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1. Amerikn,

Nus der Synode. Dap bdie beiden Diftrifte in Sitbamerifa ganzg im
Ginn und Geift der Bater arbeiten, erqibt {idh) ausd ihren Bldttern, dem
~Cb.zQuth). Rirdenblatt fitr Siibamerifa” (Porto Ulegre) und dem ,Cb.-
Luth. Rirdenboten” (Credpo, Argentinien). Nidht nur die Gemeindenad)-
riditen und die Veridhte aud ben Diftriften find interefjant, fondern be-
jonderd auc) die gediegemen RQefrartifel. Auf diefe Weife erzieht man ein
erfenninisreidged BVolf, dad die Grundlage der redhten Uberzeugungsireue
Hat. Cine fehr fwertvolle Wrbeit: ,Welded ift die wafre fichibare Kirde
auf Crden?” fam firglid zum Abfdlup. — Jm Atlentic Bulletin foird
per Jafhrhundertfeier zu Chren P. [ohann Vaul Bepersd gedadyt, der mit
Redht zu den Vatern des Oftend geredhmet fvird, da er von 1871 an im
Oitlichen Diftrift ftand, vbon 1880 bid zu feinem Tode im Jahre 1905 an
ber ©t. Johannisdgemeinde in Vrooflyn. — Die Veridjte ded Alberta- und
Britif) Columbia- und ded Minnefota-Dijtriftd geigen, daf die Miffionare
eine anerfennendiverte Freudigeit im Griinden neuer Mifjionsdplake an den
Tag legen. J[n Minnefota allein ierden fed)3 fveitere Poften genannt,
bon denen jedenfalld einige in abfehbarer Beit ihre eigemen IMifjionare
baben fverden. Daf {id) durd) Gotted Gnade itberall eitere Tiiren auf-
tun, fenn fpir nur mit redjten Miffiondaugen Aus{dau YHalten, zeigt aud
ein Poften in Nebrasfa. Dort fwurde ein Paftor auf ein Stadtden auf-
merfjam, o offenbar zu wenig firdhlicge Arbeit getan furde. Die Urbeit
fourde begonnen, und dag Rejultat ift, dap itber 50 RKRinber getauft worden
find und an die 80 Criwachiene jebt im Unterridht jtehen. — Das Diftrifts-
blatt bon Jowa betont in der Julinuninter befondersd die driftliche Gemeinbe-
febule, aud) durd) den Drud zwdlf feiner Bilber. — Die beiden Diftrifte
in Nebrasfa fetern Ddiefed Jahr ihr golbenesd Jubildum. Die Julinunmumer
beg ,Gitd-Jebrasfa-Diftriftsboten” ift eine Hejondere Feftnumuner, die aud)
bie Jubelfonferenz in ©eward anfiindigt. Eine anfdaulidge Sdhilberung
bon Buftdnbden in der Pionierzeit wird in Wrtifeln iiber die Arbeit P. A. W.
Frefes, eines Pioniers im Staate, gegeben. — Bon allgemeinem Jntereffe
ift bad Jubildum der Dreieinigleitdgemeinde in Milivautee, da diefe gleidh=
jam bie Muttergemeinde aller unferer Gemeinden in Miliwaulee ift. Die
KQonftitution der Gemeinde murde am 27. Oftober 1847 angenommen. Die
Subelfeier fand am Synodalfonntag diefes Jahres jtatt. — Laut der Juli-
nummer ded Lutheran Deaconess ift die Jahl der Diafaniffen inmerhalb
ber Shynobalfonferens feit 1924 bon 8 auf 42 geftiegen. Und nod) find die
Mioglichfeiten Ddiefer rbeit nidht erjcdhopft. B.C K.

Prof. Henry Eyster Jacobs Deceased. — When this well-known
theologian passed out of this life on July 7, the U. L. C. lost one of its
prominent leaders. Dr. Jacobs was born November 10, 1844, at Gettysburg,
Pennsylvania. After graduation he served as tutor and teacher at several
colleges, likewise doing pastoral work for a short period, till in 1883 he
was called to become professor of systematic theology in the Lutheran
Theological Seminary, now located at Mount Airy, succeeding the dis-
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tinguished champion of Lutheran orthodoxy in the General Council, Charles
Porterfield Krauth. From that time till his death he was connected with
the seminary, serving as its president from 1920 to 1927; in 1927 his
gon, Dr. Charles Michael Jacobs, became his successor. Besides teaching
he did a prodigious amount of work ag translator, author, and editor. By
translating the Book of Concord and issuing it with comprehensive intro-
ductions, he made the whole Lutheran Church of America his debtor., An-
other translation of his of note is Schmid’s Doctrinal Theology of the
Lutheran Church, in which he collaborated with Dr. C. A. Hay. Of the
many books which he wrote probably these are the chief ones: The Lu-
theran Movement in England, History of the Lutheran Church in America,
Life of Martin Luther, Summary of the Christian Faith, and the Lutheran
Oyclopedia, Dr.J. A. W.Haas cooperating with him in the production of
the last-named work. His work on dogmatics, Summary of the Ohristian
Faith, testifies through its comprehensiveness and brevity to his talents
ag instructor. It was among other things the faculty for concise, terse
statement here displayed which made his church-body select him as one
of the men who drafted the constitution of the U.L.C. While we cannot
approve of his willingness to tolerate views and tendencies in his Church
which were manifestly wrong, we are grateful for the many ways in which
he aided the Lutheran Church effectively and successfully to do its work
in this country. A,
Amalgamating the Law of the Tithe and the Principle of Free-
‘Will Offerings. — First reestablish the law of the tithe. It can be done in
various ways. Here is how N. B. Herrell does it in Tithing Facts: “Abra-
ham is the father of us all who are in the faith, Rom. 4, 16. He gave tithes
of all, Gen. 14,20. Jesus said: ‘If ye were Abraham’s children, ye would do
the works of Abraham,” John 8,39. ... Christ and the Tithing System. —
Christ, on meeting the Church, found them backslidden along spiritual lines,
such as judgment, mercy, and faith, but along the line of tithing he found
that they had not forgotten Malachi’s strong message. He upbraided them
for their neglect of more weighty matters, but commended them on the
tithing system, Matt. 23, 32. He found that the Pharisees paid tithes of
all, Luke 18, 10—12. MHe said that our righteousness must exceed that of
the Pharisees, Matt. 5, 20. . . . Paul and the Churches. — Paul, in giving
orders to the churches which he had oversight of, said that they should lay
by them in store on the first day of the week as God had prospered them
that there be no gatherings when he came. Paul was talking to a church,
to every member of that church. He said for that church to lay by in store
(or put their tithes from their prosperity into the church treasury) that
there be no gathering when he came. The idea throughout the Bible is that
God’s children are to have enough pure and undefiled religion and love for
God that they will bring of their own free will the tithes and offerings into
His house and treasury that His work may prosper.” Reestablishing the
law of the tithe, however, must not nullify the Christian principle of free-
will offerings, of glad and generous giving from love of God and the Savior.
That blessed principle is enunciated too clearly in the New Testament. So
the two must be amalgamated. N.B. Herrell amalgamates the two prin-
ciples by demanding that the Christian observe the law of the tithe will-
ingly. Having offered the tenth part of his income freely, he has performed
45
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his full Christian duty. H. Gibbs Chase would effect a more thorough
amalgamation. Writing to the Living Church (June 4, 1932), he says:
“To the Editor: One single sentence in the editorial ‘The Next Step,” in
your issue of May 21, is a trumpet-call. It should have been printed in
black-face type because it reaches right down to the root of things in that
it questions whether we ought not now to begin to place emphasis upon
paying to God what we owe to Him as an honest debt. The Episcopal
Church has never emphasized the principle of tithing. Ought it not begin
to do so now? This question is the most pertinent that could be asked.
Nine-tenths of our income is all that we can consider as rightly belonging
to us; the other tenth belongs to God. If we withhold that tenth from
Him, we are defrauding debtors to the degree of our shortage. ... Those
who do not thus tithe are unwitting cheats, quite unconscious of their
dereliction in most cases because they have no knowledge that they owe
such a debt. It follows therefore that we cannot plume ourselves upon
being benevolent in money ways until we begin to make gifts to the work
of God as carried on by the Church and through other organized or un-
organized channels entirely over and ebove what we hand over in pay-
ment of our debt of ome-tenth. . . .” That certainly covers the whole
situation. Both the reestablished law of the tithe and the New Testament
principle of free and generous giving are assigned their proper spheres.
It ought to work wonders in balancing the budget of the Church. For
one thing, it will puncture the complacency of those who imagine that, be-
cause they are tithers, they have fully kept the law of Christian giving.
They have not, according to H. G. Chase. As tithers they have done their
full Jewish duty. Now for their duty as Christians! (There is of course
something wrong, too, with the conception that “nine-tenths of our income
is all that we can consider as rightly belonging to us; the other tenth
belongs to God.” Ten-tenths of our income, property, and possessions be-
long to God.)

It will not do to mix the Law and the Gospel. The consequences
would be disastrous. The Law can produce only unwilling service. The
legalism applied to one-tenth of our income will inevitably react on, and
contaminate, our dealing with the other nine-tenths. Better keep the
Gospel principle pure and unmixed. Paul never mentioned tithing when
he spoke of Christian giving. He did mention, first and last, the Savior.
He asked the Christians to gaze upon the thorn-crowned head of the Savior,
2 Cor. 8, 9. (Christl. Dogmatik, III, p. 63.) That induces men to bring
Christian offerings, Christian in quality and quantity. — “It goes without
saying that it does mnot partake of Old Testamental legalism when the
Christian, in a free and willing spirit, imposes the tithe or ‘the fifth’ upon
himself and also, following the advice of the apostle, 1 Cor. 16, 1. 2, observes
a system of regularity in his giving.” (Ohristl. Dog., l. c.) It becomes
legalistic when the Christian seeks to impose the tithing system on others
as necessary or quaesi-necessary iure divino or observes it himself in a servile
spirit, when, as in Herrell’s system, the free-will offering is surreptitiously
metamorphosed into the legal tithe. Notice how carefully the apostle
avoids the use of the word “commandment” in this connection. He re-
pudiates its use, 2 Cor. 8, 8. 9. — Was the apostle himself a tither? We
presume so. But he never makes mention of the fact. E.
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A Hard-Shell Prohibitionist. —Pastor G. ¥. Snyder is much dis-
gruntled. He resents the attempts being made at present to clear up the
prohibition muddle. And he does not like the Missourians. He voices his
feelings in a letter printed in the Lutheran of May 19, 1932: “Tampa,
Fla.— Dear Brother Melhorn: You have no idea how bad you made some
of your readers feel when they read your editorial on prohibition in the
issue of the Lutheran for March 31, in which you gave comfort, encourage-
ment, and assistance to the enemies of temperance and prohibition.” (The
editor had stated that he has bheld, whenever he wrote concerning this
matter, that the absolute prohibition of alcohol as a constituent of bev-
erages is desirable, that we cannot dodge the fact that the power of the
State was enlisted in 1920 to complete what education and moral instruc-
tion had largely, but not entirely accomplished, that, if the State refuses
or is unable to do what was committed to it in 1919, then conditions must
revert back to where they were, and that the whole question must be
given once more to the people for an explicit decision.}) “I have often
noticed when an editor begins to philosophize on a moral question, he says
a great many things on both sides, and when a man says things on hoth
sides of a moral question, he says many things on the wrong side. There
is but one side to a moral question — the children in my catechetical class
know that. . . . I for one Lutheran emphatically protest against any
such recognition or resubmission to the people, excepting in the manner in
which the question was originally submitted as provided by law. What
we need to do is to teach our church-members to be real Christians and to
teach the rest of the people to be self-respecting, law-abiding citizens.
I was sent to Tampa five years ago by the Board of American Missions to
start the first United Lutheran Church in this city. Lutheranism has been
misrepresented here [ 7] for nearly forty years by a little independent Mis-
souri Synod church. During the war an Evangelical Lutheran church here
wag forced by public sentiment to close. I am having a hard, up-hill job
trying to represent the United Lutheran Church to the people of this city
and to build up a congregation. Some of our members drink, and several are
against prohibition. What effect do you suppose your editorial as quoted
in the Tampa Morning Tribune will have upon our work here? . . .
G. T. Snyder.” E.

A Slight Disturbance within the Federal Council. —Says the
Living Church of June 11: “The United Lutheran Church, which, like the
Episcopal Church, is not a member of the Federal Council, but is a ‘con-
sultative body,” has, through its New York synod, administered a mild,
but well-deserved rebuke to the Council. Says the Lutheran resolution:
‘Resolved, That the United Lutheran Synod of New York memorialize the
United Lutheran Church in America to request the Federal Council of
Churches of Christ in America that before making public pronouncements
and representations with regard to issues of public concern, for which pro-
nouncements and representations certain official church-bodies may not
wish to be held responsible, to ascertain first, when possible, the position
of all such bodies involved, consultative or otherwise, and to list any such
as may not be in agreement.” To which we can only add, Amen.” Now, if
the United Lutheran Church and the Protestant Episcopal Church will ad-
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minister a stern rebuke to the Council for its modernistic leanings and

pronouncements and, upon the certain refusal of the Council to heed the

Christian admonition, sever ¢ll connection with it, we, too, will say, Amen.
B.

America Becoming Dechristianized. That Protestant circles in
America which during the past seventy-five years have shown little or no
interest in the Christian day-school, but rather have opposed it as un-
American, are beginning to see that our present system of religious educa-
tion is not satisfactory, but is forming merely a weak barrier against the
forces of outspoken unbelief and gross religious ignorance, can be seen from
an article in the Congregationalist, which bears the heading “Religion in
Education.” The writer quotes Prof. Wm. Adams Brown of Union Theo-
logical Seminary as saying, “America is rapidly becoming a pagan nation.”
The writer comments thus on this startling statement: “There is evidence
enough that he may be right. The emphasis being placed upon the mecha-
nistic philosephy in educational institutions is indicative of the trend. The
emphagis upon possessions as an end in themselves and the mad pursuit of
pleasure are pagan. Take such a statement as the following, quoted from
one who was a teacher in a so-called church college, as an example: ‘T hold
. . . that there is no good but human desires and their satisfaction and
that the moral problem is nothing more or less than to secure ever better
and more adequate means of satisfying these desires.” This is nothing more
nor less than paganism.”

The writer next speaks of a means parts of which the Church employed
to inculcate the Christian religion. “There was a time in which the Church
expected to ereate a Christian nation by means of revivalism; . .. but
sober judgment does not indicate that a Christian nation is to be pro-
duced or maintained by this method.” The hope for America, says he,
lies “in a new emphasis upon the primary importance of Christian higher
education.” One wonders why the writer stresses higher education. Is
not what is needed, Christian education in general, to be applied to the
most formative years of life, six to fourteen, as much, or even more than,
to the years spent in high school and college? In speaking of higher
education, the article says: “Church colleges are the only ones broad
enough to take account of all life’s interests, including that greatest of all
human interests — religion.”

‘When the writer, in the following section of his article, maintains that
church colleges must not aim at perpetuating the doctrines of a particular
denomination, that they must not be narrowly sectarian, he is strongly
refuted by the course events have taken in his own denomination, that of
the Congregationalists. History has taught us that, where the emphasis
on doctrine was lacking, the emphasis on Christianity itself soon dis-
appeared, too; that, where not all the teachings of the Bible were taken
seriously, in a brief space one after the other of the so-called chief tenets
of the Scripture was treated lightly. To stem the tide of paganism, it is
not sufficient merely to teach the Sermon on the Mount. If the situation
is to be improved, it will have to be done by the earnest, faithful, un-
tiring proclamation and teaching of the full Gospel of Jesus Christ as
St. Paul and his fellow-apostles taught it. A.
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IT. Auslaud.

Wie die Uniondleute e3 frither tvieben. Wenn man bedenft, dap der
Unionidmu3g feinem fefentliden Charafter nady Unehrlichfeit und Unlauter-
feit ift (Denn e3 ijt unefrlicdh), Einigleit borzugeben, fvo feine Einigfeit im
@Tlauben porhanden ift; e3 ift unehrlidy, mit Uniondformeln, mit Ja- und
Neinformeln, zu operieven; e3 ift unefhrlicdh), wenn der Diener die Giiter
jeined HErrn verunireut, jvenn der Theolog dad geringfte Gottesdwort preisd-
gibt), {o ird man fid) nicht wundbern, wenn die Unionsdleute aud) vor Un-
Tauterfeiten anderer Art fich nidht {Geuen. D. Werner Clert berfolgt einen
guten 3wed, wenn er in feiner ,PMorphologie ded Lutbhertums” an gefwiffe
Ereignijfe fritherer Beiten erinnert. ,Dad jpatere bejtindige Drangen auf
Union bon feiten be3 Calvinidmu3s fritt dbaburd) in die ridtige Beleudptung,
dag der Calvinidmus iiberall da, o er dem Luthertum bdie ,Einfeit ded
Proteftantidmus® einguhdmumern verjudte, in urfpriinglich) lutherifdhe Sirden-
gebiete eingedrungen fwar. Daf feine ,Jrenif’ eine verfledte Form bder
Hgitation fiir fid) felbit war, fann man befonbersd lefhrreid) an dem pol-
niffen YUgitator Johann a Ladco jtudieren, der al3d ,armer Emigrant’ mit
einem YUnhang bon ziwei andern Predigern und 170 Seelen die (utherifden
Lander von Dinemarf bHis Wiicttemberg durdhzog. Er beftand ftetd dar
auf, mit den Tutherifchen Geiftlichen zu disputieren. Wenn er aber darauf-
Bin nidht ald der Jhrige angefehen und behandelt jwurde, erfiillte er die Welt
mit feinen RKlagen itber die Iutherifde Jntoleranz. Daf aud) die refors
mierte ,Jrenif im 17. Jahrhundert vielfad) eine verftedte Ugitation fiir
die eigene IDee und das eigene politije Necht var und jedenfalls feinmerlei
BVerzidht auf die eigene fonfeffionelle Rofition einfdlof, Hat H. Reube ebenjo
eindrudsboll fvie unividerleglich gegzeiat (Calvinidmusd und Luthertum im
Beitalter der Orthodorie).” (S.246.) ,Hat dod) der fvegen feiner ,Jrenit’
vielgerithmte Heidelberger Pareus fogar den reformierten Ritusd des Brot-
bredjens auddriidlic) dbamit begriindet, Dafy Dadurd) der ,Gikendienit’ desd
Tutherifhen Abendmafhls am griindlidhiten gebroden und das ,GoBenbild”
be3 im Brot gegenivartigen Chriftus im Hergen des Volfes geftiirzt iwerde.
Sn diefem sirenifchen’ Stil wurde imumer jvieder bon der lutherijden Ubend-
maflslehre gefprohen. Der Konfenjus, den Calvin 1540 mit den Biiridjern
abilof, ftellte fie mit Der romifden Wandlungdlehre wegen gleicher Ab=
jurbitit auf eine Stufe. Die reformierfen Prediger zu Embden ftellten
fejt, dap imt Tutheriffen bendmafldritusd fvegen bdesd bdabei gebrauchten
;@dgentverts’ ,gar fein Unterfdied zwifden ihnen und den Papiften® fei.
TWenn man trob der gehduften Lormwiirferdmifder Lehre
undrimijder Ubgodtterei dem Luthertum immer wie=
ber auf der Bruijt fniete, um e3 unter Leugnung det
Udnteridiede’ gu einer Union gu veraulafjen — famn
man fid) undern, wenn {Gliehlic) die Gegner beim LWort genomumen fmic-
ben mit der Feftjtellung, daf man den ,Lapiften (audgenomumen die Jefui=
ten)* tatfachlich) niher jtehe als den ,Calviniften‘?” (S.272.) — HfhnlicGes
Ranfefpiel unbd gleidhe gehdjfige ,Jrenif” freiben audy unfere Unioniften.
Da haben fidh) neulid) die ziwei Vifdhsfe der Epiffopalen in Miffouri vbon
tem Crzunioniften D. Pefer Uinsdlee und feimer Christian Unity League
perfithren lafjen, eine gemeinfgaftlidge Ubendmaylafeier in der Christ Church
Cathedral pon &t. Qouid abzubalten und dabet zujanunen mit einem Pres-
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byterianer, einem RKongregationaliften und andern zu amiieren. Neben
pielen anbern proteftierte aud) die Living Church gegen diefe Handlungs-
foeife ber Bijdhofe alg “direct defiance of the canon law of the Church”.
Aber bie BVifdhofe Haben fidh zu Helfen geivuht. “Canon 23 is entitled ‘Of
Persons Not Ministers of This Church Officiating in Any Congregation
thereof.” The diocesan officials in St. Louis managed to evade the letter
of this canon (though not, we think, its spirit and intent) by lending
the cathedral building to the Christian Unity League, so that the service
took place before a congregation of the league, not of ‘this church,’ and so
was exempt from the provisions of Canon 23. The subterfuge is a fairly
obvious one.” Daj irifft ja nidt den eigentlidhen Nerv be3 BVergehens;
aber mit dem Ranfejpiel hat ed feine Ridtigleit. €3 Yeifst weiter: “It is
a fundamental principle of the whole Catholic Church that only a priest”
(one who had episcopal consecration or ordination) “may validly cele-
brate the Holy Communion. . . . By participating in this service, not as
laymen, but officially as bishops of the Church, Drs. Johnson and Scarlett
not only ‘suffered,” but definitely encouraged and approved, a man who
was not a priest (as clearly defined by the Church) to perform the most
sacred ritual act which the Church reserves for priests alome. If they
accept the doctrines of the Church (as we assume they do, or they could
not honestly continue to act as bishop and bishop coadjutor of one of her
dioceses), participation in such a proceeding seems to us to be little short
of blasphemous. We can think of no other ritual act that would have
constituted so complete a violation and denial, not of the canons, but of
the fundamental doctrine of the Church.” (L. (., May 28, 1932.) E3
handelt {id) ieder nicht um die falihe R[efre der Epiffopalfirdhe bon ber
Priefterfveile, jondern um die Unlauterfeit diefer Unioniften. Sie bringen
e3 itber ihr @efviffen, i) bon einer Kirdhe anftellen zu laffen, deren Ord=
nungen jie mit Fiigen treten. D. Peter Ainslee beteiligt {idh natiiclid) audy
an der pon ifm veranlaften Distuffion — in et unioniftijer Weife.
Cr lagt nidhts {pitren bon der RLiebe und Tolerany, die angeblich die Unio=
niften befeelf. Jn feinem Ohristion Union Quarterly geft er mif denen,
die gewifjenshalber ijm opponieren, jo um: “These denominations have
been able to get it across with many in their fold by labeling their atti-
tude of exclusiveness as ‘conscience,” ‘sacred,” and so forth, perhaps a ‘God-
given trust.”” It is high-sounding. ... Take the Disciples, for instance”
(3u denen er {elbft gefhort). “They practise exclusiveness by receiving into
their membership only those who have been baptized by immersion. How-
ever devout and beauntiful in Christian character, whether he be a Protes-
tant Episcopalian or a Presbyterian or a Methodist, he must stay outside.
A prominent minister of that denomination said: ‘I will never yield that
point lest I be counted a betrayer of Jesus Christ’ That is an astonishing
statement to come from an educated Christian minister. Never! Be-
trayer! What strange words to be associated with Christian fellowship,
as though our little opinions were infallible — impossible for us to be
wrong.” E.
Wie fteht e3 in besug auf ben ,Bormarid) ded Katholizizdmus”’? Hiers
itber madt baz ,Cb, Deutf@land” widhtige Mitteilungen. Wir lefen:
»Bom ,Bormarid desd Katholizidmus’ wird — nidt gang mit Unredht —
piel gefdhrieben. Dah aber joldged BVorméartddbringen aud) Ausdbrud einer
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inneren Sdwade fein fanmn, die die Eroberung neuer Stiigpunite zur Lebens-
frage madt, iiberfieht man guiveilen. Einige Selbitzeugnifie (nad) dber ,So-
neren Jubfunft): Franfreid: ,Die Grofftadibevslferung Franfreidhs Yebt
geradegu in einer feelforgerfidhen LVerbannung. Parid miiRte, fvenn auf
1,000 €intwohner ein Priefter fomumen follte, 4,800 Priejter haben {tail der
gegenfodrtigen 802. Die frangdfifhe Vriefternot qupert fih aber nidht nur
als Organifationsirife, fondern aud ald Priefter{hivund. BVon 1900 bis
1930 fwar die Bahl der Priejteriveihen in Franfreid) um 18,000 geringer
ald die der Sterbefalle von Geiftlifen. ©eit 1900 {ind fedbed Jahr im
Qurd)jdnitt 400 Priefter nidht erfest mworden. Der Prieftermangel fithrt
gur itberbiitdbung der Seeljorgearbeiter und zur liberalterung bes Klerus,
per feine ,,Penfionierung™ fennt. BVon 100 franzdfijden Prieftern find 34
iiber fedhzig Jabre alt. Bon 1900 bis 1945 wird durd) Priefterberlufte,
bildlich) gefprochen, die Halfte der 87 Didgefen Franfreidhd aufgeldjt fein.
Argentinien: ,E3 gibt ungeheure Gebiete dort, die niemald ein Priefter
betritt. Gut eingeridhtete Autofapellen fwdren ein unjdasbarer Segen. Die
nad) Yrgentinien einfvandernden Spanier, jotooh! die Manner tvie die Fraien,
gehen qrofenteild dbem lebendigen Glauben verlovem.® Merifo: Yuf Grund
ber Lereinbarung zwifden Staat und RKirde wurben den RKatholifen Deis
nabe famtlidhe Kirdjern, nicht aber die Sdulen und vor allem aud) nidt bie
bejchlagnahnten Vermbgensbeftande und Stiftungen guritdgegeben; die bor-
bem fo reiche Rirche WMerifos ift Heute vollftandig verarmt. €3 find nidt
einmal bie nitigen Pittel vorhanden, um aud) nur eine geringe Jahl von
Priejterfandidaten auszubilden. Dubende grofer Kidfter und fatholifder
Bilbungdanitalten ftehen leer. Die Friedendpereinbarungen zivijden Rirde
und Staat Haben eigentlidh nur die brutale Berfolgung beendigt, nidht aber
pen ftillen Sampf gegen bdie Kirdje.” Gang geiwif jollen diefe Fejtftellungen
nidht dazu fiihren, daf man fih durd) die Note einer andern Konfeffion
iiber bie Sdjdben und Gefahren, die bie eigene bedrofen, BHinivegtaujdht.
Da3 jGliet ja aber nidht ausd, daf man fid) einen offenen Bl fitr bdie
Wahrheit in anbern Lagern betpahrt.” XML

Lubenborif madt fidh laderlid, ,In der Beilage bon ,Ludendorijsd
Boltsmarte’, Folge 4, bom 31. Januar 1932, ,Die Sippe’, HeiBt €3 in einem
Artifel ,Der Jude Pauluz und die Frauen® von Erid) Lubendorff:

» Der Jude Paulus felbft twar nidt verfeiratet, aber er Hatte dodh
einent &ofn; denn er {dreibt in dem [fo!] Epiftel an Philemon: ,,10. So
expafine i) dich wm meinesd Solnes twillen, ded Ofnefimos, den id) gegeuget
Babe in meinen BVanden.” Paulusd Hat fwohl in feiner uffajjung bon der
Ehe bdie Muiter feined Solmes nidht gefeiratet, objdon er die BVifdhofsehe
einfest, dag Bolibat alfp ausdriidlid) ablehnt.” Wenn man Dbedentt, bap
Onefimoe3 (er jhreibt {id) ofne §) ein entlaufener Sflave ift, den Paulus
mit diefem DBrief jeinem redjtmapigen Herrn ivieder zufendet, daf diefer
Brief ferner in romijdher Gefangenidaft gefdhrieben ift, dann fann e3 {ih
felbftverftandlich niemald um ein leibliges Kind de3 Poulusd Handbeln, gang
abgefefen davon, dafy er diefen {elben Onefimosd im 16. Bersd Brubder nennt,
fogar Bruder nad) dem Fletfd). Wer die Spradje desd Paulug fennt, fveif,
baf Der Yusdrud ,zeugen, den Vaulusd ald anjdauliched Bild verivendet,
nidts tweiter befagt, ald daf biefer entlaufene Silabe bon dem gefangenen
Paulud gum Chriffentum DHefehet ift, dafer fein geiftiged RKind ift, twobei
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Der Gedanfe der Wiebergeburt ftilljiveigend mit in dasg Bild Hineinfpielt,
Dafy aber diefer felbe Stlave alg Chrift und Menjd) aud) fein Bruberx ift. . . .
Gine anbere Auslegung ift gar nidht mogld), jo willfonunen fie dbem, der
gegen Poulud [Greibt, aud) ware. €3 ift bedauerlid), baf in der Beitung
be3 ®enerald RQubendorff folde MiBdeutungen zu lefen {ind.”

Diefer Veridht ift demr ,NReidhsboten” entnommen. Er lakt Luden-
borffs Feind{daft gegen Bibel und Chriffentum deutlid) erfennen. Die
gange Ladjerlichfeit und Dreiftigfeit Lubdendorffider Bibelauslegung twird
einem redht flar, fwenn man zum BVergleid) bie Stelle 1 Kor. 4, 15 Heran=
atebt. Da fdreibt Paulusd an die gange Chrijtengenmeinde zu Korinth: ,IJd
Habe eud) gegeuget in €hrifto JEu durd) das Eoangeliunt.” Paulus fonnte
fene @Griften, die er aud) jeine ,Briiber” nennt (1 Kor. 1, 26), mit Redjt ald
feine geiftliden Rinbder bezeichnen; Ddenm bei feiner ziveiten Miffionsreife
Hat er anderthald Jahre lang in RKorinth das Wort bom freuz gepredigt
(Apoft. 18, 4) und dadurd eine blithende Gemeinde dajelbft gejammelt. Wie
Paulusd 18or. 4,15 und Philem. 10 {id) ald geiftlichen Vater jeiner Gemein-
Den und Gemeindeglieder begeidhnet, fo wahlt er Gal. 4, 19 aud) das Bild
der PMutter. Um die in Werfgeredhtigleit verfallenen Galater gur Nmlehr
zu betvegen, {dreibt er u. a.: ,Meine lieben KRinder, welde id) abermal mit
dingften gebare.” Yud) die Galater Hat Paulud zuvor ,feine lieben Brii-
per” genannt, Gal, 4, 12.

Moge LQubdendorfi in Jufunft mit feiner ,Bibelauslequng”, die feinem
driftusfeindlichen Hergen entipringt, die ndtige Buriidhaltung wabhren! Der-
jenige bernmag die Bibel nicht recht auszulegen, der nidht jelbft wiedergeboren
ift und mit Jafobus {predjen fann: ,©ott hat unsd gegeuget nady feinem
Willen durch dag Wort ber Wabrheit”, Jak. 1, 18; bgl. 1 Petr. 1, 28.

(@. Herrmanu in €b.=Luth. Freifirde.)

Allindijde bfumenifde Kivdentonferens. Aud in Indien verbreitet fidh
Der Unioni3mus in den dortigen Miffionen. Wie das ,Ev.-Luth. Mifjions=
blatt” mitteilt, drangt man auf Bereinigung aller Griftliden Clemente in
Snbien. Wir lefen: ,Bom 7. 618 zum 9. Novbember 1931 tagte in Nagpur
unter bem Vorfip des Bijdhofd Wzarial) von Dornafel die Allinbifde Kon-
ferenz flir fixdliche Einbeit. Sie forderte fiiv Jnbien gebieterifd) die Lojung
bon einer Rirdhenpolitif, die in den R[inbern bes Weftend jene Scranfen
ervichtet hat, fwelde bie Glieder der Kirdjen an einer vollen Vertvirflidhung
threr foefentlic) gegebenen Einfeit gefindert Haben. €3 follen jebt end-
giiltige Sdritte unternonumen fverden, um die Glieder der eingelnen Rirdjen
unb Gemeinden zu gemeinfomer evangelifer Tat zu berbinden. Die Rirden
follen alle3 branfeben, um Ddie Ubhaltung gemeinfamer Gottesddienfte und
Ubendbmabhisfeiern zu firdern. Aud) die Frage der Vereinfeitlichung des
@ottesdienjtes joll eingehend unterfudht und die IMoglichfeiten fiiv ein ber=
einfommen Binfidhtlid) der firdhlidgen Organifation und BVeriwalting griindli
erfpogen fverdem.” R

Bortugal und die evangeliffe Miffion. Das , Rirdjenblatl” beridhtet:
~Die portugiefijhe Regierung Yat die Yufhebung der deutjdhen, englifdfen
und anterifonifden proteftantijen Miffionen tn der portugiefijfen SHolonie
Ungola in Weftafrifa verfiigh. Die Regierung begrindet diefe Mafnahme
bamit, dap bie Titigleit diefer Unternehmungen der portugteﬁfc)‘.jen Ber-
‘waltung ©Haden bringe.” J.T.Wm



