


PROMOTING THE LUTHERANISM OF 1517 i n  4967 

This  was w r i t t e n  i n  response t o  t h e  appearance 
of t h e  Engl i sh  e d i t i o n  of  We Condemn (How Luther 
and 16th  Century ~u the ransyondemned  Fa l se  Doc- 
t r i n e )  by Hans-Werner Gensichen of Heidelberg 
Univers i ty .  A l l  quo ta t ions  bu t  one a r e  from 
t h i s  book. For f u r t h e r  in format ion  s e e  BOOK 
REVIEW SECTION, 

Since the  coming of the  Son of God i n t o  the  
f l e s h  t o  save s inners  the re  perhaps has not been a 
more important event i n  t h e  h i s t o r y  of the  world 
than the  Reformation begun by D r .  Martin Luther on 
October 31, 1517. I t  i s  s o  highly s i g n i f i c a n t  be- 
cause almost every member of the  f r e e  world i s  today, 
i n  one way o r  o the r ,  enjoying the  f r u i t s  thereof .  
That i s  espec ia l ly  s o  f o r  those who want t o  be r e -  
garded as  t h e  t r u e  sons and h e i r s  of the  Lutheran 
Reformation. I t  i s ,  of course, t h i s  s p i r i t u a l  h e r i -  
tage  t h a t  a t  the  moment i s  our prime concern. 

The work of  Martin Luther t h a t  came t o  t h e  
a t t e n t i o n  of the  pub l ic  i n  1517 was not r e a l l y  some- 
th ing  new; r a t h e r  it was a r e s t o r a t i o n  t o  the  v i s -  
i b l e  church of a precious commodity which had been 
bequeathed t o  the  world by Jesus Chr is t  and H i s  
f i r s t  embassadors --  t h a t  commodity was the  f r e e  and 
unconditioned Gospel of the  s i n n e r ' s  sa lva t ion  by 
grace through f a i t h  i n  Chr i s t .  This precious g i f t  
had been a l l  but  completely l o s t ,  even i n  t h a t  in -  
s t i t u t i o n  which professed t o  be i t s  guardian and 
promulgator, the  v i s i b l e  church. 

There were people before Luther 's  day who had 
gotten a glimpse of t h i s  b lessed h e r i t a g e ,  but  t h e i r  
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a t t e n t i o n  was s o  f lxed  on t h e  abuses of the so -ca l l ed  
l ldefendervt  of t h e  Gospel t h a t  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  were 
r a t h e r  s h o r t - l i v e d .  The only reason Luther succeeded 
was, next  t o  God, t h e  fact  t h a t  he from t h e  very be- 
ginning and a l l  a long went back t o  and s t e a d f a s t l y  
adhered t o  t h e  Word, which Jesus  s a i d  would make men 
f r e e ,  i f  they contintled therexn.,  The Word could 
make men f r e e  because rt. t o l d  men about H i m  who 
l i v e d ,  d ied  and rose  again t o  save them from t h e i r  
s i n s .  

This i s  a  f a c t o r  of which we must n o t  l o s e  s i g h t  
i n  our remembrance of God's Reformat ion g i f t - - l u t h -  
e r v s  s tubborn i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t C C h r ~ s t  must be preached 
i n  such a  way t h a t  f a i t h  i s  c rea t ed  and preserved i n  
t h e  h e a r e r ,  ~ h ~ h l ~ h  happens only when t h e  a r t i c l e  of 
j u s t i f x c a t i o n  i s  i n  t h e  c e n t e r  of t h e  message, as  
Gensichen s o  c l e a r l y  b r ings  out i n  h l s  book, We Con- -- - 
demn. I t  was Luther% l i f e - l o n g  content ion  t h a t ,  on 
th-e one hand, a l l  o t h e r  doctrines lose  t h e i r  v a l i d i t y  
apa r t  from t h i s  ch ie f  doc t r ine  concerning Jesus  
C h r i s t .  This p r i n c i p l e  formed t h e  b a s i s  f o r  Luther ' s  
ak t r tude  and conduct towards those  who had a d i f -  
f e r e n t  d o c t r i n e ,  which p r i n c i p l e  a l l  Lutherans would 
do wel l  t o  review dur ing  t h i s  anniversary y e a r ,  

With a  l i t t l e  s tudy we s e e  t h a t  Luther o u t l i n e d  
a  whole course of a c t i o n  f o r  t h e  orthodox church 
when i t  i s  confronted with d o c t r i n a l  d i f f e rences  
which a r e  not  reso lved  on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  Sc r ip -  
t u r e s .  He, f o r  example, s t a t e d ,  according t o  Gen- 
s ichen ,  "Hypocrites and f a l s e  Christians may be t o l -  
e r a t e d  i n  t h e  church; bu t  when a  po in t  of d i s u n i t y  
i n  doc t r ine  is reached, then t h e r e  must be a separa-  
t i o n ,  and it w i l l  become evident  who t h e  t r u e  Chris-  
t i a n s  a r e ,  namely those  who have God's Word, pure 
and s t r a i g h t  ," (p. 57) 

Again, f f L u t h e r l s  r e j e c t i o n  of  t h e  Roman Anti- 
Chr i s t  and h i s  judgment on t h e  f a l s e  teachings  o f  

h i s  own camp made it  p e r f e c t l y  c l e a r  t h a t  i t  i s  
n e i t h e r  necessary no r  poss ib l e  t o  be i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  
f a l s e  doct r ine ."  (p. 61) And, why not?  The "chief 
concern i n  t h e  r e j e c t i o n  of f a l s e  teaching  i s  t h e  
e f f e c t i v e  s e l f - p r e s e r v a t i o n  of t h e  C h r i s t i a n  com- 
munity." (p. 64) No one can make Luther a  champion 
of  d o c t r i n a l  l a i t y  and i n d i f f e r e n c e  when confronted 
with e r r o r ,  I n  f a c t  he  maintained t h a t  $ ' the command 
t o  exe rc i se  pa t i ence  does not  demand coming t o  terms 
wi th  f a l s e  teaching  and i t s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  (p. 67) 
More than t h a t ,  he i n s i s t e d  t h a t  $'under no circum- 
s t ances  i s  t h e  command t o  l e t  t h e  t a r e s  grow intended 
t o  encourage i n d i f f e r e n c e  t o  f a l s e  doc t r ine  as  t o  
r e l i e v e  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  c o m n i t y  of  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
of pass ing  judgmentetf (p.  67f) 

I t  i s  not  t o  be overlooked t h a t  it was i n  t h e  
Word t h a t  Luther found t h e  norm f o r  drawing t h e  l i n e  
between pure and f a l s e  teaching;  from it he drew t h e  
ob l iga t ion  t o  ward o f f  f a l s e  t each ing ,  and i n  it he 

4 3  a l s o  discovered t h e  boundaries f o r  judging f a l s e  
doc t r ine .  I t  i s  a  p a r t  of love,  he  s a i d ,  t o  put  up 
with every th ing ,  bu t  t h a t  where love i n j u r e s  t h e  r e -  * 

s p o n s i b i l i t y  of pure  d o c t r i n e ,  love i s  exceeding i t s  
l i m i t s .  (p.  71) This a t t i t u d e  was not  a  s u b j e c t i v e  
one t h a t  came from a  misplaced and misguided z e a l  
f o r  t h e  t r u t h ;  it grew out  of  h i s  s tudy of  t h e  Scr ip-  
t u r e s  and out  of h i s  concre te  dea l ings  with f a l s e  
t each ing ,  

Nor was Luther s t and ing  alone when he took such 
a  p o s i t i o n .  When P h i l i p  of Hesse was a t  Augsburg 
i n  1530 p leading  t h a t  b a s i c a l l y  t h e  Swiss and t h e  
Wittenburgers were d o c t r i n a l l y  agreed,  Melanchthon 
r e p l i e d ,  "It i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  we should t o l e r a t e  as  
b r o t h e r s  C h r i s t i a n s  who e r r  bu t  do not  defend e r r o r .  
Yet those  cannot be regarded a s  b r o t h e r s  who promote 
and defend teachings  t h a t  have no S c r i p t u r a l  f ounda- 
t i o n . "  (p. 99) Yes, he  "knew himsel f  t o  be con- 
science-bound t o  t h e  dec i s ion  t h a t  forced  i t s e l f  
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upon him i n  submission t o  t h e  Word of God." (p.  102) 

At t h e  same t ime,  Luther very c a r e f u l l y  d i s -  
t inguished  between weak Chris-tians, those  who e r r e d  
out o f  ignorance, and confirmed f a l s e  t eache r s .  We 
see  t h i s  i n  h i s  concept of  a h e r e t i c :  "it i s  ce r -  
t a i n  t h a t  he who does n o t  be l i eve  one a r t i c l e  cor-  
r e c t l y ,  o r  r e fuses  t o  do s o  ( a f t e r  he has been ad- 
monished and i n s t r u c t e d )  w i l l  su re ly  not  accept  any 
a r t i c l e  s e r i o u s l y  and i n  t r u e  f a i t h , "  (p. 114) A t  
t h e  same time v f t h e  cendemnation does not  apply 
?where t h e  weak a r e  ready t o  r ece ive  i n s t r u c t i o n  and 
who w i l l  no t  o f f e r  s t i f f - n e c k e d  c o n t r a d i c t i o n , '  It 
i s  on1y stubbornness t h a t  makes one a  h e r e t i e , ' !  
(p .  3-15) 

Las t ly  when theses  were drawn up t o  e s t a b l i s h  
and s i g n i f y  d o c t r i n a l  agreement on t h e  p a r t  of  those  
who had been sepa ra t e  and d isagreed ,  Luther as  we l l  
as  Melanchthon saw, "the inescapable n e c e s s i t y  of  
a n t i  - t h e s i s  f o r  t h e  sake sf the  t h e s i s  , I s  (p ,  100) 
This p r i n c i p l e  was both c l e a r l y  ennunciated and 
f a i t l l f u l l y  followed when t h e  Formula of Concord was 
be ing  drawn up i n  t h e  1570's .  In  t h e  in t roduc t ion  
t o  t h e  same i t s  framers s t a t e ,  "we wanted t o  s e t  
f o r t h  and exp la in  our f a i t h  and confession unequiv- 
o c a l l y ,  c l e a r l y ,  and d i s t i n c t l y  i n  theses  and a n t i -  
t h e s e s ,  opposing t h e  t r u e  doc t r ine  t o  t h e  f a l s e  doc- 
t r i n e ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  foundation of d iv ine  t r u t h  might 
be made 3pparen-t i n  every a r t i c l e  and t h a t  every 
i n c o r r e c t ,  dubious, susp ic ious ,  and condemned doc- 
t r i n e  might be exposed, no mat te r  where o r  i n  what 
books it might be found o r  who may have s a i  d it o r  
supported i t .  We d i d  t h i s  s o  t h a t  we might thereby 
f a i t h f u l l y  forewarn everyone aga ins t  t h e  e r r o r s  con- 
t a i n e d  he re  and t h e r e  i n  t h e  wr i t i ngs  of c e r t a i n  
theologians ,  l e s t  anyone be misled by t h e  h igh  r e -  
gard i n  which these  theologians were held."* But 

*The Book of Concord, T.G. Tappert ,  t rans l .p .507,  #19 

t h e  censures and r e j e c t i o n s  a l s o  served  another  pur- 
pose. These same theologians  Iswere convinced t h a t  
t h e  a t t i t u d e  toward t r u t h  as  such was decided by 
one ' s  a t t i t u d e  toward t h e  ques t ions  of condemns- 
t i ~ n s . ' ~  (p. 156) 

In  j u s t  13 y e a r s ,  i f  t h e  world s t ands  t h a t  long, 
t he  Lutheran Church w i l l  be observing t h e  400th 
anniversary of t h e  formulat ion of t h e  Formula of 
Concord anh subsequent adoption of  t h e  whole B G ~  of 
Concord. That observance w i l l  merely prove t o  be an 
extens ion  of t h e  p resen t  c e l e b r a t i o n ,  b r ing ing  out  
again t h a t  t h e  l a t e r  s i x t e e n t h  century theologians  
c o n s i s t e n t l y  h e l d  t o  t h e  same p r i n c i p l e s  as  d i d  
Luther wi th  r e spec t  t o  promoting t r u e  doc t r ine  and 
r e j e c t i n g  i t s  oppos i t e ,  And it  i s  t o  be f u r t h e r  
noted  t h a t  it was j u s t  because they i n  t h e s e  mat te rs  
followed t h e  same p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  ;hey were ab le  t o  
r e s t o r e  peace i n  a  church t h a t  had been r e n t  asunder 
by a l l  manner of  heresy .  

I1 

A b r i e f  review of t h e  h i s t o r y  of  t h e  Lutheran 
Church i n  t h e  new world w i l l  underscore t h e  v a l i d i t y  
of t h e  p o s i t i o n  taken by Luther and h i s  co- laborers .  
The one weakness i n  t h e  f i r s t  synods e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  
America i n  t h e  18th century was t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  dea l  
promptly and f o r t h r i g h t l y  with f a l s e  doc t r ine .  Be- 
cause t h e  t r u t h  was not  s u f f i c i e n t l y  safe-guarded i n  
t h e i r  d o c t r i n a l  p la t forms it was n o t  s o  s u r p r i s i n g  
t h a t  Lutherans o f t e n  consorted wi th  t h e  Reformed, 
some even a n t i c i p a t i n g  a  p o s s i b l e  union with them, 
Because f a l s e  doc t r ine  was n o t  c l e a r l y  labe led  and 
disal lowed i n  t h e  organiza t ion  of  t h e  more conser- 
vative-minded General Council j u s t  100 years  ago, i t  
too ,  was doomed t o  be i n e f f e c t i v e  i n  promoting t r u e  
Lutheranism. Because t h e  Norwegian Church bodies  
t h a t  merged i n  1917 d is regarded  t h e  h i s t o r i c  p r in -  



upon him i n  submission t o  t h e  Word of God." (p.  102) 
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theologians ,  l e s t  anyone be misled by t h e  h igh  r e -  
gard i n  which these  theologians were held."* But 

*The Book of Concord, T.G. Tappert ,  t rans l .p .507,  #19 

t h e  censures and r e j e c t i o n s  a l s o  served  another  pur- 
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I1 
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some even a n t i c i p a t i n g  a  p o s s i b l e  union with them, 
Because f a l s e  doc t r ine  was n o t  c l e a r l y  labe led  and 
disal lowed i n  t h e  organiza t ion  of  t h e  more conser- 
vative-minded General Council j u s t  100 years  ago, i t  
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c ip les  of the  Lutheran Church with respect  t o  con- 
fess ing rhe t ~ u t h  i n  unequivocal language, they l ike -  
wise were dest ined t o  lose  even t h a t  which they 
thought they weTe s t i l l  preserving,  

Lu%herJs ins i s t ence  t h a t  f a l s e  doetxine be 
labeled f o r  what it i s  and i t s  promulgators masked 
as the  f a l s e  teachers they a r e  i s  no longer t h e  
s e l f  -evident r u l e  f o r  the  vast  majority of Lutherans, 
For example, the churches comprising the  newly 
founded Lutheran Council i n  the  United S t a t e s  of 
America (LCUSA] a r e  by no means i n  f u l l  doc t r ina l  
accord with each other ,  Yet, they by t h e i r  member- 
ship  i n  t h a t  organizat ion are  not  only pub l ic ly  
regarded as belonging t o  t h e  same family but  a re  each 
under the  o b l ~ g a t i o n  v9'io f u r t h e r  the  witness,  the  
work, and the  interest:,  cf t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  b o d ~ e s  ." 
(Const., A r t .  1V.a) In  f a c t ,  t h e  non-par t ic ipat ing 
Lutherans, amounting t o  only about 4% i n  t h e  whole 
country,  a re  more agreed amongst themselves than a re  
the 96% of  a l l  Lwthea-arxs who belong t o  t h i s  coezncii, 

Again, the re  i s  a lack of s p e c i f i c  an t i thes f  s 
i n  t h e  f9eonsensusvT a r r ived  a t  by the  Lutheran Church- 
Missouri Synod and the  American Lutheran Church, be- 
tween which bodies the re  has h i s t o r i c a l l y  been a 
decided divergence i n  doct r ine .  The inclus ion of 
such an t i theses  would c l e a r l y  e s t a b l i s h  how f a r  t h a t  
consensus extends and would thus go a long way 
towards a l l ay ing  the  f e a r s  of those who have t h e i r  
doubts about t h i s  "agreement". I f  the  members of 
these  bodies would be t r u e  sons of Luther they w i l l  
f i n d  ample ind ica t ion  i n  h i s  wri t ings  how they 
should proceed i n  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  doc- 
t r i n a l  u n i t y ,  

Which then brings us t o  t h i s  conclusion--if we 
are  t o  ce lebra te  the  beginning of the  Lutheran Ref- 
ormation i n  a manner t h a t  w i l l  be both p leas ing t o  
God and p r o f i t a b l e  f o r  us ,  we can follow only one 

course and t h a t  i s  t o  re -a f f i rm t h e  Reformation 
p r inc ip les  which were s o  c l e a r l y  enunciated by 
Luther and h i s  co-workers, on t h e  b a s i s  of Scrip-  
t u r e ,  and which throughout i r s  h i s t o r y  have been t h e  
hallmark of confessional  Lutheranism, But more i m -  
po r t  ant  than t h e  present  anniversary observance- - 
only by such re-af f irmat ion and re-dedicat ion can 
the re  be any hope t h a t  sound orthodox Lutheranism 
w i l l  survive.  A conscientious re-studying of t h e  
whole Reformation movement can b r ing  about such a 
resolve  and thus ,  under God, insure  a b lessed fu tu re  
f o r  a Lutheranism worthy of t h e  name. 

M e  H ,  Otto 

John H. T i e t j e n .  Which May t o  Lutheran Un i t y?  S t .  
Louis  : Concordi a pub1 ixi ng House, 1966. 
176 pp., $4.95. 

D r .  T ie t j en  might b e t t e r  have e n t i t l e d  h i s  book 
"My Way t o  Lutheran Unity,IV f o r  i n  t h i s  b r i e f  volume 
he presents  h i s  views on what is  necessary f o r  un i ty  
i n  t h e  Lutheran Church i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  today. 
Simply s t a t e d ,  he f e e l s  t h a t  u n i t y  can be based on 
acceptance of and consensus on t h e  Lutheran confes- 
s ions  and t h e i r  presenta t ion of t h e  Gospel. 

Pastors of our synod would do wel l  t o  buy t h i s  
book f o r  themselves and thoroughly acquaint them- 
se lves  with i t s  contents  and i t s  l i n e  of reasoning,  
The reason f o r  t h i s  statement is  simple enough. D r .  
T i e t  j en,  formerly e d i t o r  of  the  American Lutheran, 
is  now t h e  executive sec re ta ry  of the  Division of 
Public Relat ions of t h e  Lutheran Council i n  t h e  United 
S t a t e s  of America (LCUSA). 
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The author  uses t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  approach i n  pre-  
s e n t i n g  h i s  case ,  He sees  t h r e e  'Yt ra$i t ionsvv i n  
19th century American Lutheranism, The f i r s t  was 
t h e  i n c l u s i v e  t r a d i t i o n  cf t h e  Genema Synod; t h e  
second was t h e  Confessional subsc r ip t ion  t r a d i t i o n  
of t h e  General Council; and t h e  t h ~ r d  was t h e  very  
d o c t r i n a l  approach of t h e  o l d e r  Synodical Ccnfer- 
ence,  The Lutheran Church now has evolved from t h a t  
po in t  s o  t h a t  95% of  American Lutherans a r e  very 
c lose  t o  working toge the r  i n  LCUSA, 

D r .  T i e t j e n  summarizes t h e  views of t h e  o l d e r  
Synodical Conference as fol lows:  it "demanded t h a t  
t h e r e  be agreement not  only i n  t h e  doc t r ines  of t h e  
Confessions but  on d o c t r i n a l  conciusions i m p l i c i t  
i n  t h e i r  teaching ,  on any S c r i p t u r a l  doc t r ine  n o t  
e x p l i c i t l y  aff i rmed i n  t h e  Confessions, and on t h e  
proper  church p ~ a c t i c e  i n  accord with t h e  f a i t h  con- 
f e s sed , "  (p ,  72) The author  does not  seem t o  accept  
t h i s  view f o r  h i s  own, bu t  adopts another .  

When d i scuss ing  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  Lutheran u n i t y ,  
he  r e j e c t s  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  o ld  General Synod f o r  
al lowing t o o  much d i v e r s i t y ;  he p o i n t s  out t h a t  t h e  
o ld  General Council d i d  not  always i n s i s t  on i t s  
members hold ing  t r u e  t o  t h e  words of  t h e i r  profes-  
s i o n  t o  t h e  Confessions, When d i scuss ing  t h e  o l d e r  
Synodical Conference i n s i s t e n c e  on complete d o c t r i n a l  
u n i t y ,  he has some i n t e r e s t i n g  thoughts ,  which, i n  
subs tance ,  a l s o  r e j e c t  t h i s  view. He comments t h a t  
almost a l l  Lutherans espoused t h i s  view of complete 
u n i t y  i n  doc t r ine  and p r a c t i c e ,  bu t  he  a l s o  adds, 
when speaking of t h e  o l d e r  Synodical Conferencec's 
app l i ca t ion  of  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e ,  "Yet those  who have 
espoused t h i s  view have gone beyond t h e  c l a s s i c a l  
Confessional documents of t h e  Lutheran Church i n  
order  t o  determine what i s  Lutheran ," (p. 150) 
One must wonder out  loud he re  because t h e  in t roduc-  
t i o n  t o  t h e  Epitome of t h e  Formula of  Concord s t a t e s  
very simply: "We b e l i e v e ,  t each ,  and confess  t h a t  

t h e  s o l e  r u l e  and s tandard  according t o  which a l l  
dogmas toge the r  with a l l  t eachers  should be est imated 
and judged a r e  t h e  p rophe t i c  and a p o s t o l i c  Sc r ip -  
t u r e s  of  t h e  Old and New Testament alone."  "Other 
w r i t i n g s .  . m u s t .  . .be sub jec t ed  t o  them, and should 
not  be rece ived  otherwise o r  f u r t h e r  than  as  w i t -  
ne s ses .  f '  I t  would seem t h a t  t h e  f a t h e r s  of  t h e  
Lutheran Church were concerned about what t h e  Sc r ip -  
t u r e s  s a i d .  

The author  has  an avers ion  t o  t h e  modern doc- 
t r i n a l  s ta tements  which have been w r i t t e n  wi th in  
t h e  Lutheran Church i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  "By 
means of  t hese  s ta tements  Lutheran church bodies  
have s e t  up new confess ional  c r i t e r i a  t o  determine 
what it means t o  be Lutheran and t o  inc lude  those  
who a r e  t o  be regarded a s  Lutheran o r  t o  exclude 
those  who a r e  n o t . "  Included i n  t h i s  judgment a r e  
t h e  Br ief  Statement .  One can sha re  h i s  concern 
over t h e  m u l t i p l i c a t i o n  of  d o c t r i n a l  s ta tements ,  
b u t ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, two thoughts  come t o  mind, 
If  this l o g i c  were followed c o n s i s t e n t l y ,  then  one 
could l o g i c a l l y  argue perhaps t h a t ,  s i n c e  Lutherans 
have t h e  Augsburg Confession, t h e r e  i s  no need f o r  
t h e  Apology. But what t h e  au thor  neg lec t s  h e r e  is  
t h a t  controversy o f t en  arose  l a t e r  wi th in  t h e  
Lutheran Church over  doc t r ines  no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
t r e a t e d  i n  t h e  confessions i n  d e t a i l .  Formerly it  
was no t  necessary t o  d i scuss  t h i s  doc t r ine ,  s i n c e  i t  
was gene ra l ly  accepted.  Today it  i s  necessary.  

When d i scuss ing  t h e  need f o r  complete agreement 
i n  doc t r ine  as  a  "bas is  f o r  union" be ing  l i m i t e d  
" to  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  and t h e  Confess ionsYH (p. 154) 
he p o i n t s  out  t h a t  t h e  Confessions do not  d e a l  i n  
d e t a i l  with a l l  of  t h e  doc t r ines  of  S c r i p t u r e .  He 
comments: "In t h e  course of Lutheran h i s t o r y  t h e r e  
have been theo log ica l  con t rove r s i e s  over  i s s u e s  n o t  
t r e a t e d  i n  t h e  Lutheran Confessions, f o r  example, 
t h e  i n s p i r a t i o n  o f  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  ." (p. 154) One 



The author  uses t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  approach i n  pre-  
s e n t i n g  h i s  case ,  He sees  t h r e e  'Yt ra$i t ionsvv i n  
19th century American Lutheranism, The f i r s t  was 
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t h e  s o l e  r u l e  and s tandard  according t o  which a l l  
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Lutheran Church were concerned about what t h e  Sc r ip -  
t u r e s  s a i d .  
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t r e a t e d  i n  t h e  confessions i n  d e t a i l .  Formerly it  
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have been theo log ica l  con t rove r s i e s  over  i s s u e s  n o t  
t r e a t e d  i n  t h e  Lutheran Confessions, f o r  example, 
t h e  i n s p i r a t i o n  o f  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  ." (p. 154) One 



must wonder out loud i f  t h e  aueho-a. i s  r e l e g a t i n g  
t h e  dsc"cri.ne of i n s p i r a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  a r e a  of open 
ques t ions .  

The mere f a c t  t h a t  c e r t a i n  church bodies  accept  
t h e  Lutheran Confessions fo rces  them t o  seek uni ty ,  
according t o  t h e  au thor .  He s t a t e s :  "They sha re  
a common confess ional  b a s i s  and thus  presumably e s -  
pouse a  common understanding of t h e  doc t r ine  of t h e  
Gospel and t h e  adminis t ra t ion  of t h e  sacraments-- 
t h e  only requirement t h e i r  common confess ional  
wr i t i ngs  make f o r  church un4 tyeTs  (p ,  158) He has 
he re  i n  mind, of course,  A , C ,  V I E ,  D r .  T i e t j e n  
would do wel l  t o  take  a  c l o s e r  look a t  t h e  ApologyCs 
expansion on t h i s  thought ,  Furthermore, t h e  Sc r ip -  
t u r e s ,  which are t h e  norma f o r  t h e  Confessions, do 
mention t h a t  t h e  Church i s  to t each  " a l l  t h ings  
Furthermore, t h e  au thor  does noe touch on t h e  prob- 
lem of qu ia  and quatenus subsci-iptions t o  t h e  Con- 
f e s s i o n s ,  which has been a  problem i n  any d iscus-  
s ions  of t h e  Confessions. When t h e  au thor  a p p l i e s  
h i s  p r i n c i p l e s  t o  the  Lutheran Church i n  t h e  United 
S t a t e s ,  he f e e l s  t h a t ,  should they  t a l k  toge the r  on 
t h e  b a s i s  of h i s  approach t o  t h e  whole problem of 
ufii ty,  "it i s  q u i t e  l i k e l y  t h a t  they a l r eady  do 
sha re  such a  consensus ." (p.  153) 

Pas tors  of our  synod w i l l  a l s o  no te  t h a t  t h e  
author  a l s o  makes use of t h e  Madison Agreement as  
an example of  an a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h i s  p r i n c i p l e .  
(pp. 109-111) I t  i s  a l s o  r a t h e r  s u r p r i s i n g  t o  hea r  
Walther accused of t h e  fol lowing:  "He taught  t h a t  
those who a r e  converted r ece ive  a  r i c h e r  measure 
of grace than t h e  r e g u l a r  grace God bestowed on a l l  
men," (p. 75) 

This book should have a  much longer  review be- 
cause of  t h e  views t h a t  it p resen t s .  These views 
a r e  not  new. They a r e  t h e  views of t h e  o l d  General 
Council and of t h e  - o ld  - Iowa Synod, which have 

reappeared i n  t h e  former American Lutheran Church. 
We s t a t e s :  lsThe p r i n c i p l e  of complete agreement i n  
doc t r ine  and p r a c t i c e  as  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  union has  
been success fu l  only i n  those  circumstances where 
no r igorous  i n s i s t e n c e  on vcompletenessv ex i s t ed . "  
(p.  150) The author  has  made a very a t t r a c t i v e  
appeal f o r  h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  one which we do not  accept  
f o r  good reasons ,  but  it i s  a l s o  a p o s i t i o n  with 
which we should be thoroughly acquainted because 
of i t s  popu la r i ty .  I t  c e r t a i n l y  i s  not  a  deep pre-  
s e n t a t i o n .  For example, t h e  impl i ca t ions  of t h e  
Austin Agreement a r e  ignored i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  
Madison Agreement, nor  does t h e  au thor  i n  h i s  use  
of A . C .  V I I  probe i n t o  t h e  meaning of  t h e  word 
"Gospelu o r  t h e  phrase  " the C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  ." 

But t o  r epea t !  The p a s t o r s  of our  synod would 
do wel l  t o  be thoroughly acquainted with t h i s  book. 
The f a c t  t h a t  it has  appeared from t h e  p res ses  of 
t h e  Missouri Synod's pub l i sh ing  house i s  even more 
s i g n i f i c a n t  as  an i n d i c a t i o n  of  t r ends  wi th in  t h a t  
body. 

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

C r i s i s  in- Lutheran The01 oqy--The Val i di t y  -- and Re1 
evance of H i s t o r i c  Lutheranism 5. I t s  Con- 
temp0rar.y Ri val s ,  Volume I .  Essays by Dr. 
John Warwi ck Montgomery. Grand Rapi ds , Mi ch- 
igan : Baker Book House, 1967, P r i ce  $1.75. 
(Order from Lutheran Synod Book Company, 
Bethany Lutheran College, Mankato, Minn. 56001.) 

Prof .  John Warwick Montgomery has  i n  r ecen t  
yea r s  deservedly achieved a cons iderable  r epu ta t ion  
as  an apo log i s t  f o r  conserva t ive  C h r i s t i a n i t y .  He 
iS a member of  t h e  c l e rgy  of t h e  Lutheran Church- 
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Missouri Synod and a  f a c u l t y  member of t h e  T r i n i t y  
Evangel ical  Divin i ty  School,  Deerf ie ld ,  I l l i n o i s .  
The two earned doc to ra t e s  which he possesses amply 
demonstrate h i s  impressive i n t e l l e c t u a l  g i f t s .  He 
not  only i s  widely and deeply read ,  and he i s  no t  
only b l e s sed  with a  phenomenal memory, but  he i s  
a l s o  endowed with a  keen i n t e l l e c t  t h a t  can make a  
shambles of h i s  opponentsV arguments t h a t  a r e  not  
soundly cons t ruc ted .  

This p re sen t  volume of  D r .  Montgomery's w r i t -  
ings  conta in  f i v e  essays :  two dea l  with t h e  Luth- 
e ran  doc t r ine  o f  i n s p i r a t i o n  and t h e  Lutheran p r i n -  
c i p l e s  of  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ;  two analyze and enumerate 
t h e  d o c t r i n a l  abe r ra t ions  c u r r e n t l y  found i n  h i s  
own synod; and one f i n a l  s h o r t  essay  d iscusses  t h e  
Third Use of t h e  L a w ,  

I f  my memory has no t  played t r i c k s  with me, I 
read  q u i t e  a few of these  essays during t h e  p a s t  
year  o r  two i n  t h e  Lutheran News; and I bought my 
copy s f  t h e  book from t h e  Lutheran News l a s t  June ,  
s i n c e  i t  was t h e  f i r s t  and v i r t u a l l y  .the only p l ace  
I have seen t h e  book publ ic ized .  In  view of  t h i s ,  
I was r a t h e r  s u r p r i s e d  by t h e  au thor ' s  r a t h e r  
poin ted  i n s i s t e n c e  on l i s t i n g  " a l l  au thor ized  
appearances of t hese  essays i n  p r i n t u  (p. 9 ) ,  bu t  
omi t t ing  t h e  Lutheran News from t h e  l i s t ,  

To me t h e  most i n t e r e s t i n g  and s i g n i f i c a n t  
essay was t h e  only one I had not  previous ly  read:  
" Insp i r a t ion  and Inerrancy : A New Departure. " 
I t  i s  an extremely p e n e t r a t i n g  ana lys i s  i n t o  t h e  
b a s i c  d i f f e rences  between orthodox Lutheranism and 
almost any k ind  of l a t e r  v a r i e t y  o f  theology par -  
ading under t h e  banner of Lutheranism. Prof .  
Montgomery po in t s  out  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e rence ,  simply 
s t a t e d ,  cen te r s  i n  t h e  ep is temologica l  i s s u e  o f  
how can t h e  Truth be known (p . 25) . 

D r ,  Montgomery c a l l s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  while  neo-orthodox e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  Lutheran 
theologians  have given up a  ve rba l  and i n e r r a n t  
S c r i p t u r e  because of what they  c a l l  "a new e r a  of 
B i b l i c a l  theology", they  i n  r e a l i t y  d i g  up o ld  so-  
c a l l e d  con t rad ic t ions  o r  e r r o r s  i n  t h e  Bib le ,  which 
f o r  yea r s  have had adequate explanat ions  and which 
a r e  now being  confirmed by modern archeology. 

Prof .  Montgomery, f e e l i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  need 
f o r  some new ground breaking ,  a longs ide  of t h e  
"dul l nes s  and t h e  sameness i n  s t anda rd  orthodox 
defenses of B i b l i c a l  iner rancy?  (p.  18) ,  s e t s  f o r  
himself  t h e  t a s k  of  applying "the techniques of  
a n a l y t i c  philosophy t o  t h e  an t i - ine r rancy  p o s i t i o n  
on S c r i p t u r e  t h a t  de r ives  from an e x i s t e n t i a l i s t i c -  
d u a l i s t i c  Weltanschauung~ (p.  25) . 

Using t h e  " v e r i f i c a t i o n  p r i n c i p l e v  of t h e  
l o g i c a l  e m p i r i c i s t s  ( see  p.  26) , i. e . ,  t h a t  a  sen-  
tence  i s  f a c t u a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  t o  any given person 
i f ,  and only i f ,  one knows how t o  v e r i f y  t h e  kropo- 
s i t i o n  which it purpor t s  t o  express ,  Prof .  Mont- 
gomery sys t ema t i ca l ly  des t roys  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  
Barth who wanted t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between Geschichte 
and Historic, thus  al lowing him t o  hold  t h a t  t h e  
r e s u r r e c t i o n  i s  an h i s t o r i c a l  even t ,  bu t  it cannot 
be v e r i f i e d  by t h e  methods of  h i s t o r i c a l  s cho la r -  
s h i p .  D r .  Montgomery then cen te r s  h i s  philosoph- 
i c a l  guns e s p e c i a l l y  on "four  maj o r  a n t i - i n s p i r a t i o n  
claimsw, which we f i n d  i n  modern Protes tan t i sm t o -  
day: "1. Holy S c r i p t u r e  i s  i n s p i r e d ,  not i n  con- 
veying i n e r r a n t  p ropos i t ions  about God and t h e  world, 
bu t  i n  a c t i n g  as  a  v e h i c l e  f o r  t r u e  Chr i s t i an  ex- 
perience" (p. 33) ; "11. Holy S c r i p t u r e  i s  i n s p i r e d ,  
not  i n  i t s  s c i e n t i f i c  o r  h i s t o r i c a l  s ta tements ,  bu t  
i n  t h e  theo log ica l  t r u t h s  it  conveys" (p. 34) ;  
"111. Holy S c r i p t u r e  is  i n s p i r e d ,  n o t  as  a  conveyor 
o f  i n f a l l i b l e  information,  but  i n s o f a r  as  i t  t e s t i -  
f i e s  t o  t h e  person of  our  Lord and Savior  Je sus  



Missouri Synod and a  f a c u l t y  member of t h e  T r i n i t y  
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year  o r  two i n  t h e  Lutheran News; and I bought my 
copy s f  t h e  book from t h e  Lutheran News l a s t  June ,  
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I was r a t h e r  s u r p r i s e d  by t h e  au thor ' s  r a t h e r  
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ading under t h e  banner of Lutheranism. Prof .  
Montgomery po in t s  out  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e rence ,  simply 
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S c r i p t u r e  because of what they  c a l l  "a new e r a  of 
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be v e r i f i e d  by t h e  methods of  h i s t o r i c a l  s cho la r -  
s h i p .  D r .  Montgomery then cen te r s  h i s  philosoph- 
i c a l  guns e s p e c i a l l y  on "four  maj o r  a n t i - i n s p i r a t i o n  
claimsw, which we f i n d  i n  modern Protes tan t i sm t o -  
day: "1. Holy S c r i p t u r e  i s  i n s p i r e d ,  not i n  con- 
veying i n e r r a n t  p ropos i t ions  about God and t h e  world, 
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f i e s  t o  t h e  person of  our  Lord and Savior  Je sus  



Chr i s tu  (p.  36) ; " I V .  Holy S c r i p t u r e  i s  i n e r r a n t ,  
bu t  i n  i t s  i n t e n t - - i n  i t s  dynamic a b i l f t y  t o  f u l -  
f i l l  Godfs purposes--not i n  i t s  s t a t i c  accord wi th  
ob jec t ive  s c i e n t i f i c  o r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t v T  (p.  37)  . 

Even the  u n i n i t i a t e d  can see  t h a t  t hese  f o u r  
s tatements  a r e  d i ame t r i ca l ly  opposed t o  t h e  o f f i c i a l  
s tatement  of t he  Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod on 
iner rancy:  "Since t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e s  a re  t h e  word 
of God, it goes without  saying t h a t  they conta in  
no e r r o r s  o r  con t r ad ic t ions ,  but  t h a t  they a r e  i n  
a l l  t h e i r  p a r t s  and words t h e  i n f a l l i b l e  t r u t h ,  
a l s o  i n  those  p a r t s  which t r e a t  of h i s t o r i c a l ,  geo- 
g raph ica l ,  and o the r  s e c u l a r  ma t t e r s ,  John 10 : 35 ." 
(The Br ief  Statement) 

So, i t  warms one 's  h e a r t  t o  s e e  these  modern 
Lutherans (whom you could never  q u i t e  understand 
when you read them) be ing  s e t  down i n  o rde r  by 
means of che magnificent phi losophica l  p i t c h i n g  of 
D r .  Montgomery. He was f ac ing  a  v e r i t a b l e  Murder- 
e r ' s  Row (Bultmann, Barth,  Brunner, Scharlemann, 
Quanbeck, Schul tz ,  e t .  a  and they  a l l  go down 
swinging. I t  gives one a  warm f e e l i n g  deep down 
i n s i d e  t o  d iscover  t h a t  t hese  modern theologians  
who seem t o  be sco r ing  po in t s  bu t  i n  language t o o  
s c h o l a r l y  f o r  you t o  fol low, r e a l l y  weren ' t  say ing  
anything a t  a l l .  One can r e a l l y  apprec ia t e  t h e  
sent iments  of t h a t  S ix th  Grader, who when asked by 
h i s  t eache r  t o  give an example of  " f ee l ing  good", 
r e p l i e d :  "Feeling good i s  f ind ing  out  t h a t  you ' r e  
not  t h e  only duamy i n  t h e  c l a s s . "  

Prof .  Montgomery i s  q u i t e  i n s i s t e n t  t h a t  t h e  
f o u r  l i b e r a l  p o s i t i o n s  s t a t e d  above a r e  nonsense 
( i n  t h e  t echn ica l  sense ,  of course) .  But i t  might 
be suggested on t h e  p a r t  of h i s  v ic t ims  t h a t  he  
twists t h e  dagger a  l i t t l e  t o o  o f t e n  f o r  comfort ' s  
sake s o  t h a t  it almost becomes unsport ing:  "non- 
s e n s i c a l  r e v e l a t i o n a l  dualismw, " i r r e l e v a n t  non- 

sense", "a double dose of  a n a l y t i c a l  meaningless- 
ness" (probably h i s  f a v o r i t e  te rm) ,  "ana ly t i ca l  
nonsense", "unve r i f i ab le  meaninglessnessff ,  "analyt-  
i c a l  n o n s e n s i c a l i t y u .  

D r ,  Montgomery is indeed a  s taunch defender  of 
t h e  S c r i p t u r a l  doc t r ine  of t h e  i n s p i r a t i o n  and i n -  
e r rancy  of  S c r i p t u r e ,  He b e l i e v e s  t h a t  i t  is  a 
doc t r ine  c l e a r l y  taught  i n  S c r i p t u r e ,  and he  accepts  
i t  i n  humble f a i t h .  Whether o r  n o t ,  however, h i s  
use of a n a l y t i c a l  philosophy t o  demonstrate t h e  
f a l l a c y  of  t h e  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n  i s  an unqua l i f i ed  
success is  a  ques t ion  t h a t  one i s  i n c l i n e d  t o  ask 
because s o  much hinges on t h i s  doc t r ine .  

I hope t h a t  someone q u a l i f i e d  t o  speak i n  t h e  
phi losophica l  d i s c i p l i n e  w i l l  go over  t h i s  essay  
with a  f i n e t o o t h  comb. I t  a l l  j u s t  seems t o  be 
too  good t o  be t r u e .  Hence, a f t e r  t h e  f i r s t  glow 
of s a t i s f a c t i o n  over  t h e  r i s e  of a  modern David who 

--? almost s inglehandedly overthrows t h e  heathen P h i l i s -  
t i n e s  from t h e  fabulous world of  t h e  s c h o l a r s ,  one 

.I 
ge t s  a  vague f e e l i n g  of  doubt whether t h e  weapon 
used i s  not  s o  powerful t h a t ,  i f  r e l i e d  on, i t  
might des t roy  t h e  orthodox p o s i t i o n  a l s o .  Might 
i t  not  be i r o n i c a l ,  and poss ib ly  d i s a s t r o u s ,  i f  t h e  
average conserva t ive  Missouri Synod p a s t o r  (towards 
whom I presume t h e  book i s  c h i e f l y  d i r e c t e d )  should 
opt f o r  a n a l y t i c a l  philosophy because of  what it 
d id  t o  "those l i b e r a l s "  wi th  t h e i r  new-fangled 
t h e o r i e s ,  and then he  should d iscover  t h a t  i t  was 
a  case of be ing  "ho i s t  with h i s  own p e t a r f f  . 

I can fo resee  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  t h i s  happen- 
ing .  Having undergone t h e  same t r a i n i n g  a t  about 
t h e  same time as  seven o r  e i g h t  hundred of  t h e s e  
p a s t o r s  (of whom t h e  g r e a t e r  p a r t  remain unto  t h i s  
present  i n  t h e  Missouri Synod, bu t  some a r e  now 
"separated b r e t h r e n u ) ,  I  am no t  s u r e  t h a t  it would 
be an unmixed b l e s s i n g  f o r  them b l i n d l y  t o  decide 
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f o r  l o g i c a l  empiricism t o  preserve  t h e i r  s p i r i t u a l  
h e r i t a g e .  One of my observat ions of 40 years  i s  t h a t  
though a Missourian i s  known as a s t a b l e  and conser- 
v a t i v e ,  he does a t  t imes have a  weakness f o r  jumping 
on t h e  bandwagon o r  r i d i n g  a  hobby-horse t o  dea th .  
I t  used t o  be amusing i n  t h e  1 9 3 0 3  t o  watch a  M i s -  
s ou r i an ,  emerging out  of  what he was t o l d  was a  
l i t u r g i c a l  ghe t to  (P iepe r ' s  and Wal therss  church) ,  
t r y i n g  t o  ca tch  up on h i s  a l l e g e d  l i t u r g i c a l  de- 
f i c i e n c i e s ,  and then ending up as  an overac t ive  
chancel p rance r ,  A l l  of  wirich being overdone, i t  
must -now be s a i d  while  i t  may have made t h e  u n s k i l l -  
f u l  parfshoner  applaud, it could not  bu t  have made 
t h e  judicious g r i eve .  So, I hope t h a t  t h e  M i s -  
sour ian  w i l l  no t  ge t  tangled  up i n  h i s  ph i losoph ica l  
paraments and f a l l  f l a t  on h i s  t heo log ica l  f ace ,  
j u s t  because a n a l y t i c a l  philosophy now seems t o  be 
i n  t h e  ascendant.  

My misgivings a r i s e  from t h e  f e e l i n g  t h a t  ( a l -  
though, I r e p e a t ,  I ha rd ly  q u a l i f y  as  even an ama- 
t e u r  r eade r  of  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  phi losophers)  t h e s e  
phi losophers  a r e  r u t h l e s s  i n  t h e i r  denunciat ion of 
t h e  essence of  C h r i s t i a n i t y .  

Though I suspect  t h a t  t h e  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t s  may 
probably dismiss  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  phi losophers  as  no t  
being phi losophers  a t  a l l ,  bu t  mere p h i l o l o g i s t s ,  it 
i s  necessary f o r  us t o  s e e  whether our Chr i s t i an  
f a i t h  would s t and  up aga ins t  t h e  e m p i r i c i s t s '  
a  p r i o r i s ,  even i f  they a r e  t o  be c l a s s i f i e d  merely 
as  ph i lo loge r s .  To i l l u s t r a t e ,  D r .  Montgomery, i n  
h i s  second essay  of  t h e  book, "Lutheran Hermeneutics 
and Hermeneutics Today", says  t h a t  f f f  o r  orthodoxy 
t h e  Bible i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y  i s  Godvs ob jec t ive  r eve la -  
t i o n ,  and both t h e  events  and t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  
(my emphasis) comprising it a r e  veracious ." (p. 58) 
This i s , ' - i ndeed ,  wel l  s a i d .  According t o  S c r i p t u r e ,  
t h e  r e s u r r e c t i o n  of  Chr i s t  i s  a  genuine event t h a t  
took p lace  i n  h i s t o r y ,  a p a r t  from our f a i t h  o r  

anyone e l s e B  f a i t h  ( t h e  e a r l y  church!) , But r e a l l y ,  
f o r  t h e  C h r i s t i a n ,  what makes t h e  r e s u r r e c t i o n  of  
Jesus  Chr i s t  an a c t u a l ,  da t ab le ,  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  
t h e  i n f a l l i b l e  S c r i p t u r e  s t a t emen t s ,  e ,  g .  : "To 
whom a l s o  he showed himself  a l i v e  a f t e r  IIis pass ion  
by many i n f a l l i b l e  proofs  (Acts l : 3 )  

1 do not  know whether we could produce some 
e x t e r n a l  evidence i n  concre te  empir ica l  terms (p, 39) 
t h a t  would s a t i s f y  t h e  method of v e r i f i c a t i o n  de- 
manded by a  l o g i c a l  e m p i r i c i s t .  He t a l k s  much about 
t h e  c r i t e r i o n  of  t ' ac tua l  t e s t a b i l i t y  . f g  Certainly 
t h e  testimony sf t h e  d i s c i p l e s  and o the r s  i s  s t r o n g ,  
and one cannot c a v a l i e r l y  dismiss  t h i s  testimony. 
The evange l i s t s  wrote h i s t o r y  as  wel l  as  theology 
and c e r t a i n l y  built theology on h i s t o r y .  They do 
not  divorce bur r a t h e r  combine our  supe rna tu ra l  
r e l i g i o n  wi-&h events  t h a t  took p l a c e  i n  h i s t o r y .  
Rut t h e  problem i s  t h a t  t h e  Bible speaks of t h ings  
whizh a r e  p e c u l i a r  t o  God's people and h i s  s p e c i a l  
r e v e l a t i o n  t o  them--the Old Testament mirac les ,  t h e  
inca rna t ion ,  C h r i s t ' s  mirac les ,  t h e  r e su r rec t ion - -  
t h ings  we do not  s e e  i n  t h e  h i s t o r i e s  of o t h e r  
peoples and i n  o the r  pe r iods .  And s o  t h e  ques t ion  
a r i s e s ,  t h a t  i n  view of t h e  uniqueness of t h e  events  
recorded i n  t h e  Bib le ,  can we convince t h e  hard-  
headed p o s i t i v i s t s  of t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  t r u t h  of t hese  
events?  There r e a l l y  a r e n P  t any analogies  i n  t h e  
r e s t  of t h e  h i s t o r y  of  t h e  world t o  which we can 
po in t  f o r  t h e  sake of comparison. 

But l e t  u s  pass  up t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  events  and 
assume t h a t  they  a r e  provable t o  t h e  p o s i t i v i s t s .  
There is  t h e  event  of t h e  inca rna t ion  and t h e  r e su r -  
r e c t i o n ,  and then t h e r e  i s  t h e  meaning of t hese  
events .  A s  Prof .  Montgomery reminded u s ,  t h e  i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n s  of t hese  events  a r e  verac ious ,  bu t  I 
doubt very much whether t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  phi losopher  
w i l l  accept t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  as  meaningful. The 
Ariadne th read  t h a t  runs through a n a l y t i c a l  philosophy 
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is  t h a t  metaphysics and e t h i c s  a r e  no t  l eg i t ima te  
p a r t s  of philosophy, f o r  t h e i r  language is  meaning- 
l e s s .  Metaphysics i s  impossible because metaphysi- 
c a l  s ta tements  a r e  meaningless,  P ro f ,  albel-t William 
Levi, p ro fes so r  of philosophy a t  Washington Univer- 
s i t y ,  S t .  Louis, w r i t i n g  i n  h i s  Philosophy and t h e  -- 
Modern Wor14 (Indiana Univers i ty  Press ,  1959) sums up 
by saying  of t h e  philosophy of  Russe l l  and carnap:  

A 

"Tne h e a r t  of t h e  p o s i t i v i s t i c  theory  of value is  
t h e  den ia l  of  cogni t ive  content  t o  r e l i g i o u s ,  p o e t i c ,  
and e t h i c a l  a s s e r t i o n s .  Being e s s e n t i a l l y  u n v e r i f i -  
ab le ,  they a r e  meaningless ; being meaningless,  they  
cannot poss ib ly  be t r u e ;  being incapable of be ing  
t r u e ,  they cannot pre tend  t o  make a r a t i o n a l  o r  
l o g i c a l  claim upon human choice."  (p. 377) 

What does a p o s i t i v i s t  do with i n e r r a n t  s t a t e -  
ments such as  t h i s :  qtGod was i n  Chr i s t  r e c o n c i l i n g  
t h e  world unto  Himself, no t  imputing t h e i r  t r e s -  
passes  unto them", o r  !'Believe on t h e  Lord Je sus  
Chr i s t  and thou s h a l t  be savedfv? 

I t  appears t o  me t h a t  a n a l y t i c a l  phi losophers  
devas t a t ing ly  c r i t i c i z e  not  only t h e  metaphysical 
a f f i rma t ions  of t h e  modern phi losophica l  t r a d i t i o n  
represented  by Kant and Hegel ( see  p .  30),  bu t  a l l  
metaphysical s ta tements ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  those  which 
c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  h e a r t  of C h r i s t i a n i t y .  For example, 
Herbert Fe ig l ,  a Regent Professor  a t  t h e  Univers i ty  
of Minnesota and a famous a n a l y t i c a l  phi losopher  
( see  Montgomery, p .  27, f o r  a r e fe rence  t o  him), has 
s a i d :  "I t  has  become imperat ive t o  abandon t h e  
dogmatic, other-worldly,  s u p e r n a t u r a l i s t i c ,  t ender-  
minded, r a t i o n a l i s t i c ,  pa roch ia l  preconceptions and 
t o  r ep lace  them by c r i t i c a l ,  worldly,  n a t u r a l i s t i c ,  
fact-minded, empir ica l ,  experimental ,  and u n i v e r s a l l y  
app l i cab le  ways of t h i n k i n .  I f  (Modern Philosophies  
and Education, 54th yearbook, NSSE, Pa r t  I ,  1955, 
p.  306). I t  appears t o  me from these  judgments t h a t  

r e a l i t y  i s  more than t h e  world of time and sense .  
One needs an answer t o  t h e  ques t ion :  "What i s  t h e  
r e a l  world%2f (See p ,  26)  . 

When D r .  Montgomery sugges ts  t h a t  a n a l y t i c a l  
philosophy "has de l ive red  mortal  body blowsu t o  
e x i s t e n t i a l i s t i c  world-views (p. 44) , we hope t h a t  
t he  conserva t ive  Missourian w i l l  no t  be s o  c a r r i e d  
away by t h i s  t h a t  he t akes  up t h i s  philosophy with 
a l l  t h a t  d r i v e  which he can a t  t imes muster,  and 
then  poss ib ly  as  a r e s u l t  l o se  t h e  Gospel, s i n c e  h i s  
new-found a l l i e s  might expect him t o  give up a l l  
other-worldly,  s u p e r n a t u r a l i s t i c  preconceptions.  

Pa r t  I I  of t h i s  Book of Essays t r e a t s  of  "Doc- 
t r i n e ,  E t h i c s ,  and The Church." Two of t h e  essays  
dea l  with t h e  t h e o l o g i c a l  a b e r r a t i o n s  which t h e  
au thor  f i n d s  wi th in  h i s  own Missouri Synod. These 
e s says ,  probably b e t t e r  known as  t h e  "Disgorged 
Martianw and t h e  " Inebr i a t ed  Molefv w r i t i n g s ,  could 
ha rd ly  b r i n g  joy t o  t h e  Missouri h i e ra rchy  who have 
s o  f e r v e n t l y  proclaimed t h e i r  convic t ion  t h a t  t h e r e  
i s  no f a l s e  doc t r ine  wi th in  t h e i r  conf ines ,  D r .  
Montgomery does b r i n g  damaging evidence t h a t  t h e  
d o c t r i n a l  s i t u a t i o n  i s  i n  a p r e t t y  bad way i f  you 
hold  t o  t h e  o l d  orthodox Lutheran d o c t r i n e s .  What's 
more, he  mentions names, which must be t e r r i b l y  
embarrassing t o  some o f f i c i a l s .  

J u s t  as  we got  t h i s  volume of e s says ,  our  second- 
hand 1951 T . V . ,  having gone t h e  way of t h e  one-horse 
shay,  was rep laced  by a new c o l o r  T.V., and I began 
t o  ca tch  up wi th  what. has  been going on i n  t h e  never- 
never  land of t e l e v i s i o n ,  On t h e  f i r s t  evening I 
learned  t h a t  they r e a l l y  wear white  h a t s  and b lack  
h a t s .  So, as  I r e - r ead  these  e s says ,  I q u i t e  natu: 
r a l l y  kept  a box sco re  i n  two columns a s  t h e  pro-  
t a g o n i s t s  were unvei led  i n  Montgomery's e s says .  
Here i s  my l i s t :  

a t  t h e  o u t s e t  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  phi losopher  denies  t h a t  
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Here i s  my l i s t :  

a t  t h e  o u t s e t  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  phi losopher  denies  t h a t  



Black Hats : Bertram, Bloom, Boumann -- 
( W a l t e ~ )  , Fue-sbringer ( A o  O e ,  t h a t  i s ) ,  
Gehrke, Gotseh, Habel , Hoye'r [Robert) , 
Jungkunst , Kreckeler,  Lueking, Pel ikan,  
Sauer (Alfred) , Scharlemann (Martin and 
Robert) , Schu%tz ,  Wegner. 

White Hats:  Arndt, Bohlmann, Engelder,  -- 
Klotz,  Laetsch, Lueker, Montgomery, Mueller,  
P ieper ,  Preus (Jacob and Robert) , Rehwinkel, 
Roehrs, Rusch, S p i t z  (Lewis, Sr.), Stoeck- 
h a r d t ,  T jernagel ,  Walther, Zimmerman, 

I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  t h e  LCA and t h e  ALC theologians  
a r e  uniformly b l ack -ha t t ed ;  poss ib ly  F o r e l l  of t h e  
f i r s t  named synod and Lavick o f  t h e  second can qual-  
i f y  f o r  t h e  l i g h t e r  shade, 

Some of these  men a r e  charged with high cr imes,  
t h e  most common being  a den ia l  of t h e  doc t r ine  t h a t  
t h e  Bible i s  i n e r r a n t  and perspicuously s e l f - i n t e r -  
p r e t i n g .  From t h i s ,  D r .  Montgomery po in t s  out  t h a t  
o the r  abe r ra t ions  fol low, such as  t h e  r e j e c t i o n  of 
t h e  f a c t u a l  t r u t h  of  many h i s t o r i c a l  events  of t h e  
S c r i p t u r e ,  t h e  over-humanization of t h e  person of  
Chr i s t  and t h e  in t roduc t ion  of t h e  new 11Law-Gospe19' 
exeges is ,  no t  t o  mention t h e  d i s t o r t i o n  of Luther ' s  
views on i n s p i r a t f  on and hermeneutics,  

I t  i s  a  sad  s t o r y ,  bu t  D r .  Montgomery i s  t o  be 
commended f o r  t e l l i n g  i t ,  There i s  no ques t ion  
t h a t ,  though h i s  language may a t  t imes be sha rp ,  he  
has done it  i n  t h e  s p i r i t  of love t o  he lp  r e s t o r e  h i s  
church t o  i t s  former p o s i t i o n  of subservience t o  t h e  
Word of  C h r i s t ,  

What w i l l  t h e  outcome o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  be?  
There were competent p a r t i c i p a n t s  and observers  who 
were convinced t h a t  they saw a change f o r  t h e  b e t t e r  
come out  of t h e  New York Convention l a s t  J u l y ,  and 

they seem t o  be almost as  convinced t h a t  they  w i l l  
consol ida te  t h e i r  conserva t ive  gains a t  t h e  Denver 
Convention i n  1969, One does not  doubt t h a t  t h e  
conserva t ives  a r e  going t o  work hard  tcward t h a t  
end, bu t  when one looks a t  those  two l i s ts ,  one can 
s e e  how d i f f i c u l t  t he  t a s k  i s .  Of t h e  seventeen 
b lack  h a t s ,  a l l  a r e  a l i v e ,  a c t i v e ,  and many a r e  i n  
key p o s i t i o n s  where t h e i r  inf luence  w i l l  i nc rease  
as  time passes .  I n  o t h e r  words, they  a r e ,  f o r  t h e  
most p a r t ,  r i d i n g  h igh ,  wide, and handsome, Of t h e  
n ine teen  white  h a t s ,  seven a r e  dead, s e v e r a l  have 
r e t i r e d  o r  a r e  on t h e  verge,  and looking a t  t h e  r e s t ,  
one wonders which one can be a  Joshua.  

I n  h i s  Past essay- ("The Law's Third Use: Sanc- 
"Lf i ca t ione t ]  , P r o f ,  Montgomery b r ings  a much-needed 
a n t i d o t e  aga ins t  t h e  cu r ren t  c raze  f o r  r e l a t i v i s m  
gone wi ld  i n  e t h i c s ,  where t h e r e  i s  nothing good o r  
bad,  only th ink ing  makes it s o .  Here P ro f .  Mont- 
gomery emphasizes t h e  t h i r d  use  of  t h e  Law, namely, 
t h a t  although j u s t i f i e d  C h r i s t i a n s  a r e  l i b e r a t e d  
and made f r e e  from t h e  curse  of  t h e  Law, y e t  they 
should d a i l y  e x e r c i s e  themselves i n  t h e  Law of t h e  
Lord which cannot be changed t o  s u i t  t h e  cu r ren t  
s i t u a t i o n a l  e t h i c s  school  of  thought (Cf. T r i g . ,  
p .  963).  

But some terminology used i n  t h e  essay made me 
uneasy. I t  d i d  n o t  seem t o  be a s  p r e c i s e  as  it 
could be ,  and i t  l e f t  a  l i n g e r i n g  impression t h a t  
t h e  Law had t h e  power t o  enable one t o  lead  a  sanc- 
t i f i e d  l i f e ,  F i r s t ,  t h e r e  was t h e  t i t l e  i t s e l f :  
"The Law's Third Use: S a n c t i f i c a t i o n 1 ' .  Then t h e r e  
was Bonhoeffer fs  quota t ion  t h a t  t h e  Law was "God's 
merc i fu l  h e l p  i n  t h e  performance of  t h e  works which 
a r e  commanded him.!' And we might a l s o  no te  t h e  
s tatement  t h a t  t h e  regenera te  "sees t h e  B i b l i c a l  Law 
i n  another  l i g h t  a s  t h e  mani fes ta t ion  of  God's lov- 
i n g  w i l l , "  
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The Formula of Concord i s  q u i t e  e x p l i c i t  i n  
s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  Gospel "produces and works towards 
t h e  new obedience of b e l i e v e r s , "  Of t h e  Law, i t  
says : "For t h e  Law says indeed t h a t  i t  i s  God's 
w i l l  and command t h a t  we should walk i n  a  new l i f e ,  
bu t  it does not  give t h e  power and a b i l i t y  t o  begin 
and t o  do i t .  ( T r i g , ,  p  . 965) 

In  conclusion,  t h i s  book i s  a  must f o r  a l l  
Lutherans t o  read .  But i t  ought t o  be read as  
though one were a c t i v e l y  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  a  s e r i o u s  
d iscuss ion  with t h e  au thor .  We would no t  urge you 
t o  accept  a l l  of t h e  theses  propounded u n t i l  you 
have thoroughly thought them through f o r  y o u r s e l f .  
I am s u r e  t h e  au thor  would have t t  no o t h e r  way, 

B .  W. Teigen 

B O O K  R E V I E W S  

Hans-Werner Gensichen, We Condemn (How - Luther - and 
16th Century ~ u t h e r E  ~ond.emned False  Doctr ine) ,  
H .  J .  A.  Bouman, t r a n s l ,  S t .  Louis: Coneordia 
Publ i sh ing  House, 1967, 213  pp.,  $7.50. 

The author  of t h i s  book, which is  t o  appear on 
t h e  market i n  November, i s  p ro fes so r  of t h e  h i s t o r y  of  
r e l i g i o n s  and of missiology on t h e  Faculty a t  Heidel- 
berg  Univers i ty ,  The t r a n s l a t i o n ,  which reads  w e l l ,  
i s  t h e  work of D r .  H .  J ,  A,  Bouman of Concordia 
Seminary i n  S t ,  Louis. 

This work of  Gensichen i s  a s tudy of t h e  "We 
condemnH (Damnamus) s e c t i o n s  of t h e  Lutheran Con- 
f e s s ions ,  e s p e c i a l l y  of t h e  Augsburg Confession and 
t h e  Formula of Concord. The author  o u t l i n e s  t h e  

development of t h i s  e c c l e s s i a s t i c a l  usage a s  1-t de- 
veloped from che f i r s t  ecumenical councifs  up t o  
and t h ~ s u g h  t h e  d o c t r i n a l  formulat ions of t h e  16th 
centxry,  The c sndemat ions  were u t t e r e d  a g a i n s t  
f a l s e  doc t r ine  only winasmuch as  such teachings  a r e  
cont rary  t o  t he  expressed Word sf God and cannot 
c o e x i s t w i t h  i t  ," (Preface t o  t h e  Book of Conco~d,  
T ,  G ,  Tappert t r a n s  l , , p ,  11) 

But t h e s e  censuTes and r e j ece ions  a l s o  served  
another  purpose, The framers of t h e  Formula of 
Concord fqwere convinced t h a t  t he  8t"&tude toward 
t r u t h  as  such was decided by one ' s  a t t i t u d e  toward 
t h e  question of c o n d e m a t i ~ n s  ." (p. 156) Many quo- 
t a t i o n s  a r e  adduced t o  show t h a t  t hese  two p r i n c i p l e s  
espoused in t h e  Confessions were t h e  same as  those  
whish Luther had gleaned from t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  and 
f a i t h f u l l y  fo%lowed i n  h i s  l i f e .  

We b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  book i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  con- 
t r i b u t i o n  t o  understanding t h e  th ink ing  of t h e  16th 
century Refo~rners .  We would recommend it as good 
and p r o f i t a b l e  reading f o r  t h i s  anniversary  yea r  as  
wel l  as f o r  apprec ia t ing  t h e  background and formu- 
l a t i o n  of  t h e  Formula of  Concord l a t e r  i n  t h a t  same 
century,  

M ,  H ,  Ot to  

C1aus Westermann. Handbook t o  t h e  Old Testament. --- 
Trans la ted  and e d i t e d  by Robert H ,  Boyd, Min- 
neapo l i s  : Augsburg Publ i sh ing  House, 1964, 
285 pp . ,  $5.95. 

D r .  Westermann is p r o f e s s o r  of t h e  Old Testament 
a t  Heidelberg,  and h i s  t r a n s l a t o r ,  D r .  Boyd, i s  a t  
Luther Seminary, S t .  Paul ,  D r .  Boyd pointed out  i n  
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h i s  t r a n s l a t o r v s  preface  t h a t  he  made a number of 
changes and e d i t i n g s  i n  t h e  t e x t  with t h e  approval 
of t h e  au thor ,  Since the  t r a n s l a t o r  does not  com- 
ment on t h e  hermeneutical p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  au thor ,  
one must assume t h a t  t h e i r  view po in t s  co inc ide ,  
I f  t h i s  i s  t r u e ,  i t  i s  unfor tunate .  The mul t ip l e  
source theory of t h e  Pentateuch i s  he ld .  Daniel and 
Es ther  a r e  dated between 170 and 160 B .  C ,  I s a i a h  
i s  d iv ided  i n t o  t h r e e  p a r t s .  The Song of  Solomon 
i s  dated i n  t h e  t h i r d  centuzy B .  C, ; while I t i t  was 
understood a l l e g o r i c a l l y ,  as  t h e  love of God f o r  
h i s  ( s i c )  people. . . . according t o  more r ecen t  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h e  book has  been understood as  a  
continuous drama o r  as  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  of c u l t i c  
events . "  (p. 2 4 5 ) .  The t reatment  of I s a i a h  53 is 
weak, t o  say t h e  l e a s t .  While t h e  au thor  does s t a t e  
t h a t  t h e  Suf fe r ing  Servant i s  an i n d i v i d u a l ,  he adds 
t h a t  t h e  m i n i s t r i e s  of Moses and Jeremiah come 
c l o s e s t  t o  t h e  songs of t h e  Suf fe r ing  Servant ,  though 
grant ing  t h a t  t h e  songs do poin t  forward t o  t h e  New 
Testament, I t  wou%d seem t h a t  t h e  au thor  t r e a t s  t h e  
S c r i p t u r e s  l i k e  any o t h e r  p i ece  of c l a s s i c a l  l i t e r -  
a t u r e  and not as  God's Word, t o  which we a r e  t o  
l i s t e n ,  

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

Manfred Holck , J r  . Money Management f o~ Minis t e r s e  
Minneapolis: Augsburg Publ i sh ing  House, 1966, 
150 pp . ,  $4.75.  

Upon reading  t h e  t i t l e  of t h i s  book by t h e  
a s s i s t a n t  t o  t h e  p res iden t  of Wittenberg Univers i ty ,  
S p r i n g f i e l d ,  Ohio, one might be tempted t o  be 
f a c e t i o u s  and say t h a t  Ihe  average pastoT does no t  
need a  book t o  h e l p  him manage t h e  money he might 
have, But t h e  very f a c t  t h a t  a  m i n i s t e r  does no t  
have too  much of t h i s  wor ld ' s  goods means a l s o  t h a t  
he must be c a r e f u l  i n  h i s  s tewardship of  what he 
does have.  But t o  be c a r e f u l  one must a l s o  know 
t h e  var ious  avenues open t o  him i n  h i s  management 
of h i s  worldly goods, This  book covers every th ing:  
budgets ,  f i n a n c i a l  r eco rds ,  i n s t a l lmen t  buying, i n -  
surance ,  buying a house, savings and investments ,  
r e t i r emen t  planning,  and w i l l s ,  The length  of  t h e  
book, only 150 pages, i n d i c a t e s  that t h e  au thor  
could no t  cover a l l  p o s s i b l e  ques t ions ,  bu t  it w i a l  
make one t h i n k .  I t  w i l l  o f f e r  worth-while sugges- 
t i o n s  which w i l l  more than pay t h e  c o s t  of  t h e  book. 

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

Wayne F r a i r  and P .  William Davis. The Case f o r  --- 
Creat ion .  Chicago: Moody Pres s ,  1967, 96 pp.,  

This book i s  another  i n  t h e  ! 'Chris t ian Forum 
Book" s e r i e s  of t h e  Moody Press .  The authors  t ake  
a  c lose  look a t  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  b a s i s  of evolu t ion  
and show obvious weaknesses. In  t h e  appendix f o r  
f u r t h e r  reading ,  i t  might be noted,  they  recommend 
as  very r e l i a b l e  D r .  K l o t z t s  Genes, Genesis,  - and 
Evolut ion,  and D r .  Zimrnermannrs Darwin, Evolut ion,  

D .  Edmond Hiebe r t .  F i r s t  Timothy. Chicago: Moody 
Pres s ,  c .  1957, 127 pp. ,  $.9S. 

This paperback by a  conserva t ive  Mennonite, who, 
i n c i d e n t a l l y  , has w r i t t e n  s e v e r a l  e x c e l l e n t  i n t r o -  
duct ions t o  t h e  e p i s t l e s  of t h e  New Testament, would 
se rve  as  an e x c e l l e n t  guide f o r  a  p a s t o r  f o r  a  Bible 
c l a s s .  While t h e  commentary i s  b r i e f ,  i t  has much 
food f o r  thought .  

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

and Crea t ion .  - Glenn E .  Reichwald 



h i s  t r a n s l a t o r v s  preface  t h a t  he  made a number of 
changes and e d i t i n g s  i n  t h e  t e x t  with t h e  approval 
of t h e  au thor ,  Since the  t r a n s l a t o r  does not  com- 
ment on t h e  hermeneutical p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  au thor ,  
one must assume t h a t  t h e i r  view po in t s  co inc ide ,  
I f  t h i s  i s  t r u e ,  i t  i s  unfor tunate .  The mul t ip l e  
source theory of t h e  Pentateuch i s  he ld .  Daniel and 
Es ther  a r e  dated between 170 and 160 B .  C ,  I s a i a h  
i s  d iv ided  i n t o  t h r e e  p a r t s .  The Song of  Solomon 
i s  dated i n  t h e  t h i r d  centuzy B .  C, ; while I t i t  was 
understood a l l e g o r i c a l l y ,  as  t h e  love of God f o r  
h i s  ( s i c )  people. . . . according t o  more r ecen t  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h e  book has  been understood as  a  
continuous drama o r  as  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  of c u l t i c  
events . "  (p. 2 4 5 ) .  The t reatment  of I s a i a h  53 is 
weak, t o  say t h e  l e a s t .  While t h e  au thor  does s t a t e  
t h a t  t h e  Suf fe r ing  Servant i s  an i n d i v i d u a l ,  he adds 
t h a t  t h e  m i n i s t r i e s  of Moses and Jeremiah come 
c l o s e s t  t o  t h e  songs of t h e  Suf fe r ing  Servant ,  though 
grant ing  t h a t  t h e  songs do poin t  forward t o  t h e  New 
Testament, I t  wou%d seem t h a t  t h e  au thor  t r e a t s  t h e  
S c r i p t u r e s  l i k e  any o t h e r  p i ece  of c l a s s i c a l  l i t e r -  
a t u r e  and not as  God's Word, t o  which we a r e  t o  
l i s t e n ,  

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

Manfred Holck , J r  . Money Management f o~ Minis t e r s e  
Minneapolis: Augsburg Publ i sh ing  House, 1966, 
150 pp . ,  $4.75.  

Upon reading  t h e  t i t l e  of t h i s  book by t h e  
a s s i s t a n t  t o  t h e  p res iden t  of Wittenberg Univers i ty ,  
S p r i n g f i e l d ,  Ohio, one might be tempted t o  be 
f a c e t i o u s  and say t h a t  Ihe  average pastoT does no t  
need a  book t o  h e l p  him manage t h e  money he might 
have, But t h e  very f a c t  t h a t  a  m i n i s t e r  does no t  
have too  much of t h i s  wor ld ' s  goods means a l s o  t h a t  
he must be c a r e f u l  i n  h i s  s tewardship of  what he 
does have.  But t o  be c a r e f u l  one must a l s o  know 
t h e  var ious  avenues open t o  him i n  h i s  management 
of h i s  worldly goods, This  book covers every th ing:  
budgets ,  f i n a n c i a l  r eco rds ,  i n s t a l lmen t  buying, i n -  
surance ,  buying a house, savings and investments ,  
r e t i r emen t  planning,  and w i l l s ,  The length  of  t h e  
book, only 150 pages, i n d i c a t e s  that t h e  au thor  
could no t  cover a l l  p o s s i b l e  ques t ions ,  bu t  it w i a l  
make one t h i n k .  I t  w i l l  o f f e r  worth-while sugges- 
t i o n s  which w i l l  more than pay t h e  c o s t  of  t h e  book. 

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

Wayne F r a i r  and P .  William Davis. The Case f o r  --- 
Creat ion .  Chicago: Moody Pres s ,  1967, 96 pp.,  

This book i s  another  i n  t h e  ! 'Chris t ian Forum 
Book" s e r i e s  of t h e  Moody Press .  The authors  t ake  
a  c lose  look a t  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  b a s i s  of evolu t ion  
and show obvious weaknesses. In  t h e  appendix f o r  
f u r t h e r  reading ,  i t  might be noted,  they  recommend 
as  very r e l i a b l e  D r .  K l o t z t s  Genes, Genesis,  - and 
Evolut ion,  and D r .  Zimrnermannrs Darwin, Evolut ion,  

D .  Edmond Hiebe r t .  F i r s t  Timothy. Chicago: Moody 
Pres s ,  c .  1957, 127 pp. ,  $.9S. 

This paperback by a  conserva t ive  Mennonite, who, 
i n c i d e n t a l l y  , has w r i t t e n  s e v e r a l  e x c e l l e n t  i n t r o -  
duct ions t o  t h e  e p i s t l e s  of t h e  New Testament, would 
se rve  as  an e x c e l l e n t  guide f o r  a  p a s t o r  f o r  a  Bible 
c l a s s .  While t h e  commentary i s  b r i e f ,  i t  has much 
food f o r  thought .  

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

and Crea t ion .  - Glenn E .  Reichwald 



M. Reu, Homilet ics .  Grand Rapids : Baker Book 
House, 1967, 639 pp . ,  $5.95. 

This s tandard  work i n  Lutheran homi le t i c s ,  
which goes back t o  1924, has been r e p r i n t e d  once 
aga in .  Baker Book House i s  t o  be complimented f o r  
keeping t h i s  book i n  p r i n t .  The reviewer has  used 
an e a r l i e r  e d i t i o n  over t h e  years  and found it of 
cons iderable  va lue .  Good books i n  t h e  a r t  of preach- 
i n g  a r e  n o t  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e .  The f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  
book i s  again i n  p r i n t  speaks f o r  i t s  va lue  t o  our  
r eade r s .  

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

Reginald H e  F u l l e r  and Brian K .  Rice. - The C h r i s t i a n  
and t h e  Affluent  Soc ie ty ,  Grand Rapids : WmR - - - -  - -- 
£3. Eerdmans Publ i sh ing  t o .  , 1967, 191 pp. , 

The t i t l e  expla ins  t h e  book, and y e t  it goes 
beyond t h e  t i t l e .  While modern l i f e  may be c l a s sed  
as ffgoodff i n  many ways, y e t  i t  has c rea t ed  many 
problems and placed severe  s t r a i n s  on C h r i s t i a n  
s tandards  . The book i s  i n  two p a r t s .  The f i rs t  
shows how t h e  e a r l y  Chr i s t i ans  met problems i n  t h e i r  
day. The second s e c t i o n ,  w r i t t e n  l a r g e l y  aga ins t  
t h e  background of Great B r i t a i n ,  a t tempts  t o  b r idge  
t h e  gap t o  today. One w i l l  no t  always agree wi th  
t h e  conclusions,  but  t h e  ma te r i a l  presented  w i l l  
c a l l  f o r  r eac t ions  one way o r  t h e  o t h e r .  

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

Robert K .  Hudnut. Surpr i sed  by God. New York: Asso- -- 
c i a t i o n  P res s ,  1969, 124 p p - ,  $ 3 3 0 .  

A sub - t i t l e  reads ,  "What i t  means t o  be a min- 
i s t e r  i n  middle c l a s s  America today,"  The book con- 
s is ts  of  b r i e f  musings of  a p a s t o r  on h i s  work and 
experiences a s  a p a s t o r ,  p reacher ,  p o l i t i c i a n ,  
p r i e s t ,  t eache r ,  p lanner ,  and person ,  These make 
f o r  enjoyable reading,  b u t  n o t  $3,50 worth. 

H .  Otto 

Les l i e  F ,  Brandt,  Good Lord, W e r e  Are You? ----- 
Prayers f o r  t h e  Twentieth Century Based on t h e  
Psalms. Concordia Pub l i s h i n g  House, S t ,  Louis, 
Mo, 66 pages, $1.95, 

I n  t h i s  paraphrase o f  53 o f  t h e  Old Testament 
Psalms, t h e  author  at tempts  t o  s e t  f o r t h  i n  20th 
century language what he  f e e l s  t o  be t h e  message of  
those  psalms t o  t h e  Chr i s t i an  of  today,  

Since these  a r e  paraphrases and not  t r a n s l a -  
t i o n s ,  we a r e  no t  s u r p r i s e d  t o  f i n d  t h a t  they vary 
considerably i n  length  from t h e  psalms on which they 
a r e  based. For example, Psalm l i n  t h i s  paraphrase 
i s  s e v e r a l  l i n e s  longer  than Psalm 90. Also, s i n c e  
only about one - th i rd  of t h e  P s a l t e r  is represented  
h e r e ,  i t  i s  i n e v i t a b l e  t h a t  among t h e  psalms omit ted 
a r e  a l s o  some of t h e  most f a m i l i a r  ones, f o r  example 
Psalms 23, 24, 51 and 110, 

The author  apparent ly  s t r i v e s  t o  make these  
psalms meaningful and r e l evan t  t o  t h e  20th century 
C h r i s t i a n .  To a c e r t a i n  e x t e n t  he has succeeded. 
Among h i s  happy render ings  a r e :  "The ungodly man 
indulges i n  se l f -worship ;  he  assumes t h a t  'God is 
dead, "' (Cf , Ps . 10 : 4. ) "Every man seems t o  wear 
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two faces  .?*  ( G f .  P s .  1 2  : 2 , )  He r e f e r s  t o  computers 
and rockets  with re ference  t o  P s ,  20:7, and o t h e r  
modern inven t ions ,  He uses bold expressions such 
as: " I ' v e  had i t ;  1 am ready t o  throw i n  t h e  towel; 
I simply c a n ' t  t ake  it any ionger ."  (Ps. 38:17.)  
ssTheir  dream w i l l  t u r n  i n t o  a  nightmare," (Ps. 73 ,) 
"Don't p i n  your hopes on t h e  genius of man." (Ps. 146) 

The t i t l e ,  "Good Lord, Where a r e  You?", i s  
taken from h i s  paraphrase of var ious  passages,  i n -  
cluding por t ions  of Psalms 88, 102 and 142. In  h i s  
moments of weakness t h e  b e l i e v e r  asks t h a t  ques t ion;  
i n  h i s  moments s f  renewed f a i t h  he dec la re s :  "God 
i s  not  dead.f '  (Cf.  remarks on P s ,  100.) 

While this l i t t l e  book has some good q u a l i t i e s ,  
we s e e  i n  i t  many shortcomings, and f e e l  compelled 
t o  po in t  out a few of them. The format leaves much 
t o  be d e s i r e d ,  I ts  poor binding makes it d i f f i c u l t  
t o  open without  cracking and even los ing  t h e  pages. 
I t  i s  ha rd ly  a  barga in  a t  $1.75. 

O f  g r e a t e r  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  however, a r e  t h e  con- 
t e n t s .  This reviewer f e e l s  t h a t ,  i n  h i s  g rea t  con- 
cern f o r  relevance t o  modern man, t h e  au thor  has  
l o s t  much of t h e  p o e t i c  beauty of t h e  psalms. On 
s e v e r a l  occasions he  has  s u b s t i t u t e d  a b s t r a c t  20th 
century theo log ica l  jargon f o r  t h e  concrete  imagery 
i n  which these  psalms abound. Compare, f o r  example, 
t h e  s t r i k i n g  imagery of t h e  opening verses  of  Psalm 
91 with Pas to r  Brandt 's  a b s t r a c t  paraphrase : "The 
one whose f a i t h  i s  focused on God, Who f i n d s  h i s  
s e c u r i t y  i n  H i m ,  Does no t  have t o  l i v e  i n  f e a r .  He 
is  not  l e f t  untouched by t h e  tempests of  t h i s  l i f e ,  
And he may be wounded by t h e  onslaughts  of e v i l ,  But 
h i s  g r e a t  God does not  leave him t o  s u f f e r  t hese  
th ings  alone.  '+ We could mul t ip ly  examples. 

Our g r e a t e s t  disappointment,  however, stems 
I from the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  au thor  d ives t ed  t h e  Messianic 

psalms o f  t h e i r  t r u e  meaning by e i t h e r  minimizing o r  
ignor ing  t h e  Messianic con ten t .  The e t e r n a l  gener- 
a t i o n  of t h e  Son f r o n  t h e  Fa ther  (Ps. 2 :7 )  is  
omit ted from h i s  paraphrase;  l ikewise  t h e  Messiah% 
words from Ps.  40: v891-aen s a i d  I ,  Lo, 1 come: i n  
t h e  volume of t h e  book it i s  w r i t t e n  of me, I de- 
l i g h t  t o  do thy  w i l l ,  0 my God: yea,  thy  law i s  
wi th in  my h e a r t , "  ( V V ,  "78,) 

We a r e  a l l  d i sappoin ted  i n  t h e  a u t h o r f s  t r e a t -  
ment of  P s ,  69.  In  making t h i s  a  p raye r  of a s i n -  
n e r ,  he has emptied it of i t s  t r u e  Messianic con- 
t en t ,  No mention i s  made of t h e  b e a u t i f u l  expres-  
s i o n  of C h r i s t ' s  v i ca r ious  atonement, Passages 
quoted i n  t h e  New Testament [verses  9 and 21) a r e  
omi t ted ,  Two prominent elements of t h e  psalm, t h e  
Messi a n i c  ( f i r s t  p a r t )  and t h e  Imprecatory (second 
p a r t ) ,  a r e  omit ted,  and t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  psalm is 
t h e r e f o r e  changed. That i s  very un fo r tuna te ,  I t  
would have been b e t t e r  t o  have omit ted those  psalms 
from t h e  s e l e c t i o n ,  

Af t e r  having c a r e f u l l y  r ead  t h e  book as wel l  as  
t h e  psalms on which it is  based, we have come t o  t h e  
conclusion t h a t  t h e  good q u a l i t i e s  of t h i s  book a r e  
outweighed by t h e  ob jec t ions  t h a t  must be r a i s e d  
aga ins t  i t ,  Therefore we cannot recommend t h e  book, 

Rudolph E .  Honsey 

LUTHERAN D I V I S I O N  OF DECALOG REAFF I  RMED 
BY DISCOVERIES AT MASADA 

The minor perashiyoth ,  which i n  Exodus 20 cor-  
respond t o  t h e  Lutheran numbering of  t h e  Ten Comrnand- 
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established t o  have been i n  use as  e a r l y  as 73 A , D ,  

Archaeological research  a t  Masada, t h e  pa lace  
f o r t r e s s  of King Herod t h e  Great ,  has uncovered 
fragments of chapters  8-12 of  Levi t icus  of which 
Professor  Yigael  Yadin, l eade r  of t h e  expedi t ion  
w r i t e s ,  "This s c r o l l  t o o  was abso lu te ly  i d e n t i c a l  
with t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  t e x t  sf Lev i t i cus ,  Moreover, 
t h e r e  was t h e  same d i v i s i o n  nnto s e c t i o n s ,  t h e  t r a -  
d i t i  onal  divisxon i n t  o ' open and ' c losed  ones, 
t h a t  i s ,  s e c t i o n s  which begin a f t e r  an empty l i n e -  
space a t  t h e  end of t h e  prevnous one, and those  
which begin a f t e r  a small  space i n  t h e  same l i n e . "  
(MASADA, HEROD'S FORTRESS AND ZEALOTS1 LAST STARID, 
New York, 1966, p 179) 

These s e c t i o n s  are sepa ra t ed  i n  our p resen t  
day Hebrew Bibles  by t h e  l e t t e r s  S ,  and P., r e f e r r e d  
t o  by Theodore Graebner, "The l i t t l e  s igns  by which 
the  Jews ind ica t ed  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of  sentences show 
t h a t  t h e  Ninth and Tenth were t r e a t e d  as  s e p a r a t e  
commandments while  ehe F l r s t  Commandment and t h e  
p r o h i b i t i o n  of  images d i d  no t  have these  marks of 
s e p a r a t i o n o f '  (THE STORY OF THE CATECHISM, S t .  LOUIS, 
1928, p ,  63) 

The Pentateuch conta ins  290 ''opent1 perashiyoth ,  
marked by an S and c a l l e d  Setumoth. The Petuchoth 
paragraphs begin a new l i n e .  The Setumoth para-  
graphs a r e  b r i e f e r  and a r e  preceded by a blank space 
i n  t h e  l i n e ,  Robert P f e i f f e r  s ays  t h a t  t h e  Mishna 
about A . D 3  200 mentions t h e  perashiyoth  of t h e  Pen- 
t a t euch  and of  t h e  Prophets ,  bu t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between open and c losed  s e c t i o n s  i s  f i r s t  made i n  
t h e  Talmud (ca ,  500) (INTRODUCTION TO THE O,To 
1941, p.  80) 

The d a t e  73 A , D ,  i s  given because i n  t h a t  y e a r ,  
Masada, occupied by Jewish Zealots  a f t e r  t h e  f a l l  of 
Jerusalem, was besieged by t h e  Romans under General 

Flavius S i l v a ,  Josephus t e l l s  how 960 men, women 
and eh i id ren  chose s u i c i d e  r a t h e r  than  su r rende r ,  
One woman. and f i v e  ch i ld ren ,  hidden i n  a cave, sur- 
vived t o  t e l l  t h e  s t o r y ,  The excavat ion bea r s  out 
t h e  accuracy of  Josephus n a r r a t i v e ,  

Besides t h e  p a t t e r n  of t h e  d i v i s i o n  of t h e  
decalog as  we have i t  and as  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  
perashiyoth  i n  Exodus 20, t h e r e  i s  a second d i v i -  
s i o n  favored by t h e  Talmud which t akes  Exodus 20:2 
a s  t h e  F i r s t  and Exodus 20:3-6 as  t h e  Second Com- 
mandment, A t h i r d  d i v i s i o n  advocated by Ph i lo ,  
and Josephus and l a t e r  advocated by Origen and CaP- 
v in  t ake  Exodus 2 0 : 3  a s  t h e  F i r s t  Commandment and 
Exodus 20 : 4-6 as t h e  Second Commandment. 

N. Oesleby 
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