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Theological Observer. — Rirdjlidj-Seitge[dhidtlides.

I. Amerika.

Der Sampf in ber U.L.C. gegen bie wirtlide Gingebung der Sdrift. Jn
der Befpredhung dbed Lendlijdjen Sommentars zu den beiden Norintherbriefen
greift Arthur €. P. Hayd (Lutheran, 20, Februar 1036) den Autor dedhalb
an, toeil er fid) einexfeits in goeifclaften Fallen .auf die Seite ber Tras
bition gejtellt Hat”, anbererfeitd aber aud) in ber Refre bon der Infpiration
verbal literalism, cine tortlide Budftabenberefrung, vertritt. n ber
Negenfion Iefen lvir: “When the obvious sense of a passage contravenes
tradition, Dr. Lenski chooses to stand by tradition” und: “The verbal
literalism of the author’s view of inspiration is hardly congenial in the
atmosphere of most present-day theological schools, even of our con-
servative Lutheran institutions. The Lutheran Church has never formu-
lated a theory of inspiration; it has merely stated its fact. Hence
Dr. Lenski is not bound by any ecclesinstical view. However, the literal-
isms which suggest themselves at times in his treatment of the text may
not be received everywhere in the Church with sympathy.” Bir Haben
nun Lendlis Slommentar gu den Storintherbriefen giemlid) griindlidy durdys
gearbeitet, eben toeil twir un3 bon Amts tvegen fdjon iiber gehn Jahre mit
biefen Sendbfdjreiben bejdhdfiigt Haben. Was nun bie Anflage gegen Lendli
wegen  TrabitionSergebenleit betrifft, fo trifit biefe grammatijd
nidit gu. Man fann Yier allerdingd faum von Tradition reden; aber follte
B fo ettvad geben Ivie exegetijdhe Tradition, fo fnnen twir nur lonjtaticren,
bafy Lensli bie allermeuejten grammatifdjen und philologifd) » egegetifden
Werle benufgt Hat, die oft mit Nedht gerabegu verbammen, wad bisher iiber
bieje ober jene Stelle bon der ,Tradition” gejagt worben ift (natiiclid
megen fpradlidy-hijtorijder Untenninis). Eind aber ift wahr: Lensti bleibt
ber Tradition infofern ifreu, ald er die ausd dem Tegt gefdydpfte Iutherifde
Lchre gegen den modernen NRationalidmus verteidigt. Aber dad follte
boch den Lutheran mit Freude erfiillen an dem toicllid) grofen Lenflijhen
Werl. Ober ijt der Lutheran nidht mehr lutherifc, fondern rationaliftijd
und mobdernijtijh? Leider fdeint ¢3 fo; denn wad nun der Lutheran iiber
Lenslid verbal literalism {djreibt, ift gerabe ber %rt, baf man auf den
@cbdanten fommen muf, man Habe e8 mit Feinden der Mutherijden Sdrifts
wahrheit gu tun. Dem Lutheran ijt Lensdtid Trabitionsloyalitit nidht con-
genial, und bad gilt von allen Feinden der Mutherijden Lehre. Damn
fdyreibt ber Lutheran, tvie man das oft im Feindeslager der TutBerijdhen
@egner Tiejt, die Iutherifhe Stirdje Gabe nie eine theory of inspiration fors
muliect, fonbern nur dic Tatfade der Jnipiration an fid) gelehet, dad
Beifst, fie Dat twobl bad8 Das, aber nidit dad Wie betont. Diefe Ves
merfung ift aber Biftorij nidit wahr. e und je Hat ndmlid bie befennts
nidtreue Tutherifdje firdje gelehrt, daf die Wibel Gotted Wort ift und daf
fie bedhalb Glotted Wort ijt, teil fie von dem Peiligen Geift rodetlid eins
gegeben tvorben ift. Da Haben wir dodj, wad der Lutheran mit theory of
inspiration Begeichnet, ndmlidj eine Grfldrung der Tatjade, wie es fommt,
baf fie Gotteds Wort ijt. Weiter ift e8 aud) nidt iwahr, daf Lensti an
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diefem Punfte nidjt an any ecclesiastical view gebunben ift. Will [enski
Wicllid) Glied ber befenninistreuen Tutherifdien Sticde fein und bleiben,
fo muf er Beibes, die Werbals unbd bie Plenarinfpiration der Sdrift, Tehren.
Cine falidjlich tolerante Stirche, die feine Lehraudht mehr treiben follte,
Bnnte ihn bann allerdings nad Herzendluft tictidaften Iaffen, aber
cigentlidy Hitte ex bann dodh feine Gliedfdjaft in ber belenntnistrenen Nirde
verhiclt. Cr todre mit feiner Leugnung ber Quipiration der Sdrift um
abgefallenen Quiheraner gemworbden. Wir reden Gier natilclih mur rein
Yopothetifh. Sdilieflich fagt dann bder Zutheran nodj: “The literalisms
in his treatment of the text may not be received everywhere in the Church
with sympathy.” a8 jtimmt wofl. Denn e8 gibt leiber “in the Church”
Belampfer ber Werbalinfpiration, und benen find tvir Altlutferaner, bie
it bei Sdrift und Vefenninis bleiben, nidht fympathifd. Diefe Streife
und @egner twollen namlid) Ieine WVexrbalinjpiration mehr. Jum Sdhluf
tollen Ivir nod) died fagen: Daf Lensli in feinen Stommentaren und andern
elebetstheologijdien Werfen den Weg eingefdilagen Bat, den der Lutheran
fier berbammt, madjt ihn in der Mutferifen Stirdje Ameritad auf Jahrs
&fnte gum Segen. Alle Nationaliften twerden ihm ividerfpredien; alle, die
au @ottes Wort und dem TIuierifdien Vefenninis Halten, twerben ihm fiic
feine Darlequng der Walrheit Dant iwiffen und nadfolgen. F. T. M.

Conference of Episcopalinns and Augustana Synod Lutherans.
It is quite an amazing report which the Living Church and the Lutheran
Companion publish on this conference, held December 3 and 4, 1035, at Sea-
bury-Western Theological Seminary at Evanston, Ill. The Episcopalians
were represented by Bishop Wilson of Eau Claire, Wis., Bishop Keeler, Co-
adjutor of Minnesota, Dean Frederick C.Grant of Scabury-Western Semi-
nary, and Mr. C. P. Morchouse, editor of the Living Church. On the Augus-
tana Synod side of the table sat Dr.G. A. Brandelle, retired president of
the Augustana Synod, now deceased, Dr.O.J.Johnson, president of Gus-
favus Adolphus College, St.Peter, Minn., Dr. C. Bergendoff, president of
Augustana College and Seminary, Rock Island, 111, Dr.C. A. Lund, presi-
dent of the Superior Conference, Escanaba, Mich., and Dr. E. E. Ryden,

editor of the Lutheran Companion, Rock Island, Ill. The body of the re-
port follows: —

“A preliminary discussion showed an agreement that the final ob-
jective of organic church unity could be reached only by gradual steps.
The present conference was not qualified to make commitments from cither
side, but to explore the possibility of finding common ground for future
progress.

“To indicate the gemeral Lutheran point of view, n statement was
read which had been prepared by the House of Bishops of the Church
of Sweden in 1922 for transmission to the bishops of the Church of En-
gland. This was followed by the reading of the section on the Church

of Sweden taken from the Report of the Lambeth Conference held in Lon-
don in 1930.

“The ensuing discussion centered around four points — the Holy Serip-
tures, the Historic Creeds, the Christinn Sacraments, and the Historic
Episcopate.
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“The Holy Scripturcs.— Both groups were agreed as to the authority
of the canonical books of the Old and the New Testament. The Epistopal
Church also makes use of the books of the Apocrypha for purposes of in-
struction, but not to establish any doctrine. The Lutherans stated that
this was the position accorded the apocryphal books also in their Chureh,
though in practise the Augustana Synod seldom used them.

“The Episcopalians expressed preference for the statement that the
Bible ‘contained the Word of God’ in order to avoid the pitfalls of a pos-
sible theory of literal, verbal inspiration. The Lutherans preferred the
simple statement that the Bible ‘is the Word of God,’ qualified by the
understanding that all parts of the Bible might not be of equal signifi-
cance. Both agreed that the Bible was the basis of all Christian doctrine.

“The position of the Episcopal Church was that the Church preceded
the New Testament and that the New Testament was to be interpreted in
the light of church practise. The Lutherans did not view the Church in
quite the same terms, but considered the oral tradition to be the substance
of the Gospel even before it appeared in written form. Both agreed that
Christ was to be found in the Seriptures and that this was the object of
all Christinn search.

“Both agreed that the Holy Spirit guided the writers of the canonical
books, but that there was no need for any theory of verbal dictation.

“In the end there was virtual unanimity regarding the Holy Secriptures.

“The Sacraments. — Both groups were at one on the sacramental prin-
ciple, which finds its supreme expression in the incarnation of our Lord.

“Both recognized the binding importance for Christian people of the
two great Sacraments, Baptism and the Lord’s Supper.

“It was further agreed that the significance of Baptism as the instru-
ment of spiritual regeneration was deserving of greater emphasis than is
commonly accorded to it.

“Though different phraseology was used, there was substantial agree-
ment on the real presence of our Lord in the Holy Communion. The Epis-
copalians explained that reservation of the Sacrament was practised in
the Episcopal Church, but not enjoined and that it carried with it no pos-
sible suggestion of any doctrine of transubstantiation. The Lutherans ex-
plained that they were opposed to the practise of reservation, but stood
firmly for the divine presence in the Sacrament, laying greater stress on
the actual reception on the part of the communicant.

“Allowing for some difference of emphasis, there was found to be sub-
stantial accord on the whole subject of the Sacraments.

“The Creeds.— The Augustana Synod accepts and uses all three of
the ancient Creeds — the Apostles’, the Nicene, and the Athanasian. The
Episcopal Church makes no use of the Athanasian Creed (accepting it only
in support of the other two), but makes greater use of the Nicene Creed.

“The nuthority of the historic creeds as an authentic summary of Chris-
tian doctrine was recognized by all, allowing for a distinction between the
creeds themselves and theological elaborations of them.

“In the Apostles’ Creed the Augustana Synod has substituted the
phrase ‘the holy Christian Church’ for ‘the holy Catholic Church.’ It was
explained that this had been done in order to avoid any suggestion of Ro-
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manism, but that the change had no further significance. The Episcopal
Church considered the word ‘Catholic’ too valuable to be surrendered and
found no undesirable suggestions to be involved.

“Agreement on the creeds offered no difficulty.

“The Historio Episcopatc.— The formularies of the Episcopal Church
cling to the apostolic ministry in three orders of bishops, priests, and
deacons. The Episcopal Church finds this to be the rule of the primitive
Church (with certain temporary irregularities in the subapostolic age)
and the undisputed practise of Christendom for fifteen centuries. With-
out questioning the spiritunl reality of non-episcopal ministries, the Epis-
copal Church cannot envisage a reunited Christendom without the inclu-
sion of the historic episcopate. It was explained that this was not to be
considered the sole criterion for church unity, but that over and above
& subjective unity of faith there must be an objective center of unity in
any visible society known as the Church. No unity could be satisfactory
without a universally recognized ministry, and the historic episcopate with
its long record and its present acceptance in 90 per cent. of modern Christen-
dom was the logical means for achieving such a ministry.

“The Lutherans laid greater stress on the ‘unifying power of the Gospel.”
They did not consider any church order to be an essential, but an open
question of organization. The Augustana Synod has no bishops and no
order of deacons. They ordain their candidates simply to the ministry of
preaching. They would not necept the historic episcopate ns an essential
for & reunited Church or ns a necessary basis for reunion. However, it
might be acceptable ns an clement in reunion so long as it did not seem
to imply any repudiation of their present ministry.

“Both groups agreed that a reunited Church of the future could not
be one of minimums, but of maximums. Reunion is not a question of sub-
traction, but of contribution; not an effort to discover the least common
denominator which would be harmless, but a willingness to incorporate
and harmonize the fruits of Christian experience from all sides. It was
suggested that the question of the ministry might find a possible solution
in & mutual commissioning which could provide a common ministry recog-
nized as such throughout the entire body. It was further agreed that
a truly reunited Church would be neither Lutheran nor Episcopalian, but
something greater than either and inclusive of both.

“A second conference was projected for next year, to which represen-
tatives of all the Lutheran synods could be invited.”

We shall not repeat the remarks of Dr. Engelder on the above report.
We merely wish to say that the conservative Lutheran is filled with amaze-
ment. Knowing that the Episcopal Church permits Modernism to lodge
within its walls, that the Reformed leaven has vitinted its Thirty-nine
Articles, that, for instance, the Scriptural doctrine of the real presence
in the Lord’s Supper is there rejected, he cannot but marvel at the ap-
pearance of unity which the above document reflects.

In the Lutheran Companion of February 22 Prof. Conrad Bergendoff,
president of Augustana College and Theological Seminary, submits a de-
fense of this meeting with the Episcopalinns which we must not withhold
from our réaders. He says in part: — 7

“In this spirit, too [that of willingness to meet with Christians of
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other denominations. — 4.], there is justification for the conversations held
recently by the Augustana Commission on Comity with a similar commis-
sion from the Episcopalian Church. No thought of organic unity is im-
plied. Neither body intends to give up anything of its faith. A friendly
interchange of explanations as to the stand of each Church is all that
was contemplated and all that was achieved. It ought hardly be a movel
conclusion to any one acquainted with Reformation history that a good
deal of agreement would be found in this interchange. For did not much
of the English Reformation in doctrine derive from the Lutherans? A com-
parison of the Thirty-nine Articles and the Augsburg Confession ought to
prepare any one for agreement ns well as disagreement between two bodies.
And if the report points out agreements, ought not Lutherans rejoice
that the Episcopalian commission agreed to Lutheran statements as well
as vice versaf That not all the members of any Church live up to the
doctrines of the Church does not vitinte the importance of the doctrines.
Any part of the Church ought be ready to give not only a reason for the
faith that it possesses, but a statement as well. That, and only that, was
involved in these conversations. And if, in addition to a strengthening of
the faith of each, the conference also led to an extension of sympathy and
interest, would the Lord of Christian love be disappointed?

“Organic union with any body of Christians with which we are not
in full harmony as to both faith and order would be a violation of the
Lutheran Confessions. But we need not be in organic union with every
one in Christendom whom we acknowledge as Christians. There is o place
where Christians of deepest convictions can meet together occasionally
and pray together and be edified together, a place even where the Holy
Spirit continues ‘the distribution of forgiveness.” There may be a place
where occasionally Christians of varying confessions can work together.
I believe that such a place is not outside the ‘Church.’ I am not con-
vinced that ‘unionism’ should be chalked up on the walls of such a place
nor that it involves any compromising ‘platforms.’ I am opposed to union
worship and services and know quite well the history of Lutheranism in
this country. But I long for a day when Christians of different denomina-
tions will respect each other, will know a language wlerein they can speak
to and of each other in Christian charity, a day where the different fami-
lies in the community of faith will seck to bring each other to a fuller
comprehension of the immeasurable truth of God, but each acknowledging
its shortcomings as well as remaining faithful to its trust.”

This again is strange language and reasoning. Pray, where are we
told that “organic union with any body of Christians with which we are
not in full harmony as to both faith and order would be a violation of
the Lutheran Confessions,” while some other kind of union, presumably
one that manifests itself in sporadic, unofficial, occasional acts, would not
be such a violation? One is unable to see why, if, as a consistent Lutheran,
one may not become a member, let us say, of a Methodist church, it would
be permissible to join in the services and the work of this church. Is not
one a denial of the truth as well as the other? Professor Bergendoff is
“opposed to union worship and services.” If that is his heart’s position,
he cannot be satisfied with opposing merely an organic union with hetero-
dox churches. A.
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Unions’ without Unity (Foreninger uden Enighed). —The fol-
lowing very timely and enlightening article was written by the Rev.J.
Reini, pastor of the United Norwegian Lutheran Church (Merger), for
his church-paper, Lutheraneren. When it was refused by Lutheraneren,
Evangelisk Luthersk Tidendc gave it space in its columns. Rev. Thoen
Temarks in connection with the article: “When one stands at the twilight
of life and reflects that his activity in the Church is soon to end, he will
gladly ‘sound o warning to his church-body concerning the dangers that

beset it and thercby awaken it to a greater zeal for the truth of God’s
Word” Pastor Reini writes: —

“In speaking of union of many or fewer churches, it is often empha-
sized that unity of doetrine must be a sclf-understood premise. When
we think thus of the Norwegian Church or of the American Lutheran

some would definitely assure us that these unions rest om
such o basis. As concerning the Norwegian Church, most of us certainly
believed that with the adopted Opgjoer a unity was really reached in the
controverted doctrinal question discussed at the formation of the Amer-
iean Lutheran Conference. Rev. Dolven says in his treatise The American
Lutheran Conference that its constitution declares that this organization
is founded with the object of giving testimony to the unity of faith among
the participating church-bodies. The president of the Norwegian Chureh,
in his reports to the annual conventions both before and after its forma-
tion (i.c., the American Lutheran Conference), has also named as its goal
‘to testify before each other and before the world its common faith and
confession.” The presidents of the Conference, both past and present, find

the most desirable unity of faith and harmony within the union. (Dolven,
4. L. Conference, pp. 5. 6.)

“For those who do not intimately know the conditions within the
Conference it will seem self-evident that, when one and all of the repre-
sentatives of church-bodies accept the Scriptures and the Lutheran Sym-
bols, there must be unity. Still the formal approval of the Confessions
does mot always prove that they are followed. The United Lutheran
Church, for example, acknowledges the Symbols of the Lutheran Church,
and yet, according to its own explanation, the acceptance of the Lutheran
Confession means only that it is recognized as a correct historical docu-

ment of the Reformation. (Cf. Lutheran World, Nov. 13, 1934, p.1005,
and Jan. 8, 1935, p- 31.)

“Now, it is very certain that it is not in this way that any of the
churches within the Conference have acknowledged the Lutheran Symbols.
But a sound knowledge of the position will show us that it is certainly
not a recognized fact that there is unity of faith within the American
Lutheran Conference. Dr. L. Boe, president of St.Olaf College, discloses
an entirely different view of the circumstances than do the above-men-
tioned leaders: ‘Any one who has any knowledge of the membership in
the American Lutheran Conference knows that in each case, of its synods
and members, some lean to the one and some to the other side’ (Skan-
dinaven, Jan. 3, 1935.) ‘Some are inclined (nacrmer sig) to the Synodical
Conference, others to the U. L. Church, the two extremes of the Lutheran

Church in America’ And with regard to the Norwegian Church Dr. Boe
30
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informs us that he still finds the same parties represented as there were
before the union. In every case it is now clear to us that many, perhaps
the majority, of our churches still hold fast to the synergistic error in
the doctrine of conversion and eclection. The Synod's representatives
together with its president had the wool pulled over their eyes (blev focrt
bag lysct) by the ambiguous Opgjocr of the synergistic leaders. (Cf. Report
of Synod, 1012.)

“It is well known to most of our members that chilinsm is cxpressly
rejeeted in the Augsburg Confession, and yet it has many adherents in the
American Lutheran Conference. All the churches in the American Con-
ference have accepted the Bible as the only certain and complete norm of
doctrine and life, and still, when the discussion is about woman’s position
in the congregation, many congregations and pastors treat it as if they
were not at all acquainted with the apostle’s clear instruction in that
matter. As children we learned that the entire Scripture is inspired by
God; in the American Lutheran Conference are found not a few who deny
this truth. Insistence upon the old doctrine of verbal inspiration is termed
“Bibliolatry’ (a sort of idolatry or worship of the letter). To believe that
‘holy men spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost’ does not register
with our advanced, enlightened age. In Folkebladet, the organ of the
Free Church (1926, No.17), is found the following cxpression of the doc-
trine of inspiration, or, more correctly stated, of its rejection: ‘“There
are changed views concerning the question of inspiration. There was a
time when that view of the inspiration now held by a majority of the
orthodox theologians in Norway would have been regarded ns a digression
from the doctrine of the Church and, in a sense, been considered Liberalism.
Now, however, there are very few theologinns, and, assuredly, no eminently
learned ones, even of the conservative school, who hold the old doctrins
of verbal inspiration.’ (Graebner, The Problem, cte., p.92.) Is not this
a daylight apostasy from the childhood instruction?

“In this familiar book by Dr. Gracbner, The Problem, ete., it is ob-
served also that in the Augustana Synod there are divided opinions con-
cerning the inspiration of the Bible. Augustana has undoubtedly acknowl-
edged the Holy Scriptures, as have the other churches of the Conference;
nevertheless we find prominent men who ridicule the discussion of verbal
inspiration; but we do not hear its officials and conferences reprimand
them. (The Problem, p.54.) With that kind of confession before our
cyes, it scems that it is undeniably daring to declare that there is the
most desirable unity in the American Lutheran Conference.

“Many will perhaps ask: Is it, then, of such importance that there
be unity within the Church? Did not the church controversy in the old
days turn entirely upon unessentinl questions? When you hear such dis-
cussions, you had better find out who it is that leads it, whether they
who are accustomed to follow Scripture or they who depart from it. In
each case it will be understood that they who find this or that ‘unessential,’
e.g., the doctrine of the certainty of faith, conversion, election, Christ's
sccond coming, woman’s position in the congregation, Scripture’s testimony
of God’s works, of the creation of the world in six days (many would
rather believe that each of these days signifies a longer period of time,
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perhaps & million years. How strange it seems that there was only ons
morning and one evening in a million years!), — when we remember Serip-
ture’s testimony of itself, it will in all cases be confirmed that they who
find some of these questions ‘unessential’ forget that it is the Lord who
bas spoken.

“Now, in the American Lutheran Conference there are doubtless many
that would gladly follow the old paths and who consider it of highest
importance to be in the truth; but there are notoriously not a few who
in many respects depart from it and approve doctrines which are in conflict
with Scripture and the Confessions; yes, there are still those who venture
to touch Beripture itself and thus undermine the Church’s foundation.
What testimony, then, can the Conference give of unity and common faith?
The fact that it is declared time and aguin that all is well does not alter
the circumstances. The Church cannot be built on untenable assertions.
It seems clear also that a true understanding of its position and difficulties
cannot be detrimental. It must be better to know its dangers and to be
on guard against them than to be blind to them.

“We ought to be grateful to Dr. Graebner for his book The Problem.
It gives us a clear perspective and insight into the conditions in the
American Lutheran Conference and shows what it really is that hinders
the gathering of the American Lutheran churches into one body. Friendly
relations with the Missouri Synod ought to bring great results. That this
synod does not recognize them as true brethren whose doctrine and prac-
tise do not agree with the accepted Confessions ought not to be made
& ground for refusal. By a free and kindly comparison of the controverted
questions unity could perhaps be reached not only within the American
Llllh_nn Conference, but even among all the Lutheran churches in
America. Their mouths should be stopped who mumble about Missouri’s
lack of love and accuse it of pharisaism. There are also those who recog-
nize the Missourians ns true heirs of the Reformation and with praise
and thanks greet their fearless and undiminished testimony of sin and
grace. May it be permitted to mame several of the most trusted and
reapected leaders in the American Lutheran Conference who have publicly
expressed their admiration and thanks to the Missouri Synod for its
work: Dr.R.C. H. Lenski, Dean Emeritus of the Ev. Luth. Seminary, Co-
lumbus, 0., and Dr. Adolf Hult, Professor at Augustana Seminary, Rock
Island, TI. They cannot fully express the happiness and animation over
the noble radio services of the Missourians: ‘God bless all your work!’
(Lenski). ‘God bless the Missouri Synod and its important center in
St.Louis and the excellent work of the Lutheran Laymen's League in
carrying on the Lutheran Hour. This is a time when America needs
strong witnesship and consecration’ (Hult).” J.T. M.

: The Minister’s Education. — In an exccedingly timely and readable
article in the Sunday-school Times (March 7) President Lewis Sperry
FN’. D.D., founder and president of the Evangelical Theological College
in Dallas, Tex., makes an carnest plea for better seminary training of the
future ministers of the American Christian Church. In particular, his
Plea is for more thorough work in systematic theology, in the original
languages of the Bible, and in the English Bible, the latter a course,
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weak and.often neglected now, but one that should be so strong that the
candidate of theology will know his English Bible in and out and be able
to .interpret it not only upon the whole, but also in its various parts.
Among other things Dr. Chafer writes: “Obviously the time-honored,
standard three-year seminary course with its ever-diminishing emphasis
upon vital subjects is as inadequate for o minister’s training as the same
restricted time would be for the training of a medical doctor or engineer.
In view of these facts and upon my recommendation, the seminary in
which I am now serving has adopted a. minimum four-year course leading
fo the Master of Theology degree. Every pastor should be training his
flock in the knowledge of God’s Word to the end that they may be
proficient in their life and service. Because of failure at this point.on
the part of many pastors, Bible institutes have been located in various
centers with a view to supplying this very need; but Bible-institute
training should not be confused with standard ministerial education. It is
the work of the pastor in his church and of the Bible institute to teach
people the Bible; but it is the work of the seminary, when true to her
trust, to produce Bible-teachers that speak with authority because of their
own excgetical study of the Scriptures, who are accurate in doctrine,
because of their knowledge of Unabridged Systematic Theology, and who
are able, because of their right relation to the Spirit of God, to exercise
a true and worthy spiritual leadership. Inferior or short-cut courses
of preparation in any field of education are perhaps better than nothing,
but should never be adopted by those who have time and strength for
a fuller undertaking. An indefensible fallacy is that because of the soon
coming of Christ there is no time for adequate preparation. As though
He would not be pleased with the man who is undertaking great things
for Him even though that man is taken to be with Christ before the
educational courses are completed. A similar fallacy is that missionaries
do not need extended training. Missionaries are required to run on a
storage-battery so far as educational surroundings are concerned, and it
is serious indeed if the battery is not charged. In reply to the student
who was secking a short-cut course of study the aged professor said:
‘When the Lord makes an oak-tree, He takes a hundred years, but He
can grow a squash in three months’ At no time in the history of the
Church has there been so great a call for devoted men who because of
their true scholarship are authoritative teachers of the Secriptures and
have nothing to fear from the modernistic controversy.” J. T. M.

Dispensationalism and Higher Criticism Strikingly Similar.—
That dispensationalism, rankest outgrowth of millenarianism, despite all
the differences of the two, is, in one respect at least, strikingly similar to
it is the contention of Dr.Oswald T. Allis in an article entitled “Modern
Dispensationalism and the Doctrine of the Unity of Scripture” published
in the Evangelical Quarterly (Edinburgh, Scotland). In quoting the con-
tribution, Christianity To-day (March, 1936) describes it as one “fitted
to provoke widespread discussion.” Two groups to-day, Dr. Allis affirms,
deny-the unity and harmony of Scripture, viz., the higher critics and the
dispensationalists. True, higher criticism is the error of the Bible-disbe-
liever, while dispensationalism is that of the Bible-believer. Higher erit-

. Published by Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary, 1936



Concordia Theological Monthly, Vol. 7 [1936], Art. 53

Theological Observer. — RirdlidyBeitgeGiHtlides. 469

icism is naturalistic and largely dominated by the theory of evolutionm,
whereas dispensationalism is intensely supernaturalistic and even catas-
trophic in its view of human history and destiny. Higher criticism reduces
Scripture to o merely human book, while dispensationalism assigns to it
& unique inspiration and authority ms the very Word of God. Never-
theless the two radically different groups agree strikingly in this ome
respect, that both divide the Bible up into documents which differ from,
or even contradict, one another. And so radical is this difference as
viewed by the extremists that the Christian of to-day who accepts the
dispensational view finds his Bible (the part directly intended for him)
shrunk to the compass of the Imprisonment Epistles. In conclusion
Dr. Allis writes: “The writer has been speaking of consistent dispensa-
tionalism and its implications and has appealed especially to the express
statements of the Scoficld Bible. Doubtless many of the dispensationalists
will say that they do not draw these conclusions. But if we are to have
a distinct dispensation of Law, grace, and the Kingdom, and if the dis-
pensation of grace, or the Church age, is to be regarded as merely an
interlude in God's dealings with Israel, a parcnthesis in the history of
redemption, the inferences and conclusions which have been stated are
logical and inevitable. The slogan of dispensationalism, ‘rightly dividing
the Word of Truth,’ is itself a misinterpretation. This exhortation does
not mean to divide up Scripture into dispensations and sct each ome at
variance with the others, but so to interpret it that by a study of each
and every part the glorious unity and harmony of the whole shall be
exhibited and the correctness of the exposition of the one part be estab-
lished by its perfect agreement with every other part of Scripture as
the God-inspired Word.” To this Christianity adds that recently Prof.
John Murray of Westminster Seminary spoke of “modern dispensationalism
% ‘heretodox from the standpoint of the Reformed faith’ and said in
effect that those who hold it are precluded from giving an affirmative
answer to the second question in the formula of subscription of the
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A.” J.T. M.

II. Ausland.

A Page of the Gospels from the Days of Hadrian.— This is the
translation of the title of an article which Dr. A. Deissmann of the Uni-
versity of Berlin wrote for the Deutsche Allg. Ztg. and which was reprinted
in the 4. B. L. K. and the contents of which we briefly summarize here. To
the remarkable Bible finds procured in Egypt the last years, e. g., the
Chester-Beatty Papyri, which belong to the third and in part even to the
second century, and the Egerton Fragments of an unknown gospel from the
middle of the second century, there must be added a small, but still older
document, o sheet from the Gospel according to St.John from the days of
Emperor Hadrian (117—138). This precious witness is kept in the John
Ryland's Library in Manchester, England. In 1920 B.P. Grenfell, well
known as the partner of A.S. Hunt in epoch-making excavations in Egypt,
acquired in Egypt & number of papyri for this library, and examining them,
Mr. C. H. Roberts of Oxford found this sheet, which once upon a time be-
longed to a codex containing John's gospel. The fragment is much injured,
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but still sufficiently intact to permit its being identified and dated. It is
now given the number 457 among the Greck Ryland’s Papyri. The docu-
ment of course docs not bear any date. Dating was not customary at
that time. But an investigation of the character of the writing used settles
the question pertaining to the date. Owing to the large number of papyri
that have been found during the last decades, our methods for dating
manuscripts coming from Egypt have been much improved and enable us
to arrive at fairly accurate conclusions. Mr. Roberts consulted with Bir
Frederick Kenyon and Dr. H. Idris Bell of the British Museum and Dr. W.
Schubarth of Berlin, director of the papyrus collection of the Staatliche
Muscen. All three experts are agreed that the fragment must be placed
in the first half of the sccond century. It is possible that it was written,
not in the days of Hadrian, but even carlier, during the reign of Trajan,
who died 117.

When we ask about the significance of this interesting find, much can
be said. It proves that the theorics assuming a late origin of John's
gospel (some Tuebingen-school representatives dated it 170 A.D.) were as
wrong as believers in the Scriptures nlways said they were. From this
document we sce that John's gospel not only existed in the first half of
the sccond century, but that copies of it had already come to Egypt. The
origin of the gospel hence must be placed quite a number of years before
this time. Furthermore, we here have the oldest proof for the existence of
Christian congregations in Egypt. How Christinnity came to that country
has till now not been explained. Paul did not come there on his extensive
journeys, probably because Claudius had forbidden immigration from
Palestine. Now we sce that Christian congregations had arisen in Egypt
by the first half of the second century. Dr. Deissmann finally mentions that
the itacisms occurring in the document show that it was written at a time
when the Atticistic suppression of itacisms had not yet become very pro-
nounced and scribes still wrote s the people spoke, in which feature he
sees another proof for the early origin of the fragment. A.
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