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L 2Awmerika,

Let Us Get Together on the Doctrine of Verbal Inspiration. —
The Pastor’s Monthly of May, 1935, carries an article on “Verbal Inspira-
tion” by John Ohlinger Lang, from which we quote the following: -—

“In a review of Dr.John Theodore Mueller’s recently published work
Christian Dogmatics the reviewer in the Lutheran OChurch Quarterly had
the following to say: ‘Naturally the material is shaped into the form of
the traditional presentation of the Missouri Synod’s well-known doctrinal
position. Underlying it is not only the generic Protestant doctrine of the
Holy Scriptures as the only rule of faith and practise, but the Missouri
doctrine of verbal inspiration’ (Lutheran Church Quarterly, January,
1935, p. 83.) Toward the close of the review appears also the following:
‘What lends particular interest to the mew book on Christian theology
is not so much restatements of the great tracts of fundamental Christian
teaching on which Christians are generally, and have for long been, agreed,
but its differentiae. The book under review largely derives its differen-
tiating features and conclusions from its underlying doctrine of the Serip-
tures as requiring for their proper interpretation the theory of verbal
inspiration, a theory of which the author acknowledges: “In Germany
there is at the present time hardly an outstanding university professor
who upholds the doctrine of verbal inspiration.”’ (Ibid., p.84.) What is
this reviewer really saying here? He is setting forth as the unique feature
of Dr. Mueller’s Dogmatics the fact that it upholds verbal inspiration, and
this verbal inspiration is called ‘the Missouri doctrine.” . .. What is this
‘Missouri doetrine’ to which the reviewer evidently objects? He gives
a quotation from Dr. Mueller in which it is stated: ‘The inspiration is
not simply inspiration of thoughts nor inspiration of persons, but verbal
inspiration, 4. e., an inspiration by which the Holy Ghost inbreathed the
very words which the holy penmen were to write.’ (L.c., p.83.) Is this
idea of a verbal inspiration as stated by Dr. Mueller only a ‘Missouri doc-
trine’? Can Lutherans outside of the Missouri Synod really find any fault
with it? Is it not the clear statement of the generally accepted doctrine
among Lutherans of America, even though perhaps in Germany to-day there
is hardly a university professor of rank who adheres to it? Is it not in
full accord with the usual phrase found in practically every Lutheran
dogmatics book, namely, the suggestio rerum et verborum? The fact is
that the doctrine of verbal inspiration is not only Missourian; it is Lu-
theran, Christian, and Biblical. But such a statement demands proof, and
that is what this essay has set out to furnish. . .. Not only the Missouri
Synod, but likewise the American Lutheran Church accepts the doctrine
of verbal inspiration. Dr.R.C.H. Lenski emphatically upholds the doc-
trine in his Dogmatic Notes, which form the basis for his courses in dog-
matics at the Columbus Seminary. Dr. Lenski states that ‘verbal in-
spiration, then, is simply this, that the divine act, moving, enlightening,
controlling, and governing the holy writers, extended to the words which
they used, so that only those words were chosen which God wanted for the
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conveyance of the thought.” (Dogmatic Notes, pp. 15.16.) The Doctor
further argues: ‘If the words are not inspired, then there is a vast element
uninspired; for no thought can be expressed in anything but words, and
the entire Bible consists of words.” ‘Moreover, if the thought is said to
be inspired and not the words, we can never be certain even as to the
thoughts at any point; for it often turns on a single word and comes
to us wholly in words” (L.c., p.15.) ... In his New Gospel Selections
Dr. Lenski says in connection with Matt. 10,20: ‘“Thought and word are
always combined. There is no inspiration except verbal inspiration.’
(P.643.) (See also the sermon on this text, p.6562.) . ..

“Dr. Lenski’s defense of verbal inspiration has also come to the atten-
tion of the Lutheran Church Quarterly; for in a review of his recently
published Interpretation of St. Johw’s Gospel, which appeared in the
October, 1932, issue of that publication, he is taken to task for it in a man-
ner much similar to the fashion in which Dr. Mueller is taken to task in
the January, 1935, issue. The reviewer says: ‘While the author would
count his verbal-inspiration theory the bulwark of his treatment, as a mat-
ter of fact it is its straitjacket. He sometimes misses the woods while
counting the trees.’ (Oct., 1932, p.441.) . .. A paper entitled ‘The Bible
a8 the Inerrant Word of God’ was presented by Rev.J. W. Schillinger at
the 1928 convention of the Northern District of the Joint Symnod of Ohio,
and this paper was printed in the official minutes. In this paper Rev.
Schillinger says: ‘Inspiration means that the Holy Ghost impelled the
prophets and apostles to write, showed them the truths which they should
write, gave them the exact words in which they should clothe these truths,
and guided them in writing, so that they recorded these words with in-
fallible accuracy.” (Minutes of Northern District, 1928, pp. 34. 35.)

“In the Dogmatics Notes of Dr. M. Reu of Wartburg Seminary we read
the following: ‘Moreover, the Spirit supplied the writer with the word
that exactly corresponded to the subject-matter and precisely conveyed its
meaning. This is required by the formulae of citation, “Thus saith the
Lord,” “The Holy Spirit saith”; also by the fact that we would have no
assurance that the divine message has been correctly and completely set
forth; likewise Paul’s habit of drawing important deductions from the
literal wording of the Old Testament quotations (e. g., Gal. 3,16) and espe-
cially by 1 Cor.2,13° (Reu, Dogmatics Notes; translated by J.Boden-
sieck, p.295.) ...

“The best and most complete work on verbal inspiration in the
English language is the one by Jacob Aall Ottesen Stub of the Norwegians,
Verbal Inspiration. . . . Dr.Stub states (p.27) that ‘to-day almost the
entire Lutheran Church of America ‘holds to this belief. The Synodical
Conference in particular (German and English) and the Norwegian Lu-
therans are here in accord. The Norwegian Synod has stood as an un-
wavering champion of this doctrine’ From this it is quite evident that
verbal inspiration is not simply a ‘Missouri doctrine,” but that on this
point the Norwegians are in full accord with the Missourians. In the
conclusion of his book Dr. Stub says: ‘We maintain that the Bible be-
comes dearer, the more we become convinced that it is from God. It is
the epistle from the Beloved Ome, and the more we realize that its con-
tents, words as well as thoughts, are from Him who so loved the world
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that He gave His only-begotten Son and spared Him not, the more precious
it becomes.” (L.ec., p.107.) ...

“Are there still any voices in the United Lutheran Church which rise
to the defense of verbal inmspiration? Indeed there are. A very distinct
voice comes from the theological seminary of the United Lutheran Church
in Waterloo, Ont., Can. In 1933 Dr. C. H. Little, professor of Systematic
Theology at that seminary, published a book entitled Disputed Doctrines,.
and in this book he devotes about a dozen pages to the subject of inspira-
tion. Dr. Little has the following to say (p.19): ‘Inspiration is the activity
of the Holy Spirit by which He put into the hearts and minds of chosen
men the impulse to write and so controlled and directed them that they
produced in a real and verbal sense a correct and inerrant record of
God’s revelation to men.” A little farther on appears the following: °If the
inspiration of the writers was of such a nature that the Holy Spirit merely
suggested to them vague thoughts, which they put into words as best they
could, we would always be in doubt whether they were successful in find-
ing the right words with which to clothe their inspired thought.” Such
clear testimony from a theologian of the United Lutheran Church is in-
deed refreshing.” (The next sections quote “conservative Reformed theo-
logians” and “theologians of Germany.” Then follows a section on “The
Lutheran Dogmaticians” and one on “Luther and the Confessions,” from
which we quote the following:)

“If we go back to the Lutheran dogmaticians, we find that they are
unanimous in upholding verbal inspiration. Baier says: ‘Divine inspira-
tion was that agency by which God supernaturally communicated to the
intellect of those who wrote not only the correct conception of all that
was to be written, but also the conception of the words themselves and
of everything by which they were to be expressed and by which He also
instigated their will to the act of writing.’ (Scbmid, Doctrinal Theology,
p-39.) ... Professor Rohnert, in 1890, prepared a monograph, to which
he gave the title Was lehrt Luther won der Inspiration der Heiligenw
Sechrift? in which he shows that Luther must have believed in verbal in-
spiration. . . . With rcference to the Confessions we ought to note that
[in them] the Scriptures are spoken of as being ‘of the Holy Ghost,” and the
treatment of these Seriptures shows that they are regarded as in a verbal
sense the product of ‘the Holy Ghost’ In the Augsburg Confession,
Article XXVIII, paragraph 49, we read: If bishops have the right to
burden churches with infinite traditions and to emsnare consciences, why
does Scripture so often prohibit to make, and to listen to, traditions?
Why does it call them “doctrines of devils”? 1 Tim. 4,1. Did the Holy
Ghost in vain forewarn of these things? (Jacobs, Book of Concord,
Pp. 64. 65.) In the Apology we read in the introduction: ‘You have now
therefore, reader, our apology; from which you will understand not only
what the adversaries have judged (for we have reported this in good faith),
but also that they have condemned several articles contrary to the manifest
Scripture of the Holy Ghost.” (Ibid., p. 74.) In Article XXIV of the
Apology, for instance, an argument is based on a certain word which
St. Paul used for ‘sin’ In what other semse, then, eould the Confessions
understand ‘the Scriptures of the Holy Ghost’ except in a verbal sense?
(Klotsche, Outline of the History of Docirines, p. 32.)” (Section VIIT
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gives the teaching of “the Fathers” and Section IX the teaching of “the
Seriptures.” The last section deals with the objections raised against the
Seripture doctrine of verbal inspiration. We quote only the following:)

“. .. We have now reserved our most important antithetical considera-
tion for last. It deals with the ‘theory’ of verbal inspiration, and we boldly
assert that we accept no ‘theory’ of verbal inspiration, but rather the ‘fact’
of verbal inspiration. When we speak of a theory of verbal inspiration,
we speak of something which may not be true, and we are endeavoring to
explain just how it took place, and the ‘how’ the Church has never at-
tempted to describe because the Bible does not describe it. Inspiration
belongs to the sphere of the miraculous, and there is no counterpart to it
anywhere. However, when we state our doctrine of verbal inspiration, we
are stating the fact which the Scriptures present, namely, that God so
directed and controlled the holy writers that they wrote what He wanted
them to write and in the form in which He wanted it written. This is
no ‘theory.”” . ..

(The concluding paragraph of this fine article reads:)

“There is no doctrine of inspiration except the verbal. We agree with
Dr. Mueller that ‘all those who deny the verbal inspiration of the Bible
and substitute for it “personal inspiration” or “thought inspiration” deny
the Seriptural doctrine of inspiration altogether and are compelled to teach
in its place a mere “illumination,” which is common to all believers.’
(Mueller, op. cit., pp. 101.102.) If there are any misgivings concerning
the doctrine of verbal inspiration in certain quarters of the United Lu-
theran Church or if the opinion prevails that it is a mere ‘Missouri doe-
trine,” surely this is a serious matter and a great hindrance toward closer
fellowship. This point surely must be included in the things to be ‘ironed
out’ before we of the American Lutheran Church or the American Lu-
theran Conference can with a clear conscience declare pulpit- and altar-
fellowship, because the Lutheran, Christian, and Biblical doctrine of the
Secriptures is the doctrine of verbal inspiration.”

(The editor of the Pastor’'s Monthly, Prof. J. A. Dell, agrees with Pas-
tor Lang. He writes:)

“Our main article this month brings to the attention of the Lutherans
of America something which should be looked into. Do we helieve in the
verbal inspiration of the Scriptures, or do we not? Apparently we do, by
a very large majority. But if there are any who do not, it is a kindness
on our part to point out that this is a hindrance to the closer relations
we are aiming to achieve.”

In its April issue the Lutheran Church Quarterly launches a violent
attack against the doctrine of verbal inspiration. The first section of an
article by John Aberly, Gettysburg, on “The Bible the Word of God” is
headed “Weakness of the Theory of Verbal Inspiration.” We quote a few
sentences: “What is meant when we call the Bible the Word of God?
In times past and for not a few now the answer is a very simple one. The
very words of Scripture are the Word of God. The Bible and the Word
of God are one and the same. Should one question that they may thus
be equated, he may be sharply rebuked or be pronounced guilty of equivo-
cation; for they are either that or are not, and there is no middle
ground. . .. May I here throw off reserve and state how I, in the calling
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to which the greater part of my life has been given, have been compelled
to revise my own approach to the Bible? It was both my duty and an
exalted privilege to try to proclaim and hear witness to the truths taught
in the Bible before men who professed loyalty to other sacred writings. . . .
I found I could not meet these by falling back on my claim that this Bible
was the literal Word of God by quoting passages of Scripture that are
supposed to support this view. I found that other faiths make even
stronger clajms for their own sacred writings. The Hindu Vedas, for
instance, claim that that portion of their scriptures which they call Sruti
(that which is heard, or revelation par emcellence) was the very utterance
of God Himself. . .. It compels one to do what Dr. E. Stanley Jones found
himself compelled to do, to shorten his lines of defense. He states that,
when he went to India, he felt called on to defend the Bible from Genesis
to Revelation; but he soon found it necessary to retire into the citadel
and limit himself to Jesus Christ and Him ecrucified. . . . One wonders
whether we are not compelled to shorten our defenses by the needs at
home as well as abroad. When one reads articles by a distinguished teacher
of history,—1I refer to Harry Elmer Barnes,—in which he gives as the
obstacles in his way of believing in the God of the Bible the fact that he
cannot believe in a God who would sanction the cruelties recorded in some
of the Old Testament histories, one may well ask the question whether
men have not been repelled at times by a mishandling of the Scriptures,
and that, too, by those who have been most zealous in their defense.” E.

Let Us Get Together on the Lodge Question. — The Lutheran
synods of America are not of one mind on this burning question. The fol-
lowing is taken from the Lutheran Companion of April 27, 1935: —

“Question: ‘Does our Lutheran Church sanction participation in burial
services with the Masonic Lodge?” — C. P. P.

“Answer: No, it does not. There may be Lutheran pastors who do it
and get by with it because church discipline is at low ebb in the Christian
Church both as to pastors and people. The Church is silent on many things
while souls are being ensnared and destroyed. Yet as far as I know, no
Augustana pastor has gone so far as to have fellowship with the Masonic
lodge at funeral services. I am sorry to say that I know of other Lu-
theran pastors who have had such fellowship.” E.

Let Us Get Together on the Doctrines of Conversion and Elec-
tion. — We are far apart on this highly important matter. We must not
tell the world and ourselves that the Lutherans of America are in doctrinal
agreement. Dr. Joseph Stump of the United Lutheran Church insists they
are not. He refuses to accept the doctrine of the election of grace as
taught by other Lutherans. He quotes and repudiates the following state-
ment from Dr.J.T. Mueller’s Christian Dogmatics (p.587): “God’s elec-
tion of grace did not take place in view of man’s foreseen faith, but rather
embraced this faith together with the whole way of salvation, such as
conversion, justification, sanctification, and final preservation. Hence the
believer is not elected on account of his foreseen faith; on the contrary,
he has become a believer in time because of his eternal election to sal-
vation. In other words, a person is brought to saving faith in time just
because God from eternity has graciously elected him to salvation.” And
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“this,” says Dr. Stump, “sounds very much like the Calvinistic doctrine
of election to faith.” (Lutheran, Dec.13, 1934.) He refuses to teach ‘“‘the
election to faith.” He abhors such a doectrine as Calvinism. He adds
indeed the fine words: “Yet the author repudiates and condemns Cal-
vinism. And we believe that he is not a Calvinist. The trouble with many
persons outside of Missouri, however, is that they cannot see how any-
body can hold the Missouri doctrine of election without falling into Cal-
vinism. Yet evidently it can be done.” We certainly appreciate this spirit
of fair-mindedness. Dr. Stump is willing to give us the benefit of the
doubt, — and we can assure him that he is not making a mistake. The fact,
however, remains that he is constrained to abhor our doctrine of election.
He cannot at present agree with it — “the Calvinistic doctrine of election
to faith.” He stands squarely on the intuitu-fidei doctrine of election. We
are certainly not in agreement with him. Neither is Dr. M. Reu. He
writes: “Wir sind der Ucberzeugung, dass aeuch in diesem Streit [dem
Praedestinationsstreit] Gott Positives im Awuge haite und auch erreicht
hat; denn auch uns ist die praedestinatio intuitw fidei ein schriftloses
Theologumenon, die praedestinatio ad fidem dagegen klare Lehre der
Schrift.” (Kirchliche Zeitschrift, 1933, p. 502.) Dr. Reu indeed adds:
“Wir setzen die Aussagen Pauli ueber die letztere bloss micht in die Hwig-
keit, wie Missourt tut, sondern lassen sie da stehen, wo sie Paulus macht:
in der Zeit, nach erfolgter Berufung oder Bekehrung.” That is another
point of disagreement of a most important nature, which calls for serious
consideration.

Dr. Stump sees Calvinism in “the election #o faith.” The Lutheran
Companion (Augustana Synod) takes the same view. Answering the ques-
tion: “How do you explain predestination?” Pastor J.P. Milton, whose
column usually provides interesting and profitable information, says in the
issue of December 16, 1933: “There are especially three differing inter-
pretations. The one says in effect that God has sovereignly chosen and
elected some unto salvation and some unto damnation. Since men are
saved through faith in Jesus Christ, it follows that God has predestined
some to believe and others not to believe in Jesus. To me this seems im-
possible if God (as the Scriptures declare) ‘would have all men to be
saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth,’ 1 Tim.2,4. Tt seems to
me to deny some a real chance to be saved. ... The second interpretation
says that God has elected some unto faith and salvation. It stresses just
as strongly as the first that God sovereignly determines those who shall
believe. It tries (as it seems to me, unsuccessfully) to ignore the negative
side of the guestion, or the election unto unbelief and damnation. If God
determines who shall believe, it follows that He thereby also determines
those who shall not believe. Predestination unto unbelief is the natural
corollary and consequence of predestination unio faith.” Pastor Milton is
convinced that our doctrine of election is essentially the Calvinistic doe-
trine. He would not permit it to be preached in his church. He views
it as a horrible doctrine. And we agree with him, as we agree with
Calvin, that the teaching of an “election unto unbelief and damnation”
is a horrible teaching (Calvin: “The decree, I admit, is dreadful”; In-
stitutio, Book III, chap.23, § 7). But we do not agree with him nor with
Calvin that “predestination unto unbelief is the natural corollary and con-
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sequence of predestination unto faith.” Let us get together on this fun-
damental principle of Lutheran theology. You must not construct doc-
trines by means of logical deductions. You must get your doctrine of
election, for instance, from the express teaching of Scripture, and you
have no right to add to that teaching what your reason says is a natural
corollary and consequence of such teaching. When Secripture speaks of
election, it never says that some are elected unto unbelief and damnation.
It nowhere says that. But, says Pastor Milton, one cannot “ignore the
negative side of the question.” We assure him that we cheerfully ignore it.
Scripture ignores it. There is no negative side to it. It is not Scripture,
but blind reason which says that predestination unto unbelief is a natural
corollary of the election to faith. If we can get together on this principle,
one great cause of our disagreement will be removed. Men will no longer
stigmatize the doctrine of election to faith as Calvinism.

What does Pastor Milton, on his side, teach on election and con-
version? ‘“The third interpretation says that God predestines unto sal-
vation those whom He foreknows will believe in Jesus. Jesus died for all.
The Holy Spirit, through the means of grace, gives to all the power to
believe. In this sense faith is the gift of God; for it comes only through
the hearing of the Word. But mnot all who hear believe; some will not
use the power given. The responsibility for this lies wholly with man,
hidden in that mysterious personality of man which is free (as Adam
was free) to resist the God of grace. God foreknows who will and who
will not believe when the Word of Grace is preached unto them. Tore-
knowing, He predestines those who believe unto salvation. In Rom. 8, 29
we find this order: ‘Whom He foreknew He also foreordained [predes-
tined].” This third interpretation seems to me to be the only one that cor-
rectly safeguards both the grace of God as the sole ground and means of
man’s salvation and also the individual responsibility of man. The Bible
teaches both of these truths.” This teaching operates with the synergistie
status medius (“The Holy Spirit gives to all the power to believe”) and
the symergistic ‘“responsibility of man” as to his non-conversion and his
conversion. Therefore we abhor it. We think that Pastor Milton also
abhors synergism. Then let him banish all thoughts of a status medius,
in which the unconverted man decides, by exercising his “individual re-
sponsibility,” for conversion. The synergistic background of this view of
election and counversion becomes more distincet in The Doctrines of Chris-
tianity, by P.L. Mellenbrueh of the U.L.C. We read there: “Election is
in ‘foreview’ of faith (electio intuitu fidei). Predestination, like justifica-
tion, is in view of faith accepting the merits of Jesus Christ. Holy Scrip-
ture throws the responsibility not on God, but on man. God has done,
and is doing, all that He consistently can, without interfering with man’s
‘freedom of will” Election or predestination, therefore, as far as man is
concerned, is mot absolute, but relative, being dependent upon man’s ful-
filment of certain conditions — personal faith in Jesus Christ. . . . Free
will in man would be inoperative. . . . When the apostle says that ‘faith
is the gift of God,” he does not mean or teach that God does man’s be-
lieving for him, but that the Holy Spirit, through vocation and regenera-
tion, imparts the ability for believing; then the individual must freely
use that divinely begotten ability. . . . The Holy Spirit does not convert
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all men because some resist conversion. He is active, however, gently
turning men about in proportion as they are willing. . . . Conversion is
an act not necessarily complete or perfect at a given moment. Man allows
God to turn him from unbelief to faith and from sin to righteousnees —
from less belief to greater faith and from lesser sins to greater righteous-
ness.” (Pp.125.138 ff.) There are Lutherans who will not consent to have
this teaching preached in their pulpits; it employs the standard phraseology
of the later, the subtle, synergism. Dr.M. Reu protests against it. “Only
with regret we state that the doctrine of conversion as it is presented
here” (in Mellenbruch’s book) “is hardly Biblical, nor is the predestina-
tion intwitu fidei tenable, especially not since the doctrine of faith is mot
kept free from synergistic elements.” (Kirchliche Zeitschrift, 1931, p. 423.)

If we are to agree on the doctrines of conversion and election, we shall
have to agree to let the mystery why, grace being universal and all men
equally guilty and corrupt, not all are saved, remain unsolved. On that
point we are not yet agreed. A.E.Deitz of the U. L. C. writes in his book
Eaxploring the Deeps, p. 44: “One way out of the dilemma is to say, as
some theologians do, that there is an unsolvable mystery in both predestina-
tion and conversion and that it is quite impossible for us to determine
either why God elects some men to salvation and passes others by”
(“passes others by” is an inadmissible concept; it is deduced and formed
by reason, but repudiated by Scripture) “or why some men actually be-
lieve and are saved while others are not. This postulation of a double
mystery relieves the theologian of the effort to reconcile the apparently
irreconcilable elements in the problem. Still the inquiring mind wistfully
seeks for some other answer and wonders if it is a fact that this is the
end of the investigation, if it is actually impossible to go further.”
Dr. Deitz proceeds to solve the question, and he gives the synergistic solu-
tion: “The difference in result in the case of two men one of whom finally
believes while the other does not is due to the difference in the choice or
decision which they make” (p.47). There are other Lutherans who refuse
to take up the discussion of this mystery for the purpose of solving it.
They refuse to do so because the attempt to answer it can result only in
either Calvinistic or synergistic ratiocinations. The Formula of Concord,
for one, refuses to answer. “When we see that God gives His Word at
one place, but not at another; removes it from one place and allows it
to remain at another; also, that one is hardened, blinded, given over to
a reprobate mind, while another, who is indeed in the same guilt, is con-
verted again, ete.,—in these and similar questions Paul (Rom. 11,22 ff.)
fixes a certain limit to us how far we should go,” ete. (XI, Sol. Decl., § 57;
cp. §60.) Dr. C. C. Hein, president of the American Lutheran Church,
warns against the attempt to solve the mystery. In his address at the
Lutheran World Convention (Copenhagen, 1929) he declared: “Wie es dem
Luthertum auf der einen Seite gewiss ist, dass Unglaube, Nichtbelehrung
und endliche Verdammung in jedem Sinn einzig und allein des Menschen
Schuld ist, so auf der andern, dass Bekehrung, Glaube und Seligkeit in
jedem Sinn Gnadenwerk und Gnadengabe Gottes ist. Hier stehen wir vor
einem Geheimnis. ‘Der Selige, sagt H. E. F. Guericke in seiner ‘Symbolik”
(3. Auflage, 8. 425), ‘wird selig allein durch Gottes Gnade in Christo, ohne
alles eigene Verdienst, der Unselige unselig durch eigene Schuld, weil er der
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goettlichen Gnade fortwaehrend widersteht. Warum der Widerstand des
ersteren gegen die goettliche Gnade endlich gebrochen wird, der des letzte-
ren aber nicht, ist nicht des ersteren Verdienst, wohl aber des letzteren
Schuld. Der Mensch jedoch’ (auch der Theolog) ‘mit seinem bloeden, durch
die Suende getruebten Verstande vermag diese tiefste Tiefe der goettlichen
Werkstatt nicht zu erforschen, und es ist groessere Weisheit, das goett-
liche Geheimmnis anzuerkennen, als es gotteslaesterlich zu loesen,’ naemlich
nach der Weise Calvins, der Gott zur Ursache der Bekehrung und Nicht-
bekehrung macht, oder nach der Weise des Synergismus, der Bekehrung wie
Nichtbekehrung gane oder zum Teil von der Selbstentscheidung des Men-
schen abhaengig sein laesst.” (Lutherische Kirchenzeitung, June 29, 1929.
Cp. Conc. THEOL. MTHLY., 1930, p. 343.) Thus also Dr. R. C. H. Lenski
(American Lutheran Church): “Why the Word melts some hearts while
others deliberately and permanently harden themselves against it no man
knows. The former is due wholly to God’s grace; the latter is due wholly
to man’s guilt. No unit cause for the two exists. When synergism or
determinism is taken to be such a cause, the mistake made is that both
are fictitious.” (The Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles, p. 294.) —
The further statement: “The obduracy remains a mystery because of this
very sufficiency of grace” does not cover the question. Well, we shall have
to get together om that, too.

Shall we sidestep these doctrinal differences? Shall we declare that
there are “no doctrinal reasons against complete and organic union” of the
Lutheran synods of America? (Washington Declaration, 1920; Savannah
Resolutions, 1934; United Lutheran Church.) The Lutheran warns us
against following such a policy. It concludes an editorial discussing the
Machen trial with these words: ‘“We have in the past inclined toward ad-
miring the way in which the Presbyterian General Assembly, U.S. A, has
kept its Fundamentalist and Modernist sections from bringing their doe-
trinal differences to an issue. It looks now as if sidestepping controversy
was a mistaken policy. Doctrines were not properly valued by the Church.
Now it appears that they demand recognition. The ‘teachings’ of the Chris-
tian religion are vital to the Church. The confessions are more than
temporal agreements for the purposes of organizations.” And now: “If we
Tatherans are seriously considering union, we must not sacrifice integrity
of doctrine.” (May 2, 1935.) E.

Shall We Remain Lutheran? — Under this heading the Lutheran
Herald quotes approvingly an article in the Chicago Lutheran on the perils
of Liberalism and unionism, against which the latter voices the following
timely warning: “We hear many encouraging reports on the growth and
progress of the Lutheran Church. Paradoxical as it may seem, the elements
of danger are bound up with the very growth and progress of the Church.
There are two strong currents the drift of which the Lutheran Church
cannot escape. They are the tendencies toward Liberalism and unionism.
Both tendencies are as inevitable as the coming of the seasons. The manner
in which those impacts are met will determine the character of the Lu-
theran Church, whether we shall be Lutherans in faith or in name only.
In the matter of Liberalism the Reformed churches sound a definite
warning. Liberalisra first captured the denominational schools, then the
seminaries; next to surrender were the official church organs. Then the
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pulpits capitulated. Liberalism had swept the field. To think that the
Lutheran Church is immune to a tendency which is so characteristic of
the age is to live in a fool’s paradise. So far as the Lutheran Church is
concerned, it is not now a matter of cure, but prevention. Eternal vigilance
is the price of safety. The vigilance must begin with the pastor in
thorough catechetical instruction in the Sunday-school, definite indoctrina-
tion of the confirmation class, and the preaching of Law and Gospel. The
absorption of membership must not exceed the capacity of proper assimi-
lation. There must be unbending insistence that pastors, professors, end
such as man the affairs of the Church shall either adhere to the confession
of the Lutheran faith or step out. [ITialics our own.] — Unionism is a child
of Liberalism. When doctrinal differences have been obliterated, the field
is clear for unionism. The lion and the lamb lie down in peace, the lamb
inside the lion. Of course, the lamb has added substantially to size.
Even where a unton may be effected on the basis of faith and practise, the
feasibility of such @ project should be clearly demonstrated. [Italies our
own.] We are obsessed with the idea of bulk, size, and statistics. God
has a smashing disregard for mere numbers. Witness the stories of Abra-
ham and Gideon. The Lord is not mathematically minded; for He said:
‘Where two or three are gathered together in My name, there am I in
the midst of them. ILet us not think that He who trod the wine-press
alone and carried to completion single-handed the redemption of the world
is now counting heads. Have no fear; a living faith in the Lord Jesus
Christ will keep orthodoxy supple and flexible. To submit ourselves, His
humble and surrendered servants, faithful to the confessions of faith
handed down to us is to find ourselves in the full sweep of His advancing
kingdom.”

It is needless to say that these earnest words of warning deserve care-
ful consideration alse in circles that are still positively and perhaps also
aggressively orthodox. The writer correctly states that Liberalism is the
parent of unionism. But also the opposite is true — unionism promotes
and spreads Liberalism; and unionism is by far the more dangerous of
the two because its destructive tendency is more subtle and thus harder
to discern. Both unionism and Liberalism have their source in spiritual
satiety, a most deadly smare in which Satan entraps both pastors and
hearers. We are glad that the article places emphasis on the preaching
of Law and Gospel; for that is the only cure for both Liberalism and
unionism. J. T. M.

A Heartening Word for the Christian Day-school. — In the Liv-
ing Ohurch of May 18 we find a letter by Harold G. Holt of Oak Park, Il
which properly evalnates the importance of Christian day-schools. Having
dwelt on the unsatisfactory character of a course of instruction in which
religion is not represented, he says: “Is not a possible answer to this
problem to be found in the private church-schools? It seems that too
few churchmen are wholly aware of the value of these schools in giving
final Christian meaningfulness to education. If into the consciousness of
more churchmen who have children would come a realization of the dangers
inherent in an educational system which is divorced from the teachings
of the Church, surely we should soon find diocesan schools in every diocese
and all church-sponsored schools emjoying such increased enrolment that
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the development of the whole personality could become more nearly a reality
for more children of churchmen than is now the case. Due to what may
be in part a spiritual lethargy our private church-schools, especially in
the Middle West, are floundering near or in the depths of financial despair.
If tuitions seem prohibitive, an awakening consciousness upon the part of
Episcopalian parents to the value of these schools as developers of the full
Christian personality would soon solve the tuition problem, and these
schools would be freed to do more thoroughly their work of giving to
more boys and girls a Christian meaningfulness to their educational ex-
periences and to their total outlook upon life. Much more might worthily
be written concerning this problem engendered by our dual educational
theory, a problem with which, as Bishop Anderson has said, ‘many thought-
ful educators are deeply concerned’ May it be that soon many more of
our parents may become as deeply concerned!” Mr.Holt intimates that
he has had experience as an instructor in the public high school and as
a church-school supervisor, which has helped him “to see more clearly
the serious error in our educational theory whereby general and religious
education are separated.” A.
Ausd per Synode. Jm Atluntic Bulletin toird mitgeleilt, dak die Ge=
felfdhaft fiir Jnnere Miffion in RNetw Yort feit bem 20. Januar iieber
fonutaglicdh 300 Jeimatlofe Perfonen fpeift, und zwar nady dem BVormittags-
gottedbienft. Wabhrend der Wode twerden Humbderte von Kletdbungsitiiden,
Schuben ufw. unter Vebdiirftige verteilt. — Die , &t Johannedpafjion” bor
Heinrid) Schitg (1585—1672) fam Sonntag, den 7. Upril, in der St. Mat-
thiaustirde in New Porf zur Auffithrung. Der Northern Illinois Mes-
senger Dberidjtet gleidhfalld iiber die rbeit in der Jnmeren Miffion, bejon=
perd iiber die Miffion an den Kindern, de in Chicago getrieben fpird. Iiber
die Sdulen de3 Dijtrifts wird Deridhtet, dafy bdie Zahl der Sdulfinder im
Diftrift nabegu 12,500 betrdgt. Jn den Sdulen unterridhien 8 Laftoren,
2 Brofefforen, 224 LKehrer, 39 Lehrerinnen und 33 Gehilfen, im gangen
306 Qebrirdfte. — Die Nadridhten aus den feftcanadijden Diftriften jind
redht ermutigend. Yud demt Wbherfa= und Britifh Columbia-Difirift iwird
berichtet, dafy wdhrend desd Fahred 1984 bon den IMiffionaren 3,910 Gotted=
dienjte abgefalten wurden, in Demen 163,326 IBubdrer anjvefend jvaren,
ein anfehnlider Zuwads gegen dad Worjahr., Die Miffionsbejuche bder
Miffionare beliefen fidh) auf 18,546, — Jm ,Sirdhenbofen” desd Yrgentiniz
fgen Diftriftd lefen toir iiber die Tagqung der Synode im Februar: ,Die
Heraudgabe eines Defonbderen {heologiffen Fadiblaitesd fvurde Ded lingeren
befprochen. Der Gedanfe mwurde audgeiproden, daf Brafiliem und Urgen=
tinien gujanunen mit der Freifivdje an der Heraudgabe ded Blatted arbeiten
jollten. Fefte Befchlitffe fonnten in der Sadje nidt gefat fwerden.” ,Mit
unferer ,Colegio’-Biblinthef ift e3 {dhlecht bejtellt. Bigher Yatte der Diftrift
jahelih 50 Befod fiir diefe Sade Depilligt. Damit fann aber nidht biel
gefauft fverben. {n einer ®ingabe fourde um 200 Vefos gebeten; dodh
fonnte der Diftri¥ft nur 100 betvilligen. Erdkere oder fleinere Gaben fiir
bie ,Colegio’-Bibliothef find jtets willfornmmien.” B.C Q&
The Ultimate of Union Tendencies. — There is no doubt a valuable
lesson for all genuinely Christian and confessional churches in the ex-
periences depicted in the following excerpts quoted from the Watchman-

Bxaminer (May 2, 1935, p. 500 f.). If professing believers are inclined to
35
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become indifferent with respect to the perils lurking in cooperative enter-
prises even of a purely secular or external nature between churches not
united in doctrine and practise, the words of the writer may serve them
as a timely and stirring warning. We are sorry that we can quote the
fine, illuminating article only in part. We read: “Northern Baptists
know that it has been the policy of our Foreign Mission Society to unite
with other religious denominations in division of territory, as for in-
stance, in the Philippines and elsewhere. As is now also recognized, this
later became the policy of the American Baptist Home Mission Society,
as, for example, in Montana and elsewhere. The policy of the Foreign
Mission Society was also extended to union effort in educational institu-
tions and in hospitals, as in China, Japan, and India. When publicity
of this unionizing effort with other denominations was given out more
than fifteen years ago, many in the Baptist denomination became alarmed
as to what might be the final consequences, and the writer of this article,
then working in the Kansas State Convention, joined with other leaders
in making a protest against this unionizing movement, giving warning
that it would inevitably lead later to orgamnic church union. In making
the protest, the situation in the Philippines and elsewhere was cited. . . .
Let all our Baptist people note that thus long ago warning was given
that the wltimate result would be orgawnic union and the virtuel loss of
our Baptist work. As early as in 1900 the missions in the Pilippines
formed a federation called the Evangelical Union of Philippine Missions.
This agreed at first upon a division of territory, and gradually, as the
missionary leaders of the various evangelical groups ‘drew together more
and more, denominational lines disappeared, and the missionaries and
nationals worked together in union effort, such as hospitals, schools, and
dormitories.” Later, in 1920, we are told, the constitution was changed,
making the organization a union, not of the missions, but of the churches,
and admitting nationals to membership. Later the consitution was still
further changed, and this union body was called the National Christian
Counecil. By simple progression the concentration has grown. TFollowing
this, the Presbyterian, the Congregational, and United Brethren bodies
joined forces to form the United Evangelical Church of the Philippines,
and strong efforts were made to bring the other missions within the fold.
In these efforts, it is said, the Methodists declined to participate, but the
Baptists were more favorable. In view of this union movement in the
Philippines two important conferences were held; but it seems that noth-
ing has been done to stem the tide of these uniomizing efforts in the
Philippines. As a direct result of this liberalizing work in the Philip-
pines and elsewhere we have doubt and hesitancy on the part of large
numbers of churches and individuals in the demomination, cutting the
nerve of enthusiasm, reducing the giving of our Baptist people from year
o year, cutting down our missionary force and activity, preventing ewx-
tension into new fields, and causing interminable controversy among our
Bagptist hosts throughout the country. [Italics everywhere our own.]
Another direct result is the disintegration of our Baptist forces amd
churches, creating a separatist body known as the Association of Regular
Baptists, who decline to make further contributions to our organized work.
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It is an undisputed fact that many of our strong churches as well as
many more of the smaller churches have already withdrawn from our
Northern Baptist Convention, and hundreds of others will doubtless fol-
low unless something is done to correct this shallow, liberalizing, unioniz-
ing work within the denomination. This disintegration of our forces can
be stopped if we only make it a matter of thought and prayer. But it
cannot be arrested by ignoring it, as we have been doing for more than
fifteen years.”

We doubt whether the Baptist antiunionists are able to stop the
pitiable disintegration of forces and churches which the writer so greatly
deplores. At least so we are forced to judge as we consider the expe-
riences of Fundamentalists along other, but similar lines. Our own in-
terest in the matter, as Lutherans who firmly stand on an honest con-
fessional basis, just because we desire the well-being and progress of the
entire Lutheran Church in America, lies chiefly in measures by which
such a situation as is here represented can be prevented. That there is
cause for alarm no one can deny. We are thinking, for example, of the
cooperative efforts of the Lutheran Missionary Conference and similar
organizations, which are quasi mergers, created for the very purpose which
drew the various denominations into union in the Philippines, that is
to say, for dividing territories, economizing man- and money-power, sup-
porting educational and charitable endeavors, enhancing the editorial and
publicity values of Lutheran synods, and the like. That means coopera-
tion in ewternis; however, the goal is organic union. But unless the
heterogeneous issues of doectrine and practise between the synods thus
affiliated are properly taken care of, we fear that the cooperating synods
cannot escape the fate of the churches in the Philippines. As they draw
together more and more, denominational lines will disappear, constitu-
tions will be changed, new national councils will be formed, and in the
end a new United Lutheran Church of America will appear, outwardly
strong and knitted together perhaps, but inwardly holding all the weak-
nesses and vices that ultimately make for the total disintegration of the
Lutheran Church as an outspoken, fearless, and truth-loving confessional
denomination. If denominational lines disappear because first the greater
and lesser differences in doctrine and practise have disappeared, then let
us all shout out our joy from the housetops. But if denominational lines
disappear because there is a “shallow, liberalizing, unionizing” tendency
at work, or because synods are tired of standing alone or because the
constituents are weary of the so-called everlasting squabble about doctrine
and practise, or for any other reason of the flesh, then in the end we
shall be in the same condemnation in which churches now find them-
selves which years ago made the huge mistake that now will-o’-the-wisps
itself before our eyes as a grand and glorious virtue. In the United
Lutheran Church leaders are now openly rejecting the doctrine of verbal
inspiration; in the American Lutheran Church and in affiliated synods
the doctrine is cherished and confessed. The house is therefore divided
against itself. Will the breach be repaired ante festum, or will it be
allowed to widen and to destroy the whole house? Articles like “The
Ultimate of Union Tendencies” certainly ought to be read and heeded by
all who have the welfare of the Church at heart. J. T. M.
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A Sample of Union Seminary Theology. — The Lutheran Standard
informs us that one of the professors of Union Seminary, Dr. Bruce Curry,
a man who has written extensively, recently was touring the United States
and delivering addresses to the students of the colleges and universities of
America from the Atlantic to the Pacific. Since he, as an editor puts it,
is “a member of what is probably the most distinguished theological faculty
in the United States,” we naturally are interested in the religious views
which he places before our youth. The Standard credits him with hav-
ing written the following paragraphs: “He [the modern Christian] may
develop his religious thought, philesophy, and experience in the light of
the best knowledge and insight of himself and his spiritual kindred, past
and present. Where he finds himself indebted to Jesus or to later Chris-
tianity, he will be glad to make acknowledgment of the fact. But he will
be under no initial obligation to alline his faith with that of Jesus or with
any one else in the Christian tradition. Nor will he feel that he must
impress Jesus into the service and support of his own developing religion.
He will recognize that the basis of authority has shifted to the informed
insight of the best-qualified individuals and groups, and he will welcome
any organized fellowship in one who sincerely seeks the truth and life at
its highest. Whether this man may then be called a ‘Christian’ is a serious
question. Perhaps he should be so accepted if he confessed that the major
contribution to his experience and faith came from Jesus, making Jesus
still ‘the Master.’ For many this seems to be the only position which
makes full place for truth and leaves some place for Jesus.”

So this is what Union Seminary stands for! Perhaps it would refuse
to be judged by what Bruce Curry affirms. It probably would insist that
all its teachers are at liberty to pronounce whatever views their conscience
approves of and that their opinion must not be imputed to the seminary
itself. But every fair-minded person will hold it responsible for having
on its faculty a man who definitely rejects the authority of Jesus, our
only Savior. May God have mercy on the congregations and groups whose
pastors receive their theology from such a teacher! A.

Southern Baptists. — A writer in the Watchman-Braminer, April 4,
1935, compares Northern and Southern Baptists. In his opinion ‘“the
Northern body seems to lack the denominational consciousness as compared
with the Southern Convention.” (It is evident that he is speaking of the
large denominations, which we usually refer to simply as Northern and
Southern Baptists.) He continues: ‘“There is in the South a sort of pride
in the convention and its work, a sense of an essential oneness, that is
sometimes called boastfulness, pride in numbers, often bigotry, and even
phariseeism, The poverty of the South following the Civil War drove the
churches into a consolidation of every interest in their struggle to survive
and make any progress. There also arose a race of great preachers, strong
doctrinarians. The strength of the Southern Convention has been, and
still is, in the rural churches. These members desire the strong meat of
the Word, are not soon swept from their theological moorings, nor do they
readily adopt new methods. These and other influences have built up
a sense of cemaraderie and pride in denominational accomplishments that
I have never felt outside of the bands of the Southern Convention.” Other
characteristics which this writer emphasizes as distinctive of Southern
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Baptists are an evangelistic zeal and aversion to unionism. While the
ministers of the Northern Convention are better educated, broadly speak-
ing, he thinks the inability of many theological candidates in the South
to attend theological schools has kept the Southern branch orthodox in
its theology. With respect to emphasis on the social gospel, which is very
strong in the North, we are told: “There is a strong social-righteousness
conscience in the South. But righteousness is looked upon more as a rve-
sult or product of a man being in right relations with God. It is not
sought so much through human societies mnor even through any wide
cooperation with others, especially with those who seem to lack a spiritual
motivation.” In this respect they may well serve as exemplars to their
Northern confreéres. A.

I1. Ausland.

»Cin flinftes Guangelinm?”  Unter Ddiefer Uufjdrift gibt bie ,Roln.
Bettung” (Nx. 51, Ybendblatt) thren Lefern ndheren Verid iiber die jiingfte
Entpectung der dalteften driftlichen Evangelienhandidrift. Daf fie dlter ift
alg alle bidher befannten, ftinumt. ber ein ,finftes Ebangelium” diicfte jie
fwofl nidht fein, wvie uns ein deut{her Fadjgelehrter jchreibt; vielmehr Hanbdle
e3 {id) nach den mitgeteilten Proben nur um eine Evangelienharmonie, die
Gynoptifer und Johannes benust (alio vorausfebt) und aus eigener Phan=
tafte qudmalt. Der Veridht der , Koln. Jeitung” lautet:

» @3 ift ein eigenartiger Bufall, dafy dag Britifdhe Pufeum im borigen
Nahr nidht nur den Codex Sinaiticus, die DeritGmte Bibelhandidrift, fiir
pen Betrag von 100,000 Pfund Sterling von Dder ruffifdien Regierung
faufte, fondern audy fiir einen geringen Preis ein Biindel griechijder PVapyri
evivarb, worin {ic) zivet Bldatter befanden, die nichtd iweniger zu feim jchei-
nen ald Brudititde einesd neuen, fiinften ECbangeliums. Fhre Entbedung
erfolgte durd) den Suftod der Manuifriptabteilung ded Britifden PMufeums,
H. Idriz Bell, bet der Durdyjicht diefer in dighpten wahrideinlid) pon Fel-
ladjen gefunbenen Rapyri, die ein Handler im borigen Somuer nad)y Lon=
pon bradhte und dem PMufeum mit Crfolg zum Kauf anbot. Dem Ge=
TeYrten fielen jofort die Deiben Budbftaben TH quf, eine befannte Form Dder
Abtitraung filr den Namen JEfus in griedjijher Scdreibiveife, und er be=
jehaftigte fich daraufhin eingehend mit dem FTert. Die Writfung erqab,
Ddak e3 fidh um dasd Gltefle Brudititd eined driftliden Manuffriptd Hanbelt,
9as bidher befannt getworden ift. Die Handfdrift iveift ungiveideutig auf
eine Beit Hin, die nidt jpdter alg die Mitte ded ziveiten Jahrhunbdertd fein
fann, mwahrend bisher fein Griftlihed Manuijfript weiter zuriidgeht ald ouf
den Unfang Ded dritfen Jahrhunderts. Uber nidt allein das Alter, jondern
audy der Fnbalt verleiht dem Fund eine Hefondere Bebeutung. &3 gibt be-
fanntlidh Upofryphe CEvangelien’ und Yusfpriide JEfu’, die al3 {pdatere
Bufammenftellungen zu gelten Haben. Der neue Fund fdallt nidt in diefe
Rategorie. Der Text, der auf den beiden doppelfeitiq befdjriebenen Bldt-
tern au finden ift, ftelll nad Yuffafjung der Sadverfidndigen Brudhitiide
einer Lebendge{dyichte JETu dar, die nidht auf Srund der porhondenen Coan=-
gelien gujammengeftellt ift. ©3 gilt fogar ald moglid), dbaf dad fo entdecdte
tiene Evangeliunt, bon dem bisher nur bdie beiben Bldtter vorhanden find,
dte Quelle obder eine der Luellen fvar, die dber Sdhreiber bed Johannesds
epangeliums benubte.” (Alg, Eo.-Luth. Kirdenzig.)
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Sidfijdre Paftoren in Sduphaft. iiber {olde und ahnlidge BVorfomme=
niffe darf dbie firdiliche Prefje nidhts beridjten. Die ,Alg. Co.-Quil. K.-3.”
foeify fich aber zu helfen. Die Nummer bom 3. Mai 1ajt die Poligei felbit
beridhten: ,Jn Sadien ift eine NReihe von Geiftliden in SHhushaft (Kon-
gentrationdlager) genommen foorden. Wir Haben jvegen ded Prefieerlaffes
bes Reihgminifterd bigher davon gefdiviegen. Nun aber nimumt die Nad-
ridjtenftelle der Staatsfanglei felbjt oifentlidd dag Wort und gibt in Der
FTagespreffe folgended befannt: ,Jn Yebter Beit ift in berfdiedenen Teilen
Gadyfens viederholt beobaditet fworden, daf unter dem Dedmantel religinfer
Glaubensauperungen Berfudje unternomumen foorden find, ben Gemein-
jhafisillen Hes deutien Voli3 zu {dhiwaden. Die Yuslaffungen, die fogar
zum Feil bon Den Rangeln wafrend ded Gottesdienited gemaddi tourden,
find in ifren Ausivirfungen geeignef, die Autoritdt bded Slaated und der
Betvequng zu {dhabdigen; fie geben jener feindlidigefinnien Wuslandsprefie,
bie bon Emigranten und Juden geleitet wird, Material fiir die Fortfithrung
threr Oebe gegen dad nationalfozialiftifhe Deutidhland und fdaffen im
Snnern desd MReidhd Unfrieden und Veunrubigung. . . . [C. 7. M. ift nidt
verpfliditet, den tollen Tert der BVefanntmadung abzudbruden, feilt darum
nur nod) die SHlupfige mit:] Einige Paftoren Hhaben fidh in Kangelerfld-
rungen viffentlid) gegen den Willen der Regierung geridhiet. Gegeniiber
oiefen politifden Werfehlungen bHlieh fein anderer Weg iibrig, ald fie zur
Bermeidung ftarferer Beunrubhigung iveiter Volfsfreife in Shubhaft zu
nefjmen. Die Diener der RKirdhe geniefen den ifhnen zugefagten Sdhub in
Dingen der Religion; iwo fie aber den Staat und bdie Bewegung politifdy
antaften, trifft jie bie Sgdrfe bed Gefebesd in ber gleien Weife inie jeden
andern Staaigbiirger.” — Dag dhnelt gar fehr den Berfilgungen und
Befanntmadjungen Dder Deidnifdien romifden RKaifer und ihrer Neidhs-
nmiinifter.  PMan lef die erften Chriften verhaften ald ftaatdgefdhrlidhe Leute
und Unrubeftifter. E.

Franfreihs Luthertum, Bon den 43 Millionen Einfoohnern Frant-
reid)3 find nadg bem ,Rutherifen Weltalmanad)” ettvas iiber 40 Millionen
romifd-fatholifd) (bie Bahl diirfte reidhlidh Hody fein) und etivad itber eime
Million proteftantifd). Genaue Zahlen fann man iberhaupt nidht angeben,
weil die frangofifde Regierung feinen NReligionszenfusd (inte fwir ihn in un=
ferm Lanbe fennen) durdyfithren lakt. o draudt e unsd aud) nidht zu wun-
pern, dak die Bahl der Lutheraner in Franfreid) an einem Orte auf 250,000,
an einemt andern auf 300,000 und an einem dritten auf 400,000 gefdhibt
foird. Die LQefer wiffen, dap e3 den Dlutigen Verfolgungen durd) die Re=
gierung und die romifdhe Kirdje gelungen ift, den Puotejtantidmusd faft gdng=
fid) auszurotten, der dodh imt fedhzehnien Jahrhundert viele Herzen in Franf-
reic) ergriffen Datte.

Werm der ,LQutherifge Weltalmanad)” redht Hat, jo gibt €8 in Frank:
reid) 398,000 Qutheraner, 268 Larodien, 321 Gemeinden, 309 Pajtoren.
Bei fvettem Der grifte Teil der Rutheraner Franfreid)s findet {idh natilxlidy
in Demt frither Deut{chen Gebiet Eljafs-Qothringen, namlih) 238,678 Seelen,
210 Gemeinben und 174 Paftoren,

Man fann bier Gruppen von Luiberanern in Franfreid) unterfdeiden.
AL3 erfte zdhlen wir die ,Eglise de la Confession d’Augsbourg™ aquf, die fid
in givet Diftrifte (Parid und Pontbeliard, frither Mimpelgard) zerlegt.
Sm Difteift Parid finden fidg 13,000 Glieder in 20 Parodjien, die bom
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22 PBaftoren bedient werden. Prdfes ift Graf P. de Pourtaled; Injpefior
it P. & Uppia. Da3 Kirdjenblatt diefer Gruppe ift Le Temoignage (Das
Beugnig). Ju bdiefem Diftrift gehdren aud) die fed)3 Gemeinden in Ylgierd
in Ufrifa mit iGren 2,000 Gliedern. — Der Difirift Montbeliard zahlt
37 Parodien mit 90 Gemeinben, in denen etiva 35,000 Glieder von 45 Pa-
jtoren bebient fwerben. Daz Blatt diefed Diftriftd feifjt L’Ami Ohretien
des Familles (Cfrijtliger Familienfreund). Beide Dijirifte beireiben bes
fonders die lutherifdge Miffion auf Mabagasfar, jind aber aud) auf dem
Gebiet ber Juneren Miffion durdousd nidht untatig.

Die zveite Gruppe ift ,Rirde AYugsburgijder Konfeffion in CElfak-
Qothringen”, Prdfed ded Diveftoriums ift Fr. Crivein in Stragbourg. Die
Kirdge umfaht tveit iiber die Halfte aller Quibheraner in Franfreid). Eine
eigene Heidenmiffion hat fie nidht; fie unierftitbt befonders Hermannsdburg
joivie MNeuendetteldau und Leipzig. Sebr rilhrig ift fie in der Jnneren Mif=
fion; Defonderd Perborzuheben iwdre etiva, bafy fie dret Diafonijfenanitalten
Yat (Strasdbourg, Neuenberg und Sarepta bet Dorligheim).

A3 dritte Gruppe iware aufguzdhlen die Firglid) geqriindete Shynode
pon Elfaf-Lothringen, die mit der Shnodalfonfereny (Miffourifynode) in
WVerbindbung fteht. Bwolf Predigtplibe iwverben bon den fiinf Vaftoren diefer
Gynode Dedient.

Viertend {ind nod) dle deut{dh-lutherijden Gemeinden zu nenven und
anbdere (utherifdge Gemeinbden, die in Alt-Franfreid) beftehen und eine frembe
©pradje benugen. BVor dem Krieg gab e3 eine gange Reihe deutidhiprechen=
per lutherifher Gemeinden in Franfreich; jebt gibt e83 nur nody die eine
Chriftustirde in Paris, an der feinerzeit Vater Vodelfdhiving) einige Jahre
jtand.  Diefe Gemeinde zahlt 1,200 Glieder, hat ihr eigened Gemeindes
blatt und unterhdll ein Frauen- und PMaddenheim. Der Paftor der Ge-
meinde Beift Crid) Dahlgriin. — CEbenfalld in Parid ift eine danifd-
lutherifde Senmteinde und in Dunferque (Diinfirden) eine {dHwedifde
Geemannsmiffion.  (Rirdenblatt. Abgedbrudt im ,Lutherijden Herold“.)

A Criticism of the Course of Anglicans in India. — Will the
Anglicans in South India amalgamate with the Methodists and the Prot-
estant bodies which constitute the South India United Church? The
present status of the union movement reflected in this question is described
in the Living Church as follows: “It appears that the majority of the
Indian bishops are willing to concur in the virtual abandonment of con-
firmation, the recognition of all sacraments as equally valid, since all
ministries are equally invalid, and the participation of Protestant min-
isters in the consecration of bishops of the proposed United Church. . . .
It is further reported that certain of the Indian bishops have taken the
amazing position that they have the power to dispense congregations from
the rule that only a bishop or priest may celebrate the Holy Communion
for them.” Tt is interesting to read the comment of the Living Ohurch
editor on the last item. ‘“This is a startling claim indeed; for not even
the Pope of Rome has ever contended that such power is inherent in his:
office. By what authority do these Anglican bishops in India arrogate to
themselves power greater than that claimed by the Pope and hitherto.
unheard of in all of Catholic Christendom? . .. If the Anglican Church
of India persists in going through with the scheme of union with the



552 Theological Observer. -— Kirdlich-Beitgefdhichtliches,

Protestant denominations on the terms now apparently contemplated, it
will thereby cut itself off from the fellowship of the Anglican union and
the body of Catholic Christendom. The other autonomous Anglican
churches will then be faced with the problem of officially severing the
union with the Church of India and will have to consider the sending of
new missionaries to that country to teach anew the Catholic faith ‘as
this Church hath received the same.’” One cannot suppress the wish that
this zeal which is exerting itself in opposition to the spirit of unionism
and indifferentism might be better informed on what is essential and what
is unessential. A,

No Bible-Reading in the Public Schools of Southern Australia.
In commenting on this matter, the Australien Lutheran writes: “State-
school teachers did not approve of the amendment to the Education Act in
Southern Australia. The proposed amendment provided for Bible-reading
during school-hours and also for the right of entry for ministers of religion
and their representatives. The editor of the Southern Australia Teachers’
Journal comments as follows: ‘Many of our members [of the Teachers’
Association] favor Bible-reading, and some advocate Scripture-lessons, but
so far we have not heard of any member supporting the proposal that
ministers should have access to the schools. Our members regret the appar-
ent indifference of many people to their religious duties; but their expe-
rience with children does not encourage them in the belief that religious
instruction in the schools would cure that ill’ While admitting that it is
in the interest of the child to have a sound religious education, he asks
whether it is the duty of the state to provide for more than a ‘sound moral,
physical, and intellectual training for the pupils” He believes that the
sponsors of the bill have not yet justified the proposed amendment and that
therefore the measure should not be carried. We Lutherans were not very
much impressed by the amendment, although as far as it provided only for
reading of the Scriptures, we did not protest against it. However, the bill
has now been rejected, and, as it would appear, mainly on the arguments
of Mr. Craigie, whose denunciations of the Bible equal anything that the
Bolsheviks have produced in that direction. From the Hansard report it
therefore looks as if the Southern Australian Parliament has declared that.
the Bible is not worthy of a place in the state school on account of its
untrue and immoral contents, Of course, there were also those Parliamen-
tarians who defended the honor of the Bible.”

‘While the contention of the editor of the 8. A. Teachers’ Journal is well
founded and the educational duty of the state does not go farther than to
provide for more than a “sound moral, physical, and intellectual training
for the pupils,” it was wisdom on the part of our brethren not to protest
the proposed amendment in its provision for Bible-reading in the public
schools. J.T. M.

A New Translation of the New Testament. —The United Pres-
byterian informs us of a translation of the New Testament into modern
Czech speech by Professor Zilka. The first translation into that language
since the sixteenth century, this book has become the best seller of the
year in that land.-—N.B.N.L.C.



