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Theological Observer. — Kirdylid)-Beitgeidhichtliches.

I Amerika.
Lutheran Unity.—Every true Lutheran desires it, prays for it, works

- for it, and will crucify his flesh in order to attain it. When we hear men

pleading for Lutheran unity, our heart goes out to them. Addressing
several synodical conventions, President Knubel addresses this plea to the
Lutheran Church of America: —

“The United Lutheran Church in America desires first of all and above
all else the consolidation of the Lutheran Church in America. ... We
are impelled and compelled to this by the unanimity of Lutheran devotion
to the Gospel of Christ. It is for Christ’s sake, for His Gospel’s sake,
that we seek the solidarity of American Lutheranism. That is the kind of
unionism in which our soul delights. We are impelled and compelled also
by the experiences of the last fifteen or twenty years. The ever-increasing
process of American Lutheran merger, cooperation, and mutual considera-
tion during these two decades has not been simply the work of men. We
do not believe that the will of God in this respect has gained all of its
ends as yet, and we will the will of God. We are impelled and compelled
furthermore because the Lutheranism of the United Lutheran Church in
America has become very dear to us. We hold it, not merely by in-
heritance, not merely by study of its values, but as something that has
kept us and that has been tested through storm and fire. . . . The storms
and diseases of rationalism, of revivalism, of legalistic and legislative
Puritanism, of Fundamertalism and Modernism have swept about us. We
were exposed to them because our pastors and people were always using
the language of the land. We believe that as a result we are more deeply
rooted in our faith than otherwise would be possible and that nothing can
tear us out of it. That faith is our most precious possession. Once more,
we are impelled and compelled in favor of American Lutheran solidarity
because of all that we have gained from other Lutheran groups as they
came later to these shores. Those who know the history of our Church
in this land know that those gains were definite. We desire the richness
of additional impartation from them which will be possible by closer con-
tact. The United Lutheran Church in America desires first of all the
consolidation of the Lutheran Church in America. The United Lutheran
Church in America seeks in the second place the purity of Lutheranism
in America. Let us frankly recognize that no one group of Lutherans is
perfect, and that each knows its own faults better than the others know
those faults. Yet much as we may know our own faults or those of
others, let us be sure that the real dangers to pure religion are always
subtle and often unrecognized. One of our greatest dangers as American
Lutherans can, I believe, be described in various ways. For instance, the
Gospel of Christ is a wonderfully harmonious thing. As a consequence,
if we exaggerate some part of it, we can make the whole seem horrible. . . .
The same idea may be described in a second way. The center of the Gospel
declares a man is saved alone by the free grace of God in Christ. The
worst heresy is that a man can by his own good deeds make himself pleas-



Theological Observer. — Rird)lidy-Beitgejdhichtliches. 697

ing, acceptable, to God. There are, however, thousands of forms of this
heresy. I do not believe that a Christian while on earth is ever fully free
from it. Christ releases us from one form of it, and we with our proud
human tendency to trust ourselves are soon entangled in some other form
of the same thing. 1f now the Church emphasizes strongly to Christians
one form of this danger, she leaves them the easy prey to all other forms
of the same heresy. That one form has become exaggerated in the eyes
of Christians, and they become dangerously blind to other forms. Just
one more description of the idea. Wherever there is great unanimity of
life, ag in a true family, dissensions will arise at times over single offenses
and will throw into obscurity all of the rich, loving unity which binds that
family. The single offense becomes exaggerated out of all proportion to
the whole. With the help of these suggestions I hope to make my meaning
clear. In the American Lutheran family there have been dissensions.
Offenses have arisen at times, and as a result we hear certain terms used
which are reminders of these dissensions and offenses. Calvinism, pre-
destination, lodgism, unionism, exclusivism, liberalism, such are some of
the words which the initiated understand and of which even the laity has
partial knowledge. The danger is that these terms and the things for
which they stand become more or less definitely exaggerated until they
appear as definite tests of Lutheranism. They are nothing of the kind.
If we must have specific tests, then the tests are the evangelical conception
of God, the evangelical conception of life, and the willingness to trust just
that Gospel for the redemption, the reformation, of mankind. The terms
that have been mentioned are at the worst single offenses in the family
unity; they are single forms of a heresy of which in some form all arve
guilty. . . . Let us be done with small fests of Lutheranism. Let us be
done with exaggerated parts that disfigure the whole. Let not the glory of
Lutheranism, which is the glory of the harmoniously pure Gospel, become
a discord to the ears of others and to our own ears because we exaggerate
single notes.” — The Lutheran, June 8, 1933.

It is, after all, a plea, not for Lutheran unity, but for Lutheran union
on the basis of unionism. Lutheran unity will never be brought about
by ignoring the doctrinal differences among the various Lutheran synods.
Much as we deplore the state of disunion existing between us and the
United Lutheran Church, brought about, among other things, by the
unionism it practises, tolerating, for instance, the denial of Verbal In-
spiration in its midst; much as we deplore that we are charged with
ginful exclusivism and sometimes with Calvinism, much more we would
deplore the accomplishment of a Lutheran union which had been brought
about by ignoring the weighty doctrinal differences which separate us.
Why should we refuse to meet and discuss, openly and thoroughly, these
differences? It will take longer to arrive at the desired goal in this way,
but it will bring about a real and lasting union. E.

The Difference between TUnionism and Syncretism.— May a
Christian partake of a Hindu sacrament? Mrs. Harper Sibley says the
Christian may do so. She did it herself. And she is proud of it. She told
of it in a speech at a meeting held in connection with the notorious Lay-
men’s Foreign Missions Inquiry. She was one of the appraisers sent to
the Orient on that mission. She attended the All-India Women’s Con-

v
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ference and went “on an all-day picnic with 400 Indian women. We
went to a place where at the noon hour we could ascend a high mountain
where the Hindu temples were. There we were to witness the great
ceremony of the feeding of the white eagles. These sacred birds live near
Madras, but are supposed to bathe every day in the Ganges, although one
young man who belonged to those educated college graduates told me on
the side that of course he did not believe that, but the common people
did, and it was right that they should. We have all heard that kind of
thing expressed in our own country. . .. After a little while the priests
went forward and tapped on the great rock, which was like a great altar
on that mountain top, and these white eagles — really white hawks — came
down from a tall tree, and there they fed them on the rock. And then
at the end of the ceremony those Hindu priests said, ‘Will all orthodox
Hindus come forward and receive the sacred food? I had not realized
that they had a ceremony so much like our own sacrament, and there was
a moment of terrific suspense, and then a woman from the back of the
group said, ‘There are mno such distinctions here. We are all one, and
either we all come forward, or no one will come forward.”” And the
Mohammedan woman who stood next to me—she was not yet out of
purdah because she wore the hurke — said, ‘I am going forward, are you?’
I said, ‘T had not thought of it. I don’t know whether we will be wel-
come.” She said, ‘That does not matter. I believe we should share in
these religious experiences.” And so in a few minutes, after a consultation
of those Hindu priests on that altar rock, the priests came down among
us and offered to us their sacred Hindu food, —to Hindu, to orthodox,
to outcaste, to Mohammedan, and to Christian they offered the Hindu
food.” Mrs. Sibley, by the way, acted in line with the principles avowed
by the Appraisal Commission. 1ts report points out as one of the out-
standing requirements of the future ‘“the necessity that modern mission
make a positive effort, first of all, to know and understand the religions
around it and then to recognize and associate itself with whatever kindred
elements there are in them,” and Mrs. Sibley found in the ceremony of
feeding the white eagles a sacrament akin to the Christian Sacrament. —
Now, the Living Church of June 3, in reporting this incident and censur-
ing, rather mildly, the syncretistic mixed communion indulged in by
Mrs. Sibley, a churchwoman, draws a parallel between her act and the
intercommunion occasionally practised by members of the Episcopal Church
and members of other Protestant churches. And the comparison is not
far-fetched. The wunionist would be in a difficult position if, while ad-
vocating mixed Communions, he would condemn Mrs. Sibley’s act. The
best he could do would be to show that, while Mrs. Sibley looks upon
most (if not all) doctrines of the Christian religion as matters of in-
difference, he merely treats many of the Christian doctrines as matters
of indifference. In other words, the difference between unionism and syn-
cretism is that syncretism is a gross form of unionism —unionism a mild
form of syncretism. E.
Unionism — Liberalism. — We are not the only ones who declare
that unionism spells Liberalism. The “unitists” (term used by Charles
Macfarland) say so, too, and say it complacently. A report made for the
Institute of Social and Religious Research, entitled “Church Union in
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Canada,” one of the objects of which was to give those interested in Church
unity a picture of what happened in Canada when in 1925 the Methodist
and Congregational churches and a large section of the Presbyterian
Church formed the United Church of Canada, says: “It is thus [the
basis of union prohibiting “any test of membership other than those laid
down”] inevitable that the United Church should not only be liberal in
its outlook at the present moment, but must by its very nature remain so.
It possesses the strength that liberal churches of to-day possess, namely,
an attractiveness for those who, while deeply religious, resent most creedal
formulations as antiquated shackles on the intelligence and who insist on
the spirit as opposed to the letter.” — The report also says: The movement
“had a bad start when it carried less than 70 per cent. of the former
Preshyterian Church into the union and lefi in the wake of its triumphant
consummation a legacy of hitterness which separated and broke churches,
communities, and the nation at large into fighting factions. The bitterness
is gradually dying, but its fires are far from dead in many hearts.” —
The report further states: “The return to ritualism is of course not the
product of church union alone, but simply an expression in Canada of the
prevailing tendency throughout Protestantisin; but it has heen accentuated
and underscored in the United Church because of church union.” E.

Verbal Inspiration. — “The same contributor in a book veview takes
2 ‘fall-out’ on the Lutheran position on verbal inspiration of the Bible.”
(The reference is perhaps to the statement: “If you really wish to learn
about the sublime unity of the Word of God and get a glimpse of the
marvels of inspiration (not verbal), but, after all, infallible, see how all
God’s Word reaches its climax and finds its completion in the final bock
of the Bible.” (The Lutheran, June 15, 1933.} “He does not seem to be
satisfied with the clear statements of the Holy Spirit. Jesus says: ‘He
that heareth you heareth Me.’ How this can be true unless we have the
very words of Jesus cannot well be comprehended. ‘Teaching them to ob-
serve all things whatsoever I have commanded you’ requires His very
words, His every word. How the Bible can be called the Word of God
when it is not His Word verbally is on a parity with the ‘yom’ question,
even more preposterous. Let us, then, be honest and not say: The Bible
is God’s Word, but that it only contains God’s Word — where and when?
Let the reader suit himself.” (See statement by C.M. Jacobs in the Lu-
theran, Jan. 12,1933, p. 20: “In Lutheran theology the two-— ‘the Word
of God’ and ‘the Scriptures’—are not equated.”) “ ‘Holy men of God
spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.” Speaking, as we know it,
is done in words, single words, one following the other. The Holy Ghost
moved the holy men of God to speak what they spoke; why becloud this
with so-called human wisdom that is worthless? The serpent in Eden first
questioned verbal inspiration: ‘Yea, hath God said? The serpent knew
the importance of verbal inspiration in God’s plan and knows it better
to-day than a good many ministers in the Church. The first discussion
about God’s Word thus was about verbal inspiration. There are very many
passages besides the well-’known ones that contend for verbal inspira-
tion. ... H.W. Saeger.” (In “Open Letters,” The Lutheran, July 20, 1933.)

E.
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Bereiniguny der reformierten Kivde in den Vereinigten Staanten mit
der Guangelijden Synode von Nordbamerifa. Dak diefe Vereinigung diefen
Herbit guftande fonumen joll, Haben wir {don frither unjern Lefern unter-
breitet. Trefflidhe Worle vebel der ,Luiberifdhe Herold” iiber dad Projelt.
Cr {dreibt:

»E€3 ift nur natiielid), daf jich in der reformierten Lirdje, die ein Hares
Befenninid hat, Widerfprud) dagegen erhebt. Wie aber ftehit ed mit ber
Epangelifdhen Shnode? Nominell bildet {ie ja fhon eine Union, dad beibt,
eine BVereinigung von Luiberanern und Reformierten. J[u Wirtlichfeit aber
dlirfte, ebenfo ivie in PreuBen und andern deutidjen Lanbern, je nad) feiner
Herfunft ber eine Teil in Rehre und Sultus der lutherifdjen, der anbere
der reformierten Ridhtung angebiren und mir ein perhalinidmakig Heiner
Reft aus Gegenden ftamumen, in Ddenen die fogenannie abforptive UUnion
Fup aefaht Hatte, das Yeifst, die Union, in der die BVefenninidunteridiede
gang vermifdt find. Jn weldem GroBenverhdlinid die eingelnen Teile in
ver Cbangelifdhen hnode gueinanbder ftehen, entzieht fih) natiirlidh unierer
Senminis. Wenn foir deutfde Verhaliniffe zum Makitab madjen bdiirfen,
miiffen tvir annehmen, daf die Luitheraner tveitausd die Mehrheit bilden.

~Lenn alfp die Coangelifdie Synode Anjdhluf fudt, todre e3 ba nidt
pad eratene, twenn fie tdte, pad ernite Chriften in bden unterten Kirdjen
Deutfhlands erfehren und erfiveben? Wdre 8 nid)t vidtig, tvenn die Re-
formierten mit Den Meformierten, die Ruiberaner mit den Lutheranern und
pie Befenninidlofen mit dexr von Kongregationaliftenn und Univerfalijten ge-
planten ,Freien Kirdje’ Verbindung fuchen mwiirben?

A Bir Quiheraner wiirden uns zu einer Veyeinigung grundiablid) afnlid
fo ftellen vie bdie Dorhin erwdfnten Wortfithrer im reformierten RKager.
Auedj und it dad DVefenndnisd, in dem vir den Auddrud und dad Beugnis
der veinen Lefre ded Worted Gotted fehen, fHeiliz. Daraud madjen iir
fein Oehl. Mit LQuilher fprecdhen ivir: ,Hier ftefen unfere Jellen, flaren
Worte, ofne alled Dunfeln und MWaufen.* Verfajfungsdfragen und der-
gleichen aber find uns Nebenfadje. Tind fwir glauben, dag die Mehrzabhl
der Paftoren und Gemeinden in der Evangelifhen Shnode wm ifrer Yuthe-
rifdgen Perfunft und ihred lutherijden Erbed willen und ndher fieht ald
irgendeine andere Gruppe auberhald der lutherijden RKirdje. Wir twitcden
e3 Degriifen, fvenn die, die eine 3 Glaubens mit unsg ind, in ndhere BVer-
bindung mit ung freten iviirben. Fedenfalld jollte man, ehe man zur Ent-
jheidbung fommt, aud) diefe Moglidhfeit ing Auge faffen. €3 ijt ein wid)-
tiger ©dritt, den bdie beiden Kirdentdrper zu tun gedenfen, ahridheinlidh
ber folgenidmerjte in ifjrer Gejdidite; er ¥nnte aud) fiir beidbe Teile bers
bangnispoll fwerden. Mit Red)t fragt Amos, der Prophet (Rap. 8, 8):
SMbgen aud) zlveen miteinander twandeln, fie feien Denn eind unterein-
anber? o,

Church-Meetings in May. — The Presbyterian Church in the U.S. A,
(Northern) held its annual convention in Columbus, O., 838 delegates being
present. The new Moderator, Dr. John MacDowell, was not the candidate
of the Fundamentalists, led by Prof. J. G. Machen, but is described as
a “middle-of-the-road” man. The assembly voted to continue its connection
with the Y. M. C. A. and with the Federal Council of Churches. In his
criticism of the Board of Foreign Missions Dr. Machen was not upheld by
the assembly. Dr. Speer, secretary of the hoard, was given a great ovation.



Theological Observer. — Rivdhlidy=Beitgefdhichtliches. 701

This means that the Northern Presbyterians were not willing to condemn
the attitude of the hoard in permitting Mrs. Pearl Buck, modernist mis-
sionary, to serve in their mission till she vesigned and in sponsoring the
spread of modernistic books. It is a case of people loving peace rather
than justified, necessary war.— The Northern Baptists met in Washing-
ton, D. C. 1In spite of the efforts of conservative leaders like Dr. W. B.
Riley of Minneapolis the convention did not vote to leave the Federal
Council. What surprises one is that the vote to remain in the council is
deseribed as overwhelming. The condemnation of the Laymen’s Report
(Rethinking Bissions) was not accomplished either, The importance of
the rejection of error evidently no longer is recognized. — Before the
Northern Baptists opened their convention, the Southern Baptists held
their annual meeting, the place likewise being Washington, D. C. The
proposal to unite the three theological seminaries in the territory of the
Southern Baptists, the Baptist Bible Institute, New Orleans, the South-
western Seminary, Fort Worth, and the Southern Seminary, Louisville, was
defeated. After the convention a joint meeting with the Northern Baptists
was held, which, however, had no significance with respect to organiza-
tion. — At Dayton, O., the United Brethren were in session May 9—17T.
Tt was resolved to bring about nunion with the Evangelical Church (Albright
Brethren) as soon as possible. A.
Two Bishops Debhate. — When the Church Congress, a free conference
within the Protestant Episcopal Church, met last spring at Evanston, Ill,
one of the questions discussed was: “Should Intercommunion Precede
Church Reunion?” The affirmative was upheld by the Rt. Rev. William
Scarlett, Bishop Coadjutor of Missouri, residing in St. Louis, and the
negative by Bishop Irving Johnson of Denver. It was not merely an
academic debate, because Bishop Scarlett had to defend the course which
he and his superior had taken when at a conference on “Christian unity”
held in St. Louis they permitted the cathedral of their diocese to be used
for an interdenominational Communion service and Episcopal clergymen to
officiate in the administration of the Sacrament together with Methodist
and Presbyterian ministers. Bishop Johnson’s attack, justified as it was,
unfortunately was largely based on an erroneous conception of the apostolic
succession and on the mistaken notion that the Episcopal Church by all
means has to be kept intact. Here is one of his statements: “If the Epis-
copal Church is a household of faith, then like all households it must
preserve the sanctity of the family meal; not because the public is not
as good as the family, but because the house which would open its family
table to the general public would at once lose the sanctity of the family
life and be turned into a cafeteria.” Not at all convincing. How much
more powerful his argumentation would have proved if he had placed
himself on the many Secripture-passages which direct the Church to cling
to the pure Word of God and to avoid all error! A.
Frennung von Lirde und Staat. Jn England befddftigen {idh bdie
Freitirden immer mehr mit dem Gebanfen, die Trennung bder anglifani- ~
fdgen Sirde bom Staat zu ertirfen. [m ,Quth. Herold” lefen foir Hier-
itber: ,Der Rat ber englijden Freifirdhen (Free Church Council) be=
fdaftigte i) auf feiner {oeben in Sheffield abgehaltenen Jahresverjammliung
unter anderm mit dem BVerhalinid der englifden Staatdtirde und der Frei-
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firen. Dabei fourde erneut eine Forderung audgefprodjen, die in den
lessten Jahren jGon ber{djiedentlid) bon freifirdjlicher Seite laut getvorden ift.
Die Trennung der anglifanijdhen Kirdhe bom Staat mit allen ihren Kon-
fequengen, aud) in finangieller BVeziehung, mwurde mit eindeutigen Worten
gefordert. Der Vefdhlup ded Rats, der einftimmig angenommen ivurde,
lautete: ,Jm Geift driftlicger Gemeinjdaft ftellt diefe BVerfammlung ihre
Peinung fejt, dafy ben Jnterejfen desd ,,Konigreih)s Gotted” in diefem Lanbde
am beften gedient fverden fonnte durd) eine Tremnung der Kirche vbon Eng-
land pom Staat und bdie Vefeitigung bder ftaatlichen Stiftungen unter all=
feitig gerechten WBebingungen.'” Daf died Jiel je erreidht tverden twird,
jteht faum 3u ertwarten; doch fwerden wolhl den englifchen Freifirden immer
grofere Nedhte zugejtanden fverden, jo daf {id) der jest bejtehende grofe
Unter{dhied zivijden der Staatsfirdfe und den engliffjen Freifirden all-
mahlid) ausgleidhen toird. K. T I

A New Interpretation of the Number 666.— A writer in the

~ Ohristian Century has managed to find a new significance for the mystic

number in Rev. 13, 18.

“The Greeks used the letters of their alphabet for numbers, the Arabic
numbers not yet having bheen invented. Their letter A was their nu-
meral 1; D was 4, O was 70, L. was 30, P was 100, H was 8, I was 10,
E was 5, R (rho, P) was 100, and T was 300. A complete statement of
the Greek numeral system may be found in any good Greek grammar;
but the foregoing is sufficient to show that the letters of the name Adolph
Hitler are Greek numerals signifying, respectively, 1, 4, 70, 30, 100, 8, 8,
10, 300, 30, 5, and 100, totaling 666. It will likewise be seen that the let-
ters in the name Herr Hitler are Greek numerals signifying, respectively,
8, 5, 100, 100, 8, 10, 300, 30, 5, and 100, again totaling 666. In other words,
Adolph Hitler, or Herr Hitler, as he is commonly called, is identified by
the Bible as the ‘little horn’ of Daniel, the ‘Antichrist’ of the New Testa-
ment, ‘the beast’ of the Apocalypse.”

Sapienti sat. A.

Answering the question “If the theory of the vicarious atonement
is abandoned, in what sense is Jesus Christ the Savior of the world?”

Prof. Herb. L. Willett of the University of Chicago writes in the Christian
\/ Century : —

v

“Christian thought is moving away from the doctrine that the death
of our Lord was a price paid to Satan for the soul of man, as some
theologians once insisted, or was a satisfaction offered to the divine justice
in compensation for human sin, as others held, or was a substitute for the
penalty which would have fallen upon man as disobedient to the divine
administration. To the writers of the New Testament, and particularly to
the Apostle Paul, who moved in the atmosphere of temple ritual and the
blood offerings of the Hebrew Law, such forms of speech as ‘purchased with
His own precious blood,” ‘gave Himself for us to redeem us,” ‘ransomed us
from the Law’s curse,’ ‘ransomed with the precious blood of Christ,” and
‘redeemed through His blood’ were not only consistent with their own
understanding of the redemptive work of Christ, but were the best inter-
pretation of that ministry to a generation of Jewish and Gentile converts
accustomed to the blood-atonement conception of Jew and pagan in that
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age. In their thought, so tremendous was the achievement of the Master
in His atoning work that they seized upon all forms of speech which
seemed to throw light upon His service to man. Of these figures of speech
those which involved the blood ritual were most customary and convincing.

“The redemptive work of Jesus is not defined by any of the theories of
the atonement. All of them have made approaches to the truth in terms
of the mood and thinking of the age in which each was formulated. None
has exhausted the meaning of that work. Jesus is the Savior of the world
in the sense that He is the most adequate disclosure of the character of
God. To see Him is to see the Father. He has made evident to all men
the sacrificial, suffering love of a God who so loved the world that He
gave Himself in the person of One dearest to Him as an ultimate proof
of that love. The life and death of Jesus are of one pattern and not to be
separated by any line which makes one more significant than the other.
The sacrificial ministry of our Lord is the supreme appeal to mankind to
be reconciled to God. It is also the revelation and illustration of ‘the
way,” the only way, by which humanity can win through to the successful,
the victorious life.

“When Jesus’ plan of life is tried, it works, and it is the only pattern
of life that never fails. In this sense it is the representative, vicarious
ministry of the Elder Brother of the race, who has first of all in our behalf
passed through the sacrificial experience to which all who follow Him
pledge themselves. It is more than this. In the life and death of Jesus
something happened beyond all language wonderful, evading all definition
by its mystery and meaning. But in virtue of that life and death it is
easier to believe in God, in a moral order, in the forgiveness of sin, in the
holy life, and in the life eternal. In these and many other places of
human experience, realized to-day and destined to fuller disclosure in days
to come, Jesus Christ is the Savior of the world.”

In such a way Modernism unblushingly tramples what is most sacred
under foot, following its own reason instead of the Scriptures on the mean-
ing of the life and death of our blessed Savior. A.

Berfouf von PMidden. Nad) einem Verid)t der New York Times Jat
der foivtfdafilide Niedergang in givei Dorfern der Prdfeftur Pamagata
in Japan den Verfauf junger Padden fvieder anfleben laffen. Bon 469
Madcden in Weft-Soluni tm Wlter bon fitnfzehn bis fiinfundziwanzig Jahren
foucden in lebter Beit 110 an Beliser erlaubter Vordelle verfauft, und mefhr
aldg 100 wurden ald Kelnerinnen tn Teehdufer, die einen {dlechten Ruf
Batten, in der Nadbaridaft abgegeben. Der Wreis fiir ein IMddden mwar
600 bi3 1,600 Mart, mwobon eine Vermittlungsqebilthr abging. Die Be=
orden und bie wirt{daftlige Abteilung ber faiferlicgen Univerfitat gingen
der Gadje nad) und ftellten fejt, daf 85 Progent bed Randed in jenem Begirt
von Der Regierung gehirigem Wald Dededt ift. Da bdbasd bebaubare Land
fitr bie Velvohner nidht gureidhte, faufte der Vegirf ber NRegierung einen
Teil De3 Walded ab. Man bezafhlte dafiir zivetr IMillionen WMark, twovon
auf die 4,700 Befwohner bon Wejt-Fofuni 30,000 Marf famen. Die Steuern
jtiegen, und jebt twar dad3 Dorf mit 60,000 MWart mit feinen Jahlungen
im Ritdftand. €3 fonnten Yeine Lohne mebhr gegahlt werden und feine Ge-
balter, bagu fam nod eine {dlechte Ernte, und fo griff man zu diefem Mittel,
um aud der Not Herausdzufomuten,

L



4

704 Theological Observer. — Rirdlid)-Jeitaeididtlides.

So tpeit die ,Allg. Mifjionsnadridten”. Fn obigem Beridt {ieht man
einmal dag Peidentum ungefdminft por jid), in feiner brutalen, YHerzlojen
Roheit und feiner jittliden BVerfumpfung.

Doctor Kyle Deceased. — A news dispatch, dated May 25, emanating
from Pittsburgh, Pa., said: “Rev. Dr. Melvin Grove Kyle, seventy-five, who

. gained fame as an archeologist in the Holy Land, died to-day. He was

professor of Biblical Theology and Archeology at Pitthurgh-Xenia Theo-
logical Seminary. He was minister of the United Presbyterian Church for
forty-seven years and had served as Moderator of the General Assembly.
Mr. Kyle led many explorations to the Holy Land. Since the World War
he headed five expeditions to Sodom and Gomorrah and Kirjath-sepher.”
Dr. Kyle was a conservative scholar, who did valuable work in confirming
the Scripture records through patient and often brilliant research and in
refuting the attacks of unbelievers. A,

IT. Ausland.

Die Not per KRivde in Deutidhland, Die ,Alg. Cov.-Luih. K.28.” pom
7. Juli berichtet: ,Qirdjentvirrungen in LreuBen. Wie Hod) die ot in
Preufen geftiegen ift, geigt dad Sdjreiben bded Reidh3prifidenten von Hins
denburg an pen Reidhdtangler Adolf Hitler. Hindenburg wurde von Tele-
grammen und Juidriften Dbeftiivmt, dap er Hilfe bringe. n firhliden
Sreifen toupte man augenfdeinlid) nidt mebr ausd und ein, nad)dem Dbder
Gtaat mit ftarfer Hand eingegriffen, die alten Generaljuperintendenten
und andere verdiente IMdanner abgefebt, neue Panner eingefebt und bdie
oberfte Reitung in die Hanbe ded Welhrireidpfarrerd Mitller gelegt Hatte.
Biele {ahen feine Linie miehr bon dem feierlidhen Verfpredjen Adolf Hitlexs,
in die Sixdje nidt eingugreifen, ihren Ausbau ihr felbft zu iiberlaffen, zu
ben jiingften VWerordnungen des Staatdfommifjars. Nidht im Yufirag der
Rirdje, jondern ded Staates find ja die neuwen PManner in threm Umi: der
Gtaatgtommifjar Dr. Jager, der Fithrer besd Deutfdjen Evangelifden Kirden-
bunbed Wehrireidpfarrer Pitller und die andern alle. Der {Glichte Laien-
verftand fomnud nidt mehr mit, wenn Kirdenfommiffar Jdger in einem
Crlafy Punft 1 betont, dap die Nedte der Rirche ,nicht angetaftet’ werden
jollen, in Punft 2 aber fortfahrt, von Staatd ivegen Bevolmdadtigte zu
ernenren, peren die Lirdhe i zu fiigen Yhat. . . .“ — Der Staatsfommifjar
Dr. Jager fiihrt folgende ©pradje: ,Fiir die unbverziigliche Neubilbung der
aufgelditen geiwahlien firdhlicgen Beriretungen berordmne id) folgendes: a. Die
firdlidgen Wertretungen mwerden twiederhergejtellt durd) Ernennung von Mit=
gliedern. Die Crnennung erfolgt dburd) meine Vevollmadtigten. ... c. PMeine
Bevolmadtigten find befuat zur Durdfiifrung der Neubildung, Wusfiih-
rungdboridriften zu erlaffen. . . . it jofortiger Wirfung iibertvage ich
die Befugniffe ded Kirdjenfenaid der Evangeliff)-Luiherifden Lanbdestirche
Hannober an meinen Vevolmdadtigten, Llarrer Hahn in Elmslohe. Weitere
Anordnungen folgen. . . .“ — ,Kirdenuncuben in Sadhfen. SKaum YHat ich
das Grab iiber Landesbifdhof D. Ihmels gefdhlofjen, {o greift ber Staat darf
in Me Berhaliniffe der Kirdhe ein und febt ihr einen neuen, gunadit fom-
miffarijden Ranbdesbijdof in Pfarrer Friedrid) €od.” Lanbdesbifdof Coch
fithrt die ©Sprade Dr. Jdgerd: ,. .. 3. J& beurlaube mit jofortiger Wir-
fung die aqus Unlage 1 erfiilichen Wmidtrdger. 4. I Idfe mit fofortiger
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Wirtung famtlide getwdhiten FHrdliden WBWertretungen in unferer Kirche

auf. . . . 5. Weitere Unordbnungen folgen.” ~— ,Bu diefen ftarfen BVer=
dnbderungen im RKonjiftorium famen meitere Uuffehen erregende Beurlair=
bungen von Guperintendenten und Paftoren. . . . Wasd fonft im Lanbde

gefdehen ift, ift nod) nidht befannt. Nur {o biel darf gefagt werben, bak
eine groge Unrube jid) ded Kirdjenbolfs bemdaditigt Hat; dngftlide e
miiter reden bon einer bevorftefenden ,firdenverfolgung’. . . . Folgendes
fei au3 bdem Yufruf der alipreufifhen Generaljuperintendenten zu einem
allgemeinen Buf= und BVettag mitgeteilt: ,Die preuhiide StaatBregterung
Hat einen Slaatsfommifjar fiir die ebangelij@en RKirden eingefebt und die
Umgeftal ung desd Kirdentvefens in eigene Hand genommen. Die Kirdjen=
feitung Hat Dagegen feierlid) Wertvafrung eingelegt. Sie Hat bie RLettung
ve3 Reidhd gebeten, Der Kirche zu ifjrem Redt zu verhelfen. Diefer BVer-
mwafrung fdlieken toix und ausddriidlid) an. . .. Das innerfte Leben unjerexr
Rirdhe fteht auf demr Spiel. . . . Niemalsd darf die Kirde dem Drud poli=
tifdger Getwalten audgefest fwerden. . . . Eine Rerfonlichkeit ie die bed
Rfarrerd Hoffenfelder in dem Hoditen geiftlicgen Ymt unferer Kirdje ber-
migen foir um unjerd Geiviffend willen nidt anguerfenmen. Unfere fchivere
@orge um bdie innere Jubtunft unferer Kirde tragen iz por Goit. Wi
tragen f{ie bor bdie und anvertrauten Gemeinden und vor ihre Pfarrer.
Wir rufen fie auf, fidh mit und gufanumenguidiiefen, danit Boll und Kird)e
bor fdwerem Sdjaden bemwahrt bletben. . .

Die Theologie Jhuteld’ und feiner Sdule, ,Alen der genannten Rich=
tungen fteht gegeniiber Ddie moderme pofitibe Theologie in ihren Deiben
breiten ©tromungen, ivie fie der Wiblizidmus einerfeitd und die im engeren

Sinne fonfefjionelle Theologie andererfeitd bdarftellen. . . . Die moberne
fonfejfionelle Theologie Hai iHrerfeitd ifre jtarifte Stromung in Dder foge-
nannten Erlanger Iheologie oder der Vetvuitieindtheologie. . . . Einen

in {id gefdlofjenen Kreid ftellen endlid) die um L. Jhmels fidh) {Garenden
Iheologen dar. Jhmeld felbit fat in feinem Werke itber ,Die driftliche
Wabhrhei Bgetvifheit’ (1901) 19,1483 Deftimmie Gedbanfenn bder CErlanger
Sdule, jpeziell feined Lehrerd Franf, {elbftandig tveitergebildet. Wie fiir
Frank, ift fir Jhmels die drifilide Geivikfeit Crfahrungsdgeivifheit. Wber
im Gegenjab gu Frant ift ez Jhmeld’ ivichtiges Anliegen, zu geigen, ivie
biefe Crfabhrungsgetvibfeit nicht vom Worte Gotted zu I5fen ift. Eben bad
Sneinander bon Crfahrungsd- und Worttheologie ift €3, wad Fhmels’ Po=
fition {o ftaxf madit. Jn jeinen ,Bentralfragen der Dogmatif’ (1927 4)
Bat er bdiefe Grumdpofition nad) den verfdiedenen Seiten Yin Hargeftellt.
Sm Sinne einer folden, ftdrfer ald bei Hofmann und Franf felbft, am
Wort orientierten lutherifdien Theologie treibem ifre dogmatifde Wrbeit
Werner Clert (Die L[efhre ded Luibertums tm Wbrik, 1924; Morphologie
pe3 Luthertums I, 1981), Ernft Sonunerlath) (Der Sinn bed Ubendmahls
nad) LQuthers Gebanfen 1527—1529, 1930; Saframent und Gegentvart,
1930), Martin Dirne (Die ebangelijdjen Grundartifel im Augsburger BVe-
fenn'nig, 1930, Alg. Ep.-Luth. K.-3.), Robert Jelfe (Religiondphilojophie,
1927; Die Grunddogmen Dded Chriftentums, 1930) und RKarl Sdrneider
(Daz Synibetifche Der religibfen Crfenninis, 1928; Jhmeld' Feftidrift).
Sommt e3 den bdrei erften bdiefer lebtgenannien Theologen offenbar mebhr
auf bag Heraudarbeiten der Haren reformatorijfen Grundlage ihrer Arbeit
45
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an, {o den beiden lebteren (Jelfe, Schneider) melhr auf die formal=philo=
fobhijde Redtfertigung der drijtlidhen itbergeugung. CEin Dofument der
jtacfen Yrbeitdgemeinidaft des gefamten Sfumeniiden Quihertums ftellt bar
dte von M. Jelfe HerauBgegebene Feftidhrift fiir L. Jhmeld, die den Titel
tragt ,Da3 Erbe Martin Luthers und die gegenivdriige theologifde For-
jung® (Reipzig, 1928).” (LQuthardi-Felfe, Kompendium der Dogmatif,
1933, &. 57.)

»Die Euangelifde Kirde Spaniensd.” Nad) einer Mitteilung im ,Fries
densboten” Haben die evangelifen Gemeinden in Spanien einen Kirden=
bunp gefdlofien und nennen i ,Die Coangelifde RKircde Spaniens”. Bu
ihr gehbren unter andbern die bijdhoflidge Kirde, die pregbyterianifde Kirde
joivie Qongregationaliften, Baptiften und PMethodiften. Der Bund ift ledig-
lih Biwedberband. Die jpanifdje Regierung will namlid) nidt bie verjdie-
benen nidptromifden Kirden und Gemeinjdaften eingeln anerfenmen, jon-
pern perlangt bon ifnen den Bufammenidluf zu einer grogen FHrdliden
Gemeinfdjaft, da der Staat aud) nur eine rdmijd-fatholijhe Rirdje unbd
nidgt die zahlreidhen eingelnen romifd-fatholijden Gemeinden anerfenne.
IMMit dem Glaubensbefenninid der ,Epangelijden Kirde Spaniens” fanun ed
unter den Umftanben natiitid nidt mweit Her fein. Rom oird fid iwenig
vor einer jolden ,Rirge” zu fiivdten Haben. R A

CEin Beugnis gegen Dden Unionidmus., D. Sonunerlat) Hatte jedenfalls
den Plan, die Tutheriffe und die reformierte Kirdhe in Deutjdhland zu einer
NReidsticde zu bereinigen, imt Yuge, ald er in feiner ,Piingftpredigt zum
Meubau der Kircdje” fagte: , Uber freilid, Hier greift uns die qroe Trauer an.
Wir Haben ja nidht ein BVefenuinisd; iwir [aben biele Konfeffionen und
Pefenniniffe. Der Wpoftel vedet nidjt dabon, dafy die Kirde iberbaupt
Glauben und Erfenninid Habe, fonbdern darauf drdngt er, dap fie einerlei
@lauben und einerfei Crfenninid ded Sohnes Goites Hhabe. Nan fann
nur mit Sdymerg am Pingftfeft bon der Kirde und threm Befenninis reden,
fvennt man auf die Spaliungen YHinfieht, die nidht Tremnung im heren
bebeuten, jonbern Spaltungen im Glauben. Wad ift das fiir eine MNof,
die befonberd unfer deutidhed Volf zu tragen Jat, indem der fonfeffionelle
Rif mitten durd) dasdfelbe Hindurchaeht! Wir finden uns Heute in bielem
foieder gufammen, bor allem in der neuen Liebe und dem neuen Einfab fiir
unfer Volf. Yber fvenn ivir dann ind Heiliglum foollen, dann ijt da eine
Gtelle auf der Strake, an ber wir unsd tremven; bder eine geht Hierhin, der
artdere dorthin. Sollten ir nidht einmal SHhluf maden mit diefer Jer-
fpaltenfeit? LWir berftehen, iwie gerabde Yeute fich) emergijch Dbiefe For=
perung ®efhor verjdGafft. €3 ift fo, dad Gebet um die Einheit ez Glau-
beng und ber Erfemntnid darf nidht unter und verfhummen. €3 muj
allegeit die Selnjudt ber Kirde toie aud) thr prafiifder Wille bletben, dak
fie alle eind feien. Yber dle Dinge ind zu ernft, ald dak fie mit einem
Federftrich geldft maren. Sie greifen zu fehr in dad perborgene Leben ber
Sircdge, ald daf man mit Huger LVertpaltung und einigem Btoang mit ihnen
fertig toiirbe. Denn wad mwollen die Befenniniffe? Sie wollen fiir bie etz
fannte Walhrleit eintreten. Sie {ind entftanden ausd der Sorge, dak etivad
perlorengehen mbgte bon dem, wasd der Shab der RirdGe ift. LQuiher mufte
i {chlieflich trennen bon der ¥atholifden Kirdje und ifhrer Lehre; mwenn er
pag aud anbern @rimden fat ald aus Griinden der Wabhrheit, bann mwar
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bie Neformation ein Verbredjen. Er fonnte fich zulebt audg mit den NRe-
formierten nicht finden; er fvabrte feine Crfenninid gegen IJwingli, und
er bermodjte die Trennung nidyt zu itberbriiden; fvenn er dad aud andern
Griinden tat ald ausd Griinden der Wahrheit, dbann war dasd ein Verbreden.
Uber e3 mwar aud der Walhrheit. Darum wabhrt unfere RKirdje ifre Be-
fenninijfe, die Yugsburgijche Konfeffion und die beiden Katechidmen Luihers
und de anbern, um in der Walhrheit gu bleiben. . . . YUber fie fann den
Srretum nidht anexfennen, und fie fann nidt anbexrd bdie Einbeit jucdhen, als
indem fie unaufhorlidy barauf dringt, dbaf wir un3d in der Wabrbheit zu-
famumenfinben. Unfere Kirde will mit ihrem Befenninis nidt die Einbeit
hindern, fonbdern fie will ihr mit ihrem Vefenninid gerabe bdienen. Sie
il die Chrlichleit und die Wahrhaftigleit, und fie tweily, daf dadurd), wenn
®ott Gnade gibt, allein die Einfeit gebeift.” (Alg. Eo.-Quth. &.-3., 9. Juni
1933.)

Moderne Bibelfritif und Verbalinfpivation. Daf Ddie moberne Bibel-
friti¥ thren eigentlidien @rund in der Feindidaft gegen die Autoritdt ded
infpiviecten ®ottedivorted Hat, zeigt flar eine Negenfion bded irefflicdhen
Berfes Wilhelm Millersd ,Die Cinfheit und Ehtheit der fiinf Biiher Mofid”
in der Uprilnummer der pon D. Crid) Stange Herausgegebenen ,Pajtoral-
blatter”. Die Zeit{drift vertritt den ¥onfervativen Standpunit. Der NRe-
genfent, Lic. §. §. Sraufe, befpridht dret Einfithrungen in dad Alte Tejta-
ment und {chreibt unter anderm, wie folgt:

#»Bon Matthes, Neinbhold und Mbler werden ung Handhaben geboten, bou
Denen bie beidben eviten den befounberen Jwed verfolgen,
unferer Sivehe 3u dienen™) ... Matthes will und in einfadper, Harer
Form mit ben wmeiffen Forfdhungen befannt maden.” Dann folgt eine Be-=
fprechung des Meinhoidichen LWerles, die mit den Worten {dhliept: ,LWertvoll find
jeine Uusfithrungen itber Jevemia al8 Gegenfpieler dved Deuteronomiums, feine
Quffaffung eines erft fiirzlidh von LVols entbedten Deuterojevemia ober ber Eni:
ftehung ber HeiligleitSgefele jur Jeit des Grils, der Stellung Jonad am Shlup
ber Propheten oder der Perjbunlichfeit dbed Tvitojefaja.” Dann fihrt Kraufe fort:

+S0 erfreulich biefe beiben Einfithrungen find, {o unerfreulid die britte von
Mbfler. Wenn jiwet dad Gleiche tumn, ift 8 doch nicht das Gleide, meint ein alted
Spridwort. Bor jwanzig Jahren griff Sellin die Einleitung bes Hallenjer Wlt-
teftamentlers Cornill in entfdheivenven Puniten an, und e entipann fidh ein wiffen=
{daftliy intevefjanter Gedanfenaustaujd. SHeute will Mbler mit einem Fithrer
ber altteftamentliden Wiffenjchafjt die Klinge freuzenm; und der Erfolg? Sellin
antioortet fury auf einer Poijtfarte: ,dburdh diefe Wrbeit feien den Wlttejtamentlern
einige Qdufe vom Pel gefammelt’. it dieje Entgegnung gervedhtfertigt? €8 foll
nidht verfannt werben, dak in diefen 480 Seiten Mibllerd ein Bienenfleih ftect;
wie ex mit Redht jagt, die Frudt einer fehSunbdbreihigidhrigen ernften Arbeit iiber
ben Pentateud). Wber mwad fie seigt, ift eime evtbtende Fiille von Wudeinanbder=
fetungen. €3 {deint hier ein Hengstenberg redivivus erftanben ju fein, der tm
Ringen um endlidhe Anerfennung bei den Fadwiffenfhaftlern, in jum Teil {ehr
fhledhter ftiliftifcher Uusdbrudsform, iiberfprudeind von einem bi8 an Iiberheblidh-
Teit grengenben Selbftberouftiein, immer bon neuem beveifen twill, wag er Seite 84
in die Worte faht: ,Wadt auf und webhrt eud) und wahrt euer heiligites Gut,
pad infpirterte Goitedtwort der Bibel!® ,Seelenmordende Werbalinjpivation’, twie
Meinhold fie nennt, wird hier verfothten; und von dbaausd ift e§ ja leiht,
bie Mojaitit ped PVentateuds gu beweifen Jj’s mbglid), dap
man fih mit Mbller audeinanderfegen fann, dap ev fich nidht su betlagen draudt,
tenn er bon ber Fadwiffenjdaft totgejdhiviegen wird? Mag Mbller audy in

*) Gperrfob durdiveg bon uns.
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frampfhaften Verjuchen durd) Priifung von Gingelheiten den Pentateud als
mofaijhed Wert vetten twollen; ¢8 ift aber mit ihm feine Disgtui:=
fionsmibglidhfeit gegeben, folangecr nodyin dben Sdhuhen
ber VWerbalinfpivation ftedt und drei Jahrhunderte Fors
fehung undefiimmert an {id voviibergehen [dft” (Vaftoral-
blatter 1933, 7. Heft, &. 442 {.)

Diefe Regenfion laht an Deutlidfeit nidhtd zu iinfden iibrig und
geigt jo redt flar, e Geifted Kindber die mwdbernen RKritifer {ind. Man
Befdhulbigt Moller eined ,bid an 1iberheblidhleit grengenden &elbitbeivuki-
feind” und feut {idh dabet nidht, fidh Hiber Vaulud zu erheben, der bon
ber ,Sdrift”, bem gejdriebenen Wort, jagt, dal fie ,.gotigehaudt”, von
®ott eingegeben, fei, 2 Tim. 3. 16; man erfebt {id) itber Ehriftum felber,
der von der Sdrift Alten Teftaments fagt: ,Die SYrift fann dod) nidht ge-
brochen twerden”, [oh. 10, 35, aud) nidgt durd ,drei Jahrhunderte Fors
fung”, auf die Kraufe jo grohes Gewidht legt. Man gibt zu: ,Bon da
[Der Werbalinfpiration] ausd ift €8 ja leidjt, die Mofaitdt des Pentateuds
au bemwetfen.” Weld) ein Bugeftanomiz! Wber man 1will dod) nidht in ben
»Sdulen der Verbalinjpiration” ftedenbleiben und vergifyt, dak ein Theo=
Iog wie Paulug geitlebens, ia der Refhrer von Gott gefandt, JEfus Chriftus,
in diefen &duben ftedengeblieben ift. Denn Vaulug Hat feinen weiten
Brief an Timoiheusd furz vor feinem Tode gefdrieben, und Chrijiud Hat
nod) menige Tage bor feiner Yuffabhrt das Wort bon der notivendigen Er-
fitllung afled deffen, wad gefdfrieben ftehi in dem Gefeh Mofig, in Dden
Propheten und in den Pialmen, geredet, Ruk. 24, 24, ivie er ja aud) dem
@atan felbft drei Worte Ded Deutersnomiumsg in der Witjte als Sdhrift=
foorte entgegenhielt und dadurd) Satan in die Fludt {Ghlug. JroBdem
redet Peinhold und ihm nad) Kraufe bon |, feelenmordender Berbal-
infpivation” |

Die Selbftiiberhebung ber ,altteffamentliden
Wiffenidaft” geht aud) Yervor aus dem Ton der Poftfarte Selling
fotvie aug der BVemerbung Kraufesd, baf Moller fich) nicht beflagen biirfe,
Jvenn et bon der Fadwiffenidaft totgefdhimiegen wird”. Dasd Tot{dweigen
Dat feinen guten Grund. Molerd ,ertdlende Fiille von Yudeinander-
febungen” modte, iwenn iveiter befanntgemadit, die ,fadjwiffenichafiliche”
Unmiffenidaf lichfeit ber mobdernen fritifden Methode eriveifen und dex
mobdernen Kritif den Todesdjtof geben. Die ,moderne” Kritif gelht bon der
ganzlid) unbeiviefenen, ja unbetveidbaren Theorie der Evolution auf dem
Gebiete der Religionsgeidhicdhte aus und judyt diefe unfaltbare Theorie durd
eine Fiille bon Eingelheiten, gange Seiten von Wortformen, Spradeigen=
titmlidgfeiten uffv. zu ftitben. Das ift ,FadwiffeniGaft’. Wenn aber ein
Menid es fvagt, died Malerial auf feine DVetveidfraft Hin zu priifen, wenn
et auf allerlei fogifde, grammatifde, Hiftorijde Fehler aujmerffam madt,
fwenn er e3 gar ivagt, eine Lange fiic bie Unfefhlbarkeit ded Gottedmortes
zu bredjen, o erfennt man allerdings an, baf ,in biefen 480 Seiten Millers
ein Bienenfleif ftedt”; bamit aber bdie Biene mit threm Gumumen nidgt
fveitere Sreife beunrubige, fo redet man pon ,frampfhaften BVerfudjen, durd
Pritffung bon Eingelbheiten den Ventateud) ald molaifhed Werf retten zu
foollen”, bon einer ,ertdtenden Fiille von YuseinanderfeBungen”, von Laufe=
jammeln. Plan vergift, dak gerabe die Pleilhode ber Rritifer eine foldhe
Art und Weife der Wiberlegqung ndtig madt. Wan wicft Moller vor, ,in
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gum Teil jehr {dledpter ftiliftijcger Ausdbrudsdform” feinen Beiweis fiibren
au follen. IMNan behauptet, daf er ,drei Jahrhunbderte Foridung unbe-
Himmert an jid) voriibergefien [akt”, mwdhrend er fich in Wahrheit gerade
mit diefen ,Forfdungen” auf jeder Seite befd)aftigt und die Refultate diefer
Forjdung ald uniffenidafilich, ald falid), ald unbhaltbar eriveift. Man
tabelt fein ,bi3 an iiberheblidfeit grengended Selbftbesvuftiein”, ja in uns
begreiflicier Herzendrichterei wirft man thm ein ,Ringen um endlide An-
erfennung bei den Fadwiffenfdaftlern” bor. Naddem man fo feinem
wiffenfdaftligen Hergen Luft gemadyt, ihn als einen Unbedeutenden, in den
Sduben der Verbalinfpiration Stedengebliebenen gebrandbmarft Hat, formmt
man {@lieglich zu dem Cntfdhluf, dap er ,von ber Fadiviffenidaft tot-
gejwiegen” fwerden {oll. Dasd nennt man Fadwiffenidaft!

Cinjprud gegen Lic. Rraufesd Regenfion [m 8. Peft
der ,Pajtoralblatter”, Mai 1933, Seite 512, findet {idh folgende Notiz, die
ir der BVollftandigfeit wegen dem Obigen Hingufiigen:

#Bu Qeft 7 der ,Paftoralblatter, &. 442: Jm Anfdhlul an Lie. Kraufesd
Befpredung pon Mollersd ,Einfeit und Edhiheit der fiinf Biiher von Mofis
jdhreibt ung Herr David Hebegard, Lehrer amm Miffiondfeminar in Lidingd
(Stodholm), Herausgeber der ,Tidffrift for Predifaner’, ein danibarer Lefer
ver ,Paftoralbidtier’, der oft verjudgt Hat, fie in SPhiveden eingufithren: ,I&H
penfe iiber died Bud) andberd al3 der Hodverehrie Herr MRegenfent. I modie
gern fagen, daf eine angefefene englifde Beitjdhrift ed aud) anderd als ber
perefrte Herr Regenfent Dbeurteilt hat. Der allbefannte Allttejtamentler
Prof. John € MacFayben jdhlieht eine redht ausfiihrliche Befpredung mit
folgenben Worten: “Moeller’s book is as powerful and well informed a de-
fense of the conservative position as we are likely to have and as such
deserves more careful consideration from ecritical scholars than his pre-
vious books have received.” (Ewpository Times, Dftober 1931, &. 44.)¢
Daf Lie. Kraufe mit feinem Urteil nicht allein fieht, betveift dag auf Seite 443
angezeigte Bud) D. &bmigs. — Kunge.” Auf der angegebenen Seite lefen toir:
,Der Neftor der alttejtamentliden Wiffenjdaft lapt jid) mit Moller auf eine
Dizfuffion ein. €r tut e8 mit der profunden fpradliden und gefdidilichen
Riiftung, bon ber jeine vielen Werfe geugen, und mit bornefhmer Rei-
denfdaft Crgemiz: Der Pentateud), wie ihn die von Moller jo jdarf
befampfte Kritif verjteht, ift ein gefdidhtlides LQuellenivert erften Ranges,
audj ofne die WVerfajferfdiaft des Wojed; es ift dburdaus nidht ,frommer’,
auf bdiefer BVerfajferfaft mit allen PMitteln Dbeftehen zu twollen. Kunge.”

Alle Adhtung vor der Gelehrjamieit D. fbnigs. Aber Hier Handelt e3
fidg nidht um bdie Frage, ob der Pentateud) ein gefdhihilihed Quelleniverf
erften Ranged ift, fondern um bdie Frage, ob er ein Teil der von Gott ein-
gegebenien ©drift ift, 2 Tim. 3, 16, unbd ob dad einfhelige Seugnis der SPhrift,
bie nid)t gebrodjen fverden fann, dad Selbjtzeugnid bded Ventateudd, dad
Beugnisd ded {ibrigen Ulten Teftaments und dad JBeugniz JEfu und bder
Apoitel, dal Pofes der Verfaffer ift, auf Walhrheit berulben. Wir Halten e3
tro D. Rinig, Lic. Srauje, Pfarrer Sunge und D. Meinhold mit Paulus
und Chriftusg, die in dem Wlten Teftament, mwie ed ihnen vorlag, mit Ein=
Jhluf de3 Ventateuds dbie von Gott eingegebene Sdrift, die nidht gebrodhen
toerden fann, erfannten. Dabei mwird e3 wohl bleiben, e3 fei denn, dap
JEfu Worte vergehen. Uber eber tverden Himmel und Erde vergehen,
Matth. 24, 85, ThH &
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Was {idy bie Rimifden iiber die Lutheraner erziflen. Das ,Yeilige
Jabr”, bas der Papjt ausdgefdrieben Hat, {oll aud) in Deut{Gland bejon-
bers gefeiert werben. Wie tvir der Jeitjdrift ,Der Geiftedtampf dber Gegen=
fwart” entnefmen, ift unter anderm aud) die Yusftelung des ,Yeiligen Rodesd
pon Trier”, jenes angeblidien Reibroded Chrifti, fiiv die Jeit vom 23. Juli
big zum 3. September angeordnet fvorden troh ded getwaltigen drgerniffes,
bas die Yusftellung diefer Reliquie im bergangenen Jafrhundert erregt Hhat.
Wabhrideinlid) wicd aud) in diefem Jahre der Rod durd) manderlei , Wun-
ber” feine ,Edtheit” eriveifen. Wir erfefen daraus vieder, daf aud) Heute
nodj bie rimifde Kirdje gang in den Anjdauungen fedt, die Luiher zu jeiner
Beit befdmpfen mukte. Uud) die Voriviirfe, die zu Llebgeifen Luibers gegen
die Reformation erhoben fourden, fonnen mwir Heute ebenfo BHoren, Der
obengenannten Jeitfdrift zufjolge findet {id) in dem papftlidgen Blatt Osser-
vatore Romano pom 23. und 24. Januar diefes Jalred der Verid)t iiber
eine ,®ebetdivode fitr bie Wiedervereinigung der Chrijtenbeit im fatholi-
{den Glauben”. Darin YHeilt e3: ,Der Tag ded Gebets fiir die BVefehrung
ver Lutheraner und andern proteftantijfen Seften Europad {Glof in fehr
witcdig-frommer Weife. Die gefdidilidgen Griinde feded Sdiisdmas [{eder
Sirdenipaltung] und jeder Nebellion gegen den Heiligen Stuhl bon Rom
muf man”, {o Hob der getveilite Redner Hervor, ,immer in dem Lajter desd
Hodymutd und, fehr oft, der Wollujt fudhen. Unbd gerabe diefe Deiben Lafter
bildeten Den erften Anlaf jener Lieuboreformation [falien Reformation],
bie einen groBen Teil Guropad dem Mutterjdholy der romijden RKirde ent-
1if.” Diefer Gab ware ridlig, tvenn damit der Hodmut ded Papited ge=
meint vare, der {id) gur eigeren BVerhertlidung iiber die Wahrheiten des
Coangeliums erfob, und das eriviefene Lafterleben iveiter Kreife der romi=
fden Geijtlichfeit zur Jett Luibers. Weiter Heifgt es: ,LQuiher gab dem
Wiiten der Leidenfdaften Nusdrud, bie er in fid {elbft nidht zu bandigen
vermodjte; er predigte bie Freibeit bes Menjden von aller religitfen Yuto-
ritat [die Heilige ©Sdrift Detradytet der ,getveifte Redner” alfo nidt als
veligitfe utoritat!], und fo twar er Rauber und Mbrder zugleid); denn
rauberifd) brad er ein in bie [myftifde] Hiirde der Rirde und {dnitt den
Geelen, die er ihr enirif, dad RQeben der Gnade ab. Und fvie er, fo Hhan=
delten fpdter feine Anfhanger.” Wir find nidht itberrafdt iiber biefe Worte;
jie betveifen und nur tviederum, daf Rom in feiner EYhrifiusdfeindidaft jidy
immer gleid) bleibt. (Ep.-Ruth. Freifirde, 23. April 1938.)

Methodists and Freemasons. — A Methodist minister in Melbourne
some time ago made it known that he would allow no minister to occupy
his pulpit who was a Freemason. It was clear to him that there is no
room for Jesus in Freemasonry and that therefore the Church should not
be allied with it. This has made it necessary for the Methodists semi-
officially to announce their attitude towards Freemasonry. They have
told the world that with them it is an open question whether a minister
of their communion may be a Mason. What else could be expected when
it is known that one Methodist minister is a Past Grand Master, that
several are Past Grand Chaplains, and that erowds of Methodist min-
isters and laymen are in Freemasonry. But this fact does not alter the
fact that in Freemagonry there is no room for Jesus. Only a year or two
ago the heads of the craft drew the attention of their chaplains to the
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faet that it was not right to use the old Christmas carols in Masonic
Christmas services because of the references to Jesus contained therein,
which must necessarily be offensive to many Masons. ‘“Masonry,” says
an exponent of the craft, Joseph Fort Newton, “has never at any time
been opposed to Christianity or to any other religion. Far from it. But
Christianity in those days (1813) — as, alas! too often now — was an-
other name for a petty and bigoted sectarianism; and Masonry by its very
genius was, and is, unsectarian. Many Masons then were devout Chris-
tians, as they are mow,—mnot a few clergymen, —but the order itself is
open to men of all faiths, Catholic and Protestant, Hebrew and Hindu,
who confess faith in God; and so it will always remain if it is true to
its principles and history.” It must surely appeal to every Christian
that in such a religious conglomeration in which Catholic and Protestant,
Hebrew and Hindu, may unite in worship there can be no room for Jesus,
who says: “I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life; no man cometh unto
the Father but by Me.” The teaching of Jesus is that he that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved and he that believeth not shall be damned.
That doctrine cannot be tolerated in Masonry. The apostles declared that
there is salvation in none other and no other name under heaven has
been given among men whereby they must be saved but the name of Jesus.
Masonry declares that the antichristian religions have as much saving
power as Christianity. If prominent preachers of the Church hold high
rank in Masonry, that only goes to show how Jesus is to-day, perhape
unconsciously, being elbowed out of the Church.— Australian Lutheran.

I Perfien hat die Regierung im September 1982 eine folgenidyvere
@ntfdeibung itber dad Sdulivefen getroffen. Perfij@en Untertanen, aud
Armeniern und Juden, ift der Vejudh bon Elementaridulen, die unter der
Leitung pon Nuslindern fjtehen, verboten worben. €3 gibt einige finfzig
auslandifde Scdulen in Perjien; bdie meiften ftehen unter der Leitung eng-
Tifger, amerifanijder und frangsfifder Miffionare, und einige find vbon der
Sojvjetregierung fiiv Kinder von ruffifden Staatdangehirigen eingeriditet.
Diefe Privatjdulen Haben einige BVorredite, 3. B. Sonntagdrufe und Be-
freiung von der Verpflichiung, Unterridht im Koran und im mohammedani=
{den Redht zu geben. Die Mittelfhulen werden vbon diefemt Verbot nicht
Getroffen; nur iverden ibhnen die bidher eingeridhteten BVorjdulflafjen, bdie
die LoraudfeBung fiir eine frudgtbare Wrbeit {daffen follten, genommen.
Audy Mifjions{dhulen unter perfijdher Jeitung find nidht betroffen; aber fie
ntitffen, troBdemt {ie djrijtliche Ethif lehren und Sonntagsrube Halten dir-
fen, Unterricht im Koran und im mohanumedanifden Redt geben. Man
ift fid) nidht flar, ob die IMapnabhme fidh nur gegen den bolfdetviftifden
Cinflupy ridjtet oder ob Perjien nacd) demt Voraniritt der Tintei die Sifu-
larijierung bes Sdultvefens betreibt und den miffionarifden Cinfluf unter:
binben fwill, (Ulg. Miff.-Nadr.)

Der J8lam in Siidafrifa fragt Ungeidjen neuer niiffionarijder AHi-
pitdt. Enbde PMirz mwurde zu einer groBen Konferenz in Kapitadt eingeladen.
Die Einladung betonte die Notwendigleit ded Jufammenidluifed der 80,000
Mohammedaner der Sitbafrifanifden Union. Die Tagesordnung geigt unter
anbern folgende Punfie: Entividlung eined eigenen Shulfpftems fiix Mo=
Hammedaner in ber Union, bie Notivendigleit eines mohammedanijden Col-
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Tege mit Yrabifd, Urdbu, Englifd) und Afrifaansd ald Unferridhgisipraden,
Regalijierung mohamniedanifdger Ehen in der Union nad) mohanunedani=
fhem Redyt, Anjtellung eined fitbafrifanifden mohammedanijgen Konjuls
in Peffa und eined mohammedanifden Konjuld in Siidafrifa, Anjdhlul an
die Allindijhe Mohammedanerfonferens und Grilndung einer fitbafritani-
{Gen Mohammedanermifjion. (Ylg. Miff.-Nadr.)

Tie Gottlofenpropaganda in den Miffionsdlindern. Yus ,Soziale und
WictjGaftlidge Nadridhten” teilt dasd ,Ev. Miffionsmagazin” basd Folgenbde
iiber die Gotilofenpropaganda in den bon der Qriftligen fKirdge beriifhrien
Mifjionslandern mit: ,Die maditigite Waffe der atbheiftifchen Propagandba
ift bas gedrudte Wort. Wifeijtijhe BiiGer werden nidht nur in die Spraden
per Eingebornen iiberfeft, fonbdern aud) diceft in diefen Spraden gefdrie-
pen. Die Cingebornen Hjiend Ionnen BHeute danf den Bemtiihungen bde3
Gotojetftanted atbheijtijhe Jdeen ohne Wermittlung einer frembden Spradpe
aud der eigenen Riteratur {Hopfen. Eine ebenfo bebeutende Rolle fpielen
bie profommuniftijfen und antireligitfen Filme, bon Ddenen einige fdon
foeltberithmt getworden find, wie 3. B. ,Der Sturm iiber UAfien’. Ungefdhr
awangig folder Filme werben gegenvdrtig in allen Teilen der Welt gegeigt.
Nidht minder idtig ift bie Yusbilbung bejonderer Propaganbiften, unbd
Bier verdient befonbere Yufutectjamieit die alheiftijde Propaganda, dic untexr
den in Sowjet=Rufland lebenden Bubddhiften, Mohammedanern und anbdern
gegendjriftlichen Biblfern befrieben mwird, Berireter verfdiedenfter Rafjen, ivie
Qnder, Chinefen ufw., fwerden in Mosfau fiic fonununiftife und antireli-
gitfe Propaganda ausdgebildet, um unter ifhren Rafjengenoifen die {oivje-
tiftijdge Piffion gu Detreiben. Dazu tvird aud) das Efperanto und dad neue
{ateinifdje Alphabet in den Dienjt der Gottlofenmiffion geftellt. Beridhtet
toich, daf gerade durd) das Efperanto in Perfien eine atPeiftifdje Belle ge-
bilbet twerden fonnte. n bejug auf dle nationale Frage, die Heut-
autage fo viel in den Oftliden Rénbern bisfutiert wird, ift die Einftellung
ber Sommuniften eine gang bejondere. Sie unterftiitBen mit allen Mitteln
pen nationalen ©eparatidmus, der aber felbftverftandlich von allen religid-
fen Glementen frei fein muf. Die Pringipien der Selbftheftimmung, ivie fie
3. 9B. von Wilfon und der Bourgeoifie im allgemeinen berftanben und befiir-
foortet iwerden, twerden ald reine Hypolrifie dargejtelt und ald Mittel zur
@tartung ded Jmperialidmus, wasd fie eigentlid) aud) in Wirtlidhleit find.
@o toeit ift allerdings die Gottlofenpropaganda nidt befonderd erfolgreid
gefvefen, twad aud) die ziveite Tagung der Erefutive der [ V. F. (Jnter-
nationale Proletarifdhe Freidenferbetvegung) in Wosfau tm Fahre 1931
ausdbriidlid) zugejtanden Hhat. Jn Jndien, China und Afrifa fonnte jie {idh
nadj eigenem Bugeftandnisd ,nod) nidht redit entfalten’; dod) hat fie in Japan
und in der Mongolei Dereitd ,madhtige atfheiftifdge Organifationen in3 Werk
gefest. Borderhand fei die Vetwegung aber nod) reidhfid) ftarf auf dbie ,dhrift-
ficgen Lander’ befdyranit getwefen. JFmmerhin Hat die Gottlofenpropaganda
ftarle ®ehilfen an dem Cinfluly ded europdifjden Freidbenfertums und dem
Wadhstum materialiftiider und atfeiftijher Tenbdengen unter der Jugend
Chinas, ndicnd und jonftiger QLanbder. Die Griftliche Mifjion fwird mit der
Umitiicgungdarbeit der F. V. F. ilberall zu redren Haben.” F. T. M.




