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(62, 145), Befanbdelte die ,St. Pauler Wereinigungsthefen” (68,1)
unb bie ,Mabdifoner Thefen”, bHasd fogenannte norivegifde .Opgjor”
(88, 97). 1nb fein leptes Synobdalreferat und cbenfo fein Ilebted
theologifdjes Sdriftitild Tegen Beugnid ab bon bem grofen Heiligen
“Tnit, ber ifn in diefer Sadje geit feines LQebens betvegte. Wit bes
dichen und quf feinen bejonbders jdjonen, allgemeinberftandliden Bors
frag auf ber Delegateniynode von 1929, ,Der offene Himmel*, in bem
et nod) einmal bie universalis gratia und dad sola gratia mit Hergs
anbringenben MWorten befennt (76, 196).

Dad anbdere Dofument find die bor furgem in bicfer Beitfdrift
beut{dh und englifey berdffentliditen ,THhefen gur Iurjen Darlegung der
ﬂfﬁtﬂtﬂlmu ber Mifjourifynode”. Wir Ionnen tvohl {agen, bap er in
?ltiﬂl Zhefen, die in den Wintermonaten diejed Jahres Hauptjacli bon
ihm ausgearbeitet tourden, fein Tepted Velenninis, gleidhjam jein Tejias
ment, an feine Stirdje nicdergelegt Hat. Er war fdjon leidend, als diefe
Thefen in ber jebt vorlicgenden Form von dem betreffenden Stomitee
angenonumen tourben, ging aber mit gangem, vollem Cifer auf diefe
:end]c c¢in. 1nd al8 bei ciner der lepten nterrebungen, bie id) mit
ihm Batte, nur einige Wodjen vor jeinem Tode, Ivir tvieder auf diefe
©adien famen, die ihn innetlid) immer befdaftigten, fagte er mir mit
groBem, Beiligem Grnijte, tvie vor dem Angefidhte Glotted, daf er fidh
anbeifdjig mache, diefe Thefen als genuin Iutherifde Lehre vor Stirde
und Welt 3u Detveifen und 3u verteidigen.

©o uar ed ecin fejter, entjdhicbencr, daratterfejter THeolog, ein
freu Tutherifder Theolog, der und und der gangen Stirche in D. Pieper
gefdentt war und dejjen Andenten alle, dbic die biblijdh-Tutherijdhe Lehre
fejtbalten twollen, Hodihalten twerbden. 2 Fiirbringer.

-0 -

Introduction to Sacred Theology.

(Prolegomena.)

The Nature and Constitution of Sacred Theology.
Primary and Secondary Fundamental Doctrines.

The fundamental doctrines of the Christian religion may be
divided into primary and secondary fundamental doctrines. Also
this distinction is Scriptural, practical, and useful, for it helps the
Christian theologian to discriminate rightly between the fundamental
doctrines themselves. As we have learned, fundamental doctrines are
such as constitute the foundation of the Christian faith; yet not all
fundamental doctrines constitute this foundation in the same manner.
Hollaz rightly observes (53): “All the fundamental articles of faith
must necessarily be known, but the grades of this necessity are dif-
ferent.” (Doctr. Theol., p.99.) Thus the primary fundamental articles
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are of such absolute importance that, if they are denied, there is no
foundation whatever on which saving faith may rest. All the doctrines
enumerated before under the heading “fundamental articles of faith”
are to be classified as primary fundamental articles; for if these are
given up, Christianity cannot exist. Secondary fundamental doc-
trines, on the other hand, while also serving as a foundation of faith,
do not do so primarily and absolutely. Examples of secondary funda-
mental doctrines are those of Holy Baptism and the Lord’s Supper.
These two Sacraments, instituted by Christ, our Lord, are given to us
as a foundation of faith besides the Gospel; for the same grace and
forgiveness proffered and conveyed to us in the Word of God are prof-
fered and conveyed to us also in them. Acts2,38: “Repent and be
baptized, every one of you, for the remission of sins.” Matt.26,28
(Luke 22,19 ff.): “This is My blood of the new testament, which is
shed for many for the remission of sins.” On this gracious offer of
pardon, sealed by Christ in the Sacraments, the Christian faith rests,
and in the same manner and to the same degree as it rests on our
Lord’s offer of pardon made in the Word. For this reason the doc-
trines of Holy Baptism and of Holy Communion are fundamental;
they are the foundation of the Christian’s faith. Nevertheless, a per-
son may be ignorant of these doctrines, or he may even err with regard
to them and yet be saved, provided he clings to the promise of for-
giveness offered in the Gospel. The reason for this is obvious. The
whole forgiveness which Christ has secured for sinners by His death
on the cross is offered and conveyed to the believer in the Gospel,
so that, if he trusts in the Gospel-promise, he possesses through faith
all the merits of Christ, with spiritual life and eternal salvation. This
does not mean that the sacramental promise is superfluous. The
Christian Church ean never dispense with the Sacraments since they
convey the spiritual blessings of our divine Savior in a specially clear
and comforting manner. The Sacraments are the visible Word
(Verbum wvisibile) and the individual applicalion (applicatio in-
dividualis) of divine grace. But the Christian believer, who trusts in
the divine promise of pardon which is offered in the Gospel to all men,
is already in possession of salvation. The Sacraments offer nothing

. new; they only seal and confirm the same grace and the same absolu-
tion which the Gospel announces, gives, and confers. In this sense
the Sacraments are not absolutely necessary; and for this reason we
call the doctrines of Holy Baptism and Holy Communion secondary
fundamental doctrines. Nor should we reject this distinetion; for it
points out to us where we must draw the line between Christians and
non-Christians. Thus the believing children of God in the Reformed
churches err with regard to the essence and purpose of the Sacra-
ments, and this error we must regard as one which is both dangerous
and pernicious. Still they trust in the grace which is offered to them
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mu‘fwnlndulongntheydothat,mmnotdenytheirsuh
of faith. In other words, we must still regard them as Christians,
though as weak and erring Christians and such as constantly en-
danger their state of grace by not accepting the whole Word of Christ.
What has just been said of the children of God in the Reformed

. pertains also to believers in other sects and in the Roman
Catholic Church. As long as a believer trusts in the grace of Christ
offered in the Word, as did the thief on the cross, he is saved, even
though he has never received the blessings of the Sacraments. Hollaz
(51_) is thercfore right in saying of the secondary fundamental
articles as such: “A simple want of acquaintance with them does not
prevent salvation, but the pertinacious denial of, and hostility to,
them overturn the foundation of faith.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 99.)

_ In his remark about secondary fundamental doctrines, Hollaz
directs our attention to a very important truth. The distinction
between primary and secondary fundamental doctrines must never be
lbu.?ed in the interest of tolerating false doetrine. A pertinacious
denial of, and manifest hostility to, the secondary fundamental doc-
trines, as to all doctrines of Holy Seripture, must in the end overturn
the foundation of the faith; for this implies resistance against the
-'_HOI! Spirit. Of this we must continually remind all errorists, even
if we cannot deny their state of grace. Let every Christian theologian
remember : —

1. That he is commanded by Christ to teach all the doctrines of
God's Word and not to ignore or deny a single one. Matt. 28,20:
“Teach them to observe all things.”

2. That every departure from the Word of God is, according to
God's express decree, n scandal (oxdrdaior), or offense. Rom.16,17:
“Mark them which cause offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye
have learned.” No theologian ean teach errors without giving offense
to others; and this is a most serious matter. Matt. 18,7: “Woe to
that man by whom the offense cometh!” Op. also Luke17,1; Rom.
_14. 13: “That no man put a stumbling-block, or an oceasion to fall,
in his brother’s way.” 2 Cor.6,3: “Giving no offense in anything,
that the ministry be not blamed.”

3. That every one who sets aside the clear testimony of God’s
Word in a single point rejects the entire Word of God as the only
source and standard of faith; for Holy Secripture must be believed
and taught not merely in its general scope of truth, but in all its
parts and words. Luther rightly says: “The Holy Spirit [speaking
in Holy Seripture] cannot be separated or divided, so that He should
teach and have us believe one doctrine as true and another as false.”
(St.Louis Ed., XX, 1871.) All the teachings of God’s Word are so
intimately interwoven that, when one is denied, all the rest are like-
wise affected by such denial, that is to say, “one error produces
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another,” as the history of dogma proves. If there are exceptions to
this rule, they must be attributed to the wonderful sustaining grace
of God alone. Due to God’s grace an erring theologian sometimes, by
a strange “fortunate inconsistency,” does not personally believe what
he officially teaches; or again, he does not, in his own life of faith,
draw the deadly inferences which his rationalistic rejection of divine
truth suggests. Thus many a synergist who officially affirmed man’s
cooperation in conversation, in his own personal dealings with God as
a penitent sinner disavowed this pernicious error and trusted in divine
grace alone for salvation. Again, erring theologians who publicly
and officially denied the universality of divine grace yet proclaimed
and asserted the universal character of divine grace and of Christ's
redemption when they preached the Gospel to the common people.
This fortunate retraction of error they owed to the unspeakable
merey of God, who earnestly desires the salvation of sinners. How-
ever, also this truth must not be abused in the interest of spiritual
indifferentism. While we admit that there is a “fortunate incon-
sistency,” we must admit also that there is an “unfortunate con-
sistency” by which theologians who offend in one point are led to
offend in many and even all. In other words, the proclamation of
one error leads consistently to the proclamation of others and, in the
end, to the denial of the entire Scriptural truth. Against this fatal
consequence of denying God’s Word and indulging in error, Luther
earnestly warns all Christian theologians when he writes: “You
must not say: I purpose to err as a Christian. Christian erring oc-
curs only from ignorance.” (St.Louis Ed., XIX, 1132.) Luther
admits that there is such an anomaly as “Christian erring”; that is
to say, even a true Christian at times errs due to weakness or owing
to ignorance. But this “Christian erring” becomes an “unchristian
erring” as soon as a person deliberately and knowingly yieds to error.
Such “unchristian erring” must needs overturn the foundation of
faith and endanger salvation. ILet the Christian theologian, then, be
warned. Indifferentism with respect to the doctrines of Holy Serip-
ture and spiritual unionism resulting therefrom are diametrically
opposed to God’s Word, which warns us: “A man that is an heretic,
after the first and second admonition reject, knowing that he that is
such is subverted and sinneth, being condemned of himself,” Titus
3,10.11. Holy Scripture never justifies the inculcation of error, but
always and most vehemently condemns it as a oxdrdaior.

4. That the whole Christian Church, in order to preserve un-
adulterated its purity of doctrine, must continually guard against
every error by which Satan would cause divisions and offenses. To
this end it must rebuke even the least error and departure from the
truth that is in Christ Jesus. Gal.5,9: “A little leaven leaveneth
the whole lump.” For it is the “little leaven” of false doctrine with
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'h_“-h the whole corruption of the entire Christian theology usually
begins. Modernism, with its erass rejection of all the Scriptural
truths, is but the result of the indifferentism of theologians and
churches that allowed the “little leaven” a place in their system of
dogmas. _Iat errorists deny the doctrine of the verbal inspiration of
Eok_ﬂulpture, and the step is not far to the denial of the whole
doctrine of the inspiration of God’s Word. Let the sola gratia be
n.imored from the corpus doclrinae, and the rejection of Christ’s
Vicarious atonement will soon follow, The Christian theologian can-
:ot err in “little things” without erring, sooner or later, also in the
great things” of salvation. That is the “unfortunate consistency”
of tolerating error. How deadly it is, is known by all earnest Chris-

tilnl who have studied Holy Scripture and the history of the Chris-
tian Church.

Non-Fundamental Doclrines.

Non-fundamental doctrines of Holy- Scripture are such as do not

_ constitute the foundation of faith, inasmuch as they do not offer and
convey to sinners forgiveness of sins and thus make them children of
God through faith in Christ. Their sphere is not that of salvation,
bu.t rather the instruction, consolation, and exhortation of God’s
saints, who through faith in the fundamental doetrines of God’s Word
already possess salvation. Hollaz describes non-fundamental doctrines
(53) as “parts of the Christian doctrine which one may be ignorant
of or omit and yet be saved.” (Doctr. Theol., p.92.) Such doctrines
are, for example, those of the angels, of Antichrist, cte. As we sce,
these doctrines do not create saving faith in Ohrist, but they are given
for the comfort or warning of those who already believe in Christ.
:].‘his does not mean that the non-fundamental doctrines are useless;
n many respects their importance is indeed very great, and so they
must not be dispensed with. Thus the doctrine concerning the holy
angels magnifies divine grace and strengthens our faith in God’s
merciful providence. Both quantitatively and qualitatively this doc-
trine constitutes a weighty part of Christian theology. This fact the
Christian theologian must never overlook. Again, the doctrine con-
cerning Antichrist instructs with regard to, and warns us against, the
greatest fraud ever perpetrated within Christendom, and evangelical
theology would suffer a most serious loss if this doctrine would be
eliminated. For this reason also the non-fundamental doctrines are
necessary and must be inculeated with becoming earnestness and
emphasis. 2 Tim. 3,16: “All Scripture is given by inspiration of God
and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruc-
tion in righteousness.” Nevertheless, the non-fundamental doctrines
are not properly the object of saving faith; for this relies on the
gracious Gospel-promise of pardon through faith in the redemption of
Jesus Christ; in this sense alone they are non-fundamental. Whoever
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declares them to be non-fundamental in the sense that they can be
dispensed with denies both the divine authority and the perfection of
Holy Scripture and therefore a fundamental doctrine. Baier's warn-
ing with regard to this matter is well in place. Heo writes (56): “At
the same time [while we admit non-fundamental doctrines] we are to
be careful in regard to this point lest by embracing or professing error
wo rashly sin against divine revelation and God Himself; especially,
lest something be maintained, through the persuasion of others, con-
trary to conscicnece whereby the foundation and the truth of one or
more of the fundamental articles of the faith are overturned. Xor so,
as by a mortal sin, faith and the Holy Spirit may be, and are, entirely
driven away.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 97.) This warning applies also to the
historical, archeological, and scientific verities which Holy Seripture
teaches. While these are not fundamental, we wickedly reject the
divine authority of Holy Secripture if we presume to deny them as
absolutely true; for an erring Seripture is not authoritative. Indeed,
an errant Bible cannot be believed; for if it is false in non-funda-
mental points, how can it be true in its fundamental teachings? If .
we cannot rely on it while it teaches us earthly things, how shall we
rely on it when it speaks of heavenly things? Hence, while the
Christian theologian acknowledges non-fundamental doctrines in Holy
Scripture, he believes and declares the entire Holy Scripture, in all
its parts and in all its statements, to be the divine truth which must
be proclaimed to men. The distinction between fundamental and non-
fundamental doctrines he makes merely to distinguish clearly between
those teachings of God which are the foundation of justifying faith
and those which are not.

3. OpeEN QUESTIONS, OR THEOLOGICAL PROBLEMS.

Open questions must not be defined as such “on which men cannot
agree” or “which the Church has left undecided in its Confessions,”
but as matters of fanith which Holy Secripture itself has left open,
or unanswered. This definition of Open Questions is very important;
for not human authority, but Scriptural authority alone determines
what must be taught in the Christian Church. That, however, is the
entire content of Holy Seripture, Matt. 28,20; not a definite doc-
trinal platform which certain theologians or churches have drawn up.
In other words, Holy Scripture alone is the spiritual teacher of men,
not the Church or the theologian in the Church. The spirit of in-
differentism and unionism has always set up false standards regarding
the issue of open questions. Guided by a vicious principle of religious
toleration, theologians again and again have erred on this point by
exalting their reason above the Word of God and “opening” or “clos-
ing” questions at their will. Over against this unscriptural practise
it must be maintained that open questions owe their origin and
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existence to Holy Seripture alone and not to any fixation of doctrine
by the Church or to any policy of expediency advocated by parties in
controversy. Since the doectrine of Holy Scripture is God’s Word,
men have no right whatever to decide what to teach and what not to
hleh_or which should be closed and which should be open questions.
That is a matter outside their jurisdiction.

As wo study Holy Scripture, we find that, in agreement with its
scope and purpose, it does not answer every question which men may
de;ﬂfe to have answered. For instance, it does not explain how sin
originated or could originate since all creatures were originally
created “very good.” Nor does Holy Scripture answer the question
whether the soul of a child comes into being either by creation or
traduction (creationism; traducianism). Such questions on which
tl_u Word of God is silent we eall theological problems, or open ques-
thl.ll. To these questions we may add also the cruxz theologorum,
which has always puzzled the minds of inquisitive theologians: “Why
are some saved and others not, though by nature all men are in the
same guilt (eadem culpa) and are saved by grace alone (sola gratia) 1
(Cur alii, alii non? Cur non omnes? Cur alii prae aliis?) Since
God's Word does not answer these questions, the theologian neither
lhm_ﬂd endeavor to solve them. All attempts to do so are both
antiscriptural, because the theologian is to speak only as the oracles
of God, 1 Pet. 4,11, and unscientifie, since he presumes to know what
he cannot know. Divine truth is apprehended only through faith, or
by simply believing what Holy Seriptures teaches. John 8,31.32:
“If ye continue in My Word, then are ye My disciples indeed.”
Hence, whatever doctrine is drawn from any other source than Christ’s
Word is not theology, but mere speculation and downright ignorance,
1Tim. 6, 3.

The proper attitude of the Christian theologian toward open
questions or theological problems is therefore that of confessing that
he is incapable of solving them since the source of his faith, Holy
Scripture, furnishes him no data. Reusch very rightly says:
“Inutilis est eorum cognitio, et vanae sunt de eisdem disputationes.”
(_Amwlatl'onea in Baieri Comp. 1757, p. 52.) However, such disputa-
tions are not only uscless, but directly dangerous. Of this Luther
refninds us when he says that the Gospel is hindered mainly by two
things, namely, first, by teaching sinners to trust in their good works,
and secondly, by propounding useless questions over which the chief
parts of the Christian doctrine arc neglected. (St.Louis Ed., IX,
863ff.) Open questions are certainly not “open” in the sense that
the Christian theologian may allow his imagination to run wild on
matters which God has wisely refused to reveal. If he indulges in
speculations, these must always be kept within the bounds of the"
analogy of faith, or the clear revelation of God’s Word. But it is
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safer and better for a theologian not to speculate at all, since his
own views may casily lodge in his theological system and be taught
as a part of divinely revealed truth. Let the Christian theologisn
learn to say “Nescio” wherever Holy Scripture does not speak with
clearness and definiteness, remembering that both in God’s revelation
and in the withholding of His truths He had in mind our spiritual
welfare and salvation.

In this connection we may discuss also the paramount question:
“What are articles of faith?” Articles of faith, as our dogmaticians
have always affirmed, have their origin solely in Holy Scripture. That
means that the Christian Church accepts and believes only such doc-
trines as are unmistakably taught in Holy Scripture. Hollaz de-
scribes articles of faith as “a part of the doctrine revealed in the
written Word of God concerning God and divine things and proposed
to the sinner to be believed for his salvation” (43). However, since it
is true that some articles of faith contain truths also known from
man’s natural knowledge of God and the contemplation of God's
works in nature, as, for example, those concerning the existence of
God, articles of faith have been divided into mized arlicles, that is,
such as are manifest also from the light of nature, and pure articles,
or such as are known only from Holy Secripture. (Baier, 43.) But
also the former, the mixed articles, are articles of faith only inasmuch
as they are direetly taught in God’s Word. The true Christian
theologian recognizes no source of divine truth other than the Bible.

12. The Church and Its Dogma.

Since the Christian theologian is to teach only what Holy Serip-
ture tenches and nothing else, the question has been raised whether
creeds, dogmas, or confessions are rightfully entitled to a place in the
Christian Church. The question has been denied by both conservative
and modernistie theologians. Modernistic theology favors a creedless,
or undogmatic, Christianity. Its plea is that the real function of the
Church is to spread the “social gospel,” and not the supernatural
Gospel of Christ with which our present advanced nge is no longer in
sympathy. Modernistic theology is therefore absolutely worldly, not
otherworldly. It proposes a theology for this life, not one for the life
to come (eine Diesseitighkeitstheologie, nicht eine Jenseitstheologie).
This theology, so it is claimed, is one of good works, to be done now,
and not one of comforting words with respect to a possible future
existence. Because modernistic theology is so constituted, it regards
creeds, dogmas, and confessions not only as unnecessary, but also as
injurious. Creeds are said to impede the free progress and develop-

. ment of the Church and its activity. Thus modernistic theology must
needs be opposed to dogmas. Modern theologians of a more con-
servative type oppose creeds for a somewhat different reason. Their
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claim is that dogmas and confessions prevent the necessary “progress
‘_’f theology” (Lehrfortbildung), which must take place if the Church
15 to remain a living organism. In fact, this type of theologians holds
that the doctrines of the Church are ever-living and expanding factors,
f‘.’“'e? subject to change as newer, fuller, and deeper revelations are
given to men. For this reason the Church must not be fettered to the
chains of definite creeds, since these prevent the requisite progress, or
development, of doctrine. As we see, in the final analysis, the dif-

enco between the two types of theologians is not so very great.
It is a difference in degree, not in kind. Both reject Holy Scripture
as the sole rule and norm of faith and enthrone reason or science
in its place.

I From the objections just now considered it is obvious that the
'n}“IOBif.Y of modern liberalistic and rationalistic theology is mot
primarily dirccted against the creeds, or dogmas, themselves, but
against Holy Scripture. These rationalists object to creeds because
they object to divinely revealed, supernatural truths. Their creedless
theology is tantamount to a theology without the Holy Bible. They
want to follow their own words, not the Word of God.

This hatred against Holy Seripture is, however, found also in
t_:hurchea that favor creeds. Roman Catholic theology, for example,
is built up entirely upon definite creeds. In ns far as these creeds
are the ancient confessions of the unadulterated Christian Church,
we still acknowledge the Church of Rome as within the pale of Chris-
tianity. But the papistical Church has hedged in these ancient creeds
by later and antichristian creeds, which actually make void what the
ancient Christinn confessions declare. Moreover, these specifically
papistical creeds are in direct opposition to Holy Scripture; they
reject it as the sole authority of divine truth and flatly contradict its
central doctrines. They affirm that the Pope as the head of the
Church is the infallible norm of faith, that a sinner is justified by
works, that the doctrine of justification by grace through faith in
Christ is anathema, that the merits and intercessions of the saints
avail for salvation, and so forth. Such creeds quite obviously do not
deserve a place in the Christian Church; for they are not Christian,
but antichristian. But also in the Calvinistic churches we find creeds
that stand in opposition to the pure Word of God. The specifically
Reformed creeds deny the universality of God’s grace and of Christ's
redemption, the efficacy of the means of grace, the true and substantial
presence of our Lord’s body in the Holy Supper, the communion of
natures in the person of Christ and the resulting communication of
attributes, ete. Such creeds must not be tolerated in the Christian
Church, for they are unscriptural and rationalistic.

The Christian Church, which for its source of faith has only the
infallible Word of God (Eph. 2, 20), must under no condition acknowl-
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edge as right and legitimate any dogma, or doctrine, which is not
a clear teaching of Holy Scripture. Or we may say: The dogma of
the Christian Church is the doctrine of the Holy Bible. Whatever the
written Word of God declares and teaches is eo ipso a church dogma,
no matter whether it is especially formulated or not. The question is
not: Is this or that doctrine clearly stated in the Confessions? but:
Is this or that doctrine set forth in God’s Word? If it is set forth
in Holy Writ, it is for this reason a church dogma, even though not
a word is said about it in the Confessions of the Church. The reason
for this is not difficult to ascertain. The Christian Church is not the
lord of God’s doctrine, but rather its servant. Its paramount purpose
is not to create doetrine, but to preach the doctrine which its divine
Lord has given to it. Matt.28,20: “Teaching them to observe all
things whatsoever I have commanded you.” Luther’s dictum applies
here with full force: “Ecclesia Dei non habet potestatem condendi
wllum articulum fidei, sicut nec ullum unquam condidit nec condet in
perpeluum.” So also Quenstedt rightly says (I, 36): “Divine revela-
tion is the first and last source of sacred theology, beyond which
theological discussion among Christians dare not proceed.” (Doctr.
Theol., p.28.) This does not mean that the Church should not have
any articles of faith, or any confessions, but it does mean that all its
articles of faith must be in deed and truth “declarations” of the faith
that is delivered to it by God in His holy Word. Thus Christians
universally accept the ancient Confessions of the Christian Church
because these profess and defend nothing but Seripture doctrine.
This is true even though the technical theological terms which they
employ to express the doctrine of God’s Word, such as “Trinity,”
“consubstantial,” etc., are not found in Holy Scripture. So also the
specifically Lutheran Confessions, which were ndded at the time of
the Reformation and after Luther’s death to defend the doetrine of
the Word of God agninst Romanism, sectarianism, and enthusiasm,
profess only Scripture doctrine. We say this not in the spirit of
carnal pride, but in the holy convietion of that loyalty to Christ and
His Word which He demands of His disciples. Confessions, creeds,
and dogmas have a rightful place in the Christian Church provided
they teach the doctrines of God and not of men. If, however, they set
forth doctrines in opposition to God’s Word, they must be renounced
and rejected. For the Christian Church must teach the Word of its
divine Lord, nothing else.

‘What has just been said of creeds and dogmas in general applies
with equal force to the theological treatises of individual teachers of
the Church. No theologian should be listened to in the Church, and
no dogmatic treatise should be regarded as worthy of consideration,
unless they profess and defend the truth which is in Christ Jesus.
The dogmatician who draws his teachings from any other source than
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Holy Seripture perpetrates an inexcusable fraud upon the Church and
deserves excommunication from the Church as a pseudapostle, Rom.
10,17;. 2John10.11; 1Tim.4,16. God’s earnest and persistent de-
mand is: “If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles of God,”
1Pet.4, 1_1- This applies also to ministers and teachers who have been
called to instruct the Christian people in gencral. Christian ministers,
Wldlbrs, and missionaries must proclaim to their hearers God’s Word,
not their own, so that in the whole Christian Church, in its schools
“‘! co!legeg, in its churches and homes, not one doctrine is taught
which is not in agreement with Holy Seripture.

_If the creeds and dogmas of the Church are truly and absolutely
sﬂ"?‘“ﬂﬂ. they are of great value also for preserving the inner con-
nectlon- of the various theological disciplines and securing their truly
ﬂfwlo!ncnl character. Commonly we speak of theology as dogmatic,
historie, exegetic, and practical. This division is both practical and
“@f“l It assists the theological student in distinguishing one the-
ological discipline from the other and prevents confusion as he takes
up the study of theology. Nevertheless, in the final analysis, the
Purpose of the various theological disciplines is absolutely the same;
each is to teach God’s Word in its specific application. The dogmatic
theologian inculeates with special emphasis the several doctrines of
Holy Scripture; the exegetic theologian sets forth the same doctrines
on the basis of the text of Seripture; the historie theologian exhibits
tElo same doctrines as they react upon men in history; and the prac-
“m! theologian applies the same doctrines to the special needs of the
Christian Church. ‘While, therefore, the four theological diseiplines
may be distinguished from one another by their particular scope, they
all center in the one paramount purpose of proclaiming, expounding,
and defending the Word of God; and this one purpose, the teaching
of God’s Word, preserves their inner connection, unifying the whole
course of theology. At the same time this one purpose of inculcating
G.od's Word preserves also the truly theological character of each
discipline. Tt is this factor that makes “historic theology,” or “exe-
getie theology,” or “practical theology,” theology in the true sense of
the term. Tf historic theology goes beyond the Word of God, it is no
longer theological; and the same is true also of dogmatic, exegetic,
I.Ind practical theology. In short, these disciplines are theology only
in as far as they teach and expound the Word of God set forth in
Holy Seripture. As soon as theologians divulge their own views, they
are teaching philosophy or speculation, not theology; for this is as
much the Word of God as it is the word about God.

In view of the general apostasy among theologians to-day, the
truth just stated certainly requires great emphasis. The crisis that
troubles the Christian Church to-day calls for renewed loyalty to thé
Word oimGod. If the Church is to be healed from its manifold ills,
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for the salvation of men, the unadulterated Word of God.
command is: “Preach the Gospel,” Mark 16,15. That divine

Ohrist’s
injune-

tion binds all Ohristians, and in particular all Christian teachers, to -

the Word of God for all time. “Quod non est biblicum, non est

theologicum.” This is an axiom which the Christian Church must

ever respect and heed; wunless it does this, it is an apostate Church

and disgraces the divine Lord, who built His Church on the founda-

tion of the prophets and apostles, He Himself being the chief Corner-

stone. JonnN THEoDORE MUELLER.
(To be continued.)

o

Die Saframente in ifhrer Beziehung gur
Gemeinbeorganijation.

Die Lehre bon ben Heiben Gaframenten, Taufe und Abenbmakl,
toie fie getodhnlich in ben bogmatifdhen BVorlefungen borgeiragen mitd,
madt in ber Iutferijdien Nirde wenig Schivierigleiten. Die Beiveids
ftellen quz @otted Wort find fo einfach und fo Mar, dafs ber Radiveis
ber Midjtigleit ber [utherijdjen Lefritellung bon ber gottliden Ordnung
ber Galramente, bon ifrem Gnabenmittclfaralter, bon iGrem Gebraud,
bont ifrer Materie, bon ihrer Notwenbigleit und anbern Fragen faft
fdjon mit ber Annafme ber @sitlichleit ber Heiligen Sdjrift gegeben ift.
@elbft bie Teile be8 corpus doctrinae, die in ecimigen Stilden auf
Togi{den Sdluffolgerungen berufen, twie 3. B. die Frage bon ber finders
taufe, bon ber Form ber Taufe (infl. ded Velenninisiverted ber Ubs
weifung des lntertaudiens) und etlidje andbere Puntte, laffen fid in ber
fRegel fo barlegen unbd berteidigen, dbaf man an ifrer fbeceinftimmung
mit bexr Sdjrift nidt riitteln Tann.

Sn gegentvirtiger Abhandlung fommt dbie Lehre bon ben Salras
menten, tvie dbas aud) {dHon in der fber{djrift angedbeutet ift, nur inbirelt
in Betradt. E3 Hanbdelt fidh um prattife Erivdgungen, um Fragen, bie
gum Teil bie Adbminiftration ber Saframente betreffen, nidt nue
um tirdlidle Gebraude, bie gum Teil dburd) bie [iturgie feftgeftellt find,
fonbern aud) um bad3 Werhalinid ber Saframente gur @emeinbes
organifation, gu dber Gemeinde ald beftefender Gemeinfdhaft ober
Norperidaft. Fragen, bie Hier in Betrad)t Tommen, Geriljren Puntte
fvie biefe: bie Weife ber Aufnahme in die Gemeinde ald duferen Vers
banb, Bugehirigleit gur Gemeinbe bor Menfdjenaugen und nad) menfds
lichen Regeln, gemeinfdaftlides Befenninis und gemeinfdafilide Prazis
mit anbern @emeinden und Kirperidaften. Wahrenb derartige Fragen
bie Grunbiwafrheiten bed Chrijtentums Hodftens ftreifen, Jann bod) ber
usus aquf biefem @ebiet nicht ohne tveitered au dben Mittelbingen ges
recinet twerben, obgleid bie Vetonung der einfdlagigen prattijden Cre
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