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War. —“And when he had opened the second seal, I heard the second
beast say, Come and see. And there went out another horse that was
red; and power was given to him that sat thereon to take peace from
ﬂleurlhandtlnttheyshouldkilloneanother; and there was given
unto him a great sword.” Rev.6:3,4. At the beginning of September
the frightful scourge of war with bewildering swiftness again fell upon
a large part of the world’s inhabitants. The political and other merely
external aspects of the subject do not concern us here. Nor is it our
intention to write an editorial elaborating on the great truths that ought
to flash upon us from the Scriptures. Let us here simply remind our-
selves that the war proclaims in thunderous accents our sinfulness
and that of our fellow-men, that it is a punishment falling upon a wicked
world ripe for the Judgment, that it constitutes a call to repentance for
all who have ears to hear, that it announces the rapid approach of the
final catastrophe, the end of the world. With hearts that are constantly
beseeching God, on the one hand, to be merciful and soon to end the
conflict and, on the other, to lead men to heed the moral and spiritual
lessons taught by this dread affliction, and with feelings of love for all
that are engaged in the conflict, regardless of where our sympathies lie,
reu!embcring that Jesus commands us to love our enemies and remem-~
bering, furthermore, that Christians must avoid fostering sinful animosi-
ties and must be peacemakers, let us be about our great task, preaching
that real peace on earth which Jesus established through the shedding
of His holy blood. A.

Declarations Pertaining to Intersynodical Relations.—From the
Teport of the Northwestern Lutheran on the convention of the Wisconsin
Synod, we reprint the following paragraph:

“A great amount of time, in fact three full sessions, were devoted
o a most conscientious consideration and discussion of the request of
our sister Synod, the honorable Ev. Luth. Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and
Other States, to render an opinion on the resolutions of this body at
St. Louis in 1938, declaring ‘that the Brief Statement of the Missouri
Synod, together with the “Declaration of the Representatives of the
American Lutheran Church” and the provisions of this entire report of
Committee No,16 now being read and with Synod’s actions thereupon,
be regarded as the doctrinal basis for juture church-fellowship between
the Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church’ A communica-
tion addressed to the Missouri Synod was adopted by the convention.
This communication had the following content: In two preliminary
points the historical data of the entire development are set forth.
In a third the principles which ought to govern such a resolution as
that adopted at St.Louis are enunciated. And finally, in a fourth point,
the application is made to the present case, disavowing a real doctrinal
basis for church-fellowship as existing at St.Louis and desiring of our
sister synod that the implications of the Sandusky Resolutions and the
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Pittsburgh Agreement be ‘officially recognized and made known to those
within and without our Synodical Conference’ to the end that ‘confidence
will be restored to a point where negotiations can be resumed, first fo
remove these obstacles and then to establish true doctrinal unity.'”

The Gemeindeblatt of the Wisconsin Synod published this report:

Befdliiffe ber Wisconfinfynobe in begug auf die
Beftrebungen der Miffourifynode, Lehreinigleit mit
dDer A.L.C. Herguftellen. Diel Beit tourde bei ber biedjdhrigen
Tagung auf bic Ve[predjung ber BVereinbarung gwifden bder
Miffourifynode und der AmeritanifhButherifden
firdie (A.L.C.) bertvenbet. 1Ind mit Nedit. 1Infere Synobde ijt ed ifjrer
Sdjtoefterfynode von Mifjouri, die ifr biefe Sadje vorgelegt Hatte, ift e aud)
der Amerilanif-Lutherifhen Sirde jdhulbig, eine IHare unbd ungteideutige
Gtellung in Dbicfer Vereinigungsbetwegung cingunehmen. Died ift ofme
Beifel bdie mwidjtigfte AngelegenBeit, die unfere biesjdhrige Shnobalvers
jammlung gu befpredien und zu entideiden Hatte. Wir Iaffen die englifd
verabfafiten Ve fdliiffe Hier folgen, die einftimmig angenommen wucben.

»1. BWir billigen den Standpuntt unfers Somitees, den ed in feinem
Urteil und Vefund nad) Teil III feines Veridhtd antiindigt.

»&in Deftefended Stomitee in Sadien ber Bereinigungsbeftrebungen
unter den Iutherifden Stirdjentdrpern Hat fei Juli 1088 im Nufirage bed
Prifes gearbeitet. Ausd feinem Veridht nahm bdie Synobe Teil III an, ber
alfo lautet: AYuf Grund feiner Beobadjtungen, BVeratungen unb. Bes
foredjungen ift bas Stomitee der Anficht, daf die Lehrgrunbdlage, die amldz_m
der Mifjourifynode und der Mmerifanijdh-Lutferifdien Stirdje Hergeftelt ift,
nidt annehmbar, ift, befonders nidt im Hinblid auf bden Borbehalt ber
Ameritanifd-Lutherifden Sirdje, daf die ,furze Darlegung ber Lehre der
Miffourifynode im Lidhte der ,Erfldrung’ ber Umerilanifjd-Lutberifden
Stivdje betradjtet tverben miiffe. ©3 follten nidit atwei Darftellungen ald
Bajid der iibercinftimmung Heransgegeben toerden. Wielmehr ift eine cins
aige gemeinfam abgegebene Crifdrung unerldflidy, die die ftrittigen Lefren
thetijd) und antithetifd (aljo in Darlegung der redjten Lehre und in c_r-
werfung der faljdjen Lefire) dedt. Weiter muf folde Lehrdarfiellung in
Haren und ungtoeideutigen Ausbdriiden gemad)t terden, die nidst ft!W
toieder miihjamer Erfldrung bebiicfen. Die Aufriditigleit einer theoretijd
ridtigen Lefrdarlegung muf aud) dburdy entfprecdjende Untvendung in ber
firdhlidien Pragid DLetwviefen twerbden.

»2. Wir halten dafiir:

»A. Ddafj bie Sandushy-Bejdliifle und die PittsburghsVereinbarung ers
tviefen Haben, daf Ieine toirllide Qehrbafid gur Aufridgtung dber Sirdjens
gemeinjdaft zifden der ehriviicdigen Synode von Miffouri und ber Ames
rilanifd)-Lutferifden Sirde borhanden tvar;

»B. bafy tveitere Berhandlungen gur Herftellung bon .ni:cbmgzmein[dn_ft
unter ben gegentwdrtigen Berhdliniffen eine Werleugnung der Walhrheit in
fi fdliefen und Vertirrung unbd Gtdrungen in der Sirdje berurfadjen
iitben und darum bisd auf tveitered eingeftellt werben follten;

»C. baf, wenn auf bdiefe Weife offiziell anerlannt und allen innerfald
und auferfald unferer Synobalfonferens belannt gemadjt tvorben ift, twad
bie Sanbusly-Befdliiffe und die Pitt8burghsVereinbarung in fidh {dlichen,
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lvie unter A unb B erivdfnt, ba8 Bertrauen bid u dbem Grabe ivieders
fergeftellt fein toicd, daf Berfamblungen wieber aufgenommen tverden
founen, um exjt bie beftehenben Pinberniffe gu befeitigen und bann eine
loalice Einigleit in ber Lefire Gerauitellen.

»8. BBir empfehlen:

=A. baf unfere Wisconfinfynode ein Sdjreiben an bie efriviirdige Mifs
foutifynobe ridte, in bem fie ihr von unferer Gtellung Mitteilung madit;

«B. baf ber Priifes der Synobe cin Stomitee, u dem er felber gehsren
foll, ernenne, deffen Pfticht es fein foll, alle nur 3u exlangenbe Snformation
fiber bie gegenivirtigen Vereinigungsbefteebungen innechalb der Iutherijden
Sticdge forgfiiltig au fammeln unbd iiber bie Entvidlungen bdiefer Betveguns
gen an die Allgemeine Synode ober bie verjdjiedenen Diftrilte, wenn fo
geviinfdyt, gu Deridhten.”

The Lutheran Sentinel, the paper of our Norwegian brethren, reports
this item in its account of the convention of the Norwegian Synod:

“This resolution was adopted unanimously: ‘Resolved that the Synod
hereby endorses the letter to Dr.J. W. Behnken, drawn up by the com-
mittee appointed by the president to study the union movement between
the American Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod. In the dis-
cussion it was pointed out that the so-called agreement that has been
reached is not sufficiently clear and definite to exclude error. That
there are wide open doors to contrary teachings was clearly demon-
strated. The convention discussions on this point were marked by an
outspoken ‘on the record’ attitude; and equally clear was the concern
for the truth which must mark the brotherhood of those who are united
in a common confession. The whole convention, on the floor and in
the halls, was noted for a definite tone of deep concern for the main-
tenance of our common faith with those of the Synodical Conference
who have stood side by side with us in the past for Scriptural doctrine,
faith, and life.”

In the Auc;tmlian Theological Review, Prof. H. Haman published the

article:

“The Lutheran Union Movement. Naturally enough, Lutheran
church-papers in Australia and in America devote more than a little
space to the progress of the negotiations between the American Lutheran
Church and the Missouri Synod, which negotiations have now been
extended to the bodies with which these churches are affiliated and
in communion. Besides, writing and printing on this topic are by no
means restricted to the regular synodical organs. Whether any real
progress has been made during the past year, as far as the rank and
file of the ministers (and of the laymen) within the respective bodies
are concerned, we are unable to say. In Australia nothing has been
done, with the exception of a preliminary exchange of official letters;
but there seems to be an earnest and urgent desire on both sides to
get the discussions under way at last. In America conferences have been
held by pastors belonging to the various synods joined in the Synodical

ce, and also by pastors of the two bodies which are now striving
to bring about church-fellowship; the results are described as satis-
factory. But unexpected obstacles have loomed up, and unexpected
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opposition has been encountered. Still, were they unexpected? Men
do not think and feel alike. Quot homines, tot sententize. Even Chris-
tians linked by the bonds of a common faith may argue and debate the
question: If a breach in the Church, a breach of many years’ standing,
is to be healed, what is the irreducible minimum that must be insisted
on in the way of retraction, confession, guarantees? That there are
divergent views on this point is not strange at all; the opposite would
be astounding indeed. But discussion may help to clarify opinions,
to harmonize differing views. One hesitates, at this distance, to add
one’s voice to the many already raised. Yet a few observations may not
come amiss.

“Since the momentous action taken by the Missouri Synod at St. Louis
(1938) things have not run altogether smoothly. It is not our intention
to deal with statements emanating from the other side; though we may
say in passing that the refusal to ‘sign on the dotted line,’ now almost
historic, of which so much has been made, originally occurred in a letter
(private?) to a pastor of the Missouri Synod who had asked for certain
information. Of course, private or not, that letter is by this time public
property, and we believe that its contents have been dealt with
adequately by Dr.W.Arndt in the CoNcompiA THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY,
May, 1939 (p.387ff). We are now concerned with such eriticism of
the action taken by the Missouri Synod, and of its Committee on Lutheran
Union, as has been published in our own circles, both officially and
non-officially. Fears are expressed whether church-fellowship, if
brought into being, would be based on true doctrinal unity; whether the
doctrinal basis accepted by the two bodies is a sufficient and adequate
one; whether the American Lutheran Church has really, by its Declara-
tion, accepted the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod; whether the
Declaration is sufficient guarantee that certain errors formerly taught
by the synods now united in the American Lutheran Church have
actually been retracted; whether the efforts now being made to bring
about a rapprochement between the A.L.C. and the United Lutheran
Church would not inevitably involve the Missouri Synod in fellowship
with the last-named body; etc.

“We do not doubt that these and other apprehensions proceed from
hearts that love and desire the truth. We should not dream of denying
to conscientious doubters and objectors the right to express their
opinion. In a matter of such vast importance, where, as one writer
correctly points out, the congregations with their pastors must in the
last instance decide, free discussion and criticism is a desideratum,
a necessity. It is quite in order when dangers, obstacles, stumbling-
blocks, oversights, are pointed out, or what seem to be such; people
have a right to urge caution. Still, Sit modus in rebus. We for our
person do not share the opinion of those who regard the doctrinal
basis accepted by the Missouri Synod as insufficient. We do not share
the fears of those who say that ‘The American Lutheran Church
wishes the Brief Statement to be viewed in the light of the Declara-
tion,” according to a resolution adopted at its convention at San-
dusky, O.; therefore, in the last analysis, the Declaration will be
everything and the Brief Statement nothing. The fifth resolution
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membership in the American Lutheran Conference’ But that, if we
is not the same as saying that ‘the American

the Brief Statement to be viewed in the light

of the Declaration,’ with the implication that the Declaration is norma
tatement Is relegated to the position of norma

normate. Again, since there now two doctrinal statements adopted
is voiced that in case of differences
to its own and reject the other; and hence the
demand is raised that there should be but one doctrinal statement equally
subscribed to by both parties. We cannot regard this demand as
unreasonable, but neither do we regard it as necessary. However, since
we have here not two political parties trying to agree on an innocuous
formula and haggling over words and phrases to enable each to save
its face, but two church-bodies which, in the fear of God and in the
love of His Church and with regard to the welfare of souls, are trying
hfl;lehmﬁtyoffaiﬂlandtoconfessaconunonfaith.weunwell
imagine such a thing as these two bodies complying with the request or
demand just mentioned, if it be urged by many, in the spirit of love
and brotherliness. Or again, what is asked for is a confession, in thetical
I.lld_ antithetical form, covering all controversial points that have made
a rift between the church-bodies in the past. Even though one granted
the desirability of having such a confession, one would still have to face
the question: Where shall we begin and where shall we end? Is it
really necessary, and is it charitable, needlessly to exacerbate the
feelings of the present gencration by demanding that it disavow errors
from which it feels and knows itself free, because its fathers or grand-
fathers once maintained these errors? Certainly a confessing Church
is bound to reject error as well as to uphold the truth of God's revela-
tion; but just as certainly Christian charity and practical Christian
wisdom will have to play their part in determining the procedure to
be adopted, or the language to be used, when two churches record the
fact that, after long and carefully examining and discussing teachings
that divided them, they have at last attained to unity on the basis of
the Word of God. Matters are not helped when people, dissatisfied with
the way in which things were done, propound a carefully excogitated
and attempt to communicate to others their own conviction that

this scheme is the only one which has the sanction of the divine Word.
“Two matters in particular we must strongly deprecate and deplore.

In their well-meaning but misdirected zeal, certain writers have
expressed distrust of the Committee on Lutheran Union and distrust
of the bona fides of those with whom fellowship is sought, even while
strenuously and no doubt quite sincerely disclaiming any such intention.
The Committee on Lutheran Union has been at work for years; the
result of its labors were placed before the St.Louis convention in
8 number of resolutions by Committee No.16; and as far as we can
gather, the Missouri Synod has through that convention pronounced
upon these recommendations in no uncertain voice. Pastors of both

be
H
EE
i
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bodies are encouraged, by resolution, to meet in smaller circles to
dhcuuthedoctrinalbasisnndquuﬂomotehurcbmc&e. the Com-~
mittee on Lutheran Union is to continue its work. The Missouri Synod
went on record that agreement in practise is needed for true unily,
referring specifically to ‘the antichristian lodge and anti-Scriptural
pulpit- and altar-fellowship and all other forms of unionism’; besides,
it resolved that ‘the establishing of church-fellowship between the
American Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod will depend also
on the establishing on the part of the American Lutheran Church of
doctrinal agreement with those church-bodies with which the American
Lutheran Church is in fellowship.’ In other words, the Missouri Synod
recognized that un-Lutheran practise and synodical affiliations might
prove to be the rocks on which the consummation of church-fellowship
may come to grief. All this was published long ago; everybody in the
Missouri Synod is, or can be, aware of it. Just why, then, should any
one doubt that the Committee on Lutheran Union, the officials of the
Missouri Synod, or the editors of its church-papers will in the future
display the same circumspection and conscientiousness and the same
devotion to confessional principles which they have displayed in the
past? It seems to me that these men are as well aware of all the
relevant facts and factors as their critics. If there should be on the part
of the American Lutheran Church and the synods affiliated with it an
unwillingness to renounce un-Lutheran practise and to forsake unionistic
associations, or even an inclination to enter into union with others whose
doctrinal and practical unsoundness has long been a grief to sound
confessional Lutheranism, then the whole matter will be off, to put it
bluntly. Of this we have no doubt. Or should the partners of the
Missouri Synod in the Synodical Conference decline, for reasons of
conscience, to give their approval to the doctrinal basis and the estab-
lishing of church-fellowship with the American Lutheran Church, the
Missouri Synod will with Christian charity and patience hold the matter
in abeyance until apprehensions are removed and legitimate wishes met.
Of this, too, we have no doubt. As regards the American Lutheran
Church, Christian love and common decency demand that its Declaration
be taken at its face value and that no doubt should be expressed or
entertained regarding the sincerity of the men who dealt with the com-
mittee of the Missouri Synod. It is not ethical to suspect trickery and
subterfuge; nor can such suspicions be justified by quoting incidents
from sixteenth-century church history. It is true, the American
Lutheran Church declared at Sandusky: ‘We are not willing to give up
membership in the American Lutheran Conference’ But that body
also resolved: ‘We are ready to submit the aforementioned doctrinal
agreement to the other members of the American Lutheran Conference
for their official approval and acceptance’ So matters stand. We can
only wait and see and meanwhile hope and pray. The door is still
open; let no one rush forward to close it prematurely.

“The other matter which we must not simply deplore, but censure
in the spirit of meekness, is the intemperate language resorted to by
some of the friends from our own side. Nothing is quite so contagious
or infectious as the feeling of panic. Those writers who pour out in
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the Is it right to
and unhinge the minds of readers by filling them with a vague

Missouri Synod mainly charged with conducting the negotiations are
exiremely unlikely to succumb? Sorrowfully, not cynically, we record
our conviction that about one half of what we have read on the move-
ment ought never to have been written. One writer explains why our
mm_iﬁnwu‘wenilydeeeived'; another opines that, unless the
AmanutheranChurchmwukutheacuonexpectedofit.‘our
colloquents and the St.Louis faculty have suffered themselves to be
deceived’ In an editorial comment we read: ‘Meanwhile some Lu-
ﬂlﬁ“hldenmddvingwiththethmtﬂawideopen.ﬁﬂlspeed
thead, toward a union overriding all obstacles. . . . Just what the
driving motive is behind all this speed for union [Sic! After negotiations
and discussions extending over decades.— H.H.] this present writer has
not been able to ascertain’ Later the same article speaks of a mad
scramble for unionism and asks whether Missouri will soon find itself
in a combined Church ‘embracing all Christendom, Protestants, and
Catholics, not forgetting the Jews’ The notion may be ridiculous, he
admits; ‘but with the craze for unionism all things are possible.’
Evidently some of us are slipping into the language of propaganda with
its ‘weasel words,’ and some are becoming slightly hysterical. At times
lh.e situation is not without its touch of humor. Thus one of our friends
reiterates that, before Missouri can enter into fellowship with any
church-body, there must be some guarantee that there will be in that
body doctrinal discipline, doctrinal control, Lehrzucht. Most truly
spoken, and we very heartily agree; but why should the gentleman
assume that those whom he admonishes are not sufficiently alive to this
necessity?

“What amuses the present writer is this, that exactly the same point
was stressed by a representative of the American Lutheran Church
when discussing a statement made by members of the U.L.C. on the
inerrancy of the Scriptures. He said, according to the CoNcorora TxEo-
LocIcAL. MoNTHLY, June, 1939, p.458: ‘Ohne Lehrdisziplin kann keine
Kirche auf die Dauer gesund bleiben’ This saying is attributed by
the C.T. M. to M. R, which we suppose to stand for Dr. M. Reu.

“And why all this? Not only because it interests us and concerns
us as Lutherans in fellowship with the Missouri Synod, but also because
it may teach us something for the time when discussions begin here in
Australia, which, we hope will be soon. That the Missouri Synod is
yielding never a whit to unionism and indifferentism must be plain as
daylight to all who read the Lutheran Witness and the CoNcompia

MonTHLY with care. Every new development is promptly
published, moreover, and may be read by all and sundry. We have
Seen no trace of a desire to hide or hush up any matter. So let us, while
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adhering strictly to the Scriptures and our Lutheran Confessions, strive
to keep sober sense and judgment, to remain scrupulously fair, and to
speak the truth in love. The movement spoken of is still fraught with
promise, as far as we know now. It is worth praying and working for.
We have no patience with those who hint that it proceeded from mere
megalomania and the desire to impress the world with large numbers.
The issue cuts much deeper than that. There is, first of all, God's will
and command, Eph.4:3. There is the need of the world in an age of
apostasy. There is the scandal and offense of a divided Christendom and
a divided Lutheranism. Australian Lutherans feel uncomfortable when
they see, in many a tiny settlement, a church of the U.E.L.C.A. cn one
side of the road, and a church of the E.L.S.A. on the other; they
know what heartburnings, what misery and wretchedness, are caused
in many a family by this state of affairs. There is the foreign mission-
ficld. We wish that we could send all those armchair critics who speak
slightingly of the present movement into the foreign field for a term,
so that they might see with their own eyes the shock of pained surprise
in converts who learn that there are many Christian churches and that
there are various Lutheran bodies not in communion with each other.
Do we, then, advocate unionistic fellowship? Not for one moment.
All these things, unbearable though they sometimes seem, must be borne
for the truth’s sake and for conscience’ sake. We can do nothing against
the truth and nothing against conscience. But we can work for a God-
pleasing Lutheran union, in particular when the opportunity arises.
It is good to say, The consummation will come in God’s own time,
when thereby we mean that only His Spirit and His blessing can bring
it about. It is not good to speak thus, however, when this pious senti-
ment is made the excuse for doing nothing. Ora et labora! We pray for
daily bread, and that implies that we work for our daily bread. Our
prayer for peace puts on us the obligation to work for peace. Prayer
for Lutheran unity can hardly be earnest and sincere if we are not
willing to make efforts to attain it. Our prayer is: May God in His
mercy and truth so direct the hearts of men that in the unity of the
true faith and in sincere confession of His holy Word they may reach
that Lutheran fellowship toward which they are striving.” A

Concerning Church-Fellowship Discussions in Australia. — With re-
spect to discussions on the establishment of church-fellowship between
them and the United Ev. Luth. Church of Australia our brethren in
Australia published the following paragraphs in the Australian Lutheran:

The Lutheran Herald (U.E.L.C.A.) of March 27, 1939, contains
“A Paper for the District Synods of the U.E.L.C.A.” “An Open Letter
to the E.L.S.A.,” written by the President of the U.E.L.C. A, and in-
viting reply.

We reply: The “Open Letter” puts the clock back to zero, inasmuch
as it is guilty of, proclaims, and defends, a basic error, an unscriptural
twofold principle of Scripture interpretation, which is the root evil of
all doctrinal dissension and which, consequently, leads to further doc-
trinal error.

1. Christ, the apostles, and prophets attest that Holy Scripture, or the
written Word of God, is the only source and standard of doctrine and
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rule of faith and life, the true and principium cognoscendi
(Schriftprinzip), Pﬂndpl:rof knowledge. o 7

Jesus: “It is written,” Matt.4:4; “The Scripture cannot be broken,”

2. The Reformation fathers recognized only one principle of knowl-
edge and interpretation, and would have Scripture alome posit, decree,
or determine doctrine as to fact and quality.

Luther: “The Church has no authority to establish (create or decree)
an article of faith; this she has never done and never will.”

Quenstedt: “Divine revelation is the first and last source of sacred
theology, beyond which theological discussion among Christians dare
net proceed.”

Confessions: “The rule is: The Word of God shall establish articles
of faith, and no one else, not even an angel” (T'rigl., p. 467, § 15.)

“We believe, teach, and confess that the sole rule and standard
according to which all dogmas together with (all) teachers should be
estimated and judged are the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the
Old and of the New Testament alone.” (Trigl., p. 777, § 1; cp. p.851,§ 1))

_ 3. We deny that the Reformation principle “consists of the two
principles: the Scripture alone, faith alone, not one without the other,
but both together, not one more stressed than the other, but both stressed
alike as of equal value,” that is, Scripture and faith coordinated and
regarded as having equal value and power in the positing, testing, and
interpretation of doctrine as to fact and quality.

4. W_e deny that “the only right way of explaining the Scripture is
that which applies both principles of the Reformation, the Scripture
alone, fllth alone, equally and both as of equal importance.”

Neither the Scriptures nor the Reformation fathers coordinate faith
with the Seriptures, nor do they permit faith to be the cojudge of the
fact and quality of doctrine.

5. We hold that the doctrine of justification by grace, through faith,
is the central doctrine of saving truth and the touchstone and standard
according to which man's subjective, personal faith is to be tested and
j"dlt_d and his interpretation or understanding of any doctrine is to be
examined to ascertain whether or not both agree with the Gospel of grace.

6. The subjective, personal faith of a man, whether theologian or
not, cannot be the source, standard, and cojudge of doctrine, inasmuch
as Scripture alone in its doctrine of justification is the source and object
of saving faith.

7. The Reformation principle grace only signifies that God's favor
is bestowed frecly on the sinner for Christ’s sake.

8. The Reformation principle faith only signifies the means whereby
the grace, or favor, of God becomes the sinner's own, to the total exclu-
sion of man's efforts and works.

St. Paul: “For by grace are ye saved, through faith; and that not of
yourselves; it is the gift of God; not of works, lest any man should
boast,” Eph. 2:8, 9.

9. Scripture alone is the source of faith. “Faith cometh by hearing,
and hearing by the Word of God,” Rom.10:17.

10. Scripture is the object of faith; it precedes, reveals, determines,
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demands; faith follows, receives, and assents without question to, every
doctrine posited by Scripture; it apprehends God’s Word and promise,
God’s mercy and forgiveness of sins, and Christ as the Redeemer and
Mediator; it is effected, or wrought, guided and ruled, by the Word;
it is a witness and gives testimony to the doctrines posited by Seripture.

11. The introduction of faith as a cojudge of doctrine is to elevate
the “blissful experience of the living Christ,” “pious self-consciousness,”
“Christian experience,” “enlightened reason,” and the “unanimous con-
sent” of theologians or the Church to a position of authority over the
Scriptures.

12. The introduction of faith as a coordinate principle with Scripture
in determining the fact and quality of doctrine is to coordinate the effect
with the cause. This is both unscriptural and illogical.

13. The interpretation of Scripture operating with Scripture as “one
organic whole,” general scope of Scripture, entirety of Scripture, “das
Schriftganze,” allied with ‘the subjective faith of the theologian as a
cojudge of doctrine, sets aside the sedes doctrinae, the clear Scripture-
passages which treat of the particular doctrines, and destroys all cer-
tainty of doctrine.

Kliefoth (German theologian) terms the phrase “organic whole of
Scripture,” “das Schriftganze,” “eine unvollzichbare Phrase,” an unwork-
able and useless proposition.

14. The doctrines of Seripture are derived from the proof-passages
(sedes doctrinae), that is, from the clear and unmistakable passages in
which the particular doctrines are set forth, and not from the “entirety
of Scripture” or the “general scope of Scripture” or the “organic whole
of Scripture” (vom “Schriftganzen”).

The reading of a book to have its “organic whole” make a general
impression on the mind is of little or no value, inasmuch as the result
must be confusion; but concentration on the particular statements and
doctrines brings clarity.

15. Doctrinal differences cannot be removed and unity attained by
permitting the “one organic whole” of Scripture, together with subjec-
tive faith, to have its general effect, or make a general impression, on
the mind and imagination of the theologian, but by determining the con-
troversial point (status controversize) and then placing it in the light of
all clear Scripture-passages that treat of the particular doctrine or point
in question.

16. The distinction between fundamental and non-fundamental doc-
trines has not the purpose of showing what doctrines may be dispensed
from faith, inasmuch as all truths of Scripture are facts of doctrine and
articles of faith, even if not of saving faith.

17. Fundamental doctrines are all those doctrines that a man must
know and believe in order to be saved.

18. Non-fundamental doctrines are all those doctrines of which a
man may be ignorant and yet have saving faith.

19. Non-fundamental doctrines, truths of Scripture, are neither open
questions nor problems, inasmuch as Scripture does not leave them
open to question nor declare them to be problems which are to be
solved by the keen and inquiring mind of the theologian.
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2. Unity cannot be attained by evading or forsaking the sedes
the clear and unmistakable passages of Scripture which set
the particular doctrines; by coordinating Scripture and faith in
Positing of doctrine as to fact and quality; by viewing the Scripture,
and operating with it, as “one organic whole”; by avoiding the discus-
sion of the individual doctrines in dispute as of “minor importance”
open questions, problems, and agreeing to disagree.

2L Unity cannot be brought about easily or be said to exist because
lﬂlnLuthmholdingtoScripmredeonfmmdnsthem
hymns, use the same Catechism, take the same ordination vow, are
Australian Lutherans, and have in common a truly Australian sentiment

EEE

22. Unity can be attained only when pastors and congregations face
the fact that serious doctrinal differences do still exist, and are willing
and ready to discuss the basic principle of the interpretation of Scripture
and the differences in the individual doctrines that separate them, to the
exclusion of all unionism, before unity is attained.

2. We agree that the difference is not only “vital,” but hold also
that it is divisive of church-fellowship; and therefore we ask for the
early resumption of doctrinal discussions on the individual points of
difference, both of the “main,” or “fundamental,” and the “minor,” or
“non-fundamental,” doctrines, that unity may be established.

24. We hold that friendly doctrinal discussions are possible; and
We are not minded to enter into or countenance mutual recriminations
in regard to past history, inasmuch as we are convinced that they will
hold up, and may easily result in preventing, doctrinal discussions
altogether. Complaints regarding past history may receive attention, if
Recessary, at a later stage or when unity in doctrine has been established.

2. It will be necessary, should the intersynodical committees agree
in d“fﬁne. that all pastors, conferences, committees, parishes, and con-
gregations of both bodies signify agreement, act accordingly, and deal
with those who obdurately oppose themselves to the truth.

26. Confessions: “From this our explanation, friends and enemies, and
ﬂlm_!ore every one, may clearly infer that we have no intention of
yielding aught of the eternal immutable truth of God for the sake of
temporal peace, tranquillity, and unity (which, moreover, is not in our
Power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it is devised
against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still
less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corruption of the pure
doctrine and manifest, condemned errors.

“But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity to our utmost
power, by which His glory remains to God uninjured, nothing of the
divine truth of the Gospel is surrendered, no room is given to the least
error, poor sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up
by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and eternally
saved alone through the sole merit of Christ” (Trigl, p.1095, § 95.)

K.
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U.L.C.A. Leaders and the Pittsburgh Agreement.—In the July,
1939, issue of the Lutheran Church Quarterly (U.L.C.A.) the widely
held view that through the Pittsburgh Agreement the commission of
the U.L.C.A. for closer relations with other Lutheran bodies accepted
the position of the A.L.C. and of the Missouri Synod toward the Holy
Scriptures, is shattered. This number of the Lutheran Church Quarterly
makes it evident that in certain influential sections of the U.L.C.A.
there is no intention to accept the doctrine of the verbal inspiration and
the inerrancy of the Holy Scriptures. Dr. H. Offermann, a member of the
U.L.C. A. commission, in explaining why this commission drafted a dec-
laration on the Word of God and the Scriptures to be presented to the
Baltimore convention, states that the U.L.C.A. commission found the
Missouri Synod position as outlined in the Brief Statement unacceptable,
and he does not say that now, since the Pittsburgh Agreement has been
adopted, the commission has changed its view. In addition, Prof. F.
Nolde, of Mount Airy seminary, a colleague of Dr.Offermann, joining
him in a symposium on the Baltimore Declaration, boldly sponsors de-
structive views of higher criticism. Speaking of the significance of the
Baltimore Declaration for the educational program of the Church, he
seeks to show, taking Gen.1 as an object-lesson, how the narratives of
the Holy Scriptures may be taught if one is guided by the Baltimore
Declaration. Unblushingly he says: “Pupils may later discard the
scientific import of the story.” Concerning the child’s reaction he says
that it should be “not so much to specific and detailed facts but to the
following values: a) God is the Creator, and the story in Genesis tells
how people explained the way in which God had created the world.”
Besides he sponsors the oft-exploded view that in Gen.1 and 2 we have
two creation accounts. No wonder that Dr.Reu, drawing attention to
some of these things in the Kirchliche Zeitschrift for September, de-
clares: “Wie kann man hoffen, dass unsere Pittsburgh-Erklaerung in
unserem Sinn von den Vereinigten Lutherischen Kirchen angenommen
wird, wenn Lehrer dieser Kirche schon die Baltimore-Deklaration be-
handeln, wie es hier geschieht?” A.

D. Ren iiber Unionidmus. Jn der ,Sirdliden Yeitidhrift” bom Juni
biefes Jabhres Hat Herr D, M. Reu cinen lingeren Aufjap iiber Unionismus
verdjfentlidht, der trefflidhe Musfithrungen iiber diefed widtige Thema ents
§ilt, Der Yufjah war urfpriinglic) ald BVortrag filc die interfynodale freie
Stonferen3, die am 8. Mai in Cedar NRapid3 tagte, gefdjricben und rourde
bort an jenem Datum verlejen. Der Vortrag tvurdbe miederfolt auf der
freien Stonferen3 3u NRodjelle, J., am 28. Auguijt, und auf der weiten freien
Stonfereng gu Gedbar Rapids, die am 18. September ftattfand, wucde ex ded
lingeren Dejprodien. Mir unterbreiten Bier Defonders tiditige Ubfdmitte,
mit einigen Vemerfungen unfererfeits.

»Melandthon Hat, wenn nidt alles tdufdt, fiic feine Perjon die Gegens
mart bed Leibes und Blutes Chrifti im Abendmafl bis an fein Lebendenbe
feftgebalten, troldem dafy er Dereit mar, mit Ealvin in einer Sirde gus
fammengugefen. Dad ift beim lUnionismus Hdufig ber Fal. lnd gerade
bies, dbafy man beim Gingefen einer Union dod) feine eigene iiberzeugung
nidt aufzugeben braudjt, jonbern blof neben diefer einer anbern Raum ges
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Iodfren muf, wirb gerne als Mittel gebraudit, um fowoll fein eigenes wie

flen anberer u ftillen. Man erfennt dabet ein Doppelted nidt:
1. baf man damit, baf man der entgegenftefenden Teinung ausdriidlidy
Raum gibt und ife Beredjtigung gugefteht, enttveber der Sdrift die Slars
heit und Einbeutigleit abfpricht ober bem retum neben der Walrheit
Egiftengredt gugeftelt ober gegen bas, was eigentlicy biblijhe Wakrheit ift,
lenigitens infofern gleidigiiltig ift, ba man auf ifrer abjoluten Giiltigleit
nidit melr beftelt; 2. ecfennt man nidit, baB man mit bem Bugeftdnbdnis des
Yledites von greierlei Meinung in einem Lebritiid eine fdhiefe Ebene bes
'?*‘_“ ﬁ_dt_._ bie notenbdig tmmer tiefer ieht und zu boftrineller Gleidhs
llﬂl_hn_!ut iibexrhaupt fiihrt, tvie Wwir an ber Preugijdhen Union dad traurigjte
s‘!ﬂ"_![ Baben. Doltrineller Indifferentismus ift beides, die Wurzel bes
llmomln':u! Ivie fein Refultat. Wer die Abjolutheit bed Autoritdtdanjpruds
der ©dirift und die Eindeutigleit iGrer Nusfagen in begug auf alle Fundas
mentallefren tGeoretifd) tvie prattifd) anerfennt, muf allem Unionidmus
gram fein.”

.Gib! ¢3 eine britte Form bded llnionismus? Alerdbings. Wahrend
) _T'l(f) bei ben beiden crften Formen um Jnbdifferengierung ber Lehrunters
f‘_ﬁ“bf awifden ber Iutherifden und ber reformierten Stirdje Hanbdelt, fann
cine ﬂﬁl:l“(ﬁt Indifferengierung der biblifdien Lebre in der Iutherijden Sirdje
felbex cintreten, die €8 denen, die e8 tren mit dbem Belenninid meinen, nidt
ezloubt, mit gemiffen Teilen der [utherifchen Stirdhe in SNicrdengemeinjdaft
au freien ober gu bleiben. Sar belennen fidg alle Teile ber Iutherifchen
Stivde der Melt offigicll enttweder gur gangen Stonforbia bon 1580 ober
dod) gur Augsburgifchen Stonfeffion und zu Luifers Nleinem Natedjismus,
verpflichiten aud) fo oder fo ifre Pajtoren und Profefforen barauf. Aber
federmann toeify, daf man die Berpflidhtung auf bie Symbolifden Biidjer
oud) in den Beiten ded Mationalismusd toeithin aufredjterfalten Hat — it
bod) felbft Gemler, ber Vater der modernen Bibeltritit mwie des Liberalismus
in der Theologie iiberhaupt, fiic ihre offigiclle Anerfennung eingetreten —
unbd dabei boch nichts anberes melr au Dieten getouft Hat al3 die Theologic
und Neligion des natiirlidfen Menjdien. Darum ift dad Brief Statement
der Miffourifynode ganz im Nedit, twenn e8 fagt:

“‘The orthodox character of a Church is established not by its mere
name nor by its outward acceptance of, and subscription to, an orthodox
creed but by the doctrine which is actually taught in its pulpits, in its
theological seminaries, and in its publications. On the other hand,
a Church does not forfeit its orthodox character through the casual in-
trusion of errors, provided these are combated and eventually removed
by means of doctrinal discipline.’

. »2a8 ift e3, wad uns trennt nidjt nur von der neuen Deutjdh-Cvanges
lijfen DeicyStirche, die ja nady ihrer Sonjtitution fo ausgefproden umiert
Ivie nur mdglidh ift und in ber mweiteren Entwidlung ben Namen Stivde*
iiberbaupt nicdjt mehr verdient: dad trennte und aud) fdon bor 1933 bon
ben damal8 bejtehenden Jfutferifhen Qanbesfirdjen’. Denn felbjt in ihnen
Gatte der Grunbdjap der Gleidhbereditigung ber Ridjtungen melhr ober weniger
den Defenninisboden unterfohlt, und Lefraudit urbe nur Fraffen oAus-
tiidfen de8 Liberalismus gegeniiber geiibt. Dad trennt und audj Biers
sulande von der Bercinigten Lutherifden Nirde. Man mag gerne gugeftefen,
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dafy bie Stonftitution diefed Nirdjentorpers Iutherifdy ift; man mag aners
fennen, dafy e8 cine mannbafte Tat twar, bie WafhingtonsErllarung bon
1920 burdjzufepen mit ihrer UAnerfennung ber GalesburgsRegel; man
mag gerne annehmen, daf die in ben BVerfandlungen mit ber Amerilanifds
Lutherijdien Stirde, cinfdlichlid) ded8 Sales8 bon ber Jrriumslofigleit der
Gdyrift, aufgeftellien Sdile ehrlid) und aufridjtis gemeint und nidt das
Nejultat politijder SKlugheit find; man mag fid) von Herzen bdarilber freuen,
daf nidht nur viele Laien, fondern aud) gar mandje Paftoren ifr Leben
und Ymt diejen Grundiipen gemdl fithren und tapfer gegen bad unluthes
rijdhe Wefen in ihrer cigenen Stirdie unter mandimal fehr erfdjwerenben
Umftanden fimpfen. €3 Iaft fich dod) dic Tatjadje nidjt wegleugnen, daf
offigiclle Publifationen bem Dobernidmusd ftarle Bugeftdndniffe gemadt
haben, die den Grund einreifjen; baf an mandjen Geminarien Profefforen
Iehren, die in bielen Punlten mit dem WVelenninis bder Slirde gebroden
haben; bafy an mandjen theologijdien Unjtalten eine Einfiljrung in die Bes
tenntnisfdjriften der Slirdje iiberbaupt unterbleibf; bdaf Sangels und Altacs
gemeinjdaft mit den Meformicrten weithin ungejtraft geiibt wicd und bai
immer nod) HPunderte von den Paftoren zu den Logen, bejonders den Freis
maurern, gehoren und jogar foldje Gemeinden bon obenber unbeliftigt bleis
ben, weldje pringipiell nur Freimaurer berufen. Wir find nidht blind, fons
bern erfennen mit danfbarer Freude an, daf bie Oberleitung ber Stirde
die wenigen ihr verfaffungsmipig zuftefenden Mittel, diefen Buijtdnben ein
Enbe gu madjen, nidjt unbeniit [aBt, und erbitten fiic fie ein Fejtjtehen “f'b
Wadjfen darin; aber gur Jeit beftehen bdiefe Buftinde nidjt nur nod) tveits
Bin, fondern e8 wird aud) von ben Synoben, die unmittelbar damit Hanbeln
follten, vielfad) gar nidhts getan, und 8 fehlt felbft nidit an nidt geringen
Sizeifen, die fid) fiie ben Fortbeftand bes traurigen status quo einfehen und
ifre eigene Jnbdifferenz als redjte evangelifdie Freifeit preifen. Unter biefen
Umiftdnden Stirdhengemeinjdjaft mit der BVereinigten Lutberifden Sirde aufs
riditen miire Unionidmus, teil e8 nidit ofne Jndifferenticrung der Wabrs
Beit gefdeben fonnte, und diefe Jnbiffenticrung ift eind der marlanteften
Stenngeidjen bed Unionismus.

~Dod) mandie von Jhnen warten jdon lange darauf, daf idy endlid
nod) eine bierte Form des lnionid8mus nenne; bdenn fie meinen, Unioniss
mu3 fei {don dba vorGanden, da man mit einem Hirdjlih sujammengebi oder
gar nur mit ihm Detet, ofne bod) in allen Lehrpuntten mit ifm iibers
einguftimmen. Die cinen meinen, man miifte dod) nidjt blof in ber Lehre
bon der Giinde und Gnabde, von Ehrifti Perfon und Wer?, von Glaube und
Redtfertigung, von Velehrung und Prabdeftination und @hnliden Jentrals
punften iibereinftimmen, fondern aud in ber Lefire bom Antidhrift, bon ber
Qubenbelehrung, von der NAuferftefung der Mirtyrer, in bem Werftindnis
bon %Apol. 20 ufiv., und bdie andern filgen Pingu: im Berjtdndnis ber
©dyopfungstage, in ber Frage bon der Sdtvagerehe, bon ber Berlobung, in
ber Frage nady der Wirfung der Johannistaufe, in der Abtveifung der Bes
aiefung bon Job. 6, 51 ff. auf dbas Heilige Abendmall, in ber Frage nad
der Bereditigung ded Jindnchmens uftwv. Nur bei boliger Nbereinftimmung
in allen biejen Puniten Ionne man miteinanber Stirdengemeinjdaft aufs
riditen, und nur bei fold) volliger fibereinftimmung Ionne man qud) mits
‘cti)m:lilf,:l’; beten; benn Gebetdgemeinidiaft und Mirdjengemeinjdiaft mirven
identi{d.
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»Run geftefe idh bon bornBerein gu, baf man allerbingd bon ben ges
nannten e3djatalogiffen Puntten in einer MWeife reben unbd lehren Iann,
wie fie in der fircje nicjt gebulbdet werben darf. I geftehe ferner gerne
dt, baf man ein Bufammengeben trof ftarfer Differengen in biefen Puniten
in _eine: foldjen Weife anftreben fann, die abgelviefen Merben muf umd
meinetivegen al8 1nionidmus begeidjnet twerben lann. Dann ndmlid), wenn
€8 einem gleidigiiltig ift, roas die Sdrift eigentlid) in begug auf diefe Dinge
IeGet; Denn @leidygiiltigleit gegen die Sdyrift ijt immer {ilndGaft, felbjt
bnm!. venn e3 fid) um gang untergeordnete Punite Ganbelt. I geftehe
endlid) gu, daf @cbetdgemeinjdaft und Stirdjengemeinfdaft identifd) find,
enn e8 fid) um das @ebet im ffentlidhen Gottesdienft Hanbelt, und felbft
private Gebetdgeneinfdiaft Tann dann unioniftifd wirlen, wenn der, mit
h_ﬂ'l‘ld'l bete, meine Gjebetsgemeinfdaft mit im ald Beidjen villiger ifibers
einftimmung in der Qehre nimmt und id) ifn in Diefer verlehrien Meis
nung Iaffe.

.:Bo aber bicjes Dreifadje nidt ftatthat, laffe i mir von Ieinem
etivaiges lirdilidges Bujammengehen trols Mangels ber iibereinftimmung in
allen Bunlten als Unionismus brandmarlen. Das ift in der alten Jeit in
dec Mutherifden Stirdje nur einmal berjudyt worden, und felbft da nidt in
begug auf alle ber obengenannten Puntte. Abraham Galov Hat es verjudit,
ald e 1655 feinen Consensus Fidei Repetitus Verae Lutheranae fdrich
und 1664 berdffentlichte. Da Gat er felbjt ben von bder lirdjlidien @emein=
fdaft ausidliefen wollen, der da nidit gugeben twollte, baf die altteftaments
liden Fromumen bicfelbe crpligite Crlenninis8 ber gittliden Dreicinigleit
befeflen Gaben, twie fie fpiiter im Symbolum Athanasianum gelefrt murbde.
#ber €3 ift Calob nidt gelungen, und fein Consensus ward bald vergefjen.

..Dig Meinung, dafy die, welde in Sfirdjengemeinfdaft miteinander leben
wollen, in allen Rfchrpuntten iibereinftimmen militen, ruft auf einem
berlehrten Berftinbdnis von 1 Stor. 1, 10 und anbern Sdjriftausiagen. Sorgs
[;I;q:: :Beriidﬁditiaunn ded jetveiligen Jufjammenhangs filhrt zu anderm

efultat.

) =gebt bleibt blof nod) die Frage iibrig, ob gelegentlidied privated Beten
mit Sutheranern, mit benen man nidit in Stirdengemeinfjdiaft fteht, ober mit
!Fbcunl&nbigm Unioniémus ift. Wenn Gebetdgemeinfdaft jo eng mie
ll}ﬂbfnncmeini:{)aft ift, bann ift ba8 natiirlid ber Fall. Wber find beide
litllid) identifh? Das angunehmen ift fiir mid) unmdglich, e8 werde denn
befier aus ber Sdrift betviefen als bisher. Das @ebet ded Ehriften Hat
feine anbere Borausfepung ald den Glauben, dafy idh um Chrifti willen zu
(Bnt!. al8 gu meinem Bater Tommen barf, getroft und mit aller Juverfidht.
BWo jemand diefen Glauben al3 feinen Gilauben Hat und befennt, da ift das3
gemeinfame Band da, weldjed 8 mir erlaubt, mit ihm vor den gleichen
Bater gu treten. Er ift bamit ein Glied ber Una Sancta getvorden, die Gott
bgt 0(!1.1: unter allen eridjeinenden Sirdjen auf Erben Hat, und zu der ges
biore i) aud). BWarum follte iy dbann nidht mit ihm gufammen beten bdiicfen?
®etvify, nidyt im Sffentlidien Gottesdienjt — benn da rwire e8 JIndifferentiss
mus gegen dad Belenninid ber Gemeinde und midjte anbere gu gleidjem
Ynbdifferentismus verleiten ober ein Stein ded Anftofed toerben —, aber in
brivatem Bufemmenjein unter befonberen Gelegenfeiten. 1 Fim. 2, 5. 6;
Cph. 2, 18—22; Eph. 4, 1—6 reden fiir midy beutlich genug. Jm eingelnen
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au aeigen, bafy bie gewdhnlid) fitr die gegenteilige Behauptung
Sdyriftjtellen (Matth. 5, 28. 24; 10, 32. 88; 18, 16—17; 18, 10; Sul
9, 26; Job. 8, 31. 32; Wct. 2, 42; Gal. 5, 9; Eph. 4, 1—06; 1 Thef]. 5, 22;
fmos 8, 3) nidht belveislriiftig find, bafilc reidht bie Beit nidt aus.

»Bit leben in ciner Beit ded Jndifferentidmus, in dber alled gur Bers
cinigung ber SMirdjen freibt. Laffen wir und bavon nidt angeftedt twecben.
Berengern ir aber aud) die Grengen der Sirdengemeinfdaft nidt iiber bie
Sdjrift hinaus. Seien iir auf ber Hut gegen jeden mirflichen Unionidmus,
derjplittern i aber aud) unjere Siraft nidt dbaburd), bdaf ivir etwas als
Unionismus Binjtellen und verurteilen, was nidht twirlich Unionidmus ijtl*

Jeder fonfervative Qutheraner twicd fidh itber die Hare Beriverfung bed
UnioniSmus, die bier jtatifindet, freuen. NUlerdingd Ionnen mic nidt mit
allem fjtinmen. Was D. Reu iiber Gebetsgemeinfdiaft [agt, ruft unfem
Diffenfus Hervor. Wie Ionnen nidt eine fo Iveitgehende Unterjdeidung
3wijden Gebet im difentlidhen @ottesdbienft und bei privatem Jujemmens
fein madien. Auferdem ijt e8 unfere fiberzeugung, daf die Hier gur Redis
fectigung von Gebetsgemeinjdaft mit Andersgldubigen angefilfrien Spriide
(1 Tim. 2, 5. 6 uj.) feine joldje Nedhtfertiqung entBbalten. Unfere Haupts
betvoeisftellen gegen foldie GdebeiSgemeinfdaft, wie Rom. 16, 17, find Bier
nidit genannt. Wenn freilid) die vom geehrien BVerfajfer niedergelegten
Pringipien befolgt werden, wird 8 nad) unjerer Meinung nidt biele Fale
von (ebetsgemeinfhaft geben, wo unfere Praxi8 von bder feinigen abs
toeidjen ird.

Der Safy Wer die AbJolutheit ded Autorititsanfprudd der Sdjrifi und
bie Cinbeutigleit ibrer NAusjagen in begug auf alle Fundamentallehren theos
retijd) ie praftif) anerfennt, muf allem Unionidmus gram fein” erforbert
eine furze Vemerfung. Dad Gefagte darf nidjt befdrinlt werden auf Funs
bamentalleren. Ju unferer Freude fonnen Ivir mitteilen, daf bei ber
miindlidien Bejprediung D. Reu ecllicte, er wolle mit obigem Salp durdaus
nicht die Verbindlidleit der Nidhtfundamentallehren leugnen.

Jn begug auf die bon D. Neu genannten Nidjtfundamentallefren (fiehe
oben ,Lehre bom Antidrijt — Berechtigung ded Jindnehmens”) Balten v
allerdingd bafiir, bafj; eine Abweidung darin von unferer Stellung nidt nots
tendigeriveife irdjentrennend ijt, miifjen aber Bingufiigen, daf tvir, da
Gotted Wort iiber jene Punlte geredet Hat, feinem dad Mecht ugeftefen
fonnen, Dierilber irgendeine Gelicbige Meinung 3u hegen.

Cdlieplich) ein Wort iiber den Safp: ,Die Meinung, dafy bdie, welde
in Stirdjengemeinjdhaft miteinander leben wollen, in allen Lehrpuntien
iibereinftimmen miiiten, tuht auf einem verlehrien BVerftinbnid bon 1 Sor.
1,10 und andern Sdriftausjagen.” Diefer Ausfprud Hnnte mifverfianden
twexben; denn Gott fordert unbedingt fibereinftimmung in allen Lefrpuntien.
Damit ift nidt ausgefdlofjen, daf man mit den Sdjvaden Ge
Baben muf. .
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