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Theological Observer 

Summer-School at River Forest. - From Prof. W. O. Kraeft, dean of 
the summer-school at Concordia Teachers' College, River Forest, Ill., has 
come the following information: "The summer-school is taking on 
greater importance since the preparation for teaching in the Missouri 
Synod has been extended to four years above the high school (bachelor's 
degree) at the last synod meeting. More and more of our teachers, 
especially the younger men, may be expected to complete the work 
leading to the bachelor's degree in summer-school. In a brief summary 
Dean Kraeft stresses the following features of the summer-schooL 
It offers: "1. A full summer course leadillg to the bachelor's degree, 
offered to teachers in a Christian environment. 2. A modified program 
for women teachers, particularly in religious education and primary 
methods. Many of our lady teachers have had no opportunity for 
college training in a synodical institution. 3. Summer courses for choir
masters leading to membership in the Lutheran Choirmasters' Guild. 
4. Courses for Sunday-school teachers in the new Concordia Sunday
school Teacher-training Series. 5. Graduate courses in theology given 
at River Forest by the faculty of St. Louis Seminary's offering credit 
toward a degree in theology." All who are interested may obtain 
a catalog of the summer-school by addressing Dean Kraeft. A. 

The War has Spread. - Words cannot describe the grief Lutherans 
feel when they consider that nearly all the countries of Europe which 
usually are labeled Lutheran have been or are experiencing the horrors 
of modern warfare. Why must this scourge fall upon peoples that 
have been teaching and defending the doctrines of Luther's Small Cate
chism and the Augsburg Confession? is a question that is widely asked. 
It is not our intention to elaborate on this matter at present, except to 
say that undoubtedly this visitation is largely deserved but that we all 
have reason to repeat the words of Jesus, Luke 13: 2 f.: "Suppose ye that 
these Galileans were sinners above all the Galileans because they 
suffered such things? I tell you, Nay; but, except ye repent, ye shall 
all likewise perish." We can well understand the anguish of heart 
which made the editor of the Lutheran Companion write this paragraph: 
"The lights of Europe are indeed going out one by one. National honor 
is a thing of the past. Justice and morality have vanished. Christianity 
itself is in gravest peril. When nations sink to such depths that right 
and truth and justice are no longer considerations in determining national 
policy, it may indeed be questioned how long Christianity can survive in 
such an environment. And these are the very nations where the 
light of the Gospel has been shining longer and more gloriously than 
in any other part of the world!" Our comment is that we do not fear 
for Christianity itself. But that the visible Christian Church as it is 
now constituted may go to pieces is a possibility which looms 
threateningly. A. 
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The Unionistic Campaign. - The Living Church of April 17 reports: 
"New York.-A forum on the proposed concordat [for the union of 
Episcopalians and Presbyterians], under the auspices of the Greater 
New York Federation of Churches, was held in the parish-house 
of St. Thomas's Church on April 5. Fr. Dunphy was followed by Judge 
Robert McC. Marsh, whose subject was 'The Laymen's Point of View.' 
He said in part: 'The laymen's point of view is that of men who look 
out at the world and see what its state is. Only the Church can remedy 
the evils on every side. But the laymen see also that the Church is 
not doing this. Why? Divisions, large and small; rivalries, waste. Any 
kind of scheme seems better to the laymen than the present one. The 
concordat appears to them to show a desire to come together. It was 
a great day in history when the General Convention voted to try to 
effect "organic union" with the Presbyterian Church. The proposals 
seem to the laymen practical and good. Yet men in high positions 
oppose them. What are the laymen to think? The discussion seems 
futile to them; they want action. The only feasible action is compromise, 
each church conceding something to the other for the sake of coming 
together.' Dr. William Adams Brown attended the forum and was per
suaded to say a few words. He stated: 'The things we have in common 
are so supreme, our differences really so little. . .. My deepest belief 
is that every soul is dear to God and that it is our supreme duty to bring 
together all men of good faith. Those who oppose the concordat take 
a heavy responsibility. . .. The Archbishop of York said in Edinburgh 
that the fact that we could not be together at the Lord's Table was the 
greatest scandal in Christendom. The concordat would do away with 
that scandal. My own sacramental experience is, I believe, equal to 
that of any Anglo-Catholic in the whole world. In my church we also 
are in the "Apostolic Succession."'" - The usual unionistic strategy is 
being employed. "Our differences are so little." We are familiar with 
the cries "Trivialities," "our petty differences," "nice distinctions." And 
they want quick action. "The laymen want action." At a conference 
held in St. Louis April 5 "quick completion of the proposed union" was 
urged by the Episcopal bishop H. W. Hobson and Dr. J. H. Cotton, presi
dent elect of the Presbyterian Theological Seminary of Chicago. 
It takes too long to arrive at the unity of the one faith. According to 
the laymen's point of view "the only feasible action is compromise, each 
Church conceding something to the other for the sake of coming 
together." 

Judge Marsh, by the way, is not speaking for the laymen in 
general. He is speaking only for his group. But that is a part of the 
unionistic strategy to make it appear that the laymen as a body are 
backing the union movements. That is pure propaganda. There is 
nothing in the make-up of the Christian layman's mind that would make 
him more susceptible than the clergy to the unionistic disease. There 
are, proportionately, as many unionists among the theologians as among 
the laymen. Dr. Brown starts it: "Our differences are so little," and 
the unionists among the laity are glad to hear it and repeat it. The 
stampedes organized at times by groups of laymen are, in some cases, 
directed from headquarters. 
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"Our differences are so little." That may be Dr. Brown's opmlOn, 
but the conviction of many Episcopalians and many Presbyterians is that 
the difference respecting Apostolic Succession and Episcopal Ordina
tion is a radical one. At this same New York forum the Rev. Dr. Wil
liam H. Dunphy (Episcopal) declared: "I am convinced that what is 
precious in Protestantism cannot be preserved except in and by the 
Catholic Faith. Our objection to the concordat is that it seems to let 
us down. It covers up with words differences in faith and order that 
are fundamental. It would admit to the functions of the priesthood 
those who are not priests." And Bishop W. T. Manning of New York 
tells his brethren: "What we uphold is the episcopate, maintained in 
successive generations by continuity of succession and consecration as 
it has been throughout the history of the Church from the earliest times." 
He tells them that the Apostolic Succession is absolutely necessary not 
only for the bene esse, but also for the esse of the Church. He upholds 
the Lambeth Quadrilateral, which insists, among other things, on the 
Historic Episcopate "as the Anglican basis for negotiations with a view 
to reunion." (See Macfarland, Christian Unity, p. 197.) He quotes, 
in an article contributed to the "Reunion of Christendom," p. 219, the 
statement of the Quadrilateral: "These principles are incapable of 
compromise or surrender." But Dr. Brown tells the forum that the 
differences are so little, and the layman hears it and complains that 
the discussion seen'lS so futile, and becomes dissatisfied -with Fr. DunpltY: 
"Yet men in high positions oppose these proposals" to pass over the 
differences. 

Dr. Brown declares: "In my Church we also are in the Apostolic 
Succession." That reveals another side of the unionistic strategy - the 
employment of unionistic formulas. The concordat itself operates on 
this plan. We heard Dr. Dunphy voice his indignation: "The concordat 
seems to let us down. It covers up with words differences in faith and 
order that are fundamental." The words of Dr. Brown, too, mean nothing 
in this connection. At the St. Louis forum Dr. Cotton phrased it this 
way: "The Presbyterians believe in the doctrine of Apostolic Succession, 
not outwardly as an unbroken conferring of orders, but as a succession 
of great doctrines and Christian life." What quibbling! What an 
insult to the intelligence and honesty of the Episcopalians and the 
Presbyterians! A committee discussing the South India Union also 
evaded the issue when it "adopted the following modification of a para
graph in the present scheme: 'Whatever differences there are, however, 
all the uniting churches are agreed that, as episcopacy has been accepted 
in the Church from early times, it may in this sense fitly be called historic 
and that it is a form of church government which at the present time 
is expedient for the Church in South India.''' (The Christian Century, 
Feb. 28.) Bishop Manning would say, A plague upon your lying words! 
He said in the Reunion of Christendom: "We shall make progress not 
by refusing to see the difficulties, not by concealing them under ambigu
ous phrases, but by facing and considering them in frank and brotherly 
conference." (P. 226.) A plague upon your ambiguous formulas! says 
Luther, "this hateful double-tongued way of speaking," which "dis
seminates the seeds of every heresy under the cover of words and letters 
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that have a show of Christian faith. . .. Even the public laws of the 
Roman Empire condemned this manner of speaking and punished it." 
(XVIII: 1996.) 

A word on the plan of union advocated by Fr. Dunphy, Bishop 
Manning, and the Lambeth Quadrilateral. We respect these men for 
standing up for their convictions and refusing to deal with unionistic 
ambiguousness. But while those who want to unite on the basis of 
discarding certain teachings of Scripture err in defectu, the consistent 
Episcopalians err in excessu. They go beyond Scripture. The Apostolic 
Succession is a man-made teaching, and a union effected on the basis 
of its acceptance would not be a union in the truth. Nor are the terms 
offered by Rome (submission to the authority of the Pope, etc.) 
acceptable. Others offer different terms of the same general nature. 
"The Sacrament of Reunion" mentions the case "of the Southern Baptist 
Church, which holds to immersion as essential and reports how a leading 
Southern Baptist, at the Oxford Conference, refused to participate in 
the Communion because the Archbishop of Canterbury was not a properly 
baptized Christian." (See the Presbyte1'ian, March 28.) We have to 
defend our Lutheran position as well against those who fail in defectu 
as against those who fail in excessu. 

The report on the New York forum closes with this paragraph: 
"An opportunity was given at the end for questions and discussion. 
Only one question was asked, namely; 'Why seek organic union only 
with the Presbyterians; why not with Baptists and Methodists as well?' 
The answer was to the effect that such reunion was the aim of the 
World Conference on Faith and Order." What about the Church of 
the Pope? The unionists answer: If the Pope is willing, we are. 
Bishop Manning writes in the Reunion of Christendom (p. 227): "We 
are beginning to believe that the fulfilment of our Lord's Prayer for 
His Church is not impossible. Thirty years ago a reunion which 
should include both Protestants and Roman Catholics was regarded as 
chimerical. Today to many scholars and leaders this is no longer 
a thing incredible. It is Professor Harnack who writes: 'If one objects 
that at this time no one can imagine how, and under what forms, 
Catholicism and Protestantism can ever draw near one another, it is 
to be remembered that three hundred years ago no one could have 
conceived beforehand how Lutheranism and Calvinism could have 
been fused together. And yet we have today the Evangelical Union, 
and thousands know themselves as evangelical Christians without 
any suspicion of that opposition which once bade Lutherans and 
Calvinists contend more bitterly than Lutherans and Catholics.''' The 
unionists are today hopeful of making a treaty with the Pope. The 
Pope has not indeed modified his terms. He is going to stick to the 
dogma of Infallibility and Immaculate Conception and Justification 
through Works. But that need not stand in the way of union. For we 
are finding out, say the unionists, that at bottom we are one. The latest 
issue of Christendom (spring, 1940) joins the pourparlers aiming at 
a Catholic-Protestant union. Dr. G. M. Gibson, minister of the United 
Church at Hyde Park, Chicago, writes an article, "Are Catholicism and 
Protestantism irreconcilable?" and comes to the conclusion: "The 
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Catholic and Protestant conceptions of God and His manner of working 
with His world are not irreconcilable. Unity is not irreconcilable 
with diversity but only with disunity." We have space only for one 
paragraph: "God Seeking Man - Man Seeking God. The classic view 
is that the initiative always belongs to God and that man's role is one 
of acceptance. Both terms need stressing, else the first makes for blind 
and stupid submissiveness and the second for self-sufficient superiority. 
We may not 'by seeking (in the pride of our intellects) find out God.' 
On the other hand, we are urged to 'seek and find,' in the humility of 
our openness to truth. The eCltmenical Church must conserve both 
these values. With God is the initiative. Even our impulse to return 
to Him is planted in us by Him and is not an invention of our own. 
But we are charged with responsibility and clothed upon with dignity 
and must be continually 'transformed by the renewing of our minds.''' 
(P. 177.) The idea is that the diversities of the Catholic and of the 
Protestant teaching can be blended into a harmonious whole if men 
only would not quarrel about the differences. What Dr. Gibson sets 
forth in philosophical language Karl Barth has put into this popular 
form: Let each Church contend to the utmost for its distinctive 
teaching; "let the Roman Church work out its doctrine of nature and 
grace, with the Tridentine teaching on justification, to their logical 
conclusions; let the Lutheran and Calvinistic bodies do the same with 
their specific doctrine, . . . and these very men who have found them
selves forced to confront a clear, thoroughgoing, logical sic et non 
find themselves allied to each other in spite of all contradictions by an 
underlying fellowship and understanding." (Prolegomena, 1937 World 
Conference, p. 36.) The doctrine of justification by faith and the 
doctrine of justification by works represent a sic et non, but they are 
not irreconcilable, say Gibson and Barth. Both serve a useful purpose. 
The Church which teaches both is the ideal Church. 

Here is another item from the Living Church of March 6. The 
high command has an offer to make to us Lutherans. "No one believes 
that overnight Catholics and Protestants, Fundamentalists and Moder
nists, Liberals and Conservatives, will be able to come together in the 
unity of a single Christian Church, though under the leadership 
of the Holy Spirit even this seeming impossibility is possible. It does 
seem, however, that Christian statesmanship in America ought to be 
capable, through prayer, tact, and energy, of merging the hundreds of 
denominations into perhaps four or five Christian communions in this 
country. Doubtless the Roman Catholic Church would form one 
such communion; Episcopalians, Eastern Orthodox, Old Catholics, and 
certain groups with which we have increasingly close relationship, 
might form a second such communion; Lutherans and other conservative 
Protestant bodies, a third; Methodists and other liberal Protestant 
groups, a fourth." Our St. Louis Church at Work of June 4, 1931, 
favors this division: "1. A non-liturgical and non-immersionist Church. 
2. An immersionist Church. 3. A liturgical Church. 4. A Church, say, 
of Lutheran antecedents for the presumable German or Scandinavian 
minority (in any given community). 5. Possibly a fifth Church of 
American antecedents." As to the proposal of the Living Church, 
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"Lutherans and other conservative Protestant bodies," we shall have 
to ask what conservative Protestant body is supposed to unite with us. 
Are they thinking of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church? That body 
would not unite with us. Nor we with them. The unionists ought to 
know that there are still men who have firm convictions. 

Here is an item telling a somewhat different story. A writer in the 
Journal of the American Lutheran Conference, February issue, states 
on page 4: "Sound doctrine and meticulous agreement are not enough. 
The unity of the Spirit must give life and power and reality." We do 
not quite know what to make of this statement. In itself it is quite 
true. And it expresses an important truth. Church-fellowship should 
be the outward expression of the "spiritual unity - the fellowship of 
faith and of the Holy Ghost in hearts." Apology (Trigl., pp. 227, 237). 
Where there is no spiritual unity and fellowship, any outward union 
is a sham. But since this spiritual unity is invisible, it cannot serve as 
the basis for establishing and maintaining church-fellowship. This 
basis must be the agreement in doctrine, as the Apology points out: 
"Which fellowship nevertheless has outward marks, so that it can be 
recognized, namely, the pure doctrine of the Gospel," etc. (1... C.) The 
statement under discussion would be false if it meant to deny that "to 
the true unity of the Church it is enough to agree concerning the Gospel 
and the administration of the Sacraments." (Augsb. Cont., Art. VII.) 
It would be in place oPJy in deali..'1g with a church-body whose un
christian life and practices gave the lie to its profession of the pure 
doctrine. We are loath to think that this statement reflects a pietistic 
indifference to doctrine and is intended to slur those who insist on agree
ment in the sound doctrine as the necessary condition for church
fellowship. Weare saying this because we read further on: "It is said 
that the Holy Synod of Russia was discussing the exact shade to be 
used in clerical vestments while the revolution of 1917 was taking the 
basic and strategic steps for the overthrow of the old order. The color 
of vestments is perhaps important. But should we be too concerned 
about it while a revolution - possibly a revolution directed by God 
and not man-is in progress at our doors?" E. 

,,!llindjt nub !llieibe" (~aljrg. 4, 1939, &jefi 5, 6). ~or un~ Iiegi roieber 
cine ~ummer be~ BadjbIait~ filr l13aftoren unb Qeljrer in 6fibamerifa, bie 
fIeif3ige, ±teue Wrbeit unferer [lrfiber in [ltafiIien, Wrgeniinien, l13atagua\:J 
unb UmguaL). ,,!lliadji unb jffieibe" ift cin Badjbfait in bem 6inn, baf3 e~ 
unfem [ltfrbem am SDienfi be~ jffiotie~ lJtaftifdj bienen roiff. @5~ eniljiHt 
baljer foIdje Wtiifef, roie fie unfere [lrfiber jeti im SDtang ber 6inrmaeit 
niitig ljaben. SDer 6lJtadjenroedjfeI aeigi fidj in ben biefen poriugiefifdjen unb 
flJanif djen l13rebigien unb SDi§lJofitionen. SDie borliegenbe ~ummer entljiiI± 
eine poriugiefifdje l13rebigt fiber QuI. 22, 54-62, dnen Wr±ifeI in poriu~ 
giefif djer 6lJtadje fiber ba~ 6iubium bief er 6lJtadje mit gel djidjtridjen Wn~ 
gaben, eine flJanifdje [leidj±rebe fiber ba~ aroeite @lebot unb flJanifdje SDi~lJo~ 
fitionen ffir bie 6onn±age ffiogate unb :itrinitati§J. Unfere l13af±oren arbeiten 
fomit fIeif3ig fill' bie 2ufunft. Unter ben beutfdjen Wrtifein finben roil' 
"SDer l13aftor ag 6t)nobaIgfieb", au~ C. T. M.; "SDa~ .\'i'onaiI au .\'i'onfiana"; 
IDleHia§Jljoffnungen unb IDleHia~berljeif3ung in ~er. 23, 5. 6 unb ~er. 33, 
14-16; "SDie &jomUetif" unb aum 6djIuf3 eine [leflJredjung "aur Btage 
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bon bet ;;tcilna~me am C5Jemeinbegotte§bienft". ~ruf 44 @5eiten ltJitb ~iet 

reidjIidjet unb gu±er 2ef ef±off fUt ~tebiget unb 2e~tet gelio±cn. jffiit ltJun~ 
bern un!3 baruliet, bat unfere $rubcr liei aIlet ~rlieit, @Sotge unb ~tmut 
audj bief en meihag in ben )Dienft bet SHrdje f±eIlen fOnnen, unb mi.idjten 
foldje $rubet ljicr3uranbe, bie 2eit nnb C5Je1b baau ~alien, bringenb liitten, 
audj biefe!3 {Sadjlilatt auf iljren ~tlieit§tifdj au regen. @Sie ltJetben e!3 nidj! 
liereuen. ~. ;;t. IDl. 

Gandhi's Religious Position. - That Gandhi is not a Christian 
and that he resents efforts made to win the masses of India over to 
Christianity is brought out in a letter of his which recently was pub
lished in one of our exchanges. He writes: "In Free India every religion 
should prosper on terms of equality, unlike what is happening today. 
Christianity being the nominal religion of the rulers, it receives favors 
which no other religion enjoys. A government responsible to the people 
dare not favor one religion over another. But I should see nothing 
wrong in Hindus' congratulating those who, having left them, may 
return to their fold. I think that the Christians of free America would 
rejoice at the return to their ancestral Christianity of Americans of 
the slums, - if there are any in America, - temporarily calling them
selves Hindus under the influence of a plausible Hindu missionary. 
I have already complained of the methods adopted by some missionaries 
to wean ignorant people from the religion of their forefathers. It is one 
thing to preach one's religion to whosoever may choose to adopt it; 
another, to entice masses. And if those thus enticed, on being undeceived, 
go back to their old love, their return will give natural joy to those whom 
they had forsaken." Evidently to Mr. Gandhi Christianity is merely 
one of many religions, among which one may choose according to 
one's special bent. A. 

@5.pnnicn. )Die met'fjanbIungen atuifdjen ber ll1ationaItegietung unb bem 
matifan ulier ben ~ofdjhtt eine!3 ~onforbat§ ftoten, ltJie tuir in bet ,,~ungen 
SHrdJe" Ief en, aUf nidjt unerljeliIidje @5djtuietigfeiten. @!3 ljanbeIt fidj ba~ 
Dei bot aU em um ba§ ffiedji ber @rnennung bon $ifdjofen. ~m ftuljcren 
.110nforba± atuifdjcn ber flJanifdjen ffiegienmg unb bem ~apf± tuar biefe!3 ffiedjt 
ber flJanifdjen Shone 3ugeftanben, ber ~alJf± ~atte nur ein @inflJrudj!3redj±. 
)Die ljeutige flJanifdje ffiegierung mi.idj±e biefe!3 ffiedj± fur erneu± lief±iitigt 
Daben unb ift tuenig geneig±, barauf au bCt1lidjten, ltJiiljrenb bon lJiipfHidjer 
@5c1te barauf ~ingetuiefen tuirb, baf3 mit bem @5tur3e be!3 ~jjnig!3ljaufe!3 audj 
bie morrcc9te be!3feThen fjinfiillig getuorben feien, tuie ba§ audj in $al:)ern 
unb in ,ofterreidj ber {SaU getuefen fei. ~n anbern @5tftCfen ift eine @ini~ 

gllng erreidjt tuorben. )Die @ljefdjeibungen ltJurben aligefdjafft, unb bic im 
jffiiberflJrudj Bum l'anonifdjen (lJiilJfHidjen) medjt gefdjloffenen @fjcn tuurben 
fur nidjtig erHart. {Sur jffiieber~crfteUung bon im ~riege ocrftOden unb 
liefdjiibigten mrdjen ~at bie fpanifdje ffiegicrung dne @Summc llon atuei 
millionen ~cfeten 3ur merfugung gcfterrt. ~W iii~rIidje @)taa±!3liei~iIfe an 
bie rjjmifdj~fatljoIifdje ~irdje ljat ber IDlinif±errat 65 IDlillionen q5efeten 
oetuilligt. (@b. ~2u±~. {Sreifirdje) 


