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Miscellanea

Does the First Part of This Story Repeat Itself Elsewhere?

Rev. W.Peck, S.T.D., relates this story in the Living Church: The
new rector of a parish in a certain small English town was deeply
troubled to find the congregation divided into two warring sections. He
tried to discover what were the real issues and principles dividing them
and came to the conclusion that there were none. What divided the
church was the jealousy of the two leading families, the family of Alder-
man Bloggins and the family of Councilor Scroggins. [These are not the
real names.] There were two camps. Anything proposed by a Blog-
ginsite was at once ridiculed and opposed by the Scrogginsites. If the
Scrogginsites produced a policy, the Blogginsites immediately provided
the opposition. There was hatred between the two families. The rector
saw them on Sundays, the alderman and the councilor looking thun-
derous and their wives exchanging glances full of lightning. And this
went on until the rector’s soul was seething within him, and he stood up
in his pulpit and preached a sermon about it.

It was a terrific effort. Of course, he mentioned no names; but he
simply let fly and lashed about him until his wife, sitting in the rectory
pew, feared that the outraged tribes of Bloggins and Scroggins would
unite in the slaughter of her too daring husband.

But nothing of the sort occurred. On the contrary, Alderman
Bloggins met the rector on High Street on Monday morning and shook
his hand warmly. “Rector,” he said, “I want to thank you for that
wonderful sermon. It was marvelous. I only hope it went home to the
person for whom it was intended. It ought to do him a world of good.”
The rector was flabbergasted, and the alderman had gone before he
could recover the power of speech. He went down High Sireet in a sort
of dream, out of which he was awakened by the veice of Councilor
Seroggins, who was standing at the door of his shop. “Resior)” said the
Councilor, “that was a magnificent sermon you preached yesterday. You
gave it to him hot and strong. I hope he took it to heart.”

The rector felt that earthquakes were cccurring in his soul. He
dared not trust himself tc speak. He went home and told his wife
about it. Half an hour later she said, “I've been thinking.”

The following day the rector called upon Alderman Bloggins and
raised the subject of church rencvation. “How much do you suppose
Scroggins will give?” asked the alderman. “I should think,” said the
rector, looking tremendously thoughtful, “about 20 pounds.” “Paliry!”
said the alderman. “Tll give you 50.” “Thanks,” said the rector and
went off to Councilor Scroggins to raise with him the subject of church
renovation. “How much do you suppose Bloggins will give?” asked the
Councilor. “I think,” said the rector, “that he will be good for 50 pounds.”
“Miserable!” said Scroggins. “T'll give you 100.” “Thanks,” said the
rector and went back to Bloggins. “Scroggins,” he announced, “is giv-
ing 100. I thought you would be glad to hear it.” “Oh, indeed!” said
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Bloggins. “Simply his confounded pride! But I'll teach him. T'll give
you 150.” ‘“Thanks,” said the rector and went back to Scroggins. “Blog-
gins,” he said, “is giving 150. I thought you would like to know how
well the fund is doing.” “Just ostentation!” said Scroggins. “But we
can’t have him boasting about his generosity. T'll give you 200.” And
thus the strange competition continued throughout the week.

The following Sunday the rector, having preached about the im-
portance of making friends of the Mammon of unrighteousness, invited
Bloggins and Scroggins home to supper. It was a desperately brave deed.
Each of the two men was absurdly embarrassed at the presence of the
other. The rector and his wife seemed very cheerful, but the guests
were dumb. They did not know that they were just about to get the
shock of their lives. After supper the rector took them into his study and
gave them chairs. Then, the light of battle in his eye, he opened fire
upon them without warning,

“You two men,” he said, “and your families have disgraced the
church long enough with your jealousy and spite. You made the late
rector’s life a misery, and you have nearly driven me mad. But during
the past week, for the sake of the hatred you bear each other, you have
promised between you to contribute the sum of 700 pounds for the reno-
vation of the church which you have defiled with your wretched feuds.
I will accept your money upon one condition. You two sinners will
shake hands here and now, and then you will kneel down and repeat
together the General Confession. (You can do that without breaking
the seal!) Then perhaps the renovation of the church will mean some-
thing. But, understand, I will not hear a word of self-defense from
either of you” The clock in the rector’s study ticked solemnly for
some awful moments. Then Bloggins and Scroggins, both looking shy
and rather absurd, stood up and shook hands. Then they dutifully
knelt down and said with the rector the General Confession; and the
rector pronounced absolution. They rose from their knees and care-
fully dusted their trousers. “That is splendid!” said the rector. “And
now you must go and tell the good news to your wives.” E.

Argument against the Individual Communion Cup
from the Ex Autou

It has been asked whether the argument against the individual Com-~
munion cup from Christ’s command “Drink ye all of it” (Matt. 26:27:
“Piete EX AUTOU pantes”’; Mark14:23: “Epion EX AUTOU pantes”) is
valid. The argument from the ex autou may in substance be stated as
follows: “The expression ex autou means: ‘Drink ye of the same cup.’
In these words therefore our Savior commands the use of one and the
same cup, so that the use of the individual cup at the celebration of the
Lord’s Supper is directly anti-Scriptural.” In discussing this timely topic,
we should like to stress the following points:

1. In our literature the right of a church to use the individual cup
has been defended. Dean Fritz, for example, in his excellent Pastoral
Theology, writes with regard to the use of the individual cup as follows
(p.149): “There is no dogmatical reason why the individual Communion
cup should not be used. In many churches two cups are used; why
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not more? But there is also no good reason why the old practise of
using the common Communion cup should be discontinued. Sanitary
reasons do not absolutely forbid it; the danger of infection is very
remote.” 2, No exegete of recognized ability and trustworthiness has
ever drawn the conclusion from the ex autou which some contenders
actually have drawn. Their interpretation is an exegetical anomaly,
violating all sound hermeneutical canons governing Scriptural exegesis.
3. The meaning of the ex autou is not: “Drink ye out of the same cup”
but, as our Authorized Version, and every other correct translation for
all that (cf. Luther’s “Trinket alle daraus”), reads: “of it.” In other
words, there is no special emphasis on the ex autou, as if the expression
meant to say: “Drink ye all of this one and the same cup.” Those who
interpret the words thus commit the offense of eisegesis, or of misused
explanation, which forces upon the text what the text itself does not say.
“Of the same [cup]” would require ek Tou autou. 4. The fact that Christ
here speaks in the singular: “Drink ye all of it,” does not argue for the
use of one common Communion cup, since, as the context shows, the
singular autou is required by the singular potaerion, immediately pre-
ceding. In view of the singular potaerion Christ simply could not have
said “ex autoon” unless He wanted to violate the genius of Greek lan-
guage. 5. If the ex autou must be taken in a bare, literal sense, then our
Lutheran churches erred in using two or more larger Communion cups at
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. Yet this custom has been quite
generally observed and acknowledged as correct in our Church. 6. If the
ex autou must be taken in a bare, literal sense, then, moreover, all com~
municants till the end of time must use the original cup which Christ
used at the first Communion; for if the ex autou is demonstrative and
exclusive, then we are compelled to go back to the same cup which Christ
had in His hand when He spoke the words of institution. 7. I bare
literalness in this case is to apply, then, further, we have no assurance
that we are right in using Communion wafers (Hostien), since Christ
says: ‘“Take, eat; this (touto) is My body.” The touto is as singular as
is the ex autou, and if the latter compels us to use but one cup, then the
former must equally force us to use but one bread, especially since
St. Paul, in 1 Cor. 10:17, emphasizes the one bread as symbolizing the unity
of the body of believers. He says: “For one bread (heis artos), one body
(hen sooma) we, the many, are; for we all partake of the ome bread
(ek tou henos artou).” This the Weimar Bible explains in its simple but
excellent way: “Also auch wir Christen, die wir von einem Brot im
heiligen Abendmahl essen und von einem Kelch trinken, werden dadurch
ein Leib und machen eine Kirche, eine Gemeinde.,” That is to say: “So
also we Christians, who in the Lord’s Supper eat of one bread and drink
of one cup, thereby become one body and constitute one Church, one
congregation.” But if the use of the many wafers does not destroy the
symbolized Communion unity, then neither is it necessary to retain the
one Communion cup. The parallelism here is complete, and what holds
of the one bread holds also of the one cup. In short, the argument from
the ex autou attempts to prove too much and therefore proves nothing,
while it creates immense exegetic and dogmatic difficulties.

When we say all this, we do not mean to urge the use of the indi-
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vidual cup. Whether a congregation wishes to do so or not depends on
its own decision; for also with regard to this adiaphoron it may exercise
its Christian liberty, provided no offense-is given. Personally, for many
reasons, we prefer the common Communion cup. However, as we must
attack every attempt to say less than Holy Scripture does, so also we
must combat every attempt to say more than Holy Scripture does. In
other words, it is offensive and unchristian to make that a wrong which
Scripture itself does not declare to be wrong. The principle of Christian
liberty must never be violated. J.T. M.

Bom Kanzelton

In den ,Paftoralblattern” (Herausdgeber D. Crid) Stange; Berlag:
€. Qudivig Ungelenf, Dregden-Leipziq), und zwar in dem Februarheft fiic
1938, finbet fich ein lefrreidher Avtifel itber bem Kangzelton. Die Haupt-
abfdnitte druden wir hHier ab. Der Verfaffer, D. €. Haad, {Hreibi:

Der Kangelton ijt leider Haufig genug zu finden, fwie jeder fveif, der,
ivte der Werfafjer, fafrzehntelang ein Vredigerfeminar geleitet ober biele
Bredigten und Prebdiger gehort hat. Er erflingt in den allermannigfaditen,
fdiver aufzugahlenden und zu befdreibenden Variationen. €3 ifi exgdblid),
au lefen, wie Spurgeon, ,der Konig der Prediger”, in feinen interefjanten
»Borlefungen in nteinem Prebdigerfeminar” den Kangelton der Hodlirdliden
Geiftlidgfeit Englands {Gilbert und verfpottet, wie er in allen mbglichen
Ybwandlungen, ,bom FTjdiep! Iihiep! ded Budfinfen HIZ zum Britllen
per Rinder Bafand”, zu horen ift. Sein Spott frifft aud) manden Pre-
diger in Deutfdhland. Der eine meint, ofhne Ritdfidinahme auf Ort und
Raumperhiliniffe, fteid alle NRegifter feined Stimmorgansd big zur Hodjten
RLautgrenge ziehen zu milffer, und qualt und ermiidet {o Ohren und Herzen
ber Buhbrer. Ein andberer Halt ed mit einem iibertriebenen Podulieren durd
alle Stufen der Dynamif Hindurd vom fortissimo big gum flitfternden piano
und BVer{Gluden der Endiilben und erfdivert fo {Gon dasd quiere Verjtandnis
feiner Nede feitend der guhirenden Gemeinde. Wieder ein anderer Jat fid)
eine gemadjte Salbung angewdlint oder Halt ein drdhnended Pathos fiir den
angemeffenen Yusdrud driftlider Glaubensfeftigfeit und Varrhefie der Rebde
und erivedt fo den Sdhein der Unedhiheit. Dagegen {pricht ein anbderer mono-
ton unb lieft, foie ber Protofolfithrer fein Protolol, die ausivenbig ge=
Ternte Predigt von dem ind Gedadinid aufgenommenen RKongept ab. Cin
fiinfter {pridt swar nidht monoton, aber ,ifoion”, in denfelben $Hebungen
und SGenfungen in den eingelnen Perioden und Siben, oft unter Begleitung
Decrfellen Geften. Diefer liebt dad langfame, feierliche Tempo eined Trauer-
mar{des und fener dad Allegro ober gar Prefto in einer Symphonie. LWie
ein fdhdumender Giebad) raujdt feine Rebe iiber die Ripfe {einer Juhirer
dafin. Wer vermag alle die verfdiiedenen Variationen Hed Rangeliond auf-
suzahlen? Dad Gemeinjame bet allen aber ift die grigere oder geringere
Unnatur, die ihre Gtinmte auf der Rangel anninmd im Unterfdhied bon threr
gefsdhnliden Spredhiweife und bem ihnen eigentlid) natiirliden Gebraud) und
Rlang ihrer Stimume.

DMan nehme diefe und anbdere in dem Wort ,Kangelion” zufammenge-
fafiten Fehler ded Wredigtvoriragd nidgt zu leidht. Gewif, mande Ge-
nteinde, bejoniders auf dem Lanbde, fat i) fo an ben Kangelton ihres Paftors
gemwihnt, dak fie fid) nid)t baran {tbft, wenn er fonft nur ein treuer Seel=
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forger ijft. Die eindrudsvolle, driftlide Lerjonlicdhieit und die jonjtige Amis-
fithrung besd Wfarrersd fann thn [den Kangelton] unjdhadlid) maden. Aus
meinem fedigig Jalhre zuriidliegenden Univerfitdisfiudim in einer Grok-
ftabt ervinnere iy mid) nocd) Yeute, dDak eine ldngft Heimgegangene, gefveifte
Predigerperionlichfeit trop ihresd wenig mwohllautenden Stimmorgansd und
mangelaften BVortragsd durd) den tiefen, rveiden Jnhalt ihrer Predigten
fonntdglid) gerabe gefdrderte Ehriften, die ,mit Ernft Chriften fein” und
»mehr Haben twollten”, aud) aud andern Gemeinden in feine RKirde 3zog.
Wieberim vicfte qleidhzeitig ein anderver Geiftlicher durd) den lebenbigen,
natiirlichen Bortrag feiner gidubigen Predigten bei bilberreidher, fonfreter
©Spradje melhr auf die groge Penge; und aud) Fernerjtehenbde Hhalfen fteis
bie groke Rirde bid auf den lepten Plap fitllen. Und bad midhte dod
jeber Prebdiger ded gottligen Wortes. . . .

Der Grundfdhade ded Kangeltons und bie Urfadje feiner unerfreulichen
Wirfungen ift eben die Unnatur, die ihm anbaftet, dah der Paftor auf der
Sangel andersd {pridht, ald man jonft bei ihm getvohnt ift. Das ertvedt den
itblen Unfdein, ald fei dbad Gejagte bei thm nidt edht, nidht feine innerfte
fibergeugung, fiir die er mit feiner gangen Perjonlichfeit eintritt. Pag e3
aud) nidgt {o fein, jondern nur o {deinen; aber man urteilt nad) diefen
Sdjein, wenn man den Heduer nidht genauer fennt, befondersd feiner orga-
nifterte Buhdrer mit gebildeterem Gejdimad und in unferer Beit mit {frem
nitdhternen Wirtlidhfeitdfinn. Aber aud) ein einfader Bauer flagte mir
einmal itber bie Gpredmetie feined Paitorsd: , Hei vertellt {ich dat all fitlben.”

Wie fommt e nun zu diefem Fehler? Mande neigen von Natur zu
ihm, ofne dap fie es wiffen und wollen. Jhre Stinume und Spradje nimmt,
tote bon felber, einen andern Ton an, fvenn fie Hifentlid) und in dem jafralen
Raum der Rirde {preden follen. Die erwartungdvoll auf fie geridhleten
Nugen einer groferen BVerfammiung, dbie Feterlichfeit bed Gotieddienites, oft
aud) duerlidhfeiten fvie die zu groBe Hiohe der Kangel, die Den inneren Kon-
taft mit der Gemeinde er{divert, aud) iwohf bie fonft nidht getvohnie Ymis-
trad)t madien fie befangen, reizen zu befonberen Stimmandvern und maden
ihre Mebe unnatitelid) und manieriert, und diefe Manier wirtd dann mehr
und mel gur Angeivohnbeit, die leider die Eigentiimlidfeit Hhat, §idh feit-
sufeen und zu wadfen, wenn fie nidgt von vornberein eine verfidndnizvolle
Kritit findet. Da Deifgt e8: ,,Principiis obsta; sero medicina paratur.” . . .

Qritif ift freilid) fein Qeilmittel. Was gibt e3 benn fiir Mittel zur
Beldmpfung und itberivindung des fehlerhaften Kangeltond? Ein doppeltes:
ein phyfiologifdesd und ein pihdhologifdes. Das phyfiologifde ift ein fad-
perftandiger Spred)- (nicht Sprady-)unterridgt. Selbfiftubium der PHhonetit
nad) einem Bud) ift wenig ratjom und wenig Erfolg verfpredjend. Einers
feitz it e3 zu langiveilig. $Man ermiidet dabei. Anbdererfeitd fehit dabei
bag BVorbild fiir die redite Lautbilbung und die jadverftdndige Beurteilung
Der eigenen {ibungen Darin durd) einen anbern. Dasd piydologifde Mittel
befteht in dem redjten UmisbetvuBijein und der lebenbdigen BVergegenwarti=
gqung der Forderung ded Wmited, der Situation und der Stunde, dap Der
Lrediger {idh) fagt: Du bift auf der Kangel fein Redner, der e3 auf Eifelt
anlegt und um Beifall twirht; fein Regitator, der durd feine Deflamation
Cindbrud maden will; fein Handiverfer, der gefdaftamikig eine Fadarbeit
Teiftet. Du bift der verantwortlide Hirte und Seelforger der Gemeinbe,
ber fie gu ®ott fithren und fie auf den Grund- und Edftein ihred Glaubens
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~erbauen, zubereiten, jtdrfen, frdftigen, griinden” foll, 1 Pelr. 5, 10, und
um ihre Seelen twirht, ivie ber Brautiverber, der philos tou nymphiou, Foh.
3,29. Du bift Botjdafter an Chrifii Statt, der einfad) und einfdltig bie
Bot{daft audridhtet, su der er gejandt iwvird, 2 Kor. 5, 19—22. Du jollft
ein Beuge JIEfu €hrifti fein, der von ihm geugt, Joh. 15, 26, und begeuat,
was er gefefen und be{daut und betajter Hat bom Wort ded Lebens, 1 Joh.
1, 1, und der fein Beugnid nur verddaditiq madyt, fwenn er gekiinftelt und un-
natitclih fpridt. Dad Hilft gegen den Kangelton und verhilft zu dem redjten,
farmen Hergendton, der bon Hergen fomumt und zu Hexgen gebt. A

The Pledge of Princeton Seminary Professors

Members of the faculty of Princeton Theological Seminary take the
following pledge when entering upon their office: “In the presence of
God and of the trustees of this seminary I do solemnly and ex animo
adopt, receive, and subscribe the Confession of Faith and Catechisms of
the Presbyterian Church of the United States in America as the confes-
sion of my faith or as a summary and just exhibition of that system of
doctrine and religious belief which is contained in Holy Scripture and
therein revealed by God to man for his salvation; and I do solemnly,
ex animo, profess to receive the form of government of said Church as
agreeable to the inspired Oracles. And I do solemnly promise and engage
not to inculcate, teach, or insinuate anything which shall appear to me to
contradict or contravene, either directly or impliedly, anything taught in
the said Confession of Faith or Catechisms nor to oppose any of the
fundamental principles of Presbyterian church government while I shall
continue a professor in this seminary.” (Cf. Presbyterian of Decem-
ber 2, 1937.) A.

Can a Christian be Lost?

A pamphlet bearing this title has so perplexed one of our readers that
he submitted it to us for discussion and criticism. What the pamphlet
means to defend is of course the Calvinistic doctrine of absolute per-
severance, stated by the author in his Introduction in the words: “We
come in contact with scores of persons who condemn us whole-heartedly
when we mention the eternal security of the ‘born-again’ one.” (Italics
our own.) What the brochure champions is the old Reformed doctrine
that a person once brought to faith can never lose it again. Dr. F. Bente,
in his “Historical Introduction to the Symbolical Books” (Triglot, p.200),
quotes the Calvinist Jerome Zanchi as having expressed himself on this
error as follows: “l. To the elect in this world faith is given by God only
once. 2. The elect who have once been endowed with true faith ... can
never again lose faith altogether. 3. The elect never sin with their whole
mind or their entire will. 4. When Peter denied Christ, he indeed lacked
the confession of the mouth, but not the faith of the heart.” This false
Calvinistic doctrine of the absolute perseverance of the “born-again” per-
son is as far removed from the Lutheran doctrine of God’s gracious
Gospel assurance of preserving the believer in faith as is the Calvinistic
doctrine of absolute predestination from the Lutheran doctrine of elec-
tion in Christ. In both cases it is the element of absoluteness which
makes the distinetion. We Lutherans do not teach an absolute pre-
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destination; neither do we teach an absolute perseverance. It is sig-
nificant how strenuously Lutheran teachers, even in their quasi-popular
theological works, opposed this dangerous Reformed error. Conrad
Dieterich, for example, in his Institutiones Catecheticae (pp. 417 sqq.;
translation by Dr. Notz, pp. 358 ff.), quite exhausts the subject, though his
Catechetical Instruction was intended only for young men in secondary
schools of learning. On the one hand, he at great length proves the
Scriptural doctrine from clear Bible-passages, and, on the other, he
refutes the Calivinistic argumentation, pointing out that the passages
which the Calvinists quote for their doctrine (e.g., Ps.51:12,13; 111:3 b;
Hos. 2:19; Matt. 24:24; John 10:28; 13:1; 14:16; Rom. 11:29; 1 John
3:9,10; Jude 3) simply do not prove that “faith once bestowed can never
again be lost.” On the contrary, many clear and unmistakable passages
declare that the believer can lose his faith (e.g., Matt.24:12,13; Luke
8:13; Rom. 8:13; 1 Tim. 1:5,6; 1:19; 1 John 2:9; 3:15; 1 Sam. 16:14
[Saul]; 2 Sam.12 [David]; 1Kings11:15, cf. with 3:3; 8:15 [Solomon];
Ex. 32:1ff. [Aaron]; Matt. 26:69, cf. with 16:17 [Peter]; John 20:21
[Thomas]; Gal.5:4 [the Galatian apostates]; 1Tim.1:19; 2Tim.2:17;
4:10 [Alexander, Hymenaeus, Philetus, Demas]; etc.). That, of course,
the elect will not be lost but will be eternally saved, is a truth which
Scripture teaches very clearly (John10:29; Matt. 24:24; etc.). But that
is something entirely different from the Reformed doctrine that a Chris-
tian cannot again lose his faith. Christians, or believers, certainly can
lose their faith, though by God’s grace the elect, in case they fall, will
be restored to faith and thus finally be saved.

The great trouble with the Calvinists is that, as in other places, so
also here they fail to observe the basic difference between the Law and
the Gospel and thus mingle the two into each other, thereby producing
a mixtum compositum which is neither Christian nor comforting.
Lutherans, on the other hand, also here rightly distinguish between Law
and Gospel; and at the same time they take all Law statements and all
Gospel statements at their full face value. When thus Scripture warns
the believer against losing his faith through carnal indifference and con-
tempt for God’s Word (Matt. 24:12, 13; Luke 8:13; Rom. 8:13; 1 Cor.
10:12; etc.), they take this as Law-preaching, addressed to the evil fiesh
of the Christian, and indeed as a very necessary and real warning, which
all Christians must impress upon their Old Adam and which especially
the carnally secure must hear and heed. These warnings must not be
interpreted to mean that on God’s part the believer’s salvation is un-
certain and that therefore he dare not rejoice in the assurance of his
salvation (so Romanists and all Pelagianizers); but they do mean that,
if believers sow to their flesh, they shall also of the flesh reap corruption.
(Ct. Gal. 6:8.) On the other hand, when Scripture comforts the believer
with the assurance that the elect will not be lost, that God is faithful
to continue the good work which He has begun in the believers (Matt.
24:24; John 10:27,28; Phil. 1:6; 1Cor.10:13; 1:8,9), this is precious Gos-
pel comfort, which must not be wickedly abused in the interest of carnal
security, since it is meant for the believer only inasmuch as he is a new
man and continues in true faith in Christ. We proceed rightly and
Scripturally only if we always view our election and salvation in Christ;
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for the certainty of our salvation must not be determined from the Law
or from feeling or from appearance (as the Formula of Concord so
earnestly warns us), but from Christ’s serious and universal Gospel-
promises, upon which we rest our hope of eternal life. The believer,
holding to Christ in true faith, should rejoice in his salvation; but if he
turns away from Christ to the Law or to works or to anything else, he
must not falsely comfort himself with any supposed absolute election
assurance suggested to him by his feeling or inward conviction but must
realize that, since he rejects Christ, he rejects also His salvation and is
therefore lost, unless, of course, he returns to Christ in true repentance.
That, in the briefest form, is the Scriptural doctrine on this point,
and we pastors must consider it again and again and, besides, carefully
inculcate it upon our hearers, since today so many Reformed enthusiasts
falsely seek to console men with the erroneous notion that, “once a be-
liever, always a believer.” J.T. M.

Der Tag der Krengigung JEGfu inlianiid datiert

Lattang (geft. um 330) {dyreibt hieriiber in {einer Sdrift De Mortibus
Persecutorum zu Unfang ded 2. Kapiteld: ,In den lesten Beiten [Dbed
15. Jahred] des RKaifers Tiberius ift, wie wir ge{drieben lefen,
unfer HCrr JEfus Chriftusd von den Juben gefreugzigt worben am 10. nad)
den Salenden ded Wpril (am 10. Wpril), ald die beiden Gemini Konjuln
waren.” Die Klaufel ,ivie fvir gefdrieben fefen” verrdt Quellenfiudien, die
Rattang wabhrideinlid) wegen der Ofterfireitigfeiten madhte, und fidjert feiner
Angabe mbglidhfte Korreftheit. Dod) died fein Datum fann nur durd) bie
Gonntagdbudyftaberunethode bejtitigt fwerben, fvonad) die Budjitaben G big A
zu den Wodjentagen gefelst wurden: beftdndig G zu Sonntag, F zu PMontag,
A zu Gamstag.

In Baulys' ,Real-Cngyflopadie”, VII, 2573, fteht: ,Auf bem al3 Fasti
Sabini begeidineten SKalenderfragment aus der Jeit des Yugujtus (CIL I2,
220) twerden MReifen von fieben Budiftaben (G—A) zur Vegzeidnung der fie=
bentagigen Wodje gefept.” Mit der Jeit wurden jie Sonntagdbucdhjtaben ge-
nonnt.  Jfhre Bedeutung ift, daf der Budhjtabe, dex beim 7. Januarl) jteht,
bte Tage besd Jahres o regiert, daf man die Wodjentage findet. €3 fithrte
basg aud) gum 28jdhrigen Sonnengirlel, dex mit einem Sdaltjahr, foozu 3ivei
Budftaben gebhdren, alfo mit GF 1, beginnt und mit A 28 {@liegt. ,Nad
Berlauf joldjer 28 Jahhre fallen die Wodentage iwieder auf dasdfelbe Datum.”
(Meyer, Hand-Lerifon.)

Diefe Ralendermethode ift feit den Tagen ded Uuguftus big Heute lor=
reft befolgt foorben. Frgenbeine Unregelmapigleit fvdfhrend bed Berlaufs
eine3 Jahred dndert jedod) {ofort die Neibenfolge dber Budijtaben. o war
bom 1. Januar bid gum 4. Oftober 1582 G 23 der Sonntagsbudiftabe. FNun
fiel auf Berordbnmung Gregors XIIL Jin der 5.—14. Oftober aus, fo da vom
15. Oftober an C 15 ber Budjfiabe war. Bom 4. Oftober 1582 aufivdrts big
gum 25. Juli 325 finbet jid) feine Unregelmagialeit in der Ubfolge Ded Son-

1) ,Der 7. bed 1. Monatd Jai bon alterd Her im religisien und praftifGen Keben
eine Rolle gefpielt.” (Paulys, a. a. O., &. 2579.) Der 7. Januar war nad) rémifder An-
fauung in der erften Wode bed neuen Jabred bder erfte Tag dedfelben, da fie bie
Kalenderzeit ritdldufig beftimmien: bon RKalentben, Nomen, Jden aufivdircts.
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nengicfel3. Gonntag, den 25. Juli 325, feterte Ronftantin bdie jwanzigite
Japrung feiner Thronbefteigung.

Cuiebiug teilt in feiner Sdrift De Martyribus Paleestinae al3 Uugen-
geuge der Diofletianiihen Verfolgung etliche Mdrthrertage Jant ben Woden=
tagabezeidnungen mit, {o Kap. VIL . Am 2. Ypril 307, am Ofterjonntag,
fourde die nod) feine adizehn Jahre alte Theobofia jhredlic) gemartert und
{ehlieplich im PMeer ertrdntt.” RNady dem 2. April 307 His zum Sonntag,
25. Juli 325, vergingen dem Kalender nad) 6,689 Tage. Wird bie Summnie
durch 7 dividbiert, follte der Quotient eine rejtlofe Bafhl {eitn; aber bie Unt-
foort ift 955, M. 4.

Sun it befannt, daf im Jahre bed Nizaijdien Konzild dag Datum ber
Friihjahra-Tag- und Nadtgleide (Wquinoftium) aus dem 25. PMdrz, der big=
Jer dafiir galt, in dasd ridtigere Datum, namlid) den 21. Mdrs, berdndert
fourde. Dad fonnte jedodh mur durd) Climinierung von bier Tagen ausd bexr
Salenbderzeit diefed Jahresd gefdehen, wie im Kalenbder ded Jahres 1582 von
®regor zehn Tage geftricien wurben. Yud) wurde befanntlich zu Nizda ber
erfte Gonntag nad) dem erften VWollmond im Frithjahr als Oftergeit ge-s
orbnet. Die Yubianer maditen diefe Sinderung nidt mit und befdulbdigten
ettoa bierzig Jahre {pater die Orthoboren, fie hatten {ih einer Gefdlligleit
(prosopolepsia) gegen ben feltlichen Raifer juldig gemadt; ,denn”, jag-
ten fie, ,ald die Feierlihfeit Ded RKomjiantin {tatthatte, dnbdertet ihr bdie
Ofterfeier”. (Epiphanius, Adv. Haereses, I, 821. A. Audiani, IX; cf. 826,
XIV.) Sasd weift deutlid) darauf Hin, daf die dier Tage juft vor RKon=
jtanting zwangigiter Jahresfeier feiner Thronbejteiqung aud bem RKalender
geftrichent purden, aljo dber 21. big 24. Juli, {o daf diefe Feier anftait am
Donnerdtag am borergehenden Sonntag vor {id) ging. Dad Guberte nun
aucdg die Neibenfolge der Sountagdbudftaben aud C 26 in F 18 fiir die
Tage bom 1. Januar bid zum 20. Juli; denn da der 20. Juli auf einen
Gamstag fiel, war fiir die Beit pon da aufwdrtd big zum 1. Januar F 18
Gonntagsbudjtabe.

Wird nun bon F 18 fiir die erfte Halfte des Jahred 825 der Sonnen=
gicfel bi3 in3 Jahr 80 perfolgt, bad Dionyfiug ridtig ald dad Jahr der
Sreugigung JICfu feftlegte, jo wird D 8 fiir biesd Jalr 30 als Sonntagsbud-
jtabe gejunben. Unier D 3 aber failt ber 7. Januar auf Mittivod) und dem=
entiprechend der 10. April auf Freitag. Sontit Haben die Quellenfludien bed
Rattang bad ridhtige damalige julianijde Datum fitr den Tag der Kreugi-
qung JEfu erforfdht.2) B. @.

Table-Prayer of Oxford Students in Christ College
Dining-Hall (built under Cardinal Wolsey)

Nos, miseri homines et egeni, pro cibis, quos nobis ad corporis sub-
sidium benigne es largitus, tibi, Deus omnipotens, Pater Coelestis, gratias
reverenter agimus, simul obsecrantes ut iis sobrie, modeste atque grate
utamur, per Iesum Christum, Dominum nostrum. Amen. M.S.S.

2) Nad) der Sonntagsbudhitabenlifte m:bnet fih dbenn audy der Mirthrertag bded
Polpfarp, ,138 Jahre nady Chrifti {reuzigung”; cf. Chronikon Paschale, auf Gamsiag
(Sabbatum Magnum), 23. Februar 163, untet pem Budhftaben F 24. ‘;S)er IMarthrers
tag besd Jgnatiud Hinwiederum fiel in bas Ghaltiahr 108 unter den Budftaben ED 25
auf ©onntag, 20. Dezember. Diefe Heidben Daten Hat die griedifde Kirde ald die Ge-
benftage biefer Marthrer in ihrem RKalender aufbehalierm.



528 Miscellanea

Evolution Opposed

In a very informing article appearing in the Presbyterian for
March 10, 1938, W. Bell Dawson, M. A., D.Sc,, F.R.C.S,, presents some
arguments which show how untenable even from the point of view of
the scientist the theory of evolution, when closely scrutinized, proves
to be. Discussing plants and trees, he says, among other things:

“We see also in the world a wonderful variety of vegetation. There
are humble kinds of mosses and ferns which have no flowers; there
are pine-trees and spruces which do not bear any nuts or fruits; and
there are fruit-trees and plants with their seeds inside their fruit, as
currants and apples have. So, when we look over all the different plants
and vegetables and trees, what comes out most clearly is the contrast
between the different kinds. Ferns have spores, almost like dust, instead
of seeds. Some trees, such as the palm, have stems that are strengthened
inwardly, whereas the birch and the maple add layers of wood to the
outside of their trunks as they grow taller. The leaves of the pine and
the oak and the way their seeds are formed, could hardly be more dif-
ferent. Everywhere we look we see opposites and no connecting links.
How, then, can we suppose that one kind of plant developed from an-
other? The great vegetable world of plants and trees is an immense
puzzle to the evolutionists; and in consequence very few botanists who
study these things believe in evolution.”

In another section, speaking of the world of minute things, consist-
ing of only one cell, he says:

“First of all, is it certain that these are the primary living things and
the earliest in the world? In reality there are very large groups of one-
celled creatures which can only live with the help of what is more ad-
vanced than themselves. Some are helpful to plants and live on their
roots (enabling plants to assimilate nitrogen). Then the molds and
other scavengers live on decaying matter. Many others live within the
bodies of insects or animals; and some kinds get their nourishment from
these animals, while others help them to digest their food. Others again
cause diseases. It is plain that none of these kinds could have existed
before there were well-developed plants and high animals in the world.
These minute creatures thus serve definite purposes in nature. It may
possibly be that the Creator made them in different ages, as they were
needed. Can we say that the divine intelligence in creating a tiny
creature or the power of God to make it live, is less than for some
larger animal?

“We next ask: If these one-celled things can change so easily into
better creatures, as the evolutionists say, why is it that they have not
done so long ago? How does it happen that there are such multitudes
and such varieties of them still in the world? Then again, if we are
trying to see whether each seed that grows and each animal that is born
is a little better than its father or its parent plant, we would have to
watch a very long time to see any change. For seeds take a year to
grow, and most animals and birds have young ones only once a year.
But there are these tiny one-celled things which multiply so fast that
it is possible for their numbers to double every half hour. There are as
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many generations among them in three weeks as sheep or birds have in
a thousand years. So here surely is a splendid chance to see if crea-
tures change, and if anything does, those lowly and simple things should
do so.

“Among them all, the disease germs have probably been the most
carefully studied. Yet, if there was any change at all, this study would
be quite useless, because from one year to another a typhoid germ
might turn into a malaria germ. There would thus be no certain way
of telling one disease from another. One year for these germs is the
same as 175 centuries in producing breeds of cattle. So it is really
very wonderful that they show no change whatever. How can the evo-
lutionist explain this?

“It may seem strange to ask whether we can always tell a plant
from an animal; but when we come down to creatures which have only
one cell for their whole body, it may not be so easy. Yet it is important,
for the evolutionist has to prove that plants turned into animals or at
least that they were both the same at first, or he must give up his
theory of evolution.

“The distinction between plant and animal that is most readily seen
is shown by the two different ways in which they nourish themselves.
A plant can get all that it needs to live upon from the air and water
and the ground. It takes the gases in the air and the salts dissolved in
water or in the earth and manufactures these into starch and sugar and
even higher products. No animal can do this, for it cannot live directly
on the air and water and earth. An animal must have for its food the
things which plants have already prepared; and if it eats milk and eggs
or even meat, these have already been produced by other animals from
the vegetations which they fed upon.

“We may sum it all up by saying that plants make food and animals
use it up. This is strictly correct; and the use to which the animal puts
this food is just the opposite of what the plant has done. We could make
this very plain if we could go into the chemistry of it all; but we will
just give one sentence of this: Plants produce starches and albumins
directly from inorganic substances by deoxidizing them and thus obtain
their heat and muscular energy. This shows the gap which there is be-
tween vegetable and animal life, which on the whole are just the opposite
of each other.” A.
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