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I Amerika,

Lutheran Union and Verbal Inspiration. — The Lutheran Herald
(Norwegian Lutheran Church of America) says editorially (June 11,
1935): “The April number of the Lutheran Theological Quarterly, pub-
lished by the theological faculties of Gettysburg and Mount Airy [U.L.C.],
contains two articles on the inspiration of the Bible under the captions
‘The Bible — the Word of God? by Dr.John Aberly of Gettysburg, and
‘The Formal Principle of the Reformation,” by Dr. A. E. Deitz. Both articles
raise the question as to the inerrancy of the Bible and indirectly reject
verbal inspiration. . . . However carefully guarded these two contribu-
tions may be, the consequences, as far as we are able to understand, will
be to discredit the old inspiration teachings of the Lutheran Church and
open the door to doubts and questions as to the reliability of the Bible.
The writers evidently believe that by rejecting the rigid verbal inspira-
tion theory and giving some leeway to critics and objectors they protect
the great central truth of the Bible and ‘shorten our defenses.’ [Cp. Cowec.
Treor. Mox., 1935, pp. 538.832.1 . . . Luther made it a rule to test all
teachings by the Scriptures and the central truth of the Bible, justification
by faith. These two facts have been called the formal and the material
principle of the Reformation. They have been considered the fundamentals
of Lutheran teaching. ... We have been taught to depend absolutely upon
the written Word of God. Can this be depended upon? Is it inerrant?
Ig it the Word of God, or is there mixed into the Bible the fallible words
of men? Does it only contain the Word of God, or is it the Word of
God? ... Our Confessions took it for granted that the Bible is the Word
of God and speak about the ‘Scripture of the Holy Ghost.” The constitution
of the former General Council states that the Scriptures are ‘inerrant in
letter, fact, and doctrine’” Dr.Th. E. Schmauck, president of the former
General Couneil, Dr. George W. Sandt, for many years editor of the
Lutheran, believed in verbal ingpiration. The late Dr.Joseph Stump,
president of the Northwestern Lutheran Theological Seminary of the
U.L.C. A, writes: ‘The words themselves must be regarded as inspired
words, and the exact shades of meaning in the original words are often
a matter of the utmost importance in deciding questions of doctrine and
life. In 1 Cor.2,13 Paul expressly claims for himself a verbal inspiration.’
We see no difficulty in adopting the verbal inspiration. If the Bible is
inspired, this inspiration must apply to the words which express the
thoughts. We are afraid of any theories which raise questions as to the
inerrancy of the Bible. It has worked havoc in many churches. Vestigio
terrent, which means: ‘The footsteps frighten me,’ said the fox, as he
saw that there were no footsteps backward from the lion’s lair.” E.

Unionism kat’ Exochen.— You have read the item with this caption
in the December, 1935, issue of the CoNcoRpDIA THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY.
Please read it again. Then read the following, taken from the same article
by E. Stanley Jones, entitled “Christians of America, Unite”: “What would
be the result of this plan of unity if put into operation? ... 2. What is
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good in each branch would be preserved, frankly and honmestly. . . . The
Friends, in insisting upon ‘the inner light’; the Baptists, upon democracy
in faith and practise; the Presbyterians, on the sovereignty of God; the
Episcopalians, on the continnity of the body of Christ; the Methodists, on
personal experience; the Lutherans, on justification by faith, —these and
others have something to preserve and something to give to the rest of us.
We would recognize that treasure and share it.” (The Christian Century,
October 2, 1935.) The Christian Century of October 16 publishes, with
other letters of similar import, this communication: “Editor, the Christian
Oentury: Sir: Stanley Jones’s advice, ‘Christians of America, Unite,
strikes me as the plainest kind of common sense. I vote for the plan
as it stands. M. Willard Lampe, School of Religion, Towa City.” We vote
against the plan, first, because Seripture forbids it and then also because
common sense forbids it. E.Stanley Jones has been uttering mnonsense.
The Friends and the Presbyterians, etc., cannot take over the Lutheran
doctrine of justification by faith and still retain their distinctive doctrines.
The Lutherans cannot take over “the inner light” of the Friends and the
Presbyterian teaching on “the sovereignty of God” and still retain justifica-
tion by faith. If the Friends accept our doctrine on justification, they
will have to accept all that goes with it. They must accept justification
as offered and conveyed to men in the Gospel, not by means of “the inner
light.” And does Dr.Jones know what sort of justification ‘“the inner
light” of the Friends teaches? It iz a justification by works. So, then,
according to Dr. Jones’s plan of union the Lutherans of the united Church
will teach a justification by works and the Friends of the united Church
will teach a justification by faith; for they have exchanged their respective
doctrines. Has the situation been bettered? Again, in Lutheran theology
justification by faith is the central doctrine; in Presbyterian theology the
“sovereignty of God” is put in the center and molds all other doctrines.
We cannot accept the material principle of Calvinism and still retain the
material principle of Lutheranism. In other words we are asked by
Dr. Jones to remain good Lutherans, teaching the universality of grace,
and to become good Calvinists, insisting on the particular grace that,
together with the eternal decree of reprobation, is a corollary of the
“sovereignty of God.” That does not make sense.— The article we are
discussing is an elaboration of the plan of union which Dr.Jones has
proposed in his latest book, Christ’s Alternative to Communism. He says
there, on pages 219f.: “We should say to each denomination: ‘We do not
want you to give up your special truth; we want you to give it to the
rest of us,’” and then goes on to tell how in a religious meeting he, the
Methodist (Arminian), had emphasized God’s side in conversion and the
Presbyterian speaker had emphasized man’s side in conversion, and, lo,
“the battle was over. We had taken each other’s truth and were the
better for it.” As an Arminian he used to abhor the teaching of the
Presbyterians that God does all in conversion. But now, in the united
Church, he has taken over the other man’s truth. But he is still keeping
the best of Arminianism — man contributes much towards his conversion.
So the unionist kat’ ewochen is able to accept both statements as true:
God does all, and God does not do all. Professor Lampe says: “That
strikes me as the plainest kind of common sense.”” (Cp. Cownc. THEOL.
Mon., 1935, p. 621.) B.
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An Important Declaration. — From the official Proceedings of the
Twenty-third Convention of the Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wis-
consin and Other States, held at Dr.Martin Luther College, New Ulm,
Minn., August 7—13, 1935, we reprint the following “Reply to the Over-
tures of the United Lutheran Church”: —

“The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States,
in convention assembled at New Ulm, Minn., has taken notice of an in-
vitation issuing from the United Lutheran Church in America and propos-
ing ‘the establishment of closer relationships between them and ourselves,’
and now desires that answer be made to this invitation with the following
statement: —

“We fully agree as to the desirability of establishing fellowship with
all Lutheran bodies of America if that can be effected without sacrifice
of principle and confession. We further hold that to refuse such recogni-
tion of fellowship where there is actual agreement in all essential points
would be equivalent to perpetuating a most serious offense against the
truth of the Gospel.

“We feel constrained to say, however, that in our opinion such required
unity does not as yet exist between the United Lutheran Church of America
and our own body.

“Although the doctrinal statement in which the United Lutheran
Church takes its stand on Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions is one
with whiech, as far as it goes, no Lutheran can find fault, it nevertheless
fails to take into consideration two facts: —

“l) That doctrinal issues may arise which did not exist and were not
even foreseen at the time these confessions came into being.

“2) That confessional writings, even asg Scripture itself, may meet with
varying and often contrary interpretations.

“Since both of these possibilities have actually occurred among the
various Lutheran bodies of our land, we hold that the doctrinal criterion
set up in the ‘Savannah Resolutions,’ while stating the first essentials
toward Lutheran unity, cannot take the place of an exhaustive study of
the doctrinal differences that have arisen among TLutherans. We hold
agreement on these questions to be an absolute prerequisite to true fellow-
ship. ‘That ye all speak the same thing and that there be mno divisions
among you, but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and
in the same judgment,’ 1 Cor. 1, 10.

“Practical considerations which preclude any approach between the
United Lutheran Church and our own body at the present time are: —

“a) A disturbing tolerance that the United Lutheran Church has
shown toward doctrinal statements arising out of its own midst and
patently not in agreement with Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions.
We hold that this more than weakens the doctrinal platform proposed in
the ‘Savannah Resolutions’;

“b) A treatment of the question of lodge-membership on the part of
congregation-members and even pastors, which is not consistent with the
principles laid down by the United Lutheran Church itself on this question
in its ‘Washington Declarations’;

“c) A disquieting tendency toward unionism, as shown by the in-
creasing practise of pulpit-fellowship with non-Lutherans.



58 Theological Observer. — fird)lid)=Beitgefehichtliches.

“While some of these questions are often relegated to the realm of
church practise, we hold that it is dangerous thus to segregate practise
from doectrine. On the contrary, the practise followed by a Church in sueh
matters is the clearest manifestation of the doctrine which it holds.
Tolerance here becomes synonymous with liberalism, indifference, and
denial. ‘A little leaven leaveneth the whole lump,” 1 Cor.5,6; Gal.5,9.

“These last-named conditions constitute obstacles to an early establish-
ing of fellowship between the United Lutheran Church and our own body,
which obstacles only the former itself can remove. Until this is done, we
must regretfully decline this invitation.

“We ask that this statement be taken not as captious criticism or
wilful faultfinding on our part, but as offered in a sincere spirit of good
will and out of earnest concern that fellowship between Lutheran bodies
of our land, if and when it comes about, may be based upon a true unity
of the Spirit and thus be a God-pleasing union.”

This declaration quite succinctly deseribes the barriers which now
separate the U, L. C. and Synodical Conference Lutherans and which have
to be removed before there can be a God-pleasing union. A.

Religion and Christianity. — Ohristianity To-day (October, 1935)
reprints from the Covenanter Witness an article by the Rev. J. G. Vos
(graduate of Princeton Theological Seminary and at present missionary in
Manchuria under the auspices of the Reformed Presbyterian Church),
which primarily is to show that in the two-million-dollar Gothic chapel of
Princeton University “the milk-and-water gospel of Modernism is preached
to ‘eultured’ young pagans who know as little of the real Gospel of the
blood of Calvary’s cross as the heathen on any mission-field.” “A con-
servative, Bible-believing preacher is simply never invited to preach to
the students.” And as the chapel exercises are no longer distinctively
Christian, so the entire university, which of course is separate from Prince-
ton Theological Seminary, has lost its Christian character. It still pro-
fesses ‘“religion,” but not Christianity. In a recent circular letter, entitled
“A Statement by the President regarding the Place of Religion in the
Curriculum and on the Campus,” the word “religion” and “religious” occur
eighteen times in its two printed pages, but “Christianity,” “God,” and
“Christ” are not even mentioned. And at this institution, chapel atten-
dance is required! This insistence by the Princeton authorities upon re-
ligion rather than upon Christianity leads the author to distinguish be-
tween religion and Christianity, — a somewhat unfortunate distinction,
since, as the writer correctly states, Christianity is the only true religion
and all so-called human religions are nothing else than ebominations. His
distinction should have been between Christianity, the true religion, and
between the false human religions, which are called religions only in an
improper sense. But that is only incidental. What the author writes so
compellingly witnesses to the absoluteness of Christianity that it deserves
notice. He says: “Christianity is different from all other religions not
merely in degree, but in nature. The relation between Christianity and
religion [man-made religion] is not that between a part and the whole, but
that between something and its opposite. The heathen religions are of
Satan, not of God. God calls them over and over in His Word “abomina-
tions”; but the Laymen’s Foreign Missions Inguiry in its report, Rethink-
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g Missions, would have Christian missionaries fraternize and cooperate
with heathen religionists for the good of humanity, and some missionaries
in the Far East are actually trying to do this very thing.” An excellent
testimony indeed. In pointing out the absolute character of Christianity
in contrast with all man-made religions, the writer stresses the following
[we quote in. part onlyl: 1. Man-made religion says: God helps those
who help themselves. Christianity says: God helps those who cannot help
themselves. 2. Man-made religion consists in man’s doing something for
himself, or in human works, character, devotion, and merit. Christianity
consists in man’s doing nothing for himself, but trusting God for all.
Divine grace to those who have no merit (Rom. 10,6—10; 5,15). 3. Man-
made religion holds that man is essentially good and only needs teaching,
development, or knowledge in order to become perfect (the root error of
Confucianism). Christianity teaches that man is a fallen and sinful being
(total depravity) and needs redemption, not merely enlightenment, in order
to become inherently good (Rom. 5, 12; 6, 23). 4. Man-made religion
teaches man’s ability to turn to God whenever he wishes to do so (free
will). Christianity teaches man’s snability to turn to God until God first
works in the soul (the will in bondage to a sinful nature; man is a free
agent to act according to his nature, but he cannot originate the love of
God in hig heart, because his nature is evil, John 6, 44; 8, 44; 3, 3).
5. Man-made religion represents man as becoming divine, as ancient heroes,
sages, etc., were worshiped after their death as gods: Buddha, Confucius,
the Roman emperors; man becomes God by deification and the human race
becomes divine by evolution (Aects 12,22; Rom. 1,23). Christianity teaches
that God became human in the incarnmation of the Son of God, who took
to Himself human nature for the redemption of man; God became man
(John 1,1.14). 6. Man-made religion says: Do. Christianity says: Done
(John 19, 30). 7. Man-made religion says: Something in my hand I bring
(salvation by works or character). Christianity says: Nothing in my
hand I bring; simply to Thy cross I cling (salvation by divine grace, Rom.
11, 6).— The author cloges his remarks by saying: “Enough has been said
to show that the reality back of the heathen religions is Satanic and that
the fallen angels, or demons, accept the worship which the heathen offer to
false gods and idols. Those who ignorantly think they are worshiping
Buddha, or Kuan-yin (the Chinese goddess of mercy), or the Chinese
kitchen god (commonest of gods), or the sun, moon, and stars are really
worshiping demons from the pit. And those more ‘enlightened’ modern
pagans in so-called Christian lands are just as truly deceived by Satan
and furthering his purposes in the world (2 Cor.4,3.4).” It is under-
stood, of course, that what the author here writes is not new to Lutheran
pastors (ef. Dr. Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, Vol. I); but what is here
stated with so much clearness bears repetition and emphasis. Incidentally
it shows what position all believing Christians take over against the
naturalistic, humanistic religion of the carnal heart. J.T. M.
The Norwegian Lutheran Church and the Union Movement
among Lutherans. — Lutheraneren (October 30), reporting that the
special committee on Lutheran union appointed by Dr.Knubel resolved
that joint sessions with committees of other synods should be held not
later than the end of January, 1936, writes: “The committee appears to be
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very hasty. Yt will perhaps be possible to have a few preliminary meetings,
but matters of essential significance can certainly not be executed in so
short a time. It is best to let the matter take its time and work itself
out toward a mutual understanding.” On this, Ewvangelisk Luthersk
Tidende remarks editorially: “We do not know why Lutheraneren fears
that this great union endeavor is working too fast. It gives no reasons why
it should be necessary or desirable that the committee should take its
time. . . . True union consists in one language, one meaning, and one
mind, as God’s Word demands. If Lutheraneren fears the committee is
not approaching such a union and unity, then it must take much time and
wait a long time for the great union which this movement has for its goal.
Lutheraneren, however, has a gigantic work to perform in its own body
before there can be any negotiations with other synods in the matter of
union. We have on many occasions shown that the Union of 1917 is
founded upon a compromise in doctrine. The Articles of Union which
were agreed upon were not expressions of unity in faith and doctrine.
This becomes more evident as time goes on. The troubles in the Norwegian
Lutheran Church are not in matters of adiaphora. There is division
[uenighed] regarding natural man’s condition before conversion, regard-
ing the sinner’s conversion before God, regarding justification, regarding
predestination, regarding the sufficient clearness of God’s Word in the
revelation of the way to salvation. Not to mention such matters as revivals,
laymen’s activities, the position of woman in the congregation, secret
societies, unionism, ete. If Lutheraneren wishes a real and true union and
unity according to God’s Word, it has enough to do at home for a long
time. The columns of our paper have borne sufficient testimony to this fact
for many years. Also of late we called attention to the fact that the edi-
tors of Lutheraneren and the Lutheran Herald declared the Oxford Group
Movement, or Buchmanism, unchristian and un-Lutheran while one of the
theological professors of the Church declared it to be both Lutheran and
Christian. When prominent teachers in a Church proclaim different ways
of justification and salvation before God, it must cause confusion and
apostasy from the faith. And Lutheraneren is not ignorant that there are
complaints that Modernism, the denial of the whole Christian faith, is
working inroads into its Church. That is a fruit of unionism, which the
Union of 1917 used for its basis. Lutheraneren thus has reason to be
afraid at this time.” We would call to mind what the Apostie Paul writes
to the Ephesians, chap. 4, 11—15. More yet than the Norwegian Lutheran
Church the United Lutheran Church ought to secure union and unity in
the sense of Scripture within its own circles before it seeks union negotia-
tions with other synods. But may not perhaps the very discussion of
Christian doctrine and practise at these intersynodical meetings foster
true unity? May not God’s Word assert its power for good when it is
clearly and sharply confessed by those to whom unity in union is precious?
Nevertheless, the points which Tidende here stresses are all-important.
J.T. M.

The Liberals and the Apostles’ Creed.— That the Liberals are
experiencing a good deal of difficulty through the adherence of many of
their churches to the use of the Apostles’ Creed would be clear even if
they did not say so. Now and then some of them frankly speak of their
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difficulties with this ancient symbol and ask the question whether they
can conscientiously continue to use it. The editor of the Christian Cen-
tury, writing on the subject “Honesty and the Apostles’ Creed,” has this
to say: “No less staunch a churchman than Bishop Lawrence of Massa-
chusetts has recently declared that the continued use of the Apostles’ Creed
should be left to the free choice of each congregation, and a great majority
of the professors and students in the Episcopal theological school at Cam-
bridge expressed agreement with this pronouncement. In Bishop Law-
rence’s opinion no pledge should be required from young people joining the
church beyond the confession that they are disciples of Christ. The use
of the Apostles’ Creed as a test of membership in the church is of course
quite another matter from the use of it in the liturgy of worship. In the
former use it cannot be regarded as anything but a literal statement of
belief, and to demand subsecription to it as a condition of church-member-
ship implies an intent on the part of the church to treat it as a literal
summary of facts, and of the most important facts, in the Christian Gospel.
It also implies that each item of fact or belief in the Creed is given the
appropriate emphasis which it should receive in the mind of every faith-
ful Christian. This of course falsifies the actual situation in most Prot-
estant churches.” While the editor thinks that as a statement of faith
the Apostles’ Creed is out of the question for our generation, he has a good
word to say for its liturgical use: “The Creed has an honored place in
the service of worship. The congregation stands and recites together the
ancient words which have been proiessed by Christian multitudes through
the ages. It is pretty hard to shake the Church out of this immemorial
habit, and there are plausible rationalizations in defense of it. It is amn
esthetic exercise, not a prosaic one. This creed is a bridge which spans
the centuries, thus comnecting the present with the past and helping to
unify history as an organic movement.” Though he is willing to a certain
degree to defend the use of the Apostles’ Creed by a liberal modernistic
congregation, he says, having balanced the arguments pro and con, that,
after all, the argument for relinquishing the Apostles’ Creed is more con-
vineing than the argument for retaining it. “In Christianity the ethical,
the vital, the real, must be paramount.” It seems clear that the position
of those who wish to retain a creed for liturgical reasons while they have
abandoned the beliefs expressed therein is unworthy of intelligent people.
The Modernists should let the Church know where they stand. Nothing
else is compatible with honesty. A.
“To Preserve Lutheranism. —1t is through the instruction in the
‘Catechism under the tutelage of the patient pastor that future members
are prepared for membership in the Church” (meaning, of course, that
they are prepared for the duties of their membership). “The future of
the Church ean be no greater than the effort expended to educate those
contemplating confirmation in doetrinal soundness. No one can gainsay
the fact that as a Church we would be far more influential than we are
at present had the proper doctrinal instruction been given in the past.
Suffice it to say that the congregations best weathering the storm of local
and national strife are those which understood the importance of indoc-
trination in the past. The majority of influential and thinking laymen of
to-day are those who were thoroughly catechized when received into the
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Church through the rite of confirmation. It is a situation peculiar to the
Lutheran Church that her most stable congregations are those which have
assigned an important place to the Catechism.”

The article from which we are quoting goes on to discuss the new
ideas and methods in catechetical instruction which are being advocated
in certain quarters, has something to say about “Parochial Schools Stressed
Doctrines,” and concludes with this paragraph: “The solution to the
present weaknesses in catechization is, after all, very simple. Our pastors
have for a long time been imitating the antics of other Protestant min-
isters who have no time or sympathy for the Catechism and have lain down
on the job. They have felt that the thoroughgoing and detailed catechetical
methods common to the Swedish and German branches of our Church are
hackneyed expressions and worn-out pedagogical whimsicalities. It is easy
to espouse the American dislike for thoroughgoing catechization because of
the extra time for leisure on the part of the pastor. It would be wise
for the United Lutheran Church to send clergymen to Sweden, Germany,
and other Lutheran countries to make a study of correct orthodox catechet-
ical methods. If something of this nature is not done in the near future,
our Church will in the next decade lose its denominational individuality
and become submerged in the maze of that religious conglomeration known
as American Protestantism. There is a disease in the Lutheran Church
which must be remedied. If Lutheranism is to be salvaged from the scrap-
heap of mnon-catechetical American Protestantism, it must begin in the
present if its constituency is to be indoctrinated in the future. This means
hard work, a patient continuance in well-doing, and a general overhauling
of the worn-out, un-Lutheran catechetical methods common in the past.
This is a serious matter and must receive immediate attention. If present
conditions and catechetical methods are not reformed in the near future,
the older established Lutheran bodies will some day refuse to recognize
our feeble attempts to remain under the banner of the Augsburg Con-
fession.” (Mr. Andrew B. Ekel, Renovo, Pa., on “Catechetical Instruction”;
Lutheran, October 3, 1935.)

An editorial appearing in the same number states: ‘“The article in
this issue concerning more thorough catechetical instruction differs from
any previously published in one respect. It presents the convictions of
a layman. We know from conversations, however, that many thoughtful
members of our congregations have deep admiration for pastors who insist
upon thorough preparation for active membership in a Lutheran congre-
gation. Ete.” Mr. Ekel’s words mean something to every Lutheran pastor.

E.

Even to This! — Under this heading the Lutheran Sentinel (August
28, 1935) writes: “Yes, it really has come to this that some pastors and
congregations within the American Lutheran Conference do not feel, it
appears, that they can have a complete social church gathering (which in
the very nature of the case must be of a religious character) without
a Catholic priest present and participating foriginal italics]. Two sepa-
rate accounts of such unholy gatherings we read in two of our reputable
Norwegian papers. The first appeared in Skendineven, under the date of
January 21 of this year. In this account the author, H. C. Casperson, —
Folksbladet’s editor, I believe, — chronicles an event that took place in
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North Minneapolis, occasioned by the twenty-fifth anniversary of Pastor
O. H. Sletten’s ministry in St. Olaf’s Congregation. Pastor Sletten has for
years been a leader in the Lutheran Free Church, and from a pastor in this
church-body, which in its official organ states that it refuses to be scared
by a ‘ghost from Marburg,’ we might well expect even this. Now, what
took place at this silver jubilee? Editor Casperson reports, with no sense
of shame, it seems, that Father Dunphey, rector of the Church of Ascen-
sion (Roman Catholic), was first given the floor and that he delivered
a ‘very taking and appreciatory speech’” 1In glowing terms the Father
spoke of the ‘great light of truth that Dr. Sletten had been granted the
privilege of holding aloft in North Minneapolis these many years’ dJust
think of it, a Catholic priest praising a Lutheran pastor as a heacon light
of truth! We had expected that some one either from the Free Church
or from the Merger Church would correct or protest this account in
Skandinaven, but to date none has come to our notice.— About three
weeks later I was handed a copy of Minneapolis Tidende, of January 31
of this year. This reliable paper tells of a farewell reception tendered
Pastor B. E. Bergesen, who has served Zion Lutheran Church (North Min-
neapolis) for a number of years, having resigned to serve as a traveling
evangelist in the Norwegian Church of America. The report indicates
that this farewell reception was a colorful and many-colored affair. Among
tliose participating by their presence and addresses were: Dr. O. H. Sletten
of the Free Church, Pastor C.S. Thorpe, Dr.J. A. O. Stub, Drs. Stolee and
Weswig of Luther Seminary (last four mentioned from the Merger
Church), and Father Rakowski of the Catholic Church. The new pastor
of Zion Church, the Rev. O. G. Malmin, opened and closed the meeting. All
enlightened Lutherans know that the Roman Catholic Church in the
Decrees of the Council of Trent has officially proncunced anathema upon
sola gratia and sola fide, salvation by grace alone, salvation by faith alone.
And just because of this, Luther often exclaimed: ‘Pope, I will be your
pestilence!” The old Romans had a striking saying: ‘Vestigia terrenmt,
the footsteps terrify. (This was said by the fox in Aesop’s fable entitled
‘The Lion and the Fox’ when he saw that there were no footsteps back-
ward from the lion’s lair.} What effect must the above display of friend-
ship have upon the souls entrusted to these pastors’ spiritual care and
guidance? ‘If the blind lead the blind, will not both fall into the ditch?’
Matt. 15, 14. How long will the lay people in the Norwegian Lutheran
Church of America, some of whom at least still have some Lutheran con-
sciousness left, tolerate such ‘spiritual wickedness in high places’?”
J.T. M.

“Popular Heresies Not New. — A writer in the Presbyterian Banner
declares that recently he has read through the three volumes of Hodge’s
Theology with a surprising result. He says: ‘The more I read Hodge, the
humbler T get. There is not one of these strikingly original thoughts
I have had that I do not find in the quotations of the liberals of that day
and perhaps of centuries ago, quoted by Dr. Hodge in order to refute them.
And hesides, a lot of heresies far better than any I ever conjured up.
Or did I conjure them up? Perhaps I heard them somewhere and forgot
where I heard them — thought they were my own.” That very correctly
states the situation. All these wonderful ideas and interpretations put
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forth by our modernistic friends have recurred time and again through
Christian history. Do not call yourself an ‘advanced thinker’ when you
hold theories that were exploded centuries ago.” — Watchman-Evaminer,
September 5, 1935.

Some Interpretations of the Mystic Number 666. — This is a case
where the kettle and the pot are calling one another black. Writing in
the Commonweal David Goldstein, director of the Nation-wide Catholic
Campaign for Christ, complains of the mean exegesis engaged in by the
Seventh-day Adventists, who maintain that the Pope’s title Vicarius Filii
Dei, when the letters having a. numerical value are counted, yields the
number 666, which is that of the beast in the Apocalypse. He one day
came upon a young comnvert of Seventh-day Adventism who painted the
tiara of the Pope and put on it the title just quoted. In the first place
Mr. Goldstein takes the defensive and writes as follows: —

“1l) Vicarius Filit Dei is not the name of the Pope. He is known as
His Holiness Pope Pius XI. That name totals 69 and not 666 as ‘the
number of his [the beast’s] name’ must total according to chapter 13 of
the Book of Revelation.

“2) Vicarius Filit Dei is a title, and it is not the official title of the
Pope, though he is the Viecar of Christ, who is the Son of God.

“3) The official title of the Pope is Vicarius Iesu Christi (Vicar of
Jesus Christ), as it is set down in The Catholic Encyclopedia and The
Catholic Dictionary.

“4) An examination of pictures of the Pope’s tiara shows that neither
the title Vicarius Filii Dei nor any other title is inscribed thereon.

“5) The title Vicarius Filii Dei does not total 666 according to a
proper tabulation of Roman numerical values. For instance, when an I ap-
pears before an L it does not total, as Seventh-day Adventism says, 1 and
50, or 51. It totals I minus 50, which is 49.”

Next Mr. Goldstein turns the tables on his adversaries and vigorously
takes the offensive. He points to the indisputable fact that the “prophetess”
or “seer” of Seventh-day Adventism is Ellen Gould White. Then he argues
thus: “The two L’s in Ellen total 100. The U (V) equals 5, the L 50,
and the D 500 in Gould; the W equals two V’s, 10, and the I is one, in
White. Hence the grand total is 666. Thus not the Pope, but the founder
of the Seventh-day Adventist sect is the terrible creature depicted in the
Book of Revelation according to their own system.” What’s next? A,

Episcopal Succession Advocates Given a Jolt. — It is a long story,
a synopsis of which may be given as follows: A certain Mr. Ringenhjelm,
who had served as a Methodist minister and for a short period attended
the Augustana Theological Seminary in Rock Island, sought to be ordained
by the Augustana Synod. Four times his application was considered and
rejected. He was not regarded “qualified to serve successfully as a pastor”
(Lautheran Compention). Soon thereafter Bishop Stewart of the Protestant
Episcopal Church in Chicago ordained him as a deacon. Then Mr. Ringen-
hjelm went to Sweden, his native country, to seek church-work there. The
rest of the story had best be told in the words of the Swedish Bishop of
Straengaes, written in reply to inquiries by Dr. Brandelle, till recently
president of the Augustana Synod.
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“Ringenhjelm was here in Sweden and served as a deacon in the En-
glish church in Stockholm. The plan was that he should devote himself
to the service of Americans in Stockholm who belong to the Episcopal
communion. There are a number of these. The Bishop of Chicago in-
quired if under the circumstances I would be kind enough to ordain
Ringenhjelm on his behalf. I was unable to see that there were any
legitimate reasons why I should refuse him this service, inasmuch as he
and the Episcopal Church desired to show me and the Swedish Church this
confidence. The reasons for my act in ordaining therefore were essentially
these two: I desired to render a service when the opportunity was given
me, and I regarded it of a certain value to thus demonstrate an ecclesias-
tical fellowship which stretches beyond one’s own communion. As will
appear from the above, it was not a question of ordaining Ringenhjelm for
service in America; such a rite would naturally have been performed by
the proper authorities in America. . . . I may be permitted to add that,
if the situation should arise that I should be requested by Augustana to
ordain some one on behalf of the synod, I would with great joy assume
such a commission.”

Canon B.I.Bell (a canon is next in rank to a dean in an Episcopalian
diocese) of America wrote quite bitterly about the action of Bishop Stewart
of Chicago for requesting this ordination to the priesthood from a Lutheran
bishop. Canon Bell now in turn is taken to task by the Living Church for
speaking so disrespectfully of His Eminence Bishop Stewart. The Lutheran
Compandon editor relates the incident in a fully documented article. One
misses, however, the quod erat demonstrendum at the conclusion, namely,
that loyal Lutherans have no right to maintain fraternal relations with
the Swedish State Church. A.

Lutheran Statistics. — Advance figures on Lutheran church-member-
ship in America and their support of congregational and benevolent ac-
tivities have been compiled for the United Stewardship Council by the
Rev. Dr. Geo. Linn Kieffer, National Lutheran Council statistician. Details
will appear later. Here are totals: Confirmed membership in United
States and Canada, 3,127,765; per capita for congregational support,
$10.24; for benevolence, $2.35. The United Lutheran Church total per
capita for all support, $12.97, is approached closely by that of the Synod-
ical Conference, $12.96, and the American Lutheran Conference, $12.17.
The independent bodies and synods show an average per capita of $8.67.

N.L.C.B.

II. Ausland,

Bur Berteidigung ded Intherifden BVefenntniffes, Daf man fih aud
in Deut{dland, in Yanbdes- oder bolfsfirglichen RKreifen, mwieder auf ben
Wert de3 lutberifhen Befenntnifies befinmt und deffen Hohe Widhtiglett
twenigftens theoretijch zu {Gaben veif, bemeift w. a. aud) ein Hivzlidh in der
U C 2 KRY von P.D. BW. Qaible, dem Herausdgeber bdiefer tHeologijden
Beitfdrift, unfer der itberfdrift ,Dad [utherijhe Befenninis im Feuter
von redis und l[infs” erfdienener Writfel, der, abgejehen von einigen
Ausdritden und Saken, denen fvir nidt beiftimmen Bnnen, jo viel Wahred
enthidlt, bak er eingefenben Studiums aud) in amerifanif@-tirgliden Krei-
fen ioitrdig iff. Raible gebht zunadft von dem Gedanfen aus, dah da3

5
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Tutherijhe Befenninid mit der Nutherifhen NReformation und Kirde aufsd
innigfte verquidt ift. ‘©r fdreibt: ,Seit e3 eine lutherijhe HKirdge gibt,
Yatte fie ein Befenninis; bdied BVefenninid fvar dad Banner, um das fie {ich
fharte, die Pauer, die Gott um fte gebaut, der Jungbrunmen, ausd dem fie
fich imumer ieber ermeuwerte. €3 war aud dem Herzblut der Reformation
geboren, mit IMacthrerblut getweiht, . . . Nod) feine Sdrift Hat befdhrie-
ben, ivieviel Kraft und Segen bom Tutherijfen BVefenninid auj BVolf und
Sirdje audging, weldge Waffenriiftung e war, erft m Sampf gegen Hom
und allerlet Jrrgeifter, dann gegen Yufflarung und Rationalismus, gegen
Monigmus und Modbernidmus und gegen allesd, vad wider Gott ft.” Died
bertliche, widitige Veferminid der Iutherijden Sirdje jteht nun, ivie Laible
foeiter geigt, im ,Rreugfeuer bon redtdz wnd l(infg”. ,Die von linfs
jprechen e3 offen aus, dbaf feine Zeit endgitltig voriiber fei.
€3 fei nur nod) eine Sace der Theologen, nicht der Hirde; nur Theologen
hatten pafilr Jnterefje und fjiritten bdariiber miit ,Waftorengezdant’. Das
SirGenvolf fenne Dad Veferntnid nidht mehr; ed fei ihm ,weithin fremd
und iveifelhaft’ getworden; es fenne Hodhftensd nod) den Kafedis-
mus.” Demgegenitber ftellt Laible die Frage, ob diefer Einfvurf berechtigt
fet, und antivortet 1. a.: ,Dad Kirdenvolf {oll fein Vefenninis nicht
melr fennen? Jeden ©onntag fingt e aud dem Vefenninid Heraud und
betet aug bem DBefenntnid; und die Gebetbiifer in ben Haujern, die Cr=
bauungsbiider, alle ift burdjtrantt vom Vefenninis. Alesd, wad in unferm
[utherifchen Rirdhenvolf borhanden it an Glauben, Hofferr, Lieben, atmret
Den Geift ded Vefenniniffesd; bdavon leben unfere Chriften, darvauf fter-
ben fie. ©Obder fwad ift dag Rirdenlied anberd als das gejungene Vefenninis
Der RirGe? Wenn unjer Kirdjenbolf die eingelnen Sdbe der Wuguftana
und ber Upologie, der Sdmalfaldijen Artifel und ber Konfordienformel
aud) nidht fennt, o it basd nidht ausidhlaggebend. Yuch die Bibel fennt e3
nicht in allen thren Teilen; ift damit die Bibel itberholt? € 1in BVefennt-
nig Hat aber die Gemeinde zur Hand, fennt ed3 Sab um Sa, Budjtaben
um Budhfiaben, den Kleinen RKatecdhizmus. Man fage nidht {pottifdy, dap
fie ,h0hftensd® den RKatehidmusd Yenne; Ddenn Dbiefer Katedizmus ijt
wirflid) da3 H o & jte, dDie Krone ded BVefenniniffesd, ift die goldene Schab-
famuer, tn Der alle ©dyabe ded lutherifdjen Befenniniijed bejdloffen liegen.
Dafer ift ein Latedhismusvolf aud) Dbewuited und geriiftetes Sirdjenbolf
gegent alle Seften und ©dmwarmereien.” — Allerdingd gibt der Sdjreiber
3, dap in dem SaB, bad Vefenninid fei dem BVolf ,fveithin fremd und
soeifelbaft getvorben”, etwad Walhres liegt. Dasg rithrt aber nidht daer,
dap dad DVefenninis ,bveraltet”, ,erftarrt” getworden ift. Dad behaupten
su wollen, fodre die reinmfte Blindheit. ,Sondbern allerlei firdjenfeindlide,
driftusfeindlicge Mdadte unfertwithlien feit Yangem bad Befenninid der
Kire, erjdhiitterten ben Glauben ded Rirdjenvolts, madyten ihm die Bibel
fremd und bag Vefenninid fremd, dad auf bie Bibel aufgebaut ift. Und
ba munbdert man jidg, twenn e3 zu einem ,Maffenabfall’ in ber Kirdhe Iam,
fvenn Yeute Millionen nicht medr iviffen, wag BVefenninis, was RKirde ift.
Pod) andere Urfadjen warven im Spiel, gottentfrembdete ,Weltanfhamtngen’
mit innerem Yufruhr der Menjdheit gegen Goif, zumeift getarnt als
sFortfdritt’, ald ,Wiffenjdaft’, ald Beredlung® bder NReligion. Uber dad
will man nidt gugeben. Man judt nad) einem andern Schulbdigen. Darum
fei Der Glaube erlojden, fweil die Rirdje fein lebendiges Befenninid melhr
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Patte; ithr Vefenninis, einjt eine Rebendmadyt, fei langft zum iofen Bud)=
ftaben erftarct. Der Tod fet in die firdje eingegogen, fie Habe vergeflen,
wad fie ift, ndmli der lebenbdige Leib @hrifti.” Darauf antivortet der
Sdreiber: ,Jawofl, die Vefenniniffe find in Budflaben gefaht; aber biefe
Budftaben umfajfen Worte, und Dbdiefe Worte enthalten leben. Woh!
Jaben Wenfden dag Befenninid gemadhi, und die Spuren der Menjden=
Hanbe jind fidhtbar; aber der wahre Sdbpfer ift der Heilige Geift, ben
JEus ber RKirdje verheifen Hat. Darum jind aud) die BVefenniniffe toumer
aud einem Geift und Sinn; bdie {pdteren verachteten nidht die borigen,
jondern bauten fidh) auf die borigen, aber alle zujamumen auf die Sdrift,
Den untriiglicen Mafitab Gottes. Wer von ,Crifarrung’ der BVefenniniffe
redet, hat nie thred Geifted Haud) verfpiirt. Keben qus ot ift [eben
und bleibt Qeben; nur ded Menjden Yugen werden ftarr, und dann fagt er
basd Reben ber Erjtarrung an. Nidht an den Vefenniniffen liegt e3, jon=
Dern an den Yugen der Menjden. RNidht der Mangel ,zeitgemdaher’ Ve
fenninifle ift die Not der Kirdje, jonbern daf fie jelbft Fein Reben Yat;
Nerbofitdt genug, aber fein RLeben.” — ,Underd litegen die Dinge, fvenn
aud) pon redhtd fer fih dber Wiberfprud) erhebt, bon da Per, wo man
feinen anbern Gott Hat, als die Vefenninifie lehren, feinen andern Chri-
ftud {?], feinen andern Glauben [2]. Man glaubt, die evangelifhe deutidhe
NReidhsticdge am beften ald unierte Rirde bauen zu Ionnen, nidt gerade
burch Ddie Nivellierung der Konfeffionen, aber dod) durd) derven Ubchlei-
fung. Jebe Vetonung des Yutherifden Befenminiffes Hinbere bdiefen ,Forts
jdritd*; daber die Rfeilfdhiifje gegen biefe Lelonung und damit aud) gegen
bag PBefenntnid. HUnd nidht allein gegen dad Vefenninis, fondern gegen
bie lutherifhe Rirche feldft. Falf dad Befenninis, jo fallt audg die Rirdpe.
Hat aber bdie lutbherifde Rirdje ihr Redht, dann aud) ihre BVefenniniffe.
Was Habt ihr gegen Ddiefe Wefenniniffe? Sagt e3 und dodhl Wie oft ift
biefe Forderung erhoben fvorden! Nie wurde fie erfiillt. Wir modhien
allen Enfted bitten, nidht ldnger die Bibel gegen basd Vefenninid aus=
guipielen. ®ibt e verfndderte Vefenniniddriften, fo gibt e8 aud) ber=
tnoderte Bibeldhriften; BHier Mikbraud), da IMigbraud. Wber nidht bder
Migbraud) ent{dheidet, fonbdern der rechte Eebraud), und das ijt der, dafy
redhte Befernminiddriften die Sdrift itber alled Hhodhalten, Herz und [eben
danad) einridhten und imuer fragen: Wie fteht gefdhrieben? o laffe
man dag Vefenninid unangetaitet; ja man Halte unt {o fefter dagu, je mehr
die Gdaren eined {dfularifievten CYriftentums bagegen anrennen. Denn
bied Wefenninizd fteht auf dem Yeiligen Boben der Sdrift, ift bon Goit
felbft der Rirdhe deutfdher Reformation eingeftiftet, Hat fid) betdhrt in
guten und bifen Tagen. €3 ift nod) zu twentg, e3 ,unangetaftet’ zu laffen.
Wir fagen ntehr: Erhebt ed ieder zum Panier, ridhlet um bdiejed Panier
Per ivieder die lutherijde Kirdge in Deutj@land auf! Jhr fnnt fie aud),
fvenn ihr toollt, Die ,ebangelifdhe RKirdje deutidher RNation’ nenmen; nur
gurlid zum Glauben der Water, gurild gum Vefenninid Dder Vater!” —
Aud) Yievzulande ift man, felbft in lutherifen Rreifen, befenninidmiide
gefvorben und Hat Lehrfortbiloung mit neuen, der JBeit angepaften Yus-
briiden geforbert. Dad hHier Gejagte diirfte dafer aud unsd amerifanifd-
Tutherifdgen Chriften von Widgtigkeit fein.

Aber, fo moidten fvir den Schreiber fragen, mwarum eine Iutheriidhe
SQirche, die auf dem lutherijhen BVefenninis fteht, evangeli{d nennen,
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da biefer Name dodh fo allgemein im Sinn bon uniert gebraudt wird?
Aud) in bem TPamen [utherifd Uegt ein getnaltigesd Stiid Befenntnis.
Was iibrigens der Sdreiber bon den Vefenninidopponenten bon redhts
ber fagt, namlid) bafy fie feimen andern Gott, feiren andern Ehriftum,
feinen anbern Glauben lefhren alg ben, Den die Befenniniffe Tehren, trifft
nidht gu.  Die gahlreidhen Reformierten z. V., die dem l(utherifden Be-
fenninig je und je opponiert Haben, Haben fidh) nie boll und gang zu dem
Chrifiud und dem Glauben befannt, den unfere BVefenninifje barlegen und
auf rund der ©drift befennen. Dad Hat fih von alterd Yer gegeigt in
ihrem Widerfprudh gegen Ddie Tutherifhe lLehre von Chrifti Perjon, Dbexr
Mitteilung Dder Eigenfdhaften, den Gnabenmitteln, dem Jeiligen Wbend-
mafl, der Gnadbenwahl uftv. Laible jollte an diefem Punit genauer reden
und die Fegenfabe in3 Iare bringen. Der unierte, reformierie Geift
ftand in begug auf diefe Lebren nie redhts, fombdern nur lin¥s. . L. .

Collapse of Religion in Russia. — What Dr. Walter Van Kirk, sec-
retary of the Department of International Justice and Good Will of the
Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America, reports on religious
conditions in Russia, which country he has just toured, is sad beyond any
lamentations and tears of which we are capable. We quote some of the
most important statements in his report.

“The Soviet Government is the sworn enemy of religion. While in
Moscow, I stood before the old Duma Building, on one side of which there
is inscribed the legend ‘Religion is the opiate of the people’ Every day
this inscription is read and believed by thousands. ... I spent a Sunday
traveling from the Polish border to the capital city of the Communists.
The calendar told me it was Sunday, but the peasants and workers seemed
to be wholly unaware that this particalar day was the Lord’s Day. They
were in the fields, pitching hay or threshing wheat. From my train win-
dow I saw hundreds of men and women at work in lumber camps and in
railroad yards. As I traveled through the villages, I saw innumerable
neglected churches, where once the peasants on Sunday worshiped the God
of their fathers. There are, to be sure, a number of churches in Russia
still open. I visited some of these churches. What I saw, however, only
confirmed my impression that the U. S. 8. R. is getting God-less. The wor-
shipers were mainly old people. I saw very few young people in the
churches. This to my mind is the most convincing evidence of the decadence
of religion in Russia. The present youth generation in Russia is the youth
generation of the Communist revolution. These youngsters have been
brought up on a diet of atheism. They are strongly antireligious. They
do not believe in God. They have no use for the churches. I talked with
many of these young people. They laughed at me when I sought to
interpret religion as something more than creeds and dogmas. They replied
that they were through with God, with religion, and with the institutions
of religion. One day I visited a kindergarten, where I found nearly
a hundred little children. I asked these children what they thought about
God, and I was politely informed by these little ones that there was no
God. . . . Despite the constitutional guarantees of religious freedom the
Church in Russia is persecuted in many ways. It is a matter of common
knowledge that hundreds of priests have been slain, while hundreds of
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others have been sent into exile. Still others have just disappeared, and
God alone knows where they are or what they are doing. A worker who
frequents church is diseriminated against in various ways. He cannot
be a member of the Communist party till he formally disavows belief in
religion and in the Church. The priests are reduced to a state of beggary.
All professional ecclesiastics have been disfranchised, and they are not for
this reagon permitted to engage in labor of any kind, nor are the pastors
of the Evangelical Church permitted to propagandize their respective faiths.
Of three hundred Lutheran pastors in prerevolution days only thirty
remain. A little way out of Moscow I passed a forced-labor camp, where
I was told a number of Lutheran pastors were working at the point of
a bayonet. . . . I visited in the homes of peasants; and when I asked
about religion, I was told that only the old and feeble-minded had any
interest in the things of God. I happened on a Sunday to be in one of
the rural villages in the wheat belt of Southeastern Russia. I wanted to
go to church. I had to travel for miles in a truck since the churches in
the immediate neighborhood were closed. The service was attended by
a mere handful of people. I talked with the local priest, and the first
question which I put to him was this: ‘What is the future for religion
in Russia? And without a moment’s hesitation the priest replied, ‘There
is no future for religion in Russia.’ I asked this aged man of God
whether or not any priests were being trained in Russia for the ministry.
His answer was a solemn negative. . . . The offering at this particular
church consisted of five pieces of black bread, four green apples, and an
egg. I asked the priest what he would do when he had eaten his bread,
apples, and egg, and he unblushingly told me that he would visit among
the homes of the faithful and beg for food. While I was talking with the
priest, the head of the local Soviet walked into the altar room un-
announced and uninvited. The priest gave me a warning look, and I knew
that the time for further questions had passed.”
In our prayers let us not forget poor Russia. A.

The Lutheran Church in France.— Sinece the third Lutheran
World Convention, during the past October assembled in Paris, France,
the church-papers submit a good deal of information on the status of
Lutheranism in that country. The following is taken from the National
Lutheran Council Bulletin:—

“The size of the Evangelical Lutheran Church of France is over-
whelmingly determined by the allegiance of Alsace and Lorraine. In 1871,
after those two provinces had been taken by Germany, she was so weak
that the General Synod was uncertain whether to lie down in defeat or
go on courageously. She decided on the latter and has given an example
of devotion to her faith that should hearten the entire Church. Lutherans
were the first Protestants in France to be martyred for their faith in the
sixteenth century, and they have maintained a vigorous religious life
throughout the centuries.

“The Church in France at present numbers about 398,000. She is
divided into three groups: a) Paris, with 22 pastors and 13,000 members
in 20 parishes; b) Montbeliard, with 37 parishes and 90 congregations
and 35,000 members, served by 45 pastors; c) Alsace-Lorraine, with a
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membership of 238,578 in 210 congregations, served by 174 pastors. The
Church of Paris is constantly expanding in congregations and in works
of mercy and foreign missions. She is active in mission-work in Mada-
gascar and conducts a deaconess training-school and a health center near
the city.”

Lutheranism which is loyal to the Confessions of the Church is repre-
sented in Paris by our brother the Rev. F. C. Kreiss, who is affiliated with
the Evangelical Lutheran Free Church of Alsace-Lorraine. A,

A Survey of Lutheranism throughout the World. — A remarkable
address was delivered by Prof. Dr. Herman Sasse of Erlangen on the sub-
ject “The Present Situation of the Lutheran Church throughout the World”
when the Neuendettelsan Missionary Society held its 1935 mission-festival.
The address reveals such a penetrating study of conditions in the Lutheran
Church that we should like to quote it in its entirety. Considerations of
space compel us to limit our quotations to a few salient utterances. Speak-
ing of Germany and condemning the union of 1817, he writes: —

“Dare an evangelical Church forget that to this prayer [“that they
may all be one”] there also belongs ‘Sanctify them through Thy truth;
Thy Word is truth’? Can there be a real unity of the Church when there
is no unity in the teaching of the Gospel and in the interpretation of the
Sacraments, for example, in the question whether Jesus Christ, the Lord,
is really, personally present in the Sacrament of the Altar according to
His human and His divine nature? When we are once agreed and able
to express our unity in one definite confession, then a real step toward
unity of the Church will have been taken; but the unions brought about
in the nineteenth century signified that it was the opinion that confes-
sional unity was unnecessary, that it was necessary only to act as if they
were united. What came out of this is evident. We shall give but one
example. At a Rhenish teachers’ institute the future teachers are in-
structed in the Lutheran as well as in the Heidelberg Catechism in order
that, according to the requirements, they might give instruction either in
Lutheran or Reformed religion and so that in case of a change they can go
over from one confession to the other without diffieulty. The training of
future preachers by the majority of German theological faculties has not
been much different lately. Is it surprising that our Church has lost its
moral esteem among the people in most of Germany? The people cer-
tainly do mnot understand much theology, and they do not have to know
much of it; yet they understand something about veracity and have
a finer feeling for it than many an educated person. They understand
more about theological honesty and veracity than many an educated theo-
logian. . . . If our Church cannot remain a confessional Church, if it
must join with other churches of different confessions in spite of the un-
solved question of doctrine, then the four-hundred-year story of the Refor-
mation is at an end in our fatherland. ... ‘A German Evangelical Church’
which would surrender the unadulterated Augsburg Confession would be
only a new sect, whose superfluousness would soon be shown in church
history.”

Concerning the Lutheran churches of America Dr. Sasse has high
words of praise. “Who of us knows that in New York, Philadelphia, or
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in Chicago on every Sunday more Lutheran services are held than in
a large German city? Who knows that in New York there are a great
many more Lutheran churches than, for example, in Berlin, that there
are a great many more preachers than in a German city like Hamburg?
We do not know that here. Who knows that hundreds of thousands, even
a million, children in America are brought up upon the Small Catechism,
not only in the German language, but also in English? . .. The fact that
the Lutheran congregations and synods have held so firmly to the con-
fession of their Church, that their theologians have withstood the tempta-
tions of syncretism,— all this cannot be explained simply by confessional
obstinacy or even by a romantic conservative sentiment. Where should
that have come from in the United States? The power of American Lu-
theranism to resist and the strength for a great development of the Church
grew out of a church-forming power in substance of its confession. If the
church history of the nineteenth century has recorded a defeat for German
Lutheranism in general, it has chronicled victory for Lutheranism in
America. The development of the Lutheran Church in the vast expanses
of the North American continent in the course of a few generations is the
greatest positive event in the history of our Church since the close of the
orthodox period.”

To the churches in the Scandinavian countries Dr. Sasse sounds a well-
founded warning. ‘“Ever since the time of the Reformation there always
has existed a more or less strong exchange between German and Nordic
Lutheranism, as a single glance into the hymnal and at the theological
literature will reveal. Recent developments in the Church indicate that
this exchange has become more and more supplemented by an ever stronger
relation between the Scandinavian and the Anglican churches. Indeed, here
and there it is already beginning to be endangered by this intimacy. Not
Wittenberg, but Canterbury is the place which is attracting the attention
of the Northern churches and their theologians. This change began with
the grand church polity of Nathan Soederblom, who personally maintained
the peculiarity of the Nordic Lutherans and at the same time the con-
nection with the German Church. His death, however, closed a period of
Nordic church history and opened a new one, in which the force of attrac-
tion of the Church of England is becoming more evident. The wavering
and the compromising of German Lutheran theology in the decisive years
of the German Church, the adulteration of German Lutheran theology with
the thought and forces of Calvinism, and finally the complete collapse of
the German Church in our day have hastened the process in the North.
The Nordic churches are on the way from Wittenberg to Canterbury.”

We merely wish to say that Dr. Sasse would be surprised if he knew
to what an extent many American churches which are sailing under the
flag of confessional Lutheranism are willing to fraternize with Calvinistic
denominations. A,

Roman Catholic Influence in Scotland Growing. — In Secotland,
overwhelmingly Protestant, Roman Catholicism has of late been making
headway and accomplishing some of its objectives. There were outbreaks
of ill will, accompanied by attempts at violence, when the Eucharistic
Congress was held in Edinburgh and when Catholic individuals were singled
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out for special honors. The inimical manifestations were rather dis-
graceful. That the Protestants, however, have been provoked rather try-
ingly is brought out in the following paragraph from the report of the
correspondent in the Christian Century: “The grounds of grievance were
well stated in the report of the Church Interests Committee to the last
assembly. The committee had engaged in a careful and dispassionate
survey into the workings of the 1918 Act, which had transferred the
Roman Catholic schools from Church support to that of the State. The
report pointed out that an additional burden had been put on taxpayers
in four ways: the £. 771,000 cost of purchasing the schools already erected;
the annual rent paid for buildings taken by lease; the cost of out-of-date
buildings (at least £.1,335,000); and the fact that the Roman Church
had successfully demanded the erection of separate schools even in areas
where there was already adequate accommodation for all children of school
age.” The correspondent then quotes from the report aliuded to: “The
Roman Catholic Church has thus been enriched to an enormous extent,
both through the lifting of the burden of building and maintaining schools
and through the largely increased remuneration of its staffs. In addition,
it may be mentioned that a considerable number of the teachers are in
religious orders, and their salaries, by the terms of their vows, therefore
go into the coffers of the Church.” This explains, though, of course, it
does not excuse, the drastic manifestation of anti-Catholic feeling on the
part of many Protestants in Scotland. A.

Calendar Trouble in Greece.— Just as though this poor world had
not sufficient conflicts and squabbles to torment it, some people in Greece
are fomenting strife on the question whether the old calendar, known as
the Julian, or the new, usually called the Gregorian, should be followed.
The former, we are told, is now about fourteen days behind the sun and
for that reason ought to be regarded as antiquated. However, there are
people in Greece who are not willing to take this practical or pragmatic
point of view. The Living Church informs us that two bishops in Greece
“who had once agreed with the rest of the synod to use the revised or
Gregorian calendar, like the rest of Christendom, refused to do so later
and have fallen back on the use of the old Julian calendar.” These people
now “have started an open schism by consecrating a rival hierarchy of the
‘Orthodox Old Calendarian Rite.” They have already consecrated four
bishops of this rite and propose to lay hands on three more, making nine
recusants in all.” The ultra-conservatives, so the article on which we
draw says, have been permitted the use of the old calendar for themselves,
but these “Palechemerologists” insist that, if the calendar is changed,
this is identical with apostasy, and they will oppose it with all their might.
The controversy has its semihumorous aspect, inasmuch as some of these
standpatters tell their people “that a large number of children will not
be able to have any birthdays this year, for the omission of fourteen days
from the calendar would have that effect inevitably.” Shall we laugh
or weep? A,
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