbhaltung ded LQuihertums in unjerer MWiitte der
deutidgen Spradie fo weit madtig bletben, daf {ie Quibher in der Ur-
jprade lefen fommnen. Denn e8 ijt ein allgemeiner Eriahrumgsiak,
daf eine Nberfegung niemald an dad Original heranreidht oder fie gar
erfeen fann. Und wie unfere BVater {hon Ridtlinien zu einem nuk-
bringenden Studium LQuthers entiworfen Haben, jo finden mwir 0big
auf die Heutige Seit joldge Unregungen und Anieijungen in unferen
BVeroffentlicdungen, ganz zu jdhmweigen von den berjdiedenen Aus-
gaben, in denen Qutherds Sdyriften feil8 oder volljtandig erfdienen
find und die zu immier neuem Studium Luihers anregen.

Aber nidht nur fitr den Theologen, nein, aud) fiir unfer Kirdjen-
bolf ift Quiher sum Refen da. Wie jehr jid) gerade Gemeindeglieder
in Quiherd Sdyriften vertiefen fonmnen, dad Haben die bielen Laien-
driften in der Grimdungdzeit unjerer lutherifen Kirdhe Hhierzulande
bemiefen. Wenn wir aud) nidt jold) einzigartiged Studium Luthers
feitend unjerer Qaten in unferer Beit ertwarten fonmnen, jo Haben wir
dod) al8 PBrofefjoren, Pajtoren und JLehrer die ufgabe, die Haupt-
{driften Quihers tmmer ieder unter unjer Kirdjenvolf ju bringen,
aud) enn e {id) um Uberjepungen Handelt. Selbjt in Deutjdhland
muB man Heute Quther in dad moderne Deutid) itberfegen, damit er
pont dem RKirdjenvolf gelefen werden famm.

Was wir hier bon dem Studium LQuthersd gefagt Hhaben, gilt in
gleichem Pape bon den Befenntnisidgriften. €3 fommt nur darauf
an, daf ir diefelben ebenfo hod)jchaken, ivie unjere WVater fie ge-
fhast haben. ndem fie nidht veridiedene Ridtungen in der Kirdhe
anerfannten, befannten jie zugleid), daf die jpmbolijden Biider al3
Qefre der [utherifhen RKirdhe fiir alle Beit und Bufunjt SGeltung
haben. Died befannten jie im Gegenjah zu Ddenen, die nur aus
hiftorijdem Jnterefjfe dad3 Studium der Befenninididjriften emp-
fahlen, um lediglic) feftsuftellen, ,weldes die ,Glaubendaniidjten’
der lutherifdjen Kirde zu einer gewiffen, nun jdon in ziemlid) duntler
LVergangenheit liegenden Jeit geivefen feten” (1. TW. 1865, 180).
Sm Gegenfab hiersu perpflichteten {id) unjere BVater mit den Ber-
faffern der RKonfordienformel felber wie aud) mit den lutherifden
Theologen ded 17. Jahrhundertd su den Befenntnisdidriften ald zu
den Sdyriften, ,die in allen Stiidfen mit der Heiligen Schrift iiber-
einftimmen und alfo die Himmlijde Wahrheit enthalten” (ibid. 185),
verpflidhteten fidy aljo zu ihnen, nidht nur fofern die Glaubensdidaie
diefer Sdriften mit der [ehre der Sdrift itbereinitimmen, jondern
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e i fie mit thnen itbereinftimmen und weil , Gott die Verfaljer
der {ymbolifdhen Biider gnadig bewahret hat, daf fie in der Lehre
nidt gefeblet, jondern fie dem gottlichen Wort gemdh aufgefept und
begeugt Gaben” (ibid. 183). Dad mub aud) unfere liberzeugung
fein, wollen wir die BVefenninisidriften flethig jtudieren und jie ald
einen unbvergleidhlichen Sdyag der luthertichen Kirdje eradten.

Dann werden wir aud) unfere Laten mit thnen befannt maden.
Dad gehort mit gur ,Indoftrination”, bon der wir biel Hoven, die
aber feute fo dmer in die Tat umgufesen ift. Sdon unfere Vater
fagten: ,Aud) ein RQaie fann daher, forweit er ed fiir jeinen Jwed Dbe-
darf, gar twohl die Qehre unjerer Kirde qud den Shymbolen genau
fennen lernen, wenn er nur einfad) auf die Worte, wie jie lauten, mit
BVerftand adtet und die ihm jonit in Predigten und Lehridriften dar-
gebotene Handleitung zur Crienninis der reinen Lehre treu benupt”
(ibid. 180). Dasfelbe fonnen vir Heute aud) jagen, felbjt wo wir.
die Befenninididriften fiiv unjere Laten erft in die englijde Sprade
itberfegen mitfjen.

Wer pon und wollte aber die Hilfe beradhten, die un3d unjere
Gynodalpater jum Studium der Shrift Quiherd und unjerer Be-
fenntnididriften geben! Unjere Synodalberidgte, unjere theologijden
Beitidriften, Quartalidrift, Lehre und Wehre, bzw. Concordia
Theological Monthly, {ind Fundgruben, in denen wir die theologi-
ien JFragen aud der Vergangenheit und cqud der Segeniwart beant-
wortet finden. Wer jid) in diefe Shriften vertieft, wird vor allem
dag umfafjende theologiiche Wifjen unferer Vater betpundern lernen
wie qud) thre wiffenfdaftlihe Genauigteit.

Diefer Weittel bedienen wir unsd ja, damit wir eine {driftgemdape
Qehre fiihren und eine evangelife Praxid Hhaben, durd) die wir die
ung drobende Gefahr abiwenden und auf den Grund weiterbauen,
den unjere Vater al8 mweife Baumeifter fitr und gelegt Haben.

Dabet ridtet jid)y por allem unfer Bl auf den Mittelpuntt
unjeres Gemeindelebens, auf den Gottesddienjt mit der Predigt ald
Hauptititf.  Jn unjeven Vredigten wollen iwir die KLehre inmumer
veiner und flaver BHervortreten lafjen. Jm Gegenfal zu den
Stromungen unferer Jeit, die jugunjten der Liturgie die Predigt in
den Hintergrumd drangen, wollen wir ed mit unjeren Befenntnijjen
halten, daf der ,redite quperliche Rirdenfdhmud aud) redhte Predigt
1jt, rvechter Brauc) der Saframente . . . denn e8 ijt fein Ding, dad
die Qeute mehr bet der Rirden bebalt, denn die gute Predigt” (M.
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260). Die Predigt muf gut fein. Denn Heu und Stoppeln fin-
den mentg Unziehungstrajt, dagegen Gold, Silber und Edeljteine
des berrliden Cpangeliums und der reinen Qebre ift dad. ,driftliche
und heilfame Ding”, ,der Troft in allem Unfedten”, den wir durd
®otted Gnade in unferen Kirden fortgejest lehren werden (ibid. 260).
Hierauf wird fid) unjere gange Tatigteit, genahrt von der [iebe zum
Wort, zufpiten miiffen. )

An zivetter Stelle fteht der drijtlide Unterridht. Wo unfere
Sugend tmumer mehr in weltliden Sdulen thren Unterridht erhalt,
fonnen wir ald lutherijhe RKirde nidht rubig jufehen und die Se-
meindejdhule eingeben Ilafjfen. Aud) geht e8 nidht an, daf wir
refigniert jpreden, “The Parochial School is doomed anyhow, it
is un-American.” Diefem eijt wollen wir mit dem Geift einer
Qiebe, die dem Befehl unjered Herrn freulid) nadfommt ,iveide
meine Qammer” entgegenarbeifen. Wir viffen, daf uns eine grofe
Qraft verloren geht, wo tmmer wir unfere Gemeindefdulen verlieren.
- Und wir jollten aud) wijfen, daf wir felber an dem Verluft unjerer -
Gemeindefdulen {duldig find, wo tmmer jie und berloren gehen.
Gott fei Dant leben wir in einem Lande, wo Trennung bon Kirde
und Staat big jeht nod) durdygefiihrt worden ijt und wo jie gerade
aud) im Gemeindedulivefen unferer lutherifdhen Kirde thre BVertvirt-
licdhung findet. Der Staat hindert und nidht, Gemeindejdulen ind
Qeben u - rufen. RNur der Undanf 1und die Veradhtung mwollen e3
nidht lafjen bletben. ©ind ivir aber fleigig und fun Buke, dann
mwerden wir den Marft ausfaufen und alle Moglidfeiten ausnugen,
den Rindern unjerer Gemeinden driftlidjen Unterricht zuteil mwerden
3u laffen.

€3 geniigt aber nidht nur, Gemeindejdulen zu Hhaben. Wir
mitifen aud) dag gropte Gewidt aui Hohere Shulen legen. Wenn
unfere Gemeindejduljugend von der Gemeindefdule unmittelbar zu
antidriftliden Staatdidulen itbergefiihrt wird, dann droht ihr wieder
biel pon dem genomumen 3u iwerden, wad fie in unferen Gemeinde-
fdpulen gelernt Hat. Witrde unsd allen der gewaltige Unteridhied
swijden Gemteindefdule und antidriftliher Staatsjdule jo zu Be-
wuftiein fommen, wie er unferer Gemetndefuljugend bei dent plok-
lidgen Tibergang bon der einen Sdule zur anderen zum Bewuitein
gebradyt wird, wir witrden mehr beftrebt und bemiiht fein, ald ein-
selne Gemeindeglieder, ald3 Gemeinden, ald Synoden unferer Ge-
meindefdjuljugend die Moglidhteit eined fortgefehten diriftlichen Un-
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terrihts zu geben. Dap wir hierin nidht nadlajjen, mup ebenfalls
eine Frudt unferer tagliden BuRe fein.

Uber o3 ijt nicht genug, daB unjere hoheren Schulen nur den
amen drijtliche oder lutherijde Sulen fithren, jie miiffen aud) n
Wirflihfeit driftliche Sdulen fein, die jid) durd) ihr ganges
Crziehungsmeien flar und deutlid) bon den welliden Sdulen un-
terfceiden. Tun fie dad nidfht, dann wird unfere Jugend Iu-
allererjt bierbon Renntnid3 nehmen. Daf und tmmer Jebhrer zu
Gebote ftehen, die bom Geift der Jiebe Chrijti getrieben werden, dad
Epangelium in die Hergen unferer Jugend zu pflangen, ift wahrlid)
nidt Telbitberitandlid). Und daf unjere Shulen, in dem Bejtreben,
die Jugend moglichit weit in weltliden Fadern ju fordern, died nidt
dod) zuguterlept auf RKofjten eined grimmdliden Religionsunterrid)ts
 tun, it nidt einfad) qudgeidlofien. Hier haben wir die gropte Wadh-
famfeit zu iiben und den grojten Fleth angumwenden. Wir miifjen
hier ebenfalld bon dem Geift unjerer Vater befeelt jein, Sdulen zu
griinden, die unfere Jugend nidht nur in weltlidgen Fddern iveit
fordert, fondern bor allem in ihrer @rijtliden Crfenninis.

Jtun bejudit aber dod) der grofte Teil unferer Hrdhlichen Jugend
die Staatsidulen oder die hoheren Sdjulen der Seften. An diefer
Sugend Hhaben unjere Gemeinden eine befondere Nufgabe, namlid
jie in Gottes Wort aud) nad) ihrer QRonfirvmation veiter zu unter-
richten und jie in der Crfenninid jo weit su fordern, daf fie dem frem-
den Geijt bdiefer Sdulen miderjtehen fonmmnen. Diefer Unterricht
braudt in nichtd wetterem zu bejtehen, alg daf fie in der Heiligen
Sd@rift und in den Rated)idmusivahrheiten weiter unterridhtet werden.
Der Unterridhit mup aber ein jolder fein, daf die Jugend felbit zu
der Crfenninid gebracht wird, daB er nidht aus einer wortwdrtlichen
Wiederholung Dbefteht, und daf jie die Griftliche Lehre niemalsd aqus-
lernen fann. Wo wir und bemiihen, durd) Lehre und Praris unfere
[utherifde Kirdhe zu bauen, da werden wir die reifere Jugend unjerer
Gentetnden nidht aud den Augen berlieren mwollen.

Wo unfer Bl allein auf den Unterridht unjerer Gemteinde-
jugend gerichtet ijt, fommt und {Gon jum Bewuptiein, welde Opfer
unfere Gemetnden bringen miifjen, um Sdulen aller Art ju griinden
und 3u erbalten. Unjere Gemeindeglieder miiffen ein Volf Gottes
fein, dag fleifig it su guten Werfen, ein Volf ded Eigentums, a
peculiar people, dasd da halt an dem LWort des Lebens (Phil. 2, 16)
und Dereit ift, dem Wort ded Lebensd zuliebe grofe Opfer zu bringen.
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e mebr dad Voltsleben in unferem Lande ein feftgefiigtes jein ivird,
in dad unfere Nadfommen al8 Biirger tmmer fefter eingegliedert
mwerden, um {o mehr mitffen wir und ald ein bejondered Volf Sotted
wiffen, da3 al8 joldes der Welt gegenitber feine bejonderen Aujgaben
und Pilichten hat. Diefe befonderen Aufgaben jind nidht auf eine
frembe Gprade zuriiczufiihren, die wir ald Qutheraner fpreden, nidt
in raififden Unterjdhieden zu juden, die un3 bon den iibrigen BVolfs-
genofjen trennen, nidt in fulturellen Werten zu finden, die wir all
ein €rbe von unferen Vatern liberformmen Haben und aud) jdGdken.
Jein, allein ded geiftlichen Crbes mwegen, allein der reinen lutherijden
Qebre wegen, die feine andere al8 die Sdriftlehre ift, jind ir bereit,
grofe Opfer zu bringen. Den Opferfinn unferer Vater mwerden wir
woh! nie iibertreffen — fjie bleiben aud) in diefem Stiid ein BVor-
bild — aber diefemt BVorbild nadjeifern wollen wir ald Prediger und
Qehrer, indem wir und durd) Gotted Wort und SGebet die vechte Umits-
freudigfeit wabhren, jtets eingedent, dap Sott die Arbeit eined treuen
Baftors und Lehrers belohnen will (1. Kor. 3, 1). A3 Gemeinde-
glieder wollen mwir diefen Opferfinn bilegen, indem wir alio fitr den
Haushalt unferer Gemeinden und Synode Sorge tragen, dap Pre-
diger berufen werden fonnen und nidt mitkig am Partt ftehen brau-
den, und o wir jie berufen Haben, fie nidt fiir Mietlinge und Vien-
jchentnechte, fondern ,fiir €hrifh Diener und Hausdhalter itber Got-
ted Geheimniiie” (1. Ror. 4, 1) Halten und jie ihred Umtes mwegen
ehren. Wir fun gut daran, aud) hierin von unjern BVatern al unfern
Lehrern, die und dad Wort Gotted gejagt Haben (Hebr. 13, 7), 3u
{ernen.

Jn etner 3ett, o man aud) in der lutherifden RKirde Scdheu
und Furdt vor falfcher Lehre und Vrayis zu verlieren beginnt, jteht
e3 un3 jdleht an, und etiva gar itber unjere Vater gu erheben in der
Meinung, dafy fie fo mandjesd unterlajjen hatten, was wir erjt nad-
subolen Haben oder gar, dap thre Stellung zur Lehre zu erflufip,
thre Praxid zu rigoriftiid) gewejen fet. Crflufivitat und Rigorvoijitat
und daraud folgender Separatidmus ift etivasd, wad die Kivdhe, der
die Qehre der Sdhrift im Geiviffen jigt, immer itben mufp, jo {Gver
e3 aqud) ift, ,0af man bon jo bielen Landen und Leuten jich trenmen
und eine fondere Lehre fithren will” (W, 337). Diefer Separatis-
mus, der jich nad) Gotted Befehl ridhtet, hliet niemals den Wif-
fiond- und den Gemeinjhaftsdiinn aus, fordert thn vielmehr. Die
pon Gott befohlene Trennung und Abjonderung {dliet aber alle
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falige Qehre und alle faliden Genoffenidhaften aud. Diefed tun
und dad andere nidht lafjen, namlid) in redhtem Miffionsiinn das
Epangelium der Welt predigen und im rediten Semeinjdhaftsiinn fird-
liche Verbindung mit denen judjen, die mit und (uthertiche Lehre be-
seugen und bertetdigen wollen. Dann werden wir aud) nidht die
neuen Aufgaben itberfehen, bor die Gott unjere Kirvche gejtellt Hat
und tmmer ivieder jtellen iird, werden aud) dieje Wufgaben nidt
aud einem falidjen Separatidmusd heraud unerfiillt an und voritber-
sieben lajjen, werden bielmehr Gott fiir alle Gelegenheiten, in jetnem
Weinberge zu arbeiten, und flir alle Arbeiter, die er in jeine Ernte
fendet, danfen. BVor mwelde ufgaben der Herr der Kirche uns aber
ftellen wird, mige die Frudt unjerer taglichen Bupe immerfort die
fein, daf; ein jeder fich beflethige, , &ott 3u erzeigen einen reditidhaffe-
nen und unjtraflicden Wrbeiter” (2. Tim. 2, 15) und im Seijte un-
ferer LVater in rediter Opferfreudigfeit und Dienjtvilligfeit feine
Aufgaben erfitllen und weiter bauen auf den Grund, der von weifen
- und treuen Baumeijtern fiir und gelegt worden ift, damit dad luthe-
rifdhe Bion fortgejebt in unjerm Lande gebaut erde, iiber dasd wir
al8 Grben der reinlutherijden KQehre dad Wort Mofid aud jeinem
Baletfegen jpredjen twollen: ,Affer fei gejegnet mit Sohnen; er fet
angenehm feinen Briidern und tunfe jeinen Fup in OL  Eifen und
Cr3 fei an feinen Sduben, dein Wlter jei wie deine Jugend” (5.
Mofe 33, 24. 25). B. BVeters.

LBerfehlte Untlagen.

D. Reu hat in feinem Artifel der Oftobermummer 1941 der
LRivdlicgen Settfdrift”: ,Mitfjen die Verhandlungen mit Mifjourt
nun aufforen 2’ manderlei ngriffsironten erdifnet. Da er jelber
sum Angriff vorgeht, mup er jid) aud) Gegenangrijfe gefallen lajjen.
Geine Hauptangriffe ridhten fich gegen die Spynodalfonferens, infon-
derheit gegen die Mifjouri- und Widconjinjpnoden. Er ijt mit ber-
jdhiedenen YuBerungen im eigenen Rager ebenfalls unzujrieden.
Auj einiged im Denfen und Handeln D. Reud midten wir uns er-
lauben aufmertiom zu madpen.

Oiftorifd) getrenw berichtet D. Reu in feinem obengenannten
Artifel die verfdiedenen Bejhlitffe itber die Unionsverhandlungen,
die auf feiten Miffouris bet Gelegenheit der Synoden bon Clepeland,
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St. Qouis und Fort Wayne getatigt wurden. Er deutet die Beridte
und Bejhliifje bon Fort Wahne mehr ald einen Verfud), Frieden tm
eigenen RQager Hherzujtellen, und ift davon iiberzeugt, daf es jid) nur
um eine Minoritat handele, die Ubbrud) der BVerhandlungen wiinjde,
mweniger um die offizielle Stellungnafhme der Synode. CEr redet
jogar bon Zugeftandnuifjen, die zu diefem Sivede gemad)t werden
mupten. Wobher er dad Red)t zu diefen Folgerungen nimmt, ijt nicht
recht verjtandlid.

Sdreiber diefes hat die Befdlitjfe wiederholt durdhgelefen und
fann in ihnen nidhts anderes al3 eine offizielle Stellungnabhme der
Mijjourijynode fehen, die flipp und flar in Fort Wapne zum Aus-
drud bradyte, wasd ingwijhen gejdehen, welde Enttaujdungen die
LTagungen in Detroit und Minneapolid braditen und wad alles nod
geichehen miifje, ehe man itberhaupt daran denfen fonme, durd) beide
Synodalfirper volljtandige Cinigung in Jehre und Praris er-
flaren zu fonnen. Befonders die dret Griinde, die auf jeiten WVij-
jourt8 die Fortfebung der BVerhandlungen erjdhiverten, haben D. Reu
in den Qarnijd) gebradyt und thn {Glieplic) beranlapt zu jagen: ,Die
BVorjdriften mdgen aud den bejonderen Werhaltnifjen . . . Heraus-
geboren fein und wirflid) dasd Bejte im Auge haben, — jie bHleiben
LVorjdriften, aud bdenen id) den Kommandoton heraushore, und
fommandieren lajfen wir und nidt, aud) niht von Mifjourt.” Wir
Haben wiederum nidht vermodht, einen Kommandoton heraudzubhoren,
im Gegenteil, die Bejdluiajjung madite eher den Eindrud, da man
vor allem vermeiden wollte, irgendmelde Sharfe in die BVefdliifje
hinetngubringen, Ddie {pdtere Werhandlungen erfdmeren fonnten.
Wenn etn Kommandoton drin lag, jo war e der Kommandoton ded
gottligen Wortes: ,So jpridht der Herr” und: ,Jhr follt nidhtsd da-
gutun nod) davontun”. Diefed KRommando des gottlichen Wortes
jollten wir alle Herausdhsren, dann wiirden mwir eher zu einer wahren
LVerjtandigung fommen. Kiegt denn etwad Unredted darin, daf
man 3uerft darauf bejteht, daf vollftandige Einigung in Lehre und
Praris fein und diefe von allen in Frage fommenden Kirdjentdrpern
gefordert werden miifje, ehe man an wahre Einigung denfen und von
wirfliger Einigfeit veden fonne? Werlangt dad nidht Gottes Wort?
Quther hat diefen KRommandoton ded Worted Gottes in feinen Lehr-
perhandlungen mit Smwingli bernommen, wenn er immer wieder be-
tonte: ,Der Tert fteht zu gewaltig da.” Seine Gegrer waren aud)
itber ihn ungehalten und nannten ihn einen Storvenfried, der zu bviel
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perfange und die jo ndtige Union im Kambf gegen den Erbfeind
Rom bereitle.

Terner it D. Reu daritber ungehalten, dap die aufgejtellten
Qehriae erit allen Pajtoralfonferengen zur Priffung und Begut-
adhtung borgelegt werden miiten, ehe die beiden Shnoden endgiiltige
Bejdlitffe faffen fonnten. Daritber mochten zehn Jahre bergeben,
bevor die €inigungdangelegenheit sum AbjGlup fomme. Dad diirfe
im nterefje des 3ieles ja nidht abjdrecten, wede aber jhmwerlid) die
Quit zur Mitarbeit.

Nudy BHier Haben wir nur eine jelbitberjtdndlidhe Forderung.
Eintqung Herzujtellen ift nidht nur Sadje bon Komitees und einigen
theologiiden Wortjithrern, jondern Sade der gefamten Rirde, der
Bajtoren und Gemeinden, die nur dann wahrheitdgemap fiir Cini-
gung eintreten und ftimmen fonnen, wenn fie jic) jelbft bon der
Ridtigleit der KRehrthefen haben itberzeugen fomnen. Eine jchnell
herbetgefithrte Cintgung auf Koften der Wabhrheit wird feimen Be-
ftand BHaben. Wer ein ivenig in Dder bergangenen Gejdicdhte Der
[utbertidjen Rirdje in Amerifa Bejdjeid mweif, wird sugeben miiifen,
dak Mifjourid Grofe und Starfe darin lag, daf e3 jo Hart und un-
erbittlidh an dem: ,E3 jtehet gefdyrieben” fejthielt und dak jo viele
der anderen lutheriiden RKirdjen und Synoden daran franften, dak
fie es mit dem Worte und der Prarid nidht immer o genau nahmert,
dak eintge, um fid) nad) ihrer Meinung itberhaupt halten zu Ionnen,
i) 3u verfdiedenen Seiten mit anderen ESynoden ujammengetan
haben. Da tmponierte dann voritbergehend die groge Babhl.
Strenge in Lehre und Praxid mwurde preisgegeben.

€3 teht zu piel quf dem Spiel, ald daf man iibereilte Shritte
tun Ddiirfte, die man Hernach) bereuen miite. Die Jahlen tun e3
nidht, nur die Wabhrheit allein Hat auf die Dauer Bejtand. Darum
jollte D. Reu nidht ungehalten dariiber fein, daf die Einigung nidt
fo fdhnell sujtande formmt. Il jid) die [uthertjdhe Kirdge hiersulande
und in der gangen Welt iiberhaupt Halten, jo muf fie bet dem Seijte
deg grofen Neformators bletben oder da, wo jie von ihm gemwiden iit,
su ihm gurii€fehren. Diefer Geijt Quithersd fommt treffend in feiner
Qofung zum Ausdrud: ,Cin Wort der Sdhrift madt mir die gange
Welt su enge.” Cr ftand leber gang allein auf dem Worte ald aud
nur ein Tiitteldjen Ddavon preidzugeben. Wo man einen anderen
eijt zeigte, fonnte man mit jeiner Mitarbeit nidht redmen.

Alsdann ging D. Reu auf den Vorwurf ein, dafy man Ddie
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Sdweiteripnoden bon Miffouri, die Wisconfinjpnode, die Noriveger-
und die Slovatifde Synode zu den Verhandlungen nidht eingeladen
habe. Da fommt e8 flar zutage, daf man Grimde Hatte, jie urfpriing-
iy nidyt einguladen; Heute exft vedit nidht, da die Wisdconfinjynode die
Mifjourtipnode gebeten Habe, die Vereinigungdverhandlungen bor-
lauftg nidht meitersufithren. IMMit Empdrung, fagt D. NReu, feien
Artifel, die in der ,Theologijhen Quartalichrift” erjdyienen feien,
in feinen eigenen Qreifen zuriifgemiefen mworden. €8 Handelt jidh
alfo um eine beuRte und beabjidhtigte Ausdidaltung der obengenann-
ten Qirdjentorper auf Grund der genannten Bejdhwerden. Auf die
etinatge Bereditigung der Griinde fiir die Haltung diefer Synoden
wird nidt ndher eingegangen. Man will fie einfad) nidt dabet
haben, teil fie ald8 Storenfriede in den Uniondverhandlungen an-
gefehen erden. Dad ijt aud) eine Vegrimmdung, wenn aud) feine
{driftgemdge. .

Bei diefer Argumentation D. Reus gegen Wisconjin und die
Minoritatd-Norweger it dem Unterzeidhneten ein Sab aufgefallen,
auf den er bejonders Hintveijen modyte. Er lautet: ,Handelt man
nad) diefer Marjdroute (namlid)y Widconjin und die Noriveger Dei
den Verhandlungen zugegen zu haben), dann wiirde man den Sdhwe-
jterfgnoden Mifjourid zugejtehen, wasd man den S d)weijte v jhno-
den Der Amerifaniiden Quiherijden Kirdhe nicht zubilligt. Dap aud
jte eingeladen werden fonnten oder follten, ift wenigjtend in den
Bejdlitjffen Mifjourid nidht ermwdabhnt. Mit ihnen mwdre erjt 3u ber-
bandeln, naddem man 3u einem Rejultate gefommen ift, aber an
den Vorberatungen und Siungen, die zu diefem Refultate fithren
follten, waren fie nicht beteiligt.”

Mit diefen Worten ftellt D. Reu die Sdhivejterjpnoden der
Amerifanifden Quiherijden Konfereny auf die gleihe Stuje mit den
Edwejteripnoden der Shnodalfonferens. E3 bejtehe zwijchen ihnen
das entiprechend jelbe Verhaltnis. Sie jeten ebenfalls ald Shivejter-
fonoden im vollften Sinne dHe3 Worted anzujehen. Dazu ware dod)
31 fagen, daf es zunddit feftiteht, dap in den Sdyvejterfpnoden der
Gynodalfonferens grundiaglide Einigteit in Lehre und Prayis bejteht,
daf fie i) 3. B. alle gur furgen Ertlarung (Brief Statement) ohne
Cinfdrantung befennen. Sie jehen jie nidht tm Jidyte einer eigenen
Erflarung und nehmen nicht nur dad an, was ihnen dabon zujagt, und
lehnen dad andere al individuelle Sdriftauslegung ab. Sie wollen
damit nidt jagen, daf man diefe oder jene Lehre nicht nod) beffer
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hatte qusbdriicen oder ihr eine {arfere Pragung hatte geben fonnen,
jie erfennen aber die jebige Pragung al8 eine {Griftgemdfe und neh-
men jie ofne Vorbehalt an. Diefe Synoden f{ind aljo wirfliche
Sdywejteriynoden.

Pun jtellt D. Reu die anderen Synoden der Umerifaniiden
Qutheriichen Konferenz auf diejelbe Stufe von Sdywejteriynoden und
meint, man mitjfe ihnen dadfelbe Redh)t einrdumen. Bisher Hatte
man den Eindruc, ald handle e3 fich um eine {ofere Verbindung ver-
jchiedenartiger luthertjdjer Rircjentorper, die i) wm gemwiffer duperer
tirdgliden Arbeit twillen, mwie Riebedtdtigfeit, und um nad) aufen
hin eine jtarfere €inbeit zu reprdfentieren, zujammengeidhlofien Hhat-
ten, daf e i) aljo bei thnen nidht um Fejtgejtellte Ginigfeit in Lehre
und Prarid handle. D. Reu jagt Hier aber gang auddriidlid), dak
er die berfdjiedenen Synoden der Umerifanijden Lutherijhen KRon-
ferens genau fo al8 Sdwejteriynoden anjehe wie die der Shynodalfon-
ferens untereinander. €3 ift nidt angunehmen, dap ein Mann bon
dem theologiidien Ronnen D. Reus nidt weil, dak e8 jid) dod) jdon
rein gefdidtlid) gefeben wum eine wefentlich andere Cinigung in der
Gynodalfonferens ald in der Ymerifanij@en Quiberijden Ronferenz
pandelt. Dagu fommen die Yudjtellungen WMifjourid und die For-
derung, dap man {id) bon der Umerifanijden Qutherifden Konferens
trennen miiffe, fall8 3 aud) inmnerhalb diefer Qreife zu einer wahren
Cinigung nidht fommt. Nad) D. Reud eigenem Z[ugeftdndnid Hhat
jedod) die merifanijde JQutherijde Rirdje bi3 jeht praftifd) nidhisd
getan, um diefe anderen Synoden fiir eine jolde Einigung zu ge-
winnen. Diefe Stellungnahme D. Reud erfdeint als eine der aller-
bedentlidgjten. €Er braudt jid)y dann nidt zu wundern, wenn ihm
der BVorpurf des Unionidmusd gemad)t wurde.

Bei foldjer Einjtellung ift e nidht bermunderlid), wenn man
fidy frampfhaft bemiiht, Stellen vie Romer 16, 17 als nidt be-
mweisfraftig Hintwegzueregefieren. Beweijt die Stelle, daf man bon
Inderslehrenden iveiden foll, dann ijt dad gange Bufammengehen
in der Amerifanifden Quiherijden Qonferens geridhtet. Da man die
Qonfereng aber aquf alle Falle, wie {ie dergeitig geftaltet ift, erhalten
will, muf die unliebfame Stelle ald nid)t bemweisdfrdftig abgelehnt
werden. TWa3 nitken dann die treffliden Ausipriihe D. FReus, die
fid) immer ivieder in feinen Sdriften finden, wenn die Folgerungen
aud dem Sdriftgangen nidt gezogen iwerden? &3 erjdeint des-
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mwegen wenig angebradt, Anflagen gegen andere zu erheben, jolange
nod) fo mandjes im eigenen Qager nidt in Ordnung ift.

D. Reu gilt, und 3war mit Redt, al etner der audgejprodhenen
Vertreter eiter [utherijdjer Rreife Hhier in merifa. €3 liegt un3
bollig fern, feine bielen Dbedeutenden Leiftungen und Beitrage zur
[uthertiden Qiteratur und Theologie irgendivie zu berfleinern. Wir
beflagen nur die innere Cinftellung, die wohl Anflagen gegen andere
erheben fann, die aber bon der Korreftheit und Ridtigteit der eigenen
Cinjtellung pollfommen iiberzeugt ijt.

Den Mitgliedern der Synodalfonfereny ivar ed immer uner-
tlavlich, daf Vertreter der Amerifaniiden Quiherijdhen Kirdhe an den
[utherijdhen Weltfonventen in Guropa tetlnehmen und jogar in
Qomiteed mitivirfen fonnten. €8 ift genug dagegen geredet und
aud) in unferen Jeitjdriften gefd)rieben worden. Wir Hhaben uns
an ibnen grundiaglid) nid)t beteiligt, weil eine joldge Beteiligumng
nur gur Forderung einer falihen Cinigung bettragen und ald Ver-
leugnung ded treuluthertiden Befenninifjes angefehen mwerden muifte.
Unter den amerifanijden Teilnehmern nahm D. Reu mieder eine
fiihrende Gtellung ein. Cr Hat wohl bei jolden Sujammentiniten
mandjed {done und wertbolle perfonliche Befenninid abgelegt, Hat
fid) aber dod) gemweigert, die unausbleiblichen Folgerungen daraus zu
3iehen.

Auf dem erjten (uthertjden Weltfonvent in Eifenad) hat D. Reu
folgendes Befenninid abgelegt: ,Fitr mid) und die lutherijdge Shnode
bon Jota, die id) hier bertrete, ijt die Concordia bon 1580 das Be-
fenninis, in dem ir und fraft feiner Uberveinjtim-
mung mit der SGrift eind wiffen und in dem wir nidt
nur ein bhiftorijded Seugnis ded Glaubensd unferer Vater erfennen,
jondern in dem wir aud) den Auddruc umjered eigenen Glaubend
finden, und zwar in der Gefamtheit der Glaubensausiagen diefed
Befenniniffes. Damit {Gliegen wir 3. B. aud) die Verwerfung der
secus docentes ein, wifjen und darum nidt in KLangel- und Altar-
gemeinjdaft, diefer engiten Form der Rirdjengemeinidait, mit denen,
die {id) weigern, aud) mit diejem Stiic ded reformatorijdjen Befennt-
niffes tm firdliden LQeben Ernit 3u madyen.”

Da8 flingt theoretifd) fehr fein, aber vie jteht e8 mit der Praris?
Nad) der obigen Audjage nimmt alfo D. Reu die Befenninijje an,
wetl, nidt infomweit fie mit der Hetligen Shrift itbereinjtimmen. Die
Qefre pom Antidyriften fwird in den Sdmalfaldijden Artifeln be-
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Handelt und der Papit auf Srund der Stelle 1m 2. Thefjaloniderbrief
alg der Antidhrift begeidhnet. Die Lehre bom Antidyriften wird
jedoch pon D. Reu mit Glacéhandichuhen angefapt. Diefe Lehre gilt
anerfanntermafen al3 Nidhtfundamentalartifel. D. Reu will {id
trog der flaren Stellungnahme in den Sdhmalfaldijden Artifeln nicht
pon denen frenmen, die in diefem Stiide anderd lehren. Da ivird
dann bheutzutage argumentiert, daf es {ic) lediglich um indibiduelle
Sdriftauslegungen, nidt um Glaubensartifel Handle. Wenn aljo
cine Sdriftauslegung, trogdem fjie in den Befenutnisdidriften als
Beleg benubt wird, unangenehm 1ijt, wird {ie al8 nidht beiweistrajtig
betfeite getan. @ewiflid) fann man feinem das Ehrijtentum ab-
iprechen, der in der Rehre vom Antidrijten nidt flar jieht und eine
irrige Meinung bertritt. €8 1jt jedod) gang etivad anderes, mit ihm
RQirdengemeinidait 3u haben. Man fann aqud) in den eigenen Krei-
fen joldje irvenden Seelen eine Beitlang dulden, jofern jie nidht mit
ihrer Meinung an die Offentlidyfeit freten. Sdliepli) mup e3
aber dod) zu einer flaren Stellungnahme zu Sdrift und Befenninis
fommen. Gerade Bieritber nimmt D. Reu Stellung ju D. Kres-
mannd Crflarungen gegenitber den &t. Louifer Bejdlitjjen. Er
nennt jie Angriffe, denen gegenitber man fejt blied, und zittert dann
ugerungen aud nidht erfidhtlidhen Quellen ie: ,iber die Frage der
Befehrung der Juden, der letbliden Auferitebung der Martyrer, bom
Untidriften ujw. wird man in fiinfzig Jahren nod) verhandeln.”
Jedenfallg lehut D. Reu die Cinjtellung D. Krefmanns ab, der fid)
in diefem Stiif mit D. Walther tm Eintlang befindet. Aus der -
Anfithrung der Bitate deint Hervorzugehen, daf aud) D. Reu in
der Grage ded Antidhriften 3. B. aud) nidt die Beweisfraft der
Theflalonidjerftelle anerfennt und jid) damit in Widerfprud) zu der
Beweisdfithrung der Sdhmalfaldijden Urtifel jtellt. Jn Cifenad)
hatte er einft behauptet, dak er die Befenutnididriften annehue, mweil
fie mit der Sdrift itbereinjtimmen. Die Sdymalfaldijden Artitel
feben unzmeideutig den Papft ald den Untidriften an und find
Quthers eigened Befenninis. Wer alfo Hier {dwantt, fHmmt nidt
in allen Gtiifen mit dem Befenntnis, er mag ed deuten, wie er wolle,
itberein. ‘

€3 ift ein Charafteriftifum neulutherifdger Theologie, in dem
Rapjt nidt den Untidriften fehen zu wollen. Das bemweift die newuere
landestirdlide Qiteratur und Theologie und aud) die hiefige, die bet
ihr in die Sdule gegangen ijt. Dad ijt aud) ein Charafterijtifum
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Der hiefigen feftiereriihen theologijdhen Qiteratur, bon deren RQeftiire
jo piele in unferer Beit angefranfelt find. Quiher Hat in feinen
Sdmalfaldijden Artifeln gerade die Jehrem BHerborgehoben, bon
denent man nidht weiden ditrfe. Ju denen gehort gerade die Lehre
pom Papittum und dem Untidriften. LQuiheriihe Theologen, die
in diefem Ctiide entiveder nadygeben oder denen die Bruderhand
reidjen, die dieS nid)t gelten laffen wollen, haben Quihers Wort per-
gejfert oder jhmdcgen e8 ab: ,Deus nos impleat odio Papae.” Ste
Jdymitcen wohl nod) ded Propheten GSrab 1md Hhalten prunfende Lob-
reden, Daben aber jeinen ®eift und jeine Urt preidgegeben. Die
Einftellung dem Papittum und dem Untidriften gegenitber ift ein
@djibboleth altlutherifder Theologie.

Die Lehre bom Untidrijten gehort zu den Fdhtfundamental-
artifeln, bei denen Cintgfeit fiir Kirdengemeinidaft voraudgeietst
oder perlangt werden muf. Da aber in neulutherifen Kreifen diefe
Qehre bielen anjtdBig ift und man infolgedefjen die RKreife fiir KRir-
dengemeinjdaft su eng ziehen miite, arbeitet man bielfad) frampf-
Haft darauf Hin, die Nidtfundamentalartifel zu offenen Fragen zu
ftempeln, itber die man jo oder fo denfen fonne, und Hat aud) mit
einer jolden Deutung der offenen Fragen den uriprimgliden Boden
verlaffen, da ja offene Fragen befanntlid) jolde find, itber die die
Sdrift uns feine Yusfunft gibt und die wir aud) nidht auf unjere
Weife beantworten follen. Mean will und judt Einigung, fieht fid
desmwegen gendtigt, feftgelegte und feit langem amnerfannte Termint
umgupragen. Nur jo fann man die beftehenden Gegenjdbe unter
einen Hut bringen und {Glieplidy die als Britder anfehen und aud)
anerfennen, die dod) im Grunde ihred Herzend nidht mehr gang auf
dem Boden von Shrift und Befenntnis ftehen.

Wenn D. JPeu die anderen RKirdentsrper der Umerifanijden
Qutherifden RKonferens Sdymejteriynoden nennt, in denen e3 dod
anerfanntermaBen feine einbeitlihe Stellung in Lehre und Praxis
gibt, wird man unwillfiirlid) an die Werbindung der lutherijden
Sreifirden in Deutfdland erinnert. Die meijten Freifirden unter
der Fiihrung der Bredlauer Freifirde (Ev. Quth. Kirde in PreuGen)
haben fid) zu einem Verbande [utherifder Freifirden zujammenge-
ihloffen. Unter ihnen unterhalt die Bredlauer Rirde jogar BVer-
bindung mit den lutherijden Landedfirdhen. In den KLambdern, in
denen e8 eine [utherifde RQandestirde wie in Sad)fen gibt, Hhat fie
feine eigenen Gemeinden, jondern iveift vielmehr ihre Glieder dort
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einfach) in die entjpredhenden lutherijen RQandestirden. Auf dem
Quthertihen Weltfonbent in Cifenady waren aud) diefe Freifirchen
pertreten, die Breglauer durd) D. Nagel.

Die einzige (uthertidhe Freifirde in Deuti@land, die {id) diefem
Berbande nidht angefdlofien Hat, ift die Cv.-Quth. Freifirde in
Gadyfen, die mit der Synodalfonferens in unferem Lande Kirden-
und Glaubendgemeinjdaft hat.  Fur mit den luthertjden Freifirden
in Guropa, die ebenfalls mit der Synodalfonferens verbunden find,
wie in Franfreid), England, Danemarf, Finnland und Polen, ift
fie perbunden und jteht mit thnen auf demielben Boden in Lehre und
Praris. Die erftgenannten Freifirden Jtehen ded Ndbheven mif
Mifjourt in Verbindung, die in Polen mit Widconjin.

Wir greifen aud diefen Freifirden nun die Hannoberide Frei-
firdhe umd die BresSlauer heraus, die miteinander verbumden find, und
auf der anderen Seite die Sadjtide Fretfirde, um an ihnen auf eine
Parallele hingumwetien, die wir hiersulande in der Amerifaniiden
Qutherijden Konferens auf der einen Seite und der Synodalfon-
ferens auf der anderen Seite beobadyten. Die Parallele ijt lehrreid).

Die Hannoverjde Fretfirde und die Saditide Freifirdje arbeiten
in Dder RQineburger $Heide nebeneinander. Da iourde unter den
Qaten der Wunid) laut, die beiden Minifterien moditen jich dod) u-
fammenjeten und Lehrbefpredjungen pilegen. Sie felber heirateten
untereinander und modjten gerne Cinigfeit zivifden den KRirden
fepen. Die Qaien der Hannoveriden Freifirdje injonderheit meinten,
fie fonnten eine ivirfligen KRehrunterjdhiede erfenmnen und ivaren
der 1tbergengung, ed liege nur an den Pajtoren, daf fte nidt einig
wiirden. €3 fanden dann aud) Lehrbefpredjungen jiatt, die zugleid
mit Gebet erdfinet werden jollten, da man dod) in den meiften Lehren
einig fet und auf Verbindung der beiden Rirdjen bhinarbeite, man
fonne {id)y dod) tm Grumde ald WBritder anfehen. A3 aber die
Gadiifdgen Vertreter fonfequent die Eriffnung der Verhandlungen
mit gemeinjamem Gebet ablehnten, warf man ihnen vor, dap dad dod)
engherzig fei. Sie jeten ebenjo engherzig twie die WMiffourier, die ja
aud) gegen gemeinfame3 &ebet bet Lehrbefprediungen feiten. Die
Badfen ertviderten, dah fie fehr wohl witften, dak die WMifjourier nur
mit denen Gebet3gemeinidjaft haben, mit denen fie aud) in der Lehre
und Praxis bollig einig feien, fie wollten aud) in diejem Stiide gerne
die Sdmad) Piffouris tragen, und jie haben fonfequent ihre Be-
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jpredhungen ohne Gebet begonnen und bejhlojjen. Man hat thnen
das fehr verargt, aber jie jind dabei geblieben. »
Bezeidhnend ift nun, daf in den Lehrbefpredungen fajt diefelben
Qefhren zur Debatte ftanden mwie hier: BVerbalinfpiration, Befehrung,
Gnadenwah!, vom Sonntag, bom WUntidrijten, allgemeine Jubden-
befehrung uftv.  Vian fam jid) in diefen BVejpredungen etwasd ndher
und fam docd) itber grundliegende Differengen nidht Hinweg. Iiber
die Befpredhungen zwifden den Vertretern ijt die Sadje, joiveit wir
mwifjen, nie gediehen. Troh wiederholter BVejpredhungen fonnte man
fich Thlieplich dod) nidyt einigen, tweil die Vertreter der Hannoveriden
Freifirde thre grundijaglihe Haltung nidt aufgeben wollten.

Cine befondere Debatte rief dann aqud) die Forderung der Ver-

treter der Sadfijden Freifirdje Hervor, dap fich die Hanmnoberide
Fretfivde von der Breslauer Freifivde trennen miifje, wenn e3 ziwi-
fdhen ihnen zu einer Rirden- und Glaubendgemeinidaft fommen
folle.  Man begriindete Ddiefe Forderung, indem man darauf hin-
wtes, dag Breslaw in jetner Mitte Theologen habe und dulbde, die die
BVerbalinfpiration leugnen und in ihrer Lehre von Kirdje und mt
romanifierende Tendengen Haben. Kommt nod) hinzu, daf Breslau
in landestirchliden Gebieten feine eigenen Gemeinbden unterhalte,
alfo wiederum mit liberalen LQandesfirden, Theologen und Kirden
Union Habe. Da argumentierten dann die Hannoveraner dabhnlid,
ie €3 in den RKreifen der Amerifanijden KRutherijden Konfervens
{iblich 1ft: man fonne fid) doch mit der Sadjtjden Freifirdje einigen
und mit ihr Rirdgen- und Glaubensdgemeinidaft berftellen, man
braudye fid) dedmwegen -dod) nidht von den andern, mit denen man dod
nur in etnemt quBeren Swedverbande fei, u frenmnen.

Mean - folgerte alfo, dak wenn a (Sadien) mit b (Hannoper)
perbunden fei, dann braude a dod) nidt mit ¢ (Breslau) berbunden
fein.  Dagegen wandten die Sadfen ein, dap wenn a mit b einig fei,
& aud) mit ¢ einig jein miiffe, jonit fonne ed in Wirtlichfett auch nidt
mit b einig fein. Sintemal aber b (annobver) nidht von Breslau
(c) laffen wolle, dag doch offenbar unionijtifdh) eingeftellt fei, fonme
e3 aud) nidt exnftlid) an ein wirfliged Sujammengehen mit den Sad)-
fen denfen, da wirflide Einigung volljftandige Cinigteit in Lehre und
Prayis borausiepe. Man fonne nidt nad) der einen Seite hin ortho-
dox und ftreng fonfejfionell jein und nad) der anderen Seite Hin mit
den fiberalen Fretfirdjen und durd) fie aud) mit der Landesfirdie
die Werbindung aufrediterhalten. Bei der Gelegenheit wiefen Ddie



Verfehlie Anflagen. 147

Cadyjen auf die Stellung der Mifjourier innerhald der lutheriiden
Rirdhe Amertfas Hin und betonten, daf fie wohl KRirden- und Glau-
bensgemeinidaft mit den Rirdentdrpern in der Synodalfoniereny
haben, die untereinander in Qehre und Vrayid einig feien, aber nidt
mit den anderen lutherijden Rirdjen und Synoden Amerifas, weil
in deren Mitte mehr oder weniger Liberalidmug geduldet iwerde.
Eintge tanden der Synodalfonferens fehr nabhe, hatten aber dod
Gemetnicdhaft mit freter eingejtellten lutherijden Kirdentdrpern und
das pereitle ein Jufammengehen.

Auf Grund der oben genanmnten Differengen ijt ed bHi§ auf den
beutigen Tag zu feiner Cintgqung zwijden der Hannoberjdhen Frei-
firdge und der mit ung in Kirden- und Glaubendgemeinidhait jtehen-
den Eu. Quth. Freifirde in Sadhfen geformmen. Man empfindet in
den Kretfen der Sadyfijchen JFreifirde aud) dad Bittere, daf man {id)
bor jo pielen Qamden und Leuten getrennt halten muf, aber hie
jtebet Gottes Befehl (Art. Smalc.). Dan (Bt i) lieber {dheel an-
feben, al8 dak man aud) nur ein Jota der Sdrift preisdgibt.

& tventg 3 den Briwvern in der Sadyftidgen Freifirche moglid)
war und ijt, mit der Hannoveriden Freifirde zujammenzugehen,
ehe wabre Cinigfeit in Qebhre und Praxid jejtgejtellt ijt und die un-
- biblifhe Verbindung mit den [iberaleren Freifirdjen gelsit ijt, jo
menig 1jt e3 den Synoden der Synodalfonfereny moglich, {id) mit der
Amertfanijdgen Qutherifgen Kirdhe ju einigen, ehe man nidt voll-
ftandige Cintgteit in Lehre und Vrarid nidt nur in Komitees, jon-
dern audh in den Synoden felbit erzielt hat und ehe man jid) nicht von
dem Bmwedverbande der Umertfanifdhen Luthertichen Konferenz ge-
trennt hat, e3 miifte denn fein, daf jid) in diefen Rretfen eine boll-
fommene Ritdfehr u jtreng fonfefjionellem Quihertum vollziehe.

D. Reu jollte deswegen nidht jo ungehalten fein, wenn gerade
dies auf der lehten Spnode n Fort LWayne Herborgehoben und er-
mwartet und der Enttdujdhung Ausdruc verliehen wurde, daf nidis
gefdah, dak bielmehr Stimmen laut ipurden, die bon einer Lwos-
[6fumg bon der Ronfereny itberhaupt nichts wiffen wollten. €3 gilt
in diefen Dingen den Kommandoton des gottliden Worted Heraud-
subdren und {ih gang unter Gottes Wort ju beugen. CEr jollte aud
die mahnenden und mwarnenden Stimmen Wisdconfing und der Mino-
ritatdnoriveger lieber beadhten und fie nidit ald theologijhe Storen-
friede anfefen, die dad {dhone Wert der Union nur ju vereiteln trad-
teten. €8 ijt nidht ratfam, etwas wider dad Gewijjen zu tun, nad
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der einen Geite hin den Mahnungen und Warnungen gegeniiber ein
taubed Obhr zu haben und nady der anderen Seite hin den Sirenen-
flangen der Iutherifhen Kretfe zu laujden, denen e8 in erfter Linie
auf eine grofe, reprafentative lutherijge Rirdje anfommt und denen
Cinigfeit in Lehre und Prarid alled andere als die Hauptiade ift.
€3 ijt der alte Wahn der Fiinger Chrifti, an den wir in diefer Lei-
densgeit Defonbders erinmert werden. Sie eriwarteten ein groges
Reid) Gottes hier auf Erden und fonnten {id) mit der wirtlihen Se-
ftalt be3 Reihed Chriftt gar nidyt befreunden und mit ihm abfinden.
Sie muften erjt durd tritbe Crfahrungen Hindurd) ed lernen, daf
a8 Reid) Gotted nidht mit quferlidhen Gebdrden fommmt, dah die
mwahre Herde CYrifti allezeit eine fleine beradjtete Sdhar fein und
bleiben mwerde, daf BVerfennung, ja Haf und Verfolgung dad wahre
Qo3 Der Jiinger und der RKirdge Chrifti jein iwerde.

€8 ijt menfdhlich perftandlid), nad) aupen Hin eine groe, impo-
nierende Qirde haben zu wollen, und dod) ift es verfehrt, died auf
Qoften der Wabhrheit zu wollen. Darum joll man audy denen nidht
BVorjdjub leiften, die nur fitr grofe Bahlen jdhivarmen, oder jid) der
Hoffnung bingeben, man Ionne fidh aud) jpater, wenn man jid) die
Bruderhand gereiht habe, nod) beffer verftehen und innerlid) naber
fommen. Dad geht dann jo wie in den WMifdehen. Wad nidt vor
der LVerlobung geregelt ift, bleibt Hernad) meiftend ungeregelf, beim
alten. Die Gejdidte der Rirdge lehrt uns dies, und es it miglid,
au8 1hr nidt lernen ju wollen. Jn Glaubensiaden entidjeiden nidt
Majoritdaten, jondern allein dad Wort. idht groke, in die Augen
ftechende Rirdjen miijjen dad Biel fein, jondern die Crhaltung der
ewigen Wahrheiten, fomme, wad da wolle.

D. Reud Anflagen Hhaben thr Siel berfehlf. Bei getvifjenhafter
Pritfung wird er erfennen, daf die Forderungen der Shnodalfon-
ferens nicht menjdhliche, jondern jolde jind, die in Gottes Wort flar
geboten jind. Chrijti Wort: ,E5 jtehet gefdrieben”, und Lutbhers
Qojung: ,€in Wort der Sdrift mad)t mir die gange Welt ju enge”,
miiffen mieder Allgemeinqut unferer luthertihen Qirdye werden, wenn
fie ihre eigentlidge Aufgabe in diefer Welt erfiillen will. Dad Reid
fann ung nur bletben, wenn wir dad Wort ftehen lajfen. Wiogen die
tirdhliden Fithrer und twir alle darauf allein fehen, daf die Sadje des
reinen und lauteren Worted in den Verhandlungen und Einigungs-
beftrebungen feinerlei Sdjaden erleide! 9. A Kod.



Rirdyengejdyichtliche Wntigen. .

An All-Lutheran Federation Proposed. — “It is possible that the
annual meeting of the National Lutheran Council, held at Pittsburgh, Pa.,
January 28 and 29, will rank as one of the most significant of all Lu-
theran conferences held in this country.” With these words Osborne
Hauge, Director of News Bureau, N.L. C., opens his report on the Pitts-
burgh meeting of the N.L.C. He assures us that this is not his private
opinion but that such “was. expressed repeatedly by representatives of
the various Lutheran groups attending the meeting.” All this because
the N.L. C. took initial steps toward organizing an All-Lutheran Federa-
tion, tentatively to be known as “The American Lutheran Convention”; the
general nature of which is stated by the Luth. Companion in an editorial
for February 12: “While it would be premature at this time to predict
the ultimate outcome of the action taken at Pittsburgh, there are reasons
to hope that the moves already made will eventuate in a tangible and
definite agreement among Lutherans of America to draw closer together.
The proposed federation would be an extension of the principle under-
lying the American Lutheran Conference, which was organized in 1930.
Although the five general bodies composing the Conference have retained
complete autonomy, the organization has achieved a-remarkable degree of
solidarity through the development of inter-synodical relations and the
strengthening of fellowship ties. It has also engaged in a number of co-
operative ventures, most notable of which is Student Service work. —
During the last three years the movement toward Lutheran unity has re-
ceived impetus from various sources, chiefly from the A.L.Cf. Since the
appointment by that body in 1938 of a Commission on Lutheran Church
Unity, it has consistently sought to promote closer relations with the two
other large Lutheran groups, namely, the United Lutheran Church in
America and the Synodical Conference, each of which, like the A.L.Cf,,
embraces approximiately one-third of the Lutherans of America. It
was through the initiative of the A.L. Cf. that the historic Columbus Con-
ference was called a year ago, when agreement was reached among prac-
tically all Lutheran groups to co-ordinate efforts for spiritual ministry to
service men and the relief of orphaned Lutheran foreign missions.”

In the opening editorial of the same issue of the Luth. Companion we
read the following:

“What may prove to be an historic event for American Lutheranism
took place in Pittsburgh, Pa., on Thursday, January 29, when the N.L.C.
on the second day of its annual meeting at that place gave its approval
to a plan looking toward the organization of a federation of all Lutheran
general bodies in America.  The plan; if it is consummated, will link
together more than five million confessing Lutherans in an organization
which would- use the N.L. C. as its working agency in co-operative enter-
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prises of the Church. Dr. P. O. Bersell, president of the Augustana Synod,
who at present is also chairman of the N. L. C, presided over the Pitts-
burgh meeting. '

“The fact that all of the commissioners of the N.L.C,, including the
presidents of the eight general Lutheran bodies affiliated with it, voted in
favor of the proposed federation augurs well for a successful issue of the
movement. The bodies now in the Council and represented at Pittsburgh
are the following:

United Lutheran Church in America
American Lutheran Church

Norwegtan Lutheran Church of America
Augustana Synod

Lutheran Free Church

United Danish Lutheran Church

Danish Lutheran Church in America
Finnish Lutheran Church (Suomi Synod)

“These groups represent more than two-thirds of all the Lutherans
of America. In order, if possible, to make the proposed federation all-
inclusive of American Lutheranism, an invitation will be extended to
bodies not associated with the N.L.C. to participate in the formation
of the new organization. These other bodies consist almost entirely of
the Synodical Conference group, including the large Missouri Synod.”

On the committee appointed to handle the matter the Hauge report
says: “Members of the committee authorized to formulate the plan in-
clude Dr. Ralph H. Long, executive director of the Council; the presidents
of the groups associated in the Council, and one person to be appointed
by each president. The presidents and the Churches they represent are
Dr. Frederick H. Knubel, the United Lutheran Church in America; Dr.
E. Poppen, the American Lutheran Church; Dr. J. A. Aasgaard, the Nor-
wegian Lutheran Church of America; Dr. P. O. Bersell, the Augustana
Synod; Dr. N. C. Carlsen, the United Danish Church; Dr. T. O. Burntvedt,
the Lutheran Free Church; the Rev. Alfred Jensen, the Danish Lutheran
Church; and Dr. A. Haapanen, the Suomi Synod.”

Much as we prize true unity of the church, we fear that the N.L.C.
project is setting unity on a wrong foundation. True union of the church
must be based on unity of the spirit. When unity of the spirit has been
created by the Holy Spirit through the truth of the Gospel, then, and
only then, will union follow as a necessary by-product. But where union,
without previous spiritual unity, is made the starting point, only an un-

healthy unionism — so history richly teaches — will develop. Much,
therefore, as we desire true church union, let us not jeopardize it by basing
it on a faulty foundation. M.

National Lutheran Editors’ Association and the Proposed Con-
vention. — “The impetus for Lutheran unity came this time from the Lu-
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theran editors”, so says Editor E. E. Ryden of the Luth. Companion. The
National Lutheran Editors’ Association was not present as a body at the
Pittsburgh meeting of the N.L.C., but the editors “sitting in on the
meeting” represented a quorum of the Association, the Missouri members
being absent. The attending quorum drew up a letter and addressed it to
the N.L.C. in convention assembled. We reprint it in full from the
Luth. Companion for February 12.

“Pittsburgh, Pa., Jan. 29, 1942.
“To the National Lutheran Council
Assembled at Pittsburgh.

“Dear Brethren:

“On behalf of the National Lutheran Editors’ Association, we desire
to express the appreciation felt by the editors for the opportunity afforded
the members of our association to attend the meeting of the N.L.C. now
in progress. We are persuaded that the cultivation of closer relations
between our church press and the various agencies of the Church and the
resulting dissemination of knowledge concerning the many enterprises of
the Church will be productive of increased interest on the part of our
Lutheran constituency in our common work.

“We would take this opportunity also to address the Council on a
problem which has occupied the attention of the National Lutheran Editors’
Association at its annual conventions for a number of years. We have
reference to the problem of Lutheran unity. At the last meeting of the
association, the editors unanimously went on record, after a full day’s
discussion of the subject, urging all leaders of the Church to use their
every effort to bring about unity within the Lutheran household in America.

“In view of the steps already taken by the N.L. C. to define the scope
of its work as well as its relationship to the Lutheran World Convention,
we would respectfully suggest that the time seems opportune to give con-
sideration to the whole problem of Lutheran unity as it affects Lutheran
co-operative endeavor, both at home and abroad. More specifically we
would suggest a study of the feasibility of setting up an All-Lutheran
Federation which could make use of the N.L.C. as its working agency.
Such a federation might well bear the name of the American Lutheran
Convention, and as such it could constitute the American section of the
Lutheran World Convention.

“We are firmly convinced that the present desperate crisis in world
affairs presents a definite challenge to the Lutheran Church in America
to close its ranks and to meet the problems now confronting it with a
united front. We are persuaded that nothing will serve to provide greater
inspiration to the rank and file of our Church in their response to the
appeal which is shortly to be made on behalf of orphaned missions and
spiritual ministry to service men than the realization that at long last
definite steps are under way to bring about unity among the Lutheran
forces of our land.



152 Kirchengejdhichtliche Notizen.

“Invoking upon .you, dear brethren, the blessing of God in the im-
portant tasks in which you are engaged, we are, on behalf of the National
Lutheran Editors’ Association,

Fraternally yours,

(Signed) E. E. RvypEN, President.
(Signed) O. G. MarLmiN, Secretary.”

The Luth. Standard for Feb. 21 calls this letter a “kind of echo” of a
resolution passed last September by the Editors” Association assembled in
Minneapolis, and quotes the resolution then ‘adopted unanimously as ex-
pressing “full sympathy with the present efforts which are being made to
achieve Lutheran unity,” and as urging “all Litheran groups to use everv
opportunity to advance this cause, that the day of better understanding and

closer relations among the Lutherans of America may be speedily realized.”
) M.

The Synodical Conference and the Proposed Convention. — Can
the Synodical Conference be induced to join the proposed All-Lutheran
Convention? This question is naturally being asked in N.L.C. circles.
The Luth. Herald (Norwegian Lutheran Church of America) is not very
hopeful. We quote an editorial from its issue for February 24.

“What is the possibility of the Synodical Conference entering such
a federation? Frankly, we know no more about that now than we did a
year ago when we discussed the subject in these columns. At times, when
we read and hear statements from some of the leaders of the Synodical
Conference, we become optimistic; then, almost in the same breath, we
read or hear something from these same men which seems to place the
whole thing in the limbo of the impossible. So we are puzzled.

“For example, a year ago we hailed with joy the ‘coordination’ (do not
say ‘cooperation’ — that word is taboo) of effort between the Missouri
Synod and the N. L. C. in their work for the men in service. Such co-
ordination, we are informed, is working reasonably well. But it does not
mean that Missouri has thereby taken any steps to lead them closer to us.
They are apparently afraid to acknowledge to their own people that their
work is ‘coordinated’ with ours. At any rate, their director manages to
write a lengthy article in the Walther League Messenger which lauds the
work — but scrupulously refrains from admitting that any one other than
Missouri is even remotely connected with it. One center, we were recently
told, is conducted in a church building of the U.L.C. A. — but Missouri
lists it as its own! The Luth. Sentinel lists ten Lutheran service centers,
confining itself to the ones to which Missouri lays claim. And the climax
is reached by a Missouri Synod paper of local circulation which in a
prominent front page box assures its readers that the Missouri Synod is
the only synod in America which is doing anything for the men in service!
Perhaps all this denotes the difference between ‘coordinate’ and ‘cooperate’.
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At any rate, it does not show any tendency on the part of the leadership
of either Missouri or the Synodical Conference to enter into any closer
relations.

“We still, however, refuse to become altogether hopeless over the
picture. First, we do believe that those now working together in the
Council are drawing closer in spirit all the time. Secondly, we cannot
doubt that inany in the Missouri Synod have a deepfelt desire for closer
unity and may even come to the point some day of making a break with
the elements in the Synodical Conference which remain adamant in their
demands that they and they only are to be the absolute arbitrators and
definers of Lutheranism; thirdly, we believe that world conditions will
force us closer together.

“Has the hour struck? so we head the resolution from Pittsburgh, as
it appears on our cover. . .. We do not know. We hope that it has struck;
we pray that it has; and we shall continue to believe that, if the hour has
not yet struck, part of ‘war time’ will be to hasten the day of its striking.”

So far the Herald.

‘We have stated in another item as our conviction that the plan for
the proposed Convention places the matter of Lutheran solidarity on an
unsound basis, and for that reason we on our part must continue to raise
a warning voice. ) M.

“Father” Heyer. — The year 1942 is the centennial of the beginning
of mission work in India by the Lutherans in America. In 1842 their
first missionary J. C. F. Heyer arrived in India and selected the city of
Guntur, 225 miles north of Madras as his field.

John Christian Frederick Heyer is a native of Germany, having been
born there in 1793 at Helmstedt in Braunschweig. After his confirmation
in 1807 he came to this country and worked for an uncle of his in Phila-
delphia, who was a furrier, learning the trade of a hat-maker. In 1809 he
began his preparation for his future work in the Lord’s vineyard under the
tutelage of the pastors Hellmuth and F. D. Schaeffer. From 1814 till 1817
he studied theology at the university of Goettingen in Germany. After
his return to America he worked for twenty years in various. mission-
fields in Pennsylvania, Maryland, Ohio, Kentucky and Indiana.

American Protestantism made its first concerted effort to do mission-
work among the heathen when Congregationalists, Presbyterians and men
from the Dutch and German Reformed Churches in 1810 formed a society
called the “American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions”.
The first missionaries of the American Board of C. F. M. left for India
in 1812. Contributions of TLutheran congregations for heathen-mission
were directed into the treasury of this Board. When the “General Synod
of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in the United States of America”, a
federation of a number of Lutheran synods, since 1820, was ready to take
an active part in foreign missions by giving not only money but also men
for this cause, Pastor Heyer, who had proved himself in home-missions,
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was chosen as the first Lutheran missionary. But the General Synod had
entered into negotiations with the American Board with the purpose of
making common cause with this Reformed society in the matter of foreign
missions. Although willing to go into heathen lands, Heyer refused to
accept the call under the contemplated arrangement with the American
Board on confessional grounds. That was in 1837. This being the state
of affairs, the (German) Ev. Luth. Synod of Pennsylvania and adjoining
States ventured to organize a mission society of its own. So it happened
that Heyer, after all obstacles had been removed, in a solemn service in
Philadelphia was commissioned as the first Lutheran missionary from
America to the heathen in India in 1841.

The following -year we find our missionary, now almost 50 years old,
at work in his chosen field, preaching with the help of an interpreter and
diligently learning the Telugu language. Two years thereafter, in 1844,
he was privileged to garner the first-fruits of his labor by baptizing seven-
teen heathen and thereby receiving them into the Lutheran Church. With
the exception of a sojourn in America from 1846 to 1848 he stayed in
India till 1857. He had barely returned to America when we see him
engaged in home mission work in Minnesota till 1862, in which year he
retired on account of his age and returned to the eastern part of the
country. During a visit in Germany word came to him from a reliable
source that his old Indian field was in danger of being lost to the Anglican
Church. Hardly had he heard this when he hastened back to America.
Here he arrived in time to attend the meeting of the Pennsylvania Synod
in Reading. He apprised the assembled delegates of the facts and besought
them with fiery oratory and in glowing words to save their mission, pointing
out to them what a shame it was for the Lutheran Church in America if
through their own negligence their Lutheran mission should fall prey to
the Episcopal Church of England. He did more. He presented to the
convention a young man whom he had brought from Germany, ready and
eager to go into the field in India. He himself offered to accompany the
new missionary to straighten out the somewhat tangled affairs. The synod
accepted both the missionary and Heyer’s offer, and so it came to pass
that he went once more — and for the last time — to India in 1869, in his
seventy-seventh year. Having established the mission again on a safe
footing, he returned in 1871. The last years of his life he spent as chap-
lain of the Lutheran Seminary in Philadelphia until his death in 1873 at

the age of 80 years. L.
“Father” Heyer and the Minnesota Synod. — In celebrating the

centennial of its mission in India the “United Lutheran Church in America”

gives credit to “Father” Heyer as the founder of that mission — and

rightly so. We of the Wisconsin Synod should remember him for another
and very special reason. When he at the age of 64 had returned from
India in 1867 and realized that a gigantic mission field was lying wide
open before the Lutheran Church of our country and how few the laborers
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were at the disposal of the Church to go out into the great Northwest,
he could not bear to stand idly by while the souls of fellow-Lutherans —
for the greater part immigrants from Germany — were perishing for want
of the means of grace. In November of the same year 1867 he traveled
to Minnesota and became pastor of Trinity Church at St. Paul, now in
charge of Pastor A. C. Haase, soon after his arrival. Here Pastor F. W.
Wier had done some work before him. During the pastorate of Heyer
Trinity congregation acquired property and commenced the erection of
a building which was to serve as church and school. Heyer was an in-
defatigable worker and traveled far and near establishing preaching stations
and organizing congregations. His energy and drive soon made him the
recognized leader of the few missionaries, belonging to the General Synod
and sent into the vast mission field by it. Their names are Heyer, Blumer,
Brandt, Wier, Mallison and Thompson, the two latter doing their work
in the English language. It was undoubtedly more due to his foresight and
guidance than to the urging of any one else that the widely scattered min-
isters with their congregations founded the Ev. Luth. Synod of Minnesota
and other States at a meeting at St. Paul in 1860, which is now the Minne-
sota District of our Joint Synod of Wisconsin and other States. L.

Dr. Arndt’s Warning. — In the Lutheran Witness for March 3,
Dr. Wm. Arndt, chairman of the Missouri Synod Committee on Doctrinal
Unity, reports at length on the proposed plan of the N. L. C. to organize an
All-Lutheran Convention. He then adds his own comment culminating
in the warning call of the last sentence. In reproducing Dr. Arndt’s
statement in full we underscore the words which summarize his warning.

“What shall we say? The subject of Lutheran union will not die, nor
should it die, of course. The sons of Luther should endeavor to be joined
together in a fraternal fellowship. It is not their first duty, but it is
one of their duties. But the union contemplated should not rest on mere
resolutions and grand phrases but on true unity. The repeated reference
in the documents submitted above to unity makes us hope that the move-
ment started in Pittsburgh has this in view.

“In a certain sense what is projected is nothing new. The synods that
founded the N. L. C. have, ever since the inception of this Council, used it
as an agency for cooperation in external matters. The conservative
members of the A. L. C, and perhaps of other synods, too, have declared
that their membership in the Council was dependent on this, that the
work of the N. L. C. continue to concern itself with joint action in
external matters only and be not regarded as constituting church-fellowship.
Hence, in so far as the endeavors spoken of by the editors pertain to purely
external things (like joint dealings with the Government), nothing new is
inaugurated. But the move suggested is intended to lead to something
that will have a broader scope. An All-Lutheran Federation is projected
— a Convention (in the sense of association) which would for the United
States be what the Lutheran World Convention is for the globe. To
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repeat, the phraseology employed by the sponsors of the movement makes
us believe that the endeavor is intended to establish doctrinal unity and
that until such unity is achieved cooperation is to be restricted to the
sphere of purely external matters.

“The task to bring about true unity will not be found easy. Certain
issues pertaining to the sphere of doctrine and church practice which are
before the Church at present will have to be faced. But with all sides
wishing to be guided by the truth and not by considerations of expediency;
the difficulties should not prove insurmountable. God has given the
Lutheran Church of America opportunities for growth and development
in an atmosphere of complete freedom, for which one can hardly find a
parallel. Its loyalty to the Lutheran Confessions must be commensurate
with the advantages it enjoys. To keep the right perspective, let every
Lutheran repeat to himself the principle, which has the: status of an
axiom in our Church, that in undertakings of this kind, unity, and not
mere outward umion, faithfulness to the Confessions and not external
impressiveness must be the thing for which we strive.”

Dr. Arndt is right. Union is not per se a blessing. It may, in a
given case, be even harmful, according to the common saying quoted also
by Paul, Evil communications corrupt good manners. External impres-
siveness may be achieved, but carnal weapons are mnot adequate for
spiritual victories. The only union that counts is one based on the unity
effected by the Spirit through the Word. M.

Die lebten Nadyridjten, die wir bon unfern Glaubensbriidern in Deutich=
land erhalten Haben, gehen zuviid auf Oftober ded vorigen Jahresd. €3
Handelt jidh um eine Nummer ded ,Rundidreibens”, dasd in Ermangelung
eined Kirdjenblatted die Werbindung unter den Gliedern der Eb.=Qutl.
Freifirce aufredt exhalt. Cine Inhaltdangabe diefed Rumndidreibens diirfie
audy unjern RQefern willfommen fein.

Der erfte Teil diejed Rundidreibens enthalt Abjdhnitte ausd Luther3
Yuslegung ded 127. Pialms, die er den Chriften in Riga und in Livland,
Jjeinen [ieben Freunden”, tm Jahre 1524 gelwidimet Hatte. Der Herausd=
geber De3 ,Rundidhreibens”, Reftor D. Willfonun, begriindet feine TWahl
diefer 2Worte Luithersd damit, daf fie ,jo vedit gur Feier de3 Erntedanifeites
im dritten SKriegdjafre pajjen, und geeignet jind“, die Lejer ,zu jtdrfen
Deim @intritt in einen dritten Sriegdiwinter”.

Naddem eine NReihe bon Jitaten aud der Sdrift Luihers mit ent=
fprechenden Univendungen auf die gegenivdrtigen Werhdltnije wiedergegeben
worden ijt, fordert der Deraudgeber feine Lefer auf, ihre ,Vlide iiber die
®rengen Curopas und ifhre3 Vaterlandes hinausd au wenden” und bon Dder
rbeit threr Britber tm Yuslande Kenninid gu nehmen. SBuerit wird ifnen
pon Dent Fovtichrittent der Mifjion -ihrer Glaubendgenoifen unter den. Heiden
i China erzablt,. die nod) langexr- als jie {elber Ddie Ddriifende Qajt eine3
ichiveren Krieged: getragen Haben. Sodann fwendet {id) D. Willfomm den
firdglichen Ereigniffe in unferer eigenen Mitte gu. = AIS erjtes wird iiber die
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Allgemeine Shnode in Fort Wahne berichtet. Darnad) wird unferer Sino-
dalverfammling in Saginaiv Crivajnung getan, befonderd der Tatfade,
dafy {id) unfere Shnode ausfithrlid) mit den Unionidberhondlungen -befaft
fabe. Ded ipetteren wird Vegug genommen auf die Tagungenm der ur
Gynodalfonfereng gehorenden Shnodern, der Slowafifden Shynode, der Fin-
nifdgen Nationaliynode und auf die beiden Vegirfe der Miffourifhnode in
Siidamerifa, in Yrgentinien und VBrafilien, bor allem auf die Tatfade, daf
diefe beiden zulebtgenannten Bezirfe, die bidher der Kommifjion fiix Jnnere
Miffton tm Yusdland unterftanden, nunmehr felbjtandig geworden {ind.

©o vidgten jich die Blide unferer Glaubensdbriider troh der Feindieligs
feiten zivijchen Den Bilfern uallererft auf die rbeit und die Fortjdritte
treu-lutherifger Sirchen tm Yuslande. Jn der Tat, dad ift die iweltiveile
Sidt, die vir ald Chriften, audy wo dunfle Kriegdiwolfern den Blid ver-
iperren fwollen, vbon der firdhlichen Arbeil Haben und fie unsd nidhgt rauben
laffen wollen.

Nunmehr fwendet {id) der Heraudgeber dem frdhlidgen Verhaliniffen
Curopas zu, gundadit denen im Sftligen Curopa, im Wartheland, fwo aud
foir unjere fretfircilicen Gemeinden Haben. Dort Hanbelt ed fidh) gegen:
indrtig um eine Newordnung de3 Werhdlinified ziwifden Kirde und Staat,
indemt auBer der romijch-fatholijdhen Kirche drei ebangelijhe RKirden al3
juriftifge RVerjonen ded pribaten Red)td anerfannt fworden {ind, ndmlid die
Pofener Evangelijhe Kirche (umiert, etiva 3 IMillionen mit 249 Pfarr-
amtern), bie RQibmannitadier Cbangelifdie Kirdge (Tutherifd, 3 Millionen,
aber nur 44 Pfarramtier) und die Chang.-Qut]). Kirde tm Wartheland-Weft
(Breglauer Alt-LQuiferaner). Jn diefen Rirdjen treten an die Stelle der
bigherigen Kircjenjteuern, die durd) ftaatlidhe Behorden eingegogen fvurdern,
freimillige Mitgliederbeitfrage. ,Yud) tm Wltreidh”, Jo fdhrt D. Willfomm
fort, ,mefren {ich die Beiden, dafy die Jeit ded Staatdz und Ranbdestirden=
tums gu Ende geht. . . . €3 ift miglif, ja, e3 ift wahriGeinlid), dak e in
Bufunft aud) bet unsd im deutjden Vaterlanbde eine bom Staat mit Geld-
mitteln unterjtitbte und mit allerlet Vorredten ausdgeftattete driftliche Kirde
nidjt wmehr geben fpird. Las {ollten alle Ehriften erfennen und feft in3
Auge fajfen. Wir freificdhlichen LQuiheramer fehen darin feinen Grumd
sur Slage und gur Veforgnis, dielmehr fann und {oll e3 nad) Cotted Wil=.
len Der redjten Rirdje nur zum Segen gereidjen, tenm die dem Willen
~ Gottes nidgt entfpredjende WVerquidung beider Gewalten auffort.”

Bulest folgen Beridhte ausd der Freifirdje felber. €3 mird bon dem
fiebgigiahrigen Gemeindejubildum der dlteften Gemeinde der Freifirdhe in
Sad)fen berichtet, die bon 7 Pdnnern gegriindet tworden fwar, die aqusd dem
»Ruteranerberein” famen, einer Wereinigung, bdie i) bdie BVerbrethung
lutherifger Sdriften unter dem Rirdenvolf zum Jiel gefeht Hatte, um
daburd) die rechte lutherijde Scrifterfenninisd gu erhalten. Welde Sdmie=
rigfetten unfere Britder in der Jebizeit haben, ihr eigened RKirdjenblatt Her-
audzugeben, geht daraus fHervor, daf ihr Gefud) an bdie Regierung, das
Wiedererfcheinen de3 Blatted vbon Januar 1942 ab zu geftatten, ,aus grunbd-
faliden Crivagungen Heraus’ abjdligig bejdieden tworden ift. Dod) war
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e3 ihren nidt genommen, ihre allgemeine Pajtoralfonfereng am 135. und
16. 10. innerhalb der Berliner Siidgemeinde abgufalten. Aucd) follte gleid
nady der Tagung die Avbeit ded Winterfemejferd an der ITheologifhen Hod=
jdgule in Behlendorf beginnen. Dad Rundidjreiben {liefst mit einer ,An=
3ahl pon Trauernadjridhten” ab, denen dad S@lufpivort Luthersd aqusd feiner
Yuslequng ded 127. Pialms angefdhloffen vird. Fiicbittend twollen wiv
auch unferer Britder im Feinbeslande mit dem leBten Sab diefes SGluf=
worte3 gedenfen: ,Yber Gott der Vater aller Vavmberzigleit, der fein Wort
und Wert bet eud) angefangen Hat, wolle eure Sinne und Pergen befiiten
in der einfaltigen und unverfdljdhten Crfenninid Jefu Chrifti, unjered Het=
{ande3, weldem jei Lob und Dant in Cmigfeit. Amen.”

R. Leters.

Biidjertijdy.

The World Today. A Challenge to the Christian Church. By Alfred
M. Rehwinkel, M. A., B.D., Professor of Theology, Concordia Semi-
nary, St. Louis, Mo. 107 pages, 5x73i Paper covers. Price, 50c
(cloth, 90c). — Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis.

This book, though written before our own country became involved
in the great war, is just as timely today as at the moment it left the
press. The author, on the basis of many authentic documents and reliable
compilations, presents a vivid picture of conditions as they obtain in the
world today and traces their historic development to its source in the
past. He divides the rich material into three chapters of approximately
equal length. 1. “The Political and International World” (pp. 3-34) "—-
11, “The Social and Economic World” (pp. 35-72) — III. “The Religious
World” (pp. 73-102). An index of 5 pages concludes the book.

The conditions of the world, as pictured on these pages, certainly do
present a challenge to the church, which it dare not evade. “The world
today is a challenge to the whole Christian Church. Failing to realize
this in time may spell disaster. But to recognize this challenge, the
Church must know the world of today, must be able to read the signs of
the times in which we are living” (p. 3). But while accepting the chal-
lenge the church dare not violate its own basic principles. “Let the church
tend to her own business. It must be admitted that it is always a sign of
spiritual decay when the Church leaves her own spiritual sphere to busy
herself with the affairs of the world” (p. 53). This means that “It is
the business of the Church to wnstruct its members. . . . Justification first,
but sanctification must of necessity follow. And sanctification takes wn the
whole man, our entire life” (p. 62f.). “Hence the Church must also in-
struct and admonish its members to exercise this sovereign power (i. e.,
the duties of citizenship. — M.) conscientiously and in the fear of God.
It is a violation of the principle of the separation of Church and State when
the Church interferes in matters that pertain to the State, unless these
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matters have a moral or religious aspect. But it is not a violation of this
principle if the Church instructs its members to be governed by the ethical,
moral, and religious principles of the Christian religion in the exercise of
the sovereign power vested in them as citizens. The Christian cannot
divorce himself in life from his religion, whether that be in his home, his
business, or elsewhere. But likewise a Christian cannot divorce himself
of these fundamental principles when functioning as a citizen” (p. 65).
Especially,-“the Church must beware lest it become a tool of any social
class that happens to be in power, ready to condone, sanction, bless, or
defend the wrongs of such a social class.” Rather, it “must . . . without
fear or favor, censor, correct, or condemn when fundamental moral prin-
ciples or divine precepts are violated” (p. 65f.).

Regarding a Christian’s attitude toward the present war the following
principles are of vital importance. “War is the result of sin. God per-
mits war to come upon the earth as a punishment of sin. War under-
mines all standards of morality and social decency. It is destructive of
the works of God and man. War is the devil’s own holiday” (p. 57). “On
the basis of Rom. 13 we believe that the government is an institution by
God and that this government has the right to bear the sword for the
punishment of evildoers whether they are in the state or whether they
threaten the safety of the state from without. And hence we agree with
the Augsburg Confession that a Christian may bear arms and that a
government may wage just wars” (p. 60). “In the fourth place we shall
agree that it is extremely difficult to determine whether a war is a just
war or not. . . . As long as there are no doubts in the mind of a Christian,
he is bound to follow the injunction of the apostle, and that is to be subject
to those who have authority even to the extreme extent of offering his life
in defense of his country or the society of which he is a part. On the
other hand, if there is any doubt as to the justice of our cause, then it
behooves us as Christians ‘to obey God rather than men’ and to suffer
wrong rather than do wrong” (p. 61). Here the remarks about the
absence or presence of “doubts” had better be omitted. Paul does not
condition his demand of a Christian’s obedience to his government on hig
understanding and concurring in the policies of his government, but on
the fact that the government is functioning and that these higher powers
are ordained of God for the promotion of good and the revenging of evil
A refusal to obey the orders of the divinely empowered government can
be made with a good conscience only when the demands of government
clearly violate a command of God. To act on the basis of a mere “doubt”
would violate the principle set forth by Paul in Rom. 14, 23: Whatsoever
is not of faith is sin. When Peter hurled defiance at the Sanhedrin he
stood on a clear command from his God and Savior.

Summing up, the author says on p. 99: “Such is the world in which we
are living and in which we as Christians are to be a salt and a light.
What a tremendous challenge this offers to the Church! But to meet this
challenge, a Church must be alive, must be wvibrating with faith, vitality,
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and courage. A Church that has removed itself from the spiritual and
Biblical foundation is not capable of accepting a challenge of a world such
as described. A- Church without a sound Biblical foundation is a house
built upon the sand. The first storm will sweep it away. A Church that
is dead in formalism, traditionalism, in scholastic dogmatism, and sterile
orthodoxy is without vitality and lacks the rocky foundation essential to
weather a storm such as has swept over different parts of the Christian
world in the last decades and as may be threatening our own country”
(p. 99).

However, his indictment of sSome sections of the Lutheran Church
today seems to be not quite true to the facts. “We spend our time with
questions of casuistry and questions of insignificant importance. We
quarrel about liturgies, vestments, about chants and vested choirs. We
have long and heated discussions about questions which are remote from
the real, vital problems of the Church today. . .. What bitter and heated
discussions have not been provoked by the sincere attempts to bring about
complete unity and union between our Synod and the A. L. C.! But we
remain totally indifferent and wholly oblivious to the threatening clouds
which are gathering on the distant horizon and are threatening to develop
into a storm which might carry away the present structure of our Church.
Formalism and sterile scholasticism are the creeping sickness of churches,
and we need to be reminded that no Church is immune against this eccle-
siastical malady” (p.. 100). — We admit that our own Wisconsin Synod
is not ready to accept the doctrinal agreement reached between the various
intersynodical committees, not because we are indifferent to unity, God
knows, but because on the basis of definite facts we are convinced that a
genuine unity has not yet been attained, yes, may even be endangered by
. further negotiations at present. And more than any disunity we fear the
slightest dulling of the sword of the Spirit.

The author is right when he says in conclusion: “The Word of God
remains forever the same. The Gospel-message which saved sinners at the
time of Paul or Luke is still ‘the power of God unto salvation’, and justi-
fying faith will at all times bring forth the fruits of a sanctified life in
the believers; but the approach of this Gospel and the forms of sanctifi-
cation vary according to the age, the environment, and the conditions in
which the believers live. . . . All of us, clergy and laymen, of all Christen-
dom must translate into life the faith that is in us as a living testimony
to the world in which we live. A Church that is alive in its teaching and
alive in the lives of its members cannot perish. The powers of this world
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it” (p. 101f.). M.

% * * *
Alle Hier angegebenen Sacdjen fonmnen durd) unjer Northwestern Pub-

lishing House, 935-937 North Fourth Street, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, be=
zogen fwerdern.
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JOHN 21, 1-14

Closing Address Delivered in the Chapel of the Theological
Seminary at Thiensville on June 4, 1942. — M.

In Christ Dear Fellow-Christians, Particularly Members of the

Graduating Class. ‘

You who are to be graduated today from our seminary are
offering your services to the church. Christ, who controlled your
lives even before you were born, so arranged that you were led
. to prepare for the holy Ministry. He called, and you obeyed.
Today you have completed the preparatory course prescribed by
our Synod, and now stand ready to work wherever the Lord may
send you.

In the Scripture which you heard a few moments ago we are
told how Jesus after His resurrection appeared to a group of His
chosen apostles in order to show them by a special miracle in what
spirit they were to do their work.

This is a lesson of special importance for every worker in
Christ’s kingdom. It applies also to you.

I

The first thing Jesus impresses upon the hearts of His
ministers is the fact that He is always watching over theiwr efforts.

The disciples were in Galilee, for so Jesus had given them
orders before His great suffering, and had repeated the order
through the angel after His resurrection. In Galilee they were
waiting for further instructions. Jesus had promised to meet
them there.

They were not idle. They plied their regular trade by which
they earned their livelihood and in which they served their fellow
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men. . This \7&2{5 a@cordmg to ‘the will of Jesus, who does not
want any one to ‘waste his time even while waiting to be assigned
to his paruculan field.

Where was ]es $“Wwhile' the dxsmples falthfully labored that
night? They knew that He was riear them although they could
not see Him. Since His resurrection He had appeared to them
when they least expected. And just as suddenly He had vanished
before their eyes. They learned that Jesus was ever near them
and saw what they did and heard what;they said. He even under-
stood their secret thoughts. \7V hen later Jesus voiced the promise,
Lo, I'am with you alway, even unto the end of the world, they
understood from experience what He meant.

This time they had a special proof of His presence. By His
question He clearly indicated that He had been sympatheticaily
watching their efforts.

Let this truth be deeply impressed on your minds. You do
not know where Jesus may send you to preach His Gospel. He
will send some into congregations to lead them in their church
work. He may send some into schools to feed His littie lambs.
He may send some to orphanages or old people’s homes to
minister to the helpless; some to colleges and seminaries to help
train future servants of the church; some to home and foreign
mission fields to gather in the unchurched and the heathen.

No matter where the Lord may send you, He will go with
you and watch over your efforts. This truth is a powerful in-
centive to make you faithful in your work. It will fill your
heart with comfort and joy and will be a never failing source of
vigor to perform your arduous task.

II

Jesus is present not only as a silent spectator. Observe,
secondly, how He gives His ministers directions for their work.

Peter and his companions were experienced fishermen, who
knew their trade. They labored very faithfully. Yet on that
particular night they caught nothing, and were ready to give up
and pull to shore. ‘

Then Jesus directed them to cast their net on the right side
of the ship, promising them that there they should find.
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“We may ask, what difference does it make on which side of
the ship you cast the net? It makes no difference. But Jesus
was giving His disciples a lesson about their work as ministers.
In that work human skill and human ingenuity, human rules,
count for nothing. Not even human faithfulness will assure
results. A minister .of Christ must ever remember that he knows
absolutely nothing by himself concerning the proper methods to
employ in Christ’s work.

Christ, and Christ alone, will give instructions, and His min-
isters must simply carry them out to the letter without any further
questions. - When He says, Cast your net on the right side, then
that is the only way to do, no matter how promising other ways
may seem to us. ‘

- Now Christ says to His ministers, Preach the Gospel; no

more, no less. But, you will say, people enjoy entertainment.
Should not then the minister offer them entertainment in order to
draw them under the influence of the Gospel?  The people like
variety. VVhy not then diversify? Why "always preach about
sin and grace? ‘ ’

Or why insist so sternly on the Word? Why not let down
the bars a little? Though we preach Christ crucified as the only
way to salvation, why be so strict, why not admit into our fellow-
ship also such as believe in salvation by character, and endeavor to
build up character by doing a good turn a day?

The Lord is teaching us the lesson that in doing His work
we must ahide strictly by the rules He lays down. Cast your net
on the right side. Preach the Gospel, the whole Gospel, the pure
Gospel, nothing but the Gospel. Preach even the Law only as
subservient to the Gospel. g

Do this in whatever field may be assigned to vou. And do
not worry about the results.

III

Jesus, whose work you are doing and whose instructions you
are carrying out, in the third place assures His ministers of success.

In the case of the fishing disciples the success was very evi-
dent. It was a miracle. They were not able to draw the net for
the multitude of fishes, 153 large ones. And for.all there were
so many, yet was not the net broken.
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What did Jesus wish to show the disciples by this phenomenal
catch? .

Was He directing them to measure their success in numbers?
The greater the number, the greater the success?  Or to watch the
size? If they get prominent men, rich men, learned men, famous
men to join the church, then they may consider themselves as
successful ministers?

That is, indeed, a fisherman’s success. A fisherman counts
his catch, and weighs it. But size and number are not the stand-
ards for measuring our success in Christ’s work. That is a mis-
take we so easily make. Success in church work is judged accord-
ing to different standards, and will even be frustrated if we insist
on applying the standard of size and number.

The success of the church is this that we assist sinners to
believe in their Savior. Take the case of a man who is suffering
heavy afflictions. He is troubled by the question, Why? Why
must I suffer this? Is God punishing me for my sins? And his
conscience tells him, you deserve more than you are getting.
What do number and size mean in his case? If you can give him
the assurance that his affliction is not a punishment, that God loves
him and has forgiven all his sins for Christ’s sake, that now even
his affliction must work together for his good; if you can increase
his patience, his willingness, his cheer and hope; if you can calm
and strengthen him: — that is success in Christ’s work.

What sin-lost men need most is the knowledge of the truth
that God so loved the world that He gave His only-begotten Son
that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish but have ever-
lasting life. The world needs the consolation that God does not
demand a righteousness of our own works from us — such a
demand would drive us to despair — but that He has forgiven
all our sins in Christ. Men need strength to take up the fight
against the evil lusts of their corrupt heart, and strength to
endure the sufferings which haunt this sin-infested earth.

By granting His disciples a fisherman’s success on their
fishing expedition Jesus assures to every minister of the Gospel a
minister’s success in his work, whether human eye can see it or
not. Also you will go and spread knowledge, and comfort, and
power unto life everlasting.
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Jesus instructs His ministers to devote all their time and
energy to their task; and to trust in the success of which He
assures them. In addition He, lastly, promises that He will
provide for all thewr needs.

When the disciples came to shore they saw a fire of coals and
fish laid thereon and bread. Then Jesus invited them to come
and dine; and as they were seated around the fire He took the
bread and gave them and likewise the fish.” It was not a sump-
tuous feast, but it was a good substantial meal sufficient to refresh
them after their night’s toil.

Jesus wanted thereby to impress upon their hearts the great
truth that He, whose work they are doing, will also provide for
all their needs. Their mind should be occupied entirely with the
work of administering the Gospel, and their heart should not be
hurdened with thoughts of earthly things. Rather, they should
confidently commit the care for such things to their Lord. He
will provide.

You are now ready to enter the ministry. But what would
happen to your ministry if you were charged with providing your
own livelithood, or if you regarded your ministry merely, or chiefly,
as a means for earning a living? Not only would so much time
and energy be taken away from your real work, the spiritual
character of your work would suffer.

Take the case of the cross bearer we cited before. What
would become of the comfort you administer, if all the while the
question moves you, How much will he pay for my services?
And what will be the reaction of the sufferer, if all the while he
thinks, the minister is doing this because he gets paid for it?

Jesus, therefore, gives His ministers the assurance that He
will provide for them, so that they may give their undivided atten-
tion to the spiritual work which He has assigned to them.

How does He do it? In our text He performed a miracle.
There was no other way so effective to impress the truth on the
disciples. Today He does so by performing a still greater,
though not so spectacular a miracle. Natural man considers the
Gospel foolishness, and any money spent on the work of the

Gospel as worse than wasted. Yet by the very word of the Gospel
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which you preach Jesus so transforms the hearts of your hearers
that they will for the spiritual service you render them gladly
share vour temporal needs. Remember, however, Jesus does not
promise you any luxury. But He will provide the necessaries
of life.

Take to heart, then, the lesson which Jesus gave His disciples
at the Sea of Tiberias. Jesus constantly watches over your work,
for which He himself has laid down the rules, and for which He
promises success. And do not let worries of this life hamper you
in your Ministry of the Gospel.

Das neutejtamentlidje Vredigtamt und jeine Gaben.

(Fortiebung.)
1. Dasd Wefen der Sadjen.

Wenn wir Hier obige zwet Sadjen in ein Thema Fujammen-
fajjen, jo 1jt damit angedeutet, daf jie jadhlid) zujammengehoren, 3u-
gleich aber aud) etipad von einander Ver{diedened jind. Unter dem
erfteren fajfen ir dogmatijd) alle jene Chriftentatigfeiten 3ujam-
men, die der Herr feinen Glaubigen zur Vermaltung der Gnaden-
mittel anvertraut hat — bom einfadhjten Befenninid an bid jur ge-
altigiten Predigt und gemwiffenhafteften Seeljorge. Kein Stiic
Derjelben gefhort irgendeinem Unglaubigen. Zu diefem fpridht Dder
SHerr: Was verfiindigit du meine Redhte und nimmit meinen Bund
in detnenn Pund, jo du doc) Bucdht Haifelt und wirfit meine Worte
hinter did), PBf. 50, 16. Dagegen gilt dad Wort Ehrijti: ,Sebet
hin und predigt dad Coangelium aller Qreatur”, aud) jedem glaubigen
Qaten.  Aber der Glaube, fofern er den Simder reditfertigt, fordert
eder ein befonderes Paf der Crfenntnid Chrifti nod) der Krafjt
jeiner Wirfung. Aud) der jhmwadite Glaube redifertigt aud) den
auf dem S@ladtfelde {don verhaudenden, mit einem Seufzer um
Gnade zu Chrifto aufblidenden Soldaten. ,Kommet her zu mir alle,
die thr mithjelig und beladen jeid” — — ,Wer zu mir fommt, den
mwerde i) nidht guriiditofen.” Joh. 6, 37. — Wehe uns, wenn es nidt
fo mdre! — Andererfeitd Hat der Glaube aber aud) wirfende Got-
tegfraft in fid) nad) innen und auBen und joll jie betatigen, bejonders
sum Wad)stum und Forderung der gangen Kirdje, und daraus wiirde



Daz neuteftamentliche Vredigtamt und feine Gaben. 167

nichts Redhtes gemworden jein, wenn der Herr nid)t bon bornberein
itber fein um erftenmal verfjammeltes glaubiges Hauflein den Hei-
ligen ®eijt audgegoijen und alle mit dem Geift aud) des Jeugens von
Ehrijto erfitllt hatte. Wie das gejdhah, wird unsd Apg. 2 erzahlt und
bon PBetro erflart und jeded Jahr von neuem bon der Kangel und
unfern Kirchenblattern verlefen und gepredigt. Wir iwollen Dier
nur das Cine betonen: die Teilnehmer wurden alle boll ded Heiligen
Seijted und fingen an zu predigen in andern Jungen, nad) dem
ber Geift ihnen gab auszuipreden Die OGetjtes-
frafte oder Gaben wirften {ich) bei den perfd)iedenen Teilnehmern zu
perjchiedenen Gaben aud. Cin {oldesd Pfingitejt gibt e in diefer
Bett nicht wieder und braudyt ed nidt; denn in diefem einen liegt
alle Weisheit und Krajt Chrifti, welde dafiir jorgt, daf jein Wort
pon feiner Himmelfahrt an Hid3 zum Tage feiner Wiederfunit
offentlich und Jonderlich tn und auperhalb der Chrijtenbeit jo rein
und reidglid), fo fraftig mweit und breit auf Crden berfiindigt mwerde,
daf alle feine Audermabhlten zu der ihnen beftimmten Seit gefudht,
gefunden und in die Cine unjidhtbare Kirdhe gefammelt und in Dder-
felben durd) Wort und Saframent fo lange geijtlid) gepflegt und er-
baut fverden, bi3 wir alle (Ephejer 4, 137f.) hinanformmen zu einerlet
Glauben und Crfenntnisd ded Sofhned Gotted und ald ein Ganzed in
allen geijtlichen Dingen zu einer ,Mannbhaftigfeit’, d. 1
geijitlihen Starfe, heranwadhien, die der ,Mannbhaftigleit” Chrijti,
in welder er fiir und and Qreuz ging, entjpreche, dak wir nicht mehr
KQinder und Unmimdige, Wanfelmiitige und durd) faljde Lehren ver-
flibrbar bletben, jondern durd) redte Qehre im Glauben an Ehrijtum
ficher und durd) die [iebe zu Ehrijfto und zu unfern Briidern fejt-
gemurzelt, unferer geiftlichen Vollendung entgegenreifen. Ju dem
Bmwed gibt er der Rirdje aud) die redhten Perjonen, die er mit befon-
deren ®aben audritjtet.  BVon diefen jachligen Gaben mwerden die jie
empfangenden Kirdenglieder ald Perjonen Gaben genannt, wie aud)
ir gum Betjpiel einen in feinem Beruf befonderd tiidhtigen Mann
einte befondere Gabe Gotted nennen. Dabon Hhat die Sdrift die
Lehre von den befonderen @ a ben Gotted an die Kirde. Sie Hat
fie in grimdlider Ausfithrung an dret Stellen: 1. Kor. 12-14,
Ephefer 3 und 4 und Rom. 12. —

2. Paulus in Rom.

Sn der SKorintbherjtelle wird fie in einfdltiger Sprade lang
und breit im eingelnen vorgelegt, deshalb nabhmen wir die uerft
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durd); im Epheferbrief ijt fie in zum Teil in gelehrten Worten aud
dem Swed und Jiel nad) (man denfe an den Ausdrud ,Mannhaftig-
feit @hrifti”) und mit {darfen Ermabhnungen verfehen. Jn Romer
12 geht Paulus jofort ju Ermahnungen und Warnungen itber, weil
dort die au3 der RQehre fliegenden Cinridtungen teilieije jdhon ge-
troffen jind, aber dort der Gemeinde Dejondere Gefabhren droben.
Wir wollen die Romerjtelle jeht bejehen, aber tmumer mit dem Hin-
et auf die beiden anderen, wie e3 jadhlich) pakt.

Die Shrift, bejonderd dad A. L., legt dad Verhaltnis zwifden
Chrifto und der drijtlidhen Rirdje in beridhiedenen Bildern
dar. Das jdhonite und befanntejte ift dad Doppelbild bon Ehrijto als
einem Konige und feiner Gemablin, zugleid) vom Brautigam umd
feiner Braut, Pj. 45 und durd) dad gange Hohelied Salomos hin,
dag von da aud aud) durd) dad Jeue Tejtament geht. -Alle jolde
Bilder jind nidht leere, bloBe, menjchlid)-dichterijhe Worjtellungen,
fondern {datten Himmlijde Wirtlichteiten, geiftlige Realitaten ab.
Ehriftud ijt in der Tat der Konig und BVrautigam der Rirde, und
diefe ift feine Gemabhlin und Herrlid) gejdymiicte Braut. Aber mit
leiblicgen Augen fannit du weder ihn nod) jie fehen. ,Jhaglaube
an Ehriftum” und id) glaube eine heilige drijtlidhe RKRirdje, die
Gemeine der Heiligen. Aud) die Bibel ijt nidht i Gtbar Gotted
Wort, jondern wird ald jolded nur im Glauben erfannt und durd
de3 Heiligen Geifte3 unjidhtbare Rraft im Herzen erfahren.

Jn den beiden borbhin genannten Stellen, aud) in Romer 12,
gebraudt Paulud ein neued, jonjt in der Sdrift bon Chrijto und
der Kirdhe nidht gebraudytes Bild, namlid) dasd Bild vom menjdhlichen
Qetbe, an dem Chriftusd dagd Haupt und die Kirdhe der Leib und jeder
Ehrift ein Glied diefeS Leibed ijt.

Nun war dad Changelium feit dem erjten grofen Piingften in
Serufalem durd) Juden und jiidijdje Projelpten, die in Rom wohnten,
aud) dorthin, der damaligen Katfer- und Hetdnijden Weltreidhshaupi-
jtadt, gefomumen und BHatte dort eine zahlreiche, aus Heiden und
Juden bejtehende drijtliche Gemeinde gejdaifen. Die war ald etne
trefflid) eingeridhtete und gedeifhende in aller Welt befannt getworden.
Aud) der Apoitel Paulusd Horte davon, freute fich dariiber und Hegte
den Wunid, bald einmal nacdh Rom 3u reifen, um die Cinridhtung
in der dortigen Gemeinde zu pritfen und thr etivasd vbon jeiner apoitoli-
fhen Gabe mitzuteilen; denn die Gemeinde in der einfluBreidhiten
Stadt der Welt fonnte flir die usbreitung ded CEbangeliums unter
den Volfern de3 Wejtend alg Stitbpunitt jeiner Miijfion unier den
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Heiden in Spanien und andern wejtligen Landern bon grofer Be-
deutung werden, die Heiden zu befehren; dagu bHatte thn der Herr
ja bejonders berufen, Apg. 22, 21 und ofter; ja, in Kap. 23, 11 {didt
ign der Herr ganz direft nad) Rom. Lefen wir Hierzu die erjten
17 Verfe feined Briefed an die Romer, jo fjinden wir dad reidhlid)
beftatigt und wundern und nidht mehr, daf diefer Brief det bedeu-
fendite Ded gangen Neuen Tejtaments ift und unjerd fleipigiten und
genauejten Studiums bedarf. Der bon allen bejonderd begabten
Apoiteln der hodyjtbegabte legt in den erjten 11 Rapiteln alle Haupt-
jtitcte Des dirijtligen Glaubend big zu der Lehre bon der Gnadenwahl
dar, {dqliegt jie alle mit dem befannten Qobpreid ,O weld) eine Tiefe
de3 RNeichtums beide der Weisheit und Grfenntnis Gottes ufmw.” fakt
nod) einmal dag wunderbare Geheimnis ded Heilsrated Gottes an-
betend in dad Wort jujommen, ,Denn von i1hm und durd
thbnund guibmiind alle Dinge, ihm fei €hre in
Cmwigfeit! AUmen” und fangt in Kap. 12 mit den ernjtejten
Crmabhnungen und Warnungen Deziiglid) de8 Gebraud)3 und ded
porgefundenen Migbraud)s der dort vermwalteten Gnadengaben an.
Er redet zu ibhnen ald jeinen ,lieben Britdern”. CGr hatte ald Ge-
Dieter auftreten fonnen; denn er war zwar mit den andern Apoitein
nidt auf dem Piingitieit gewejen, Hatte aber mit jenen die hiditen
©aben desd Geifte empfangen und jo waren jie indgefamt 3u autori-
tativen und infpirierten Lehrern und Regenten der RKirdhe gemadyt
iporden, Dderen Wort gelten folle bon der Qimmelfahrt des Herrn
ant bis gu feiner Wiederfunft (Stehe den Shlug aller Evangelien).
Und Paulud Hhatte den BWeruf und diefe © abe bejondersd aud) fiir
~ die Hetdenivelt, gang fpbeziell auch) fiir die Heidenhouptitadt Rom
befommen, Rom. 1, 5.13; Apg. 22, 11 und 21. Paulugd nimmt
da3 aber in Rom nidht in Unjprud, jondern Hhandelt nad) Matth.
23, 11.  Darum nennt er jie demiitig und liebreid) feine Briider
und ermabhnt fie als Glaubendgenoijen auf Grund der gemeinjam
miteinander erfahrenen Barmberzigteit Gotted — mwozu?
DaB 1hr eure Qeiber begebet 3um Opfer, dad da
lebendig, heilig und Gott wohlgefallig fei, mweldes jei emer ver -
nitnftiger, 0. 0§ Dder erfahrenen Barmberzigeit en't-
fpredender, Gotteddienit.”

Und nun geht er im eingelnen auf die in der romijden Gemeinde
porgefundenen Sdjdden ein, die in der Mikvermaltung der thr auf
dem Plingitfeit in Jerufalem zu beiden Volfzparteten (Juden und
Hetden) verliehenen Sondergaben bejtanden. Diefe Shaden mwaren
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aus dem alten Wolfergegenjat beider Parteien entftanden; beide
waren nod) itbermapig ftols, hodymiittg und diinfelhajt. eingebildet
auf ihr BVolfstum, die Juden auf thre Religion und angeblich) reinen
Sitten, die Heiden auf thre weltlichen Vorziige in der Qultur und in
ihrer Wadtitellung. Beide Parteien vergafen der in 1. Kor. 13
itber alle ,®aben” gepriefenen Qiebe. Jhrer Volfsjiinde und Selbijt-
geredhtigfeit gedadhte Ddie Judenparter nidt, und ihrer fritheren
@ogendienerei und Lajterhajtigfeit vergal die Heidenpartet. , O
diefe hodymiitigen, juperflugen eidendjriften, fie werden die gamze
Gemeinde iwieder ing Heidentum mit jid) Hiniiberziehen,” — fo
dachten die romijden Judendhriften. ,O diefe ungebildeten ber-
formmenen Jubden, fie werden die Gemeinde wieder in ihren eigenen
toten Religiondfumpf mitherniederziehen”, fo dadhten die Heiden-
driften.  Jede Partei rithmte jid) der beften und hoditen natiirlichen
und geiftlien Gaben.
Und wa8d jagte nun Paulusd dazu? CEr fagt den Hetdendriften:
-, Ctellet eud) nidht diefer Welt gleid) (1. Joh. 2, 15-17: Denn alles,
mwad in der Welt ijt, namlid) ded Fletides Quit umd der Augen Luijt
[@eldbjudyt] und hoffartiged Qeben, ijt nicht vom Vater, jondern bon
der Welt), jondern perdndert eud) durd) Verneuerung eurer Sejin-
nung, damit ihr in allen Dingen dad redhte Urteil behaltet, wasd Got-
ted pollformmener Wille fei. Und nun fage i) eud) ald Wpoitel in
bezug auf die euc) verliehenen Gnadengaben, daf nichts jo jhlimm
ijt wie der Hodhmut, indem man mehrvonjid halt, als e
fid) gebit § v 1, fondern daB man mdgiglid) von fid) Halte, je
naddem Goft ausdgeteilt hat Dad Maf des
Glaubens. Denn wir {ind alle ein geijtlicher Leib in Ehrifto,
aber al8 ©lieder feines KReibed haben ivir, gerade ivie die Glieder
des menjdhlichen KQeibes, ein jeder ein befondered Gejdhaft zu ver-
ridhten, und untereinander {ind wir einer des anderen Glied, ju-
gleid) jedem andern zum Gedeihen ded gangen JLeibesd diemend. St
Beifptel: Hat jemand die Sondergabe der Weisdfagung (die
jogenannte @prudweidjiagungausdem Alten Tejta-
ment, die nidt jelten mwar), jo fet jie dem Glauben abhnlid, d. §. jo
ftimme {ie itberein mit dem, wad die autoritativen Apoitel vom Glau-
ben lehren. Hat jemand irgendein befonderes Amt in der Gemeinde,
o marte er dedfelben und vernadlajjige e3 nidht. CEbenfo der Lehrer
ded Worts, der Crmabhner (in Nom Dder befonderd al8,monitor
Angeftellte); der freiwillige Wobltater -der Gemeinde handele in
Cinfalt; bat jemand ein Regieramt, fo jei er Jorgfaltig. Der
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lmofenpfleger fet freundlid). Die Qiebe fei fjtetd ungebheudyelt.
Haffet dad Wrge (Sdadenbringende), allem Guten, Wohltuenden
banget an.” —Dann fommt der Apoijtel auf das eine GroBe, dasd
der borhandenen Parteijudt gegenitber befondersd jur Cinigfeit ndtig
i, quf dieBruderliebe: ,Die britderlide Lebe untereinander
fet herzlid, fo daf einer dem andern felbjt mit Ehrerbietung
suporformme.  ©etd nidt trage in eurem Beruf, jondern
britnjtig im Geift und faufet die [eit aqusd; feid
frohlid in eurer Himmbiden Hofinung, geduldig in allem
Qeid, bleibt fleifig am G ebet; verfolgte und Heimatloje Ehri-
ften beberbergt gerne. Feinde, Die eud berfolgen,
fegnet und fludet ihnen nidht. Freuet eud) mit den
Frohlidgen und weinet mit den Weinenden Habt
einerlei Giun untereinander!” — Dann fangt er
wieder an, por dem Tradten nad Hhohen Dingen 3u
marnen und fie gur BVejdeidenheit zu ermahnen. Qaltet
eud) nidtfelbijt fitr flug, Gpr. 3, 7. WVWergeltetnidht
Bojfed mit Bojem, flethiget eud) eined ehrbaren Wan-
Delsd It ed miglid), fo diel an eud) ijt, fo habt mit allen
Menjdgen Friede Aber radet eud jelber nidt,
eil ibr eud) unfduldig beletdigt wahnt und nad) eurer Peinung
ingeredten Jorn dariiber geraten feid und den gehetmen Ent-
fhlup gefaBt Habt, dem Beleidiger fein Unred)t miederzibergelten,
und dad mit Jinfen. O wieviel Shaden ridtet der menidlide Born
aud) unter Kirdendbriidern an! Dad it Die Rade, die in der
Welt fein Ende findet, Hi3 fie alled umd fich felbjt bernidjtet Hat.
Darum hat Gott die Radhe uns Chriften ganz aus der Hand genom-
men. ,Die Rade 1]t mein; id) will vergelten, joridht der
Serr. Lap did) nidht dad Boje iibermwinden, fondern iiber-
mwinde dad Boje mit Gutem.” —

Sapt man nun alle Eingelheiten, die die Rirdhe ruinieren, in
eind zujammen, fo ijt e bet Waulud in feiner Behandlung der be-
fonderen Gnabdengaben und nacd) dem Wpoftel Johannes in allen
feinen Sdriften die eine Hauptiiinde: dad Hoffdrtige K[eben,
Da8 Grofieinmwollen, da3 mehr von{id halten als
fid)’8 gebithret zu balten, Rom. 12, 3; dag Tradten
nad) bohen Dingen, VL. 16, dad {id) jelbjt fitr demn
Gelehrieften und RUitgjten bHalten und der Hod-
miittge RWadegeiit gegen den Gegner — lauter Ho -
mutsdiiinden — Sodmut gegen Gott war die erjte Siinde - —

'
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Adams und Jjraeld; und fie erhob jid) in Pharao und anderen
®rofen bi3 zu gotteslafterlicher Hohe. Hodymut und Selbitflug-
Heit war und ijt die eine grofe Simbde des Papittums und aller fal-
fchen Qehrer in der S@'{_rcﬁe, aller Entzwetung auf Crden von den intim-
iten Familienverhaltnifien an, bi8 zu den jdreclidjten BVolferfriegen
und frdliden 3wiftigleiten und SBerritttungen. — Dasd ijt die eine
pojitive Seite, die andere ijt negativ: dad Fehlen der einen gro-
Ben, gropten Tugend: der Liebe, 1. Kor. 13, ,Du folljt [ieben
ott, deinen Herrn, bon gangem Herzen, von ganger Seele
und bon gangem @emiit. Died it dad bormehmite und
grofte Gebot. Dad andere aber ift dem gleid): Du jollit
deinen Nadijten {ieben alsd did) Jelbit!” Matth. 22,
37-39. — ,Giehe, wie fein und lieblid) ijt’8, dak Briider eintrdd-
tig beieinander wofhnen”, PBi. 133.

So piel wir bon der iebe in und Hhaben, jo biel werden wir den
Hodymut und alle Sdiaden der RKirdje Ehrifti itberivinden; jo piel
ir und jelbjt fiir grop Halter, fo biel werden ivir die Kirde zer-
riitten.

Jtun gilt e3, die eigenen firdliden Verhaltnifje ebhrlid) zu
priifen und daraud unjere Ausjidhten fiir die Crhaltung der Cinig-
feit in der. ©pnodalfonferens zu erfennen. Aug Pieper.

(&dglup folgt.)

A Critical Appraisal of Henry Melchior Muhlen-
berg, the Patriarch of the Lutheran Church
in America

In the April number of the “Quartalschrift” we published an
article on the life of Henry Melchior Muhlenberg. We wrote
then (p. 93): “His work was of such a nature, such a character
that in a manner of speaking all Lutheran synods in the country
are his beneficiaries, are profiting from his labors as a pioneer in
reawakening Lutheran consciousness and the feeling of a com-
mon bond between the isolated, struggling groups of Lutheran
Christians in this early period of our history. As the patriarch
of our Church he fills a permanent niche in the galaxy of the out-
standing Lutheran leaders in America.” In corroboration of what
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we have said in our article on Muhlenberg in approbation of the
man we wish to add here what other writers are saying in tribute
to him. We quote from Bente, “American Lutheranism.” I, p.
68 ss.

“Speaking of Muhlenberg’s faithfulness, Dr. E. A. W. Krauss
remarks: Muhlenberg continued faithful in things both small and
great. . . . Confidence was everywhere reposed in him. By
reason of his talent for organizing, his erudition but, above all,
his unselfishness, his modesty, dignity, and piety, he was in uni-
versal demand, and was compelled to take the lead, which he
also kept till his blessed departure from this world. (Lebens-
bilder, 694.) Dr. H. E. Jacobs sketches Muhlenberg’s character
as follows: Depth of religious conviction, extraordinary inward-
ness of character, apostolic zeal for the spiritual welfare of
individuals, absorbing devotion ‘to his calling and all its details,
were among his most marked characteristics. These were com-
bined with an intuitive penetration and extended width of view,
a statesmanlike grasp of every situation in which he was placed,
an almost prophetic foresight, coolness, and discrimination of
judgment, and peculiar gifts for organization and administration.
Dr. A. Graebner writes: The task which Muhlenberg found set
before him when he entered upon the wild and disordered field
which had been allotted to him here, was such that, if any one in
Halle had been able to tell him . . . , he would hardly have found
the necessary courage and cheerfulness to lay his hand to the plow
which was to convert this wild bramblepatch into an arable field.
Still, where could a second man have been found at that time
who would have proven equal to the task in the same measure as
Henry Melchior Muhlenberg? Richly endowed with a robust
physique and a pious mind, with faithfulness in matters great and
small, with cheerful, but firm courage, with restless activity and
a spirit of progressive enterprise, with wisdom and providence,
with the ability to inform himself quickly and to accommodate
himself to circumstances, and in addition to this, with the neces-
sary independence of volition and action, — characteristics seldom
found combined in one and the same person, — Muhlenberg was
splendidly equipped, both as to degree and variety, with the gifts
which a missionary and an organizer has need of. And from the
very first day of his planting and watering God gave a rich
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increase to his labors, so rich, that Muhlenberg could say with a
grateful heart: It seems as though now the time has come that
God would' visit - us - with ~special grace here in Pennsylvania.
Furthermore, self-exaltation was utterly foreign to him. God
does not need me, he would say; He can carry out His work also
without me. Likewise he was ever content although he never
saw much money.. (279.) Dr. A. Spaeth: . . . In missionary
zeal, in pastoral tact and fidelity, in organizing ability and per-
sonal piety, he had no superior. (C. P. Krauth, 1, 316.)”
After all this has been said — and, needless to say, we agree
— after Muhlenberg with his astounding energy and many ac-
complishments, his humility and sincere piety has been held up to
us and posterity as-a shining ‘example for emulation, there are
other aspects to the man and his work that need consideration
and scrutiny lest we become guilty of blind hero-worship .and,
what would be infinitely worse, might be responsible for an alto-
gether wrong impression in the minds of our readers as though
we stood ready to:vouch without any scruple for the soundness of
Muhlenberg’s Lutheranism. The greater the influence of this
forceful personality was on his own and the succeeding generations
in the Lutheran' Church of our country, the more urgent becomes
our duty to envisage his background, in order to understand the
man in his weaknesses also, where he does not reach the full
stature of a sound Lutheran.. We shall, therefore, endeavor in
the following to analyze the known factors which molded him
into the Christian and theologian he actually was. Our former
article has painted our man in a most favorable light, barely
hinting at some shadows marring the brightness of the picture.
Now we shall, without retracting anything that has been said,
proceed to a fuller discussion and candid exposition of those traits
i him which have vitiated not only much that he did in his own
lifetime for the upbuilding of our Church in this country, but
have also had a sinister influence upon the Lutheran Church in
America for many decades after him, even down to our own time.
What was it that made Muhlenberg what he was as a pastor
and theologian? - Briefly stated, the Halle Pietism. Philipp
Jacob Spener, the “Father of Pietism,” had died in 1705, August
Hermann Francke, the protagonist of the movement, in 1727.
Through the latter Halle, where he wrought as pastor, professor
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at the university, and founder and director of the famous Francke
institutions, had become the citadel of Pietism. At that time
Pietism was at the zenith of its power. It was still in its heyday,
when Muhienberg was studying in Goettingen from 1735-1738 and
teaching in the Francke institutions in Halle after his graduation.
Thousands of ‘ministers who :had studied in Halle: filled the
Lutheran pulpits of that day, not only in Germany proper, but
also in the Scandinavian countries to the North and in the Baltic
States of the continent to the Northeast. This Pietism Muhlen-
berg imbibed in the pursuit of his. studies, in his thirst for-the
knowledge which was to.equip him for the ministry in the
Lutheran Church. It was: in the air in which he lived and
breathed during the habit-forming years of adolescence and young
manhood, which usually leave a permanent stamp on a person’s
character and develop in him the qualities which set him apart
from others in the years of his maturity.

But what is Pietism? The question is- much easier asked
than answered. First of all we should note that it is a-movement
within the Lutheran Church. While it may be said that it con-
tains the germs of Separatism, it is nevertheless true that neither
Spener nor Francke have entertained the thought of establishing
a new denomination. Their home was the Lutheran Church and
in the interest of this their Church primarily they worked.. They
considered themselves in all sincerity as orthodox Lutherans.
Spener “persistently dwelt on his harmony with the confessional
standards of the Lutheran Church. At the same time, he shifted
the center of interest from the maintenance of orthodox doctrine
to conduct and practical piety, and from the objective validity
of the verities of salvation and means of grace to the subjective
conditions connected with them, their subjective ethical account-
ability then following as a mnecessary corollary. Spener was
concerned, above all, with the true personal faith of the heart,
which, he maintained, might coexist with serious doctrinal errors.
At bottom, however, this meant a far greater revolution in existing
dogmatic and theological tenets than Spener himself had surmised,
and led, in practise, to connivance at all sorts of erroneous teach-
ers, sectarians and fanatics.” (New Schaff-Herzog. IX, 56.)

There are any number of definitions or, rather, descriptions
of Pietism extant. Many of them are worthless from the stand-



176 A Critical Appraisal of Henry Melchior Muhlenberg.

point of a confessional Lutheran. Positively speaking, we may
describe Pietism thus: It tends to draw the individual away from"
the objective promises of God in the Gospel, which urge the
sinner to turn his eyes away from a contemplation of his many
shortcomings and damnable sins and assure him of the free and
wholly unmerited grace of God in Christ Jesus, who is the pro-
pitiation for our sins and for the sins of the whole world.
Pietism warns man against mere reliance on the unconditioned
Gospel and bids him to seek the assurance of his salvation in his
own heart, his subjective experience, emotions. Pietism thus
appends a condition to the Gospel message that we are saved
through faith in Christ, . e., only if we are truly awakened souls,
if we have felt the work of the Holy Spirit in our hearts, if we
have experienced “conversion.” This ‘“conversion,” then, is
apparently not wrought in us by the preaching of the Gospel, but
must be there before we may lay hold on the gift of salvation
which it offers, before we may rejoice in the certainty ofs salvation
which divine Grace has prepared for us sinners — a conversion
foreign to the Biblical concept of conversion. Negatively Pietism
may be described as a reaction against orthodoxism, which is a
caricature of orthodoxy, orthodoxy gone stale or infected with
dry-rot — the so-called dead orthodoxy. The trouble was, and
is today, that no proper distinction is made between orthodoxy
and orthodoxism. Orthodoxy by its very nature can never be
false. Orthodoxy means right, correct, sound doctrine or, to
express it more concretely, right 4. e. Biblical doctrine pertaining
both to faith and life. Dead orthodoxy is a misnomer, a contra-
dictio in adjecto.

It speaks volumes for the much maligned orthodoxy of
the Lutheran Church that, after the incredible devastation of the
thirty-years-war, there was a Lutheran Church in Germany at
all. But there is no denying the fact that in many instances the
people were deplorably indifferent to the means of grace; worldly-
mindedness showed itself everywhere among people of all stations
in life, among noblemen and peasants, among the rich and the
poor, even in the clergy. Still, considering the circumstances,
that 1s not to be wondered at. In the state-church, the only form
in which the Lutheran Church existed, every one, not a Catholic
or a member of the Reformed Church, was counted as a church
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member whether he wanted it or not — he was not asked. How
disheartening it must have been, the picture an average con-
gregation of that time offered to a faithful pastor charged with
its spiritual care! But let us take a look at our own congregations
in this land of ours. Since its inception its citizens have been
enjoying the fullest religious liberty. Whether a man is a church
member or not is no concern of the government. There is no
coercion whatever. Every one may join the church of his own
choice or remain without any church connection. How. is it,
then, in our congregations, where all are members of their own
volition? Are conditions in them approximately ideal? Or have
we not much reason to complain of the indifference of many of
our members, of the inroads the world is making into the congre-
gations? What, in all fairness, could be expected of a state-
church after a war that had lasted for thirty years and had laid
waste or in some manner affected all Lutheran Churches
in and outside of Germany? Notwithstanding, the power of the
pure Gospel, which the Lutheran orthodoxy preached, wrought
what is almost a miracle, iz., within a span of barely more than
one or two decades after the signing of the peace treaty of
Osnabrueck and Muenster the chaotic conditions attendant on
continuous warfare over almost a generation had been largely
overcome, due to the conscientious labors of orthodox Lutheran
pastors amidst the hardships of the war and its aftermath. A
stupendous achievement in such a short time! Truly, Lutheran
orthodoxy was anything else but dead, had shown itself very much
alive, a tree not only bringing forth leaves, but precious fruit in
due season. For proof we refer also to the Lutheran hymnody
and the ascetic literature of this time.

However, in spite of all the patient labor in the administration
of the means of grace on the part of the orthodox Lutherans, there
still remained much that needed correction, much that was amiss.
There were many sore spots and glaring defects, shortcomings of
pastors and members of the flock alike. As long as man is a sin-
ner, as long as the children of God must make daily confession
and seek daily forgiveness of their sins, so long the Church on
earth will be full of blemishes and faults. Not to mention the
fact that hypocrites, Christians only in name but not in truth, are
intermingling with the believers. “Many are called, but few are
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chosen.” These words of Christ apply to the Church on earth
until the day of judgment. It was a dream of the Donatists of
Augustine’s time and of kindred sects to make the visible Church
a communion of Saints. Since the Reformation a distinguishing
mark of the Reformed Churches is the attempt to establish the
visible kingdom of God here on earth. The Puritans and Inde-
pendents of England and America set up certain rules by which
they endeavored to separate the sheep from the goats, made a
certain outward behavior the earmark of the elect of God. Spener
brought similar ideas into the Lutheran Church, influenced, no
doubt, by his contact with Reformed divines during his stay in
Geneva and tainted through his study of the ascetic writings of
English Puritans. His horror of the wide-spread carnal security,
which was satisfied with a mere outward reliance on the means
_of grace, attendance at church service and partaking of the Lord’s
Supper, led him to stress sanctification at the cost of justification.
That by this shifting of the emphasis sanctification lost its Biblical
character, could of necessity not be sanctification which according
to Scripture follows justification, but became something on which
justification was conditioned, apparently escaped his observation.
The preaching of the unconditioned remission of sins seemed to
him and his followers to have the effect of lulling the people into
spiritual slumber, of giving them a false security. Therefore the
Law was brought to the foreground to wake up the people and
make them seek their souls’ salvation with fear and trembling.
Consciously or not, actually the Gospel and the Sacraments alone
were deemed insufficient to bring the people to a personal piety
which made them aware of the imminence of the judgment of God,
and to arouse in them the desire to flee from the wrath to come.
New measures were sought, to make Christianity a living {force.
To foster a living Christianity Spener introduced the forming of
conventicles of the “awakened,” ecclesiolae in ecclesia, which were
“to become a leaven in the larger congregation of the “unregener-
ate.” Since the days of August Hermann Francke only those
were considered true Christians who had experienced a “conver-
sion’’ similar to his own, who was able to state the exact date and
place when it had occurred. The mark of true Christianity was,
to have experienced a deep and agonizing conviction of sin and a
corresponding striking conversion at a precise moment (Buss-
kampf und Gnadendurchbruch).
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“In proportion as the experience’of regeneration was exalted,
the more expedient it seemed to produce, or at least to facilitate,
this event by systematic courses of action. But the assumption
that reliéious development was essentially fulfilled in the sphere
of religious emotion prepared the way for an artificial excitation
of this feeling, thus involving the danger of insincerity, self-
deception, and sentimentalism, which, in the absence of self-
discipline and sobriety, formed an easy transition to still worse
aberrations. The extreme importance attached to individual ex-
periences and to spontaneous prayer led to a communicativeness
often hard to distinguish from loquacity. Moreover, those who
underwent no such experiences came to be regarded with disdain
by others. It is significant that Alberti, at Leipsic, early re-
proached the Pietists with complacency ; and the thought of stand-
ing in a peculiarly intimate relationship to God was by no means
unusual in Pietism at Halle. . . . This attitude which was the
chief factor in estranging non-Pietistic from Pietistic circles, may
seem to contradict the facts that Pietism was characterized by
anxiety and depression, that it was cankered with introspection,
that it never attained to inward rest, that one “awakened” must
ever be awakened anew, and that he sought for indications of the
grace which he had received, but enjoyed his prize only occasion-
ally.  Yet the contradiction is merely apparent, for the attitude in
question was the necessary consequence of the dominating Pietistic
consciousness of sin.” (The New Schaff-Herzog. IX, 601.)
The profound consciousness of sin, however, is not exclusively
characteristic to Pietists; it is, on the contrary, something they
have in common with all true Christians, with Paul and Luther.
The fault of the Pietist lies in his mistaking the gratia imputata,
the righteousness of -Christ imputed to us by God, for the gratia
infusa, the righteousness poured out into the hearts of the believers
by the Holy Ghost. He takes the un-Scriptural and un-Lutheran
attitude to ascertain his state of grace by probing his own heart
“deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked ; who can know
it?” (Jer. 17,9). He seeks the assurance of his salvation in him-
self, in his ever changing emotions, which sometimes lead him to
the spiritual enjoyment, an actual tasting, of all the love of God
and again plunge him into the depth of despair when his con-
science, especially in days of trouble and misery, convinces him
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that he deserves nothing but wrath and condemnation in the sight
of his righteous God. Luther found no peace for the anguish of
his soul, until the Scriptures had opened his eyes to the blessed
truth that the righteousness availing before God is not our own
but a foreign righteousness, the righteousness of Christ imputed
to the world by the gracious God. The Pietist searches his own
heart for a non-existing subjective righteousness, which is nothing
but the righteousness of works, and is in danger of either sinking
into utter despair or, by successfully blinding himself against the
stark truth, ending up in Pharisaical self-righteousness. Lutheran
orthodoxy points man away from himself to the objective justifica-
tion which Christ has merited for the whole world by his vicarious
atonement and is offered to us in the eternal Gospel, to the Rock
of Ages, “Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and today, and for-
ever” (Heb. 13, 8). '

By setting forth at some length, but nowise exhaustively, the
distinguishing features of Pietism we have tried to paint the
background of H. M. Mubhlenberg, to sketch the environmental
forces which molded the “Patriarch” of the Lutheran Church in
America. How submissively he yielded to the influence of the
Halle Pietism we have briefly noted in our former article, but shall
now be shown more completely and proved by documentary evi-
dence. We quote from Bente, “American Lutheranism.” Vol. I.

Mubhlenberg’s Confessionalism. — “Like the Fathers in
Halle Muhlenberg, self-evidently, desired to be a Lutheran. .
He himself says, in a manner somewhat touchy: ‘I defy Satan and
every lying spirit to lay at my door anything which contradicts the
teaching of our apostles or the Symbolical Books. I have often
said and written that I have found neither error, nor mistake, nor
any defect in our Evangelical doctrine.” Dr. Spaeth: “The stand-
ards of the Lutheran Church of the sixteenth century were ac-
cepted and endorsed by Muhlenberg without reservation, and in
his whole ministerial work he endeavored to come up to this stand-
ard, as he had solemnly pledged himself in his ordination vow.’
.. . (Dr. W. G. Mann’s The Conservatism of Henry Melchior
Muhlenberg . . . ). And this was the position not of the patri-
arch alone, but of his, colaborers, of the whole Synod of Penn-
sylvania, and of the sister- or daughter-synod of New York.
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‘Those fathers . . . retained not only the old doctrinal standards,
but also the old traditional elements and forms of worship. .
They allowed no organization or constitution of congregations
without demanding the acknowledgment of all the Symbolical
Books of the Lutheran Church as the doctrinal basis’.
Mubhlenberg stated the rule of his own personal course as follows:
‘During the thirty-two years of my sojourning in America, time
and again occasions were given me to join the Episcopal Church,
and to receive four or five times more salary than my poor German
fellow-members of the Lutheran faith gave me; but I preferred
reproach in and with my people to the treasures in Egypt.’
(Jacobs, 298.) The confirmation form in the Agenda contained
the question: ‘Do you intend to remain true to the truth of the
Evangelical Lutheran Church as you have learned to know it and
solemnly confessed it?” (G., 498.) The synodical constitution
of 1778 . . . contained the following provisions: ‘As to his life
and teaching, every pastor is to be found in consonance with the
Word of God and our Symbolical Books’.”

His Pietism. — . . . “Traces of the morhid and infected
Lutheranism cultivated by Pietists, were but too apparent alsc in
Muhlenberg and the associates carefully selected for him by
Francke and Freylinghausen in Halle. The piety for which they
strove so earnestly and zealously was, in more than one respect,
neither truly evangelical nor soundly Lutheran, but of a legalistic
and subjective nature. . . . They endeavored to ascertain who
were the truly converted in their congregations. As a standard
they applied their own experiences and as models the Halle con-
verts. Instead of immediately comforting terrified sinners with
the full consolation of the Gospel, they proved them ‘according to
the marks of the state of grace.” Graebner: “While Diaconus in
Grosshennersdorf Muhlenberg had already published a polemical
tract against Dr. Balthasar Mentzer, who had attacked Pietism,
and had pictured the time before the rise of Pietism as a time of
darkness, in which God had ‘set up a true light here and there,
until at last the faithful servants of the Lord, the sainted Spener,
Francke, Breithaupt, Anton, and others arose and again brought
forth the Bible.” At that time Muhlenberg advocated private
meetings for souls who had been ‘awakened from the sleep of sin,’



182 A Critical Appraisal of Henry Melchior Muhlenberg.

to which the Burgomaster of Einbeck referred when he sent word
to Muhlenberg ‘to cease the pietistic conventicles, as they were
against the law of the land.” (315.)

“Brunnholtz, whose work was highly praised by Muhlenberg,
says of his parishioners, whom, nevertheless, he admitted to the
Lord’s Table, that for the greater part they were ‘totally blind
and dead,” people who had not yet experienced any ‘true change
of heart” . . . There are indeed a few . . . concerning whom I
have the well-founded hope that they have been awakened from
the spiritual sleep of sin and are being drawn to the Son by the
Father.” Muhlenberg says: ‘True repentance and conversion ac-
cording to the Word of God is a difficult matter and a rare occur-
rence.” ‘We continued our labors . . . because a small, divinely
sanctified seed was noticed among them.” What Brunnholtz and
Muhlenberg looked for in the communicant members of their con-
gregations whom they regarded as unconverted were, no doubt, the
Halle symptoms. . . . The ‘small remnant of the converted’ were
nurtured by the pastors in ‘special prayer-meetings in the houses’.”

His Hierarchical Tendencies. — “Dr. Mann says of Muhlen-
berg and.his coworkers: These fathers were very far from giving
the Lutheran Church, as they organized it on this new field of
labor, a form and character in any essential point different from
what the Lutheran Church was in the Old World, and especially
in Germany. (Spaeth, C. P. Krauth, I, 317.) The pastor ruled
the elders; the pastor and the elders ruled the congregation; the
College of Pastors ruled the synod and the local pastor together
with his elders and his congregation; and all of these subject to,
and ruled by the authorities in Europe. . . . Graebner: One’s
indignation is roused when reading how the elders of the Lan-
caster congregation were treated at the first synod. These men
defended the by no means improper demand of their congregation
that such as had fallen away to the sects and again returned should
subscribe to the constitution of the congregation before they once
more were recognized as members. In spite of the opinion of
the assembly and the utterly wrong admonition ‘to leave it to their
pastor,” the elders ‘adhered to their opinion.” Immediately their
conversion is questioned, and ‘all the elders who have not yet been
thoroughly converted are admonished to convert themselves with
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all their hearts” . . . At synod the pastors ruled supreme. The
lay delegates . . . merely reported to Synod, when asked, .
and presented requests to Synod. But they had no vote in her
decisions. The Lutheran Cyclopedia says: The deliberations
were exclusively those of the pastors, while the lay delegates were
present only to furnish the needed information. (493.) Further-
more, the ministerium, the college of pastors, conferred the office
and made pastors through ordination, a rite considered essential
to the ministry and without which no one was regarded a lawful
and fullfledged pastor.

“In the ordination the pastors were pledged to obey the Minis-

terium. . . . To the congregations the Ministerium did not only
prescribe the liturgy, but appointed and removed their pastors as
they saw fit. . . . The superiors of the United Pastors and their

congregations were the ‘Fathers in Europe.” They had commis-
sioned them, and to them they were responsible. All decisions of
Synod in doctrinal, liturgical, and governmental questions were
subject to the advice and approval of the authorities in Halle. . . .
Such pastors as Stoever and Wagner, who did not unite with the
Ministerium, were by Muhlenberg designated as ‘such as had run
of themselves,” as ‘So-called pastors,” who had ‘neither an inner
nor an outward call,’” and ‘who were concerned about nothing but
their daily bread” And why? Because, according to Mubhlen-
berg, they had not ‘been sent’ (by the Ministerium or the Fathers) ;
because they were not subject to a consistory, did not render
account of their pastorates, and would not observe the same order
with those who had come from Halle. (311).”

His Unionism. — “From the very beginning to the end of
his activity in America the practise of Muhlenberg was not free
from indifferentism and unionism. Already on his voyage across
the ocean he had conducted services according to the Book of
Common Prayer. (G. 322.) . . . On the services conducted at
Barren Hill on Easter Monday, 1762, Muhlenberg reports as
follows: ‘After my sermon Pastor Schlatter [a Reformed min-
ister] added a short admonition.” October 16, 1763, he wrote:
‘Pastor Handschuh was called upon to bury a Reformed woman
who died in childbirth; he delivered the sernion in the old Re-
formed church.” On October 18, 1763, during the sessions of
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Synod, and at its request, Whitefield [a clergyman of the Epis-
copal Church and one of the founders of Methodism] preached
in the pulpit of Muhlenberg. . . . When Muhlenberg dedicated
his new Zion Church in Philadelphia, on June 25, 1769,

‘the second English pastor, Mr. Duchee, opened the services by
reading the English prayers, the Prorector of the Academy offered
an appropriate prayer, and Commissioner Peters |[Episcopalian]
delivered a splendid sermon . . . , whereupon Rector Muhlenberg

. thanked the honorable assembly, in English, for their favor
and kindness in honoring this newly erected church and con-
ducting a service there.” May 27, 1770, Whitefield, upon invita-
tion, also preached in the new church. (518.)

“From what has been said it is evident that Muhlenberg’s rela-
tions with the sects were not without reprehensible unionism. . . .
As with the Swedes in Delaware, fraternal intercourse proceeded
on the silent understanding, that the sore spot of doctrinal differ-
ences must be carefully avoided. For Lutherans, however, this
was tantamount to a denial of the truth. Muhlenberg set an
example the influence of which was all the more pernicious by
reason of the high esteem in which he was held by the members
of Synod, who revered him as a father. As late as 1866 the
Pennsylvania Synod defended its intercourse with the Reformed
Synod ‘as a measure introduced by the fathers in the time of
Mubhlenberg and Schiatter.’” And the unionistic practices in-
dulged in by the General Synod throughout its history cannot but
be viewed as the fruits of the tree first planted by the Halle
emissaries. . . . We would not detract from the merit of Muhlen-
berg. The slogan of the American Lutheran Church, however,
dare never be: ‘Back to Muhlenberg!” ‘Back to Halle!” but ‘Back
to Wittenberg!” ‘Back to Luther! Back to Lutheran sincerity,
determination, and consistency both in doctrine and practice’!”

A few words in conclusion: The question could be raised:
Why, in this year of the bicentennial of the arrival of Muhlenberg
in America, should we take occasion to point out the weaknesses
in his theology and practice? The more so, since there is gen-

“eral agreement among us as to his many excellent qualities, un-
feigned piety, and exemplary fervor in the service of God and
his fellow-Lutherans. Would charity not demand to pass his
shortcomings over in silence? Our answer is that we Christians
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have just one object in mind when we review the life history of a
fellow-Christian, the glory of God and the salvation of the souls
whom Christ has bought with His blood. We take courage from
the fact that the grace of God can overcome all obstacles which
man’s sinfulness erects against it and can use him as an instru-
ment for the upbuilding of His kingdom here on earth, and we
glorify God’s holy name for it. Where aberrations of great
men of the Church come to our notice and the deplorable effect of
the faults of outstanding leaders upon the Church bhecomes mani-
fest, we pray our heavenly Father He would preserve us from
following blindly in the footsteps of any man, however much we
may admire him, and would give us the strength to cling to His
Word and Truth unfalteringly, even though everything that is
considered great and noble might be against us.

The Reformation of the sixteenth century had set the hearts
of men aflame. All the faculties of their souls, intellectual, emo-
tional, and volitional, had been stirred to their highest activity in
the reacquisition and defense of the Gospel of free grace through
faith in Jesus Christ. Muhlenberg lived in a time when the
furious battle for the very existence of the Lutheran Church
against the attacks from the outside, by Romanists and Calvinists,
had been won. The doctrinal strife within our Church, which
threatened to destroy it from the inside, had also been brought
to a victorious conclusion. Since 1580, the year of the publication
of the Book of Concord, our Church seemed to be secure in the
possession of the pure Gospel, as it had been brought to light again
by Dr. Luther. Nothing more was now necessary than to transmit
this treasure to posterity. A time of quiet and peace had followed
the bitter strife and stress of the former period. Slowly but
surely the minds of the Christians were diverted to other than
spiritual matters. Other topics besides the doctrine of faith called
for discussion. Other problems, besides the ones concerned with
the salvation of sinners, political, social and scientific problems
pertaining to the welfare of man on this earth, clamored for solu-
tion. When interest was diverted to matters belonging to the
secular sphere, the zeal for things purely spiritual and having
to do with the world to come naturally abated in many. Instead,
a dangerous lassitude not only with regard to controversial doc-
trines but in all questions pertaining to Christian faith and life set
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in. With this waning of interest, with this indifference in
spiritual matters, and in consequence of it, worldly-mindedness
began to engulf ever larger numbers of church people. Serious-
minded men were shocked and looked about.for help ere it would
be too late. The God-appointed means of grace, the Gospel and
the Sacraments, appeared to them to be insufficient to rouse the
people from their spiritual apathy, from the deadly slumber of in-
differentism. In despair they searched for something new with
which a reawakening might be brought about. This reaction
against the prevailing lukewarmness in the Church became what
is called Pietism in church history.

We live in a time which, in a measure, is similar to that of
the rise of Pietism. The great doctrinal controversies that shook
the Lutheran Church of our country to its depth in the last half
of the nineteenth century, have had their day. The days in which
also the laymen of our Church studied the Bible, the Lutheran
Confessions and Luther with an all-absorbing interest, when our
Christians discussed questions of doctrine and Christian life in
their daily conversations, are past and gone. The doctrines di-
viding one Church from the other are hardly mentioned anymore
and, if it is done, with disapproval. Indifferentism and worldli-
ness go hand in hand. Any one who does not wilfully close his
eyes must admit it. What can we do to effect a change for the
better? There is a good deal of unrest in our Church over the
correct answer to this question. Men whose sincerity cannot be
doubted are groping for something new, something additional to
what we have always had. We are still confessing unanimously
that the only business of the Church is the preaching of the Gospel.
That is the theory. Do we still follow it in our practice? God
grant that to the end we, pastors and people, agree with St. Paul:
“I am not ashamed of the Gospel of ‘Christ, for it is the power
of God unto salvation to every one that believeth” (Rom. 1,
16). “Faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of
God” (ibid. 10, 17). '

M. Lehninger.




Dangerous, Eventually Fatal Steps

Within the liberal Lutheran church bodies of our country
there is a growing tendency to minimize the importance of unity
in doctrine and practice and to stress the necessity for the union
of all Lutheran churches so as to be in a better position to display
more strength and exert a greater influence on public opinion in
these critical times, in this present world crisis. The goal is a
greater Lutheran Church, that may play a more important role in
the maintenance and moral upbuilding of our nation, that may
prove a greater attraction to the general public with its steadily.
increasing laxity and indifference toward religion and also to the
members within the own ranks toward their own church. There
must be more social activity, less doctrine and rigorism in practice.
They feel, that if they unite and make themselves a name in this
world and begin to show their power and strength, that they will
be able to influence and sway public opinion and have gained some-
thing. They will have made the world sit up and take notice.

They are shrewd enough to recognize the hopelessness of
uniting the various Lutheran church bodies in questions of doctrine
and practice. They themselves are not primarily interested in
doctrine, but in outer union and they therefore shift the general
attention to externals in which the chureh may be in a position
to do joint work and thus at least create the impression as though
there were unity and strength and uniformity of purpose. Here
again they are not interested in the Biblical principles governing
externals, but only in finding a common field for action, the end
or goal being a greater Lutheran Church with a stronger appeal to
the masses. Some are frank enough to admit that they are not
even interested in a doctrinal preamble, others grope for a formula
vague enough to cover all personal tenets, which may still be in-
terpreted in bonam partem but which is in reality so carefully
worded as to cloak and hide the inner disunity. They devise the
captivating slogan that the Lautheran Church must meet the chal-
lenge of the desperate crisis in world affairs, close its ranks and
meet the common foe, thereby, however, carefully avoiding to
designate the greatest foe of the church. Luther’s wellknown
unholy trinity of the devil, the world and our own sinful flesh is
thereby completely overlooked. They believe that mere inspira-
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tion of the lethargic masses with a new slogan will close the ranks
again and enthuse them for the newly advocated duties of the
church. The old and real duties of the church of preaching sin
and grace to a sin-ridden world, and nothing else, are considered
old-fashioned. New paths must be followed. The old paths lead
us nowhere, they claim the masses will no longer follow.

There is nothing new under the sun. These attempts are
in fact nothing else but a revival of the old Tower of Babel spirit,
which wants to erect a high tower so as to be seen throughout the
world, make itself a name, thereby dreadfully fearing confusion
and being overlooked in a new order of things which may or may
not be forthcoming. In order to reach this worldly goal, they for
the time being come out with the slogan: “Let us cooperate in
externals and thus lay the foundation for a greater Lutheran
Church.” = A united Lutheran front is the desired goal, unity in
doctrine and practice is an impossible goal and not even desired
by many. For this reason — cooperation in externals is the
enticing motto.

That union at the expense of unity in doctrine and practice
is the slogan and goal of the greater number of Lutheran churches
of our country is borne out by the fact that on January 29 of this
year the National Lutheran Council received and unanimously
endorsed the following suggestions drawn up by members of the
National Lutheran Editors’ Association : ,

“We would take this opportunity also to address the Council
on a problem which has occupied the attention of the National
Lutheran Editors” Association at its annual conventions for a num-
ber of years. We have reference to the problem of Lutheran
unity. At the last meeting of the association the editors unani-
mously went on record after a full day’s discussion of the subject,
urging all leaders of the Church to use their every effort to bring
about unity within the Lutheran household of America.

“In view of the steps already taken by the National Lutheran
Council to define the scope of its work as well as its relationship
to the Lutheran World Convention, we would respectfully suggest
that the time seems opportune to give consideration to the whole
problem of Lutheran unity as it affects Lutheran cooperative
endeavor, both at home and abroad. More specifically we would
suggest a study of the feasibility of setting up an All-American
Federation which could make use of the National Lutheran Council
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as its working agency. Such a federation might well bear the
name of the American Lutheran Convention and as such it could
constitute the American section of the Lutheran World Conven-
tion. ‘

“We are firmly convinced that the present desperate crisis in
world affairs presents a definite challenge to the Lutheran Church
in America to close its ranks and to meet the problems now con-
fronting it with a united front. We are persuaded that nothing
will serve to provide greater inspiration-to the rank and file of
our church in their response to the appeal which is shortly to be
made on behalf of orphaned missions and spiritual ministry to
service men than the realization that at long last definite steps are
under way to bring about unity among the Lutheran forces of
our land.”

These suggestions were then unanimously endorsed by the
National Lutheran Council in session and a committee was in-
structed to report recommendations. Dr. Ryden, editor of the
“Lutheran Companion”, reports about the reaction of the National
Lutheran Council as follows:

“By unanimous vote the National Lutheran Council decided
to refer the communication to a special committee with instructions
to report its recommendations to the next meeting of the Council.
The committee will consist of the presidents of the eight general
bodies affiliated with the Council, together with one additional
representative from each group. Dr. Frederick Knubel, president
of the United Lutheran Church in America, was named the con-
vener of the committee. After this action had been taken, the
Council adopted, also by unanimous vote, a resolution presented
by Dr. Rees E. Tulloss, president of Wittenberg College, reading
as follows: “In referring to a special committee the communica-
tion from the National Lutheran Editors’ Association and other
matters involving questions of Lutheran relationships the National
Lutheran Council expresses its conviction that the time has now
come for closer cooperation among all Lutheran bodies in America
in a Lutheran Federation. This action is taken in the profound
belief that such fuller cooperation is essential to the making of
our proper Lutheran contribution toward the preservation of
evangelical Christianity and with the prayer that, in the providence
of God, such a federation may constitute a step toward that ulti-
mate unity of American Lutheranism demanded by the challenge
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of the future, and so deeply desired and so long hoped for by
many both clerical and lay, in all our general bodies.”

Looking at these suggestions and reactions, one thing is
especially noteworthy. A federation of all Lutheran churches is
the goal. No further doctrinal basis is sought; unity is the ulti-
mate aim, but how? Instead of at first coming to a doctrinal
agreement, a further “cooperation in externals” such as the pro-
viding the means for orphaned missions, spiritual ministry to our
men in the service is sought. In our opinion this is more than
cooperation in mere externals. It belongs-to the field of missions,
the vital work of the church. By supporting an orphaned mission
for instance, we are enabling it to continue its mission work and
if that mission advocates an adulterated and changed gospel, we
become equally guilty of such unbiblical practice. One is at once
~reminded of another federation in our country, the Federal Coun-

“¢il of Churches of Christ in America. There also no attempt was

and is made to find a doctrinal basis. Social work and charity are
deemed to be the proper fields, in which the churches cooperate,
but they are the most radical federation, their pulpits are even
open to Jews and other outspoken deniers of the Holy Trinity.
The Federal Council became the forerunner of the ultraliberal
International World Conference for practical Christianity.

The true nature of the intended Lutheran federation was
made clear, when it was stated, that it should be named American
Lutheran Convention and that as such it should constitute the
American section of the Lutheran World Convention. Here the
real goal of the Lutheran unionists is revealed. A union of all
the Lutheran Church bodies in our United States, in North and
South America is to be effected, and these are to be linked to ail
the other Lutheran church hodies in the rest of the world, espe-
cially in Europe, be they Lutheran State or Free Churches, con-
servative or liberal. Attempts should even be made to win over
the Synodical Conference. They would be asked to participate
in the move. Finally the lofty goal of a greater Lutheran Church
would be attained. True unionism! An outward alliance at the
expense of true unity in doctrine and practice!

To some the idea of a federation seemed to savor too much
of the nature of the Federal Council of Churches. It would not
do to get along without a doctrinal basis altogether. A doctrinal
preamble, which could satisfy all the participants, would have to
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be found. It would have to be comprehensive enough to appease
the more conservative elements and liberal enough to permit the
.desired doctrinal leeway, a formula that could be interpreted ‘in
bonam partem and still be vague enough to make it possible for the
liberal Lutherans to subscribe to it without being dogmatically
bound in any way. The more conservative elements would also
not be satisfied with a mere federation, which would function in
external matters. A larger, more comprehensive, union ought to
be formed along the lines of the already established Lutheran
World Convention, which originated in- Eisenach after the first
World War. A doctrinal basis would enable the various church
bodies to do joint mission work in the vast realms of South
America, thus avoiding duplication of effort and waste of monies
and energies. The idea of a federation seems to have been
dropped. Dr. Poppen, the president of the American Lutheran
Church, submitted a doctrinal basis for such an American Lutheran
Convention as a substitute for the Federation plan.

We were not able to obtain the exact wording of the English
text of this doctrinal basis offered by Dr. Poppen, but we did dis-
cover the German wording for it in the Lutheraner of May 7,
1942, on page 155, in an article by Prof. Dr. Mueller. There we
found the following wording taken from the Kirchenblatt, the
official organ of the American Lutheran Church. In this Dr.
Poppen suggests the following doctrinal basis similar to that of
the first Lutheran World Convention in Eisenach:

“Der Lutherische Weltkonvent erkennt die Heilige Schrift
Alten und Neuen Testaments als die einzige Quelle und unfehlbare
Norm aller kirchlichen Lehre und Praxis an und sieht in den Be-
kenntnissen der Lutherischen Kirche, sonderlich in der Unge-
anderten Augshurgischen Konfession und Luthers Kleinem Kate-
chismus, eine lautere und reine Auslegung des gottlichen Wortes.”

We now quote the exact text of the doctrinal resolution of
the First Lutheran World Convention held at Eisenach in 1923
with its original German wording (See Theol. Quartalschrift,
July, 1924, page 203) :

“Der Lutherische Weltkonvent bekennt sich zu der Heiligen
Schrift des Alten und Neuen Testaments als der einzigen Quelle
und unfehlbaren Norm alles kirchlichen Lehrens und Handelns
und sieht in dem Bekenntnis der Lutherischen Kirche, insbeson-
dere in der Unverdnderten Augsburgischen Konfession und im
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Kleinen Katechismus Luthers die lautere Wiedergabe des Wortes
Gottes.”

The translation found in the Kirchenblatt is evidently a trans-
lation into the German from the English text, but the English
version is also not a correct and concise translation of the German
original, it permits the more liberal and diluted German translation
of the original resolution.

It is significant, that in neither of the resolutions a statement
as to the inerrancy of Scriptures is made. How could it be,
where so many of the members representing the various church
bodies both at Eisenach and at Pittsburgh reject the infallibility
of Holy Writ to say nothing of verbal inspiration, the thought of
which would cause some of them to shudder to be asked to accept
such antiquated ideas? How can those, who profess to be the
followers of Luther avoid taking a definite stand here, where they
ought to know the exact standpoint of Luther? If Luther did
not believe in verbal inspiration, why did he write: “Ein Wort
der Schrift macht mir die ganze Welt zu enge”? Why did he
cling to the: It is written, in his dispute with Zwingli, where union-
ism wanted to creep in? To insist on verbal inspiration or even
the more general term of the inerrancy of Scriptures would have
spoiled the outlook for the passing of the resolution both at
Eisenach and here and the whole shrewd and captivating plan of
a Lutheran World Convention.

Both resolutions use the phrase: “Einzige Quelle und unfehl-
bare Norm.” Why does not the “Unfehlbare” stand before
“Quelle” so as to read: “Die einzige, unfehlbare Quelle und
Norm?” That would have brought out the inerrancy of Scrip-
tures, but that would be too comprehensive and definite and obli-
gate the rank and file of the Convention to something they do not
believe in and do not want to see clearly stated in a doctrinal
preamble or resolution. As it reads now, they can claim to see
in the Bible the sole source and that sounds rather orthodox to
the superficial reader and liberal Lutheran. The “infallible norm”
also does not specify, whether it is the whole Bible or only certain
parts or even words such as those of Christ (“Was Christum
treibet”). IHere again we have a vague statement that can be in-
terpreted in various ways, but nothing absolutely definite and
binding. In judging the wording of doctrinal statements we have
to be doubly cautious and careful, since past and recent experiences
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have shown only too clearly, in what light they are viewed and
what interpretation is really given to them. Have not for instance
various recent comments on the “Sandusky Resolutions” within
the ranks of the American Lutheran Church revealed that the
words of the “Brief Statement” of the Missouri Synod, are not
taken at their face value by all and that the words “viewed in the
light of” have a deeper, very significant meaning?

Furthermore in the Eisenach resolution we read: “Der Lu-
therische Weltkonvent bekennt sich zu der Heiligen Schrift.”” Dr.
Poppen suggests: “erkennt an”. To confess something is cer-
tainly a stronger hinding than to merely recognize and acknowl-
edge. Dr. Poppen’s formulation gives our modern Lutherans a
little more theological elbow room.

Both resolutions mention the Unaltered Augsburg Confession
and Luther's Small Catechism as the outstanding Lutheran Con-
fessions. - Why these before others? It is true, both give the
essential doctrines in a wonderful summary, but why not the
typical Smalcald Articles penned by Luther himself? Because
Luther here brands the Pope as the Antichrist, speaks a very plain
language and does not tread as softly and carefully as Melanch-
thon. This would antagonize other soft-pedaled Lutherans, and
for that reason it is advisable to bring only the most general of the
confessions. The recent attitude of so many Lutherans in the
present controversy regarding fundamentals, non-fundamentals
and open questions bears out our contention. There are too many
controversial doctrines in the other Lutheran Confessions. Why
obligate unduly and thus limit the number of interested partici-
pants? Because of the well known loop-holes for “confessors,”
who want to be free to interpret Scriptures and the confessions as
they please, this resolution is wholly unsatisfactory to any true
Lutheran, who accepts all Confessions as the true interpretation
of the Word of God. True conservative Lutherans do not make
these distinctions between the confessions and do not find it neces-
sary to add: “Insonderlich” and thereby relegate other confessions,
which are too outspoken, into the theological and confessional
background. :

Finally we read in the Eisenach resolution: “Sieht in dem
Bekenntnis die lautere Wiedergabe des Wortes Gottes.” Dr.
Poppen gives the diluted form: “eine lautere und reine Aus-
legung. The definite article makes it very specific that the Con-
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fession gives us the pure-rendering of the meaning of the Word
of God. The indefinite article “Eine” leaves the possibility of
various interpretations. The Confessions happen to have one,
but it must not be absolutely binding, for instance in the case of
the Antichrist based on II Thessalonians. Dr. Lenski for example
accepts II Thessalonians as referring to the Pope as the Antichrist
and is in accord with the Smalcald articles.” Dr. Reu rejects the
interpretation and is opposed to terming the Pope the Antichrist.
In this case “Eine” is more elastic than “Die” and permits the free-
dom of accepting and rejecting an interpretation of Scriptures
found in the Confessions.

It certainly will not be difficult to irduce Lutherans of the
more conservative and also liberal bodies to subscribe to such an
elastic resolution and doctrinal preamble. The European Lutheran
State Churches and the Free Church of Breslau have already sub-
scribed to it and have even chosen the more specific and definite
form. Thus a foundation for world-wide Lutheranism has been
laid. Why not suggest the same thing in our country for our
various Lutheran churches and thus bring into being an American
Chapter of the Lutheran World Convention and have a doctrinal
basis, which ought to satisfy all and really obligate no one? The
numerous Lutheran pastors who no longer subscribe to all of the
Confessions of our Lutheran Church, even though they profess
to do so according to their ordination vow, can now accept this
general form, which leaves them the desired leeway of interpre-
tation, acceptance or rejection of individual articles of doctrine and
also whole confessions. What an out-look! We are not susr-
prised that the many shades of Lutherans at Eisenach could accept
such an all-comprising resolution. We shall also not be surprised
to hear, that such a doctrinal basis will also be acceptable to the
liberal Lutheran church bodies of our country and the whole
American continent, but that a representative of the American
Lutheran Church, their official president and spokesman should
be just the one to advocate such a vague and general resolution and
be willing to co-operate with the others is beyond us, after the
American Lutheran Church in Sandusky officially professes to
have accepted the “Brief Statement” of the Missouri Synod and
to have unity of doctrine with the same, even though it still re-
serves for itself the right to view it in the light of its own decla-
ration. There must be something wrong somewhere!
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Dr. Poppen speaks of the Lutheran World Convention and
does not only have the American Chapter in mind. For this
reason he chose and proposed the Eisenach resolution, which was
unanimously adopted at the time. This was only possible, because
the resolution in itself was so flexible as to permit even the ill-
famed Dr. Soederblom to subscribe to it. Dr. Soederblom’s
writings and confessions prove that this resolution of Eisenach
certainly was not his innermost confession. He, who rejected the
divinity of Christ, who was the moving force in the World Con-
ference for practical Christianity, which should comprise all
Protestant and Greek orthodox Churches, could even go so far as
to send an invitation to the Pope in Rome. Perhaps he visualized
a Roman Chapter of World Christianity! Only too soon did he
have to give up that dream, when he received the Roman answer:
“Non possumus”. At Eisenach also Dr. Joergensen of Kopen-
hagen claimed that not all of the Lutheran Confessions were of
the same value. He reckoned the Apostolic Creed to the Im-
mobilia, a creed, to which every pastor and professor of theology
would have to subscribe, if he wanted to teach, but in the other
Confessions he only saw mobilia, theological formulations, which
change and are of varied importance at different times. Dr. Joer-
gensen also subscribed to the Eisenach resolution. Should it be
so difficult to deduce similar statements from different Lutherans
of our country? A perusal of the history of the various Lutheran
church hodies and their representatives would reveal similar state-
ments.

The very fact that Dr. Poppen copied and even diluted the
Eisenach resolution for local usage proves, that he also subscribes
to the aims and principles of the Lutheran World Convention
originating in Eisenach. How a theologian who professes to be
a confessional Lutheran, can advocate such a flexible doctrinal
basis and the unionistic Lutheran World Convention itself is be-
vond us! In what light must he view the “Brief Statement”?

Dr. Graebner states in the Lutheran Witness of April 14, 1942
that he was pained and dazed, when he read the above mentioned
statements and the real gbals of the American Lutheran Con-
ference and the National Lutheran Council. In his problems of
Lutheran Church Union he so clearly points out what separates us
from the other Lutheran church bodies. Applied to the present
state of affairs, it would seem natural to expect such a develop-
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ment on the part of those Lutherans, who are not primarily in-
terested in unity of doctrine and practice, but in a greater, more
representative and influential Lutheran Church, who outwardly
still decorate the grave of the great Reformer and pretend to be
his true followers. Knowing the general trend of development in
the history of unionism and also knowing the past history of the
Lutheran Church in our country, he and we should not be sur-
prised about these recent developments, even though it may pain
us to see where the general body of Lutherans in our country is
drifting to. At a time, when the others are asking themselves,
whether the time has not come for closer cooperation among all
Lutheran bodies in America in a Lutheran Federation or world
convention, we should and must ask ourselves, whether the time
has not come to discontinue discussions of doctrine with those,
who, while they are convening with us agree with us, when they
convene with the others suggest resolutions that are even more
diluted and elastic than the very general resolution of Eisenach.

We are also greatly suprised that Dr. Mueller could write
regarding the resolutions of Dr. Poppen (Lutheraner of May 3,
1942, page 155): “Diese Lehrgrundlage ist an sich schriftgemaiss
und anerkennenswert, geht aber nicht weit genug, denn sie be-
greift nicht alles in sich, was unter den gegebenen Umstanden ein
Lutherischer Weltkonvent in seiner Lehrgrundlage als in seinem
besonderen Bekenntnis darlegen sollte.” — We ought to be very
hesitant and careful about accepting doctrinal resolutions as
scriptural and even lauding them, before we have thoroughly in-
vestigated the origin and the real meaning behind them. Words in
unionistic doctrinal preambles are very often used, not to convey,
but to conceal the real thoughts and to permit various interpre-
tations.

Dr. Mueller calls attention to the fact, that the United Lutheran
Church has been in fellowship with Reformed and even modern-
istic sects in St. Louis for instance and is doing the same thing
in South America. There they even are in fellowship with the
ultraliberal Evangelical Synod. He then asks the question: “Shall
that be continued? Does this also belong to the externals?” Dr.
Mueller limits himself to our country and to South America evi-
dently, because the American Chapter of the Lutheran World
Convention was under discussion, which was to do joint mission
work in South America and thereby avoid the duplication of work
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and finances. Since the Convention is to form the American
Chapter of the Lutheran World Convention, we naturally ask
ourselves: “And how about the brethren of the Lutheran Free
Churches in Germany, France, England, Denmark and Poland,
the former closely affiliated with the Missouri Synod and the

ree Church of Poland with the Wisconsin Synod?” How can
confessional Lutherans favor an alliance that views those as
brethren, who retain in their Lutheran State Churches some of
the most liberal and radical theologians and to whom the Lutheran
Confessions are a mere historical document meaning nothing or
very little to most of them? The Pittshurgh resolution states this
clearly: “The time seems opportune to give consideration to the
whole problem of Lutheran unity as it affects Lutheran cooperative
endeavor, both at home and abroad.” There we have the definite
aim to unite with all the Liuutheran church bodies in the whole
world, be their confessional standpoint ever so negative and dis-
putable. Should we not rather ask ourselves, whether the time
has not come to discontinue discussions of doctrine and practice
with those who are evidently favoring and suggesting a unionistic
Lutheran movement and are coming out into the open with their
real aims? Are we not disavowing our brethren across the seas,
if we continue discussions with those who will not sever their
connections with the Tiberal church bodies of our country and also
want to have support and defend a union with those church bodies
abroad, who are the greatest opponents of our brethren in Europe?
The Lutheran State Churches of Europe have done everything to
undermine and even destroy the work of the true Lutheran Free
Church. In their opinion there is no greater sin than to leave the
State Churches and join the Lutheran Free Church. We would
be stabbing our brethren across the seas in the back, if we on the
one hand would give them our moral support, call them our breth-
ren and at the same time come to an agreement with those, who
are allied with their greatest opponents. The time has come, when
we definitely must ask the members of the American Lutheran
Church: “Do you really uphold the Lutheran World Convention
and defend it or are you willing and ready to sever your connec-
tions, establish real unity in doctrine and practice and then join
hands with us?” How long do these leaders want to halt between
two opinions? The coming out into the open with the real goal
of a greater Lutheran World Convention ought to have opened our
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eyes as to their real aims. How can we honestly consider those
who even dilute the doctrinal preamble of the all comprehensive
Lutheran World Convention in Eisenach, as men whom we
should try to lead into the truth? Do they really want to be
led into the truth by us or are they not rather trying to win us
over to a more liberal attitude toward Scriptures and the Con-
fessions? If there were a real interest in seeking the truth
and abiding thereby, such theological stunts of dilution would
not be performed before our very eyes. Our brethren across the
seas are fighting our battles for true Lutheranism and are pioneers
in the first battle line against liberalism and modernism. HHere we
must take a definite stand and demand clarity and definite action,
otherwise we shall also become guilty of haltmg between two
opinions.

Finally Dr. Mueller rightly asks: “Does the fellowship with
the Reformed, Evangelical and modernistic churches also belong
to the externals?” It certainly does not. We ask in addition:
“How can a representative of the American Lutheran Church even
advocate joint mission work with the more liberal Lutheran church
bodies clustering around the National Lutheran Council?” How
can one profess to be a conservative Lutheran and at the same
time become guilty of and condone such unionistic mission WorkP
There must be something wrong somewhere !

. We have spoken of dangerous, eventually fatal steps. We of
the Synodical Conference must also be on our guard, lest we be
enticed by the captivating slogans on all sides. Some representa-
tives of our Synodical Conference have claimed that there is a
possibility of cooperating in externals without giving ground in
doctrine and practice. This is a dangerous and eventually fatal
step if continued.

In connection with the World Conference for Practical Chris-
tianity Dr. Kappler, representing the Evangelical State Churches
of Germany, passed out the slogan which became the social Credo
of Stockholm and is rapidly becoming the social Credo of ever
widening Lutheran circles in our own country: “Doctrine separ-
ates, love, charity unites”. Already at the first Lutheran World
Convention at Eisenach, Superintendent Angerstein of TLodz,
Poland, warned against this and even quoted Luther to base his
warnings on principles stressed by the great Reformer himself.
(For the exact wording see Theol. Quartalschrift, April 1924,
page 145.)
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Superintendent Angerstein closes his warning and plea with
these words: “Man will heute mit den Liebeswerken die dogma-
tische Grundlage verwischen und eine grossziigige Verbruderung
erzielen. Dass das unrecht ist, mogen nicht meine, sondern
Luthers Worte bezeugen: ‘Etliche unverstandige Geister geben
vor, man sollte nicht iiber einen Artikel so hart streiten, sondern
ob man gleich in einem geringen Stiick irrte, da man sonst in an-
derem eins ist, mége man wohl etwas weichen und gleichwohl
briiderliche und christliche Einigkeit halten. Mein lieber Mann,
es gilt hier nicht weichen, nicht etwas einrdumen, dir oder einigem
Menschen zuliebe, sondern dem Wort sollen alle Dinge weichen,
es heisse Feind oder Freund. Denn es ist nicht um dusserlicher
oder weltlicher Einigkeit und Friedens willen, sondern um des
ewigen Lebens willen gegeben. Das Wort und die Lehre soll
christliche Einigkeit oder Gemeinschaft machen, wo die gleich
einig sind, da wird das andere wohl folgen ; wo nicht, so bleibt doch
keine Einigkeit. Darum saget mir von keiner Liebe noch Freund-
schaft, wo man dem Wort oder Glauben will abbrechen ; denn nicht
die Liebe, sondern das Wort bringt ewiges Leben, Gottes Gnade
und alle himmlischen Schitze’” (St. Louis Lutherausgabe IX,
831). He who desires more information about Luther’s stand
toward cooperation in externals will find more in connection with
the above quoted passage.

Should these words of Luther not be a direct warning for us?
If some in our midst today advocate and defend cooperation in
externals, are they still treading in the footsteps of the great
Reformer and following his Biblical advice, are they still treading
in the footsteps of our Lutheran forefathers in our own Synodical
Conference? "We are taking dangerous, eventually fatal steps
" and are in great danger of losing our Lutheran heritage and are
selling our birthright for a pottage of lentils, if we listen to and
follow the songs of the sirens and shall land on the rocks of
liberalism and be shattered. Let us beware of cooperation in ex-
ternals! Principiis obsta! H. A. Koch.




THE SECOND SUNDAY AFTER TRINITY
TEXT: Luke 15:11-32

The Gospel-lesson just read to you is very well known. Who
does not know the story of the prodigal son! We might well wonder
whether the Lord here told a story from life. That is possible. Why
should this story not actually have happened as told? There is
nothing extraordinary about it. Has it not often taken place in the
past? Is it not taking place often enough, sad to say, in our own
day?* Our answer must be: Alas! But to that we must add the sigh
of regret: Only it does not happen just in the way our Gospel-
lesson reports. You grasp my point, I am sure. But let us take
up this point for closer inspection. Therefore we shall consider

THE STORY OF THE PRODIGAL SON
in this way:
1. In its first stage it is repeated very often;
2. But in its further progress it very seldom repeats itself;

3. And therefore too its most happy ending very rarely finds a
repetition.

I

In its first stage it is repeated very often.

This happens, first of all, when children are tempted to leave the
father’s house. Our Savior gives us a striking picture of that in His
words: “A certain man had two sons: And the younger of them said
to his father, Father, give me the portion of goods that falleth to me.”
From this account we recognize this son’s frame of mind. Life at ,
home with its discipline and restraint did not suit him. His thoughts
ran toward a life of pleasure, the lust of the flesh, carousing, drinking
bouts, wild parties and amusements, and even worse things, as we
hear from the lips of the elder son. Such things were not tolerated
in his father’s house. Therefore he was determined to get out and
away. This is something not at all rare. The evil desire, we know,
is in the heart. Besides, tempters are not lacking. The result is a
lot of trouble and heartache because of such an unruly son or
daughter who tires of the home discipline.

But now, dear friends, do not expect that we are going to follow
the story itself, as it is here told and as it unfolds from this point on.
Do not think that we are going to recall that there have been, here
and there, just such sons and daughters who yearned for a wild,
unrestrained life, and that we are going to dwell on the bitter grief
such children caused their honorable parents. You must bear in mind,
my dear hearers, that this story is meant to be a parable. So it is to
picture something spiritual to us, something that takes place in the
kingdom of heaven and is concerned with it. It is to this, the real
significance of the story, that we must direct our attention. Surely
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that is of prime importance for us all. Nothing is gained, if souls are
not directed to that. I have experienced what can happen in such
a case. I once heard a sermon on this Gospel-lesson. The preacher
took great pains to picture very feelingly how a son grieved his
parents through his lusting for a loose life. On that occasion I saw
a man well up in years weeping freely. His heart was greatly agi-
tated by the misconduct of this son, and — that was, sad to say, a
man who very often defiled himself with gluttony and drunkenness.
Tell me, what was needed more than to show him what the spiritual
meaning of this story of the lost son is, — to show him: Thou art the
man, thou art the lost son, thou, the old man with the gray head,
or at least thou dost stand in the gravest danger of becoming a
lost son.

Let us, then, direct our attention to the spiritual meaning of the
story. In the certain man who had two sons Christ presents the God
of grace to us. His house is the true Church, the communion of
saints. Into that home we were transferred already through Holy
Baptism. We remain and dwell there, as long as we believe and
walk according to faith, i. e., hear God’s Word, use the Sacraments,
and live in godliness, piety, and holiness. We are well off in the
house of God. There we have a perfect blessedness. For that
reason it is the will of our gracious, heavenly Father to keep us there
through His Word and Spirit, through earthly fathers and their dis-
cipline, through the Christian school, through preaching and the Sacra-
ments, through His discipline, through His admonitions, through His
words of comfort. But the devil is furious, because we have been
delivered from his stronghold and his kingdom and have been trans-
ferred into the house of God; and because God is to have in us be-
loved children, sons and daughters. Therefore he is determined to
wrest us away from that home. So he comes at them, young and old
alike, with his temptations. He has able support in that work. He
has, for one, the men of the world, the old ones who especially are
mammon-servers, and the young ones, who especially are high-livers
and pleasure-seekers. But Satan also has an assistant in the sinful
flesh which still clings to all children of God, though they are actually
in the house of God. We know that sin still lurks in their hearts, the
lust of the flesh, worldly lust, the lust of the eyes, the love of mamn-
mon, the craving for honor etc. Now Satan goads-the flesh in the
children of God, also in the strongest Christians, but above all in the
weak and younger Christians. The goad he uses especially is the
world and the words it uses to estrange and lead astray. It says to
the older ones: “Why do you let yourself be bound by the Church
and the Bible and the laws which do not fit our time at all? Keep
the church out of your life and you’ll be better off.” — To other
adults, but especially to the younger ones, it says: “Why let your life
be soured for you, and why be deprived of all pleasure through this
Christian faith? Do what you're free to do. Live according to the
dictates of your own heart.” In that way the children of God, the
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Christians, are tempted to say with the son of our Gospel-lesson:
“Father, give me that portion of goods that falleth to me.”

Those words surely did not flow out of a good, childlike disposi-
tion, but from the evil disposition of an unnatural child. Thus too
the children of God are tempted to yearn for that portion of goods
which they, according to the flesh, consider the best, and that means
the world’s treasures, pleasures, lusts, and way of life. They are
tempted no longer to be satisfied with the blessed life of faith in God’s
grace and the blessed dwelling in the house of the heavenly Father,
but to think that some happiness is escaping them if they do not
share in the world’s life. God’s discipline in His kingdom begins to
appear burdensome, yea, unbearable to them. They are tempted to
satisfy the fleshly desires of their heart and to surrender themselves
to their sinful inclinations. Where is the Christian who is spared
these temptations! There is none. Temptations come to those up in
years, who have lived long in the house of their heavenly Father here
on earth and have fought many a battle against temptation. But
temptation comes especially to the young who are just begin-
ning to fight, that is, to resist temptation. — But alas! this story of
the lost son repeats itself, often to bring heartache to many an earthly
father, but oftener still to grieve the heavenly Father. That happens
when they do not resist temptation, but actually leave the Father’s
house. They could resist. God the heavenly Father certainly leaves
nothing undone to hold His children at His side. He gives them the
most tender evidence of His love. He ever holds up before them
their good fortune in being with Him. He shows them the misery
that the worldly way of life brings in its wake. He makes it plain
to them that they must be blind to think that they were losing noth-
ing, should they follow the lust of their heart. He admonishes. He
warns.

Thus the heavenly Father deals with His children when they are
tempted to leave the Father’s house, the Church, the Kingdom of
heaven. So they could well resist the temptation. But they will
not be held back by admonitions and warnings, will not be drawn by
love, and will not let the Holy Ghost govern their hearts and keep
them in faith, so that they willingly, by faith and in faith, remain with
the Father in heaven in true loyalty and joyfully saying: It is good
for me to draw near to God; I will dwell in the house of the Lord
forever. And hold them against their will? God does not do that.
God does not make anyone His child by force, and He keeps no one
as His child by force. Then this comes true: “And he divided unto
them his living.” What does God do with the blinded children who
simply do not want to resist the temptation, who are determined to
choose the world and its treasures and its way of life, the flesh and
its pleasures and its way of life as their treasure, happiness, and
heavenly kingdom? He lets them follow their perverted will, from
which they will not let themselves be saved, and lets them go the
way of their hearts’ desire, to experience the truth He had expounded
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to them beforehand on every page of the Scriptures: The misery of
the lost sons. For sin is a reproach to any people. Cursed be he
whose heart departeth from the Lord. Thus many children of God
become lost children and sons.

Often you do not detect it in them at once, that they are such
miserable men who have fallen away and are lost. The son of our
story perhaps remained at home for some time after the division of
the goods; perhaps he lived in the neighborhood. But things surely
were not what they were before. His relation to his father was no
longer that of a son. So it did not take long before his separation
from the father and the father’s house became an open fact. He
journeyed-with all his goods into a far country. And now, being
out of the father’s sight and having cast aside every last bit of re-
straint and moderation, he plunged into revelling, an unrestrained
life, and the harlotry which the elder son reports. That is the course
taken, spiritually speaking, by so many apostate, lost sons of God,
the heavenly Father. For a time they preserve the outward guise
of Christianity, though in their hearts they have already fallen away
from their faith and their God. They come to church now and then,
perhaps are even seen at the communion table. The heart has not
vet hardened into the state of open defiance; it still holds some natural
awe for the God it knew and believed in. But inevitably there fol-
lows the journey into a far country. That means living openly with
the world. That means: They put at a great, great distance every-
thing that has to do with a heavenly Father and His heavenly home.
Inevitably also the riotous living begins — living completely to the
flesh. ’

And after that? After that follows also the woeful misery of the
life according to the flesh. Often the course of young apostate
Christians, of young lost sons, is exactly the same as that given here.
“And when he had spent all, there arose a mighty famine in that land;
and he began to be in want. And he went and joined himself to a
citizen of that country; and he sent him into the field to feed swine,
and he would fain have filled his belly with the husks that the swine
did eat; and no man gave unto him.” What disgrace, what moral
bankruptcy, and what a life of misery often lie at the end of the road!
Many a once beloved child of God, — a promising son, a flowering
daughter, — have perished in such a filth of sinful degradation, that
horror over their uncleanness almost outbalances the compassion we
feel for God’'s sake. Owutwardly, however, this is not always true of
the fallen-off children of God, including the young sons and daughters
who have fallen away from the faith and now despise God and the
Church and the Word. They do not waste their substance with
riotous living. On the contrary, they add to it. They are not in
want, but have an abundance of earthly goods. They do not have
to join themselves to anybody, in order to gain a livelihood. Rather,
they are standing on their own feet early in life, independent people
acquiring wealth. But even though this is their outward condition,
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vet having forsaken the faith and the Father’s heavenly home they
are lost, and their misery is the same as that of the others. They
have joined themselves to Satan, and they are herding the swine called
sin and fleshly lusts. The difference is only an outward ome. The
first mentioned people, with their open life of shame, with their
riotous living, are merely swinish children of the Evil One, while the
latter with their respectability in the eyes of the world and their fine
material prosperity are genteel children of the devil. All are lost
sons. Only those who have no spiritual insight deceive themselves
on this point, but not a truly enlightened Christian. — It is only too
true that there are enough of these lost sons of God who have become
swinish children of the devil to the sorrow of the heavenly Father,
and to the grief and bitter woe of many Christian parents as well.
But of those who have become genteel children of the devil, respect-
able men of the world, often not to the grief of their earthly parents,
sad to say, but always to the bitter sorrow of the heavenly Father, —
there are many, countless numbers, of them. How many older Chris-
tians alone are there who parted from our congregation as apostates.
How many young Christians too who were confirmed here have done
the same. Alas! the story of the lost son repeats itself in its first
stage in all too many cases. That is a saddening fact. But still more
saddening is the fact that the story

11
In its further progress very seldom repeats itself.

There are very few who come to themselves and learn to acknowl-
edge their miserable condition. In the case of the lost son of our
story this was the next stage: “And when he came to himself, he
said, How many hired servants of my father’s have bread enough and
to spare, and I perish with hunger.” He came to himself. First he
had rushed madly and blindly through days of high-living, carousing,
and fornication. Then for a time he had dragged himself drearily
through days of need and hunger, of shame and dishonor. All the
while he was looking for some help, and finding none. Then he came
to himself: he examined himself and earnestly took stock of himself.
He thought of the father and the father’s house where he once had
dwelled: “How many hired servants of my father’s.” With that he
visualized what he had been: not a hired servant, but an honored
son. He thought how well-off he had been there. The hired serv-
ants had bread enough and to spare, but he had all the goods there
were and besides that the genuine love of his father. Oh, how well-
off T once was! And now? I perish with hunger. I don’t know
how to help myself any more. I am at the end of my resources.
Helpless, I shall perish here in my disgrace and misery. Oh, the
miserable, wretched man that I am! To think of what I once was,
what I am now; and what is to become of me!

This is true of very, very few lost sons of God. This coming-to-
yourself, this taking-stock-of-yourself is sadly lacking. Most of them
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continue to go through life without a serious thought. Very rare
especially is this in such fallen-off children of God, lost sons and
daughters, old and young, who after falling away from the true faith
do not exactly descend into such depths of open shame and dis-
grace, of vice and crime as did this lost son, who became an object of
loathing and disgust in the eyes of men. Many an older Christian
falls away from the faith, leaves the church for the sake of the socie-
ties of unbelievers, because he does not want to be guided by the
clear Word of God, perhaps out of love of earthly gain, in his con-
cern for money. But though he has now become a lost child of God
who denies God’s Word, yet he leads a respectable life in the eyes
of men. Many indeed of the younger Christians who ere long become
ashamed of the Gospel and Christ, use the larger measure of freedom
to separate themselves from the church. But though they are now
living completely with the world and have the world’s way of think-
ing, yet they go along with the respectable world, they carry them-
selves well and even gain the reputation of very worthy young people
in the eyes of the blind world. There are many, many of them. The
majority of those who are confirmed join their number. — How very,
very few especially of these fallen-off children of God who have be-
come respectable children of the world ever get to the point where
they come to themselves.

In fact, it usually is no different even in the case of those who
have followed the lost son of our story to the end of the road, and
are sons truly lost in shame and vice. For the greater part they
journey to.a country farther and farther away from the Father’s
house, plunging ever deeper into a life of sin and the service of vice,
or at least into the life and ways of the world. They only go farther
and farther in forsaking God. They go from one hardening of the
heart to another, from one open defiance of God to another, into an
ever more appalling feeling of security. Alas! Very seldom do they
come to themselves. Very few of these lost children, lost sons and
daughters, will allow their miserable condition, their fatal state to be
brought to their knowledge. Very seldom does one of them learn
to say out of a thoroughly alarmed soul: To think what I once was!
A believing Lutheran Christian. I was truly happy then. And now!
I am an apostate! I have denied the faith. I have despised the
church and grieved my parents, and I basely offended my gracious
God, Whom I have forsaken for a life of the world and the flesh.
‘What has become of me? I will perish, be eternally lost. Miserable
wretch that I am, that I would not be warned, would not let the
heavenly Father constrain me, would not be held back by my fellow-
Christians, and plunged myself into eternal perdition. Very few thus
come to themselves and permit themselves to be led to the terrifying,
alarming knowledge of their lost condition.

Fewer still are they who will permit the only way of deliverance
to be shown them, and who really want to turn to God’s grace. In
the case of the lost son there was this blessed next step, that he not
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only saw that he was on the way to perdition, but that he also saw
which was the only way of deliverance for him. He said: “I will arise
and go to my father, and will say unto him, Father, I have sinned
against heaven, and before thee, and am no more worthy to be called
thy son: make me as one of thy hired servants.” He realized that
there was one help and one helper for him, namely, the father whom
he had leit and offended in the basest way. This one help, he said,
I will grasp. I will be held back by no shame, because I once left
him in such grand style and now come back dirty and poor. I will
go back to my father and will humble myself as one who has sinned
in a base and grievous way and ought justly be rejected and perish
and be lost. I will confess the truth, that I have sinned against God
and have deserved all this misery and ruin, this shame and disgrace
in which I must appear before him. Then I-will resort to praying and
begging and call upon his mercy, not to let me perish for hunger. I
will call upon him, to let me only come to him and be near him and
not to cast me out to certain ruin. — The lost son recognized this as
the only way of rescue for himself. After all, he had no other road
to take, if he did not want to perish. He could not think of looking
for decent work, in order to earn something and have some good daily
bread. There was no longer time for that, for he was already starving,

just as he said: “I perish with hunger.” — He knew he could not help
himself. My father’s compassion is my only help, my only way of
rescue. — That is the one thought which stirred his heart in a mighty

way. It led him to decide: “I will arise and go to my father.”

Very seldom do the fallen-off children of God, the lost sons and
daughters of the heavenly Father, resemble him in that. It is quite
apparent that most of the apostate Christians never realize at all
that they are on the road to perdition, walking the broad way to
damnation. On the contrary, since they are travelling the way of
civic righteousness and worldly respectability, they put their trust
in that, and in their blinded state they do not see that this too is
nothing but the righteousness of the flesh and therefore only a sowing
to the flesh from which they will reap a certain perdition. Therefore
they are far removed from any desire to take the way of the prodigal
‘son, the way of grace. Far removed from following this course like-
wise are those among the apostates who now and then are disturbed
by such thoughts as these: Perhaps not everything in our lives is
such as will stand in God’s judgment; we wonder just how we will
fare at the end. The salutary way, the only way assuring them of a
blessed end, the way of grace which the lost son took, remains hidden
from them. Yes, this is true even of those who like the lost son
of our Gospel-lesson basely leave the house of the heavenly Father
and after that the house of their earthly parents, plunge into a shame-
less, abandoned life of sin, find themselves degraded and starving
among the swine like the lost son, and then finally are sobered and
alarmed by their disgracefully lost life and the miserable end threaten-
ing them. Even among these there always have been very few in-
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deed who find the way of the lost son, the way of grace. Very few
see into this: There is only one way of rescue left for me — the way
to the God whom I have offended. Few recognize their sole guilt:
they alone, with their godless thoughts, brought themselves to per-
dition. They always find excuses. We do not find them bowing
under the word: “Thine own wickedness shall correct thee, and thy
backsliding shall reprove thee. Know therefore and see that it is an
evil thing and bitter, that thou hast forsaken the Lord thy God, and
that my fear is not in thee, saith the Lord of hosts.” They do not
say: I have sinned, I alone. It is all my fault. Wickedly I rushed
to my own doom. Qut of my own heart came all those evil thoughts.

My corrupted flesh and blood,

Only pricked by Satan’s goad,

The highest Good hath cast away,

Given to its lusts full sway. (Tr. W. H. F.)

Lo, error’s cursed way I've run

Many a year, from God astray,

Joined to the godless crowd did shun
Stubbornly the blessed way,

Though it leads to portals fair.

Woe is me! My sins have ne’er

Rued me, do not now distress me!

Beyond rescue I confess me! (Tr. W. H. F.)

‘What is the result? Because grace is granted only to those who
humble themselves, the thought of the way of grace remains far from
their minds. These unhappy men think only of making amends them-
selves, of restoring themselves to honor, not only before men, but also
before God. Their hearts are not governed by the one thought the
lost son had: I can find help only with the Father.

Nor does this hope of mercy become a mighty force in the hearts
of many lost sons:

Though great our sins and sore our woes
His grace much more aboundeth;

His helping love no limit knows,

Our utmost need it soundeth.

Our Shepherd good and true is He,

‘Who will at last His Israel free

From all their sin and sorrow.

Such comfort of God’s grace, given to us by His precious Word,
does not become strong in their hearts, so that the little spark of
faith is fanned into repentance and the sinner’s anguished heart is
aroused to the resolution: I will arise and go to my Father, I will turn
to God and His grace. We know that the hope-giving thought of
the father and his goodness had become a strong force in the lost
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son of our story. No remark such as this would have held him back:
‘What can you in your degradation hope for? No, he said: Do not try
to stop me. I know where I can find help. — This is true of all
lost children of God. When they have really come to a divine sorrow
and a salutary alarm over their sin, when they have despaired of every
way of self-help, and when this darkness of despair is then broken
by the light of the redeeming morning star, the grace of God in Christ,
then there is an impulse, a strong resolution and determination which
none of the dissuading remarks of the world can shake. Then their
only thought is: Back to the Father Whom I have forsaken, back to
the gracious, heavenly Father! But alas! How very seldom does
that happen! For that reason

I1I

The supremely happy ending of the story of the lost son very
seldom finds a repetition.

Surely it would be a cause for great rejoicing if the story of all
lost sons had this ending: “And he arose.” He did not stop with
the good resolution, he carried it out. He went to the father. And
behold, he found what he had hoped for: Mercy, abundant mercy.
What a reception he found! Thére was no trace of shrinking from
this walking misery. That only moved the son’s heart to deeper
repentance at first. Lamenting and weeping, he made his confession
and took his appeal to grace: “Father, I have sinned against heaven
and in thy sight, and am no more worthy to be called thy son.” And
now the grace and the goodness burning in the father’s heart broke
out in all kinds of wonderful acts. He put his best robe on him.
‘What honor was heaped on the son, and what a joy for the father that
he could do it for the son! For he was dead, and now he is alive; he
was lost and is found. That was a beautiful festival of rejoicing.
There the past was completely forgotten: the stubborn, wicked, defiant
departure from home, the life of sin, and the shame and the dishonor
heaped upon the father’s good name. Everything was crowded out
of sight and sent into oblivion by the joy that the lost one was found
again.

Such a supremely happy ending is found seldom enough in the
story of the lost children of God. Since they would not permit God’s
Spirit and Word to bring them to a knowledge of the only way of
rescue, that of grace, therefore they also failed to form the one
. resolution that helps a man and secures divine aid for him: I will go
back to God. I will return to my heavenly Father. For that reason,
too, the end of their story very seldom is the act: And he arose.
Rare enough, indeed, is the return of the lost children to the home of
our Father in Christ. Yes, it is seldom enough that the heavenly
Father sees them come stumbling home in all their misery, and that
He, overjoyed, bestows upon them the kiss of grace; seldom enough
that they lie at God’s feet in true, deep remorse and say, deeply
humbled:
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‘With utter shame I must confess

My sins and all their evil fame;

Their number and their heinousness

Are more than ever I can name,

Yet one of them is not so small

But it alone could bring me all

Eternal torments as my blame. (Tr. W. H. F.)

— and yet remember that God does not desire the sinner’s death, and
therefore say in hope: Have mercy upon me! Turn Thou unto me,
and be gracious unto me.

Out of the depths I cry to Thee,
Lord, hear my lamentation,

Bend down Thy gracious ear to me,
And grant my supplication;

For if thou fix thy searching eye,

On all sin and iniquity,

‘Who, Lord, can stand before Thee?

Repay me not for my transgression,

Nor requite me sins’ just pain,

O faithful Father show compassion,

Thy wayward child restore again.

God of compassion, set me free!

Now in compassion smile on me! (Tr. W. H. F.)

Rarely, we say again, do lost sons return in that way, coming
quietly back to God and to the house of God. For the same reason
it is seldom enough that the backsliders return openly to the house of
the Father which is called the Lutheran Church and appear before
the congregation with the confession: Dear brethren, I have grieved
you through my desertion. I am sorry. I beg you to accept me as
one of you once more. Alas! it is seldom enough that young Chris-
tians, after being truly converted from error’s ways, being accepted
once again by the heavenly Father and having returned to His heart
which has a mother’s devotion for them — it is seldom, I repeat, that
they then also return to their earthly father’s home and say in true
humility: Father, mother, I have done wrong. As God has forgiven,
so do vou forgive me too. Rare, rare is such a return to the heavenly
Father’s house. For that reason too the days of rejoicing, such as
here in our story, are so rare in the house of God, those days of
rejoicing when the Father in heaven again accepts the penitent sin-
ner, puts the ring of grace upon his finger, adorns him with the robe
of righteousness, forgives his sins, restores him to a child’s rights,
and in that way rejoices over the lost son who is found again, over
the one who was dead, but is restored to life, over one who went
astray, but is now again converted to Him.

Why do we rarely find this supremely happy ending? Certainly,
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it is not God’s fault. Yes, if God had the attitude of the elder son
toward the lost ones, then a lost son might well excuse himself: I
just could not summon up courage. What have I, after my miserable
backsliding, to hope for anyway? For that very reason this priceless
story has. been given to us sinners. We are to know that at the
first faint stir of repentance in our hearts God looks with joy upon
us, His heart leaps for joy, and then already He begins to embrace
us with His grace, and wishes for nothing but to exalt us from our
low estate, draw us to Himself, justify us, and honor us.

"So do not let yourself be led astray, no matter how deeply lost
you may be in the filth and misery of sin. Return, and the heavenly
Father will not hide His countenance from you. And if there be
anyone among us whose heart God has stirred to resolve: I will arise
and go to my Father, — who tells himself: From this point on there
must be a new life under God’s grace; — do not, I beg you, let any-
thing hinder or delay you! Since God has given you the will to do
it, He will also give you the power to carry it out. As many of us
as are saved are men who were lost, but are found again, who were
dead, but are made alive through the seeking grace of our Father in
heaven.

Come, ye sinners, one and all,
Come, ye all have invitation;
Come, obey his gracious call,
Come, accept His free salvation!
Firmly in these words believe:
Jesus sinners doth receive.
Amen.

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

Werner Franzmann.

Kirdengejdiditlide Notizen.

The Second Columbus Conference. — On January 20, 1941, a
significant meeting was held in Columbus, Ohio. For a report see Theol.
Quartalschrift for April, 1941, p. 133ff. On May 14-15, 1942, a second
very significant meeting was held in the same city. Its purpose we dis-
cussed in the April, 1942, issue of this magazine, p. 149ff. We now record
the resolutions adopted by this Columbus Conference as embodied in a
committee report. The first draft was considered at length, and some
parts were ratified. Then the entire report was recommitted, and Dr.
Ryden, Editor of the Lutheran Companion, recast it into a form which
was agreeable and in which it was accepted.

First Draft.

“Our present meetings are taking place because we have recognized
the seriousness of the present Lutheran distress in the world. We believe
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that there is providential meaning to that distress and that we cannot meet
our common responsibilities in the face of it unless the individual bodies
will make definite individual sacrifices unselfishly in the sight of our Lord.

“It has been proposed that a new organization, known perhaps as an
all-American Lutheran Convention, be set up, for which even a doctrinal
paragraph and a statement of objects have been suggested. If this step
be not favored at present, authorization might be given to the National
Lutheran Council to call a conference of all Lutheran bodies at stated
periods for consultation only.

“Meanwhile study might proceed as to an enlargement of the service
of the N. L. C.. It is assumed that the regular program of the Council
as to representations, statistics, and publicity meets with the approval of
the cooperating bodies. The three years of activity by the Welfare De-
partment have no doubt proved the advisability of this work. The
Service Commission has demonstrated the necessity and desirability of
joint efforts in this area.

“A possible enlargement might be considered from either one of two
forms of development. One of these would contemplate the partial ab-
sorption by the Council of existing conferences, as for example the Lu-
theran Foreign Mission Conference, Lutheran Home Missions Council,
American Lutheran Conference, American section of the Lutheran World
Convention, etc. The second form of development would involve merely
some new undertakings of service by the Council such as Dr. Poppen’s
suggestion of work among various racial groups, publication and dissemina-
tion of Christian literature, service to students in non-Lutheran institutions,
disaster relief service, portions of work done by the Lutheran World Con-
vention, some critical elements of the foreign mission problem, etc.”

The adopted Form.

“Recognition of the seriousness of the present crisis in world affairs
has prompted the National Lutheran Council to issue the call for this
meeting.

“We believe that there is providential meaning in the universal dis-
tress and perplexity of mankind, and that these constitute a definite chal-
lenge to the Church to rise to the opportunities for service created by ex-
isting conditions.

“We are convinced, however, that the Lutherans of America cannot
meet their common responsibilities in the face of the present crisis without
uniting their resources, and that the divine Head of the Church is
solemnly calling us to unselfish sacrifice and unified effort to meet the
serious problems which confront us.

“As specific proposals to meet the great needs of the hour, we advo-
cate, therefore, the following measures:

“l. In accordance with the objectives set forth in the resolution unani-
mously adopted by the N.L.C. at its annual meeting in regard to an
American Lutheran Federation or Convention, we suggest as highly de-
sirable the enlargement of the scope of the American Lutheran Conference,
so that its constituency may become representative of the Lutheran Church
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in America. Pending this consummation, we recommend that the N.L.C.
sponsor from time to time free general Conferences for consultation in
regard to our mutual Lutheran problems and opportunities for service,
with an invitation to all Lutheran general bodies to participate.

“2. In addition to the present work of the N.L.C. which includes
the Departments of Statistics, Publicity, Welfare Work, and Service Com-
mission, we propose an expanded.program to include closer co-ordination
of its work with the activities of other existing Lutheran groups, such
as the Lutheran Home Missions Council of America, the Lutheran Foreign
Missions Conference, and the American Section of the Lutheran World
Convention. .

“We also recommend that the N.L.C., in keeping with Article II of
the Governing Regulations of the Council, undertake a study of a program
of future expansion, including such projects as work among various racial
groups; ministry to the deaf, dumb, and blind ; publication and dissemina-
tion of ‘Christian literature; service to students at non-Lutheran insti-
tutions; disaster relief service; portions of work done by the Lutheran
‘World Convention; some critical elements of the foreign mission problems;
and other emergency tasks where common action is demanded.”

‘When the minutes of the Conference record that the above report was
adopted unanimously, it must be remembered that only the official delegates
of the N.L.C. were qualified to vote.

The Missouri Synod, which was represented on May 15 by four “un-
official” delegates, declined to participate in the two major moves con-
templated in the report, which the editor of the Lutheran Companion, the
author of the report, summarizes in the following words:

“l. To enlarge the scope and authority of the N.L.C., making it the
administrative agency of the eight Lutheran general bodies in co-operative
endeavors embracing practically every sphere of the Church’s work.

“2. To broaden the base of the A.L.Cf. in order to make its mem-
bership more fully representative of American Lutheranism.”

The aim expressed in Dr. Ryden’s summary has not yet been formally
achieved, ratification by the eight church bodies in the N. L. C. will be re-
quired. But this seems to be practically assured. We quote from the
Lutheran Standard, the editor, Dr. Edw. W. Schramm, reporting and
commenting under the caption “Two-thirds of a Loaf Better Than None”
as follows:

“Let it be carefully noted that the rejection at the hands of Missouri
of the proposals formulated at Columbus does not kill those proposals.
They have been unanimously approved by the general presidents of the
eight church bodies in the N. L. C. and by the other representatives of
those bodies who were at the Columbus meeting. They will now be sub-
mitted to the commissioners of the N.L.C. for approval and then to the
general bodies represented in the Council for their approval.

“Here we have a promising gleam of light on the horizon of more
effective Lutheran cooperation, for what the recommendations approved
at Columbus pave the way for is the expansion of the A. L. Cf. to include
the U.L.C. A. and the expansion and strengthening of the work of the
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N.L.C. This means that the eight synods that are already joined in the
N.L.C. would, if the recommendations made at Columbus are approved
by all concerned, cooperate more fully and more effectively through par-
ticipation in the A.L.Cf. as a deliberative body and through participation
in the N.L. C. as a functional body — the working agency of the Confer-
ence. The two together would constitute a kind of Lutheran Council of
Churches.”

Thus a closer union of the A.L.C. with the U.L.C. A. seems to be
in the making. M.

“Exchange of Letters with Missouri Synod.” — The Lutheran
Companion reproduces this correspondence in full. We reprint only the
letter of invitation, signed by F. H. Knubel, Ralph H. Long, and E. E.
Ryden, as mailed to seven presidents of Lutheran bodies, including Presi-
dent Dr. J. W. Behnken, and the pertinent parts of Dr. Behnken's reply.

The invitation..

“At its annual meeting the N.L.C. appointed a special committee to
study the future scope of the work of the Council, including its relation-
ships, particularly in reference to the Lutheran World Convention. The
committee consisted of the presidents of the bodies included in the Council
with an additional individual appointed by each president. A meeting
was held on March 13.

“Various propositions entered into the discussion there, including the
idea of a free All-American Convention for which the N.L. C. could act
as an agent. The discussions naturally included also many things relating
generally to the critical Lutheran situation in the world and specifically in
America.

“Finally a sub-committee was appointed for further study, and
arrangements for another meeting were made. The undersigned were
instructed to extend an invitation to the proper authorities of the other
Lutheran bodies to appoint representatives who will meet jointly with
those who gathered on March 13, for the purpose of considering the
situation in order to devise ways and means adequately to meet its
demands and opportunities. )

“We earnestly ask your participation in a meeting proposed to be held
in Columbus, Ohio, at the Deshler-Wallick Hotel, Friday, May 15, at
10 A. M., and request the kindness of a reply.”

The reply.

(First letter) Dr. Behnken requests “specific information concerning
the items which were to be placed on the agenda of this meeting. I
should like to know definitely -what the program is before I am called
upon to decide whether or not our Synod should send unofficial repre-
sentation. Your letter speaks in general terms. The various church
periodicals, too, do not indicate clearly what is to be the aim and objective,
though some of them speak more specifically of the purpose of the meet-
ing. For that reason I shall appreciate some direct information.”
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(Final answer) “I am very sorry that no definite and specific agenda
for the meeting could be given. It leaves us very much in the dark.
However, since you have been kind enough to extend an invitation, several
of us of the Missouri Synod will be present at the meeting.

“We accept this invitation with the understanding that we are not
members of the N.L.C. Hence we are not assuming responsibilities for
the meeting.

“For obvious reasons, — and I hope that this will not be misunder-
stood or misrepresented, — we are not taking part in the devotional wor-
ship and shall be present for only the business meeting.”

Other letters were exchanged, e. g., with Prof. Graebner, but they
were not made a part of the records. M.

President Brenner’s Letter. — In the name of the Wisconsin
Synod President Brenner declined the invitation to send representatives to
the recent Columbus meeting of May 15, 1942. We repeat what we said
on another occasion, we thank God that by His grace and mercy our
president was not caught napping, and thus was spared the situation in
which it would have been very awkward indeed for him as an appointed
watchman on the walls of Zion to be caught, namely, of having later to
complain pathetically that he is puzzled, amazed and dazed by developments
which flow consistently from premises lying open in public documents
before all who read, already in the A.L.C. Declaration. The A.L.C.
Declaration, the resolutions of Sandusky, of Detroit, of Minneapolis are
connected by a very straight line leading on directly to Columbus and
beyond. The A.L.C. cannot be charged with inconsistency. We believe,
however, that the progress of these developments was somewhat accelerated
by the action of such appointed watchman who, instead, hurled the Eighth
Commandment against those who sounded a note of warning, and in-
sinuated that by demanding clear and unequivocal statements in a document
purporting to be an agreement on previously contested doctrines a man
showed himself woefully deficient in sanity and charity. We thank God
that our president preferred to expose himself to suspicion and calumny
rather than to deviate a hair’s breadth from the strait and narrow path of
God’s truth.

Here follows his letter.

“The invitation extended to the Wisconsin Synod by your Committee
has been received and given serious consideration. As the purpose of the
convention and the scope of the discussions to be held are not sufficiently
clearly defined in your letter, my reply will of necessity also have to be
of a more general character.

“The Wisconsin Synod deeply deplores the divisions existing in the
Lutheran Church in our country and earnestly desires and prays for true
unity among all who bear our common name.

“Our Synod will at all times be found ready to enter into a discussion
of doctrine with any Lutheran body, providing that the existing differences
are frankly recognized and that we have the assurance that the sole pur-
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pose of such conferences is to remove these differences and to establish
true spiritual unity between that synod and ours.

“Our Synod is of the conviction that co-operation, even only in ex-
ternals, should not as a means to an end precede the establishment of true
unity between two bodies, but should follow as the result and expression
of a Scriptural unity previously established.

“We have not been able to persuade ourselves that conventions like
that to which you are inviting our Synod will serve the cause of true
unity. Our observation has been that there is noticeable in such conven-
tions a tendency to stress the question of practical co-operation at the cost
of the interest in the issue of oneness in doctrine and practice, which to us
is paramount.

“For these reasons our Synod firmly believes that it is serving the
cause of the unity for which our Lord commands us to pray and strive

most effectively by declining to participate in the present movement.”
M.

_ Expansion of the A.L. Cf. — The annual convention of the N.L.C.
in January (see Q.S. for April, 1942, p. 149ff.) proposed the founding of
a new body, tentatively called “The American Lutheran Convention.” At
a subsequent meeting of especially appointed representatives of the eight
bodies affiliated with the N. L. C,, held in Chicago on March 13, Dr. Poppen
proposed a confessional paragraph for the new Convention. We quote
from the Lutheran Standard: “As a doctrinal basis of the proposed
organization Dr. Poppen suggested a statement similar to that of the
Lutheran World Convention. The latter reads:

“The Lutheran World Convention acknowledges the Holy Scriptures
of the Old and New Testaments as the only source and wnfallible norm of
all church doctrine and practice, and sees in the Confessions of the Lu-
theran Church, especially wm the Unaltered Augsburg Confession and Lu-
ther’s Small Catechism, a pure exposition of the Word of God.

“Dr. Knubel was authorized to appoint a committee of three for the
purpose of studying Dr. Poppen’s suggestions as well as the future policies
and program of the N.L.C. and to make its recommendations at the
Columbus meeting.”

We here note in passing how easily little changes creep in. The text
of the confessional paragraph as given above is a rendering in idiomatic
English of the original Eisenach Bekenntnisresolution, which reads:
“Der Lutherische Weltkonvent bekennt sich zu der Heiligen Schrift des
Alten und Neuen Testaments, als der einzigen Quelle und unfehlbaren
Norm alles kirchlichen Lehrens und Handelns, und sieht in dem Bekenntnis
der Lutherischen Kirche, insbesondere in der unverdnderten Augsburgischen
Konfession und im Kleinen Katechismus Luthers, die lautere Wiedergabe
des Wortes Gottes” (reported in Q. S., 1924, p. 203.) — Compare with this
the German translation of Dr. Poppen’s proposal as contained in the Kir-
chenblatt for April 11, 1942 (We underscore those changes that may affect
the sense. — M.): “Der Lutherische Weltkonvent anerkennt die Heilige
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Schrift Alten und Neuen Testaments als die einzige Quelle und die un-
fehlbare Norm aller kirchlichen Lehre und Praxis und sieht in den Be-
kenntnissen der Lutherischen Kirche, sonderlich in der Ungeanderten
Augsburgischen Konfession und Luthers Kleinem Katechismus, eme lautere
und reine Auslegung des gottlichen Wortes.”

The plan of founding a new body with a confessional paragraph dis-
appears from the Columbus resolutions (adopted form). In its stead
the “enlargement of the scope of the A.L.Cf.” is suggested and an “ex-
panded program” for the N.L.C.

We were reminded of the “strategic position.” M.

Resolution of the Columbus Conference regarding Missouri. —
How anxious the other Lutheran bodies are to have Missouri, if the latter
is not ready to participate in a general Lutheran convention, to co-operate
at least in specific instances, is evident from the respective resolutions
adopted at Columbus. We take them from the Lutheran Companion to-
gether with the editorial preface.

- “Missouri’s letter of acceptance- brought forebodmgs of what that
body’s attitude would be. . . . In view of the action of the Missouri Synod
at the first Columbus Conference in January, 1941, however, when it agreed -
to coordinate its work for service men and in the relief of orphaned Lu-
theran foreign missions with similar efforts of the N.L.C, it was the
confident expectation of many that, in view of the desperate crisis in world
affairs which bears with it a threat to the very life of the Church, the
Missouri Synod would be willing at this time to go much farther in uniting
the resources of American Lutheranism to meet the problems of the day.
This hope had received much encouragement in recent months because of
thoughtful articles by prominent Missouri leaders which appeared in the
American Lutheran and Lutheran Witness, Missouri Synod publications,
advocating co-operation with other Lutherans in externals, and proposing
that common agencies be used for such co-operation. . . .

“As the discussion proceeded, it soon became evident that the Mis-
souri Synod would decline to participate in the contemplated expansion of
the A.L.Ci. or to affiliate with the N.L.C, although it was made clear
to the Missouri representatives that their own synod could determine the
measure and manner in which it might make use of the Council as its
agency. A prepared statement was finally read by President Behnken in
which he recognized the need of co-ordinated efforts in external matters,
but contended that this could be effected without an intersynodical organi-
zation. This was a reference to the N.L. C. In regard to an all-Lutheran
federation or conference, he declared that his synod feels in conscience
bound to decline participation in an orgamzation which fails to insist wpon
thorough agreement in doctrine and practice.

“Even world emergencies, said the Missouri president, emphasize the
need of solid foundations and warn earnestly against flumsy compromises,
and he added, For that reason we plead for an earnest re-study of Biblical
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doctrine and Scripture practice before any efforts are put forth to effect
any new alliance ov new organization.

“When it was pointed out that all other Lutheran bodies in America,
in their constitutions and official declarations, stand on the same doctrinal
basis as the Missouri Synod, and are equally zealous in their confession
of, and loyalty to, evangelical truth, there was no answer from the Missouri
representatives.

“Before the conference adjourned, however, Dr. Behnken’s suggestion
that there are certain fields involving matters of purely external character
in which co-operation between Lutherans is possible, led to renewed dis-
cussion, whereupon Dr. Rees E. Tullos, president of Wittenberg College,
offered the following resolution, which was adopted without dissenting
vote:

“Resolved, that we have heard with regret that the Missouri Synod is
not prepared to co-operate in a general Lutheran Conference or Conven-
tion, as proposed at this meeting ; and cannot at this time accept the N. L. C.
as its agency in meeting our common responsibilities.

“In view, however, of President Behnken's statement that there are
without question matters of purely external character in which co-operation
is possible and desirable, and that in regard to any specific instances of
possible co-operation the Missouri Synod would welcome the appointment
of a committee of the N.L.C. to meet with a committee of the Missouri
Synod for the consideration of the questions involved; be it

“Resolved, that we express our hope that committees may be set up
for the consideration of specific instances of such possible co-operation in
purely external matters.” M.

“The Third of a Loaf Is Needed.” — Editor Dr. Schramm, who
in his report of the May 15, 1942, conference at Columbus charges the
Missouri Synod with “disloyalty to the Word of God in certain important
respects, for example, in its refusal of prayer fellowship to fellow-Lu-
therans — treating us as though we were Unitarians — and in its running
the risk of allowing souls to go to the devil rather than recommending
them to the spiritual care and fellowship of a Lutheran congregation of
another synod” — yet urges the Missouri Synod to join the proposed Con-
vention.

“Beyond question the Missouri Synod is needed to make this proposed
closer alignment of Lutherans what it ought to be. This fact was sensed
both by the representatives of Missouri and by the representatives of the
Council bodies. . . .

“Once again, as we sat in this memorable meeting, we thought of a
portion of God’s Word that is becoming increasingly meaningful and pre-
cious to us: the twelfth chapter of First Corinthians, describing the
diversity of gifts which the one and the same Spirit divides to each one
and to each church body even as He will. '

“On the basis of that precious Word of God we say to all the Lu-
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theran church bodies in America: We need one another. The Missouri
Synod should be in the proposed Lutheran alliance for the sake of its
sister synods and for its own sake.” M.

»Die eigentliden Differengpunfte.” — Unter der allgemeinen iiber-
fehrift ,B3ur Cinigung” verdffentligt Dr. €. €. Gerfen folgenden furgen
Artifel im ,Rirchenblatt” bom 6. Juni 1942:

Mein fehnlichiter Wunjd) und Gebet ijt, daf durd) Goited gnadige
RQenfung eine gotigefdllige Cinigung, namentlid) swifgen der efriv. Miffouri=
fpmode und Dder Umerifanifh=Lutherijden SKirde zujtande fonmumen moge.
Dagu ift gunadit ein ernjter aufridhtiger Wille bonndten, der jid) bei den
interfinodalen Rehrbefprechungen beiderfeitd offenbaren mwuf. Vei diefen
Befpredjungen ift e3 nidt notig, daf {amtlide theologifdhe Difziplinen be=
jbrohen iverden, da eben foldje fveitgehende Befpredhungen lange Beit er-
fordern iviixben. Aud) indre e3 ein Wiberfprud), Cinigfeit zu maden in
RQefren, iiber welde jdhon langjt Einigfeit borhanden ift.

L, Alle interfjnodale Bejprechungen follten fid) nur auf den urfpring-
lidgen status controversiae (Streitpunft) beziehen, und diefen urfpriinglichen
Gtrettpunft Hat Dr. Walther flar und Ddeutlih bdargelegt im ,Rehre und
Welhre', ©. 54, Februar 1881. Da {djreibt er: ,So erfldren ivir fiir den
eigentlichen status controversiae in Dem gegenivdrtigen Refritreit dag Fol-
gende :

1. @liept der von Eott borhergefefene Glaube aud der Gnaden-
fwahl, oder flielt die Gnadentvabl aus dem vorhergefefenen Glauben? —
2. Beruht die Gnadenwafhl allein auf Goited BVarmberzigfett und Chrift
Verdienjt, oder aud) auf dem bvon CEott vorhergejefenen BVerhalten Dde3
Menjchen? — 3. Kann und foll ein gldubiger Ehrift jeiner Wahl und darum
jeiner Seligfeit geivily werden und fein, oder famn unb foll er Derfelben nidt
gefvify werden und fein?

»Walthers Uffirmative {ind: 1. Der vorhergefehene Glaube flieht ausd
dex @nabenmabf. — 2. Die Gnabenfpahl beruft allein auf Gotted BVarmi-
Gergigfeit und Chrifti BVerdienft. — 3. Der gldubige Chrift fanm umd foll
feiner Wahl und darum aud feiner Seligfeit geivify jein.

HRatiiclid) urde im Raufe ded Streited um die Cnadenpalhl aud) die
Rehre bon der Vefehrung mit in den Lehritreit hineingezogen, weil fie eben
in enger Werbindung mit der Gnadenivalhl jteht. Allein die Hefondere Ver-
anlafjung dagu war der von Dr. Stelljorn gebraudite Ausdrud, daf Be-
fehrung und Celigleit in gevifjern &inn aud) abhinge bon ded Penfden
Verhalten gegeniiber den angebotenen Gnadenmitieln und dem in ifuen und
burd) jte gu feiner BVefehrung und Seligleit wirfjamen Heiligen Geift. Dr.
Stellhorn mollte mit Ddiefem Yusdrud eine IFangsbefehrung abiveifen.
Die angegebenen drei Uffirmative Dr. Waltherd und der Yusddrud itber das -
BVerhalten mwaren und find Heute nocdh die eigentliden Dif=
ferengpunfte gwifden beiden SHnoden &Sind tir und
vollig einig in Diefen RQehrpuniten, dann fvird ivie von {elbft Cinigung in
allen anderen fundamentalen Lebren folgen.”

- Wirft nidht der bon und Hervorgehobene Sab ein eigentiimliches grelles
LQicht auf die ,A.L.C. Declaration”? Dr. Gerfen zum fvenigften jcheint
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Der Unficht zu fein, daf durd) die “Declaration” die eigentlichen Gegenjae
nicht befoben {ind. — Gewofnlidge Ehrlichfeit erfordert, dafy man die Sabke
eined Dofumentd berfteht, ivie {ie lauten, und nidht allerlei Hineinliejt, wasd
fie nicdht enthalten. Dr. Gerfens Wort notigt zu doppelter BVorjidt in diefer
Begiehung. Mm.

Subtle Influence of the Social Gospel Idea. — The Lutheran for
June 3, 1942, carries a quotation from The Ohio Staie Journal, in which
the following passage occurs: “The billions upon billions of money spent
in ‘war would keep all the churches going and spread the Gospel to every
creature. Mankind has not yet learned to subject itself to the benign rule
of Christianity. Men will kill and destroy. They will labor to acquire
wealth and comfort, and then burn it up and tear down. But Christianity
has not failed. The teachings of the Nazarene have not been lost. His
gentle spirit still rules in many hearts, and the better forces in the world
are resolved that the present condition shall not go on forever.”

True as it is that genuine Christianity will lead men to be peace-loving
and more ready to relinquish even some of their just claims in the in-
terest of peace, it is missing the mark widely to assume that such is the
ultimate aim of the Gospel to make living conditions on earth- more
tolerable as also it is missing the mark to assume that natural reason can-
not know that peace is better than war and that even a meager compromise
is preferable to a fat law-suit. — The secular Journal cannot be blamed
for its evaluation of Christianity, but The Lutheran should not have called
the quoted paragraph “a heartening word from a daily” without at least
adding some qualification. Rather, in our day it is particularly necessary
to be on our guard against the subtle influence of the Social Gospel idea.

M.

“What Would Luther Say?” — Under this”heading the Lutheran
Standard for April 18, 1942, carried the following editorial:

“The News pages of last week’s issue of this paper told of the organi-
zation within the Synodical Conference (chiefly, it would seem, within the
Wisconsin Synod) of The Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau, which
is avowedly committed to bearing ‘testimony against any and all errors
appearing in Lutheran circles, especially in Lutheran union movements,” and
to publishing a journal and tracts to accomplish this heresy purge. . We
did not take part in the organization of this bureau and hence cannot say
whether it is aimed primarily at the A. L. C, the A.L.Cf., the U. L.C. A,
or perhaps against the Missouri Synod, especially the American Lutheran
Publicity Bureau within the Missouri Synod. Be that as it may, our
readers learned already from last week’s news story in this paper that we
do not warm up to this latest evidence of bull-dogmatism. To be sure,
we Christians can and must bear witness to the truth. That is why we are
writing this editorial. But this branding of those fellow-Christians and
fellow-Lutherans who differ with us on points of theology as ‘false
prophets’ and as those ‘who cause divisions and offenses’ leaves us cold;
or rather, it causes us to say to the accusers, ‘Study those passages in their
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context, my valiant contenders for the truth, and repent of your misuse
of them before you try to wield the sword of the Spirit against your
brethren.’

“Too long have some of us Lutherans allowed such an un-Christlike
attitude and such a manhandling of Christ’s precious, loving truth to go
unchallenged and unrebuked. If these good brethren will-approach their
fellow-Lutherans in a spirit of meekness, confessing their own faults, and
considering themselves,. lest they also be tempted (Gal. 6, 1), then they
can be used of God to strengthen the Lutheran cause. Otherwise, their
new organization can serve no good purpose, and they themselves are in
grave danger of becoming a sect, in the fullest sense of that word.

“We are convinced that Martin Luther himself would repudiate this
new organization. In a letter to the Swiss, written on December 1, 1537,
more than a year after the Wittenberg Concord was adopted, Luther wrote
(we are indebted to Editor Th. Graebner for the translation from the
German) : ‘We in this region in our writings and sermons keep quiet and
restrain ourselves from writing against your men in order that we may
not be the cause of hindering the concordia. We are pleased to see it
2 reality, and God be praised; of fighting and scolding there has been
enough in the past, if anything could be accomplished by such methods.’
That was the mind of Luther. Also the mind of Christ.”

Limiting our remarks to the quotation from Luther, we wonder why
the context of the sentence is not given, nor the whole background of the
letter. We wonder also if the editor wishes to place “The Confessional
Lutheran Publicity Bureau” on the same level with the “Schreier” about
whom Luther complains. And what might be the modern counterpart of
the Wittenberg Concord?

The above quoted editorial refers to the “News Pages” of the pre-
vious week. There the organization of “The Confessional Lutheran Pub-
licity Bureau” was reported under the heading “‘False Prophets’ Detectors
Organize for Business”, and the Bureau itself was called “this heresy
hunting piece of ecclesiastical machinery”. Do these words breathe the
“spirit of meekness”, or do they come closer to the “scolding” about which
the quoted sentence from Luther’s letter complains? The editors of the
Confessional Lutheran have by their articles up to this time proven them-
selves to be earnest, sober, but relentless seekers after the truth. So why
get hysterical? Only some one who has something to hide need fear a
research bureau. M.

The Importance of the Parochial School according to the editor
of the Nassau Bulletin. — The Lutheran School Journal for March, 1942,
in its News column, reprints some excerpts from a front-page editorial
of the paper named above. The writer is A. R. Willcox. The School
Journal prefaces the quotation with the remark: “When the secular press
takes up the battle cry for the Christian school, the Christian world should
sit up and take notice.” We underscore some of the striking statements.

“The first streaks of dawn now seem to be breaking for a day of
greatly needed tmprovements . our common-school educational system.
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American educators, editors, and’ employers have long been somewhat
concerned over the average product of our palatial school buildings.
Many believed that the privately owned parochial schools so widely
operated by the Catholic churches, by setting higher standards in teaching
and discipline, helped maintain some semblance of educational presenta-
bility among our public schools. Many opposed the parochial schools as
beyond the uniform control of the State.

“That, of course, was not true. The parochial-school curriculum is
fully ‘in mesh’ with the gears of the State-school system. It teaches
nothing ethically lower or pedagogically inferior to the public school —
and a great deal that is higher. And it gives the children the two things
most crucially needed by owr future citizens — Christianity and discipline.

“Enough of those today, and we need not fear Communism tomorrow.
The missionaries of the Communist creed have exhibited a very compre-
hensive program designed to eliminate Christianity and discipline from
today’s children, as well as to lower their standards of reading, music,
art, and morals. Take a thoughtful look at today’s stationery store and
Tin Pan Alley!

“Now a movement is gaiming impetus right here close to us, at the
County Seat (Mineola, L. 1.), for the establishment of day-schools by
Protestant churches; and right there we think we see those first faint
streaks of the dawn of a better day. There is no question that it can be
done, that it will be done, and that it will be a ‘shot in the arm’ to the
public school. A three-cornered competition among Catholic schools,
Protestant schools, and the public schools could not but raise the standards
of all three.”

All this may be true, but it does not state the main reason why we
Lutherans cherish our parochial schools. Our children have been com-
mitted to our care by our God, who gave His only begotten Son also for
them. We have been charged with the responsibility of bringing them
up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. Dare we expose them to a
training which of necessity is earth-bound and builds up character by
leading the child to rely on and develop its own innate abilities?

M.

Dr. W. G.. Polack’s Evaluation of the Columbus Conference. -—
Dr. Polack attended the Columbus Conference of May 15 as the represen-
tative of the Lutheran Witness. In the issue of this biweekly for June 9,
1942, he publishes a thorough report of the meeting, culminating in an
evaluation, which we here reproduce in full.

“The writer of this report, who was present at the meeting as official
representative of the Lutheran WWitness, has headed his report of this
conference ‘A Memorable and Historic Meeting’ advisedly. He believes
that there were definitely evident certain factors which should augur well
for the future of the Lutheran Church in America. In spite of the fact
that there was a keen disappointment that the Missouri Synod could not
see its way clear at this time to join the other synods in a federation of
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some kind, there was no doubt that the presidents of the other Lutheran
bodies understand the historic position of our Synod and respect it. We
heard not a single word of criticism of the principles for which we stand,
but only expressions of readiness to receive any co-operation that we can
conscientiously give. In addition to Dr. Behnken’s ringing plea for doc-
trinal unity and loyalty to the Lutheran Confessions, several other presi-
dents expressed themselves similarly in unmistakable terms of sincerity and
conviction. Furthermore, it was very clear, from repeated expressions
made, that the proposals in the agenda of the meeting were not intended
in any way to involve church fellowship or to compromise the principles
of any co-operating group, a position, incidentally, which is fundamental
in the organization of the National Lutheran Council, as we were assured
by various members present.

“Finally, in view of the fact that the sainted Walther and other
synodical fathers consistently advocated free conferences between synods
for the furtherance of doctrinal unity, this writer believes that, if and
when such a free conference is called, our Synod, true to its historic posi-
tion on this point, will desire to be represented. However, until that even-
tuality comes to pass, this writer feels impelled to express the personal
hope that the two committees for joint consideration and action may be
appointed soon in order to be prepared to meet the problems of the future
as they arise. He believes firmly that the Missouri Synod is just as deeply
concerned about the future of Lutheranism in our country and in the
world at large as any other Lutheran body in our land.” M.

Biidjertijdy.

The Annotated New Testament. A Pocket Edition of the New Testa-
ment, Authorized Version, with Notes by Theodore Graebner. Con-
cordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo.

This is the first of a series of booklets containing the annotated text
of the New Testament according to the Authorized Version published by
the Walther League. Ours is the Gospel according to Saint Matthew,
pocket size with green cover and several prayers on the inside of the
back cover. It is hoped that the convenient size will induce many 2
Christian to shove one of these booklets in his pocket and to read it in
spare time and at odd moments. The notes are to facilitate the under-
standing. With respect to these notes Dr. Graebner has this to say:
“l. These notes are written throughout for the present pocket edition of
the New Testament. 2. In their preparation the editor has utilized the
notes and comments of Martin Luther, of the great Lutheran teachers in
Germany and America, and the scholarship of Bible students of the Prot-
estant world. 3. All the words of the Authorized Version obsolete in
meaning or usage have been rendered into modern English. 4. The notes
are throughout based on the original Greek text, enabling the reader to
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enter into the full meaning of many passages.” There are also dlrectxons
on how to read these booklets in a profitable manner.

- The undertaking is a pra1seworthy one in that it makes such handy-
sized booklets available to our Lutheran public. However, we {fully
realize the difficulty of keeping the notes as brief as possible on the one
hand and at the same time giving all the desirable information on the
other hand. No wonder, then, that in our estimation this goal has not
always been reached. To demonstrate we select a few passages. Chapter
3, verse 8 the adjective “meet” in the phrase “fruits meet for repentance.”
We doubt the average reader will understand the word, and there is no
note offering help. Again some of the explanatory notes are inadequate,
are not doing full justice to the text. The note on “fulfil” in chapter 5, 17
reads: “teach them as to their innermost truth and meaning. The Law
revealed God’s will, the prophets revealed God’s plan of salvation. Jesus
came to proclaim both in perfect fulness.” We fear the editor may be
gravely misunderstood by some of his readers, when he paraphrases 6, 33:
“But seek ye first the kingdom of God” etc., with “Be sincere in your reli-
gion, and God will take care of you.” These few examples will suffice
to show what we mean with the difficulty of annotating the text briefly but
adequately. L.

Brlghtest Light for Darkest Africa. A Mission Story Book About the
Ibibos of Ibesikpo. Explaining Their Country and Their Customs.
By John Theodore Mueller, Th. D., member of the Missionary Board,
St. Louis, Mo. Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. Price,
15¢c.

The subtitle explains fully the contents of the pamphlet. It should
find wide distribution in our congregations. The better our people become
acquainted with this field, where our Synodical Conference conducts a
richly blessed mission, the greater will be their interest, the more eager
they will be to pray for it and contribute to its maintenance and expansion.

L.

Proceedings of the Thirty-Eighth Regular Convention of the Ev. Luth.
Synod of Missouri, Ohio, a. O. St. assembled at Ft. Wayne, Ind.,
1941. 448 pages. Price, 85c. — Concordia Publishing House, St.
Louis.

This voluminous report, by its very size, shows what a tremendous
amount of work is being done by our sister synod in serving her own
congregations, in training future ministers of the Word, in spreading the
kingdom of Christ. Paging through the volume, one finds that the synod
is confronted with many critical problems both along administrative and
also doctrinal lines, some of which will, in the way they are met and
solved by the Missouri Synod, also deeply affect the synods associated with
Missouri in the Synodical Conference. As such may be mentioned:
“Establishing the True Meaning of Art. VII of Synod’s Constitution” (p.
243ft.). — “The Chinese Term Question” (p. 307f.). — In general “Inter-
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synodical and Doctrinal Matters” (Lutheran Church Union. — p. 277ff.).
We hope and pray that God may grant His Spirit richly to our sister, who
is approaching the century mark of synodic existence. M.

The Antichrist. By P. E. Kretzmann. Mimeographed. 32 plus 2 pages.
Paper covers, stapled. Price, 55c. — Concordia Seminary Mimeograph
Co., 801 De Mun Ave., St. Louis, Mo.

This brief but comprehensive monograph presents the Lutheran view
of the Pope of Rome as being the Antichrist prophesied in the Scriptures.
In the first part, p. 1, it answers, by quotations and references, the ques-
tion, “What the Lutheran Confessions Say.” The second part, p. 2-4, is
headed: “Scriptural Teaching, Doctrine, Dogma — in their Relation to
the Antichrist.” Part III, p. 5-13, “Papam Esse Ipsum Verum Anti-
christum.” Part IV, p. 14-27, furnishes the historical evidence for the
indictment presented in Part III, by showing “The Progressive Revelation
of the Antichrist.” Part V, p. 28-32, offers a translation of Heinrich
Brandt's chapter in the Antichrist, under the heading “A Lutheran Dog-
matician on the Antichrist.” An appendix of two pages contains “Walther’s
Position on the Antichrist in the Milwaukee Colloquy of November 13-19,
1867.”

The heart of the pamphlet is Part III, with a valuable brief summary
in the 12 points enumerated (and enlarged) on p. 7ff.

The argument that the Antichrist must be understood as an individual
is forcibly met in the following counter-argument: “In the first place, the
text in 2 Thess. 2, 6.7 indicates that the restraining power which held back
the development of the Antichrist is referred to by means of a masculine
form, v. 7, and of a neuter form, v. 6, that, therefore, the revelation of
Antichrist also extended over some length of time in the history of the
Roman Empire. The whole passage clearly speaks of historical develop-
ments, which cannot be associated with only one individual, neither on the
one side nor on the other” (p. 10). It may, however, be questioned
whether ho katechon and to katechon refer to the Roman Empire.

In view of the fact that the A. L. C. Declaration is ready to “accept
the historical judgment of Luther” that the Pope is the Antichrist — while
Paul treats the matter as an article of faith — a little closer study of all
terms seems indicated. Thus, “In the temple of God” means more than
“in the midst of the Christian Church” (p. 15). The reference is not
limited to the institutional church. The temple of God are, in the last
analysis, the hearts and minds of Christians, their very consciences, which
the Pope tyrannizes. Cf. Boniface VIII and his bull Unam sanctam:
Subesse Romano pontifici . . . ommno esse de necessitate salutis.

In fine, the essay is very enlightening and strengthening. M.

sk 3k 3k Sk
Alle Hier angegebenen Sadjen fommnen durd) unjer Northwestern Pub-

lishing House, 935-937 North Fourth Street, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, be=
3ogen iverden.
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Referat iiber die Bedentung der NRedytfertigungs-Lefre
i den heutigen Lehritreitigfeiten.

Verfefen im Seminar zu ThHiendville, Widconiin, vor dem Sitdoft-Diftrift
der Allgemeinen Synode von Widconjin u. a. St. am 23. Junt 1942.

Jn Jetner Auslequng iiber den Vropheten Jejaias jdreibt Quiher:
.o 1jt der Artifel pon der Redifertigung und bon der Gnade der
allerlieblichite, und madht allein einen Theologen, und aud einem
Theologen einen Nidyter iiber die Erde umd itber alle Handel. €3
jind Deren aber mwenige, die diefen Wrtifel enteder wofhl itberdacht
Haben oder ihn redit lehren” (St. ., VI, 802). Wenn unjer Dr.
Quther die Qehre bon der Redytfertigung al8 die allerlieblichite be-
zeidinet, jo war dies nidt etiva ein Stit Redensart, jondern der Aus-
drud innerjter Herzenditberzengung und ernjter Lebenserfahrung.
Wihrend der Jugendiahre Hatte er wahrhaft erjdyrectliche Stunden
sugebracht, als er jein Qeben, Tun, Sinnen und Tradten jo 3u ge-
talten judte, dafy der Heilige Sott mit feinem VerHalten Fufrieden
jein und vergangened Unredt ald ausgegliden anjefen mochte. Aber
es gelang thm nidht.  Trok der eifrigiten Bejtrebungen blieb es da-
bet, dafy fetne Slindhaftigleit wie etn Alp auf thm lag, und daf er
feinen Jrieden fand. Wie der flithtende Hirid) in Todedangit fich
abqualt, einen ficheren Builudhtsort 31 finden, jo qudlte jich der junge
Quther vergeblid) ab, dem ®rimm und der Straje des allmadtigen
Gottes 3u entfliehen.

Aber fiehe da, der erbarmungsvolle, gnadige Gott [iel diefen
armen Penjden etivad in der Sdhrift finden, dad ihm auf alle Seiten
jeine Geelenqual entnahm und den erjdredliden Herzendjammier in
jaudjzende Freude berfehrie. Der fojtlide Fund, der fiir die Jufunit
der Qirdje jo bedeutungdvoll werden jollte, mar dad Wort ausd dem
Propheten Habafuf, Kap. 2, 4: , Der Gerechte [ebet jeines Glaubens.”
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ALB der Heilige Geijt 1hn zum Verftdndnis diefer Sdyriftjtelle ge-
bradit hatte, da wufte Qutbher, daf er in den BefiB der fojtlichiten
Wahrhett auf Erden gelangt fet. Wie flar wurde ihm nun bald die
Setlige Sdrift, mie unendlid) tever und wert!  JNun verftand er, wad
der Qetland meinte, wenn er zur jliindigen Samariterin jagte: ,Wer
des Wajjers trinfen wird, dad id) ihm gebe, den wird emiglich nidt
diirjten” (Joh. 4, 14). Bald lernte er, mwad das bedeute, daf bder
Herr Chriftusd unfer Heiland fet, und wie fvir durd) ihn Siimden-
pergebung und Gnade vor Gotted Angejidht empfangen.

Berubte aber nidgt diefes ganze unbejdireibliche Erlebnid Luthers
auf der Tatfadje, daf er die hohe Lehre von der Redhtfertigung Hatte
in der &drift finden diirfen? Rein Wunbder daher, daf er in feiner
Auslegung zum SGalaterbriefe alio bon dem Artifel der Redhtfertigung
jdreibt: , Der Artitel pon der Redytfertigung, weldher unfer eingiger
©dub 1jt, nidt alletn wider alle Macht und Lijt der Menjden, jon-
dern aud) wider die Piorten der Holle, ift diefer, daf wir allein durd
den Glauben an Chrijtum, ohne Werfe, flir geredht erfldrt und felig
merden.”  Obne Werfe, um Chrijtt willen geredit. — Weld) ein
allerliebjter Rlang war dad dod) in feinen Ofren! Gott {diittete
ihm ja gleichiam die langerfehute Gereditigfeit um Jeju willen in
den Sdof, und damit fiel die gange Jajt vergeblicher Werfe von
feinem Nacen. Der Mann, der erfabhren Hatte, weld) heillofe Pein
einemt die Simdenidyuld bereiten fonne, der ufpte wohl, warum er
diefent Artifel den allerlieblichiten nanmnte.

Gebhr bald erfannte der Neformator jedod) aud) die Hohe Be-
deutung diefer Qehre fiir die Chriftenheit. Cr jdhreibt: ,Wenn der
Artifel bon Dder Redjtfertigung darniederliegt, fo liegt alles. Des-
halb 1ft e3 Hochit notwendig, daf wir ihn beftandig einpragen und
jharfen. DTenn er famn nidt genug oder zu viel eingeprdagt und
darauf gedrumgen werden. Ja, wenn wir thn aud) redifdaffen
fernen und ihn fefthalten, jo it dod) niemand, der thn vollfommen
ergretfe oder mit bolliger Hingebung und von gangem Herzen glaube.
Go gar jglitpfrig ift unfer Fletjid) und widerftrettet dem Gehorfam
des Geijtes” (&t Q IX, 44). ,Wenn diefer Artifel von der Redyt-
fertigung verloven ijt, danm it auch zugleid) die ganze drijtlide Lehre
verforen” (&t & IX, 24). ,Wenn diefer Artifel hinweg 1ijt, 1o
bleibt nichts itbrig al8 lauter Jrrium, Heudelel, Sottlojigtett, Gogen-
dienft, fo fehr 3 aud) dem Anjehen nad) als die hodite Wahrhett er-
jdeint” (St. Q. IX, 520). ,Ware diefer Artifel der Jujtififation
auf der Bahn geblieben, fo wdve fein Wond), Aberglaube, nod) Jrr-
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tum der Werthetligen und Seften nimmermelhr in die Welt fommen”
(&t. & VII, 520). Und endlich noch diefed Wort Luibhers: ,Des-
halb foll man diefen Artifel bon der Redtfertiqung fleifig lernen
und fefthalten. Denn wenn ivir diefen berloren Haben, fo iwerden
ipir feiner Referei, feiner faljhen RKehre, wenn jie aud) nod) o
lacgerlidh) und nidhtig mwdre, wideritehen fonnen. . . . Wiederum,
tenn ioir bei diefem Artifel bleiben, jo jind wir jider bor Kegeret
und behalten die Vergebung der Simden” (VI, 521).

Weld) bedeutiame und ergreifende Audjagen iiber die Redht-
fertigung find dod) das? Man jtaunt gang unpillfiiclidy iiber die
tiefe Cinficht Qutbhers, da diefe Qehre dod) damald auf Erden unbe-
fannt geworden war und Quther jie jid) erjt jelber vieder aqus der
Sdrift Dhatte zureditlegen miiffen. TroBdem urteilt er fo fHef-
gebend bdariiber, daf wir nad) vierhundert Jahren es nidht bHejjer
madien fomnen. Wenn ivir aquf thn horen, dann werden wir eifrig
an dem GStudium diefer Qelre oeiter arbeiten und tmmer bejjer zu
erfennen judjen, daf die Redtfertigungslebhre wirflih von Hichiter
Bedeutung fiir uns ijt. Dabel werden wir dann aud) die eigentiim-
lide Crfahrung madjen, dap diefelbe Heute noch in jedem Rebriireit
der Qirche eine widitige Nolle {pielt. Wenn wir diefe Lehre verforen
haben, warnt Qutber, dann werden wir feiner faliden Lebre wider-
jteben fonnen. Darum wollen wir und ieder iiberzeugen, dak mwir
jie nod) haben, und den Herrn um Gnade und Weisheit bitten, daf
jie ung erbalten bleibe. €3 hat 1id) in der Rirdengefdhichte jeit Quiher
oft gegeigt, daf Jrrlehren von jolden auSgegangen {ind, die den
rtifel pon Der NReditfertigung ded3 Siimbderd nidt flar ergriffen
haben. Diefes gilt jogar bon den [uthertjden Jrrlehrern in den Ver-
eintgten Staaten, mit denen die Synodalfonfereny feit den fiebziger
Jahren hetfe Qehritreitigfeiten gefiihrt hat. Naddem man junadit
itber Gnadenwahl, Befehrung, dad Millennium und andere Lehren
ftch geftritten hatte, zeigte e3 fic) jdhlieflid), wie Quiher jhon voraus-
gefagt batte, daf man fid) in der grofen Hauptlehre von der Redit-
fertigung nidit einig mwar.

SHeute jteht e8 etwasd anderd in der Spnodalfonferenz. Die
ehriviirdige Synode von WMeifjouri, mit der wir in diefer Konferens
pereinigt find, hat in den lebten Jahren viele Verhandlungen mit
Gliedern der Eynoden gehabt, die o viele Jahre ihre bitteren Gegner
gemefen mwaren, und die Komiteed, die von beiden Seiten miteinander
perhandelten, {dheinen der Weinung zu jein, daf die alten Lehrunter-
jdjiede nidht mehr bejtehen. Sie geben jid) der Hoffnung hin, daf
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in abjehbarver Beit eine Verveinigung betder Qirdjenforper nidht um-
moglich jet. Die itbrigen Glieder der Synodalfonferenz jedod), und
das gift befonders bon unjerer Wisconjinjynode und den norivegi-
jdjen Britdern, fonnen i) der Befiivhtung nidht ermebhren, daf die
fremden Synoden, deren Vater einjt jo bittere Angriffe auf die Lehr-
jtellung der Synodalfoniereny gemacht hatten, immer nod) nicht ihre
verfehrie Stellung in bezug auf gewijje LQehren aufgegeben Hhaben,
und das gilt aud) von der Rechtfertigungslehre.

Offenbar mwar es die AL/IHE des KRomitees, mwelhed uns das
Thema fiir diefed Referat zuerteilte, daf wir bei Gelegenhett diefer
Synode einerfeits unfere Stellung in Dder Redtfertigungslehre
mwieder etnmal im Qidyte der Shhrift flar darzujtellen judhen, anderer-
jeits aber aud) die Stellung derer, die bidher unfere Gegner waren,
pritfer, jowohl wie diefe frither bejtand, ald aud) wie jie jebt zu be-
jtehen jdeint. Dabet wollen mwir folgendermafen zu Werfe gehen:

Thema:

Tie Bedeutung der Redjtfertigungslefhre in den Heutigen
Lefritreitigfeiten.
Wir bejehen
1. den Qehritreit itber die Redytfertigung zwijden der Syno-
dalfonferenz und den andern lutherijdhen Kirdenforpern.
II. die Sdriftlehre von der Nedtfertigung, auf die wir uns
grimden. '
ITI. Ddie Rolle, die der Glaube in der Redytfertigung jpielt.

I.

Der Lefritreit itber die Redytfertigung 3wijdjen der Synodalfonferens
und den andern lutherijdjen Kirdjenforpern.

Unjer Thema redet allerdingd nur bon den ,Heutigen” Lebhr-
jtreitigfeiten, aber wir fonnen es uns nicht erfparen, einen Hijtorijden
Sintergrund u diefen Rehritreitigfeiten zu erarbeiten. Erjt wenn
mir erfahren Haben, ie und wann jener Lehritreit einjt entjtand,
meldye Stellung jede der betden Parteien einnabhm, werden wir im-
jtande jein, die Sadye, wie jie Jid) jebt gejtaltet, recht zu beurteilen.

Jm Jahre 1879 entjtand innerhalb der Synodalfonferens, die
damals faum jieben Jahre alt war, der traurige Gnadenmwabhljtreitf.
Darauf ndber eingugeben, ijt fiir diefe Abhandlung nidht notig.
G in Mejultat diefed Kampfed jedocd) ijt von Widhtigfeit. Damals
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trennte {id) namlid) die Obiojynode bon der Synodalfonferens und
ging feither ihre eignen Wege. Heute ijt die Ohiojpnode ein Glied
der American Lutheran Church, mit der die Mifjourifpnode mwihrend
der leBten Jabre itber jirittige Qehrpuntte berhandelt hat und mit der
Tie auf die erhoffte BVereinigung hinarbeitet. Aud) die frithere Joma-
Tynode, die nie 3u der Shnodalfonjerens gehort Hatte, die aber eben-
fallg in bitterem Kampfe mit derfelben jtand, ift Glied der American
Lutheran Church. Daq8 ijt ein Stitd Sejdhichte, weldhed nidit auper
adt gelajfen werden darf bei unjerer Unterjudgung; denn wir find
gemwip Deredhtigt angunehmen, daf Kirdengemeinjdhaften, die einijt
gemijfe - Glaubensartifel der Synodalfonfereny aufs Hartnadigite
befampften, pielleiht aud) Deute nod) an den fritheren Jrrlehren
tejthalten, jonderlid) wenn fie bdiefelben nicht sifentlic) mwiderrufen
Haben. )

Jtachdem alfo im Jahre 1879 bdie Trennung jtattgefunden und
ber Qampf begonmnen Hatte, wurden die LQehritrettigfetten auf betden
Setten nod) lange tn den firdlichen Jeitidriften fortgefiihrt. J[m
Jahre 1888 erfdhien in der miffourtihen Jeitidrift ,Lehre umd
Wehre” ein Artifel qud der Feder Dr. Stodhardid mit der eber-
1drift: ,Dte allgemeine Redtfertiqung.” Diefer Lebrer am theo-
logiidjen Seminar ju Saint Louis ertlarte, daf die lutherijde Rirdhe
Die Lehre pon der allgemetnen Redtfertigung zu thren Glau-
bengjdaken zdhle, und definierte diefe Lebhre folgendermapen: ,Wir
Qutheraner lehren und befennen, daf durdy Chrijfti Tod die ganze
Simberivelt bon ihren Simden geredhtiertigt und daf duveh EhHrijti
Auferftehung die NRedtfertigung der jindlichen Welt feterlicd) profla-
miert worden ift.” Cr jabhrt dann fo fort: ,Diefer Lehriak von der
allgemeinen Redtfertigung ift Bitrgihait und Getwdhr fiir die Rein-
erhaltung des Artifels bon der Reditfertigung aud dem Glauben.
Wer dad fejthalt, daf Gott in Chrijto die Welt {ich verjdhnt und den
Slindern tndgemein die Slinden vergeben Hat, dem 1ijt die Neditferti-
aung, die aud dem Glauben fommt, gewiflih ein purlauterer
Gunadenaft ©otted. Wer Ddiefe allgemeine Redtfertigung
feugnet, den hat man billig in Verdadt, daf er eigenes Wert und
LVerdienjt in die Gnade Gottesd einmengt.”

Hter wird und eine HidGit wihtige Darjtellung von der Redyt-
fertigungslehre vorgelegt. Die wabhre lutherifde Lehre von Dder
Nedtfertigung hat namlich, wie man in der Synodalfonjereny von
jeber gelehrt hat, zwet Teile, die allgemeine RNedhtfertigung und die
perfonlide Redtfertigung aus dem Glauben. CEritere gejdiah, als
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der Herr Chrijtus am Rreuge dad Sithnopfer fiir aller Welt Siinde
dargebracht und alle SGereditigieit des Gefehes erfiillt hatte. Da-
mals erflarte der Bater am Oftermorgen, daf bon Stund’ an jeder
eingige von WUdam bi3 zum lesten Menjden auj dem Erdboden bor
ibm geredt fei und volle Vergebung Habe. Man jieht aljo, warum
diefe Redhtipredyung bon feiten Gotted die allgemeine Redhtfertigung
genannt wird. Sie reidht zurlif bis zum Siindenfall und jdhlieht
ehenfalls alle Menjdjen ein, die nad) der uferftehung geboren werden
jollten.  Jeden eingigen Hat Goif freigefprodjen von feiner Suld,
und zmar ijt diefe Redytfertigung nur dad eine Weal gefdjehen; denn
wenn Gott der Herr erfldrt, daf dagd menidlide Sejdledht mit ihm
beridhnt ijt, fo gilt diefe feierliche gbtiliche Ausiage Hi8 ans Gnbde der
Zage.

Serner vedet die Sdrift aber aud) von einer anderen Redytfer-
tigung, namlid) der Redtfertigung aus dem Glouben. Diefes ift
ebenfalls eine feterlidge Crfldrung aus Gotted Munbde, aber fie ge-
jchieht imumer umd tmmer ipieder, jeden Tag unzahlige Male.
Warnum nennen ir died die perjonlide Redtfertigung? Weil der
liebe Gott 3 dabet tmmer mit einer einzelnen bejtimmiten Perjon
au tun hat. Wabhrend er bet der allgemeinen Redhtfertigung einit
pon jeinem Throne die ganze WVeenjdheit angeredet Hat, fommt er Lot
der perisulichen Redytfertigung zu dir und mir und jpridht unsd Chrifi
Gereditigfeit gu.  Wie geht denn dad nun vor jih? Um's gans
flar zu friegen, wendet man am bejten die Sadje auf jid) jelber an;
Denn diele Medtfertigung 1it ja etwad PVerionlihes. AL8 am Ofter-
morgen ®ott bet der Auferitehung aller Menjdheit zu veritehen gab,
daf jie geredhytfertigt et vor ihm und volle Vergebung aller Sinden
habe, da galt diefe Befanntmadung aud) mir, obwohl i) noch nicht
lebte.  Aud) wupte 1) nichts von diefer flir midh) {o unausipred)lich
widtigen Botidaft, big jie mir von den Eltern oder dem Lehrer oder
meinem Pajtor mitgeteilt wurde. Da erft horte id) jagen: , Aud) dich
bat der Seiland erloft.  Weil er jein teured Blut fiir dich vergoijen
bat, 11 nichts Verdammlihes mehr an dir, denn alle deine Simden
find 2ir pergeben.  Gott Hat dich) an jenem Oftertage jamt der gangen
Welt von aller Simbdenfduld freigefproden und fitr geredit erflart.”
©o hove i) diefe frohe Botidhait, jo alt und dod fitr mid) jo neu, zum
evjten Wiale.  Der Heilige Geijt wirft nun durd) diefe Vertindigung
des Cpangeliums in meinem Herzen, daf i) fie glaube und froh im
Serzen annehme. Wenn 1) Jagen wollte: ,Dad ijt lauter Torheit
und Lige; 1) will davon nidts wiffen oder Horen”, wenn idh mid
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metgere, dieje gnadige, allgemeine Redtfertigung, am Ojtermorgen
von ®ott verfindigt, fiir mid) jelber glaubig angunehmen, nun dann
habe id) jie eben nidht. Wenn der Ridter dem Gefangenen jagt:
,Du bijt fret”, und der Gefangene bleibt feit auf jeiner Banf im
Gefangnis jigen und weigert {ih, in die goldene Freiheit Hinauszu-
geben, dann ift und bleibt er gefangen und wird die Freibeit nie
bejigen, obwoh! jie fiir ifn Dereit, ja ihm zugejagt 1ijt.

Durd) den Deiligen Geijt jedoch) gejchieht es, daf i) auf die
Vertimdigung der allgemeinen Redtfertigung alfo antivorte: ,Lobe
den Qerrn, meine Seele, der dir alle deine Siimde vergibt umd Heilet
alle deine Gebredhen. Wie fann i) dir, Herr Jefu Ehrijte, jemals
genugiam danfen fiiv die bittere Qual und Pein, durd) die du mid
er(6ft Daft? Freudig will i) mid) daran DHalten und mid) jtetd in
meinen Simden damit frojten, du Habejt voll und gang fiiv mid)
genug getan.”  Sebht, jo antwortet der Glaube auf die jrohe Boi-
jthaft, die ihm dad Evangelium von der allgemeinen Redhtiertigung
erzablt.  Jtun jieht Gott meinen Glauben und Hhort jeine Rede, uud
Darauf jagt mir Gott etiwas.  Cr {pricht 3u mir: ,Du glaubft, daj
i) am Auferftehungstage dich und alle Weenfdhen Fir geredht evtlart
habe? Wobhlan, wie du glaubit, jo gefdhehe dir. I fage div jest,
du bift bor mir gered)t, fajt Wergebung der Simden, Leben und
Seligfett. Auc) dir perfonlich erfldre i, daf ich dieh fiir jhuldlos
afjte.”  Diefen freundlidhen und gnddigen Ridteriprud) Gottes an
Den eingelnen nennen ir die perjonlicdhe Reditfertigung, ober die
Redtfertigung aus dem Glauben. .

So jdried alfo Dr. Stochardt feinerzeit bonm Dder ziweierfet
Redtfertiqung, der allgemeinen und der perjonlichen, und genau jo
lehrt die wabhre lutherifge RKirhe 618 aui diefen Tag. duferdem
betonte jener, daf man die perjonliche Redhtfertigung nur dann redt
verjtehen und predigen fomne, wenn man an der allgemeinen Redht-
ferfigung fejthalte. 2Wer die allgemeine Redifertigung verwerfe,
Der werde tn Gefahr fommen, von der perionlichen Redtjertigung fo
3u reden, alf werde jie uns nidht nur durd) Gottes Gnade, fondern
aud) durd)y unjer eigen Werf zuteil. Diefe Warnung belegte er in
Teinem Artifel mit dem Hinweisd auf eine Anzahl lutherifd fich nen-
nender Theologen Deut{hlands, die ,bon einer allgemeinen Redit:
fertigung der Jimdigen Welt durd) Ehriftum nidhtd wifjen wollen.”
Diefe Leute vedeten namlich nur von etner allgemeinen Berioh -
nun g, und wollten damit etiwad gang anderes gejagt Haben alg das,
was wir allgemeine Redtfertigung nenmen.  Sie bejtanden darauf,
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man wmiifje die Gridjung und Verjohnung jtreng trennen von Dder
eigentlidgen Vergebung der Siinden. Lebtere gejdehe immer erft in
der perjonlichen Redtfertigung, und Habe nidt ettva {hon vor 1900
Jabren jtattgefunden. Fragte man jie, was das denn gemwefen fei,
mwas damals gefhah, und was fie die Cridjung und Verjdhnung
nenter, jo gaben jie einem folgende Antwort. Durd) die Verjshnung
bat e3 jid) Gott nur moglid gemadt, mit den jiimdigen
Deenjen itberhaupt mweiter zu perhandeln. Jnfolge jener Werfoh-
nung durd) Chrijtt Letden und Sterben fei nun die MWoglid-
feit porhanden, den Menfden Redtfertigung und Vergebung ibrer
Simden zu veridaffen. Gott fonne nun durd) da3 Epangelium
dte Menjden einladen, jid) zu ihm zu befehren und zu glauben, und
wenn dann diefer und jener an Chrijtus glaubt, damm und er it
b ann veditfertigt thn Gott und jpricht ihn fret von jeinmer Siinden-
fuld. Das el die eingige Redtfertigung, bon der die Schrift rede.
Wir werden jedod) tm zweiten Teil unferes Referats davon reden,
Dap die Sdrift allerdingd gewaltig und Herrlid) von eimer amdern,
und 3war von der allgemeinen Redtfertigung predigt. Aucdh wivd
e3 jich Herausitellen, dafy Reute, die die allgemeine NRedytfertigung
perwerfen, in grofe Gefahr formmen, jehr verfehrt bom Glauben zu
redern. : .
Der Artifel Dr. Stodhardis blieb nidht unbeadhtet. Hetmlid)
ballte fich ein Gemwitter sujammen, und gegen Ende ded Jahres brad)
es [08.  Prof. Gottfried Fritfdel aus der Jomwafynode lief als Ant-
mwort etne Abhandlung, erfdeinen, die den Titel flihrte: ,Cin Utten-
tat auj die lutberifdhe Redtfertigungslehre”’, auf englifd): ,An
attempted assassination of the Lutheran Doctrine of Justification.”
Cinen Mordplan nannte er alio Dr. Stodhardts Artifel in ,Lehre
und Wehre”, und verfuchte zu beweijen, daf die miffourijche Lebhre
von der allgemeinen Redhtfertigung nicht die wahre lutherijde Lehre,
jondern eine Erfindung Veijfouris jet. Er verteidigte den Stand-
punft fener {utherijc) fich nemnenden TLheologen Deutichlands und
redete gang abnlid) mwie jie. Ehriftus, jagte er, habe unadit

feinem Reiden und Sterben nur ,die Gnade der Redhtfertigung” er-
mworben, jo daf nun Gott hHinterher den Eingelnen redhtfertigen fommne;
allerdings erft dann und nur unter der Vedingung, daf der Veenidy
erjt glaubt.  Aus diejen lebten BVemerfungen [aft jid) erfennen, iwie
gefabrlich nabe es ltegt, den Glauben al3 etimas Bejonderes in Dem
Menjdhen, alg eine LQeiftung hingujtellen.  Erjt miiffe der Wenid

ctivas letften, miiffe den Glauben letjten, bebor Gott ihn gewd)t
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iprechen fomme. Wir jdhalten Hier nur furz die Frage ein: ,Wo
bleibt dann aber die Wahrheit des Sdriftwortes, Wir werden
obmne Berdienit geredht?” Prof. Jritichel jdhreibt allerdings:
LW iollen itber Worte nidht jtreiten”, und erfldrt jid) berveit, den
Ausdruct jtehen zu lajjen: ,Gott habe die ganze Welt in Ehrijto ge-
vechtfertigt” (jolange die Schrift jteht, wird der Ausdruc aud) jtehen
bletben, 0b taufend JFritjdheld es gnadig erlauben oder nicht!), aber
nur unter der Bedingung, daf damit nun und nimmer gejagt jemn
jolle, Gott habe wivtlidh, jaftijd, tatiadlic) dle Welt
in der uferwectung Jeju geredhtiertigt. Wir jehen, wie Hife es da-
mal8 in der Jomwafynode ftand, was die Lehre der Redtiertigung an-
betrifft. Wie war es nur moglid), daf ein Lehrer der Kirdhe Hifent-
(ih jagen fonnte, die Worte, Gott habe die Welt in Chrijto geredit-
fertigt, wolle er jtehen lajjen, aber man diirfe diefe Worte nun und
nimmer nidt jo nehmen, wie jie faftijd) lauten? Tat man wobhl
unrecht in der Synodalfonferens, wemnt man diefen Vann und jeine
Genojfen Jrrlehrer nannte? Dod) wahrhaftig nidt.

Der Ungriff gegen die mifjourijche Lehre von der allgemeinen
Ned)tfertigung wurde einige Jabhre bitter fortgefithrt, und die Vhiver
ihlojfen jid) Den Jowaern in diefem Kampfe an. Aber nad) und
nady flaute der Qehritreit etwas ab. €3 mupte ja den Dpponentenn
ilieplich) felber flar werden, daf man in der Synodalfonfereny
eben dodh Jolch deutliche Ausipriihe der Schrift fiir die allgemeine
Nedytfertigung hHatte, dah e3 fehr jdhwer wurde, den Lehriampf ener-
aifd) fortzufithren. Jm Jahre 1905 jedod) entbrannte ploglid) der
Streit wieder lidhterloh. Unjer Herr Profefjor Pieper Dberidhtete
Dariiber in der Januarmummer der , Quartaljdrift” aus dem Jahre
1906 in einem Artifel unter dem Fitel: ,Dhios neuer Angrifi auf
die Lehre von der Redtfertigung.” ,C5 hatte namlich im Jabhre
subor Pajtor Manthey-Forn tm , Qutheraner” eine Rethe von Artifeln
itber die LVergebung der Simden gejdhrieben, und diefe [eferten den
Gegnern neuen Anlaf zum Angriff auf Vjjouris Qehritellung. Jn
dem dritten feiner Artifel fommt der Verfajjer auj die allgemetnte
Nedtfertiqung zu fprechen und bejdjreibt diefe alg eine Redhtfertigung,
die mit der Verfohnung der Welt gejdhehen it (d. §. zur jelben Beit
und in Verbindung damit), und als eine tatjadhiche 1und wahrhajtige
Ubjolution der gangen Simderelt, die vor allem Glanben
und o e Ritdjidtanfden Glauben der eingelnen NMen-
Tdjen uns durchs Cvangelium wirflid) gegeben wird. Diefe langit
gejdehene Redtfertigung niigt aber dem nichts, der jie nidht glaubt;
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perjonlid) geredhtiertigt wird der eingelne Simbder erft dadurd), dah
er die allgemeine, iiber alle Menjdhen ergangene und im Cohangelium
aud) thm gefdentte Redhtiertigung fich durd) den Glauben aneignet.
Budem @laubigen jpricht Gott dann: Aud) du bift bor mir
gerecht.”  (Die [ufommeniajjung ded Sornjhen Artifels jtammt
sum groBen Leil aus dem vorhin genannten Artifel in der ,Quar-
talichrift”).

Was erwiderten die Gegner darauf? Pajtor Lensfi, defjen
Qommentar um Neuen Tejtament den meijten unjerer Pajtoren be-
fannt ijt, exdfinete damals in der ,Rirdengeitung” der Lhiojynode
den Rampf.  Cr jdrieb: ,Wir Heben an der falihen mifjourijden
Darjtellung folgended hervor: 1. €3 werden in derfelben BVerjsh-
nung und perionliche Redtfertigung zujammengemorfen, jo daf von
einer Nedhifertigung de3 Cingelnen durd) den Glauben nidhts mebhr
itbrig bleibt. . . . ©p wird die Grund- und Hauptlehre der Sdhrift
und Dder [utherijhen Rircdhe verniditet. 2. Nacd) der neuen Lebhre
jind L jedem”, allen Menjchen, die Simden Dbereits vergeben, als
Chrijtus die Verfohnung vollbradyte, ,gleidhbiel ob er glaubt oder
nidt” . . . So dernichtet Wijjourt die Bibellehre von der Rechtferti-
gung durdh den Glauben. 3. €3 joll nicht mehr wabhr fein,
dap Gott in dem Augenblict redhtfertigt, in dem der arme Simder
an Chrijtum glaubt.” — Bei einer anderen Gelegenbeit {dhriedb Vajtor
LQenstt: ,Ter Glaube . . . hinft Hinterdrein; die langit fertige Rechi-
fertigung joll der Mienjd) jest nur glauben. LVor Jabhrhunderten
eine Nedytfertigung aller Welt — nun glaube es!”

Wenn unjere Ausfithrungen itber die wabhre Redtfertigungslehre
gegen Anjang diejes Teiles einigermaien flar waren, damn jollte
es uns nidht jGiver fallen, uns ein Urteil itber Pajtor Lenstis An-
flagen azu bilden. Mande jetner Behauptungen jind untlar, andere
unlogifeh, und noch) andere jind eine Faljdung der Lehre Mijjouris
pon der Medhtfertigung.  Miffourt Hatte Verjdhnung und perjonlide
Nedhtfertigung eben nt dt ujammengeworien, jondern Ddiefelben
febr jorgialtig getrennt, hatte aber allerdings jene Verfohnung der
LWelt durd) Letden und Tod Ehrijti mit dem Terminus ,allgeneine
Mechtiertiqung” begeichnet. Darin hatten die Geguer redt, wenn fie
jagten, die Synodalfonjereny lehre eine Nedhtfertigung vor allem
Glauben, mwie Vajtor Sorn das jdhon ausdgefithrt Hatte. Das
1jt eben die allgemeine Nechtfertigung aller Welt in Chrijto, und dieie
gefchal allerdings bevor ein Paulus glaubte, ldngjt ehe ein Quiber
auch) mur geboren war, und erjt vedht, ehe du und i) angd Glauben
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denfen fonnten. ,Bor allem Glauben”, dad mwar e3, wad den
Opicern und Jowaern durdjausd nidt annehmbar war. Darum
driicten jie jid) ihrerfeitd mit ftarfer Betonung jo aud: , Erft muf der
Wenjdy glauben, dann wird er geredhtfertigh” Erit der Glaube,
dann Ddie MRedtfertigung. Dasd heift den Gaul Hinter den Wagen
jpannen.  €rit mup dod) der Glaube etwad Hhaben, das'er glauben
und annehmen fann, eine Botidhajt, ein Veripredien, eine BVer-
heigung, die er {ih zu eigen maden fann durd) den Glauben; und
gerade dad bietet Gott dem Simder in der allgemeinen Redtfertigung
an.  So flar die Sdrift e3 audy lehrt, jo jehr jtraubten fid) dod) die
®egner damald, an fold) eine Redtfertigung zu glauben, und wir
mwollen midt vergeffen, mie entichieden fie darauf beftanden: ,Der
®laube fommt erft, und dann folgt die Rechtiertigung.”

Wir iiberfpringen nun die Strettigfeiten und einige Vereini-
gungsbejtrebungen der folgenden Jahre und mwenden uns 3zu den
neuejten Verhandlungen zivifden Vetfjourt und jeinen alten Segnern,
die mun in der American Lutheran Church miteinander bereint
7ind.  Wie {dhon gefagt, Hoffte man auf beiden Seiten, ed modhte
jich bet diefen Werhandlungen itber die Lehren, itber die frither ge-
Jtritten wurde, herausjtellen, daf die American Lutheran Church
nun endlid) gerade jo lehre ie die Mijjouriiynode, dak man alio
in der Kehre einig geworden jei. Da galt ed num, die jirittigen
Qehren jo flar und jorgfaltig wie nur moglich u definteren. Das
7ehloB natitelih aud) die Lebhre von der Redytfertigung ein.

Wie ging man Ddabel jumege? Jeber diefer betden Kirvchen-
" forper ernannte ein Romtitee, und diefe Romiteed verhandeln {hon
einige Jahre miteinander. AL3 Bafis fiir die Verhandlungen diente
eine Befenntnididrift der Weijjouriipnode, die auj Verlangen der
Delegatenjpnode von Dr. Frang Bieper umd andern WMitgliedern
eines Komitees gerade fitr folche Falle verabfaht und in der WMai-
nummer 1931 des Concordia Theological Monthly verdffentlicht
morden war.  Die Srift fithrie die Uberidrift: ,Thefen zur furzen
Darlegung der Lehritellung der Mifjouriipnode.” Sie wurde qud)
ing Englijdhe itbertragen unter dem Titel: ,Brief Statement of the
Doctrinal Position of the Ev. Luth. Synod of Missouri, Ohio and
Other States.” $Horen wir gunadit eimmal, wie die ThHefe von der
Stechtfertigung in diefer Befenninisidhrijt lautet: ,Die SOrift lehrt

. ba Oott die gange Welt in Ehrijto bereits fiir geredht erflart
hat, und dap er daber . . . alle diejenigen vedtfertigt, das ift, fiix
gevedit ad)tet, welde an Chriftum glauben, das ift, glauben, an-
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nebhmen und darin beruben, daf thnen um Chrijtt willen ihre Siin-
den bergeben mwerden.”

Das ift gewif flarve, deutlihe Rede, und man erfennt darin
leiht diefelbe Redhtfertigungslehre in ihrer Doppeltgejtalt, wie wir
jte in den Sdyriften der BVater aud vergangenen Tagen angetroffent
hatten.  Genau jo deutlid) wird aud) itber den Glauben in der Red)t-
fertigung geredet, da e8 Deipt: ,Unter dem Glauben an Ehrijtum
.. . verftehen wir . . . den Glauben an das Cbangelium, dasd i,
an die LVergebung der Siinden oder Nedtfertigung, die ums vou
CEhrijto vollfommen erworben worden ijt und im Evangelium dar-
geboten ioird; und diefer Glaube redtfertigt nicht, infofern er ein
menjchlidjes Wert ijt, jondern injofern er die dargebotene Gnade, das
ijt, die BVergebung der Siimden, ergreift.”

Diefed Befenntnis wurde im Jahre 1938 Dder American Lu-
theran Church auf threr Synode vorgelegt, in det Hofinung, daf fte,
mwenn {ie nun in den darin audgefiihrien Lebhren wirtlid) glaubens-
einig mit Mifjourt geworden fei, das nun aud) offen befennen wiirde,
indem jie zu diejem Wefenntnid Viifjouris einfad) ihr Ja und Amen
iprechen umd Ddasfelbe bereitwilliq unterjdhreiben iwilirde. Gejdial
bas?  Nein, nidht in der Weife, wie man e3 hatte ermwarten diirfen.
Die A. L. C. fete vielmehr diefem Befenninid Mijjouris ein eigenes
Sdriftitiid zur Seite, dagd den Titel fithrte: ,Declaration of the
Representatives of the A. L. C.”, und erfldrte jic) bereit, Mijjouris
Befenninis ,im Lidhte diefer Declaration” angunebhmen als Lehr-
bajig fitv aufiinftige Rirdengemeinidhait. Diefe Bedingung mufpte
naturgemap bei vielen Gliedern der Synodalfonfereny jtarfes Mif-
trauen erzeugen, und ed fonnte nidht ausbleiben, dap der Wortlaut
der ,Declaration” jdharf unter die Qupe genommien und jede einzige
Ausfage darin aufs jorgfaltigite gepriift wuide.

Ung verlangt hier zu erfahren, mwad jid) denn wohl in der
,Declaration” fand, das ald ,Beleudtung” fiir die flaven Thejen
Detjjouris iiber die Rechtfertigung diemen fonnte. Hoiven wir 3u-
nachit dasd englijhe Original und alddann die Tiberfebung. ,We
confess that there is an eternal divine plan of salvation according
to which God before the beginning of time resolved to prepare

salvation for all through Christ . . . and to communicate the sal-
vation prepared for all mankind to all men through Word and
Sacrament . . . To this end He also purposes to justify those who

have come to faith, to preserve them in faith, and finally to glorify
them.” ,2®ir befennen, daf e3 einen emigen, gottlidgen Vlan 3ur
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Seligfeit gibt, indem ndmlid) Gott vor aller Jeit bejdhlofjen hat, die
Seligteit fiir alle 3u beretten durd) Chriftum . . . und die fitr die
gange Menjdheit zubereitete Seligfeit allen Menjdjen durd) Wort
und Saframente mitzuteilen . . . Bu diefem Sivede beabjichtigt er,
die, welde gum Glauben gefommen find, 3u redt-
fertigen, fie im ®lauben zu erhalten, und jie endlid) u verherrlichen.”

Wir muften- diefen langeren Audzug bringen, um dem Sake,
auf den ed und eigentlic) anfommt, eine geredhte Beurteilung zuteil
merden 3u laffen. Demjenigen, der jid) mit diefen Sachen viel ab-
gegeben bat, wird ed fofort flar jein, daf (i) die A. L. C. bhier zu-
nadit iiber die jtrittige Qebhre bon der Gnadenwahl audjpreden will,
die und in diefem NReferat nihts angeht. In diefen Vorgang iit
natiivfid) aud) berflochten die Recdhtfertiqgung ded Siinderd vor Gott.
Man hatte nun ermwartet, dafy die A. L. C., wenn jie auf die Frage
von der Rechtfertigung itberhaupt zu jpreden fam, die Gelegenheit
mwafrgenommen Hatte, Peijjouris Theje von diefer Lehre in der Wetie
su beleuchten”, daf fie jic) flipp und flar jur allgemeinen
NRedtfertigung befannt hatte, die jiebzig Jahre lang von den Gliedern
" diefer Sorperihaft befttg geleugnet worden war. Wenn in dem
allgemein gebaltenen Sabe iiber die ,flir die gange Menjdhheit zu-
bereitete Seligfeit” die allgemeine Redtfertigung ausgejproden jein
joll, dbann fann man da8 faum eine ,Beleudtung” der flaren Theje
Deifjouris nennen. Diefe Sadje halt man entweder fitr wahr und
jdriftgemaf, obder man Halt fie fiir falidh), und fowobhl dad eine oder
das andere hatte fid) fagen lajfen.

Wenn wir ferner den andern Sal in der ,Declaration” der
A.L.C. bejeben, dann finden wir die Sade jdon etwad ernjter;
denn diejer Sap lautet: , 3u diefem e beabiidtigt Gott die, welde
sum Glauben gefommen {ind, 3u redtfertigen.”
Udhten wir genau auf die Worte: ,Welde zum Glauben geformmen
jind, die beabjichtigt Gott zu rechtfertigen.” Hierbet miifjen wir
wiederum Detonen, daf Ddiefer Sab von einer Kirdjengemeinidyait
jtammt, die ein halbed Jahrhundert lang WMijjouri gegeniiber betont
hatte: ,Jhr lehrt ein Reditfertigen Gotted vo r allem Glauben;
das it jdnurjtrads wider die Sdyrift, und darum jagen wir, e v it
muf der Menfd) glauben, dann redytfertigt ihn Gott.” Nun {dreibt
dte A.L.C. in ihrem allerneuejten Befenninis: ,Gott beabiichtigt
diejenigen 3zu redytfertigen, die gum Glauben gefommen find.”
Hat dag nidt einen befannten, omindjen Klang? Wenn bor Jjabhren
ein Vbioer oder Jomwaer jo redete, dann leugnete er damit die all-
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gemeine Redtfertigung. GSpllten aber Jowa und Obio jeht in
diefer Qehre wirflid) mit Mijjouri und der Synodalfonferenz bollig
eintg fein, hatte man dann nid)t ertwarten diirfen, daf jie geflifjentlich
jeden Ausdrud im neuen Befenntnis meiden iviirden, der aud) nur
im entfernteften mnod) den alten Jrrlehren ahnlid) flingt? Und
getifs jteht dad fo mit diejemt Safe, daf er ivie ein Lied aus alten
Setten flingt. Dagu fommt dann aud) wieder dies Bejorgnis er-
regende Faftum, daf die A. L. C. betont, jie nehme die Thefen Mij-
jourtd an tm Qidte defjen, was fie in der ,Declaration” alg ihre
Qehre angibt. LWad ijt aber died fiir eine jonderbare ,Beleudhtung”
Ded flaren Befenntnijjed von Mifjourt? Man fragt jidh fopfidiit-
telnd: ,Qamn die befenntnistreue [utherijdhe Kirdje ausd den Wer-
handlungen itber diefen Qebrpunft die liberzeugung gemwinnen, dap
Miffourt und die A. L. C. jid) auf ein {driftgemdBes JFundament in
der Redptfertigungslehre geeinigt Hhaben?” Wollte Gott, ed modte
allen unfern lieben Britdern in der Synodalfonferens fo jdwer
werden fvie und, jold) eine liberzeugung 3u gewinnen!

Stermit wdren wir and CEnde der hiftorijdhen Darjtellung ded
Qehritreites {iber die Redytfertigung gelangt. Dad allein befriedigt
natiirlid) feinen unter und. Wir iffen bid jeht nur, wad auf beiden
Seiten Ddaritber gelehrt wurde. Aber die Hauptiade fehlt nod).
Was fagt denn die Shrift dariiber? Sie und fie allein fann did)
und mid) bejtimmen, die eine oder die andere Auffajjung angunehmen
und ung die heilige Geifheit verlethen, da wir jein Wort i
PMunde fithren. Daber wollen wir und jebt an dad Wort unferes
Gotted wenden und demiitiglicd) verfudjen, feine Rede itber die Redyt-
fertigung redt 3u verjteben.

II.
Die Sdpriftlefjre bon der Redtfertigung, auf die wir uns in der
Gyuodalfonferen; griinden.

Da e8 jich sunad)jt in diefem Lehritreit um die allgemeine Redjt-
fertigung Handelt, werden mwir und eingehender mit zwei Stellen im
Jteuen Tejtament abgeben, mweldje diefe Rebhre Dbejonders flar dar-
jtellen, namlich Rom. 5, 19 und 2 Qor. 5, 19-21.

Nom. 5, 19.

L Denn gleidhmie durd) eines Menjdhen Ungehorjam diel Simder
worden {ind, aljo aud) durd) Cines Gehorjam werden viele Geredite.”

€8 fommt alled darauf an, wie man in diefem Sprude das
Wort ,viele” verjteht, oder vielmehr, wie Paulus durd) den Heiligen
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Getft 3 perjtanden Haben will. Dr. Lendft und andere Pajtoren
aud feinen Qreifen jind jdnell bei der Hand, gerade aus den Worten:
Lourd) Gined Geborjam werden biel Geredite” ein gemwaltiges
Argument gu bringen gegen die Lehre, daf Gott in der Auferjtehung
Ehrifit a [T e Menfden geredht gefproden und thre Siinden vergeben
habe, aljo gegen die Qehre bon der allgemeinen Redtfertigung. Jhr
Argument berlduft etiva jo. A [Le Wenfden Haben in Adam ge-
jimdigt umd legen unter dem Flude Gotted sur Verdammmnis. Audg
fei ©hriftus fiir die Stinden a e Wenjden gejtorben. Aber nidht
alle Menfden jeten bor Gott geredifertigt. Die, welhe nicht an
ihn glouben, werden niemals vor Gott geredht geadhtet werdern.
Darum Jdreibe aud) Paulus hier jehr jorgfaltig: ,durd) Cines Ge-
horfam (Chrijti) werden viele (alfo nidht alle!) geredht, und
das feten eben die Glaubigen. Hier fei alfo nid)t von der all-
gemeinen, jonbdern von der perfonlichen Redtfertigung die Nede.

Diefe Auslegung flingt forreft, aber, Gott jet Danf, jie ijt o8
nidt. €8 geigt {id) ndmlcd) hier mieder, wie {dhief man einen
Sprudy aquslegen fann, wenn man thn qud feinem Sujammenhang
herausreigt und nadt ftehen lapt, wie er lautet. Um diefe Stelle
in ihrer bollen Bedeutung zu verftehen, miitffen wir guriicgehen auf
den 12. Bers und alled mit in Betradyt ziehen, wad dazmijden jteht.
Der Apoftel jtellt in den Verfen 12-19 einen gewaltigen Wergleid)
an und beginnt damit jo: ,Wie durd) einen Vienjdhen die Siinde
ift fommen in die Welt, und der Tod durd) die Siinde, und ijt alfo
der Tod zu allen Menfden durdjgedrungen, dieweil fie alle gejiin-'
digt haben —*, und der Saty bleibt in der Sdhwebe. Jndem Paulus
ploglid) mitten im SaBe aufhort, ergreift er die &elegenbeit, erit
jdmell einmal qudzufithren, wie jdredlih dad war mit der Siinde
De3 einen, des erjten Wenjdjen, und wie wm jo herrlider es war, was
der eine Wenjd) Jejus Chriftus hernach fiir und Wenjden getan Habe.:
1nd nadydem er das audgefiihrt Hat, holt er gleichiam tief Atem umd
fangt nod) einmal mit dem unvolljtandigen Sage aud Versd 12 an
und fithrt thn triumphievend zu Cnde. Verd 18 lautet ndamlic):
L, Wie nun durd) Cines Simde die Verdammnid itber alle Wenfden
fommen ijt, alfo ijt aud) durd) Eines Geredhtigteit die Rechtfertigung
Des Qebens itber alle Menfden fonumen”, und gleid) Hinterher folgt
dann unfer Beweidfprud, V. 19: ,Denn gleidhimie ufmw.”

Warum haben wir nun die porherlaufenden Verje herbeigeholt?
Damit ein jeder erfennen moge, dap e8 dem Upoitel gar nidt ein-
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fallt, dag Wort ,viele” in Vers 19 im Gegenjat zu dem Worte
Jalle” zu gebraudyen.

Die Auseinanderfebung ijt leicht verjtandlicd). Durd) etnen
einzigen Penfden, den Adam, jind alle Menjdhen Simder
geworden; um diefer Simden willen hat Gott jein Verdammungs-
urteil itber a [ [e Menjdhen ausgeiprodhen und damit den Tod iiber
jie verhangt. Alsdann folgt die groBartige SKehrieite. Durdh
einen eingigen Menjden, den Herrn Jejum Ehrijtum, durd
jeinen Gehorjam und feine Gereditigteit, it Vergebung der Siimden
fitr alle Menjdhen gejdhaffen worden; der Heilige Gott war durd
diefe LVerfohnung feines Solhnes befriedigt, und Hat um jeinetvil-
fen alle Menjdjen fiir geredit erflart, und diefed neue Urteil Hat
ibnen allen RQeben und Seligfeit gebracht; denn Raulus jagt:
,Durd) Eines Gereditigfeit ijt die Redhtfertigung ded KLebensd iiber
alle Menfdhen fommen.” Wie flar und trojtreid) ijt dod) das
alles!  Ciner hat alle zu verdammten Siindern gemad)t, und ivie-
derum hat Ciner alle durd) jeinen Tod erldjt und geredht gemadt,
und itber diefe a [ e jpricht jein BVater tm Himmel dad Urteil aus:
L5t feid geredht.”  Jn all diefen Werfen ijt e3 jtets eimner auf
Der einen €eite, einmal Adam und dann der Herr Jejus, und alle
Menjchen auf der andern Seite, und immer ijt Gott der Ridter m
Der itte.

Warum jollte denn Paulus, ohne den Lefer zu warnen, in un-

jerm LWerfe 19 nun ploslid) das grofartige Bild andern und auf
einmal betonen, daf nid)t alle, fondern nur viele Geredte
getworden jeten? Nun, dad tut er eben aud) gar nicht. Acdhten wir
dody genau auf die Worte des eriten Saged: ,Gleichivie durd) Eines
Menjchen Ungehoriam biel Siinder mworden jind.” Wiebiele
Jind Ddenn durd) WAdam Siinder geworden? Natitrlih dod) alle
WMenjden.  Hier muf das Wort ,biele” aljo jobiel bedeuten ivie
alle. Gut, dann wird e3 dod) wohl im jweiten Sake jelbijtver-
jtandlid) aud)y a [ [ e Hheigen. Lie felbjtverjtandlidh) das dem Apojtel
ijt, gebt gleid) darauf aus dem legten Verfe des Rapitels Hervor, wo
er {dhreibt: ,Auf dap, gleidhmwie die Simde geherridht Hat zu dem
- ZTode, alfo aud) Herrihe die Gnade durd) die Gerechtigfeit sum emigen
Qeben, durd) Jejum Ehrijt, unjern Herrn.”  Hier [ait Paulus jo-
wofhl das Wort ,alle” alé aud) dad Wort ,biele” gany fort, ja er
nennt die Wenjden itberhaupt niht, und dod) weil jeder glaubige
Lefer jofort, dafy er alle Menjdjen tm Sinn Hatte.

LWer diirfte da nod) aud) nur mit dem Schein des Rehts be-
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Haupten wollen, daf Paulus in diefer Stelle, Rom. 5, 19, von etwasd
anderem als pon der allgemeinen Redjtfertigung predige, die durd
die unausipredhliche Gnade Gottes einft vor 1900 Jahren iiber alle
Menjden audgefprodien wurde? Welded glaubige Kind Gottes
modyte jich) Ddiefen fojtlidhen Trojt, diefe Frewdenbotidhait rauben
laffen, Ddie der Himmlijhe Vater thm Hier durd) feinen Apoftel an-
Dietet?

@eben wir und nun die weite grofe Stelle an, die von diejer
allgemetnen Reditfertigung Handelt. Sie jteht

2 for. 5, 19-22.

,®ott war in Ehrijto und berfohnete die Welt mit ihm jelber, -
und redjnete ihnen ihre Simden nidht zu, und Hat unter uns auj-
geriditet das Wort bon der BVerfohnung. o {ind wir nun Bot-
jhafter an CEhriftud jtatt; denn Sott vermabnet durd) uns. So
bitten wir nun an Chriftus Statt: Laffet eud) verfohnen mit Gott!
Denn er Hat den, der bon feiner Simde wupte, fiir und zur Simde
gemadyt, auj daf wir wiirden in ihm die Gereditigfeit, die vor Gott
gilt.” '

Was Deigen die Worte: ,Eott peridhnete die Welt mit ihm
jelber?“  Darauf fommt in Ddiefer Stelle alled an. Daf ,,Welt”
11 Dier auf alle Menidhen von dam b1 zum Jimgiten Tag be-
sieht, fann ntemand in Abrede jtellen. Wenn daber das ,berjdhnen”
hier Dasjelbe bedeutet wie ,redtfertigen”, dann ijt died allerdings
ein 3iweite8 Sdiriftivort, das die allgemeine Nedtfertigung jonnentiar
und unmipberjtandlic) lehrt. Fiir dad dlidte, gldubige Chrijten-
herz it diefer Sprud) jomwohl in Quithers deutider ald aud) in der
englijhen 11berfesung bollig geniigend. Jhm jagen Ddiefe TWorte,
daf Gott durd fetnen licben Sohn aud grofer Liebe und Gnade die
Sachen wieder in Ordnung gebradt hat gwijden jich) und den jiindigen
1und verdvammten Penjden, jo daf s glaubig jpredhen fann: ,Nun ijt
grof Fried’ ohn’ Unterlak; all Fehd Hat nun ein Ende.” 1iberdem
1ijt diefe3 einfaltige Verftandnis durd) den Geijt Gottes ein mert-
wiirdig forreftes und feliged. Wenn man aber eine Lehre der
Sdrift gegen Jrrlehrer perteidigen will und aus der Sdrift un-
mifberftandlid) bemweifen muf, dann wird ed oft notig, jid) eingehen-
der mit dem einen oder Ddem anderen uSdrud 3u bejdhaftigen.
. Denn e3 [aBt 1id) ja denfen, daf die Gegner hier ihr Bejtes verjuden
miirden zu bemetjen, daf ,beriohnen” Hier ni )t gleid)bedeutend jei
mit ,reditfertigen”; denn jonit hatten jie ja gugeben mitjjen, dak hicr
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beftimmt pon der allgemetmen NRechifertigung die NRede fei, wenn
Baulusg fdreibt: ,Gott verishnte die Welt mit ihm jelber.”

usgleger Lensti macdht {id) daber grofe Miihe, den Ausdru
Joeridhnen” zu fjeinen Gunijten auszulegen, obwobhl wir gerne an-
nefmen, daf ed in vedliher ALIIHE gefdhah. Wir fonnen in diefemt
Referat nidht auf die gelehrien Einzelheiten eingehen, die er befpridht;
aber wir wollen dod) verjuden, jeine Auslequng in ibhren grofen
- Bligen iederugeben. Da er {idh auf den griedhijden Tert beruit,
mitffen ir wohl zunad)jt denfelben mwortlic) su iiberfesen fudjen,
menn aud) ein unjdones Deutid) dabei:Herausdfommt. ,Und alles
bon ®ott, dem verfohnt Habenden und mit jid) jelbjt durd) Chrijtum,
und dem gegeben f)abenben und den Dienjt (Amt) der VWerjohnung.
Denn Gott war in Ehrijto, die Welt fid) felber veridhnend, nicht zu-
rednend ihnen ihre Ubertretumgen und eingeriditet Habend bei uns
das Wort von der Veriohnung.”

Diefe undeutihe 11berfepung will nur ein Ding herausitellen,
das in Quthers Nberfetimg nidgt zum Ausdrud fommt. Jm 19.
LVerfe finden iwir zwel Verba in der Wergangenbheit: ,veriohnt
habend, gegeben Habend”, wahrend im 20. Verje zwei Verba
in der Gegenart und nur eind in der Wergangenheit erjdjeinen:
Loeridhnend, urednend”’. Daraud entipinnt {ih Dr. Lenstis us-
lequng. - €r jagt, Paulus rede tm 18. Verfe von der Welt, und im
19. BWerfe von fich jelbjit und jeinen Gebhilfen mit dem Woirtden
Lms”. Was er pon der Welt ausdfagt, ltege in der Gegenvart, was
er von fih und feinen Gebilfen jagt, liege in der Lergangenbeit.
Aljo, ung Hat Gott mit jid) jelber veriohnt, bet uns Hat Gott
dag Amt der Verfdhnung eingervidhtet, aber die We [t perjohnut
ottt jeft und immer Tort und fort, und rednet
Der Welt jebt und immer fort ihre Ubertretungen nidt
3u, fededmal namlich, wenn jemand aqud der Welt e 1 an Ehrijtum
glaubt. :

Fragt man nun, was diefe gelehrte Erflarung eigentlich De-
deute, fo beformmt man bon diefern Ausleger eine Hodhjt merfwiirdige
Erflarung. C€r jagt etiva Folgended daritber: ,Fiir Paulug und
jeine @ebhilfen w ar die Verfohnung allgemein und perjonlid) boll-
endet: durd) €hrifti Tod und Erlofung Hhat Gott ihre Sduld entfernt,
wirflid) entfernt; und indem er jie 3u neuen Kreaturen umjduf, d. 5.
sum Glauben bradte, hat Gott jie aud) perjonlid) aus Feinden in
Treunde umgemandelt.” ,Uber”, fabrt er fort, ,fiiv Ddie Welt
miiffen die Tempora offen bleiben, das heipt, in der Gegenmwart fein.
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Flrwahr, Chrijtusd 1jt fiir alle geftorben, und in diefem
Ginne ijt diegange Weltmitifmobperidohnt wor-
den. Aber Paulus meint nod) mehr . . . Gott it fortwdhrend be-
jhaftigt mit diefer Sadje (feature), namlid) Feinde in Freunde um-
sumandeln.”  Weiter jdhreibt er itber WVers 19: ,Hier it dad Jm-
perfeftum ,mwar” . . . Wad gefdhieht? . . . Da man annimmt, daf
died gang einfad) die allgemeine BVerfohnung fein mu §, und dabher
ein hiftorifcher Att in der Vergangenheit, behandelt man diejes ,war”,
als jet e3 ein Worift, eine Handlung, die Gott vollzog, ald Ehrijtus
jtarh. Dlandje haben jogar ein beftimmtes Datum fiir diefe Hand-
lung ®ottes fejtgejtellt, namlid) die Stunde, in der Ehrijtus am
Oitermorgen bom Tode eredtt wurde. Ungloublid), wad die Sprade
anbetrifft, aber leider dod) wabhr!”

©otveit die Worte Lensdfis. Wir laffen unsd zundadijt durd) die
ipottijch flingenden usjagen am Sdlufje, tn denen er e3 auf unfere
Lehre von der allgemeinen Redtfertigung abgezielt Hhat, nidht jtoven.
Bletben vir zunadijt bei feinen Ausfiihrungen itber die Seitformen
der BVerba ftehen. Dr. Qendfi Hat bollfommen red)t, wenn er darau
erinnert, dag man tm Oriedifden forgialtig die Settformen unter-
jdeiden miiffe oder pielmehr, daf der Griedje jeine Seitformen jorg-
fdltig anmandte.  Wenn wir Deutiden eine Sefdhichte erzahlen, dann
gebraudien wir fajt nur dad Jmperfeftum. Der Griedje hHingegen
benuBt dasd Jmperfeftum niemals, wenn er ein Creignis aus Dder
BVergangenheit beridhtet al3 einfadjesd Hiftorijhed Faftum, jondern
nur um angudeuten, daf eine Qandlung fort und fort gefhah, fif
alfo miederholte. Wir erzahlen: ,David bHieb dem Goliath den
Kopf ab”, gebrauden alio das Jmberfeftum. Wenn der Griedje das
ebenfall8 in feiner Sprade jo erzablte, dann wiirde e fiir ihn Hei-
Ben: ,Dabid Dhieb und Hiedb dem Goliath den Kopf ab und blieb
tmmer fo dabet.”

Nun madt Lenstt darauf aufmerfiam, dafy der Apojtel das
Jmperfeftum gebraudht, da er jdreibt: ,Gott war in Chrifto, die
Welt verfdhnend mit ihm felber”, und zieht daraud einen mwidtigen
Sdluf fiir jeine Stellung. €3 fonne alfo hier nidt die Rede jein
von der allgemeinen Nedytfertigung, die Gott einmal in etnem
Afte am erften Ojtertage ausdgejprodjen haben joll; denn dad Jmper-
feftum begeidhne eben eine fortlaufende, davernde, jic) wiederholende
Handlung.  Demmnad) miiffe an diefer Stelle die Rede jein von der
perionliden Redtfertigung, die jededmal aufs neue von Gott ausge-
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fprocien werde iiber jeden ))Zcmc[)en der zum Glauben fommt auf
Erden.

Was i)t quf diefe Auseinanderfefung zu antworten? Einmal
diefes, daf der Upoijtel tm Griechijdhen fiir dad Verbum ,jein” feine
andere Vergangenbheitsform Hatte finden fonmen ald dad Jmper-
feftum, weil e3 feine andere gibt. Darum betont aucd) Lensfi nidt
diefed Lerbum allein, fondern griindet jeine Auslegung aud) auf
das Wort ,verfohnend”, weldes eng damit berbunden ijt und ebenfalls
danernde Handlung begetdine. Wir mitjjen dem iviederum beijtim-
men. Aud) im Deutjden bezeihnet dad Partizitp Prafentis jort-
dauernde Handlung. Wenn man jagt: ,Die Kinder fommen fingend
aug der Sdule”, jo heit das, jie jingen fortiwdhrend beim Rommren.
‘ AYber aqud) damit 1jt die Sadje noch) nidht ugunijten der Gegner
entichieden. Wenn wir aud) zugeben wollen, daf hHier eine dauernde
SHandlung angedeutet wird, jo bleibt ed ebenjo auf der anderen Seite
unanfechtbar wabhr, daf diefe dauernde Handlung nicht bis in die
Beit Vault hinetnreichen, nod) viel weniger jich big auf unfere Seit
ausdehnen fonnte. Sie mupte dod) vorbei jein, als Paulus jdrieb:
,®ott war in €hrijto”; denn wenn dad immer nod) 3u jeiner Seit
andauerte, hatte er ja jagen mitjfen: , Gott w a v in Chrijto, die Welt
iy beriohnend, ijt jeht nod) in Chrijto, die Welt jich berjshnend, und
mird das bi% zum Jimgjten Tage jo maden.” Liegt alfo eine dau-
ernde Handlung in den Verben diefed Sabes, jo mup jie vor diefem
Briefe 3u Cnde geformmen jein.  Gut, wann mag dasd gewefen jein?
Dr. Qensti jdreibt jelber: ,Fir Paulugd und feine Gebhilfen mar
die Verjdhnung objeftiv vo {len det; durd) Chrijti Tod und Siihn-
opfer D atte Gott ihre Schuld entfernt.” Jijt das nidht eine Hocit
merfiirdige Rede? Wenn fiir Paulus und jeine Genoijen die Ver-
jobnung vollendet war, weswegen Joll jie dann nidt aud) fiir die Welt
pollendet gewejen fein? Paulus redet doch davon alé von einem
LVorgang in der Vergangenbheit. Aber s wird einem nod) fraujer tm
@inn, wenn man Dr. Lensfi nun nod) jagen hort: , Diejes Werf der
Verfdhnung begann, als Chrijtus jtard, ald ,Gott in Ehrijfto war,
als er die objeftive LVerjohnung durd) Ehriftum {huf (). Dieje
objeftive Verfghnung jhlof die gange Welt ein.” Erit legt diefer
usleger ein fold) grofes Gewidt auf dag Jmperfeftum ,war”, und
hinterher hat er felber die grofte Not damit. Ein Stiicf der Ver-
jobnung, dag objeftive, {dhuf Gott, als Ehrijtus jtard; da mwar
Gott in €hrijto, und diefe Verjéhnung mwar vollendet. Gut, dann
jind wir ung ja eintg; denn dasd ijt genau die allgemeine Rechtferti-
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qung, von Dder ir reden. Aber am Sdhlup verneint Lenstt das
pieder mit fajt hohnijdhen Worten, wie wir borhin horten: ,Oier ijt
das Jmperfeftum ,war” . . . Wad gejdhieht? Da man anntmmt,
ujm.”  Gegen eine derartige Argumentation, in der jich der Gegner
jelber toiderfpridht, (@pt fich nichtd maden. Wir adhten Dr. Lensti
als einen titdhtigen Ausleger der Sdhrift und glauben, daf er ein
ernjtglaubiger €hrijt gewejen fei. Aber eind darf fein Pajtor, wel-
cher fetne Auslequng benubt, itberfehen. Wenn Lensti an trgendeine
Stelle tm Romer- oder Korintherbrief fommt, die offenbar von der
allgemeinen Redhtfertigung handelt, dann erfennt er das einfac) nicht.
@35 1jt, wie etner meiner verefhrien KRollegen fiirzlich meinte, als ob
Qensfi fiir diefelbe Qehre eine blinde Stelle gehabt habe, wahrend er
jonjt in bezug auf andere Jrrlehren, die in Ohio und Jowa gang und
gebe waren, flar blicte und diefelben energijch berurteilte.

Da unfere Gegner mit thren Argumenten aud der Gramunatif
die Lebre von der allgemeinen Redhtfertigung nidht Haben aus diejem
@prudye entfernen fonnen, jo jind wir gewif nidht gezroungen, ihnen
eine  Crflarung fiir ~ die  Jettformen Dder Verba 3u [ieferm.
Wir wollen aud) nidit bpergeffen, daf die Erlsjung und
die Verfohnung bon Vaulo ein  jeliges Gebhetmnis genannt
werden. Wir werden niemald den Sdleter gang [iften nod
diefe Vorgange 015 in alle Cingelheiten austiifteln fonnen. Cins
iteht fejt; die Worte ,Gott war in Ehrijto, die Welt veridhiend” be-
siehen jid) auf die Vorgange wahrend des grofen Leidens und Ster-
bens unjeres Qeilandes, mwie Lensti das ja aud) jdhlieplidy zugibt.
Auch das diirfen wir jagen, daf dasd Erlijungswert nicht etn momen-
taner Riefenaft war, jondern daf es jid) itber die langen Stumbden
bon der Orimdonnerstagnadt bis zur Vefperzeit am Karfreitag hin-
30g.  Der Herr trant den bitteren Keld) Schluct auj Schhut.  Jede
Stunde bradte neues KQeiden, neue Qual, neue Seelenangjt. Das
war die Arbeit in unjeren Simden, und die WVedihe in unjeren Niijje-
taten, pon denen Jefaiad weisjagte. Arbeit und Miihe, Leiden und
Bein find immer dauernde Fujtande. Unjere Crlsjung veifte lang-
jam DHeran in etner entfeklichen Hollenglut, die fid) jteigerte OHIE zum
Tode am Kreuz.  Alles eine dauwernde Handlung. Jn diefen Stun-
den war Gott in Chrijto, die Welt verfohnend. An jedem Augen-
Ot Des LQeidens feines allerliebjten Sobhnes nahm der Himmlijche
Vater teil; itber jeden Sdritt, der den Herrn Jejum jeinent Siege
ndher bradhte, freute jich der Vater mit unausipredhlicher Freuve.
Qein Qlang tm Hinumel 1und aui Crden mag ihn mehr begliictt baben
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als der Siegesjaudizer Chrifti: ,E3 ift pollbradt.” So mwar Gott
verfohnend in €hrifto, und mehr wagt unfere Sunge nid)t su fagen.
Damalsd hat Gott aller Welt in Chrifto die Siinde bergeben. €8
it wieder menjdhliche Weije u reden, daf wir jagen, diefe allgemeine
Gered)tipredgung war ein Aft Gotted, der am Dijtermorgen jtatt-
fand. Paulus jdreibt an die Romer: ,Chrijtud ijt um unjerer
Siimde willen dabhingegeben und um unferer Seredytigfeit mwillen.
auferedet” (4, 25). Senau wad dasd itber den Seitpuntt der Redhi-
fertigung fagt, wiffen oir nidht, und ed ijt aud) nidt notig. P
die Gewifhett raubt uns fein Menid) auf Erden und fein Teufel in
der Holle, daf mit dem Djtermorgen unfere Redtfertigung ein fiiv
allemal abgemad)t und ausdgejproden war. )

Wir fonnen diefen Scriftbers aber nid)t berlajjen, ofne nodh
fury auf den Ausdruct ,verichnen” einzugehen. Den Haben die
®egner vor allem perfehrt aufgefaht. Lensfi {dreibt daritber jol-
gendes: ,Wir founen nidht einfehen, daf Paulus Hier jagt: ald Chri-
jtug jtardb, und ald Gott in und durd) jeinen Tod die Welt objeftiv
perjdhnte, da Habe er in demjelben Augenblict oder bet Chrifti Auj-
erjtebung der gangen Welt die Siinden bergeben.” It andern
Worten, Lensti behauptet, dad Verjohnen und das Simbdenbergeben
jeten ziwei gang veridjiedene Dinge. LVer{ohnt fet die gange
Welt am Ojtertage gewejen, aber man ditrfe nidht jagen, der Welt
@iinde fet damald vergeben gewefen.

®enau dad aber bejtdtigt Paulusd jo flar und deutlidh, daf man
e nidht miBveritehen fann, wenn er jdreibt: ,Verjohuend die Welt
mit ifhm Jelber, ihnen nidht zurednend thre Siinden.” Gang offen-
bar erfldrt er die erfte Ausjage durd) die 3weite, und ivir fonnten
rubig itberjegen: ,®ott berfshnte die Welt mit ihm jelber, indem
er ihnen thre Simden nidht zurednete.” Werjshnen Heipt alio nad
diejemn Wort des Wpoitels genau dasdjelbe wie Simde nidht gurednen.
Und nun wiffen wir aud), daf Simbde nidht zurednen genau dasdielbe
bedeutet ie Simmde bvergeben. Darum ijt jonnentlatr, wad der
Apoitel und armen Siimdern hier Fiir eine foftliche Botjidaft uteil
merden [agt. ottt war in Chrifto und veridhnte damald ung jamt
allen Yeenjden mit jid) felber. &r bejtdatigte uns, daf er und unjere
Slinden nidht mehr zuredne, fondern und diefelben voll und gang
vergebent Habe. Und diefe frohe Botidhaft zu verfiindigen, ijt die
Derrliche ufgabe des Upojteld fomwie aller frohen Vienjden, die
glaubig gemworden {ind. Darum fahrt er fort: ,So jind wir nun
Botidafter an Chrijtus Statt; denn Gott vermahnet durd) uns. So
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bitten wir nun an Chrijftus Statt: Lafjet eud) verjohnen mit Sott,
0. b, jreut eud) doch von gangem erzen iiber eure BVerjdhnung und
fakt jie glaubtig ind eigne Herz.”

Und damit nun fein Simder davan zweifeln modite, daf dies
Wunder durd) den Herrn Jefum wirflid) vollbradt fei, fiigt der
Apoitel hingu: ,Denn Gott hat den, der von feiner Simbde wufpte,
fiir uns zur Slinde gemadht, quf daf wir wiirden in ihm die Ge-
rechtigfeit, die bor Gott gilt.” GSeinem Sohne hatte Sott am Kreuge
die Siinde aller Welt sugeredinet, und nun redmnet er feines Sohnes
®erechtigfeit und Menjden zu. Dad war mit der Auferwedung
Jefu gejchebhen, und dad war, ijt und bleibt die Lehre von der allge-
meinen Redtfertigung. Diefe Lehre ijt ntdht nur jo ein nebenjad-
lidhes Ding, {iber dad {idh eine Anzahl Pajtoren im Laufe von fiebzig
Sabhren gejtritten Haben; ad) nein, fie ijt der eigentliche Lebensinhalt
de3 Cvangeliums. Wer wollte denn nod) Pafjtor oder Lehrer jein,
menn er nidht mehr dieje Botidaft ausd inneriter Herzensditberzeugung
predigen fomnte? ,Der gnadige Gott Hat dir, wer immer du
audy fein mogejt, um Jeju willen all deine Simdenjduld bergeben.
@0 glaube e38 dod) zu deiner Seelen Seligleit.” Gewil, aud) das
1jt wichtig, wie wir qud Gotted Wort wijjen, daf wir diefe Botidait
glauben und pon Herzen darvauf frauen. Darum fonnen wir diefed
Neferat nidht bejhliegen, ehe wir nod) drittend vom Glauben in der
Redtfertigung handeln.

II1.
Die Jolle, die der Glaube in der Redytfertigung jpielt.

Celbjtberftandlid) teht es aud) fitr ung fejt, dafy bdie beilige
Sdrift die perfonlide Redtfertiqgung lehrt, obwohl Qensti
jeinergett bebauptete, Diifjouri und damit aud) die Synodalfon-
ferenz DHatten diefe ,Grumd- und Hauptlehre der Iluthertiden
Qirdie  vernichtet.” E3  Hhandelt fid) Dbet diefem Artifel um
die idtige Frage: ,Wie fommt e85 nun  dazu, daf i
beute, 1m Jahre 1942, perionlich die allgemeine Redt-
fertigung, die mir Gott vor 1900 Jabhren zugedadht und audy M
begug auf mid) ausgefprodien hat, daf; i) diefe durd) Ehriftum erlangte
BVergebung aller meiner Slinden perjonlic) geniefe und als mreinen
eigenen fojtbaren Wejis betradhte?” Denn wad fann mir dagd niiken,
dafy man mid) itberzeugt, Paulus und Qutbher und Paul GSehardt und
viele andeve hatten im BVollbejit diefer gnadenveidhen Vergebung ge:
jtanden und jeten alg& gerveditfertigte Rinder Gottes bom Tode s
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Qeben hindurdhgedrungen, wenn id) nicht weif, wie id) jelbjt in den
Befis diefer Siiter gelange?

Gott jei Danf, die Antwort auf diefe Frage ijit und Menfden
in findlider jchlichter Weife von Gott in der Bibel offenbart worden.
,Glaube an den Herrn Jefum Chrijtum, jo wirjt du und dein Haud
felig.” ,Abraham glaubte dem Serrn, und das ijt ihm ur Sered-
tigfeit geredinet.” ,&o Halten wir ed nun, daf der Wenfd) geredht
werde ofne ded Gefees Werfe, allein durd) den Glauben.” I
jage bon joldjer Geredhtigfeit vor Gotf, die da fommt durd) den
Glauben an Jejum Chriftum zu allen, und auf alle, die da glauben”
(Rom. 3, 22). Wir fonnten fortfahren mit der Aufzdhlung bon
Spriidyen, die die perfonlicge Redhtfertigung aus dem Glauben eben
jo flar verfiimden iie die Sdirift anderortd die allgemeine Redit-
fertigung lehrt. Ter Glaube {pielt aljo offenbar eine widhtige Rolle
in der perfonlichen Medhtfertigung, aber welhe Rolle ift das? Jn
weldjer LWeife 1jt der Glaube daran beteiligt? Dariiber jind Men-
ihen fehr perfchiedener Metnung gemwefen.

€3 modyte jemand jagen: ,Das it dod) gang einfad). Glauben
heipt eben, auf Jefum Ehrijtum bauen und bertrauven.” Allerdings
fann der Seilige Getjt felbit eimem fleinen Rinde den Artifel vom
®lauben jo einfad) bor die Seele malen, daf dasdfelbe 3 ohne ot
verjtebt, froh zugretit und {ich an Ehrijti Verhetung halt. Dennod
1t {hon wer weif mad in der Welt {iber den Glauben gejdrieben und
gepredigt worden, dag ganz gewil nidht mit der Molle, die die Bibel
dem ®lauben 3ujdreibt, ibereinjiimmt. Die Vapijtfivde {pricht:
,Set brab und glaube. Dasd Glauben it ein frommes Werf. Je
fletgiger dut glaubit, defto mehr verdienjt du Anjehen bet Gott; denn
da3 Glauben madit den Menjdhen Heiliger und geredhter bor Gott.”
Nad) fatholifher Lehre aljo it der Glaube nur ein ivettered guted
Werf neben hundert andern, wodurd) man jid) bet dem I[ieben Goit
fieb und angenelhm madt und {ich jehlieiich den Hinumel berdient.

Andere faliglaubige Kircdhen wiederum lehren, Glaube fei jo
viel wie Gehorfam. Wean glaube an den Herrn Jejunt, indem man
treulich feine Vorjhriften und Gebote halte. Auch fie jehen demmnadf
das Glauben als ein Tun, ein Wert an, als etwas, wodurd) man feine
Saden mit Gott in Ordnung bringt, daf er mit einem zufrieden ift.

Das Gleihe gilt pon den manderlet Jrrlehren, die liber den
Glauben fonjt nod) erfunden worden jind.  Wan meint, der Venid
miifje an jeinem Teil aud) etwas tun, um mit Gott veriohnt zu
werden.  Diefe jdhiefen uffajjungen finden jid) nidht nur bet Katho-
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[ifen und den fogenanuten Seften, jondern eigentiimlidiermweife jelbit
bet jogenannten lutherifdgen Rirdengemeinichaiten. Aud) wad bdie
Qeute anbetrifft, mit denen wir jeit Jahren diefe Lehritreitigfeiten
gebabt hHaben, fo mup man jelbjt von ihnen leider fagen, daf jie bon
dem abgemidjen jind, was die Sdrift jagt itber die Rolle, die der
®&laube tn der perfonlichen Redtfertigung Jptelt. Ein Pajtor Klind-
worth aud der Obiojynode {dhried in feinem Angriff aui die frither
angefithrte Schrift Dr. Stochardts alfo: ,Hier wird eine Redytferti-
gung ofne den Glauben gelehrt. Die Shrift fweif nur von einer
Nedtfertigung durd) den Glaubern; jie lehrt und: evijt mup der
Menid) glauben, dann wird er geredhitfertigt, dann empiangt
er BVergebung der Siinden.” Klingt dad nidit gerade fo fimdlid)
ipie die Lefhre der Papijten? &o redet man zum Tramp: ,Crit
mabit du meinen Rafen, dann gebe 1) dir 3u effen.”  So vedet die
Mutter sum Kind: ,Wenn du mir brab Hilfft bet der Arbeit, faufe
i) dir ein neues Rleid.” Halt uns denn Dder [tebe Gott mwirtlich
den Glauben por als eine Bedingung, die wir, wir elenden Siinder,
ihm erjt erfillenr mitjfen, ehe er zu uns jagen fanu: ,Jun vergebe
i) Dir aqud) deine Simden?” Einer meiner verebhrien Lehrer Hatte
jeinerzeit gefagt: ,Tad flingt wie ein Qubhandel.” So etwas jteht
nirgends in der Bibel und ijt eine lajterliche Lehre.

Darum mipfallt uns aud) der Sab in dem neueften Befenninis
der A. L. C.: ,Gott beabjichtigt, die, weldhe sum Glauben gefommen
find, zu redhtfertigen.” it dad niht intmer nod) {heinbar wenigitens
die alte, fonderbare, unbeimliche Weife, vom Glauben i der Redt-
fertigung 3u reden, wie fie jdon vor finfzig Jahren bet Obioern
und Jowaern gang und gebe war? Erit um Glauben fonmmen —
das it die Vorbedingung, — dann folgt das Nedtfertigen von jeiten
®ottes.  Wenn diefer Kirdpentorper heute anders gejonnen ijt iiber
diefe Lehre, dann hatte er eine joldhe Ausdructsiveife vermeiden jollen.
Mnter allen Mmijtanden aber Hatte er den Wortlaut jofort dndern
mitffen, al8 e8 offenbar wurde, daf man jid) in der Synodalfonfereny
daran ftief. Das ijt 618 feute noch nidht gefhehen, und der Safy
jtebt nun Jdhon da jeit 1938. '

Wir modten Hier betonen, daf alle faljdhe Kehre, die bisher in
der Ehriftenbeit iiber ded Glaubens Rolle in der Rechtfertigung er-
fdhtenen ijt, dadurd) entjtand, daf man die Lehre bon der allgemeinen
Nedtfertigung enteder verfehrt auslegte oder fie gang vermarf.
Dr. Bieper hat das fehr jdhon in jeiner Dogmatit audgefiihrt, da cr
jdhreibt: , Daf die objeftive Verfohnung (allgemeine Rehtiertiqung)
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fejtgebalten iverde, ijt von ausilaggebender Bedeutung fiir die
gangze drijtlide Lehre. Wad bhier verjehen wird, fann jpdter
nidgt gut gemad)t werden. Wird fejtgehalten, daf die Menjdbheit
durd) Chriftt Tun und Leiden mit Gott bo [{fo mmen verjohut
ijt, jo bleibt fein Raum mebhr fiir die in bielfader Gejtalt aujge-
tretene Jrrlehre, daf die Menjden thre Verfohnung mit Gott gang
oder teiliveife nod) { e [ b it bemirfen miifjen . . . Die objeftibe, durd
Chrijtum bewirfte BVerfohnung aller Menjdjen mit Gott erzwin gt
die ridtige Auffajjung des Cbangeliumé und ded Glauben s
Das Coangelium fann nun nidhts anderes jein ald die Verfiimdigung
und Darbietung der von Chrijto ermorbenen BVergebung der Sitnden,
und der jeligmadende Glaube fann nun nidhts
anderes jein ald die bloge Hinnabhme der von Ehrijto ermwor-
benen Vergebung der Siinden. Die bon den alten und neuen Jre-
lehrern perjudhte Umbdeutung des jeligmachenden Glaubens in eine
menjchlicdhe Letjtung, ein gutes menjchliches Berhalten ujmw. wird tm
Qihte der objeftiven (allgemeinen) durd) Chriftum Dbemirften Ver-
jobnung jofort als Jrrlehre erfannt” (Bo. 1I, &. 414).

Jn diefer Bujammeniafjung offenbart fich, was fiir eine Nolle
der Glaube in der Redhtfertigung jpielt, daf er nichtd anderesd fei als
bloge Hinmnabhme der fertigen und angebotenen Vergebung. Mian
beachte, daf alle WVergebung und Verjshnung mit Gott fertig it
Alles, aber aud) alles, wad der fludmiirdige Simbder ndtig Haben
fonnte, um von Gott angenommen 3u werden, um jeine turmbolhe
Simdenlajt loszumerden, um einen freien Jutritt zum emwigen Leben
au erlangen, all das ijt durd) unfern Herrn Chrijtum langjt ertvorben.
Und das, was wir dad Evangelium nennen, ijt nidhts anderes als die
fiebe Ginladbung Gottes: ,Komm, es ijt alles bereit; fomm zum

Neahle des Lammes und [af did) von thm bewirten mit der Himmels-
petje der Vergebung der Simden.”

Du jragit: ,Was bleibt denmn dann nod) iibrig flir den Glau-
ben”?  Das bleibt iibrig, daf du Hungriger und diirftender Simder
did) jo jdnell wie mdglich an den Tifch febejt und fpredheit: ,Lied-
veicher Herr Jefu, mir gefdehe, wie du gefagt Hajt. Komm umd
jchente miv voll ein.  ®ib mir von dem Waijer, dad ins emige Leben
quillet, dajy mic) nimmermehr diirite. Jd) glaube bon Herzen und
freue mid) des, daf du alles pollbradt und mir jimdigem Menjden
Vergebung, Leben und Seligfeit erworben Hajt.  Nun bin id) getrojt
und habe Frieden funden.” So glaubt man! D a s ijt die Rolle,
die der Glaube in der Redtfertigung jpielt, und nichts anderes mehr;
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der flammert jid) an den Heiland, wie jid) dag entiehte Rind an die
Nutter flammert, und weil, daf er bet feinem Herrn Chrijto jider
und geborgen ijt, daf er bei feinem Heiland alled gefunden Hhat, was
nur ein armes, erjdjrodenes, an jid) verziweifelnded Siimderhers jich
witnjden fann.

Du jagit: ,Dann ijt der Glaube aber dod) ein Tun. Der
Menfd) tut dod) dad, dak er glaubt?” Gewil tut er da3, aber wasd
denft er jid) dabei? Sagt der Simder {idf) etwa: ,Nun mupt du
erft mal zujehen, dap du aud) glaubijt, dann wird’s mit dem iibrigen
jehon werden”?  Auf foldh) einen Gedanfen fommt er gar niht. Gr
greift einfad) zu und nimmt die Gerechtigfeit Chrijti an, die Gott
ihm darveidt. Sied, wie dad Kind im Hohen Stuhl vor der Mutter
figt. Gie reidht dem RKinde einen Lwoffel voll Griige Hin und jagt:
SMad) jdhon den Mund auf und if die OriiBe, dann wirft du ein
groBer jtarfer Junge”, und dad Kind madt den Vund auf und
fhluctt die Speife hinunter. Dag Kind meint wohl bielleidht in
jeiner Ginfalt, ed Habe wunder was getan; aber die [Gdjelnde Diutter
wei, daf nidht dad PMundaufmadjen nod) das Scdhlucen, jondern die
Gpetje im Magen thr Rindlein nahren und fraftigen werde. Denn
gang einerlet, ob dag Kind it oder nicht, die Speife im Loffel hat
die ndabhrende und fdattigende Rraft in jid) felbjit. Ofinet dad Kind
den Mumd und nimmt die Spetje hin, dann wird diefe ihre Heiljame
Wirfung ausiiben.

Wenn der Penfd) an dad Changelium bon der durd) Ehrijtum
ermorbenen Redtfertigung glaubt, dann ijt dad nid)ts anderes, denn
0af er den Mund auftut und die fraftige Speife ijjet. BVor 1900
Jahren hat der Herr Jejud dieje Spetfe gefdajien, und Gott Hhat ur
Menjdheit gejagt: ,Da ijt jie; da ijt Vergebung aller eurer Siinden.”
Das nennen wir die allgemeine Rechtfertigung. Dann fommt der
3meite Sdritt.  Heute, morgen und jeden Tag tritt Gott zum ein-
selnen Siinder und lakt thm jagen: ,Kommt, jel dich und if; €8 it
alles bereit.” Das ijt die Predigt des EChangeliums. Und der dritte

CGhritt? Ter Heilige Geijt bewegt den Simder, daf er {ich hinjebt,
den Yund aufmadyt, und fich von feinem Gott {petjen und tranfen
(agt mit Vergebung, Leben und Seligfeit. Dad ijt der Glaube.
Und endlid) der vierte Schritt? Gott jpricht zu dem Simder: ,Sicl
da, du glaubjt, du vertraujt meinem Cvangelium und ifjeft meine
@petje; dabet nahre und fraftige i) d i) zum emigen Leben; du
bift geredht; i) fage es dir, damit du e jelber Horjt und mweift;
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dut bift in alle Cmigfeit mein [iebes Kind.” Das ift die perfonlide
Nechtiertiqung.

Wenn wir jo ein Beifpiel aus dem taglichen KLeben benubt
haben, um darzujtellen, wo der jeligmadjende Glaube in den Lor-
gang der Redtfertigung hineinpakt, jo find wir und defien wohl
betouft, daf joldje Beifpiele {tetd hinfen. €3 qibt feinen BVorgang
im menjdliden Qeben, den man auf alle Cingelheiten in der Redht-
fertigung rejtlod anmwenden fonnte. €3 ar und in diefem Teile
unjered Meferatd darum zu tun, die Jrrlehren iiber den Glauben
in der Redytfertigung zu enthitllen und andererieitd die Sdriftlehre
dariiber auf den Sdeffel zu ftellen, damit diejelbe unsg erleudhte und
innerlid) reize s3u Qob und Preid gegen ,Sott und den Vater unfers
SHerrnt Jefu Chriftt, der und gefegnet hat mit allerlet geijtlichem
Segen in himmlifdgen Giitern durd) Chriftum, an weldem wir Hhaben
die Crldjung durd) fein Blut, namlich die Vergebung der Sitmden”
(€ph. 1, 3. 7).

Der Lehritrett itber die Neditfertigumngslehre wird fortdauern
bis gum [teben Jimgjten Lage. Wir haben feine Freude an joldem
Streit; hingegen ift witd jedod) die Heilige Pilidht uteil geworden,
su palten ob dem Worte, das unfere Seelen elig madt, und e zu
verteidigen gegen alle Jrrlehre der Wenfchen und alle Anlaufe desd
Teufels. oy diber allem Streite aber ragt in unfern Herzen das
innige WVerlangen, daf wir allefamt durd) die Gnade unfers Herrn
Jefu Chriftt modyten Jelig werden gleiherimetie wie aud) unjere Vater.
,Dazu wolle der Vater der Derrlicheit uns den Geijt der Weisheit
und Offenbarung jhenten 1md erhalten, und erleudhtete Augen des
Verftanomiijes, daf wir erfennen migen, weldhes da jei die Hoffnung
unfers Beruis, und welder jet der Reicdhtum feines herrlichen Erbes
an fetnen Heiligen, und mwelde da fet die liberfdmangliche Grije
feiner Kraft an ung, die wir glauben, nady der Wirfung feiner mad-
tigen Starfe, weldhe er gewirfet Hhat in Ehrijto, da er ihn von den
Toten aufermedet hat und gefeht 3u jeiner Redhten tm Himmel” (Epb.
1, 17-19). . Sdhaller.



Diatheke in the Old and New Testament.V

A study of the covenant in both the Old and New Testament
is a study of the very heart of the Biblical or Christian Religion.
The religion of the Bible is a covenant religion, a Bundesreligion.
Since the Bible, however, speaks of two covenants, the first and
the second, the old and the new, it thereby obliges us to distinguish
between both, even to realize that the old has vanished and that
the new has succeeded it.

Modern students of the Bible speak of a development or
rather evolution of the Biblical religion from an old religion of
fear into a new religion of love? We know that the new

* This article was originally a paper read to the Milwaukee Mixed
Conference in session April 21-22, 1942, and which by resolution of this
Conference is being published in our Quartalschrift. In preparing this
paper the undersigned felt himself especially indebted to Prof. A. Pieper
for his articles on “Die Herrlichkeit Gottes”, QS 1932-1934, as well as
for his series of articles in the Quartalschrift since 1941, in both of which
the difference between the Old and the New Covenant is clearly set forth.
A synodical paper entitled: “Die Lehre vom Unterschied des Alten und
Neuen Testaments” (comp. Verhandlungen der Elften Jahresversammlung
des Nordlichen Distrikts der deutschen ev.-luth. Synode von Missouri,
Ohio u. a. Staaten, A. D. 1865) also deserves special mention and study
and is being repeatedly cited in this article.

* Pfeiffer in his “Introduction to the Old Testament” 1941 has striking
statements to this effect. Page 571 we read: “In Hosea's startling naw
conception, religion becomes more inward and emotional. Instead of the
old term for religion ‘“the fear of God”, Hosea uses ‘“the knowledge of
God”. Concerning Amos we are told (p. 580) that he “marks the be-
ginning of a new era in the history of religions. . . . Amos without dis-
crimination of race or nation, planted the roots of a universal religion,
from which were to grow the great monotheistic religions of salvation,
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam.” Finally the Apostle Paul “took a step
that Jesus had not taken: he forsook Judaism and definitely founded  a
new religion” (p. 4). Virtually the Pulpit Commentary has always been
telling us the same thing: “Truth is eternal, but the knowledge of truih
is progressive. Hence the religious ideas of the race change, widen, rise
to higher visions. The Bible is a progressive revelation. Theology, the
human interpretation of Scripture and speculation of divine things — is
also progressive. Christians must not be bound to the ipsissinra verba of
Old Testament texts. The Old Testament itself says that these shall be
superseded. Christians of one age should not be fettered by the orthodoxy
of an earlier age” (Comment. on Jeremiah, Vol. II, 20f.).
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religion of these modern scholars is but the religion of
the righteousness of works in contrast to the true religion of
the righteousness of God imputed to the sinner. It is an old
apostasy of which these scholars make themselves guilty. Yet
they speak of it as something new and seem to have the monopoly
on the word new in connection with the word religion. This new
religion as shaped and framed by modern Biblical schools is being
taught with ever growing conviction and success not only in the
textbooks of these scholars, but at our universities and schools
of higher learning and in the popular writings of these very
scholars. It is our duty to meet and refute all false views con-
cerning the new with that which the Bible actually calls new, with
that which God Himself has made new. We must be convinced
that that what the gospels reveal in both the Old and the New
Testament is and will always remain new. But what is that which
is new over against that which is designated by Scriptures as old?
It is Jeremiah, who already in the Old Testament gives us an
answer to this most vital question. In chapter 31, verses 31-34,
we find a definition of both the Old and the New Covenant with a-
clear distinction drawn between both.

I

Before applying ourselves to a study of this text, we should
recall to our minds the essentials of a covenant as such. A cov-
enant according to the Old Testament term berith is that which
binds together two or more parties. The root idea of berith is
without doubt “to bind”, wherefore Ezekiel speaks of Israel being
“brought into the bond of the covenant” (20, 37). The covenants
hetween individuals and tribes, which we find mentioned in the Oid
Testament, had just that purpose of bringing about a close union
or alliance between the parties, whether they originally were per-
fect strangers and belonged to two different peoples or races or
whether they were of one blood and race and even close friends,
as can be said of Jonathan and David. The sharers in the cov-
enant were called baale berith, confederates, allies (Gen. 14, 13)
or even ‘achim, brethren (31, 54). Yet we must not overlook
that the making of a covenant between man and man was a judicial
proceeding and the covenant as such a juridicial compact and agree-
ment, so that the relationship of the two parties must be defined
as a legal one. Abraham and Abimelech made such a legal agree-
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ment (21, 17), while there was a 1eague, 1. e., a berith between
Asa, king of Judah and Benhadad, king of Syria (1 Kings 15, 19).
Berith was therefore a Rechtsvertrag and in the apocryphal
writings for instance became a synonym of the Hebrew chog,
Satzung, law.. We must keep this in mind, namely that berith in
ordinary usage was a legal proceeding, when studying the' Sinaitic
covenant as such, although the purpose of such a proceeding, to
bring about the closest of alliances between man and man or tribe
and tribe, must never be lost sight of.

Yet such an agreement between man and man was not only a
legal contract, but also contained the religious element. The oath,
the sacrifice and the sacrificial meal were three important religious
elements of a covenant. Consequently a covenant between man
and man is called a berith Jehovah (1 Sam. 20, 8), a covenant ot
the Lord, to whom both parties swore calling upon him to judge
between them, as for instance Laban and Jacob swore to the God
of Abraham and the God of Nahor, the God of their father (Gen.
31, 53). To their God also the parties offered sacrifices, where-
upon the sacrificial meal followed signifying that the parties were
commensals and were partaking of this meal as “brethren” (Gen.
31, 54). A covenant was indeed both a legal and a sacred agree-
ment. The Semite never separated his religion from his everyday
life nor the affairs of his everyday life from his religion. Still
less was this the case in regard to the Israelites, who worshipped |
Jehovah, the God of Revelation. And their having been brought
into a covenant-relation with Jehovah signified that their whole
life on every side was bound up in a close communion with their
God.

The LXX translates the term berith throughout with dia-
theke. Diatheke has two meanings: the one is that of a testa-
mentary disposition or provision, the meaning which it most often
has in classical writings. The other meaning which occurs at rare
intervals is that of a compact or an agreement, ein Abkommen
oder Vertrag like unto berith in the Old Testament. Yet the
primary meaning of diathéke is that of a dispositio and scholars
are without doubt correct in defining it as an arrangement macde
by one party with plenary power, which the other party may
accept or reject, but .cannot alter. And since the will 1s simiply
the most conspicuous example of such an instrument, it ultimately
monopolized the word and diatheke simply stood for the will of a
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testator. It is quite evident that the word diathéke has an alto-
gether different background than berith. One represents a Greek,
the other a Semitic concept, one expresses the will of a man at his
death, especially in respect to his property, the other, namely the
covenant, expresses the will which should go into effect in regard
to an agreement between two living persons. But why did the
Greek translators of the Bible use diathéké to translate berith
therewith? What meaning did they find in the term berith
which should find its expression in diathéké? Certainly the sensus
litteralis will have to come to its own, even where two such dii-
ferent words are used in the Bible for one and the same concept.
Yet the meaning of berith and diatheke as religious concepts can-
not be gained exclusively from the language and etymology as
such and also not from the usage of the word when applied to
the ordinary affairs of human relationships. Berith and diatheké
gain their final meaning through the relationship into which God
entered with men.

As to the covenant between God and man God is always the
originator of such a covenant. Man in the Old Testament does
not propose the making of a covenant, God always takes the
initiative — and not only that — God alone makes and ratifies the
covenant with his people. The covenant is therefore the power- -
ful testimony to the truth: Ye have not chosen me, but I have
chosen you (John 15, 16). It once and for all does away with
the thought of certain modern scholars or also modern novels, that
Jehovah originally was a tribal .god, one of the many tribal gods
of the Semitic nations, whom Israel had chosen as its God. On
the contrary, the covenant idea demonstrates that Israel was God’s
elect, whom He had chosen from among the nations. Conse-
quently the covenant of which God is the originator is always
called “the covenant of the Lord” (Dt. 4, 23) or the covenant
which “God covenanted” (Acts 3, 25). This 1s certainly one
reason why the Septuagint did not translate berith with synthéke
but with diathéké. They wanted to emphasize that God’s covenant
is onesided, from God to or with Abraham or Israel (Rom. 11, 277).

Again God’s covenants are always an expression of his sov-
ereign will. It is the will of the sovereign God who says to the
party with whom He makes the covenant: “T will take you to me
for a people, and I will be to you a God” (Ex. 6, 7). God always
is One, and His will is one, to which he gives expression by means
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of the covenant. Again we can understand why the Greek trans-
lators of the Old Testament used diatheke for berith. Diathéké
points as such to a supreme will of the testator. A covenant be-
tween God and men points to the supreme will of God. A cov-
enant of God was the revelation of God’s supreme will over
against man with the purpose of bringing about a communion be-
tween God and man. And this will of God is the one thing which
both terms, berith and diathéke, have in common and which forms
the nucleus of the sensus litteralis of the covenant-concept.

All of God’s covenants have been made for the purpose of
a blessed communion with His people by means of His good and
gracious will. They demonstrate clearly and forceéfully the ana-
kephalaiosasthai of Ephesians 1, 10, that God gathered together

in one all things in Christ. Therefore all covenants of the Bible
" can be compared with so many circles, all representing one phase
of God’s revelation, with Christ as the central point and all parts
of these circles focusing on this one point. The Noachitic cove-
nant represents the largest circle, Vischer in his commentary, “Das
Christuszeugnis des Alten Testaments”, calling it “das géttliche
Stillhalteabkommen mit der verschuldeten Erde” (p. 127), God
through His anoché, His forbearance, passing over the sinful acts
of the world to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins.
The Abrahamitic covenant is the circle within this circle being all
promise and nothing but promise, while the third circle, the Sinaitic
covenant, is characterized by law, although it also has Christ as
its centre. Into this circle of the Sinaitic covenant we can place
the covenant with David until we finally reach the fullness of time
with its New Covenant. All of these covenants have certain
characteristics, whereby they are to be differentiated from-one an-
other, but in God’s whole plan of salvation they can not simply
be torn apart. To which of these covenants is Jeremiah referring
when speaking of the Old Covenant?

Jeremiah speaks to Israel and Judah of a covenant which
God made with their fathers when He “took them by the hand to
bring them out of the land of Egypt” (31, 32). Jeremiah is
clearly speaking of a definite day when he made this covenant with
Israel, the day of their liberation from bondage. - Now Lenski is
without doubt correct in emphasizing that the term “in that day”
can hardly be restricted to one day, either the day on which the
people left Egypt or the day on which the law was given on Sinai
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(Eisen. O. T. Coll,, p. 23). Jeremiah is undoubtedly referring
to the time which extended from the time of Israel’s liberation
till to the day on which it received the law. Yet the day on which
Israel left Egypt was the great turning point in its history. It
was the day of the fulfillment of God’s covenant promises to
Abraham, which read according to Genesis 15, 18: “Unto thy seed
have I given this land.” God speaks in this connection exclusively
of Abraham’s seed, even gives Abraham a brief sketch of Israel’s
history in Egypt till to the fourth generation and the time of their
return to the promised land. God in making His covenant with
Abraham reveals the future to Abraham, tells him of Israel’s
heritage, and in letting him see a smoking furnace and a burning
lamp that passed between the pieces of the sacrificial animals God
gives him a vision of His Revelation on Sinai and lets him see
in the distant future the Sinai-Scene. Abraham, who impatiently
awaited the fulfillment of God’s promises, sees himself included
in God’s future covenant with the people of Israel. Consequently
when the Lord appeared to Moses in a flame of fire out of the
midst of a bush He repeats the words which He had spoken to
Abraham and reveals Himself to Moses as the God of Abraham,
the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob, i. e. as the Covenant God
(Ex. 3, 6). Then God sends Moses to the Children of Israel
saying: “I have remembered my covenant. Wherefore say unto
the children of Israel: I am the Lord . . . And I will take you to
me for a people, and I will be to you a God: and ye shall know
that I am the Lord your God, which bringeth you out from under
the burdens of the Egyptians” (Ex. 6, 4-8). Thus God by means
of His word that He covenanted with Israel (Hag. 2, 5) renews
and ratifies the Abrahamitic covenant and hinds Himself to the
promises of this covenant and of none other. We must not lose
sight of this covenant, we must not forget that it is the great ante-
cedent of the Sinaitic covenant, that without the Abrahamitic cov-
enant the religion of the Old Testament would indeed have been
an essentially different religion from that of the New Testament.
We can only gain a correct understanding of the Sinaitic covenant
in the light of the Abrahamitic covenant. Even Moses himself
was reminded of this in an unexpected manner, to say the least.
For on his way to-Egypt from Midian the Lord met him and
sought to kill him. And only after Zipporah had circumcised
her son did the Lord let him go. Luther asks “warum der Hei-
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lige Geist dies tolle nirrische Zeug unter so grosse wichtige und
hohe Handel mengt”. Vischer is without doubt correct in empha-
sizing that this incident should bring to Moses and our minds the
close connection between the Abrahamitic and Sinaitic covenant.
The mediator of the Sinaitic covenant as well as his son had to be
circumcised and could not be without the “seal of the righteousness
of the faith” (Rom. 4, 11). But above all God Himself promised
never to forget the Abrahamitic covenant. Whenever Israel would
walk contrary unto Him and He would walk contrary unto Israel
and bring them into the land of their enemies, then God would
remember His covenant with Jacob, with Isaac, and with Abra-
ham. Never would God break this covenant, ever would He
remember it, this covenant with Abraham, as one that was to last
forever, and that should never grow old. (Comp. Lev. 26, 40ff).
This therefore cannot be the old covenant to which Jeremiah is
referring. For the Abrahamitic covenant was exclusively a Gos-
pel covenant, a covenant of an unconditioned gospel, an everlasting
covenant. Yet Hengstenberg regards this covenant as the one
to which Jeremiah is referring, only that he calls it the Sinaitic
covenant. The difference between the old and the new covenant
for Hengstenberg is consequently only one of form, not of quality,
is merely a relative, not an essential one .

Moses never ceases to speak of the Abrahamitic covenant,
although he 1s the meditator of another covenant, which God made
with the people of Israel. For the Sinai-Scene does not only tell
us of the giving of the Law, of a Law being added, but this Law
1s called a covenant. Not only the whole set of laws including
the ceremonial laws is designated as covenant, but the ten com-
mandments as such, which Moses wrote upon two tables of stone,
even the tables of the covenant (Dt. 4, 13,9, 9). This covenant
God commands Israel to perform (Dt. 4, 13) — note the ter-

? Lenski, apparently under the influence of Hengstenberg’s inter-

pretation, also speaks of this difference as of a relative one. On page 32
of his Eisenach OT Selections, to which we’ll have to call the attention
of our readers again, he argues only in favor of a relative difference be-
tween the two covenants, as this difference for instance “appears in the
fact that the old was made with a nation, while the new is made with
those who in any nation repent and believe in God.” Still this distinction
does not cover those deeper lying differences between the Old and the
New Covenant, to which we’ll have to refer in the following paragraphs.
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minology — this covenant Israel breaks (31, 16), even as the law
is brokén. In other words law and covenant become synonymous,
and the book of the law and the book of the covenant are one
(2 Kgs. 22, 8ff.; 23, 2.21). The Apostle Paul in Galatians 4
speaks -0of the law, under which the Galatians again wanted to
place themselves, and again he speaks of the covenant from Mount
Sinai, which gendereth to bondage (21.24), speaking of course
of one and the same thing in both cases. The Sinaitic covenant

is a covenant of the law, and this is the old covenant to which
Jeremiah is referring, not the Abrahamitic covenant. “Dieser
Bund des Gesetzes”, we read in the Synodical Paper of 1865,
“welchen Gott mit dem Volke Israel am Berge Sinai gemacht und
durch Tod und Blut der Opfertiere bestitigt hat, ist das Alte
Testament” (p. 19). '

This old covenant was not an everlasting and not an uncon-
ditioned covenant. Not an eternal covenant, for it was only to
last until to “the time of the reformation” (Hebr. 9, 10), i. e. until
the time of the diorthdsis, the right order, the new order of the
new covenant, the time when faith was come. As such its laws
applied only to this one people, to Israel. This even pertains
“to the Ten Commandments as a code of laws, a Corpus,
being the source and the fountain-head of all the.other Jewish laws.
Therefore Luther could rightly say, “Wenn ich Mosen annehme
in einem Gebot, so muss ich den ganzen Mosen annehmen” and
adds: “Mosen wollen wir halten fiir einen Lehrer, aber fiir unsern
Gesetzgeber wollen wir ihn™ nicht halten, es sei denn, dass er
gleichstimme mit dem Neuen Testament und dem natiirlichen
Gesetz” (St. L. III, 61.).

The Sinaitic covenant was, however, also a conditioned
covenant, and as such a bilateral engagement involving reciprocal
obligations between God and His people. The reciprocal obliga-
tions between God and His people are clearly expressed Deuter-
onomy 26, 17-19. There Moses says to Israel: “Thou hast
avouched the Lord this day to be thy God . . . and the Lord hath
avouched thee this day to be his peculiar people.” In other words
each party had given the other occasion to say (he’emarta, Hiph.
of “amar) his say, to give his promise. Israel had given God
occasion to say that He is their God and would bring them into
the land of Canaan and God had given Israel occasion to say that
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they would be His people, that they would believe His promises and
obey His commandments.

Despite the fact that this covenant was not an everlasting
and not an unconditional covenant, it was nevertheless a covenant
by which God wanted to bring His people into close communion
with Himself. “Now therefore, if you will obey my voice indeed,
and keep my covenant, then ye shall be a peculiar treasure unto me
above all people: for all the earth is mine: And ye shall be unto
me a kingdom of priests and an holy nation” (Ex. 19, 5.6). And
according to Jeremiah God was “an husband” * unto his people,
when he took them by the hand and led them out of Egypt. “It
was as when a husband keeps, protects, provides for, and share
all his possessions with a wife,” thus God showered on Israel all
the gifts of His mercies and lovingkindness, including “the cove-
nants, and the giving of the law, and the service of God, and the
promises” (Rom. 9, 4) 5. Therefore the Sinaitic Covenant was
inaugurated by the blood of a sacrificial animal, Israel thereby
being brought into the bond of the covenant. This blood of the
sacrifice was also sprinkled on the people, and Moses said: “Be-
hold the blood of the covenant, which the Lord hath made with

* How the LXX came to translate ba‘alti with émelésa, “I ceased to

»

care for them”, “ich habe mich von ihnen losgesagt” instead of ekyrieusa,
as translated by Aquila, “is”, as Lenski claims, “impossible to say. The
supposition that they read ga‘al instead of ba‘al is only a surmise. That
Heb. 8 9 retained the LXX translation need cause no surprise, since this
clause is not vital for the arguments in Hebrews, and there are a number
of similar instances where faulty LXX translations are allowed to pass”

(ibid. 27). Comp. also Dr. Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, II, 301/2.

° Note that “covenant” (referring to the Sinaitic covenant) and “mercy”
are synonyms in Scriptures (Dt. 7, 9) and Prof. Pieper therefore aptly
calls the Sinaitic Covenant “eine gnidige Bundesschliessung” (QS 1932,
257 ; comp. also 261 and esp. 264). This always again invokes the question,
whether we are justified in calling the Old Covenant a covenant of the
law, whether we must not at least say that the Abrahamitic Covenant was
contained in the Sinaitic. We find the following answer in our synodical
paper: “Da der mit Israel gemachte Bund den allgemeinen Gnadenbund
nicht ausschliesst und aufhebt, so war das N. T. zwar nicht im A. B., als
solchem, enthalten, jedoch in gewissen Gesetzen und Einrichtungen (des-
selben) eingehiillt.” To this the following is added: “Das Alte Testament
ist das Amt des Buchstabens, das die Verdammnis predigt. Der A. B.
wird als solcher beschrieben, den die Vater nicht halten konnten. Das
Testament auf Sinai gebiert zur Knechtschaft. Darum ist dasselbe eigent-
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you concerning all these words” (Ex. 24, 8). The covenant on
Sinai was a blood-covenant, this blood being for the remission of
sins. For without shedding of blood is no remission, Hebrews 9,
22°  Immediately after the inauguration ceremony Moses and
Aaron and Nadab and Abihu and seventy elders went up and saw
the God of Israel in all his grace and glory — and did eat and
drink (24, 11), in other words were commensals of God, had
communion with the living God. Added to this God gave Moses,
who remained on the mount with Him 40 days and 40 nights, a
written confirmation, the tables of the law as a bond, eine Ver-
briefung des Bundes. Six days Moses had to wait before God
'spake to him, representing the six days of creation. For by means
of this covenant God did nothing less than to reestablish, even if
only in the form of a pattern, His work of Creation culminating
in the Sabbath day, a sign between Him and His people, the ob-
servance of which being for a perpetual covenant (Ex. 3, 16).
All the sabbaths and festivals culminating in the festival of the
atonement (Lev. 16) were to be observed and celebrated in the
Tabernacle, the sanctuary, which was also sanctified to God’s
glory, and where He appeared in His glory from above the mercy
seat dwelling among the children of Israel as their God (Ex. 20,

lich nichts anderes denn Gesetz; obwohl in demselben Zeremonien waren,
in denen das N. T. eingewickelt war. Wenn Moses Evangelium predigt,
so tut er ein fremdes Amt” (pp. 21-22). Applied to the whole O. T. dis-
pensation we read: “Doch war die Predigt des A. T. als solche, die Pre-
digt des Gesetzes, wiahrend die Predigt des N. T. als solche, die des
Evangeliums ist . . . Das Amt des A. T. ist Gesetzespredigt. Moses war
Mittler des A. T., also hatte er die Gesetzespredigt. Wenn er Evangelium
predigt, so fithrt er ausser seinem eigentlichen Gesetzesamt noch ein an-
deres, das N. T. So kann man also wohl von Moses sagen, dass er zu-
gleich Evangelium predigt, aber nicht gleichermassen vom A. T., dass es
Evangelium predigte” (pp. 22 and 24; comp. QS 1932, 258/9).

¢ Here is a similarity between the Old and the New Covenant, which
should not escape our notice and which Prof. Stoeckhardt defines thus:
“Wie schon der Alte Bund, so ist der Neue Bund erst recht durch Blut
geweiht. Das. Opferblut des Alten Testaments weissagt auf das Bundes-
blut des Neuen Testaments, und eben darum hat es die Kraft, die Siinde
zu sithnen” (Stdckhardt, Biblische Geschichte, Altes Testament, p. 97).
Nevertheless the Old Covenant must be defined as a covenant of the law,
since the law characterizes the Sinaitic covenant and since, as Prof. Stoeck-
hardt states in the same paragraph, “das Wort des Gesetzes die Grundlage
des Alten Bundes ist.”
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43ff.) to be worshipped by them. For this worship on the part of
Israel was one great purpose of this covenant, which is set forth
in these words: “Behold I make a covenant: Before all thy people
will T do marvels, such as have not been done in all the earth, nor
in any nation: and all the people among which thou art shall see
the work of the Lord . . . for thou shalt worship no other God”
(Ex. 34, 10£f.).

God, however, wanted to see such a holy life of worship on
the part of His people realized. Israel had been in Egypt 430
vears and had absorbed much of the heathen worship of the
Egyptians. Israel often expressed the desire to go back to Egypt.
This people God gave His laws, surrounded them with His laws
as with a hedge, thereby “placing them in a position,” as Lenski
puts it, “where in complete freedom from outward restraint they
could worship the Lord by true faith in His great covenant promise,
and permit themselves to be tutored and trained by the code of
laws the Lord had given them” (Eisen. O. T. Select., p. 25). The
ceremonial laws were to consolidate the fact that God was in their
midst in His glory. The civic laws were to consolidate the fact
that they were brethren as sharers in one covenant and that a sin
committed by one was ultimately a sin committed by all and a
transgression of the covenant, as Joshua for instance calls Achan’s
sin (Josh. 7, 15; 22, 20). Both the ceremonial and the civic laws
were again founded on the moral law, the Ten Commandments, das
Grundstatut, which as a law impressed upon Israel the great truth
that God was their God and they His people and as such should
do God’s will. By means of these laws God established himself
in Israel’s midst as their king ruling over a kingdom of priests
and a holy nation. This dominion of God over His people
Josephus has well defined as a theocracy, the covenant being a
“Konigsbund” and as such a theocracy.

Nevertheless Israel broke it both by unbelief and disobedience.
‘When Samaria was taken by the Assyrians and the ten tribes led
as captives into Assyria, the author of Kings gives two reasons
why this terrible calamity overtook Israel: They did not believe in
the Lord their God and they rejected his statutes (2 Kgs. 17,
14.15). Both by unbelief and by disobedience Israel faulted and
broke the covenant. - Israel did not remain under the hypakoé tis
pisteés. For that reason the author of Hebrews says that the
first covenant is not faultless, i.. ., it could not bring about the
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obedience of faith. The fault of the first covenant therefore does
not lie in some innate imperfection, but in the people for whom
it was made. And the fault of Israel, to say it with one word,
was unbelief. Because of unbelief Israel did not enter into God’s
rest (Hebr. 3, 19). Because of unbelief Israel broke the Sinaitic
covenant. Its disobedience to the law was but a result of its
unbelief. ,

Yet the final purpose of God in making this covenant with
Israel was not thwarted. This purpose was to bring Israel under
the law, was to gender to bondage, to give birth into slavery. The
Sinaitic covenant, as a covenant of the law, was to be to Israel
the pardagogos, der Zuchtmeister, leading them to Christ. Vischer
traces the term paidagogos back to the omen of the Old Testa-
ment, “omen having the same root word as ‘amen and translated

by our English Bible in one instance (Num. 11, 12) with “nursing
father”. In 2 Kings 10, 1 we find it in the plural and translated
“to them that brought up”, namely the children of Ahab. The
LXX does not translate it with paidagogos, but with tithénos, hav-
ing, nevertheless, the same meaning as paidagogos, one who is
both pedagogue and guardian, Erzieher and Pfleger. The paida-
gogos — literally boy’s leader — was actually one who watched
and corrected the deportment of the boy and again one who
guarded and protected him from hurtful associations. Applied
to the Sinaitic covenant it means just this: The Sinaitic covenant
by means of its laws shut up Israel unto the faith which should
afterwards be revealed, as such being an “omen, a paidagogos, a
slave-guardian to bring Israel unto Christ, that it might be justified
by faith. Indeed the “omen was to bring Israel to the “ermuna,
to faith. Having done this God made it old. To this covenant
in contrast to the new Jeremiah is referring.

IT

Before studying the nature of the New Covenant it 1s ad-
visable to recall to our minds the New Testament terminology for
the covenant idea. The New Testament with its term diathek?
has always caused translators and commentators much difficulty
in deciding whether this term should be translated covenant or
testament. Both Luther’s and the King James Version use both
translations, Bund and Testament, covenant and testament. Luther
uses “Testament” in most cases, while the King James Version
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has a predilection for “covenant”. Modern. translators prefer to
use the word “agreement”. But “agreement” is hardly the proper
translation, since it always reminds us of a mutual contract, while
berith or diathéké as the outcome of God’s sovereign grace and
bounty always has the meaning of a unilateral enactment. No,
the question which we have to answer is- whether diathéké in the
New Testament has the meaning of covenant only, or the meaning
of will of a testator only, or whether it can have both meanings.
There is hardly any doubt that in Galatians 3, 1 and Hebrews 9, 16
it has the meaning of will of a testator. But are we permitted to
conclude that it must have this specific meaning in all the other
passages of the New Testament? Das Worterbuch der Neutesta-
mentlichen Grazitit von Cremer-Kogel tries to prove this and
Lenski in his Commentary argues along the same lines, while Bur-
ton in the Modern Critical Commentary tries to prove the very
opposite, namely that diathéke in all passages with the exception
of Hebrews 9, 16 (and perhaps also with the exception of Gala-
tians 3, 15) means covenant in the Old Testament sense of the
word, a unilateral enactment without the specific meaning of will
of a testator. That this question gains in importance in studying
the sacramental words of Christ will be evident to everyone.
Since the meaning of diathéké as a testamentary disposition
in Galatians 3, 15, where the Apostle speaks of a man’s covenart,
eines Menschen Testament, which if confirmed no man annulleth or
addeth thereto is not questioned by the majority of commentators,
it will suffice to devote ourselves to Hebrews 9, 17, which reads:
“Where a testament is there must of necessity be the death of the
testator. For a testament is of force after men are dead: otherwise
it is of no strength at all while the testator liveth.” There can be no
doubt that the author of Hebrews 1s here speaking also of a testa-
mentary disposition, the more so since he uses terms such as bebaia
- and ischyer and diathemenos which represent, as we are informed
by students of the New Testament Greek, technical terms for a
testamentary disposition. The surprising thing, however, is that
the author of Hebrews, who otherwise is certainly using diathéke
in the meaning of covenant, is here in 9, 17 suddenly having re-
course to an altogether different use of the word. More sur-
prising still is that in the very next verse, verse 18, he is again
switching back to.the Old Testament meaning of the word n
speaking of “the first testament which was not dedicated without
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blood”, in other ‘words, again speaking of the Old Testament
covenant, which was inaugurated by the blood of a sacrificial
animal. He thus uses both meanings of the word in order to teil
us of the death of the testator and also of the sacrifice as an essen-
tial part of the first testament. The idea of a sacrificial death 1s
not contained in a testamentary provision, and only when the
author uses diathéke in both meanings of covenant and testament,
does he gain his point. From the viewpoint of the twofold back-
ground which the term for covenant has in the Bible it really iz
not surprising that diathéké is used in two meanings. This two-
fold use need not be designated as a play of words and need not
be contrary to the sensus litteralis and the inspiration of the Bible,
since one of the two meanings of the word is specified in every
case by the sacred writer. Therefore the Formula of Concord :s
quite scriptural in defining the Lord’s Supper once as a will and
testament and then again as a covenant and a union (Trigl. 989,
50). ’ '

As a covenant and union we find diathéké used in all those
New Testament passages, which are direct or indirect citations
from the Old Testament. Zacharias standing on the threshold
of the fulness of time prophecies: “To perform the mercy promised
to our fathers, and to remember his holy covenant; the oath which
he sware to our father Abraham” (Luke 1,72.73). Jesus himself
speaking to His disciples after having eaten the feast of the Pass-
over with them says: “This cup is the new testament in my blood,”
and therewith repeats the words in Exodus 24, 8 concerning
the blood of the covenant and undoubtedly also the words of
Jeremiah in regard to the new covenant. We do not hesitate to
use the word covenant, when Peter in one of his first sermons
- tells the Jews that they are the children of the prophets and of the
covenant which God made with their fathers, saying unto Abra-
ham, “And in thy seed shall all the kindred of the earth be blessed”
(Acts 3, 25) and when Stephen speaks of ‘‘the covenant of the
circumcision” (7, 8). No less when the Apostle Paul lists among
the advantages of the Jews the “covenants” (Rom. 9, 4) or when
he speaks of two covenants, one of them from Mount Sinai (Gal
4, 24), or even when he tells the Ephesians that they were aliens
from the commonwealth of Israel and strangers from the covenants
of promise (Eph. 2, 12). In Galatians 3, 17 the Apostle also
speaks of the “covenant, that was confirmed before of God in
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Christ”, although in the preceding verse he is undoubtedly using
diatheké to convey the meaning of a testamentary provision, which
“no man disannulleth or addeth thereto.” Where the author of
Hebrews cites Jeremiah's New Testament promise we can without
a shadow of a doubt translate diatheké with covenant (9, 10).
And it is of course in Hebrews where diathéké in so many an in-
stance brings the berith of the Old Testament to our mind, the
author comparing the first and the second, the old and the new
covenant with one another and leading his readers back especially
to the Pentateuch and the Psalter to illustrate the commanding
position of Jesus as the Son of God in the eternal diathekeé. Also
Revelation speaks as Hebrews does (9, 4) of “the ark of the
covenant”, which our English Version, true to form, translates
with “ark of his testament” (11, 19).

But it is not only the word diathéké, which we have to study,
when endeavoring to ascertain in how far the idea of a covenant
prevails in the New Testament. The term kléronomos and kiz-
ronomia, heir and heirship, no less demand our attention. The
idea of inheritance is not only to be found where the Bible speaks
of the will of a testator.” Originally the right of inheritance lay
with those who had been brought into the bond of the covenant.
Israel is therefore called a people of inheritance (Ps. 105, 11), God
finally himself being the lot of their nheritance and their posses-
ston (Ezek. 44, 28). The author of Hebrews with a clear refer-
ence to the covenant which God had made with Abraham calls
Abraham and the sons of Abraham heirs of promise (Hebr. 6, 17)
and Isaac and Jacob heirs with Abraham of the same promise
(11, 9). And Noah, with whom God made a covenant, became
heir of the righteousness which is by faith (11, 7). When Paul
in Galatians, chapter 4 refers to the heir who is still under the law,
1. e. under the covenant-law of Sinai, under the regulations and
statutes of this covenant — he continues by glorying in the in-
heritance of this heir, which is not an inheritance of.the law, but
of the promise given to Abraham. In other words the Apostles
never disconnect the idea of our inheritance from the covenant
idea, moreover show that we have become heirs and sons of God
through the covenant of promise.

Even the combination of son and heir is an Old Testament
idea, as we find it expressed especially in Genesis 15, where Abra-
ham complains that he is childless and without an heir. And
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according to the parable of the vineyard in Mark 12 the son is the
heir. Sonship is the prerequisite for heirship. “Die Sohnschaft
begriindet das Erbe-Sein”. But in this connection the question is
justified, which Burton in his Critical Commentary raises, whether
the kléronomos is one who inherits under the last will of a testator
or one who is “a destined recipient of the promised possession”.
The LXX translates the Hebrew nachala, possession, inheritance,
with kléronomia. Canaan as a nachala is the possession of Is-
rael (Ex. 15, 17; Jer. 2, 7; Ps. 68, 10), which God has given to
his people (Jos. 18, 3). The people of Israel themselves are a
nachala, a possession of their God, a segullah, “a peculiar treasure”,
a possession, God’s possession, the elect people of God, which God
has chosen (Dt. 14, 2). “The idea of inheritance in the Bible is
that of possession, with the twofold shade of meaning of certainty
and anticipation”. This idea of possession has its origin in the
covenant idea. The sharers in the covenant are the possessors
of the covenant gifts.

Christ as the only begotten Son of God is heir of all things
according to Hebrews 1, 2, He is heir by appointment and by decree
according to the eternal order of things God promising in Psalm
2 to give Him the heathen as an inheritance (nachala). Jesus as
the incarnate Son of God in the parable of the vineyard applies
the terms son and heir to himself as to one who is to take over
his possessions. Therefore Christ, when He was about to enter
in upon His Passion, knew, as John tells us (13, 3), that the Father
had given everything into His hand, into the hands of Him who
is called the “covenant for the people”. And the risen Christ
tells His disciples that all power is given unto Him in heaven and
in earth, thereby assuring the disciples that He is the mediator of
a better covenant and that they are His co-heirs. The whole line
of thought in the above passages is a direct continuation of the
Old Testament promises concerning the sharers in God’s berith,
a fact, which certainly must also have had an influence on the usage
and the meaning of diatheke in these passages.

This is above all the case in the Sacramental words of our
Lord. Luther prefers to speak of the Lord’s Supper as a testa-

ment and of Christ as a testator and Lutheran theologians fol-
lowed Luther in this. It was of course the Vulgate, which accord-
g to Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon influenced by Hebrews
9, 17 used the word “testamentum” throughout in the New Testa-
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ment for diathéké. TLuther without doubt was influenced by the
Vulgate in his translation of diathéke. It is not to be denied that
the fact of Christ’s instituting the Holy Sacrament a day prior to
His death argues for the translation of diathéké as testament, 2s
last will of our Lord. Yet even should we accept this meaning. of
diatheké in the Sacramental words of our Lord, we are never-
theless forced to compare the Lord’s Supper with the Old
Covenant because our Lord Himself does~ just that. Note
the names 1 Cor. 11, 20: “The Lord’s Supper”, 10, 21: “The
Lord’s table,” 10.16: “The communion of the blood of Christ”
and finally 1 Cor. 11, 25 and Luke 22, 20:“new covenant”, “neuer
Bund”. These names have nothing in common with the idea of
a will of a testator, but are drawn from the “Vorstellungswelt”
of the Old Covenant and as such point to the new by way .of the
old. “Communion of the blood of Christ”! Certainly this word
communion is the very core of the covenant idea. And deipnon,
feast, reminds us of the sacrificial feast eaten in connection with
the making of a covenant. Since the Lord’s Supper followed
immediately upon the eating of the Passover Luther and Lutheran
theologians spoke of the Old and the New Sacrament and naturally
compared one with another. The point, however, is that where
such a comparison is made the idea of diathéké as the last will of a
testator is dropped at least for the time being and the Old Testa-
ment covenant-concept is placed into the foreground.

Again when Christ says “this is my blood of the New Testa-
ment” he is repeating Exodus 24, 8 with its dam habberith, das
Bundesblut, and the covenant as a covenant in His blood. . Note
that here the word testament does not convey the full meaning,
unless we are fully aware that Jesus is comparing the New Cov-
enant with the Old or vice versa and is setting forth the great
similarity between both. Prof. Hoenecke speaks of this similarity :
“‘Das 1st das Blut des Bundes’ gleich: Das ist der .Bund im Blute.
So ist eine entscheidende Ahnlichkeit zwischen Abendmahl und
Gesetzesbund. Dort geschieht die Bundesgemeinschaft durch
Besprengung, worauf noch uberdies zur Vervollstindigung der
Ahnlichkeit das Geniessen folgt (2 Mose 24, 11); hier ist im
Abendmahl die Darreichung des Blutes zum Geniessen. Dort
sind die Worte: ‘Das ist das Blut des Bundes’, hier die Worte:
Das ist mein Blut, das Blut des neuen Bundes” (IV, 109). - And
now since the new covenant is the better testament with the better
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promises, surely the Sacrament cannot culminate in a mere sym-
bolical or allegorical act, certainly it must give us infinitely more
than the Old Covenant, namely the body and the blood of Christ.
Christ giving us the communion of His body and blood in the
Sacrament, makes us commensals of God. Yes, we can say that
everything that God’s covenant stands for is to be found in the
Lord’s Supper. Therefore the various interpretations of Roman
Catholics and Reformed theologians are altogether out of place,
and over against such misinterpretations of the last words of our
Lord we are not to do anything else but to “rest in the simple and
proper sense of the Sacramental words”, which become very con-
crete when comparing the Old and the New Covenant with one
another. It is then that we know that Christ is not using “alle-
gorical, but entirely proper, simple, indubitable and clear words”
(Trigl. 989). It is also then that we realize that the translation
“testament” as last will of a testator does not by far cover every-
thing that is contained in the words of the institution, but that
the berith of the Old Testament as a “covenant and union” must
come to its own. Only then are we able to do justice to that what
Scriptures tell us of the nature and substance of the New Cov-
enant.

Jeremiah is the first one to speak of the new covenant, the
berith chadasha, translated by the LXX with diathéké kaine.
This is the terminology which is also used in the New Testa-
ment with one exception, namely Hebrews 12, 24. There we find
the translation diathéké nea. What is the meaning of both kaing
and nea? Nea represents that which is new in regard to time,
which has not been in existence before, while kainé represents
that which is new in regard to quality embodying that which is
entirely different from anything that went before. Kainé is
always used when the New Testament speaks of the new heavens
and the new earth, the new commandment of Christ and the new
covenant. The diatheké kame is therefore a covenant which is
essentially different from the old, wesensverschieden. The dia-
theke nea is the new covenant in as far as it has taken its beginning
in the fulness of time, at the time when faith was revealed. Thus
these two - adjectives give us two different viewpoints from which
we can study the new covenant, new in regard to time and new in
regard to quality.

According to both the Old and New Testament the new cov-
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enant is the forgiveness of sins. In Romans 11, 27 we have the
_shortest and therefore a very concise definition of the new cov-
enant: “For this is my covenant unto them, when I shall take
away their sins.” It is that which Jeremiah had already said: For
I will forgive their iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more
(31, 34). This forgiveness of sins has not been wrought with-
out the blood of a mediator. The mediator is Jesus Christ, whom
Isaiah prophecying designates as the berith ‘am, “a covenant for
the people” (42, 6; 49, 8) or Malachi as the malakh berith, “the
messenger of the covenant” (3, 1), ein Bundesmittler, the mediator
of the new testament. As such Jesus is both the mesités and the
engyos of the diatheke (Hebr. 8,6;9,15; 12,24 and 7, 22). The
mesités vouches for the truth of a promise or statement, the
engyos vouches for the fulfillment of a promise. The meaning
. of both terms can, however, also be combined in one: Der Biirge
des Bundes, the surety of a better covenant. As the mediator of
‘the New Covenant He shed His blood for us for the forgiveness
of sins. And the forgiveness of sins is the very essence of the
New Covenant.

As the covenant of the forgiveness of sins it is an uncon-
ditioned covenant over against the conditioned nature of the Old
Covenant. There is no condition attached to the New Covenant.
It contains the promise without a condition: “T will be their God,
and they shall be my people . . . for I will forgive their iniquity,
and I will remember their sin no more” (Jerem. 31, 31). Indeed,
an unconditioned covenant viewed from the viewpoint of God’s
faithfulness (1 John 1, 9), and again an unconditioned covenant
viewed from the viewpoint of Christ’s redemption as the surety of
a better testament (Hebr. 7, 22). But does not a condition creep
into this covenant, we may want to ask, when speaking of man’s
faithfulness or rather unfaithfulness. Certainly, no unfaithfulness
of man can invalidate the immutable determination of God’s pur-
pose. But does this covenant nevertheless not carry conditions
the neglect of which will exclude the individual from its benefits?
It is true, one thing will exclude man from its benefits —
and that is unbelief. But unbelief is to be found in the evil
heart of man alone. Unbelief 1s therefore such a great sin, be-
cause 1t is a violation of the unconditioned covenant of God. If -
we in our unbelief say we have not sinned, we are not only lying
and by ourlying deceiving ourselves — no, we are doing no less
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than committing a blasphemy and making God, the Covenant God,
who never breaks his oath, a liar. However, if we confess our
sins, He, as the God of the New Covenant, is faithful, faithful to
His covenant promise and just, 1. e. righteous to forgive us our sins,
and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness. On the other hand
faith in the forgiveness of sins is again no condition of the new
covenant, moreover an essential part of the new covenant as a
covenant of promise. Jeremiah speaks of faith as knowledge of
the Lord: “They shall all know me, from the least of them unto
the greatest of them” (31, 34). Faith or knowledge of God as
the great objective of the new covenant will be realized. God for
that purpose will gather His elect out of all countries, as Jeremiah
tells us in the 32nd chapter, and they shall be His people and He -
will be their God (37-38). God will make, as Jeremiah con-
tinues, an everlasting covenant with them, never to swerve to do
them good ; but He will put His fear in their hearts, that they shall
not depart from Him (v. 40). The Sinaitic covenant was broken.
This covenant can never be broken. Thus saith the Lord: “If ye
can break my covenant of the day, and my covenant of the night,
and that there should not be day and night in their season; then
may also my covenant be broken with David my servant.” Thus
God impresses upon us the fact that by means of this covenant
we shall not only be His people, but also remain His people — for-
ever. Even if we are sluggish, He is not sluggish about taking to
Himself his own and to fit them out for His service. For when
Hebrews tells us that the blood of Christ purges our conscience
from dead works to serve the living God, he is speaking in terms
of the covenant-worship. The New Testament people are a people
who actually live before God in righteousness and purity forever
and actually worship Him.

This covenant is an eternal covenant in the full sense of the
word. The redemption is eternal (Hebr. 9, 12), the spirit through
which Jesus offered himself without spot to God is eternal (9, 14)
and the inheritance, which those who are called receive, is eternal
(9, 15). All these three essentials of the new covenant are called
eternal because of the divine person of Christ by whom they were
gained for us. Jesus Christ as the Son of God is eternal and spirit-
ual far above the mortal highpriests (7, 16) and the mortal sacrifice
of the old covenant. His sacrifice is the eternal and absolute
sacrifice belonging to an eternal and absolute order as the sacrifice
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of that High-Priest who was made an high priest forever after
the order of Melchizedek (6, 20). Therefore we have a better
hope and by means of this hope draw nigh unto God on the new
and living way, which our High-Priest has consecrated for us and
on which we enter into the holiest before the throne of God with
a true heart in the full assurance of faith (Hebr. 10, 20), tasting
the good word of God and the powers of the world to come (6, 5),
till in the new heavens and the new earth we “shall sit down in
the kingdom of God” (Luke 13, 29) and shall eat and drink at
our Lord’s table in His kingdom (22, 30) as commensals of God.

IIT

In defining the difference between the Old and the New
Covenant theologians have again and again spoken of two different
religions. On the basis of 2 Corinthians 3, 6 they claim that the
religion of the Old Covenant was a religion of the dead letter over
against a religion of the spirit of the New Covenant. It is inter-
esting. to note what Kittels Theologisches Worterbuch says about
this difference: “Das bloss Geschriebene und Vorgeschriebene
kann nicht anders als toten. Lebendig machen kann nur der
Geist, nicht die Schrift. . . . Paulus will sagen . . . dass die ganze
alte Phase der Offenbarung noch nicht durch Christus und seinen
Geist bestimmt ist . . . der bestimmende Charakter des Neuen ist
nicht mehr das nur Geschriebene und Vorgeschriebene . . . insofern
kann man sagen, dass Paulus eintrete fiir die Aufhebung der
‘Buchreligion’. Die graphd ist aber deswegen nicht abgetan.
Sie wird nunmehr zu einer durch Christus und seinen Geist regu-
lierte Autoritat. Aller gesetzlicher Schriftgebrauch ist tétend,
auch ein solcher des Neuen Testaments. Der Neue Bund lebt .
nicht nur vom Geschriebenen”, etc. etc. The translation of the
Bible by Smith and Goodspeed implies just this meaning: They
translate verse 4: “My qualification is from God, and he has quali-
fied me to serve him in the interests of a new agreement, not in
writing, but in spirit. For what is written kills, but the Spirit
gives life.” A twofold claim is set up by these theologians. The
one is that the revelation under the Old Covenant was not yet
permeated by the spirit of Christ and the other that the religion
of the Old Covenant was but a “Buchreligion”. Is that the dif-
ference to which Jeremiah and the Apostles are referring, the
latter speaking of the grammata over against the spirit, the former
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of the spirit, whereby the Law of God is written into our hearts?
Beginning with Luther Lutheran theologians have always in-
terpreted these passages as différentiating between the law and
the gospel, never, however, as distinguishing between the written
Word as “letter” and the unwritten word as “spirit”, as something
not bound to the written word at all. Now Romans 7, 6 tolerates
no doubt that when Paul is speaking of the letter he means the
law. Let us first of all read this passage in our American trans-
lation: “But now the law no longer applies to us, so that we can
now serve in the new Spirit, not under the old letter.” Note that
the kainotzti pnewmatos and the palaiotéti grammatos are simply
translated with “new spirit” and “old letter” by this translation.
Luther has translated these two phrases with “im neuen Wesen des
Geistes und nicht im alten Wesen des Buchstabens”, the King
James Version with: “In the newness of spirit and not in the old-
ness of the letter.” There is a difference. Yet even now we can-
not evade the question: Why does the Apostle speak of the letter
in contrast to the spirit and constantly give theologians, as it were,
an opportunity to speak of the “Buchreligion” in contrast to the
spirit. In drawing a line between letter and spirit the Apostle
wants to convince us that there is nothing else left of the law
which is not fulfilled than the letter and that there is no life to be
derived from that letter. That letter even kills and we find it to
be unto death. However the spirit, the grace of God, the bringing
in of a better hope, as Hebrews has it, gives life, renews us, so
that by the spirit or the better hope we draw nigh unto God.
This brings us face to face again with the essential difference
between the Old and the New Covenant, namely that of law and
gospel. The difference between.the Old and the New Testament
Scriptures is not that of law and gospel, yet the difference between
the Old and the New Covenant consists in nothing less. Although
the Old Covenant was full of promises and patterns of ‘a better
covenant, yet these promises were conditioned promises, and these
patterns were encased and concealed in legal regulations and
statutes. The Old Covenant was therefore characterized by the
law and by the law alone, the New Covenant on the other hand
received its characterization from the gospel and from the gospel
only. The Old Covenant remains a covenant of the law, a Ge-
setzesbund, a ministration of death and condemnation (2 Cor.
3, 7ff.), over against which the New Covenant is a covenant of
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grace, a ministration of the spirit and of righteousness (3, 8f.)
and therefore new as to its quality, wesensverschieden.”.

It is here, however, where we must avoid a number o0& wrong
conclusions. The one is that the only way of salvatiorn open to
the Jews under the Old Covenant was the perfect keeping of the
law. Such a conclusion excludes the promises of the Abrahamitic
covenant, to which the Jews themselves were to have constant re-
course when transgressing the Old Covenant. Moses himself
preached and taught the Gospel truths of the Abrahamitic Cov-
enant directing the gaze of his people back to the promises given
to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob as well as forward to the fulfillment
of these promises in Christ Jesus (Dt. 18, 15f.). Yet we must
always keep in mind that when Moses preached the Gospel he took
over the more excellent ministry of the New Testament. His is
and remains the ministration of the law, for “the law was given
by Moses.” The Law, not the Gospel was given by Moses. This
with all its “grace and truth came by Jesus Christ” (John 1, 17).

The second wrong conclusion carries us into the opposite
extreme. Realizing that Israel had the Gospel promises and the

" Concerning the promises of the Old Covenant Prof. Pieper states:
“Im Sinaibund aber, mit dem geistlichen verdorbenen Abrahamssamen ge-
schlossen, stehen zwar auch die herrlichsten Verheissungen (Exod. 19, 6),
aber der Herr macht sie abhingig von des Volkes Gehorsam und ihrem
Halten seines Bundes, V. 5. .. Auf dem Wege des Sinaibundes kann kein
Siinder selig werden, weil keiner ihn halten kann” (QS 1941, 236; comp.
also 1932, 191-2; 1934, 11-13). Lenski is not keeping this in mind when
making the surprising statement: “Those who conceive of the old covenant
as law, and this resulting in transgression, and the new covenant as Gospel,
thus filled with pardon, obtain a wrong, and actually a terrible contrast.
For the fact is that the former would then be no true covenant at all
— all who lived under it would be damned for ever” (ibid. 32). This is
repeated by Lenski in his Commentary on Hebrews, p. 272. This Lutheran
commentator can only speak thus, because he regards the Abrahamitic
covenant as the old covenant, to which Jeremiah is supposed to be referring
(comp. Eisen. Selections, pp. 24/5), and therefore has no other way of
escape from his mistake, but to define the difference between the old and
new covenant merely as a relative one, thus when setting forth the newness
of the new covenant as “the incarnate Messiah himself, the final sacrifice
for sin, and all the enduring results thus assured” (p. 23), while the dif-
ference is that of law and gospel, this difference actually being an “entirely
different one from the old.” Lenski’s whole line of argument applies to
the difference of O. and N. T. Scriptures, not to the difference of O. and
N. Covenant.
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figures of a better covenant, and that the Gospel promises were
preached by Moses and the prophets throughout Israel’s history,
we too,readily overlook the fact that the Israelite lived and died
under the Old Covenant, which gendered to bondage, gave birth
into slavery (Gal. 4, 24) and placed a yoke upon the neck of every
Israelite (Acts 15, 10). Israel under the Old Covenant is to be
compared with a nation in arms, drilled by Moses as its driil-
master and hearing the commands of the Law day in and day out.
Luther puts it drastically: “Denn wer ein Gesetzvolk regieren soll,
der muss immer anhalten, immer treiben und sich mit dem Volk
wie mit Eseln bliuen. Denn kein Gesetzwerk geliet mit Lust
und Liebe ab, es ist alles erzwungen und abgendtigt. Weil nun
Moses ein Gesetzeslehrer ist, muss er mit seinem. Treiben anzei-
gen, wie Gesetzwerk gezwungen Werk sind und das Volk miide
machen, bis es durch solch Treiben erkenne seine Krankheit und
Unlust zu Gottes Gesetz und nach der Gnade trachte (St. L. XIV,
- 9). Or viewing it from the viewpoint of the Word preached
under the Old and the New Covenant Luther tells us: “Das sei
nun die zwo Predigt. Des Alten Testaments Priester, Prediger
und Predigten handeln nicht' mehr denn das Gesetz Gottes; da ist
noch nie Offentlich gepredigt der Geist und Gnade. Aber im
Neuen Testament predigt man eitel Gnad und Geist, durch Chri-
stum uns gegeben” (St. L. XVIII, 1312). We never realize
fully enough that the imposition of the moral, ceremonial and civic
code of laws was a very heavy burden on Israel, and that Israel
was in slavery and consequently in fear. Scriptures- stress this
by telling us that God thus- proved His people that His fear might
be before their faces (Ex. 20, 20), that they should receive the
spirit of hondage to fear being held in bondage under the elements
of the world and differing in nothing from slaves, while under the
New Covenant all believers receive the spirit of adoption, whereby
we cry, Abba Father (Rom. 8, 15), and serve God without fear
(Luke 1, 74), dwelling in love, in which there is no fear, which
even casteth out fear (I John 4, 16f.). Augustine is right in say-
ing that the difference between the Old and New Covenant can be
most clearly stated by means of the two words, timor et amor, fear,
and love. This passage from Augustine is cited in our Synodical
Paper and added to it we find the following: “Es war von Gott
beabsichtigt, dass die Glaubigen im A. B. sich in weit hoherem
Mass ftirchten sollten als die Glaubigen im N. T. Diese Furcht
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war Dbei ihnen oft bis zum tiefsten Schrecken gesteigert . . . Dass
ihnen nicht alle Freudigkeit des Glaubens abzusprechen war, ist
gewiss; waren ihnen doch die herrlichen Verheissungen zugesagt,
welche sie fréhlich machten und das Joch des Gesetzes linderten”
(34).8

In the New Covenant there are no commandments and ordi-
nances, no legal requirements and restrictions. All that was an
essential part of the Old Covenant, all that is gone now. “Christ
is the end of the law for righteousness.”” The Christian is not
under the Law. The new man is in no need of the Law. And when
Christ tells us that “till heaven and earth pass one jot or ome
tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled” (Matth.
5, 171.), He is not making the Law a part of the New Covenant,
He is not, as Luther argues, speaking of the Law of Moses, but
is referring to the Ten Commandments, 7. e. to the unchanging
moral parts of the Ten Commandments. He is not including the
embellishment and attire, which Moses has given to the moral law,
den “Schmuck, damit es Moses schmiickt”. No, Jesus is calling
attention to those laws, “welche zuvor in aller Menschen Herzen
mit der Schépfung eingepflanzt sind” (St. L. XX, 1853). The
fulfillment of these laws, which Christ is promising in the Sermon
on the Mount, culminates on Judgment Day. The last word con-
cerning this law will have been spoken, when Christ appears to
judge the quick and the dead and renders to every man according
to his deeds (Rom. 2, 6) and judges the secrets of men (2, 16).
Therefore . even in New Testament times this law “remains both
to the penitent and the impenitent . . . the immutable will of God;
and the difference, so far as concerns obedience, is alone in man”
(Trigl. 807). Those who are sharers in the New Covenant ful-
fill this law, it being written, according to Jeremiah, in their
® We can even add without contradicting the aforesaid: “Die alttesta-
mentlichen Frommen wandelten in den alttestamentlichen Gesetzen und
Satzungen nach dem Geist ebenso frei und frohlich wie die Frommen des
Neuen Testaments in allen Geboten. Vgl. Ps. 1197 (QS 1932, 259). This
statement is only too true from the view-point of faith and the new birth,
which the Holy Spirit worked no less in the hearts of all Old Testament
believers (Ps. 51, 10f).  But the truth of the “opposite” statement, as to
the fear of the Old Testament believer under the law, must be upheld in
view of the inherence of the Old Adam (QS 1932, 259), of his minority
as an heir (Gal. 4, 1-4), and of the numberless laws and regulations, which
he was consciencebound to fulfill to the letter (Ex. 19, 12ff.; QS 1934, 10).
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hearts, 1mplanted by the Spirit and Word of God in the
inward parts of the believers, whereby sanctification as a
fruit of justification is worked, “without which no man shall
see the Lord” (Hebr. 12, 14). As Israel was once hedged in
by the Law, we are now hedged in by the love of Christ (synechei
hémas, 2 Cor. 5, 14), wherewith he has loved us (John 13, 34),
i. e. we continue in His love (15, 9), even as the love of Christ
constraineth, controls us. “In this manner”, according to the
Formula of Concord, “the children of God live in the Law and walk
according to the Law of God, which St. Paul in his Epistles calls
the Law of 'Christ and the Law of mind . .. But this is done as
though we knew of no command, threat or reward” (Trigl. 807).

Only by faith in Christ can we do justice to the Law. Yet
faith in Christ does not signify that our faith lays hold on both
Christ and the Law, that besides Christ we still have the Law as our
taskmaster, that after having known God and after being known
of God we turn again to the weak and beggarly elements. Such
a faith is not faith. Since the Old Covenant has vanished we
cannot claim to be sharers in both the New and the Old Covenant.
We can only be sharers in the New Covenant by the grace of God.
And if we are not heirs of the gifts of the New Covenant, we can-
not comfort ourselves by claiming to at least possess the promises
of the Old Covenant. The Jews, who still claim to have the Old
Testament and the Law, have neither one or the other. The Old
Testament 1s in the New and in the fulfillment of the Old — and
only those who have the New Testament have the Old Testament.
The Jews are also without the Law. They may have the oldest
codices and manuscripts of the laws of Moses, but in these codices
they haveé not the Law of Moses. They do not want to believe
that Christ has taken the Law into his own hands, as the Formula
of Concord has it (Trigl. 955), and that He has explained it
spiritually, and as we may add here, has fulfilled it. The Jew
has by his unbelief made out of the Old Testament or out of the
Law a “Buchreligion”, a legalistic religion. It is only through
unbelief that we can make out of the New Testament Scriptures a
“Buchreligion”, through an unbelief which uses the New Testa-
ment in a legalistic way even as the Jew uses the Old Testament.
The New Testament is indeed only a code of laws for those who
do not find Christ in them anymore. They speak of the New
Testament as of the “Sermon on the Mount”, without realizing
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that Christ there was taking the law into His hands and giving it
a spiritual meaning. Not verbal inspiration, but unbelief creates
and fosters the “Buchreligion”. Against the misuse of the written
word, however, we can guard ourselves best of all by ever re-
maining conscious of the means, whereby the gifts of the New
Covenant are ministered to the believers.

At first sight Jeremiah seems to say that in the New Covenant
times there will be no preaching or teaching at all. This is, how-
ever, not the case. Jeremiah is glorying in the means of grace of
the New Covenant, even as the Apostle John does writing to his
readers: “And you on your part have anointment from the Holy
One, and you all know. I did not write to you because you do not
know the truth, but because you know it” (1 John 2, 20). And
then in a following verse (27): “And you have no need for any-
one to be teaching you. On the contrary as his anointment coun-
tinues to teach you concerning everything . . . just as it did teach
vou, continue to remain in him” (v. 27). The anointment of
Christ bestowed upon us by the Holy Ghost in Word and Sacra-
ment characterizes us as theodidaktoi (1 Thess. 4, 9), as taught
immediately by God. This does not exclude the giving of apostles,
prophets, evangelists, pastors and teachers for the perfecting of
the saints. Yet these are only ministers and stewards of the mys-
teries of God — the Spirit of the living God does the work through
their ministration. And even where Christian congregations grow
in the knowledge of the truth we must say with the Apostle:
Christ’s anointment worked by the means of grace continues to
teach them.

Jeremiah, however, also refers to an inferior method cf
propagating the Biblical truths, together with inferior results
under the Old Covenant as compared with the New. Hebrews
1, 1 forbids us to discount the Old Testament means and methods
of Old Testament revelation as such. There was a great variety of
Christian revelation under the Old Covenant. The fact that it
was varied and piecemeal does not permit us to conclude that it
was inferior. But Jeremiah is not speaking of the means of
revelation, but of the means of spreading and imparting the Gos-
pel truths when saying: “And they shall teach no more every man
his neighbor, and every man his brother, saying: Know the
Lord.” These words of the prophet must be studied in the
light of the Old Testament times and conditions. The Old



280 Diathéké in the Old and New Testament.

Testament itself tells us for instance that in the days of El
the “word of the Lord was precious in those days; there was
no open vision”, “wenig Weissagung”, as Luther translates, or the-
word of God was not being propagated, as the original has it.
There were times when God sent a famine of the hearing of the
word of the Lord in the land, when at the most neighbor could
only teach neighbor, when no prophets or priests instructed the
people. Again it is not imagination, but reality that the book of
the law could be found.in the temple, could be discovered, as if
it were some ancient manuscript, which had been stored away and
forgotten. It was Hilkiah, the priest who found the book of the
law at the time of Josiah. In such times the word was not read
to the people, as it was done by the Levites after the exile, but at
the most, if it happened at all, was passed from one to the other
by word of mouth. It was an exception also if a godly king in-
augurated a system of religious instruction for the people as Jeho-
shaphat did (2 Chr. 17, 7f.). And even when prophets were
present, these were removed into a corner, as Isaiah puts it (30,
20), were crowded out of the temple worship by false prophets and
the people, and even had to shift for their safety in the reign of
ungodly kings. Certainly the priests’ lips were to keep knowledge,
for they were the messengers of God (Mal. 2, 7). Yet the people
according to Hosea strove with the priests, the priests often de-
parted out of the way and caused many to stumble at the Law
(4, 41.), so that priests and people were alike in lack of knowl-
edge — “like people, like priests”, was the saying (v. 9). Or the
writing of the prophet, which was to be read to the people, was
burned, as was done with Jeremiah’s book, and to prevent a
second destruction it had to be safely stored away by the scribe
or disciple of the prophet, and the words of the book could only he
passed from one to the other by word of mouth. Under the Old
Covenant revelation was first added to revelation, book to book —
until 400 years prior to Christ the Old Testament Canon was com-
plete. And dccording to Hebrews it was only in these last days that
God has spoken unto us by His Son. After the prolonged reve-
lations through the prophets the finality of revelation was first
brought about by Christ Himself. The Israelites were népios
and the revelation which they received in the Word of God is to
be evaluated from the viewpoint of the pedagogical guidance of
God. Even as Christ did not tell His disciples everything con-
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cerning His passion and resurrection until they had been under
His guidance and tutorship for the greater part of His sojourn
with them, so God dealt with His people as with népioi, so that
the fulness of the revelation was first realized in Christ’s ministry
and in the outpouring of the Spirit, as prophesied by the prophets.
Comparing these Old Covenant times with those of the New Cov-
enant, we learn to understand the prophet’s words: “And they shall
teach no more every man his neighbor, and every man his brother
saying, Know the Lord.” '

Added to this we must always keep in mind that the New
Covenant 1s not to be given to another nation. Humanly speaking
the counterpart of Israel in this promise of Jeremiah would have
to be some other nation. This is not the case. God’s thoughts
are not our thoughts. God did not choose one of the many
Semitic or Aryan nations, to which his prophets had to call Israel’s
attention (Am. 9, 7) and had to tell their people that God had
also called these nations into existence and that he had assigned
certain boundaries to them. Yet God did not choose in Israel’s
stead any of these nations. According to Jeremiah God promises
to gather His elect out of all countries, so that they should be His
people and He their God (32, 37f.). The sharers in the New
Covenant as the elect of God are gathered from all nations, Gen-
tiles and Jews alike. It is contrary to God's Word when New
Testament preachers promise nations that they will in due time
be God’s people or when they tell them that they are God’s people.
If Christian preachers of our days do not clearly distinguish be-
tween the communion of saints and the nations as such, they will
always end up by speaking to their respective nation as if it were
the covenant people of God and God exclusively their god,
America’s, England’s god. With the supersedure of the Old
Covenant not a nation, but the communion of saints represents
God’s covenant people, God heing their God.

Also God’s Covenant people are not ruled by any ecclesiastical
or civil power. Israel as a theocracy was both an ecclesiastical as
well as a civil power. The civil power in Israel had jurisdiction
over the ecclesiastical affairs of the commonwealth in Israel even
as the ecclesiastical powers had jurisdiction over the civil affairs
of the nation. Under the New Covenant the Church is without
these powers. Christ alone rules over the Church by means of His
Gospel. The Church of Christ is subject to Christ and to His
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Word alone. This also implies that a Christian congregation can-
not claim any special form of outward unity as a diwine institution.
There is, of course, unity and order in a Christian congregation.
But this order is of a spiritual nature. Christians should be sub-
ject to one another, and be clothed with humility (1 Petr. 5, 5) and
should in honor prefer one another as brethren (Rom. 12, 10).
Not laws are to consolidate this communion of brethren — the
Gospel of Jesus Christ is the only means and the love of Christ
which constrains us to serve one another realizing that harm done
to one is harm done to all, service done to one is service done
to all. Christians should therefore not usurp either ecclesiastical
or civic power to rule over their brethren. On the contrary, in
the Church of God under the New Covenant the impossible should
become possible: He that is greatest among you shall be your
servant (Matt. 23, 11).

The prerequisite for such a service on our part as “ministers
of the new testament” is none other than to distinguish between
the Old and the New ; not as modern scholars do in distinguishing
between an old religion, which had to be discarded, and a new
religion, which gradually developed, but as the Scriptures do in
distinguishing between the ministration of death written and en-
graven in stones, and the ministration of the spirit, written in
fleshy tables of the heart (2 Cor. 3, 3ff.). We are not only called
upon to distinguish thus, but also to apply the difference between
Old and New to both Law and Gospel, to State and Church, and
to all the affairs of a war-torn world. May God, from whom
alone we can gain sufficiency, grant us in these trying times a
growing knowledge of the New over against the Old, of that which
is done away over against that which remaineth (2 Cor. 3, 11),
vea a growing knowledge of the ministration of righteousness
which exceeds by far the ministration of condemnation in glory,
so that we may as able ministers preach not ourselves, but Christ
Jesus, the Lord. P. Peters.
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Dr. Behnken’s Statement at Columbus. — In our report on the
Second Columbus Conference (July, 1942, p. 216, under the head Reso-
lution . . . vegarding Missouri) we referred to a prepared statement read

before the conference by Dr. Behnken. The Journal of Theology (A. L.
Ci.) for July contained the complete text of the statement. We here
present it to our readers.

“First of all, let me state that we hail with keen delight and with
gratitude to God every sincere effort toward genuine unity in the Lutheran
Church of America. The matter of Lutheran unity is of deep concern
to us and the burden of many a fervent prayer sent to the throne of our
gracious Heavenly Father.

“The Missouri Synod has always supported the cause of Lutheran
unity. Efforts to unite the Lutheran Church in America date back to
~ the middle of the last century. They found their origin in a question
* propounded in the Missouri Synod periodical Lehre und Wehre in January,
1856. The writer asked whether a joint meeting of all Synods which bear
the Lutheran name and acknowledge and confess the Unaltered Augsburg
Confession of 1530 as the. pure and correct interpretation of Holy Writ,
would not be advantageous and conducive toward the establishment of one
united Ev. Luth. Church in North America. On the strength of this
question the Lutheran Standard proposed and issued a call for such a
meeting which appeared for two months in all the English, Norwegian,
and German language periodicals which were friendly to the cause. As
a result meetings were conducted in Columbus, Ohio; Pittsburgh, Penn.;
Cleveland, Ohio; and Fort Wayne, Ind., extending over a period of sev-
eral years.

“This attitude and position of her fathers is the attitude and position
of the Missouri Synod today. We today are sincerely interested in sound,
solid Lutheran unity. Such a desire for genuine unity prompted us to
accept the invitation to this meeting, though it is known that our Synod
is not a member of the National Council. We have come because we
feel the importance of the situation in the present emergency. We feel
in duty bound to make whatever contribution we can make toward a God-
pleasing solution of the grave problems confronting us. We welcome the
opportunity again to state what we deem to be an essential requirement
unto a truly God-pleasing unity. '

“We are convinced on the basis of Scripture that a healthy union of
L.utheran church bodies in America must rest upon genuine unity of the
Spirit in the bond of peace as a foundation. Without this foundation the
structure would crumble and fall. Irrespective of what may have been
said and written about an overemphasis on the necessity of doctrinal unity,
the fact remains that the Bible throughout insists upon sound doctrine.
Our Lutheran Confessions, our Lutheran Church itself, grew out of the
deep conviction that sound Biblical doctrine is necessary. Hence, if we,
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who bear the Lutheran name, desire to contribute something of enduring
value to Lutheranism in America, if we are earnestly concerned about a
united Lutheran Church in America — and who is not concerned about
this? — we should busy ourselves with wholehearted efforts to establish
sound doctrinal unity. Regardless of opinions voiced to the contrary, this
necessitates a deeper study of Biblical doctrine and the correct presentation
of Biblical doctrine in our Lutheran Confessions, a thorough discussion
of the doctrinal differences which have kept us apart, and, under God’s
blessings, the attainment of doctrinal unity as God would have it.

“The meetings of 1856 and the following years were devoted to the
study of the Augsburg Confession. One article after the other was thor-
oughly discussed until agreement was reached. The minutes of the very
first session held in this city, in Trinity Church, state that those present
sought to assure themselves that all present were one in faith and con-
fession and subscribed to the various articles, not only in their substantial
points, but in all features according to the very wording of the articles.

“Even so we today are vitally interested in laying solid foundations
for a God-pleasing union of Lutheran churches. We are convinced that
time cannot be spent more profitably than in earnest endeavor, under God’s
blessings, to lay a firm and solid foundation.

“While we are most eager to have Lutherans united, there is one
thing which we want more than union, and that is loyalty, steadfast and
persistent loyalty, to divine truth as God has revealed it in the precious
Bible. We are so vitally concerned about this because true union can
exist only where there is true loyalty to God’'s Word. Even world emer-
gencies emphasize the need of solid foundations and warn earnestly against
flimsy compromises. Any union based upon any deviation from God’s
Word, or any compromise in matters of Biblical doctrine, is doomed to
deterioration and ultimate failure. For that reason we plead for an earnest
re-study of Biblical doctrine and Scriptural practice before any efforts are
put forth to effect any. new alliance or new organization.

“We are fully conscious of the fact that there are certain fields in
which it will be of advantage to have proper co-ordination of efforts.
There may be so-called ‘cooperation in externals’ without violation of our
principles. By way of example, let us recall the agreement reached in
the work of the Commissions for work among the men under the colors.
However, such ‘co-operation in externals’ must be kept within proper
bounds. It must be limited to actual externals. It must avoid every field
which compels others for conscience sake to decline participation.

“We are growing skeptical about ‘co-operation in externals’ because
too many either confuse this with the idea of union or else interpret the
establishment of coordinated efforts as heralds of Lutheran union. It is
unfortunate that there has been some abuse of past agreements, and that
erroneous information was imparted. Such misuse is very harmful to the
cause and gives rise to unnecessary confusion. We regret very much that
these things have happened, because people are led to believe that, after all,
loyalty to principles of God’s Word is a mere fetish, which may be dis-
regarded when any emergency arises. With us differentiation between co-
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operation in externals and union based on agreement in doctrine and prac-
tice is a conscientious matter.

“We recognize the advisability of co-ordinated efforts in external mat-
ters and are convinced that whatever is necessary in these fields can be
accomplished very well without the formation or establishment of a new
organization. By way of example, let us think of the work done for the
men under the colors. By reaching an agreement which demands that we
respect Synodical lines, and that we avoid unionistic practices by having
each group serve its own men, we have confined our joint activities to
external matters and have avoided unnecessary complications and diffi-
culties. We are satisfied with such an agreement if it is carried out con-
scientiously. We are convinced that this is the solution of joint activity
in external matters in the field of welfare work among the men under the
colors. It was accomplished by conferences between representatives of
the two bodies. We feel sure that similar results may be obtained in other
fields which afford opportunities of joint activity in mere external mat-
ters. They can be accomplished without an intersynodical organization.

“We are convinced that an all-Lutheran organization, if effected, should
actually represent all Lutherans, otherwise it would fail in its purpose.
However, that necessitates serious consideration of the fact that one-third
of Lutheranism feels in conscience bound to decline participation in an
organization which fails to insist upon thorough agreement in doctrine
and practice. Surely the fact should weigh heavily in the balances that
one-third of Lutheranism in America considers doctrinal unity to be the
issue of paramount importance.

“We are persuaded that the present emergency with all the difficulties
and distress which it has foisted also upon the work of the church, to
which we must add the heart-rending appeals, the serious responsibilities,
and the enormous tasks of the post-war period, certainly demand a united
front in the Lutheran Church. We want such a united front. A united
front — God grant that it may actually be a united front, united in faith,
united in doctrine, united in unswerving loyalty to every truth of God’s
Word, united in sound Lutheran practice! To be merely outwardly
united, but inwardly disunited, falls short of that God-pleasing goal.

“Because the history of the church furnishes irrefutable evidence that.
compromises or a disregard for doctrinal unity carry within them the seed
of division, disruption, and decay, we plead once more for a thorough re-
study of doctrine and practice in our Lutheran Church, and, if God wills,
a sound agreement in faith and confession and practice, before we consider
the advisability of any new organization. There is no doubt that our Lu-
theran Church in America faces tremendous responsibilities. To meet
them adequately we must build on solid foundations. We must teach men
to observe all things whatsoever Christ has commanded us. We must
preach the Word, in season, out of season. We must be jealous of the
only Gospel, even as St. Paul, who pronounced an anathema upon anyone
who dared to preach any other Gospel than that which he had preached
unto them. We must endeavor to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond
of peace. We must all speak the same thing, that there be no division
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among us, but that we be perfectly joined together in the same mind and
in the same judgment. We shall serve the cause of’our blessed Redéemer
only if we hold fast tenaciously to the truth of Scripture and reject error
in every form, both in doctrine and practice. That is soundly Biblical.
That is souadly Lutheran. When, by God’s grace, such unity i§ achieved,
a God-pleasing union and a wholehearted and unlimited co-operation in
all fields of Lutheran endeavor will necessarily follow. May all Lutherans
who stand for unwavering loyalty to God's Word and to the precious
heritage which we enjoy in our Lutheran Confessions; all Lutherans to
whom sound Scriptural practice is the only correct expression of the faith
which we profess; all Lutherans who desire to contribute something of a
truly God-pleasing nature and of abiding value to the preservation and
expansion of sound Lutheranism; all Lutherans who are vitally interested
in the things which, under God’s blessings, have made the Lutheran Church
a great church, yes, the true visible church of Christ on earth, heed the
call to watch and to defend the foundations and, by God’s grace to build
firmly, solidly, genuinely to the glory of God, the extension of Christ's
Kingdom, and the eternal salvation of blood-bought souls!

“Gentlemen of the Lutheran Church, I have stated our position and
conscientious convictions in the matters under consideration. I have sought
earnestly to express the deep solicitude which grips the hearts of such as
are vitally concerned about sound doctrine. What I have said is said in a
spirit of genuine love and friendship, prompted by love for the truth, and
I pray God that this testimony will be received in the same spirit in which
it is given.”

So far the statement, which, except for a basic lack of clarity concern-
ing the relation of a church to externals, is a splendid testimony and plea
for the truth.

To illustrate the current confusion concerning externals, which has
not been clarified to this day, we cull a few statements from the Minutes
of the N. L. C. on the Second Columbus Conference, as published in the
Luth. Companion for June 18 1942. Italics ours.

“Dr. Schramm explained and admitted that unity is used in the Editors’
message, but that now the specific aim is to effect co-operation. He {felt
that we ought never lose sight of the ultimate goal which is inward spiritual
unity, but now we ought to see how we can co-operate with the present
status. of fellowship.” .

Dr. Poppen asked: “Do the representatives of the Missouri Synod
desire with us as highly desirable that the enlargement of the scope of the
A. L. Cf. be made so that its constituency may become representative of
the Lutheran Church in America?”

Dr. Bersell mentioned as one of the specific problems for an all-
American Lutheran convention this: “Our contribution to American life.
He expressed his belief that the day of the isolationist is passed and that
we as @ Church cannot continue an isolationist policy without serious dangu
and -loss.”

“The Secretary was requested to explain why the allocatmn of orphaned
missions to the Missouri Synod is.-impossible.”
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“Dr. Behnken, referring to Dr. Ryden’s remark concerning joint Com-
munion services in Army Camps, asked.if co-operation in externals implied
such joint Communion services.”

“Dr. Behnken asked if we are expected to sacrifice principles in an
emergency. Dr. Burntvedt said that he felt there is a possibility of holding
to a principle in an emergency situation to such a degree as to become
ridiculous.” . . M.

Missouri Accused of Unscriptural Teaching regarding the Anti-
christ. — That other liberal Lutheran theologians and church bodies should
accuse Missouri of unscriptural teaching regarding the Antichrist does not
surprise us: They are thereby only trying to defend and uphold their own
weak and untenable positions. Now one of the pastors of the Missouri
Synod has joined the ranks of those, to whom the doctrine of the Antichrist
is a thorn in the flesh. Pastor Gockel openly accuses his own Synod in the
June number of the American Lutheran of maintaining unscriptural teach-
ing with respect to the Antichrist, He would relegate the Antichrist 1o
the open questions, thereby adopting the view of the former Iowa Synod
both regarding the open questions and also the Antichrist. The representa-
tives of the former Iowa Synod uphold these views to this very day. By
uniting with the Jowa Synod the other members of the American Lutheran
Church, who formerly had held different views on these questions,
acquiesced in the teachings of Iowa and called them irrelevant and non-
divisive.

The official representatives of Missouri have in olden and- recent
times stated their doctrinal position pertaining to the Antichrist. It is
clearly expressed in the Brief Statement and only recently has Dr. Graebner
in his “War in the Light of Prophecy” reiterated this view: “We shall
continue to confess with the Lutheran Church of the Reformation age, that
the Antichristian principle is a spiritual one, that of soul-destroying error,
and that particularly in his formal curse pronounced on the doctrine of
justification and faith alone, without the deeds of the Law, the Pope has
been revealed as Antichrist, as the Man of Sin, 2 Thess. 2”7 (page 57).

From its very beginning the fathers of the Missouri Synod were
known throughout the Christian world of Europe and America for their
staunch attitude. toward Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions. How
well-known and how strict they were in such matters may be gleaned from
a statement, which I discovered in a book written by a Pastor O. Funke
of Bremen entitled: “Freude, Leid, Arbeit.” In this book Pastor Funke
describes among other things his trip to the World’s Fair Exhibition in
Paris in 1878 ~While in Paris he visited a pastor of the German colony
in Paris. He speaks of the various guests at the German parsonage in
Paris as follows. (page 150) : “Von der Gesellschaft, die an jenem Abend
mit mir in der Rue Pigalle 39 versammelt war, darf ich nicht viel be-
richten, denn sie haben mich beschworen, dass ich sie nicht in die Reise-
bilder bringen mdchte. Aber da waren hanseatische Nachbarn aus Ham-
burg, die frither in Paris gelebt hatten und jetzt samt mir die Weltaus-
stellung besuchten; da war mit seiner Familie der Pastor der Higelkirche,
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O. won Zech, der einst aus Deutschland nach Amerika ging und Pastor
wurde i der Missourisynode, hier aber den Laufpass bekam, weil er nicht
predigen wollte, dass der Papst der Antichrist und die Bibel buchstiblich
vom Geiste Gottes diktiert ser” (the italics are mine).

Personally I have had no opportunity to check up on the case of Pas-
tor O. von Zech myself. It is irrelevant in. this connection. The state-
ment only goes to prove, that in 1878 Pastor Funke and others knew the
unflinching attitude of Missouri in these doctrinal questions and their way
.of dealing with them. Let us hope and pray to God that such practice
may continue and be upheld in our true Lutheran Church in these critical
times of ours. ’

It is strange that a Lutheran pastor should find it so difficult to be-
lieve that the Pope is the Antichrist. If anyone knew and felt the power
and terror of Rome and the Pope, it was Luther. The Smalcald Articles
are his own confession written with his own heartblood. Of these he says:
“Das sind die Artikel, darauf ich stehen will bis an meinen Tod, ob Gott
will, und weiss darinnen nichts zu andern noch nachzugeben. “Will aber
jemand etwas nachgeben, das tue er auf sein Gewissen.” This includes
the doctrine of the Antichrist. It is a well-known fact that Luther had
to leave Schmalkalden as a very sick man before the close of the sessions.
When he was already sitting on his wagon taking leave of his faithful
friends and colleagues, who were in great doubt whether he would ever
recover from his dangerous illness, he invoked God’s blessing upon them
and their work and then uttered the well-known plea: “Deus vos impleat
odio Papae.”

Luther himself expected his own end and here in Schmalkalden chose
as Latin inscription for his tombstone the words: “Pestis eram vivus,
moriens ero mors tua, Papa.”

The characteristic words of the Smalcald Articles regarding the Anti-
christ are according to the Concordia Trigl. (page 474) : “This teaching
shows forcefully that the Pope is the very Antichrist who has exalted
himself above and opposed himself against Christ, because he will not per-
mit Christians to be saved without his power which nevertheless is nothing
and is neither ordained nor commanded of God. This is, properly speaking,
to exalt himself above all that is called God, as Paul says 2 Thess. 2, 4.
Even the Turks or the Tartars, great enemies of the Christians as they
are, do not do this [today the many “isms” are looked upon as being the
revelation of the Antichrist] but they allow whoever wishes to believe in
Christ and take bodily tribute and obedience from Christians.”

Luther knew the enemy he was dealing with. He knew how they had
dealt with him and what he had to expect of them. He had come from
that church, he knew its teachings and implications. He saw in the doc-
trinal system of Rome a masterpiece of Satan, a shrewd mixture of truth,
fiction, and falsehood. Why does the Jewish race continue to exist and all
the other races come and go, rise and fall? That all may see that the
rejection of Christ is the sin of sins and what will become of them who
reject their Savior? It is not their shrewdness, their superiority over other
races that lets them survive. They serve a specific purpose in God’s plan. .
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Why does Rome continue to exist and other church bodies come and go,
rise and fall? Surely not because of their intrinsic value. The Church of
Rome is the complete revelation of the Antichrist, the Man of Sin as
portrayed in 2 Thess. 2. God permits Rome to continue to exist that every-
one may see that it is the exact counterpart devised by Satan to deceive the
masses.. For according to 2 Thess. 2, 8: “The Lord shall destroy him by
the brightness of His coming”, the reign of ~Antichrist will continue till
Judgment Day. The Jews and the Roman Antichrist are to serve us
Christians as a continuous warning.

If anyone will doubt that the Pope is the very Antichrist, perhaps he
will be more inclined to believe it, if he hears from a staunch Roman
Catholic himself, how he evaluates Luther and his claim that the Pope is
the Antichrist. The Roman theologians are mostly clear thinkers, expert
logicians and shrewd in detecting the real nature of a controversy, especially
if it is aimed against their own church. They only permit such as meet
these requirements to come before the public with their writings and state-
ments. Perhaps such a statement coming from the ranks of the greatest
enemies of the Lutheran Church will open our eyes. ’

Franz Xavier Kiefl, a Benedictine dean of the Cathedral of Regens-
burg on the Danube, has published a series of articles under the title:
“Katholische Weltanschaung und Modernes Denken”. He takes issue with
modern Protestant theology and philosophy, critically reviewing these fields
in the light of his own Roman worldview. His first and most character-
istic article deals with Luther. We select one of his most unique sentences
on the great Reformer, well worth remembering. Would, that our soft-
pedaled Lutheran theologians would revise their own weak-kneed attitude
on the Antichrist, when they must see that our greatest opponments see in
Luther and Rome thesis and antithesis and the impossibility of compromise!

Kiefl writes (page 28): “War namlich Luthers Grundidee richtig,
dass auf religiosem Gebiete Gott allein im Menschengeiste titig sei und
jede Einmengung menschlichen Tuns als Greuel und Gotteslasterung zu
verwerfen sei, dann war eine Kirche mit den Anspriichen, wie sie die Ka-
tholische erheben muss, wirklich Teufelswerk und der Papst als Stellver-
treter Christi der Aniichrist (italics are mine), in dessen Bekdmpfung
Luther mit der Geheimen Offenbarung an Glut der Farben wetteifern zu
missen glaubte.” Then he quotes Luther verbatim: “Siehe, siehe, wie
wallet mein Blut und Fleisch! Wie gern wollte es das Papsttum gestraft
sehen, so doch mein Geist wohl weiss, dass keine zeitliche Strafe hierzu
genug sei, auch nicht fiir eine Bulle oder ein Dekret!” How accurately
Kiefl senses the heart and soul of Luther’s theology can be seen from the
next quotation from Luther: “Wohl treibt Satan mir mein Gewissen, ich
hitte durch meine Lehre das offentliche Leben verwirrt . . . aber ich halte
ihm entgegen, die Lehre sei nicht mein, sondern des Sohnes Gottes. Gott
liegt ‘nichts an ganzen Welten, wenn ihrer noch zehn untergingen. . . .
Den Artikel von der Rechtfertigung will Gott unversehrt wissen” (italics
are not mine, but Kiefl’s). )

Now every Lutheran theologian knows and even the most liberal one
will admit, that the doctrine of justification is the heart of Biblical and
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Lutheran doctrine and theology. If the Roman theologian Kiefl senses
this, — he calls it Luther’s fundamental idea or doctrine. (Grundidee) -—
should we not deem it important that he also senses that if Luther’s fun-
damental idea is correct, then the Pope must be the Antichrist. This is
the inevitable conclusion, to which a Roman theologian must come, to
which Luther also came in his Smalcald Articles. Mark! he does not
speak of an abstract idea of popery, but of the Pope! Does it not put
some of our Lutheran theologians to shame who like to tread so softly,
real Melanchthonians, to have a dyed in the wool Roman theological dean
tell them what the inevitable consequence must be, if Luther’s thesis is
correct? There must be something radically wrong in the heart and mind
of such theologians and an unwillingness to take the words of Scriptures
as they stand.

Dr. Walther in his “Law and Gospel” (translated by Dr. Dau, pages
67 and 68) very clearly expresses himself regarding the Antichrist: “True,
quite a number, in fact, the majority of those who claim to be Lutherans
refuse to believe that the Pope is the Antichrist and the Papacy the anti-
christian power. With the entire Church of the Reformation and in accord
with the Confessions of this Church the orthodox American Lutheran
Church of our time still in full earnest maintains the position that the
Pope is Antichrist. But this is, at best, regarded as an odd fancy of
narrow-minded men who refuse to keep step with the times. If you ask
why this is so, I answer that it is chiefly because people no longer know
what constitutes the Antichrist and the antichristian dominion. . . . It is
admitted that the Papacy is propagating the most horrible heresies, but
over against this the fact is stressed that even the Papacy holds strictly
to the three Ecumenical Creeds. . . . Far then from being the dominion of
the Antichrist, these people say the Papacy is rather a powerful dam
shutting out the fearful deluge of unbelief that has come down on the
Christian Church. People see the rule of the Antichrist in pantheism,
materialism, atheism, socialism, nihilism, anarchism and other horrible
isms, to which the modern age has fallen heir. But why is it that from
the afore-mentioned premises men will draw the conclusion that the
Papacy is not the rule of Antichrist and the Pope not the veritable Anti-
christ? The chief reason is that people fail to consider what it means
when the Pope claims to be the vicegerent of Christ on earth and the
visible head of the entire Christian Church. In order to do this, he must, of
course, profess many Christian doctrines. He has to put on a mask, other-
wise Antichrist could not possibly exist in the midst of the Christian
Church. Moreover, he has to declare war against the enemies of all
religions and against the enemies of the Christian religion to support his
claim of being the vicegerent of Christ. He knows that, when Christ
falls, Antichrist too must fall. For when He falls, whose vicegerent the
Pope claims to be, there is an end of the vicegerency. When the Pope
apparently fights for Christ and the Christian Church, he fights for himself
and his dominion.”

May it ever remain true in our midst what Dr. Bente wrote in his
introduction to the Smalcald Articles (page 58): “All true Lutheran pas-
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tors assembled at Smalcald recognized in Luther’'s articles their spontaneous
confession against the Papists as well as against the Zwinglians and other
enthusiasts.” Oh, that our Lutheran Church could regain some of that
uncompromising and aggressive spirit of Luther and also preserve his
clear vision regarding the Pope as Antichrist! Let us not try to gain
friends among the liberal theologians at the expense of the truth!

God grant that Pastor Gockel may see the error of his thoughts and
ways and return to the proven doctrine of our Lutheran Church. It is
not Missouri that maintains an unscriptural doctrine regarding the Anti-
christ, but Pastor Gockel and those who with him have been led away
from the truth. H. A. Koch.

Dr. Gerfen nod) einmal, — Dem furgen Yrtifel ,Bur Einigung”, den
wir in der Julinummer abgedrudt Haben, lief Herr Dr. €. €. Gerfen im
LSirdenblatt” bom 25. Juli 1942 einen ziweiten folgen unter der iiber{drift
»LWeiteres zur Cinigung”. Diefer Urtifel begieht {idh) viedexholt auf die
vont D. Walther aufgeftellten, bon der Miffouriiynode fomie bon der Shno-
dalfonfereng gutgefeiBenen ,18 SdBe: Wasd iwir bon der Gnadenvalhl
glauben, lehren und befermen”. Da diefe bor nunmehr genau 60 Jahren
(im Oftober 1882) von der Shnodalfonfereny in Ehicago angenommenen
Sae bdielleidht bielen unfever Lefex midht leidht gugdanglidy jind, druden ir
fie unter Defondever itberfdrift in englijder iibertragung ab.

Hier folgt Dr. Gerfens Urtifel.

~Fajt alle BVater der Reformation lehrten anfanglidh pradejtinatianiid.
Man lehrie faft allgemein: Wlles, wasd fid) gutrdgt, gejdhieht infolge eined
abfoluten, unberdanderlidjen etvigen Ratf@hluffes Gottes. Diefe BVater waren
aber Demiitig und bejdjeiden genug, ifhren Jrrium nad) beflerer Einjidht
wieder guritdzunehmen. KLuiber tat e5 in jeiner Troftfdrift 1528 und in
feiner Yuslequng der Genefid 1536. Melandithon nafm jeinen Jrrium
guritd 1527 in {einem Kommentar zum Kolofjerbriefe.

»LWahrend ded Lehritreited wm Gnabdenvalhl und Vefehrung taudte die
odyitiichtige Frage auf: PMuf nan die Gnadenivahl im engeren oder tm
ipeiteren Sinne nehmen? Die eine Partei behauptete gang entidhieden, daf
e3 nuy eine Wahl im engeren Sinne gebe, und Ddefinierte diefelbe alfo: Gott
Gabe bon Emigfeit fer nad) dem Wolhlgefallen feined Willend nur eine Un=
3afl Siimbder ermaflt in Chrifto, und diefe Angahl jollte fraft der Wahl gum
®lauben fonumen und felig fwerden. Yusd diefer Wahl, behauptete man,
fliege ber Claube.

«Andererfeitd murde behauptet, die Wahl miiffe im iveiteren Sinne
genonumen iverden, ivie diefelbe bon Dem Hochgelehrien Dogmatifer . Vaier
in jeinemt Kompendium der pofitiven Theologie erflart murde. Die3 Komt=
pendium tourde von Dr. Walther aufs neue redigiert und 1879 perdffentlicht.

»Bater jagt, Gottes emiger Ratihlufy fei etn BVefdhlup, der alled um-
fait, wad notig ift, wum die Menjden felig zu maden. Cr {dliegt daber
ein dad gange Werf der  Erlojung CYhrifti, die Gnadenmittel, Taufe und
Abendmall, den Glauben, dad Gebet ujw. Mit bollem Redht fann man
jagen, dap aud diefer Wahl der Glaube flieke. Dagegen {@liept eine Wahl
im engeren Sinne alled diefes aus, tropdem man die Worte in €Hhriijto



292 Kirchengejchichtliche Notizen.

beigefiigt, a3 fHier nur Deigen fann: um Chrijti ivillen, iveil Chrijtus
Grund der Wahl ijt.

LUnd mun gejchal) etivas, dad den -gangen Streit hatte {hlichien jollen.
Auf der Synodalfonfereng 1882 in Fort Wahne, Jnd.,* wurden 13 bon Dr.
Walther verfapte Lehridabe iber die Gnadenwall angenommen. Diefe Lehr=
fabe gaben bem ©treit eine gang andere Wendung ald zu Unfang dedjelbemn.
Jn Sab 4 wird gefagt, daf der Menjdh nur um feined mutmilligen Wiberjtre-
bens willen verloren gefe. Daf ed aljo ein mutivilliges, Hal3jtarriges Wider-
jtreben gibt, wurde anerfannt. Sab 5 jagt, daf der Gegenjtand der Gna=
denwafl oder Pradeftination nur die wahrhaft Elaubigen {ind, die bid and
Ende oder noc) am Enbde ihred Rebend mwafhrhaft glauben. Sab 8 erflart,
dap ein glaubiger Chrijt feiner Crivahlhung aud Gotted geoffernbartem Wil-

len gemwih 3u erden juden jolle. Sab 10 betont, daf bdie Urfacje der

Wah! allein Gotte3 Gnade und Ehrijti BVerdienit fet und nidht etiwasd vborher=
gefefened Gutesd an dem Yuderivahlien, aud) nidht der Glaube. Sdliehlich
erflart Sag 11, die Gnabdenivafhl fei eine Urfadhe der Seligfeit und alles
dejjen, wad zu Dderjelben gehort.

»Wenn nad) SaB 5 wahrhaft Glaubige ertdhlt find, dann hat Gott
ficgerlich ifren Clauben gefefemn,. denm ofne Glauben ift ed unmiglich, Gott
su gefallen (Hebr. 11, 16). Natitvlid jah) Gott den Glauben
nidgtald Wriade jondern als Bedingung der Wahl an
Wer den mwabhren Glauben nicht Gatte, der wurde aud) nidht ertodfhlt. Nad
Gabls 8 findet ein CYhrift die GeiwifZheit feiner Wahl in der Shrift, es it
aber eine Glaubensdgemifheit. Rutbher jagt: ,Wo du alfo Chrijtum Horen
und in feinem Namen getauft und jein Wort lieben ivirjt, "ald8dann bift du
gemwiplich verfefen und Ddeiner Seligfeit gewip.” Saf 11 jtimmt genau
mit dent, ivad Vater jagt.

L Diefe 18 QefhrfdBe liefern eine trefflidie WVajid fiir die interfhnodalen
Rehrbejprechungen.”

@o teit Dr. Gerfen. Unterjtreichungen find bon mir.

Bum ridhtigen Verftandnid de3 hier befonbersd angezogenen Sabe3 5 jet
furg bemerft, dafy e3 {ich dba um den ®egenjaB zu Huber Hanbelt; daf der
Glaube nur gur Bejdreibung der Crivafhlten berivendet wird, aber nidht bdie
Rolle definiert fwerden foll, tvelche er inm dem Hanbdel der Wah!l fpielt. Die
ird in Sal 10 und 11 bejtimmt. €3 gelht alfo iveit itber den Sfopus von
@a 5 Hinausd, fwenn Dr. Gerfen dagu die Anmerfung madt: ,Natiiclich
jaf) Gott den Glauben . . . al3 Vedingung der Wahl an” —
gang abgefefen dabon, dafy Ddiefe Univendiung den Sdben 10 und 11 Direft
ing Gejidht fhlagt, nad) denen der Wahlaft Gotted logifd) v o r den Glau=
ben gefhort. Mm.

¥ Dag it ein fleiner Jrrium. - JIn Fort Wayne Hatte die Mifjouri-
fimode 1881 D. Waltherd 13 Sabe ,zum Ausdrud ihres Vefenninijjed in
der Lehre von der Gnadenivafl” gemadyt. Die Shynodalfonferenz tagte
1882 in Chicago.

Thirteen Theses on the Doctrine of Election. Adopted by the
Synodical Conference in Chicago, 1882. — We believe, teach and confess
1. That God from eternity loved the whole world, that He created all
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men unto salvation, not a single one unto damnation, and that He
earnestly desires the salvation of all men. — And with all our heart
we reject and condemn the opposing Calvinistic error.

That the Son of God came into the world for all men, that He bore
the sins of all and atoned for them, and that He made perfect recon-
ciliation for-all without exception. — And with all our heart etc. (as
in{ 1).

That through the means of grace God calls all men seriously, i. e,
with the aim that thereby they may come to repentance and faith, and
be preserved therein unto their end and -thus at last be saved; that for
this purpose God, through the means of grace, offers to them the
salvation procured by the atoning work of Christ together with' the
power to appropriate it in faith. — And with all our heart (as in { 1).
That no man is lost because God perhaps did not will to save him,
or passed him by with His grace and withheld the grace of persever-
ance, and did not will to grant such grace; but that all men who are
lost are lost through their own fault, namely, because of their unbelief
and because they persistently unto the end hardened their hearts against
God’s Word and grace. “The cause for this contempt for the Word
is not God’s foreknowledge or predestination, but the perverse will of
man which rejects or perverts the means and instrument of the Holy
Ghost which God offers him through the call, and resists the Holy
Ghost who wishes to be efficacious, and works through the Word,
as Christ says, How often would I have gathered you together,; and
ve would not! Mt 23, 377 (Trgl p. 1077, 41). — And with all our
heart etc. (as in T 1).

That the objects (beneficiaries) of God’s gracious election or predesti-
nation are only the true believers, who persevere unto the end, or in
the moment of their death stand in true faith. — We reject and con-
demn the error of Huber, who maintains that God’s election is not
partial but universal, pertaining to all men.

That God’s decree of election is irrevocable, so that no elect person
may become a reprobate and be lost, but that every elect will most
certainly be saved. — With all our heart we reject and condemn the
opposing error of Huber.

That it is foolish and dangerous, leading either to carnal security or to
despair, if any one tries to pry into the eternal secret counsel of God
in order to become, or be, certain of his election or final salvation. —
We reject and condemn from all our heart the opposing error as per-
nicious enthusiasm (Schwdirmeret). :

That a believer should strive to become certain of his election from
the revealed will of God. — We reject and condemn from all our
heart the opposing error of the Roman Church, that a man may be-
come and be certain of his election or salvation only by some new
direct revelation.

That a) election is not a mere foreknowledge of God as to who they
are who shall be saved; nor b) the mere purpose of God to redeem and



10.

11.

12.

13.

Sirdhengejchichtliche totizen.

save mankind, as though it were a wniversal plan, taking in all men;
c) that election does not pertain to those of transient faith (Lc. 8, 13);
d) that election is not a mere rule of God to save all those who would
believe unto their end. — With all our heart we reject and condemn
the opposing errors of Rationalists, of the partisans of Huber, and of

the Arminians.

That the only causes which moved God to elect His elect are His grace
and the merits of Jesus Christ, but in no way anything good that God
might have foreseen in His elect, not even their faith which He did
foreknow. — We reject and condemn the opposing views of Pelagians,
Semipelagians, and Synergists as blasphemous, horrible errors which
subvert the Gospel and the whole Christian religion.

That election of grace is not an act of God by which He merely
foresaw and foreknew the salvation of the elect, but is also a cause
of their salvation and what pertains thereto. — We reject and condemn
with all our heart the opposing errors of Arminians, Socinians, and
all Synergists.

That God has “kept secret and concealed much concerning the mystery
of election and reserved it for His wisdom and knowledge” (Trgl p.
1081, 52), which no man can or may search out. — We condemn every
attempt to explore the things not revealed, or to harmonize with our
reason such points as seem to conflict with it, be this by Calvinistic or
by Pelagian and Synergistic devices.

That it 1s not only not useless, let alone dangerous, but necessary and
wholesome, to expound to our Christian people the mystery of God’s
gracious election as far as He has clearly revealed it in His Word;
and we do not agree with those who hold that all discussion of this
doctrine should be suppressed entirely, or at least reserved for the
forum of the learned. (Translated by M.)

Concerning Christian Education. — As the outcome of an open

forum discussion, the members of the Pastors’ Institute, held at Mankato,
Minnesota, including pastors from the Missouri, Wisconsin and Norwegian
Synods, agreed on the following proposition regarding Christian education :

1.

©

Education in Christian schools alone is that education which is required
by God, since it alone makes Christian teaching basic and thus educates
the whole person. .

Our Christian youth today is making demands for education on the
higher levels far beyond those' foreseen by our fathers when they
established the system of parish school. These demands are best met
in our own Christian higher schools of learning.

Conditions today, morally, socially, intellectually and spiritually, de-
mand intensified Christian training beyond the elementary levels.
Whenever possible, parish schools should therefore be extended into
the secondary level, if only by adding one or two grades; or consoli-
dated junior and senior high schools should be established by the joint
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efforts of several congregations, particularly in the larger Lutheran
- centers. -

5. Where no Christian secondary schools have been established, Christian
parents should be encouraged to avail themselves of those Lutheran
higher schools of learning that already exist within the Synodical Con-
ference. :

6. Pastoral conferences, teachers’ conferences, congregational and circuit
meetings are asked to make a serious study of the increasing need for
Christian secondary education, since the problem is one of vital con-
cern for our youth and for our whole church.

{

Some Thoughts on Christian Education. — We take a few para-
graphs from an essay read by the president of Luther Institute, Chicago,
Prof. J. C. Anderson, before a Missouri Synod district convention.

Prof. Anderson warned against the idea as though education were “a
thing having existence in itself, upon which religion is superimposed; or
that education can be handed out like a commodity over the counter; to be
gotten partly secular in one school, partly religious in another. Nor can
we, as some educators believe, construct it into departments or divide it
up into subjects, giving to each the rights of an independent science. We
do that for the sake of expedience, as in history, science, etc., but that
is not education.”

He then continues to define education. “Education is a function, the
function of individuals or of groups of individuals. The process of edu-
cation is the passing on of some ideas, ideals, or convictions from one
person to another. When we, therefore, speak of education in a religious
or secular sense, we can only mean the endeavor of the teacher to inculcate
a person with some idea or ideals.”

On Christian education he said: It “is not a brushing aside of the
world, in no sense is it a question of quantity, but of quality and method.
‘A Christian is in the world, but not of the world; he does not leave the
world, but overcomes the world by making all his experiences subservient
to his Lord and Master. He therefore does not leave the study and
knowledge concerning worldly things to secular educators, but carries his
educational endeavors into-all realms of knowledge. In art, music, history,
politics, science, economics, language, philosophy — in all these man is not
enriched nor God glorified by the insipid vaporings of the unbeliever, but
by bringing the world into a God-relatedness by Christian teachers and
thus proving what is the good and acceptable will of God. — While the
secular school’s entire ‘activity is limited to the life of man in this present
time and is concerned exclusively with the material interests of its students,
the Christian school has as its first and foremost end to educate for heaven.
It is true that it must include a preparation for life, but even this must
be Christian — that children serve God in truly God-pleasing works; how-
ever, the foremost aim is that they be made perfect, that is, prepared for
heaven. Our home is in heaven. We are but strangers here. Our eyes
must be focused on our real home in heaven. To reach that, and to pre-
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pare others to reach it, is the highest and foremost aim of our Christian
education. — We therefore must follow the example of our fathers and
establish Christian schools as a matter of conscience and a confession of
our faith,” aiming “to establish an education Christian in character.”

We culled the foregoing, worthy of thorough consideration, from the
News Service. M.

Documents from Norway. — Ever since the occupation of Nor-
way by the Nazis a struggle has been going on between the state church
and the provisional government. On July 27, The New York Times
announced that a separation of church and state had been effected by a
proclamation of six former Norwegian bishops, read from all pulpits on
Sunday, July 26. The situation is not quite clear, whether an actual separa-
tion between church and state is inténded, or only a break with the present
Nazi-controlled Quisling government.

The six bishops who signed the manifesto were former bishops of the
Norwegian state church, who had been deposed by the Quisling government.

The bishops whom Quisling had appointed in their stead issued an
appeal to the churches of Norway on July 1: Here is the text as reported
in The Lutheran Companion. '

“First, the Bible and our religious beliefs confirm that anyone opposing
the authorities opposes the order of God. In the Epistle to the Romans,
13th chapter, authorities are defined as being any one with governing powers
over a country which has been given to them by the grace of God.

“Secondly, there are the examples of Jesus and the apostles. Jesus
and the apostles obeyed the heathen authorities of their time. As for the
present government of Norway, it has continuously stated that it is on the
side of Christianity and the Norwegian Church. This ought to be sufficient
reason for us to support it unanimously in our fight for the country and
the people.

“Thirdly, there is the limit of our obedience toward the authorities.
The only written exception to obedience to authorities is found in the
Book of Revelations [sic!]. If the authorities refuse to allow the preach-
ing of the Gospel, thereby attacking the life of Jesus and His work, it is
our Christian duty to obey God and not the people. A case like that of
this chapter has not occurred while the present government has been in
power.

“The fourth point is the real cause of the Church strike. We have
realized that some of our clergy oppose the present government for
political reasons. They have, among other things, refused to  publish
banns of marriage, to marry people, to answer the official correspondence,
and so on. The clergy who are on strike are allowing themselves to be
used as tools in an attack on the new government.

“Fifth, there is the boycott of the loyal clergymen (Quisling sup-
porters). When sections of congregations in certain parts of the country
boycotted the clergy, they did so for political and not for religious reasons
The clergy who are being boycotted preach the same Gospel as the clergy
who are on strike, and they have the same religious foundations.
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“Sixth, there is the godless movement. This movement, which is to
be found in all countries and within all political parties, cannot be blamed
on the National Socialist government. The godless movement in this
country is the fruit of the sins of earlier generations.

“Seventh, there is reconciliation. The present split within our country’s
Christian population is a sin against the holy brotherhood and a tragedy
for our church and our people. In accordance with Jesus, who told us
to love each other and who gave His life for us, we stretch out our hands
in reconciliation and peace for the benefit of our country and people.”

The text of the manifesto proclaiming the separation of church and
state is not yet available in its entirety. We reprint those parts reported
by the press.

“It is clear that those men who took over power in this country have
a conception of state and church relations different from that contained in
the canons of the church or those principles on which the state church is-
founded. (Here persecutions of the church by the Quisling administration
are listed.)

“It is not with a light heart that the church is compelled to take the
grave step of breaking off relations with the state. . . . But the church
would not have been true to God had it calmly accepted all that has hap-
pened without resorting to action. . . . )

“Tt would seem that the church has suffered defeat, . . . for indeed
it has no temporal power; the fact is, however, that it has won a great
victory in preserving an unbroken front inside as well as outside its realm.
... These (Quisling) authorities have made several attempts to negotiate.
We have informed the Church Minister that we would willingly accept
negotiations at any time but on one condition — that the church be repre-
sented by its bishops and that they be led in their negotiations by Bishop
Berggrav (now under house arrest).

“The object in the present struggle is purely spiritual. We are fight-
ing for the right to work freely without illegal interference from the state
to create a free church. . . .

“The aim of the fight has been three-fold. First, we oppose the
aggression of the present government against the Church, schools, parents,
children, the security of ,justice and social peace. In this no political move
has been involved. Second, our aims are not of a church-political nature,
but conditions may be such that we are forced to break with the old order
of our Church. Third, our aim is of intellectual nature: in short, that
we are fighting so that we can work freely and independently of unjust
aggressions by the state and with free conscience towards God, the Church
and the Holy Scriptures. (This paragraph is taken from the News Bul-
letin for August 14th.)

“Local church councils will continue to work independently regardless
of whether they have been dismissed. They will remain in close contact
with their rightful deans or bishops. As long as these latter have not
been deprived of their mission entrusted to them on ordainment, they
have the right to wear ecclesiastical robes and perform such rites as can
be officiated by unofficial members of the faith.”
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We conclude by quoting a paragraph from an editorial in The Lu-
theran Compamton, which in its first sentence seems to admit that the
struggle is marred by a strong admixture of political sentiment.

“In reality, the bishops and other heroic spiritual leaders of Norway
are fighting for a free church, but, in doing so, they are also fighting for
a fre¢ country and a free people. — Perhaps the events in Norway will
prove to be providential, and that the separation between church and state,
precipitated by an emergency, may become a permanent one. Although
the relationship between church and state in all of the Scandinavian coun-
tries has been a salutary one in many respects, there are many church
leaders who have believed that a free Lutheran Church in these lands
would become more virile and spiritual in character than a state church.”

In America we take separation of church and state as a matter of
course. Developments in Europe within recent years should open our
eyes to the fact how difficult it is for a church to extricate itself, to right
its course, and to return to the ways of the church as pictured in the
New Testament, once it enters into an unnatural partnership with the state.

We may well heed the -warning, Principiis obsta. B M.

Sir Flinders Petrie. — Recently the press carried the news of the
death of the eminent Egyptologist Sir Flinders Petrie. We take the fol-
lowing from the Watchman-Examiner.  “Sir Flinders Petrie, 89, British
archeologist noted for his work in Egypt, died in the Government Hospital
in Jerusalem on July 28. He gave 45 years of his life to a notable series
of excavations and surveys that revealed ancient Egypt to the modern
world. In 1926 he transferred his attention to Palestine as a result of
the attitude of the Egyptian department of antiquities under its French
director, and it was at Gaza, greatest city of ancient Palestine, that his
daughter, assisting him, made her debut as an archeologist. Sir Flinders
won an honorary degree from Oxford University, and in 1892 he became
Edwards Professor of Egyptology in University College, London. He was
knighted in 1923.” . M.

Is the Radio to be Closed to Confessional Preaching? — Recently
a committee, or rather “a loose association of individual representatives”
(as The Presbyterian Guardian calls it) of the Institute for Education by
Radio submitted five recommendations to “all sponsors of religious broad-
casts”. We here reprint from The Presbyterian Guardian the text as
originally drafted, though the first and third recommendations were slightly
modified, but “not substantially improved.”

“l. That religious radio programs, received in'the homes of individuals
of different religious faiths, should be addressed to a cross-section
of the public — to Protestants, Catholics, Jews, and non-believers
— and not to members of any one faith. Exceptions to this
recommendation are special religious programs such as denomina-
tional conventions, eucharistic Congresses, and Passover services.
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“2. That religious programs should not attack beliefs of -members of
other faiths. When religious doctrines are expounded on the air,
. the presentation should be strictly affirmative.

3. That the broadcasting of religious programs should be provided
by radio stations in keeping with their responsibility to serve the
‘public interest, convenience, and necessity’. Religious programs,
like educational broadcasts, should be presented on a sustaining
basis, without payment for time.

“4, That time available be allocated by networks or local station man-
agement in cooperation with advisory committees from the various
faiths, in order to insure fair treatment of the various religious
bodies seeking representation on the air. Also, that time for reli-
gion on the air should be provided in accordance with (a). the
merit of the program for which time is sought; (b) the numerical
strength of the various religious faiths within the service area of
the networks of local stations.

5. That regular religlous programs should not appeal for contribu-
tions either directly or indirectly, for the support of the radio
program itself. Nor should a charge for sermons, pamphlets cr
religious objects, distributed through religious programs, be used
by the sponsors as a means of raising funds.”

What a spineless preaching would result if recommendations one and
two were put into effect! No stress on sin, on judgment, on the need of
salvation, and the utter inability of man to save himself and others by
building ‘up his own. character properly. — How would Gospel preaching
be cramped for time if the fourth recommendation were enforced! And
what financial difficulties would some programs face under the fifth!

But does not the third offer some relief? Not when viewed in the
light of the other four. How much free time would there be granted to
true Gospel preaching? And if No. 3 were adopted, no church could even
buy any time.

Opinions may differ concerning the value of radio preaching, but
these recommendations clearly show how determined the old evil foe is to
block the course of the Gospel.

Be sober, be vigilant; watch and pray. M.

The Orthodox Presbyterian Church and Cooperation with Other
Church Bodies. — The orthodox Presbyterian Church, organized in
protest against the increasing Modernism in the mother body of Presby-
terians, is itself experiencing trouble from attacks of a certain recent form
of indifferentism. In June the body held its Ninth General Assembly, con-
cerning which the reporter says in The Presbyterian Guardian: “It was
outstanding in the things it did not do, in the missteps that it did not take,
and in the perils that it effectively sidestepped.” Among these may be
listed the action of the Assembly on the report of a Committee of Nine.
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This Committee had been elected at the Eighth General Assembly and had
been instructed

“To study the relationship of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church to
society in general and to other ecclesiastical bodies in particular, with a
view to bringing in to the next Assembly recommendations suggesting ways
and means whereby the message and methods of our Church may be better
implemented to meet the needs of this generation and the Orthedox Pres-
byterian Church may have an increasing area of influence and make a
greater impact on life today.”

Haven't some of these phrases a rather familiar ring?

One of the recommendations of this Committee reads:

“3. The Committee of Nine recommends that the General Assembly
elect a committee of five to study the matter of cooperation with evan-
gelical churches. The Committee of Nine believes that (a) some measure
of cooperation is possible with evangelical bodies; (b) such cooperation
should be with churches that are truly evangelical; and (¢) cooperation
must not obscure any of our distinctive principles.”

To this recommendation a minority of the Committee took exception,
objecting strenuously to ‘“the emphasis upon cooperation with other
churches not holding the Reformed Faith”, declaring that such cooperation
“would almost inevitably lead to an impairment of our unique witness”.

Thereupon the Assembly voted down the recommendation “after
vigorous debate, by a narrow margin”.

While the Assembly thus declined cooperation with other than Re-
formed church bodies, it adopted the first recommendation of the Com-
mittee, to elect a committee of five “to meet with committees of other
Presbyterian and Reformed churches to discuss the formation of a federa-
tion of Presbyterian and Reformed churches.” Six bodies are mentioned
by name that are to be informed of this action and to be invited for a
conference. M.
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How to Discuss the Story. Junior II and Intermediate II. By M. Reu.
The Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, Ohio. Price, $2.00 each.

Dr. Reu, Professor of Theology at Wartburg Theological Seminary,
Dubuque, Iowa, is a well-known scholar of the former Iowa Synod, now
part of the American Lutheran Church. He is no newcomer to the field
of theological literature. As the author of his book on Catechetics used as
a textbook in our seminary for a number of years, our younger pastors
especially are well acquainted with him. He has published a number of
volumes on practical pedagogy which have been favorably mentioned in
our Quartalschrift at the time of their publication. -

Speaking of the two books, above named, the same Bible Stories are
treated in both, but are intended for different grades. The treatment is
simple and lucid, yet thorough. The subject-matter is presented in such
a manner as to show the hand of the experienced pedagogue. Although
primarily intended for the Sunday school teacher, we feel certain the
teachers of our Christian day-schools and the pastors for the instruction
of their catechumens will be benefited by purchasing and studying one or
the other of these books. Here is an opportunity for conscientious Sun-
day school teachers to absorb some solid knowledge and by diligently pat-
terning their course after these lessons to increase their usefulness con-
siderably and become a source of real blessing for the pupils. L.

Training Fishers of Men. By the Rev. Philip Lange, Pastor of Hope
Ev. Luth. Church, Milwaukee, Wis. Concordia Publishing House, St.
Louis, Mo. Price, 1Qc.

A pamphlet of twenty pages. The -subtitle discloses what the author
endeavors to set forth. How can the pastor train the laymen of - his
parish to do personal mission-work? is the question he wants to answer.
The question is indeed a timely one, one in the mind and heart of many
pastors. The author’s suggestions are worthy of careful consideration and
application to the needs of each local church. How can we dispel the fog
beclouding the eyes of our church members who hold that mission-work
is the prerogative as well as the business of the pastor alone, his exclusive
right, as it were, upon which no one has any call to infringe? Again we
say: Read what an experienced city pastor has to say on the question.

L.

Behold the Savior in Sacred Art. By Adam Fahling, Pastor, Martini
Ev. Luth. Church, Detroit, Mich. 114 pages, 93x6. Blue Karatol, gold
title on. front and backbone. Price: $1.00. — Zondervan Publishing
House, Grand Rapids, Mich.

As may be gathered from the title, this is a rather unusual volume of

Lenten sermons. We quote from the introduction: “A group of Detroit

pastors decided to base their Lenten sermons for 1939 upon a number of
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famous religious paintings that were inspired by some incident of our
Lord’s passion and to present everyone in attendance with a copy of the
picture upon which the particular devotion was based. . . . Uniform material
was prepared. . . . Over forty thousand of the pictures were taken home.”

Your reviewer was pleased to note that these sermons were after all
not “based upon paintings” but upon texts from the Passion story. We
would hardly expect our own brethren to be preaching on pictures. While
we do not approve of the use of pictures in Lenten services or any other
services for the purpose of increasing the attendance, as it seems to have
been done at Detroit according to the introduction, we readily admit
that pictures may be an aid to a deeper understanding of the sermon
which is preached. Their value could be greatly increased, however, if
there were added to the description of the picture on the rear the Word
of God on which the sermon was based.

Dr. Fahling is also the author of a “Life of Christ” and a “Harmony
of the Gospels”. This fact may explain the thorough-going discussions
of those sections of the history of our Savior’'s sufferings which served
as texts for the sermons. The paintings are reproduced in the book. On
the back of each picture are interesting and detailed data concerning its
history, the painter, and the points of interest in the picture itself. These
same data also are repeated in the body of each sermon. Pastors and
teachers should find the stimulation afforded in this volume well worth
the dollar invested in it. S.

One Altogether Beautiful, the Matchless Christ. By George Ledrew
Rulison, A.B., S.T.B., LL. B. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand
Rapids, Michigan. Price, $1.00 in cloth.

Our author is a person of considerable parts, a teacher, preacher and
lawyer. He has been District Attorney and Prosecuting Attorney and has
‘pastored churches in various States of the Union. Both as churchman
(Methodist) and statesman the author undoubtedly enjoys a wide ex-
perience. However, it is his personal experience as a Christian which in-
duced him to write this book on “the Christ of personal experience”. —
Whenever Christian experience is stressed and placed into the foreground
the question arises whether it is done at the expense of Christian doctrine
in that experience is regarded as the source and guide of our Christian
life instead of the Christian doctrine set forth in the gospel and implanted
in the heart by the means of grace. We regret that where the author
speaks of “his sight of One who always comes ‘with healing in His wings’”
and of his “revivified vision” he designates them “as the culmination of
gracious experiences” without mentioning the Word, without which he
never would have had these experiences. And how if his readers are not
conscious of such experiences and even cannot call them their own?! Will
they not importune the writer to tell them how they may also gain such
experiences? He will answer them according to this book: The Lord “was
not interested. so much in the teaching of right ideas as He was in im-
‘parting of the right sort of life” (p. 69) and that “His-was not an authority
and faith that was externally imposed but internally experienced” (p. 68)
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making his readers none the wiser. Or if they ask him how the gospel
must be preached in order to impart a living knowledge of the truth to
the hearers his answer will be: “It is significant to note that in all the
ages the marvelous spread of the gospel has not come from an expounding
or arguing of profound doctrines, but its marvelous success has ever at-
tended the simple proclamation of the gospel as it is” (p. 64-65) and “the
Master never formally argued the truth of His teaching, but did ever
courageously assume its truth and heroically warn against false teachers
and false teaching” (p. 67). As if Jesus did not have a formal way of
arguing the truth of the doctrines of the Resurrection and of His Person
with the Jews (John 5, 8 10). And the apostles in Jerusalem and in the
heathen countries expounded and argued profound doctrines with the
leaders of the synagogues and with heathen philosophers (Acts 17, 19ff.).
There are various means of presenting the truth, subjective and objective,
the Sunday-morning Service, the Sunday School, the Bible Class and the
Lecture Room all having their specific means and methods. All can be and
are only too often misused — and it is this misuse which must be criti-
cized and eliminated. But there is no expounding and proclamation of the
gospel without certain forms and methods.

And as to the fact that doctrine is the guide of our experiences we
refer our readers to page 37, where the author speaks of “Catholic, Jew,
and Protestant joined reverently in celebrating the incoming of this century
two score years ago, the Catholic by the observance of a special solemn
midnight mass and by the reading of an encyclical containing the word of
adoration: ‘Dear Sweet Jesus’”. Mere personal experience may speak of
Christians and non-Christians, of Roman Catholics and of Protestants,
“joined reverently” in celebrating some signal event. But certainly
in the light of the one truth we cannot do that, without confessing
those doctrines, and especially ‘“the great doctrine of the atone-
ment” (p. 43), which separates us from all those who teach contrary to
such doctrines. There is much in this book, clothed in an excellent choice
of words and interspersed with illustrations and snatches of verse, which
strikes a responsive chord in a Christian reader’s heart. But there is also
that which one does not read without regret and which in a review one
cannot let pass by uncontradicted. ) P. PEtTERS.

War in the Light of Prophecy. “Was it Foretold?” A Reply to Modern -
Chiliasm by Theodore Graebner, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Mo.
VII plus 143 pages, 44x74. Gray cloth with red title on front cover
and backbone. Price, $1.00. — Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis.

In 1918 the author published a book under the title Prophecy and
the War. The present volume is a new and revised edition. We list the
following heads of its ten chapters: “I. ‘It was Foretold.” — II. 1914 —

Was it Foretold? — III. Prediction and Prophecy. — IV. Wresting the

Scriptures. — V. The Return of Israel. — VI. The Antichrist. — VII.

The Millennium. — VIII. Kingdoms and Wars of the Latter Days. —

IX. The Date-Setters at Work. — X. How to Read Prophecy.”
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As the subtitle indicates, the book is chiefly intended to be A reply o
modern chiliasm. As such it contains many extensive quotations from
recent chiliastic writings, e. g., by John R. Rice, Harry Rimmer, John E.
Finney, and others, which enable the reader to get a clear view of the
present forms of this error, and particularly, how conflicting are the views
of its representatives. In addition to this mutual refutation, the author
submits his own criticism, in one case (p. 67) employing even an argu-
mentum e silentio, with telling force.

The last chapter covers a wider ground than the heading would in-
dicate, applying to Bible reading in general.

Although the position of the author throughout is soundly Lutheran,
Scriptural, and logical, the individual arguments he employs are not always
quite valid. To cite two cases. On p. 52 is a quotation from Finney,
stating among others: “These Israelites will not reject God and will be
willing to die rather than worship the Antichrist instead of God; but they
will not acknowledge Christ as their Savior and Messiah.” To this the
author replies in part: “Stop for a moment and consider the absurdity of
picturing Jews rejecting Christ but ready to die for their loyalty to God!!”
Why should it be considered as absurd to ascribe such misguided fanaticism
to the Jews? Does not history furnish ample proof? Or was Paul also
guilty of an absurdity when he wrote: I bear them record that they have
a zeal for God, but not according to knowledge? (Rom. 10, 2). All this,
while it remains perfectly true that no one can come to the Father except
through the Son, and that genuine loyalty to God includes faith in Jesus
. as the Savior. The argument of the author would have been considerably
strengthened if this fact had been noted.

Is it true that the Restoration theory, expecting a universal conver-
sion of the Jews, can be legitimately held only on the assumption of an
“irresistible grace”? “If in a certain period all Jews are to be converted,
the grace of God must irresistibly implant faith in the hearts of every
member of the race” (p. 43). If that were the case when all Jews at a
certain time are concerned, how then about the conversion of any Jew at
any time? The Restoration theory may be found among Christians who
abhor the idea of an irresistible grace as sincerely as does the author. Their
false position must be attacked on other grounds.

A few externals. On p. 72 there is a lengthy summary of Hoenecke'’s
argumentation against the millennial interpretation of Rev. 20. Might
not Hoenecke's Dogmatik have been included in the Bibliography (pp.
141-143), even though the author announces it ‘as only a “partial list”?
— On p. 115 the apparently inevitable “degree” occurs: “The first imperial
degree recognizing the Pope as the head of all the churches.” M.
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