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I. Amerika.

Has Science Arrived at Bankruptcy? — For those of our readers
to whom the Christian Century is inaccessible we submit the chief thoughts
of a lengthy editorial which appeared in the January 24, 1934, number of
this journal under the caption “The Revolt against Science.” President
Hutchins of Chicago University is quoted as saying in his address at the
December convocation of the University: “We do not know where we are
going or why, and we have almost given up the attempt to find out. We
are not disturbed because the keys which were to open the gates of heaven
have led us into a larger, but more oppressive prison-house. We think
those keys were science and the free intelligence of man. They have
failed us. We have long since cast off God. To what can we now appeal?
The answer comes in the undiluted animalism of the last works of D. H.
Lawrence, in the emotionalism of demagogs, in Hitler’s scream ‘We think
with our blood.””

The editorial continues quoting some more statements which President
Hutchins made. “Fact-gathering,” says Mr. Hutchins, “has reduced scholar-
ship to triviality. We have been diverted from the task of understanding
our facts. ‘Modern empirical science, which in origin was the application
of mathematics to experience by means of measurement and experiment,
has come in recent exposition to be considered exclusively an affair of
experiment and measurement.’ ‘During the nineteenth century and since
we have been flinging piles of green wood on the fire and have almost
succeeded in putting it out. Now we can hardly see through the smoke.’
Mr. Hutchins proposes what seems in effect to be a return to the deduc-
tive method. What he calls ‘rational analysis’ is, he insists, in defiance
of Francis Bacon, logically prior to empirical operations. ‘Rational
thought is the only basis of education and research.’ ‘Our bewilderment
has resulted from our mnotion that salvation depends on information.’
‘Rational analysis finds and orders abstractions which can be organized into
systems, and it is by recognition or application of these systems in con-
crete material that we understand things in mnature.”

In another paragraph of our editorial the following comments on
President Hutching’s address are submitted: “The president of at least
one great American university thus takes his stand with those critics of
our ‘scientific’ civilization who penetrate clear through to the cause of
our cultural ills. Though his emphasis is expressed with originality and
courage, he is not alone. For a generation the leaven of the same protest
has been working in the body of Western culture. Voices like those of
Chesterton and Beloc from the Roman Catholic side, like T.S. Eliot and
Lawrence Hyde in the field of criticism, like the humanistic school of
Irving Babbitt and Paul Elmer More, like Prof. A. E. Taylor and the late
Bishop Gore as the finest representatives of the Anglo-Catholic movement,
like Professors Whitehead and Wieman and Tilich and Reinhold Nie-
buhr, — such voices, despite much dissonance when they all speak at once,
are nevetheless in essential unison on the major matter, namely, that the
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method of science, as it has been standardized by the special sciences, falls
tragically short of yielding results worthy of the power of human in-
telligence. The revolt against science has been gathering force for a long
time. It is not a revolt which would destroy science, but which would
put it in its true place and save both science and culture from the fallacy
and tyranny of irresponsible experimentalism. There is a given element
in human life; it is given in science no less than in other forms of ex-
perience. Secience cannot get on without it, and our greatest scientists,
like Eddington and Compton and Jeans, are recognizing this given element
in terms of the great human presuppositions which underlie the most
rigorous scientific method. . . . For a culture uncritically to relax the
bonds of its own self-identity and to put itself at the mercy of the spirit
of irrespongible experimentation is to vitiate experimentation and lose its
own soul. It is intellectual wantonness. Yet our Western culture, in its
enthusiasm for experimental science, has followed the lure of this sirenm.
. . . We can look back to the period when science seemed about to over-
whelm our culture with an avalanche of materialism. Happily that day
is gone. But the false naturalism which succeeded it is still with us,
a naturalism which reduces the supreme expression of nature, namely, our
cultural values, to the biological factors into which scientific analysis
thinks it can resolve them. Scientific sociology has been dominated by
this fallacy. . . . Thousands of parents of high-school and college youth
are in revolt against an educational system which robs their sons and
daughters of that fine sense of devotion to the cultural values which fill
life with significance. ... The mediocrity of the mine-run of our scholars
is becoming apparent. Many of them are no better oriented in the world
of culture than the barber across the street from the college campus. Their
lack of any high awareness of the nobility of life is beginning fo be rec-
ognized. They are not to be harshly blamed. They are themselves the
product of an educational system which worships at the shrine of a trun-
cated seience, and they do not know the treasures which tradition and art
and religion have carried down the centuries and laid in our laps.” —The
editor thinks that this revolt against science will arouse resentment among
scientists, and he fears, in addition, that it will give comfort to Funda-
mentalists. It certainly does demonstrate that anybody who considers
science an infallible guide is certain to be disillusioned sooner or later.

The editorial concludes with a thought about which we should not
remain silent: “The supremely important fact about all these elements of
our religion is that they belong to the cultural heritage which we have
received, whatever may be their source or the route by which we have
received them. Our religion is what it is. We shall never deal adequately
with it till we see it, not as a theology nor an ecclesiology, but as a cultus,
a phase, and the most radical and creative phase, of our total culture.
Our theology deals with religion on a too narrow basis. It assumes that
the creeds must be proved; otherwise they are false,”” This is saying that
it does not matter whether what we believe is true or not, that the only
question must be whether it is satisfying and helpful. From such a view,
which is really nothing but the old skepticism, hiding behind barricades of
emotionalism, may God mercifully preserve us! A,
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Presbyterians Not ‘“Extreme Fundamentalists.” — Christianity
To-day firmly repudiates the charge that Presbyterians who are loyal to
the Westminster Confession of Faith are “extreme Fundamentalists” and
suggests as a more appropriate designation the term “consistent con-
servatives.” In many respects the editorial voices our own sentiment and
opinion. We quote the editorial in part: “This paper (Christianity To-
day) is not an organ of ‘Fundamentalists’ unless it bhe understood that
the word is used in its broad sense as an antonym of the word ‘Modernism.’
In that sense we are ‘Fundamentalist’ and rejoice to be classed as such.
‘Modernism,” in any of its consistent forms of expression, we look upon as
a form of religious thought and life that lack everything distinctive of
real Christianity. This means, therefore, that, when employed in this
broad sense, the word ‘Fundamentalist’ includes all those who hold to
the Christianity of Christ and His apostles as it found expression in the
Bible and as it has found more or less adequate statement in the great
historic creeds. It is true of course that the word is often used in
2 marrower sense, as when it is used, for instance, to designate those who
belong to the World’s Fundamentals Association and who regard the
brief creed of that or some similar organization as adequte. We have
great sympathy for ‘Fundamentalists’ in this less inclusive sense of the
word and rejoice in their testimony to the Bible and the Gospel it con-
tains. In our judgment their testimony is mnot so much false as in-
adequate. It seems to us that we stand for all they stand for, and more.
Be that as it may, what we stand for is the Reformed faith as it has
found expression in the Westminster Confession of Faith. We stand not
merely for the five doetrines in that confession that the Auburn Affirma-
tionists have denied or declared unessential, but for that confession as
a whole. In all heartiness and sincerity we have accepted that Con-
fession of Faith as containing the system of doetrine taught in Holy
Scripture. . . . Rather it seems to us the fullest and most adequate
statement that has as yet come from the hand of man of all that enters
into the substance of, and gives content to, the religion we profess and
which must be conserved if evangelical Christianity is not only to persist,
but in some measure to conquer the world.

“It is hardly necessary to add that we regard ourselves as ‘extreme
conservatives’ ag little as we do ‘extreme Fundamentalis’ We do not
object to be called ‘conservatives” We admit the charge. What we deny
is that the genuine ‘conservative’ is a reactionary standpatter. Rather
we claim that ‘conservatism’ is a condition of true progress. The trouble
with the so-called ‘progressive,” as a rule, is that he does not diseriminate
between motion and progress. Moreover, it should be remembered that,
while the ‘conservative’ thinks of Christianity as a ‘deposit,’ as a faith
‘once for all delivered to the saints,’ he thinks of it at the same time as
a dynamie, as an energizing force, in human life. The Christ in whom
he trusts is not an inmert Christ, and the Christianity he professes is
not a quiescent thing, but an omnipotent energy that will continue to
turn and overturn until all the promises of God are fulfilled. It would
be more accurate, we think, to call us consistent conservatives. That at
least is what we seek to be. It is a consistent body of truth, not a hodge-
podge that meets us in the Westminster standards.” J.T. M.
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How the Chiliasts Interpret Scripture. — The favorite method of
chiliasts is literalism. Will the Jews as a nation be converted and be
invested with the leadership of the Church of the Millennium? Surely;
for it is written: “He shall assemble the outcasts of Israel and gather
together the dispersed of Judah from the four corners of the earth,”
Is.11,12. Occasionally, however, where the plain meaning of the text is
unacceptable, a more heroic method is employed —a more fitting word is
substituted. “And so all Israel shall be saved,” Rom. 11, 26, is made to
read: And then all Israel shall be saved. Then, again, anything is made
to mean anything, That is the method used by Dr.J. H. Ford for the pur-
pose of proving his case for the Jews. He writes: “The greatest sign of
all is the Jew, who is once more in the center of the picture and who is
evidently moving to his ancient homeland, Palestine. The Jew is the
miracle of the ages and has been on the verge of annihilation many times;
but it is God’s purpose that the Jew is to become a blessing to all genera-
tions after the restitution of all things. Among the trees of the Bible the
fig-tree is the national symbol for Israel. Jesus says: ‘When his branch
is tender and putteth forth leaves, ye know that the summer is nigh.
So likewise ye, when ye see all these things, know that it is near, even
at the doors. This generation [Greek, race] shall not pass till all these
things be fulfilled.’” That is worthy of Origen at his best. And the
Lutheran Companion (Feb.10,1934) saw fit to publish it. — What would
Dr. Ford make of Matt. 21,19 in this connection? E.

University Pastor Deposed for Alleged Heresy. — The theological
fitness of Rev. Donald H. Stewart to serve as student-pastor of the Presby-
terian Church at the University of Virginia, Charlottesville, has stirred the
commonwealth of Virginia and the Southeast somewhat deeply. The West
Hanover presbytery meeting in Charlottesville, December 12, 1933, served
notice on Mr. Stewart and all concerned that good works and an attractive
presentation of the Christian message alone were not enough. Not by
a long recital of historic confessions was it enough! The presbytery voted
30 to 6 to rescind a recent action putting Mr. Stewart on probation for
one year in the university pastorate and declared his theological views on
such questions as the Virgin Birth, the bodily resurrection of Christ, and
the inspiration of Seripture to be out of harmony with historic Presbyte-
rian dogmas. The withdrawal of Mr. Stewart was set for January 1. He
came to the university from Birmingham, Ala., where he had been reported
in good standing.

“The case was brought to light for the second time since last October,
and final drastic action was taken upon the insistence of the Presbyterian
church of Covington, Va., that it be relieved of the responsibility of con-
tributing to the salary of the university pastor, which the presbytery had
agreed to share in raising.

“A similar case in the Southern Presbyterian Church was noted in the
university town of Chapel Hill, N. C., last year.” — Christian Century.

The Church of Jesus Christ or “St. Blank’s Club House.” —In
a recent issue of the Lutheran, Pastor D. G. Jaxheimer of Freeport, N.Y.,
in an article “Happily Busy,” writes, among other things: “Jesus Christ
has laid upon His followers a definite type of work and witnessing, and if
the Church fails to do it, no one nnder the sun will do it, and the light
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of the Gospel is hid under a bushel, and the salt is good for nothing. Sin
is committed by reason of the fact that the real work of the Church
remains undone while our women stand over the boiling pots of our church
kitchens or lean over a card-table for hours, and our people gather to
split their sides over the vaudeville attempts of our young people. If this
practise is to continue, we may as well be frank with ourselves and change
the names of our churches to read ‘St.Blank’s Club House.” This may
be putting the matter too strongly, but I feel strongly about it. The
Church is due for a complete overhauling of its methods and practises
and perhaps a thorough shaking up of its organizational life to conform
to its God-given task. More emphasis must be put upon our teaching
program, if we have one. The Century of Progress in Chicago reminds us
of how far our moral and spiritual advance has lagged behind the scientific
and industrial march. We will never effectively impress our people with
the spiritual ideals of Christ nor permeate our communities with the spirit
of Jesus nor inject noticeably into the political, economic, and social life
of our times the leaven of justice, righteousness, and love by our present
methods. Instead of wasting the time of our workers on trivialities and
confusing the work of the Church, we ought to be training them, however
small the group at first, for the spiritual job of soul-winning. If this is
not the Church’s business, whose is it? . . . You recall how the Augean
stables, according to the legend, contained 3,000 oxen and how they had
not been cleaned for thirty years. Hercules in a single day cleaned them
and accomplished the seemingly impossible task by turning the river
Alpheus through them. The Church of Jesus Christ in these days is
due for an Augean cleansing. Right-thinking leaders in our churches will
have to be Herculeses to turn the purifying and purging rivers of water
through the mess of worldly and unchurchly practises that have gathered
for years on the floors of our church activities. Without it the Church
will not measure up adequately to its God-given task and mission to lead
the world to righteousness and salvation. But it will not be done in
a single day. This kind of program requires of pastors a willingness to
endure persecution and unpopularity. It requires searching prayer, work,
and everlasting push. We must be patient, but persistent.”
J.H. C. F.

Dr. Macartney’s Tribute to Luther. — Dr. Clarence E. Macartney,
pastor of the First Presbyterian Church of Pittsburgh, known to our readers
as an outstanding protagonist of Fundamentalism, recently toured Ger-
many. After his return he paid this high tribute to Luther in the Pres-
byterian: “Luther was a man sent of God, a world-shaker, such as makes
his appearance only a few times in the history of the world. The two
great doctrines which he rediscovered and loosed upon the world were, first
of all, the Scriptures as the final authority for the Christians and, second,
justification by faith alone, but not by faith which is alone. To-day the
Protestant Church stands in sore need of a reemphasis and rediscovery of
those two great Reformation propositions. When Luther said, ‘Here
I stand, I cannot do otherwise. So help me God,” he was taking his stand
upon the Scriptures. But where does the Protestant Church to-day stand
as to the Scriptures? Does it stand anywhere? And when the authority
of the Scriptures is gone, all that we have is a vague T think so.’” Human:
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‘wisdom and speculation is a poor substitute for a ‘Thus saith the Lord’
‘The other great doctrine of Protestantism, salvation by faith alone, that,
too, seems to be in a bad way to-day. The Roman Church, by its abuse
-of the doctrine of repentance and penance, had established the idea that
men are saved by their acts of penance, by their prayers, by the ministry
-of their priests, by the intervention of the Virgin, and, worst of all, by
money given for papal indulgences. Theologically[?] the Roman Church
‘has always taught salvation by the merit of Christ’s death; but practically
in Luther’s day the above was true. Hence the mighty protest of the
Reformation. Now Protestantism, born out of the doctrine of salvation
by grace, by faith alone, has been turning more and more back again to
the weak and beggarly elements, the ill-favored doectrine of salvation by
works, This time not penance and indulgence and pilgrimages, but works
-of charity and philanthropy and personal character and integrity. This is
just as false as the other. ‘When we have done what we ought,’ said
Jesus, ‘we are unprofitable servants.” The Luther commemoration will
have done the Church good if it shall bring us back to a contemplation
of that soul-stirring truth, that the sinner is saved by his trust in the
infinite mercy of God, vouchsafed unto us in the death of His eternal Son.”
Evidently Dr. Macartney has gained much by his trip to “Lutherland.”
Yet in his fine statement there is one sentence which has kept us guessing.
It is said that Luther taught “justification by faith alone, but not by feith
which is alone.” Both quotations are correct; only Dr.Luther never com-
bined them as Dr. Macartney does. When dealing with justification, Luther
taught: “We are justified by faith alore,” and there he stopped. When
treating of sanctification, Luther said: “Justifying faith is never alone”;
that is to say, justifying faith always proves itself by fruits, or good
works., But Luther always kept justification and sanctification apart.
If the two clauses are combined as they are above, they may be misunder-
stood in the sense of the papistic fides caritate formate, or that faith is
rendered effective by works. We doubt whether Dr. Macartney thus wished
to misinterpret Luther, but the point is nevertheless worth calling at-
tention to. J.T. M.
Immortality Attacked and Defended. — An exchange relates that
a prominent official of Columbia University, New York, Dr. Howard Lee
McBain, dean of the graduate faculties of the university, recently in an
address spoke of immortality as an “unproved fact” and asserted that “the
certainty of an after-life would have graver and more devastating effects
upon us than the certainty of extinetion.” Another contention of the
dean’s was that through the advance of science, belief in immortality had
lost much ground. Bishop Manning, the Episcopal leader in New York,
took up the challenge and the Sunday following the delivery of the dean’s
address preached a sermon on “Immortality.” We quote these paragraphs
from the sermon, which was based on the words of Paul: “Why should it
be thought a thing incredible with you that God should raise the dead?”:
“The suggestion is sometimes made that all people of intelligence or all
real scholars have given up their Christian belief; but a mere roll-call of
the Christian scholars and thinkers of the world would be sufficient answer
to a statement of that kind, and we must remember also that the deepest
things of God and the human soul are often hidden from the wise and
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prudent and revealed unto babes. It is true that we cannot prove the
fact of immortality by logical demonstration; but this does not in the
least detract from its credibility, as, of course, we all know. None of the
great ultimate facts of life can be proved by argument; but all sane
people aceept them nevertheless. All material science relies ultimately on
assumptions which cannot be proved. Science acts on these assumptions
and accepts them as facts because they fit in with all that we know of
the universe. It is so with the fact of immortality. It fits in with all
that we know of God, of the world, and of ourselves. It gives us the
key to our whole experience of life, its disciplines, its training and
development of character, its sufferings, its joys, and its sorrows. In the
light of immortality our life has purpose and meaning. There is no ade-
quate or satisfying or reasonable philosophy of life if we limit our view
to our brief existence in this world. No God and no future! Then those
blessed relationships of life and fellowship which we are forming in our
lives here are to end only in blank hopelessness and crushing grief. If this
life is all that is given to man, who can blame him if he says, ‘It is all
meaningless; let us eat and drink, for to-morrow we die’? Then, why
should life not end in a suicide pact such as we have just read of in the
case of two students of this university? It is God, our Creator, who has
woven this hope of immortality into our souls. And to this hope, which
He has planted in us, God gives the answer, a perfeet and complete answer,
in Jesus Christ.” A,

A New Fundamentals Association. — The Sunday-school Times re-
ports the organization of a New Fundamentals Association in Victoria,
B.C. The movement was launched in December, 1933, under the name of
Victoria Evangelical Association and is strongly supported by the Rev.
G. F. Cox, the “fighting Fundamentalist” of the Metropolitan Tabernacle
in Vancouver. The objects of the new association are described as follows:
Apggressive personal and mass evangelism, the presentation and defense of
the evangelical faith, the holding of meetings in the interest of spreading
the Christian truths, circulation of confessional Christian literature, and
above all the securing of central halls to give prominence to the visits of
outstanding Christian speakers in Western cities. — The doctrinal basis of
the New Fundamentals Association embraces the following truths: The full
divine inspiration, authority, and sufficiency of the Bible as the Word of
God; the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, with emphasis on the personality
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; the Virgin birth and deity of the
Lord Jesus Christ; the fall of man; his consequent moral depravity and
the necessity of regeneration for salvation; the substitutionary atonement
of the Lord Jesus Christ upon the cross and His physical resurrection;
election by sovereign grace, justification by faith alone, redemption through
faith in the blood of our Lord Jesus Christ; the regenerating and sanc-
tifying work of the Holy Spirit; the priesthood of all believers; the second
coming of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ; the resurrection of the body,
of the just to eternal life and of the unjust to eternal punishment. The
sharp emphasis on doctrine here voiced, is truly gratifying; yet we deplore
that no word is said about the function and efficacy of the means of grace,
which Holy Scripture teaches so clearly. Quite manifestly the doectrinal
platform of the Victoria Evangelical Association is strietly Calvinistie.
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“Election by sovereign grace” then means absolute election, and the “second
coming of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ” is His supposed “millennial
advent,” which practically all Calvinistic Fundamentalists advocate. The
cleavage between confessional Lutheranism and Calvinistic Fundamentalism
which showed itself at Marburg continues to this day. J.T. M.

Higher Criticism. — The following letter appeared in the correspon-
dence column of the Living Church, Janmary 13, 1934: —

“To TeEE EprTor: Fr.Simpson has given a very interesting account of
the so-called results of the so-called higher criticism [L. C., November 4].
It is not too much to say that, if the view that Fr. Simpson, speaking for
the oritics, sets forth is true, the Old Testament is nothing but one gigan-
tic lie. This is in substance admitted by our author when he says: ‘The
history of the nation was rewritten to enforce this lesson,’ etc. And again:
‘... and the prophets [were] thus erroneously represented as alternating
their oracles of doom with messages proclaiming the future glory of the

nation.’
“The rock on which this whole ‘critical’ system shivers is archeology.

Throughout its whole career this science has been constantly demonstrating
the extreme accuracy of the Old Testament. Beginning with the ‘critics’
of seventy-five years ago, who said that Sargon, as mentioned by Isaiah,
was a myth, the very first discovery of archeology was the palace of that
same Sargon! . . .

“Another curious thing about the ‘critics’ is their exceedingly limited
outlook. Beyond their main interest in the ejection of anything super-
natural and their method of pulling texts to pieces they seem unable to
see anything. . . .

“The Old Testament as a whole is great literature, probably [!] the
world’s greatest literature. According to Fr. Simpson, representing the
‘critics,” the bulk of this came from some unknown men among a small
body of oppressed exiles and amid a still smaller body of returned and
almost equally oppressed exiles (see Nehemiah, for example 9, 36.37) and
was written with a conscious effort to deceive. It is mot so that great
literatures are written. They come from the living impact of genius upon
the circumstances of its times. .. .

“Or, again, — that same inability to see values, —take the Ten Com-
mandments. One has only to open any treatise of moral theology written
by any Catholic theologian, and by many another moralist besides, to find
that these Ten Words lie at the very basis of all moral science. Did these
Ten Words, with their profound moral insight, come from a wandering
shepherd of a nomad tribe, or did they come from the majestic Source from
which the Catholic Church has always believed?

“And this brings us to another defect of the ‘higher crities’: their
rejection of all divine revelation. Fr. Simpson is not quite consistent with
himself in this article, but he represents the critical point of view well
enough in this sentence (and other): ‘There the spiritual leaders of the
nation worked out a thorough and far-reaching reformation. TForced by
their contact with other peoples, who made great claims for their gods,
they thought out the implications of their faith. (Italics ours.) Truly,
a pretty poor substitute for ‘Thus saith the Lord’! It is part of the
Catholic faith that the Holy Ghost ‘. . . spake by the prophets.” And, on

26
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the face of it, it is asking a good deal to believe that the Eternal Word
could, and did, utter no word on earth until His infant cry at Bethlehem.
This objection, of course would not appeal to a ‘critic,’ but should appeal
to a Catholic. . . . (Rev.) Edwin D, Weed, Duluth, Minn.”

What the Pope Thinks of Protestantism. — “The New York Times,
in its issue of January 28, reported the gist of an address delivered by
Pope Pius XI to a delegation of Roman Catholics in which the Pontiff
pointed to the enemies of pure religion. Among them were Communism
and materialism. But the worst foe, the Pope is reported to have said,
is Protestant proselytism, because it misleads the people into dependence
on a form of godliness of which the substance is lacking. One realizes
once more that Romanism never changes, and one regrets that Pius XI ...
should not merely have linked Protestants with atheists and materialists,
but should have appraised them as more harmful to the kingdom of God.
The statement reaches the American people in the midst of wide-spread
efforts to assuage bigotry, and almost on the day when a commission con-
sisting of prominent Catholics, Protestants, and Jews returned to New
York after a transcontinental speaking tour ‘in the interest of better rela-
tions among these groups.” Neighborliness among Protestants and Catholics
will not be improved when this papal statement is read in Roman Catholic
parishes. And yet it should not long surprise any one who has given
a little attention to the teachings of Rome concerning herself.” (The Lu-
theran, Feb. 8, 1934.) What surprises one is that, when representatives
of these three religions are sought to take part in a “forum” or a similar
conference, prominent Catholics are always found who are ready to do their
part. In view of the fact that the Papacy hates nothing so much as the
chief doctrine of Protestantism, justification by faith alone (see Canons
and Decrees of the Council of Trent, Session VI, Canons IX, X, XI, XIT)
and in view of the fact that every intelligent Catholic must know his
catechism and the mind of the Pope, it is surprising that Catholic men
are always found who are ready to serve at these gatherings. And these
affairs must also cause great surprise to the bishops, archbishops, and the
Pope. They know that the Protestant members of the conferences are
acquainted with the Canons of Trent and the pronouncements of the Popes
up to 1934. It certainly must surprise the bishops to find these Protestant
theologians willing to recognize the Pope as their spiritual brother. E.

Unionistic Practises. —In the Minneapolis Journal of February 12
appears the following announcement: “Preparations for the observance of
Lent, which begins Wednesday, have been completed by many church groups.
More than one hundred Protestant pastors of Minneapolis will assemble at
8 A.M. Wednesday for a day of spiritual fellowship in Grace Lutheran
Church, Delaware and Harvard streets, S. E.

“Dr.J. A.O.Stub of Central Lutheran Church will lead an opening
service of meditation and prayer, and Dr. Charles N.Pace, district super-
intendent of the Methodist Episcopal Church, will present a Lenten
message.”

We have frequently called attention to such gross unionistic practises
of pastors of the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America and of pastors
of other churches which are members of the American Lutheran Conference.
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Up to this time we have not heard of any discipline or criticism of such
practises, and we are obliged to believe that they are becoming a fixed policy
in the American Lutheran Conference. Dr.J. A.O.Stub is a very promi-
nent pastor in the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America, being the
pastor of the largest church of that denomination in Minneapolis. There
should be no question as to what attitude members of the Synodical Con-
ference ought to take toward these churches. That they are going the way
of the Reformed Churches cannot be truthfully denied.
J. E.T., in Lutheran Sentinel.

Nielsen to Return to China.— Undaunted by six months as a pris-
oner of Chinese bandits last year, Dr. Niels Nielsen, missionary physician
and graduate of the University of Minnesota, is planning to return to his
station at Siu Yen, Manchukuo, this year. Dr.Nielsen was captured by
bandits in April of last year and held for 196 days. A ransom of $170,000
was asked, but finally he obtained his release by the payment of about $4,000
to discontented guards.— Christian Century.

Controversy on Barth, —If the contention which is voiced at times
is correct, that one of the marks of a great man is that there is a dispute
about the meaning of his utterances, then Professor Barth of Germany is
entitled to the appellation of a great man. Some time ago the Christian
Oentury published an article by Prof. Henry Nelson Wieman, well-known
religious philosopher of the University of Chicago, who somewhat critically
reviewed an English translation of sermons preached by Barth and
Thurneysen. This review was attacked in the February 28 issue of the
Christian Century, the champions of Barth being William Pauck of Chicago
Theological Seminary and B.G. Homrighausen of a Reformed church in
Indianapolis, Indiana. Professor Wieman was shown the criticisms of his
review and wrote a rejoinder, which is published in the same number.
Here, then, you have a sort of symposium on Barth. The point in Pro-
fessor Wieman’s review which is especially objected to is the charge that
Barth indulges in “day-dreams” cut off from “every test of truth” in “sub-
jective states of feeling.” The following paragraph will best bring out
Professor Wieman’s view: “When a man holds as true that which he be-
lieves and claims it is revealed to him by God and makes that an excuse
for absolute dogmatism, repudiating every test of reason and evidence, he
is opening the gates to witch-hunting, superstition, Spanish Inquisition,
fanatical cruelty done in the name of God, all that bloody horror into
which men have fallen when they have cast out the tests of reason and
intelligence and claimed that their beliefs and impulses were beyond ques-
tion because they were God’s very own. That way leads back to the
shambles of religious bigotry and the mightmare of torturing beliefs and
practises which we have so hardly escaped.”” In another paragraph he
says: “Certainly the Church has struggled with the problem of the right
verification of its claims. In so far as we of the Church do that, our
procedure is worthy of respect and honor. But my whole criticism of
Barth was precisely that he does not struggle with this problem. He
repudiates the problem of verification. He pours scorn and contempt on
any attempt to verify. ‘God reveals Himself,’ says Barth, ‘and our verifi-
cation has nothing to do with it.” There seems to be a good deal of truth
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in what Professor Wieman says. If Barth took his stand on the inviolable
Scriptures, he could repudiate what is here alleged against him —un-
willingness to verify his message. But he himself disavows the infallibility
of the Bible, and hence he is theologizing without a foundation. A,

I1. Auslond.

Buftinde und Borfomnmifie in der Deutifen Cvangelifden Kivde,
#Durd) BVerfiigung ded Vifdofd bon Berlin, D. Karows, bom 27. Januar
1934 urde dem Fithrer ded Pfarrer-MNotbundesd, Pfarrer Martin Nie-
mbller, Dablem, auf Unordbnung des Reidhsbifdofsd . . . vorlaufig dle NAus-
ithing jeiner Ymisdgeidhafte unterfagt. Der Bruberrat bed Gefami-Pfarrers
Notbundes erhob gegen bdiefe Werfilgung gefdloffen Einfprucg und erflarte,
bag er in feiner Weije in ber Lage fei, bon Pfarrer Niembller abzuriiden,
jolange die firdlidge Obrigleit nidht eine fadliche Begriindbung ihrer Ber=
fiigung gebe und flar fage, worin fie die amisividrige Haltung Pfarrer
RNiemolers fehe. Jngwifdien twurde Pfarrer Niembller auf Grund von
§ 8 und § 6 der reidhzfirdlichen Notvberordnung vom 4. Januar 1934 bom
Reidgsbijdof ald preupijdem Lanbdesbifdof penjioniert und mit fofortiger
Wirfung Deurloubt.” (Wlg. Ev.-Luth. Kz., 2. Marz.) Halt jid) bie gegen=
fwartige fHrdpliche Obrigfeit verpflichtet, ihre BVerfiigungen in Sadjen Dder
Umizentjebungen jadhlich su Dbegriinden, ivie e3 bder Bruderrat forbdert?
Unter dem 12, Februar erlie dad Ranbdesdfirdenamt bon Sadfen im Ein-
vernehmen mit der ReidhsFrdentegierung eine neue ,Verordnung gur Her-
beifithrung eines ¥rdgliden und nationalen Verufsbeantentums”, iwonad
jamiliche Amistrdger der evangelifd-lutherifdhen Landesfirde Sadfend aus
ihrem Umte entlaffen iwerden fonnen, aud) wenn de nad) dem geltenden
Redht hierfiir erforderliden Vorausjebungen nidjt borliegen, fobald fie nad
ihrer bidherigen Betatigung nidht die Geivdhr bafiix bieten, dbaf fie jeber=s
geit riidhalilos fiiv Pen nationalen Staat und bdie Deutfhe Ebangelifche
Sirche eintreten. (Rz., 28. Februar.) Und ber NReichsbijdhof Iiiller Hat
in feiner Cigenjdhaft ald Lanbdesbifdiof in PreuBen am 3. Februar bver-
fchiedene Werordnungen erlaffen, deren eine beftimmt, daf geiftliche Ymis-
trdger 0i3 auf iveitered in bden einftiveiligen NRubeftand verfebt fverden
fonnen und dap e3 Yier feinen Einjprud) gegen die Mafnahmen des Lanbded=
bifhofs aibt. Dagu bemerft die ,Ep.-Quth). Fretfirhe” vom 18. Februax:
~Die Augsburgifdie Lonfeffion {agt am Shluf ded 28. Urtifels, ,Von ber
Bifdofe Gemwalt’, dad Folgende: ,St. PLetrugd bverbeut den Bifdofen bdie
Herrjdaft, ald YHatten fie Gewalt, die SKirden, twozu fie iwollien, zu
gioingen.” Die Ghriftftelle, auf die i) dbasd Befenninid DHier bezieht, ift
1 Petr. 5, 1—3."

BWas Yat Pfarrer Niembller verbroden? €in Ding, das thm unbd feinen
Anhangern gur Lajt gelegt iwird, ift die am 7. Jamuar gejdefene Verlejitng
einer SQangelabfiindigung, deren Sluf lautet: ,Wir ftellen fejt: Schrift
unbd Befenninid der Rirde find nad) wie bor aufsd ernftefte bedrofht. Bifdhofe
und Trdager Hofer dmter in unferer Rirche, die beim Widerftand gegen dad
in die firdje eindringende Heibertum offenfundig verfagt Haben, Bijdhbfe,
die pon ihren Pfarrern und RKirdjengliedern bHifentlich der Jrrlehre ange=
flagt foorden find, find unverdmdert in ihrem Umt. DBedrofung und Be-
Driidfung derer, die eine Befriebung der Nirdje auf der Grundlage Hed Ve-
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fenntnifjes fordern, {dhreiten fort und nehmen in der verlefenen BVerorbnung
fdacfite Formen an. Wir erheben bor Gott und diefer Griftliden Gemeinde
Slage und Un¥lage dabin, dafy der NReidhzbijdhof mit feiner Berorbnung”
(dap namlid) gegen firdhliche Ymistrdger, die dad RKirdjenvegintent durd)
BVerbreitung bon Sdjriften angreifen und dad Gotteshous zum Jivede
firdgenpolitijder Uuseinanderfebung mikbraudjen, die {ofortige vorldutfige
Cnihebung vom Amt verhdngt und dad formlidge Difsiplinarverfahren mit
bem Biele der Enthebung pom Ymt eingeleitet fvird) ,ernjilid) denen e=
fvalt anbroht, die um ihred Geivifjens und um der Gemeinden willen zu
Der gegentvdrtigen Mot der Kirdje nidht {hiveigen Hnnen, und zum andern
befenntnisividrige Gefebe von meuem in Kraft fept, die er felbjt um bder
Befriedung der Rirdje twillen aufgehoben Hatte. Wir ex¥ldren, daf fein
foiberfprudidoolled Berhalten ed und unmiglid) madt, thm da3 BVertrauen
entgegengubringen, deffen er in feinem Hmite bedarf. Wenn ivir und feinexr
Berordnung widerfeben, fo Hanbeln fvir dem Uugsdburgifhen Vefenninis
gemdl, tweldes in dem Urtifel bon der Bifdofe Getvalt folgended aus-
fpridgt: 2o bdie Bijdhofe ettvad dem Evangelimm entgegen lefjren, feBen
oder aufridhten, Haben foir Gottes Vefehl in joldem Fall, dap vir nidt
jollen gehorfam fein. Man foll and) den Bifddfen, die ordentlid) getvdbhlt
jind, nicht folgen, o fie irren.””

Dak Bifdofe der Deut{den Evangelifdien Kirche, einer driftlidhen Kirche,
undriftlicge Lefhre fithren, ijt allbefannt. Der Landesdbifdof von Braun-
fchiveig 3. B., Bifchof Vebe, redete Dei eimem Leidjenbegangniz diefe ,zu
Hergen gefhenden Worte: Wir, die wir den BVerfiorbenen gefannt Haben,
wiffen als MNationalfozialiften und ald ,Deutide Chriften’, e gibt eine
Walhall fiir die Toten Ded Dritten Meidhes, und gabe e3 dad nidht, dann
Yatte dbad Sterben nad) den [ahren ded Kampfes feinen Sinn". Diefem
Bijdof Yatte dex Pfarrer-Notbund Braunfdiveig — mit Red)t — bdie fveitere
Unerfenmnung verfagt. (€r hat aud feitbem fein Umt niedergelegt, natiirlidh
nicht dem Pfarrer=JNotbund ulieb. Die ,Kirdengeitung” bom 2. WMar3z,
bie died beridjtet, ,qibt nadirdglid) nod) ausd der Tagespreife bom 20. Ja=
nuar einige Ymisenthebungen befannt, die unter BVehe zum Vollzug famen:
Domprediger Propjt Dr. von Sdivarh, Kirdenrat Palmer, P. Ladmund,
Fithrer bed Pfarrer-Notbunded”.) n bder angefilhrien Kangelabfiindi-
gung oitd gegen die falfdje Lelhre mandjer Bijdhtfe proteftiert. Der Pro-
teft Ditte fih gegen iveitere Kreife ridhten follen — gegen jeden falihen
Rehrer innerhalb der unierten Deutjden Kirde und jomit gegen dHas Ve =
jtehen bdiefer Rirdhe. Generalfuperintendent D. Billner arafterifiert bie
unierte Kirdje Preufend ~— und jest umiliest die Union ja die gange
Reihstirche — folgendermaken: ,Hier Yoren vir: Die gange Bibel, dad
Alte und Neuwe Teftament, ijt eine Eindeit und als Einfeit Gotted Wort. . . .
Dort wicd dasd Ulte Teftament ald BVolfsreligion jitbifden Geifted vbon
Nabve, Dem jitdifchen Nationalgott, geleitel, abgetan. ... $Hier erfdeint
Chriftus ald Mittler ziwijden Gott und Menfd), er jelbft der Gottmenid),
basg fleifdgetvordene Wort; dort ift er je nad)dem ein RQehrer, ein Erzieder,
ber arme Rabbi bon Nazareth). Das CEpangelium JEfu und Had bon
Baulus fei etivasd vollig Veridiedenes. Erft Paulus habe das hinzugetan,
was Yeute al8 ivefentlid) in der Rehre ded Chriftentums erfdeint. . . . —
Die Rangelabliindigung bexuft i) auf die Uugsburgifde Konfefjion. Das
madt wenig Cindrud auf getviffe Fiijrer ver Reichstirdhe. Bei einer Kund-
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gebung von jeiten der ,Deutfden Ehriften” in Bremen, dad eben einen
Lanbdezbifdof befommen Datte, hHielt der Prafident der Bremijden Cvan-
gelifden Kirdje eine Nebe, in Der bie Yugsburgifde Konfeffion und die ge=
famten Befenninididriften al3 ,alte Sdmoler” begeidhnet furben, mit
penen man ihm nidt fommen jolite. Der Lanbdesbijdjof Hatte den Borjik
bet Der Sundgebung.

Der Proteft gegen die Jrrlehre ift e aber nidt, wa3 eigentlid) dem
Pfarrer-Notbund zur Laft gelegt wird. Bielmelhr gelten Pfarrer Niemdsller
und die ed mit ifm Yalien, als — BVerjdivdrer. WMan dbarf in der Reidhs=
Hrdhe gegenn Die Jrrlehre jein; aud) Sffentlidh — in geziemender Form —
bagegen auftreten; aber darin Haben bie 7,000 Pfarrer {id) vergangen,
baf fie babei Rirdjenfithrer nennen muften und gegen manded andere im
firdenregiment protefterten. Daz bdarf nidt fein. Dafer toird einer
nad) Ddem andern abgefebt. LQandesbifdnf Cod) (Sadifen) verordmet:
+IMadgenjdaften, die den Frieden ftoren, find ftaatdgefdlhrlidh. Wo e3 {idh
um innere Glaubensfragen Hanbelt, toird niemand in feinem Getviffen
bebriidt. Die duiere Ordnung muf aber in einer Lanbestirdje aufredit=
eralten ferden. Danum muf dad RKirdenregiment erivarten, daf feine
Autoritat anerfannt ivird.” Und den thiiringifden Pfarrern, die jene Gr=-
larung von ihren RKangeln verlejen Hatten und darvauffhin mit Ordnungs-
ftrafen belegt tpurden, mwurde dasd pon der Hrdliden Obrigfeit fo erfldrt:
~&3 foird nid)it verboten, dapy ber Pfarrer zu den die Rirdje betwegenden
Fragen perfonlid) eine anbere Stellung cinnimimt ald die RKirdjenbehorde.
Selbft eine jadlide Rritif an Hrdliden Mafnahmen, {otveit fie {id in an=
gemefjener Form Halt, wicd nidit audgej@loflen. WBerboten jind aber Un-
griffe, die geeignet {ind, da3 Anfehen ber Kirdjenbehirde zu gefahrden, da3
allgemeine Bertrauen gur Rirche oder zur Kirdenleitung zu er{dittiern ober
pie fixchlidge Ordnung zu gerjtoren.” (K3., 9. Februar,)

Die bad getan YHaben, gelten als BVerfdmworer. Bijdhof Codh erzahlt
in einem Bortrag: Bei einer Vefpredjung, dle im Beifein des Reidhs-
fanglers gebalten tvucbe, ,bat der PMinifterprdfident ums Wort und fagte:
SMein Fithrer, ald preufifder WMintjterprdfibent desd groften beutfden
Gtaated bin i in erfler Linie veranivortlid) fitr Rufe und Orbnung, und
barum bitte id), ein Telephongelprad perlefen zu diirfen, dad vor andert-
Halb Stunben der Fithrer oder Borfigende bed Pfarrer-Notbundes in Deutid)-
land, ber bei der Befpredjung mit antwefende Pfarrer Niemdler, gefithrt
Dat. €3 Bat folgenden Wortlaut: ,Wir Haben unfere Minen gelegt, twir
Daben bie Dent{dhrift [bad ift bie Denfjdrift, die ben Bived Haben folle,
ben Reidhabifdhof zu jtiirzen] zum Reidsprafidenten gefdhidt, wir Haben die
©adje gut gebdreht, vor ber firdjenpolitijdien Befprecjung fHeute fwird Der
Sangler gum Bortrag beim Reidhdprafidenten fein und vom Reid)8prafi-
benten bdie legte Hlung empfangen.™* . .. €3 foar felbitverftandlid, dah ber
Herr Reidhsbifdhof nod) am felben Tage den Pfarrer Niembller beurlaubt
bat; Das twar er Pem Kangler {Guldig”. Uber die Anflage auf Veridhws-
rung grimdet {idh nidt allein auf diefed aufgefangene Telephongeiprdd,
jondern auf die gefamtie Tdtiglett Ded Pfarrer-Notbunded. Das LOrgan
ber ,Deutfden Chrijten” redet gang allgemein: e ivdare ein , Gefdent der
gottliden @iigung”, fwenn bdie Pfarrer ded Notbhunbdes ihre ,Verjdivirer=
tatigleit” einftellen unbd fid in die ,grofe Arbeit am Weinberg des HErrn”
einceifen foollten. (K3., 9. und 23, Februar.)
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Die , Ep.-QutY. Freifivde” bom 4. Februar {Hreibt: ,E3 geht in diefem
Rampfe leider nidt um die Wabrheit ded gottlihen Wortes, jondern um
bie Madht in der duferen jidhtbaren Organifation der Reidstirde. . . . Yudy
in ben Rethen bed Pfarrer-Notbunbes . . . ift die Jahl dever, benen ed wirtlich
um Sdrift und Befenninisd geht, fehr gering. . . . Cine {ldarung der Wirren
ift nur mdglidh, wenn exrjtlidh einmal alled Politijde aus dem Firdhlichen
fampfe audgefdieden foird, und wenn gum andern die, de fiir die Wabr-
Peit De3 gottliden Wortes eintreten fwollen, erfenmen, daf der Ubfall, Der
bigher in den BVolfafirden geherr{dht Hat, unbd jeine Duldung jdhivere Siinbde
getvefent ift. . . . Das oll fidh der Fotbund gefagt fein laffen: alles Po-
litifdge mup aus dem firdhlidgen Sampf ausgefdieden iverben! Das Yeiht
mit andern Worten: die Kirde mul bom Staat getrennt werden. LWiirdben
bte 7,000 Pfarrer mit ihren Gemeinben diefen Sdhritt fun und eine Frei-
Yirdge Dbilben, und zwar eine Freificdhe, die nidht frei, jondern an Gottes
Wort gebunden ift, fo Datten die iraurigen BVorfommmiffe ihren Jived
erreidyt.

Cin anbdered BVorfommnis beridjtet und beurteilt die Christian Century
vom 7. Marz folgendermapen: “Dr. Alfred Rosenberg has been appointed
ag ‘leader’ of all cultural organizations, including churches. This despite
the fact that in his sensational book The Myth of the Twentieth Century
Rosenberg rejects Christianity as a fit religion for Germans and that he is
the champion of the most brutal and unrelenting anti-Semitism. If Hit-
ler’s selection of Mueller was a way of whipping the Protestant pastors
with whips, his choice of Rosenberg is to whip them with scorpions.” Die
Lerfiigung ded Reidhsfanglers Yautet: ,Auf Vor{dlag des Stabsleitersd der
PO beauftrage id) ben Larteigenoffen Alfred Rofenberg mit der {iberivadung
ber gefamten geiftigen und tweltanjdauliden Sdulung und Erziehung der
Partei- und aller gleidgeidjalteten BVexrbande. Die Funliionen desd Reidhs-
jchulungsleiters werben hierburd) nicht berithet.” Dasd “including churches™
it aljo zu fireiden. Dad Sdlufurteil dexr Christian Century gilt aber im
groBen und gangen. C.

Die ,Dentiden Chriften” und dad lte Teftament, Hieritber Heridhtet
bie ,U. €. L K.“: ,UYuf der Studententagung ,Deutide Chriften’ in Berlin
gab Pfarrer Hoff zu biefer Frage folgende Erflirung ab: ,Erundjablidy
ift unfere Stellung zum Wten Teftament die: Wir reifen e3 nidht aus der
Bibel Yeraus, twir befpSiteln und befritteln e3 nidt, aber twir gehen mit
dexr Freibheit eine3 Chriftenmeniden daran. Wir unterfdeiden bei aller
Ehrfurdit vor der Yutoritdt der PHeiligen Sdrift als Gangesd dHas, was
gottlich) barinnen ift, bon bem, wad menj@lid, allzu meniglich, was fiidifh
ift. Da3 taten natiiclidh andere vor und aud), aber {ie Jatten nidht immer
ben PMut, e3 audzujpreden. Und dad unterideidet 1ns Deutide Chriften
pon Iritifwiitigem Liberalismus vergangener Tage. Wir betradjten bdie
Gottezoffenbarung desd Ulten Teftaments zwar vom volfijden Gefichtdpunit
aud, aber mit frommem PHerzen. Das unterfdeidet unsd anbererjeitd bon
ber {tarren Orthodorie, bap wir die fogenannte Verbalinfpiration ablehnen,
baf twir nidit gewaltfam DBegiehungen auf Chriftusd fehen, fwo Feine find,
daf ir bielmelr den Ton Yegen auf daj ,Sudet in ber SPHriftl
Dazu fommt, dag iwir neben bdiefem Ulten Teftament aud) Gottesdoffen=
barungen in andern bolfifden fiberlieferungen alg in der WMenfchheits=
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gefdidpte und baf foir fie im JNaturgefdefen anerfennen. Freilid), alled
bag fithrt und mup fithren auf Chriftus als vollfommene und Hodfte Offen-
barung Gottes. ” Die U €. L 8.“ bemerft Hiergu, allerdingd jebhr lahjm:
»Die Offenbarung Gotted in der Sdrift neben anbdere ,Offenbarungen’ zu
ftellen, vertrdgt fich nidgt mit der Sdrift. Das ,Wort Gofted’ tm eigent=
lidhen &inn ift nur in der BVibel zu finden.” Hatte die Y. € B K" den
redjten Tutherifhen Sonfeffionston anftimmen wolen, jo batte fie gang
anbdere Saiten greifen miiffen. ®ottesd Wort ift nidht nur in der Shrift
au finben — bad fagen ja aud jGlieflid) die Deutfden Chrijten —, fon=
bern die Bibel 1t Gotted Wort, und zivar dedivegen, fweil fie bom DHeiz
ligen @eift wortlid) eingegeben worben ift. Diefen Vofaunenion mufp jede
Tutherifdje Trompete von fid) geben; etivad Geringered geniigt gegen Spit-
ter, ivie e3 Pfarrver Hoff ift, nidht. €8 fteht nidht in der ,Freibeit eines
Chriftenmeniden”, aus Gottes Wort Yinivegzutun, wad ,allzn menjdlic”
ift. Das ijt fein ,Suden in der Sdrift”, wie ed unfer Heiland gemeint
bat, fonbern ijt Majefidtdbeleidiqung gegen Goit, die ebenfo ,Fritifiviitig”
ift wie der ,Riberalidmus vergangener Tage”. Wenn Pfarrer Hoff {dreibi:
#Wir betradgten die Gottedoffenbarung ded Wlten Tejtamentd zivar vom
volfijden Gefidhtgpuntt, aber mit frommem Herzen”, fo ift dad
bie purfte Heudjelei. Wer frommen Herzend ift, iibt in feiner Weife an
der Sdrift die Rritif, dak fie in manden Punften zu ,jiidifd” fei; ja, der
betradjtet die Sdrift nidht vom ,vilfijen Gefidhtspuntt” aus, jondern
nur vom Gefidhispuntt eined demiitigen Rinded Goites, in deffen Hersz dad
Gamueldgebet altet: ,Rede, HErr, dein fnedht Yoret.” [n ihrer Be-
urteilung de3 Ylten Tefamentd find die Deut{den Chriften fiderlich nicht
driftlid). 3.2 M.
Satansperehrer. iber die Jefiben oder Teufeldanbeter verdffentlicht
per Jefuit &. Rehmadjer in den ,RKatholifden Miffionen” unter der iiber-
jdrift ,Das Geheimnis der Teufeldanbeter” einen ldingeren Beridht, ber
fidh auf feinen perfonlichen Befud) bei den Jefiden ftiigt. Nad) Rehmadjer
aablen die Jefiben etiva ziveihunbderttaufend Seelen, die in Mefopotamien,
Sucdiftan und Ruffij-Yrmenien anfdffig find. Jhren Kultud JHalten fie
fo gebeim, dah Der Vefudjer nur itber duBerlidhe Dinge, die damit zu-
jammenhangen, informiert tvird. Dod) verjdiveigen die Jefiben nidht, dap
fie den ©atan al3 ,oberjten Gott” perehren. Der Jefidenfult foll im
siodlften Jabhrhundert bon einem fagenhaften Sdeid) Al gegritndet fwor-
ben fein. Nad) Lehmadjer geht er aber urii auf die {dhon im biexten
Jahrhundert vorfommende ,driftlihge” Selfte der Satanianer. Die Jefiden
befiBen 3iwei ,Beilige” Biider, da3 ,Bud) der Offenbarung” und dad
~Sdiwarge Bud)”, deren [nfhalt jo gut toie gar nidht in der Yupenivelt be-
fannt ijt. — o ent{eBenerregend ed aud) ift, daf ed Taufende von PMen-
jden gibt, bie ausgefprodjenermaken den Teufel als ,oberften oit” per:
ehren, fo diirfen twir dod) nid)t vergeffen, daf der Teufel iiberhaupt ,fein
TWert Jat in den RKindern des lnglaubens”, €ph. 2, 2, und daf bie Heiden
bas, was {ie opfern, den FTeufeln opfern, 1 Kor.10,20. Bu den Jefiben
gehoren fomit in iveiterer Linie alle, die nidht an JEfum Chriftum glauben.
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