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The Scripture word here tredled occurs ig t he  Standard Epistle text for the 15th 
Sunday after Trinity. It is a iamlliar passage ro 311 who have been brought up on 
Luther" Small Catechism, since i t  1s l isted as  one of t h e  proof-texts i n  his  Table 
of Duties,  under the heading "What The  Hearers Owe Then Pastors " . The verse h a s  
been translated from the Greek thus  by Luther: "Dev unterric5tet wird mit dem Wort, 
der teile m i t  al lerlei  Gutes dem, der ihn  unierrichtet.. " The Icing James Version, 
which is fairly representative of other translations, such a s  Young, Berkley, New 
English Bible, and Philipps, reads, "Let h i m  that i s  taught in t h e  word communicate 
unto him that teacheth i n  a l l  good things,  " 

According to these t r a ~ s l a t i o n s  the Apostle was  instructing h is  readers on what 
they owed their teachers in the Word, that 12 return for the instruction received h is  
readers should share their earthly- p o s s e s s k n s  with their tedchers,  There are pas- 
sages  elsewhere i n  Scripture which speak of the God-ordained way in  which laborers 
in the Vineyard are to be supported, such as I Cor, 9 ,  11,14; I Tim.  5 ,  17%; Luke 10, 
8 ;  s o ,  no doctrine is undermined, no truth is l o s t ,  if  %his passage were to be trans- 
lated differently, which we believe the original Greek not only permits but a l s o  
demands. 

If one were t o  use even t h e  small Liddel and Scott ddictia3?~3a3~ly he will discover 
a word in the Greek, the meaning of which hss  not been fully reproduced in the 
above translations -- S t  is the  word^^^^^ Yet, the l i teral  and f i rs t  meaning 
of this word fits i n  very we11 with the context and contains an especial ly  noble 
thought that  should make this passage even more meaningful t o  u s ,  In f ac t ,  i t  is 
a thought which enriches the whole context in which this  verse is found, 

If the traditional translation is -LO o b t d n ,  WE find ",at i-r is introducing a 
thought that is somewhat foreign t o  the text as a whole. The l a s t  thing Paul was 
concerned about when writing t o  the Galatians was this matter of support for the 
laborers i n  the Word, H i s  reason for writling them was  their doctrinal aberrations, 
their going back to  the Ceremonial Law for their hope for justification before God. 
In Chapter 3 ,  verse l ,  h e  says, "8 foolish Galat ians ,  who hath bewitched you, 
that ye should no tobey  "cbe truth. " 

If correctly translated this verse i n  chapter 6 would give full impetus t o  the 



real  object he had in mind -- to  show them how to  live in the new liberty where- 
with Christ had made them free and how they might better learn t o  do  that,  He want- 
ed t o  make them certain of the truth s o  tha t ,  in the words addressed t o  the Ephesian 
Chris t ians ,  the Galatians would "henceforth be no more children, tossed t o  and fro, 
and carried about with every wind of doctrine,  by the sleight of men, and cunning 
craf t iness ,  whereby they l ie  in wait t o  deceive.  " (Eph. 4 ,  14) To clarify what we 
mean le t  us  take the Greek text itself and work out from that,  

The passage itself is simple iyr,  i i ca l  and 12gul;stical form: 
Y a ~oinooneltoo&&=eecholr;menosm kateechounti 

a s  to  the form of the e construction. 
is the present imperative third person singular,  

him communicate unto, " in the Authorized Version, Because of the peculiar way 
in which the Apostle Paul uses  i t ,  e lsewhere,  too,  to  give added emphasis to  h is  
presentations,  i t  has  been given a meaning it does not originally have. Properly ' 
translated this  verse would read: "Le t  him who is taught in the word become (or, 
make himself) a sharer of (or, be a partaker with) him "chatteaches in a l l  good",  
(supplying "things 'I) . 

Naturally we expect some proof for that .  The first meaning of koinoon4oo 
is "to be a partaker, be a sharer of, take p a r t i n " .  And s o  the apostle consistent-  
ly  uses  i t ,  a s  we shal l  endeavor l o  show, 

Following Thayerb lexicon xr; which we find l isted every reference t o  the 
Greek New Testament i n  which t h i s  vi~srd i s  used ,  we find two uses  of this word: 

f 
A. koinooneoo - meaning " to  come into communion, or fellowship, to be 

made a partakere I ' 

1) So it is, used in Reb. 2 ,  l$(with ;he genetive of the thing) * -- 
sarkos , translated,  "forasmuc 

children are partakers of f lesh and blood, e t c .  " in the Authorized version, which 
is correct, Nothing about giving, but instead,  of Christ" partaking in or sharing 
the f lesh and blood of men, 

3 i  3 
2) SoAit is used in  Roy. 15,  2 7  (with the dative of the thing): ei gar tois  

JJ '4 autoon &koinooneepbsan gthnee , t ranslated,  "for i f  the Gentiles 
have been made partakers (intrans.) of their spiritual things" ,  in the King James 
Version, which is correct, Agaf n , nothing about giving, but sharing in the spir- 
i tual  blessings of the Jews e 

So it is used in  I Feter  4 ,  13 (dative): slla" kathb konoone'?te toys to2 
chairete , translated in our Bibles , "rejoice , inasmuch a s  ye 

are partakers of Christ" sufferings , " which is correct,  Nothing about giving, but 
sharing i n ,  being a partaker with something Christ has  or suffered, 

B 
B ,  koinooneoq - meaning "to enter into fellowship, join one" self a s  

an  assoc ia te  , make one k self a sharer or partner, " 

1)/ So i t  is ysed in  I Tim. 5 , 2 2  (with dative of the thing) : meed; koinodonei 
- s s ,  i n  the accepted translation, "neither be partakers of other 
men" s i n s ,  " which is correct,  Not giving, but partaking or sharing in the guilt 
that  is originally someone else"* 

2) So it is w+seai11~2 John 11 (wi t tda t ive  of2h 
koinoone~ to& adutoh tois  -- 

"For he that biddeth him God speed is partaker of h i s  evi l  d e e d s " ,  which is correct; 



("him" being the one who brings i n  false doctrine) noihing about giving again,  but 
becoming a partner in another map" guilt,  

/ 
3) So it is used in Rom. 1 2 ,  13 (wirh The dative of person): t ~ ? s  chr6-iars t s n  

koinoono$ntes, for which the King James version h a s  "distributing t o  the 
necessity of the saints .  " Tha t  is what the Apos;ls had in mind, but that  is not 
quite what he says  nos the way he says  it. Literally that verse reads "become par- 
takers of ,  partners i n ,  sh(2rers of ,  the necesslries of the s a i n t s " ,  the same as in 
Rom. 15 , 2 7 ,  where our versions trdnslate correctly (Cf . under "A 2 "1. Paul" s w a y  
of speaking here is a s;ircumlocut,ion, by which he s d y s  the Chrisrians at Rome 
should do something about the need of thc  sdinxs. He does not s a y  that they are 
merely to  help the needy sa in t s ,  but  "make t h ~ i r  n e e d  your need,  become sharers 
of their need " , which is far  more f-arcef ul. and i l l  f uil hsr rnony. with Scripture in 
general ,  a s  for example, t h e  2nd verse of Ga la t i ans  ~ i x ,  "bear ye one another's "; 
or Phil. 2 ,  4: "Look not every one on his own things ,  but every man a l so  on the 
things of others. " So Thaycr correct1 y says , "make rlrrotherk necess i t ies  one 's  
own a s  to  relieve them. " Sti l l ,  i n  the literal sense  of :he word there is nothing 
about giving, but about making oreself  3 pdrtner of ,, sharer i n ,  what another per- 
son has .  

$0 i t  isaused in 8Phil. 4 ,  15 (with d3-tive of pegson, foll 
oudemia moi ekkleesia M K e e E 2 a e  16~~2 doseqos k~a? -- 
hume?s m6noi, for which the Authorized Version hds " no church communicated with 
me a s  concerning giving and receiving but y e  only, " Likerally, i t  would read,  "not 
one churcJh shared with me the word concerning giving and receiving but only you. " 
The verb does not re fer  to giving at a l l ,  b u t  to  sharing the word 
concerning giving. The Philippians were t h e  only ones who accepted that word 
and did something about i t ;  they brought an  offering, 

So it is used in Gal. 6 ,  6 (followed by  wirh,dative of thing w h i ~ h  he 
s5ares with anofhe: --- pot ipportga n? hxe) : -,i~& & k a t ~ c h o u r n e n o s  
loqon t6o ' aq-.atho&. The traditzonal trdnslalion has  been, 
"Let h x t h a t  is taught in the word communicdfe unto him that teacheth in a l l  good 
things. " While a l l  the other pas sages ,  correctly or incorrectly translated in our 
versions,  have "communicdte with" ,  or its equivalent,  we here read "communicate 
unto". Why this  change? Very likely translators wanted to  interpret, too,  but in- 
stead misinterpreted, Taking the W Q ~ ~ S  ds they stand, o m  has  t o  t ranslate ,  'Xet 
him who is taught i n  the word mdke a sharer (or, partner) with him that  teaches in  
a l l  good things,  " that is ,  become a partner or sharer in the good things the teacher 
has;  the teachers and the Galaiians should not be satisfied with just the ordinary 
and regular teaching of the Word but seek ro make themselves sharers of a l l  the 
good things the teacher hds. In other words, there is nothing about giving here 
either butabou"teceiving , sharing i n  something another person has. 

When s o  t ranslated,  verses seven and eight have real  meaning, "Be m t  de- 
ceived; God is not mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth,  t h a t s h a l l  he also reap, 
For he that soweth t o  the spiri t  shall of the spiri t  redp life everlasting, " He whose 
main interest  is in satisfying the desires  of h i s  f lesh ,  who neglects the interests  
of h i s  soul ,  who is satisfied with getting the ba,resi. essent ia l s  for h i s  soul ,  not 
making full use  of h i s  instructor, not getting a l l  h e  can from his  teacher ,  that  per- 
son  is not sowing t o  his  spirit and its temporal and eternal welfare; -- he i s ,  be- 
cause  of h i s  indifference and self-satisfied complacency,sowing to  his  f lesh ,  and 
God, Whom he has  not been interested in  l istenicg t o ,  is not going to  be mocked 
a t  the final a c ~ o u n t i n g ,  

No, the one taught should seek  to get a l l  he can  for his soul and spiritual 
life from h i s  teacher,  We should not jus t  wait for his  teacher to  come "s him, pas- 
sively to  receive what h i s  teacher has  t o  offer, but he ought a l s o  t o  go  t o  his 



teacher for furthering the interests of h l s  spir i t ,  s o  that by sowing to  i t  he may 
reap life everlasting. 

The argument is advanced that Barmabas has  used the word koinooneoo in the 
same way a s  %he King lames Version does in  this  verse ,  So it s eems ,  but there is 
no evidence that it has such a neaning in any of the expressions of Paul in  the 
New Testament, as  just shown, 

Dr, Lenski i n  T$e Selecf ions 2 m A n c i e n t  Church (p, 735) has come 
to  the same conclusion regarding this  sixrfi verse of Galatians s i x ,  saying, "a 
number of writers understand Paul to mean that the pupil is t o  pay h is  teacher ,  
the congregation is to share i t s  material wealth with its minister, Paul s ays  the 
opposite: the pupll is to  have fellowship and part in the spiritual good things,  in 
the spiritual wealth of his teacher, " \i 

He translates this  verse t h u s ,  '?Let him who is being instructed in  the Word 
fellowship with the orlc instructing hlrn in all good things, " and then makes this  

c omment , which because of its brevity i s  worthy of being included here: "So the 
admonition is t o  the effect that every pupil fellowship in $1 the good things with 
his  instructor, that he le t  none of them s l ip  by. I(oinooneln always means 'to 
fellowship' ,  and the noun means ?ellowship'.  'All good things'  arc i m  Sinne von 

ssteriol ogical , -- not money or material things. The 
teacher has  the weal th ,  dnd the p rp i l  is to fellowship the teacher in  regard to  
this wealth,  the Word, There &re-* disdgrce3ble burdens in which we are to fellow- 
ship the brethren, Tbdnk God .ihcr.rcz is also the Word with i t s  del ights ,  in which 
we may fellowship our teachers,  Paul 1s referring especially to  himself a s  the 
teacher of the Galatians. Paul never taught for money; "she Judaizers were greedy 
for money. (2 Cor, l ,  2 0 ) "  ( 7 3 6 )  

So a pastor" aim today i s  pone  other than to  have others partake of t h e  
Gospel blessings which have been commi t t ed  into h is  t rus t ,  to make them partak- 
e rs  of the many blessings and benefits that are to be found in  the Gospel, of grace.  
And this sixth verse of Galatlaras six  urges the Christians s o  t o  fellowship their 
pastor,  s o  t o  make %hernsel_ves pdrtakers of the benefits ,  the spiri tual  good things 
he has  t o  offer and to dispense.  They should go  t o  him, eager  to  obtain a l l  the 
instruction, information, and coinfaui dnd hope that their pastor has  %o give. Nor 
will anyone deny that our people qe,~~-d such admonition, such encouraging, for we 
a l l  must admit that  they could se9.k :i3 make themselves sharers of the many good 
things,  we ourselves enjoy,  fdrx mrl-xe rl-.ian they do, Here is a Word of God, when 
rightly interpreted, t h a t  wlll show t h e m  that i t  is Gad" will that they s o  seek 
after the interests  of'their souls .  L e t  U S  preach and apply i t .  

'9 

Perhaps a brief glance a t  %be sasbstantive form koinoonia will a l s o  help us to  
come to  a final definite conclusion on. the use of t h i s  word, Thayer lists three 
different u s e s ,  in the first  two of which he is correct; the general meaning given 
is ,  "fellowship, as sociatlon, community, communion, j oint participation, inter- 
course,  " 

1) "the share which one has  i n  anything, participation" (with the genetive 
of the thing in which he shares) , and s o  used in the following passages:  

Phil. 2 ,  1: "If there be any consolation in Christ ,  i f  any comfort of love,  i f  
any  of the Spirit . , . fulfill ye my joy, " 

2 Cor. 13,  M: "The grace of the Lard Je sus  Chris t ,  and the love of God, and 
the s~yn-, of the Holy Ghost be with you a l l ,  " 

Phil, 3 ,  10: "That I may know him, and the power of h i s  resurrection, and 



the of lais sufferings , being made comformable unto 
his death,  " 

Philemon 6: "That the 20 u ~ m  of thy faith may become effectual by 
the acknowledging of every good thing which is in  you by Christ 
J e suso  I t  

I COP, 10, 16: "The CUP of blessing which we b l e s s ,  is it not the communion 
of the blood of Christ , . . " 

2 Cor. 8 ,  4: "Praying u s  with much entreaty, that  we would receive the gift ,  
and take upon u s  the kJfhws~& of the ministering t o  the saints .  " 
(re the desire of the IMacedonian Chrfsrians with respect to  
their offerings) 

I Cor. 1, 9: "God is faithful, by whom ye were called unto the of 
his Son Jesus Chrisx our Lord. " 

Eph. 3 ,  9: "And to make all men see what is the of the mystery, 
which from the beginning of :he world hath been hid in God, who 
created a l l  things by Jesus C h ~ i s t , "  

2) "intercourse, fellowship, inilimaey", a8 ip,: 

Gal,  2 ,  9: " they  gave to m e  and Barndbas the right hands of fellow- 
II 

2 Cor. 6 ,  14: "Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for 
what (fellowship) hath righteousness with unrighteousness ? 
and what n r n ~ u n i o n  hath light with darkness ? " 

Acts 2 ,  42: "And t h e y  continued steadfastly i n  the Apostles"0ctrine and 
and in  the breaking of bread and in prayers. " 

Phil, 1, 4 ,5:  " . . . making request with. joy, Far your in the 
Gospel from the first day until now, I' 

I John 1,  3 .6 ,7 :  "That which we have seen  and heard declare we unto you, 
"chat ye a l so  may have fellowship with us:  and truly our 

i s  with the Father . . . " 
"If we s a y  we have with him, and walk in  darkness . . . " 
"But i f  we walk in. the lighz, a s  be is i n  the l ight,  we have fellow- 

one with another . . . " 

3 )  "a benefaction jointly contributed, a collection, a c o n t r i b ~ t i o n " ~  with 
which definition, a t  l ea s t  as "c the  passages  in which it is sa id  to  be s o  used,  we 
do not agree. 

2 Cor. 8 ,  4: (see above) 

2 Cor. 9 ,  13 : " . . . they glorify God . . . for your liberal unto 
them, and unto a l l  men, " 

Romans 15 , 2 6 ,  the last reference cited by Thayer , is translated thus in  the 



Authorized Version, "for it hath pleased them of Macedonia and Achaia to make a 
certain contribution for the poor sa in ts  which are a t  Jerusalem," Literally it would 
read,  "pleased them to  make a sharing (or, participation) with the poor sa in ts  a t  
Jerusalem"; it was a collection, as a result  of their sharing the geed of the Jeru- 
salemites , y e s ,  but. that  is not the meaping of the word koinoonian. Stoeckhardt 
ca l l s  i t a  collection, too, yet really only as to the result  of their fellowship or 
sharing. He is right when saying "Der Beisteurnder tritt  in Gemeinshaft mit dem 
unterstuetzten",  as in  Romans 12, 3 ,  (the contributor enters into fellowship with 
the one supported), 

So a l s o  Heb, 93, 16: "but t o  do good and t o  communicate forget not", though 
i t  should read "but doing good and sharing (supl.  'of burdens and needs')  d o  not 
neglect,  " 

Perhaps this seems to be a revolutionary twist  to  a passage that has  been 
* 

s o  ingrained in  us  in its traditional meaning that we hate to  give i t  up,  Yet, the 
l i teral  meaning of t h ~ s  word koinosneos d~rd i t s  use throughout the New Testament 
force us to  come to this conclusion thatGalat ians  s i x ,  verse s ix  has  to  be trans- 
la ted ,  "Let him that is taught in t h e  Word make himself a sharer with him that 
teacheth in  a l l  good things,  " i, e .  , a sharer of what the teacher has .  Look a t  the 
connotation it has  for u s  and o ~ l r  hearers,  a thought, a truth, expressed most 
beautifully and appealingly. W i t h  a l l  due respect  for the translation that  has  been 
customarily accepted,  all, the evidence seems t o  po in t in  favor of the rendition 
given above,  which not only con tabs a wonderful word of instruction, but a l s o  
makes the whole context more mea~r~nngful, A study of a l l  the uses  of this word 
in the New Testamentcan lead to no other conclusion, 

SOL1 DEO GLORIA! 
-- M. H, Otto 

WHATIS OUR RULE FOR DETERMINING THE 
ORTHOT3g)lCY OF A CHURCH BODY? 

( ~ e a d  at the General Pastoral Conference of the Evangelical Lutheran 
Synod a t  Mankato, M i ~ n  ,, ApwP 2 6 ,  1962, by the Rev, Adolph M. 
Harstad , Watertown, Wis . ) 

Purity of doctrine is not something just to have and to  hold. I t  is not a 
thing the mere having of which saves  without the heart being in  i t  a Neither is i t  
something which we are t o  be sat is f ied to  have just for ourselves without concern 
for others. It is a thing aboutwhich we are to  be vitally concerned t o  bring i t  t o  
others, 

There was  a young man who was much interested in  tinkering with antique 
ca r s ,  He repaired them and made them run, But he never went anywhere with them, 
At l a s t  someone sa id  t o  him, "Why don" you take one of the cars  out on the road 
and go  somewhere with it'? "And  the young man answered, "No, I just like to  hear 
the motor purr along, but I don" care  to  go  anywhere with i t ,  " 

I t  should not be that way a s  regards the pure doctrine,  that  we are only in- 
terested to  hear it "purr a long",  and don" care  t o  g o  anywhere with i t ,  

Jesus  had the pure doctrine. Was He content just  t o  have i t  for Himself? 



No, indeed, He wanted i t  pweisched from the housetops. 

Let us a l s o  remember t h a t  t he  First Petition of t h e  Lord" Prayer, in which we 
a s k  for pure teaching, is followed immediately by the Second Petition in which we 
a s k  that this pure teaching may bc spread ir, t h e  ear rh ,  

The purpose of God's Word is t h a t  we should l e a r n  from i t  to  believe in 
Chris%uunto our salvat i  on. 

It is told that in  a certain c i t y  a group of men were seen looking into a win- 
dow in which a picture was on  di5play" Scddenly ont of rhe m e n  exclaimed, "I have 
seen  Him! " The picture consisted of rn k spots arrrlnged i n  such a manner that  when 
one looked carefully one could set. t he  face of Christ. ,  And above the picture were 
the words: "For you t o  s e e  the face of Chrjst is our hope" " God" Word would 
bring i t  about s o  that we s e e  Christ and may say, "I have seen Him who is my 
Hope, " 

We are not to  forge! that  there are Chris t ians  and  hclrs of salvation a l s o  in 
other fellowships. However, this does not m e a n  thdt  we may be care less  a s  re- 
gards our church affiliation, for God h a s  m d d f  i t  our  duty to  adhere to the pure 
teaching only, 

Perhaps a warning needs d lso  to be sounded l e s t  we make Romans 16, 17 the 
centre of our doctrine, Rather, John 3 ,  16 is the centre. The doctrine of justifi- 
cation is the central  doctrine of Scuipture, 

We now proceed t o  the question before u s  in. this pdper: What is the rule 
by which we can  determine when a n  historically orthodox church body has  become 
heterodox ? 

We have the answer in very brief form in  Pieper's Christian Dogmatics , Vol. 
111, p. 423 ,  a s  follows: "A church body loses i t s  orthodoxy only when it no longer 
applies Rom. 16, 17, hence does nor combat and eventually remove the false  doc- 
tr ine,  but tolerates i t  without reproof and thus actually grants i t  equal right with 
the truth, " 

But we wish a l s o  t o  quote the paragraphs immediately preceding this  s ta te-  1 
ment to  show how Dr, Pieper arrives a t  thf s eonclusio.m, We read in  DEI- 
matics,  Vol, 111, pp, 4 2 2  and 423 as folllows: 

"Congregations and church bodies must be divided into two c l a s s e s  accord- 
ing to  their public doctrine, 

"It is God" will and command t h a t  in His  Church His  Word be preached and 
believed in purity and truth, without adulteration. In  God" Church nobody should 
utter h i s  own, but only God" Word (I Peter 4 ,  11). Chaff and wheat do not belong 
together. All ' teaching otherwise" hhetrodidaskalein, is strictly forbidden. I Tim.  
1, 3: 'As I besought thee to  abide s t i l l  a t  Ephesus when I went into Macedonia, 
that  thou mighte st charge some that they teach no other doctrine. Y t  is important 
to  point out again and again that in a l l  Scripture there is not a single text permit- 
ting a teacher t o  deviate from the Word of God or granting a child of God l icense 
t o  fraternize with a teacher who deviates  Prom the Word of God, God is against  
the prophets who proclaim their own dreams (Ter, 2 3 ,  31 f . )  . And a l l  Christians 
without exception are commanded to  avoid such. (Rom. 16, 17; I Tim. 6 ,  3 f f  .) . 



"The distinction between orthodox and heterodox church bodies and congre- 
gations is based on this  divine order, A congregation or church body which abides 
by God" order, in which therefore God" Word is taught in its purity and the Sac- 
raments administered according to  %he divine insti tution, is properly called an  
orthodox church (ecclesia orthodoxa , pura) . But a congregation or church body 
which, in  spi te  of the dlvxne order, tolerates fa lse  doctrme in  i t s  midst is prop- 
erly called a heterodox chuush (ecclesaa heterodsxa, ~mpura).  All children of God 
should be earnestly concerned to see how real and serious this  difference between 
the church bodies i s ,  because ~ndifference as to the Christian doctrine is rampant 
today among professed Christians,, dnd t h e  "brogataon of c reeds8  and substitution 
for them of a so-called kipplied Christiani",' is represented as the goal the Church 
should strive for, 

"With regard to the orthodox character  of a church body note well: (1) A 
church body is orthodox only i f  t h e  'rue doctrine,  a s  we have it in the Augsburg 
Confession and the other Lu%14erdn Symbols, is acelllally taught in i t s  pulpits and 
its publications and not merely 'off r c i a l l y  "professed a s  i t s  faithh, Not the "official 
doctrine" but the actual, teaching d e t ~ r m i n e s  the character of a church body, be- 
cause  Christ enjoins t h a t  a91 t h ~ n g s  ~ ~ h a t s o e v e u  He has  commanded His disciples  
should actually be taught and not merely acknowledged in a n  bf f ic ia l  document" 
a s t h e c o r r e c t d o c t r i n e ,  I t ~ s  p a x n t  % h a t f a i r h i n C h r i s t w i l l b e c r e a t e d a n d  
preserved through t h e  pure Gospc;P only when "eat Gospel is really. proclaimed, 
(2) A church body does nor  f o r i ~ I i  i t s  orthodox character by reason of the casua l  
intrusion of fa lse  doctrine, Tbr r h m q  which the A p o ~ ~ l e  Paul told the elders of 
Ephesus: a l s o  of your own selv:zc- sh.3ll rnel arise speaking perverse things t o  
draw away disciples  after t h e m '  (ACX 2 0 ,  30), came true not only in the Apostolic 
Church, but a l s o  in the Church of the Refcbrma"&fon and will occur in the Church t o  
the Last Day. A church body loses its orthodoxy only. W H W  IT NO LONGER 
APPLIES RON. 16, 17, E E N C E  DOES NOT COMBAT AND EWNTUALLY W M O E  THX 
FALSE DOCTRINE, BUT TOLEJIETES IT WITHOUT KPROQI? AND THUS ACTUALLY 
GRANTS S T '  EQUAL RIGHT W T H  THE 'TRUTH, ' '  

The following paragraph of t,he "Brief Sr-.d&~ment" is a l s o  pertinent here: 

Paragraph 2 9 ,  ""%he orrhodox character of a church is established not by i t s  
mere name nor by i t s  outward ai'i"e;>tance of i. and subscription to ,  an  orthodox 
creed,  but by the doctrine whack is ACTUALLY taught in  i t s  pulpits,  in its theolog- 
ica l  seminaries,  and in  i t s  publicatnons, Crn the other hand, a church does not 
forfeit i t s  orthodox character thrattg'h 'the ea.%sual intrusion of errors , provided 
these  are combated and eventually removed by means of doctrinal discipl ine,  
Acts 2 0 ,  30; I Tim, 1 ,  3 , "  

PI, 

"She question needs to be answered whether a l s o  a n  error in a non-fundamen- 
t a l  doctrine or doctrines is cause  for breaking fellowship with a church body, 

By way of answer to this question, we sha l l  quote a portion of an e s s a y  by 
Dr. C. F.W. Walthea which appeared first  in lehre  und Wghre of 1868 under the 
t i t l e ,  "Die falschen Stuetzen der modernen Theorfe von den offenen Fragen",, and 
then was translated into English and appeared in the Concordia Theological 
Monthly of 1939 in instaiments from April t o  November, The translation is partly 
by Dr, W, Arndt and partly by Prof, A, Guebert, I t  has  the heading: "The False 
Arguments for the Madewn Theory of Open Questions.  " We quote from the April 
i s s u e ,  p, 261 E, a s  fallows: 

"It is certain t h a b  since a l l  Scripture is given by inspiration of G Q ~  and is 
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profitable, the Church may not adulterate or eliminate anything contained in Holy 
Scripture but must earnestly hold every Biblical truth, even i f  it should appear in- 
significant,  oppose every unscriptural error, should it seem ever s o  unimportant. 

"How is tha t?  we are asked ,  Do you really wish t o  excommunicate every- 
body a t  once a s  a heretic who errs in norhing but a non--fundamen"cl ar t ic le ,  and 
do  you intend a t  once to  sever fellowship with an organization which is guilty of 
such a non-f undamental error ?' That n*e are fa6 removed from entertaining such a 
thought we have stated above, Whai we maintain is this: On :he one hand, a 
non-fundamental error, even i f  it i s  contrary to &he clear  Word of God, must not 
be treated a s  a heresy,  but i n  patient i ~ s t r u c t i o n  i t  must be shown t o  be untenable, 
be refuted, opposed, and criticized. On rhe  other hand,  however, i f  a church has  
exhausted al l  means of bringing s u c h  a n  errrng brother to  the acknowledgment of 
the truth and his adherence t o  the respective error evidently is not due to  iansuf- 
ficient intellectual understanding of Sci-ipture-teaching and hence through this non- 
fundamental error i t  becomes mcl3nifcs.f that, be Z O ~ S C " S O U S ~ ~ ,  stubbornly, and obsti- 
nately contradicts the divine Word and that accordingly through his error he sub- 
verts the organic foundation of faith (the Scriptures) , then such an  erring person, 
like a l l  others that  persevere in mortal s i n s ,  m u s t  no longer be borne with,  but 
fraternal relations with him must be terminated, The same thing applies t o  a 
whole church-body which errs in  a nor,-fundamental doctrine. I t  is very true that 
in this life absolute unity in  faith and doctrine is not possible ,  and no higher unity 
than a fundamental one can  be attained, T h i s ,  however, by no means implies that  
in a church-body errors of a non-fundamental nature which  become manifest and 
which contradict the clear  Word of God m u s t  no t  be attacked and that a Church can  
be regarded a s  a true church and be treated ds such if it e i ther  m a k e s  such non- 
fundamental errors a part of Its confession and ,  with injury to the organic: founda- 
t ion,  in spite of a l l  admonition, strxbbo~nly clings to  these errors or in a unionistic 
fashion and in  a spiri t  of indifference ins is t s  that  a deviation, from God's c lear  
Word in such points need be of no concern t o  u s ,  ' "  

Farther on in this  translation we read,  May, I9 3 9, p,  3 5 2 f :  "The time for 
separating from brethren on account of a n  error which doctrrlrx3lly is non-furadamen- 
tal  has  only then arrived when those who are erring stubbornly reject  a l l  instruc- 
tion from the divine Word and thus become manifest a s  people who, though they 
apparently do  not wish t o  violate the dogmatic foundation, the analogy of fa i th ,  
nevertheless shake and subvert the organic foundation, Holy Scripture i t se l f ,  a s  
far a s  they are concerned, " 

Luther is quoted on p,  356 as  follows: "Christian doctrine does not belong 
to  u s ,  but t o  God, who has made us merely its servants and ministers; hence we 
cannot drop, or yield the smallest  tittle or letter of it. " (Comments on Gal. 5 ,  9) 

We here present certain quotations from eminent teachers that show what 
patience is required in  the matter of restoring doctrinal unity, 

Dr. C.F.W. Walther says the following (as quoted in  English translation in 
the Concordia Theol, Monthly, 1940, p, 298; original in the Lehre und Wehre of 
1868): 

"Even i f  a n  individual member of the Church becomes guilty. of a n  error which 
violates a c lear  word of God, such error does not at once deprive the respective 
person of ecc les ias t ica l ,  fraternal, or intimate fellowship, " 

Dr. Franz Pieper says (Es  say on Unionism, Proceedings of the Oregon and 



Washington Dasrrict , 1924, p. 27; translated by Dr, Engelder in  C. F. M .  , Dec. , 
1943, p. 834): 

"The proper d.nd God-pleasing way to t reat  the G h r ~ s t i a n s '  weakness in doc- 
trine and knowledge js to strive to ort.rnQvc+ t h i s  w ~ a k : ? e s s  by patiently teaching 
them the whole truth of God" Word. Thapa r s  ti truly Cbristtan work arad we should 
keep a t  i t  in great p a ' i ~ n c e ,  W e  m u s t  no t  br quick to discontinue this work, even 
it i t t a k e s  longer ",i-kan we had exprc*ed, W e  keep 1: up with great patience as  
long a s  there i s ,  ir. our Christ ian ; c d g r n e ~ t ,  any prospect and  hope of overcoming 
the error, " 

Luther writes (St, L, XX, 12, 1 9  :he first of h is  eight sermons against  Carl- 
s tad t ,  March ,  1522): 

"We must not forget how Gad bore with us and manifested patience for a 
long time when we were weak  ,id EVFT. u n b ~ l l e v i n g ,  Hence we,  too,  musr prac- 
t ice  patience with our nelghbo: E v e r 3  sf  h e  cannot, follow us at once and a t t i m e s  
stumbles and er rs ,  Hedr how God hcyre dnd there  in the Prophets proclaims that 
He carries His people as a mother cciurles het child. Isa, 46,  3.  . . . This must 
be our method in  dealtng with our w r l k  brethren: we must exercise patience for 
while and bear wlth their wedk . . . W e  must  ~1st bark dt them in  frighten- 
ing words,  but tredi r h ~ m  in  i r l r  ndl; f . i s h ~ o r ~  and lrlstruct t h e m  with gentleness;  
we do  not intend to go ro hre3\rr n : i l ~ r i ~  ra ther  endeavor to bring your brother 
along. Even if ihesc people Z ~ \ ~ I T  irt- i,u; esernles 3nd do not have the fai th in per- 
fection, they w i l l .  I ! r i r s t ,  SF cw-oc ciZ.r f r j ends  -2nd drop rheir unbelief, " 

& 

Again we quote L ~ t h e r  (St. L. i X ,  /2 6 i f ,  f rom t h e  Interpretalion of Galatiand : 

"They appeal to  Gdlo  6 ,  1 arid dern lnd  thar we cover their error with the man- 
tle of charity which be l ieveth all :h i::gs, hope th all things,  endureth al l  things . . . 
They say the rnatrer is nor of suc"limi~orirlnce t h a t  on accourit of thls one art icle 
Christian unity should be di.rup'ed w h i c h  is t h e  choicest  treasure of the Church . 

They charge u s  w i t h  stubborr:ness, b e c d u s ~  we will not yield t o  them by even 
one hair" breadth and will n o t  tolerare t ' h ~ g l ~  ~ T T O Y ,  But I would rather have them 
and the whole world with rhem k a v c  m e  ,md turn against m e  than that I should 
leave Christ and have Him 'urn ~ x q d i ~ s t  me. Chrlst would turn against  m e  i f  I 
turned away from His clear  ar:d cir:a; :: IiVsrd -co follow their idle dreams and per- 
versions of Chr l s t s s  words, The O:,E C:h: :sr_ i s  greater- than innumerably many 
unities i n  love, . . . Thus P a l l  bi.i:r-. : h ~  w ~ a k n e s s  and the fall of the Galatians 
and others whom the fa lse  apostles i;dd rn l~led;  h e  looked at their sincere repent- 
ance . But  h e  deal t  differently vbrrrh the incorrigible false apos t les ,  who de- 
fended their false doctrine and  demdnded ?hat it be received as the truth; with them 
he deal t  hardly., Ga l ,  5, 12; k l ,  10- 4 ,  I , "  

We quote, in transiatlon, from a? Essay in  the Report of the Iowa District of 
the former Norwegian Sycod, 1877,  pp, 5 7 ,  5 8 ,  65, 66 .  The essay is entitled 
"Om Split telse i Klrkt-n", that i s ,  "Of Dlvlslon in  the Church". The author is 
evidently Dr, I? ,  A. Schmidt who in  1877 strl l  adhered to the right paths. 

" M e n  s u c h  drrse who cause divisions and offences, and the fruits of dis-  
sension show themselves, we should follow the Apostle Paul" sadmoni"son, Rome 
16, 17.18: 'Now I beseech you ,, brethren, mark them which cause  divisions and 
offences contrary to the doctrine whlch ye have learned, and avoid them. For 
they that are  such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ ,  but their own belly; and by 
good words and fdir speeches deceive the hearts of the simple, " . . . But one 



turns from them when one tes t i f ies  againsx them, 

"If disunity and controversy arlse in  an otherwise united, orthodox church 
body, this is not a s  i t  should be. Still ~t is right on the part of those who take 
the field against  those who depart from the docrrine of God" Word, and such con- 
troversy is then necessary just for the restoration of t rue unity and preservation of 
the church body. We must always seek t o  be faithful to the truth in love. I t  de- 
pends on circumstances how long one shal l  continue to  wilne s s without severing 
outward church connection with tlaose who contradict %he truth and do  not le t  them- 
s e l v e s  be convinced by i t .  Not carnal zeal nor church politics shal l  decide,  but 
Christian love and wi sdom, s o  tbar t h e  instructiafi of God" Word is carefully 
followed. Those who depart from rbe sound doc trine separate themselves and cause  
the division, even though t h e  orthodox pdrt ,  after having witnessed for a long time, 
e .  g .  in a decadent State Church, go out from it  and organize a confessionally true 
free church, 

"Suppose a person is a member of a false-teaching church body and has  h i s  
eyes  opened t o  the errors that hold sway, is r t  the idea that he should go his  way 
without further ado? 

"No one shal l  go  h is  way wrthout further ado. I t  is not enough that he for 
his  own person s e e s  that the church body errs in doctrine; but it is a l s o  his  duty 
to  hold this  forth and witness tor them with whom he h a s  stood in brotherhood, s o  
that he does his  part t o  the end that as many of them as possible may come t o  an 
understanding of the divine truth and be r ~ s c u ~ d  from the danger to  souls  which is 
tied up with continuation under t h e  influence of the corrupting of God" Word, by 
which poison is given to  souls instead of wholesome food. Common love of the 
neighbor demands this .  

"But with regard t o  how long he shal l  bear witness  without leaving, it is dif- 
ficult to  make a rule that can be followed in every e a s e .  I t  depends a great deal  
on what opportunity the one concerned has  had to learn to know the truth,  and how 
they have conducted themselves,  But a l so  we must remember that the First Table 
has  priority over the Second "rabls. We should love God above a l l  things; and 
love t o  God teaches i n  each  case whether love to  the neighbor demands that we 
shal l  separate ourselves immediately or that we shal l  continue standing for a long- 
e r  time. " 

We now present,  in rather free form, the gist of certain things spoken by Dr, 
Joh, Ylvisaker at the Convention of the Eastern District of the Norwegian Synod in 
1892. These things are presented in Nsmegian in the Report of s a id  District ,  1892, 
pp. 37  f f .  The subject of t he  e s s a y  is: "True and False Lutheranism. " (Sand og 
Falsk Lutherdom) 

One who is filled wath a truly Lutheran spiri t  des i res  unity in the church; not 
just any kind of unity; not just an outward one ,  but one that is a n  inward unity 
first of a l l ,  Note carefully the following passages of Scripture: Rom, 14, 19; 12, 18; 
15, 5 ;  1 Cor, 1, 10; Phil. 2 ,  1 E; 1 F"eL 3 8 ,  The true unity is unity in doctrine and 
in a l l  its ar t ic les ,  

But how about unity in such matters as are truly "Open Quest ions" ,  such as :  
The origin of the soul of man, w h e ~ h e r  by creationism or by traducianism; the per- 
petual virginity of Mary; whether Judas was present a% the institution of the Lordis 
Supper? The answer is that in such things there need not be unity. There may be 
differences of opinion in such matters. 



Then how about unity In matters that  are clearly revealed in Scripture, but 
are not absolutely necessary t o  salvation ii ie  e unity i n  mon-fundamentals? 11.ra 
such things our forefathers made certaal  dis t inct ions,  a s  follows: They distin- 
guished between such who lead astray and such who are led astray; between such 
who stubbornly cling t o  false doctrine rand such who err out of weakness or out of 
ignorance but are willing to  be instructed. Here the saying applies that  two may 
do the same thing, and yet i t  is not the same, 

In the year l5 39 Luther wrote about his own condition 20 years earlier,  when 
he was  indeed clear  in the matter that we arc saved by faith alone; but i f  any one 
a t  t ha t t ime  had taught that  the state of b a n g  a monk or a nun was idolatry. or %ha% 
the Roman Mass  was  an abomination Luther wsuld gladly have been along in  burn- 
ing him a t  the s take ,  He did n o t s e e  at that  time t h a t i f  faith does  i t  a l l ,  then 
certainly monkery and the Roman Mass could rnat do  it, Thus one may err in 
doctrine out of weakness.  Quenstedt and John Gerhard, f .  ex .  , teach contrary to  
God" Word and the Lutheran Confessions concerning Sunday; and yet ,  s ays  Dr, 
Ylvisaker, i f  they had been among u s ,  none of us  would on that account deny them 
the hand of fellowship without further  ado, Ylvisaker says:  We have the sure con- 
viction that they did i t  out of weakness ,  

A t  what time one must ce3se to deal  with one who s ins  in doctrine a s  one 
who is weak,  and now consider h i m  as  one who is stubborn t o  whom one must 
deny church fellowship, is often difficult to  decide in practice,  and in  this  matter 
much wisdom and love are requared. 

We mus"eistiazguish between e ~ r o r i s t s  that ar ise  in  a congregation or church 
body, and such who are outside. I t  i s  one thing t o  break a fellowship, another to  
es tabl ish it, But one must be careful i n  both cases and remember t o  le t  God's  
Word and Christian love rule. Dr, Ylvisaker s a y s  he does not consider i t  neces- 
sary to  expand on th i s  matter any further, but he does add that i f  any one should 
s a y  that he would bury to  the depth 0% 20 fathoms or more beneath the ground 
differences in  matters that  belong "i God" revealed truth , then this  is a sign ~f 
a unionistic spiri t  that  every confes sisraal Lutheran must fight against .  

And here we shal l  c lose  by quoting the las tparagraph of Article XI of the 
Thorough Declaration, a s  follows: 

"From this  our explanatlor,, frnends and enemies,  and therefore every one,  
may clearly infer that  we h a v e  no intention of yielding ought of the eternal ,  im- 
mutable truth of God for the sake  of temporal peace ,  tranquility, and unity (which, 
moreover, is not in our power to  do). Nor would such peace and unity, s ince it 
is devised against  the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency, Still 
l e s s  are we inclined to  adorn and conceal a corruption of "she pure doctrine and 
manifest ,  condemned errors, But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and 
are on our part sincerely inclined and anxious to  advance that unity according to 
our utmost power, by which His glory remains to  God uninjured, nothing of the 
divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is given t o  the l ea s t  error, 
poor sinners are brought to true,  genuine repentance, raised up by faith,  confirmed 
in  new obedience,  and thus justified and eternally saved alone through the sole  
merit of Christ, " Triglot, p, 1095, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



THE MEANING AND USE Or" THE GREEK NLW EESTAMENT CRITICAL APPARATUS 

By Rev, Julian Anderson 

The topic for this  paper - "The Mes!!lng And Use of the Greek New Testament 
Crit ical  Apparatus" - is a n  asslgnmerit which rnvolwes two bas ic  questions -- 1) 
What is the  so-called "criticdl dppara tus"  of t h e  Greek New Testament; and 
2) How is t h i s  cr i t ica l  appardtus used *? 

The f i rs t  of these  quest ions  can  be answc-red very simply and briefly,  a s  fol- 
lows: The so-called "cri t ical  apparatus " (or appdrarus cri t icus) is an  arbitrary 
system of s igns  and symbols used to designate the  various manuscripts ,  ear ly  ver- 
s i o n s ,  and patrist ic quotations whrch have  preserved t he  text of our Greek New 
Testament during these  past  nineteen cer l tu j  1 ~ s  ,. This cr i t ica l  appara tus ,  then ,  i s  
simply a system of idenii i icatlon ,- a tool w h i c h  hds b e e n  devised t o  be used by 
the s p e c i a l i s t s ,  ca l l ed  "textual cr i t ics  " , i r 'he science of textual cri t icism. I t  
may bes t  be s ta ted  here ,  perhaps t h a t  ihe  fir:,r New Tes t amen t  scholar  to  con- 
struct  anything that  c a n  be considered a "critical apparatus"  i n  the  modern s e n s e  
was  J.  J Wet t s te in ,  i n  1751-2 and t h a t  the sys tem 01 notation which is now cur- 
rently in  use  i s  one developed,  out of these older mater ia ls ,  by the American 
scholar ,  C. R. Gregory, i n  19080 This system, i n  its d e t a l i s ,  vvill be explained 
later .  It  may a l s o  be noted tha t  t he  f i r s !  prrrited edition oi the Greek New Testa-  
ment t o  append a cr i t ica l  dpparatus i n  any s m s e  wds the thlrd edit ion of Steph- 
a n u s ,  in  1550, 

Having thus  defined what we call the c r l t~cd1 dpparAtus , we then turn t o  our 
second question: How is th i s  crir ical  appararus used? I? is with this  quest ion,  
t hen ,  tha t  we shal l  occupy our attention in the  balance of t h i s  paper, 

In order t o  d i s c u s s  intelligently the ques t ion  of the use  of the critical appar- 
a tus  ol  the New Testament,  i t  is necessary  to d i s c u s s  to some extent  the sc ience  of 
textual  cri t icism as a whole ,  of which the e n t i c d l  appareitus is such  a n  important 
tool. As  Alexander Souter wrote in his  c l a s s i c a l  book, "The Text and Canon of the 
New Testament" ,  textual  cri t icism is that  sc ience  which " s e e k s ,  by the exerc i se  
of knowledge and trained judgment, t o  restore the very words of some original doc- 
ument which has  per ished,  and survives only i n  copies  complete or incomplete,  
accurate  or inaccurate ,  ancient  or modern, " 1 A s  applied to our Greek New Test- 
ament ,  t hen ,  textual  criticism is that brdnch of theological  d isc ipl ine  which s eeks  
t o  restore the original t ex t  of the various documents in the exac t  form i n  which 
they came from the  pens of the inspired writers ., 

In commenting on th i s  point ,  however,  Vincent Taylor, in  his  exce l len t  l i t t le  
book, "The Text ot the New Testament",  warns that the t a sk  of the textual  cr i t ic  
is exceedingly difficult because  of the great mass  of material with which he is forced 
t o  work. To gain  some idea  of the  magnitude of th is  t a s k ,  l e t  it be pointed out that  
the textual  cr i t ic  of t h e  New Testament is faced with no less than some 13 ,000 dif- 
ferent  manuscripts ,  e ach  of which contains  a l l  or some portion of the  New Testament 
text;  and that  t he se  13,000 inanuscripts r e q u i r e  a precise  and accurate  knowledge 
of no l e s s  than ten different languages , involving a l l  three of the major language 
families of the world - Semitic,  Hamitic, and Indo-Eruopean! But even  th i s  does  
not t e l l  the whole story; for in addition t o  th i s  mountam of material ,  the cr i t ic  is 

'Souter , Alexander, $& Tex ta~d  Canon ofof- Testament ., p, 3 .  



faced a l so  with hundreds ol volumes containing the collected works of the early 
church fathers ,  each  of which may contain thousands of quotations from the text 
of the New Testament, each  of which, in turn, may be of some significance in the 
determination of the oraginal tex-t. of the New Testament, Complicating the problem 
s t i l l  more is the fact  that of these thousands of manuscripts and patristic quota- 
tions no two have been found to  date which agree exactly in every detail!  From 
this  i t  will be seen  that the number of so-called "variant readings" with which 
the textual critic of the New Testament has  to  deal IS a l rnost too great to  be 
counted! Compared with -this exceedingly complex situa"eon it may be pointed 
out that the cri t ical  editor of t h e  text of Aeschylus has only about 50 manuscripts 
to  consider; and the editor of Sophocles only abou"s00; while many of the works 
of the other c l a s s i ca l  authors are preserved in  only one or two different manu- 
scripts.  

E e s t t h e  budding textual cri t ic of  he NEW Testament become completely dis-  
couraged by the magnitude s f  h i s  task at the very beginning, however, i t  must 
a l so  be pointed out that  this tremendous mass of decuments, which poses  s o  many 
problems, a l s o  bestows some very dis t inct  blessings and advantages which are 
lacking to  the editors of other c l a s s i ca l  texts .  For one thing, this  gigantic num- 
ber of manuscripts surely means thar t h e  original text of our New Testament must 
somewhere ex is t  - a factor of the greatest  Importance, indeed. The problem that 
remains, therefore, is a purely practical one - to  s o  develop the science of 
textual criticism "tat b y  the discovery and application of the right principles and 
methods that original text may actually be recovered from the mass of evidence. 

Before we can  proceed any farther, therefore, it will first be necessary t o  
take a somewhat c loser  look a t  this mass of ~nanuxcr ip t s  and other materials with 
which the text cri t ic is called upon t o  work - the  mawrials which the so-called 
"critical apparatus" has been designed t o  idectify. Th is  is naturally the first  
s t ep  in gaining an adequate working knowledge of :he cr i t ical  apparatus. Here we 
note that a l l  of the evidence with which the science of textual criticism is concerned 
may be conveniently sub-dlvided into four categories -- I) Greek manuscripts; 
2) early versions; 3) patristic quotalions: and 4) lectionaries.  Thus, in the six- 
teenth edition of Nest le ,  the designations oi the various Greek manuscripts are 
l isted on pages 30-32; the early versions on pages 16-18; and the Fathers on 
p a g e s  18-19; while the lectionaries have never been included in any crit ical  
edition t o  this  da t e ,  s o  far as my knowledge goes ,  and may, therefore, be omitted 
entirely from cons ideratian in our present discus sion, 

Self-evidenay, the most important c l a s s  of evidence with which the text 
cri t ic must dea l  are the many Greek manuscripts in which the text or our New Test- 
ament has been preserved for posterity, It h a s  been estimaxed that  there are a t  
present somewhat over 4,000 of these  ancient documents , a l l  of them being over 
400 years old,  while some of them date  back to  the second century of our Chris- 
tian e r a ,  within a generatlon of the death of the l a s t  apost le ,  I t  should be pointed 
out ,  however, t ha to f  this great number ok milr%zlscripts only 2 6  contain the text of 
the complete New Testament - a fact  which seems li t t le short of amazing until it 
be remembered that the various documents making up our New Testament were 
written and circulated a s  individual books in the ancient world, From the history 
of the canon,  in f ac t ,  we recall  that  it was not until the fourth century that there 
was any such. thing as a complete New Testament a s  we know it "&day, With one 
or two notable except ions,  therefore, a l l  of the manuscripts which contain the 
entire text  of the New Testament are of a la te  da t e ,  and of comparatively l i t t le 
importance, textually speaking, 

This l a s t  observation, moreover, introduces a factor of the very greatest  
importance in this  discussion s f  the subject of textual cri t icism, and in our under- 
standing and use of the cri t ical  apparatus - that a l l  of our ancient documents are 



not of equal value in our endeavor to recover the original text of the New Testament. 
Indeed, i t  is this  which g w e s  the text critic his first big "break" - that  the number 
of individual Greek manuscripts which &re of any significant value in determining 
the original text of our NEW Test2ment is surprisingly small - really not more than a 
few dozen a l l  told; a l l  the r t s t  being of s u c h  negligible value that they may be 
safely disregarded in  all  but ,3 very f ~ w  cases, 

This being s o ,  the first t a s k  which suggesxs itself ro the text critic is per- 
fectly obvious -- namely that each of the manuscripts must first  be evaluated t o  
determine i t s  relative value and useiulness ,  in  so doing the text cri t ic will first 
employ the process know2 as  "collation " -- t h a t  i s ,  he will "collate" each  sep- 
arate manuscript, or compare i t  with a l l  the orher kr.nwn manuscripts, tabulating 
a l l  places in which the manuscrjpi in quesrion presents a reading differing from any 
of the others -- its so-called "varidnt" rcadlngs, 

Having thus completed t h i s  frrsr sxep of col.lation, which i s ,  of course ,  a 
gigantic task  and far beyond t h e  powers of a?g individual c r i t i c ,  the second task 
of the text cri t ic is t o  seek to correct each manilscript - -that is ,  to identify and 
eliminate its peculiar errors. IE this process the text critic seeks  to  determine 
which of the variant readings of each mdnuscript are due to obvious errors which 
have crept into the text in i t s  tr4nsmission through the years;  and ,  having thus 
eliminated a l l  t hese ,  to  discover d certair. r ~ s i d u e  of variants which may represent 
the original tex t ,  or help In i t s  recovery by comparison with the other manuscripts. 
Here a l s o ,  the t a sk  of the text critic is  no t  j n  overly difficult or impossible one. 
for almost a l l  of the errors which are i n  any way discoverable fdll into a few well- 
defined and more-or-less easi ly  i-ecog~iaablta classes, 

The first  type of errors to  be sought for - dnd  he e a s i e s t  t o  discover - are 
the so-called "un-intentional" errors - those which have crept into the text a s  the 
result of a "s l ip"  of the e y e ,  the e a r ,  or the hand of the copyis t ,  Here i t  must be 
recalled that  a l l  of the documents here being dealt  wlth are "mdnuscripts " - that  
i s ,  hand-written documents, bearing i n  mind t h a t  befort.. the invention of prin%ing 
(@ 1450 A. D .) a l l  documents of a so-called "literary" ndture had ,  by necess i ty ,  t o  
be copied laboriously by hand. In mos t  cases, probably, the scribe worked a lone ,  
with his  original, or "examplar , " sitting on the desk  before him, from which he 
read a word, or a few words,  or a l ine ,  at  a time ,and then transcribed a s  he did 
so.  There were c a s e s ,  however, where a number of copies would be produced 
simultaneously, with one person read1r.g the text of the exemplar a loud,  while a 
number of scr ibes  transcribed the text ds they heard it read. In the former c a s e  
the errors would be such  a s  would result  f r o m  the s l i p  of the eye  or the hand in  
copying; while in the latter case there would be the ddditional possibil i ty of errors 
resulting from a s l lp  in  pronunciation on the part of the reader,  or faulty hearing 
on the part of the copyis t ,  mistaking one sound for another, At any ra te ,  a l l  of 
these purely transcriptional, or mechanicdl, errors have been duly c lass i f ied ,  and 
may be more or l e s s  e a s l l y  identified. 

Errors of the eye  have been found to  be of a three-fold nature -- 1 
rd,  or le t te r ,  is written once,  when the original has  it twice 
; 2) dittography, the opposite mistake of copying a word or 
original has it only once; and 3) homoioteleuton, where a word - or some- 

times a whole phrase,  or whole line - i s  omitted because of a similarity of endings 
(cf. , e .  g .  , Luke 3: 1). Almost a l l  of the errors of the e a r ,  on the other hand, are 
summed up under the common designation of m, and cons is t  of various kinds 
of mis-spellings , arising from faulty pronunciation, or a confusion of one sound 
for another. Some of these mis-spellings , in turn,  may involve a confu_sion in :he 
area of grammar, mistaking one form for another (cf. Romans 5: 1,  or Zcu for tq , 
e tc  .) . All such errors were identifled a t  a very early date  a s  incidences of itacism 
because of the great fondness in  the Koine Greek for the sound of the letter iota ( 1 9 ,  



with the result, that. this sound, was most often involved ~ k i  one way or another, 
(Modern Greek, i t  m i g h t  be observed, h d s  cont inued  rh i s  tendency to  an even 
more pronounced degree;  with t h e  s o u ~ d  of the  letter l hdving replaced al l  sorts 
of other vowels and diphthongs). 

Having thus uncovpred and idev i i f ied  dll of rhese discoverable un-intentional 
errors in  any manuscr~pt  , t h e  text crltic will then dtiernpr to d e t e r m i n ~  which of the 
remaining variant readings ed.n be acOcoi;nced for on the basxs -chat they represent 
changes or va r~a t lons  antroduced wto t h e  text intentionally by some ancient copy- 
ist, This type of error 1 5 ,  in m o s t  c~ r ses ,  much more diff icult  to  recognize, and 
is in  a l l  c a s e s  m u c h  more difficult * a prove, ~nvolving 4~ all  cases a considerable 
amountof subjective -j u d g m e n t  , and often a ranre sense of almost intuitive percep- 
tion found only in the most highly rralrted and skillful textudl cr i t ics ,  In .the 
majority of cases, howev~r, a ccsreful comparison of a l l  t h e  manuscripts will en- 
able the textual critic to detect  s u c h  cases of intentional error with reasonable 
certainty. Generally speaking, they fall i n to  f ive  dist inct  categories ,  in each  of 
which the copylsr has consciously so~igh t  to correct the text - -  1) marginal no tes ,  
or m, being transferred i n f o  t h e  i ~ x t  irself , the scribe being uncertain a s  to  
whether such a note may not have been intended as a correction by a former scribe; 
2) grammatical corrections, i n  which t h e  copyist  seeks to correct what he believes- 
to  be an ungrammatical, or wrong, form or spelling; 3) harmonistic alterations - 
especial ly  common in  the gospels ,  where a variant resding in one gospel is assim- 
ilated to  that of the: athers i n  d n  &tempt to "h;armor;ize" the two and eliminate a l l  
differences; 4) traditional phraseology being inserted - especiplly common in 
reference to  Christ, as, e .. g. , where a simple r e j d i n g  * / a ; p s  would _be ex- 
panded to  the more traditional "Pq g-oG s & $ Y C T + T ~ ~  or Q ~ ~ 0 1 0 6  3 r n ~ ~ f i l d . ~ ~  z 
and 5) dogmatic a l terat ions,  where the co,?yis? h a s  consciously altered the text 
to  bring i t  into agreement with h i s  particular d o g m ~ i c  position (cf, Matthew 1: 16). 

When the cri t ic hhzs thus come to the poxn-t where  he has csoll;%ted, corrected, 
and studied each  of t h e  various mdnusc r ip t s  c;rrefiilly, and has i n  s o  doing de- 
tected and eliminated a l l  the  identifioble errors due  to transrr~issioaa, intentional 
and unintentional, he f inds ,  unfortundrcly, tha t  a l i  of t h e  manuscripts s t i l l  do  not 
agree by any means - that  is,  that t h e r e  are s t i l l  a great number of varianr readings 
in  which the differences s t i l l  canno tbe  accounted for under t h e  above principles, 
He  must recognize,  of course,  thar in any number of var iants ,  only ,ne can be the 
correct reading of t h e  origindl text: a d  that  a l l  of the others must be due to  some 
sort of errors,  n o t y e t  proven or recognized. On the other hand,  he must recognize 
that in any given number of variclnts any one of them rnay be the correct. reading 
of the original tex t ,  which means t h a t  h e  must now apply some further principles 
and t e s t s  in  an attempt to  discover which reading is to  be accepted, There i s ,  of 
course ,  s t i l l  a third possibil i ty - namely that gone of the variant readings extant 
have reproduced the true text of the original, a l l  of them having been corrupted 
somehow and the true text l m t  altogether, perhaps because the bes t  manuscripts 
have disappeared altogether. In s u c h  c a s e s ,  of course,  there is l i t t le that  can be 
done; and the critic must finally resort to  what is called "conjectural emendation," 
or a qualified g u e s s ,  as to what the original text contained. For the moment, how- 
ever ,  l e t  us  lay as ide  rhis thud possibility and return to  the first  two, assuming 
t h a t  the original text is actually contained in one or another of the different var- 
iants "cat remain; for the science of textual criticism has  developed a number of 
additional principles and methods which have proven most effective i n  resolving 
a l l  but a very small handful of problems arising from what we have termed variant 

(to be continued) 
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Anderson, e r a  H ed. , ;Tl?eolog-yU-gj i&e C h j i s t l a n  AAission, New- York: McGraw- 
Hill  Book Company, I n c , ,  1961, 341 pages, price S6,T .O.  

At New U e l h i  i n  November,, 1961, the in t e rna t~on i i l  M~ss io i ld ry  Council  (IMC) 
w a s  integrated with the VfCC , whcre i t  became the  N e w  Dlv i s ion  of the World 
Miss ion  and Evangelism, wrth Btsl-lop Les slie N e w b l g ~ n  of the Church of South 
Ind ia ,  who had b e e n  full-time s p c r ~ t d r y  of t h e  IMG.  riow becoming the director  of 
th i s  New Divis ion,  Since thflt absowp:~on of t h e  IMG by the WGC, many have 
naturally been specula t ing as to what e f f e c ~  t h i s  would h u t ?  on world-wide miss ion 
worke It h a s  been pointed o u t  t h a t  cimalg-amcltion does not rzecessarily inc rease  
miss ion work but  perhaps more frequerjtly verards ~ r ,  Two c l a s s i c  examples  are  
often given.  The United Church of Canada ( M e i h o d r s i ,  Presbyterian and Congre- 
gational) merger, consumrndied i n  1925, had 4 5 2  m ~ s s i o r i s r i e s  i n  1936, But t h i s  
number had declined t o  2 4 5  by 1960, ThEa Co r~g rcga t ima l  and Chr is t ian  churches  
rnerged in  1931, In 1936 they had 495 rniss~csrl3ries, a figure which had shrunk t o  
364 by 1960, Other examples confirm the observation that the r ecen t  dmalgamation 
of IMC and WCC is considerably less than promising in  stepping u p  the preaching 
of the  Gospel  of sa lvdt ion through falth an jes~zs C h r ~ s t .  to those who s i t  in the 
darkness  of unbelief ,  

One need n o t l o o k  f a r  for t he  r e a s o n  for thls decline in miss ionary  spi r i t ,  
The ecumenical  l e a d e r s ,  in  y red tc r  or lesser degree,  simply d o  not bel ieve  tha t  
Christ ianity is the only revealed religaczn of the only  true God; that  "neither  is 
there sa lva t ion  i n  any  other: for there is none other ndmc under heaven given among 
men, whereby we must b e  saved. " (Acts 4 ,  12) 

A s tudy of The , o L i k a r i s t i a n  MissLsk- w i i l  i j ~ l i ~ k l y  reveal  tha t .  
This important book,  d compendium of e s s d y s  o n  vdr ious  a s p e c t s  of miss ion ,  w a s  
written b y  twenty-seven contributors , including such well-- known theological  
names a s :  Karl Barth, Ernst: Berrz, A, C, Bouquet, Oscar G~i l lmann ,  Hendrik Icraemer, 
Less l ie  Newbigin, Harold UeWolf , Floyd H, Ross , Parrl Ti l l ich ,  G ,  Ernest Wright ,  
e t c .  

The book is a n  at tempt on the part of Neo-orthodoxy to break away  from the  
sheltered academic  c lo i s t e r s  whew it w a s  spawned and g e t  into the  market p lace  
where i t s  i m p a c t c c n  be  felt in, a much wider c i rc le .  

The book is divided in to  four parts:  Part I ,  The  Biblical Basis, with s i x  con- 
tributors ; Part 11, Historical S tud ies ,  with three contributors;  Part 111, Chr is t iani ty  
and Other F a i t h s ,  with e ight  contr ibutors;  Par', IV, Theory of MissS-ons, with eight  
contr ibutors,  

While severa l  of the  chap te r s  have some good th ings  t o  s a y ,  which are  
acceptable  when viewed in  the  l ight  of the sac red  Scripture, there  is only one 
chapter  (by Prof. Harold Lindsell of F ~ r l l e r  Theological  Seminary) which s e t s  forth 
a n  excel lent  s ta tement  on the  uniqueness  of Chr is t iani ty ,  It s t a t e s :  "The founda- 
t ion of a l l  conservat ive  missnonary work is the  concep t  of the Bible a s  the  infal l ible 
word of God. By "chis i t  is const rued that  the Bible, in the  A is without 
error of any  kind,  whether historical , geo log ica l ,  theologi  he v iew d i s -  
avows mechanical  d ic ta t ion ,  and a l lows  for d i f ferences  i n  individual  s t y l e s  of 
writing. " (p. 239). Later o n ,  Prof. Lindsell  s t a t e s  "a l l  other r e l ig ions ,  s a v e  
Chr is t iani ty ,  a re  inadequate  and  cannot provide sa lva t ion .  " (p. 24 6) . 

But th i s  is a voice  crying i n  the wi lde rness ,  An examirldtion of Part I11 
(Christ ianity and Other Faiths)  r evea l s  tha t  Prof. Harold DeWolf h a s  no doubt 



summed up the view of most of t h e  scholars who contributed to  the compendium 
when he says :  "Few Old. Testament scholars would defend the doctrine that no 
other religions contributed to  the religion s f  the ancient Hebrews, More specif- 
ical ly ,  various scholars belleve that, t h e y  can find evidences in  the ancient Old 
Testament religion of contributions from the Egyptians,  Midianites,  Canaani tes ,  
and Babylonians " (p, 2 01). From this i f  is evident that DeWslf believes in some 
kind of evolutionary. development of religion, and seems t o  think that this  is the 
point of view %bat should be acceprgd by those who desire to  go  ou tand  preach 
the Gospel,  for he  suggests  that "few missionarxes today, excepting some from 
the extreme Fundamentalist sects, would subscribe to s o  simple and extreme a 
view" (that i s ,  the proposal of most of the earlier Protestant missionaries , who 
"regard the non-Christian religions as s imp ly  fa lse  and wholly evil  ") , (pp. 206- 
2071. 

Floyd H, Ross i s even more specific in h is  denial  of the uniqueness of Bib- 
l ical  Christianity, First h,e warns us  dgainst "trying t o  peg down truth too deci-  
s ively" (p. 219). But he admits that the early Chrlstidns did put forth the claim 
that  "there is no other name gnven under heaven for the salvation of men"; but he 
suggests that  they were somewhat mistaken when he adds this  comment: "ThaNhe 
early Christians may have been over-zealous in stating it in th i s  way is a pos- 
sibil i ty the Christian m u s t  live with" (p, 219), 

Dr, Ross has  completely taken over Bultmannk idea that  the theologian's 
purpose is to discover "the deeper meanings behind the New Testament mytholog- 
ica l  conceptions " (p. 224). In  f ac t ,  h e  becomes s o  carried away with this  approach 
that  he gives utterance to statements such a s  this:  '"ere the mythic has  been 
denied or repressed,  C h r i s ~ i a n s  have taken refuge in  steri le l i teral isms,  legal isms,  
fundamentalisms, and brittle dogmatisms " (p. 226). And he reaches some kind 
of climax when he unequivocally a s se r t s  that "these confessions of faith (i. e .  , 
John 3 ,  16, and II Corinthians 5 ,  19, which he had jus t  quoted) , evoked by a man 
who had a place in history and who had an incomparable faith in God, were drawn 
from the same deep recesses  of the human spi r i t  a s  t h e  ancient Chinese symbol- 
ism of Yin-Yang, Shiva-%halc.tX symbolism of Hinduism, and the Yah-Yum symbol- 
ism of Tibet" (p, 227). 

Paul Tillich in  his chapter ,  "Missions and World History, "develops further 
the theology and purpose of missions which is propounded by these  ecumenical 
leaders.  He defines missions by first  telling us  w h a t i t  is not and then what it 
is (pp. 2 83-2 89). It is not,  according to  Tillich, the nineteenth century liberal 
theology "that missions is a cross-fertilization of culture"; it is furthermore not 
"an attempt t o  unite the different religions"; and ,  certainly,  "one should not m i s -  
understand missions a s  an attempt to  save from eternal damnation a s  many indi- 
viduals a s  possible among the nations of the world, " Tillich believes that missions 
"is the attempt t o  transform the latent Church -- which is present in the world 
religions,  in paganism, Judaism, and humanism -- into something new: the New 
Reality in Jesus  a s  the Christ, " 

One need hardly point out how flbatly this  contradicts the inspired words of 
Paul: "Eye hath not s e e n ,  nor ear  heard, neither have entered into the hear tof  
man, the things which God hath prepared for them that love Him" (I Corinthians 
2 ,  9). But a book such a s  this  ought to  drive us  t o  pray more fervently the m i s -  
sion prayer of Luther (who, incidentally,  is accused of an  "amazing lack of 
theology of missions" (p,  97)): 

May God bestow on us  His grace,  
With blessings rich provide us , 
And may the brightness of His face 
To life eternal guide us  



That we His saving health may know, 
His  gracious will and pleasure,  
And also t o  the heathen show 
Christ" riches without measure 
And a n t s  God coa-;,vf.art them, 

-- B e  W e  Teigen 

-Church , of Pri , Revised Edition, 1961, 
(Available from the Church of the Lutheran Confesions Book House,  New Ulm, 
Minn. Price, fifty cents .  43  pages .) 

This booklet must be corisidered by all those who -would attempt to  d iscuss  
and evaluate the confessional position of this new church body in America - the 
Church of the Lutheran Confessions (CLC) , organized several  years ago by men 
who formerly held membership in the Wisconsin and Norwegian (ELS) synods. 

The CLC asse r t s  that there i s  a - i a  difference between them and the 
Wisconsin Synod. In commenting on the Wisconsin Synod's action in suspending 
fellowship relations with the Missouri Synod, they sdy  i n  their official church 
paper: "Is i t  not true that we withdrew from the Wisconsin Synod for that  purpose, 
that the Wisconsin Synod would not only repent of i t s  disobedience to  the Word 
of God in its failure to  separate from Missouri ,  but a l s o  of' the fa l se  doctrine that 
was developed to  defend and justify i t ?  We find no hint  of a change of doctrine 
in the resolutions. " , Septcrnber, 1961, p. 7 . )  Hence we 
believe i t  i s  fair to s ta te  that  the justification for the organization and continued 
existence of the CLC mus%be sought in the doctrine of Cbu,rch Fellowship, Further- 
more, i f  there is one Bible passage which merits special consideration in the con- 
troversy, i t  is Romans 16: 17, s incs  the CLC h a s  more 01: l e s s  built i t s  c a s e  on 
this passage.  This is not to  deny thar the CLC has made other charges against  
Wisconsin,  and hence a l s o  indirectly against  the ELS , e .  g o  , regarding %he cal l ;  
but the basic  charge has  been in the area of fellowship, 

The CLC position in the most controverted point of a l l ,  tha% of separation 
from those with whom one has  been in fellowship, i s ,  briefly s t a t ed ,  this that  a s  
soon a s  we spot  a person or church body "causing divisions and offenses contrary 
to  the doctrine which ye have learned",  we are not only to  "mark", but a l s o  to  
"avoid" them. The marking and the avoiding are to  be simultaneous. We believe 
that the following quotations from the CLC pamphlet under review will verify this: 

"We f urther bel ieve,  %each and confess that  or 
existing fellowships are to  be terminated when it has  been ascertained 
that a person or group through a false  position is causing divisions and 
offenses in  the Church, " Page 2 2 ,  Par, 46 ,  

"Then there is a l so  the weakness of language. A person may not express 
himself a s  he intended the meaning, or others may read something into h is  
words which is not there,  We do therefore teach that any Christian ought 
to  be very sure before he will ra ise  the cry of fa l se  teacher,  He will make 
careful inquiry and ascer ta in  exactly what is being taught by the suspected 
speaker.  This may require l i t t le or much time. In the c a s e  of a person or 
group with whom one has  been in  fellowship i t  will by its nature involve an  
admonition or several  admonitions. But we emphatically teach that the 
admonishing per s e  and by i%self is not an  absolute must, a condition s ine 



qua non , f or the application of %.void them \ ." Page 30,  Par, 65 ,  

"All who deviate are to  be avoided, They are t o  be avoided when St is clear  
that  they are  causing d-ivisions and offenses in the Church," Page 34 ,  Par, 
74" 

"We further believe and teach that suspension of an established fellowship 
is t o  take place when it bas been ascertained "eat a person or group is 
causing divisions and offenses through a fa lse  position in doctrine or 
practice. " Page 41, No,  7, 

"Though the teaching Church is ever an a d m o n i s h g  Church, we reject  
the opinion that  separation, f rom erroris- is dependent upon the. course 
of admoniti on, " Page 4 2 , l., e , 

The ELS position of long standing has  been th i s ,  very briefly, that when a 
person or church body with whom we are in fellowship causes  divisions and offenses 
contrary t o  the doctrine which we have learned, we mark them immediately, then 
admonish, and i f  this proves fruitles s , avold them, To verify this , we quote from 
a synodical e s s a y  of 1936, later printed in  pamphlet form and given wide distribu- 
tion among the clergy of the Synodical Conference, entitled: "Unity, Union, and 
Unionism". %he words quoted below Prom this e s s a y  are those of Prof, Eaetsch of 
Concordia Seminary, S t ,  Louis,  ( C T M ,  Vol. VI, p. 8) ,  but the ELS committee pre- I 
senting the e s s a y  s t a t e s  that  i t subsc r ibes  to  and endorses them, The following 
quotations will be found in  the 1936 Nomegian Synod Report, pages 49-50, or in 
the pamphlet "Unity, Union and Unionism " , pages 29-30, 

"Mark them, observe them, plead with them patiently show them the error 
of their way, If they hear you, you have nor  only gained them, you have 
a l s o  removed "Re offense and restored the peace, and thus kept the unity 
of the Spiri"eirntact, But i f  they continue mdking divis ions,  i f  they persist  
in teaching their error or remain ip membership with a body that  teaches 
such error and thus help t o  create and maintain the divisions and offenses 
caused by error is ts ,  then the clear  and plain injunction of the apostle is 
"void them" sever  fraternal connection with them, " 

"The point of the apostle" admonition is t o  avoid those ,  a l l  those,  who 
cause  those dfvf s ions,  Neither should we wait until they have actually 
deceived,  misled,  people, until they have by their actions betrayed their 
true character; but a s  soon a s  they teach contrary to  the doctrine laid down 
in the Bible, they are t o  be marked, admonished, and ,  i f  they continue, 
avoided, " 

The above quoted position of the ELS regarding Romans 16: 17, does not mili- 
ta te  against  or contradict those other c lear  passages  which speak of how to  deal  
with an erring brother, e,g,, Tiitus 3: 10, 2 Timothy 2: 24-26, 2 Timothy 4: 2 ,  
Galatians 6: 1 ,  e t c ,  , but rather permits the carrying out of a l l  pas sages ,  a l s o  
Romans 16: 17, where necessary,  This interpretation follows the Lutheran prin- 
ciple of letting Scripture interpret Scripture. We fai l  t o  understand how the @LC 
in the light of their position as outlined in  the booklet under review could carry 
out the Scriptural obligations toward an erring brother a s  presented in the above 
passages ,  

The booklet indicates that the admonition which Scripture enjoins one to  
give a n  erring brother might be given before one marks him a s  causing divisions 
and offenses.  The following quotations would seem t o  indicate th i s  possibility: 
"When errorists by their  adherence t o  their errors k c u s e  divisions and offences' 
in the Church, we are told . . . " (Page 28,  Par. 61), "As we have seen ,  there 



may be years of admonition before a person is revealed a s  causing divisions and 
offenses by his errors,  or it could become clear  a t  one meeting that the bas i s  for 
fellowship has  been removed by adherence to  error. " (Page 3 0 ,  Par. 65).  We 
shal l  have something to  say about that  "one meeting" matter la ter ,  but apart from 
that ,  we could accept  this answer a s  satisfactory i f  one could s a y  that a person 
or group espousing false  doctrine does not become guilty of causing divisions 
and offenses until he  does s o  knowingly, willingly, or persisteritlye However, 
it is not adherence toerror which reveals one as causing divisions and offenses 
contrary to  the doctrine, but rather the ,error which is p ~ e s e n t e d  or intro- 
duced. If i t  is pure doctr ine whlch makes unity, then i t i s  false  doctrine which 
causes  divisions and offenses,  Now it  is true that the passage speaks of "them" 
which cause  divisions and offenses,  b u t t h e y  become guilty by virtue of the false  
doctrine which they espouse rather than by the fact that they adhere to i t .  The 
adherence to  error deepens and widens the offense,  to  be su re ,  but the error it- 
self causes  the divisions and offenses,  This position alone gives  "the Marks of 
the Church" their due regard and place,  

There are some statements in  the booklet which are quite disturbing, For 
example, "Though the teaching Church Is ever an admonishing Church, we reject  
the opinion the separation from errorists is dependent upon the course of admon- 
ition. " (Page 4 2 ,  1. e .) This is not the voice of the Good Shepherd speaking, 
Furthermore, we have a hard time reconciling it with a statement of February 9, 
1959, "A Call for Decision",  signed by those who are now among the leaders of 
the CEC -- IS, C. Duehlmeier, Martin Gals tad,  Roland Gurgel, Paul Nolting , 
Rollin A, Reim, Egbert Schaller -- in  which they state:  "Psr  the purpose of clar- 
ifying our objections,  we submit the foliowirlg as a true and correct statement of 
the doctrinal is sue involved: Termination of church Eells-wship is cal led for when 
Scriptural correction has  been offered and rejected and the erring brother or church 
body have continued in  their error despite admonition. This is the persistence 
which distinguishes an  errorist (Romans 16: 17-18] from an erring brother (Gala- 
t ians 2:  11-14) . " 

Another strange statement is this: ", . . or it could become c lear  a t  one 
meeting that  the bas i s  for fellowship has  been. removed by adherence t o  error. " 
(Page 30,  Par. 65) .  One meeting ? What kind of spirit i s  th i s  which makes such 
an asser t ion? We suggest that  this would come awfully c lose  to  demanding the 
clairvoyance which the signers of a Call  for Decision s o  unjustly accused the 
leaders of Wisconsin of needing to carry out their position, 

The booklet attempts t o  define the s ta te  of the controversy, a formidable 
task  indeed. We are puzzled at times as to which church body or bodies are 
meant, For example: "Finally, among those who maintain that a l l  manifestations 
of fellowship with errorists are forbidden, a dispute h a s  ar isen concerning the 
application of the term heterodox church to communions which had previously 
adhered t o  the true teachings of Scripture, but later departed from them, Some 
have taught that a t  l ea s t  a limited fellowship is to be practiced a s  long a s  such 
erring groups do  not blaspheme the Word of God and do not refuse to  d iscuss  %he 
i ssues .  Others teach that fellowship with such groups is forbidden when it be- 
comes apparent after careful consideration that the error is actually being taught 
and defended. " (Page 5 ,  Par. 2 ) .  Another example: "Some have taught that  the 
exercise of church fellowship is to  c e a s e  when i t i s  clear  that  the error is actually 
being taught and defended; others have taught that  fellowship may be practiced a s  
long a s  the errorixts do not blaspheme the Word of God and do not re fuse  t o  dis- 
cuss  the i ssues  involved. " (Page 40 ,  Par, 3 ,) 

There is much in the booklet with which we agree,  and this should not be 
surprising considering the fac t  that we shared a common bond of fellowship for 
many years,  Our failure to  quote such  points of agreement is due only to  the fact  



t ha t ,  following Lutheran tradition, we want t o  ge t  t o  the points of controversy 
and seek  to  c lear  them up,  

In a general way,  the GEC position on Church Fellowship, a s  expressed in 
this booklet, l eads  one to  ask: What course s f  action will prevail in the CLC in 
the many instances requiring admonition and discipline which are bound to  crop 
up in any church body? When a brother, a congregation, or congregations, fall 
into error, will there be a fervent, eva~agelical  desire and effort t o  win them back 
- like unto that  which our Savior must show and does show to  each of us  i f  ever 
we are t o  reach our heavenly home - or will there be an immediate determination 
of whether or not they are persistent in  their error, and i f  s o ,  avoidance, without 
any real  effort being made to  win them back to  the truth? The booklet is not re- 
assuring to  us  on this  point, W believe the position of the @LC on Church 
Fellowship exposes  them to a very real danger of legalism, It will be enlighten- 
ing to  watch especial ly  those who have their theological training under th i s  
position; and one shudders a s  he thinks of' the saying that a pupil often goes one 
s tep  farther than his teacher,  

-- Theodore Aaberg 

VIhEYARDS IN EGYPT 

Herodotus is a Greek historian who lived about 484-425 B, C .  Plutarch is 
a Greek writer who lived about 46-120 A, D ,  Both of these  writers indicate that 
there were no vineyards i n  Egypt and that wine was not used in Egypt, 

The Bible, however, contains the story of Joseph in  Egypt, with the item 
about the butler of Pharaoh saying: 

"In my dream, behold, a vine was before me; and in the vine 
were three branches; and i t  was as though it budded, and her 
blossoms shot  forth; and the clusters  thereof brought forth 
Pipe grapes; and Pharaoh's cup was  in my hand; and I took 
the grapes ,  and pressed them into Pharaoh" cupp, and I gave 
the cup into Pharaoh" hand, " - Gene $0: 9-11, 

Now, when it became fashionable to  be "ultra-intellectual ," and "scien- 
t i f ic ,"  the difference between the Greek writers and the Bible was "solved" in 
th i s  way that such men claimed there was a mistake in the Bible in regard to  
vineyards and wine. 

I t  should have been simple enough t o  point out that  these Greek writers were 
doing their writing a thousand or more years after Moses wrote Genes is ,  and that 
therefore they could be writing about something that was true a t  a different time 
in the history of Egypt. Besides , these Greek writers , they could have pointed 
out ,  might be the ones that made the mistake rather than the Bible. 

How foolish the unbelievers were came to  light when excavations in Egypt 
began to  show portrayal of grapes being picked and being trod in a winepress 
to  press out the juice. And this  pictorial art  da tes  back to  a t i m e  before Joseph 
came to  Egypt. 

Yes, the very stones cry out against  unbelievers. 
Ex. 


