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The Paramount Lesson of job: God’s Glory
Magnified by Faith Triumphant over Tribulation.
Pror. J. T. MUELLER, St. Louis, Mo.

From time immemorial Biblical scholars have been vitally
interested in establishing beyond doubt the real purpose, the ul-
timate design, the one preeminent lesson of “the greatest didactic
poem in the world” — the Book of Job. Tver since men have
studied the Bible, from the time of the ancient Rabbis, who penned
their mysterious glosses, and especially from the time when the
first Christian scholar, Bphrem Syrus, Preshyter of Edessa, devoted
his attention to the baflling problems of Job, the foremost students
of Biblical lore — Jerome, Augustine, Gregory the Great, Aben
Eara, Saadia, Cardinal Cajetan, De Pineda, Bucer, Calvin, Beza,
Luther, Schultens, Rosenmueller, Bwald, Delitzsch, Umbreif, Re-
nan, Froude, and hosts of others, to this writing, have pried into
the locos vexatos of this wonderful book; and yet, aside from a
few ohvious facts, we are assured by most eminent men that in the
main we still “float upon a sea of conjecture.”

Tt is true, many of the quaestiones vexalao refer to problems
with which we, in the present discussion, are not concerned. The
questions regarding the authorship, canonicity, and integrity of
the Book of Job, while intensely important for other considerations,
have little bearing upon the subject which shall hold our attention
now. TFor our purpose it is immaterial by whom, at what time, and
in what manner the book was composed, though we personally in-
dine to the view that it is the oldest book in the Bible, and that
it was written either by Job himself or by Ilihu. However, be
that as it may. The question before us is whether there is in the
hook a single great lesson, which, the author desired to teach, and
if so, what this paramount lesson may be.

That some special design was in the mind of the writer is
obvious from the absolute unity and harmony that prevail through-
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Why the Name Lutheran.)
I. Wirar JustirrcatioN For THIS Namp?
We have not hesitated to call our periodical the Lutheran
(Der Lutheraner). We do, however, feel it to be our duty to
answer those who may inquire what significance it has and what

justification we have in adopting it.
We know full well that from the Vely beginning not a few

1) The suggestion made in footnote 9, page 6, of the THEOLOGICAL
Moxrtrnry has induced Rev. Carl Romoser, of Granite City, Ill., to offer
this reproduction of Dr. Walther’s article in Vol. I, No. 1, of Der Lutheraner.
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have taken offense because the Lutheran Church is named after
Luther — .after a mere man. This name clearly evidences, they
declare, that this Church cannot be the true Church of Jesus Christ,
but is only the fabrication of a man, and, say they, such churches
are scctarian. “Lutherans,” they urge, “by all means read the
opinion of St.Paul concerning human names in 1Cor.1.3. Are
you not guilty, when you designate yourselves Lutherans, of the
very evil Paul condemns?” Not a foew Lutherans are at a loss
what to reply when opponents make this charge. But plausible
as this rcbuke appears, on closer inspection it becomes just as
much without justification and foundation as it seemed plausible.
In the first place, it is a mistake to say that Lutherans first called
themselves by this name. History clearly testifics that enemies,
in order to revile, first designated them as Lutherans.

Dr. Eek, who held the famous Leipzig debate with Luther,
first referred to those who supported Luther’s teachings as Lu-
therans. Luther’s opinion about this is clearly stated in one of
his writings in 1522, Admonition against Rioting. Among other
things he wrote: “I beg not to have my name mentioned, and to
call the pgople, not Lutheran, but Christian. What is Luther?
The doctrine is not mine, nor-have I been crucified for any one.
St. Paul (1 Cor. 8, 4. 5) would not suffer Christians to be called
after Peter, but only after Christ. Why should T - miserable piece
of corruption that T am— have this honor, that the children of
Christ should be called after my abominable name? No, no, my
dear friends; lot us abolish party names and be called Christians
after Christ, whose doctrine we have. The papists deserve to have
a party name, for they are not content with the doctrine and name
of Christ; they want to be popists also. Well, let them be called
popish, for the Pope is their master. I am not, and do not want
to be, anybody’s master. I share with the Church the one common
~doctrine of Christ, who alone is our Master. Matt. 23, 8. (St. L.
Ed. 10,370.) - This appeal of Luther clearly indicates his strong -
position, and refutes the charge that he ambitiously desired his
followers to call themselves Lutherans.

We dare not maintain, however, that it is not permitted for
Christians to call themselves after a man. We have an incontest-
able example of this very thing in the Old Testament Church,
where God Himself called the Church after a man. Is it not called
the Israelitic Church? Christ calls it such when speaking of
Nathanael: “Behold an Israelite in whom there is no guile.” And
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was not Israel a man? Consequently, it depends upon the sense
in which children of God call themselves after a man. In that
respect only can there possibly be sin. Now, in what sense and
for what reason did the Corinthians call themsclves after Paul,
Apollos, Cephas, and Christ? This was done, we read, that they
might separate themselves one from the other. Although Paul,
Apollos, and Peter (Cephas) preached the same truth, the Corin-
thians rejected the one when they reccived the other. By such
designations they declared themselves separate, and thus created
- factions. The sin that Paul reproves was that they were causing
divisions among those who held one and the same faith, and not
that they called themselves after these men. Therefore the Apostle
rejected even the name Christian which some insisted upon bearing
because they used it in this sectarian sense. Even the name Christ,
though not a man’s, could not be used in this sectarian way. True
Lutherans have never called themselves in this objectionable sense
after Luther. With this name they have never distinguished and
separated themselves from the orthodox teachers. They professed
themselves just as much followers of Augustine and all other pure
teachers of the Gospel of all times and places. Luther never con-
sidered himself the only true teacher. He wrote publicly con-
cerning his contemporary, the Wuerttemberg theologian® Brenz:
“T estcem your works so highly that T consider mine absolutely
worthless when compared with yours and such as yours. And rest
assured, I do not speak fables, nor utter anything offensive. Indeed,
T do not praise Brenz, but the spirit in you which is so much
kinder, friendlier, and more peaceable than mine.” Indeed, no man
speaks like this when he desires to become the head of a sect.  Much
more does this sound like the Lutheran who desired to be nothing
more than a witness of the truth. Neither do we call ourselves’
Lutherans in the sense in which we call ourselves Christians. We
are not Lutherans because we believe and trust in Luther. Highly
as we estcem this mighty instrument of our God, we aceept not
a word in matters of faith just because Luther spoke it, but only
when it is founded on the written Word of God. We do not
recognize him as an apostle or prophet. We know that he was
highly ‘enlightened, but also that he was, like other men, subject
to sin. e is not the head of our Church; he is not our pope.
All who accept, in blind faith, all that Luther said, simply because
he said it, arc as far from true Lutheranism ag the earth is from
the sky and the night from the day. Tather wrote to Meclanchthon,
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who was attending the Augsburg Diet in 1530: «ft djspleasc® nilz
much when you write in your letter that you have followeq -
this matter because of my reputation. T desire 10 reputatio® aah
will not command nor be known as a founder. And eve? t.houa(;t
men immediately put a proper construction npou it, 1 wl 301
have it. If the matter is also yours and affects you even 25 18 o
as me, it should not be spoken of as mine.” Luther Tejected ‘Ee
lawful reputation in the Church, and our Church has never astt! i
such reputation to him. We read in the very beginning * -
Formula of Concord, one of the most important Con‘fesswnsn
orthodox Lutherans: “We believe, teach, and confess that the ©
real standard according to which at once all dogma &
should be esteemed and judged is nothing less than the Pro
and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments: 16y
writings of ancient and modern teachers, whatever 1-e1)11tat1?11 £
may have, should not be regarded as of equal authority it f{l el
Holy Seriptures, but should altogether be subordina’ce(1 o U
and should not be received other or further than as witllessfs’
what manner and in what place, since the time of the aPOStlc:’
(pure) doctrine of the prophets and apostles was preserve " aves
. Finally, the question might be asked whether w¢ call ot o
Lautheran in order to emphasize that we cling to 2 new 4
promulgated by Luther some three hundred years ago,”) O g il
desire to adhere to a new church established by him. God 'fol he
We rofuse to be known as Lutherans in the sense ir which i
followers of Arius, for instance, are called Arians, OF the D
cans after Dominie. Luther preached no new doctrine, bub il Lyate
the pristine doctrine of the eternal Gospel. Neither did h? sepé phe
himself from the old true Church, built upon the "foundatl?n 0 el
apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chict OE the
stone. Tle separated himsclf from, or rather was gorced oub O e
communion of those who had fallen from the old faith &% s
misusing the name of the old Catholic Church to ensl‘ct.vc o
consciences by their traditions. The purpose of this Pel'lod1 :
to testify to these truths. We shall, in the first place call a8t
to a few of Luthers declarations that clearly prove he 77
determined upon spreading his own opinions, but insisted ylellt
publishing Go®’s Word. e writes ab the end of his ©X%°
postil: “Would to God that all expositions of mine and !

-
<l . , . o hin
teachers might perish, and every Christian would concerm

phetic
other

2) Written 1844.
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only wit the Scriptures, the pure Word of God! You can sce
1?; Ollssﬁif f}rom my idle tallf how immeasurably superior God’s W 91‘(1
fhos oﬂfn tS] Yes, no man’s WOI'.dS can ap}?roach, nor compm:e with,
xpositior 1et Lord‘. I~Ie. who Is able, without commgntames and
mew’s g 18, Q satnlsfy himself will find 1o use f01: mine or other
Py mmentaries. They would only hinder him. Therefore,

tar Christian, read the Scriptures, scarch the Scriptures, and let
i:lilelfeslld other'exposiFions be only scgﬂ‘olds to the real bu?lding,
Fo thz"you selze, engf)y,r ‘('md”abxde 1n,,the. pure Word.ot God.
aCknow(ilel God dwglls in ‘Alon. Luther’s bitterest enemies ml.mt
fures ;f ge th‘at his position was thoroughly based upon the Serip-
Iy Co.nﬁr or jclus ‘very_ reason he spread them among the peopl.e.
mation of this let us quote from the writing of a certain
“:;)(I)’Eim .Catholic‘ author, Iloremundus Raemundus. This man
%6 with particular violence against the Protestants and took
? _Ctlvelpal‘t in the persecutions against them. DBut hear him in
1S History of the Origin, etc., of the Heretics of the Sixteenth
Century “The common people everywhere lived with the Bible
(at Luthers time). It had been translated into the mother tongue.
Inl;i’S&W ﬂle book on all shelves and tables. It was in the crafts-
in ths S}fop z}nd on the mo'ther’s lap. The wh_olo world was (.mgage-d
book ¢ reading qf the B{ble. These sectarians, armed “flﬂl t‘hlS
Th(;; illllz(i):}ce(rln(;etlng a priest or moz))?;, beg@ to argtg thth' h:}n.
» pon being shown where the mass was found i the
oly Seriptures. Others demanded proof for the doctrine of pur-
8atory, infant baptism, and the Trinity. Finally, they demanded
at every doctrine be proved with exact words. They rejected
all traditions and apostolic ordinances; for the arch-heretic had
fmught; ‘The Bible, which is committed to all, is the only standard
M all controversies in religion.” ” Could any one give a more vivid
ﬁizhﬁe} of the growth of a new life in the I{efornmti?n—dnys through
that ihle ? Who could bett.exj defend Luther against the charge
“+ e established a new religion? We let Luther answer whether
le despised the true Church and desired to cstablish a new one.
11532 he wrote “Against Tactious Spivits” (these writings were
oériited chiefly against the Zwingliafls, who denied the real Presence
o e body and blood of Christ in the Sacrament). He says:
Ell‘ldwfc?ld rather have, not 01'11y the factiqus spirits, ])L}t the wis@om
e, tilw of all emperors, kings, and princes bear witness agamst.
dare 5 O&tndthe .least tes.tlmon},'r of the thstum C‘hm'ch. For_ we
eal lightly with articles of faith, harmoniously held since
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apostolic days, as we would with papistical and imperial laws or
other traditions of the fathers and councils.” These words are
convineing proof that Luther did not despise the Church, as has
often been charged against him. He desired to be its obedient son.
He was, indeed, no respecter of persons, and yet he never desired,
as so many to-day, to stand, in a false way, upon his own conceited
self-sufficiency. THe maintained that the true Church had existed
throughout the centuries. His inquiry, above all, was how she had
taught throughout the centuries. He honored, indeed, the voice of
the true Church and desired to be in agreement with her; he
looked upon her as the pillar and stronghold of the truth, and
wished to be a member of the great army of orthodox teachers from
the apostles’ time down to his own. Never did he deny the duty
of hearing and obeying the Church. Matt. 18,17. Therefore, this
is not the point of dispute that once engaged the Lutheran and
Catholic churches and still does to-day. The question is not
whether man must obey the Church when she legitimately demands
it (for she can justly demand such obedience), but whether man
must obey her when she commands that which is contrary to the
Gospel. Such obedience Luther denied her, and declared that when
the voice of Christ is not heard, the Bride, His true Church, must
not be heard. He condemned false prophets who bear the name of
the Church as a cloak, and hide themselves in it, as ravening wolves.
And finally, he separated himself from these false prophets, since
they would not permit a reformation. But this act did not separate
him from the true Church.
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