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I Amerika

New Testament Commentary, Herbert C. Alleman, Editor. — The
Journal of the American Lutheran Conference, February, 1938, prints a
review of this United Lutheran Church publication, by Dr. M. Reu. The
original appeared in the Kirchliche Zeitschrift. The translation is by
Dr.E. H.Rausch. The concluding paragraphs of Dr.Reu’s review read:
“We took the commentary in happy anticipation and read it with the
sincere desire to do justice to it. Much of it has filled us with joy and
thanksgiving; other things also, it is true, caused us much heartache. If
this were the work of a private individual, we could expect that the
offical representation would disavow the offending sections and see to
it that these could have no influence on the whole of the Church. But
the commentary as a whole goes out with the sanction of the Board of
Publication, hence has an official character. We fear it may be a mile-
stone in the history of the Lutheran Church in our country and retard
for decades what many believed to be of the immediate future. What
stands between a Church with such an official commentary and many
other Lutheran churches as a separating wall is now no more only the
question of verbal inspiration, which now — without being more closely
defined — is disavowed at every opportunity; it is now the question of
the authority of Scripture itself, not only in antiquarian things and mat-
ters of natural science, but even in religious things. The exposition of
Prof. R. T. Stamm (Gettysburg) reaches deeply into the picture of Christ.
If teachers of theology go to such lengths, where will their pupils land?
To sow wind is to reap whirlwind.

“We write this in deep sorrow. We belong to those who hoped for
the mutual recognition of the American Lutheran Church and the United
Lutheran Church in America. We are united with strong bonds of friend-
ship with many members of the United Lutheran Church. I will never
forget how leading men of the same came to my assistance in the very
moment when they heard of my difficulties. I know that many of their
members will continue to teach and preach as true Lutherans and will
never recoghnize a Bible that has first passed through a critical inter-
pretation and purification as the norm for doctrine and life. But all
this dare not deter from bearing witness against a current whose critical
attitude towards Secripture, if it prevail, can only result in loss for the
Church.”

The liberal, modernistic attitude of some of the contributors to this
book appears from the following excerpts from Dr.Reu’s review. ‘“The
chapter on ‘The Historical Relationships of Christianity,” by R.T. Stamm,
is replete with many single surprising statements. We note just a few:
‘The Book of Daniel was a tract written for these troubled times when
King Antiochus, enraged by the failure of his plans to conquer Egypt,
determined to punish the Jews for the trouble they had been making
him’ ‘Antiochus Epiphanes was the Darius of the Book of Daniel. He
was also the Nebuchadnezzar with the golden image and the fiery fur-
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nace, the king whose very fury to compel the Jews to abandon their
religion was self-defeating’ ‘As we have already seen in our study of
the Book of Daniel, apocalyptic is essentially past history written in the
future tense. The apocalyptist wrote history in the form of prediction.
This does not mean that he deceived his readers by writing under the
assumed name of some ancient worthy such as Daniel or Enoch or Ezra.
The writers of the apocalypses and their first readers understood the
literary device. It was only the succeeding generations, for whom their
works were not immediately intended, who began to misunderstand
them. All this is presented not as the opinion of many present-day
expositors, but as an actuality, and this in spite of the fact that then
Jesus also (Matt.24:15; Mark 13:14) and Paul (2Thess.2) and John
made the ‘mistake’ that they transformed the apocalypse of Daniel with
its ‘dreams’ from a book of history into a book of predictions! ... We
read on page 56: ‘It [the New Testament apocalypsel, too, is mainly
past history written in the future tense, and like its predecessor it has
suffered such misinterpretation. Its readers have treated it just as its
author himself treated the Book of Daniel and the other apoealyptic
material upon which he drew so heavily.’

“Now we understand why afterwards (p.292) Mark 13 this ‘little
apocalypse’ is not a reproduction of a speech of Jesus for the author of
this chapter, but the interpolation of ‘some teaching about the future
which had long been current in the churches! Now we understand
why at the close of his exposition of Mark 13 concerning the second
coming of Christ he writes (p.295): ‘As time passed, less stress was
laid on the visible and temporal aspects of the Second Coming. The
writer of the gospel of John, while recording the older form of the hope
for the benefit of the more conservative Christians of his church, taught
his readers that, strictly speaking, judgment is a present process and
that for Christians there is no death: ‘Whosoever liveth and believeth on
Me shall never die,” John11:26. ‘Jesus had come again as the “Com-
forter,” the Holy Spirit, whom the Father had sent in His name to be
resident in the hearts of believers, John 20:21,22; 14:26” In this same
way liberal theology began in Germany during the 19th century; so also
liberal theology round about us in our own land often maintains in the
present day. But while there as here a strong reaction against it has
begun, now, post festum, comes a Lutheran of America and carries these
destructive thoughts as the result of his ‘scientific’ work into the circles
of teachers in Sunday-school! ‘For the benefit of the more conservative
Christians’ we can even today, following the example of John, speak of
‘the older form of hope’ and permit the passage ‘From thence He shall
come to judge the quick and the dead’ to remain in the Apostles’ Creed,
knowing at the same time that, ‘strictly speaking, judgment is a present
process’ and the coming of Christ is an inner coming, which perfects
itself in the coming of the Spirit into the heart.

“The second section of the volume brings the exposition of the in-
dividual books. Here also most collaborators have done excellent work.
Dr. Offermann’s exposition of the Gospel according to Matthew is espe-
cially worthy of mention. . . . But this second section also includes
articles of a different kind. A person is surprised, for instance, to find



2908 Theological Observer — Kird)lid)=Beitgefdyichtliches

statements like the following in the exposition of the Gospel according
to Luke by Dr.H.C. Alleman and Dr. John Aberly: ‘The story [of the
Gergesene demoniac] is told in the psychology of the day. Delusional
insanity was a demoniacal possession which might well seem to be the
presence of ten thousand devils.” ... We are still more surprised over
statements like the following: ‘The restoration of Jairus’ daughter is
regarded by Luke as a rising from the dead (“knowing that she was,”
v.53).

“The sorriest production in this field has again been achieved by
Stamm and after him by Berkenmeyer. ... Stamm on Mark 4:12: ‘For
the modern man, however, such an interpretation (i.e., Mark’s inter-
pretation) of the purpose of Jesus’ teaching raises great ethical diffi-
culties” On Mark 5:22 {f: ‘There can be little doubt that Mark meant to
narrate an actual raising from the dead. It would have been inconceiv-
able to the Christians of his day that Jesus had not done as great things
as they read in the Scriptures about Elijah and Elisha. Similar stories
are told of Jesus’ contemporaries and followers. In Acts 9:36-42 Peter
is reported to have raised Tabitha from the dead, and according to Acts
20:8-10 Paul was thought to have restored the life of Butychus. Was the
servant greater than the Lord?’ Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane can only
be so understood ‘that even to the last he had clung to the hope that
the Kingdom could be established without His actual dying.’

“W. C. Berkenmeyer of the faculty of the Philadelphia seminary
writes: ‘The speeches of Peter and Paul are far from verbatim. In fact, to
many fine scholars (Holtzmann, Von Soden, R. Scott) the author of Acts
is regarded as a possible redactor, if not the author of the Pastorals’
(p.581). ... On 1Tim.2:9-15: ‘We ought to regard such an allegorical
exegesis of Genesis, with the belief in the literal historicity of the Bib-
lical account of the creation of man and woman, which is implied, as
part of the intellectual-philosophical miliew of the writer, which we need
neither accept nor consider as the testimony of his religious conscious-
ness as the inspired Christian prophet any more than we would his
command of Attic Greek, his science of astronomy, or his apocalyptic
interpretation of history.”’” (Cf. Conc. THEOL. MTHLY., 1937, pp. 869, 393;
1935, p. 553.) E.

Fiftieth Anniversary of the Common Service.— On this topic the
Rev. George J. Muller writes thus in the Lutheran:

Is an anniversary worth celebrating, especially an anniversary of
fifty years? Usually we make quite a big event out of such a golden
anniversary, and yet here we are in 1938, the fiftieth year of the issuance
of the Common Service and no plans have been publicized for the
celebration of this important event in the history of our Lutheran Church
in America. All Lutheran congregations in America can today be divided
into two groups, liturgically; one uses the Service and the other does
not. Perhaps we might make even another division, between those that
use, and those that abuse, the Service.

Important as have been the various developments of our Church on
American soil, none has equaled the value and importance in the life
of our people of the proper use of the proper liturgy. Here is the one
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way in which a measure of American Lutheran unity has been attained.
We have learned to treasure the same liturgical expression of our faith
and in a certain measure have achieved the possibility of singing it to-
gether. The three bodies that later formed the United Lutheran Church
first cooperated in the preparation of the Common Service. Then they
published it. Next they learned to use it, and finally they united their
forces in one Church organization.

Though the Common Service originated outside of the Missouri
Synod, it has been adopted by them, also by Augustana, and is found
complete with the same music as is in the Common Service Book in the
new hymnal of the American Lutheran Church. So it seems to me that
in 1938 some recognition should be shown to the liturgy which has
achieved the only complete unity of acceptance of any item in the prac-
tical life of the Lutheran synods of America.

‘What can be done about it? How can we in a measure celebrate this
truly vital part of our present-day American Lutheran life in all synods?

My first suggestion would be that every pastor and every interested
Lutheran should first read and study the “Preface of 1888.” I know it
is in the Common Service Book, but I also regret to believe that there
are thousands of our pastors and more of our church-workers who have
never read it at all. Unfortunately this preface is not in the hymnals of
the other synods; so the only possible way that it could be brought to
them would be by way of their own church-papers. And to the editors
of these papers I offer this as a gentle hint.

Professor Graebner in his book on Problems of Lutheran Unity has
a chapter on “Our Liturgical Chaos.” I read it with mingled shivers of
shame and despair. Not because I rejoiced in the iniquity of the Mis-
souri Synod but because of the shame I felt that any of the pastors of
our Church would thus mangle and despise their Lutheran heritage.
And then I thought, too, Is our liturgical chaos in parts of our United
Lutheran Church any less fearful and disgraceful than it is in other
synods?

I can vividly remember the meetings of the old New York and New
England Synod, when we could not even sing the Communion Service,
because there were five different musical settings in use and none of us
knew all five. We are gradually increasing the number of congregations
that are adopting the Common Service. But how many are there that
still butcher, mangle, and disfigure it beyond computation?

Let more light be shed on the inner structure of the liturgy and
its proper use by papers and discussions in local ministerial associations
as well as by the formation of congregational study groups. We have
the literature available if we are ready to use it.

Looking back over these fifty years, we have much to be thankful
for in the gradual regaining of the rich liturgical heritage of our Lu-
theran Church. On the other hand, looking around on our present con-
ditions in the congregations, we can all see many ways in which the use
of the Service can be improved.

What suggestions can be made for pastors and congregations in
celebration of this anniversary? Here are my own, just as suggestions
which can be further elaborated and expanded. There are at least six
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books put out by our own Publication House that give information.
Explanation of Common Service; Manual of Worship, Strodach; Lu-
theran Handbook, Traver; Worship, Finck; Catechism in Christian Wor-
ship, Swank; Worship Booklet, Jones; The Common Service, Harry;
and, last but not least, a most profitable reading for pastors and musi-
cians is to be found in the preface of the Reed-Archer Choral Service
Book, just lately reissued by the Publication House. All or some of this
reading ought to help in producing one or more inspiring sermons on
“The Service and the Church-year.”

The second suggestion for this golden-anniversary year is that our
Sunday-school superintendents should teach the singing of the Service,
part by part, to the Juniors and Intermediates and have them memo-
rize it. This cannot be done all at once, but it can be done, with
patience, in the course of the year. And then bring those children regu-
larly to the service to share in the worship of the congregation.

The third suggestion applies to every congregation. Improve the
slovenly and drawly singing of the Service. From comments of visiting
pastors I gather that in most congregations slow and painful singing of
the Gloria in Excelsis is a universal fault. Next comes faulty and
slovenly phrasing, in spite of plain marking of punctuation. Why, most
of us cannot even say the Lord’s Prayer correctly. This is the way
we pray: “Thy will be done [pause] on earth [pause] as it is in heaven.”
The only place the pause belongs is after the word earth, where there is
a comma.

Here in the Pittsburgh district we have tried to bring improvement
by means of mass conferences of choirs and singers. But surely even
the isolated Lutheran congregation can, with a little study, care, and
effort, decently sing the Service.

The fourth suggestion applies to the permitted variations in the
singing of the Service. These are called “the Propers of the Day,” and
include the Introit, Gradual, and Hallelujah sentences. Perhaps the
Hallelujah sentences are the most widely used; yet there are literally
hundreds of pastors and congregations that do not avail themselves of
this means of diversifying the Service. A simple thing; yet why is it
not brought into use?

One of the finest improvements in the singing of the Service, I be-
lieve, would be the restoration of the old churchly custom of the singing
of the Introit. Can it be done by a small volunteer choir? From our
own experience I would say that it can. And in our experience the
simple melody of the Gregorian settings as found in the Reed-Archer
Choral Service Book is most practicable and effective. Larger choirs
may prefer the setting of Matthews or Schmauk.

The fifth suggestion is that we more frequently use the Service in
its fulness and completeness. Most of our congregations have Com-
munion services four times a year. A few have them six times, and
perhaps a still smaller number increase these celebrations of the Holy
Supper. As a plain matter of fact we only use the Service as intended
four to six times a year. Every other service which ends with the
sermon, might just as well be the Matins, for it means we are using
part of the Service as a minor order.
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That is not the way our Lutheran people figure it out. They think
the normal order is the preaching service, and that for the Communion
service something is added to the regular service. No wonder that we
have so many “oncers” in our congregations, who appear once a year
to make their Easter Communion. Evelyn Underhill in her book Wor-
ship, page 281, says: “Had the Protestant churches been true to the ideals
of their founders, . . . it would have led to the practise of frequent com-
munions.” Here is one way that every congregation can be led to
a deeper and more spiritual life. —

The article has been submitted in toto because it contains valuable
material and hints for all of us. A,

Presbyterian Church of America Loses Suit to Retain Name.—
Christianity Today (February, 1938) reports that the group which
seceded in 1936 from the Presbyterian Church, U. S. A., to form the Pres-
byterian Church of America was enjoined by court order on January 18,
1938, from using that name. The injunction was issued by President
Judge Frank Smith in Common Pleas Court Number Five, Philadelphia.
He pointed out that the similarity between the name which the seces-
sionists chose for themselves and the official name of the Presbyterian
Church in the United States of America is confusing. His decision
declared that it would be “a serious hurt to the reputation of the [mother]
Church and a detriment to its work if the [other] Church, bearing a
similar name, should enter the areas already occupied by the [mother]
Church, and in real competition with it, thereby destroying the faith
of those individuals in foreign countries not sufficiently educated in
English to comprehend the controversy existing between the organiza-
tions.” But the injunction decree not only restrained the group from
calling it the Presbyterian Church of America but also forbade the use
of any other name “similar to, or imitative of, or contractive of, the name
Presbyterian Church in the United States of America or the Presbyterian
Church in the U.S. A, or ever doing any act or thing calculated or
designed to mislead the public or members of the plaintiff Church.”
In their defense the officers of the new Church had declared that their
purpose was “to continue what we believe to be the true principles of
the Westminster Confession of Faith and the Catechism.” To this the
judge replied: “A court in equity has no jurisdiction in examining into
the merits of the two respective doctrines any more than it would look
into the merits of commercial products after it had concluded that one
concern had misappropriated the long-established trade name of another.”
The litigation began in August, 1936, with the filing of a petition by
officers of the parent Church. Time will be allowed the defendants to
file exceptions to the injunction decree before it is made final. Whether
the group will appeal or not, or whether the moderator of the new
Church, the Rev.J.J. De Waard of Cedar Grove, Wis,, will call a special
meeting of the General Assembly to choose a new name, has not been
determined. At any rate the court decision means a new victory for
Liberalism over the conservative Christian forces that rallied round their
brave and steadfast leader, Dr.J.G.Machen. To an outsider the court
decision appears to be rather one-sided and severe. J.T.M.
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Inadequate Salaries in the Southern Methodist Denomination. —
Speaking at the annual meeting of the Board of Lay Activities of the
Southern Methodists, held at Lake Junaluska last August, Dr. Geo.L.
Morelock, as reported by Christianity Today (February, 1938), gave some
“staggering facts” which the efforts of the Board had brought to light.
Among these “staggering facts” are reported the following: “One half
of the ministers of the M. E. Church, South, are inadequately supported;
there is a low tide of giving to the benevolences of the Church; ap-
proximately sixty-five per cent. of the members are not enlisted at all;
a large percent of the Church’s ministers know apparently little of church
finance and all kinds of duplication and overlapping occur in financial
methods.” Of the 6,181 pastoral charges studied, according to Dr. More-
lock, 710 are paying their pastors less than $500 a year; 1,863 receive
between $501 and $1,000; 69 per cent. of the pastors of Southern Meth-
odism receive a salary of less than $1,501. To adjust the matter, the
Mississippi Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, in
session recently, set a minimum salary of $1,000 annually for unmarried
ministers, with a married man’s scale set at $1,200 annually. Funds to
provide the minimums will be raised through a plan whereby ministers
in the higher-salary brackets will join with their churches in donating
a small percentage of the pastors’ salaries. The funds will be pooled,
and payments to those whose salaries must be supplemented will be
made from it. J.T. M.

Brief Items. — The one-thousandth translation of the Bible has ap-
peared. It is a version which is intended for the Belgian Congo Ter-
ritory. It is the British and Foreign Bible Society which has furnished
the world this gift, constituting the one-thousandth instrument in the
divine orchestra.

Think of this reception given the newly appointed Cardinal Hinsley
of England when he returned from Rome! Not only were immense
crowds of Catholics at the railroad station, among them the Duke of
Norfolk, but “two rover scouts were handed the cardinal’s red hat to
take to the cathedral.” The service in the cathedral was attended by the
ambassadors of Brazil, France, Belgium, and Poland, the Austrian min-
ister, and the High Commissioner of Ireland. Rome evidently is still
a power to reckon with.

The Presbyterians have a college union representing fifty-four col-
leges in all parts of the United States. A campaign has been launched
for ten million dollars to support these schools. The two chairmen of
the campaign committee are Dr.John H. Finley, editor of the New York
Times, and Dr. Arthur C. Compton of the University of Chicago.

A University of Chicago professor, Dr.Ralph Gerard, teacher of
physiology, is credited with saying in New York that “as man learns
more of his neural mechanisms, the hormones that modify them, the drives
they generate, and the personal and social consequences of his acts,
much control will undoubtedly be possible, and reason will sufficiently
dominate emotion to keep a functioning civilization from perishing.”
What twaddle! Is the professor blind?
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The daily press reports that 1,016 clergymen of the Church of England
state that they during the last eight years have subscribed to the faith of
the Council of Trent and have pledged themselves to preach it in their
parishes. They make the claim that two thousand other clergymen are
in sympathy with them. At the Church Assembly meeting in February
this matter was to be one of the topics of discussion.

The Rev. E. T. Bagnall, secretary of the London Free Church Federa-
tion, announced recently that during 1938, the fourth centennial of the
Reformation, he would undertake to place a Bible in every Englishman’s
home. “In 1538 a Bible was placed in every parish,” stated Mr. Bagnall;
“why not a Bible for every home in 1938?” He admits that the scheme
is an ambitious one and that at Jeast ten million Bibles will be needed.

News Bulletin N.L.C.

Critics who question the need of foreign mission activities might
consider these figures, included in a recent issue in the Religious Digest:
The Imperial University of Tokyo recently circulated a questionnaire
among its students which shows that of its 5,000 students 6 were Con-
fucian, 8 Shintoists, 60 Christians, 300 Buddhists, 1,500 atheists, and 3,000
agnostics. — News Bulletin N. L. C.

Protestant Christians in Germany, in spite of tremendous difficulties,
are continuing to carry on mission-work in the foreign field. According
to the annual of the Evangelical Missions, entitled Die deutsche evan-
gelische Heidenmission, German evangelical missions at the end of 1936
numbered 1,659 European missionaries and 12,551 salaried native workers.
These people served 1,349,100 heathen Christians and 66,000 candidates
for baptism. The courage of the German missions is most commendable.

Prof. Frederick C.Grant, dean and president of Seabury-Western
Theological Seminary (Episcopal) at Evanston, Ill, has resigned his
position and will join the faculty of Union Theological Seminary, New
York, where he will become chairman of the Department of New Tes-
tament. This statement of his made recently may be passed on: “Some-
thing should be done to prevent many of the clergy’s growing stale and
going to seed. There are men in the ministry who have ceased to grow,
have nothing in particular to give in their sermons, and whose pastoral
ministry is purely mechanical. It ought to be made clear that ordina-
tion is no guarantee in itself of a livelihood regardless of a man’s abilities,
devotion to his work, and personal character — or the success of his
ministry.” Making success in the ministry a criterion of one’s fitness
for this holy work is of course, taken by itself, an unjustified procedure.

From San Francisco it is reported that the Methodists lost an office
building in that city, the William Taylor Hotel, which has now become
the Hotel Empire and whose church auditorium is being changed into
a garage. The financial loss involved for Methodists is said to be $750,000.

In the Christian Century we read that Washington, D. C., is becoming
thoroughly alarmed at the prospect “of gaining the unenviable distinction
of being the ‘gambling capital’ of America. New York City’s vigorous
house-cleaning seems to have driven the racketeers to the banks of the
Potomac, where thousands of small-salaried people are falling easy
prey, particularly to those who work the ‘numbers’ game. Six thousand
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men, it is said, are engaged in the highly lucrative practise of fieecing
the innocent public here, and their daily intake approximates one hun-
dred thousand dollars.”

The beginning of February saw many Methodists in Chicago. The
occasion was the meeting of the United Methodist Council of the Future
of Faith and Service, which lasted for three days and was attended by
four thousand registered persons. Addresses were delivered by Alfred
M. Landon and Bishop G.Bromley Oxnam. The meeting was held under
the auspices of the Commission on Evangelism and the Million Unit
Fellowship Movement. The two-hundredth anniversary of John Wesley’s
Aldersgate experience on May 24, 1738, was observed.

The oldest Baptist church in the United States is observing its
tercentenary this year. It is the First Church of Providence, founded by
Roger Williams in 1638.

In connection with the mentioning of the 250th anniversary of the
birth of Emanuel Swedenborg we are told that the church edifice of the
New Jerusalem Congregation in Boston is used so much for interdenomi-
national gatherings that it has been called “the Protestant cathedral.”
Is it not significant that gatherings of this kind are held in a building
used for spreading the teachings of an arch-heretic?

Dr. William Pierson Merrill of the Brick Presbyterian Church in
New York, a building which is now being torn down, has resigned.
He is known as an outspoken Modernist. Being seventy-one years old,
he quite likely retires from active church-work.

In England literary men are discussing the English of the King James
Bible. One man, while admitting its great beauty, states that it places
before us an alien imagery. Defenders of the Bible very properly point
to the Twenty~third Psalm as being intelligible to us in spite of its
Oriental picture language. A.

IT. Ausland

Da8 Geridyt iiber die Rirdie. Das ift ber Grunbgedbanfe bed Vorortsd
gum laufenden Jahrgang der , Alg. Ev.=Lutlh. Kirdengeitung” (Nr. 1 und 2).
D. Zaible jagt unter anderm: ,Die Kirde {oll wiffen, wenn Gotted Geridhte
itber bie Welt fomumen {ollen, dap dad Feridgt zuerft anfingt am Hauje
®otte3. Unbd wer iwollte leugrnen, dah bad Geridht jGon angefangen Hat?
Aller Lérm um die Kirdge Yer und in dber Rirdhe fann e3 nidt zubeden, dak
jie unter bem Gericht Gottes jlehi. Eine jonderlidhe Uufgabe toar ihr geftellt,
al3 im deutfchen Bolf der grofe Umbrud) gejdah. Ein neued Reid) war
mit einem Male geformmen, und der Kirde ftand es zu, dem neuen politijden
Reid) mit einer innerlic) ermeuerten Rirdje zu antivorten, mitten tm Bolf
bes Umbrudhd bdie unvergdinglidhe Fadel des Ebangeliums Hodzuhalten.
Denn itber allem Wanbel der Jeit fteht ifhr etwiger Auftrag: ,Predigt das
Coangelium!* a3 fodre gefvorden, fwenu eine Kirde in Erideinung ge-
treten fodre, erfiillt bon dem Feuer ber Upoftel, einig tm Belenninid Mar-
tin Quthers! a3 ift nidt geldehen. . . . Das erfte Wott (an dem die
Pritfung gejdehen {oll) ijt: ,Bebet dem Staate, twasd des Staatesd ift, und
®ott, a3 Gotted ift.* Das fonnte im Crnft niemals eine Frage fein, dak
bie Rirche bem Staate gebe, wad des Staatesd ift, aud dbem neuen Staat.
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Hier ift Chrifti BVefebl zu flar und basd Wort ded Paulusd von ber LObrig-
feit zu eindeutig, ald dak e3 daritbexr zu einem RKirdjenjtreit’ fommen durfte.
Und dod) ift e3 dagu gefommien. PWan Hat jened Wort Ehrifti vergeffen,
mollte nidht mehr Sott geben, wasd Gottes ift. . . . Die Rirdje felbft tvurde
auf ben Altar des Staatesd gelegt. MNidpt Chriftud war mehr der ,Crite’,
fondern der Staat, daz Bolf, die Raffe. Die alte Bibel tvurbe zerbroden,
per alte Gloube entvertef, dad alte Velenninid antiquiert. . . .  IJnunex
eiter ging der Wagen abivdrts, bis e3 zur dffentliden Leugnung einesd pers
fonlidgen ®otted fom. UnioillEirlidy fragt man, ivie bdiefer Abfturz der
firde der Reformation mibglid) ivar, die bod) pon YUnfang ithren Rubm
barin Hatte, Sirde ded Worted zu fein. Der Niedergang Iwar nidhf von
geftern, er fwar langft borbereitet. Seit der Aufflarung arbeitete ein frembder
®eift an der Rirche, der ihren Leudyier erfdhiitterte. Erft fam bdie Bibel-
tritif, al8 thre Theologen Stein um Stein aus der Bibel ausbraden, bi3
der gange BVau biblifder Autoritdt jujammenititcgte. Die Bibelfritif fwurde
abgeldft von Dder rveligiondgef{dicdhtliden Betradtung der Sdrift; bdiefe
rdumte bollendd ausd, twad die Hritif nod) Hatte ftehen laflen; Gott ver-
fhwand binter der Religion. Die Stimme feiner Offenbarung war zum
Sdyiveigen gebradit. €3 war nod) nidt bad Ende. Yud) die religions-
gefdjichtlicge Betradtung wurde durd) ein Neued abgeldft, durd ein Herein-
tragen Der Politif in die Kirdhe. War esd bisher nod) ein geijtlidges Ringen
gefwefen, {o fourde e3 nun ein politifher Lampf, ein Lampf um die Wadt.
RNicht ein Kampf gegen den Staat, fondern gegen die, die nod) Gott geben
oollten, fvad Gottes ift. ©3 fHat nie gut getan, fwenn die Rirde jid) in bdie
Politif mifdhte, twenn fie politifde Nirde twerden fwollte. Hatten die Wadhter
gejdlafen, bie waden follten, oder traten fie zu {pdt auf den Pan? . . .

» e mich befenmet vor den Menfdhen, den will i) befenvien bor mei-
nem Yimmlifdien Bater.! . . . Eined bleibt der Rirdje unberivehrt, dasd Be-
fenninis. Dag Beferminid ift aber nid)t blof in dbasg Petrusdivori gefakt
,Du bift Chriftus’. €3 Jat eine Heilige Gejdjidhte gejunbden im Kampf mit
bofen Geiftern und allerfet falfden Propheten; und der Geift Gotted, der
bie Sirdpe in alle Wahrheit leitet, fai ihr Belfenntnifje gefhentt, jamtlidh exr-
baut auf jemem Feljengrund, unoufgebbare Sdjabe Sotted. Wir ipilrden
an ®ott jduldig verden, fwollten ivir fie verleugnen, die BZeugniffe der
Reformation, die Befenniniffe der lutherifdhen Kirde. [n threm Geift zu
prebigen, in ifnen bdie Jugend zu unterriditen, mit ithnen bdie Mithjeligen
und Beladbenen aufzuriditen, gehort aud) zu dem Huftrag ,Predigt dad Evan-
gelium!¢ Wie bie duBere Geftalt ber Rirdje fwerden foird, fveif Heute fein
Denjdh. GSeltfame RKirdbaupline Horen wir fogar ausd dem MWunde von
Theologen. . . . Yber die Rirdje dber Bubunft tpird, es fet in twelder Form
aud) tmmer, eine Rirde ded Befenniniffesd fein, oder fie toird ed nidht fein.
Darum mag man die wohl von Gott beraten Heigen, die ohne alle Kirden-
politit fid) um basd lutherifde Belenninid gejanumelt Haben und fammeln.”

©3 fieht allerdbingd 555 aug in der lutherifden RKirde Deutjdlands.
Die quBere BVebdbrdangnis ift bas Geringfte. Jn der Kirdhe {elbit fielht ed Hoz
aud. D. Qaible hat redjt, tvenn er pon ,dem Geridht iiber die Kircdhe” redet.
Zheologen ber Iutherifden Rirde Yehren unluiberifd bom Yeiligen Ubenbd-
mafl, fie verbreiten eine {hnergiftifhe Rehre von der Belehrung, Yaben gar
bie Redtfertigungslelre verfalfdht und leugnen die twdrtlidhe Eingebung der

20
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Heiligen Sdrift. Ja mande treiben gar unglaubige Bibelfritif. IMit Redht
flagt RLaible bdariiber, dak man nidt einig #t ,im Belenninid Martin
Ruihers”. Die Not der Kirdje gebht ihm Fu Hergen. MBdten dod er und
feine Gefinmmasgenoffen erfenmen, baf man aud) in ihrem RKreife bon dem
[utherifdhen Befenninis abgetvidjen ift! Und modgten fie dann aud) eiter
erfennen, dak das aufrichtige Befenninid zur lutherifden Lehre aud) die
Trennung bon denten fordert, die bon der lutherifdien Rehre abgetviden find!
Dann iviicde bas Geridht iiber die Kirde feinen feligen Bwed erreidht Haben.

€3 ijt iiberaus beflagensivert, baf man aud) bei dem febigen Stand der
Dinge nidhts von einer Fretficdge wiffen will. RQaible Hagt alfo: ,Und nun
Hat bie Rirche itber Nacht dbas Vertrauen ded Staatsd berloven; fie foll aus
threm Dienjt am Bolf entlaflen mwerden; jie niiBe ihm nidhtd mehr. Der
Btaat jteht itber den Konfeffionen, er lakt jedem feine Religion; aber er
will die Rirde nidht mehr aus Staatdmitteln unter-
jtitben” (Gperrdrud von und), ,er foill nidgt mehr firdenverbunben fein.
Daber aud) die Rirdenaustrittsivelle, die jeBt durd) gefwiffe Kreife geht, und
bie Meinung bvieler, dbak es geitgemdaper fei, auBer der Rirdje zu leben.
Wiirde diefe Welle iveiter gelhen, o wdre das zivar nidht dasg Enbde der Kirde,
aber der Volistirdje. Die bielen RKandle, die die Rirdje zum BVolf Hatte in
per Pflege der Jugend, in dem manderlei Dienjt durd) da3 Wort Gottes,
iviirben fich) verfdhlieken, und fie fviirde, auf ihre Unfange zuriidgejtellt, mur
nod) Miffionstirdhe fein. Wdre dad zum Heil ded BVolfed?” &3 ift unbe-
greiflidg: fjie fonnen ben Segen ber Freifirdje nidht erfennen und das Un-
Deil ber Staatdverbundenbeit. ,Jn einer bedbeutjamen Sdrift, Bolfer vor
und nad) Ehriffus’, weift Paul ALthaus nad), fvie fehr die Meligion nidt
bloB Privatjadye, jondern Boltsfade ift, Sffentliche Angelegenbeit. . . . Jm
Gehorfam gegen fein Wort twird fich aud) die Frage der BVolfstirde [Hien.
Wir Haben fein Redt, nad) Freifirde zu rufen, folange der Bau der BVolfs-
fircge noc) nicht abgebrodjen ijt. Wir Haben die Voltsficde nicht gebaut, der
$Err hat e3 getan; fo Haben wir jie aud nicht abgubreden.” Ja, die Bolfs-
tivdhe {oll fogar bon Goit geboten fein: ,MWeil wir unfer BVolf lieben, e3
grof unbd ftarf jehen modten, darum erfitllt e8 ung mit {diverer Sorge,
foenn die Wolfskirde aufhoren {oll; darum reben Ivir von einem Goites-
geridht itber die Rirche, wenn ihr dad Volf genommen ivird, venn fie den
Befehl ihres HCrrn nidht mehr ausdfithren fanm: ,PMadet die Volfer®
(@perrdrud tm Original) ,zu meinen Jingern.‘“ Der Staat will die Kirche
auf ihre eigenen Fiike ftellen — und dagegen iwehrt fich die Hirche!

Aus dem ,Neujahrdgruf ded Luiberijfen Nated an die Geiftlicgen”
ber in eben Diefen Rummern der ,Rirdengeitung” versffentlidt ift, teilen
ioir folgenbed mit: ,%Uus ber Rirde Jaben ivir eine Unternehmung fiir
allexfei fromme Bervanftaltungen gemadyt, wm von ihr den BVerdadt der Un-
geitgemdafheit su nehmen. Politifde Methoben Haben fvir ind Handbeln dber
Sirdge Periibergenommen, iveil fie augenfdeinlid) su grofem Erfolg in dex
Welt fithrien. Wir bemiihten uns, dasg politijde Werf, dag unter uns und
fiir unfers Volfed Ehre und Freifeit mit Hhoher Leidenfdaft und opferfreun-
digem, zahem Willen begonnen ipurbe, mit Gotted Ratidhluf in eind zu
bringen, und vernacjlijfigfen dariiber die Prebigt ded Evangeliums bom
Reidy in der gangen Welt zu einem Jeugnis iiber alle Bolfer und itber unfer
Bolt, Matth. 24, 14.” ,Die Rirdje Hat in der Welt fein andered Redyt, als
dag Coangelium vom Reid) Gotted und der Weridhnung zu berfitmdigen.
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Darum aber wird fie immer ungefidert und in BVerlegenfeit um bdie Form
threr irdifdhen Criftens in der Welt ftehen. €3 ift qut fo, dak tir Heute
aud) dburd) bas politijde Wort daran erinnert fverden, daf die Kirde feinen
Aniprudy darauf jat, anfehnlich und in Herrlidheit vor der Welt u ftehen
und in ihr ein reprafentativesd Qeben zu fithren. ,Er toird nidt {Greien nod
rufen, und feine Stimme wird man nidht Horen auf den Saffent, Jef. 42, 2.
©p allein toird bie Rirche denen ettvas twert, die mit fih felbft und mit der
Welt nidht mebhr guredtfommen, die in {id felbft verelendet find. . . . Bu
ber in Yrnmut und veradteter Geftalt, umbdrangt und befdmpft in der Welt
erjdeinenden und auf vad Berheijungsivort ihred HErin angeiviefenen unbd
getoorfenen Rirde tverben die Mithfeligen und Belabenen den Weg fuchen
und finbden.” €.

Religion in the Scandinavian Countries.— Writing in the Christian
Century on the subject “Revolt in the North,” Rev. Ezra P. Young, a Con-
gregational minister of Little Falls, N.J., begins his article with this
sentence: ‘“When twenty-five million people dismiss the Church as un-
important in their daily life, it is news.” He maintains that, while
people in the Scandinavian countries are willing to discuss almost any
subject, they are not willing to consider the subject of Church. “Except
among a few Fundamentalists and ardent ritualists, the state church in
Scandinavia is a dead issue.” “In general, the state churches of Scan-
dinavia are little more than a parade-place for the élite, a glorified
military museum.” In fact, he thinks signs of revolt can be witnessed.
This revolt is directed against creeds “which were written for the Middle
Ages.” A high-school principal of Denmark is quoted as saying: “Our
attitude toward the state church is one of indifference rather than op-
position. You to the West expect much of your Church; we expect little,
and we are not therefore disappointed.” Mr. Young has found that there
are few churches in Denmark with the social message. He says that,
while the people are very indifferent toward the state church, they do
manifest interest in the Oxford Group and in Barth’s theology, and among
the workers and farmers the Free Church idea has spread widely.

Whether this author is reliable in his observations and whether his
antipathy to the old Gospel did not color his glasses and failed to let
him see things in the true light, is a question which may well be asked.
Dr. Boe, president of St.Olaf College in Northfield, Minn., addressed
a letter to the Christian Century in which he maintains that Mr. Young’s
observations, though probably correct for the instances reported on, do
not furnish an adequate porirayal of the situation and a basis for just
generalizations. A.

The Doctrinal Status of the Anglican Church, — Much space has of
late been given by the religious press to the discussion of a remarkable
document which was published in England in the second half of January.
The history of this document began fifteen years ago. At that time the
archbishop of Canterbury (Dr.Davidson) appointed a commission of
twenty-five members “to consider the nature and grounds of Christian
doctrine with a view to demonstrating the extent of existing agreement
within the Church of England and with a view to investigating how far
it is possible to remove or diminish existing differences.” Of the twenty-
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five members of the commission five have died, and a sixth one has
resigned because he left England. The vacancies, however, were filled
in every case. The commission, so the Manchester Guardian informs us,
has met each year for a week in September and in three years—
1934-5-6 — for a week also in March. “Between the full session the
commission divided into groups, which worked on material assigned to
them.” And what is the outcome of these fifteen years of labor? From
the paper just mentioned, which submits an exhaustive report, we glean
the following:

The commission “sought to trace the boundaries within which the
wide liberty of statement and of interpretation which has always been
the glory of the Anglican communion is allowable. This work was
theological, dealing with doctrines, not judicial, passing judgment on
persons.” This purpose of the commission explains why many subjects
which a comprehensive statement of doctrine would have to dwell on
have been omitted or treated very briefly. In other words, controversial
matters only are discussed. The first section of the report, called
“Prolegomena,” treats of what authority the Holy Scriptures, the Church,
and the creeds have. On the Scriptures the commission makes this
colorless statement: “When all allowance is made for possible divergences
between the records as they stand and the historic facts behind them,
it remains true that the religious and moral teaching of the gospels
conveys faithfully the impress made upon the Apostolic Church by the
mind and personality of Jesus and thus possesses supreme authority.”
With respect to creeds the following paragraphs are quoted by the
Manchester Guardian: “General acceptance, implicit if not explicit, of the
authoritative formularies, doctrinal and liturgical, by which the meaning
of the Gospel has been defined, safeguarded, or expressed, may reason-
ably be expected from members of the Church. Assent to formularies
and the use of liturgical language in public worship should be under-
stood as signifying such general acceptance without implying detailed
assent to every phrase or proposition thus employed. Part 1, which oc-
cupies itself with the doctrines of God and of redemption, accepis the
doctrine of divine creation.” (The Manchester Guardian report does not
say what view the commission expresses on evolution. Other reports
indicate that evolution is legitimated.) The non-omnipotent God of
H. G. Wells is rejected. While miracles are accepted, the commission
adds: “It is felt by many that miracle has a special value, in that it is
a striking demonstration of the subordination of the natural order to spir-
itual ends and affords particular points at which God’s activity is mani-~
fested with special clarity and directness. On the other hand, it is to be
recognized that many others feel it to be more congruous with the wis-
dom and majesty of God that the regularities such as men of science
observe in nature and call laws of nature should serve His purpose
without any need for exceptions on physical plane. It is important to
notice that the motives leading to this view are not exclusively scientific,
but that a religious interest also is involved.” The meaning seems to be
that those who refuse to accept miracles must not be branded as false
teachers. With respect to sin the commission says: “In our view the
doctrine of a universal tendency te evil in man is not bound up with
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historical truth of any story of a fall.” The acceptance of the Scriptural
account of the virgin birth of our Lord is not insisted on. Concerning
the resurrection of Christ we find this distressing paragraph: “To Chris-
tians the resurrection of Jesus Christ is the central fact in human his-
tory. And when a fact is so closely linked with such momentous and
far-reaching issues in heaven and earth, it is not surprising that opinions
should differ when the question is raised how much in the record of it is
derived from the sheer occurrence of the fact itself and how much is due
to the primitive interpretation of the fact in the minds which first per-
ceived its transcendent significance and expressed it in forms inevitably
belonging to their cwn manner of thought and speech.” Of the ascension
of Jesus the commission holds that “its physical features are to be inter-
preted symbolically.”

Part 2 has the heading “The Church and Sacraments.” Of the section
dealing with the Real Presence the Manchester Guardian says: “The
handling of the subject of the Real Presence is on familiar lines and
bears witness to the approach of divergent schools of opinion, which is
so marked a feature of present-day thought.” This means, we suppose,
that all the various teachings are declared permissible. The topics of
reservation and of auricular confession, if we understand the Manchester
Guardian correctly, are sidestepped because they belong to the realm of
practise rather than of doctrine, according to the view of the commission.
The prayers for the dead are said to meet with little opposition today.
The following paragraph shows to what extent Scripture doctrine has
been undermined: “If we extend this hope, as many feel bound to de,
to a general expectation of further opportunities of grace for all, it will
not be on account of specific declarations of Scripture, but rather as an
inference from the Christian doctrine of God as a whole. That doctrine
reguires us to repudiate all conceptions of the judgment which represents
God as abandoning the appeal of love and falling back on the exercise
of omnipotent sovereignty to punish those who have failed to respond to
the invitation of the Gospel. God is Love, and He cannot deny Himself.”
On views concerning angels and demons Christians are told that it is
legitimate for them to suspend judgment or to interpret the language of
the Bible and of the liturgy of the Church in a symbolical fashion. The
Manchester Guardian says in conclusion of the report that “it does nothing
to limit the traditional liberty of the Anglican communion. It does much
to make the acceptance of the traditional doctrine of the Church easier
for men of modern ways of thinking.”

In the Living Church a correspondent from London writes: “Prom-
inent Non-conformists [Methodists, Congregationalists, etc.] have been
inclined to welcome the report; but evangelical opinion within the
Church has been less sanguine. For example, one of its most earnest and
distinguished representatives, Prebendary Hinde, writes: “The first
thought which springs to my mind is one of profound thankfulness that
my faith rests on something more precise and more sure than this ex-
pression of Christian doectrine. . . . If the report should fall into the
hands of some ‘man in the street’ who wants to know truth, I fear it
will lead him into a morass; certainly it will not establish him in the
truth of the Gospel. He will probably draw the conclusion either that
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the Church does not know truth or that truth is indeed many-sided
and nothing much matters.” A London Jesuit is quoted by the same
correspondent as seeing in the report a confirmation of the oft-repeated
charge that the Church of England is riddled with Modernism. He is
said to have observed: “It is inconceivable that in future the Anglican
Church will take any disciplinarian action to silence any bishop or person
who openly denies the Virgin Birth, the Gospel miracles of Christ, or
the existence of the devil and evil spirits.” Sad to say, the Jesuit is right.
A.

Warum miiffen wir an der lutherifden Wbendmahislehre fefthalten?
Unter biefer Oberjdyrift {dretbt Prof. D. Hermann Saijfe, Erlangen, in drei
Nummern der ,A. €. L. 8.7 (Nr. 3 ff., 71. Jahrgang) Jerzensbeivegende Worte
an feine IMitlutheraner zur Veibehaltung der lutherifhen Lehre vom fei=
ligen Ybendmahl. Cigentlid) ift jeine Aufjabreife gedacht als Uniwort zu
9. Gollivibers Behauptung (, Ybendmahldgemeinjdhaft”, Beiheft 8 zur
»Cbangelijchen Theologie” 1987), ,dal einbeitlich bon allen Heutigen Erege-
ten Quthers Ubendmahlslehre zum minbeften in ifrer fiir jie {o nofwendigen
Cindeutigfeit burd) ein non liquet in Frage gejtellt, dariiber Hinaus von den
metften befiritten foird”. Der erfte Auffab {liept mit bem Wppell: ,Dad
ift einer ber fdierften Loriviirfe, den wir den Vorfdmpfern von BVarmen
und Halle madjen, dap fie dad reformierte Werftandbnid von Kirdhe umd
Rirdengemeinfdiaft, Befenninis und Beferminisverpflihiung Heimlidh an bdie
Gtelle deffen gefebt Haben, wasd jahrhundertelang in der lutherifdhen RKirche
Deutjdhlands gegolten hat. Die alte evangelijde Rirdje verpilichtete, wie e3
beute nod) jede foirflich) utherifdhe Rirdje tut, ihre Vfarver auf bdie Lehre
der Befenniniffe, weil fie die rechte Auslegung der Heiligen Sdrift ift. Nad
pen Hallefden Befdlitffen ollen die Pfarrer darauf verpflidhtet werden mit
ber offenen Frage, ivie weit die Vefenntnifje mit der Sdrift ibereinftinmumen.
Diefe Frage {oll erft durdh ein neuesd ,edjted Horen der SHrift entidjieben
erden. €3 ift fraglid), ob nan dann nidht befler idte, nad) dbem Beifpiel
bieler reformierten Rirdjen die Rebrverpflidgiung auf die Heilige Sdrift als
norma normans itherhaupt zu bejdranfen. Wir jedenfalld Halten uns fiir
Beredhtigt, bie BVefenntnidverpflidhtung der Vfarrer aud) in der altpreukifden
Rirdje ebenfo ernjt zu nelmen, ivie unfere Vater jie genommen Haben und
ote jedbe wirflid) an bad lutherifhe Befenninisd gebunbene Kirche fie nelhmen
muf. Wir tun e8 wabhrhaftig nidt ,aud Griinden dber Trabition und des
PBefenninidformalidmusd’ — nur ein pollendeter Narr Hnnte meinen, Heute
mit joldjen Potiven RKirdjen aujridhten zu fnmen —, fondern eingig und
allein besivegen, eil wir tm tiefiten Hergen davon itberzeugt {ind, und zwar
auf Grund ernfteften Studiums der Heiligen Sdrift und der Gejdjichte der
Rirche itberzeugt {ind, dbak bdie Lehre der Yuguftana (follte heifen: Dber Kon-
fordia) ,aus Gotted Wort gerommen und darin feft und wohl begriinbet ift’.”

Sm gweiten Yufjap {dreibt D. Saffe u. a. die letber nur zu wahren
Worte: ,E3 flingt Hart, wenn iir dad {o offen ausdfprechen, aber ed mup
um der Wahrheit willen gefagt werden. Wir Theologen Haben allen Anlak,
ben grofen Unteil an der {hiveren Sduld nidht zu verleugnen, die unjere
Rirdgen Hi3 an den Rand ded Verberbend gebradit fat. Wir plaudern ja
aud) fein Geheimnid aus, jonbdern ftellen nur feft, wasd jeber Stubent unbd
mandjer aufmerfjame Prebigihirer tweif: die ebangelifde Theo=
Ipgie Der Gegenwart Hat tros ber gewaltigen Bemithun-
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gen der beiden Tebten Jafhrzehnte ben Weg zu etnem
wirilid theologifden Verftdndnisd dber Bibel nod nidht
fpiedber gefunden (Sperrfah im Original) Wir Yaben ausgezeidh=
nete biblifde Theologen, aber fvir Haben fetne biblijde Theologie. . . .
Weldje BVorziige aud) inumer die moderne Eregefe derjenigen der Reforma-
Honen gegeniiber Haben mag, insbefondere auf dem Gebiet desd rein {prady-
lidgen BVerftehens, den Vorzug twicd fein Heutiger Ereget feinen BVorgdngern
im 16. Jahrhundbert beftreiten, daf e3 fiir fie ein einbeitlidhes Neues Tefta-
ment gab, dad mehr war ald eine Summe pon aufeinanderfolgenden litera=
rifden Sdidten. Sollte aber nidht damit die Tatfade zufanunenhingen,
dafy die heutige Eregefe die Glaubensiage der evangelifdien Befenniniffe, die
bent Reformatoren villig evidente Sdriftwahrheiten waren, nidht mehr aus
ber &drift gu begriinden permag? Man fagt unsd, fein feutiger Ereget finde
im RNeuen Teftament nod) Lutherd WUbendmahislelhre wieder. Diirfen twix
ung die Gegenfrage erlauben, welden Urtifel dber Yuguftana fid) dbenn bdie
moberne Eregefe nod) biblifd zu begriinden getraue? . . . ITheologen, bie
fidy felbft zu dem Berteidigern ded evangelijdfen Glaubensd gegen den Libe-
ralidmug vergangerer Beiten rechnen, geben die Lehre vom Sirafleiden und
vom fithnenden Opfer ded Crldfers auf. Sie bejireiten, dah die Lehre von
ber @rbfiinde fid) aus der Bibel begriitnden lagt. ©Sie maden ausd JEfus
einen Pelagianer, der dem Menfdjen fwenigitens bdie Crreidung einer rela-
tiven Vollfommenheit zutraut und bie feinen Kinder filr jiindlos Halt. Sie
proteftieren gegen die Einfeitigfeit, mit der man bie paulinijde Rediferti=
gungslefre zum Mittelpunit der gangen Sdrift madt. Kurg, ed gibt faum
einen Gap des firdliden Belenninijfes, ben die moderne egegetifdhe Theo-
logie — unbd ivir reden nur bon derjenigen, die betvuht fircdhlidh fein will —
nod aud der Sdrift gu begriinden und den Glaubensdiiben anderer Son-
feffionen gegemnitber zu berteidigen vermddhte. Wer ung alfp mehr oder
minder triumphierend entgegenfhalt, fein moderner Ereget Halte fHeute nod
an der lutherifen Ubendmahlslehhre feft, dem ertvidern tvir, dbaf twir das
mit Bebauern zur Kenninid nefmen, daf toir tm Grunde fa aud) nidis
andered erivartet haben, dak e3 uns aber feinesiveqs gewif fei, dbaf damit
irgend ettvad gegen bdie Ubendmahidlehre unferer Kirdhe gefagt fei. €3
fonnte ja fein, baf die ,neuere Forjdung* fidh) mit ihren niGauungen itber
pag Ubendmall ein vernidjiendesd Yrmutsdzeugnisd ausftellt. Die Kirdhe Hat
iedenfalld recht baran getan, twenn fie und Theologen famt unfern Fors
{dungsergebniffen niemald gang o ernft genomunen YHat, tvie fwir uns felber
zu nebmen pflegen. . . . Und {o feiert unjere Rirdje ohne fede Ritdficht auf
die Peinungen, Hypothejen und Distuffionen ,neuerer Foridung‘ itber dasd
Yeilige Abendmahl bas Saframent dbesd Wltars ald das Saframent ded walh-
ren Leibed und Bluted bed HCrrn in genau demfelben Sinn, fwie fie in
ibren Befenuiniffen baritber lefhrt. Sie tut da3 iwahrhaftig nidht mit
fdledgtem Getviffen aus einem falien Konfervatidmus, fonbern mweil ibhr
Refpett bor bem Worte Gottes immer nod) griBer ift ald ihr Refpett bor
bent Oypothefen ber modernen Wiffenfdhaft.” R/
Wifienfdaft und Glaube. Ausd bem Blatt ,D. €. D.“ gitiert der ,Luth.
Herold” bdie folgenben oaud) fiir und midtigen apologetijfen Ungaben:
»Bablreide deutfdhge Naturforfger Haben in lepter Beit zur Frage ,Religion
und Naturwiffenfdaft’, Natur und Offenbarung bad Wort ergriffen. Ihre
Stimmen geben Jeugnid davon, dah ,Religion und Wiffenfdaft nidt im
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Wiberjpruch ftehen’. Mit einem BVorurteil, das jahrzehntelang (feit der IWitte
be3 borigen Jabhrhunbertd) gendhrt fourde, vird damit entgitltig aufgerdumt.
Eine Fiille ahnlicher Beugniffe trdat jebt ein Werf zufommen: ,Sott, WMenjd,
Tedmif, Wiffenjhaft’, bon Dr. ing. €. H. M. BVeefman (Sdhoningh, Paber-
born), ber den religitfen Grundftellungen groger Naturiviffenidafiler, Phy-
jifer, Mathematifer und anberer Forider nadgegangen ijt. Die gahlreidhen
bon ihm Dbeigebraditen Beugniffe ividerfpreden eindeutig der Annahime, dap
die Wiffenchaft zum Monidmus ober Materialidmus fithre. Einige Proben
daraus mibgen Hier folgen. Aus eimem Brief BVoltas: ,J) begreife nidht,
ipte jemand an meiner Yufridtigleit und Standhaftigleit in der Religion,
au ber ich mich beferme, giveifeln fann. €3 1jt mein fefter Borfab, in diefem
@lauben zu Yeben und zu fterben in der Hoffnung, dasd eivige Leben zu
ererben. Diefen Glauben betradyte i) al8d ein Gefent Gottesd, alg einen
ithbernatiirlichen Glauben. Der Mathematifer Caudy: ,Jdh bin ein Chrijt;
bas will jagen: i) glaube an die Gottheit FEu Chrifti mit Tydho Brafe,
Sopernifusd, Dedcartes [ 2], Newton, Fermat, Leibnib, Vasdcal, Grimaldi,
Culer, Gulbin, Voscotwitid), Gerdif, mit allen groken Uftronomen, allen
groen MNaturiviffenjdaftlern, allen groken Mathematifern ber fritheren
SJahrhunderte. Und wenn man midh) nad) dem Grund fragen follte, viirde i
ihn gern angeben. Pan ivird {ehen, dap meine Uberzeugung nidt das Cr-
gebnis anergogener BVorurteile, {onbern dad eined griindlidhen Studiums ijt.
I teile dDie fiefe {tberzeugung, die {o piele Herborragende Gelehrie, ivie
Ruffini, Hauy, Loennec, Hmpére, Pelletier, Freycinet, Coriolis, dburd) ihre
Worte, thre Taten und in ihren Sdriften befundet Haben. Und wenn i °
jebt die Namen ber nod) Lebendben ausd Furdit, ihre Befdeideneit zu ber-
leBen, nidht nenne, fo will i) dod) die Namen meiner beriimien Freunde
aufzafhlen, bei denen i) zu nreiner Freube den Ubel und die Grofumut [?]
bes driftlichen Glaubens gefunden Habe. €3 {ind died: ber Sdhdpfer ber
Sriftallographie, Hauy; bdie Crfinder ded Ehining und ded Stethoifops, Rel-
letter und Raennec; der berithmte Seefabrer an Bord der ,Urania”, Freh-
cinef, und Der unjterblicge Scdhipfer der dynamijcfen Eleltrizitdt Ympere.
Der Yftronom Puifeur: ,Die verborrenden, demt religitfen Empfinden feind-
lichen Lehren entfpringen jededmal einer Geiftedeinftellung, in der der wafhre
Gelehrie nidht verharren fann. Wiebiel Dbebeutenbder und angiehender ift
fitv thn bie Forfdhung, fvenn er awn eine freie und Hodite Intelligens glaubt,
die bie Welt befeelt, fwenn er foeily, da bom Iodmifden Jebel bid zum
Atom jeded Ding und etiwad offenbaren fann von etmer Ordnung, die ausd
pem Coigen ift.* “ Ales Upologetifhe leidet fa an einer getviffen Unfider-
Peit undb Sdwade, fo daf man geneigt ift, ab und s Fragezeichen an den
Ranbd zu feben. Und dodh find dergleihen Gelehrtengeugnifie trob allen
Mangels dedtvegen wertboll, weil jie begeugen, dafy Wiffenidaft an und fiir
jich nicht gottlod madyt. Wird die Wabhrheit unterdritdt und die Liige ver=
breitet, jo Hat died aud) in einem Gelehrien feinen Grund in der doéfeaia
und édwxio. ded verderbten Fleifdes. (BVal. Rom. 1, 18.) 3.2 M.
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