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L. Amerika

May Lutherans Reject the Verbal Inspiration and the Authority of
the Scriptures? Some time after the New Testament Commentary, issued
under the general editorship of Dr. Alleman of Gettysburg in 1936, ap-
peared, Dr. Reu, in the Kirchliche Zeitschrift, wrote a withering review
of this work, calling attention to the Modernism which vitiates it in large
sections. Among the things Dr.Reu criticized were positions taken by
Dr.William C.Berkemeyer, who furnished the section dealing with the
pastoral epistles of Paul. This commentator had expressed the view that
the pastoral epistles were probably not written by Paul, but by a later
writer, a view which, together with other matters, Dr. Reu severely cas-
tigated. Defending himself, Dr. Berkemeyer writes an extended rejoinder
in the Lutheran Church Quarterly of January, 1938. He gives his article
the heading “A Lutheran Right and Duty: a Reply to Dr. Reu.” Having
stated he felt that in honesty he would have to give to his readers the
views of modern critical opinion on the authorship of the pastoral epistles,
he continues:

“But Luther's principle ‘Does this writing preach Christ?” has a
deeper significance, even on its formal side, than the mere application
to the question of authorship. It suggests that within the acknowledged
writings of a man we must ask: ‘Is Paul or John or Peter speaking here
with the characteristic touch of his real genius, or is he but reflecting
and passing on ideas which belong to the thought-world of his day or
perhaps giving practical directions which have a temporary but not a
permanent value?’ Asking this question, I ventured to play the Paul
of Gal. 3: 28 against the Paul (if it should be Paul) of 1 Tim.2:9-15. I felt
I had a right to point out this conflict and even to take sides in the
matter. Surely all we want— all the world can expect from a man, even
an inspired man of God — is that prophetic insight by which he shows
himself to have a word from God for us. The rest of the man and his
thought we can afford to let go. At any rate, we must not regard him
as infallible because he is inspired. That would be to deny and ignore
his obvious human limitations and make of him a creature of a wholly
different order. The facts of history will not permit such a conclusion.
The writers of Scripture were not angels, but men. Nowhere is there
a better illustration of the need and value of this application of Luther’s
principle than in considering Luther’s own writings. There is both wheat
and chaff in Luther, both inspiration and limitation, and woe to him who
cannot or will not distinguish.

“Now, Luther's principle has still another aspect, the most significant
of all. As a material principle it demands that we judge Scripture by
Christ. But the Seriptures are themselves the great source of knowledge
of the historical Jesus. This means that a man must not only judge the
Scriptures by the Gospel of Christ; he must first of all determine from
Scripture what the Gospel really is. On that matter Christendom has
never been in perfect agreement. Luther’s conception of the Gospel was
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neither Calvin's norRome'l. We follow in Luther’s tradition. But being

by it. Face to face with the Scriptures the Christian of today, and
especially one who would comment upon the New Testament, must keep
asking the question: ‘What is the Gospel?’ For even of the New Tes-
tament it must be said as it was of earlier Jewish writings: “The Gospel
is there, the whole Gospel, but how much morel’ When we wrote con-
cerning the place of women in the Church that we need not accept the
conclusions of the writer of the pastorals or the literal implications of
the passage in Gen. 3:16 as binding upon us, we were giving expression
to a value-judgment based on a particular conception of the
which we belicve to be both Paul's and Luther's. We believe we can
and must do this. If our Christianity is to remain a spiritual religion,
we must be allowed to keep asking and answering the question: ‘What
is the Gospel?” True, only men of the spiritual stature of Paul and
Luther can give us a clear and simple answer to the question because

{

cannot be contained or preserved or handed down in words— only in
lives. For us, as for Luther, not the writings of Scripture but the liv-
ing word of the Gospel is the means of grace.

“Right here, in the matter of the authority of the Scriptures, lies
the chief difference between the viewpoint of some of the men who
wrote the New Testament Commentary and Dr. Reu. He himself has
recognized this in his review. For us the authority of the Bible is a
spiritual authority, not only that it pertains to spiritual matters alone,
but also that it is an authority which can be applied and felt only in
a spiritual fashion. The Scriptures maintain their authority for us be-
cause of the truth they reveal. That truth is the Gospel of Christ. But
the Gospel is itself a spiritual reality which can be recognized and felt
as binding on men only through personal, moral, and spiritual experience.
The Holy Spirit within a man, and the Spirit alone, can convince him of
the meaning of the Gospel, of its validity, and of its spiritually authori-
tative character.

“The Scriptures are for us like a garden in which God has planted
many trees, and in the midst the tree of life, of the knowledge of good
and evil, of the power to do the good and reject the evil. That tree
is Christ Himself. Of the fruit of this tree we must taste in order that
we may be able to distinguish among the other plants of the garden.
Only so can we differentiate between fruit- and shade-trees, evergreens
and flowering shrubs. It may happen that others, first entering the
garden, will be found to be eating leaves for fruit, using fruit-trees for
shade, mistaking a berry-bush for an apple-tree, admiring beautiful
ossoms instead of tasting of the fruit of the tree of life. We must be
for them. They, like ourselves, may have been directed to
garden by a sign-board outside which others who had enjoyed its
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https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol9/iss1/37



Mueller: Theological Observer. - Kirchlich-Zeitgeschichtliches
Theological Observer — RirdylichsJeitgefdhidhtliches 888

fruits had placed there. But we have come to recognize the divine nature
of the garden by the fruit we have tasted, not by the sign-board. We
must teach others to recognize divine truth in the same way. Otherwise
there is no future for Christianity as a spiritual religion.”

One is amazed not only at Dr. Berkemeyer’s repudiation of the
hmn:ydfh-smmmubutnthhmmhgmdhhﬁﬂumwapm-
hend the mesning of certain passages in Paul's writings. That Gal. 3:28
and 1 Tim. 2:9-15 are not in disagreement ought to have been evident
fo him. If anything is clear, it is that Paul in the former passage is not
speaking of social or official rank and privileges but solely of a person's
status in the sight of God. When Paul, for instance, there says that in
Christ there is neither bond nor free, he certainly does not mean to con-
tend for the abolition of slavery, as can be convincingly shown from
other passages in his writings. One notes with surprise that Dr. Berke-
meyer seems to think that those who teach the verbal inspiration of the
Scriptures and insist on their infallibility hold that the holy penmen
were infallible in everything they said and did apart from the writing
of the Scriptures. Again, when he appeals to the case of Luther to
illustrate what he means by inspiration, one is startled to see a Lutheran
theologian place the Reformer on a level with the apostles and prophets.

What.the author says about Luther’s “material” principle, asserting
that it demands that we judge Scripture by Christ, rests on a thorough

of the words of Luther which he has in mind. For
Luther it was one of the great facts of religious truth that the Holy
Scriptures portray Christ to us. He would have considered Dr. Berke-
meyer's position very strange indeed, because it puts Christ and the
Scriptures into different categories. For Luther they were simply in-
separable. He had his doubts, it is true, whether certain books of the
sixty-six which constitute our Bible belong to the Holy Scriptures, but
he did not doubt that whatever is Scripture preaches Christ. Further-
more, are we in danger of being fettered if we follow Luther in his con-
ception of the Gospel? Yes, if the Gospel is something fluid which
changes with the coming and the going of the various generations, but
not if the Gospel is eternal truth, given once for all by our gracious
beavenly Father and relating to us the greatest fact of history, the re-
demption of Jesus Christ. Certainly every person must ask himself the
question, What is the Gospel? But what folly to say that'this universal
obligation makes of the Gospel something subjective, a variable quantity.
“Spirit and life cannot be contained or preserved or handed down in
words—only in lives,” says Dr. Berkemeyer. And still his next sen-
tence is, “For us, as for Luther, not the writings of Scripture but the
living word of the Gospel is the means of grace.” “The living word of
the Gospel” —is it written, or is it something we meet only in human
lives? We must confess that we are perplexed. We cannot follow the
author. We fail to see consistency in his presentation.

Finally, when Dr. Berkemeyer says that for him “the authority of the
Bible is a spiritual authority, not only that it pertains to spiritual mat-
ters alone, but also that it is an authority which can be applied and
felt only in spiritual fashion,” the implication seems to be that, when the
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Bible speaks of things which are not spiritual, its authority ceases. If
we understand him, he wishes to express the view that in matters of
external fact (history, zoology, etc.) the Bible cannot be regarded as
inerrant. But does he not see that the Gospel, whose authority he wishes
to uphold, is largely a record of external facts, of the birth of Jesus, His
deeds of mercy, His suffering and death, and His resurrection? The
Christian religion, it has been correctly said, is a religion of great his-
torical facts. That the true interpretation of these facts can be given
by the Spirit of God alone and that it is the Spirit Himself who must
make us willing to accept this interpretation, we readily admit. But if
a person professing Christianity denies that the Bible reports facts cor-
rectly, he not only paves the way for the introduction of stark subjec-
tivism and uncontrollable emotionalism into his religion as its determin-
ﬁ“dmtbutbekhdpinghdumythowrymaﬁm

: A

This Sounds Familiar. — Discussing the Report of the Commission on
Christian Doctrine (Church of England), the Living Church of March 9,
1938, says: “The interpretation which the Commission has attached to
the inspiration of Scripture may be, and doubtless is, a commonplace of
present-day thinking, but certainly it is not yet a commonplace of doc-
trinal statement. In this field Anglican doctrine has not been restated
since the days of the Reformation, when scientific Bible research was
unheard of, when Higher Criticism was undreamed of except by solitary
prophetic souls of the following of Rabbi Ben Ezra, and when Charles
Darwin and his Genesis-upsetting account of origins were by several
centuries still unborn. Even at that date the Church of England, owing
to ‘the tendency common to Anglican and Orthodox thought to distrust
rationalizing theology,” was saved from stereotyping theories of inspira-
tion then prevalent into the quite unscriptural dogma of the inerrancy
of the Bible; and when in due time Darwin was born, wrote the Origin
of Species, and died, happier than Galileo or Bruno in his lot, he was
buried in Westminster Abbey. The dogma of the inerrancy of Scrip-
ture, ineptly termed Fundamentalism, received a mortal blow in Edin-
burgh last summer in the report on the Word of God which was adopted,
nemine contradicerte, by the Second World Conference on Faith and
Order. Scholars engaged in scientific Bible research read in its recog-
nition of the legitimacy of their work and its insistence that the freedom
for carrying out their work be not denied to them the Magna Carta of
their liberties. In the report of the Anglican Commission so-called Fun-
damentalism receives its coup de grace. Not by implication, as in Edin-
burgh, but explicitly and in forceful terms the Commission states its
conviction that ‘the tradition of the inerrancy of the Bible cannot be
maintained in the light of the knowledge now at our disposal’; that ‘the
authority must not be interpreted as prejudging conclusions of historical,
critical, and scientific investigation in any field’; and that ‘stages of
Biblical revelation are to be judged in relation to its historical climax,'
the standard being ‘the mind of Christ as unfolded in the experience of
the Church and appropriated by the individual Christian through His
Spirit. . . . Theeﬁectofthisucﬂonoftheregortisunpndlchbl&

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol9/iss1 /37



Mueller: Theological Observer. - Kirchlich-Zeitgeschichtliches

Theological Observer — RicdlichsJeitgedictliches 886

In the nature of the case the Roman Church, which is doctrinally im-
mobilized by its dogma of the inerrancy of Secripture, will reject it, as
will several small Protestant denominations, which in this respect con-
cur with Rome. In the larger Protestant denominations it may lead the
way for similar official or semiofficial restatements of the doctrine of
Biblical inspiration. As for its influence upon Orthodox thought, it
would appear to the writer that the new intellectual life now stirring
in Orthodoxy, the ancient heritage of freedom which it is now recover-
ing, and above all its ‘pneumatological’ as distinguished from legalistic
character are good auguries for a sympathetic reception of the report as
a whole. . . . As ‘the method of direct appeal to isolated texts’ is so
evidently liable to error, it is to be expected that preaching from isolated
texts will gradually give place to genuine expository preaching in which
the Word of God contained [italics in original] in the Scriptures will be
sought, studied in all the light that modern scholarship affords, and then
applied to problems of the modern world.”

All of this sounds familiar. Spokesmen for certain sections of the
Lutheran Church in America have been using the identical language of
the Anglican Commission’s report. We can assure the Commission that
the liberal section of the United Lutheran Church is ready to adopt its
report. It is a commonplace of doctrine there. All or nearly all the
statements of the report and of the Living Church article can be matched
by similar or identical statements there current. The phrase “Word of
God contained in the Scriptures” is familiar to United Lutherans. Also
the term “immobilized.” United Lutheran publications speak of “canned
theology.” When the Anglican Commission speaks of “the ‘mind of
Christ” and the “Word of God contained in the Scriptures” as being the
standard and final authority, the liberals among the United Lutherans
will say: That is a commonplace among us; and all these years we have
been protesting against the proof-text method.

One statement made in the article is not a commonplace. It was
news to us, too. It is the statement that the “tendency to distrust
rationalizing theology” saved the Church in the Reformation days from
“the unscriptural dogma of the inerrancy of the Bible.” The doctrine of
the verbal inspiration and the inerrancy of the Bible is due to rational-
istic thinking? We were always told that the denial of these doctrines
is one of the chief achievements of the age of rationalism. E.

The National Lutheran Council Extends Its Work.—Several Lu-
theran papers report that the National Lutheran Council is endeavoring
to bring about cooperation between the Lutheran bodies represented in
it in the field of Inner Missions. The Lutheran Companion of Feb-
ruary 24 writes: “Cooperation on a vast scale among the Lutheran bodies
of America is in the making. One of the most significant moves in
this direction was taken at the recent meeting of the National Lutheran
Council in Detroit, Michigan. . . . Heretofore the principal efforts toward
Lutheran coordination have been in the province of Home Missions.
This time it is in the field of Inner Missions. According to the plan
adopted, a new agency of the National Lutheran Council, to be known

5
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as the Department of National Lutheran Welfare, will be charged with
the task of carrying out the details of the cooperative venture. Eight
general Lutheran bodies will participate in the new movement. They
are: the United Lutheran Church in America, the Norwegian Lutheran
Church, the Augustana Synod, the Icelandic Synod, the American Lu-
theran Church, the Danish Lutheran Church, the Lutheran Free Church,
and the United Danish Lutheran Church. In other words, all Lutheran
bodies in America except those belonging to the Synodical Conference
(Missouri Synod) will cooperate. More than three hundred agencies and
institutions now controlled or operated by these bodies will be affected
by the plan. These embrace Inner Mission societies, orphans’ homes,
home-finding agencies, day nurseries, homes for the aged, deaconess
homes, hospitals, hospices, seamen’s missions, industrial missions, rescue
homes, and settlement houses. It will not be the purpose of the new de-
partment to own or to operate any particular institution or agencies but
to confine its work for the present to coordinating and stimulating Inner
Mission work and determine standards and policies. The executive
committee of the National Lutheran Council has been charged with the
responsibility of working out the proposal. It will also select a man to
direct the activities of the department. It is planned to create State or
regional associations similar to the national organization, but concerned
primarily with local affairs. The advantages of the proposed set-up are
obvious. Not only will it help to eliminate considerable duplication of
effort and waste of money and man-power, but it should result in much
greater efficiency. With the constant raising of standards by State and
secular social agencies it becomes increasingly necessary that the Lu-
theran Church conduct its Inner Mission activity on a plane that reflects
credit upon the Church. The new arrangement will prove valuable in
obtaining adequate recognition of Lutheran welfare work from Govern-
ment bodies and community-chest agencies. Heretofore such recognition
has to a great extent been denied because of the competition of various
Lutheran groups and because there was no central organization to rep-
resent Lutheran interests.”

The Lutheran Companion then speaks of the value of such coopera-
tion in times of particular stress and difficulty. “The Department of
National Lutheran Welfare will also be in a position to direct Lutheran
relief work in all times of emergency. In this respect the Lutheran
Church gained much from its experience during the World War. It was
out of the National Lutheran Commission for Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Wel-
fare that the National Lutheran Council was born. The depression years
have also taught the Church the value of cooperation in the administra-
tion of relief in the large centers of population.”

The Synodical Conference, as the report states, is not represented
in this move. The reasons are well known. Our aloofness is not due
to failure to see the value of cooperation or to lack of sympathy with
those who are suffering and need our help, but rather to the desire to
be found faithful to the Word of our great God, who has told us that
“to obey is better than sacrifice.” A
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_ Dr. Brumner Invited to Join the Princeton Seminary Faculty.—
Most of the readers of this journal are aware that Prof. Emil Brunner
dlwhh,smhnd,hmofthefomonnnthhmofbdw. He
has been elected to the Charles Hodge Chair of Systematic Theology in
Princeton. It is his intention to come to Princeton as a guest professor
for the year 193839, in the course of which he will determine “whether
be can become adjusted to academic conditions in a new country.” The
Presbyterian prints an “intimate” letter of Dr. Brunner stating his doc-
trinal position:

“I would feel perfectly free in my conscience to accept your call
%0 far as my theological convictions are concerned. I do not only firmly
believe in the godhead of our Lord Jesus Christ according to the teach-
ing of the apostles, especially according to Paul and John, and in the
inspiration of the Holy Scriptures according to the commentaries which
Princeton Seminary has placed in my hands, but it is more than ever
my earnest desire to devote the remaining lifetime which God may
grant me to the interpretation, defense, and preaching of this Scripture
teaching as the only hope of our poor world. I know that certain ques-
tions were raised by you as to my attitude towards the historical facts
and the trustworthiness of the gospels. These questions were, if I under-
stand rightly, based on certain remarks in my Philosophy of Religion.
Now, unfortunately, the translator of this book did not mention the fact
that this book was written in 1925, that is, in the beginning of my theo-
logical ‘revolution,” if I may call it so, and therefore shows many traces
of a stage of an evolution which is characterized by a constant and steady
concentration towards the sacred history and the teaching of the Bible.
My only ambition is to become more and more a Bible theologian and
to know nothing but Jesus Christ crucified. If there is a certain differ-
ence between Karl Barth and myself, it is this, that I find in his theology
certain tenets which are not in accordance with Secripture, e.g., his in-
difference towards the historical facts as such and the lack of fulness in
his witness to the life-renewing power of the Holy Spirit. It is, how-
ever, my conviction that faith in the inspiration of the Bible does not
exclude, but include, the distinction between the Word of God and the
earthly, temporal vessel which carries it.

“As to the Reformed or Presbyterian type of doctrine, I feel thor-
oughly at home just in this conception of the Gospel truth, and I believe
myself to be more true to this tradition than my friend Barth, whose
merit, however, in bringing theology back to this line, I heartily
acknowledge. There are certain elements of the traditional doctrine
which I do not consider as an adequate expression of the New Testa-
ment teaching, but I hold that these are minor points, and I am ready
to correct my views any time wherever I see that the authority of the
Bible stands against them.” .

1t is plain that Professor Brunner is “Reformed” in his theology and
that he refuses to accept the whole Bible as the inspired, infallible Word
of God. The Presbyterian adds that he is forty-eight years of age and
hlmmndo!hglhhformof-peechmdw:ﬂn&

Published by Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary, 1938




Concordia Theological Monthly, Vol. 9 [1938], Art. 37

888 Theological Observer — Rirdlid-Settgefdidtfices

A Dubious Venture.— At the coming General Assembly we shall
probably be asked to consider a proposal for “visible unity” which comes
to us from the General Convention of the Protestant Episcopal Church
in the United States of America. If we approve this proposal, we shall
stand committed to a “purpose to achieve organic union.” The theo-
logical statement incorporated in the declaration of the Episcopal Church
is very brief. It is sound in what it says of Jesus Christ and of the
Sacrameénts. It mentions only one other doctrine, that of the Scriptures;
and its wording in this respect is unfortunately vague. It reads: “rec-
ognizing the Holy Scriptures as the supreme rule of faith.” That isall
Here, under this misty phrase, is room for the Modernist as well as
the evangelical. We must confess that it comes far short of satisfying us.
We are much troubled also by the fact that the Church of England,
parent and closer partner of our American Episcopal Church, has just
received a report on religious doctrine which is undoubtedly heretical
The report hedges on the question of Scripture, declares that the his-
torical evidence for the Virgin Birth is “inconclusive,” is vague about
evolution, miracles, angels, the bodily resurrection of Christ, and even
the future life. It suggests the possibility of a union under “a Papacy
which renounced some of its present claims.” This report has aroused
tremendous opposition from the conservative wing of the Church of
England. We are concerned to know the attitude towards it of the
Protestant Episcopal Church of this country. Light upon this question
would go far to enlighten us as to our attitude when we come to the
General Assembly. Many other questions besides the doctrinal one are
involved in any discussion of her union with a liturgical, episcopal
Church; but the doctrinal question is infinitely the most important.

The Presbyterian, Feb.17, 1938

Brief Kems. — With respect to the World Council of Churches which
is to be organized at a meeting in Holland in May, the Church of England
proceeds with proverbial British caution. Its Church Assembly resolved
to participate, but it declared emphatically that it will not assume any
responsibility for action taken till it has had an opportunity of examining
and approving the respective measures.

Youth is enthusiastic and willing to strike out along new paths.
When recently a retreat was held at Union Seminary, New York, par-
ticipated in by professors, students, and visiting ministers, and a certain
group deliberated on the ministry in rural communities, the pastors in
the meeting, so a report says, “were concerned with chiefly how to keep
the rural church alive, the students with how to relate the church to
rural social problems.” Apart from the psychological reason pointed to,
the attitude of the students may have been due to their not having re-
ceived the training in Bible doctrine which in former decades was dis-
pensed even in seminaries with radical tendencies.

That Dean Israel H. Noe, an Episcopalian clergyman of Memphis,
Tenn., who endeavored to prove immortality by fasting and making his
body free of material needs, has been deposed by his bishop, the press
has widely reported. We are told in the Living Church that the chapter
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of the cathedral concurred in the action of the bishop. After a stay in
the hospital the former dean seems to be in good health again.

According to a photograph published in the Presbyterian, together
with pertinent information, the Princeton Seminary faculty numbers
sixteen full-time professors.

On February 12 Norway lost a prominent theologian, Bishop Johan
Peter Lunde of Oslo. He was born in 1866. It was in 1922 that he was
appointed bishop of Oslo. We are told in the National Lutheran Council
Bulletin that he was the author of many religious books and pamphlets
and that his children’s sermons are widely used in all Lutheran countries.

In January, Savannah, Ga., saw a big Methodist meeting, held in
honor of the Wesleys. It will be remembered that John and Charles
Wesley were active in Georgia before the so-called Aldersgate experience
of John Wesley, when he, attending a meeting of Moravians in London,
heard the preface of Luther to the Epistle to the Romans read and was
brought to a fuller understanding of the work of Christ.

In Canada, we are told, a commission is at work endeavoring to
perform a task similar to that of the commission of Anglican bishops
which issued the much-discussed “Statement of Faith.” We are wonder-
ing whether the report of the Canada commission will show the same
modernistic complexion as that of the British bishops. It is to be noted
that the Canada commission represents the United Church of Canada
(Presbyterians, Congregationalists, Methodists) and not Episcopalians.

From New York it is reported that the mayor of the city, Mr.La
Guardia, will take the leadersip in a campaign to raise one million dollars
in order to finish the interior of the cathedral of St. John the Divine
(Episcopal) before the opening of the World's Fair in 1939.

In Vancouver, B.C., the Roman Catholic archbishop complained of
the injustice inflicted on Roman Catholies who have to support the public
schools and in addition maintain parochial schools for their own children.
His plea, it scems, was not heeded. We are told that in the Yukon ter-
ritory Roman Catholic schools are supported by public funds, the country
being very sparsely settled. Undoubtedly the archbishop wished to see
the same system introduced in Vancouver.

Brooklyn used to be known as the “city of churches.” We are told
that one prominent churchman now calls it “the city of too many
churches” To prove his view correct, he states that, while in 1921 the
expenditures for benevolences by all the churches were $837,000, in 1936
they amounted to only $365,000.

In Mexico the Catholic boycott of public schools has ceased, we are
told. It seems that better relations between Church and State have
been established. The Mexican government is said to show great zeal in
opening new schools and in improving the educational system. The re-
port on which we draw says that in the three years in which Presi-
dent Cardenas has been at the head of the country five thousand rural
M;hvingmmlmentofszs,ooo&ﬂdrm,hlwbmoimed.
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II. Ausland

Luthertum und HumaniSmus. Angefidhtd der mweiten Verbreitung ded
neuerwaditen Humanidmus in unferer Jeit diirfte unsd eine BVeurteilung bess
felben bon Luihers Standpuntt ausd intereffieren, die Pfarrer O. Diljdneiders
Jena in der . €. L. £.” (Nr. 8, 71. Jahrgang) unter der fberidritft .Zheos
logie und Weltanfdjauung” bringt. Pfarrer Dil{dneider beginnt mit dem
ridtigen und widytigen Gebanlen, daf dic .theologifdie Generation bon feute
in cine Auseinanderjefung von umfafjendjter Trageite Hincingeftelt ift”.
©o aud in eine Auscinanderfchung mit dbem Humanidmusl Der Humaniss
mus in genere [Gft fid), twie ber Sdjreiber darlegt, in den ivijjenfdaftliden,
ben pbhilofophijd-dfthetijdijen und den politijhen Humanidmus einteilen.
giir den wiffen[daftlidhen Pumanidmus zeigte Luther ein grofes, bleibendes
Jntereffe. Unbders aber verbhielt er fid) dem philofophifdj-afthetijden Humas
nidmus gegeniiber. Hier forderie der Pumanismus eine .Neugeburt aud
Menfdengeiit”, wihrend dod) Luther, auf ber Scdirift fteGend, nur eine
»NReugebuct aus Gottes Geift” anerfennen wollte. Hier fand Luifer
bie menjdlidhe Bernunft im Siampf gegen Gottes Wort, und darum Iampfie
er aud) fo Beftig gegen den ratiomaliftijfien Qumanidmus. Diljdmeider
fdjreibt Hicriiber: ,Weder Freundjdaft und Aufgefdlofjenbeit nod) Abgren:
gung und Juriidhaltung, fondern fdidicfite Gegnerfdaft Tennzeidmen feine
Daltung gegen den Hhumaniftifdhen Geift feiner Jeit. Wie Luifer Hier bem
HumaniSmusd feiner Beit den fdydcfjten Sampf anfagte, fo Haben audy it
und im Luthertum darauf zu befinnen, wollen tvir die Probleme und Lebenss
fragen, bie un8 Yeute auferlegt find, nidyt von Grund auf verfeflen. Wic
miiffen hier einmal in aller Offenbeit bereit fein, tatfddlid) auf das au
Giren, wad Luther dem Geift feiner eit, dem Humanismus, u jagen atte.”
Der Sdjreiber giticrt dann eine Neife von Ausjpriichen, worin Luifer gegen
Uriftoteled und ,Frau Hulde, die natiiclidge Vernunfi”, die ded Teufeld
»Hure” ift, ja die ,Erzhure” und ,Teufelsbraut”, fo jdarf zu Felbe gieht,
und fahrt dann fort: ,AMe unfere Ausjagen und Crlenntnifie fufen auf
einer Autoritdt. Die Autoriidt aber im Humanismus ift der Menfdy felber,
feine hidifte Einficht, dic er bon den Dingen Hat, feine BVernunjt. Sie ift dber
Edpfeiler ber Humaniftifdien Lebenshaltung und Lebensausridiung. Dasd
Batte Luther gefehen, und barum gicht cr gegen fie au Feld.” Hier gitiert er
bann bie widjtigen Sibe aus Luthers grofem Wert ,Bom unfreien Willen®
(1625) mit der Warnung: ,Wir wijfen, dafy die BVernunft nur toridie und
wiberfinnige Dinge {divapt, befonders dbann, wenn fie in Heiligen Dingen
ire Weisheit gu geigen anhebt”; und aus Luihers leter Predigt iiber Nom.
12, 8 (1646): ,Darum fiche, daf dbu dic BVernunft im Jaum Biltft und folgft
nidt ibren fhonen Gedanten; ivicf ihr cinen Dred ind Ungefidit, auf baf
fie agli) werbe.” Cr fdlickt den erften Aufjals mit dem Pavagraphen:
»Biit Luiher ftanden Theologic und Jeitgeift in einem fich ausidliefenden
WBerhilinis gucinander. Wobl arbeitete er mit dbem Niiftzeug, das ihm ber
Pumanidmus feiner Jeit an die Hanb gab. Jn feinen Handen finden ivic
bie griechijdien und Hebrdijdjen Texte und Grammatilen der grofen Humas
niften feiner Beit; aber in feinem Hergen lebt Ehriftus, und fein Arbeiten
und Denlen ift allein bom Wort dber Schrift getragen und erfillt. Gerade
burd) dicfe Paltung vermodjte und Luther dad BVermidyinid einer edien,
biblifdjen Theologie gu Hinterlafjen.”
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Wir bringen biefen Artifel in furgen Glebanfen Hier ivieber, nidt nur
iveil er an fidh widgtig filr unad ift, fondern und aud) einmal tvieder daran
erinnert, lie fefr man jept in Deutfdland in ernferen Sireifen LQuiber
fmdiect. ber das erinnert und audy mit Sdhmerzen daran, twie fehr man
in unfern Tutferifen Streifen in Amerila Geutzutage Luther bernads
Iaffigt. Menigjtens finbet {id) tweder in unfern Jeit{dhriften nod in den
aud gnbern Iutherifdien Streifen biel qus und ilber Luiher. Luthers Theos
Iogie fdjfummert Hiergulande, und twir laufen Gefalr, dafy wir uns in einen
sorthodogen” Schlummer Hineintviegen lajfen, der [dlielid) fehr berderblich
fiic und wetben muf. ,MNeugeburt aus Menfdjengeijt”, dbas .Fufen auf
Bermmft”, bafj man dic Vernunft ben ,Edpfeiler der Lebenshaliung und
Lebensausriditung” fein 1ft, daf die Bernunft aud) Gieraulande . ifre Weiss
Beit in Beiligen Dingen geigen” modjte, fura, dafy audy wic in Gefabr ftefen,
auf unfere Vernunft und nidjt allein auf die Sdrift su horen, das alled
muf und bod) febr ernitlich betvegen, gur Sdirift, gum Iutferijcen Belennts
ni8 und gu Luther guriidzulehren mit einem twahren Tobedeifer im Sudjen
nad) ben GotteSgedanten in feinem MWort und im Niederdriiden der eigenen
Sernunfigebanfen. lnfer Walther tvar dodh eigentlich nur Lutherus redi-
vivus. ud) wir miiffen al8 Scrifttheologen wafhre Lutheri redivivi fein,
teollen wir bad Tutherijhe Jion in unjerm Lande redit bauen. . T. M.

Dod Bebentlidhe beim Quatenus. Auf D. Safjed feinen Belenninis-
actilel Bin ,Warum miljffen wir an ber Iutherijden Abendmahislehre fejts
Balten?” verdffentlidit in der , . C. 2. K.~ [Re.7; 71.Jabhrgang], lief in
I!tt[:lb_m Beitidrift fpater eine jhaxfe Stvitif von feiten eines deutiden Pfar=
Texs cin, worin die quatenus-Unterfdirift der [utherifdhen AbendmahisSlehre
geaen Eaffed quia-Forderung BVerteidbigung findet. Der Schreiber argumens
tiert etwa fo: Lin biefes quatenus iwillen fonnte idh [Tuiferifdher] Pfarrer
merden; auf ber Seite biejes quatenus fann idy Pfarrer bleiben. Jdy Habe
3 mic crloubt, meine Ordination alé Orbdination auf den Ehriftus, bie
Balrheit, gu verftehen. Wenn mid) nidht dasd fejie BVertrauen durd) meine
Ludination geleitet Bétte, meine Stivdie wolle und Tonne midy gu nidts ans
berm, Grdferem, Weiterem oder Wahrerem verpflidgten, ald den GEhrijtus,
die Bafhrheit, su judjen und fejtzubalten ald Lernender und Lehrender, dann
Iare i) bor ber Ordination aus dem Amt gefdjieden. Eine fo verjtandene
Ordination gibt einem, wenn entfdicden fein foll zvifdiem dem quia unb dem
quatenus, feinen Weg frei al3 den ded quatenus. Dad bleibt mein Weg
den Belenninisidiriften gegeniiber und aud) der Wibel gegeniiber. Denn
fvenn ber Meg gum Chriftus fiihet als lelstem Jiel, bann gilt audy bor ber
Bibel nodj ein quatenus. Gjilte mein quatenus nur im Blid auf die Bes
Ienninisjdjriften, fo ware fiic micdh) 3. V. das natus ex virgine immer nod)
burd) ein Bibelwort gefidjert. Mun aber gilt mir das quatenus audy der
Bibel gegenilber. So ftefe idh zu Belfenmtnisichriften und Bibel.

In feiner Anttwort auf diefen Iiberalijtifden Heudelpfarrer, der mit
feinem . @hriftus” nidjt den GEhrijtus der Scrift, fondern einen .gemadjten”
“‘1_‘ faliden Bernunftdbriftus mill, ber dafer aud) tweber Tutherijd) nod)
dyciftlidh ift, macht Saffe febr freundlich und milde auf die Not der Bes
meinbe aufmertjam, indem er fdjreibt: ,Der evangelifde Pfarrjtand muf,
einfad) ous driftlidher Liebe, wenn er ed fonft nidht verfteht, um ber armen
emeinden illen, benen er au bienen Bat, die Lajt und, wenn es fein mug,
die Not einer ganj ernfjten Lelhrverpflidhiung toicder auf fid) nehmen. Wenn
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ex e3 tut, bann ird er erfafren, daf er felbft ben groften Segen babon fat.
Denn nur die gang ernfte unb ernft genommene [efrverpflidhiung madt ben
Pfarrer gum minister Verbi divini, gum ,Diener ded gotilidien MWorts"”
Weiter: ,Jdj fann auf die Auguftana nur ordinieren, weil id nadj emns
ftefiem Studium bder Sdjrift davon iibergeugt bin, baf jene die ridtige Musds
Tequng bed Evangeliums ift. Nur dad quia begrilndet eine mirilide Bes
Tenninisverpflidhtung; bad quatenus ift in WicHidleit nur eine Hoflice und
mildbe Form ber Nufldfung ded Lefhrbelenniniffes.” MWeiter: ,Die dad Bes
Tennini8 aufldfende und damit die Sirdhe aufhebende Wichung de3 quatenus
ird an ber Folgerung Har, bie Pfarrer H. gang ridtig zicht. Man lamn
filc bie Ghelichleit, mit der dad gefdjicht, nur aufridtig dantbar fein. Cr
fieht gan3 Iar, was anbdere nidht fehen wollen, bafy bad quatenus bem BVes
fennini8 gegeniiber mit Notwenbdigleit ein quatenus der Scirift gegenilber
gur Folge Hat. MMit der norma normata bed Welenniniffes fHirat nottvendig
aud dic norma normans ber Heiligen Sdrift. Wer ea nidjt glauben Will,
ber ftubicre bie Aufldfung der Sdjriftautoritit in all ben mobernen Stirden,
bie die Vefenntnijje dber Reformation undb ber alten Nirdje aufer Sraft ges
febt baben. Was wird dann aber die norma normans an Gtelle der Srift?
,Chriftud’, Tautet bie Vntwort. Aber twer ift ,ber Ehriftus’, ber ,durd) bie
WBibel* gu fuchen ift? Wic fenneni nur ben Chriftus, ber in ber Bibel au
finben ift, weil er bort, und dort allein, rebet. Wer ift der Ridter, der mic
im Biweifelsfalle fagt, wo Chriftus und wo nur die Srift redet? Habe
id) bann nidyt meine BVernunft, zu der jo aud) mein religiossfittlihes Emps
finbenr gehdrt, nidht gur norma normans erfoben? . . . Jene Verleugnung
[der Jungfranengeburt unferd Heilanded] bebeutet fjlichlid) BVergidt
auf dben SGdriftbeweid in ber Dogmatil. Sie bedeutet bamit
aud) bad Enbde der Reformation” Gerade dad ift e5, wozu die
quatenus-Berpflighung Hinfiigrt — um Ende der Neformation, ja gum
€nbde de8 Chriftentums. Dasd quatenus gum Befenninis und gur Sdrift
bedeutet fdhlieflic) nur das, iwas man Hiergulande Mobernidmus nennt.

D. Gaffe fdliekt jeinen Actifel mit den Worten: ,Nidid anderes ald
bie Gorge um bdic Erhaltung ded Evangeliumd und der Stirdje ded Evans
geliums in Dent{dland, fotveit dicfe Sorge dem geiftlichen Amt von Gott
al3 Pilidht auferlegt ift, betegt uns in unferm Sampf um dad Iutferifde
Belenninis. Mibge diefe Sorge aud) dort berftanden werden, wo man die
ticfliche Lage unferer Stirche Heute nodh nidit verfteht, che 8 gu fpdt iftl”
RNicyt nur die involbvierte Lehrfrage felbjt ift filc unsd ividitig, ndmlid) das
mit wir nidt in unferer Stellung gum BVelenninis gleidigiiltig werden,
fonbern aud) bie Sadjlage, Ivie fie durd) die deutiden Bollslicden gejdaffen
lorben ift. 2Wa3 bon einem Velenninidchriftentum iibrighleibt, wo ein
Gtaatstichentum bdie Biigel in der Hand Gat und wo nodj dazu Nnglaube
neben Glauben, Laxbeit neben BVelenninisecifer gebulbet mird, dasd erfennt
man aud) fehr far baraus, mwic e8 Heutzutage bdriiben in Firdiliden Sreifen
jteht. Die LWfung be3 Problems bleibt nur die freie, vom Staat unabs
hangige Gemeinbe, und gtvar eine folde, bie bem Vefenninis und der Sdrift
gegeniiber eine quia-QefrverpflidGhung forbert. Weld) erlendjicte Augen
Batten bodj unfere Bater, al8 fie im Jahre 1847 unfere GSynode griindeten,
unb fvie gut find wir burd) ifre fromme Wabl gefahren] Daran mwollen
Ivir in biefem Jubeljahr gang befonders aud) ald ministerium Verbi divini
benfen. J. .M.
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