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Meniden. Durd) die Erfemninid feiner RQiebe wirlt er Gegenliebe,
1 J05.4,19; 8,1 ff.

MWeil cbhen allein ber Weibesjame der Sdjlange den Sopf zertreten,
foeil allein bad Wort bom Streng und voin Satan befreien und zu Gotted
Rindern madjen fann, tvad anbderd twollen ivir predigen ald3 allein
JCjum, ben Gefreugigten? Gott jegue dicje Prebigt an unitt aller
Perzenl 3

—

Theological Observer. — Sivdjlidj-Beitgefdjidtlides.

I. Amerika.

Silberned Jubildunt unferer (utherifden Kivde in Argentinien. lnier
biefer fiberidjrift Deridhtete bad ,Sirdenblatt” bvon Porto Ulegre, Had
Organ unjers Brajilianifden Diftrifts, gegen Ende bed borigen JYahres:
»E3 jind fiinfunbzivangig Jahre bergangen, feit bie Mifjourijhnode bie
Arbeit in Argentinien in Ungriff genommen Hat. [Im Jahre 1005 tourde
P. . Mahler, der damalige Prajed ded Vrafilianifden Dijtritid unferer
Sirde, vonr P. v. Matthefiud nad) San Juan, Urgentinien, gerufen. Enbde
1905, aljo gerabde vor fiinfunbzlwangig Jahren, fam bann P. Witirod ald
erjter Mifjionar nad) diefem Lanbe. Seitbem BHat {id) die Arbeit immer
mebr ausgedehnt und trofy bieler Hinderniffe mand) Herrliden Sieg ers
tungen. Davon legt dad Wiidhlein, dad tvir in biefer Nummer angeigen,
beredt Jeugnid ab. Wo P. Witirod friifer allein ftand, dort tvicken gegens
toirtig 18 Pajtoren; im fommenbden JYalhre tverden e8 vorausiidhili 28 fein,
ba mehrere Stellen, dbie augenblidlid) valant find, in nadjter Beit befeht
twerden follen. Wo vor filnfundawangig Jabren nur eine Gemeinde bes
ftand, find jept cinige 80 organijierte Gemeindben unbd HMiffionsgemeinds
I[ein vorhanben. Der Argentinifdje Diftrilt Hat feit elf JYahren eine VBiiders
agentur unter der gejdidten [eitung P. Strdgers. Der ,Nirdjenbote’, ber
von den PP. Hitbner, Srdger und Triinotw redigiert wird, fteht i 18. Jakcs
gang. Ceit 1926 Hat der Dijtrilt eine cigene Lehranijtalt, die fih die bors
tigen Chrijten aud eigenen Mitteln erbaut Haben. Un der Anfialt unters
riditen bie Profefjoren V. Ergang, A. . Siramer und $Hilfslehrer Lamg.
Prijed dbed Argentinifdjen Diftriftd ift P. @. Hiibner. Nidht nur in ber
beutien Spradje, jondbern aud) in ber {panifdien ift jGon Bebeutended
geleiftet tworben. Sidjerlid) {ind unter bem Gnabdenbeiftand @Eotted alle
Vorausjepungen zu cinem gejunden firdliden Wefen vorhanden. ,So ein
Glicd mird Herrlich geBalten, fo freuen fidh alle @licder mitl Wic in
Drajilien fonnen e8 deshald nidht unterlafjen, im Geifte miiffen twir mits
feiern und dem HCrrn dbanlen fiic dbad, wad er im Nadbarlanbe durd) bie
Predigt feined Worted getvirlt Hat.” g. B.

Undermining the Foundations of Christianity.—The Watchman-
Examiner very aptly summarizes the three present-day tendencies by which
Modernism seeks to undermine the foundation of Christianity. The brief,
but true and pithy remarks excellently characterize the spirit of Mod-
ernism as it is presented by men like Fosdick, Cadman, Bishop McConnell,
and others. We read: —

“There is a threefold tendency quite evident to-day. The first is
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that of reducing Christ to a good man with a great message — the highest
type of manhood, in whom we have an illustration of what man in himself
may become. Christ's vicarious suffering and death on the cross are
either ignored or repudiated. The second tendency is that of reducing
Christianity to a system of ethies. The new birth is considered unneces-
sary. The primary emphasis is placed on one’s relationship to his fellow-
men. A recent book secks to lay its emphasis ‘where Paul laid his, not
on theology, but on morals’! The author is evidently not acquainted with
Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. The third tendency is that of reducing
the Church to a mere social organization. Strange how a little truth
overemphasized can pervert truth in its larger aspects! Such over-
emphasis has turned many of our churches into club-houses and places
of entertainment. Over ngainst these modern tendencies is Jesus Christ
‘the same yesterday, to-day, and forever The Christinnity needed for
our age is apostolic Christianity.” J.T. M.

When Masonry Calls Jesus Master. — Under this title the Aus-

tralian Lutheran quotes S. H. Swanson, who writes in the Bible Banner
(Minneapolis) : “Over and over again I have read in books written by
good Masons that Jesus was a Mason, a Master Mason. When Masons
call Jesus ‘Master,” that is what they generally mean. And John the
Baptist and John the Evangelist are patron saints of Masonry. Take your
Bible and read the Gospel of St.John and his letters. If after that you
can imagine either him or that other John led by a cable-tow through
a Masonry initiation or looking with approval upon such a religious mix-
ture of paganism, Judaism, and Christianity, I confess that I am at a loss
to understand your conception of Christianity. In all seriousness I ask:
Could you imagine John, who wrote the wonderful Gospel of “Jesus only,’
saying to some Jews, Mohammedans, Buddhists, Confucianists, ete.: ‘I'll
respect your religion as much as my own; therefore I'll not require that
you believe in Jesus as I do; but we’ll get together at one common altar
and pray to the Great Architect of the Universe, and if each one of you
will follow to the best of his ability the light which he has and does his
very best, living every day “on the square,” as it were, we'll all meet in the
Supreme Lodge by and by’? And if you slipped up behind Jokn the
Baptist and tied a white apron on him, I think he would still be preaching:
‘Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the world!” But
we digress. We come back to what we were saying — ‘that Jesus was &
Mason’! During the years until He became thirty, He was being initiated
and taking Masonic degrees! That is why we do not know anything about
Him between the years twelve and thirty! You did not know that before?
Do not take my word for it. Study Masonic writings, like Buck’s, Clymer's
The Great Work, and others, including Pike's.”

The following quotations are given to prove the statements just made:
“To this great School [Masonry] Jesus went for His spiritual preparation.
From it He went forth to preach the Gospel of peace and the kingdom
of love. . . . These records are not open to the public, but only to those
who are duly and truly prepared, worthy and well qualified, and who ean
establish the right to such confidence. . . . When He refused to tell the
chief priests and scribes by what authority He came among them and per-
formed such wonders, He was but following the policy of secrecy and silence
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in strict conformity with the great School.” (From Clymer’s The Great
Work.) “In all ages a few have lived the life, gnined the experience, and
made the demonstration in complete verification of what our Brother
Jesus, a Master, said and what has been put on record by one of the
patron saints of Masonry, St. John.” (Stewart, Symbd. Teach., p. 81.)

The writer continues: “In Christ’s defense against such slanders and
perverters of truth let me quote a few words from His lips, and let us
remember that these words are recorded by ‘that patron saint of Masonry
St. John': ‘I spake openly to the world; I ever taught in the synagog and
in the Temple, whither the Jews always resort; and in scerct places have
I said nothing,” John 18, 20. The same openness He demanded of His
disciples when He said, ‘What ye hear in the ear, that preach ye upon
the housectops,” Matt. 10, 27.”

The Australian Lutheran concludes: “Much more, of course, might
be said. Masonry can no more be brought into harmony with Christianity
than can fire with water. . . . Christ says: ‘He that believeth and is
baptized shall be saved; he that believeth not shall be damned.’ Masonry
says, ‘Baptism and faith count for nothing; as long as a man has been
a good Mason, he will be saved.” Masonry uses Jesus not as a Savior, but
only as an advertising medium.” (Italics our own.) J.T.M.

Lenind Werke und dic Verbreitung ber Bibel. Der , Chriftl. Apologete”
teilt mit: ,Nad) Dr. Deifmann wucrben in den lebten Jahren in Sowjets
rufland 18 Millionen Bande von Lenind Werlen berbreitet, und gwar in
36 Cpradien. Dad ar JPerjtorungSarbeit. Demgegenitber beridjtet bie
YBritifhe und Auslindijdhe BVibelgefelfhaft, daf jie in demjelben Jeitraum
05,089,000 Bibeln, Teftamente und BVibelteile in 890 Spraden und Dias
Telten berbreitet Hat. Dad war Uufbauarbeit.” ..M.

The Lutheran Home Missions Council of America. —“This is
the newest development in American missions,” writes the News Bulletin
(July 10, 1930); “five Lutheran bodies united to form it in Chicago, July 1
and 2.” How it came about the News Bullctin explains in the following:
“Early this year the Board of American Missions of the United Lutheran
Church issued an invitation to the presidents of the Norwegian Lutheran
Church, the Augustana Synod, the United Danish Church, the Joint Synod
of Ohio, and the Jowa Synod to send representatives to consider the ad-
visability of closer approach and cooperation in Home Missions in America.
All of them responded favorably and appointed delegates. They met in the
Hotel Sherman, Chicago, and revealed a harmony of spirit and clarity of
vision which promise great things.”

The purpose of the Home Missions Council is stated thus: “All Lu-
theran bodies in America are to be invited to join the Lutheran Home
Missions Council. It is to be as widely representative as it can be made.
No group, however small, shall be overlooked. The field is the Western
Hemisphere. Our aim is to establish and extend the Lutheran Church in
Canada, the United States, including Alaska, the West Indies, Mexico,
Central America, and South America. . . . They propose no more duplica-
tion and overlapping of Home Mission congregations anywhere in Amerijca.
This includes relocation of established churches as well as the planting
of new missions. The Church’s resources of men and money will be safe-
guarded in this united endeavor. . . . The Lutheran Home Missions Coun-
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cil of America is a high adventure for Christ and His Church. It plans
comprehensive surveys of the Home Mission flelds on these Western shores.
It is a partnership and cooperative enterprise which stands for steady
progress. Its controlling purpose is to win America for Christ and to
establish the kingdom of God in the hearts of men.”

The Council meets annually on the fourth Tuesday of January. The
first regular meeting under the new constitution will be held in the Chi-
cago Lutheran Bible School, January 27, 1931. According to agreement,
the United Lutheran Church will have eight representatives; the Nor-
wegian Lutheran Church, five; the Ameriean Lutheran Church (Ohio,
Iowa, Buffalo), five; the Augustana Synod, four; the United Danish
Church, two. “Thus,” the report reads, “we begin with an enrolment of
twenty-four.”

The Lutheran Home Missions Council of America is o high adventure
in unionism, one of the most phenomenal which the Lutheran Church in
the Western Hemisphere has ever witnessed. What it means, and what
it will mean still more in the future, is almost incredible. Practically
the union of all Lutheran church-bodies in the United States outside the
Synodical Conference has been consummated; for, while organiec union,
which for many reasons is undesirable, has not taken place, the Lutheran
Home Missions Council of America presumes fellowship of faith. For
if church-bodies cooperate in the way the Home Missions Council pro-
poses, divisive differences can no longer be said to receive recognition.

In the report on the organization of the Council we read: “We prayed
together. We counseled together. We planned for the future. Every vote,
after thorough discussion, was unanimous. We were conscious of the im-
mediate presence and guidance of the Spirit of God. ... We can do won-
ders for the Kingdom.” J.T. M.

Unionism Openly Advocated in the United Lutheran Church. —
The U.L.C. not only tolerates the unionism practised by a portion of its
members, but the Lutheran even advoeates and recommends it. We
quote from an “Open Letter” published in its issue of August 28, 1930:
“. . . While we need in America a Church like the Lutheran, that offers
spiritual comfort and comsolation, yet we are also in need of churches
like the Methodist, that are militantly aggressive in their championship
of social reform, or the Quaker Church, whose members made such prae-
tical opposition to slavery. (My own opinion is that, if heaven is re-
served for only one Church, that Church is the Quaker.) This is no
criticism of our Lutheran Church; for surely it is also needed, so that
too much emphasis will not be put upon the social side of religion, but
it is a criticism of many of our ministers, D.D.s and otherwise, who
seemingly feel that anything that is not Lutheran is decidedly inferior.
They are not inferior, they are merely different and are needed in our
American life as much as our Church is nceded. Let me hasten to add
that the editorials of the Lutheran do mnot carry this attitude toward
other churches that so many of our learned pastors seem to have. Es-
pecially do I like the sane stand taken by the paper towards prohibition,
and I only wish that the newspapers, when they quote Lutherans on that
much-argued question, would quote the Lutheran once in a while as well
as the Missouri Synod. Hoping to receive the Lutheran for next week
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(for I consider it and the Western Christian Advocate two extra-good
weeklies), I am, yours truly, John MeCleary. (One whose name shows
that his Lutheranism was not inherited for many generations and who
cannot understand why any Lutheran would be so thoroughly Lutheran
that he cannot work with Methodists, Presbyterians, Baptists, and many
others, or even join their churches if a Lutheran church were not in his
neighborhood. ) ”

If the sentiment expressed in the postseript had appeared on the
editorial page, we would be justified in ‘charging the Lutheran with
direct ndvocacy of unionism. As it is, we make the same charge. The
letter is published without one word of comment. Mr. McCleary needs
to be set aright. And if the letter was to be published at all, the rebuke
needed should have accompanied the publication lest some of the readers
should take comfort in its sentiments. The Lutheran, by its silence, be-
comes particeps criminis.

The Lutheran Companion, of the Augustana Synod, is certainly right
when it says: “If the broadest wing of Lutheranism in our country would
cease its unionism with other creeds, discipline its clergy as to secretism,
and stand for a genuine Lutheranism, it would hasten unity.” The Lu-
theran Standard, publishing and commending the address of President
Hein which approved of the Companion’s verdict, takes the same stand.
And the Lutheran Church Ilcrald (Norwegian Lutheran Church) agrees
with its sister periodicals. It characterized, on September 9, 1930, “the
more liberal United Church” as “radical in spots where unionism and
secretism is not only tolerated, but professed.”

In spots. The testimony of Mr., McCleary to the same effect, that
“many of our ministers, D.D.’s and otherwise,” tnke an antiunionistic
stand, is duly noted, and noted with pleasure. A grave responsibility
rests upon them. They will not themselves commit unionism. Will they
tolerate its commission by others? That, too, would be unionism. E.

The Centennial of the Lutheran Seminary at Columbia, 8. C,,
was observed in November of last year. From Dean Voigt’s remarks as
printed in the Lutheran we glean these facts: The seminary was founded
by the South Carolina Synod, numbering at that time ten ministers and
twenty-six congregations. After almost two decades the North Carolina
Synod began to cooperate in the maintenance of the school. Having first
found a home at Lexington, S.C., the seminary, in 1858, was removed to
Newberry, S.C. During the Civil War it came close to dissolution. After
the war it was moved from place to place, and in 1872 was located at
Salem, Va., where it stayed for twelve years. Next we sce it back in
Newberry, then at Mount Pleasant, a suburb of Charleston. Finally,
in 1911, it was established in Columbia, S.C. In 1889 it had been adopted
by the United Synod of the South. Viewing the vicissitudes which befell
this school, it scems certain that there is no theological seminary in the
Lutheran Church of America which has had such a varied history as this
institution, which now serves the six Southern synods of the U.L.C. The
theology taught in it during the early years approximated the Gettys-
burg type. At present, with Drs. Greever and Voigt in its faculty, the
seminary has perhaps come closer to the ideal of confessional Lutheran-
ism than ever before. We wish we could say that it has entirely turned
its back on the uncertain, wavering position of the U.L.C. A.
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Lutheran Seminaries Fellowship Each Other.— Our Lutheran
exchanges inform us that recently the Association of Lutheran Seminary
Students met at Capital Seminary, Columbus, O., for its annual conference.
Eleven institutions were represented: Capitol, Luther (Norwegian), Luther
(American Lutheran Church), Wartburg, Philadelphia, Waterloo, Augus-
tana, Chicago, Gettysburg, Augsburg, Hamma. The general subject dis-
cussed in several of its phases was “Practical Lutheranism.” Prof. A.R.
Wentz of Gettysburg presented a paper on the Augsburg Confession, Prof.
Weswig of the Norwegian Luther Seminary spoke on “Practical Lutheran-
ism and Our Young People,” Prof.L.F.Gruber of the Chicago Seminary
spoke on “Present-day Religious Unrest,” and Professor Sverdrup of Augs-
burg on “Effective Seminary Curriculum.” Three Students, representing
three different institutions, submitted papers dwelling on the development
of the intellectual and spiritual life of the Lutheran seminarian. In the
paper from which we take the above details, the resolutions passed are
thus reported: “The resolutions confirmed the purpose of the conference:
1) to create a stronger bond of fellowship between the students of the
various Lutheran seminaries; 2) to maintain and promote a common
consciousness in faith, life, and theological thought; 3) to broaden the
vision of seminary students that they might gain a vision of the Lutheran
Church in its entirety; 4) to make for a more practical application of
the ‘faith of our fathers.’” XKnowing, as we do, that some of the men
who participated in this gathering are opposed to unionism, at least
in abstracto, we are at a loss how to account for their willingness to take
part in a conference of this kind, which, in spite of the common denomi-
national name claimed by all members, bears all the earmarks of unionism.
For, however one wishes to justify this gathering, it cannot be denied
that here a number of people met representing two sections of the Lu-
theran Church which are opposed to each other on important points, that
they fellowshiped with each other in the manmer of brethren, and that
they declared it their set purpose to continue in this course. If it is
argued that the common name affords a sufficient basis for such frater-
nizing, we must reply that on that basis every union of people who call
themselves Christians could be defended. Where such a course is pur-
sued, what, we ask, becomes of the warning of St. Paul against the “little
leaven which leaveneth the whole lump”? What of all the injunctions
of the pastoral letters to adhere to sound doctrine? The situation would
have been different if the meeting had undertaken to remove the existing
differences by examining them in the light of God’s Word and correcting
such errors as need correction, although it will be granted that this task
does not belong to seminarians, but to responsible men whom the Church
has entrusted with work of this nature. We fear that the conservative
Lutheran theologians who are sponsoring this conference, doing so with
the best of intentions, we have no doubt, are sowing the wind and will
reap the whirlwind, that they are assisting in destroying in their own
students that sensitiveness and dread with respect to false teaching
which is a prominent characteristic of Lutheran theology, and that they
are paving the way for conditions such as almost wrecked the Church
in the latter half of the eighteenth and at the beginning of the nine-
teenth century. A.
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A Remarkable Concession. — Under the heading “Darwinism Is
Dead” the Golden Book Magazine for July, 1030, cites a passage from
The History of Biological Theorics by Emmanuel Radl (E.J.Hatfleld).
Our readers will be interested in the following sentences: “Ideas are like
men. They come into the world, but no one knows whence they came;
they grow and flourish and for a time cherish the illusion of eternal life,
and then they depart into that land ‘from whose bourn no traveler re-
turns’ This was the fate of Aristotelian science, of the ambitious science
of the cighteenth century, of Cuvier’s ideas, of naturalism; this fate is
now rapidly overtaking Darwinism. Many still hold that Darwin was
right and proudly point out that no one has yet given any better explana-
tion of the facts of animal history. This is true. But Darwinism is not
being replaced by a better view; it is simply being abandoned. Not one
of those who had become convineed Darwinists afterward recanted, neither
Darwin nor Huxley nor Spencer. But they grew old, they vanished from
the world, and were replaced by new investigators, who had not expe-
rienced the vital glow aroused by the original Darwinism. Darwin is
dead; and in that peaceful home to which philosophers from the whole
world came as pilgrims a girls’ boarding-house (was once) established.
New names come into prominence, and a revision of values is in prog-
ress. . . . We may sum up the modern position in Driesch’s words: ‘For
those with insight, Darwinism has been dead for a long time. The last
pronouncements in its favor were little more than funeral odes inspired
by the text De mortuis mihil nigsi bene; they contained a complete ad-
mission of the inadequacy of the defense.’ Darwinism as a tyrannic doc-
trine, which imperiously enchains the minds of men, is dead. But it will
continue to live as a great intellectunl system, worked out by men with
great minds and of high ideals. In the future it will be included among
the greatest of the ideas which form the legacy of the past; on it investi-
gators of the future will train their intellectual talents. ...”

Our interest was not so much roused by the statement that Darwinism
was dead. We knew that. We were impressed by the remarkable conces-
sion that Darwinism in a certain aspect was “a tyrannic doctrine, which
imperiously enchains the minds of men.” Darwinism, once hailed as the
truth which was to make men free from superstition and prejudice, to
free men from the chains and fetters of Jewish traditions regarded as
religious tenets, this Darwinism is described by one of its admirers as
a tyrannic doctrine, enchaining the minds of men! What a remarkable
concession! Nor does the author hold out any hope that men will in future
be freed from this slavery to tyrannical doctrines similar to Darwinism.
The views replacing dead and abandoned Darwinism are no better views,
mind you. The author concedes “that no one has yet given any better
explanation of the facts of animal history.” He assures us that Dar-
winism “will continue to live as a great intellectunl system, worked out
by men with great minds and of high ideals”; “it will be included among
the greatest of the ideas which form the legacy of the past.” Now, the
point we wish to make is this: If Darwinism, this great achievement of
man’s mind, was a tyrannic doctrine, imperiously enchaining the minds
of men, will any of the newer views, which are conceded to be no better
than the opinion they are replacing, do more for men than tyrannically,
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imperiously, to enslave their minds? Having run their course, having
cherished the illusion of cternal life, having fettered the minds of men,
enchained their intellect, enslaved their reason, these theories finally die
and depart into that land from whose bourn no traveler returns! What,
then, will become of their poor, deluded followers? A prospect more dis-
couraging, more hopeless, we cannot imagine.— After all, there is but
one truth that makes us free indeed — the truth spoken by Christ in His
Word, the incorruptible Word of God, “which liveth and abideth forever.”
“This is the Word which by the Gospel is preached unto you,” 1Pet.1, 23. 25.

T.L.

Present Church and Theological Situation.— Under this head,
Mrs. C. A. Mason, in the Watchman-Examiner, issues an earnest warning
against the encroachments of Modernism in the Baptist demoninations
of our country. The rapid sprend of Modernism since 1907 she attributes
largely to the liberalistie Divinity School of the Chicago University, which
its first president, Dr.R.Harper, has imbued most thoroughly with the
virus of infidelity. What his associates and followers urged in place of
traditional Christianity a few excerpts show: —

“Out of those centers (universities) will come a new interpretation
of life and religion. The Church teachings cannot be cast into the mold
of antiquated dogma and command respect. They must undergo the most
thoroughgoing criticism and be brought before the bar of reason to answer
for themselves. The New Testament story of supernatural birth, miracle,
resurrection, is an antiquated affair, a relie that is worthless to cultivated
classes. . . . Historical science must repudiate the entire supernaturalist
position. . . . The hypothesis of God has become superfluous in every science,
even that of religion itself. . . . An intelligent man who now affirms his
faith in miracle can hardly know what intellectual honesty means.” (Prof.
George B. Foster, Chicago.)

“The Bible is not now, and has not been in the past, an authority in
any sense of the word.” (Prof. Frank Lewis, Crozer.)

“Jesus was the child of his time, a merely human Christ, who does
no more and no less than interpret to us the eternal revelation of God
in human nature. . . . In Foreign Missions incrensed emphasis is being
placed on the claims of the political and social future of the non-Christian
peoples. . . . The missionary enterprise is rapidly being conceived as a demo-
eratie social program.” (Prof. G. Birncy Smith, Chicago.)

“The Grecks had all that was important to religion, and, in fact,
Socrates and Plato were in some respect in advance of Christ.” (Pro-
fessor Shorey.)

“On any sane philosophy this universe is engaged in a business too
vast to be solicitous about merely individual desires.” (Dr. Harry E.
Fosdick.)

In criticism of these pronouncements of the sheerest kind of unbelief
by Baptist Church leaders, Mrs. Mason writes: —

“These glimpses into the modernist mind seem to indicate that, while
those who hold these views have a perfect right so to do, they can hardly
at the same time call themselves Baptists. For the essentinls are seen
to be the rejection of the supernatural in toto, including the deity of Jesus
and the authority and integrity of the Seriptures. In the second place,
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what preparation, if any, had been made among Baptists at large in the
first and second decades of the new century for the mew teaching? Had
their point of view been undergoing any modifications favorable to its
acceptance? Inevitably. Since they are living in this highly privileged
scientific century, they cannot remain untouched by its spirit. The young
people of Baptist families, being taught psychology in their schools, learn
that sin is an obsolete notion and that religion has nothing to do with the
New Testament and its doctrine of salvation and a risen Christ, ‘so lacking
in objective reality.’ It may further be said that no spiritual conviction
is likely to be widely operative when the urge towards material comfort,
enjoyment, and advantage has become so overwhelming as it has to-day.
These and other characteristics of our mechanistic age have had their
part in bringing about important modifications of the original Baptist
singleness of mind, modifications which contribute to facile reception of
a reversal of the principles for which their fathers fought and bled. For
it cannot be denied that Puritan restraints and coercions a generation ago
became a thing of the past and that the conception of ‘a regenerate church-
membership® is largely lost.”

Regarding the effects of the attack of modernistic infidelity on the
“faith of the fathers,” the writer ventures the following gloomy fore-
cast: —

“Those who compose the modernized wing among Baptists consider
themselves by no means unethienl in their position. They have been, and
are still, fiercely accused of ‘boring from within,’ of using their position
within the denomination for purposes of propaganda subversive of the
Baptist faith and the like. But a certain latitude of the use of pious
strategy has always been allowed in the formative phrases of a new cult.
The insistent fling: ‘You are Unitarians. You have no right to call
vourselves Baptists. Why do you not go where you belong?’ leaves the
‘enlightencd’ unperturbed, unresentful. They will bide their time. They
might, indeed, execute a wholesale exodus into the Unitarian fold. They
would be warmly welcomed. They are already cordially affiliated. But
they can show a more excellent way than this would be. The present
method finds endorsement among Unitarian leaders themselves, one of
whom, alluding to nominally evangelical men and women who have aban-
doned their ancient faith, but not their church-membership, says: —

“SA good many Unitarians are doing more good where they are
than they can do anywhere else. They are undoubtedly capturing strong-
holds that we could never earry by direct attack. They are the Modern-
ists of Protestants who are working within the fold. . . . We want more
of them, and we want them where they are.’

“Per contra, why should the Modernists within the Baptist ranks
precipitate a movement to attach their own religious body, numbering
more than 8,000,000 communicants, to another of far less ancient lineage,
numbering less than 120,000 members? The fact that, as the Union could
not exist half slave and half free, so the Baptist denomination cannot
exist permanently half evangelical and half modernist is now obvious.
A break must come. Dr. Shailer Mathews thinks ten years will bring
about the mecessary realignment. ‘The older type of confessional Chris-
tianity,’ he foresees, ‘will not disappear immediately, but it will be in-
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creasingly ineffective. The Modernist movement can hardly fail to pro-
ceed.” The head of the Baptist Divinity School of Chicago knows whereof
he afirms. Modernism is at the helm in the new system of church govern-
ment, as it is also in many of the more important so-called Baptist schools
and colleges of the North. H.G.Wells mournfully says: ‘The Bible has
lost hold, but nothing has arisen to take its place. That is the gravest
aspect of the matter. It was the cement with which our Western com-
munities were built and by which they were held together.’”

A final thought is given to a modus operandi by which the “genuine,
old-fashioned Baptists of the evangelical type should meet the situation.”
But it is here that the inherent weakness of American Fundamentalism
reveals itself. On perusing the writer’s clear and emphatic denuncia-
tion of Modernism, we had expected that, having analyzed the tragic
situation so thoroughly, she would suggest perhaps Spurgeon’s method
of witnessing agninst error. But that step American Fundamentalism is
unwilling to take, and it is for this remson that the prophecy of Shailer
Mathews that “the modernistic movement can hardly fail to proceed”
may come true. A half-hearted combat will never save evangelical faith
from the destructive forces of Modernism. As did Spurgeon in his day,
80 to-day the Baptist Fundamentalists must come out from among them
and be separate; in other words, they must abandon their program of
unionism. J.T.M.

Why Methodists Are Modernists.—Dr. A. C. Knudson’s dogmatical
work The Doctrine of God, which is an exponent of extreme Modernism,
is being advertised in Methodist periodicals as follows: “This is a book
of masterly scholarship, which increases its tempo and power, reaching
a brilliant climax in the treatment of the Trinity. It is the first really
great book written by an American on the doctrine of God in the past
quarter century.” No wonder Modernism flourishes in the Methodist
Church. For a review on the book see CONCORDIA THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY,
Vol. I, No. 12. J.T. M.

The Difficulty of Formulating a Creed Confessing and Denying
the Deity of Christ. —Peter had no difficulty in expressing his faith
in the deity of Jesus. “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God,”
Matt. 16, 16. John had no difficulty. “This is the true God and eternal
life,” 1John 5, 20. The framers of the Nicene Creed easily found suit-
able words. “Jesus Christ, God of God, Light of Light, very God of very
God.” The Small Catechism has words of clear, unmistakable meaning.
“Jesus Christ, true God, begotten of the Father from ecternity.” Dr.H.S.
Coffin, president of Union Seminary, finds it an easy matter to give ex-
pression to his belief that Jesus was just a man. But he finds himself
in difficulties when he attempts to formulate a statement which would
declare that Jesus, while not true God, is still true God. A review of an
article by him had stated: “The article is written from the standpoint
that Christ is just a man, a very remarkable man, it is true; but there
is not a single clear-cut assertion to His deity. ‘Jesus kept conmstantly
drawing on the universe for the resources which He neceded to be Him-
self’ ... He does indeed use the word Son, but it is clear that this is not
meant to imply the godhood of Jesus Christ. Anointing with the Spirit,
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Virgin Birth, a preexistent Word made flesh, these are called ‘first-cen-
tury metaphors’ ... No one who belicves in the deity of Christ would
or could have written this article.” That drew the following indignant
protest from Dr. Coffin: “Editor, The Presbyterian: In a review of the
book Ventures in Belief, in your number of October 9 [1030], the reviewer,
after paying his respects to an article which I contributed to that col-
lection upon ‘The Meaning of Jesus,” concludes: ‘No one who believes in
the deity of Christ would or could have written this article’ MayI simply
venture to call his attention, and the attention of your readers, to the
concluding sentence in my article: ‘In view of all that Jesus has dome
for mankind and of all that He continues to be to those who trust Him,
we cannot express our conviction by saying less than that in Him God
has come among us in His fulness and given us His very Self’? If this
is not faith in the deity of Christ, I simply am incapable of expressing it.
Henry S. Coffin.”

Dr. Coffin has not succeeded in formulating the creed needed. A man
who does not believe in the preexistence of Christ (“begotten of the Father
from eternity”) nor in the atonement cannot formulate a statement that
covers both his unbelief and the truth that Jesus Christ is “very God
of very God.” Fortunately human language has been so constructed by
the Creator that the denial of a fact cannot at the same time serve for
an assertion of the faect. That concluding sentence, summarizing the
entire article with all its denials, cannot be expressive of a real deity
of Christ. What the reviewer said of the entire article covers also the
concluding statement: “The deity of Christ is antipodes away from that
pantheistie, evolutionary conception of Schleiermacher and his followers.”

William Adams Brown is confronted with the same difficulty. His
creed even contains the words: “Jesus is God incarnate.” But lest that
phrase conflict with the belief that Jesus is not “very God of very God,”
the creed runs thus: “When we say that Jesus is God incarnate, it is
our way of reminding ourselves that in Jesus God is teaching us by ex-
ample. . . . To believe in the deity of Christ means to make Jesus norma-
tive both for our thought of God and for our experience of God. . . . When
we say that we believe in the deity of Christ, we do not mean that God
is in Jesus quantitatively, as one can put jewels in a box, but that He is
in Him qualitatively, as the sun’s light is in the sun’s rays.” (Beliefs
that Matter, pp.106. 113. 115.) Dr.Brown feels that he has not quite
solved the difficulty. He says, on page 116: “Christians who approach
Jesus from these different angles often find it difficult to understand one
another.” Surely; we cannot understand this new human language.

How does the creed of S. Parkes Cadman read? He unhesitatingly
uses the phrase, “His only-begotten Son Jesus Christ.” At the same time
he teaches Subordination. This is the best he can do: “Jesus was and is
the finest example of oneness known to history. He was also a great
Brother because he was a perfect Son. He taught that all human beings
are brothers, since they are the children of God, their Father. If we be-
lieve in His teaching we find in its practise an unequaled program for
life. We are to live ns brothers and as sons. Brotherhood means service
and sonship means love, obedience, and faith.” (Answers to Every-day
Questions, pp. 247. 174. 37.) We find it difficult to understand one another.
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H. E. Fos&iol aWisl imhdidaolasicnt Manthly i{oine Hivisity %r even the
deity of Jesus. . (“We need not quibble, either, about a supposed difference
that is not really there between His deity and His divinity,” Modern Use
of the Bible, p.268.) He would refer the doubters to the eighth lecture
in his book Modern Use, entitled “Jesus, the Son of God.” He believes that
Jesus was just a man. He will not accept the “very God of very God”
of the Nicene Creed. “Of course, they made this declaration in terms
of current philosophy. . . . It never would occur to me to use the Nicene
Creed as the natural expression of my faith.” Jesus is not very God.
Yet He is divine, the Son of God. The creed that reconciles the contra-
diction is built on the modern doctrine of the pantheistic immanence of
God and runs thus: “Wherever you look at the underlying presupposi-
tions of men’s thinking about God to-day, you find, not the old dualism
against which the ancient Church had so long and flerce a conflict, but
a gladly recognized affinity between God and man. In our theology no
longer are the divine and human like oil and water that cannot mix;
rather, all the best in us is God in us. This makes faith in the divine
Christ infinitely casier than it was under the old regime. . .. The presup-
position of all our thinking is the conviction, not that there is a vast dis-
tance between God and man, but that God and man belong together and
in each other are fulfilled. . .. The God who was in Jesus is the same God
who is in us. You cannot have one God and two kinds of divinity”
(pp- 266 fI.). If this is not faith in the deity of Christ, Dr. Fosdick might
also say, I simply am incapable of expressing it.— The case of Dr. Fosdick
is aggravated by the fact that he quibbles not only when employing the
term “Jesus, the Son of God,” but also when using the term “God.” “The
New York Times, in its religious department, said within a few months
that on n recent Sunday Dr. Fosdick in his sermon said: ‘You may be sur-
prised when I, a minister, say to you that it does not matter very much
whether you believe in God or mnot’” (Watchman-Examiner, October 3,
1020.) It means that he does not believe in a personal God.

The Presbyterian of October 9, 1030, submitted a sclection of grand
and glorious titles the unbeliever is willing to bestow upon Jesus. Pilate
called Him “the man without fault”; Diderot called Him “the unsur-
passed”; Napoleon called Him “the emperor of love”; David Strauss,
“the highest model of religion”; John Stuart Mill, “the guide of human-
ity”; Leckey, “the highest pattern of virtue”; Pecaut, “the Holy One
before God”; Martineau, “the divine flower of humanity”; Renan, “the
greatest among the sons of men”; Theodore Parker, “the youth with God
in his heart”; Francis Cobb, “the regenerator of humanity”; Robert Owen
called Him “the irreproachable.” Add to the list Coffin, Brown, Cadman,
Fosdick. They may employ higher-sounding titles, but refusing to confess
that Jesus is true God, begotten of the Father from eternity, very God
of very God, they belong, as creed-makers, in the Pilate-David Strauss-
Robert Owen class. E.

Is Chilinsm an Open QuestionP—Some of the present-day Fun-
damentalists wish to have it regarded as such. They wish to see Chiliasm
tolerated, even if they themselves do not accept it. That secems to be the
view underlying the following editorial remarks in the Watchman-Ez-
aminer: —
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“We are nmazed at the number of men who sneer whenever the sub-
jeet of our Lord’s return is mentioned. Some professed disciples of Jesus
among us have a positive aversion to the subject. They have no hesita-
tion in declaring that they do not believe in the coming, which, beyond
all doubt, is emphatically taught in the New Testament. Their antago-
nism to all ‘this second-coming nonsense’ knows no bounds, and their
choicest sncers are reserved for ‘those premillennialists,’ among whom might
be numbered such scholars as Alford, such preachers as Spurgeon, and
such saints as Gordon.

“We are not insisting that all Christian men shall agree as to the
interpretation of the Secripture teaching concerning Christ’s second com-
ing, but we do insist that a doctrine so interwoven with the thought of
the New Testament is too sacred and too sublime to be laughed out of
court. Furthermore, we do insist that conseccrated and able men who
find joy for themselves, and give joy to others, by preaching the immi-
nence of Christ’s visible return to the earth should not be made the butt
of ridicule. Some men who strongly believe in the immediate coming of
Christ are, it is true, not patterns of New Testament charity and would
be found with bitterness on their lips should Christ suddenly appear.
We plead for Christian courtesy and for the manifestation of the spirit
of Christ.”

We, of course, agree with the writer of the above remarks when he
pleads for Christian courtesy and for the manifestation of the spirit of
Christ in polemics. An error, however, is an error, and no amount of
Christian courtesy can change that fact. Chiliasm is wrong, and Chris-
tian forbearance and charity cannot make it right. It is overlooked by
our contemporary that Chilinsm is clearly anti-Seriptural. Prof. M.T.
Winkler of the Lutheran Seminary in Adelaide, Australia, writing in
the Australasian Theological Review (Vol. I, No. 3), shows quite con-
vineingly that the Chiliasts, while wishing to be loyal to the Scriptures,
become disloyal to them, inasmuch as they do not treat them fairly. He
has summarized the matter in these three points: 1. The definite state-
ments of the New Testament that certain Old Testament prophecies are
fulfilled are not final to them (the Chiliasts); 2. they positively distort
clear passages of the New Testament in order to support their views;
3. they continually introduce these distortions into clear texts which in
themselves disprove their theories. A

The Reformation and American Liberty.—The protest of Father
Burke against the letter of congratulation sent by President Hoover to
the Lutherans on their celebration, on October 31, 1930, of the anniversary
of the Protestant Reformation and the four-hundredth anniversary of the
reading of the Augsburg Confession, led to a general discussion in various
newspapers throughout our country of the contribution of the Reforma-
tion to the making of America. The News Bulletin of the Publicity Bureau
of the National Lutheran Counecil, in its November issue, publishes a com-
prehensive symposium of editorial comment, in which occur several ex-
pressions that are of more than passing value. The Post (Chieago, IlL)
comments: —

“In the perspective of the centuries it ought to be possible to view
the historie importance of the Protestant Reformation without engender-
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ing ill feeling. Its effects upon the thoughts of men, upon social and
governmental institutions, were too profound to be ignored. That it ex-
tended to American life is beyond controversy, and that the vast majority
of Americans rejoice in certain of its consequences is unquestionably true.
Separation of Church and State is an American principle, which, together
with religious liberty, has embodiment in the Constitution of the United
States. It is beside the point to argue that Luther did not believe in this
scparateness. The principle evolved out of the movement which he in-
augurated. It is not necessary to approve all that grew from the seed
he planted in order to pay tribute to this cherished American policy or
to recognize gratefully the part he had in furnishing impulse for its de-
velopment.”

The Christian Science Monitor (Boston, Mass,) says, in part: —

“Certainly the great body of Americans — including many Roman
Catholic citizens — recognizes that as Americans they owe a debt to the
Reformation. But for it there would be a state church in the United
States to-day, entailing conditions which many citizens have escaped by
emigrating from their native lands. But for it there never would have
developed the very foundation of religious freedom, the necessity for tol-
erating another creed. But for the Reformation political liberty, that
flower of individual freedom of thought, would not have blossomed as it
has. But for it there would have been no public school, the keystone of
democracy. But for it the very clause of the Comstitution to which the
Welfare Council appeals never would have been written; for there would
have been ‘an establishment of religion,” a single Church, without thought
or necessity for toleration of another.”

These statements are all the more noteworthy since they appear in
papers which certainly are in no way prejudiced through Lutheran in-
fluence on behalf of the Reformation. J.T. M.

Battologizing Prayers.— The Lutheran Church Herald sounds an
earnest warning against “battologizing prayers.” We quote in part: —

“The most perfect and unattainable in prayer is, of course, the ‘Our
Father’ of our Lord Jesus. How simple, and yet how wonderfully intimate
is it notl

“In the Reformed Churches the pastor is supposed to have what they
call the morning prayer. To no small extent this has also become cus-
tomary within some of our congregations, and these prayers are but too
often painful to listen to because their claborate, artificial, verbose char-
acter gives the impression that the pastor is talking against time, that
it is part of his task to occupy just so much time in telling the Lord
just what is what. The childish simplicity, the confident intimacy of
the child toward its father, has entirely been lost sight of, and just these
two features are, to my mind, the essentinl characteristics of the child’s
call to the Father in heaven.

“Our Lord Jesus has Himself warned us against the use of many
words. In Matt. 6, 7 we find the warning. The Greek word for it is
battologein. Let us try and give heed to this warning. I am well aware
that there are special occasions that may call for prayers that neces-
sarily must partake of a vocabulary of a more elaborate character. But
even here a reform is needed; for but too often we hear many words
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and very little sense, see too much spasmodic closing of the eyes, much
contortion of the face, and very little real cdification.

“Why cannot our Lutheran pastors at least adhere to the Lutheran
custom also in this respect? Whoever prays in public, trying to voice
the needs and emotions of the audience they are about to address, should
take this warning of the Lord to heart. Let them, as briefly as possible,
and as concisely as possible, submit their cause to the Father ‘who
knoweth what things ye have nced of before ye ask Him. Beware of
battologizing, ncedless repetition of words and phrases that can mean
nothing to God and are irksome to an audience at worship.

“Now, some may think that a warning of this kind is out of place;
I maintain jt is timely. When a pastor steps into his pulpit he is there
to bring to thirsty souls the Water of Life, to bring the greatest mes-
sage that can be delivered to an audience. If the pastor feels this,—he
certainly ought to,—he knows that he is under a responsibility as great
as any ever entrusted to man. He has been given the high ambassador-
ship of God to man, and woe be to him if he garbles the message. . . .
Feeling this, he will make his prayer a ery as out of the depths to the
Father in heaven for himself and his flock, a prayer so far removed from
some of those heard off and on as earth is from heaven. These prayers
will not be the verbose stilt-walking on more or less obsolete dictionary
words, but real prayers, such as Dr. Luther’s sacristy prayer or the beau-
tiful, concise collects of our church service, prayers that very, very few
of our moderns can improve upon. Bewuare of battologizing!” J.T.M.

Magic or Superstition? — A writer in the Commonweal, using the
caption “Religion, Magie, and Science,” after mentioning the charge of
Dean Inge that the Roman Church is the antithesis of Christianity, ex-
amines the attack made on Romanists by the Anglican Bishop of Birming-
ham, who among other things has declared that in the celebration of the
Holy Eucharist Roman priests are guilty of performing, and their par-
ishioners of joining in the practise of, magic. In his defense the writer
gives a definition and description of magie. It will be worth while if we
here reproduce this part of his article. Drawing on the book by Dr. Mali-
nowski, an authority on magic, he says: —

“The idea underlying the practise of magic is that of human power,
not of human impotence. Man, so it is said, possesses certain occult
powers by the exercise of which he can control and command the powers
of nature with which he comes in contact. These powers are possessed
by certain persons (magicians). They are brought into play by means
of certain rites, spells, incantations, ete., and it is absolutely necessary
that these spells should be used with the utmost fidelity and accuracy,
otherwise the magic won't work. Magic is always used for a definite
purpose. To obtain the death of an enemy or the recovery of a sick per-
son, to insure a plentiful harvest and ward off the attacks of pests, to
obtain a prosperous fishing season and prevent storm and shipwreck—
these are the sorts of things for which magic is employed.

“Magic can be employed only by men, and the magic itself, the spell
(and this is the point on which Dr. Malinowski lays stress), is absolutely
effective. Of its very nature it produces infallibly the desired result;
the power of the wielder of magic is supreme. If it fails of its effects,
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as of coua8doreltan la6alomiea | dWHBA (@b 2diné\drrbé has been made
in the delivery of the spell, or some opposing magician has been at work
to cancel its effect.”

On the basis of this definition it is plain that we ought not to say
Roman Catholic priests practise magic when they celebrate the Lord’s
Supper. But while we have to absolve them of this charge, we have to
raise another one, which is equally serious, namely, that their celebra-
tion of the Lord's Supper is based on superstition (Aberglaube), because
they, without any authority in the divine Word, merely because their
Church has so decreed, believe that bread and wine are changed into
the holy body and blood of our Savior. When a person holds that such
miraculous events as the one referred to happen and he has neither Serip-
ture proof nor any other evidence that is valid for this view, we have
to say that he is superstitious. A

The Truth about “German Atrocities.” —In view of the wide
dissemination given black calumnies against the Germans during the
World War, it will be considered perfectly appropriate if we reprint
a few sentences from an article in Current History by P.W. Wilson, who
uses the caption “Some Historical Forgeries.” “In his book Falsehood
in Wartime Lord Ponsonby, labor peer, has analyzed some of the stories
reflecting on Germany which were used as verbal ammunition by the
allics. He finds that the inquiry led by Cardinal Mercier at the in-
stance of the Pope failed to produce one case of a German’s violating
a Belgian nun or cutting off a baby’s hands. ‘The crucified Canadian’ was
sometimes a girl and sometimes an American. In 1019 Private E.Loader,
Second Roynl West Kent Regiment, wrote to a weckly, declaring that
he had scen a crucified Canadian. It turned out that there was no such
private in the regiment and that during the whole war the regiment
had served in India. The story of the Kadaverwertungsanstalt (corpse-
utilization establishment) in Germany arose originally out of a genuize
misunderstanding. Kadaver was translated corpse, whereas, according
to the German contention, it means carcass, that is, the body of the ani-
mal, not of & human being. . . . As reported in the New York Times of
October 20, 1925, General J.V. Charteris explained the use which the in-
telligence department made of these hideous accounts. One day he re-
ceived two photographs, one showing German wounded on a train and the
other showing dead horses. He changed the captions, thus suggesting
that the human beings were to be utilized for products. Also, he ex-
plained, as reported, that the intelligence department prepared a bogus
diary, assumed to have been taken from a German soldier, which would
have confirmed the story of the corpses, but that it was held to be too
dangerous to promulgate this fabrication. While it is not the fact, then,
that General Charteris invented the story, he appears, on his own con-
fession, to have manufactured evidence of its plausibility for use espe-
cially among Eastern peoples.” A

The Present-Day Attitude of Americans toward Religious
Truth. —In an article printed in the Forum, J.T.Adams portrays the
position the average American takes with respect to truth. While it is
not particularly religious truth that he is speaking of and while there
are some things in his article that are abominable, there is much in his
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sketch which strikes one as just criticism and as directly applicable to
the religious situation in our country. He says: “Our American philos-
ophy has always tended toward pragmatism. The ‘booster’ seemed to fit
into the ethical and intellectual order of things, whereas the realistic
critic was hurled into outer darkness by economic powers. Not to claim
that your own ugly town was a city beautiful, that it was bound to be-
come a cultured metropolis in ten years, that everything was for the
best, was to become a suspected social parinh. Luck, hope, emotion,
sccmed to be better than critieal thought.” Continuing in this strain,
he shows that our people are swayed more by emotional appeals than
by considerations based on real truth. This, it strikes us, exactly char-
acterizes the attitude of the average Ameriean when questions of religion
confront him, whether he is o member of & Church or not. Instead of
ascertaining what our only infallible authority in affairs pertaining to
the realm of the spirit has to say, the vo» populi, that which pleases
everybody, is made the arbiter. The question asked is not, What does
the Bible teach? but, What will work in our community? What type
of religion will the people accept? This tendency accounts for the preach-
ing of moral platitudes instead of the Gospel-message, because it is held
that such preaching will have a universal appeal. It accounts, further-
more, for the wave of unionism sweeping over the land and battering
down barriers between churches; for if there is anything that is popular
in our age, it is the declaration that, however men may differ in religious
views, their differences do not matter and they can all worship together
in one great brotherhood, their peculiar religious beliefs notwithstanding.
It is the day of the “booster,” who calls upon men to leave behind their
narrow religious prejudices and to march ahead to greater things, fighting
for the common welfare under a common banner. The people who remind
themselves and others that the great God has given us directives as to
our work which must not be violated or ignored, are looked at askance
as a disturbing factor. In the last analysis, this attitude signifies that
one refuses to follow the dictates of truth and rather would be guided
by what is pleasant and effective according to our human way of thmking
From such a stand may God mercifully deliver us!

II. Ausland.

Seit bem Siinbenfall gibt ¢8 nur einen Heildweg. 1iber biefe in
ber Peiligen Sdirift far geoffenbarte Wahrheit bringt die .Freifivdje”
bom 7. Degember b, J. die folgenden Jeugnifje aud der Apologie der Augss
burgijden Stonfejjion bei: .Soldjer Glaube und Werirauen auf Gotted
Yarmbergigleit wird al8 ber grofte, Heiligite Gotteddienit gepreifet, fons
berlid) in Propheten und Pialmen. Denn wwietwohl dbad Gefeh nidjt bors
nehmlidy predigt Ginade und Wergebung ber Siinbe iwie ba3 Ebangelium,
fo find bodj bie Werheifjungen von dem linftigen Chrijto bon einem Pas
triardjen auf den andern geerbet, und [fie] Haben getouft, and) geglaubt,
bafy Gott durd) den gebenebeiten Samen, durd) GChriftum, twollte Segen,
Gnabde, Heil und Trojt geben. Darum, o jie verjtunden, dap CEhrijtud
jollte ber Sdhals fein, dbadurdy unjere Siinbe bezahlt werden follte, Gaben fie
getouft, bafs unjere Werle eine folde grofe Sduld nidt begahlen onnten.
Darum Baben fic Bergebung der Siinde, Gnade und Heil ofne alle3 BVers
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bienft empfangen und find durd) dben Glauben an die gottlidhe BVerheipung,
an da8 Cvangelium von Chrifto, felig getvorben ald twohl ald tvir ober
bic Heiligen im Nevten Teftament. Daber Tommt’s, dafy biefe Worte ,Barms
Bergigleit’, ,@iite’, ,®laube’ jo oft in den Pfalmen und Propheten iviebers
Bolt iverden, ald [aum Beifpicl] im 180. Pfalm: ,So du willit, HErr,
adjthaben auf die Mifjetat, HExr, wer wird bejtehen?* Da befennt Dabvid
feine &iinde, riifmt nidht viel Verdienft, Jagt aud) teiter: ,Denn bei dic
ift dic Vergebung, daf man did) filedhte.” Da filhlt er iviedber Troft und
verldft fih auf Gnade und VarmbBersigleit, verldfit fih auf die gdttlide
Bufage und fpricht: ,Meine Secle Harret ded HErrn, und id) hoffe auf
fein Wort.* Und aber[mal]: ,Meine Seele toartet dodh auf den HErrn.'
Dasd ift, dicweil du verbeifjen Hajt BVergebung der Siinde, fo Galte i) midy
an dic Jufage, fo verlafje und wage id) mid) auf die gndibdige Verheijung.
Darum terden bdie Heiligen Patriardjen vor Gott fromm und GHeilig aud
nidjt durdid Gejefs, fondern durd) Gotted Jujage und dburd) den Glauben.”
(Miiller, &. 97.) ,Crjtlidh) ift die Verheifung ber Ginade ober das erjte
Goangelium Adam gugefagt: ,Jdh will Feindjdaft jepen* ujw. Hernad
find YAbraham und anbdern Pairiardien von bdemjelbigen Chrifto Vers
Beifungen gejdiehen, toeldje denn die Propheten Hernad) gepredigt [Haben],
und uleit ijt diejelbige Verheifung der Gnabde durd) Ehrijtum felbjt, ald
er mun fommen tvar, gepredigt unter den Juden und endlid) dburd) bdie
Apojtel in alle Welt audgebreitet. Denn durd) den Gllauben an dad
Gbangelium oder an bdie Jufage bon Chrijto jind alle Patriarden, alle
Heiligen bon Mmbeginn der MWelt, geredit bor Glott tvorden und nidht um
ihrer Neue oder Leid oder cinigerlei Werfe willen.” (S.175.) ,Denn bdie
Patriarden und Heiligen im Alten Teftament find audy geved)t worden und
Gott vexfohnt durd) den Glauben an bdie BVerheiung von dem gulimftigen
Ghrijto, burd) tocldjen Heil und Gnade verheifjen tvard, gleidhivie tir im
Neuen Teftament durd) den Glauben an Ehrijtum, der dba offenbart ift,
Gnade erlangen. Denn alle Gldubigen von Anbeginn LHaben geglaubt,
bafy ein Opfer und Vegablung fiir die Siinde gefdiehen tviirde, namlid
Ghriftus, welder Hinftig und verheifen tvar, wie Jefaind am 63. [Sapitel]
jagt: ,Wenn er feine Secle wird geben cin Sdulbopfer fiir die Simde* uj.”
(S. 261.)

Die una via salutis feit dem Siindenfall der Menfdien tourbe aud
bei ber Gebiadiinidfeicr bed fiinfundiiebzigidhrigen Bejtehensd unjers OSjts
lidgen Difiriftd behandelt. Jn ben BVeridht ift 1. a. folgended aufgenommen
tworden: ,CE3 Bat feit dbem ESiindenfall nie einen andern Weg zur Gnade
Gotted und gur Celigleit gegeben ald den Glauben an Chriftum, den
Gott felbjt gum Mittler givijden fidh und dem {Huldigen Menfdjengefdhlecht
gemadit Hat. Die irren fehr, weldje meinen, dafy gur Beit ded Alten Teftas
ment8 bie Menfdhen auf dem Wege ded8 Gefefses, das ift, ifrer ecigenen
MWerle, felig geworden feien. Nein, nidht aljol Gott Hat — nad) Bes
firafung ber ©iinde bed AbfallE — Abam und Eva und bem gangen
Menjdjengejcdhlecht fofort bie Berheifung von dem Weibedjamen gegeben,
ber ber Sdilange den Stopf gertreten, alfo Siindenjdjuld und Tobd, die dburd
de3 Teufelé Verfithrung in die Menjdjentvelt eingebrungen taren, abiun
merbe. Diefes Evangelium ift aud von allen Propheten bed Alten eftas
mentd tatjadli) gelehrt worben. Das ift nidht cine Cintragung in
bie Gefdidhte e Alten Tejtaments, wie aud) moberne L[uiferaner bes
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Gauptet Haben, fondern die ausbdriidlihe [ehre der Peiligen Schrift. Der
Apojtel Petrusd begeugt im Hauje ded Hauptmannd SKornelius: ,Von diefem
[J€ju] geugen alle Propheten, daf dburd) feinem Namen alle, die an ibn
glauben, Wergebung der Simden empfafen follen’, Apojt. 10, 43. Die
©dyrift begeugt ferner, dafy die Stinder Gotte des UAlten Tejtaments dieje
[erheifung aud) geglaubt und dadburd) die Wergebung ber Siinben
erlangt und fich des8 Heild durd) den Namen GChrifti gefreut Gabem. A3
in ben Tagen Ehrijti Hier auf Erben bdie merfgerechten Juben bdem ers
fdjicnenen Mefjias den Glauben vertveigerten unbd fidh fiic ihren Unglauben
auf Abrahom ald ihren BVater beriefen, begeugte ihnen der HEre: ,Abras
Bam, cuer Bater, ward froh, daf er meinen Tag fehen jollte; und ec fah
ifn und freuete iy, Jol. 8, 66. Die Schrift Legeugt ferner, daf 8 unter
bem RWolfe Jsrael gu allen Jeiten joldje Seelen gab, die twie Simeon und
Panna auf den verheifenen Meffiad ald den Trojt Jsraeld mwarteten, Lul.
2, 25, 88." & P

Gin Grundidnben ber ,Iutherifden” Landedlirden. In einem Veridht
fiber eine Verfammlung der Iuiherijdhen Freilicdjen, wobei e8 fid aud um
bie Stellung au ben Lanbestirden Hanbdelte, fagt die . Freiticdhe” u. a.: .CEin
Grundffhaden bder ,Iutherijden’ Landestivdien befteht darin, daf bie Auss
bilbung ibrer autiinftigen Diener am Wort den ftaatlichen Univerfitdten
iiberlafien bleibt, deren theologije Qehrivrper cbenfo gujammengefebt find
foie die Paftorenfdjaft der Lanbdestirdhen, ja bei denen bdie djrifts und bes
fenntniSiidrige neuere Theologie die Gerridende ift. Gerade aud in diefem
Puntie gilt ¢8 fitr alle Tutherifden Freificchen in Deutihland, redten
Cmift gu braudjen und die Ausbhildung ihrer Pajtoren felbft in die Hand
gu nehmen, twenn fie nidt der Lehrverivirrung und ber Gileidberechtigung
ber Nidjtungen, bie den Landedtirdien gum BVerberben getvorden ift, in ibrer
eigenen Mitte Tor und Tiir Sjfuen wollen. 1Und bafile find nidt nur bie
Pajtoren, jondern audy alle Gemeindeglieder bor Gott und ber Stirde bers
antivortlid). 2Wir verfennen nidt die grofen Sdjwierigleiten, die gerade
Bier vorliegen. WAber fie find nidyt uniibertvindlid), wenn tir im Glauben
auf die BVerheijungen fdauen, die der allmiaditige HErr denen gegeben bat,
bie feinem GJebot, nidht am frembden Jod) mit den lngliubigen gu giehenm,
gehordien, 2 Sor. 6, 14 . Die vorjtehenden Worte der . Freifivde” gelien
gunddyjt ben Iutherijden Freilicden Deutjdlands. Sie find aber aud
am Plale, wenn wir an bie amerifanifd)=lutherijde Stirdje denfen. Jwar
find Biergulande alle Iutherijd fidh nennenden Gemeinjdaften vom Staate
unabhingig und in dem Sinne ,Freifivden”. Aber damit find fie nodh
nidit gegen die Gefalhr gejdhitht, in iren theologijden Fafultdten Lehrer
au Baben, die der Gleidberedhtigung berjhiedener Nidtungen innerhalb der
Tutherifdhen Sirdje, aud) bei nidht vorhandener itbereinjtimmung in ber
fefire, bad Wort reben und dadurd) dbad Buftandefommen der Einigleit in
ber Lefre Hindern. . B

Der Klcine Natedhidsmus Luthers in Deut{fhland. Die Herbittagung
be3 Gb.-Quih. Lanbesjdjulbereind fourde am 8. und 9. November b. J. abs
gehalten. Bur Veratung lag vor allem vor bie Vefprediung des Satediss
musd mit bem verbindlidhen Lernjtoff, ein THema, tworiiber Dr. Siropatidel
referierte. fiber ben BVerlauf der Tagung beridjtet nun bie .U, €. L. £.%, wie
folgt: .9ad) einer lebhafien Ausipradje mwurde einmiitig in einer grofen
ffentliden BVerjammlung folgende Cnifhliegung angenommen: Wit ers
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Tennen banlbar an, baf nadj langer Jeit wadjfenber Willfiic cin Minbefts
maf an berbinblidem Lernftoff fiir den Religionsunterridht in allen Bolss
{dhulen ©Sadjjensd vorgefdirichben tworben ift und Luihers Sileiner Natedidmud
ben Rindern tvieber in bie Hande gegeben ird. Eine bom Lanbedfduls
berein in ivieberfolten Eingaben und Stunbgebungen crhobene Forderung
ift bamit enbdlid) grundfdplidh erfiillt worden. . . . Wir vermiffen [aber]
weiter die Erfiillung unjerer alten Forberung, dafy der fleine Natedjidmus
mit Quifers Crilirung gu den Jehn Geboten, den Glaubensartifeln und
bem Baterunfer audlwendig gelernt mird. Jur Crreidung dicjes Bieles
forbern tvir nad) tie vor Crlhishung der Stundengahl fiic den Religionds
unterridht. Bi8 babin bleibt e8 Pilicht der Eltern, in Ergangung bed NRelis
giondunterridhtd in der Scdule durd) vermehrie Plege driftlidher lnters
eifung und Crzichung in Hausd und firde den Stindern den Natedjismusd
al8 ,cind ber fidtbaren cinigenben Stiide evbangelijd)-Iutherijden Glaubenss
unbd Befenninislebens, die in Jeiten de8 Sdhivaniend doppelt ndtig erfdeis
nen* (Minijterialvat Dr. fHleinhold in der ,Sad)f. Staatdzeitung’), vertraut,
Tieb und mwert zu madjen.” J. T M.
Jntolerang in Spanien. Dad ,Ev, Deutfdland” beridtet: ,Eine ber
gelefenften Tageszeitungen in Mabrid, Heraldo de Madrid, beridjiet bon
cinem neuen Fall, in dbem ein Covangelijer (BVonifacio Joaquin Garcia)
»in ben ©fanbal eines Prozefjed verividelt wurbde, toeil er einer StatBolilin
cine cbangelijie Sdjrift berabreidite. Dabei ijt zu Demerlen, daf er dad
Biidlein der betreffenden Frau, die Angeige erjtattete, auf deren befonbere
DQitte iibergab. Der Chefredafieur ded genannien Wlatted nimmt mit Redit
in bem Wrtifel Stellung ,gegen bie fibergriffe ded bdirfliden FanatiSmus
gegen bie Wexrbreitung cvangelijdjer Jpeen‘. Der Fall, iiber den und eine
Beftitigung bon ujtindiger Stelle guging, trug fich in Guifando (Probing
Uvila) gu. . . . Dex Hirglidh in Barcelona abgehaliene Jiveite Spanifdys
Coangelijde Stongref, ber bon der Spanijdien BVereiniqung ber Evangelis
fden Weltalliang beranjtaltet wurbe, Hat an die Negierung ecine BVot{daft
geridytet, ;um Mittel gu ergreifen, die gur vollftindigen Freiheit der Gotteds
bienjte in ber jpanifden Gefepgebung filhren’. Die gegenivictigen Gefepe
batten {id) al3 ungeniigend ertviefen. Der jiingjte Fall zeigt erneut bie
Beredjtigung diefer Forderungen der Religionsfreifeit, tvie jie in der Bots
{dhaft audgefprodien find.“ MWie ficdh bei folfen Werhdliniffen in Iatholifden
fanbern der rdmifie Stufl iiber .protejtantijdfe Jntoleranz” bellagen
fann, in Rindern, Wwo er dod) gewaltig Propaganba treibt, ift und nidt
berftanblidy. 3. T M.
Bicbervereinigung gleid) NitdTehr. [Im Mnjdluf an feine ,Beridie
aud bem Stixdjlidhen Jahrbudh Prof. Dr. . Sdineidberd” {djreibt D. €. Sdjieler
im ,§riebensboten” iiber eine ettvaige Wiebervereinigung proteftantijder
@emein{daften mit ber Papittivde: ,Wiebervereinigung! Sdjon bor Huns
bert Jafren irdumien dabon Jbdealiften, und in unferer Beit nahmen ges
wiffe ftirdjenménner in mwohlgemeinter ALG|iGt dicfen Gebanlen auf. Sogar
aus bem Jefuitenorden famen Stimmen der Tolerany gur ,Wieberbereinis
gung im Glauben’. MWa3 man dbamit meint, fat ber jelige Papjt in feiner
Bulle Mortalium Animos lar genug erflirt. Darin ift ausgefproden, baf
e8 {dlechterdingd leine anbere Wiebervereinigung gibt ald8 Ritdfelr
in ben Sdjof ber alleinfeligmadendben Nirde Roms,
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Untermwerfung unter dben Primat desd Papites, in ,ns
erfennung und Geforfam unter dber quioritativen Getoalt Petri und feiner
reditmagigen Nadfolger’. EB gibt aber aud) und muf geben ein evane
gelifje8 Non possumus (BWir finmen nicht)] Rom Hat nad) dem Weltlrieg
feine Ernte mit grofer Welttugheit eingubringen getouft. Dad imponiert
ungeheuer. ,Der politijdhe Cinfluf ded8 Romanidmusd war in Deut{dland
Taum jemald fo grof twie in der Gegentvart’, jdjreibt Dr. Schmeider. CEt
geigt {ih in ber Gtaatdvertvaltung, er wirkt fid) aud im fozialen Qeben,
ex madyt {id) geltend faft bid in3 Heinjte Dorf. 1ndb bod) madit die Iathos
lijdhe Bevslterimg Deut{djland3 nidht gang ein Drittel (32.86 Progent) aus.
Deut{hland ift gu givei Dritteln evbangelifd. Und ivie fieht ed in Umerila
in biefem Puntt aud? Madit nicht audy Hier dex SNatholigismus gewaltige
Fortidritte bon Jahr gu Jahr? Der Duobegtirdjenjtaat, dbie ,Batifanjtadt’,
ber Papft ein Souverdn, ber Vertrag mit Jtalien, tworin bie Iatholijde
Religion Staatdreligion ift, died alled ftidht Sturgfidtigen in die Augenl”

NReligion wicber Piliditfad). Die .. €. L. K.” Deridhtet: ,Der Edjul=
erlaj bded Ilefsten Draunjdioeigijdhen jogialbemofratijden Boltdbildungs=
minifters, ber den Vraumjdjiveiger Shulen den Chavatter der Velenninis»
fdulen nahm und an ihre Stelle bie Gemeinjdajisfdule fefte, ijt von dem
neuen nationaljogialiftijchen Sultusminifter Dr. Frangen aufgehoben tworden.
Mit dicfem nenen Shulerlng toird die Religion vieder Pflidhtfad und ift
Dei Benjuren zu beadhien. Uud) die Undadit in den Sdulen hird tieder
cingefithrt. 9n den NeidiSinnenminifter jandte Dr. Franzen ein Sdjreiben,
in bem bon der YAufhebung ded fozialdemofratifden Sdulerlnfjed Stenninid
gegeben wird, Dieje Mitteilung war nottvendig, da awifden dem friiferen
braunfdjiveigijdjen BVolf3bilbungdminijter und dem NReidiBinnenminifter auf
bie Ymirdge ded Cvangelifhen Elternbunded des Freiftaated Braunfdiveig
Berhandlungen iiber die Redhtdungiiltigleit ded fogialdbemolratijfen Sdjuls
erlafjed gefiihet tourden.” 32 M.

Book Review. — Riferatur.

Gricdifd)-deutidheds Wicterbud) sum Nenen Tejtamente. Mit Nadyiveis der
Abtweichungen ded neuteftamentlihen Sprachpebraud)s bom UWttifden unbd
mit Hinweis auf feine fibereinftimmung mit dem Heleniftijhen Griedhifch.
Dr. Heintidh Eheling. Dritte Auflage. Hahnjhe Budhandblung,
Hannover, 1929, 484 CSeiten 7X9%, in Qeintvand mit Goldtitel ge-
bunben.

Diefe8 juerft im Jahre 1912 erfdjienene Worterbud) Hat nun feine britte,
{otveit toic fehen, unverdnderte Auflage eclebt und ift unfers Eradtens basd iverts
vollfte filczere, aber filr ben tdgliden Gebraud) burdeus ausceihende Worterbud
jum Teuen Teftament, uns per{dnlih {o toertvoll, daf twir, obtoohl tic bie
gtbferen Worterblider von Wilfe-Grimm:Thayer, Preujthen-Bauer und Gremers
fdgel befien, bei widhtigen Whriern aud) Ebeling Heransichen. Der verftorbene
Qerfaffer war Haffijder Philolog, Qehrer ber griechifen Sprade an einem beut:
fen Gymnafium, und e8 Hat feinen grofen Wert, wenn aud) ein MWirterdbudy
jum Neuen Teftament von einem griedyifhen Spradigelehrien bearbeitet ift, ber
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