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I, Awmeriks

How Much of the Bible is True? — That is the question the Modernist
who rejects the doctrine of the plenary inspiration of the Scriptures has
to answer. The professor of the University of Chicago Dr.H. L. Willett,
who conducts the Question Box in the Christian Century, was confronted
with this problem when a reader asked, “How much of the Bible is to
be taken as factual and trustworthy, and how is one to make sure of
the portions that are to be believed?” Certainly an unavoidable question
for all who refuse to believe what the Bible says about itself. The an-
swer of Professor Willett will hardly be found satisfactory by his cor-
respondent. He says of the Old Testament Scriptures: “They embody
tradition, folk-lore, and imaginative material as well as authentic recitals
of actual incidents. They even include works of fiction, such as the
books of Ruth, Jonah, and Esther, as well as fables and parables, such
as those spoken by Jesus. A whole world of mythology lies back of the
literature of the Old Testament, and to this frequent reference is made
in the poetry and preaching of the Scriptures. Ome is not likely to be
misled in discriminating between statements of fact and the obvious
fiction of illustrative references.” This is a polite way of saying that
there is no criterion which can be employed with the assurance that
one is differentiating between truth and fiction. The concluding para-
graph of Professor Willett’s statement reads: “It is evident that it is not
only the privilege but the duty of the student of Scripture to exercise
his right of judgment regarding the statements of the Bible, remember~
ing the origin and character of the record and the fact that the freedom
to estimate the historical and moral value of all parts of the book, the
right of private judgment, is the foundation-stone of Protestantism.
Beyond this the introductions and commentaries offer useful suggestions.”
There you are in a bog, bewildered and wondering who had the audacity
to offer you light and instead of it gave you darkness. A.

Is Jesus Christ the God-Man or the Divine Man? —In his book
Jesus Christ Our Lord (published by the Abingdon Press, 1937) Dr. Otto
Justice Baab of the faculty of Garrett Biblical Institute, Evanston, Ill,
applies a long series of honorific epithets to Jesus. He calls Jesus “the
Son of God,” “the veritable Son of God,” “the very Son of God.” He
speaks of “Jesus’ kinship with God,” of “Christ’s divine nature,” “the
very divinity of Christ,” abhors “the denial of the divinity of Christ,”
and insists that “it is the high and holy purpose of the Church to
demonstrate without equivocation the divinity of Christ, its Lord.” But
he will not call Jesus God. He declares on page 41: “It is historically
possible and reasonable to believe that Jesus regarded Himself as a
divine being. . . . But this is quite different from ascribing deity to
Jesus. . .. It is hard to imagine His acceptance of the Johannine idea
of a metaphysical oneness between Himself and Deity.” So all that the
high-sounding titles which the Modernist confers upon Jesus import is
that Jesus “is the embodiment of the greatest power in the universe,”
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“the most significant embodiment of the divine power of integrating
understanding in all of history,” “the divinity that was in His soul
expressed itself essentially in an attitude of understanding, all-embracing
love.” We had read the book thus far for the purpose of review, but
at page 57 we stalled. “We mean, then, that Jesus is so uniquely and
concretely related to the power we call God that His divinity iz beyond
dispute. In Him dwells all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. In Him
the power of mutual and sacrificial love which is God has come to men.
After all the ages when various levels of existence in the evolutionary
process were struggling to incarnate the principle of mutual helpfulness,
blindly at first and then in the dim beginnings of conscious life, there
finally came to earth a human personality in whom this power had fuil
sway and effectiveness. No one save the Son of God could so sublimely
and completely surrender Himself as an instrument of this divine power.”
We are stalled here for the present. We shall not write the review till
several points that here perplex us are settled. First, have these won-
derful powers of the evolutionary process come to a standstill? Could
they not produce a second Jesus? And with the power of Jesus’ in-
fluence working for nineteen hundred years, why are not beings pro-
duced that excel Jesus? Has the evolutionary force exhausted itself
centuries ago? Again, what a wicked force must inhere in the evolu-
tionary process to produce a being like Jesus, the acme of humanity,
who ‘“regarded Himself as a divine heing”! Evolution, producing the
noblest creature, has produced the most wicked creature! Then, too,
we cannot understand why Dr. Baab should use the phrase “there fnally
came to earth.” It has sense when we speak of the incarnation of the
Son of God. It has sense, in what is called on this same page the
“Jewish” conception, that “the Son of God was a heavenly creature set
aside for a special mission to men.” But one who looks upon Jesus
as a mere man might say that He “appeared on earth” but should not
say He “came to earth.” One who does not accept the Biblical account
should refrain from wusing Biblical phrases. E.

A Warning Concerning Unionisim. — When in New Haven, Conn.,
Episcopalians met representatives of eleven other Protestant bodies,
a joint Communion was held, which was justly criticized by the Living
Church. The editor of that paper writes: “We must take this opportunity
to state as emphatically and unequivocally as possible our conviction that
“Yoint Communion services’ in which priests of the Episcopal Church
participate together with ministers of Protestant denominations are a
wrong approach to the subject of Christian unity. We feli that the
united Communion service at Oxford was a mistake, even though it had
such high authority for it as the Archbishop of Canterbury. We feel
equally that the joint Communion service in Connecticut was a mistake
so far as the participation of Anglicans is concerned, and we hope that
it will not be allowed to stand as a precedent. Intercommunion is the
goal of the unity movement, not simply a step along the way. The
Episcopal Church is a part of Catholic Christendom. Catholics have
a very definite concept of the Holy Communion, a concept that we be-
lieve in all sincerity to be the only true interpretation of our Lord’s
own teaching. We believe in the real, objective presence of our Lord
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in the blessed Sacrament of the Altar when the Holy Communion is
properly celebrated by a properly ordained priest of the Catholic Church.
We believe that our Lord is present in the blessed Sacrament, not in
some vague, subjective sense, but actually and objectively, quite as truly
as He was present in the manger in Bethlehem or on the cross of Calvary.
He is to be worshiped on His altar-throne just as the shepherds and the
Wise Men worshiped Him in Palestine and as the angels, archangels,
and all the company of heaven worship Him there. Protestants do not
hold this belief. Not only do they not believe in the necessity of a sac-
rificing priesthood for the celebration of the Holy Communion, but most
of them do not mean the same thing that we do by this Sacrament. In
Baptist theology, for example, the Lord’s Supper is not even described
as a Sacrament, but simply as an ordinance. Certain Liberals see in it
nothing but a memorial of a historic event. Some even go so far as to
share the Unitarian denial that Christ is God and so cannot believe that
He is present in the blessed Sacrament. When we join with our Protes-
tant brethren in the celebration of what purports to be a united Com-
munion service, when actually it means one thing to us, another thing to
orthodox Protestants, still another to liberal Protestants, and something
still different to Unitarians, we are not promoting Christian unity but
simply muddying the waters and confusing the issue. Moreover, if we
persist in united Communion services with Protestants, we shall endanger
our relationships with the Eastern Orthodox and Old Catholics, thus
disrupting the measure of unity that we have already been able to ob-
tain with our brethren with whom we share the full Catholic faith. We
wish to be as kindly and charitable in this matter as we can, but we feel
that we must speak out frankly and plainly. We hope that our Protes-
tant brethren will recognize that it is not lack of Christian charity but
devetion to one of the most fundamental docirines of our faith that ani-
mates us in so deing.”

Naturally, much is to be subtracted from the above before we can
subscribe to it. One wishes very much that the writer would have pre-
sented more fully his teaching on the Lord’s Supper. It is evident that
he believes in the real presence; but whether it is the Roman Catholic
doctrine of the real presence which he accepts or that of the Lutheran
Church is not gquite clear. When he speaks of worshiping Jesus on His
altar-throne, the fear inevitably rises in one that he holds Roman Catholic
notions ccncerning the Sacrament. But what is commendatory in the
editorial, is the definiteness with which the author speaks against the
joint Communion services of people who are not agreed in doctrine, not
even with respect to the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper. How people
whose teachings on the Sacrament of the Altar are conflicting can go to
the Lord’s Table together is indeed an enigma for all who hold that in
the Church, if anywhere, the principles of honesty and sincerity should
obtain, A.

Unienistic Make-Belief. — The unionists try hard to minimize the
differences in the way of church union. They like to play up the points
of agreement. And they are satisfied with a great minimum. In an
article, ‘The Outlook for Church Union,” discussing the results of Oxford
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and Edinburgh, the Christian Century of September 22, 1937, states:
“Edinburgh asked: Are our differences on this point and that insur-
mountable barriers to union? Here was realism. And it was the kind
of realism which was so honest and candid that even where the dif-
ferences were insurmountable, the discussion resulted in increased
mutual respect, coupled with hope that further fellowship and discussion
would lead to a common understanding.” However: “But this realism
also led to the discovery of unsuspected margins of agreement. The dis-
cussion of the number of Sacraments is a good illustration. It was
pointed out that Protestantism generally holds to two, Baptism and the
Lord’s Supper; Eastern orthodoxy holds, with Roman Catholicism, to
seven; Anglicanism has left the number indeterminate, but generally
agrees with the Protestant bodies in giving special place to two. How-
ever, it emerged in the discussions that we all have the equivalent of
seven sacraments, and perhaps more! Certainly the Orthodox and Ro-
man churches are not peculiar in holding marriage to be a ‘divine ordi-
nance.” Also, every clergyman of the now liturgical churches performs
some act of grace for the dying, which is the equivalent of ‘extreme
unction.” Moreover, all churches ‘ordain’ their ministers. There is also
in the discipline of all churches at least a suggestion of ‘penance.” Con-
firmation is a universal practise in churches which practise infant bap-
tism. And as for those churches which practise only adult baptism a new
‘sacrament’ is coming into wide use, namely, the dedication of infants
and their recognition as members of the Christian community for whose
care the church has peculiar responsibility.” This is pathetic. E.

“Papam esse verum antichristum.”—A paragraph from Dr.J. A. Dell’s
review of Lenski’s Interpretation of St. Paul’s Epistles to the Colossians,
to the Thessalonians, to Timothy, to Titus, and to Philemon, published
in the Journal of the American Lutheran Conference, October, 1937, p. 73,
reads: “Perhaps you are interested in ‘the man of sin’ in 2 Thess. 2. “This
is an apostasy (v.3), says Lenski. ‘It is therefore to be sought in the
Church visible, not outside of the Church, —not in the pagan world, in
the general pagan moral decline, in Mohammedanism, in the French
Revolution, in the rise and spread of Masonry, in Soviet Russia, or in
lesser phenomena. We must not confuse the little antichrists with the
great antichrists, the antichrists outside of the visible Church with the
great Antichrist inside of it. . . . The secret beginnings were actively
stirring in Paul’s own time, v.7. We may debate as to what or who still
held these beginnings down at that time (10 xatéyov—o6 »avéyov). In
the writer’s opinion the best view is that this was the Roman imperium,
a force (neuter), and this force represented in the person (masculine)
of the pagan emperors. This got out of the way, v.7, when Constantine,
the first Christian emperor, came to the throne. Only then did the
Papacy become possible. The great apostasy is Romanism.” Instead of
quoting this paragraph from Lenski’s commentary directly, we have pre-
ferred to call attention to its incorporation into the Journal of the Amer-
ican Lutheran Conference.

We cannot refrain, however, from quoting another paragraph from
the commentary, on page 444 {.: “What obstructs the vision of so many
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and leads them to deny that the Pope is the Antichrist is a failure to
appreciate in their person the fact that justification by faith alone is the
soul and center of all that is true Christianity. All other doctrines have
their roots in this one. We quote Franz Pieper: ‘It is true, the open
unbelievers are raging enemies of the Church. But what Christians are
to think of pronounced unbelievers they know. By this they are not
deceived. How does it, then, come about that men are today disinclined
to recognize the Pope as the Antichrist? Whence this strange and de-
plorable fact that nearly all late “believing” theologians hunt about for
the Antichrist while he does his great and mighty work in the Church
right before their eyes? They are not established in the living knowl-
edge of the doctrine of justification and in the importance of this doc~
trine for the Church. From my own experience I must confess that in
my own conscience I was not vitally convinced that the Pope is the
Antichrist until, on the one hand, I realized what the doctrine of jus-
tification is and what its significance is for the Church, and, on the other
hand, that the Papacy has its real essence in denying and cursing the
docirine of justification and by its show of piety and its claim to be
the only saving Church binds to itself men’s consciences.” (Christliche
Dogmatil, II, 669 f.) Beyond the curse pronounced by the Council of
Trent, sessio €, canon 11, nothing can go in the way of antichristianity in
the official Church: Si quis dixerit, homines iustificari vel sola imputa-
tione iustitine Christi, ete. . . . The confessional statement of the Smal-
cald Articles, II, Art. IV, (Trigl., 475), is true: ‘This teaching shows force~
fully that the Pope is the very Antichrist,”” ete.

By the way, while we are studying Lenski’s commentary on
2 Thess. 2, we shall glance at the exposition of vv.13 and 14: “God hath
from the beginning chosen you to salvation through sanctification of the
Spirit and belief of the truth, whereunto He called you by our Gospel.”
“Chose; only the middle of olgé® is used in the New Testament and
only the simplex. The sense is much the same as though Paul had used
#nhéyeotor or meoopilsy, although each verb has its own connotation. Here
siloto means no more than that God ‘“took you for Himself took you
for His own, and in that sense ‘chose you.’ ‘From the beginning.’ . . .
The sense is thus the same as ‘before the foundation of the world’ (Eph.
1,4), in eternity. . . . There is no other choice, or election, save this
one for salvation in connection with sanctification and faith. Some think
only of final salvation (heaven), i.e., of the ‘glory’ mentioned in v.14;
but sanctification and faith point to ‘salvation’ both here and hereafter.
... 'Ev (v Gywou®) does not mean ‘in view of’ or ‘in the foreknowl-
edge of’ . . . None were chosen by God without this connection.
F. Pieper well says that sanctification and faith belong to the act of
choosing and not merly to the execution of the act, as Calvinists teach.
(Christliche Dogmatik, II1, 538.) ... What God did for the Thessalonians
in time rests on His timeless act: if no choice, then no call, etec.” There
are statements in Lenski’s commentary regarding election which are not
so clear, some that are not acceptable, but here all is clear: We owe our
salvation, our faith included, to the eternal election of grace. “If no
choice, then no call, ete.” E.
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“All Scripture is Given by Inspiration of God.” — We have not yet
tired of transcribing portions from Lenski’s commentary. It is a labor of
love. From the comment on 2 Tim. 3,16 we select the following state-
ments: “Paul’s passive ¥edmvevotog must in some way be ruled out.
Many follow the bold method: They let Paul say what he pleases; they
do not believe what he says. Many that are not so bold tone down the
idea of inspiration until nothing but the decorative word is left. Some-
how they at least do not like to give up the word. They generally, how-
ever, speak with contempt of what they denominate ‘the verbal theory
of inspiration.” They propose a ‘theory’ of a totally different kind, cer-
tainly one that allows for more or less error in Holy Writ. . . . All of
it presents and reveals the fact of inspiration, only the fact. There is
no_theory about it, can be none. A fact is simply to be seen as a fact,
then treated as a fact, not to be dissolved into a theory. He who does
the latter may lose the fact; many already have lost it. — ‘All Scripture’
is ‘writing,’ yoaegn. The pen traces words and combines these into sen-
tences and paragraphs. These words convey the thought. Erase the
words, and the thought disappears. These are not Woerter, vocables, but
Worte, words expressing thoughts. This is verbal inspiration. It is be-
fore us on every written page of the Book. There is no other divine
inspiration. The thoughts cannot be separated from the words, which
are its vehicles. To speak of an inspiration of thought that is not an
inspiration of the words is to disregard what the Scriptures show us as
a fact. To gndév imd 10D #volov, ‘the thing that was uttered or spoken by
the Lord’ (Matt. 1, 22), was uttered in words, Yahveh uttered them,
Were these utterances fallible, errant in any way, in any word or ex-
pression? Does Yahveh ever err? ‘Thy Word is truth,” diidewo, John
17,17. ‘Which things also we speak, not in words (Aévol) taught of
human wisdom, but taught of the Spirit, 1 Cor.2,13. The very Aéyou
were taught by the Spirit by verbal inspiration, they are inerrant in
every word, unless we intend to charge the Lord and His Spirit with
errancy, fallibility.” E.

The Harassed Presbyterian Church of America. — The troubles of
this new organization, led by Dr. Machen till his lamented death, Jan-
uary 1, are not few. A group has left it to organize a new body to be
called the “Bible Presbyterian Synod.” This synod, as the Presbyterian
Tribune states, is intending to stand by the Independent Board, while the
year-old Presbyterian Church of America has abandoned the Indepen-
dent Board and taken steps to form its own committee on foreign mis-
sions. One cause of the dissension undoubtedly is that the men who
are at the head of the Bible Presbyterian Synod movement are premil-
lenarians, who, while they accept the Westminster Confession of Faith
and the catechisms, intend “to amend these standards in any particular
in which the premillennial teaching of the Scripture may be held to be
obscured.” Another reason why the Presbyterian Church of America
severed its relations with the Independent Board is said to have been
the fact that some of the leaders of the Independent Board had not be-
come members of the Presbyterian Church of America. We have here
a plain demonstration of what unhealthy enthusiasm (Schwaermerei)
will lead to. A.
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Developments at Princeton Seminary.— Under this heading Chris-
tianity Today (November, 1937) reports with undisguised fear two recent
developments at Princeton Seminary which show that the liberal ele-
ments in control of the seminary are trying to keep Presbyterian con-
servatism out of both the management and the teaching force of Prince~
ton. In the first place, Dr. Robert E. Speer has been elected to succeed
Dr. W.L. McEwan as president of the Board of Trustees, and this must
be taken as a step favoring the Auburn Affirmation group. Dr. Speer is
the first layman to be made president of the Board of Control of the
educational activities of the seminary. But what is even worse is the
fact that on October 12 the Board elected the Rev. Dr. E. G. Homrighausen
to succeed the late Harold L. Donnelly as professor of Christian Educa-
tion. Dr.Homrighausen is at present pastor of the Carrollton Avenue
Church (Evangelical and Reformed) in Indianapolis and lecturer on
Church History in the College of Religion of Butler University. The
liberal stand of this minister is proved by Christianity Today from his
recent book Christianity in America, from which it quotes the following
modernistic statements with reference to the inspiration of the Bible:
“The old idea of an infallible Bible, inspired in every jot and tittle,
which is often associated with preaching, has run its course.” (P.105.)
“While in many respects that scholarship [critical] has been destructive,
in a much larger sense it has liberated us from all these notions of an
infallible book.” (P.118.) “Few intelligent Protestants can still hold to
the idea that the Bible is an infallible book; that it contains no linguistic
errors, no historical discrepancies, no antiquated scientific assumptions,
not even bad ethical standards. Some might still claim for the ‘original
copies’ of the Bible an infallible character, but this only begs the ques-
tion and makes such Christian apologetics more ridiculous in the eyes
of sincere men.” (P.121.) “The Bible is not the actual Word of God,
but merely a human witness to what the Word of God did in and with
men and history. The words of the Bible are not to be believed because
they are in the Bible. In reading the Bible, there comes to me a strange
language, there confronts me a real God, and there emerges before me
something about life that I do not discover anywhere else. It is because
the Scriptures do this that they are ‘sacred” Not all the Bible does
this for me. There is much in the Bible like chaff, or rather like the
seemingly insignificant parts of a watch. There is a residue in the Bible
that remains intact in spite of all its inaccuracies, its antedated cosmology
and science.” (P.136.) In closing the report, Christianity Today re-
marks rather mildly: “With these statements before us, it seems difficult,
if not impossible, to suppose that Dr. Homrighausen holds that view of
Holy Scripture to which each and every member of the Board of Trustees
and faculty of Princeton Seminary is required to subscribe.” Dr.Hom-
righausen, by the way, is a member of the critical wing of Barthian
rationalism. J.T. M.

Triennial Convention of the Protestant Episcopal Church. — This
convention, which met in Cincinnati in October, 1937, has attracted
a good deal of attention. Some of the chief news items reported in the
religious press concerning it are the following. The former presiding
bishop, Rev.James De Wolf Perry, was not reelected. The new pre-
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siding bishop is Bishop Tucker of Virginia, a man sixty-three years old,
who served prominently as missionary and Christian leader in Japan.
His election is held as indicating that a new era of missionary advance
will be inaugurated by his Church. “Under the new plan of organization
the presiding bishop will have a new place of leadership in the formula-
tion of the policies of the Church, for he will be president of the National
Council and will also be more directly in charge of the Forward Move-
ment. It is likely also that he will head the new commission on strategy
and policy.” (The Living Church.)

The proposed World Council, which is to continue the work of the
Oxford and Edinburgh conferences, was enthusiastically endorsed, and
provision was made for the sending of one clerical and one lay delegate
to the preliminary conference to be held in Holland in May, 1938. With
respect to the office of the presiding bishop it was decided that he should
be elected for life, that is, till he reaches the retiring age of sixty-eight.
The presiding bishop was instructed to turn over the supervision of his
particular diocese as much as possible to his coadjutor, that is, the assis-
tant bishop, in order that he might give all of his time to the work of the
Church at large. With respect to marriage and divorce several attempts
were made to alter the present canon of the Church, “which permits
remarriage by the Church only in the case of the innocent party in a
divorce granted on grocunds of adultery.” One group tried to put the
decision of the question whether a divorced person seeking another mar-
riage might be granted this request into the hands of the diocesan bhishop,
who after consultation with the parochial minister would have to say
whether the marriage could be authorized. Another group likewise
sought to invest the bishop with the authority of decision in such cases,
limiting them, however, to divorce obtained on the ground of adultery.
Both proposed alterations were defeated. While one must applaud the
action of the convention inasmuch as it refused to yield to Liberalism,
it is regrettable that the Protestant Episcopal Church is not adhering
to the full teachings of the Scriptures on this point, recognizing that not
only adultery, but likewise malicious desertion constitutes a valid reason
for obtaining a divorce. It must have been very impressive when it
was announced that the special collection of the woman’s auxiliary,
gathered at a service in connection with the convention, amounted to
$861,000. The report of the Joint Commission on Approaches to Unity
says that a conference was held with representatives of the Augustana
Synod, at which “a surprising unanimity on the subjectis of the Holy
Secriptures, the historic creeds, and the Sacraments” was revealed. The
report continues: “Difference on the matter of holy orders was frankly
confessed and the way left open for further discussions. Numerous
suspicions were allayed, and many misconceptions were cleared away.
Progress will be necessarily slow in this direction, but the prospect is
encouraging.” The Commission found itself largely in agreement with
the Commission on Unity of the Methodist Episcopal Church and will
continue its discussions with it. It strongly recommends reunion with
the “separated brethren,” the Reformed Episcopal Church. As to its
discussions with the Northern Presbyterians, the commission proposed
that both churches, the Protestant Episcopal and the Presbyterian Church
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in the United States of America, should accept the following declara-
tion: “The two churches, one in the faith of the Lord Jesus, the incarnate
Word of God, recognizing the Holy Scriptures as the supreme rule of
faith, accepting the two Sacraments ordained by Christ, and believing
that the visible unity of Christian churches is the will of God, hereby
firmly declare their purpose to achieve organic union between the re-
spective churches. Upon the basis of this agreement the two churches
agree to take immediate steps toward the framing of plans whereby this
may be achieved.” This proposal was accepted and will be communi-
cated to the Presbyterian Church in the U.S. A. by the presiding bishop.
A.

“A Significant Statement by a Liberal Editor.” —As a “significant
statement by a liberal editor” Christianity Today (October, 1937) quotes
the following editorial comment by Dr. Charles C. Morrison of the Chris-
tian Century: “For more than a hundred years the Church has been
engaged in the solemn business of forgetting its Gospel. It has not
repudiated or denied it but has allowed it to be so mixed and adul-
terated with the wisdom of this world that its own unique testimony
has been blurred with ambiguity. The fundamentals of the Christian
faith have been covered over with secularism, and our churchmanship
has proceeded upon the assumption that the Church’s contribution to
human life must be made in terms of prevalent philosophies which
have no relation to the Christian faith.” This brief description of the
insidious work of Modernism is so well founded that it merits careful
consideration. What Dr. Morrison here so nicely declares in his ex-
cellent analysis of the case is precisely the course which the high dig-
nitaries of modern rationalism, such as Schleiermacher and Ritschl, as
well as their many imitators have followed: they have mixed and adul-
terated the Gospel with the wisdom of this world! Not so adequate is
what Dr. Morrison writes next: “The rise of totalitarian states and the
manifest inability of secular society to get itself together, especially since
the World War, have set Christian men to the task of digging down to
the foundations of their faith, with the result that a conception of the
Church and of the Gospel is emerging which transcends the categories
of social reform in the secular sense and exhibits Christianity as the
only savior of the world.” While it is true that the World War and its
aftermath are partly responsible for the bankruptey of extreme rational-
ism, the real “digging down to the foundations of faith” is, properly
speaking, the good fruit of the testimony of scores of faithful witnesses
throughout the world, of Bekenntnisfronten which took their task seri-
ously. Incidentally, the “new conception of the Church and of the
Gospel, transcending the categories of social reform in the secular sense”
is largely only a “new rationalism,” not essentially different from its
unlamented predecessor, just a new way of “covering fundamentals
with secularism.” J.T.M.

When Patriotism Becomes Worship. — The Sunday-school Times
(September 4, 1937) under this heading calls attention to the seriousness
of the problem arising from the fact that the Japanese government in-
sists upon the participation of Christians, especially in Korea and Man-
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churia, in the Shinto festivities. The Times has discussed the problem
before and in the issue mentioned restates and reaffirms its position that
under no condition must Christians join in these rites of pagan worship.
Because of his uncompromising stand in the matter Dr. George McCune
was forced from the presidency of the Union Christian College and the
principalship of the Presbyterian Boys Academy at Pyeng Yang and
obliged to leave Korea. So far only one church-body has definitely
taken a stand on the question whether Christians in Japan, Korea, and
Manchuria, and especially the teachers and pupils in the Christian mis-
sion-schools and colleges there, may bow at the shrines, namely, the
Executive Committee of Foreign Missions of the Southern Presbyterian
Church. Regarding the claim that such Shinto cbeisance is merely polit-
ical in nature and not in any way religious the Sunday-school Times
writes: “The Japanese government regards the Shinto shrines as the very
foundation of its policy of national patriotic education. Around the
shrines has been gathered all the folklore and tradition of Japanese
nationalism. They are regarded as the shades of the spirits of the em-
perors, the mythological ancestors of the country, and the heroes of the
empire. To do obeisance at the shrine is therefore, according to the
government, but the normal and rightful duty of every Japanese subject,
and shrine attendance is to be required of all pupils in schools as a part
of the necegsary training in loyalty and patriotism. It is natural that
such policies should receive special emphasis at a time when extreme
nationalism is epidemic around the world, and it is evident that no let-up
is contemplated. Of course, the government takes the position that there
is nothing in all this that should prove in any way embarrassing to the
Christian schools, as, according to its claim, the shrines are purely patri-
otic in nature and have no religious significance. It is at this point that
the difficulties begin, for our missionaries are unable so to regard Shinto
shrines.” Among the objections of the missionaries the following are the
most convincing: 1. There is a great volume of Japanese opinion and
scholarship supporting the view that Shinto is a religion. 2. Government
spokesmen apply all the terms of religion to the cult. 3. The objects of
veneration have ascribed to them the attributes of deity. 4. Shinto has
always been classified as a religion. 5. There are distinctly religious ele-
ments in the ritual. 6. Terms of religion are regularly employed. The
matter certainly is a most serious one, and one can readily understand
the appeal of the Times: “Surely Christian people everywhere should
unite in prayer for the missionaries and for their boards at home that
all may be true to the will and Word of God in this crisis time.”
J. T. M.

Heathen Thefts from the Bible, — Under this heading the Sunday-
school Times (Nov.20,1937) argues a most important apologetic fact
which the Christian minister or teacher may occasionally use in his
defense of the Bible. The article is too long to be quoted here in full,
but even a few excerpts will suffice to acquaint the reader with the
weighty matter. We read: “Parallels to Scripture in Asiatic literature
have been diligently sought out in an attempt to disprove the uniqueness
of Christian ethics and of Scripture revelation and even in order to trace
a Buddhist or other origin of our Lord’s words and miracles. The error
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in these calculations is that they often reverse history. What is brought
forward as a heathen parallel or lofty teaching is quite often of Christian
origin, modified and reduced. Here, as so often, critics fail to take into
account the fluidity of the ancient world. Christian missions entered
India at a very early date. The tradition that Thomas went to India
and preached Christ in the kingdom of Gundophares was treated as
legendary until, in the last century, it was discovered that a monarch
of that name ruled in the Punjab at that very time. In A.D. 68 a colony
of ten thousand Jews emigrated en masse from Palestine to the Malabar
coast, and in A.D. 130 Pantaenus, who was sent to India to teach the
Brahmans, found a Christian church already established there. These
and other historical indications have their fatal correspondences in
Buddhist literature. The Jakata stories of a disciple walking on the
water and of Buddha making one loaf feed more than five hundred
people are of post-Christian date and obviocusly a theft from the gospel
narrative. The fact that Buddha as well as Christ preached on mountain
tops appears from the Lalita Vistara; but this writing, according to
Rhys Davids, is not earlier than the sixth century A.D. The Yale
Sanscritist, the late Prof. E. W. Hopkins, with the best of will could find
only five cogent parallels between Buddha and Christ, of the fifty col-
lected. And even these five are either not close parallels or are post-
Christian in date, such as that our Lord saw Nathanael under a fig-tree
and that Buddha also attained enlightenment under a fig-tree, or that,
when Buddha was a babe, the old Yogi Asita flew down from the Hima-
layas to prophesy the child’s further greatness, as Simeon prophesied in
the Temple. Dr. Fosdick has ignorantly tried to parallel the miraculous
births of Buddha and of Christ. But pre-Christian Buddhists never
affirmed that Buddha was born of a virgin; and to compare the story
of the white elephant entering the body of Buddha’s mother, later to
pass out of her side in the shape of Buddha, with the lovely and con-
vineing story of the first chapter of Luke, is an affront both to reason
and to good taste. The Bhagavad Gita (‘The Lord’s Recitation’) is un-
questicnably the best that heathenism has to offer in the way of litera~
ture. The Gita is the story of Krishna, and in its original form it some-
what antedates the Chrisian era. It was, however, remodeled and re-
written in post-Christian times, and in meter and language was made
wholly different from the ancient Upanishads. The character of Krishna,
too, is entirvely altered, and Christian elements are introduced. He is
thus represented as sin-forgiving, a conception wholly alien to Asian
religion. This precess of stealing from the New Testament is obvious in
other Hindu literature, where Krishna is described as the guardian of
the flock, the sinless God, the Lord of the world who consented to die
that he might fulfil the word of seers; also in the story of the Stake Saint,
unjustly impaled with thieves. In the later Puranas (all post-Christian)
Krishna is man-God, born in a stable, one who later restored a widow’s
son to life, healed a cripple, was anointed with a box of ointment, and
so on. The Bhagavad Gita parallels many Scripture-passages so closely
as to make the source of its quotations unquestionable.”

The Times then quotes a large number of passages in parallel and
concludes: “Here is an extensive and convincing plagiarism of the ideas
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and expressions found in John’s gospel. But how flat and colorless they
have become in the transition! Our Lord spake as one having authority;
but there is no accent of authority in these stolen heathen maxims,
although they come in the last analysis from the King Himself. His
words were gracious; these are insipid. The wisdom of the East, in this
instance, is neither wise nor Eastern. To sentimentalize over it is to leave
the living waters for broken cisterns. Dr. Hu Shih, the ‘father of the
Renascence movement in China,” who is said to have the finest mind in
China today, says: ‘China has nothing [in her civilization and religion]
worth preserving. You foreigners who tell China that she has, are doing
her disservice. You but add to her false pride’ This is equally true
of India.” J.T. M.

Deaths. — On September 30, 1937, the United Lutheran Church of
America lost one of its prominent members through the death of Rev. Dr.
Augustus Steimle, pastor of the Lutheran Church of the Advent, New
York City. He had been a representative of the U.L.C. at the recent
World Conference on Faith and Order in Edinburgh. — Luther College,
Decorah, Iowa, suffered the loss of Carl Doving, a prominent hymnologist,
who died October 2, 1937.

Brief Items. — How the Edinburgh Conference disposed for itself of
the differences in the doctrine held by its members touching the Lord’s
Supper is shown by this paragraph of the official report: “We all believe
that Christ is truly present in the Eucharist, though as to how that
presence is manifested and realized we may differ. Every precise defini-
tion of the presence is found to be a limiting thing, and the attempt to
formulate such definitions and to impose them on the Church has itself
been the cause of disunity in the past. . . . We are throughout in the
realm of spirit. It is through the Holy Spirit that the blessing and the
gift are given. The presence, which we do not try to define, is a spiritual
presence.” The conference here was frankly unionistic. With respect to
Baptism, after using the ambiguous language “Baptism is a sign and seal
of Christian discipleship in obedience to our Lord’s command,” the report
says: “Since the time available precluded the extended discussion of such
points as baptismal regeneration, the admission of unbaptized persons to
Holy Communion, and the relation of confirmation to Baptism, we are
unable to express an opinion how far they would constitute obstacles
to proposals for a united Church.”

The Episcopal convention held in Cincinnati in October occupied
itself with some political matters. It advocated liberalization of the
Japanese Exclusion Act and passed resolutions opposing Communism and
the Totalitarian State. Almost 450 separate resolutions are said to have
been considered during the twelve legislative days of the convention.
The Federal war on syphilis was sanctioned; but the convention did not
endorse the view that both parties requesting a church marriage should
be required to present a medical certificate showing that they are free
from venereal diseases. It did not endorse intinction with respect to
Holy Communion. It advocated that candidates for the ministry should
be given “medical, physical, and nervous examinations.”
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When the Disciples of Christ, the followers of Alexander Campbell,
recently held their international convention in Columbus, O., 2,500 del-
egates were in attendance. When a resolution was submitted which
stated that labor has the right to organize and to bargain collectively
concerning hours, wages, and conditions of work, opposition to it was
voiced by some of the members, who declared that it was divisive, that
it too specifically tied the Church to a certain course, and that it would
not be of any value. Nevertheless it was adopted.

“Unitarians were scored by their new president (Rev. Frederick M.
Eliot) for having spent entirely too much time in talking about social
action. Passing resolutions at conferences too often was a salve to the
conscience and a substitute for doing something. Also, Unitarian social
pronouncements were too much an imitation of the statements of other
bodies. The liberal Church should work out its own methods in accor-
dance with its own peculiar genius.” — Christian Century.

On account of its gripping language a paragraph from a speech
delivered by Dean Umphrey Lee of the Vanderbilt School of Religion
in view of the coming bicentennial of the Methodist Church is here
quoted: “Anniversaries are dangerous, and Methodism must decide
whether it is a movement or a monument. We are talking of unification;
but if there is nothing to unite, there is no need for uniting. As another
once said: ‘There is no point in changing the labels of empty bottles.’”

Ag the Christian Century reports, Lord Camrose of London and the
paper of which he is the editor-in-chief, the Daily Telegraph, sued a
Fascist paper called the Action for libel. Lord Camrose had been at-
tacked on the ground that he was of Jewish origin and a conspirator in
international Jewish intrigues. With respect to the first charge the
evidence submitted consisted in the marriage of Lord Camrose’s nephew
to a Rothschild. For the second no support could be adduced. The jury
decided that the Action should pay Lord Camrose 12,500 pounds and the
Daily Telegraph 7,500 pounds.

When the Unitarians met in Niagara Falls for their Sixth General
Conference, they were addressed by Rabbi Hillel Silver of Cleveland,
who spoke to them on Kant’s “Categorical Imperative.” And then some
people are surprised that the Unitarian denomination does not grow
more rapidly.

Glasgow, Scotland, in September entertained the Sixth International
Spiritualist Congress. Seventeen countries were represented, among
them India. One group of the members, it is reported, listened to papers
on the scientific aspect of Spiritualism, while the other took up matters
pertaining to the religious side. This great delusion evidently still has
much vitality. A.

II. Zusiom

Der Unioni8musd der utherifden Qandesfivden. Die ,Ev.=Lutl. Frei-
firche” bom 19. Geptember 1987 jdreibt: ,Jn den Hallenfer Befdliiffen von
diefern Jahre Hat die calbiniftife Nidtung in der Vefenmenden Kircdhe, die
Ridtung der Bruberrdte, ben Lutherifden in Deut{dland bas Redt zu einer
felbitandigen Tutherifden SKirde rund tweg abgefproden. Die Vruberrdte
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baben das Barthihe ,Barmer Befenninis‘ fitr die entjdeidbende Norm er-
flart, nad) ber audy die Tutherijdhen Befenniniife ausdzulegen find. Sie Haben
jeder Sirdje die Geltung als Kirde und jedem BPfarrer die Geltung ald
evangelijer Pfarrer abgefproden, wenn fie i) nidht in diefem Sinne auf
da8 Barmer Befenninid perpflichten laffen. Darauf Hat nun der ,Rat dber
evangelijd)=lutherifhen Kirche Deutfchlands’, ber innerhald der Befennenbden
Rirdge die fogenannten lutherijen Rirden Deut{dlands (Bayern, Sadjfen,
Witcttemberg, Hannover uffv.) zufammenfafjen will, ertlart, daf er bie
Hallenfer Bejchlitife ber BVrubdervdate nidht billige, daf er befonbderd aud) die
Lefroerpflidtung auf dasd Varmer Vefenninid fitr bie Pfarrer der {oge-
nannten lutherifden Rirde ablefne. . . . So miifsten diefe Deiben Rirden
[bie Bruderratstivche und die [utherijden Nirdhen] fih denn dod) eigentlich,
foenn fie aufrichtiq und wahrhaftig fein toollten, voneinandber trennen. Uber
fiehe ba, die jogemannten Iutherifdhgen Randestirdfen des Luiberifden Nats
bleiben trob alledem in der ,Deutiden Ebangelifdgen Sirdpe® mit den Brubder-
raten gufamumten. . . . So Jaben {id) benn aud) fHirzlid), ivie da3 BVlatt
SLutherifdhe Rirdet meldet (S. 138), der Rutherifhe Rat und die Brubder-
vate in Kaffel zu ,gemeinjamem Hanbdeln zujanunengefunden’. MWan fann
alfo die jebt Haufige Kritif landestivdlider Fithrer an den Bruberrdten und
an Prof. Barths Theologie gar nidt ernft nefhmen. [m Grunde find fie
Dodh tvieder barin eind, unter allen Umijtdnden ,die Volfstirde zu erhalten’,
unbd bleiben zu diefem Bived unter der Fithrung der Brubderrdte dody iwieber
einmiitig gufammen. LWo aber bleibt dba bie Wahrheit?”

In bem Urtifel ,Bum Verjtandnid von Halle” *) geht Herbert Golben
auf die in der , U € L. 8.“ und fonit erfdeinende Kritif der Hallenfer Be=
Jdliifie ein und fdhreibt unter anderm: , &5 qibt nod feine Luiberijhe Kirde
Deutidger Nation. €3 ift unfadlich, fo zu tun, ald ob es jdhon eine Luthe-
rifhe Rirche Deut{hlandsd in einigermafen fidhtbaren Umriffen gdbe, bdie
fchon itber einen itbereinfiimmienden VBefenninidjtand und entiprechend all-
gentein anerfannte Sirdjenordnungen und Leitungen verfiigte und an bie jich
bie altpreufijde Rirde nur angliedern miite, um den YUnforderungen an
eine Tutherifdge Rivdhe zu entfpreden. . . . Wir Haben an die Kritifer der
altpreufifjden Unton aus angeblidy fonfeffionell einfeitlid) gelagerten Lan-
desfirdjen zu biel Gegenfragen nady der Belenninisdbeftimmileit ihrer
lanbesfirdliden Ordbnungen und Entfdeidbungen zu vidhten. . . . Man lege
nicht der Hallenfer Vefhanbdlung der SKonfefjionsfrage zur Lajt, dbap e3 nun
ver{djiedene Urten von Luibheramern gibt. Die gibt ed8 aud) muperhalb
Preufens. . . . Allen Crnfted beriritt feine [utherifde [anbdesfirdhe bdie
firchentrenmenden Yusdfagen efiva der F. C. fo, wie fie von Dden Unter-
geidnern der F.C. berfrefen foorden find. ... Wo in Deut{@land
wirh Ybendbmahlstrvennung Heute nidhgt blo§ idealiter be-=
hauptet, fondern tatfadlid aufredterhalten? Wo ird
dag UbendmafhlBperftandnig der Abenbmabhldgifte gepriift und danady eine
Cntfdetdung itber bie Moglichfeit ber Gemeinidaft getroffen? Wo unter=
fdeibet fidh) in biefem Pumfte die Prarid der Abendmabhlszulafjung irgend-
etner deutfhen Lanbesfirdje pon der in Wltpreufen ibligen? . . . €3 war
fdon gemiffenicharfend, al8 einer, der dad Redht dagu Haite, und fragte, fwie

*) ,Goangelifde ITheologie”, Heft 10, Oftober 1937, &.357—378. (Berlag bomu
Chr. Ratfer, Mitnden.)
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piele Theologen denn in der Deutjden Evangelifhen Kirde aud) nur wiikten
um die theologifde und foteriologifdge Bebeutung der dyriftologifdhen Diffe-
rengpuntte, die fiir bie Sontroverfe iitber die leiblihe Realprafens bedeutiam
find, mie biele bie Lebre pon der manducatio impiorum jdhriftgemal zu
erfvetfen bermidhten, die redhte Beziehung bon Gefes und Evangelium in der
Bertimbigung bon der Sdrift aus Herzujtellen wiikten ufw.¢ . . . Dies
jenigen Konfeffionsdberivandien, die bon auferhald der altpreupijden Kirche
mit guten Ratfdldgen oder vereinfadhenber Kritif zufehen, modien {id) dbod
burdy dle Befdlitffe pon Halle fragen lajfen, ob dad in den Landestivdjen ge-
formte Lutherfum der Buhge und CGrneurung tweniger bedarf alg bdie Be-
fennende Rirdpe in Alipreufen.” €.

Das sola fide in LQuthers Sdymalfaldifden Avtifeln. Unter der {iber-
jegrift . Quibhers reformatorifdes Befenninisd in den Sdmalfaldijchen Urti-
feln” behandelt Prof. D. Dirne-Leipzig in der ,U. € L. {.” nebft anderm
aud) bie Hohe Vebeutung ded sola fide in den Sdmalfaldifden Urtifeln,
biefes eminenten BVorzugartifeld in der Griftfihen Lefhre, worauf ,ftehet
alles, wad wir wider den Papft, Teufel und Welt lehren und leben”. J[n
feiner Darlequng betont D. Dorne etwasd, wad aud) wir unsd immer vieder
aud Sdrift und Befenninid flarmaden ndiffen, dbamit nicht etiva in unfern
Gebanfen und Predigten trof allen theoretifen Fejthaltend an dem sola
gratia dod) Ungereimted und Falides unterloufen mbge. Wir lejen dba
(verfitrgt): ,Der Glaube ift der eingige Weq, auf dem wir zu Gott fommen
fonnen. . . . Glaube, dad feift vor allem fier bie Banfrotterildrung
aller menjdhliden Werfe [bon und Jervorgehoben]. Diefer
Gloube aber — ift er nidht felber ein ,2Wert ded Menfden‘? Seivih, ich
mu§y glauben; id) mup fa fagen zu demt, wasd Gott getan Hat. UYber dbad
ift fitr Quther feine Reiftung. Filr Luiher ift der Glaube nidht eine fromme
ober etnte Jeroifdhe Hallung, zu der vir und aufidivingen. €3 bejteht bdie
®efabr, daf wir, o von Glauben und Glaubigfeit die Rebde ift, ung bar-
unter eintent foldjen edlen Yufjdhoung der Seele porfellen. Aber Luther
verfteht den Glauben nidt von feinem Subjeft, jonbern gang und gar
bont feinem Objeft, feinem Gegenftand, fer. Was Glaube ift, dbad be-
jtimmmt §id) ausi@lieglidh bon dem Ber, woran id) glaube. €3 beftinunt
fidh Gier alfo bon Gott, bon Gotted erldfender Tat in €hri=
ftus, her. Der drijtlide Glaube {dhivedbt und {Givingt nidt fret in der
Unendlichleit feiner feelijfen Vewegung, fondern er flammert fidh feft, er
Jangt’, toie Luiber fagt, an Gotted Wort und Gotted Tat. Sop bindet
2uthers Hauptartifel meifterhaft und mit einer faum fwieber erveidhten Klar-
Dett beided zujammen: dad gange ,objeftive’ Werf der Crlsfung und das
gang perionliche Ja, dbas der Glaube gu diefem Werf fpredjen muf, dbamit
bie Crlbfung ihm gelte. Diefer Glaube ift der groke, der allein probehaltige
Troft ber Menfden. . . . Der rimifdh-fatholifde Heildweg LGkt den Wen=
fdhen efvig in peinvoller Ungeivikbeit iiber fein Heil, eben deshalb, weil Hier
alle3 auf der Tat, auf der Kraft, ded3 Denfden {teht. Troft und Geiwipbheit
Haben fvir nur dann, wenn ivir die Sade unjerer Seligleit gang Gott, gang
Ehriftus, befeflen. Dad ift dag eine, wad Luiher vom Glauben zu
fagen YHat. Rod ftarfer ift in unfern Wrtifeln aber bad anbere betont:
Allein diefer Glaube gibt Gott unbd feinem Chriftus die Ehre, die ihmt ges
bithrt., Jnbem er dem Glauben BVahn madt widber alle menflide und

5
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firdlidge Werlerei, ftreitet Quier — feine Spur iweniger umerbittlich al3
Calbin — fiir Gotted und CYrifti Ehre. Eniiveder wir Yaflen CYhriftus unfern
alleinigen Heiland und Retter fein, oder fvir Jaben Chriftus jGon geldftert
und verleugnet, {elbft wenn wir ihm dem Namen nad) alle feine Chrentitel
laffenn und bielleicht gar felber beteuernd geben. Das ift die erfdjredende
Moglichfeit, die Luther gerade Hier in den SHhmalfaldifgen Urtifeln jdho=-
ming3dlos aufdedt ald die drgfte Siinde ded PMenfden, als die auf den Gipfel
getriebene ®otilofigleit der Rirde: dah man {deinbar Gott ehrt und Chri-
ftug anbetet unbd in Wirflichfeit Goit und Chriftusd veradtet und vom Thron
ftitegt, indem man feine Werle, feine Bube, feinen guten Willen an die Stelle
febt, Die 1hm gehirt. Go wird aud dem lebendigen HErrn ber Bibel ein
Yarmlofer Ehrenprdfibent, ber jhlieflid) zu allem ja fagt, wad vir fum,
toag ung gefdallt. Aud) diefe Mbglichteit ift nidht nur in der rdmifdhen Welt
wirflid) getworden. Hud) mit diefer Wahrheit {pricht Quiher mitten Hinein
i unfere Welt und in unfer Geviffen.”

JIn einem borigen Paffud j@reibt D. Dorne: ,Dad alled [bejonbders,
bafy ,ber Weg ber gquten Werfe Hoffnungslosd berbaut ift”] fagt Luiher zu-
nacdhjt gegen Rom. Aber er Hat ed foabrlidh) midht nur gegen Nom jagen
fwollen.  Wir {ind an die reformatorije Ablehmimg der romifden ,Werk-
Petligleit fajt allzufelr getwdhnt. Wir Hiren unioillfiiclich) Lutherd Sae al3
nur gegen die Torbeit und den Uberglauben ded damaligen rimifden Beidt-
und Ablapivefend geridhtet, und wir vergeflen daritber gang zu fragen, in-
foiefern fein Danmiport wiber die guien Werf aucd) und ireffen fonnte.
Gegentodrtigleit beformmt Luitherd Qelhre erft dam, wenn fvir anfangen zu
merfen, baf diefer Glaube an die Selbjtreditfertiqungstraft, an die natiir-
liche @Giite und Vollendbungsfahigleit ded Pienjden, gegen den Luther Hier
jein Sdwert {dvingt, derfelbe Glaube ift, der aud) einem fjeden bon ung
im Blut Tegt. . . . Wir mitkten auffdren, unfere Frommigleit und Redht=
{chaffenbeit zum Shlupfivintel unferer Heimlichen Selbitficherheit zu maden,
und mitten {dharfe Augen Haben, diefe Yartnddige Selbftiidgerheit ded Pen=
fden u entdedenn und aufguftobern in allem, weffen Menjgen fidh rithmen
unbd triften. Erft dbann Hatten toir Quther verftanden. Erft dann wdre jein
Jdymalfalbifdes Befenninis unjer Befenninis.”

Da wir Menjdgen von Natur alle Pelagianer find und unfer verberbtesd
Fleifch big gum Tod fynergiftifd) eingeftellt bleibt, {o ift die bon D. Dirne ge-
gebente Warnung allerdings aud) uns ind Gefiffen gerufen. Der feine U=
tifel zeigt flar, foie fefr e3 gefruchiet Yat, dak man fid in diefemn Jubi-
ldumsjabr bie Sdmalialdijen Artifel driiben mieder meu angefefen Hat.
Retber hat man im allgemetinen Hierzulande dbem Jubiltum wentger IYntereffe
entgegengebradyt als in Deut{Gland. ZBur €hre dient uns bied durdhous nidt.

Union al8 Gewiffensiaft. Wie e8 in Nreifen ausfieht, wo Union Herridt,
geigt ein gerabegu BerzgerreiBender Uppell in der ,U. €. L. K7 (17. Sept.
1987), dem foir einige Sage, Klagerufe qus der tiefiten Seele, entnehmen.
Da jdhreibt ein Paftor: ,Dak wir fein Belenninis Haben, das ift unjere Not.
Dak bet uns jeber Profefjor lehren und jeder Paftor predigen fann, was er
will, bas ift unfere JNot. Daf e dem eingelnen Paftor iiberfaffen ift, ob
er feine Gemeinde unmerflic Nrtheriid, uniert ober reformiert madht, das
ift unjere Not. Wie iveithin it unfere THeologie tatiadlid) uniert ge=
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toprben! . . . Wo bleibt da die Frage nad) ber Walhrheit? 1ns Heutigen
brennt bie Not unferer Kirde auf den Fingern und im Hergen; iiv jind nod
nidht gur Rube gefest, fonbern ftehen im Kampf — und wie viele bon uns
fauen fehnfiidhtia ausd nad) den RKirden, bie auf dag Vefenniniz Hiren
dlicferr] Wiebiel Pfarrer dber Preukifden Union fuden Unidluf an dben
{utherifhen Rat — und biirfen thn nidt finden. Wiffen Ste, tvie biele
Paftoren der Union um der Rirdjen= und Vefenninisnot villen zu Bifdhofen
lutherifger Sircdhe gingen, damit diefe ihre Seelforger feien? Wir bitten
endy alle: feht doc) die Not auch unjerer Geviffen! Weift nidht auf die
briiberlidje Riebe Hinl Wir jind e3 nicht, die bdiefe verlepen. €3 ift nod
mmer {o: o Quiheraner und Reformierte gum Gejprad fommen mit dem
Willen, die iibergengung ded andern vie die Grengen zivijdhen beiden zu
adten [?], ba Yfommt e3 nod) immer gum frudtbaren Gefprad) iiber bie
®rengen hinfweg [2]. Wo aber der Unierte dagivifdentritt und die Grengen
veriijden toill, da gibt e3 KRampf und Streit. Wir fiir unfer Teil Halten bie
briiberliche Riebe gefvif feft, aber ebenfo wollen wir aud) bie Wahrhaftigleit
fefthalten! Alaetheuein en agapae! Dad {oll unfer Wort fein; aber eben
barum bitten mir: Befreit unsd von der Geiviffenslaft der Union, denn in
ihr IBnnen fvir nidt beidbed fefthalten, fondern mitffen entiveder die alaetheia
ober die agapae berlepen.” Wir i unferm freien Land mit unfern freien
Rirden fnnen und wohl faum einen redhten Vegriff bon dber Herzensdqual
madjen, aud der Yeraud diefe Worte gefloffen {ind. Aber widhtig ift e dod,
baf iviv barauf adjten, wad diefer Angftidret aud) unsd lehren darf.

What Oxford and Edinburgh Stood For.— Writing in the Living
Church, Bishop G.C. Stewart of Chicago (Episcopalian) thinks that six
great agreements were reached in the field of life and work: 1. The
repudiation of the doctrine of the supremacy of the State over the
Church; 2. the opposition to racial barriers (Jewish or otherwise) in
church and society; 3. the responsibility of Christians to test economic
and social institutions in the light of the will of God; 4. freedom of
education and equal educational opportunities; 5. the condemnation of
war as a world policy; 6. the will to present a united Christian front
to the werld.

With respect to Edinburgh and its deliberations on Faith and Order
he holds that the conference resulted 1. in the increasing sense of present
unity; 2. the consideration of doctrinal differences in an atmosphere of
hope for solving all the difficulties that stand in the way of union; 3. the
willingness “to realize the ideal of the Church as the living body, wor-
shiping and serving God and Christ.”

Time will tell whether the optimists who hold that these conferences
brought a deepening of the understanding of the Gospel and other real
spiritual benefits are right or not. A.

n@etftlidhe Bipdotherapie” in Eugland, Unier der Fithrung ded Erz-
bifhofs bont Yorf Hat fidh in England ein Komitee von Srzten gebildet, dad
eine BVerfudhsflinif in Hadnely Wid erridhten fwill, in der eine piydhologijhe
Heilung erprobi iwird. Die Vehanblung liegt gang in den Handen bon
dirgten, aber bdie ugrumde liegende Jdee ift dasd Bufammenarbeiten bes
Arzted mit dbem Geiftliden, dag in England immer melhr Fortjdritte madt.
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&3 qibt {don eine Neihe Jnftitute, in Ddenen DHasd mwadjfende Jntereffe zum
Ausdrud fommt, bad viele englifde drzte an diefem Grenggebiet zivifden
der Religion und der medizinijdfen Wiffenfdaft nehmen. @o tourbe fitrzlidy
eine ,®ilde fiir geiftliche Riydhotherapie” gegriindet, die ein Jujammen-
arbeiten zivifden Dienern der Religion und dirglen bet der Wehandlung der
Sranfen Herbeifithren will; dem Komitee gehiren zivet Sirztinnen an. Bor
eitem Jahr tourde bon Rev. John Maillard dasd erfte Hausd fiir geiftliche
Qeilung in Milton Abbeyy in Dorfet gegriindet, worin drei Hrate regelmdikig
BVefude maden. Der Gritnder erfldrie jebt einem Veridterjtatter: ,Wir
Paben feit zwislf Monaten Yier gearbeitet, und die Grgebnifie Haben unjere
Hoffnungen iiberboten, die freilid) nie gang frei fvaren bon der Shwdde
menjdlidger BVegrengtheit.” [n Waled gibt e3 biele Leute, die exflaren, von
ihren Srantheiten von dem Paftor George Jeffrey geheilt worden zu fein, der
in Qondon eine Sdjule erridhtet Hat, worin Lehrer und Raftoren in diefer
netten Form der Peilfunft unterridtet fverben. (CHriftliche Welt, Nr. 15.)
A€ L R)

us Korea, Die japanifde Regierung Jat angeordret, dap in allen
Gdyulen, die eine Regierungsunterftiibung exhalten, Sdintofdreine aufgeftellt
werden follen. Die Regierung begeidhnet den ALt der Verneigung bor diefem
Sdrein ded RKaifers als eine patriotifde, nidit religitfe Handlung, durd) die
bie Liebe gur Nation geftdrit werde. Wber bon bielen eingebornen Chrijten
pird ber A¥ dodh ald religitfe, Dem erften Gebot twiderfprechende Tat auf
gefakt. Daraufhin Haben die grohen Miffiondgefellfaften i) ent{dloffen,
thr Sdulivefen almahlid) abzubouen. Dad bedeutet die Sdliegung bon
Sdulen, die jebt 25,000 Kinder befudjen. Die epangelifhe Kirdhe in Korea
getat neuerdings foieber ein erfreuligesd Wadidtunt; in Den lebten IJabhren
betrug e3 75.5 Progent. GSie zdahlt febt 520,000 Chriften, 15,000 frei-
willige Evangeliften und 85,000 Sonntagsdiditler. BVon befonberer Bebeus-
tung fitr dad Leben der Gemeinden jind die Bibelfurfe, die zu berfdhiedenen
Jeiten abgehalten werden. Eine oder gar fed3 Woden lang fommt man
sufanmmten gum Studium, ebet, zur BVorbereitung auf die Prebdigt umnd
Buritftung auf anbere driftlicge Arbeit. [m lebten Jahr wurbden 182,000
Befucher folcher Bibelfurfe gezahlt. Welde Kirdge in der Welt bringt toohl
fo viele threr Anhanger Jo qriindlid) unter den Sdhall bed Worted Gottes?

A € 2 8)

Jutereffanter Fund in Hgybten. In bem bidher befannten reichhaltigen
adayptiiden Sdhrifttum fehlte e3 an YUnbdeutungen iiber die in der Bibel itber=
lteferten fieben ,mageren” Jahre. Der dighpiologe Selim Haffan glaubt
fest am Fuke der Sphing bei den grofen Pyramiben bon Gifel) (Kairo) ein
Sdriftbentmal gefunben zu Haben, dasg bie LHiblifde iiberlieferung bon den
Hungerjahren Heftdtigt. Unter einem Pharao, deffen Name nidt genannt ift,
finb, vie e3 in bem gefunbdernen Dohument Heifit, jieben Jahre Hintereinanbder
ble fonjt regelmagig einfebenden itberfdmenumungen begd Nil8 ausdgeblieben,
mwag Hungersnot und Epidemien ur Folge Jatte. Selim Haffan glaubt
biefe Naturereigniffe auf die Jahre vor 1700 bor Chrifto anfeben zu fHnnen.
Die Sdriftbenfmaler biefer Beit feien durd) die Rbaraonen der 18. umd
19. Opnaftie griindlid) bernidhtet tworden. So erflare e8 {idh, dak bidher
Urtunden gefeflt Hatten. . & L2 8)



