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Editorials
M. Luther, . Nov. 10, 1483 (?)

Fowas ALSO A MAN —this Luther. Reftormer, “German

Heucules,” thenlogian, educator, linguist, musician, poet—and

a man. Wy celebrate the day he came into the world, November 10,
but his mother could not recall the exact vear.

Heinrich Bornkamm has observed that in our preoccupation
with the theology of the reformer, we are in danger of losing Luther
the man. Thar would be tragic; because the man is the key to his
work, the soul of his endeavors.  Biography, it has been said, is an
casy hiterary form to write, but it is one of the most difficult to write
well.

Martin was almost too human, astonishingly open and frank.
His candor made him all the more vulnerable to attacks. Sometimes
he made mistakes—because he was a man. He had no illusions
about himself as a man. And when he erred, or seemed to err, it
was often because he was trving to help people who had brought
their troubles te¢ him; sometimes he was used by the verv people he
was trving to aid. Martin was no legalist. He well knew the letter,
but understood precminently the spirit, of the Law. He was never
willing to crucity a person on a bare principle. His humanity coupled
with his cvangelical spirit often led him to the brink, and perhaps
beyond the limits, of prudence. His humanity illuminates the regret-
table counscl given to the not-quite-honest Philip of Hesse. As it
does also his advice given in the case of a woman trapped in a legal
but unjust marriage, namely, that she find another man and flee to
a far countrv. To find a practical answer to someane’s problem
somewhere, somchow, within the law of God and man, to bring
peace to a troubled conscience—this helps explain the man. Even
the insufferable Tetzel, after he had been discredited by his own
superiors, must have been startled to receive a personal letter of
comfort from his erstwhile adversary in Wittenberg. The humanity
of the reformer only enhances his heroic proportions. Or, is it net
a very part of his heroic stature?

Among the many volumes which form his legacy must be reck-
oned the volume of his life. It is an “open book,” which his heirs
may rcad with profit or neglect to their loss. It is the story of a man,
a man who lived, and dared, in glorious freedom because his con-
science was captive to the Word of God.

E. H. H.
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Who Speaks for the Missouri Synod?

HO SPEAKS FOR the Missourt Svnod*
Strickly speaking, no one.

The Svnod speaks for itsclf.

The Svnod speaks for itself. and that infrequenthy. Tt used 1o
be every three vears; lately, everv two vears. Outside of its official
delegate conventions, except for implementation of its mandates by
its aoents Synod dees not speak.

Meantime, individual members speak. Some qum a bit. Others
not so much, or rarcly at all. Some take to print Cas heve . All of
which could be a heaithy sion of vita v . . . interest . . . concern.

With regard to controversial issues—and we do have them in
Synod—one cometimes acts the nnmcssmn that some speahers and
wnters, airing their own personal views, wish to be understoad as
speaking for Synod, and would bird &ll to their views. Thev mmn
be stating Svnod’s position accuretely or they may not. Fither way,
thev are still speaking for themseaces. It we understand correctly,
Svnod speaks officiallv for itscif onlv in convention. It may not
always speak precisely (c.g. on the existing “basis™ of fellowship with
ALC). Still, it is not the ll‘(l,\u val, but rml\ Svnod which can offi-
cially clarity anv ambiguitics. And that takes time.

The Missouri 5\n0d eniovs unusuallv high esteem and lovalty
on the part of its constitucncy. This loyalty, this love, no doubt
moves each of us at one time or another to assume the role of self-
appointed spokesman. or inierpreter, where we we feel the interest
of our beloved church is concerned.

What's the point of all this? Well, it scems under such cir-
cumstances it is verv casv 1o overstate or understate or misstate the
mind of Synod. When this happens, it can onlv compound con-
fusion. Perhaps a little closer attertion to what Synod has actually
said, in distinction to what the individual spokcsm.m or interpreter
is saying, would go a long wav toward claritving the issucs. In fact.
reason suggests that such 2 d: fferentiation must be maintained.

Who speaks for the Missouri Svnod? No one. The Synod
speaks for itself.

Is an editorial like this likely bring about the extinction of
that not-so-rare species of self-appointed 1ntcrprcter among us?

Probably not.

But it's something to think about.

Beginning with me.

F. H. H.



