


IS THE LAW OUR SCHOOLMASTER TO BRING US 
UNTO CHRIST? 

An Exegetical Study of Galat ians  3: 23-25 

(Concluded from previous i s sue)  

I I.  The Exegetical Study and Conclusions.  -- 

One of the cardinal  principles of sound hermeneu- 
t i c s  i s  the so-called "contextual" principle,  which 
s t a t e s  that  every passage  - indeed,  every phrase and 
every word - must be interpreted and understood in  
the l ight  of i t s  particular context .  For the pas t  one 
hundred years  presumably a l l  s cho l a r s ,  l iberal  and 
 conservative, have accepted unqualifiedly the 
validity of this  principle,  and have paid a t  l e a s t  
l ip-service t o  i t .  I t  i s  rather surprising,  therefore, 
to  find that  in  a surprisingly large number of c a s e s  
this  important principle is real ly  ignored in ac tua l  
pract ice ,  resulting in a cer ta in  amount of e i s ages i s  
instead of exeges i s .  

The passage  with which we a re  concerned here -- 
Galatians 3: 23-25 -- is a n  excel lent  example of the 
vital  importance of considering every passage in the 
light of i t s  context ,  Indeed,  i t  is quite impossible 
t o  determine the plain grammatical s e n s e  of this  
particular passage  without considering very carefully 
f i r s t ,  the larger ,  overall context  -- that  is t o  s a y ,  
the purpose of the whole le t ter  itself in which this  
pas  sage  occurs;  and secondly ,  the ac tua l  develop- 
ment of Paul ' s  thought throughout this  l e t t e r ,  with 
particular reference t o  those  sec t ions  which imme- 
d ia te ly  precede and follow the sec t ion  under d i s cus -  
s ion.  
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In the c a s e  of this particular letter t o  the Gala- 
t ians we are especial ly  fortunate in that we know a 
good deal  about the historical circumstances which 
occasioned i t s  writing. We know that i t  arose out of 
the great struggle which took place during the middle 
of the f i rs t  century regarding the relation of the new 
gentile Christians to  the older Jewish faith -- partic- 
ularly their relation to  the Torah, or the Law, given 
to  Moses.  Specifically, the question was raised: 
Must the gentiles who wished to  embrace the new 
faith become in the older sense?  Must they be 
circumcised, and take upon themselves "the whole 
yoke of the Law?" That is to s a y ,  must they keep 
a l l  the ordinances which God had required of the 
Jews s ince the days of Moses? Put in another way, 
the question became this: Were a l l  of the things s e t  
forth in  the Law necessary t o  salvation? 

In this letter Paul, the apostle to  the gent i les ,  
makes i t  crystal  c lear  that neither Jew nor gentile 
can be saved by keeping the Law. He goes on to 
show that a l l  those,  such a s  the Judaizers,  who in- 
s is ted on the keeping of the Law in this way,  plainly 
had no proper understanding of the -- or nature 
of the Law. 

A s  we read through this letter we s e e  that Paul 
first  es tabl ishes h is  authority a s  a genuine apos t le ,  
and the genuineness of his  gospel (chapters 1 & 2) . 
Next, in chapters 3 and 4 ,  he s e t s  forth the true way 
of salvation -- by faith in  Christ ,  and by faith alone; 
and in s o  doing he a l s o  s e t s  forth the true purpose 

I 

I and nature of the Law. Then, in chapters 5 and 6 ,  -- 
he characteristically turns to  a discussion of some 
of the practical aspec ts  of this problem a s  they 
would confront the Christians in Galatia. 

The passage which concerns us a t  the rr~oment, 
therefore, i s  found in the central section - chapters 
3 and 4 - wherein Paul i s  discussing the true way of 
salvation, Here he begins by reminding the Gala- 
tians that they should know from their own experience 
that a person is saved by faith and faith alone -- 
3: 1-5. He then goes on to point out the obvious 
fac t ,  that this has  always been the way of salvation, 
proving his point from the very Old Testament Scrip- 
tures themselves, and using Abraham a s  his primary 
example -- 3:6-14. Next, in verses 15-18, Paul 
goes on to establ ish the fact that the Law cannot, 
and did not, chanqe God's way of salvation which He 
had revealed from the beginning -- the way of salva- 
tion through faith in Christ. In this section he brings 
~ u t  the very important point that the gospel covenant 
of promise was made to  Abraham 430 years before the 
giving of the Torah to Moses on Mount Sinai. 

This leads naturally to the question, posed in 
verse 19: - "Why, then, the Law? " and to the brief 
discussion which follows on the purpose of the Law. 
Paul's answer is the essence  of simplicity:- that " i t  
was added because of 8 --- t i l l  the seed 
should come t o  whom the promise had I I --- * .  

Thus Paul establishes clearly both the and 
nature of the Law, 

Then, in verses 21-22, Paul d iscusses  briefly 
the first of these points -- namely the subsidiary and 
supplementary character of the Law, a s  mentioned 
above. Here, a l so  he introduces his discussion with 
a natural question: - "Is the Law, then,  contrary to 
the promises of God? " And he a t  once answers,  
"Certainly not! " It is clear  that the Law cannot 
s a v e ,  or make alive. And therefore i t  must be clear  
that God never intended the Law to  be another, or 
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a l te rna te ,  way of sa lvat ion.  I t  is plainly supplemen- 
tary , or subsidiary ,  i n  nature ,  intended to  show the 
Jews their  ut ter  s infulness .  A s  Paul puts i t  in  h i s  
vivid way ,  God ' s  purpose was  t o  "lock everything up 
under s i n ,  " and thus make i t  plain that  a person can  
b e  saved  only by  fai th.  In th is  way Paul expla ins  
what  he  meant in  verse  19 ,  when he sa id  that  the 
Law w a s  added.  

This brings u s ,  then ,  t o  the passage  under con- 
s iderat ion -- verses  23-25. But our s tudy  of the 
context  niakes c l ea r  one point of utmost importance -- 
t ha t  in  t he se  three verses  Paul is now d iscuss ing  the 

nature - 1  of the  Law thus completing h i s  ex-  
posit ion of verse  19,  Here ,  a s  we sha l l  s e e ,  Paul is 
explaining exact ly  what h e  meant by saying that  the  
Law w a s  added "unt i l  the s eed  should come. " 

npb TOG 6 ;  k h f l ~ l ~  T;IV 7~;o-r LV. Notice 
tha t  th i s  sec t ion  is joined t o  the preceding sec t ion  by 
the conjunction 6 ~ ,  which here is plainly continua- 
t i v e ,  with the  s e n s e  of "furthermore. " In th is  way 
P 

Paul indicates  t ha t ,  having d i s cus sed  the 
nature of the  Law, h e  is now proceed 
point -- namely,  the nature of the 

Law. This is a l s o  made expl ic i t  by the - D 
adverbial  phrase - npb ~ o v  ~ h e ~ l v  T A ~  nEc.rLv - 
"before fai th came. I '  Here the preposition no6 is 
c lear ly  temporal in  s e n s e .  I t  should be noted,  and 
noted careful ly ,  that  every version and every com- 
mentator t akes  th i s  np6 in  its temporal s e n s e  here.  

The f i r s t  real  problem concerns the word n lor L v . 
In which s e n s e  did Paul u se  the word? In a sub-  
j ec t ive  or  objective s e n s e ?  

points us  in  the right d i rect ion,  for the preceding 
verses  surely sugges t  that  Paul is using the word in  
its objective s e n s e .  Rather, the context  makes i t  
c lea r  that  he  is not using the word in  i t s  normal sub- 
jective s e n s e ,  for he  has  just  f inished speaking of 
Abraham, in ve r se s  6-14, a s  the  primary example of 
subject ive  faith; and in such  a way as t o  show that  
th i s  subject ive  fai th was  in  evidence long before the 
giving of the Law (verse 17). In th is  con tex t ,  there- 
fore ,  i t  would be patently untrue t o  s a y  that  before 
there was  such  a thing a s  subject ive  fai th we -- that  
i s ,  we Jews -- were under the Law. This would,  in 
f a c t ,  be  the very opposite of what  Paul h a s  jus t  es- 
tablished.  

Since n o T r v mus t ,  therefore,  be understood 
in  some sor t  of a n  object ive ,  or f igurative,  s e n s e  
he re ,  the context  again gives  us  the answer .  This 
c an  mean nothing more nor l e s s  than the full  revela-  
t ion of God 's  p l an  of sa lvat ion & Chris t  , which is , 
_.__-- 

indeed,  the object  of our fa i th .  This is not only a 
case of a n  objective u s e  of the  word n i o r ~ ~ ,  but  
i t  a l s o  involves a metgnymy, in which tha t  which 
grasps  the object  - n 10% L C ,  s t ands  for the object  

i tself  - X ~ L O T ~ ~ .  I t  is true that  th is  is a n  unusual 
usage of the word n lc;r L C ,  but  tha t  th is  is the  proper 
s e n s e  is suggested both by  y h a t  p recedes  -- parti- 
cularly verse  19 -- gyp ov Z h 0 ~  TO axdpua -- 
' 'until ______- the seed  should come,  " which is , in f ac t ,  the 
very point being elaborated here;  and a l s o  by what 
follows - particularly in verse  24 ,  and the phrase 
E \ S  Xp L O T ~ V  - "until - Christ  - 1  " which wil l  be 
d i s cus sed  la ter ;  then DY tne phrase i n  verse  As -- 
ikffo60nc 62 r ? ~  ni&-rcwc -- "but now that  fa i th  
ha s  come;" and finally by the phrase in 4:4 - "but - 
when the ful lness  of time was  come,  God s e n t  forth 
His Son " which concludes  th is  d i scuss ion .  We take  

f 

Here again  it is our s tudy of the context  which 
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i t  a s  fully es tabl ished , therefore,  that  here the word 
n i o ~  I v -- and note that  i t  is ar t icula ted,  and thus 
made definite -- c a n  only mean the full reveiat ion of 
God's  way of sa lvat ion in Christ .  

Now, t hen ,  P a u l ' s  thought becomes c lear .  He 
s a y s  that  before th is  revelat ion was  given in  i t s  
fu l l es t  and c l ea r e s t  way -- that  i s ,  before the birth 
?n$ life and dea th  and resurrection of Christ  -- 
vno vouov ~ ~ ~ o u ~ o ~ u . ~ ~ ~  -- 'we were put under 
guard under the  Law. " The verb used here was  de-  
rived from the  noun Tooup&, which denoted a 
quard or sentry  -- tha t  i s ,  one who stood before 

/ *  R ) 
something ( np6 ) i n  order to  watch i t  : opa.cL;, or pro- 
t e c t  i t .  The verb thus meant t o  keep something undei 
guard,  or put something under guard,  a s ,  for example,  
a c i ty .  Here we  note that  the verb is used pass ive ly ,  
and that  the sub jec t  is "we ,  " which in the context  
c a n  only mean "we J e w s ,  " t o  whom the Law was  
given on Mount Sinai  (verse  19 ) .  We must keep  in 
mind tha t  in verses  20-23 Paul is d i scuss ing  the 
function of the Law between the time of i t s  giving 
on Mt.  Sinai  and the  birth Chr i s t ,  which marks 
out  the  Old Testament period,  in  which the Jews held 
the cen te r  of the s t age  . 

Notice that  the ;n6 is not used here with the 
geni t ive  c a s e ,  which would make the Law the sub-  
jec t  of the guarding. Nor is this  to be regarded a s  
a textual  error,  although u 6 o v (accusative) would 
be  e a s i l y  confused with v 6 u o u  (genitive) in  the 
minuscule hand. The fac t  i s ,  however, that  the 
uncia l  le t ters  N and Y a re  not a t  a l l  similar; and even 
more important is the fact  that  there is no textual  
evidence among anyqof the older uncials  for the 
genit ive.  Thus the  subjec  t of the pass ive  verb must 
be  understood a s  God, Who p u t  the Jews under 

guard,  so, to speak  -- under the Law -- the proper 
sense  of un6 with the accusative.  

During this  period, then ,  s a y s  Paul - before the 
birth of Chr i s t ,  we Jews were put under guard under 
the  Law. In th is  same connection i t  h a s  often been 
observed that  Paul 's  u se  of "we" and "you" in  th is  
le t ter  is quite exac t  and peculiar. He regular lyuses  
the f i rs t  person plural to refer t o  ' w e  Jews" while 
h i s  second person plurals regularly denote "you 
Galat ians  " or "you gent i les .  " Compare the sudden 
shif t  from "we ' t o  "you" between verses  25 and 2 6 .  

Returning t o  Paul ' s  thought, that  "we Jews were 
put under guard under the Law, " i t  wil l  be  s e e n  that  
th is  was  exact ly  the function of the Law s o  far  as  the 
Old Testament people of God were concerned. The 
Law "surrounded them, " s o  t o  s p e a k ,  l ike a guard of 
soldiers  surrounded a c i t y ,  keeping them isola ted 
and s a f e  from the various heathen nations which sur- 
rounded them. In  f a c t ,  th is  protective nature of the 
Law was  a providential th ing,  which preserved the 
people of God intact  until  the arrival of the Mess i ah ,  
which is precise ly  the point which Paul makes in the 
following phrase -- 

h n o ~ a ) L ~ c C e  ? ~ a ,  I -- "put under lock and key ,  s o  
to  s p e a k ,  until the future fai th was  revealed.  " Here 
Paul adds  a descr ip t ive ,  or epexege t ica l ,  phrase t o  
further elaborate what he ha s  in mind in  the main 
verb k q p  ou p ;p E 8 a. Note that  the  participle 
c lear ly  modifies the sub jec t  of the  main verb - ' w e "  - 
and thus c lear ly  es tab l i shes  the participle a s  cir-  
cums tantial  . Furthermore, the p resen t  t ense  of the 
participle makes i t  c lea r  that  the two act ions  in- 
volved are t o  be considered a s  occurring simultane- 
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c a n  only mean "we J e w s ,  " t o  whom the Law was  
given on Mount Sinai  (verse  19 ) .  We must keep  in 
mind tha t  in verses  20-23 Paul is d i scuss ing  the 
function of the Law between the time of i t s  giving 
on Mt.  Sinai  and the  birth Chr i s t ,  which marks 
out  the  Old Testament period,  in  which the Jews held 
the cen te r  of the s t age  . 

Notice that  the ;n6 is not used here with the 
geni t ive  c a s e ,  which would make the Law the sub-  
jec t  of the guarding. Nor is this  to be regarded a s  
a textual  error,  although u 6 o v (accusative) would 
be  e a s i l y  confused with v 6 u o u  (genitive) in  the 
minuscule hand. The fac t  i s ,  however, that  the 
uncia l  le t ters  N and Y a re  not a t  a l l  similar; and even 
more important is the fact  that  there is no textual  
evidence among anyqof the older uncials  for the 
genit ive.  Thus the  subjec  t of the pass ive  verb must 
be  understood a s  God, Who p u t  the Jews under 

guard,  so, to speak  -- under the Law -- the proper 
sense  of un6 with the accusative.  

During this  period, then ,  s a y s  Paul - before the 
birth of Chr i s t ,  we Jews were put under guard under 
the  Law. In th is  same connection i t  h a s  often been 
observed that  Paul 's  u se  of "we" and "you" in  th is  
le t ter  is quite exac t  and peculiar. He regular lyuses  
the f i rs t  person plural to refer t o  ' w e  Jews" while 
h i s  second person plurals regularly denote "you 
Galat ians  " or "you gent i les .  " Compare the sudden 
shif t  from "we ' t o  "you" between verses  25 and 2 6 .  

Returning t o  Paul ' s  thought, that  "we Jews were 
put under guard under the Law, " i t  wil l  be  s e e n  that  
th is  was  exact ly  the function of the Law s o  far  as  the 
Old Testament people of God were concerned. The 
Law "surrounded them, " s o  t o  s p e a k ,  l ike a guard of 
soldiers  surrounded a c i t y ,  keeping them isola ted 
and s a f e  from the various heathen nations which sur- 
rounded them. In  f a c t ,  th is  protective nature of the 
Law was  a providential th ing,  which preserved the 
people of God intact  until  the arrival of the Mess i ah ,  
which is precise ly  the point which Paul makes in the 
following phrase -- 

h n o ~ a ) L ~ c C e  ? ~ a ,  I -- "put under lock and key ,  s o  
to  s p e a k ,  until the future fai th was  revealed.  " Here 
Paul adds  a descr ip t ive ,  or epexege t ica l ,  phrase t o  
further elaborate what he ha s  in mind in  the main 
verb k q p  ou p ;p E 8 a. Note that  the  participle 
c lear ly  modifies the sub jec t  of the  main verb - ' w e "  - 
and thus c lear ly  es tab l i shes  the participle a s  cir-  
cums tantial  . Furthermore, the p resen t  t ense  of the 
participle makes i t  c lea r  that  the two act ions  in- 
volved are t o  be considered a s  occurring simultane- 



ously .  And l a s t l y ,  the position of the part iciple -- - 
followinq the main verb which i t  niodifies -- es t ab -  
l i she s  i t s  function a s  explanatory,  or epexeget ical .  

In this way Paul c lar i f ies  h i s  thought. "We were 
under guard" -- that  i s ,  "we were put under lock and 
key ,  s o  t o  speak .  . . ' Such a rendering ca l l s  specif ic  
at tention t o  the fact  that  the nv ' jx" .~  L&JEVO t, is 
being used in  a figurative s e n s e .  The verb f l v y ~ ~ e  ;crj 

means to  be locked up on a l l  s i de s  - that  i s ,  com- 
pletely;  which emphasizes  the  s t r i c tness  of the Old 
Testament legis la t ion s o  far a s  the moral l ives  of the 
Jews were concerned,  and their contact  with the  gen- 
t i l e s .  I t  will be noted a l s o  that  the  E \ S  is used 
here in a c lear ly  temporal s e n s e ,  and th is  temporal 
s e n s e  is admitted by a l l  commentators and transla-  
tors .  Here the n l o r  r v  must certainly be defined 
in  the same s e n s e  a s  in the l ine  above ,  s i nce  th is  
participial phrase ,  a s  noted above ,  i s  epexeget ical  , 
elaborating on the previous phrase.  This refers to 
the full  revelation of God ' s  plan of sa lvat ion in 
Chris t ,  

TIVP notice that  th is  fai th is here specif ical ly  
des ignated a s  u;hhcvcnv --"coming, " s o  that  
the  phrase could well  be translated a s  "the future 
fa i th .  " Here again  the art icle marks this  out a s  a 
definite fai th;  and the  adjectival  participle confirms 
our conclusions  that  Paul is referring here to  the 
coming of Chris t ,  which to the Jews of the Old 
Testament was  future. We  s e e  a l s o  that the is 
used here in a typically Semitic and Pauline fashion 
t o  introduce the infinitive of purpose,  being the exac t  
l i tera l  equivalent  of the Hebrew preposition 5 , used 
with the infinitive. In th is  particular c a s e ,  fiowever , 
the art icle which normally precedes the infinitive is 
omitted,  which is unusua l ,  but not unprecedented. 

It  may be that  the presence of the feminine art icle 
T &I, which introduced the sub jec t  noun, contributed 
to  the disappearance of the r6. 

Attention must a l s o  be  cal led t o  the fac t  that  Paul 
s a y s  that  th is  fai th is to be revealed -- h x o ~ a > ~ t ~ ~ -  
&l;ar, the aor is t  pass ive  infinitive of the verb 
&XOHUX;RT(U - t o  uncover. This entire phrase ,  
then ,  makes i t  a s  c lea r  a s  i t  c a n  be that  the i0-r L C  
spoken of here i s  an  objective thing; and that  i t  is 
being used in the metonymical s e n s e  t o  denote 
nothing more nor l e s s  than Chris t  Himself, the ob- 
jec t  of our fai th.  

Then, too,  we must bear in mind tha t  t o  Paul and 
t o  the Galatians t o  whom he was  writing this  revela-  
tion of Chris t  was  p a s t ,  having been revealed a good 
twenty years before (cf. 3: 19 and 4 .4) .  This simple 
fac t  es tab l i shes  b e y ~ n d  a l l  doubt tha t  the "we" who 
were kept under guard until the revelation of Chris t  
c an  only refer to  the Jews of the Old Testament d i s -  
pensation.  Under no c i rcumstances  could this  be 
applied to  the Gala t i ans ,  or any of the gent i les  in  
th is  context;  nor t o  their subject ive  fai th in Christ .  
Under the l ige t  supplied by the  con tex t ,  therefore,  
verse  23 becomes c rys ta l  c lea r ;  and with th is  verse  
2 4  a l s o  becomes c l e a r ,  for th is  i s  merely a further 
elaboration of verse  2 3 .  Translated f reely ,  verse  23 
might read a s  follows.-  "Furthermore, before God ' s  
plan of sa lvat ion was  fully revealed,  a s  i t  was  when 
Chris t  came,  we were put under guard under the  Law, 
put under lock and key ,  s o  to  s p e a k ,  until the future 
time when God made His full  revelat ion of His plan 
of salvation in Christ .  " 

*I * # 
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until Christ  came. " Here we s e e  how c lose ly  this 
verse  is 7;tached to  the preceding one by the con- 
junction WOTE , which can  b e s t  be rendered in 
English a s  "And s o  (;I.$ TE ) i t  is true that .  . , " or 
in  better  English idiom "Thus i t  was  that .  . . ' This 
CO 

acre introduces the final  conclusion,  or the final  
summation of Paul 's  argument. In th is  I# respect  i t  
should be  noted that  in  this c a s e  the ocrc is not 
used t o  introduce a f inal  c l a u s e ,  followed by Y the in- 
f init ive;  but is used rather in the  s e n s e  of ovv.  
b v6iroc here c lear ly  denotes the Mosaic legis la-  
tion referred to  in verses  19 -2 1. 

This Law, s a y s  Paul,  was  our n 0- !, 6 c T~ a 

word for which i t  is impossible t o  give any exac t  
English equivalent.  The etymology of the word i s  
c l ea r ,  being a compound formed from na:~,  "chi ld ,  " 
plus Gycr;,"to lead.  " The meaning of the word in 
ancient  Greek world is l ikewise c lear .  From Plato,  
Xenophon and Diogenes Laertius we learn that  these  
nab 6 a y w y o  i were s laves  in the wealthier house- 
holds who were appointed by the father to  serve a s  
guardians for the minor chi ldren,  espec ia l ly  the 
boys.  Their dut ies  were really quite simple. They 
were t o  accompany their young charges whenever 
they lef t  the fa ther ' s  house ,  and to  protect them fron. 
any harm or danger. In those days  such young boys 
would normally leave the house only to  go  to  school ,  
or to  the teacher ' s  house ,  s o  that  the  principal duty 
of the  n a ~ 6 a ~ w ~ 6 ~  was  to  s e e  t o  i t  that  the boys got 
sa fe ly  t o  the teacher ' s  house and then safely  home 
again.  This was  indicated by the word itself -- a 
man who led the boy around. In this  respec t ,  com- 
pare Plato 's  Lysias , 208c. 

In this,respect i t  must be  emphasized that  the 
nab6ayoyo~ had nothing whatever to do  with 

the actual  teaching,  instruction,  or education of the 
boys. This was the duty of the 6 L F & Q K C I X O ~ ,  and 
the usual na L ~ O Y ( L ; Y O  I, being s l a v e s ,  would have 
been utterly unqualified for th is .  The function of the 
n a bEn y w y 6 ~  was  simply to keep the boys sa fe  -- 
that  i s ,  t o  s e e  to i t  that  they did not g e t  into any  
mischief or harm by their  own doing,  and a l s o  t o  s e e  
t o  i t  that  no one e l s e  should harm them. 2 0  It should 
be noted that  th is  is a metaphor, and we s e e  what an  
excel lent  illustration this was for Paul t o  use  for the 
genti le inhabitants of the Greek world of the f i rs t  
century,  for i t  described perfectly the functions of 
the Mosaic Law for the Jews during the Old Testament 
dispensation.  

It is c lear  that  from Moses  t o  Christ  the Law per- 
formed the same double function as outlined above.  
I t  regulated the moral l ives  of the  J ews ,  s o  that  they 
would fall  into no evil ;  and a t  the same time i t  
shielded them and isolated them from the destructive 
influences of the pagan nations of the world about 
them. It cannot be emphasized too strongly that  th is  
is the so le  point of the comparison here.  The 

function of the Law is not t o  be introduced, 
s ince  this is explici t ly excluded by the very nature 
sf the metaphor. Because of th is  the English word 
"pedagogue, " which is derived from the Greek,  or 
the word "schoolmaster,  " which was  introduced by 
Tyndale, or the word "tutor,  " which has  been s o  
widely used in more recent yea r s ,  are a l l  act ively  
rrlisleading words ,  s ince  they sugges t  that  the 
function of the Law i s  t o  t each ,  which,  in f ac t ,  is 
the  very point which must be excluded. The thought 
is c lear ly  not that  the Law i s  a kind of elementary 
teacher which prepares us  for the "higher education " 
to  be obtained in Chr i s t ' s  c lass room,  a s  is s o  com- 
monly assumed. This a s s igns  t o  the Law the same 
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functions a s  the Gospe l ,  and thus makes the Law a 
means of g r ace ,  which is c lear ly  a f a l s e  doctrine.  
Paul's i l lustrat ion rather sugges t s  that  the Law is 
merely a quardian - the be s t  English word we  have - 
t ha t  was  given to  guard and protect the Jewish people 
during their  period of minority -- that  i s ,  &IS X O L ~ -  
T ~ V  -- "until Christ  came. " Now we s e e  how c lea r ly  
temporal the phrase c i S  Xp b Q T ~ I J  is ,  being simply a 
repeti t ion of the T G V  ~ ~ ~ ~ O V C T O V  ~ ( T T L V  ~ ~ ( o H u -  
hvcp8?va r in .the previous v e r s e ,  but now expressed 
much more simply and directly.  One of the most 
str ikinq things about Paul 's  Greek s tyle  in th is  l e t -  
ter  t o  the Galat ians  is the f ac t  tha t  he  never once 
u s e s  E;S t o  introduce a noun in a te l ic  s e n s e ,  a l -  
though this  was  good Semitic Greek idiom, and was  
used often by Paul in  other l e t t e r s  ! 

A s  Calvin points out  s o  c lear ly  in  his  commentary, 
the very word x a ~ 6 a ~ o y ; ~  sugges t s  a limited period 
of t ime, s ince  such  a nu L E Q ~ W ~ ~ ~  served only un- 
t i l  the boy in quest ion came of legal  age.  A t  that  

time h i s  dut ies  stopped completely; and this  is 
precise ly  the point Paul is a t  pains to show in  this  
s ec t i on ,  which i s  , a s  we have s e e n ,  an  elaboration 
of verse  19 -- " i t  was  added until the s eed  should 
come. " We should a l s o  notice that  th is  figure of the 
minor children is carried forward through 4: 4 , where 
the whole d i scuss ion  is concluded with the  c l ea r  
s ta tement  that  "when the ful lness  of time came ,  God 
s e n t  forth His Son. " Thus the whole emphasis of 
th i s  sec t ion  is on t h e  f ac t  tha t  between the giving of 
t he  Law on Mt. Sinai  (about 1 ,440  B.C.)  and the  
birth of Chris t  the Jewish nation w a s  in  what might 
b e  termed a s t a t e  of rrlinority. They had not really 
"grown up" to  the point where they could be  sa id  t o  
b e  mature Christ ians because  they had not ye t  re- 
ce ived the  full revelat ion of God 's  wonderful p lan,  

which was only revealed a t  the birth and l ife and 
death  and resurrection of Christ .  

In  the  same vein i t  should be noted that  the  
nar f iayoy6~ did not  brinq about the  maturity of the 
ch i l d ,  for th is  was  a part of the natural growth of 
the ch i ld ,  which would take place with or  without 
the x ~ i f i a ~ w ~ 6 ~ .  And thus we see again that  i t  
is a misapplication 01 this  metaphor to  s a y  TnaL L I L ~  

Law brings us to  Chris t ,  or brings about our maturity. 
A l l  tha t  c a n  be properly sa id  is that  the  Law did 
function a s  a quardian of the Tews during their period 
of minority - from Sinai  to Chris t .  At no time did the 
Law, understood in  the narrow s e n s e ,  "bring them t o  
Chr i s t , "  for th is  function was  performed by the Gos- 
pel promises of the Old Testament,  which were quite 
d is t inct  from the Law proper. 

That th is  verse  appl ies  to  the Old Testament na- 
t ion of I s rae l ,  therefore, is c lea r ly  indicated by the 
whole context .  This means ,  however,  that  the verb 
y 6 y o v ~ v  must be  ass igned  the meaning of the simple 
preterite " was .  " Until the great  papyri d iscover ies  
of the 1890's  such  a u se  of the Greek perfect was  
unknown, and would have been regarded as quite im- 
poss ible  by Attic standards . One of the interest ing 
features of the  discovery of " koine " Greek,  however, 
has  been the discovery that  the perfect  indicative 
ac t ive  forms of y ivoCla L were often used where 
the Attic writers would have used the aor is t  --- with 
a simple preterite s e n s e ,  exact ly  in  the same way a s  

the  English perfect t en se  is often used.  Paul c lear ly  
u s e s  this  verb form in  th is  colloquial  s e n s e  on a t  
l e a s t  two other occasions  -- I Thess .  2: 1 and 2:  14; 
and Luke, Paul 's  companion, u se s  i t  in  th is  s e n s e  in 
Acts 4: 16. That this  is the propsr s e n s e  here is a t -  
t e s ted  to  rather dramatically by our two o ldes t  manu- 



functions a s  the Gospe l ,  and thus makes the Law a 
means of g r ace ,  which is c lear ly  a f a l s e  doctrine.  
Paul's i l lustrat ion rather sugges t s  that  the Law is 
merely a quardian - the be s t  English word we  have - 
t ha t  was  given to  guard and protect the Jewish people 
during their  period of minority -- that  i s ,  &IS X O L ~ -  
T ~ V  -- "until Christ  came. " Now we s e e  how c lea r ly  
temporal the phrase c i S  Xp b Q T ~ I J  is ,  being simply a 
repeti t ion of the T G V  ~ ~ ~ ~ O V C T O V  ~ ( T T L V  ~ ~ ( o H u -  
hvcp8?va r in .the previous v e r s e ,  but now expressed 
much more simply and directly.  One of the most 
str ikinq things about Paul 's  Greek s tyle  in th is  l e t -  
ter  t o  the Galat ians  is the f ac t  tha t  he  never once 
u s e s  E;S t o  introduce a noun in a te l ic  s e n s e ,  a l -  
though this  was  good Semitic Greek idiom, and was  
used often by Paul in  other l e t t e r s  ! 

A s  Calvin points out  s o  c lear ly  in  his  commentary, 
the very word x a ~ 6 a ~ o y ; ~  sugges t s  a limited period 
of t ime, s ince  such  a nu L E Q ~ W ~ ~ ~  served only un- 
t i l  the boy in quest ion came of legal  age.  A t  that  

time h i s  dut ies  stopped completely; and this  is 
precise ly  the point Paul is a t  pains to show in  this  
s ec t i on ,  which i s  , a s  we have s e e n ,  an  elaboration 
of verse  19 -- " i t  was  added until the s eed  should 
come. " We should a l s o  notice that  th is  figure of the 
minor children is carried forward through 4: 4 , where 
the whole d i scuss ion  is concluded with the  c l ea r  
s ta tement  that  "when the ful lness  of time came ,  God 
s e n t  forth His Son. " Thus the whole emphasis of 
th i s  sec t ion  is on t h e  f ac t  tha t  between the giving of 
t he  Law on Mt. Sinai  (about 1 ,440  B.C.)  and the  
birth of Chris t  the Jewish nation w a s  in  what might 
b e  termed a s t a t e  of rrlinority. They had not really 
"grown up" to  the point where they could be  sa id  t o  
b e  mature Christ ians because  they had not ye t  re- 
ce ived the  full revelat ion of God 's  wonderful p lan,  

which was only revealed a t  the birth and l ife and 
death  and resurrection of Christ .  

In  the  same vein i t  should be noted that  the  
nar f iayoy6~ did not  brinq about the  maturity of the 
ch i l d ,  for th is  was  a part of the natural growth of 
the ch i ld ,  which would take place with or  without 
the x ~ i f i a ~ w ~ 6 ~ .  And thus we see again that  i t  
is a misapplication 01 this  metaphor to  s a y  TnaL L I L ~  

Law brings us to  Chris t ,  or brings about our maturity. 
A l l  tha t  c a n  be properly sa id  is that  the  Law did 
function a s  a quardian of the Tews during their period 
of minority - from Sinai  to Chris t .  At no time did the 
Law, understood in  the narrow s e n s e ,  "bring them t o  
Chr i s t , "  for th is  function was  performed by the Gos- 
pel promises of the Old Testament,  which were quite 
d is t inct  from the Law proper. 

That th is  verse  appl ies  to  the Old Testament na- 
t ion of I s rae l ,  therefore, is c lea r ly  indicated by the 
whole context .  This means ,  however,  that  the verb 
y 6 y o v ~ v  must be  ass igned  the meaning of the simple 
preterite " was .  " Until the great  papyri d iscover ies  
of the 1890's  such  a u se  of the Greek perfect was  
unknown, and would have been regarded as quite im- 
poss ible  by Attic standards . One of the interest ing 
features of the  discovery of " koine " Greek,  however, 
has  been the discovery that  the perfect  indicative 
ac t ive  forms of y ivoCla L were often used where 
the Attic writers would have used the aor is t  --- with 
a simple preterite s e n s e ,  exact ly  in  the same way a s  

the  English perfect t en se  is often used.  Paul c lear ly  
u s e s  this  verb form in  th is  colloquial  s e n s e  on a t  
l e a s t  two other occasions  -- I Thess .  2: 1 and 2:  14; 
and Luke, Paul 's  companion, u se s  i t  in  th is  s e n s e  in 
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sc r ip t s  of the Pauline corpus -- P ~ ~ ,  a papyrus n~anu -  
scr ipt  of the third century,  and Codex Vaticanus - B - 
our be s t  uncia l ,  dating from the fourth century,  plus 
a quotation in  Clement of Alexandria, who wrote about 
2 2 5  A.D. A1 three of t he se  ear ly  wi tnesses  rea-l the  
ao r i s t   VETO for the perfect which appears in odr 
Nest le  t ex t ,  showing that  the sc r ibes  of the third and 
fourth centuries were quite aware of the fact  that  the  
perfect  t en se  was bs ing used here with the  s e n s z  of 
the simple aor is t  preterite. 

In the  l ight  of a l l  th is  evidence we takz i t  a s  a n  
assured  fac t  tha t  verse  24 should read:- "And thus i t  
w a s  that  the  Law was odr guardian until Chr is tcame" 
-- that  is t o  s a y ,  until we arrived a t  the  day of our 
majority, the day  appointed by our Father. Note that  - 
th i s  thought is elaborated in  exactly these  terms in 
the  following s ~ c t i o n ,  espec ia l ly  verse  4:2. W e  

conc lude ,  then ,  that  the  interpolated phrase inserted 
by  the translators of the Geneva and King James ver- 
s i ons  is 3xegetically unjustified and actual ly  incor- 
rec t .  

WE believe that  i t  i s  perfectly c lea r  that  in th is  
sec t ion  of h is  le t ter  to the Galatians P a d  is not d i s -  
cuss ing  the second u se  of the L3-3v -- namely,  i t s  
u se  t o  show us ogr s i n s ,  a s  he  does  in Rornans 3 .  It 
is perfectly true that  th is  is the primary purpose of 
the Law; and that  in s o  d ~ i n g  the  Law prepares  a 
person to  receive the Gospe l ,  or rather prepares his  
hear t  s o  a s  t o  make i t  receptive t o  the Gospel.  
Couched in these  terms wz have s ta ted the work of 
the Law properly, remembering that  th is  i s  an  opus 
al ienum. To s a y  tha t  the Law brinqs the sinner 
Chris t  however,  i s  t o  s a y  too much, and this  inter- 
pre tat ion must be rejected . 

The final  c l ause  of verse  24 must a l s o  be  noted 
H -- r v a  ;r nio.recl;c, 6 r n a t w t ) L i u ~ v  -- " in  or- 

de r  that  we might be justified by fai th.  " Here Paul 
returns t o  the main theme of th is  whole sect ion -- 
that  a person is justified only by fa i th .  This thought 
is properly introduced here a s  the  f inal  purpose 

Y I  c l ause  by the  normal conjunction iva. And this  
follows Paul 's  thought perfectly. God gave the 
Jewish nation th is  extra revelat ion on Mt. Sinai  
(verse 19) with th is  exac t  purpose in mind -- that  
they might be  - and would be - justified by fa i th ,  
even a s  Abraham was  justified by fa i th .  This had 
a lways been God's  plan of sa lva t ion ,  a s  noted 
above.  The Law was  added because  of s i n s  and 
t ransqress ions  (verse 19) , because  of the tendencv 

1 

of the Jews to fa l l  into the work-righteous religions 
of the heathen nations around them (which they did in 
sp i t e  of God 's  giving of the Law) , in  order t o  guard 
and protect  them from this  evil .  Thus we s e e  God's  - 
giving of the Law in  a wholly new light .  He gave the 
Law to Israel  motivated by His love for them, to 
protect  them and i so la te  them, s o  that  they would not 
wander away from the simple plan of sa lvat ion which 
He had already revealed to them -- salvat ion by 
fai th in the coming Messiah.  He gave them this Law 
to  protect them until such time a s  that  Mess iah  
should be born, s o  that  they might s e e  Him and l i s t en  
t o  Him f i rs t  hand. In this  way God tried t o  put them 
under lock and key ,  s o  to s p e a k ,  in protective cus -  
tody,  under guard. Or ,  to use  the other metaphor, 
He placed them in  the keeping of a n a ~ ~ a u w ~ 6 ~  in 
the  same way that  any good and loving father in the 
Greek world tried t o  protect h i s  children until they 
at tained the age  of majority. 

C a \ ~ x ~ o I ~ ~ ~ s  6; TFC ~ ~ C T E O ~  O ~ N E T L  V n O  R a t e - -  
# # 
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we a re  no longer under a guardian. " Thus Paul s t a t e s  
in  a very simple way the  conclusion of th is  whole 
matter. I t  was  a simple fac t  that  Chris t  had been 
born and lived and died and r i sen  again  and ascended 
in to  heaven.  I t  was  a f ac t  that  the promise n:ade 
many centur ies  before in t he  Garden of Eden, and re- 
peated t o  Abraham, had been fulfilled. Chris t  had 
come; and in  the l ight  of th is  whole context  we s e e  
aga in  t ha t  th i s  genit ive absolute  - "now that  the  
fa i th  h a s  come" - c a n  only mean "now that  Chr i s t ,  
t he  object  of our fa i th ,  h a s  come. " Yes, now that  
t h i s  full  revelat ion of God 's  plan of sa lvat ion had 
been revealed (verse 23) ,  we Jews a re  no longer un- 
der  the na. ~ ~ i a u c ~ ~ y d ~ .  With the birth of Jesus  the 
day  appointed by the Father for the majority of the 
Jewish nation had come,  a s  Paul brings out  in  the 
following s ec t i on ,  4: 2-5. True, most of the Jews 
had rejected their  Mess iah ;  but  now this  could no  
longer be  due t o  the  f ac t  tha t  the revelation of God ' s  
plan of salvation through Jesus  was  unclear. The 
period of the  Law a s  the guardian of Israel  was  p a s t *  

I t  only remains to  point out  that  this  i l lustrat ion 
of the nab8aywy6~ does  have a n  application 
for our l i ve s ,  a s  it did for the Galatians t o  whom 
Paul f i r s t  wrote, As pointed out above ,  Paul very 
abruptly changes  h i s  pronouns at the beginning of the 
next verse  -- from "we" to  "you, " He goes on to  
s a y ,  "For you are  a l l  the  sons  of God through fai th 
in  Chris t  J e sus .  " And then he  adds  the thought that  
those  Galat ian gent i les  were a l l  the children of 
Abraham (3: 29) , and heirs  of the covenant.  Then, in 
ve r se s  4: 1-3 h e  re-introduces the figure of the minor 
children aga in ,  but th is  time applying the figure to  
h i s  Galatian readers.  

between these  Galatian Christ ians and the Old Testa- 
ment nation of Israel .  Despi te  the fac t  that  they had 
come to fai th -- the fai th of Abraham -- they were 
s t i l l  very much l ike minor chi ldren,  very similar  t o  
the  Old Testament s a in t s .  Everyone of them was s t i l l  
possessed  of a sinful  old Adam, even a s  we are today. 
In  this  respec t  they were s t i l l  in  the  period of "child- 
hood,  " s o  t o  speak  -- a period of minority, far  from 
being perfect ,  full-qrown children of God. Here com- 
pare Ephesians 4: 13.  

And the same appl ies  to us .  In the full s e n s e  of 
the  word the day  of our majority, the day  when we  
sha l l  a t ta in  to  the s ta tus  of full-qrown sons  of God, 
is s t i l l  in the future. It  i s  the day  of Chr i s t ' s  return 
in  glory. Meanwhile our loving heavenly Father ha s  
placed us a l l  under the ca re  of our f i o . ~ ~ a ~ u ~ d ~ - -  the 
Law -- to  keep  us  f ron falling into s i n s  and danger ,  
and t o  isola te  us  and protect us from the sinful  and 
harmful a t tacks  of the Devil and the world. And a s  
the Law guards us from s in  in  th is  way ,  i t  does  show 
us  our s i n  every day.  This is a part of our dai ly  pro- 
c e s s  of sanctif ication;  and in  th i s  respec t  i t  is quite 
true to  s a y  tha t  the  Law da i ly  brinqs us  t o  Chris t ,  
where we receive forgiveness ,  or the  assurance  of 
our forgiveness each  day.  

This ,  however,  is quite another matter ,  and real ly  
should not be  introduced a t  th is  point ,  s i n c e ,  a s  we 
have s e e n ,  Paul is here not  d i scuss ing  the  function 
of the Law, but  rather the temporary nature of the 
Law. Unfortunately, none of our present versions 
c a n  be  declared to  be entirely sa t is factory a t  th is  
point; and we sugges t  the following a s  the proper 
s ense :  - "Furthermore, before God 's  plan of sa lvat ion 
was  fully revealed,  a s  i t  was  when Chris t  c ame ,  we 
were put under guard under the Law, put under lock 

The fac t  is that  there was  a great  similarity 
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and key,  s o  to  speak ,  until that future time when God 
made His full revelation of His plan of salvation in 
Christ. Thus i t  was that the Law was our guardian 
until Christ  came,  in order that  we might be justified 
by faith. But now that the full revelation has  come 
we are no longer under a guardian. " 

We a l so  conclude, a s  noted above, that  the 
phrase interpolated in verse 24 -- "The Law is be- 
come our tutor to  bring gs- to  Christ" -- a s  it is com- 
monly understood and applied to  the doctrine of con- 
version and justification, is not only exegetically 
unjustified and incorrect, but is a l s o  to be rejected 
a s  a bit of Romanist or synergist  fa lse  doctrine. 

J .  G. Anderson 
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the primary seminary of the Lutheran Church - Mis- 
i souri  Synod. That school celebrated its 125th anni- 

versary in 1964, and this volume by Dr. Meyer is the 
scholarly history published in celebration of that 
event. 

Readers of this journal will be interested in this 
book for several  reasons.  Older members of the Evan- 
gelical  Lutheran Synod, or the ELS , will remember 
with appreciation the years of service which Dr. Meyer 
gave to Bethany Lutheran College until 1944. He then 
moved to  Chicago and from there to Concordia Semi- 
nary,  St. Louis, where he presently teaches historical 
theology. Other readers will be interested in this 
book because Concordia Seminary is their alma mater . 
In f ac t ,  Concordia Seminary served the ELS twice: in  
the days of the old Norwegian Synod and a l s o  after 
i t s  reorganization in 19 18. 
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But a l l  readers will be interested because the 
ii history of a seminary is ultimately the history of a 

church body. Ultimately what is taught in a seminary 
will be preached from the pulpits and practiced in the 
congregations of a synod. Therefore students of 
church history and current trends in theology will 
welcome this book, for it a l so  gives insights into the 
current theological trends,  values and approaches a t  
that  seminary. 
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Dr. Meyer has  undertaken an almost  hopeless  
t ask  in attempting to  cornpress 125 years of history 
into 322 pages .  The reviewer must s a y  that  he  ha s  
succeeded to  a remarkable degree.  He has  blended 
together the various a reas  which such  a history must 
t reat  -- theological ,  academic,  personal i t ies ,  s tu- 
d e n t s ,  s tudent  l i f e ,  community se t t ing ,  and develop- 
ment -- into a very readable ,  fairly complete,  and 
interest ing history. He has  probed through faculty 
minutes ,  minutes of s tudent  organizations , synodical  
reports , monographs in the Concordia Historical In- 
s t i tu te  Quarterly, and other primary and secondary 
sources  to  bring together a va s t  amount of interest ing 
material . 

The skele ton of the book and the characters are 
familiar. Dr. Meyer t akes  the reader from the be- 
ginnings in Perry County,  Missour i ,  in 1839 up to  the 
present time. But h e  ha s  added considerable meat t o  
that  ske le ton ,  s o  tha t ,  when the reader has  laid the 
book a s i d e ,  h e  is considerably wiser .  In addi t ion,  
Dr. Meyer added a t  the rear of the book l i s t s  of 
faculty members, members of the Board of Control ,  
recipients of honorary deg ree s ,  and s tudent  body 
s t a t i s t i c s .  

Because of the amount of material in the book i t  
is impossible t o  comment on the book a t  length. 
However the reviewer must point out  a few i tems.  
They may be c l a s sed  a s  minor and major. 

The minor points c an  be  handled very quickly. A 
bibliography would have helped considerably;  i t  is 
diff icult  to  imagine a scholar ly  history without a 
bibliography. "Misisonaries " (p. 2 79) should have 
been caught.  While Dr. Meyer referred to  the service  
rendered by Concordia Seminary t o  the old Norwegian 

Synod before the es tabl ishment  of Luther Seminary, 
he  made no reference to  the same service  rendered 
after  the reorganization of the ELS in 1918. Almost 
a l l  of the pastors of the ELS who were trained be- 
tween 1918 and 1945 received their  theological 
training and outlook from Concordia Seminary. The 
es tabl ishment  of a seminary by the ELS in  the 1940 's  
made this  arrangement unnecessary.  This,  inci- 
denta l ly ,  should be  remembered in  any  attempt to  
c rea te  the i l lusion of a so-called "Norwegian" doc-  
trinal position over aga ins t  the  Lutheran Church - 
Missouri  Synod. But t o  return t o  the book! 

Personal interviews , while u sed ,  might have 
helped to  clarify s i tuat ions  in. several  ins tances .  An 
example is the diswiissal of Coach Krause in  1949, 
which is referred to  in  a footnote on page 204. The 
footnote hinted that  there were problems connected 
with the d i smissa l  of Coach krause.  The reviewer 
was  a s tudent  a t  Concordia Seminary a t  that  time and 
c a n  well remember that a number of rumors were 
floating about that  Coach Krause's days  were numbered 
because  of h i s  losing record in baske tba l l ,  among 
other th ings ,  The rumors seerri to have been borne 
out by developments; even an upset  victory over 
Valparaiso University could not s a v e  h i s  job. A few 
questions of those who consti tuted the "proper 
author i t ies"  a t  the seminary a t  that  time might have 
served to  clarify or disprove the rumors. There are 
several  other ins tances  of th is  kind where the re- 
viewer fe l t  that  a few quest ions  might have gone a 
long way to clarify incidents.  

Of considerably more importance is the treatment 
of the historical  and theological  development of the 
seminary. Again it is not poss ible  t o  comment a t  
length ,  but  the reviewer must rather point t o  cer ta in  
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items which c a u s e  him t o  take exception. 

Readers of this journal realize that  objective re- 
porting of pas t  events  is most difficult,  if not im- 
possible .  While facts  are  f a c t s ,  the manner in 
which those fac t s  are handled will reveal the values 
and thought patterns of a writer. I t  will be certainly 
evident that  the reviewer himself has  certain values 
which guided him in h i s  approach t o  Dr. Meyer 's  
book. But the reviewer a l s o  could not help feeling 
that  Dr. Meyer had certain concepts which guided 
him in his  approach t o  Concordia Seminary and i t s  
thsological  his tory. In th is  story told by Dr. Me yer 
th2 present smninary, in contrast  to the pas t ,  came 
out rathsr wnll in the co~nparison; and the comparison 
is more than one of enrollment, p lant ,  or courses  
offered. Readers of this journal should read the  book 
for themselves to s e e  i f  this  judgment is valid.  

When the reviewer turned to this book, he ex-  
pected a panegyric to Dr. C. F. W. Walther. Anni- 
versary books have a way of turning into eulogies in 
which the pas t  and the leaders  of yes  ter  year are 
glorified. The reviewer was therefore rather jarred 
when he read in th is  book by a professor of Concordia 
Seminary a t  which Dr. Walther had taught that  Dr. 
Walther was a Zitatentheoloq. (p. 78) While Dr. 
Meyer did not define the term directly in his  book, 
he did define i t  indirectly in the context in which he 
made that statement.  After discussing the Election 
Controversy in the early 1880's  Dr. Meyer s ta ted:  

Walther 's  methodology for proof of his 
position followed an es tabl ished pattern in 
this controversy. He showed himself to  a 
not inconsiderable extent a Zitatentheolog , 
a theologian who quoted authorit ies.  In 

the debates  a t  the  pastoral  conference in 
1880 Walther did no t ,  a s  a ru le ,  explore 
the context of the Scriptural, confess ional ,  
and theological c i ta t ions  which he brought. 
This same methodology is very much evi- 
dent  in his  edition of Baier's Compendium 
. . . . This methodology shaped the att i tudes 
of the students a t  St .  Louis. This strong 
reliance on authority outside of the Scrip- 
tures was  carried over into the office of 
the  ministry when the s tudents  entered 
their professional careers .  This at t i tude 
pervaded to  a considerable extent  the  Mis- 
souri  Synod for a generation,  an  unpleasant  
outcome of the work done a t  Concordia 
Seminary. (p. 78) 

But while he s ta ted  that  this influence las ted  only for 
a generation,  he  a l s o  s ta ted that  the  same methodo- 
logy was followed by Franz Pieper. (p. 78) Pieper 
did not die  until 1931. This would have extended 
this influence to  recent t imes.  With regard t o  Dr. 
Pieper, readers who s a t  a t  h is  f ee t  in Concordia 
Seminary can  evaluate this judgment of Dr. Pieper 
for themselves.  From what the reviewer has  gathered 
from those who s a t  a t  the fee t  of Dr. Pieper, they 
would disagree.  

The reviewer must comment further on this value 
judgment of Dr. Walther. The reviewer was raised 
in the Lutheran Church - Missouri  Synod and re- 
ceived a considerable amount of h i s  training in i t s  
schools .  He heard Dr. Walther defended many times 
against  the charge of having been a Zitatentheoloq. 
The charge was s een  merely a s  a straw man created 
by Dr. Walther ' s  opponents,  which the same oppo- 
nents then could conveniently destroy a t  their 
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l e i sure ,  while a t  the same time ignoring what he had 
to  say.  Certainly a s  the reviewer heard this word de-  
fined a s  i t  was applied to Dr. Walther, i t  was a very 
negative term. It implied that he retreated away from 
the harsh theological reali t ies of th3 theological 
learning current in his day into a theology ~f the safe  
pas t ,  thus avoiding a l l  unpleasant theological trends,  
discoveries,  and scholarship; in this safe  theological 
world he could manipulate his  theological world 
through h is  finding appropriate quotations in the dog- 
maticians and Confessions to buttress h is  narrow and 
unrealistic views. When one looks a t  the quotation 
above from Loq Cabin to Luther Tower, i t  would seem 
that Dr. Meyer would be paralleling this sentiment 
somewhat. 

When the reviewer looked to the bottom of page 
78  for footnotes to  buttress the statement that Walther 
was a , he found only one. Certainly 
Dr. Meyer should have realized that this statement 
of his  would have caused some reactions on the part 
of readers of his book, and s o  he should have 
brought considerable proof for this statement. By 
leaving i t  s o  weakly documented, he left  the im- 
pression that ,  a s  far a s  he was concerned, the mat- 
ter was a generally accepted fact that needed no 
further comment, 

The proof that is given is in reference to Dr. 
Walther' s edition of Baier' s Compendium. The reader 
was referred to an article in the Concordia Historical 
Institute Quarterly by the la te  Dr. Henry Reimann, in 
which Dr. Reimann evaluated Walther's edition of 
Baier's Compendium. From what Dr. Reimann had 
written before his untimely death,  it could be 
gathered that he was not overly sympathetic to  the 
more rigid theological position of Dr. Walther. A 

glance a t  his  article in the Concordia Historical 
Institute Quarterly will bear this  out a lso.  Dr. Rei- 
mann seemingly felt  that a l l  Walther did was to pad 
out an  old collection of quotations with more old 
quotations in his edition of Baier's Compendium, 

To this the reviewer can  only comment that it is 
rather unfair to accuse a dogmatics professor of being 
dogmatical on the basis  of his  dogmatics book. Aca- 
demic freedom certainly should permit an instructor 
to choose his own methods and form of presentation. 
What was even more surprising was that a t  that 
point in his book Dr. Meyer did not quote from his 
own article,  "Walther's Letter from Zurich, " which 
appeared in the October, 196 1, i ssue  of the Concorz 
dia Theoloqical Monthly. There Walther himself 
P 

spoke to  the charge of his being a Zitatentheoloq and 
pointed out that he was interested in reproducing the 
theology of the past  and not merely repristinating, 
(P. 654) 

The words of Dr, W. H. T. Dau, who s a t  a t  the 
feet  of Walther, can  a l so  be quoted. In his Intro- 
duction to the rather popular compendium of Walther's 
theology. Walther and the Church, he stated (p. 4) : 
"Wal-ther poured into his growing c l a s s e s  of students 
not only a wealth of information but ,  bes t  of a l l ,  his 
own spiri t  of faithful,, unflinching, uncompromising 
devotion to the eternal verities of God's Word and 
Lutheran doc trine pure. " 

Of equal importance are the words of Dr, John 
Theodore Mueller. That Dr. Mueller had an  excel- 
lent  grasp of current theological trends and move- 
ments cannot be doubted from his pointed articles 
from time to time in the older i ssues  of the Concordia 
Theoloqical Monthly, which warned against dangers 
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Lutheran doc trine pure. " 

Of equal importance are the words of Dr, John 
Theodore Mueller. That Dr. Mueller had an  excel- 
lent  grasp of current theological trends and move- 
ments cannot be doubted from his pointed articles 
from time to time in the older i ssues  of the Concordia 
Theoloqical Monthly, which warned against dangers 



to  conservative Lutheranism from neo-orthodoxy. His 
personal scholarship made him an excellent judge of 
Walther 's  scholarship in turn. Furthermore, in 
translating into English Walther's works on the 
Church, Dr. Mueller certainly had opportunity to  
form an evaluation of Walther's methods. He s ta ted 
in his  Translator's Preface to his  English translation 
of Walther's The Form of a Christian Conqreqation 
(p. v): "Walther's The Riqht Form (1863) and The True 
Visible Church (1867) . . . are masterpieces of c lear  
and straight thinking in full agreement with Scripture 
and the Lutheran Confessions and are based on an  
immense amount of studious research, " Whom is one 
to  believe ? 

When one looks a t  the writings of Walther, he does 
find them filled with quotations from Luther, from the 

Confessions,  and from the older Lutheran dogmati- 
c ians  , but they are a l so  filled with quotations from 
Scripture. Certainly his sermons illustrated how 
Biblical he was in dealing with ordinary people in the 
pews. In the same October, 1961, i s sue  of the Con- 
cordia there is a comment by the 
Rev. F. R, Webber, who is one of the great students 
of American preaching. He s ta tes  (p. 622): "Walther 
always drew his  material f rom the Scriptures, and the 
great doctrine of justification by grace through faith 
ran l ike a golden thread through a l l  his sermons. He 
paid no heed to  pulpit fads.  " A glance a t  Walther 's  
classic, The Distinction Between Law and 

will a l so  bear this out. While Walther may 
use  authorit ies,  they never dominated his  thinking 
and personality, s o  that he ceased  to  be an  individual 
who ultimately rested his c a s e  in Scripture itself and 
not in  human witnesses  to that truth. 

Perhaps the key to the whole problem does l ie  in 

the word "methodology. " Walther did not give him- 
self over to the historical-critical school any more 
than he gave himself over to  the steri le rationalism 
that had been known to him in the universities of 
Germany. Unlike the followers of those schools of 
thought -- and of neo-orthodoxy today -- Walther was 
not concerned with trying to  interpret Scripture a c  - 
cording to some preconceived philosophical system; 
he wanted to  l is ten to  the Scriptures and what they 
had to  say.  Nor did he operate with any so-called 
"totality of Scripture, " which was often only some 
theological philosophy which some dogmatician 
could bandy about to  illustrate his  abil i t ies in man- 
handling Scriptures. Walther was a humble Christian 
who believed in the clarity of Scripture and s o  made 
use of Bible passages individually and collectively 
to  support h i s  theological position. If a Biblical 
truth could be found t o  be bes t  surrlmarized in the 
words of an earlier dogmatician, then Walther was 
not averse to  using those words. He did not look a t  
the publication date  of a book, but a t  the orthodoxy 
of i ts  writer a s  measured by Scripture. Furthermore 
Walther did not retreat away from current theology. 
He carried on an  active correspondence with Europe 
and also traveled there to  knit fr iendships,  if pos- 
sible. He a l s o  carried on theological debate with 
and against  some of the sharpest  minds in the Lu- 
theran Church in the United S ta tes ,  If his scholar- 
sh ip  in the Confessions and Scripture had been weak,  
i t  would seem that his opponents would have torn him 
to shreds.  But evidently he was no Carlstadt here. 

Walther was simply interested in reproducing the 
theology of Lutheranism from i t s  golden days.  He 
a l so  had to  prove himself a true Lutheran in the face 
of modernism and unionism. Certainly the Prussian 
Union was strongly felt  on the frontier, and Walther 
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had to  show what true Lutheranism was .  

Similar criticism were raised a l s o  against  the 
second generation of theologians in his  church body. 
Dr. Meyer s ta ted that the  primary concern of Drs.  A. 
L. Graebner, F. Bente, and W. H. T. Dau was " to  be 
faithful t o  the Scriptures a s  they knew them. " (p. 92) 
The reviewer always fe l t  personally that much excel-  
l en t  materials came from the pens of these  men, for 
they a l s o  reflected an  appreciation for their theologi- 
c a l  heri tage,  and a t  the  same time showed an  excel-  
l en t  evangelical  scholarship.  What they wrote was  
"good for the u se  of edifying. " Ephesians 4:29. 

Another point raised by implication is that  the 
faculty of the second generation theologians of the 
Missouri  Synod were behind the times and out of con- 
t ac t  with American thought. Dr. Meyer lef t  such an  
impression when he s ta ted:  "The Darwinian hypothe- 
sis was  cr i t ical ly  examined and re jected,  but not un- 
t i l  40 years  after the Oriqin of Species appeared. 
(p. 109) The footnote then referred t o  a ser ies  of 
ar t ic les  in  Lehre und Wehre by Dr. F .  Bente, The 
obvious implication was  that  the faculty was  a t  l e a s t  
40 years behind the times in meeting this problem. 

This cri t icism is more apparent than real .  Dr. 
Meyer himself pointed out on the previous page 
(p.  108) that  the  seminary professors had come to  
grips with the theological problems raised by Ritschl, 
Frank, Adolph von Harnack, and the Wellhausen 
school.  Shielded by the German language,  i t  was  
natural for these  men t o  dea l  with the theological 
ideas  which could make an  impact on their people 
and students directly through the German language. 
Furthermore, the da te  of published materials has  
never meant that  the material was first  presented a t  

that  time. This reviewer has  recognized material in 
print years after i t  had been used in the classroom a t  
Concordia Seminary. 

But one cannot  a l s o  ignore the treatment by Rich- 
ard Hofstadter of the impact of Darwinism on Ameri- 
c an  thought in h i s  book Social  Darwinism inAmerica.  
While Hofstadter pointed out that  the f i rs t  edit ion of 
Darwin's Origin of Species  appeared in  185 9 and the 
f i rs t  American edition in 1860,  the Civil War post- 
poned the impact of that  book until later .  In addi- 
t ion,  the impact on theological thought was  not fe l t  
until l a te r ,  

When one looks back to these  great  heroes of 
fa i th ,  i t  would be  better  to  s e e  in them models,  I 1  
Timothy 1:5. While they were certainly not perfect ,  
they had a simple faith. that  caused  them to  submit 
themselves -- and their scholarship -- t o  the simple 
words of Scripture. They were more interested in  
l istening to  the inspired Scriptures and hearing the 
message of God for sinful mankind in Christ  than in 
the methods of the Wellhausen school  and i t s  sons  
and daughters today,  who spend s o  much time today 
explaining what Scripture should not have s a i d ,  what 
it  meant t o  s a y ,  and what it is no t ,  that  there is 
pitifully l i t t le  lef t  t o  be presented t o  the people of 
God for fa i th  and for hearing, 

Of more interes t  to readers is Chapter X ,  "Con- 
frontation, Conflict ,  and Confessionalism. " in 
which Dr. Meyer dea l t  with the  development of Con- 
cordia Seminary over recent years .  He dea l t  very 
frankly with the  problems, though h i s  treatment of 
them is somewhat incomplete, possibly because  of 
space  limitations. The current problems of the Mis- 
souri  Synod, according t o  Dr. Meyer,  began t o  come 
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to  a head in 1938, when serious questions arose in 
the Missouri Synod over theological discussions with 
the American Lutheran Church. 

Controversy became even more pointed in 1945 
with the appearance of "A Statement, " which a l s o  
directly involved the seminary, s ince  several  pro- 
fessors  had signed that document. Dr. Meyer evi- 
dently agrees with "A Statement" and i t s  position, 
for he s ta ted in his  book: "The signers of 'A State- 
ment' confronted basic  ecc les ias t ica l  i s sues  while 
maintaining their Lutheran confessionalism. " (p. 248) 
He a l s o  pointed out that the basic  i ssue  involved was 
the application of I Thessalonians 5:22 and Romans 
16:17, The point made particularly by the Statement- 
arians was that Romans 16: 17 did not apply to  Chris - 
t ians  with whom there is not full agreement in a l l  
points of doctrine. (p. 248) Dr. Meyer permitted this 
judgment t o  stand without comment, s o  i t  must be 
assumed that i t  was a l so  his  concerning this passage.  

Here a l so  additional comments must be made. 
Dr. Meyer could have been much more complete here 
in  h is  treatment of the problem, While i t  is not the 
purpose of the reviewer t o  go over the entire State- 
mentarian Controversy, several  items which should 
have been included can  be mentioned. While he 
referred to  the criticisms voiced by a former faculty 
member, the sainted Dr. P. E .  Kretzmann, and the 
Confessional Lutheran, together with other pas tors , 
he dropped the matter a t  that. 

Several other additional facts  would have helped 
present a much clearer picture. A mimeographed 
summary of the background of the controversy, Do 
You Know ? , published by the Chicago Study Club, -- 
contains several  quotations which are of interest  

here. It quotes a letter from the President of the Lu- 
theran Church - Missouri Synod: " I .  . . there are some 
points with which we were not then and are not now 
in agreement. ' " (p. 1) This l i t t le  s tudy  a l s o  s ta tes :  

In an open meeting of more than 70 pastors 
on July 1 ,  1947 the President of Synod said 
that & Statement, a s  i ts  words read,  contains 
"doctrinal aberrations " which are " in  them- 
se lves  potentially divisive of fellowship. " 
(P. 1) 

This adds up to  considerably more criticism for "A 
Statement" than just a few pastors , an  ex-seminary 
professor, and the Confessional Lutheran. 

One must a l so  ask  whether or not the faculty of 
Concordia Seminary was divided on this i s sue .  The 
reason for this question is obvious enough. It is a 
well known fact that  the president of the Lutheran 
Church - Missouri Synod appointed a special  com- 
mittee of ten men to meet with the signers of "A 
Statement. " On that committee one finds the name 
of the sainted Dr. Theodore Laetsch, whom the ap- 
pendix l i s t s  a s  a professor a t  the seminary until 1947. 
A glance a t  the Synodical Proceedings of the Lutheran 
Church - Missouri Synod will a l s o  reveal consider- 
able opposition to  the theological position of "A 
Statement. " Many saw in this a striking change in 
the position of the Lutheran Church - Missouri Sy- 
nod, e .  g.  of the Forty-First Reqular -- 
Convention of the Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod, 
p. 610. 

Dr. Meyer a l s o  commented on the e s says  of Dr. 
Martin Scharlemann , whose e s s a y s  on inerrancy 
have caused considerable controversy. He defended 
Dr. Scharlemann's e s says  a s  only study documents 
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presented to  the faculty. He a l s o  stated that they 
were withdrawn in 1962. Again thzse comments by 
Dr. Meyer are incomplete. The e s s a y s  were with- 
drawn, but not the contents of those e s says .  Sec- 
ondly, the reviewer has  read Dr. Scharlemann's 
e s s a y ,  "The Bible a s  Record, Witness , and Truth, " 
and certainly had the feeling that Dr. Scharlemann 
was  presenting confirmed convictions rather than 
something to talk about. Nor is Dr. Scharlemann 
alone in his viewpoints on Scripture; the September, 
1965 , i s sue  of the Concordia Theoloqical Monthly 
revealed that others on the faculty held views very 
c lose  to  his .  In his e s says  Dr. Scharlemann seemed 
to defend the position that the Scriptures were true 
in religious matters, but not to  be considered iner- 
rant,  for human authors wrote the books of Scripture. 

Dr. Meyer a l s o  briefly referred to  the charges 
against  Dr. Gilbert Thiele for supposedly denying the 
immortality of the soul. Dr. Meyer stated that the 
matter was satisfactorily sett led by a pastoral con- 
ference and the Western District of the Lutheran 
Church - Missouri Synod. This statement would nor- 
mally sat isfy any questions.  But when one glanced 
a t  the art icle of Dr. Thiele in the March, 195 8 ,  i s sue  
of the Seminarian, one must seriously question 
whether this was merely a misunderstanding over 
words which could be satisfied by explanation rather 
than retraction, Dr. Thiele stated that Job 19:26ff. 
did not apply to the resurrection. He a l so  stated 
that  "When a man is dead ,  he is d e a d , "  and that 
"The phrase resurrectio carnis and anas  tas  is sarkos 
are not New Testamental. " 

While Dr. Meyer did seemingly admit that  the 
faculty was striking out into new fields theologically, 
he did ins i s t  on the basic  conservatism of the present- 

day faculty. He invoked the name of the sainted Dr. 
Theodore Engelder (p. 252) a s  an  example of the con- 
servative position on the doctrine of verbal inspira- 
tion. Again Dr. Meyer's treatment was incomplete 
and would leave a reader with a faulty impression i f  
the reader did not read further than Dr. Meyer's book. 

In his footnote Dr. Meyer referred to  the excel-  
lent  art icles by Dr. Engelder in the 1937 and the 
11941-1942 Concordia 
tents of these art icle 
in the standard work, Cannot Broken. 
But Dr. Meyer failed 
views expressed by Dr. Engelder in his excellent 
book have come under criticism by members of the 
present faculty of Concordia Seminary. A s  an 

te the answer given by Dr. 
Cannot b e  Broken (pp. 189-194) 

to  the statement by l iberals that ,  s ince  the auto- 
graphs no longer ex is t  , the whole question of verbal 
inspiration is an academic question. Dr. Engelder 
rejected this argument by stating correctly that 
Christ had promised that He would preserve His 
Word. But in the September, 1965. i s sue  of the 
o n e s r d i a  Dr. Arthur C.  Piep- 
korn revealed no continuity of thought with Dr. 
Engelder, for he stated (p. 589): "The original docu- 
ments are inacessible  and irrecoverable, however. 
The ascription of inerrancy to  these documents is 
therefore an irrelevant and ultimately superfluous 
predication. . . " One would have t o  question 
seriously the impression that Dr. Meyer tried t o  
leave of theological continuity in the midst of 
change. 

The book a l s o  contained the familiar statement , 
"The form and Function of the Holy Scriptures, " a s  
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matter was satisfactorily sett led by a pastoral con- 
ference and the Western District of the Lutheran 
Church - Missouri Synod. This statement would nor- 
mally sat isfy any questions.  But when one glanced 
a t  the art icle of Dr. Thiele in the March, 195 8 ,  i s sue  
of the Seminarian, one must seriously question 
whether this was merely a misunderstanding over 
words which could be satisfied by explanation rather 
than retraction, Dr. Thiele stated that Job 19:26ff. 
did not apply to the resurrection. He a l so  stated 
that  "When a man is dead ,  he is d e a d , "  and that 
"The phrase resurrectio carnis and anas  tas  is sarkos 
are not New Testamental. " 

While Dr. Meyer did seemingly admit that  the 
faculty was striking out into new fields theologically, 
he did ins i s t  on the basic  conservatism of the present- 

day faculty. He invoked the name of the sainted Dr. 
Theodore Engelder (p. 252) a s  an  example of the con- 
servative position on the doctrine of verbal inspira- 
tion. Again Dr. Meyer's treatment was incomplete 
and would leave a reader with a faulty impression i f  
the reader did not read further than Dr. Meyer's book. 

In his footnote Dr. Meyer referred to  the excel-  
lent  art icles by Dr. Engelder in the 1937 and the 
11941-1942 Concordia 
tents of these art icle 
in the standard work, Cannot Broken. 
But Dr. Meyer failed 
views expressed by Dr. Engelder in his excellent 
book have come under criticism by members of the 
present faculty of Concordia Seminary. A s  an 

te the answer given by Dr. 
Cannot b e  Broken (pp. 189-194) 

to  the statement by l iberals that ,  s ince  the auto- 
graphs no longer ex is t  , the whole question of verbal 
inspiration is an academic question. Dr. Engelder 
rejected this argument by stating correctly that 
Christ had promised that He would preserve His 
Word. But in the September, 1965. i s sue  of the 
o n e s r d i a  Dr. Arthur C.  Piep- 
korn revealed no continuity of thought with Dr. 
Engelder, for he stated (p. 589): "The original docu- 
ments are inacessible  and irrecoverable, however. 
The ascription of inerrancy to  these documents is 
therefore an irrelevant and ultimately superfluous 
predication. . . " One would have t o  question 
seriously the impression that Dr. Meyer tried t o  
leave of theological continuity in the midst of 
change. 

The book a l s o  contained the familiar statement , 
"The form and Function of the Holy Scriptures, " a s  



the position of the faculty on the Scriptures. The re- 
viewer fel t  when he f i rs t  read this statement and s t i l l  
does today that that statement is a "theological um- 
brella" for f iberals and conservatives. It uses  words 
which are in controversy without clearly defining 
them. 

From the overall tone of the book Dr. Meyer a l so  
seemed to feel that the Lutheran Church - Missouri 
Synod was finally making itself felt  on the American 
scene and in world Lutheranism. The reviewer could 
not help feeling that a t  times Dr. Meyer felt  that the 
earlier isolation of the Missouri Synod was caused 
somewhat by cultural differences , which finally are 
being removed through Americanization and improved 
scholarship and leadership, 

The reviewer regretted that he had to take issue 
with Dr. Meyer on these various points in his book. 
Others a l so  could have been raised,  i t  might be 
added, Certainly there is much to be enjoyed in 
this book and to be learned from i t ,  But the reviewer 
would not have been fair to himself and to  Dr,  Meyer 
i f  he had not raised these questions and crit icisms, 

Glenn E ,  Reichwald 

A CATECHISM O N  CHURCH LAW by the late Rev, 
George Schweikert, 

5 5 questions covering all  phases of s ta te  and 
civil  law a s  i t  pertains to churches and congrega- 
tions. Find out what the civil  law says  about: -- 
articles of incorporation -- church constitutions 
and by-laws -- church meetings -- church prop- 
erty -- freedom of religion. 

Order through Lutheran Synod Quarterly, 7 5 $ Ppd . 




