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Twelve months ago we spoke of t h e  year now  bas^ ds  "A year of Decislori, " 
( ~ o l .  II ,  No. 2) It  proved t o  be a momentous year in  many ways--extreme weather,  
international c r i s e s  , uncertain e lect ions  , globe-circling space  f l igh t s ,  xhe f i rs t  
sess ion  of the  ecumenical  councll i n  Rome. There wcre d l so  some significant 
events  in the ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  sl;i?ere i n  this couniry a r d  especia l ly  in the Lutheran 
sector.  One such event  was  the co~s t i xuz i r~g  convection of whdt 1s now the largest  
Lutheran body in the world, the Lutheran Church in  America (LCA) . Of greater  and 
more immediate concern to u s  were the d e v e l o ~ m e n t s  wichin the Sjnodical  COII- 
ference during the pa s t  year; 

Our Evangelical Lutheran Synod re-dffirrneci 1r.s decis ion of 19  6 1 to memorialize 
the Synodical Conference t o  dissolve  i t se l f ,  T h e  Wiseoxsin  Evangelical Lutheran 
Synod called a spec ia l  convention xo grapple wirh the educations1 problems facing 
i t ,  But the c r i s i s  in the Synodlcdl C01~pft"~e.c~~ p r s m ~ ~ e d  i t t o  give earrres t consid- 
eration t o  the forth-coming Synodicdl Co?ference c~onvention, too; s o  that  ia  
resolved,  almost  unanimously, t o  c a l l  for rhtl dlsso1u:ion of the Synodical Con- 
ference,  The Synod of Evangelical Lutheran Churches (Slovak) did no*, meer in con- 
vention in 1962; however,  i t s  doctrinal commi::ee requested the other synods of 
the Synodical Conference t o  resume cioc~rindl discussSons , in  spi te  of t h e  fact that  
two of the other synods had found i t  irnpssskble ta co~:ica:f such  d i s cus s i ans  under 
the circumstances now prevaili3l.g i~ the Sywkica l  Csr ie rence ,  

I t  had been hoped that  there would have been some conserva:ively-poirred 
decis ions  made by the Lutheran Church-Mxssouri Synod a+ its triennial c o ~ v e r t i o n  
in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  l a s t  June. However, i: seems thax zhis convention succeeded 
in  doing what we a year  ago  did not. deem possible--i-: avoided coming "t effective 
grips with a number of controversial i s s u e s ,  For example,  t h e  "Theology of Fcllsw- 
s h i p , "  a statement given to the Joint Doctrinal Cornmit?.ee of rhe Synodical Con- 
ference a s  the  position of the Missouri  Synod on rhai  doctr ine ,  w a s  a t  Cleveland 
termed "a s"edy document open t o  revisaon, c lar i f ica t ion,  or correction. " Instead 
of being forthrightly rejected because  i t  espoused un-lutheran pr inciples ,  the 
document is e i ther  t o  be revised or supplanted by a new study on the subject ,  



Again, the same conventioz did not se t t l e  the Scharlemann problem. It forgave 
h ~ r n  , cot for teaching false doctrine,  which we maintain he  d i d ,  but  for having 

3. a i s tu rbdno~,  ir his  syzod with h i s  exploratory s p a k i n g  and writing. This 
wds a11 h is  " c ~ ~ ~ f e s s i ~ n  " izvobved, 

A g d n ,  the M i s s ~ ~ r i  Sy ~ o d  rh3r.ked God for having permitxed the India Evangel- 
ical L ~ t h b e r a n  Church "to intensify its missionary outreach" with respect  to its 
ap;:.byit-g fo; membership with the Federation of Evangelical Eutheran Churches in 
India, which  federation was a t  that  very momect (through i t s  Commission) propos- 
i ~ g  a.venuEs of fellowshry wnth the  un io~ i s t i c :  Church of South Iv.dia, 

Again , rhe Cleveland csnv~ntior:!  approved of the Mis souri Synod representa- 
tlives m e e k i ~ g  with representatives of o t h ~ r  L~tkerars ,  and Reformed churches,  with- 
D E ~  any- criticism or correction of the  fellowship irlvolved i r ~  such a meeting in the 
past .  A s d ,  i ss tead of seekifig ways and m e a r ~ s  for healing  he breach in i t s  own 
immkdiate family, the S y ~ o d i c a l  C a ~ ~ E e r e n c e ,  t h ~  convention resalved to  continue 
meeting with represen-tatives from other Lid Lheran churches to s e t  up a new Lutheran 
Inter-Church As sociatian in  the U c ~ i t e d  S ta tes ,  It was  these  discuss ions  and 
meetings with the Old Ndtior.al L;+hsrar Council ,  tit the very time when the Synodi- 
c a l  Conference Synods were d i scuss ing  rhe matter of Fellowship and the related 
sub j ec to f  Cooperation i n  Ex:eu2als, which had much t o  do  with bringing the d i s -  
cuss ions  of the $oi:tt Doctrim1 Commblt~ti of the Synodical Co.iierer,ce to  a n  end 
in  8960, 

In  general ,  fa lse  doctr ine ,  f a l s e  t eachsrs ,  and fa l se  practice were not unequiv- 
ocal ly  rejected a t  Cleveland. Perhaps it is t rue ,  a s  a man i n  a n  icfluential posi- 
t ion in  sa id  synod stated, ~ a m e l y ,  t h a t  the  Missouri Synod c o n v e ~ t i o n s  do  not 
make any decis ions;  they only set pol ic ies .  I'or ourselves we believe the judg- 
m e n t  expressed by the  <;hrj~sti;in @ntuuy suc years ago ,  after the St. Paul conven- 
t i02 s f  the  Missouri  Synod, is even  more apropos today,  

. . . forces ~ T E .  building up within the church. Missouri Synod funda- 
mentalism has  never been run-of-the-mill fundamentalism, IR t h e  pas t  at  
l e a s t ,  i t  w a s  informed, reasoned ,  scholarly biblicism, For some time now, 
though, the denomination h a s  been coast ing theologically. It has  lived up 
i t s  theological capitah I t  ha s  turned i t s  brainy, busy ,  busmess l ike  
at tention to  other mdtters. If. h a s  bl,ellQp.i-ize-winning plants arid huge 
budgets and experimented with educationdl theory and gone in for art  and 
triumphed in  te levis ion,  The s ta te  of Mis souri may say. "show m e ,  " b u t  
the  Missouri  Synod goes  overboard wherever it goes .  The one thing i t  
ought t o  be good a t ,  though, h a s  l o s t  grourd al l  around. Theology is its 
stepchild.  (July 18, 1956, 12. 847) 

Also the Syl-odical Cocference conver-tion in November was  a disappointment. 
The resolution was  passed to contmue the Syngdical Conference jxefm there had 
been any discuss ion  on t h e  exist ing doctrinal  divisions within the Synodical Con- 
ference.  The convention a s  such  a l s o  failed to  come to  grips wi th  the doctrinal 
i s s u e s  when they did come to the floor. In f a c t ,  what w a s  resolved had in  effect  
a l l  been sa id  in previous conventions,  and much more pointedly, too. The over- 
whelming voting power of the Missouri  Synod (chout 75%) meant the Synodical 
Conference would only do  and decide  what Missouri wanted done and decided.  
The Synodical C ~ r ~ f e r e n c e  a s  an organization has  been preserved,  but the thing 
that  i n  the pas t  s e t  i t  apart  from a l l  other Lutheran groups,  a genuine one-ness 
in  conservative Lutheran, theology, h a s  long departed. It  i s ,  then,  not amiss  
a l s o  of the Synodical Conference t o  say, "Ichabod! " 



We are wel l  aware of the fact that  we have given considersble space  to  the 
Lutheran Church-Missouri Syriod and i t s  part in  the history of 1962 ;  yet., i t  w s s  
necessary,  for our fate is very c losely  tied up with the same, Whzit: s h e  did or 
did not d o  set rhe s tage  for the course our Syriod will  have to  pursue. 

And s o  we a s k ,  What are the prospects for the coming year and y e a r s ?  One 
cannot avoid say ing ,  the d ie  ha s  been c ~ s t .  The synods within the Synodical 
Conference c a n  only drift farther apart ,  There cran be no resumption of former work 
and worship when there i s  no yielding of position or change of direction on the 
part of those who have manifestly left  the historic. platform and principles of the 
Synodical CorLference as well  as those of their owrl Synod. The simple fact  is 
that  an impasse ha s  been redched and because  of i t  there no lofiger is any meeting 
of minds, a l l  resolutions m d  pwstes-cations t o  the contrary rotwi ths tmding,  This 
may mean a smaller c i rc le  of churches with whom we can fellowship, That should 
not disturb us  i f  we can h w e  the good c onscierace , a~sd  we can h ~ v e  i t ,  that  our 
cause  i s  the Lord 's ,  for i t  is the cause  0 6  His Truth, 

We would l ike t o  hear some more of the forthright x-estimor;y that we had come 
to  appreciate from our brethrer, in  t h e  Slovlk S y ~ o d .  We c iw.zot  believe that they 
on the matters in conitroversy s a y  one thing in  the Join?: Docxri9sl m e e t i m p  and 
another thing on those  same matters when outside that forum, When we recall  
some of their noble history i n  the edrly ddys of their s y r r o d ,  we would l ike t o  be- 
l ieve that they would not,  r,ow when t h e y  are larger 2nd stronger, act m y  less 
decis ively  and cou ragesus l~ . ,  Negle~~tircg t o  act  i n  acesoPd3~lc.e with their  former 
position and principles would me3n that their former ba t t l es ,  some of them bit ter  
ones , had in the end been fought ic vain,  

By way of a postscript  we must mention "chat while w e  apprecidte the p leas  and 
admonitions of our Overseas  Brethren n,ot to "break up'' the S l -~od ica l  Conference, 
we in turn must a l s o  plead with them to  review the facts and t o  s eek  t o  come to  
some decis ion with whom they would identify themselves iri days to come. We 
honestly feel  that  they and we are very c lo se  theologieidly. If they will  but fol- 
low their own t h e s e s ,  with which we csn for the most part readily agree ,  we do  not 
have any fears  a s  t o  the conclusion to which  hey will come. We have a l s o  been 
more than once impressed by the  f a c t t h a t  such Overseas  Brethren a s  have had 
l i t t le  contact  with the  Synodical Conference until very recently,  are much more 
sympathetic to the position we and the Wf scornsin Sl-rLod are espousing than t o  
that  of the "new Missouri .  '' 

May the Lord of the Church,  W'f-6:s does  not depend on majorities or numerical 
strength,  for His Truth's sake,  tkroughowt the year  we have entered in  His  Name, 
graciously direct  and b l e s s  the labors of every church and individual that  is 
"contending for the faith once delivered to the s a in t s ,  '" 
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ARGUMENTS FOR JOINT PRAYER EXAMINED 

(Resd to t he  Fort Way-6 Paatordl C~-~ ic . rence ,  A ~ : i l  i , 1946) 

Before proceeding with. an examf_ndt.?ior\, oi -the argumests i n  deferlse of J~ i r . t  
Prayer that  have rec;erltly been rbiseci i~: our circles , I shdll pa-es~ r:t the ~ o s i t i o n  
which our fathers took wher. they ex;rt s s l y  formulated their posiiior, on this  
question, cis on the larger (4 ue ~"Lian of cir;ii~-.ism, I: is recorded iri the official 
declaration of the Missouri Sl~vbod 01 4,861, wl-,e~: the Predestizazion controversy 
had been under W ~ Y  low over ycziu, dnd whi-;fi tine l ines been definitely drawn. 
Fortunately " c h e  words are so c , " . ~ Y Y  as to leave ;:s room for doubt,  

"We tell  everyone w h o  champiaies a diffc,renz dscrtvine amsqg u s ,  although 
he alleges h is  adherence Lo the eo:r.ressio::s of "the L u t h ~ r a r ~  Church, openly 
and hones t ly  We do r : ~ t  b e l s ~ g  ~ .oy~xhe r : ,  and hence hbve come to the 
parting of the ways. This does PO: rne~~ba - t h e  we dec;ldre our opponents to 
be heretics or that we cordcmr them,  We do K O %  even do this in the case  
of the Unierte rrnd Relo-rmed. Thereby WE s a y  only this: We csr-: no longer 
walk together, HENCE CAN NO LONGER PRAY TOGESTHER FOR YOU WILE 
PRAY FOR OUR CONERSION AND WE FOR YOTJRS. BUT SVCH JOTNT PRAYER 

l o  Ez i i fv rd i - , gbyyaux  IS AN ABOMINArTION BEt'ORE GOD, { c ' x ~ ~ "  :-ik Q L ~ ~ S '  

eorlscience you er:~:,-,ot b e l l e v ~  as wc; be;!it:ve, we :$re r,a: a*",lie to ckarige that 
s i b a t i o n  - crsatia;r.,, of faith i s  y 0 2 2  I,+~a::s, pavvei; %put cari , m ~ s t  
ar,d do declare ~ ; i ~ r 3  Y ~ U :  He-* . ~ i t f i ~ : ~ i ~ ~ ,  W ~ Y S  sep32:3te " ( g e h e r  auseinander) . 
(Allgemeiner Syirodhlbe~iek:? t .18: :3  2.). 

Those words evinc.6 bey-01.d c.~r:---ove:-:;y W ~ - ~ L :  gosi tio.2 ucr i 3 ~ ? e :  s look on j'oint 
Prayer with leaders rixid te.;uhe;-s of d<i:::.i.:~:y w h l ~ ~ h  our f3:'ltrs were c:o:lvinced 
militated against Sc~ ip tu re  s . 

And "bat i s  also what ~6 leb:~:~j?d f~-ul)m o ~ i i  pcofessol-s at the ssml~~aries ,  It was 
conveniently summed up izi ?he slogsr: i(E i i _ ~  G c b e t ~ g e r n e i ~ r ~ s ~ k ~ ~ ? ~ i  ~ h ~ . e  Glaubens- 
gemeinschaft. 

Entirely in line with this pssitisr; a l s o  the C";o~:ver~"Lisr, of the Missour i  Synod 
of 1938 resolved th& no prayer-feSlswship should be pr:*ctiised with memd3ers of 
the American Eutherar; Church ~;a5rltil matte:$ r~*;uirirsg 3djudicatio-i-, had been 
disposed of in the fear of God. Thf s resoluSo:: was  substantially repeated in 1941, 

Since thar: time, however, members s f  esbr S i  ~ ; o d  have, according to the reports 
published in ---a 'The -- L.l7'F.ersi: Wi4:rPPe3 s , ire c;uc :d!y j oiihed wiib other Luther32 bodie s 
in  conferences which were opened and closed with joint devot ion4 exerc ises ,  in- 
cluding joint prayers. Nor were these rneetir g s  always devoted to a discussion of 
doctrinal matters or called for t h e  purpose of reaching agreement in doctrine, 
Alongside of this practise there has arisen i.: our Syriod a l so  a sys~ernit-iticl defense 
of point Prayer without complete agreement in  eo3;. ,fessio~~ 

Toward Lutheran ---- Union lays  down the following p r i n c i p l ~ s  to  determine when 
j o i z p r & r  i s s i d d e r :  . 

"Our prayer must never become par tof  a puSlla; s e l i g i o ~ s  service or meeting 
in which Scriptural. truth is denied, ctomp~omised, or ignored, is which error is 
propogated, or in which men who are preser7t as  t h e  avowed exponents of error 
officiate. " (TLU, p, 193).  



The implication of the a r g u m e ~ t  is that where none of these ~ o r ~ d i t i o n s  obtain, 
joint prayer is permitted, 

The argument is deceptive because, ii groves too much, I t  either permi", or 
forbids a l l  joifit prayes, For 

1. How can anyon.e te l l  ir: advance whether S c r i ~ t u r a l  truth will be d e ~ i e d  , com- 
promised, or ignored? If adva2ce kr owledge is GO: cecessary, al l  joix-it FrayGr is 
permitted; i f  it i s  ~ e c e s s a ~ r y ,  a l l  joint prayer is ruled out, 

2 .  How cdn anyone te l l  ir. advance whtther error will be propagated? If that 
condition should turn u p ,  t h e  joint prayer is sx~ful, But if the  fact  t h a t  one did 
not know that error would be p.~a$;i,agated legifiirndtizes t h e  p:ayer,  very joint prayer 
a t  the opening of a meet,iug,g is pe~mifted,  

3 ,  And how does an ordained micister, m e m b e r  of d body whaeh &eacF%ss or 
tolerates fa lse  doctrine , get  rid of b e h g  "a- wowed exponenf of the docbrine of 
his denomination ar?d hence of error"? 8% colzrse , by public repud%a.t.isn acd con- 
s is tent  testimony against  the error, If 6ha",iew i s  a c c e p t ~ d ,  a l l  join",pnrdyer 
envisioned in the argument is ruled orat, If i t .  is d e ~ l e d ,  dl.4 join-prayer is ruled in. 

In fac t ,  the argument p r ~ s e c t e d  e i t h e ~  pe~n l i t  s all. jot??: pmyer  with ary azd al l  
teachers who ca l l  themsejlves Chrfstian, or forbids all common p ~ a y e r ,  even t h a t  
between members of our Sy-rrl~d,, Ir. E P  cer~airil.y ark a l l  car ofhmg argumr-P+, rhere- 
fore invalid, 

Another method of defesadirg joix "s,raj>c+r is illusE-~dkea by t h e  %ollowir~g extract 
from a paper read to  t h e  confere r c e  (Mee l i2g  of t h e  44 -ACD) which m e t  at Chicago 
l a s t  September. "Se method emsloyed is eo p r e s e ~ t  iY;i such  a mararer CIS to make 
ridiculous what is claimed to  be the srgexm~-,n"r,f those who hold with our fathers 
of 1881 that if, is wrong to joiri " i n  p-zyear wi", ci p@erse>r with whom he is not is com- 
plete doctrinal accord. " 

"Such reasoning (i,e, , t h a t o p g o s e s  joict prayea) I s  ~sus1l-y based on Romans 
16,17 with a n  emphasis 02 '"a.\roid tkern"~d o:? I Thess, 5,22, "abstain from al l  
appearance of evil. ' I t  is argued: 1) Frdyvel is a confession of faith, 2) If you 
pray with someone with. whom you do not agree i r ,  all poizkts of doctrine, you 
are confessing that you are 016 witb him i? faith. (Thus  far no Scriptural evi- 
dence is needed, This part of the argume::i is built oh:; of human Haassn and by 
processes of deduction.) 3 )  But axmrdir,g to Rarnaw 16, 17 you should avoid 
such people and not pray with ihrm. 4) If you  should not really confess unity 
of faith with one who does fist agree wich you i- a l l  points of doctrine, you are 
a t  l eas t  by your prayer with him "ivlng the appe~:~tce"as though you did,  and 
thus you s i n  against  I Tkess. 5,22. '" 

Whether anyone ever argued in such rr3.i.'_le-bi2iljed f-3skion I do got know, It is 
certainly not the argument lined cp i r l  Eckhclrdt's rRsg_I--~~xikg,, which is of course 
not authority for doctrine but  i s  du%harlt&lfve o? hlstcary of. doctrine ic khe Missouri 
Synod. 

The arguments I have heard proceed along t h e  followieg lines: 

Major Premise: All who cause  d i v i s i s ~ s  and offenses by propagating and defending 
false doctrines should, according rro Romans 16,1%, be avoided, 

Mirior Premise: The members of Synod X, by reason of the fact  that Sy-r,od X teaches 
some false doctrines and toolera tes others,  cause divisions and 
offenses agaiflsd the Apostolic docxrine. 

Conclusion: Members of Synod X should be avoided, 
Major Premise: All those who must be avoided cannot be prayed with, 
Minor Premise: Members of Synod X musYbe avoided. 

Conclusion: Members sf Syr~sd X cas~~",be prayed with, 



Sometimes the defeaders of jo in t  prayer s . i o ~ p  :o gross misrepresentation of 
facts .  Ar. example occurs ir Dr. Thee. Graebrer 5 F ~ : : a ~ ; ~ e l l o ~ ~ h i p .  The Eop of 
p. 8 resds: "Yet i t  i s  sbch,  p 3 y e ~  thdt 15 denc?b-ced as uP.;onicrn, etc." The 

-, prayer referred t o  is described o n  pl. as "crziyet i p c k t n  8- ChrlrT:ae. ::us! to the 
true God, " Now as 2 mat": of fact, co p t p ~ o x r  : of _:CI~T:,C prayer ever  a-cywhere 
condemned a prayer ehct-sciet-iasd only by "Ck:jpeidr: ' r ~ c :  12 +rue God. ' I 

Joint prayer was never coi-.demi=c.d beea~se ie e x ~ x ~ ~ s e d  ' Th r i s - i a -  "rust i.2 t h e  
true God, " as  the pamphlet re tt;. LWY y o .  t , i ~ c l  udi:'g f:he = h o e  of the 
pamphlet, knows t h a t  jc;W Grayer  w - ; ~  c.ordem~,.ed becr-lux i t  cres)ss %h Impres- 
sion of a g r e e m e ~ t  wkwa T - ~ G F E  is T O  3g:eeme :*. 

:flloy&-p offers the iollowis,g af-g,mc::f:- i.1 s u p o r :  of FP3yer with 
heterodox Christ i&ns. 

- i x p , - b i ,  31x1 i 3  :he visible mem- A, ", . . prayer fellowship fs .;!]e. urnbe r- " M P ~ F  C - 3  "'91' ' 
bership of corporate bodieq, ar; "_he basi? of Se:iprjurdl command and precept, 
when al l  conditions of t h e  exnse rlce of' d"l;, 3c t ~ d 1  spirizudl unxy- are sat is-  
f ied,  ndmely , a csmmor sci~xflic-ai-io:1 or ~ r -  tirion to God, .in common worship, 
on the bas i s  ob: a commor r a . . ~ o s e .  " (Pf , g o  3). 

According to  the argumefit the  c aw ,d~+ iov  P. a ~ f  a & i r f % ~ l  m i T y  are 

1, ;;J. commov~ su;~_',lie~ariol-r or ~e;i:lor !o God, 
2 ,  commozr worshxp, 
3, common purFose, 

Now an  exami~a t ion  of the Scrip",r~-- passages whacks spe& of spiritual unity. 
mention none of $he ehardcTer~is&ics c ~ f e d  i~ t h e  ~ ~ g r s n i e r 3 .  Acc ordazg to Scriptures 
spiritual unity csonsfsxs of being of 0r.e mied, I Car, 1 ,  10: '"Now E beseech you, 
brethren, by the name of our Lord Jrs.l!s CPr i s t ,  fhaf ye a l l  sr?edk t h e  same thing, 
and that there be no divisions srnai;g yo;, S~viktdt ye be ~erfec9~.t  joined together 
in the same mird a.id irl the sdme judgmeq'." S o 3 l s o I I  COT. 11 , l l .  Phil. 1 , 2 7  
s t a t e s ,  "that ye std-id i a l t  ir o l e  i p i i i v ,  w ~ h  o:e m i r d  s'rivicg together for the 
faith of the Gospel"; and Phil, 2 ,  2: " tha t  yc- be like-mfcded , having the same 
love, being of one accord,  of one mild.  " I*, view of this conslp!~nt testimony of 
Scripture no h m m  b e i ~ g  h2s any r%gh+  rrs ye+ &side like-mindedness in doctrine 
and agreement in, corrsfession when h e  set5 iorrl? "all ?he rc i?di t lo~s.  . . of an  actual 
spiritual uni ty ,  " These ~0~7dilGio:3s are not s ~f is f ied by dnyEh%.rg short of char- 
acter is t ics  mentioned i n  Scripture, 'The argumc;.: t m h s '  t h e f e f o ~  be rejected; i t  i s  
wfthowt Scriptural f o u n d a t i o ~  at the v e r y  place where i t  m u s t  rest upoc Scripture 
t o  be binding. 

B e  Another argument reads: "NOTIP of :he gc.dsc3dges usually l , -~o%ed ag2fnst 
opening meetings with joint p.rsyrY, for r.v-is%i~ce with t h e  represmtatives 0% 

the ALG , Even distantly refers to such a s ;'uation. " (PI- l3ellowship, p. 4) .  

Romans 16, 17 is ruled out by the following argbmeFts: 

1, It "deals with enemies  of the t r ~ t h  who come w1ih the sinister purpose of 
deceiving hrLscent hearers. .  . b y  m e m s  04. specious talking and pretty words," 

That argument wrenches the grammar, Out- of an adverbisl c l d ~ s e  that gives a 
reason for the command expressed in the verb i t  makes an ide~ t i fy ing  adjective 
c lause ,  It refers to the noun what belongs to  the verb, 

How would you interpret t h e  follownag sentence: Beware ot men who i ~ v f  te 
young girls to go with them to all-~1it-e dances ,  for such men try to  seduce girls  
and se l l  them into white s lavery? Would you consider your daughter to be acting 
within the meaning of the sentence i f  she told you that before accepting such an  
invitation for next Saturday night she  would make sure that  everything was a l l  
r igh tby  asking the man who had invited her i f  he planned to  seduce her and se l l  



her into white slavery? Why cot accord :he same common-s~zse  treatment to  the 
words of Scripture ! 

2 .  "The command not to  bdve iellowsnig certainly .ppli~,s to all and every kind 
of errors consistently defended. " (y 4) 

Answer: The command I s  df s e c t ~ d  agai., 3s' the teaehe~s of errors. This augumezt 
wrenches ehe text, 

3. "Not every joir,: prayer is 2 toke5 of iellowshi;;. " ( g .  4) 

Answer: Whiit oc e31:h ~31? joi:.: prayer P X F ; ~ ~ ~ ?  exc\~;,t jgceeme:~:? Azd i s  cot 
fellowship esseritiallp sgreeme-A ? HOW does jol:-t pF3yer express dry exist-  
ing disagreemer!:? A ~ r d  is it I T o T ~ c ~ D ~ F .  to ~ X F T E S ' ;  disagreemer:, in common 
words '! Or ME. we :,o USE 'kt Lame oi Gad j ; 5r  :o he ~ o l l t a  ? Tk ~t cvld 
eert5i~l-y be using the ~ z i m h  of God 3:: -valr . 

Since the three a r g u m e t ? ~  adduced to r t ~ l e  o.,l. &mars 16, 7 3 , :he Frlssage con- 
tinues to  stard as a b a ~  sgai2st joilt pzayer W I ~ ~ Q J X .  diactri~dl ag~gemerit. 

The argumert to  set d s i d r  TlWus 3 ,  10 ("A ma- 3 3 '  1s 3- heresic sftes the firs: 
and second admonitioq i . t ie~t")  15 a logleal c:o~io. The 5t4;he: rnsiccs [he following 
poi 2%: 

"Dr. Walther, followicg LL,iker bxs ~*rc i t rs t3-d1-g of ?i?t.s 1 ,  10 (as kcre who 
is delivered u ~ t o  ~ a t a r P ) ,  i h ~ c e i o i ~  d c f h ~ s  a k ~ r e r i c  as a ;,ersor who, Yi- spite 
of repeated admonition a.id i c ,  sp i+e  of b ~ t t c r  kc.owledg~: 5:-d consc iesce ,  ccn- 
tinues in his perverse coidur?.  (Die Ev. Kiech~ die wahre sichtbare 
Kirche Gottes auf Erdes., 1891, -go 24; nlso Kirche ;icd Amt, p. 126; also Cuecther, 
Symbolik, pp, 7-81 The sr.rrnt position is +skcz by Cs. Fi tpcr  i n  h i s  Christliche 
Dogmatik, I. p. 101. " (3, 5). 

I-Iavhg thus defined kerefEcg, t h e  author makc s the a p ~ l i c ~ ~ f a : ~ :  

"The text caccot possibly be i b i l ~ t ~ d  a93i:st 3 :el-L:io~skip +0 those who sub- 
scribe to the Luthtrar! @or:f~ssior-s , who i:e r e c ~ o g ~ i z e d  as Ch:istiar.s (since we 
do nox proselytize their members) 2 3 1 2 7  w h ~  by fraaitio:: or weikness  err in some 
point of doctrine. " (PF, p . . 

The argument is valid only if  two c?su jp0r:td ;isi;~..m>Lio::s are proved: 

a ,  That no members of the L L . ~ ~ ~ E - I ~ ,  e 3 h ~ z c - h ~ ~  Ir America " e r a .  Iri spite of b e t ~ e r  
knowledge and conscier.cel' ever Tho~gh :he errors Found in the L~therar ,  
Churches of America have been repediedly poir.!ed oux and corrected from 
Scriptures, and even though al l  defesse of these errors has been repeatedly 
ref uted, 

b, That a l l  Whera-ns ir~ America wko err ir: some doctxine err "by tradition or 
we3kness0 ' "  

Furthermore, one must nor overlook the iacx :hat Dr,  P i~ .pe r ,  lot, cjt, , makes the 
poir3 that a person who has  erred from we lk+ess  may i r i  a religious controversy 
come to err deliberately ar:d thuq be subjec~ zo ?he se:,tence of T i tus  3 ,  10. 

Accordingly, since vitdl evidence is not fur-ished and since one authority cited 
in the argument testifies against  the drift of the argurne~t  , the  argument must be 
rejected, Titus 3 J0 has  not been ruled ou?, 

In order to  establish his poirt tha: "rlnna of the  passages zuoted against open- 
ing meetings with joint prayer. . . even distantly refer to such a situation" p. 4) , i,t 
was all-important that the author examine every pas sage quoted and every passage 
that could be quoted on the issue.  A s  a matter of fact he has  done ~o thbng  of the 



kind. He has  by-passed two ~ a ~ s i l g e s - - - a v d  J J - '  those passagcls which expressly 
refer to being agreed. 

Amos 3, 3: "La:. rwo walk 'og~!tr exc~;+ :hey be zgreed '? " 
M a * k ,  18,  19: '"If +wo of you she111 ~ g l r ~ e  on e3vrh as touching d~;yi;l?,~r~g 

:hev :hall EISY.~ i y  shall be d c r e  for tk:em of niy father w h i c h  
1s iq ~ E ~ V F Y - ,  " 

The most signnffca~r +'r,n.:g a . b o ~ +  * b n ~  rn-rl:"~ 1.. + h ~ t  :he li3s: 2~o:eci p a s s s g ~  is 
the only passage which ~ ~ r i k t ;  of the graye: of two per;ov-s. A - d  r t  ex,-ressly 
mentions their bezng a g r ~ ~ d  ds  a c ~ r ~ d r ' r o u  of *he prayer% bbt i ~ g  heard, That  pas - 
sage should never ksve b e e r  ~ 3 s  j ~ d  L?,  1: drvee'ly c o - p ~ a d % ~ ' - ~  -the a ~ l h o r  s 
claim. It  lays  down the condi:loy for d ; o i ~  g Y d Y E r ,  A* d *hd: ~ ~ ' ~ d l i i o n  is agree- 
ment. Applied +o d nlceilzg !o d l i i -uss  a n y  d o c - : ~ n ~  12 wh:ch s r A y i x  i s  to  be offered 
that the trzsrb may l r~rvt i i l ,  :he p i . - : l ~ ~ e  rne-ar?-. p k - ~ +  % e  pdr::e1; m ~ t  f i r s t  get  to- 
gether on whdt d o c s i r e  or i,rachlr g * h e y  m e c x  before :hey  cd r  ihd: t h e  truth 
should prevail, 

One is therefore focced to csr elzde t k - c  r h ~  author's clannz "No;-.e of the pas- 
sages  quoted, . . . . even d i ;wn t ly  refer to s ~ c h  2 . ~ * ~ ~ d * l o n ,  " 13 no! warracred by 
the evidence st;brnn:trd, Waevi.,y d l b t ' ~ : .  -LOT= ~f *he o " . ~  ; a < - . = d g ~ s  referred to ,  
there st i l l  stand 1 o m  6 l (2) Ma:*hcw 18 19 (3) A m o ~  ? ,  3 dnd Titus 
3 , 10 has not been comslet_c=ly i ~ ~ \ p d l  id 5i_~C?. . 

C = ,  Sbose who defend jorw p r d y ~ r  w ~ f h  h~:erodox CPIIS:LK-~S ~ f i e r  a l so  some 
constructive argumel,% for which rhe y adduce Scfilp* are & ~ ~ . S ~ C J E  h 

l. One argaarnczt is bdsed oe. 1 Lo., 3 ,  16-95 ., li lp em>lo,ed both by t h e  
author of -&rE arld the  r s s d y  reiid at the September Confer- 
ence (of the 44  - ACD) iflk Ckic  i g o .  $-& e r  -- l o w s h i  - - -  states ~ h e  argu- 
ment as follows: 

'"Here (in the coqgr~g-lr ior~ ol Cova-:k:) are peoyle who ka-ue ir, :heir doctriae 
gold, s i lver ,  and ~ r e c i o ~ s  s tope- ,  thrr 15 ;he i~::danl~:: dl t r ~ t h  of rhe Gos- 
pel ,  but they &re a l so  bulldl-g Jwood. h 9, , CI - d s t ~ i ; b l ~ ' . - -  doc*rlr.es not 
found in Scrip:tlres, but con:rary ro s o u s d  t e x h i n g  , not of such a nature ; 
however, a s  t o  desrroy sdvirig ial : .h ,  , , Now i r  is s lgni f ic . -c+  t h a t  Paul, . . . 
does not urge severdqce of a l l  'ellgi01.: fellowship w1:h s u c h  ds employ 
'wood, hay, cti-bblc- \ bbt r x h e r  urge ;: rnalq:tr-i~ce ard coq t m u i r x e  of 
Christian i e l l ~ w ~ h i p .  . . " (pp. 6-7). 

In order to give color to t h i s  argumer,: the rexf 15 r n l b ~ r e ~ r ~ ~ e ~ ~ e d ,  The passage 
in question is a c o ~ d i t i o r ~ d  sep;_rey;ce and, r9-t a dec1dra-t ive ;en% r c e  , as  the argu- 
ment assumes. Thc- p p d s g e  rnmakts 1:s sraremey- of the- builders NOT AS SOMETHING 
TRUE I N  F A C T ,  b ~ :  ds some:hi-g YRUL F O R  TiSE, SAlV, OF THL ARGUMENT. The pas- 
sage does not si.a:e i h a ~  the builder5 of wood hdy ,  3 r d  s:~lbble were actually ac 
work in  Coririth. Prayer FFvv_vip bla:~dly dr,:egard s t h l s  si:-udron and argues a s  
if the apostle hadstaped t h e  m3:ter as TrLt. face: "here A E  (cayi:dls ours) 
people who have lr their doirtrrne , e tc, " Uyi exdmple m2y help to clinch the point, 
Suppose the statement has been made: l f  a r , y  professor of the Missouri Synod per- 
sists in denying the inspiration of the Bible, h e  m ~ s t  be removed f:om office, To 
asser t  on the bas~s of that sf ,(stement thdt  there dre in the Mlssouun Synod profes- 
sors--not just one but d number---who d e n y  the rnsir.ir~+lon would be a gross per- 
version of the statemerat made. A s  a matter of k c + ,  it is always a violation of 
sound thinking and sound exegesis  to deduce a c a t e g o r ~ c d  principle from a hypo- 
thetical statement, 

Furthermore, the passage does not treax of our relation to erring Chvfstians; in 
particular i t  has  nothing to  say of rnalntai~ing fellowship with errorists, Its words 
are not directed to the congregation .in Corirth,  but :o -hose who mdy be doing bad 



building. VVha"Lau1 s t r e s se s  is the enormous importance of building gold ,  e t c ,  , 
on the foundation of Jesus  Christ ,  The point Paul makes is not that  they who build 
wood, hay ,  stubble are s t i l l  builders--as the pamphlet says,  "but considers them 
t o  be  builders"--; the point made is that  they barely escape  the consequences--  
d isas t rous  consequences --of bad building. 

To sum up ,  in order to  lllak& a c a s e ,  the argument disregards both the  wording 
and the scope of the passage .  

Two other passages  are rzferred t o  in  this  connection in be 77: 
I Cor. 1, 10.13; 1 @or, 1 2 ,  13. Examination reveals the fact that  neither speaks  of 
any external fellowship or  uniting in religious acts. Both speak of the inner unity 
of thought, speech ,  and spiri t ,  Consequently w i t h e r  appl ies .  

2 .  The constructive argument is marred by- some logical  fa l l ac ies ,  The 
reasoning does  not adcord with sound principles. 

a .  Argument from s i l ence  is resorted to ,  

s t a tes :  

"One searches  in vain to find a passage ir: Scripture which makes absoluts  
agreement in  soured doctrine the condition of a God-pleasing common prayer" 
(P. 13) 

Hence,  the implied conclusioi? runs ,  God does  not require absolute agreement for 
common prayer, and therefore joint prayer is permitted, except when. other c i r c u m -  
s tance  s forbid, 

Now a n  argument from s i leEce is never valid. It  becomes doubly invalid and 
l o s e s  even a semblance of validity when an explanation of the s i lence c a n  be made. 
And the explanation why the Bible is s i lent  is furnished by the author of Prayer 

0 

"The New Tes kament was  written before the present r e l a t i ~ r ~ s h i p  of Christian 
bodies agreeing in  fundamentals ( i n c l u d i ~ ~ g  the Catholic Church, s e e  Triglotla, 
p. 460) but differing in other doctr ines ,  y e t  exis t ing s ide  by s i d e ,  elc . " 

In other words,  there was  no reason why the Bible should speak  directly on that  
question. Naturally you search in  vain for a passage  "which makes absolute agree- 
ment in sound doctrine the condition of God-pleasing common prayer. " Self- 
evidently no argument made from a s i lence so readily explained is sound thinking 
or cogent reasoning. 

b.  Vital evidence is-ignored, 
On page 7 declares :  

"The f i rs t  resul t  of such a study (of the passsges  quoted aga ins t  joint prayer) 
wil l  be the realization t ha tne i t he r  the texts  nor the coratexts in which they 
stand have anything to  do with prayer fellowship, '" 

The implied argument is that  therefore these  pa s sages  cannot be quoted against  
joint prayer. The argument ignores pertinent ev idence ,  to wi t ,  the fact that  the 
peremptory commands expressed in  these  passages  make a joint prayer impossible. 
The commands "avoid them, " "an heretic reject  ," leave no room for joint prayer. 

c,  False  analogies are set up. 

Capital  is made of the fac t  that  Christ  worshipped and taught in the Jewish syna- 
gogues and the temple even though the spiritual leaders  

"were enemies of the truth proclaimed by Jesus  Christ  regarding His own deity 
he necess i ty  of fai th in  Him a s  a condition of salvation.  " Fellow- 

P. 10) 



The paper read a t  Chicago s t resses  the fact  thdt Paul preached in synagogues and 
a t  a philosopherskc!ub in Athens. The implicatio:: is that i f  Jesus and Paul could 
worship in the Jc3wish synagogues and rhe Te rn~ le ,  we can  pray together with 
heterodox Christians. 

The situations are, however, not ~ ~ ' 3 1 o g o t ~ ~ .  Christ taught the distinctive doc- 
trines s o  emphatically that His infuriated audience a t  Nazareth tried to  hurl Him 
down the precipice. To the Ternale rnaragers HA said: "Ye have made my house 
a den of thieves. " Paul was so  s:ro?gly ou?sp~ICen on the points of difference 
that his Jewish opponents resorted to riot, assdul? ,  and baztery to stopljhis words. 
Now everyone realizes that no sirnilay tdking i s$ue  is proposed for t h ~  meetings 
that are to be opened with joint prayer row-a-d2ys0 Futherrnore in the time of 
Christ the issue between Chris!ian,i"_ ar,d l~,daism had not been finally drawn, 
That happened in the t i m e  of Paul. Aqd i f  a syFragogkc rejected Paul ,  h e  did not 
return to  i t  to worship. A s  far. as P,2t ; l ' s  address on M a r s  Hill is concerned, there 
is no evidence furnished that or.&  of rk~; philosophers or eve0 Saict Paul opened 
the meeting with prayer in which 9- F y e s t  joined, 

u w s h i .  argues furtht imt,re: 

"Read tbs record and try to ~rn.l^igi-;e Aqb%illa a d  Priscilla refusing to pray 
with Apollos until he  had become sour~d ir his theology, " (p. 14) 

That argument again suppresses the iactors thdt make the analogy invalid. Apollos 
came to be instructed, "Fhere is no irrsnmai;_aon thdk Apsllos led the prayer, Thus 
the c a s e  is not a t  a l l  parclllel to mode[? ir?starLccs of joint brayer. by members 0% 

different denominaeions, where the s ight  1-0 lead in prayer is atacorcbed equally to  
members of both parties. Arid in al i n t e r sy~od ica l  corference, who comes to  be 
instructed and by whom? Do ?he Missourian% come to be ins t ructed? Or the 
others ? 

d , The burden of proof is s hif ted.  

A further argument weads:: 

"In other words the burden of proof rests on those who pronounce sinful a 
certain ac t  of participation of c e r t a i ~  bodies or their representatives. " 

( P O  101 Q 

In other words, not they who p3rticipate in  a j o i ~ t  prayer are under obligation to  
show that such prayer was right and proper, but they who d e n o u ~ c e  i t  as sinful 
must prove i t  wrong by reason of exceptional c i r c ~ m s i a ~ c e s .  Joint prayer is con- 
sidered primafacie correct and is not Jps~@t,o wrong. In fac t ,  a s  s tared on 
Page 3 0 

"Prayer fellowship is incumbert. upor; Chris t ians ,  a l so  i~ the visible mem- 
bership of corporate bodies,  on  :he basis of Scriptural command and pre- 
cept ,  when al l  conditions of ?he exiclrnce of an actual spiritual unity are 
sat isf ied,  namely, a common supplicarior or petition to God, in common 
worship, on the bas i s  of a commokt Frdyer, " 

That is to s a y ,  members of different Chrisrlan denominations must take part in 
joint prayer in common worship when rhey have a common petition and a common 
purpose. And they who challenge such joirl prayer have the burden of proof. 

This position is supported in the first place by the claim thag 

"prayer is not essent ia l ly  a confessional act. " (PF , p. 8) 

"None of these theologians ever held that prayer in itself. . . is a confes- 
sional a c t  in the sense that i t  is by i t s  very nature an expression of agree- 
ment in doctrine, .  . no such definition of prayer as a confession of doctrine 



to  or before men is found in our confessional  writings nor in  Dr, Pieperus 
d i scuss ion  of the nature and function of prayer, nor irp,  our S y ~ o d i c a l  Gate- 
chism" . , . . . "eca~fess ion of faith t o  others and ac.k~owledgmen% of their 
agreement with u s  is never a n  essen t ia l  and inheiren% part ,  an u ~ a v o i d a b l e  
concomitant, of prayer. " (PF, p. 8). 

For one th ing,  the entire argument is beside the psinx, The e s sen t i a l s  of 
prayer appear only in prlva", prayer. In. public prayer there is always the conco- 
mitant that  people see us  pray. That fdct makes every public prayeu a confessional  
act, as any factory worker who folds h i s  hands over his lu rch  in s i l en t  prayer will 
soon -find out,  And they who in  public: make a j oln: preiysr make a jo i r t  confession 
un less  they have previously made clear where they differ and that their  prayer is 
not t o  be unders tosd a s  invalidating thd t dec;lL2ration, 

The fac t  that  neither the Confes :$ions I nor Dr. Pieper, -or our Synodical Cate- 
chism d i s c u s s e s  the confessioqal  element i :~  prayer is readily explained. None 
of them d i s c u s s e s  joint prayer with heterodox C h e i s t i a ~ s ,  

In view of these  fac $ 5 ,  the burden of proof r e s t s  03 those who make the joint 
prayer. They must be ready ar,d able  to show that  not o r ~ l y  a common purpose and 
a common petition but a l s o  a common- c ~ ~ n f e s ~ i o n  prevailed 

Further support for shifting t h e  burden s f  proof is offered by reference t o  the 
worship of J e sus  in the Jewish synagogues dnd in the Temple. The speciousness  
of %hi-s analogy was pointed out above, 

The final argument in defexlse of p ~ t f i n g  the burden of proof o~ those who 
challenge the  correctness of joir:t prayer cons i s t s  of an attern;?: t o  djsi.inguish 
between 

"prayer fellowship on the one hand a ~ d  dltar and pulpit fellowship on the other 
hand,"  - - -  - - - 

The author argues: 

"Pulpit fellowship is a n  act of doctrinal i.u:dfffer.ence i f  exchange pulpits 
who are not  in agreement in  confessions. " (p. 9). 

"Altar fel lowship must be defined as  eo.rfessions1 fellowship,. . . . Those who 
commune together thereby indicate thdt they  are of the same personal convic- 
tion in the matter of Scriptural teaching. " (p, 10). 

To es tab l i sh  h i s  point the author must a l s o  prove thaf joint prayew does  not express  
or imply identical  conviction; that  i t m a k e s  known doctrinal disagreement where 
that  ex i s t s ;  "chat joining in the religious act of prayer does  not es tab l i sh  a fellow- 
sh ip  between those who partake in that  act even, though Saint Paul t eaches  that 
sharing the religious act of communing together,  ea t ing of the Old Testament sac-  
r i f ices ,  and eat ing of the things s a c r i f i c ~ d  t o  idols in. e a c h  i~s tancde sets up fel- 
lowship with the participants and the things in which they participated, (I Cor. 10, 
16-21), 

That has riot been done. Hence the argument fa l l s ,  There is no escape  from 
the anomaly of the position: We can pray with you; but we cannot g o  t o  communion 
with you,  and we cannot exchange pulpits with you,  Pt will be ei ther a l l  or 
nothing, 

Another argument reasons  as follows: 

"The difference between jointpprayer and prayer fellowship is fundamental." 
(p. 14). Hence the mere fact that  a group of people are  praying together 
does  not signify that  they a re  actually in  fel lowshipB are planning t o  enter  
into fel lowship,  or are express ing the belief tha t  fellowship ex i s t s  between 
them, "Though spoken in  unlson,  the prayer is still communion of the indi- 
vidual participants with God, and m u s t  be defined a s  such.  " (p. 8) . Only 



when the purpose of a meeting is expressly declared to be indifferentistic 
and when it is "demanded of sts members or as  a condition 
of membership or participation, that. &e~ vlew al l  religions there repre- 
sented a s  equally commendable b y  the standard of :ruthu (p. 15) does the 
prayer become unionistic or excressive of fellowship that, is known not t o  
exis t .  "Whether it is a n  organizdtiaf~ or cl? occasion, the  purpose defines 
its e s s e n c e ,  arid where t h e r e  is no$ a purpose to mdke a meefmg expres- 
sive of a common r e l i g ' o ~ ~ s  segtiment and of Christian discipleship, we 
cannot speak of unionlsm in  the proper sense of the term, rmr can partic- 
ipation be condemned a s  unscriptural. " (;I;, . 16-17). 

I t  a l l  boils down to the following: Not t h e  religious act i n  itself--and prayer 
is always a religious act--bu+ the purpose of the act is t l ; ~  criterior., and the 
determination of t b a ~ u r p o s e  l ies  in  our power, 

The fallacy of the argnmevt will a;.2tlAr f rorn the followi~g co~s idera t ions :  

First: Testimony agair?sL error ddrf neve-': cease. Holy Wri1 nowhere gives 
P 

us the authority even for one-half hour to give t h e  apptarance of cot being in 
protest agaicst  error. Since joic? prayer h u s h e i  d l s s e n "  from exro:,it is not to  
be tolerated. 

Secondly: The  esse:\ce of an act is not  d e f m ~ d  by its purpose, b u t  by the 
separate actions w i t h o ~ t  which the ac: c-a~no i  be per iorm~d,  ilaw an act that 
is right in essence  may become wrong by redsol& of a bad purpose. If a bank 
tel ler embezzles 500 dollars i.n order Zo &rovj.de a necessary operdtiorn, for hxs 
s ick wife, the purpose of his act is lalrdable indeed. But t h j t  fact has no bear- 
ing on the nature and character of his  act. I t  remains embezzlemer,t because he 
mis-appropriates to his  own use fwlds that do not  belong to h i m ,  Similarly the 
essence  of a joint prayer c o ~ s i s f s  ;rot of the pursose for which it is spoken, but 
of the detai ls  which make it u p ,  A d  each of these detai ls  must  be right i f  the 
prayer is to be right, 

ThirdJy: I Cor. 10, 16-21, Saint  Pazl teaches that partici,catlon i n  a religious 
a c t  es tabl ishes  fellowship aird 2articipdtion ii- that with which the religious a c t  
is concerned. Christians who cornrnur.e enter into fellowship with Christ (v. 16). 
Christians who commune together t.rbt,er into fellowship with each other (v. 17). 
Those who ate  of the sacrifices ir the Old Testament entered into fellowship with 
the altar (v. 18). Hence C.br.lsfiar,s carlr:a! paitake of the Lord" 'Table and of the 
table of devi l s ,  i . e . ,  eat of the ldol sac.rlfice:$, (v. 21; See I Cnr ,  8 ,  101, She 
fact  that i t  was not their intention 10 recognize an idol by eating of an idol sacri-  
fice did not prevent them from having commu?ion with the idolatry expressed by 
the sacrifice. The apostle does cot allow the no5jon that  a persor can participate 
in  a religious a c t  only to a cerf-aln degree,  ds 121 as he- declarei  i t  to be h is  in- 
tention to participate. Pas t ic ipa t io~~ i c  en!irc. Applying chaz prrnciple to joint 
prayer between truth and error: Tb3! rnak~.: joi-,! prdver essentially wrong. Joint 
prayer and prayer fellowship should go h a r d  in hand. loin! prayer should not take 
place where there is reason lo think that  fel lowship does no? exist, 

Sometimes the apologists of j0i1.t p:dycr cite the Augsburg Cogfession i n  defense 
of their view: "And to the true unity of the Church i r .  is enough to agree concern- 
ing the doctrine of the Gospel and t h e  admicistration of the Sacraments. " (Trigl. 
p. 47) .  In elaborating this  point for the purpose of restricting the statement of the 
Augsburg Confession to  fundamenfals , Erd:<er:- states: 

"And the Apology (par. 2 0 ,  Trigl. p. 232,2 33) . . . expressly takes doctrinal 
errors whish do not overthrow %he foundation into account as matters .that "re 
both forgiven them and a l so  corrected,"hence a s  matters which do not destroy 
the requisite fundamental unity of ?he Church spoken of in the Augsburg Con- 
fession. " (p. 20). 



The position of the is not accurately represented,  The does  not  
,J$,ofitable opinions " (German text: "men- employ the term "doctrinal errors,  " b u t  " u - - ~  

schliche Gedanken eand Opinionen mit welcher- s i e  doch den Grund Cbristbm nfcht 
umstossen noch verwerfen. " Human thoughts and opicions with which they indeed 
(doch) do not overthrow nor reject the foundation, Christ .)  

"doctrinal errors which do  riot over- 
thr puts i t ,  The s ays  t h a t  "they 
i e , the men, "weak persons who b ~ i l d  upon the foundation stubble that will 
perish")  bid., p. 233a, foot of page) do not overthrow the foundatior . " A s  the 
German text  puts i t ,  "Derhalben sie deqnoch Ckxisten s k d  und welder  ihnen solche 
Fehle vergeben , werden m c h  etwa e.rleuchtet und bea ser unterrichte t "  -- For which 
reason they are nevertheless Christ ians aasd such, errors are forgiven them; they 
may perhaps a l s o  receive illumirlation and better  i n s t r ~ ~ c t i o n  (Ibid .) . 

Thus there i s  no foundation in  t h e  for the view expres wed in m- 
"hat some doctrinal errors d throw the found atiog or d o  not destroy 

the requisi te f u n d a m e ~ t a l  unity of the Church, What the  says is that  men 
may hold certain human opinions without destroying the founda tion, The season 
why is not given. It may just  as well  l i e  in  the manner in which the doctrines are 
held a s  in  "ee natcre of the d o c t c i ~ e s ,  'The former view is supported by the f a c t  
that  such men are called "weak perscms, " (The author here clearly. is not refer- 
ring t o  Scriptural doctrines,  but to  human opinions held-ACD). 

Neither in th i s  passage nor e lsewhere  does  the.Jpoloqy or a n y  other of our 
Confessions s t a t e  that  errorists  are t o  be fraternized sffer their erroas have been 
pointed out and after they have rejected instruction, And jus t  that  and nothing 
e l s e  is the point at i s sue  in a modern dfscuss ion of jeaict prayer, W e  are cot 
dealing --and the author of Prar7er Fellowsh& is in  a position to kriow that better  
than almost anyone e l s e  in  our Synod -- with people who have strayed ~ n t o  error 
and have never had their errors pointed out to them, as wa:; t h e  case with Apollos. 

The mode s f  conducting the Apostolic meeting recorded ir; Acts 15 ha s  some-limes 
been quoted in  support of the thes i s  that  it* is Scriptural to practise jo in t  prayer 2t 
meetings between representatives of church bodies that differ in ceartdin doctr ines ,  
especia l ly  when the  purpose of the meeting f s  to consider the doctrinal differences 
for the purpose of reaching an  agreement, 

Defenders of the t he s i s  argue that  the apost les  and the converted Pharisees 
came together for the purpose of d i scuss ing  a pr%irlff on which a serious difference 
of opinion had developed; that  th i s  difference of o p i ~ i o . ~  concerned a very impor- 
tant  art icle of Christian belief --whether ;a ma2 could be saved without submitting 
himself t o  Moses  and t o  the ceremorial  law of the JEWS, a t  l e a s t  to t h e  point of 
being circumcised; tha t  while the text  mdkes no mef,tion of prayer, i t  is untkai:%k- 
able that  the meeting should have been opened without a prayer in which al l  present 
took part. 

At  the very outset  two things c a l l  for ser ious  consideration: 

1. The S@riptur.es give no hint of any prayer, Hence they who defend the 
thes i s  have no  word of Scripture for their posit.ion, 

2 .  The inference on which the  argumertt rests is made from silence,  not from 
something that  was  record, but from something that supposedly was  omitted, Be- 
fore going further they who make th i s  argument must carefully be think themselves 
and determine just  when a n  inference based on the s i lence of a Scripture passage 
becomes s o  valid that  i t  furnishes authority for our conduct,  and just  when such an  
inference does  not furnish ground for legitimizing an act. If a person ac t s  without 
deciding that  quest ion,  he runs danger of eventually putting h i s  entire theology 
on a shifting b a s i s ,  which in  the l a s t  analys is  wil l  prove t o  be  not Scripture, but 
h i s  own fancy.  For a l l  human beings have a strong penchant f r is t  t o  decide to  do  



something and then to  find the ground which legitimizes the action. Under such 
circumstances the temptation to  accept aprsren: grounds when valid grounds can- 
not be adduced is almost irresist ible,  To preclude such possibility it is vital 
to  es tabl ish definitely the principle on which the justification c o ~ n e c t e d  with the 
argument on Acts 15 r e s t s ,  and to see whether that principle accords with the in- 
struction given to the childre? of God i 2  Holy Writ. 

The defenders of the thesis set forth t h a t  i t  is entirely rational T,O infer tbat 
such prayer was offered; in fact, that such  d meeting of the Apostles without an 
opening prayer is quite uathirkable . N e x t  they apgue that the same situation pre- 
vails a t  an intersynodlcsl confe=rer.ce. In fe~c-t , the y argue ~Eort~bt: Since  the 
question a t  issue in t h e  Apostolic C o i i ~ c l l  w a s  fa; more v i b l  LO the bas is  of 
Christianity than are the ques:iors at issce b ~ t w e e n  Missouri ard o;her 
bodies ,  i t  i s  much more reasonable and in accord nG*h A~os to l ic  pcsc'tise that a 
prayer be offered at :be openirg of s kArh i n t e r r l - ~ o d ~ c a l  confrre n c ~ s ,  

One must grant that the promise i s  q ~ i ? e  ra-ioqdl, 0 - c  m u s t  grant furthermore 
that just a s  the defenders cdn20i  objectively prove ?heir $remise ,  neither can 
opponents objectively disprove i t .  

Before the in.ference  mad^ from the premise cdn be acccptcd, however ,  several 
additional matters m L s  i, be weighed and cs~;,.;.idered:: 

The application to arj i n t ~ r s y r o d i c a l  coriiert rice, is an  argumcr.! by a2alogy. Its 
validity res ts  on whelher rhe two ~ i t u i i i o ; ? ~  2rc idenrical in all  :be germale fac- 
tors,  On fhe surface !he h i t k d t  i o ~ s  dpp?a*I +o be p a r d e l  -- rwo grsz;gs are met to  
d iscuss  doctrinal differences, Tha t  was the cdse i r k  feir;salem,o that  is the c a s e  
a t  an intersynodical coriference. Still several q ~ e s t i 0 r . s  need to be answered to 
t e s t  the cogency of the argument: 

1 W ~ S  the dilfereace betwee zl the  two pdt8 i~  s krlown to each ofher before 
the occasion which gave rise to t h e  meetriig? 'Wtrre tbs Terusalem 
meeting and d prese~t -day  ieersyr;odicdl c o ~ f e r e n c r  brought about by 
identical ors imlldr  causes '? 

2 .  At the time the meeting wds c;illed, wds the revelatior: on the question 
of the status of the Mosdnc ldw cornple% and fully ucderstood? Is the 
revelation on t h e  y o i r ~ t ~  "h& divide Lu+h~.r . l r ;  bodies dnd Mij3sowi com- 
pletely and fully unders rood ? 

3. Who led the prdyer Y Is  J I re 3 :  ovlable to dsuume t h a t  leldirlg :he prayer 
was turned over to one af t h ~  ex-Pharisees? Or- is it more re3sonable 
to  assume that the prayer was led by Peter  ox' Jdmes ? 

4 .  Does Apostolic gsacxtlse recorded elsewhere in the New Test~men! indi- 
cate t h a t  sw:h pi.;ryer was F:-acfised when the ex-Pharisees persisted in 
their views after the Courlc il of Jeriisdlem h3d been coQcll.ded ? Or are 
there ind ica t ior .~  t h 3 i  2 diiferer;'. p'actice prevailed under those c m d i -  
tions . 

If the answers to tkese quesLlo-i b-lcg out the fact that parallel conditions 
prevailed, the argument c - x  be grar ted as a vslid analogy, which, like al l  
analogies, however, l eaves  s o m e  Toom for doubl, 

An examination of the items pefiine-r?,' to No, 1 reveals the fact tbat the two 
meetings do  not originate in exdc tl y the same maviner . A t  Jerusalem the first  inti- 
mation of a serious difference, callir'g for an i r ivest igaf io~,  arose whea Barnabas 
and Paul were making their report a b o ~ t  t h e  conversios of the heathen. While the 
same difference had arisen at A$a_tioch, the text indicates clearly that no i ssue  was 
made of that  matter by Barnabas and Paul at  Jerusalem until the difference was 
once more thrust forward at 'Jerusalem by their opponen", ((v. 5). Thus the discussion 



arose from what was practically t h e  first difference between the parties,  oc a t  l ea s t  
from that occasion which revealed that the dlfferecce wac becoming fixed. Further- 
more i t  was a difference that drose within :he church orgt3nization, wirhin the body 
met a t  Jerusalem to hear the reports of Baxnabas and P a d ,  

To this situation arl ir,tersyl:odical c~-~fereccre is r;o? an exact p~iralle1. She 
contending pdrties are not members of the same orgmizaiion; they d o  riot occupy 
the same meeting place; there are no mutu31 l r  aders , whom both parties venerate, 
in position to s p ~ a k  with authority on the yuestiozs a? issue. Nor is i t  :he first 
time that the church bodies have disagreed on the i;ue.;tions under discussion. 
Nor are the differerices now irk the process of b e c o m i ~ g  flred; !hey have been fixed 
these many years,  

Thus the argvrme~t fails  to  hold on t h e  first c o ~ n t ,  

Examination of the facts  pertinen"0 N o ,  2 reveals the fact that the revelation 
regarding the Mosaic law had not before this meeting been clearly and fully given. 
It had been given symbolically in the v i ~ i o n  Peber experieqced before going to 
Cornelius and in the experierlces h e  e m o u ~ t e r e d  there. BU' the full siglif icance 
of that vision and of that experience, the u-lversal va1idi.y of the implication of 
the vision and of the experience, were for the f i rs t  time put irdo word? 0171 the 
occasion of this Council (vv. 7-11]. Peter" iin!erpretsiiorr wds  fur*ther corroborated 
by James a s  something ir; full accord with t h e  prophetr of the Old Testament, It 
was therefore just  at this Council t h a t  the principle of Christian liberty from the 
Mosaic law was established 

In view of these facts one cannot maix~hain th3~ the error of the ex-Pharisees 
was in contradiction to the established revelation of God, f s r  !hat reveldtion was 
first  fully made a t  the Gou~~cuil. The erring could be due to weakpew,  

Thus again the significant i t e m  does not dpgly to a n  intersynodical conference. 
The doctrines there discussed concern a completed ~evcla.fH,o,.r, DivergeYrce means 
that someone is in c o ~ t r a d i c t i m  t o  the e shb l i shed  revelation. To say that ",he 
passages are differently interpreted doez no: ektdblish similauity with the proceed- 
ings atJerusalem, for a t  Jerusdem it wtis no: a mdtter of ifikerpreting a revelation 
but of establishing a revelation, The two  rnee+i.tgs are on l k i c  point utterly dis- 
similar. 

The argument does not hold on the b e ~ o 6 ) ~ ~ d  E Z ~ ,  

The answer to  No. 3 will involve same co:.!ecturi,~g: Who led the prayer? Still 
i f  one conjectures a prayer, he must not boggle a t  conjecturirig the leader of the 
prayer. The most reasonable con)ee"f.re is thavshe prayer was Ied by Peter or 
James, or one of the apostles.  It is crertai-nl-y far lsorn reasonable to  assume that 
one of the ex-Pharisees, who were r e s p o r s ~ b l e  for the rift,  would be called ugon 
to  lead the opening prayer. That i s ,  Br? iacf , qi,fte u~th inkable .  If it were done 
to conciliate the ex-Pharisees , it would smatxk of t o d y i n g  and of coddling error- 
i s t s ,  entirely out of harmony with the known firrn~ess of ehdracter of the Apostles, 
who repudiated those with whom they did not agree. (v, 23) .  

Applying this  to  an intersynodical coz%ference, what do  we ge t?  A s  Missourians 
we look upon Missouri a s  occupying the position of the Apostles and elders -- 
holding the truth of Scriptures --and upon a dissentirrg Lutheran body a s  being in 
the position of the ex-Pharisees , holding an error. The prayer would then be 
spoken by a Missouri leader. The privilege of leading in prayer no uld not be ac-  
corded the opponents. But a situation in which one party d e ~ i e s  to the other the 
right to lead in prayer does not presuppose prayerfellowship, which means equal 
rights in leading the prayer, Unless they who appeal to  this passage as precedent 
for joint prayer can  show that i t  is reasonzible to assume that one of the ex- 
Pharisees led the prayer, the passage gives no aid and comfort to those who would 
use i t  to  justify joint prayer at  intersynodical gatherings, 



The facts  elicited by No. 4 indicate tha",posEolic pracfice charlged after these 
matters had been discussed.  When c o r f r o ~ t e d  by the attack on Christian liberty 
for the first time at A_~_tiosh, Paul and Barrlabss stood crp for  he truthh, refusing to  
budge an inch. Again at tk Couccil those who were in e r r o r  were shown the 
truth in kindness but a l l  f irmness,  and without any mincing of words (v, 10). HOW- 
ever ,  when Paul encountered the same error dfter the Jerusalem C o u n ~ I l  in Gala*, 
and it became evident that  the error w a s  being persisted ir, against  t h e  clear words 
of the Apostles, then his language became radically different, violently different-- 
"Let him be accursed! " (Gal. 1, 8 ) .  At the very leas f ,  therefore, the ac:tlon of the 
Apostles was different when dealing w i ~ h  an errox rhat could be attributed to  a 
lack of understanding m d  when d e a l i ~ g  with an  Error: that had been corrected and 
was  being retained and prropdgated in the face of ~ ~ s ~ r u c t i o n ,  h e n  i f  they prayed 
together with the errorists at j'erusalem, Paul" l ang~age - -  "Let him be dccursed! " 
-- suggests  that  the Apob Iles would have refused to h2ve a joiast prdyer with the 
errorists when it became evident ;hat  they were per,cnstir%g ir-i 'their error, 

Now, the discussion of the doctrinal diff~renczes tha tsepara te  Missouri dnd 
other Lutheran bodies in Americ3 h a s  been going oY1 ever since the SL850ks, Hence 
an example for our conduct cannot be drawfi from V V ~ ~ F  Apostles did a t  the 
first  discussion,  espec;lally when lt is evident t k a t  t h e  Apostles displayed a dif- 
ferent attitude when encountering error which w a s  bei-g ddhered to, 

To sum up, Even i f  the right to mdke a n  i n f e r e ~ c e  from t h e  ssblence of the 
Scriptures is granted i n  t h i s  i ~ s a r r e ,  Acts 1'5 f u r - ~ s ~ e s  no valid aacgume3t for 
joint prayer a t  m e e t i ~ g s  s f  represe~-,f_dtive:, of c h ~ s c h  bodies ',ha, differ in certain 
doctrines. 

Finally, same vital and fmpor t a~ t  i s sues  sxe r~ot  touched a t a l l ,  

1, Does the commso elemer;",ri a joint prayer lie i n  the common words, or in 
the common meaning attached LO -the words ? 

If it l i e s  i a r  the mere words without the m e a n i n g ,  bow does such pmyer 
escape  the condemnatioq of vain repetafiorgs ? 

If it l i es  in the sense,  how c;=irj they who hold dfvergen t doctrines honestly 
pray together., "'Thy kingdom come" i? the sense  in  which Luther explained 
it in the Small, ,Caie-cJismrn? 

2 ,  How does God view a p:ayer which, originates i n  diverging systems of dog- 
matics and yet  employs the sdme words? 

3. Can a person at any time way from only a part of his religious belief ? Or 
is the totality of b e l e f  the source of every prayer'? 

4 ,  Can leadership in joint prdyer be turned over to a man knsww. to hold and t o  
support fa lse  tea(: h ing  $ 

5 .  Does a joint prayer express  the fdct that "ey who pray together are in agree- 
ment or a t  variance ." 

If the arguments for joint prayear examined an rbe foregoing pages are typical 0 6  
the arguments that  can be mdde , o r~e  i f  forced to the C O L C ~ U S ~ Q ~  that  joint prayer 
can  be defended only by recourse to  bad exeges is ,  bad theology, and bad reason- 
ing, We shal l  do wisely a l so  in this  rnat-ter i f  we seek  out the old pa ths ,  where 
is that good way, and walk therein* The  promise will n o t  fail of fulfillment, "Ye 
shal l  have rest  for your souls ,  " 

(From a copy mimeographed October, 1947 b y  Rev. A,  C .  Dahms , with 
the author" permission, for private study .I 



Buege , William A. , The -Cro Ska~ist,, St ,  Lok~is: CPH,  1963, 1 2 2  pp, Price: 
$1,50, 

This paperback consis ts  of a Lenten series of six Fermons on the general theme, 
"The Cross of Christ, " plus a se r ies  of shorter meditation on the  seven  las t  words 
of Christ ,  and an Easter sermon: "Chrls tk Resurrection, "re Breach in the Wall 
of Time, " Dr,  Buege , pastor of Christ Lutheran Church i;.; Minrreapolis , is an in- 
fluential clergyman in the Lutheran Church -Mi$ souri Sy-ad who is very much in 
demand a s  a speaker and lecturer. He is a member of the Synod" powerful Board 
of Directors, and he would 30 doubt be considered 1q the Missouri Symd a s  one 
of the outstanding pastors presently active i~ these church circles ,  Because of 
the eminence of the author and the excellent adverlising l-ecbnhues of CPH, this 
book of sermons will be read and re-preached mary times withir  the Missouri 
Synod during the coming Lenten and Easter S ~ ~ S O P . ~  

"The Crass  of Christ" ser ies  t a k e s  a s  its texts excerpt< from the pdssion story 
interpreted by some significant passdge In the episrles.  I'or example, the first 
sermon has  as a text Luke 2 2 ,  41-46, "interpreted by P h i l i p ~ ~ i a r s  2 ,  8. " This two- 
fold choice of texts is very happy and certainly alds ir. rnr2king !he pdscion story 
more meani~.gful. 

The doctrine of Christ" sbbstitut;ionar.,/ atorbemeni for the  sin, of the world is 
explicitly and repeatedly s e t  forth, ?ds+or B u ~ g e  decldrf-s that Ch_risV's "drinking 
the cup" meant "fully taking our place,  b e h g  before God and  men what we really 
are ,  and s o  taking everything that w e  had deseuved,"(p, 14) In  h i s  exposition of 
the sixth word from the cross  Pastor Bwge say;, "E-le is the Life because He took 
al l  our sinful life into Himself, and died irs deserved death s f  curse om the cross  
s o  that we might get  i t  back from Kim as eternal l i f e j  life of the restored relation 
with God, life that is His own grear. gift to u s .  " (p, 106). Sdch statements (and 
there are many of them scattered throughout "ihe  sermons) are heartwarming and 
certainly give these sermons real gospel value. 

I tmusk be stated however, that the sermons &re unusually prolix, There is a 
vas t  amount of repetition., much of which E"reshmb3-r, College Engli sb Ins Yruccors 
would label "dead wood", as,d as a result of thls verbosity, more often than once 
or twice, the syntax of the sentences gets pr~ t t .y  fuzzy, It appears to  this reviewer 
that Pastor Buege 9 secretdry took these sermons off the churehgs teape recorder, 
She of course had no authority to  hack away some s f  t h e  underbrush cluttering up 
the thought patterns, but her employer did, At  avyr mte, i t  would appear that the 
CPH editors would have been of r e d  help to Paars:sr Buege i f  they would have mildly 
exercised their prerogatives as editors,  Pas for Buege leans rather heavily on. some 
of the modern existential  t~rmirrology and he wqes dn dnformal l-rtnguage sometimes 
designed to  shock the congregation ("smash" is evidently one of his favorite 
words). These sermons will catch the  ea r  of rhe l istener r a ~ h e r  than the reader, 

The l a s t  sermon, however, left this reviewex with an extremely disquieting 
feeling, "Fis Easter sermon on Mark 16, 1-8, carries the theme, "Christs s Resur- 
rection--the Breach in the Wall of Time, " It i s  as verbose as some of the other 
sermons, and possibly this is what causes  the difficulty for the reviewer, and i t  
may be merely the imitative use of the neo-orthodox vocabuldry t h a t s e e m s  to  
make portions s f  this sermon unclear, W'nakever it i s ,  the reviewer cannot escape 
the uneasy feeling that a t l e a s t  part of the neo-sarthodoxists "view regarding the 
resurrection of Christ has crept into this sermon, Is x t  accidental and unconscious, 
or is i t  a part of Pas-tor Buegek theology.? The sermon is altogether too vague 



regarding the actual ,  real resurrection of Chrisz from the dead and the reasons 
for accepting i t ,  

There are varying shades of clezlrne s s  in expres sing the neo-orthodoxis t 
point of view that denies rhe r e s u r r e ~ t i o ~  of Christ as an actual ,  real ,  datable 
event. GClnther BorVlkamm sums up Bulimannns view b y  saying: "'She idea of the 
saving event s e t  within the framework of this mythical view of the world and 
history is a l so  G ~ y t & q l  (my emphasis), i , e , ,  the idea of a dlvbne beiog which 
descends in human form, performs miracles, conybers demo-s , vicariously dies 
the atoning death for meg; which arises, asce~ds  to heaven and will soon return 
upon the clouds of heavew for the resuirec+ion of the de2d and of ?he judgment, 
This mythical world of ideas is irrevocably shd'tered for the modern man" (See 
Braaten and Harrisville , &&xyBa a,~d-lJis [ o u ,  1962, pp, 173-74) .. 

Karl Bauth hesi ta tes  being. that open arid frank, but he st111 wants to make a 
distinction between Historie a - 7  and _ G e ~ h l c h g ,  -- a --- berwecin t h e  Jesus of history and 
the Christ of faith,  and he wants t o  mdke ~ h i s  distit"\c::ion fn  f h e  resurrectione 
Barth does notregard the resurrection as historicdl in  ),he sense th.rl% there was an 
actual resurrection from a grave in Pdlestilze o ~ c ;  Lasrer morcing about, 1,930 years 
ago, At times Barth seems to be saying thd: C4-n-i~: dld rise from the dead,  but i t  
is always an event of GesxK&-tge and not of ,II&sJgx. He regards the crucifixion 
a s  Historig, but the r&sur-recl-,io<he regards as -Ggsglh&l. The reason for this 
denial ,  of course,  is Barth" sejectiorA s f  t h e  d u t h e ~ t i c f i y  and comple te trust- 
worthiness of Scripture ds the very reveld"cion of God, 

But to  ge t  back to  Pastor Buege s Easter sermori, i f  we r e d  pdgei 118-122, we 
find some puzzling statements,  riot to rnent ior~ omiss ior ,~  which should not be 
found in an orthodox Lutheran Easter sermon, To be s u r e ,  FasFo: Buege says, 
"Jesus had risen from t h e  dead ,  ",he crucafisd o m  was alive ag31.;", but. Basthian 
nes-orthodoxists say  this a l so ,  

But then Pastor Buege's sermon contdins sentences such as these: "If we look 
a t  the entire Easter event., we notice that. we are told nothang about the event it,- 
self .  We are not taken into the tomb, and given a description of jusz exactly what 
took place there. All that we have i s  a "before-and an 'after'  and the reality of 
what took place is brought home to u s  primarily i n  the tremendous drfference be- 
tween the "beforehand k f t e r a  * .'\ .. . "Haw can we be sure ? There are those who 
will te l l  you that you cannot be sure unless  you can put your flnger into the nail 
prints and thrust your hand into the side chat was opened on ihc cross  with the 
s l a sh  of the spear.  In a s e n s e ,  that is correct. If ,  by b a n g  sure we mean to be 
a s  certain a s  we are of the five fiagers on your hand. But then there is something 
e l s e  that you must be equally sure of: In that same sense  you cannot be sure 
either that  Jesus  did not r ise  from the dead. " . . "Here is the only way I know 
that my Redeemer l ives .  He has spoken His forgiveness upon m e ,  and now I know 
what it means "c be with God as forgiven indeed, He has  invited me to  come to  
Him for res t .  I. come in fa i th ,  and 1 find west in  H i s  resurrection life, " 

We are painfully aware ?had: by just u ~ a o t i n g  i n  part from these pages,  we may 
be doing Pastor Buege an  injustice , and we map not fully unders tdnd all  the impli- 
cat ions of w h a t h e  sa id ,  And we certain1 do no: chdrge him with a denial of the 
historicity of the resurrection of Chrisr. But we do find these pages very unclear. 
What makes the resurrection of Jesus Ghcis t dn actual datable,  historical f ac t ,  is 
the infallible Scripture statements,  e. g o  : " To whom a l so  He showed Himself alive 
after His passion by many infallible proofs . " (Acts 1 3 )  Scripture says  many places 
that He rose from the dead, This set t le?  i t  and makes it an actual and real event,  

Now we do not find this coming through very clear in Pastor Buege" sermon, 
But, now a s  never before, i t  ought ro come through in clear and ringing tones,  s ince 
s o  many theologians are raising doubts in people" minds regarding this key fact  



of the Christian fai th,  "re CPH editors ca l l  Pastor Buege a "keen theologian,"  
and a s  such he  must be well aware of the  fac t  that  the resurrection of Christ  is 
being quite generally denied even among Lufherans iq what was  once thought to be 
rather conservative c i rc les .  Pastor Buege can  hardly be unaware of the e s s a y  of 
one of h is  fellow pastors (Roberr Sckarlemann) i n  the spring 1962  Dialog,: "Shadow 
on the Tomb -- Motifs in the German Theology of :he Resurxection, " Pastor Schar- 
lemann appears to  be very symp3"iheric to  the German theologiars '  concept that  
the "corpse of J e sus  decayed %n the grave and thar the bones are  s t i l l  there ,  but 
that resus  i s  a t  the same time resurrected. " (Page 27) This i s  ce r ta i l ly  not 
Christ" risirlg from the dead of whsch Scripture s p @ a ~ s ,  

There i s ,  we should add ,  t h e  event  of rhe resurrection dnd the meaning of the 
even t ,  and i t  i s  true that  the redemptnve slg:r-iificemce of the e v e n t w i l l  be accepted 
only when the Holy Spirit h a s  credted fdabth in  he hedrt,  But this does  not change 
the fac t  that  according to Scripture the resurrection i s  a genuine event that took 
place in history apart from our fa i th ,  or anyoce ~ l s e ' s  faith. W e  wish that Pastor 
Buege had made th i s  more c lear  when he preached his Easter sermon l.st spring, 

--Be W,  Teigen 
* * & * * * * * * * * * *  

'THE MEANING AND USE OF "CHF GREEK 
NEW TESTAMENT CRI I7ICPIL APPAmTU'S (Go9;c0 

B$;- Prof, Jzlldn Aqderso~;"~ 

Par4 II 

Having co l la ted ,  correc"_ed, and e ~ a l a a t ~ d  the various rndnvscripts , i t  might 
seem that  the textual  cr i t i c  would now be reddy to con~pare  ",he many variant read- 
ings which s t i l l  remain and thus to make a judgmect as to  which of these  varabants 
seem to preserve the original zext on the basis of which one of them is preserved 
in the majority of these  thirty-four (or 20) of *he o1de.f arid best manuscripts ,  
giving due weight to  the  greater  au~hor i t y  of the exgh; great  u ~ c i a l s .  Such,  in f ac t ,  
was  pretty much the system employed b> textual cr i t ics  u r t i l  the beginning of the 
twentieth century,  Westcsott and Eort , f a r  exdmple , in the prepdration of their 
cr i t ica l  text iri 1881, followed what a m o u s s  to a rnodlficatlon of th is  principle-- 
that  where the two oldest  and bes t  manuscripts ---Aleph. arrd B --- agreed nn any 
ins tance ,  that  reading must certainly be s e l ~ c t e d  ds :he ",rue original t ~ x t ;  and 
that  i t  was  only where Aleph and B dasdgreed "&& the other manuscripts should be  
consul ted,  in which c a s e  the  readlng a t tes ted by B would generally prevail i f  
a t tes ted a l s o  by any of the other p r i n c l ~ a l  mar8ul-,eripts. Taschendorf, nn h i s  edi- 
t ions ,  followed exact11 the same principle, except  that  he gave preference to  the 
readings of Aleph iri those  c a s e s  where Aleph a r d  B disdgreed. This method, good 
a s  i t  i s  inasmuch as i t  g ives  due p r e e e d e ~ c e  to  the two oldest  extant  manuscripts ,  
nevertheless fa l ls  somewhat short  of the meirk. of scientif ic accuracy , a s  some of 
the later  text  c r i t i c s  have demonstrated. 

This method currently being followed in  the sc ience  of textual  criticism i s  per- 
haps bes t  i l lustrated by the views of Be H a  Streeter,the eminent Oxford scholar,  
In h i s  great  t reat ise  on textual criticism entitled 'The Four Gospels , " which has  
been mentioned previously, Streeter csnte-ds  that 'ka,~iusc=rip?",s must be weighed, 
not counted,  and the weight sf a manuscript d e p e ~ d s  OR the ex tec t  t o  which i t  pre- 
s e rves ,  more or l e s s ,  one of the ancien~ local  t ex t s ,  " 3  T h i s  v iew,  which h a s  
obtained wide circulat ion tsday , i s  somewhat of a reac50-62 against  the older views 

' Streeter ,  B e  H e, , p. 1.07, 
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which tended .to place undue importarrce o r  indxvidual m a ~ u s c r i p t s ,  arld has rather 
revolutionized the science of k x t ~ a l  c~ i r i c l sm j~ :'he past forty year';. The .new 
method, as used by almsst 311 of ithe ldter cri*ics,  following Stree!er, suggeats 
that  of the rnarcscr ip:~,  unci31 av d mir ;u ,c~le ,  should r3thei f l r r r  be grouped 
into manuscript families , e x h  of which preserves xke -xi, currev;% 1. a d ~ s t i n c t ,  
but more or l e s s  geogrdphically i s o l a ~ e d  area of e ~ r l y  Chris:iar--ir,- and ther to  de- 
cide between the three or four vdrian! reddmgs which f h ~ s  p r ~  sent  t h e m s ~ l v f s  , on 
the bas i s  of which area, or arFas, jre ?he most likely ro have preserved rhe orig- 
inal text. While thls method mdy sound r a ~ h e r  nebulous at fits g l x . c e ,  L! really 
presents both a much simplified procedl l r~ ,  d r d  s m ~ c h  more ~f fec t ive  and accurate 
method --that is ro s a y ,  o-e wbich pre.ie?:s several VFT;* disFi?cf. advan?2gcr 

Of prime importance i s  the facf that i: reduces  :he rurnber of vdrisrf rc3dil;gs 
which must be cocsidered b? t h e  critic iri  a r l  case generdlly to three (aqd at the 
most four) in any single ir.sta:lce, slncz all  of ?hc 4,000 ex:a?r mar*uscripts can 
be classified into but three bss,ir. famllaes, one of t h e m  divided ir;+o *wo sub- 
families. Secondly, i t  avoids the obvious diiflcul:~! which arises by- "placi2g al l  
of our eggs is, one b a s k ~ t ,  " 5 s  ore  mlgbr say - -+I -&-  i s ,  of basing the  origrnal text 
on the readings of o:dy two 91 *hc oldest ma~:t~scrip.rs,  Aleph dnd B, wMch, as we 
now know, both belong to  the same izirnlly. 8 h 3 procedure, wkicb was reallyy 
that of Westcott and Hort, rtr:>s irklt.0 dfr'fictilf,f 00 &WO C O U ~ + S ~  l i  the f i rk t  p lacep 
i t  places undue e m ~ : h a s i s  orr :he text of ar~e loc331i~"y';- i r a  tE.is case I - ~ ~ E X ~ T I ~ ~ L C I ,  -- 
while it disregards comple tely :he wel l - ,a t tes t~ d a ~ d  edrly tex ts  vvhlch were current 
in other areas  of the z ~ n c r e ~ !  c h u r c h .  Seco:ldly, i'. drsvegirds :he f3c t thdt both of 
these manuscripts, old as the1 are, were ~,epara:ed from '-.be aurogrdphs of the New 
Testament by a period of at l ea s t  250 or 300 y e u s ,  artd Lha", iu i  the -,orma1 course 
of events ,  they, like dl1 the others, must have  bee:. subject to co~s ide rab le  cor- 
ruption in that 1o.g period o! tracsmissior?, dlthorAgh, perhaps,  to a lesser  degree. 
In other words, this new method of groupir-g dl1 the map~~t ; i ' r ip t s  ia:o idmilies and 
then comparing the resulralr  reddlrrg: of t he  ie families , vvhrch repreker fed the 
text curarent in various local d c e d ~ ,  seeks to get b,2ck be1 ond t h e  fourth eex~tkary 
(the age of our ear l ies t  mcz~uscripts] , arld 6 h ~ 5  f o obtdi~a >ome ided sf the various 

texts that were current in the variou5 c.elrstsils of Chr i s t l dc  ac iiviay xn the very 
earliest. t imes,  To avoid m i s u r & r ~ % a n d ~ n g ,  i t  should be cdded that t7ne realiza- 
tlon that a l l  of t h e  manuscripts fall r:itur;;rlly ir;*o idmilk groups is ?or origindl 
with htreeter, but  was recogzizsd ds i d r  hdck ds 1796, by  j, J', Griesbdch, Gries- 
bach,  in f d e t ,  cranectly iderrtlfieci the ~ h r c e  m.ir: family grouFs, 

Sbreeterk pprinclpal modifica t i o v ~  of ~ b r i  f ~ r n x l y  prrnr lple is the rec ognitxoR that 
each of these family groups represer-s i h e  text currer t ir a defifiite local area of 
the early Church, Such a ?i . ,~ory  ri- fob -ded, of course,  oq :he as ~urnprion that 
there actually were such de!mi+e d ~ d  d j s t i ' ! ~ *  local text,. in rsc ln the gre-lr metro- 
politan centers of Chrrstlazity i n  c t h t  ed:ly Ck-ristian period; dsd on the dssurn~t ion  
that these texts  can at-tua11y be recor.trr,c:ed wi'h some d e g r e ~  of accuracy by the 
application of scientff ic print- i g  1e s . 

A s  is well known from our s:udy of c h u r c h  hlsbory. followiQg r h e  dcscruction of 
Jerusalem in the pear 7 0  A. D .  , the Chrrs:xccn Church h3d r.n one d~s:lx~ct cen:er of 
operations,  but rather a number of such centers., each separated from the others by 
a considerable d is tance ,  and each  functioring a s  a rno~e-or-,less iqdependent base  
of operations in its adjacent area - -  Catsarea, Antiocb , Er hesus  , Rome, Carthage , 
and Alexandria. Of these the three which wielded the g.eaa,est inflLcience in the 
first  three centuries were Rome, Alex~ndrrd,  and Anfiocl~. P";r%'m~rrnar~--=, since each 
center was more or l e s s  isolated from t h e  o+hers, geographac-dlly $3;;eaki2g0 i t  is 
reasonable to  conclude, argues Streeter, t h s i  a separate and distinct textual tradi- 
t ion,  or type of tex t ,  would develop ir edch of these main centers -- t ex t  which 
would be contaminated, I t  is true, by errors of t r a ~ s m i s s i o r  pecu l~a r  to that a rea ,  



but which would be f ree ,  on the other hand,  from those ~ r a ~ s m i s s i o n ~ l  errors cur- 
rent in the other areas, II'.F",zs b~ t r ~ e ,  t h e ~ ,  sll of o l ~ r  exxar? rna~~uccuipts  should 
naturally divide themselves acto a smdll n i n b e r  of familie 9 i n  which each manu- 
script  shows definite afflsbi:ic,s with +he other member5 of i t s  ow? famihy  i 2  i:s 
various re3di:-t.,gsJ and 1i~s-t as defisihe dsivergc ~ c c s  f rum !he m s r ~  scrip% b e l ~ ~ g i - ~ % g  
t o  the other familaees whic:h were currersit i r  other d r E &  of :he Empire "he inier- 
es t ing thing 9s t ha t  the f a c t ~ d  E ? % S ~ ~ ~ Y ~ ( T E  seems ?I uen7 de f  i:-x*ely stqy-srt  this  
view, 

A careful ~o l l a~ io .1  of all t h e  m d ~ b ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ 4 L s  ? C F V C - ~ ~ ~  -he f~c: %hat  they do  group 
themselves r.atural1-y i ~ ! o  t h r e e  m s i .  famil ies ,  d e s i g ~ ~ a t e d  3s  a , , 3rd  6 , 
which can b~ ider t i i ied  with r e a s o r i j b l ~  ~ x d c  :Tieis with B$ zav. f  ium (Co~s'ar ' t inople),  
Alexandria, and Rome respec-tive,l,-, Much d.e;;:c.x,d.;, of e o u r s ~  , npol  the proper 
identificatior; of each  ~fype of text with it--, c ~ o r r e ~ ~ p o ~ : d i ~  g l o r a l  e i x ~ d .  Sliff ice i t  t o  
s a y  that th i s  is do2e orr the ba;:;fs >lup;~alied by the edsliec-;r c h u f e h  fathers regarding 
the general h i s  tory of our New Testarne~~t text, dad +he eulde nlc~ sf the various early 
versions which are of' crucial  i m p o r t r c e  fri this re3pec t ,  s i r c e  all of these  can be 
definitely localized and d a t e d .  

A t  th is  point ,  then,  we mra;+digresu d b i 3 o  take d brief look c t t  mrne of these 
so-called ear ly  "ver.sfo.- s " of; orAr New ' T e k  "dme~~" % h e  field 01 t~xtuual criticism 
the term "vers ions"  des igna tes  -he vd-irnus early f r - ~ n s l a t ~ a ~ s  sf the New fes td-  
ment into the various verndclslar ~ ~ A T ~ L A ~ E S  of .the Medf i ;~ : rx  ea-. world , pareicularly 
the early t r a ~ s l a t i o n s  into Latfr , S.:, ;:iw , arid Csp3,a.s , or E ; , y a ; p + I ~ ~ ,  The imgawtance 
of these  three translatbocs CIS 31ds i":, the  recovery of the orignndl Cyeek text of the 
New Testament becomes sppareq r whep we dre rem:l.r.dsd that  d l  of, t h e m  can be 
dated a s  far back as the sp.coqd c ~ ~ ? u r y  A. D.  -- 200  yelrs e3rl isr  thalrl our o ldest  
Greek uncial manuscripts. If. the !ex*uA cri:ic CXI XXIVE 3: a rea:ar~dbly pure 
text  of these  early versis5s, therefore, ke will  h d ~ e  g o w  bscyk dnozhes  200 years 
c loser  to the actual  autographs,  -3r a wall h u e  ,-nt fe d ~ x a n  irdirec' witrxiss t o  a 
Greek text  current 111 the partic:ular locality of E X +  versior. d.- early a:, the second 
centuk-gr -- only a haadred or so yeais removed f rom the dutagra~1.r; t h ~ r n s e l v e ~ ~ .  In 
pass ing ,  it may be noted t h a t  +he other vw S r O m s ,  s ceh  a? Go"h%c , Arrne+?ian, 
Georgian, e t c ,  , a l l  of which weye made  subse  UP^+ to the  four th  ee~3tw-y~ are of 
l i t t le  or no value i r p  the recovery of. +;he ~r1g i~11d  G T F - F - ~  text, ~I~cE: dt   he very best 
they are o ~ l y  indirect wstce5;;es to h G I W K  tex t  which i~ la74r & h m  OUT edr l les t  
Greek manuscripss . 

Using "&his new method, chez, %he so= cdllc;,e! "Old Ldfij7i1' V P T S ~ O Z S  have assumed 
a position of considerable i m p u r i a ~ c e  i? the m o d e r ~  practice of textual  critiicisrn. 
The term "Old Latin" is used to ddeign=_lite a l l  La*bii; f r dns l a t i t a~ ,~  made prior to the 
Vulgate, which was  a a e v i s l s ~  of thez;e ear l ier  versioe s ,  made i% 382-384 A. D,  
From the edrly Latin c h u r c h  fa?.her.s, for exiirnr , we know tk-at as e a r l y  as the 
year  150 A ,D.  numerous La t ip  P;r~risld!~ors Q& ' h ~  Gxeek New T ~ s t ~ r n e r ~ i  were cir- 
culating in IVorLh A f r i c d ,  f~ the ge~ie ra l  :. ~ k e r r .  of ~ r ~ f l t ~ e n c ~  of the great  c i k y  of 
Carthage. 'Fhe same source,;; i f ~ d b c x t ~  thdt  bout the  s3me 'ime, or neat rndr-,y years 
l a te r ,  at any r a t e ,  the same si",a:icsz% p r e v ~ i l e d  1.n Italy ar d G a d ,  located irn the 
sphere of influence of the great  capitdl  c i t y  of Rome. Forxxxitely, about a dozen 
good manuscripts of these Old L a t i 3  vesr%ions h d v e  been preserved t o  u s ,  of which 
the ear l ies t  date  back to  the fourth centhry -- as  edr ly ,  in other words,  as our 
ea r l i es tGreek  manuscripts ,  arid dating back t o  vvitl-iin three hundred years  of the 
original translat ion.  These Old Latin manusetr i~ts  ate designated i n  our cri t ical  
apparatus by small Roman le t t e r s - -  a ,  b ,  c ,  etc. (cf. page 16, i n  Nes t le ' s  six- 
teenth edition). In general  it is now agreed th& k and e preserve the African tex t ,  
and that  b ,  a, f ,  and g have preserved t h e  Old Ldtir; text  current i n  I ta ly  and Gaul. 

One very striking character is t ic  of these Old Latiin versions is their rloticeable 
divergence,  a s  a whole group, from the text of almost  a l l  of the Greek manuscripts ,  



e s p e c i a l l y i ?  the mat:x:r of S~~te rpo la tao~? , s ,  oar additions t o  the text ,  That is to  s a y ,  
311 of these Old La t i?  versiors exhibi t  a marked tendency t o  expard  t h e  text  by the 
additlor& of para:cb-rases 3r.d exrla-;story sotes ,  which give every evidence of hav- 
ing been origirlally =hxdP or marginal rkotes , whlch have subsequently been in- 
cluded in %E t-.%ex: i t se l f ,  The @her  striking and significant  fac t  i s  that  th is  ten- 
dency to interpolate,  art3 the dis:lncrive r e a d i ~ g s  produced thereby,  are shared 
by a very small  , but definitely related family of Greek manuscr~pts-=-notably by 
D ,  W,  and @ , among :he uricials ,  and by Family 1, Fan i ly  13, ar.d the individual 
manuscripts 5 65 dnd 700 amo;l-,g the minuscules ,  and the very important papyrus 
fragment p4C in the G n s g - ~ l s  and Acts ,  a s  well  as by the two oldest  Syriac versions.  
Since there cari be no doubt as to the place of origin arid circulat ion of these  Old 
Latic vor srons  , therefore , this whole rather homogeneous group has  been commonly 
designated a s  l he "WFCW-:I" iarnl.iy 6 , which is a rather unfortunate appellation. 

Streeter ,  who has  done c3 crsnsiderable amount of research on this  family., pre- 
fe r s  to  ca l l  i t  uathev the S:#rs--La"knrr family,  due to the fac t  that 6 more careful 
examination of *_he various mamuscripts and versions involved reveals the f a c t  
t h a t t h i s  particular grouping cons i s t s  a@tuall y of  two d i s t inc t ,  but re la ted,  sub- 
families-- l) a &cue W e s " i , ~  rext, orig i ~ a t i n g  in  ~ o v t h  A f r i c a  and I ta ly ,  represented 
by D , and the Old Latin ve is  iori s ;  and 2) a Sy!  ian rext , sragimating , apparently 
in Anrioch dnd Cdesarej, r e p r e s ~ r r e d  by 43 , W ,  g345 the minuscules,  and the 
Sgrsiac version.;, Ck-te curlous thi:~g--and a Idct  which has  not been explained a s  
yet--is that In 'this c a s e  t h e r ~  &re two widely separated and dis t inct  geographical 
areas  which exhibit  loce11 texts which are strikingly simslar and which point, 
therefore, t o  ei commor~ antecedent text ,  Th is  Sy.ro=L&in f a m i l h  which had been 
ignored dlmorf complerely by ear l ier  ed i to rs ,  especia l ly  by Westc-ott and Hort, 
has  l a t e ly ,  since the r e s ~ d s c h e s  of Streeter ,  assumed a posltion of considerable 
importa-.ce in  the fiela of textual  e-tcitscisrn, inasmuch as i t  plair)ly represents a 
concurrence of locdl texts irr. two of the most i m ~ ~ o r t a n t  centers  of edrly Chsisti- 
anity--Rome and Antiach: aa-d furthermore, a text  which seems to have been 
spread over a very wide are-s of xhe e x l y  Christian world a t  a very early da te .  
The so=-called "Wes t e r r~"  e d d i n g s  , therefore, can  nu ior3ge.r be safe ly  ignored, 

Mention h a s  already been rriadc of xhe so-called " S y ~ i a c ' h e r ~ i o n s ,  Here ,  a s  
witb the Old Lati.;, we dre dr-idi~;g wi'b- translat ions made at a very early date-- 
certainly as old as the s c c o ~ d  cenvbry ,  I 'atian's Diatessdron,  e . g .  (a hdrmony of 
the four gospels)  car: cc r i i r : l y  be d2ied around 150 A. D. , although i t  is preserved 
to  u s  in no Syrlac manustl;rfy;ts, but s r i y  i n  Armenian and Arabian translat ions,  
The two Syriac mav~riscrip% which  s e t  forth the so-called "Old Syriac'hverrsions 
(to dlstinguls"lChem from the P e ~ h r r t a , ~  or V ~ l g a t e ,  revision oi 4 2 5  A. I). and its 
l a te r  recens ions) .  have been dsted -i-e.ptati.vely a s  originatir-g about 200 A. D .  , 
with t h e  p lace  of origic almost cer ta inly  Artioch. 'These two manuscripts are des -  
ignated as sjk? (Sisailic) ar-d - syC -- ( C ~ ~ r ~ i o ~ i a n ) .  (cf, page 17 in Nes t le ' s  sixteenth 
edit ion).  A s  c o ~ e d  d b o v ~ .  i h ~  se Syr iac  versions show a text which has very strik- 
ing affinities witb tha r  of the Old Latlrs ve rs ions ,  and with, the Greek. text  of D , 
W, and @ . Wl+bm t h i s  "Las terri" f a m i l y ,  as i t  i s  sometimes ca l l ed ,  i t  is now 
generally agreed ehdt the  Old Syriacs vers ions  r s p r ~ s e n 3 h e  local  Text of Antioch; 
and that  W a n d  @ arid tht-,ir allied minxscules (Emily 1 ,  Family 13, 5 6 5 ,  and 
700) preserve the local  text of Caesarea  which Origen found there when he  came 
in 231 A.D.  

Next among the awient  versions rnenborr must be made of the so-called "Cop- 
t ic  " versions--?hat i s ,  t r ans l a~ ions  made into the vernacular language of Egypt, 
using G r e ~ l e  characters .  Here agdin we note  hat the ea r l i es t  of these--the one 
translated into the Sahidie didlect  of Upper Egypt-- da tes  back to at l e a s t  the 
third century,  i f  not before, The second of these  versions-- called the "Bohairic , " 
becaulse i t  w3s r~r tdered  lnto t h e  Bohaeric d ia lec t  of Lawer Egypt - -has  been dated 



variously a s  having originated in  the third,  fourth, or fifth centuries.  Of the  transla- 
t ions made inro the d ia lec t s  of Middle Egypt -- Fayyumic , Memphitic , and Akhrnimic 
-- the manuscrlys",emai~s sre so fragmenrary a ~ d  so l i t t le is known, even today, 
that nothing can  really be s a i d  about them. These various Coptic versions are de s- 
ignated i n  our critical apparatus as s, ,&, a?d (cf, page 17 of Nes t - e ' s  six- 
teenth edit ion).  

The one significaalt thing to be co%edi abou"l?, these Coptic vers ions ,  however, 
is the fact  tha t  they, too,  a l l  exhibit a comrnor text; and even more significantly, a 
text  which differs gre al lyfrom rhe r e v i o u s l y  mentioned S yro -Latin family. And here 
a l s o  we note t h a t t h e  text  of these Coptic VETS~BTP_S shows marked affinities with 
another small group of anc-ier;: Greek manuscripts -- especial ly  with B ,  Aleph, C ,  
and L ,  of the  uncials ,  and with the irnpor-:a-t rn i r~~scule  3 3 ,  Were, then,  is additional 
evidence t o  the exis tence of a r c h e r  disi-inc: ~ n d  separ-2"z local  text -- or a family 
of t ex t s ,  c losely  related t o  one another i v  character arzd extending over a well- 
defined geographical area  -- a,ha"iof Egypt wit5 its great center of Alexandria, Here 
a l s o  the evidence poirzts t o  the existence sf 21.i.. definite "Alexandrian" text  --desig- 
nated a s  I?! -- at. a very early date -- at least 6 5  far back as 200 A, D . 

In this respect  i t  should be remarked that T f i P e ~ t ~ ~ f %  and Hort ,  i r t  their researches 
in the la te  n ine t ee~ th ,  eenturjy, recognized ",he exis tence of both the above-mentioned 
families of texts  --the "Wes:ern'>as~d the I l l ~ x a ~ d r i z t n ,  It should a l s o  be noted, how- 
ever ,  that Westcott and Hort mis-read +he evidel,il;e then at their d i sposa l ,  and came 
to  the erroneous c=onclusion tha t  the so-called '%A$exandrian'?tsxt, represented by 
the two b e s t a n d  oldest  m a ~ u s c r f p t s  , B and Aleph, was a "pure neubral text ,  " a s  
they described it --that is t o  sayS a text  whxeb '"_ransrni':ted the tex t  of the original 
documents in  an almost pure form. This being $he case, they rather contemptuously 
dismissed the "Western'9farnl.ly s f  texxs as an examl ie  of a much corrupted text ,  
whose readings should be c o ~ s i d e r e d  as merely curfs;as eccentr ic i t ies ,  This being 
the c a s e ,  the cri t ical  text of: Weskott  and Hort, which forms the  bas i s  of the E .  R.  V,, 
the A. S. V. , and the  R.  S. V, , is a text which i s  based almost entirely and exclusively 
on one local  text -- "sat of Alexandria, ds represented almost exclusively in two 
manuscripts --- B arad Aleph. A s  fioted above, W-es",@stt and Hortu s principle was 
that  where I3 and Aleph agreed,  that reading must cerrainly be accepted as  the true 
reading. W e r e  B and Aleph disagreed,  they invariably followed. the text of I3 ,  s o  
that in effect their cri t ical  text is but a reproduction of th3t of one m ~ n u s c r i p t  -- B. 
Tischendorf, who accepted their evaluatiorl oS the Alexandrian family a s  "pure,  
neutra1"h character ,  differed from his cor~+empora:'ies only in that  in c a s e s  of dis-  
agreement between the two principal authorities, he  geqerally followed the text  of 
Aleph, which he himself discovered,  

('To be conell;ded) 
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