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i n  t h e s e  few l e ~ t u \ ~ e s  I have at temnted,  w i t h -  
o u t  poslng as any sort  o f  enuert ,  t o  s h a r e  
\ ~ i  t h  my f e !  low Confessional Lutherans some 
s e ~ i e u s  cspcerns abou t  t h e  c ~ " u c i a l  issues 
f a c i n q  t h ~  Church of' t h e  Refoumdtion on t h i s  
450 an!? i v?rsa\-y 

f4adero a t t a c k s  on %he B ? ^ b %  f c a l  , Reforwatjsn 
doctrines s f  YcripTure and sf t h e  Church c a l l  
fo r  ecclesiastica9 decisisn, \:/hat i s  a t  stake 
i s  a l l  the~ioqy and Church l i f e .  

My l e i t - r g o t i f  has been D r .  W .  Sasse's admo- 
--6-T-- yT-T7--- 

nition, i n  n i s  profound and ins t ruc t ive  60th 
Letter t o  L u t h e r a n  Pastors ( L u t h e r i s c h e  - 
Bl a c t t e r ,  December 1966,  p. g 3 7  ' ' ' 

--Y 

"It would be the best way t o  c e l e b r a t e  
t h e  com-lng R e f e m a t i o n  ( I u b i l e e ,  -if i t  
weye dec ided sn a1 1 s ides  , f u r  the  
once t o  see the ac tua l  s i tua t ion  sf 
our  C h u r c h  completely honestly and 
without any i l l u s ion ,  and t o  n i v e  some 
t h o u g h t  t o  i t s  fu ture .  Where d o  we 
s tand? Whi ther  a r e  we go lnq?"  

* See E d i t s ~ l a l  Note a t  t h e  end of these f i r s t  
lectures. 
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I . TRUTH ,N-K?/OF? CONSEOiJENCES 

The burden of t h l s  l e ~ ~ u r e  is that Christians ought 
I 

to believe rhat Christ~anity is true! 

The fact that thls self-endent ~ommonplace has be- 
come problematical for modern Christendom, even in 
respect of the meaning of the very word ':true," 
shows how radical is the chaos which has been devas- 
tating Protestant~sm for two centuries and which 
has since the Second Vstican Council been chewxng 
at the papier rock of the Papacy itself. _ . . -_1___- 

Professor J -  V I B  Montgomery says in his dynamitieally 
penetrat~ne; l ~ t t l e  volunie, Crisis in Lutheran Theol- 

-.-- P_ 

OPiY : - 
the d o c t r ~ n a l .  problem whlclr, above all 
others, demands resolution m the modern 
Church is thar: of the authority of Holy 
Scripture, A i l  other issues sf belief to- 
day pale before this issue, and indeed 
root In ~ t ;  for exanyle, ecumen2cs.l dis- 
cussions, if they are doctrinal an nature, 
eventually and inevitably reach the ques- 
tion sf religious authority--what is the 
final determinant of doctrinal truth, and 
how fully can the Bible be rel~ed upon to 
establxsh truth in theological dialog? As 
the Patristic age faced a ehristological 
watershed, as the Medieval and ~eformation 
churches confronted soterislogical crises, 
so the contemporary Church finds itself 
grappling with the great epistemological 
question in Christian dogmatics. And, let 
it be noted with care: just as the Church I 

in former times could have permanently 
crippled fts posterity through superficial 
or misleading answers to the root-questions I 

t&en a t  issue, so w e  today hzve an equa: 
' - ,z,igation t o  deal -i responsibly wit3 t he  

Scripture issueel 

Prevlous c~nflicts i n  the Church were about psrticu- 
lar doctrines s~ tmths sf dtvine re3~efaticn; t he  
present k a t t l e  i s  about all doctrine and t ru th ,  yes, 
about the  very possibility o f  doctl-ine and revelation. 
Not t h i s  OT that d o p a ,  but t he  very idea o f  such a 
th ing  as dogma i s  at stake today. Because the  very 
fomda t ions  of theology are thus i n  dispute, it seems 
to me appropriate t o  refer t o  the present - t o t a l  w a r  
ss t h e  

1.' 32 %br%csrd "f 

mp &ne real " s s s z  5-t 3cttan 5s of couyss the authoriay 
of F h l y  Scri?tu*.i., t hz t  w'iiich the  Reformation ex- 
- p y e s &  in the ba;r:--i-yv: ?SCLA SCRIPWw!?T L e t  
-2s t race t h i s  crucial, doetrine t5rsugh va.ris%ns his- 
t o r i c a l  layers t o  i t s  ultimate source, and then 
ccial.p.se its scrspe arr$ meanicg, 

3 9  incr5sslon 1s aften given "5zt t5e str%ct, clas-  
~ i c z l  v i n w  25 S ~ ~ i r ) t : l r e  ( ~ l e n a r v  verbal insp i r s t ion ,  
9.~10 -,..,rl-mc?;) 4s z recent invention arisinp eat of ''Flm- 
c-"e-~er.~a.'iism". 3.J labelling %he docepirre a seetariaa 
zxtrcvzgance barely a century ? I d ,  it is s u g g e s t ~ d  
t F ~ x  tenacious ins is tence an Things like ine~ra3c.v 
-; fe C#--r(l?ZC 

- - 9  L i  ,,,,-r-ary t i 3  the h%stsric, ~ ~ c l i c a i  faith of ~ F t e  
- - 
,;, .,iversal , Church, 

??is 'FundazentaBfstP" t r ick  is so doxzkt musing a5 a 
~heto-sical device, but as aTgment it wonP% do, 
Serious sehola~s will a8ait t h a t ,  f3diviG~a3 
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a b e r ~ a ~ x o . ~ - l s  a s ~ d e ,  t h e  "'Furrdamenr a T i z t x c B i  n o t i o n  o f  
S ~ f i - p t u r e  is n ~ n e  s t he r  than Chat which h i s t a r ~ c  
Lutheranism has shared with h r s t o ~ l c  Gai~anism and 
Romanism for fvaxr hundred y e a r s .  The new " d i r t y  
wordf7  then becomes "Protes tan t  Schslasticii.;m, v f  a  
csndit5.on which was p a ~ t i c u l a r 3 . y  acute  in t h e  seven-. 
teen2h century ,  

1 
A l i t e r a l l y  i n f a l l i b l e  Bib le ,  an assumption 
implied throughout t h e  Lutheran symbols, 
v e r b a l l y  i n s p i r e d ,  i s  a  view t h t  has passed 
by t h e  board f o r  good, The au thor i ty  o f  the 
Sacred Writ ings jbs no longer  form$ i n  "the 
l e t t e r ' k n d  s u s t a i n e d  by some a ~ t i f i c i a l  
theory  sf' d i v i n e  inspirs . l ior t ,  but i n  t h e  q- 
peal  o f  iss s p i r i t u a l  content.2 

The doctrine af  the csnp le t e  iner rancy  of  t h e  
Bible upon which Irlstooric Luthera.ni.sm has 
b u i l t  up a system o f  orxhodoxy can ha rd ly ,  

4 

without a l o s s  o f  i n t e l ~ e c t u a . 1  i n t e g r i t y  and 
vitality, be today maintained i n  the  l i g h t  
of the h ~ s t o r i c a l  methad sf understanding t h e  
Scr3p3:ri~es. If t h i s  i s  s o ,  Lutheranism must 
consider  S I J C ~  a  d s c t r i n e  a s  non-essent ia l  ts 

Y - 
its c h a r a c t e r .  I t  must be readyn even t o  p a r t  
company with Luther himself and with the  g r e a t  
~ e f b r n e r s  / i /  and remain t r u e  t o  t h a t  p r i n -  
cxp2.e which i n s i s t s  upon conformity w i t h  t h e  
t r u t h  - 3  

Every conception of r e v e l a t i o n  involves a  can- 
c e p t i s n  of i n s p i r a t i o n .  The s c h o l a s t i c  con- 
cept ion  of -revelation has gene ra l ly  been ac-  
companied by a  theory  o f  t h e  p l ena ry ,  ve rba l  
i n s p i r a t i o n  of  t h e  Bible.  Since God speaks 
p r o p o s i t i o n a l l y  i n  t h e  Bib le ,  and God i s  omnis- 
c i e n t ,  every word of  t h e  Bible m u s t  be i n f a l -  
l i b l y  t r u e e 4  

Another v a r i a t i o n  on t h e  "Fundamentalist" theme i s  
t h e  claim t h a t  " iner rancyf i  i s  a  r e c e n t  word and 
t h e r e f o r e  r ep resen t s  a  r e c e n t  d o c t r i n e .  This  i s  
l i k e  t h e  Jehovah's  Witnesses'  argument t h a t  t h e  
doc t r ine  of t h e  T r i n i t y  was invented a t  Nicaea i n  
325 A . D . !  

Where people pay a t t e n t i o n  t o  substance r a t h e r  than 
mere words, it w i l l  be r e a d i l y  admit ted t h a t  i n e r -  
rancy i s  not  only  implied but  a c t u a l l y  t augh t  by 
t h e  Lutheran Confessions. Consider t h e  c l e a r  s t a t e -  
ment i n  t h e  Large Catechism, Baptism, p a r ,  57: - 
"Verbum Dei nec p o t k k t k i r r a r e  nec f a l l e r e l '  (God's 
Word can n e i t h e r - e r r  nor dece ive ) .  Can anyone 
hones t ly  i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  a s  anything o t h e r  than  i n -  
errancy? This  l i t t l e  c l ause  was f a r  more r e l e v a n t  
t o  D r .  A,, C,  Piepka rnvs  o s t e n s i b l e  t o p i c ,  "What 
Does ' I ne r rancyr  ~ e a n ? " 5  than  wandering s t a r s  and 
o t h e r  exo t i ca  he dug up. Yet it i s  not  even men- 
t ioned S 

One of  t h e  s t r a n g e ,  i r r a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  haunting 
modern Lutheran d i scuss ions  of  iner rancy  i s  an sb- 
s e s s i v e  f e a r  o f  being i d e n t f f i e d  wi th  vtFundamen- 
t a l i sm7 '  and i t s  a l l eged  d i s t o r t i o n s .  b%y i s n ' t  
t h e r e  an even g r e a t e r  f e a r  of being i d e n t i f i e d  with 
Liberal ism and i t s  apos ta s i e s?  Attempts t o  yTavoid 
both extremestP usua l ly  result i n  a  p i e t i s t  l c a l l y  
sugar-coated Liberal ism. If t h e r e  is a  t enab le  
mid-dle ground between "Fundamentalismfi and L ibe ra l -  
i s m ,  it has no t  y e t  been pointed o u t ,  Where t h e  
p r a i s e  of God i s  more important than t h e  p r a i s e  of 
men, theologians  w i l l  no t  h e s i t a t e  t o  s tand  unam- 
biguously with t h e  s t r i c t  view o f  S c r i p t u r e ,  and 
aga ins t  t h e  loose  one, No compromise between t h e s e  
oppos i tes  i s  p o s s i b l e .  I t  i s  no acc ident  t h a t  Paul 
was not  ashamed t o  i d e n t i f y  himself  f u l l y  and ex- 
p l i c i t l y  on a  s p e c i f i c  po in t  o f  d o c t r i n e  with t h e  
Phar isees  [Acts 29:6)--whose b a s i c  a b e r r a t i o n s  were 
abhorrent  t o  him--while on t h e  o t h e r  hand n e i t h e r  
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Pau l  rli>iP any  o t h e r  rrormat~ve B1b11cal. f ~ g u r e  ever  
I n  a s.ing.le i n s t ance  s lded  with t h e  worldly and 
l a t i t u d i n a r x a n  Sadducees! 

One of  rhe b e s t  bonks t o  s e t  t he  r e c o r d  straight 
about 93Furadamen.%,aZism" 1s J 1 PackerBs irFunda- 
mentali.;mM end t h e  Word of  God This  was a rep ly  -- P -- - P 

LO G -  Hebertes nnteblectually r a t h e r  s!oppy Funda- 
A 2  - 

mentalism and t h e  Church of  hod Mart in  E .  Martv. 
ppp----p d d 

of t h e  C h r : r s t ~ a n  Century, gave Heber tFs  book, high 
p r a i s e  o f  c o u r s e . 6 c F k c ~  sis l a r g e l y  ignored  t o  
d e a t h ,  Yet Packer c l a r i f i e s  many misunder s t and~ngs -  
For example: "The ' d l c t a t aon- theoryF  LS a  hes slog- 
leal mareP§-nest ;  it never  e x i s t e d  a t a n y  time dur- 
lng  t h e  past century  save i n  c e r t a l n  peop le ' s  
imag~ilat  3 - 0 9  " / 

F i n a l l y ,  csnslder ehe cur ious  t r i b u t e  which Hebert 
annlntentiona12y pays t o  frFundamental_zsmn: 

Is (fundamenealism) unconsciously dominated 
by t h e  m a t e r ~ a l ~ s t i c  i n t e l l e c t u a l r s t ~ c  view 
of  t r u t h  which comes so r e a d i l y  t o  us  i n  a  
s c i e n t i f i c  age? , . I s  t h l s  the  reason why 
medical and science s tuden t s  take  s o  r e a d i l y  
t o  what r s  c a l l e d  Fundamenealrsm-=-%hat t h e i r  
a ; ~ n d s  a r e  s p e c i a l l y  c o n d ~ t i o n e d  by t h e i r  
s c a e n t l f i c  s tud ie s?8  

Now, on t h e  one hand t h e  abandonmen% of ffFundamen- 
t a l l s m V v  i s  constant  dy being urged as  a misslonary 
and apologet i  c d u t y  We a r e  t o l d  t h a t  fvFundamen- 
t aa l~sm '~  1s an antiquated vers ion  of C h r i s t i a n i t y  
which must  be got r i d  s f ,  i f  t h e  Church and h e r  
Faith a r e  t o  be "relevant"  t o  "modern manv1 i n  a  
" s c i e n t i f i c  age." And then ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, we 
a r e  t o l d  t h a t  it i s  p r e c i s e l y  t h i s  antaquated,  
w u n s c i e n t i f i c "  form o f  C h r i s t i a n i t y  w h ~ c h  f a sc in -  
a t e s  and a t t r a c t s  t h e  modern, scientific menta i i t y l  

The truth of the matter is that neither seientifie 
facts nos the seientifie mentality as such are the 
real source of anti-"FundamentaPismffe The opposf- 
tion comes nat fron the '?exact sciencesH beat from 
dfsciplines amenable t o  a maximum of intesqsretatfom, 
ideology, and subjective bias: philosophy, psy- 
@hology, h i s to ry ,  sociology, ete, These disciplines 
are nowadays largely- animated by, indeed set in the  
Frmework o f  evolutionary, materialistic meta- 
physics, Not science, but this gFnaturalishPf- 
secMar i s t  dggwa demands the  Xiquidatioac; o f  "Fun- 
damental f smsP % 

We have neithe~ time n o s  spare to trace in de$ail 
the metaghysical supesstitfons sf the times, One 
b r i g h t  pink symptomatic fever spot  from "h i s to r ica l  
sciencefE shall suffice $0 show the scandalous de- 
gree %a krh2ch s o p h i s t i c a t e d  academic fashion i s  
s f ten  alienated from observable reality, P r s f ,  
Henry Steele  Comager has writ%en i n  a recent New - 
"ar'rk Times book review: "We had been aIl%ed with -- 
t h e  Soviet Union and China, and i n  sns ~f the mast 
remarkable shifts i n  histery, we mznaged t o  sns- 
raeuveT ourselves ints enmi~y with these,  , . 
I t  i s  f i t t i n g  thaz the shining soap bubbles a f  
modern theology should appeal t o  t h e  uprooted, d i s -  
o~iented mentality wkieh sh8pes ss  muck of the 
!Ihumanitiesfg today, But people who th ink  elezrl;,? 2 s; 

for rhnstmce, 'fmedica'l and science students ,Pf wi 'a 
cantinare ts need s t h e o P o u  which dses  not  disPn- 
tegrate =the momen% f t  is '~xnderstssd! 

While i t  is no% seriously questioned that the 
strict view o f  Scriptuse was t h a t  of  ffPr-s%estan~ 
Orthodoxy," it has become very fashionable ro  say 
t h a t  Luther, at  any ra te ,  adopted a "freerft 
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a t s i ~ u d e  t o  t h e  Bib le ,  

D r .  F Piepeyss  great Chxist ian Dogm&zi,es dea l s  
nleh t h i s  rnatter i n  d e t a x l ,  Pieper  a3sw demonstraees 
' s t he  unscientific and Zaase nanaer of  ?he neolo- 
g i s t s  i n  quoting ~uthr;,~?O He shows, for example, 
how Tholuck, followed by Cremer, Kahnis, an3 
Nitzsrh-Stephan, argued from t h e  faaous "hay, 
straw, and s tubb2eu l i  quote t h a t  Lurher had a " l i b -  
e~a;" a t t i t ude  t o  Scripture, when in f a c t  Luther 
was speaking not o f  t h e  prophecst canonical w r i r -  
i n y s ,  but ~f t h e i r  uninspired commentaries therecr,. 

Another, even mure pa ins t ak ing  treatment sf t he  
.;ub+ect: i s  fcund in  M, Re-tlr~ ~:1&sSi$- ;iti9ri8gr"8.ghj 

d 

b ~ ? h c r  and sh.2 Scy - -- -- i n  a specla; chapter 
R ~ L  deals dec%sxveiy w s t h  che s t i l l  popular myth 
thar Lilther's view of the Ep is t l e  of  James i s  proof 
o f  a l ibera l  attitude t o  S c r i p t u r e .  Actua l ly  of  
z su r se  Luther merely made use of  t h e  anc ien t  d i s -  

8 

. i n z t i o n  between t h e  undow'nted books of t h e  New 
r'est.ament, and those  whose a u t h e n t i c i t y  had been 
i ? : ~ e s t ~ o n e d .  Luther he ld  thar  t he  Epis t l e  of  
fl?amesu was not an au then t i c  a p o s t o l i c  document. 

Frcm Luther ' s  Table Ta lk  Reu c i tes  t h e s e  s t rong  -- 
s ta tements ,  no t  from t h e  ea r ly  Luther,  but from t h e  
yeaxs 1542 and 1540 / ? /  respectively: 

The E p i s t l e  of James we have thrown out from 
t h i s  school ,  - a 2  

Only t h e  Pop i s t s  accept James on account of  
t h e  r ighteousness  by works,  bu t  my opinion is  
t h a t  it i s  not  t he  w r i t i n g  of  an a p o s t l e ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  because it cal ls  f a i t h  body and 
t h e  works, sou l .  This  i s  apparent ly  absurd 
and aga ins t  Sc r ip tu re .  Some day I w i l l  use  
James /den J e k e l /  t o  f i r e  my s tove ,  We can 
adorn and excuse it, bu t  only with g r e a t  d i f -  
f i c u l t i e s .  13 

-8- 

Contrast  t h i s  with what Luther says  about t h e  r e a l ,  
canonical  books, echoing S t ,  Augustine: 

I have learned  t o  a s c r i b e  t h i s  honour / i n f a l -  
l i b i l i t y /  only t o  t h e  books which a r e  termed 
cananica l ,  s o  t h a t  I conf iden t ly  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
not one of  t h e i r  au thors  e r r e d ;  bu t  t h e  o t h e r  
au thors ,  no ma t t e r  how d i s t ingu i shed  by g r e a t  
s a n c t i t y  and teaching ,  I read  i n  t h i s  way, 
t h a t  1 do no t  regard  them as  t r u e  because they  
themselves judged i n  t h i s  wise,  bu t  i n  so  f a r  
as  they could convince me through -the a u t h o r i t y  
of  t h e  canonical  wr i t i ngs  o r  through cogent 
argument / p r o b a b i l i  r a t i o n e /  . I 4  

I t  should be s e l f - e v i d e n t  t h a t  t o  take what Luther 
says about a  book whose i n s p i r a t i o n  and canon ic i ty  
he denied, and t o  use t h i s  a s  evidence of  a  loose  
view of  i n s p i r a t i o n  and o f  t h e  i n s p i r e d  writings, 
i s  sophis t ry , :and  not  worthy of serious a t t en txon ,  
Two p o i n t s ,  however, should be noted:  (1) No 
C h r ~ s t i a n  doc t r ine  r e s t s  on James o r  on any o t h e r  
o f  t h e  fFantilegomemau. (2) If t h e  q u e s t m n  of t h e  
i n s p i r a t ~ s n  and canondeity of  James and o t h e r  
antilegomena. was not  a c losed  dogmatic but an open 
h i s t v r x c a l  one a t  t h e  time of  Luther,  i t  i s  stx%l 
s o  today,  The "experience o f  t h e  Church, etc," i s  
bu t  another  name f o r  t r a d i t i o n ,  and cannot be 
dogmaticaP1-y d e c i s i v e ,  

Very s i g n i f i c a n t  i s  a  r ecen t  61959) book by E ,  
Thestrup Pedersen. The English equiva lent  of t h e  
t i t l e  and s u b - t i t l e  would be: Luther as  Bible- 
I n t e r p r e t e r :  L A Study of  Luther ' s  Concept of  
S c r i p t u r e ,  Hermeneutics, and Exegesis.  15 Unfortu- 
n a t e l y  t h i s  Danish book is  a c c e s i b l e  t o  me only 
through German summary p r i n t e d  a t  t h e  end, and 
through a t r a n s l a t i o n  of  a Swedish review in Svensk 
P a s t o r a l t i d s s k r ~ f t  . J-6 The review says  : 
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I t  must be ment~oned a t  once t h a t  Thestrup 
PedersenFs  i n v e s t i g a t l o n  i s  very  respons ib le  
and confidence i n s p i r i n g .  I t  has a breadth  
more ccmprehensive than any othex work of  a  
s i m i l a r  na tu re .  I t  comes t o  g r i p s  with t h e  
whole of  t h e  newer, more ~ m p o r t a n t  s cho la r -  
s h i p  i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  represented  by Kaxl Bauer, 
Gerhard Ebeling, Heinrich Bornkamm and Walther 
von Lowenrch, and shows c l e a r l y  t o  what ex- 
t e n t  t h e  s t u d i e s  by t h e s e  scho la r s  a r e  i n  
need of  completionl . . I t  i s  b u i l t  on a  very 
comprehensive and r i c h  source ma te r i a l ,  where 
p r a c t i c a l l y  a l l  of Luther ' s  product ion comes 
t o  expreskion.  - . I t s  on ly  theo log ica l -  
s c i e n t i f i c  o b j e c t  i s  t o  de te rn lne  "what t h e  
h i s t o r i c a l .  Luther,  who appeared i n  t h e  16th 
century ,  r e a l l y  has  w r i t t e n  and s a i d e f g  

Pedersen shows t h a t  t h e  modern p i c t u r e  of  a  " l i b -  
, e r a I f f  Luther i s  a  c a r i c a t u r e :  

Lu the r ' s  i n t e n t i o n  a s  i n t e r p r e t e r  of  Scr ip-  
t u r e  i s  not  c r i t i c i s m  of  S c r i p t u r e .  bu t  t h e  

I 

p o s i t i v e  use of  S c r i p t u r e  i n  t h e  proclamation 
of t h e  Gospel and i n  a c r i t i c a l  break with a l l  
human d o c t r i n e ,  r e l i g i o u s  and temporal,  wi th in  
and without t h e  Church. S c r i p t u r e  i s  judge, 
and i s  not  i t s e l f  sub jec t  t o  any judgement. 
S c r i p t u r e  t e s t s  and c r i t i c i s e s  u s ,  no t  we i t ,  
A s  s i n n e r  man possesses  no c r x t e r i o n  by t h e  
use  of  which he might be a b l e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  
between God's Word and man's word i n  Scr ip-  
t u r e .  Therefore S c r i p t u r e  must come t o  us  
p r imar i ly  i n  t h e  form of  law and t h e  l e t t e r ,  
and say:  t h i s  you must b e l i e v e ,  because it 
i s  God's Word, a l s o  be fo re  it has acc red i t ed  
i t s e l f  a s  such be fo re  your conscience,  

Luther ' s  b e l i e f  i n  i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  no t  an un- 
p u r i f i e d  s c h o l a s t i c  element i n  h i s  conception 

of S c r i p t u r e ;  it has i t s  r o o t s  deep I n  t h e  
c e n t r e  o f  h i s  d o c t r i n e :  t h e  testimony of t h e  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of  t h e  ungodly through f a i t h  
alone.  Lu the r ' s  concept o f  i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  a  
genuine Reformation idea ,  t h e  b e l i e f  In  ve r -  
b a l  i n s p i r a t i o n  IS an indispensable  p i ece  of  
t h e  P r o t e s t a n t  d o c t r i n e  of S c r i p t u r e .  1 7  

Clear ly  Luther be l ieved  no t  merely i n  a  so -ca l l ed  
ma te r i a l  a u t h o r i t y  of S c r i p t u r e ,  bu t  i n  i t s  formal 
a u t h o r i t y ,  t o  which Pedersen devotes a  whole chap- 
t e r ,  Not anything s u b j e c t i v e ,  bu t  e x t e r n a l ,  sb-  
j e c t i v e  words a r e  Luther ' s  a u t h o r i t y ,  He c l i n g s  
t o  "a heteronomous l i t e r a l  b e l i e f ,  however t e r r i b l e  
t h i s  may sound t o  t h e  e a r s  of  a  modern c r i t i c a l  
theologian  ." l$ 

Pedersen p l aces  i n t o  t h e  r i g h t  pe r spec t ive  L u t h e r f s  
s tatement  about "urging Chr i s t  aga ins t  S c ~ i p -  
t u r e  . "I9 Luther means t h a t  any i n t e r p r e t  a t  ion of  
S c r i p t u r e  con t ra ry  t o  Chr i s t  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
through f a i t h  i n  H i m  alone,  i s  simply a m i s i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n  of  S c r i p t u r e .  The Chr i s t  Whom Luther 
would urge i s  not a  Chr i s t  known independently of  
S c r i p t u r e ,  bu t  only t h e  a u t h e n t i c  Christ  of  Sc r ip -  
t u r e ,  t h e  l a t t e r "  being t h e  p l ace  "where Chr i s t  
teaches  Chr i s t  most p u r e I y s T 9  

G ,  Gloege i s  thus  completely wrong when he  defends 
t h e  r ad ica lness  of Bultmannfs c r i t i c i s m  with t h e  
triumphant exc lanat ion:  "Chris tus  c o n t r a  Sc r ip -  
turam--I donv$ know a  s i n g l e  sentence which could 
surpass  t h i s  one i n  r a d i c a l n e s s ,  w l th in  t h e  a r e a  
of our problems ."20 Nor i s  Gloege be ing  r e a l i s t i c  
when, d e s p i t e  some s e r i o u s  c r i t i c i s m s ,  he p resen t s  
Bultmann's programme, a t  l e a s t  i n  i t s  fundamental 
i n t e n t i o n  [Ansatz) a s  a  v a l i d  cont inuat ion  o f  
L u t h e r f s  work, o r  a " t r a n s f o ~ m a t i o n  of t h e  b a s i c  
xnsight  of ~ u t h e r . ~ Z l  The i d e a  i s  t h a t  a s  Luther 
a s s e r t e d  t h e  " f a i t h  aloneM aga ins t  t h e  Law, s o  -- 
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Bul~mann a s s e r t s  it aga ins t  q'mythoPogy9v [ t h a t  i s ,  
doc t r ine ) !  This  continues Luther ' s  work about as  
much as  throwlng out the  baby "continues" throwing 
out t h e  bath-water:  

Pedersen w r i t e s :  

Luther ' s  b e l i e f  i n  i n s p i r a t i o n  and t h e  scholas-  
t i c  doc t r ine  of  i n s p i r a t i o n  d i f f e r ,  because 
Luther breaks with t h e  whole monophysite frame- 
work of medieval theology,  . , , a l s o  h i s  con- 
cept ion  of S c r i p t u r e  i s  de te rm~ned  by h i s  con- 
f e s s ion  sf t h e  Incarna t ion ,22  

This sounds l ~ k c  t h e  usual  neo-liberal.  propaganda, 
But Pederserl means t h e  oppos i te  of what i s  u s u a l l y  
intended by such language: Lu the rHs  view s f  Scr ip-  
tu re  i s  not l oose r ,  bu t  s t r i c t e r  than t h a t  of 

The e a r t h l y  word i n  which God i s  near  i s  not  
a  s ign ,  which p o i n t s  t o  a  d iv ine  Word ly ing  
behind i t ,  beyond t h e  c rea t ed  wor%d, , , 

Luther ' s  " sp i r i t ua l i sm"  i s ,  from h i s  e a r l y  
years  a l r eady ,  completely dominated by h i s  
B?incarna t ional i sm."  Already t h e  very  young 
Luther saw through t h e  essence of mysticism 
and enthusiasm: Man remains alone with himself  
when he J.s supposed t o  f i n d  God from wi th in  
h i s  own i n t e r i o r . 2 5  

Scho las t i c i smgs  "theology of glory" i s  offended a t  
t h e  s t a r k ,  ea r thy  s i m p l i c i t y  of t h e  concre te  B ib l i -  
c a l  t e x t ,  which it t h e r e f o r e  seeks t o  evaporate  
i n t o  f i g u r e s ,  a l l e g o r i e s ,  s i g n i f i c a n c e s ,  But 
Luther9 s 'Ptheology of t h e  c ross , "  h i s  I t incarna t ion-  
al ism," g l o r i e s  p r e c i s e l y  i n  t h e  s o l i d ,  r e l i a b l e  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  of t h a t  concre te  Narra t ive  through 
which i t  p leases  our  Heavenly Father ,  i n  H i s  

sublime accommodation t o  His c h i l d r e n ' s  weakness, 
t o  bestow Himself: 

I beg and f a i t h f u l l y  warn every pious Chris-  
t i a n  not  t o  stumble a t  t h e  s i m p l i c i t y  of t h e  
language and t h e  s t o r i e s  t h a t  w i l l  o f t e n  meet 
him t h e r e ,  He should not  doubt t h a t ,  how- 
ever  simple they  nay seem, t h e r e  a r e  t h e  very 
words, judgements, and deeds of t h e  high 
Majesty, Might, and Wisdom of God; f o r  t h i s  
is  S c r i p t u r e ,  which makes a l l  wise men f o o l s ,  
and i s  open only t o  t h e  l i t t l e  ones and t o  
t h e  s imple,  as  Chr i s t  says  i n  Mat. 11:25. 
Therefore l e t  go of your not ion  and f e e l i n g ,  
and th ink  of t h i s  S c r i p t u r e  a s  t h e  h i g h e s t ,  
nob les t  sanc tuary ,  t h e  r i c h e s t  mine, which 
can never  be s u f f i c i e n t l y  explored,  so  t h a t  
you may f i n d  t h e  d iv ine  wisdom, which God 
he re  e x h i b i t s  with such simplicity mean- 
ness  i n  o rde r  to quench a l l  conce i t .  Here 
you w i l l  f i n d  t h e  swaddling c lo thes  and t h e  
manger i n  which Christ l i e s ,  and t o  which 
t h e  angel p o i n t s  t h e  shepherds,  Simple and 
l i t t l e  a r e  t h e  swaddling c l o t h e s ,  but dear  
1s t h e  Treasure ,  C h r i s t ,  t h a t  l i e s  i n  themaZ4 

The r e f r e s h i n g  ~ h i n g  about reading  authors  l i k e  
Piei)er, Reu, and Pedersen on Luther i s ,  t o  borrow 
Canon J. B. P h i l l i p s  ' phrase ,  t h e  obvious "ring of  
t r u t h . "  Luxher i s  b e i n g  quoted d i r e c t l y  and ex- 
t e n s i v e l y .  The evidence i s  allowed, a s  it were, 
t o  i n t e r p r e t  i t s e l f .  

One gains a  d i f f e r e n t  impression from a volume l i k e  
Pel ikan ' s  Luther - t h e  Exposi tor .  25 Although t h e  
book seems t o  be well  documented, it i s  d isprspor-  
t i o n a t e l y  s h o r t  on f a c t s  and long on i n t e r p r e t a -  
t i o n s .  Haziness r e s u l t s  from an i m p r e s s i o n i s t i c  
t reatment  of evidence,  The n a t u r e  of  t h e  b i a s  is  
ind ica t ed  i n  a  review by D r .  H .  Hamann, ST,: 
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A s  regards his genera l  appra i sa l  of  Luther ' s  
theology,  D r ,  Pel lkan i s ,  ts say  it roundly,  
t o o  g r e a t l y  inf luenced by c e r t a i n  modern 
~ ~ u t h e r  scho la r s  t o  be e n t i r e l y  r e l i a b l e .  For 
he has  adopted t h e  l i t e r a r y  vice of  some 
Lutherforscher  who manage t o  walk, with eyes 
*- 

t ~ g h t l y  c losed ,  p a s t  dozens and hundreds of  
t h e  c l e a r e s t  p o s s i b l e  pronouncements of  Luther 
i n  o rde r  t o  p i t c h  and pounce upon some doubt- 
Axl passage,  on t h e  s t r e n g t h  of which they  
attempt t o  f o i s t  upon t h e  Refarmer teachings  
q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  f ram, and perhaps u t t e r l y  
opposed t o ,  those  which he a c t u a l l y  professed  
and defended, 26 

D r ,  rramann then proceeds ts ~ e f e k t e  a  number o f  
cases  i n  which neo- l ibe ra l  approaches a r e  r ead  i n t o  
Luther ' s  doc t r ine  af  t h e  Word., Perhaps t h e  s t r a n -  
g e s t  s tatement  i n  t h e  whole book i s  t h i s  one: 

The "na tu ra lw  o r ,  a s  we a.\rou.ld say,  " h i s t o r i -  
c a l f 9  body of  Jesus  of Nazareth was, according 
t o  Luther,  t h e  symbol o f  t h a t  body which was 
given i n  t h e  Lord's Supper?Y 

On the  face of it t h i s  i s  h igh ly  improbable* 
Zwingli and h i s  foZXowers would have exp lo i t ed  such 
a  l o g i c a l  Ach i l l e s '  h e e l  t o  t h e  utmost,  had it been 
a  p a r t  o f  Luther ' s  p o s i t i o n ,  Actua l ly ,  a  reading  
of  t h e  passage from t h e  1528 Confession on t h e  -- 
Lord's  ~ u o g e r .  28 which Pel ikan c i t e s  a s  evidence, 

L A  , 

shows t h a t  f a r  from express ing  h i s  own p o s i t i o n ,  
Luther i s  simply sub jec t ing  Oecolampadius' no t ions  
t o  a  r e d u c t i o  ad absurdurn, by working out  t h e  
necessary in fe rences .  

D r .  Hamannl s f i n a l  po in t  i s  propos : "And, f o r  
t h a t  ma t t e r ,  where i s  t h e  negd of such a  volume i n  
an e d i t i o n  of Luther ' s  works?" 

Having r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  controversy wi th  Zwingli, it 
may no t  be amiss t o  add an observa t ion  about t h e  
s tock  ob jec t ion  t h a t  t h e  s t r i c t  view of S c r i p t u r e  
i s  not  Lutheran but  wReformed". A l i t t l e  thought 
w i l l  show t h a t  t h e  r eve r se  i s  t r u e .  The s t r i c t  
view holds  t o  t h e  l i t e r a l  meaning of  t h e  sentence:  
"Scr ip ture  i s  t h e  Word of God," This i s  Luther-an, 
The loose  v z w ,  even when it  uses  t h e  word ryis ,"  
r e a l l y  means it  i n  t h e  sense  of  l l r ep resen t sM.  And 
t h i s  i s  obviously Zwinglian, even though t h e  h i s -  
t o r i c a l  Zwingli would not  have app l i ed  t o  S c r ~ p t u r e  
t h e  '4Pogic's he  appl ied  t o  t h e  Real Presence, How 
dangerous t h e  tendency i s ,  and where ~t l eads ,  
should be ev ident  f ~ o m  t h e s e  comments under "Bibleff 
i n  Mackeyts Encyclopedia of  Free-masonry: - 

The Bible i s  used among Freemasons as a symbol 
of  t h e  w i l l  of  God, however i t  may be expressed. 
Therefore,  whatever t o  any people expresses 
t h a t  w i l l  may be used a s  a  s u b s t i t u t e  f a r  t h e  
Bible i n  a. Masonic Lodge, . - Whether r t  be t h e  
Gospels t o  t h e  C h r i s t i a n ,  t h e  Pentateuch t a  t h e  
I s r a e l i t e ,  t h e  Koran t o  t h e  Mussulman, o r  tihe 
Vedas t o  t h e  Brahman, i t  everywhere Masonically 
conveys t h e  same idea- - tha t  of  t h e  symbolism of  
t h e  Divine W i l l  r evea led  t o  man. 29 (my iinnder- 

F ina l ly ,  something ought t o  be s a i d  about t h e  pas- 
sage i n  \vhich Luther seems t o  a t t r i b u t e  a  B'minar 
e r r o r "  (levem errorem) to  S t ,  Matthew, If t h i s  
passage i s  au then t i c ,  ~t i s  t h e  only one I know 
which c r e a t e s  any s o r t  o f  d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  t h e  pos i -  
t i o n  s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h i s  essay .  Commenting on 
Zechariah l1 :13  and t h e  famous d i f f i c u l t y  of 
Matthew 27:9 ,  Luther says :  

Here t h e  holy  w r i t e r s  torment themselves, and 
Jerome r a i s e s  t h e  ques t ion  why t h e  Evangel is t  
Matthew c i t e d  t h i s  testimony from Jeremiah, 
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*- 
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when it appears nowhere i n  Jeremiah, but  i n  
t h i s  Prophet Zechariah. Br ief ly ,  I have t h i s  
t o  reply:  The Evangelists do not  genera l ly  
c i t e  the test imonies of t h e  prophets verbatim, 
but  reproduce only the  sense,  . . 
Further,  t o  t h i s  t h a t  he c i t e s  the  testimony 
as i f  it were from Jeremiah, I have nothing 
e l s e  t o  reply ,  than t h a t  common saying t h a t  
perhaps t h e  prophet had two names, o r  t h a t  i n  
t h e  manner of t h e  o ther  Evangelists ,  he c i t e d  
i n  general ,  without any concern f o r  t h e  name 
of ;he prophet.  This passage i s  t r e a t e d  pain- 
s t ak ing ly  by Augustine, whom see .  Nor would I 
e a s i l y  bel ieve  t h a t  the  books of  t h e  prophets 
had been confused owing t o  changed t i t l e s ,  
s ince  the re  hiere undoubtedly with Matthew holy 
and learned men full of  the  S p i r i t ,  who re -  
minded him t h a t  t h i s  s c r i p t u r e  which he quoted 
was i n  Zechariah and not  i n  Jeremiah, so  t h a t  
reminded by them he could have correc ted  t h i s  
minor e r r o r ,  i f  he had wished o r  i f  - ,-. he had re-  
garded it  as of g rea t  consequence.5" 

A t  l e a s t  th ree  types of i ssues  a r i s e  a t  t h i s  point :  
(I)  How authent ic  is  t h i s  passage? (2)  Can it be 
understood acceptably o r ,  a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  (3) do we 
have here an ins tance  where we must simply r e j e c t  
one of Luther's s tatements? 

(1) The passage i s  a l leged t o  have been p a r t  of 
Luther 's  l ec tu res  on the  Minor Prophets, given i n  
the  years 1524-1526. However, t h e  only evidence 
f o r  t h i s  i s  t h e  Altenburg manuscript, f i r s t  d i s -  
covered t h r e e  and a h a l f  centur ies  a f t e r  t h e  event ,  
I t  was f i r s t  p r in ted  i n  1886. This manuscript, 
moreover, was not  w r i t t e n  by Luther, but  by a s t u -  
dent who heard the  l ec tu res  on Zechariah, i n  1525, 
The Latin t e x t  i s  given i n  v o l ,  13 of t h e  Weimar 
e d i t i o n  (18899, and our  p a r t i c u l a r  passage appears 
on p. 650. A German t r a n s l a t i o n  i s  given i n  v o l e  

-16- 

14 of t h e  S t .  Louis ed i t ion  (1898) , where our pas- 
sage occurs i n  columns 2123-2124, 

I t  may be of  i n t e r e s t  t o  note  i n  passing t h a t  t h e  
S t ,  Louis ed i t ion  contains a hos t  of valuable t e x t -  
c r i t i c a l  correc t ions  of t h e  Weimar e d i t i o n ,  The 
c r i t i c a l  mater ia l  i n  c o l ,  IV-XXIII o f  voP, 13, f o r  
example, i s  very impressive, 

P t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  the  only p r in ted  Zechariah 
commentary t o  appear within LurherPs own life-time, 
contained noEhing about any "lninor e r r o r f P  i n  
Matthew, Since Luther himself ed i t ed  t h i s  esmmen- 
t a r y ,  and had it published i n  Wittenberg i n  152831 
we must assume t h a t  i t ,  rathe-r than someone e l s e P  s 
p r i v a t e  manuscript version represenrs the  position 
which Luther wanted t o  uphold. 

A t  t h i s  point  D r ,  M ,  Reds otherwise excel lent  
t reatment of Luther leaves something t o  be des i red ,  
Reu translates t h e  s h c r ~ t  paragraph from the  I528 
commentary, 32 and then proceeds t o  discuss i t .  
However, t h e  German "ob e r  g le ich  n ich t  s o  eben den 
Namen ~ r i f f t "  i s  not q u i t e  t h e  sane as  R e d s  
English version:: %ven i f  he does not have t h e  
cor rec t  name", The German t e x t  moves within the  
framework of exacCness, n o t  correc tness ,  

Reu comments : !'Ee admits t ha t  i t  would make no 
d i f ference  if Matthew had made a mistake here ,  but 
he avoids saying "cat he bas r e a l l y  done s o ,  E-Ie 
j u s t  mentions it  as a p o s s i b i l i t y .  . ." Perhaps 
the  b e s t  r e fu ta t ion  1s provided by Reu himself ,  a t  
the  very same place:  

Here the  s t r i k i n g  form o f  t h e  quest ion,  why 
Matthew expressed himself i n  t h i s  way, shows 
t h a t  Luther does not intend k a  discuss the  
question as t o  whether Matthew has e r red ,  , + 
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1% Luther,  indeed,  has never d ~ i e c t l y  admitted 
t h a t  an a c t u a l  mistake i s  t o  be found r n  a 
S c r i p t u r e  passage,  and i f  i n s t e a d ,  when an in- 
c s r r e c t  h i s t o r i c a l  a l l u s i o n  o r  a  conf rad ic t i an  
of another S c r i p t u r e  passage seems t o  be ev i -  
dent, he sough% some e x p e d ~ e n t  t h a t  might r e -  
move t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  and f r equen t ly  i n  doing s a  
ventured ts propose da r ing  hypotheses,  he  d i d  
not  mean by h i s  express ions ,  " t h a t  i s  a  ma t t e r  
of no i m p ~ t a n c e , ' ~  o r ,  " t h a t  does not  a f f e c t  
t h e  mat te r , "  t h a t  i t  was a mat te r  of i n d i f -  
fe rence  t o  him as t o  whether an a c t u a l  emoT 
occurred o r  n o t .  Thts has f r equen t ly  been 
a s s e r t e d  and a t  f i r s t  glance seems p%xa.r;ible, 
But, aside from h i s  e n t i r e  hab i tua l  a t t a t u d e  
toward Scrip-t-hlxe, i t  is evident  from tfae pas- 
sages ,  when they are read  car-eful ly,  t h a t  t h i s  
i s  not  t h e  case, , , In these s ta tements  L u t h e ~  
does no t  say  t h a t  i t  i s  a ma t t e r  sf i n d i f -  
fe rence  t o  him whether they  conta in  e r r o r s  o r  
not  but  only t h a t  h i s  f a i t h  would not  be en- 
d m g e ~ e d ,  i f ,  i n  s p i t e  of  h i s  b e s t  e f f o r t s ,  he  
would be unable t o  so lve  t h e  auuarent  cont ra-  

J. I 

d i c t i o n s  o r  ts prove t h e  inconsequence of  a l l  -- - - -- 
s k e p t i c a l  ques t ions ,  He dismisses t h e  ma t t e r  
i f  he cannot prove it canclus ive ly ,  but  h i s  
i n a b i l i t y  t o  do ss n e i t h e r  commits him t o  t h e  
opinion t h a t  t h e s e  passages r e a l l y  con ta in  
e r r o r ,  nor  i s  h i s  f a i t h  i n  s a l v a t i o n  thereby 
imper i led  (emphases i n  o r i g i n a l )  , 33 

(2)  Since Luther r e f e r s  t o  Augustine9 s t rea tment ,  
and specffica1l.y r e j e c t s  any suggest ion of an over- 
s i g h t  due t o  ignorance,  bu t  says t h a t  Matthew wrote 
what he d i d  d e l i b e r a t e l y  and knowingly, i t  may be 
poss ib l e  t o  t ake  t h e  expression " t h i s  minor e r r o r "  
as  having i r o n i c  f o r c e ,  t h e  kind of  t h i n g  which 
would nowadays be ind ica t ed  by quota t ion  marks. 

(3) I f ,  however, t h e  quota t ion  i s  both genuine and 

incapable o f  an acceptable  i n t e r p r e t a t  i on ,  it w i l l  
simply have t o  be regarded a s  an un fo r tuna te  l apse  
on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  g r e a t  Reformer. There a r e  

, s ta tements  i n  p r a c t i c a l l y  a l l  g r e a t  C h r i s t i a n  
w r i t e r s  which cannot be upheld, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  
l i g h t  of  l a t e r  C h r i s t i a n  h i s t o r y ,  Think only of  
some Chr i s to log ica l  express ions  before  Nicaea, and 
of many s o t e r i o l o g i c a l  ones before  t h e  Reformation! 
A s  Luther himself  excused S t .  Augustine and o t h e r  
g r e a t  Fathers  f o r  occas ional  a b e r r a t i o n s ,  s o  he t o o  
must be excused. Af ter  a l l ,  t h e  g r e a t  b a t t l e s  with 
Socinianism, r a t iona l i sm,  and sc i en t i sm,  which were 
t o  de f ine  t h e  i s s u e s  so  c l e a r l y ,  l a y  s t i l l  i n  t h e  
d i s t a n t  f u t u r e  when Lu the r ' s  h e a r e r  jotted down t h e  
c a r e l e s s  remark about a  "minor e r r o r  ," 

Even t h e  encounter with t h e  s p i r i t u a l i s i n g  enthu- 
s i a s t s  of h i s  own day caused Luther t o  formulate  
t h e  S c r i p t u r e  p r i n c i p l e  with much more ca re  than he 
had be fo re ,  

To p i t  one s i n g l e  doubt fu l  and c e r t a i n l y  unrepre- 
s e n t a t i v e  remark from 1525 aga ins t  LutherT s whole 
s t and  on S c r i p t u r e ,  o r ,  i n  D r ,  Hamannvs l i v e l y  
language, " to  walk, with eyes t i g h t l y  closed,  p a s t  
dozens and hundreds of t h e  c l e a r e s t  p o s s i b l e  pro-  
nouncements of Luther i n  o rde r  t o  p i t c h  and pounce 
upon some doubt fu l  passage," and t o  do a l l  t h i s  i n  
t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of an attack upon t h e  arathorlty of  
t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  which Luther loved and revered  abso- 
l u t e l y  as  "God's ~ e t t e r , " 3 4  i s  not  only h i s t o r i c a l -  
l y  u n f a l r ,  bu t  t h e o l o g i c a l l y  un fa i th fu l ' !  

We have a l ready seen35 t h a t  Luther excludes t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of  any e r r o r  i n  S c r i p t u r e ,  i n  h i s  Large 
Catechism, o f  1529, which Lutheran p a s t o r s  a r e  

' sworn t o  uphold, 

Since many people nowadays know such s ta tements  
only i n  t h e  mut i l a t ed  meanings i n  which they  d r i p  
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J. I 
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out  of t h e  Platonic-Kantian mincing machine (p re t -  
tL ly  a i sgu i sed  under Luther-an sounding jargon 
about '?was Christum t c e i b e t ,  e % c p t f )  , we should look 
at, a  few s ta tements  which make it q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  
Luther knows noth ing  about a f9%heologiea l  t m t h "  as 
d i s t ingu i shed  from f f f a c t u a l  t r u t h , "  but  i n s i s t s  on 
t h e  f a c t u a l  iner rancy  of  t h e  whole S c r i p t u r e ,  

In  1541 Luther i s sued  t h e  f i r s t  e d i t i o n  (improved 
i n  1545) of h i s  Computation of t h e  Years of t h e  ----- 
~ o r l d . 3 6  A l l  h i s  chronological  c a l c u l a t i o n s  and 
harmonisat ions a r e  based on h i s  s t a t e d  convic t ion  

days were one day. But i f  you c a n ' t  under- 
s t and  how it was s i x  days, then  do t h e  Holy 
S p i r i t  t h e  honour t h a t  He i s  more learned  than 
you, For you must s o  dea l  wi th  S c r i p t u r e  t h a t  
you th ink  it  i s  God Himself t a l k i n g .  But be- 
cause God speaks i t ,  it d o e s n f t  behoove you 
wantonly t o  bend H i s  Word t o  where you want 
i t ,  except when n e c e s s i t y  would compel t o  
understand a  t e x t  otherwise than t h e  words 
sound, namely, i f  t h e  f a i t h  w i l d  no t  t o l e r a t e  
t h e  sense  which t h e  words g ive .  38 

t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  i s  i n e r r a n t  a l s o  i n  these  ma t t e r s :  
And i n  h i s  g r e a t  Genesis commentary Luther says  : 

Concerning a l l  t h e  o ther  h i s t o r i a n s  /bes ide  
Eusebxus. K . M . /  we complain, and they com- 
p l a i n  among themselves t h a t  they  lack  an ex- 
a c t  reckoning of the  y e a r s ,  Wherefore I have 
s e t  them a s i d e  and i n  t h i s  work I have des i r ed  
t o  ga ther  t h e  computation of t h e  years  mainly 
from t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e s  on which we can and 
ought t s  base  i t ,  . . 
I a i d  n o t  e n t i r e l y  hold  t h e  h i s t o r i a n s  i n  con- 
tempt, bu t  t h a t  I p r e f e r r e d  t h e  Holy Scr ip-  
t u r e s  t o  them, I use  them s o  t h a t  I am n o t  

I would g l a d l y  imagine t h a t  t h e  f i raament  was 
t h e  h ighes t  system above a l l  things, and t h e  
waters  not  hanging above bu t  under t h e  heavens 
and t h a t  they a r e  t h e  clouds t h a t  we s e e ,  s o  
t h a t  t h e  waters  p a r t e d  from waters  could be 
understood as  clouds d iv ided  from our waters  
upon t h e  e a r t h ,  bu t  Moses says  with c l e a r  ruo~ds 
thad t h e  waters  a r e  above and below t h e  firma- 
ment, Therefore 1 must b r j n g  my own ideas  i n t o  
c a p t i v i t y  and a s sen t  t o  t h e  Word even if I do 
no t  understand i t ,  

compelled t o  c o n t r a d i c t  S c r i p t u r e -  Because I 
b e l i e v e  t h a t  i n  S c r i p t u r e  t h e  t r u e  God speaks Let Luther conclude with t h i s  dialogue-stopper ,  
bu t  i n  t h e  h i s t o r i e s  good people according t o  p r ~ n t e d  i n  1539: 
t h e i r  a b i l i t y  show t h e i r  d i l i g e n c e  and f i d e l -  
i t y  (but as  men) o r  a t  l e a s t  Ehat t h e  copy i s t s  
were capable of  e r r i n g .  37 

Already i n  1523 Luther had w r i t t e n ,  i n  h i s  i n t r o -  
duct ion  t o  h i s  sermons on Genesis:  

Therefore when Moses w r i t e s  t h a t  God c rea t ed  
heaven and e a r t h ,  and whatever i s  i n  them, i n  
s i x  days, t hen  l e t  it s t and  t h a t  it was i n  s i x  
days, and you may no t  f i n d  a  g los s  how s i x  

when you h e a r  such people,  who a r e  s o  complete- 
l y  b l inded  and hardened, t h a t  they deny t h a t  
whar Chr l s t  and t h e  Apostles spoke and wrote 
i s  GodPs Word, o r  doubt i t ,  then  j u s t  keep 
s i l e n t ,  don ' t  speak one word wi th  them, and 
l e t  them go; only say  thus :  I w i l l  g ive you 
p l e n t y  of argument from S c r i p t u r e ;  ~f you will 
b e l i e v e i t ,  good; i f  n o t ,  be gone, But you say:  
Oh, then God's Word must s u f f e r  shame. Com- 
mend t h a t  t o  ~ o d . ~ O  
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Beyond t h e  Church Fathers  -- P 

A t  t h i s  s t a g e  of t h e  a-rgument we cross  a  kind of 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  "da te - l ine  ," and suddenly ga in  a  
thousand years  f o r  t h e  s t r i c t  view of S c r i p t u r e .  
For when it has t o  be admit ted t h a t  Luther,  a f t e r  
a l l ,  maintained t h e  r igorous  p o s i t i o n  on S c r i p t u r e  
t o o ,  t h i s  i s  u s u a l l y  blamed on t h e  "s@holast icff  
system which he i n h e r i t e d ,  and which i s  gene ra l ly  
t r a c e d  t o  S t .  Augustine, D r .  H. Sasse p u t s  it l ~ k e  
t h i s  : 

So it could happen t h a t  he /Augustine/,  t h e  
C h r i s t i a n  Neopla tonis t ,  i n  answering t h e  c r i t i  
cism of t h e  pagan Neoplatonist  Porphyry gave 
us a theory  of  i n s p i r a t i o n  t h a t  was t h e  a p p l i -  
c a t i o n  of  t h e  concepts of  inspixration and of 
d iv ine  wr i t i ngs  cu r ren t  i n  t h e  world of  t h e  
fou r th  century ,  
r ^ B B  

The concession Augustine made t o  paganism be- 
comes evident  from t h e  Pact t h a t  he must 
a s c r i b e  t h e  same d iv ine  i n s p i r a t i o n  t o  s i b y l s ,  
prophetesses o f  anc ien t  paganism. S t i l l  today 
t h e  Requiem Mass has i n  t h e  Dies i r a e  t h e  words -- 
t e s t e  David cum S i b y l l a ,  i . e .  according t o  t h e  --- 
witness o f  David and t h e  s i b y l .  

The theory  developed by Augustine and Jerome 
and confirmed and reformulated by Gregory t h e  
Great became t h e  undisputed doc t r ine  o f  t h e  
medieval church and was taken over  by t h e  r e -  
formers.  I t  i s  a  r e a l  t ragedy t h a t  i n  t h i s  way 
a d o c t r i n e  of  S c r i p t u r e  t h a t  was no t  s t r i c t l y  
B i b l i c a l  but  only a  venerable human t r a d i t i o n  
based on t h e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  t h e  g r e a t  doctors  
of  t h e  anc ien t  Lat in  Church became t h e  b a s i s  
of  P r o t e s t a n t  theology.  The t a s k  be fo re  t h e  
Lutheran Church today i s  t o  do what t h e  r e f o r -  
mers l e f t  undone, t h e  reexamination of  t h e  o l d  
t r a d i t i o n  .41 

No doubt t h e r e  a r e  germs o f  t r u t h  i n  t h e s e  remarks. 
[We have a l r eady  seen t h a t  Lutherv s " incarna t ional -  
km" modified t h e  s c h o l a s t i c  view of  Scr ip ture- -  

bu t  not  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of  modern c r i t i c i sm! )  
What s t agge r s  one, however, i s  t h e  r a d i c a l  grandi-  
o s i t y  of t h e  claim: No longer  a r e  we being asked 
t o  c o r r e c t  a r ecen t  s e c t a r i a n  s p e c i a l i t y  i n  t h e  
l i g h t  of t h e  d o c t r i n a l  h e r i t a g e  o f  h i s t o r i c  Chris-  
t i a n i t y ;  we a r e  now asked t o  c o r r e c t  t h a t  h e r i t a g e  
i t s e l f !  Not a  hundred, o-r even f o u r  hundred, but  
s i x t e e n  hundred years  of  C h r i s t i a n  h i s t o r y  a r e  t o  
be reversed ,  We are asked t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  on a  
v i t a l ,  indeed c o n s t i t u t i v e  po in t  of C h r i s t i a n  doc- 
t r i n e  t h e  unanimous teaching  t ~ a d i t i o n  sf t h e  
Church, through more than  t h r e e  quarters of  i t s  
h i s t o r y ,  has been c o n s i s t e n t l y  mistaken, and s t ands  
in need of  co r rec t ion ,  a t  t h i s  l a t e ,  apocalypt ic  
da t e ,  by our bankrupt tweneieth century! I submit 
that.  t h i s  i s ,  on t h e  face o f  i t ,  an u n l i k e l y  propo-, 
s i t i o n ,  and e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  s u r p r i s i n g ,  r o  say t h e  
l e a s t  o f  i t ,  a s  a  product of  Confessional thought ,  
however r o u t i n e  such ideas may be  zmong modernists ,  
And Mihat s o r t  o f  "sky-hooksy' w i l l  support  t h e  edi-  
fice of C h r i s t i z n  doc t r ine  while  t h e  foundat ions 
are being dug up for yvre-examinat ionff ,  

S t r i c t l y  hyporhet ica l  ly, of  course ,  the  s i t u a t i o n  
a l l eged  by D r .  Sasse i s  poss ib l e .  Bur before even 
considering such a t h i n g  one would hatfe t o  be sure 
of t h e  s t r o n g e s t  proor  from S c r i p t u r e  i t s e l f ,  The 
t r o u b l e  i s  t h a t  i f  such Sc-siptdre proof sm~srs,-- 
does i t  r e a l l y  marter un le s s  one a l r eady  holds  t h e  
" s t r i c t u  v iew?-- i t  i s  ura1ilceI.y t h a t  nobody has  
n ~ t i c e d  it u n t i l  now! And the  unl ike l ihood grows 
with each century ,  approaehlng i n f i n i t y  as t h e  
clock o f  Church history moves toward midnighti  1 
c e r t a i n l y  would no t  want t e  gainsay ChemnitzY f i n e  
boas t ,  made i n  t h e  course of  h ~ s  profound discus- 
s i o n  of  C h r i s t i a n  t r adx t ion :  



Beyond t h e  Church Fathers  -- P 

A t  t h i s  s t a g e  of t h e  a-rgument we cross  a  kind of 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  "da te - l ine  ," and suddenly ga in  a  
thousand years  f o r  t h e  s t r i c t  view of S c r i p t u r e .  
For when it has t o  be admit ted t h a t  Luther,  a f t e r  
a l l ,  maintained t h e  r igorous  p o s i t i o n  on S c r i p t u r e  
t o o ,  t h i s  i s  u s u a l l y  blamed on t h e  "s@holast icff  
system which he i n h e r i t e d ,  and which i s  gene ra l ly  
t r a c e d  t o  S t .  Augustine, D r .  H. Sasse p u t s  it l ~ k e  
t h i s  : 
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r ^ B B  

The concession Augustine made t o  paganism be- 
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No doubt t h e r e  a r e  germs o f  t r u t h  i n  t h e s e  remarks. 
[We have a l r eady  seen t h a t  Lutherv s " incarna t ional -  
km" modified t h e  s c h o l a s t i c  view of  Scr ip ture- -  

bu t  not  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of  modern c r i t i c i sm! )  
What s t agge r s  one, however, i s  t h e  r a d i c a l  grandi-  
o s i t y  of t h e  claim: No longer  a r e  we being asked 
t o  c o r r e c t  a r ecen t  s e c t a r i a n  s p e c i a l i t y  i n  t h e  
l i g h t  of t h e  d o c t r i n a l  h e r i t a g e  o f  h i s t o r i c  Chris-  
t i a n i t y ;  we a r e  now asked t o  c o r r e c t  t h a t  h e r i t a g e  
i t s e l f !  Not a  hundred, o-r even f o u r  hundred, but  
s i x t e e n  hundred years  of  C h r i s t i a n  h i s t o r y  a r e  t o  
be reversed ,  We are asked t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  on a  
v i t a l ,  indeed c o n s t i t u t i v e  po in t  of C h r i s t i a n  doc- 
t r i n e  t h e  unanimous teaching  t ~ a d i t i o n  sf t h e  
Church, through more than  t h r e e  quarters of  i t s  
h i s t o r y ,  has been c o n s i s t e n t l y  mistaken, and s t ands  
in need of  co r rec t ion ,  a t  t h i s  l a t e ,  apocalypt ic  
da t e ,  by our bankrupt tweneieth century! I submit 
that.  t h i s  i s ,  on t h e  face o f  i t ,  an u n l i k e l y  propo-, 
s i t i o n ,  and e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  s u r p r i s i n g ,  r o  say t h e  
l e a s t  o f  i t ,  a s  a  product of  Confessional thought ,  
however r o u t i n e  such ideas may be  zmong modernists ,  
And Mihat s o r t  o f  "sky-hooksy' w i l l  support  t h e  edi-  
fice of C h r i s t i z n  doc t r ine  while  t h e  foundat ions 
are being dug up for yvre-examinat ionff ,  

S t r i c t l y  hyporhet ica l  ly, of  course ,  the  s i t u a t i o n  
a l l eged  by D r .  Sasse i s  poss ib l e .  Bur before even 
considering such a t h i n g  one would hatfe t o  be sure 
of t h e  s t r o n g e s t  proor  from S c r i p t u r e  i t s e l f ,  The 
t r o u b l e  i s  t h a t  i f  such Sc-siptdre proof sm~srs,-- 
does i t  r e a l l y  marter un le s s  one a l r eady  holds  t h e  
" s t r i c t u  v iew?-- i t  i s  ura1ilceI.y t h a t  nobody has  
n ~ t i c e d  it u n t i l  now! And the  unl ike l ihood grows 
with each century ,  approaehlng i n f i n i t y  as t h e  
clock o f  Church history moves toward midnighti  1 
c e r t a i n l y  would no t  want t e  gainsay ChemnitzY f i n e  
boas t ,  made i n  t h e  course of  h ~ s  profound discus- 
s i o n  of  C h r i s t i a n  t r adx t ion :  



V\lr A .  x3:rllt h d d "  ~ L S S F ~ ~  i t i i P ,  " P d ~ . e  w h ~  
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any  3 :me a n  Zht C b u r  c h . LS S k i  :ej { J ; ,  ClmpdntJ: 
rhe A n d b e - p G s t s  mc;l .;i h e r s  h d d e  dune ~n aue 
firne- Xndeed we h u i d  f h d ~  no dsbtgnd whlLh ~s 
new hnd which i o n f i l i t s  wleh a ~ i  j ~ :  . q u l t y I  
may be xe;-e-~sied i n   he L C h ~ ~ r k r ,  ~/h&rl rhaa is 
mare hanor i f i c  sowid b e  s ~ i d  and heid about 
the csnsensus and %he  tes t imonies  ok a n t i -  
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Consider a l so  S r ,  Athanasius' bit rng x i d r ~ ~ l e  o r  
t h e  Ar ians  ' theo l  ogy-by- irnn3-imtio-n : 

Only sea how %hey run to a d  ~ S S  an3 ask hew 
they s h a u i d  1e~a2-o t,%r belie-ije nn ccmc Lofd 
J e w s  Ch-Gsf '  01 course, 11 they had :he  t ~ n e  
fa~th, t h e y  ~ ~ 2 u j - d  not need 13 inquire, 6-5 if 
they didn : krww what t ; g  be l i eve ,  mat an 
cfrence i o ~  t h e  c a ~ ~ i h u r n e ~ s ,  what .abject f o r  
the  i a u y h t z r  of' the pagans, irhaf. the Chrrstians, 
as i f  t hey  were nsw a w a k ~ n g  al- from a s beep, 
are i n q ~ i ~ i n g  how one mGsE believe i n  C h r i s t ,  
What ditirritle dnrs  i.he ~ a t h o 1 . i ~  Church lack,  
t h a t  s h e  should o ~ w  begin ~ n i e s  i g d t i o n s  abour 
r h e  Faj. th?  And a t  t h e  'netid o f  3 h c i i  explana- 
+ lor? abont the F a i ~ h .  they L;er rhe ~ o n s u i a t e  
82i the  presenr time, which has rlever happened 
ancng the  Chrr s t i a n s  t ill  nowg and the  rnan~h 
and day ;sf: the r u ~ r s n t  year, t o  ~ n d l c a f e  t o  ail 
i n t e l l i g e n r  pecpln c h a t  t h e i r  f a i t h  ov ig rna t cd  
not befo-ce, b ~ t  only  now under Constan~.%us, 
Yes indeed ,  it has on ly  s t a a t e d  t h e r e ,  and i t  
i s  not the  ancient  ca tho l i c  Fai th  which they 
have. This t h e i r  new way o f  wri t ing corre-  
sponds completeiy t o  t h e i r  heresy,  But r f ,  
according t o  them, the "cue f a i t h  has o n l y  be- 
gun now, what will the  blessed martyrs and 
Fathers 

Aside from these  a p r i o r i  considera t ions ,  D r ,  Sas- 
s e r s  argumentation--which, be it s a i d  i n  f a i r n e s s ,  
i s  o f f s e t  by powerful statements i n  t h e  opposite 
d i rec t ion ,  l i k e :  "It cannot be denied t h a t  our 
Lord and H i s  apost les  taught  c l e a r l y  t h a t  Holy 
Scr ip tu re  is  God's Word, wr i t t en  under t h e  i n s p i r -  
a t ion  of the  Holy Spir i t f f - -needs  t o  be questioned 
purely on the  grounds of h i s t o r i c a l  accuracy. 
Three object ions i n  p a r t i c u l a r  come t o  mind: 

In t h e  f i r s t  p lace ,  t h e r e  seems d o  be no good 
reason fss s ing l ing  out S t .  Augustine, To be su re  
he was t h e  f i r s t  grea t  systematic f o r m l a t o r  of 
Chr is t ian  dogma i n  the  Western Church. R u t  what 
evidence i s  t h e r e  t o  s h ~ w  t h a t  St. Augustine i n t r o -  
duced extraneous novel t ies  i n t o  the  Chr is t ian  dsc- 
t r i n e  of insp i ra t ion?  Rudelbach, i n  h i s  d e t a i l e d  
study,  s a i d  about the  fulZ,  s t r i c t  view of  i n s p i r -  
a t ion :  

Hardly i s  the re  a s i n g l e  point  with regard t o  
which the re  reigned, i n  the  eight f i r s t  cen- 
turies of t h e  Church, a  g r e a t e r  o r  more cor-  
d i a l  unanimity.43 

Secondly, the  V3xsTy developed by Augustine and 
Jeromeu i s  precisely not  ana%sgopns ts the  pagan 
ideas about t h e  s i b y l l i n e  s s a c l e s ,  no r  specifically 
expressive nf Neoplatonisni, 

The ancient  Church, while  it maintained %hat 
the re  was t h i s  continued a ~ t i o n  on the  p a r t  
sf t h e  Holy Ghast i n  the  cornpasition of the  
Scr ip tu res ,  s trenuously repe l l ed  t h e  f a l s e  
notions which c e r t a i n  doctors,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
among the  Montanists, sought t o  propagate 
respect ing the a c t i v i t y  of  the  S p i r i t  s f  God, 
and ehe passiveness of  the  s p i r i - t  of man i n  
d iv ine  insp i ra t ion ;  as i f  the  prophet,  ceasing 
t o  have the  mastery of  h i s  senses,  had been i n  
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t h e  tlpriae w h ~ i h  the p a g a n  a ~ r ; i b i r r e d  r o  t h e l a  
r-l'hyls - W%iie :he Catqhrygbaw3 helsi rhat 
an  3 n sp i r ed  man, under i h e  porve-iful rnfiuenee 
of t h e  d i v i n e  v i r t u e ,  loses h i s  senses. . ., 
t h e  a n ~ i e n t  Church maintained, on r h e  contrary, 
r h a t  t h e  praphet  DOES NOT SPEAK L N  A STATE OF 
ECSTASY. . and ?hat  one may dLs  ~ i n g ~ l s h  by 
t h i s  t r a i t  f a l s e  prophets  from t h e  t r u e .  This 
was t h e  doct r ine  held by Origen aga ins t  Celsus 

. ; as a l s o  o f  Mrlt-kades, sf Ter tu l  l i a n ,  sf 
Epfphanius, of  Chryssstom, o f  Bas i l ,  and of  
Jerome, a g a i n s ~  t h e  Montanis-is 44 (Capi-tals i n  
o ~ i g i n a l )  

So f a r  was St. Jerome from mechdnirs l ,  mmtlc, o r  
e c s t a t i c  .: deas :3f h b p i r a t i o n ,  thar h e  on oceasion 
B!pe-s:mit + !*du ' 2 - himrei:, w h i l e  speaking of  rhe  style of 
c e r t a i n  P Z ~ X T P  af  t h e  ~ d i ; e b i  b o o k s ,  to use a lan-  
guage whose t emer j ry  w i l l  be censured by a l l  pious 
persznsu.45 Speeif i;;llly, he a t t rxbu ted  t o  S t .  
P a u l  s9solecisms i n  vocabularyw and an i n a b i l i t y  t o  
render p rope r ly  c e r t a i n  r h e t o r i c a l  devices "and t o  
conclude a sentence tw46 

And the main thrus t  o f  Neoplatanisar m u l d  ha;re been 
p r~ ,c . iue ly  aga ins t  the  s t r i c t  view o f  i i l sp i r a t  ion  
maintained by S t .  Asgustine. The t y p i c a l  P la ton ic  
emphasis on t h e  extreme transcendence of  t h e  realm 
sf the  ideas  and of' d iv ine  t r u t h ,  and i t s  a n t i -  
his ror ica l  tendency, would have worked s t r o n g l y  
against  rhe absolu te  identification of  t h e  humble, 
hj.storica2 Sc:inipgures with  he e t e r n a l  t r u t h  and 
wxsdom of  God! Had Augustine followed t h i s  p h i l -  
osophy r a t h e r  than r h e  Sc r ip tu res  themselves, he 
would have a r r i v e d  somewhere near  t h e  modern view 
" tha t  a l l  of  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  and products  of  man's 
r e l i g i o u s  l i f e  ( s c r i p t u r e s ,  c reeds ,  churches) a r e  
h i s t o r i c a l l y -  condit ionedfr  and not  l l i n f a l l i b l e  o r  
a d i r e c t ,  unmediated r e s u l t  of  d iv ine  ace iv-  
ity7:47 

Thi rd ly ,  t h e r e  i s  no need t o  s e e  anything s i n i s t e r  
o r  pagan i n  Augustine's a t t i t u d e  t o  t h e  s i b y l s .  By 
h i 5  time many B i b l i c a l ,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  Messianic 
elements had been worked i n t o  t h e  s i b y l l i n e  pro- 
phec ie s ,  and were being quoted by C h r i s t ~ a n  apol-  
o g l s t s  as  evidences f o r  t h e  t r u t h  of C h r i s t i a n i t y .  
There was no source -c r i t i c i sm,  and these  re ferences  
were considered t o  be genuine p rophe t i c  tes t imonies  
t o  C h r i s t ,  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  p re -Chr i s t i an  pagan 
oracLes. Wow e l s e  b u t  by d iv ine  i n s p i r a t i o n  could 
Augustine poss ib ly  exp la in  t h e  occurrence i n  sup- 
posedly p re -Chr i s t i an  pagan o r a c l e s  o f  something as  
remarkable as  t h a t  famous a c r o s t i c ,  ff3esus, t h e  
C h r i s t ,  Son o f  God, S a v i ~ u r , ~ !  which s p e l l s  "fxsh" 
i n  Greek, and expla ins  t h e  meaning of  t h i s  symbol 
i n  t h e  e a r l y  Church? The s u r p r i s ~ n g  t h i n g  i s  t h a t ,  
un l ike  o t h e r  w r i t e r s ,  Eusebius and Augustine "do 
not  h ide  thei i -  r e se rva t ions  about t h e  p roba t ive  
value"48 of t h e  s i b y l l i n e  o r a c l e s .  But what has  
any of  t h i s  t o  do with t h e  a l l e g e d  in t roduc t ion  of 
pagan in f luences  i n t o  Augus t i n e  s concept of  i n -  
s p i r a t i o n ?  H i s  judgment seems remarkably sound 
and C h r i s t i a n o  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, one shudders t o  
th ink  how many s i b y l s  might today popula te  t h e  New 
Testament canon, had Augustine had no c l e a r e r  i d e a  
of  i n s p i r a t  ion  than the  '!wa.s Christum t'reibe-t" 
no t ion ,  a s  understood by t h e  c o c k t a l l  theobogians 
of  our time! 

And while  d ispos ing  of  pagan s i b y l s ,  l e t  us a l s o  
be done with a l l  inv id ious  compa.risons with t h e  
Koran (which does not  claim t o  have f a l l e n  from 
P 

heaven ready-made but  was compiled a f t e r  Mohammedf s 
dea th  from f f s c r a p s  of  parchment and l e a t h e r ,  t ab -  
l e t s  of  s tone ,  r i b s  of  palm brances ,  camelsf 
shoulder-blades and r i b s ,  p i eces  of board and t h e  
b r e a s t s  of  men,"49 and mechanically arranged ac- 
cording t o  t h e  Length of  t h e  chapters  o r  su ras )  , 
t h e  Book of  Mormon (which does not  claim p e r f e c t i o n  
b u t ,  t o  p r o t e c t  i t s  f r audu len t  cbaims, e x p l i c i t l y  
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admits t o  " i .qerfec"Lonsif  and !'the faults sf a 
rnanff50) and the  Jehovah. ' s  Witnesses (whose cynica l  
contempt and f e a r  of S c r i p t u r e  i s  p e r f e c t l y  ex- 
pressed  i n  t h i s  p i ece  of  blasphemy from "Pastor1! 
Russe l l :  "not only do we f i n d  t h a t  people cannot 
s e e  t h e  d iv ine  p lan  i n  s tudying  t h e  Bible by it- 
s e l f ,  bu t  we s e e ,  a l s o ,  t h a t  i f  anyone l ays  the 
Y c r i p t u r e  S t u d i e s f  /by Russel l !  K . M , /  as ide ,  even 
a f t e r  he has used them. .---if he l ays  them as ide  
and ignores  them and goes t o  t h e  Bible a lone ,  though 
he has understood h i s  Bible  f o r  t e n  years ,  our  ex- 
per ience  shows t h a t  wi th in  two years  he goes i n t o  
darkness.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  he had merely read 
t h e  P S c r i p t u r e  S t u d i e s '  with theb r  r e fe rences  and 
had not  read  a pace of  t h e  Bible as  such, he would 
be i n  t h e  lightewS1) 

To r e t u r n  t o  t h e  Church Fathers ,  t h e  t r u t h  of  t h e  
ma t t e r  i s  t h a t  they der ived  t h e i r  doc t r ine  of  
S c r i p t u r e  from t h e  same source a s  t h e i r  Chr is to-  
l o g i c a l - T r i n i t a r i a n  dogma: from Holy S c r i p t u r e  
i t s e l f !  The h i s t o r i c  doc t r ine  of i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  
not  mere venerable t r a d i t i o n ,  but  B i b l i c a l  t r u t h ,  
E m i l   runner^^ and John ~ a i l l i e 5 3  i n  e f f e c t  admit 
t h i s  when they t r a c e  what t o  them i s  t h e  g r e a t  
a b e r r a t i o n  ( the  h i s t o r i c  Chr i s t i an  i d e a  of  propo- 
s i t i o n a l ,  d o c t r i n a l  r e v e l a t i a n ]  t o  t h e  ' s l a t e s t  
bookssf of  t h e  New Testament i t s e l f ,  i , e ,  t o  t h e  
P a s t o r a l  E p i s t l e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  such t e x t s  as  
11 Tim, 3:15 % f a !  And Brunner c r i t i c i s e s  t h e  o l d  
p o s i t i o n  as  r ep resen t ing  an !'Old Testament l e v e l w  
of  r eve la t ion !  But un l ike  Brunner, t h e  a p o s t o l i c  
Church, fol lowing Chr i s t  and H i s  Apostles , accepts  
t h e  Old Testament, uncondi t ional ly ,  as  t h e  Word of  
God, and as  " p r o f i t a b l e  f o r  doc t r ine f r - - a l so  t h e  
doc t r ine  of  r eve la t ion !  

The i s s u e  of  t h e  B ib le ' s  own se l f - tes t imony would 
be a  very simple one, were it  not  f o r  a  c e r t a i n  
wel l  nigh un ive r sa l  misconception of what i t  means 

t o  ~fcomsuTt t h e  Bible i t s e l f f 9 ?  For some reason it 
i s  thought t h a t  t h e  "B ib l i ca l  pos i t ion"  i s  obta ined  
by submit t ing  S c r i p t u r e  t o  a searching  human in-  
v e s t i g a t i o n  and then  announcing ehe v e r d i c t  a s  
be ing  "Bibl ica lgf  . Texts a r e  noted which con t rad ic t  
some popular  rPscien%lPficu no t ion ,  o r  whxch seem t o  
be i n  c o n f l i c t  with some o t h e r  s ta tements  of Ser ip-  
t u r e ,  From these  and s i m i l a r  observa t ions  t h e  
conclusion i s  then drawn t h a t  t h e  o l d  doc t r ine  of 
iner rancy  i s  "too narrow t o  f i t  t h e  %acts , f1  and 
t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  i t s e l f ,  taken "ser ious  lyIf and Ison 
i t s  own terms,ff  e t c , ,  does nor claim iner rancy  f o r  
i t s e l f ,  

The only t roub le  with t h i s  procedure i s  t h a t  Scr ip-  
t u r e  has never  been consul ted on t h e  quest ion!  
What S c r i p t u r e  says about i t s e l f  i s  watered dswn, 
explained away, o r  simply i g n o ~ e d ,  while  a l l  atten- 
t i o n  is perverse ly  concentrated on B i b l i c a l  d i f -  
f i c u l t i e s  (many of them a r t i f i e i  a l l y  c rea t ed  
through non-BibX1ca.1 a s sumpt~sns ]  which are then  
used as  an empir ica l  b a s i s  f o r  deciding whebher t h e  
Bible conta ins  e r r o r s  o r  noe, I n  o the r  w o ~ d s ,  
what decides the i s s u e  i s  by no means ~ l b l i c a i  
a u t h c r i t y ,  bu t  hman  observa t ian  and t h e o r j s i n g l  
I n  p r i n c i p l e  thns i s  no l e s s  i n v a l i d  and s a c r l l e -  
gious than f f t e s % i n g f f  f o r  t h e  Real Presence wrth 
mrcrsseope and chemical ana lys is !  

J u s t  a s  the  BiblrcaX doc t r ine  of  t h e  Real Presence 
r e s t s  simply, a p ~ i o r i ,  on t h e  c l e a r  B i b l i c a l  t e x t s  
which teach it, and not  on any a pos t e r f  o r 1  specu- 
1 a r i  ons from human observations: s o  rhe  Biblical  
doc t r ine  of  S c r i p t u r e  r e s t s  on S c r i p t u r e E s  own ex- 
p%icl t  claims about i t s e l f ,  and on nothing e l s e ,  
Doctr ine r equ i re s  S c r i p t u r e  proof ,  Human specula-  
t i o n  cannot produce doc t r ine ,  The doc t r ine  sf 
S c r i p t u r e  i s  no exception,  

Once thns  i s  granted,  it is  not  d i f f i c u l t  ts show 
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Doctr ine r equ i re s  S c r i p t u r e  proof ,  Human specula-  
t i o n  cannot produce doc t r ine ,  The doc t r ine  sf 
S c r i p t u r e  i s  no exception,  

Once thns  i s  granted,  it is  not  d i f f i c u l t  ts show 



t h a t  Sc~ipcuxe indeed claims fsr- i t s e l f  f u l l  d iv ine  
insp i r  a%f on and inerrancy,  

The Real Crux: B'Wha-t Think Ye of Christ?" 
P P P  ---- 

I t  should be obvious t h a t  no one who bel ieves  i n  
Chr is t  as God Incarnate,  i , e ,  no Chr is t ian  can 
se r ious ly  e n t e r t a i n  Vinterpretations8' such as 
Bultmannf s , 

Our modern scholars  q u i t e  pa ten t ly  and un- 
ashamedly show what is  t h e  bas t s  and b i a s  of 
t h e i r  new i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  Robinson r 

'The who1.e scheme of a supernatural  Being 
coming down from heaven t o  g'save" mankind 
from sin, i n  a way t h a t  a  m a n  might put  h i s  
f inger  i n t o  a g lass  of water t o  rescue a  
s t rugg l ing  i n s e c t ,  i s  frankly inc red ib le  t o  
man "come of age/ who no longer bel ieves  
i n  such a  deus ex machina, -- 

Bultmann: '?The kerygma ( i . e ,  as  we know i t )  i s  
inc red ib le  t o  modern man, f o r  he i s  convinced 
t h a t  t h e  mythical view of the  world i s  obso- 
l e t e . "  And t h i s  f o r  Robinson and Bultmann de- 
cides t h e  mat ter ,  Modern science and modern 
philosophy make t h e  old Gospel inc red ib le ,  
Therefore it mst be re in te rp re ted .  I hold 
t h a t  t h i s  i s  not honest--not honest t o  God, 
nor honest t o  man. The honest th ing  i s  t o  say: 
'I'he old Gospel p l a i n l y  taught by t h e  apost les  
i s  inc red ib le  t o  us. The only way we moderns 
can use t h e i r  terms and language i s  by demyth- 
o logis ing it  a l toge the r  and f inding a  d i f f e r e n t  
meaning f o r  them, So we may describe t h e  words 
of t h e  apost les  as a  picturesque,  but  f igura-  
t i v e ,  mythological expression of what we mean. 
But i n  r e a l i t y  they and we mean two d i f f e r e n t  

th ings  a l toge the r .  The modern scholar  may 
s t i l l  be r i g h t - - t h i s  i s  s a i d  f o r  the  sake of the  
argument--in r e j e c t i n g  t h e  Gospel, but  he i s  
c e r t a i n l y  never r i g h t  i n  c a l l i n g  h i s  new teach- 
ing  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I cannot see  with what 
face and with what honesty a  BuStmannian can 
r e c i t e  the  Apostles9 Creed when he holds the  
whole of it t o  be mythological except t h e  
phrase "suffered under Pontius P i l a t e ,  was 
c ruc i f i ed ,  dead, and bur iedaM54 

The i s sue  i s  very c lea r :  i f  Bultmann and Robinson 
a re  r i g h t ,  then t h e  h i s t o r i c  Jesus and His Apostles 
were wrong, and vice  versa.  But are  the  a l t e rna -  
t i v e s  equally c lear-cut  i n  the  case of  "rnxlder" 
forms of Liberalism? D r -  Montgomery observes: 

the  God-is-dead moveme~t ~ a k e s  itst rxse from 
the  consis tent  a p p r o p r i a t ~ o n  and use of a  cen- 
-era1 theme i n  Neo-Orthodoxy--the very Neo- 
Orthodoxy t h a t  many Lutheran and Reformed theo- 
logians here  and abroad a re  naive l y  embracing 
today. Perhaps t h i s  discussion w i l i  a i d  some 
members of the  theological  community t o  check 
t h e i r  t i c k e t s  more careful ly  before they board 
contemporary t r a i n s  of  thought. 55 

Once any of  t h e  deadly v i rus ,  no matter  how large  
o r  small the  dose, i s  admitted, the  d isease  must 
rage on re len t  lessly t o  the  b i t t e r  end! And what 
i s  rhe p rec i se  nature  of  t h e  v i rus?  

The answer t o  t h i s  quest ion was brought home t o  me 
a  few years ago, a t  a  Presbyterian pas to ra l  con- 
ference ,  t o  which I had been inv i t ed  as  an obser- 
ver ,  The l e c t u r e r ,  a  Prof. Anderson of Brlsbane, 
showed, with excel lent  documentation from rhe New 
Testament, t h a t  f o r  Christ  and t h e  Apostles the  
Old Testament wri t ings  were uncondit ionaily the 
revealed, insp i red ,  and absolute ly  a u t h o r ~ t a t i v e  
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Wo~d o f  God, But $hen t h e  Professor  asked whether 
we today were bound t o  t h a t  view t o o ,  This he t h  
proceeded t o  deny on t h e  grounds t h a t  we today kn 
much t h a t  Chr i s t  and t h e  Apostles simply d id  not  
and could not  know two thousand years  ago! 

This then i s  t h e  r e a l  crux of %he matter :  What 
th ink  ye of Chr i s t ?  Even pure ly  from t h e  po in t  of 
view of  n a t u r a l  reason it i s  absurd t a  say  t h a t  
anybody two thousand years  l a t e r  could poss ib ly  
have a  b e t t e r  i d e a  of what C h r i s t i a n i t y  i s  supposed 
t o  be than i t s  d iv ine  Founder and H i s  chosen Apos- 
t l e s !  And t h e o l o g i c a l l y  such an a s s e r t i o n  i s  sim-- 
p l y  blasphemous. h d  i s  it  th inkable  t h a t  i f  
Chr i s t  was rea l ly  God Incarna te ,  He could poss ib ly  
have l e f t  H i s  Church i n  e r r o r ,  ignorance, and 
s u p e r s t i t i o n  f o r  n ine teen  cen tu r i e s ,  in o rde r  t o  
f l en l ig l~ tenw h e r  wi th  scep t i c i sm and agnost icism i n  
t h e  twent ie th?  

I f  Chr i s t  i s  God lncarnace,  then H i s  and His chosen 
Apost lesv  a t t i t u d e  t o  S c r i p t u r e  i s  normative. To 
a t t a c k  H i s  t eaching  a t  any po in t  i s  t o  a t t a c k  H i s  
Lordship, and thereby t o  r e j e c t  t h e  t r u t h  of 
C h r i s t i a n i t y .  Nor i s  it  poss ib l e  t o  argue t h a t  
s i n c e  C h r i s t ' s  view of S c r i p t u r e  i s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
us not  d i r e c t l y ,  but  only i n d i r e c t l y ,  through t h e  
r e p o r t s  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of t h e  Evangel i s t s ,  i t  
may  have been misrepresented.  A "Chris tw Whose 
teachings  a re  misrepresented i n  t h e  very founda- 
t i o n a l  documents of H i s  Church, simply cannot be 
the  Son of God! Chr i s t  and S c r i p t u r e ,  Incarna t ion  
and I n s p i r a t i o n ,  a r e  i n d i v i s i b l e ;  they  s t and  and 
f a l l  t oge the r .  Our Declarat ion and Plea  (unani- -- 
mously confessed by t h e  Queensland D i s t r i c t  of  t h e  
former Evangel ical  Lutheran Church of Aus t r a l i a ,  
on May 7,  1966) put  i t  l i k e  t h i s :  

Because Chr i s t i an  f a i t h  submits with unques- 
t i o n i n g  obedience (2  Cor. 1 0 5 )  t o  Chr i s t  as  

t h e  only Lord and Teacher, and because He, 
both d i r e c t l y  i n  H i s  own w o ~ d s  and example, 
and i n d i r e c t l y ,  through t h e  i n s p i r e d  words of  
H i s  chosen w r i t e r s ,  guarantees t h e  Bible as 
H i s  Word (Matto 5:17-19; Matt,  22:29; Mark 7 :  
13; John 5 ~ 4 6 ~ 4 7 ;  John 1O:SS; John 14526; 
John 16:13; John %5:20; John 17:20; Acts 24: 
14; Rom, 3:2; 2 Tim. 3:15 f f * ) ,  we joy fu l ly  
confess t h e  e n t i r e  Holy S c r i p t u r e ,  as  it was 
o r i g i n a l l y  given by t h e  Holy S p i r i t  through 
t h e  sacred  w r i t e r s ,  t o  be uncondi t ional ly  t h e  
Word of  God w r i t t e n  down i n  human language, . 
We the re fo re  r e j e c t ,  with h e a r t  and mouth, t h e  
whole l i b e r a l ,  modern-theological a t t i t u d e  t o  
S c r i p t u r e ,  because it, i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of an 
a n t i - C h r i s t i a n  world view, a t t a c k s  C h r l s ~ ~ ' s  
Lordship and teaching  au thor i ty  , r a t  i o n a l i s e s  
away t h e  offence of t h e  Cross, and, by i r s  d i s -  
da in  of  t h e  p l a i n ,  simple f a c t s  of  t h e  B i b l i c a l  
n a r r a t i v e  as  it reads ,  fundamentally c sn t r a -  
d i c t s  t h e  very Incarnat ion ! 

It should be noted t h a t  acco-rding t o  2 Tim, 3t1.6 it 
i s  " a l l  Scr ip ture"  which i s  "God-breathed" o r  i n -  
s p i r e d .  This means t h a t  Verbal I n s p i r a t i o n  i s  n o t ,  
a s  has  o f t e n  and ~ h o u g h t l e s s l y  been s a i d ,  an a t -  
tempt t o  expla in  t h e  "how" of  i n s p i r a t i o n ,  I t  has ,  
i n  f a c t ,  n o t h ~ n g  t o  do hx th  t h e  "hornlow I t  merely 
a f f i rms  t h e  ('what" sf i n s p i r a t i o n ,  i , e ,  t h a t  a l l  
S c r i p t u r e  without exception,  and t h e r e f o r e  each and 
every ind iv idua l  word, i s  God-given. The primary 
o b j e c t  of i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  t h e  w r i t t e n  t e x t ,  no t  t h e  
w r i t e r !  

Another clumsy objec t ion  a r i s e s  out  of  t h e  Timothy 
t e x t :  This can r e f e r ,  it i s  s a i d ,  only t o  t h e  Old 
Testament, bu t  not  t o  t h e  New, So then t h e  Old 
Testament i s  v e r b a l l y  in sp i r ed ,  bu t  no t  t h e  New? 
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Apart from s p e r i f ~ c  promises and clai.ms like John 
17: 8 ,14  and I COT,  2 : 4 , 9 3 ,  and apart from t h e  
faces  t h a t  S t .  Paul i n  1 Tim, S:18  c i t e s  Luke P O :  
7 as  "Scr ip ture ,"  and t h a t  I1 Pen.. 3: 15.16 equates  
" a l l  h i s  e p i s t l e s u  (St .  Pau l ' s )  w i ~ h  "the o t h e r  
Sc r ip tu res , "  t h e  very r e l a t i o n  between t h e  two 
Testaments makes it q u i t e  impossible t o  regard  t h e  
wr i t i ngs  of t h e  New Covenant as  i n  any way i n f e r i o r  
t o ,  o r  l e s s  i n s p i r e d  than these  of  t h e  Old. 
Gaussen develops these  p o i n t s  i n  d e t a i l  i n  h i s  
c l a s s i c  Theopneustia,  The Plenary I n s p i r a t i o n  - of 
t h e  Holy Sc r ip tu res  .56- -- 
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f j  lment, as t h e  imperfect  t o  t h e  p e r f e c t  (Heb. '7- 
10) , as  shadow t o  r e a l i t y  (John 1 : 17;  Col. 2 :  171, 
as  t h e  temporary t o  the  f i n a l  and permanent (Heb. 
1 : 1 -  The Apostles of  God Incarna te  rank not  
below, bu t  i f  anything, above, t h e  prophets  of  t he  
Old Covenant, For although John t h e  B a p t i s t ,  as  
Way-Preparer f o r  t h e  C h r i s t ,  ranks above those  who 
merely p red ic t ed  t h e  Messiah's Kingdom, although 
he ranks ,  i n  f a c t ,  above a11 o the r s  born be fo re  
him [Matt. 11 : IP) , y e t  "he t h a t  i s  l e a s t  i n  t h e  
kingdom of  heaven i s  g r e a t e r  than heu! And t h e  
New Testament w r i t e r s  a r e  ha rd ly  " the  l e a s t u  i n  
t h e  New Covenant; q u i t e  on t h e  con t ra ry :  Eph. 2:20! 
Thei r  wr i t i ngs  cannot t h e r e f o r e  rank below t h e  ad- 
mi t t ed ly  v e r b a l l y  i n s p i r e d  S c r i p t u r e s  of  t h e  Old 
Covenant! 

' C I n s p i r a t i o n ,  Ltd, " ?  

I t  used t o  be taken f o r  granted t h a t  given i n s p i r -  
a t i o n ,  iner rancy  n e c e s s a r i l y  fol lows.  Those who 
opposed iner rancy  a t  l e a s t  had t h e  cons is tency  t o  
deny p lenary  i n s p i r a t i o n  too .  The i s s u e  then was 
r e l a t i v e l y  c l e a r :  some s a i d  t h a t  t h e  Bible merely 
contained t h e  Word of God, while  o the r s  s a i d  t h a t  

i t  - was t h a t  Word i t s e l f ,  In  t h e  former case ,  room 
was provided by t h e  "uninspiredu por t ions  of Scr ip-  
t u r e  f o r  t h e  accommodation of human e r r o r s .  Thomas 
Huxley descr ibed  t h e  process with b i t i n g  sarcasm 
bu t  with c l ea r - s igh ted  accuracy when he  boasted,  i n  
1893, t h a t  

apologet ic  e f f o r t ,  a t  p r e s e n t ,  appears t o  de- 
vote  i t s e l f  t o  t h e  end of keeping t h e  name of  
v v I n s p i r a t i  onTt t o  suggest  t h e  d iv ine  source,  
and consequently i n f a l l i b i l i t y ,  of  more o r  l e s s  
of t h e  B i b l i c a l  l i t e r a t u r e ,  while  c a r e f u l l y  
emptying t h e  term o f  any d e f i n i t e  sense .  For 
"plenary i n s p i r a t i o n "  we a r e  asked t o  s u b s t i -  
t u t e  a  s o r t  of " i n s p i r a t i o n  with l i m ~ t e d  l i a -  
b i l i t y , "  t h e  l i m i t  be ing  s u s c e p t i b l e  of in-  
d e f i n i t e  f l u c t u a t i o n  i n  correspondence with 
t h e  demands of s c i e n t i f i c  c r i t i c i s m .  57 

That i s  j u s t  t h e  po in t  : " I n s p i r a t i o n ,  Ltd. ," t h a t  
i s ,  an " insp i r a t ionvT  without  iner rancy ,  i s  a term 
devoid of "any d e f i n i t e  sense."  I t  i s  a  "clumsy 
form of sophis t ry1 ' ,  a s  D r .  Engelder remarked some- 
where. D r .  J .  W .  Montgomery has b r i l l i a n t l y  ex- 
panded t h i s  p o i n t ,  with t h e  a i d  of modern l o g i c a l  
a n a l y s i s ,  i n t o  a whole essay.58 

Yet t h i s  meaningless " i n s p i r a t i o n  wi th  l i m i t e d  l i a -  
b i l i t y "  has  become a  sh ibbo le th  of t h a t  s o f t -  
headed, Bar th-or ien ted  theology which h a s ,  i n  t h e  
p a s t  few decades, proved s o  i r r e s i s t i b l e  t o  p i e t i s -  
t i c  Lutherans of conserva t ive  background, who s t i l l  
d i s r e l i s h  t h e  ha rde r  accents  o f  a  more cons i s t en t  
Liberal ism (e  . g. Bultmann) : 

Every conception of r e v e l a t i o n  involves a  con- 
cept ion  of  i n s p i r a t i o n .  The s c h o l a s t i c  con- 
cept ion  of  r e v e l a t i o n  has  gene ra l ly  been accom- 
panied by a  theory  of  t h e  p lenary ,  verba l  i n -  
s p i r a t i o n  of t h e  Bib le .  S ince  God speaks 
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p r o p o s i t i o n a l l y  i n  t h e  Bib le ,  and God i s  om- 
n i s c i e n t ,  every word sf t h e  Bible m ~ s t  be i n -  
f a l l i b l y  t r u e ,  The theory  of God-acting-in- 
events  has o t h e r  imp l i ca t ions .  Since God con- 
f r o n t s  us through t h e  meaning of events ,  any 
r e p o r t  o r  comment which powerfully corilreys 
t h a t  meaning may be d iv ine ly  inspared ,  whether 
o r  no t  i t  i s  f a c t u a l l y  i n e r r a n t ,  The Bible 
can thus  convey a  t r u e  r e v e l a t i o n  of  God, and 
i t s  w r i t e r s  can be God's i n s p i r e d  i n t e r p r e t e r s ,  
while  a t  t h e  same time they a r e  thoroughly 
human and f a l l i b l e .  59 

P ro f ,  E ,  Kinder, i n  h i s  1961 Aus t r a l i an  l e c t u r e s ,  
i n  e f f e c t  admitted t h a t  t h i s  Barth-Brunner-Bail l ie  
not ion  o f  r e v e l a t i o n ,  whish he,  Kinder, advocated, 
r e a l l y  ge t s  r i d  of  i n s p i r a t i o n  a l t o g e t h e r .  Wrote 
Kinder: "Thas t h e  prophets  and t h e  a p o s t l e s  a r e  
i n s p i r e d  p r i n c i p a l l y  /no doubt t h e  German "prin-  
z i p i e l l , "  " in  p r i n c i p l e Y f f  i s  meant, K.M.  / i n  no 
o t h e r  way than a l l  t r u e  f a i t h f u l  Chr i s t i ans  a reev60  
I n s p i r a t i o n  he-re i s  completely gone. A l l  t h a t  i s  
l e f t  i s  i l luminat ion!  

Where t h e  genuine B i b l i c a l  i d e a  of  i n s p i r a t i o n  pre-  
v a i l s ,  t h e r e  w i l l  be no h e s i t a t i o n  about saying  
t h a t  a l l  S c r i p t u r e  i s  t h e  very  Word of God, Dia- 
l e c t i c a l  games w i t h 7  S c r i p t u r e  which only "be- 
e,bmesfv God's Word or l f p o i n t s f r  t o  i t ,  dea l  with a  
p l a y - i n s p i r a t i o n .  And it is  impossible  t o  be s e r -  
ious  about c a l l i n g  something t h e  Word of  God, i f  
one i s  a t  t h e  same time prepared t o  accuse it of 
conta in ing  e r r o r s .  Inerrancy i s  an e f f e c t i v e  i n -  
dex and c r i t e r i o n  of B i b l i c a l  i n s p i r a t i o n .  

But i s  a l l  t h i s  merely lfphilosophyll and specula-  
t i o n ,  as  t h e  modern h a l f  p i e t i s t i c ,  h a l f  p o s i t i v -  
i s t i c  men ta l i t y  i s  wont t o  say,  o r  i s  i t  t h e  
teaching  of  S c r i p t u r e  i t s e l f ?  

Before answering t h a t  ques t ion ,  we would do wel l  
t o  c l e a r  up a  popular  misunderstanding o f  what i n -  
e r rancy  means. I t  i s  o f t e n  assumed t h a t  i t  means 
"prec is ion  , I 1  and of fence i s  then taken whenever 
S c r i p t u r e  f a i l s  t o  c i t e  a  quo ta t ion  verbat im o r  t o  
give ve rba l ly  i d e n t i c a l  accounts of  t h e  same 
events .  But of  course iner rancy  means not  pre-  
c i s i o n  o r  exac tness ,  but  co r rec tness ,  Whether a  
po in t  i n  t ime f o r  i n s t ance ,  is  i d e n t i f i e d  by hour,  
day, month, y e a r ,  o r  century  indeed a f f e c t s  t h e  
p r e c i s i o n  o r  exactness  of t h e  s ta tement ,  bu t  cer -  
t a i n l y  not  i t s  co r rec tness ,  O r  cons ider  R ,  
Scharlemannfs pe t t i fogge ry :  

A r e p o r t e r  could ask t h e  ques t ion ,  "Was t h e  
Greek word houtos t h e  f i rs t  o r  last  word i n  
t h e  s u p e r s c r i p t i o n  on t h e  c ross  a t  J e s u s s  
cr .uciEixisn?~'  From Luke ( 2 3  : 38) h e  would re- 
ce ive  t h e  r e p l y ,  "It was t h e  l a s t  , ' "?  From 
Mat thew (23 : 3 4 )  he would r ece ive  t h e  r ep ly ,  
"It was t h e  f i r s t .  f f  By any normal de fxn i t ion  
of e r r o r ,  e i t h e r  Matthew o r  Luke i s  i n  e r r o r  
concerning t h i s  r e  o r t o r i a l  mat te r ;  perhaps 
both s f  them a r e ,  by 

D r ,  Scharlemann ev iden t ly  has  fo rgo t t en  t h e  d i f  - 
fe rence  between a  sentence and a  p ropos i t ion ,  which 
i s  explained i n  any beginner ' s  textbook on logac,  
The same l o g i c a l  content ,  t h a t  i s  t o  s ay ,  t h e  same 
propos i t ion ,  can be given var ious  ve rba l  forms 
[sentences) ,  without  a l t e r i n g  i t s  meaning, Whether 
I say:  "Thxs i s  t h e  King 0% t h e  Jewsff o r  "The King 
of  the Jews i s  ThisyT makes no d i f f e r e n c e  l o g i c a l l y ,  
The two d i f f e r e n t  sentences express  one and t h e  
same p ropos i t ion .  And what the  Evangel i s t s  r e p o r t  
- -qu i t e  i n e r r a n t l y - - i s  t h e  p ropos i t ion  $'This i s  t h e  
King of  t h e  Sews ," n o t ,  a s  Scharlemann thinks, t h e  
p ropos i t ion  ' s f T h i s  was t h e  f i r s t  (o r  l a s t )  word o f  
t h e  sentence"! 
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Many a l l eged  B ib l i ca l  "cont radic t ions"  can be r e -  
solved q u i t e  e a s i l y  with a  l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  t o  
elementary l o g i c ,  NOW l e t  v e r i f i c a t i o n  follow 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  

B i b l i c a l  Truth V s .  I d e a l i s t  Philosophy -- 

Our Lord and H i s  holy Apostles always t r e a t  Scr ip-  
t u r e  proof a s  f i n a l  a u t h o r i t y ,  thus  c l e a r l y  assum- 
ing  iner rancy .  One of t h e  c l e a r e s t  t e x t s  i n  t h i s  
regard i s  John l0:35:  "Scr ip ture  cannot be b rokenof f  
D r .  Sasse remarks t h a t  t h e  use of t h i s  t e x t  "as 
proof f o r  t h e  iner rancy  seems t o  have been unknown 
t o  t h e  o l d e r  generations."62 Perhaps t h i s  impres- 
s i o n  i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  iner rancy  was a  more 
s e l f - e v i d e n t  c o r o l l a r y  of i n s p i r a t i o n  i n  former 
ages,  and t h a t  t h e  mat te r  has not  become a major 
con t rove r s i a l  i s s u e  u n t i l  our  t ime,  But whatever 
t h e  terminology may have been, s u r e l y  t h e  substance 
of  iner rancy  was always recognised by orthodox 
theologians  i n  John 10:35, The g rea t  Harmony of 
t h e  Four Evangel i s t s ,  f o r  i n s t ance ,  begun by  hem- -- 
n i t ~  and continued by Leyser and Gerhard, t akes  our 
t e x t  as  proof t h a t  a l l  S c r i p t u r a l  prophecies  must 
" i n f a l  l i b  ly"63 be f u l f i l  l ed .  In  another  p l ace  t h e  
Harmony says : 

S c r i p t u r e  cannot be broken, t h a t  i s ,  no one 
may dare  do d i s p u t e  cont rary  t o  S c r i p t u r e ' s  
a u t h o r i t y ,  much l e s s  t o  accuse it of  falsehood 
/ ! /  o r  blasphemy. . . S c r i p t u r e  cannot be - 
broken, t h a t  i s ,  it cannot be r e j e c t e d ,  denied, 
i nva l ida t ed ,  overturned,  o r  made of  no e f f e c t  
/ r e j i c i  n e g a r i ,  i n f r i n g i ,  e v e r t i ,  au t  i r r i t a  
f i e r i /  . 6 4  

This i s  good exeges is .  I t  c l e a r l y  s p e l l s  out  t h e  
fo rce  of t he  Lord's words. And be it noted t h a t  
Chr i s t  c i t e s  P s .  82:6 not  as  a  Messianic prophecy 

t o  be f u l f i l l e d ,  but  merely as  a  Nproof- tex t , "  i n  
t h e  s t r i c t  meaning of t h a t  term, f o r  t h e  unimpeach- 
ab le  co r rec tness  of H i s  terminology, He i s  arguing 
from t h e  l e s s e r  t o  t h e  g r e a t e r ,  and adds t h e  s t a t e -  
ment "and S c r i p t u r e  cannot be broken" a s  a  paren- 
t h e t i c a l  axiom, too  se l f - ev iden t  t o  argue! That 
l i t t l e  sentence from t h e  Psalms "cannot be broken,!' 
t h a t  i s ,  even t h e  co r rec tness  of  i t s  formulat ion 
cannot be chal lenged,  merely because i t  i s  Scr ip-  
t u r e ,  no t  because it conveys any stupendous 
"Chr is tocent r ic"  quintessence!  The a u t h o r i t y  i s  
pure ly  formal,  no t  ma te r i a l  a t  a l l !  

I f  then our  t e x t  e s t a b l i s h e s  t h e  absolu te  a u t h o r i t y  
of a l l  S c r i p t u r a l  s ta tements ,  as  i t  undoubtedly 
does, then it a l s o  e s t a b l i s h e s  t h e i r  absolu te  i n -  
e r rancy ,  To say  t h a t  something i s  "absolu te ly  
a u t h o r i t a t i v e "  bu t  s t i l l  erroneous, i s  t o  use words 
without meanings, The moment 1 c o r r e c t  a  s ta tement ,  
T no longer  regard  it as "absolu te ly  a u t h o r i t a t i ~ e , ' ~  
Authori ty and er rancy  a r e  abso lu te ly  incompatible ,  

Another t e x t  which inescapably teaches iner rancy  i s  
John 1%:1"3 ! m y  Word i s  t r u t h " ,  To say  t h a t  some- 
t h i n g  i s  God's Word i s  t o  say  t h a t  i t  i s  i n e r r a n t ,  
A DfWord of God" which i s  " t r u t h u  bu t  which never- 
t h e l e s s  may conta in  e r r o r s  i s  a  monstrous absu rd i ty  
without  any B i b l i c a l  warrant ,  

Of course it w i l l  be objec ted  t h a t  we have e n t i r e l y  
misunderstood t h e  "Bibl ica l"  concept of t r u t h ,  which 
means yfmorelf than iner rancy  (yes,  bu t  can it mean 
l e s s ? ) ,  and which i n  any case i s  no t  "proposi t ional"  
( the  "GreekM i d e a ) ,  bu t  "personal ,"  In  support  of 
t h i s  t i resome r h e t o r i c ,  John 14:6, "1 am t h e  Way, 
t h e  Truth,  and t h e  Life ,"  i s  gene ra l ly  c i t e d ,  

I t  was i n  a  very s i m i l a r  connection t h a t  Luther had 
t o  teach t h e  Zwinglians proper  grammar, In  h i s  
Confession of  t h e  Supper of ~ h r i s t , 6 5  of 1528, -- 
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Luther thoroughly r e f u t e s  Zwingli ' s  claim t h a t  "isf1 
means f f s i g n i f i e s s '  i n  sentences l i k e  "Chris t  i s  t h e  
Vine. 9 f  "Who, then ,  i s  t h e  t r u e  v ine  of  which Chr i s t  
i s  t h e  image?", Luther a sks ,  "So I r e a l l y  hea r  t h a t  
Chr i s t  i s  supposed t o  be a  s i g n  o r  type of  t h e  wood 
i n  the  vineyard? My, t h a t  would be a  f i n e  thing!" 
The f i g u r e ,  Luther shows, l i e s  not  i n  t h e  word "is , ! I  

bu t  i n  t h e  word "Vine," which has  become a  "new 
word, I f  

The jugglery with t h e  word " t ru th"  i s  no l e s s  absurd 
than s i m i l a r  solemn nonsense t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  "1 
am t h e  Doorrr proves t h a t  t h e  "New Testament conceptv 
of "doorfr i s  "personal," a s  opposed t o  t h e  "Greek, 
m a t e r i a l i s t i c ,  e t c , "  not ion  of  "doorff as  something 
wooden o r  rec tangular :  

When Chr i s t  says "1 am t h e  Door,tf He s u r e l y  in tends  
not  t o  say  something new about doors,  much l e s s  t o  
give us a  new tfconceptlT of doors,  bu t  t o  say some- 
t h i n g  new and profound about Himself! Proceeding 
pedagogical ly from t h e  known t o  t h e  unknown, He 
assumes t h a t  H i s  hea re r s  a l ready know what doors 
a r e .  The propor t ion  "Chris t  i s  t o  Heaven what a  
door i s  t o  a  bui ld ing"  would be a  meaningless and 
inso lub le  equat ion,  i f  t h e  term "door" were an un- 
known quan t i ty !  The same i s  t r u e  of "new wordsfr 
l i k e  Bread, Way, Li fe ,  Lamb, Shepherd, e t c ,  Why 
should of a l l  words, be t h e  one lone ex- 
cept ion?  

James Rarr has c l e a r l y  and conclusively shown, i n  
h i s  book The Semantics of B i b l i c a l  Language,66 t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  no l i n g u i s t i c  G i d e n c e  whatever f o r  t h e  
popular  hocus-pocus about a  vs .  a  "Greek" 
ffconcepttf  of  t r u t h .  The pa ins taking  t rea tment ,  
which inc ludes  s p e c i a l  s t u d i e s  of such B i b l i c a l  
terms as  lrword," " t ru th , "  " f a i t h f u l n e s s  ," e t c ,  , 
s t e p s  r a t h e r  heav i ly  on a  few sacred  cows' hoofs ,  
inc luding ,  i n c i d e n t a l l y ,  those  of K i t t e l r s  

Theologisches Woerterbuch! I n t e r e s t i n g  i s  t h e  
charge t h a t  l i n g u i s t i c  evidence i s  o f t e n  used i n  a  
misleading way, owing t o  i d e a l i s t i c  ph i losoph ica l  
and theo log ica l  preconceptions t r a c e a b l e  t o  
Schleiermacher l67 

This sugges ts  of course t h a t  t h e  phi losophica l  shoe 
i s  on t h e  o t h e r  foo t :  i t  i s  gus t  those  who mutter  
po r t en tous ly  about " the  p ropos i t iona l  concept of 
t ruthu--one might. as wel l  deplore t h e  "wet concept 
of wateru--being "urabiblical," f f A r i s t o t e l i a n , "  e t c . ,  
who a r e  themselves t h e  v ic t ims  of  human philosophy! 

D r ,  Montgomery. has t r a c e d  t h e  ph i losoph ica l  b a s i s  
and b i a s  of t h e  whole modern-theological e n t e r p r i s e :  

metaphysical dualism, which i n  one form o r  o t h e r  
has  always claimed t h a t  t h e  Absolute cannot be 
f u l l y  manifested i n  t h e  phenomenal world, From 
~ l a t b ' s  s epa ra t ion  of t h e  world of  i deas  from 
t h e  world of t h ings  and t h e  sou l  from t h e  body, 
t o  t h e  medieval " r e a l i s t s f f  wi th  t h e i r  s p l i t  be- 
tween un ive r sa l s  and p a r t i c u l a r s ,  through t h e  
Reformation ~ a l v i n i s t s  ' convf c t  ion  t h a t  f i n f  turn  -- 
non e s t  capax i n f i n i t i ,  t o  t h e  modern idea l i sm --- 
of Kant and Hegel, we s e e  t h i s  same convict ion 
i n  var ious  semantic garbs.68 

I t  is  t h i s  i d e a l i s t i c  philosophy, not  any B i b l i c a l  
material, which forces  the  S c r i p t u r e s  i n t o  t h e  Pro- 
c rus tean  framework i n  which nothing concre te  and 
h i s t o r i c a l ,  n e i t h e r  Chr i s t  no r  H i s  S c r i p t u r e ,  can 
possess  abso lu te ,  "once-fay-all" f i n a l i t y  and valt- 
i d i t y .  How u t t e r l y  fo re ign  t h i s  Platonic-Kantian- 
Hegelian idea l i sm is  t o  t h a t  B i b l i c a l  ~irncalcnation- 
aPismf which Luther g-aasped s o  thoroughly 6 The 
modern "Bib l i ca l  Theology ," reared  on such ph i lo -  
sophica l  foundat ions,  i s  anything but  B i b l i c a l ,  
The oppos i t ion  t o  p ropos i t iona l  r e v e l a t i o n ,  t o  i n -  
e r rancy ,  and t o  t h e  normal "concept" of t r a t h  comes 
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from philosophy, not  from t h e  Bib le .  B i b l i c a l  
language, not  allowed t o  funct ion  a u t h o r i t a t i v e l y ,  
i s  forced  t o  se rve  as  a  f i g - l e a f !  

"Logicide", Genesis,  and Evolution 

More p a t h e t i c  than t h e  o u t r i g h t  den ia l  of iner rancy  
i s  t h e  dishonest  p r a c t i c e  of keeping t h e  term, bu t  
only as  a  kind of  hollow r u i n  i n  which t o  s t o r e  
a l l eged  e r ro r s - - the  way t h e  Communists use anc ient  
and b e a u t i f u l  churches as  granar ies  and museums of 
atheism! 

Consider the  f a n t a s t i c  claim t h a t  "an ! e r r o r  of 
f a c t D  c a n v t  a f f e c t  t h e  iner rancy  of  t h e  Bib le ,  ac- 
cording t o  a  Canadian Lutheran Council r e p o r t O u 6 g  
The headl ine  pu t s  t h e  nonsense even more t e r s e l y :  
"Factual  E r ro r  Canv t Affect  Inerrancy,  Canadians 
Agree ," One asks i n  amazement: What meaning, i f  
any, d i d  t h e  e d i t o r  who penned t h i s  head l ine  a t t a c h  
t o  t h e  words he used? O r  d i d  he  simply s t r i n g  words 
toge the r  mechanically? Worse y e t ,  how can respon- 
s i b  l e  churchmen produce such 7'agreernents"? 

An l f iner rancyl f  which allows f o r  e r r o r s  i s  a  contra-  
d i c t i o n  i n  terms. I t  i s  as  nonsensical  as  a  non- 
a l coho l i c  beverage t h a t  contains alcohol  I A s  g in  
by d e f i n i t i o n  "a f f ec t s "  t h e  non-alcoholic  na tu re  of 
t h e  punch, s o  " f ac tua l  e r r o r s "  n e c e s s a r i l y  " a f f e c t u  
inerrancy! To deny t h i s  i s  t o  commit w log ic ide , "  
t h e  a s s a s s i n a t i o n  of meaningful d iscourse  ! I n  ev i -  
dence I o f f e r  t h e  f i n a l  paragraphs of t h e  i tem i n  
ques t ion ,  which c o n s t i t u t e ,  l o g i c a l l y ,  a  badly 
mut i l a t ed  corpse:  

do not  c a s t  doubt on t h e  iner rancy  o f  t h e  Bib le ,  

The r e p o r t  emphasised t h a t  t h e  term "e r ro r  of 
f a c t f f  does no t  r e f e r  t o  an apparent "mistakeH 
o r  i n c o r r e c t  s tatement  i n  t h e  Bib le ,  In s t ead  
t h e  term, according t o  t h e  r e p o r t ,  allows f o r  
human inaccurac ie s ,  such as  those  t h a t  f ~ e -  
quent ly  occur today when eye wi tnesses  ts an 
acc ident  d i sag ree  about some aspec ts  of t h e  
event  

Now, how c m  something be an "e r ro r  of  fac t fc  with- 
out  be ing  a t  t h e  same time a lPmistakefF ;and an "in- 
c o r r e c t  statement"? The d e f i n i t i o n s  and d i s t i n c -  
t i o n s  a r e  simply s e n s e l e s s ,  ffErrsrs of fac t t9  are 
compatible wi th  iner rancy  no t  "when proper ly  under- 
s tood,s f  bu t  only when proper ly  misundersrosdi, 

Pn view of  the l o g i c a l  enormi t ies  involved, one can 
only assume t h a t  the  invent ion  of " ine r ran t  errancyrF 
was a church -po l i t i ca l  convenience, Had t h e  t e r n  
" iner rant"  no t  been enshrined i n  c o n s t i t u t i o n s  znd 
hallowed documents, i t  would have been simply d i s -  
carded by those  who a t t a c k  i t s  meaning, Outside 
t h e  Alice-in-Wonderland realm of  a c e r t a i n  knnd sf 
church-pol i t ics ,  however, it should be  p e r f e c t l y  
p l a i n  t h a t  i n e ~ r m e y  e i t h e r  means absence o f  e r r o r s  
o r  e lse  it means noth ing  a t  aiL,  

But, f orma1 cons ide ra t i  ons a s i  de , does S c r i p t u r e  
i t s e l f  allow f o r  "factual  e r r o r s r f  within t h e  canon 
of t h e  inspired.  t e x t ?  Nowhere i n  Sc r ip ru re  is  such 
a f a t a l  dl.spensa%i,on from d iv ine  a u t h o r i t y  and i n -  
e r rancy  granted,  On t h e  cont rary ,  t h e  Lord Himself 
i n s i s t s  most poin tedly :  

Among some Lutherans such a  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  If  I have t o l d  you e a r t h l y  th ings ,  and ye 
termed a "discrepancy," and among some o the r s  be l i eve  no t ,  how s h a l l  ye b e l i e v e ,  i f  1 t e l l  
i t  i s  c a l l e d  an I f e r ro r  of f a c t , "  The Canadians you o f  heavenly th ings?  (Sn, 3:12) 
agreed t h a t  t h e  terms, when proper ly  understood, 
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He t h a t  is  f a i t h f u l  i n  t h a t  which i s  Peast i s  
f a i t h f u l  a l s o  i n  much: and he t h a t  i s  u n j u s t  
i n  t h e  l e a s t ,  i s  un jus t  a l s o  i n  much (Luke 16: 
10) , 

Whosoever the re fo re  s h a l l  be ashamed of me and 
of my words i n  t h i s  adul te rous  and s i n f u l  gen- 
e r a t i o n ;  of him a l s o  s h a l l  t he  Son of  man be 
ashamed, , . (Mark 8 : 381 a 

I t  i s  t h e  concreze, i nd iv idua l  s ta tements  [note t h e  
p l u r a l ,  logous, words, i n  Mark 8:38!) of Chr i s t  
which a r e  beyond c r i t i c i s m  and d i spu te ,  "Scr ip ture  
cannot be brokenfg [John _10:35) a s  a  un ive r sa l  propo- 
s i t i o n  which admits of no except ions ,  S % ,  Paul 
s i m i l a r l y  confesses b e l i e f  i n  " a l l  - t h ings  which a r e  
w r i t t e n  i n  the  law and i n  t h e  prophets" (Acts 24:  

Ta a t t a c k  t h e  iner rancy  and a u t h o r i t y  o f  Chr i s t  and 
H i s  S c r i p t u r e  a t  any poinr  i s  t o  r epud ia t e  H i s  Lord- 
a h l p  i n  p r i n c i p l e .  Af ter  a l l ,  t h e  forbidden f r u i t  
i n  Paradise also seemed a t r i f l i n g  t h i n g  i n  i t s e l f !  

John Huxtable t r i e s  t o  avoid t h i s  l o g i c  by saying:  

i f ,  f o r  i n s t ance ,  an absent-mrnded p ro fes so r  
t e f  1s me $hag t h e  t r a i n  f o r  Penzance leaves 
Waserlso a t  noon and 1 f i n d  thaa i n  f a c t  it 
ienves Paddington h a l f  an hour before ,  I do 
n o r  conf lucle t h a t  my informant I s  a l i a r ,  no r  
t h a t  he i s  il;-disposed towards me, nor  t h a t  
h i s  r epu ta t ion  as a scho la r  r e s r s  on a f r aud .  
I take him f o r  whax he i s ,  and do nox suppose 
t h a t  be ing  a grear a u t h o r i t y  on Homer makes him 
a reliab4.e saxbst i tu te  f o r  a  t ime- t ab le ,  A%- 
though t h i s  i s  a very imperfect  analogy indeed, 
it has a t  l ea se   his force:  Je sus  Chr i s t  came 
i n t o  the w o ~ l d  t o  be i t s  Saviour, no t  an au ths r -  
i t y  on b i b l i c a l  c r i t i c i s m ,  I do no t  f e e l  my 

s a l v a t i o n  insecure  because I b e l i e v e  t h a t  Jesus 
was lrmistaken'r  i n  a sc r ib ing  t h e  authoxship of 
t h e  second /toile, lege ,  it i s  t h e  l l ~ t h ! - K . M . /  
Psalm t o  David, o r  because he seemed more cer -  
t a i n  than 1 am ab le  t o  be t h a t  t h e  commandments 
were given by "Moses ."70 

The analogy i s  not  only "imperfectff  but  t o t a l l y  il- 
l i c i t  and impossible ,  because t h e r e  i s  a  vas t  qua l -  
i t a t i v e  gul f  between being "a g rea t  a u t h o r i t y  on 
Homer" and be ing  Lord of heaven and e a r t h ,  Wisdom 
Incarnate--unless  of course one ge t s  one ' s  ideas  of 
"Lordshipn from t h e  impotence of t h e  House of Lords 
i n  S o c i a l i s t i c  B r i t a i n  r a t h e r  than from t h e  New 
Testament l The only way t o  ge t  r i d  of f a c t u a l  i n -  
e r rancy  is  t o  assume a keno t i c  Chris toiogy.  But 
t h i s  i s  thoroughly h e r e t i c a l  and an t i -Chr i s t i an ,  as  
Olav Valen-sendst ad, f o r  i n s t ance ,  has made c l e a r  71 

S h i f t i n g  t h e  d iscuss ion  onto a  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
l e v e l ,  we may wel l  ask:  where d i d  t h e  i d e a  come 
from t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  and theology a r e  o r  can be i n -  
d i f f e r e n t  t o  t h e  co r rec tness  of f a c t u a l  ( u i z ,  , h i s -  
t o r i c a l ,  geographical ,  e t c . )  d e t a i l s ?  Cer t a in ly  not 
from t h e  Bible!  Many examples could be c l t e d .  I t  
p leased  God f o r  i n s t ance  no t  t o  lead  t h e  Magi d i -  
r e c t l y  t o  t h e  Chr i s t  Child by means of t h e  s t a r ,  
bu t  f i r s t  t o  make them dependent on t h e  factual, 
viz  . , geographf c a l  Inerrancy of  Holy S c r i p t u r e  
[Mat, 2 )  1 But what i s  t h e  need of many examples? 
Is i t  not c r y s t a l  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  r e l i  gion o f  t h e  
Incarna t ion  g l o r i e s  i n  h i s t o r i c a l  and geographical 
d e t a i  l s?  What s o r t  of a  miserable ,  imaginary Incar -  
na t ion  would we have without h i s t o r i c a l  and geo- 
graphica l  s p e c i f  i cs , without Caesar Augustus, 
Cyrenius , Bethlehem, Herod, Jordan,  Cana, Jerusalem, 
Pontius P i l a t e ,  and a l l  t h e  r e s t ?  However awkward 
t h i s  may be f o r  Kan t i an - idea l i s t  s u p e r s t i t i o n s  and 
a l l  o t h e r  f a l s e  s p i r i t u a l i s i n g  and enthusiasm, t h e  
Fa i th  of t h e  Incarna t ion ,  t h e  Redemption, and t h e  
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Resurrec t ion  i s  inseparab ly  t i e d  t o ,  indeed anchored 
i n  concre te  h i s t o r i c a l  and geographical  d e t a i l s ,  
and cannot p o s s i b l y  desp i se  t h e  realm of  f a c t u a l  
co r r ec tnes s  a s  some desp icab le ,  lower o r d e r  of  r e -  
a l i t y  which may s a f e l y  be s a c r i f i c e d  wi thout  any 
l o s s  of  " theo log ica l  t r u t h e ( '  C h r i s t  I-Iimself has  
most e x p l i c i t l y  t i e d  t h e  " theo log ica l  t r u t h 1 '  of H i s  
Gospel t o  even seemingly unimportant h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t s  (Mark 14 :9) . Less ingt  s contempt f o r  I fcont in-  
gent  t r u t h s  o f  h i s t o r y , "  app l i ed  t o  theology,  i s  
t h a t  very  " s p i r i t  of  a n t i c h r i s t f f  (and of  anc i en t  
Gnosticism!) which denies  t h a t  "Jesus C h r i s t  i s  
come i n  t h e  f l e s h "  ( I  John 4 : 2) ! --- 

An important  and h igh ly  t e c h n i c a l  complex o f  i s s u e s  
a r i s i n g  i n  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  a r e a  i s  t h e  i s a g o g i c a l  
one, f e e ,  t h e  ma t t e r  of  t h e  d a t i n g  and au tho r sh ip  
of  t h e  va r ious  B i b l i c a l  books, Undoubtedly t h e r e  
i s  much room h e r e  f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  devout 
C h r i s t i  an s c h o l a r s h i p  and f o r  t h e  c h a r i t a b l e  accom- 
modation o f  a  h e a l t h y  v a r i e t y  of op in ions  and con- 
c l u s i o n s .  To assume, however, t h a t  a l l  such ma t t e r s  
a r e  au toma t i ca l l y  open ques t i ons  i s  shal low and 
f r i v o l o u s .  What S c r i p t u r e  i t s e l f  does no t  c l e a r l y  
s e t t l e  i s  of course f r e e ,  But i f  S c r i p t u r e  does 
c l e a r l y  dec ide  an i s s u e  of t h i s  s o r t ,  t h e n  t h e  
C h r i s t i a n  exege te  i s  i n  advance committed t o  t h i s  
d e c i s i o n ,  t o  t h e  exc lus ion  of a11 con t r a ry  views, 
because what S c r i p t u r e  s ays  God says .  For t h e  
C h r i s t i a n  t h a t  ends t h e  m a t t e r ,  This does n o t  mean 
t h a t  t h e r e  can o r  must always be  agreement on 
whether i n  a  given case  S c r i p t u r e  does i n  f a c t  
speak c l e a r l y ,  Di f fe rences  of  opinion w i l l  have t o  
be t o l e r a t e d  h e r e .  What cannot be  t o l e r a t e d  i s  any 
r e j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  i f  S c r i p t u r e  does 
i n  f a c t  pronounce c l e a r l y  on a  p o i n t ,  t h i s  dec i s ion  
i s  f i n a l ,  no m a t t e r  what t h e  cu r r en t  s c h o l a r l y  
op in ion  may be .  For when S c r i p t u r e  has  spoken, it 
i s  no longer  a  ques t i on  of  t h i s  o r  t h a t  l i t t l e  
p o i n t  of  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  b u t  of obedience o r  d i s -  

obedience t o  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of  God Himself.  Permit 
me t o  quote  our  Queensland Declara t ion  and P l ea  -- 
aga in  : 

C h r i s t  and H i s  Apost les  never  claimed t h a t  t hey  
were read ing  t h i n g s  i n t o  t h e  Old Testament which 
were no t  t h e r e .  (Who would have p a i d  any a t t e n -  
t i o n  t o  such nonsense?) Rather ,  t hey  claimed t o  
be  g iv ing  t h e  t r u e ,  n a t u r a l ,  and o r i g i n a l  mean- 
i n g  of t h e  Old Testament p rophec i e s ,  When C h r i s t  
s ays  t h a t  Moses wrote of  H i m ,  John 5:46, o r  
when John says  t h a t  I s a i a h  "saw H i s  glory- and 
spoke of  H i m , "  John 12:41, o r  when P e t e r  says  
t h a t  David, i n  Ps .  16, "seeing t h l s  be fo re  spake 
of  t h e  r e s u r r e c t i o n  of C h r i s t , "  Acts 2:31, then  
no con t r a ry  opinion can be  e n t e r t a i n e d  where 
t h e  one, ho ly ,  C h r i s t i a n ,  and a p o s t o l i c  Church 
i s  s e r i o u s l y  confessed,  

To unders tand  and i n t e r p r e t  t h e  Old Testament 
i n  any o t h e r  way than  d i d  C h r i s t  and t h e  Apos- 
t l e s ,  i s  t o  deny t h e  r i s e n  Saviour ,  Who "begin- 
n ing  a t  Moses and a91 t h e  prophets  . . . ex- 
pounded unto  them i n  a l l  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  t h e  
t h i n g s  concerning Ilimse l f  ,If thereby  opening 
" t h e i r  unders tanding ,  t h a t  t hey  might understand 
t h e  Scriptu-res" (Luke 24:27,45),  And it i s  csn- 
t r a r y  t o  bo th  f a i t h  and reason  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  we 
today can have a  p u r e r  unders tanding  of  Sc r ip -  
t u r e  o r  C h r i s t i a n i t y  than  d i d  C h r i s t  and H i s  
Apos t les ,  upon whom t h e  Church i s  founded, Eph, 
2 2 2 0 ~ 7 2  

And a t  t h e  1959 Conclave of  orthodox theologians  i n  
Oakland, C a l i f , ,  D r ,  M, Franzmann asked i n  a  wel l -  
reasoned essay  : 

I f  modern Old Testament exeges i s  has  r a r e f i e d  
t h e  nexus between t h e  Testaments t o  t h e  p o i n t  
where it b e a r s  only a  shadowy resemblance t o  
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t h a t  massive and l i v i n g  connection p o s i t e d  by 
t h e  a p o s t l e s ;  i f  i t  has made dubi\ous and proble-  
mat ica l  what i s  f o r  t h e  apos t l e s  c e r t a i n  and 
axiomatic,  t h e  methodological ques t ion  i n e v i t -  
ably a r i s e s  : Xf modern methodology i n  O f  d  Test-  
ament exegesis  has brought men t o  t h e  po in t  
where they can no longer " imitate"  t h e  a p o s t l e s ,  
may it not  be t h a t  we a re  i n  t h e  Past s t ages  of 
a  grandiose abe r ra t ion ,  comparable t o  t h e  age- 
long domination of t h e  four- fo ld  sense i n  p a t r i s -  
t i c  and medieval exegesis?7z 

A l l  t h i s  i s  acu te ly  r e l evan t  t o  t h e  cu r ren t  b a t t l e  
about t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Genesis I -  3 ,  ?'remen- 
dous pressures  a r e  a t  work i n  some conserva t ive  
Lutheran Churches, t o  have t h i s  vexing ques t ion  
t r e a t e d  as  non-doctr inal  and as not  d i v i s i v e  of 
Church Fellowship. I t  i s  urged t h a t  i t  i s  not  t h e  
bus iness  of theology t o  pronounce on t h e  mer i t s  of 
s c i  e n t i  f i e  t h e o r i e s  (evolut ion)  , t h a t  t h e  whole 
t h i n g  i s  merely a  ques t ion  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  and 
that t h e  substance of C h r i s t i  an doc t r ine  i s  i n  no 
way endangered, s i n c e ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  t h e  c r e a t i o n  from 
nothing would s t i l l  be maintained,  

But t h i s  i s  a  t e r r i f y i n g l y  innocent a p p r a i s a l  of 
t h e  r e a l i t i e s  involved.  His tory  shows t h a t  churches 
which have opened t h e  doors t o  a  f i g u r a t i v e  i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n  of Genesis,  have l o s t  t h e i r  d o c t r i n a l  
subs tance ,  1 know of not  a  s i n g l e  except ion ,  Even 
a u t h o r i t a r i a n  Rome has t a s t e d  t h e  hermeneutical-  
dogmatic des t ruc t ion  t h a t  follows leaving  "the doc- 
t r i n e  of Evolution an open ques t ion ,"  a s  Pius XI1 
put  i t  i n  Humani gener is  of  Oct ,  1 2 ,  1950, This may 
b a f f l e  t h e  h i s t o r i c a n ,  o r  s t r i k e  him as  pu re ly  co- 
i n c i d e n t a l ,  bu t  t h e  theologian  must s ee  t h e  neces- 
s a r y  connections between t h e  Genesis i s s u e  and t h e  
r e s t  of  Chr i s t i an  theology. 

I t  i s  t o t a l l y  inadequate and bes ide  t h e  po in t  t o  

concentlTa%e a l l  a t t e n ~ i o n  on the  qeresxion sf "1i.e- 
e r a r y  forms9' i n  Gene 1-3, as i f  t h i s  were t h e  s o l e  
o r  even the  main i s s u e ,  Genesis cannot be t r e a t e d  
as an isolated ease, It must be seen i n  b ~ o a d e ~  
perspec t ive .  This perspective i s  t o  be supplied 
no t  by pagan paral lels  from Middle-eastern l i t e r a -  
t u r e ,  bu t  from Scr ip tu re  i t s e l f - - S c r i p t u r e  i s  i t s  
awn interpreter--gartXcular1y from ehe normative 
pronouncements of  Christ and H i s  Apost les .  Yet  
t h i s  crueial i s sue  i s  inva r fab ly  avoided by t h e  
advacates o f  t h e  f igura t ive  view The reason i s  
not  difficui~ xo see :  i f  the New TestamentHs inter- 
p r e t z t i o n  a f  Genesis 5s ax a.U rake-n s ~ i  icrusly,  a l l  
f igura t ive  schemes vznish as  mist befoae r h e  sun- 
s'h ine! 

Chr i s t  Himself i n  Mac*,, 1923-4 clearly cakes %he 
Genesis Creation account a t  face vaiue as straighr- 
forward historical n a r r a t i v e .  A mythological,  poet-  
i c a l ,  wsymphonicv (!). o r  any o the r  xype of; symbol- 
i c a l  understanding o f  Genesis could noE passib ~y 

a support the argument o f  OUP Lard i n  i h ~ s  passage. 
And when H e  says: %u-t: faforn $he beginniitg ;f. was 
nor sow (v. 81, he obviously means t o  speak af h i s -  
t o r i ca l  realicly as i t  rea l ly  was, hist o f  S ; ~ I Y L ~  

nebu9ores "depth-dimeilsionff I 

S imi l a r ly ,  S t ,  Paul ' s  arguments i n  1 C u r o  li: --9 
and L Tim.  2 :  13,14 necessarily presuppose and abso- 
luEe ly  depend on t h e  nsnf igurat ive  , hisxarieal under- 
s ~ a n d i n g  of t h e  Genesis accounts sf t h e  C r e a ~ i o n  
and F a l l ,  This  i s  even moye obvious i n  Rom, 5: 12-  
2"; T h e  ggreax parallel developed h e r e  between Adam 
and C h r i s t  i s  i q o s s i b l e  withsut t h e  h i s t o r i c i t y  of  
Adam, 

A t  t h i s  poin t  it becomes clear w h a t  a11 i s  involved: 
not  only t h e  formal teaching a u t h o r i t y  sf Chr i s t  and 
His Apostles ( t h i s  a t  once inwolves Chr i s t s iogy ,  as 
w e  have seen] ,  but the  doct r ines  o f  man and of  s i n ,  
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a support the argument o f  OUP Lard i n  i h ~ s  passage. 
And when H e  says: %u-t: faforn $he beginniitg ;f. was 
nor sow (v. 81, he obviously means t o  speak af h i s -  
t o r i ca l  realicly as i t  rea l ly  was, hist o f  S ; ~ I Y L ~  

nebu9ores "depth-dimeilsionff I 
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luEe ly  depend on t h e  nsnf igurat ive  , hisxarieal under- 
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Adam, 

A t  t h i s  poin t  it becomes clear w h a t  a11 i s  involved: 
not  only t h e  formal teaching a u t h o r i t y  sf Chr i s t  and 
His Apostles ( t h i s  a t  once inwolves Chr i s t s iogy ,  as 
w e  have seen] ,  but the  doct r ines  o f  man and of  s i n ,  



which form %he immediate foundation o f  t h e  doc t r ine  
of  t h e  Redemption i t s e l f !  When t h e  o r i g i n  and u n i t y  
of t h e  human race  and t h e  o r i g i n  of  o r i g i n a l  s i n  a r e  
shrouded i n  mythological fog,  t h e  c l e a r  contours of 
xhe Cross and t h e  Resurrect ion soon d isappear  too ,  
What poss ib l e  meaning can t h e  Atonement have i f  man, 
i n s t e a d  of  having f a l l e n  from a s t a t e  of o r i g i n a l  
p e r f e c t i o n ,  has  actual ly  been evolving toward such 
a s t a t e  from animal origins"!~ist t h e  Redeemer 
rhen becomes Chr i s t  t h e  Example (as  i n  de Chardin's 
"Omega Po in tw) ,  and t h e  Gospel becomes Law! Those 
who mumble p ious ly  about see ing  "Law and GospelH i n  
Genesis, ought t o  bea r  t h i s  i n  mind! 

Nor w i l l  it do ts say t h a r  Adam and Eve were r e a l ,  
h i s t o r i c a l  people, but: t h a t  t h e i r  c r e a t i o n  i s  re- 
ported f i g u r a t i v e l y  and need no t  exclude evolu t ion;  
and t h a t  t h e  F a l l  really d i d  take  p l ace  i n  h i s t o r y ,  
but nor necessarily i n  t h e  exact  way r epor t ed  i n  
Gen, 3 ,  As one cannot ga the r  grapes of  thorns  o r  
figs of  rh i s t l e s ,  s o  one cannor, ga the r  r e a l  fmit  
of  symbolical trees! A real. Adam made from symbolic 
e a r t h ,  and a r e a l  Eve made from a symbolic r i b ,  l i v -  
-ing i n  a f igura t ive  garden, and f a l l i n g  i n t o  r e a l  
sin by ea t ing  of a symbolic f r u i t ,  comprise a phan- 
i-asmagoric f r i v o l i t y  unworthy of  a C h r i s t i a n  theo- 
logian! 

The New Testament references adduced do not  allow 
the  scheme sf a real Adam and Eve i n  a f igu rae ive  
h i s t o r i c a l  and geographical environment. The t e x t s  
presuppose nor thar the Creation and F a l l  are his-  
r o r i c a i  f a c t s  which happened somehow rhough n o t  
necessarily i n  t h e  way described,  but t h a t  t h e  nar-  
r a t i v e s  a r e  c o r r e c t  desc r ip t ions  of what happened 
and of  how i t  happened, Any sugges t ion ,  i n  whatever 
form, of any s o r t  o f  animal ances t ry  f o r  man's phys- 
ieaP na tu re  i s  t h e r e f o r e  fundamentaily h e r e t i c a l ,  
[Note a l s o  t ha t  man only "becameH a l i v i n g  be ing  as 
man, Gen, 2 ~ 7 1 )  

D r ,  W, Oesch, i n  h i s  d e f i n i t i v e  essay ,  "The Doctrine 
of  I n s p i r a t i o n  and i t s  Appli ca t f  on t o  ~ r o t o - ~ i s t o r y ~ ~ ~  
comes t o  t h e  only poss ib l e  conclusion: 

9( 

The s ta tements  e s p e c i a l l y  about c rea t ion ,  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  s t a t e ,  and t h e  f a l l ,  a r e  ind i s so lub ly  

~r connected with t h e  saving  message of t h e  New 
Testament, yes ,  i t  i s  j u s t  he re  t h a t  t h e  Old 
and New Testaments p re sen t  a  un i t ed  f r o n t  i n  
such a  way t h a t  they  can only be r e j e c t e d  to -  
gethea", 

The o r i g i n a l  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  r e j e c t i o n  of  the h i s t o r -  
i c i t y  and f ac t - i c i ty  of  Genesis undoubtedly was t h e  
" ins igh t  i n t o  t h e  i n c o m p a ~ i b i l i t y  of  B i b l i c a l  pro to-  
h i s t o r y  with t h e  newly won s c a e n t l f i c  and h i s t o r a c a l  
knowledge of t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a t e  of t h e  world and of 
mankind,1f75 t o  quote t h e  Hart l ich-Sachs study o f  t h e  
exegesis  of t h e  l a s t  two cen ru r i e s ,  Todayas not ion  

@a 

t h a t  t h e  f a c t u a l - h i s t o r i c a l  element i s n  t the main 
t h i n g  anyway, i s  bu t  a  "sour grapes" r a t r o n a l r s a -  
t l o n ,  This generosity-from-contempt w i t h  the fac-  

-f 

t u a l  aspec t ,  t h e  kind of men ta l i t y  t h a t  pooh-poohs 
"the c r e d i b i l i t y  of  Moses and t h e  e d i b i l i t y  of  
Jonah: as  pseudo-issues,  i s  not  Biblf c a l  faith and 
s p i r i t u a l i t y ,  but  phi losophica l  i dea l i sm,  B i b l i c a l  
theology, on the  cont rary ,  cannot su r rende r  t h e  
f a c t i c r t y  o f  G e n e s ~ s  withcut zhereby commattlng 
srxic~de..'I'he scheme sf  eheological-truth-through- 
f a c t u a l - e r r o r  i s  e n t i r e l y  fore ign  t o  t h e  B i b l e ,  If 
such c l e a r l y  a t % e s t e d  faces  as  those  of  Genesis 1-3 
can be sur rendered ,  then anything a t  a l l  can be 
surrendered,  and we end i n  t h e  hopeless  se l f -con-  
f e s sed  bankruptcy of tfNeo-Orthodoxyff : 

For us,  then ,  t h e  Bible i s  a book of t h e  acts 
il Hebrews be l i eved  God might have done and t h e  

words he  might have s a i d  had he  done and s a i d  
 hem--but of  course we recsgnise  he d id  no%,> 

4 The d i f f e rence  between t h i s  view of t h e  B ~ b % e  
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as a parable  l l l ~ i s t r a t i v e  of Hebrew re l rg lous  
f a l t h  and t h e  vlew of t h e  Brble as  a  dnrec t  
n a r r a t i v e  of God's a c t u a l  deeds and wards i s  s o  
vast t h a t  i t  scarece ly  needs comment .?6 

Then t o  keep talking about " insp i r a t ion"  and even 
"inerrancyu is t o  add ~ n s u l t  t o  i n j u r y ,  f o r  a  
"parable i l l u s t r a t i v e  of Hebrew r e l i g i o u s  f a l t h r f  
cannot poss ib ly  be the  source and norm of any s e r -  
ious  d i s c i p l i n e ,  not  t o  mentlon theology,  as  t he  
Spi  r i t -g iven  a b i l i t y  t o  apply Law and Gospel f o r  
t h e  e t e r n a l  s a l v a t i o n  of men! 

Moreover, i t  i s  very short , -srgls~ed apoXogetlcts t o  
buy temporary peace from t h e  Moloch of  s c l en t i sm by- 
t h e  s a c r i f i c e  of  Genesis 1% is j u s t  i n  t h e  open- 
ing  chapters  o f  Genesls, t h a t  S c r i p t u r e ,  and t h e  
whole f a b r i c  o f  S c r i p t u r a l  t r u t h ,  is  f i rmly  a t t ached  
t o  r e a l i t y .  I f  S c r i p t u r e  i s  p r i e d  loose from fac-  
t u a l  r e a l i t y  a t  the  very s t a r t ,  in Genesis,  then 
henceforth t h e  whole f ab r r  c of Bib i icaf  teaching  
f l o a t s  In  an i d e a l i s t i c  vacuum of u n r e a l i t y ,  Eiow- 
ever  flowery t h e  pietistic r h e t o r i c  about "Christo- 
c e n t r i c i t y  ," e t e ,  , it i s  but a p a r t  of a  l a r g e r  
scheme which as  such is  no longer  p a r t  o f  t h e  r e a l  
rvorl$, Even t h e  very Left-wing Chr i s t i an  Century 
has complained, in an a r t i c l e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  e n t i t l e d  
"The ~ ~ E e l e v a n c e  of ~ h e o l o ~ y , " 7 7  t h a t  d e s p i t e  "so 
many people of f i r s t - r a t e  a b i l i t y w  involved i n  i t ,  
contemporary theology ( the  fashionable kind f s 
meant) has ha rd ly  made any impact a t  a l l  %n s@hoP- 
a r sh ip  ou t s ide  t h e  seminaries  , v t  Following Richard 
R .  ~ i k b u h r ' s  t h e s i  s i n  Resurrect ion and k i i s to r i ca l  
Reason, t h e  w r i t e r  of t h e  a r t i c l e  blames t h e  p h i l -  
osophy of Kant f o r  t h e  impotence and i r r e l evance  of 
t h e  theology based on i t :  

Professor  Niebuhr denies  t h a t  t h e  so -ca l l ed  neo- 
orthodoxy of recent  decades marks a  fundamental 
break with t h e  theo log ica l  method of t h e  19th 

century.  Schleiermacher and Feuerbach, Barth,  
Brunner and Bultmann a r e  v a r i a t i o n s  of  one 
Kantian theme, 

From t h e  apologet ic  po in t  of view it  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  
t o  no te ,  as  P ro f .  Montgomery has shown,78 t h a t  t h e  
Platonic-Kantian idea l i sm,  on which "modernt1 theo l -  
ogy i s  b u i l t ,  i s  r a t h e r  pass& s i n c e  t h e  r i s e  of 
modern a n a l y t i c a l  philosbphy . I r o n i c a l l y ,  young 
Lutheran theologians ,  anxious t o  be "modern" and 
f r r e l evan t " ,  a reWthrobing  away t h e i r  b i r t h r i g h t  f o r  
a  mess of s t a l e  German ph i losoph ica l  pot tage ,  which 
dooms theology t o  pe rpe tua l  i r r e l e v a n c e ,  while ,  even 
more i r o n i c a l l y ,  "medical and sc i ence  s tuden t s  take  
s o  r e a d i l y  t o  what i s  c a l l e d  ~undamenta l i sm~"79 as  
EIerbert complains! Indeed, "He t h a t  s i t t e t h  i n  t h e  
heavens s h a l l  laugh: t h e  Lord s h a l l  have them i n  
der i s ion"  (Ps , 2 : 4) ', 

' A l l  t h e  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  by modern theology converge 
s o  massively. on t h e  Genesis ques t ion ,  t h a t  this 
mat te r ,  f a r  from being a  minor exege t i ca l  p o i n t ,  has 

t 
i n  f a c t  become t h e  dec i s ive  b a t t l e  ground of modern 
Lutheranism, i t  i s  a  c r i s i s  pregnant wi th  dogmatic, 
hermeneutical ,  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l ,  and h i s t o r i c a l  con- 
sequences of g rea t  magnitude. Such a  dec is ion  can- 
not  be made l i g h t l y ,  I t  w i l l  determine whether t h e  
Church of  t h e  Reformation can surv ive  i n  our century,  
o r  whether it w i l l  r epea t  t h e  other. h i s t o r i c  chur- 
ches ' t r a g i c  h i s t o r y  of  d o c t r i n a l  d i s s o l u t i o n .  
Compromise and accommodation a r e  impossible .  E i t h e r  
Chr i s t  must win, o r  Darwin, e i t h e r  t h e  theology o f  
c r e a t i o n  o r  t h e  mythology of evolu t ion ,  e i t h e r  Bib- 
l i c a l  a u t h o r i t y  o r  s c i e n t i s t i c  "natural ism," e i t h e r  
C h r i s t i a n i t y  o r  a t h e i  s m !  Kyrie e l e i son!  

d 

A F ina l  Fig-Leaf Removed -- 

-> Satan i s  f a r  t o o  i n t e l l i g e n t  t o  do t h e  orthodox 
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century.  Schleiermacher and Feuerbach, Barth,  
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Kantian theme, 

From t h e  apologet ic  po in t  of view it  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  
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mat te r ,  f a r  from being a  minor exege t i ca l  p o i n t ,  has 

t 
i n  f a c t  become t h e  dec i s ive  b a t t l e  ground of modern 
Lutheranism, i t  i s  a  c r i s i s  pregnant wi th  dogmatic, 
hermeneutical ,  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l ,  and h i s t o r i c a l  con- 
sequences of g rea t  magnitude. Such a  dec is ion  can- 
not  be made l i g h t l y ,  I t  w i l l  determine whether t h e  
Church of  t h e  Reformation can surv ive  i n  our century,  
o r  whether it w i l l  r epea t  t h e  other. h i s t o r i c  chur- 
ches ' t r a g i c  h i s t o r y  of  d o c t r i n a l  d i s s o l u t i o n .  
Compromise and accommodation a r e  impossible .  E i t h e r  
Chr i s t  must win, o r  Darwin, e i t h e r  t h e  theology o f  
c r e a t i o n  o r  t h e  mythology of evolu t ion ,  e i t h e r  Bib- 
l i c a l  a u t h o r i t y  o r  s c i e n t i s t i c  "natural ism," e i t h e r  
C h r i s t i a n i t y  o r  a t h e i  s m !  Kyrie e l e i son!  

d 

A F ina l  Fig-Leaf Removed -- 

-> Satan i s  f a r  t o o  i n t e l l i g e n t  t o  do t h e  orthodox 



Church t h e  favour of o f f e r i n g  h e r  c l ea r -cu t  a l t e r n a -  
~ i - v e s  such as  f a i t h f u l n e s s  o r  apostasy,  theology o r  
mythology, confessson o r  d e n i a l ,  Chr i s t  o r  B e l i a l ,  
Sub t l e  s u b s t i t u t i o n s ,  devious " r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  ," i 
b l u r r e d  boundary Pines, loaded, mined, and under- 
mined terms, i n  s h o r t ,  i n t e l l e c t u a l  g u e r r i l l a  war- 
f a r e  i s  f a r  more e f f e c t i v e ,  I t  would be f o o l i s h ,  9 

f o r  i n s t ance ,  t o  s c a r e  na ive  Lutherans with such 
open atheism as t h a t  s f  Bauerfs  hermeneutical canon: 
trWherever God has appeared on e a r t h ,  t h e r e  one must 
th ink  not  of  t r u e  h i s t o r y  bu t  of a  mythu. 81 In- 
s t e a d ,  Satan uses  many pious d i s g u i s e s ,  

One f a i r l y  o ld  d i sgu i se ,  known a l ready t o  D r ,  C ,  F .  
W ,  Walther, goes l i k e  t h i s :  A s  Chr i s t  is God and 
Man, s o  S c r i p t u r e  a l s o  has a  d iv ine  and a  human 
s i d e ,  Now, i n  t h e  p a s t ,  theology has concentrated 
t o o  exc lus ive ly  on t h e  d iv ine  s i d e ,  Today we must 
do more j u s t i c e  t o  t h e  human s i d e ,  without of course 
i n  t h e  l e a s t  denying t h e  d iv ine  s i d e .  We must avoid 
monophysitism and docetism i n  our  doc t r ine  of Scr ip-  
t u r e ,  But i f  t h e  human s i d e  of S c r i p t u r e  i s  taken *+ 
s e r i o u s l y ,  we must allow f o r  minor mistakes-- to e r r  
i s  human--on t h e  p a r t  of  t h e  holy wr i t e r s . ,  Other- 
wise i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  a  mechanical d i c t a t i o n ,  

Let D r .  Walther r ep ly ,  adapt ing t h e  words of Luther,  
and of t h e  Formula of Concord, V I T I ,  40:  

Beware, beware, I say ,  of t h i s  "divine-human 
Scr ip tureU3 T t  i s  a  d e v i l f s  mask; f o r  a t  l a s t  
it manufactures such a  Bible a f t e r  which I 
c e r t a i n l y  would not  ca re  t o  be a  Bible Chris-  
t i a n ,  namely, t h a t  t h e  Bible should hencefor th  
be no more than any o the r  good book, a  book 
which I would have t o  read with cons tant  sharp  
d i sc r imina t ion  i n  order  no t  t o  be l e d  i n t o  a 

e r r o r -  For i f  I be l i eve  t h i s ,  t h a t  t h e  Bible 
conta ins  a l s o  e r r o r s ,  it i s  t o  me no longer  a  
touchstone b u t  i t s e l f  s tands  i n  need of  one, 

x' 

In  a  word, i t  i s  unspeakable what t h e  d e v i l  
seeks by t h i s  "divine-human Scripture."82 

Does t h i s  mean t h a t  t h e  analogy between t h e  Incar -  
na t ion  and I n s p i r a t i o n  i s  i n v a l i d ?  On t h e  contrary!  
Properly appl ied  it suppor ts  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  orthodox, 
B i b l i c a l  p o s i t i o n :  t h e  human s i d e  of S c r i p t u r e  i m -  
p l i e s  e r r o r  as  l i t t l e  as  t h e  human na tu re  of Chr i s t  
implies  s i n !  The analogy i s  v i o l a t e d  p r e c i s e l y  by 
those  who smuggle i n  e r r o r s  under t h e  guise  of  
S c r i p t u r e ' s  humanity! And it  i s  j u s t  t h e  adherents  
of t h e  s t r i c t ,  orthodox doc t r ine  of t h e  Bible who 
s e e  I n s p i r a t i o n  as  of a  p i ece  with t h e  Incarna t ion;  
f o r  they oppose t h e  i d e a l i s t i c  f l i g h t  t o  some 
" s p i r i t u a l  meaningrr o r  "depth dimensionu above, 
beyond o r  behind the  concrete  p a r t i c u l a r i t y  of t h e  
B i b l i c a l  t e x t  I 

Analogy, however, implies  s i m i l a r i t y ,  no t  i d e n t i t y ,  
Like pa rab le s ,  analogies  may t h e r e f o r e  not  be 
pressed  unto  blood.  Thus not  every th ing  t h a t  can 
and must be s a i d  about t h e  Incarna t ion ,  can be ap- 
p l i e d  a l s o  t o  I n s p i r a t i o n ,  I t  i s  very misleading,  
f o r  i n s t ance ,  t o  speak of  a  "Chalcedonian r e l a t i o n -  
ship" between t h e  humtm and t h e  d iv ine  aspec ts  of 
S c r i p t u r e ,  Not a l l  of t h e  fou r  adverbs appl ied  by 
t h e  Council of Chalcedon t o  t h e  Personal  Union of 
the  Natures of  C h r i s t ,  can be t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  i n -  
s p i r a t i o n ,  o r ,  f o r  t h a t  mat te r ,  t o  o t h e r  analogous 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  such as  t h e  Sacramental Union of  
C h r i s t ' s  body and blood i n  t h e  Eucha r i s t ,  To make 
my meaning c l e a r e r ,  I have cons t ruc ted  a  k ind  of 
(only a  kind of!]  f T t r u t h - t a b l e , u  r e l a t i n g  t h e  fou r  
Chalcedonian adverbs t o  t h r e e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  : t h a t  
between t h e  two Natures of  Chr i s t  i n  t h e  Personal  
Union, t h a t  between t h e  heavenly and t h e  e a r t h l y  
elements i n  t h e  Sacramental Union, and t h a t  between 
t h e  human and t h e  d iv ine  elements i n  I n s p i r a t i o n ,  
T  s tands  f o r  t r u e ,  and means t h a t  t h e  term i s  app l i -  
cable ,  F f o r  f a l s e ,  i , e ,  i n a p p l i c a b l e ,  
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Personal  Sacramental Tnspira- 
Union Uni on t i o n  

(without confusion T T  F 

(without change) T T  F 

(without d iv i s ion )  T  F T 

(without s epa ra t ion )  T  F T 

Obviously a l l  fou r  terms apply t o  t h e  Personal  
Union, But t h e  body and blood of Chr i s t  a r e  not  i n -  
d i v i s i b l y  and inseparably  un i t ed  t o  t h e  bread and 
wine, which a f t e ~  t h e  Communion a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  nor- 
mal n a t u r a l  processes which no longer  involve 
C h r i s t ' s  body and blood. When i t  comes t o  I n s p i r -  
a t i o n ,  we must agree t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  i s  Godss Word 
without  any p o s s i b i l i t y  of d i v i s i o n  o r  s epa ra t ion  
between human and d iv ine .  But we can ha rd ly  say  
t h a t  t h e  human word of S c r i p t u r e  i s  God's Word s 

"without confusionu and qlwithout change," as  i f  
human and d iv ine  words were and continued t o  be 
d i s t i n c t  e n t i t i e s  e x i s t i n g  s imultaneously i n  some 
s o r t  of r ec ip roca l  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  This sugges ts  t h a t  
t h e  Word of  God i s  a f t e r  a11 something which f l o a t s  
above and beyond t h e  e x t e r n a l  words of  t h e  Scr ip-  
t u r a l  t e x t ,  But t h i s  i s  again u t t e r l y  u n b i b l i c a l  
P l a t o n i c  idea l i sm!  S c r i p t u r e  i t s e l f  i s  God's Word, 
l o g i a  tou  theou, Rome 3 : 2 ,  and not  merely something --- 
connected with t h a t  Word, however c l o s e l y ,  No 
f l i g h t  from t h e  t e x t  t o  a  Word behind it  i s  permis- 
s i b l e .  There i s  no danger of  "confusing" t h e  human 
word of S c r i p t u r e  with God9 s Word, because God has 
"changedM o r  t r a n s l a t e d  H i s  message i n t o  our  lan-  
guage, s o  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no longer  two p a r a l l e l ,  LL 

d i s t ingu i shab le  elements when i t  comes t o  t h e  mean- 
i n g  of  t h e  message. Our o ld  theologians  expressed 
t h i s  by speaking of t h e  human element of S c r i p t u r e  

as  t h e  "materia" (language, vocabulary) and of t h e  
d iv ine  as  t h e  ttformaw ( t h e  intended sense o r  mean- 
i n g  of t h e  human words used by God i n  S c r i p t u r e ) ,  

An analogy w i l l  c l a r i f y  t h e  po in t :  I f  a  Martian 
a r r i v e d  on e a r t h ,  and through computers and e k -  
t r o n i c s  cont r ived  and broadcast  t h e  English s t a t e -  
ment : llTomo~row your world w i l l  be destroyed," 
then i t  would be f o o l i s h  t o  argue t h a t  t h e  r e a l  
word of t h e  Martian mst n o t  be confused [lfwithout 
confusiontt)  with t h e  human words which he used,  No, 
those  human words as  such a r e  t h e  d i r e c t  word and 
message of t h e  Martian, There a r e  not  he re  two en- 
t i t i e s ,  e x i s t i n g  s i d e  by s i d e ,  which ought n o t  t o  
be confused, There i s  only one e n t i t y :  The word 
and message of t h e  Martian s t a t e d  i n  Engl i sh-  

S imi l a r ly  God's Word dare not  be thoughe of as  
something s t i l l  one s t e p  beyond t h e  ex te rna l  words 
of Sc r ip tu re  (Rom, l0:6-8!) ,  something not  com- 
p l e t e l y  i d e n t i c a l  wieh t h e  e x t e r n a l  t e x t ,  " fo r  you 
must S O  dea l  wi th  S c r i p t u r e  t h a t  you th ink  God H u n -  
s e l f  i s  speaking" (Luther) .83 Anything s h o r t  of 
t h i s  i s  sub- -b ib l i ca l  and sub-Chr is t ian ,  

Summary Conclusion 

We conclude where we began: C h r i s t i a n i t y  i s  e i t h e r  
t r u e  as a  whole, o r  f a l s e  as  a  whole, bu t  not  any- 
t h i n g  i n  t h e  middle, P E  Chr is t  i s  God, then H i s  
Word i s  t r u e  down t o  t h e  l a s t  p a r t i c u l a r ,  But i f  
H i s  t eaching  i s  quest ioned a t  any poin t ,  be i t  pro-  
tology o r  eschatology-, s i n  o r  grace,  Moses o r  
I s a i h ,  e a r t h l y  o r  heavenly, H i s  Lordship i s  i n  p r in -  
c i p l e  subverted,  and a  r e j e c t i a n  of  H i s  Div in i ty ,  
and thus  of  t h e  t r u t h  of C h r i s t i a n i t y  must f o ~ l o w ,  
These broad, over-arching and inexorable  r e l a t i o n -  
sh ips  must be forced ,  i n  bold o u t l i n e ,  upon t h e  
a t t e n t i o n  of our  generat ion of theologians ,  whose 
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11. THE CHURCH OF THE AUGSBURG CONFESSION 

AS THE TRUE ECUMENICAL MOVEMENT 

Was t h e  Reformation Ecumenical? -- 

The Ecumenical Movement of our t ime i s  a mighty 
s tream whose elemental  fo rce  i s  f e l t  i n  t h e  remotest 
provinces of Christendom. Ignoring it ,  s t i c k i n g  our  
heads i n  t h e  sand, w i l l  no t  make it go away. The 
su rv iv ing  Confessional Lutheran churches of t h e  
world need t o  f ace  t h e  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  by t h e  Ecumen- 
i c a l  Movement, and when these  i s s u e s  w i l l  have been 
faced,  f u l l y  and i n  t h e  l i g h t  of God's Word, then-- 
t h i s  is  my f i rm hope--we s h a l l  have a new Confession, 
e n t a i l i n g  new alignments and new d i v i s i o n s ,  

A t  t h e  very ou t se t  we must no te  t h a t  t h e  "one Lord, 
one f a i t h  , one baptismff of the  "one body" i n  Eph , 
4:4-5 i s  meant as  a p re sen t  r e a l i t y ,  not  as  an i d e a l  
s t i l l  t o  be achieved, much l e s s  one t o  be achieved 
by human church p o l i t i c s  ! Scr ip tu re  speaks not of 
any "Ecumenical MovementH but  o f  t he  ecumenical 
s t a t u s  of t h e  Church! The Church i s  already one, 
This oneness i s  given i n  t h e  one Lord and t h e  one 
f a i t h ,  and i s  not  an imaginary a b s t r a c t i o n ,  of a 
p iece  with "some P la ton ic  r epub l i cu ,  

This means of course t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no c o n f l i c t  o r  
91tension1' whatever between t r u t h  and u n i t y ,  The 
"One Lord, One f a i t h ,  One baptismu c r e a t e  and de- 
termine t r u e  u n i t y ,  s o  t h a t  any "unity" based on 

5 compromise i s  simply a bogus u n i t y ,  a f r aud ,  The 
"one f a i t h "  i s  t r u l y  ecumenical, no ma t t e r  how few 

8 may c o n s i s t e n t l y  confess  i t ,  while  every depar ture  
from t h e  "one f a i t h u  is  anti-ecumenical,  no ma t t e r  
how numerous and i l l u s t r i o u s  t h e  d i g n i t a r i e s  who 
propound it! 

But d i d  t h e  Reformation r e a l l y  r ep resen t  t h e  "one 
f a i t h "  of t h e  "one Lordn and of H i s  "one baptismu? 

The chal lenge most immediately r e l evan t  t o  our  
Reformation J u b i l e e  observance i s  probably t h e  i d e a  
t h a t  t h e  Reformation was a one-sided r eac t ion ,  which 
mistook a p a r t  of  t h e  t r u t h  f a r  t h e  whole t r u t h ,  2nd 
t h e r e f o r e  ended i n  d i v i s i o n  and sec t a r i an i sm,  O r ,  " as  Archbishop Temple pu t  i t  i n  h i s  inaugura l  sermon 
a t  t h e  1937 F a i t h  and Order Conference i n  Edinburgh: 
"it may we11 be  t h a t  i n  t h e  h e a t  of  c o n f l i c t ,  such 

B 
as  tormented t h e  s i x t e e n t h  century ,  men s o  zea lous ly  
upheld what seemed t o  them neglec ted  t r u t h s  t h a t  
they  became b l i n d  t o  supplementary t r u t h s  which were 
dea r  t o  t h e i r  opponents."2 The remedy of course i s  
t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  Reformation Is one-sidedness by means 
of a more balanced,  ecumenical. approach, which would 
give due weight t o  t h e  '%supplementary t r u t h s 1 * ,  

The vulgar ,  j o u r n a l i s t i c  ve r s ion  of t h i s  approach 
i s  t h e  convict ion t h a t  each "denomination1' has i t s  
d i s t i n c t i v e  " ins ight t1 ,  and t h a t  i f  only a l l  t hese  
var ious  aspec ts  could be combined, we would have t h e  
one Truth and Gospel of  God i n  a l l  i t s  fu l l -orbed  
splendour and i n t e g r i t y !  This s u p e r s t i t i o u s  b e l i e f  

g i n  t h e  at tainment  of eve r  f u l l e r  t r u t h  through t h e  
progress ive  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  of  oppos i tes  comes of  
course not  from S c r i p t u r e  bu t  from t h e  German p h i l -  
osopher Hegel, S t ,  Paul never  sugges ts  t h a t  t h e  
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llwhole counsel of God" which he had "not shunned t o  
dec lareH [Acts 20: 27) i n  any way depended on t h e  
"supplementary t r u t h s "  of  h i s  opponents ; q u i t e  t h e  
cont rary  (Gal, 1 : 8,93 ! J u s t  a s  an a lgebra i c  expres- 
s ion  o r  sum may add up t o  nought, no mat te r  how com- 
p l e x  t h e  terms t h a t  make i t  up, s o  con t rad ic to ry  
theo log ica l  doc t r ines  y i e l d  no t  a  "g rea t e r f1  t r u t h  
bu t  none a t  a l l ,  How can t h e  den ia l  of  s a l v a t i o n  
by grace alone,  o r  of t h e  Real Presence, poss ib ly  
"supplementt1 these  doc t r ines?  Let Chesterton de- 
l i v e r  t h e  coup de grace :  --- 

1 mean those who ge t  over a l l  t hese  abysses and 
r econc i l e  all .  t hese  wars by t a l k i n g  about Ifas- 
pec t s  of t r u t h f f  . , . I w i l l  only say  he re  t h a t  
t h i s  seems t o  me an evasion which has no t  even 
had t h e  sense t o  d i sgu i se  i t s e l f  ingenious ly  i n  
words, I f  we t a l k  of  a  c e r t a i n  t h i n g  be ing  an 
aspect  of t r u t h ,  i t  i s  evident  t h a t  we claim t o  
know what i s  t r u t h ;  j u s t  a s ,  i f  we t a l k  of t h e  
hind l e g  of  a  dog, we claim t o  know what i s  a  
dog, Unfortunately,  t h e  phi losopher  who t a l k s  
about aspec ts  of t r u t h  genera l ly  a l s o  asks ,  
"What i s  t r u t h ? "  Frequently even he denies  t h e  
ex i s t ence  of t r u t h  o r  says i t  i s  inconceivable 
by t h e  human i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  How then can he  rec-  
ognise i t s  a spec t s?  I should not  l i k e  t o  be an 
a r t i s t  who brought an a r c h i t e c t u r a l  ske tch  t o  
a  b u i l d e r ,  say ing ,  "This i s  t h e  south  aspec t  of 
Sea-View Cottage, Sea-View Cottage, of course,  
does not  e x i s t , "  . , . Nor should I l i k e  any 
b e t t e r  t o  be t h e  bungling and absurd metaphysi- 
c ian  who professed  t o  be ab le  t o  s e e  everywhere 
t h e  aspec ts  of a  t r u t h  t h a t  i s  not  t h e r e . 3  

But does no t  t h e  very s logan "grace alone,  f a i t h  
alone,  S c r i p t u r e  aloneu prove t h e  Reformation's i m -  
balance? I n s i s t e n c e  on t h e  t h r e e f o l d  "alone" seems 
l lextremis t ," and "extremismv offends our  modern 
"appal l ing  f renzy  of t h e  i n d i f f e r e n t "  (which f o r  

Chesterton c o n s t i t u t e d  t h e  very d e f i n i t i o n  of b ig -  
o t ry )  ! This supposed lfextremismu embarrasses even 
so -ca l l ed  Lutherans today : both t h e  Department of 
Theology and t h e  Commission on Theology s f  t h e  "Lu- 
theran" World Federat ion mut ter  apo loge t i ca l ly  about 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  being a f t e r  a l l  only one of many Rib- 
l i c a l  "p i c tu res t1  ! 5 

From a sobe r ly  S c r i p t u r a l  po in t  of view t h e r e  i s  
nothing p a r t  i c u l a r l y  "extreme" about t h e  t h r e e f o l d  
f l a l o n e , f f  Quite  on t h e  con t ra ry ,  !'By grace alone" 
and vrthrough f a i t h  alone" add up t o  nothing more o r  
l e s s  than "Chris t  a lone,11 as  t h e  ground and means 
of our  s a l v a t i o n ,  And "Scr ip ture  alone," as source 
and norm of theology,  agaln means "Chris t  alonen as  
the  one au then t i c  Teacher of H i s  Church, But i f  
t he  t h r e e f o l d  "alone" merely s p e l l s  out. and under- 
scores  "Chris t  alone," then who will .  dare  t o  c a l l  
t h i s  lrextremeu? O r  wi th  what i s  flChrxst alone" t o  
be counterbalanced? With A n t i c h r i s t ?  O r  with 
B e l i a l ?  No! What Father  Congar c a l l s  Luther ' s  
" u n i l a t e r a l  and exacerbated Galatianlsm" ! 9 1s 
no t  anything unbalanced o r  p e r i p h e r a l ,  bu t  t h e  h e a r t  
and core of t h e  Gospel, t h e  very c e n t r e  of t h a t  one 
f a i t h  i n  t h e  one Lord i n t o  which and i n t o  Whom a l l  
Chr i s t i ans  have been bap t i sed ,  In  o t h e r  words, t h e  
Reformation wi th  i t s  t h r e e f o l d  "aloneH was t r u l y  
ecumenical, c a t h o l i c ,  un ive r sa l ,  because i t  was 
t r u l y  evangel ica l  and b i b l i c a l  ! 

A t  t h e  time t h i s  was f r e e l y  admit ted even by some 
wi th in  t h e  papal  camp, Bishop Stadion of Augsburg, 
f o r  i n s t ance ,  exclaimed a f t e r  he had heard t h e  Augs- 
burg Confession; Wha t  has been read  t o  us i s  t h e  
t r u t h ,  t h e  pure t r u t h ,  and we cannot deny i t  ,117 
And Duke William of Bavaria, Luther 's  b i t t e r  foe ,  
too ,  was deeply impressed and asked D r o  John Eck 
whether he could r e f u t e  t h e  Confession, When Eek 
r e p l i e d  t h a t  he  could do s o  from t h e  Church Fa the r s ,  
bu t  not  from S c r i p t u r e  i t s e l f ,  Duke William made t h e  
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famous statement:  "So I. hear  t h a t  the  Lutherans s i n  Egypt, s a i d :  

i n  the  Scr ip tu re ,  and we of the papal pa r ty  s i t  be- 
s i d e  v1f8  The People of God has un i ty  when, i n  quest of 

sa lva t ion  by f a i t h ,  it receives the  promise; on 

What was rea l ly  anti-ecumenical was the  small and 
unrepresentat ive,  l a rge ly  I t a l i a n ,  s e c t a r i a n  assem- 
blage which gave i t s e l f  the  imposing t i t l e  of the  
ffSacrosanc"t_ecumenical and General Synod of Trent ," 
and harshly condemned the  Reformatron a Such respect: 
f o r  r h i s  Council as  can survive a s ~ u d y  of Chem- 
n i t z "  celebrated Examen, must, i t  seems t o  me, -- 
per ish  In  the reading of the  learned monk Paul  

the contrary,  it i s  divided when, t r b s t i n g  i n  the  
f l e s h ,  it loses t h e  promise, . . Afterwards the  
Church--the new People of God--ran a f t e r  t h e  
temptation t o  "Judaf zeM, t o  "Helleni ze" ( f i f t h  
century),  t o  "Latinizetf  (eleventh century) ,  and 
f i n a l l y  t o  lfRomanizell ( s ix teenth  century) . Then 
she found she had the  righteousness of the  f l e sh  
and no longer t h a t  of f a i t h .  /Ph i l .  3:7-9/12 

s a r p i f s  d e t a i l e d  h i s to ry  of the  Council of Trent ,  
Sarpl  shows c l e a r l y  t h a t  t h i s  Council was a t  every Luther himself could hardly have put I'C b e t t e r :  

s tage  e f f e c t 1  vely contro $ led  by the  i n c r e d ~ b l e  
ambitions and in t r igues  of the Popes, who saw t o  ~t Eugene DTSouza, Archbishop of Bhopal ( I n d i a ) ,  s a i d :  

t h a t  "the Holy Ghost ar r ived dai ly  i n  the  mail-bag 
from Romeff - The J e s u i t  Pa l l av ic in i  t r i e d ,  on behalf  
of  the enraged Roman cur ia ,  t o  drspel  the f a t a l  i m -  
pression made by S a r p i f s  book, but succeeded only 
i n  confirming i t .  Pal lav ic in i  was unable t o  convict 
Sarpi  of a  s l n g l e  major e r r o r .  H i s  triumphant l i s t  
of 360 mistakes concerns such minor details as 
names and d a t e s ,  These having been corrected,  
Srirpxfs c l a s s i c  became a l l  the  more valuable!g 

Like Chemnirzlo Sarpi  c a l l s  attention t o  the  del ib-  
e r a t e  ambiguity of the  Tridentfne formulations-- 
dramatically i l l u s t r a t e d  by the  completely contra- 
d lc torv  in re ru re ta t ions  of the  decrees on s l n  and 

J u s t  as Chr is t  took t o  himself e v e ~ y t h i n g  human, 
s i n  alone excepted, so  Catholicism which i s  t r u e  
t o  i t s  name should take t o  i t s e l f  everything 
which i s  Chr is t ian ,  leaving out negations,  In 
ac tua l  f a c t ,  f o r  the  p r inc ipa l  f i r s t  f r u i t s  of 
renewal we a r e  heavi ly  indebted t o  o thers- - for  
the  b i b l i c a l  movement t o  the  Pro tes tan t s ,  and 
f o r  the  l i t u r g i c a l  movement t o  the  Orthodox, 
Relying on t h e i r  he lp ,  l e t  us abandon those t r a -  
d i t i o n s  which belong only t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  school 
of theology o r  na t iona l  character  o r  r e l ig ious  
order and which we have repeatedly confused with 
Tradi t ion  with a c a p i t a l  T,13 

J I 

grace, published m 1548 by Soto,  he maln Domini- 
can representa t ive  a t  Trent ,  and Vega, the  leading Perhaps the nobles t  statement i n  t h i s  connection 

Franciscan, 11 was made by Leon-Arthur Elchinger, Coadjutor Bishop 
o f  Strasbourg (France) : 

Although modern Roman Catholics a r e  of course tech- 
n i c a l l y  bound by the  de@i.sions of Trent ,  recent  
years have seen some amazing developments i n  t h e  
Roman Church - Consider f o r  instance some of the 
s t a r t l i n g  th ings  s a i d  by  some p r e l a t e s  a t  the  recen 
Vatican Counci 1. Joseph Tawil, Pa t r i a rcha l  Vicar 

I t  i s  a c e r t a i n  h i s t o r i c a l  t r u t h  t h a t  a t  the  
beginning of our d iv i s ions ,  those who took the  
i n i t r a t i v e  had no d e s i r e  t o  a c t  primari ly and un- 
condi t ional ly  agains t  un i ty ,  but  began by  seeing 
t h a t  c e r t a i n  t r u t h s  were fundamental i n  divine 
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r eve la t ion ;  f o r  i n s t ance ,  t h e  a p o s t o l i c  r i g h t s  
of t h e  Churches, i n  t h e  schisms of t h e  e leventh  
century,  o r  again, i n  t h e  s ix teenth-century  
Reformation, t h e  dogma of j u s t i f i c a t i o n  by f a i t h  
i n  t h e  Lord Jesus  our  Savior ,  which had been 
defined a t  t h e  F i r s t  Council of  t h e  Apostles i n  
Jerusalem, On t h e  o t h e r  s i d e  of t h e  ledger ,  what 
s cho la r  wel l  versed  i n  t h e  h i s t o r y  of t hose  two 
per iods  would dare t o  doubt o r  deny t h a t  some 
C h r i s t i a n s ,  perhaps many of  them, and even Pas- 
t o r s  of our Cathol ic  Church, made l i g h t  of t hese  
t r u t h s  a t  t h a t  t ime (though they a r e  c e r t a i n  
t r u t h s )  and sinned i n  variolas ways aga ins t  those  
who bore  witness  t o  these  t r u t h s ? l 4  

When I read such s ta tements ,  I cannot bu t  admire 
t h e i r  honesty and i n t e g r i r y ,  And I ask myself:  Why 
a r e  such honourably s e l f - m i t i c a l  accents  not  heard 
more o f t en  from Lutheran d i g n i t a r i e s  a t  g rea t  Luth- 
e ran  synods? Why, s o  o f t en ,  t h e  unseemly rush t o  
whitewash every shady s ta tus-quo,  and t o  blacken 
every inconvenient c r i t i c ?  For a l l  our  vaunted 
flProtestant;ismw we can be a  smug and se l f - congra t -  
u l a r o r y  l o t !  Our l a rge ,  comfortable e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  
es tab l i shments  s o r e l y  need t h e  Apology's warning 
aga ins t  t h e  s p i r i t  of t h e  l a t e r  s c h o l a s t i c s ,  who 
" i i k e  p e t t y  p;blic o f f i c i a l s  . , . q u i e t l y  approved 
the e r r o r s  of t h e i r  supe r io r s ,  without  understanding 
rhemOul5 And D r .  Sasse r evea l s  a  l a rge  p a r t  of t h e  
s e c r e t  behind t h e  t ragedy of  the  German t e r r i t o r i a l  
churches, when he says : 

But such a re  t h e  theologians  : f o r  every k ick  ad- 
minis te red  t o  them by any o f f i c e r ' s  boot ,  they a t  
once have a  theo log ica l  b a s i s  . , Always t h e  
Church r ece ives  t h e  elimination of h e r  freedom 
with g r a t i t u d e  and enthusiasm, 

One of t h e  e d i t o r s  of' t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  of Vatican 
Council speeches I have been quoting was Father  Hans 

Kueng. This  B i b l i c a l  s cho la r  from Switzerland,  
though he p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  r ecen t  Council i n  t h e  
capaci ty  of t heo log ica l  expe r t ,  is  s o  con t rove r s i a l ,  
t h a t  h i s  books have been forbidden t o  be s o l d  i n  
Rome! This i s  not  s u r p r i s i n g  i n  view of h i s  book 
about j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  Here Kueng, whom Karl Barth 
i n  a  p r e f a t o r y  l e t t e r  c a l l s  Ifan I s r a e l i t e  without  
gui  l e f t ,  reaches v i r t u a l l y  t h e  same conclusions as  
~ u t h e r  p r e c i s e l y  a t  t hose  dec i s ive  p o i n t s  a t  which 
Rome has always condemned L u t h e ~ ,  Kueng maintains,  
f o r  example, t h a t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  is  a j u r i d i c a l  
( forens ic)  a c t ,  t h a t  saving  grace is  t h e  favour of 
God, r a t h e r  than  anything infused ,  and t h a t  t h e  
works which S t ,  Paul excluded from j u s t l f i c a t i o n  
were no t  only those  of t h e  Ceremonial h w ,  but  a l s o  
those of  t h e  Moral Law! 17 

Now, it would be very  wrong no t  t o  acknowledge and 
thank God f o r  voices  l i k e  Fa ther  Kuengfs. I t  would 
be equal ly  wrong however t o  allow such voices t o  
rob us of a l l  h i s t o r i c a l  and theo log ica l  perspec- 
t i v e .  Yet i t  i s  not  only e x c i t e d  s tuden t s  bu t  sea-  
soned f l ~ r o t e s t a n t l r  churchmen, even tfLutheransw, who 
speak and w r i t e  as  i f  t h e  Second Vatican Council 
had ushered i n ,  i f  not t h e  millenium, then a t  l e a s t ,  
be l a t ed ly ,  t h e  Reformation, and t h a t  t h e  sooner we 
can a l l  r e -un i t e  under t h e  Pope, t h e  b e t t e r !  

What must be seen c l e a r l y  i s  t h a t  t h e  b i b l i c a l -  
evangel ica l  s t r a i n  which s o  impresses Lutherans, 
i s  only one element i n  Rome's t h e o l o g i c a l  revolu-  
t i o n ,  The r e a l  d i r e c t i o n  of Vatican I1 was not  
towards t h i s ,  bu t  as  t h e  phrase  "aper tura  a  s i n i s -  
t r a "  impl ies ,  towards t h e  l a t i t u d i n a r i a n  type  of  
T"I'eologyv represented  by t h e  World Council of 
Churches. And t h i s  i s  not  r e a l l y  a theology, bu t  
a whole museum of  theo log ies ,  Now, i f  you want a  
museum, you w i l l  have t o  t a k e  one o r  two "Lutheran" 
d isp lays  i n t o  t h e  barga in ,  But they  a r e  a s  harm- 
l e s s  as  museum t i g e r s !  
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That t h i s  was t h e  r e a l  d i r e c t i o n  of the  Vatican Coun t o  be a  Confessional Church, Who would be 

c i l  i s  c l e a r  not  only from t h e  subsequent chaos, but  served thereby? The g rea t  g lobal  church p o l i -  

from expressions a t  t he  Council i t s e l f . .  Thus a  t i c i a n s  perhaps, bu t  no one e l s e ,  n e i t h e r  t h e  
Mexican bishop described Freemasonry a s  "an organ- congregat ions,nor  t h e  p a s t o r s .  Whether a  Church 

i z a t i o n  whose o r i g i n s ,  as  we know fram h i s t o r y ,  a r e  might pefiaps break up, many thousands of con- 
completely Chr i s t i an ,  which s t i l l  remains p a r t i a l l y  sc iences  be i n ~ u r e d ,  h e a r t s  be broken and sou l s  

C h r i s t i a n ,  and is now renewing ~ t s  Chr i s t i an  char- l o s t ,  about t h a t  the  Oecumene does no t  ask,20 

a c t e r , "  and then suggested "a-reap r a i s a l  of  t h e  
p e n a l t i e s  decreed by t h e  Church", g 
Rome's dogmatic confusion i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  acute  i n  
Europe I n  Hol land,  f o r  example, leading Roman 
theologians  have nor only a t tacked Transubs t a n r l  a- 
t i o n ,  b u t ,  as t h e  new Dutch Catechism shows, have 
begun a 9 f r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n u  of fundamentals l i k e  t h e  
Virgin B i r th  The s h i f t  of emphasls from t h e  f a c t s  
of t h e  Gospels t o  t h e i r  "meanings" i s  ominous. In- 
deed, it has been quipped t h a t  " in  Holland every- 
th ing  changes--except bread and wxneu! 

W e r e  it w i l l  a l l  end, no one can fo resee ,  I t  be- 
hooves us  t o  c e l e b r a t e  n e i t h e r  Romefs imagined 
acceptance of t h e  Reformation, no r  h e r  p re sen t  doc- 
t r l n a l  chaos, which can only mean a f r i g h t f u l  ac- 
ce l e r a t i  on of Chris tendom3 general  plunge i n t o  
d i s s o i u t i o n -  l t  behooves us r a t h e r ,  rnnndful of 
I Gor, 10: 1 2 ,  " let  him t h a t  th inketh  he s t ande th  
take  heed l e s t  he  f a l l , "  t o  ponder t h e  sober lng  
words of B r i t a i n  ' s  former leading Roman Catholi  c  
theologian,  Fa ther  Charles Davis, who recen t ly  l e f t  
t h e  Roman Church &cause "it 1s nor concerned with 
t r u t h  o r  p e ~ p l e . ~ ~ ' l  i t  would be a  grea t  and perhaps 
c o s t l y  mistake t o  assume t h a t  t h i s  i s  t r u e  only of 

Trent was no t  t h e  only anti-ecumenical f o r c e  i n  t h e  
s i x t e e n t h  century ,  Zwingli 's  and Ca lv in ' s  den ia l  
of t he  Real Presence of t h e  One Lord's t r u e  body 

blood i n  t h e  Sacrament, was equal ly  u n b i b l i c a l  
and the re fo re  unecumenical, Therefore Ds- F ,  
pieper  used t o  admonish h i s  s tuden t s :  "Do not ge t  
i n t o  t h e  h a b i t  of  saying 'Reformersv ,  There a r e  
not  Reformers, bu t  only one Reformer, t h a t  i s  
Martin Luther,  " 2 1  

The au then t i c  l i n e  of t r u e ,  d o c t r i n a l  a p o s t o l i c  
succession i n  t h e  s i x t e e n t h  century runs through 
the Augsburg Confession, And i f  t h a t  Confession 
was b i b l i c a l ,  evangel ica l ,  and ecumenical four-  
hundred years  ago, then i t  i s  s t i l l  b i b l i c a l ,  evan- 
ge l i ca l ,  and ecumenical today,  On t h e  o the r  hand, 
i f  oppos i t ion  t o  t h a t  Confession was u n b i b l i c a l ,  
unevangel ical ,  and unecumenical then,  such opposi- 
t i on  under whatever f l a g ,  must s t i l l  be u n b i b l l c a l ,  
unevangelical and unecumenical today! 

The Teaching of A r t i c l e  VII 
P 

of t h e  Augsburg Confession -- 
t h e  Vatican-dominated power s t r u c t u r e ,  D r ,  Sasse 
has w r i t t e n :  The genuine ecumenicity of  t h e  Augsburg Confession 

i s  evident  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  i t s  teaching  about t h e  

If t h e  Missouri Synod were t o  jo in  t h e  World na ture  o f  Chr i s t i an  u n i t y :  
Federa t ion ,  . nothing would change i n  t h e  
World Federa t i  on, bu t  every th rng  would change For i t  is  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h e  t r u e  u n i t y  of t he  
i n  Missouri ,  This g rea t  Church would cease Chr i s t i an  church t h a t  t h e  Gospel be preached ~n 
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conformity with a  pure understanding of i t  and 
t h a t  t h e  sacraments be administered i n  accordance 
with t h e  d iv ine  Word. I t  1s not  necessary f o r  
t h e  t r u e  u n i t y  of rhe C h r i s t i a n  church t h a t  cer -  
emonies, i n s t i t u t e d  by men, should be observed 
un~fol-mly i n  a l l  p l aces .22  

Here wlth one s t r o k e  a re  swept a s ide  a l l  t h e  f a l s e  
crutches which men have used t o  prop up t h e i r  var-  
ious  c a r i c a t u r e s  of  Chr i s t i an  uni t y t  

Probably t h e  ear l ies t  such cru tch  was t h e  i d e a  t h a t  
t h e  bishop is t h e  cen t r e  of uni ty  and guaranrees 
i t . 2 3  So long  as  t h e  bishop i s  orthodox, t h e  r u l e  
works wel l  enough, But t h e  scheme co l l apses  when 
bishops themselves become h e r e t i c s  and must be ex- 
communicated Modern Anglican ~ n s i s t e n c e  on t h e  
"His tor ic  EpiscopateTf as  one of t h e  fou r  corner-  
s tones  of its ecumenical. programme ( t h e  so -ca l l ed  
Chicago-Lambeth ~ u a d r i l a t e r a l 2 4 )  i s  i n  f a c t  very 
uneeumen~cal -  Insiseerace on t h i s  human t r a d i t i o n  
(according t o  Scripture t h e r e  is  no d l fkerence  be- 
w e e n  l r p ~ e ~ b y ~ e ~ s l s  and "b~shops" ,  desp r t e  xhe King 
James t i ans l a to r ' s '  tendentious avoxdanee of "bish- 
ops" i n  Acts 20:28!) i s  not  only t h e o l o g ~ c a l l y  
wrong, bu t  a l s o  p r a c t i c a l l y  a b s u r d  What does t h e  
"His to r i c  EpiscopateH mean, i f  members of i t ,  l i k e  
Pilie and Robinson can with impunity r e j e c t  t h e  
Trinl typ and even the  very ex i s t ence  of a  personal  
God, not t o  speak of t he  r e s t  of t h e  C h r i s t i a n  
Faith'! Why should personal  bishops be necessary 
when a  personal  God i s  n o t ?  I t  i s  one th ing  t o  
swallow camels and s t r a i n  out gnats ,  bu t  q u i t e  
another  t o  recommend t h i s  hypocrisy as t h e  very 
model of ecumenicity'  

Yet t h i s  f a l l a c y  permeates t h e  whole i n s t i x u -  
t i o n a l l  zed "Ecumenical Movement ," which i s  won@ t o  
speak of "Fai th and Order," as  i f  i t  were s e l f -  
evident  t h a t  human, t r a d i t i o n a l  f fo rde ru  r s  on t h e  

same l e v e l  a s  t h e  d iv lne ly  revealed f a i t h ,  This 
whole conception is  e s s e n t i a l l y  l e g a l i s t i c  and 
the re fo re  unecumenical , 

The Western Church had no t i ced  t h e  inadequacy of t h e  
" I I i s tor lc  Episcopate" a s  such long before  t h e r e  were 
any Larnbeth Conferences, The medieval s o l u t i o n  of 
the  problem was t h e  Papacy as  t h e  v i s i b l e  cen t r e  of 
un i ty '  Despite t h e  warning of S t ,  Ambrose t h a t  
"they have n o t  t h e  patrimony of  P e t e r  who have not  
the  f a i t h  of ~ e t e r , l l ~ ~  t h e  Papacy became a  law unto 
i t s e l f ,  and f i l l e d  subsequent Chr i s t i an  h i s t o r y  with 
t ragedy,  Today, a f t e r  t h e  Second Vatican Council 
has revealed Rome's i n t e r n a l  d i s u n i t y ,  even many 
i n t e l l i g e n t  Roman Cathol ics  a r e  beginning t o  suspect  
t h a t  t he  "rockTf of t h e  Papacy was i n  f a c t  pap ie r  
mach& a l l  a long'  

Nevertheless a l l  " r e a l i s t i c ! '  "EcumenicalH work today 
i s  c a r r i e d  on on t h e  premise t h a t  t h e  f u t u r e  union 
of churches w i  l l  have t o  take  t h e  Papacy i n t o  the  
bargain somehow, though t h i s  necess i ty  i s  of course 
regarded with various degrees of enthusiasm. 

Not un re l a t ed  t o  t h e  not ion  of t h e  "His to r i c  Epls- 
copateft  i s  another  Anglican s p e c i a l i t y ,  t h e  b e l i e f  
i n  the  e f f i c a c y  of  l i t u r g i c a l  uni formi ty ,  Consider 
these f a n t a s t i c  s tatements  by Canon Smyth of West- 
minster,  i s sued  toge the r  with a  l e c t u r e  by t h e  Lord 
Bishop of Derby (The R t  . Rev, A. E .  J. Rawlinson) 
and a  foreword by t h e  l a t e  Lord Archbishop of York 
[The Most Rev, Cyr i l  Garbet t)  , under t h e  t i t l e  The 
Genius of t he  Church of  England: -- - 

The g rea t  con t r ibu t ion  of Archbishop Laud t o  the  
Anglican t r a d i t i o n  was t h e  dual  p r i n c i p l e  of 
maintaining a  decent uniformity i n  t h e  e x t e r n a l  
worship of  God according t o  t h e  d o c t r i n e  and d i s -  
c i p l i n e  of t h e  Church of England, as  t h e  b a s i s  
and condi t ion  of a  wide l i b e r t y  of t heo log ica l  
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specu la t ion .  You can a f f o r d  v a r i e t y  i n  t h e  pul -  
p i t  s o  long as you have uniformity a t  t h e  a l t a r .  
So long as  your c l e rgy  a r e  un i t ed  by "using t h e  
Form i n  t h e  s a i d  Book p resc r ibed ,  and none 
o ther ,"  t h e i r  d iv i s ions  of opinion a r e  a  source 
of s t r e n g t h  and not  of  weakness i n  t h e  l i f e  of 
t h e  Churcho . t h e  Church of Rome encourages 
an almost l uxur i an t  v a r i e t y  of devotxon, bu t  
i n s i s t s  on t h e o l o g i c a l  uniformity:  t h e  Church 
of England embraces many shades of t heo log ica l  
opinion, bu t  des ide ra t e s  l i t u r g i c a l  u n i f  ormf t y  . 26 

A more b l a t a n t  formulat ion of formalism it i s  d i f -  
f i c u l t  t o  imagine. C h r i s t i a n i t y  i s  turned  topsy- 
turvv  : "human t r a d i ~ i  ons o r  r i t e s  and ceremonies 
i n s t i t u t e d  by menw (Augsburg Confession VII,3 Lat in  
t e x t )  become necessary and e s s e n t i a l ,  while  t h e  r e a l  
t r u t h  and doc t r ine  of God Himself i s  p laced  on t h e  
f r e e  l is t!  

Unfortunately Augustana VII, unequivocally seconded 
by A r t i c l e  X of t h e  Formula of Concord, has n o t  
  re vented even Lutherans fromf ailing prey t o  l i t u r -  
I 

g i c a l  legal ism a t  ~ i m e s ,  To speak pure ly  h i s t o r -  
i ca l ly  of " the - Lutheran Liturgy," f o r  i n s t ance ,  is  
one t h i n g ,  But t o  suggest  t h a t  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
form of the  Western Church s Liturgy,  even allowing 
f o r  minor v a r i a t i o n s ,  is t h e  s tandard  and normative 
Service  f o r  rhe Lutheran Church of a l l  times and 
p laces ,  i s  q u i t e  another ,  Let us imagine a  p a r t i c -  
u l a r  case ,  Suppose t h a t  Russia were l i b e r a t e d  from 
t h e  Communist yoke. Natura l ly ,  t h e  Church of t h e  
ecumenical Augsburg Confession would want t o  begin 
work i n  these  v a s t  f i e l d s  r i p e  unto h a r v e s t ,  Now, 
i t  would be t o t a l l y  un-Lutheran t o  impose upon t h e  
new Russian Church "the - Lutheran Liturgyff  of  our  
Western r i t e  which i s  e n t i r e l y  fo re ign  co t h e  Rus- 
s i a n  experience;  The b i b l i c a l ,  ecumenical, yes ,  
Lutheran t h i n g  t o  do would be t o  do what Luther d id :  
t o  c leanse  the  o l d  Slavoni  c Liturgy from a l l  abuses 

and s u p e r s t i t i o n s ,  but  t o  keep with s u i t a b l e  adapta- 
t i ons  t o  t h e  times whatever i s  not  i n c o n s i s t e n t  with 
the  Gospel. This p u r i f i e d  Byzantine Liturgy,  though 
e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  i n  r i t e s ,  ceremonies, vestments, 
church a r c h i t e c t u r e ,  and even i n  t h e  arrangement of 
t he  Chwch Year, would be just a s  ffLutheran,w under 
Augustana VII, as  F r i ed r i ch  Lochner's Hauptgottes- 
d iens t !  Of course a l l  t h i s  assumes t h a t  t h e  Gospel 
and t h e  Sacraments a r e  pure,  Without t h e  pure doc- 
t r i n e ,  l i t u r g i c a l  schemes a r e  mere mummery anyway, 

For b e t t e r  o r  f o r  worse, however, liturgics 1s not  
a  major preoccupation o f  modern Lutherans,  More t o  
the po in t  a r e  t h e  a c t i v i s t - o r g a n i  z a t i  onal  p a t t e r n s  
of modern s o c i e t y :  

Following t h e  dominant p a t t e r n s  of  American l i f e ,  
t h e r e  was an inc reas ing  tendency t o  th ink  of t h e  
Church as a  kind of bus iness  corporation char- 
t e r e d  t o  do t h e  Lord's work, The subordina t ion  
of ques t ions  of  t ruth-- though only of those  r e -  
garded as f t u n e s s e n t i a l f f - - t o  e f f i c i e n c y  of  opera- 
t i o n  c a r r i e s  a recognisable  suggest ion of prag- 
matism. 27 

This a c t i v i s t  busfness-approach p laces  a  premium 
on r u l e s ,  r egu la t ions ,  by-laws, and r e s o l u t i o n s ,  
which, however necessary they a r e  i n  t h e n  p lace ,  
can e a s i  l y  degenerate  i n t o  an oppressive legal ism, 
unless s t r i c t l y  cont-rolled by t h e  evangel ica l  ecu- 
menicity of Augustana V L I ;  Nothing merely human, 
c e r t a i n l y  noth ing  merely adminf s t r a t i v e  o r  organl-  
za t ional  (Luke 9: 49.50) , nothing beyond t h e  Gospel 
and Sacraments of  God Himself, may be t r e a t e d  as  
c o n s t i t u t i v e  o r  d i v i s i v e  of Church Fellowship! 

I have dwelt a t  such length on t h e  f a l s e  bases of 
Chr is t ian  u n i t y  swept a s ide  by Augustana V I l  I n  
order t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  these  c l e a r l y  from t h e  one 
genuine b a s i s  which t h e  Confession emphatical ly 
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upholds. Oddly enough t h i s  r e a l  poin t  of A r t i c l e  
V I I  i s  today o f t en  " in t e rp re t edv  away. I t  i s  done 
q u i t e  simply: The Confession, i t  i s  argued, c l e a r l y  
says t h a t  agreement on t h e  Gospel and t h e  Sacra- 
ments i s  " s u f f i c i  ent" ; then why bo the r  about o the r ,  
minor d o c t r i n a l  po in t s?  Is it not   hen cont rary  t o  
t h e  Augsburg Confession t o  f u s s  about such th ings  
as  iner rancy ,  Genesis,  and evolu t ion ,  as  i f  they 
were d i v i s i v e  of church fe l lowship?  

No doubt t h e  proponents of t h i s  l i n e  of misunder- 
s tanding  would be d isp leased  t o  be t o l d  t h a t  they  
have i n  f a c t  adopted t h e  "Fundamentalists "' worst 
e r r o r ,  t h a t  of t r y i n g  t o  narrow t h e  b inding  content 
of S c r i p t u r e  down t o  a  few "fundamentals", and p lac -  
i ng  " l e s s e r f f  doc t r ines  on t h e  f r e e  l i s t !  

But t h e  Augsburg Confession does no t  know of any 
Gospel i s o l a t e d  from B i b l i c a l  doc t r ine  as  a  whole. 
The c o n t r a s t  i n  A r t i c l e  V i l ,  2-3 i s  no t  between 
Gospel and ' forher  doct r ines ,"  but  between t h e  f u l l  
Gospel, i n  a l l  i t s  d o c t r i n a l  d e t a i l  and i n t e g r i t y ,  
and "human r i t e s  and ceremonies, i n s t i t u t e d  by men .," 

Thls i s  c r y s t a l  c l e a r  no t  only from t h e  wording of  
the  Augustana i t s e l f ,  bu t  a l s o  from the  longer  d i s -  
cussion i n  t h e  corresponding A r t i c l e  of t he  Apology. 
One reference  of t h e  l a e t e r  t o  t h e  Gospel i s  par -  
t i c u l a r l y  sugges t ive  i n  our modern context :  

Mow many of them/rhe Popes/ ca re  anything f o r  
t h e  Gospel o r  t h ink  it worth reading? Many 
openly r i d i c u l e  a l l  r e l i g i o n s ,  o r  i f  they accept  
anything,  accept  only what agrees wlth human 
reason and regard t h e  r e s t  as  mythology, l i k e  
t h e  t r aged ies  of t h e  poe t s .  28 

The Formula of Concord goes i n t o  considerable doc- 
t r i n a l  d e t a i l  t o  s p e l l  out i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  con- 
t r o v e r s i e s  of t h e  times what a l l  i s  involved i n  t h e  
Gospel, as  understood by Augustana VII _ I t  i s  i n  

reference t o  t h i s  doctrinal p len l  tude,  which today 
Is scorned as  a  " theologica l  system," t h a t  t h e  
 orm mu la demands agreement " in doc t r ine  and i n  a l l  
~ t s  a r t i c l e s  ,1f29 a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  " the opinions of 
the  e r r i n g  pa r ty  cannot be t o l e r a t e d  i n  t h e  church 
of God, much l e s s  be excused and defended," and 
t h a t  " these we do not  by any means Intend t o  t o l e r -  
a t e  i n  our  lands ,  churches, and schools  inasmuch as  
such teachings a r e  contrary t o  t h e  expressed Word 
of God and cannot coex i s t  with i t  , f130 And t h e  
Lutheran Chu~ch  accepxs t h e  Formula of Concord not  
as an expansion of t h e  d o c t r i n a l  content  of t h e  
hugsburg Confession, bu t  merely as  a s p e c ~ f ~ c a t i o n  
and safeguard aga ins t  cu r ren t  m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of 
what had been t h e  t r u e  and necessary sense  and 
meaning of t h a t  Confession a l l  along.31 

~f people r e j e c t  our Confessions, l e t  them hones t ly  
say s o ,  But l e t  them no t  deeetve themselves and 
others  by f r ivo lous ly  t w i s t i n g  t h e  Confessions 
O ~ V ~ O U S  i n t e n t  and meaning. 

Neither t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  nor  t h e  Confessions know s f  
any frGospeltv which could be sepa ra t ed  from t h e  con- 
c r e t e  p a r t i c u l a r s  of i t s  dogmatic and organic  foun- 
dataons, t o  f l o a t  In  t h e  vacuum of Kantian t r a n -  
scendence! The Trinity, Chris tology,  t h e  Creat ion,  
f a l l ,  and s i n f u l n e s s  of man, and, yes ,  t h e  absolu te  
au thor i ty  and Inerrancy of S c r i p t u r e  as  t h e  organic 
foundation of  t h e  whole s t r u c t u r e ,  a l l  t hese  neces- 
s a r i l y  belong t o  t h e  essence and i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  
Gospel. A f9 re f fnedu  Gospel, f r e e  of t h e  "impuri- 
t i e s "  of concrete  d o c t r i n a l  po in t s  i s  as  impossible 
as " ref inedu l i f e ,  apa r t  from some p a r t i c u l a r  
organism, Attempts t o  i s o l a t e  and a b s t r a c t  " I ~ f e ' ~  
on i t s  own from t h e  p a r t i c u l a r i t i e s  o f ,  say ,  a  
given c a t ,  a r e  bound t o  lo se  both t h e  l i f e  and t h e  
ca t !  Nel ther  can t h e  Gospel of t h e  Incarna te  
Saviour be had apa r t  from a l l  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r i t i e s - -  
including the  S c r i p t u r e s  ! --of H i s  Incarna t ion .  
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reference t o  t h i s  doctrinal p len l  tude,  which today 
Is scorned as  a  " theologica l  system," t h a t  t h e  
 orm mu la demands agreement " in doc t r ine  and i n  a l l  
~ t s  a r t i c l e s  ,1f29 a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  " the opinions of 
the  e r r i n g  pa r ty  cannot be t o l e r a t e d  i n  t h e  church 
of God, much l e s s  be excused and defended," and 
t h a t  " these we do not  by any means Intend t o  t o l e r -  
a t e  i n  our  lands ,  churches, and schools  inasmuch as  
such teachings a r e  contrary t o  t h e  expressed Word 
of God and cannot coex i s t  with i t  , f130 And t h e  
Lutheran Chu~ch  accepxs t h e  Formula of Concord not  
as an expansion of t h e  d o c t r i n a l  content  of t h e  
hugsburg Confession, bu t  merely as  a s p e c ~ f ~ c a t i o n  
and safeguard aga ins t  cu r ren t  m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of 
what had been t h e  t r u e  and necessary sense  and 
meaning of t h a t  Confession a l l  along.31 

~f people r e j e c t  our Confessions, l e t  them hones t ly  
say s o ,  But l e t  them no t  deeetve themselves and 
others  by f r ivo lous ly  t w i s t i n g  t h e  Confessions 
O ~ V ~ O U S  i n t e n t  and meaning. 

Neither t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  nor  t h e  Confessions know s f  
any frGospeltv which could be sepa ra t ed  from t h e  con- 
c r e t e  p a r t i c u l a r s  of i t s  dogmatic and organic  foun- 
dataons, t o  f l o a t  In  t h e  vacuum of Kantian t r a n -  
scendence! The Trinity, Chris tology,  t h e  Creat ion,  
f a l l ,  and s i n f u l n e s s  of man, and, yes ,  t h e  absolu te  
au thor i ty  and Inerrancy of S c r i p t u r e  as  t h e  organic 
foundation of  t h e  whole s t r u c t u r e ,  a l l  t hese  neces- 
s a r i l y  belong t o  t h e  essence and i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  
Gospel. A f9 re f fnedu  Gospel, f r e e  of t h e  "impuri- 
t i e s "  of concrete  d o c t r i n a l  po in t s  i s  as  impossible 
as " ref inedu l i f e ,  apa r t  from some p a r t i c u l a r  
organism, Attempts t o  i s o l a t e  and a b s t r a c t  " I ~ f e ' ~  
on i t s  own from t h e  p a r t i c u l a r i t i e s  o f ,  say ,  a  
given c a t ,  a r e  bound t o  lo se  both t h e  l i f e  and t h e  
ca t !  Nel ther  can t h e  Gospel of t h e  Incarna te  
Saviour be had apa r t  from a l l  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r i t i e s - -  
including the  S c r i p t u r e s  ! --of H i s  Incarna t ion .  



"And b le s sed  i s  he ,  whosoever s h a l l  no t  be offended 
i n  Mefr ( S t ,  Matt,  ll.:6)! 

Those who th ink  t h a t  t h e  Genesis mat te r ,  f o r  in-  
s t ance ,  i s  only a  harmless exege t i ca l  d e t a i l ,  and 
does no t  belong t o  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of t he  Gospel 
confessed i n  Augustana V 1 1 ,  ought t o  ponder t h e  
 art t h i s  i s s u e  played i n  t h e  d o c ~ r i n a l  d i s s o l u t i o n  
I - 
of o the r  P ro te s t an t  churches, as  t o l d  by one who 
regards t h i s  d i s s o l u t i o n  a s  a  hea l thy  $fbroadening" ; 

Where t h e  theory was c o n s i s t e n t l y  un ive r sa l i s ed ,  
a l l  absolutes-- including r e l i g i o u s  and e t h i c a l  
absolutes--were smashed a t  a  s t r o k e ,  Of course 
t h e  most r a d i c a l  impl ica t ions  of e v o l u t ~ o n  were 
not  immediately drawn, no r  were they everywhere 
accepted,  bu t  t h e  d i s q u i e t i n g  and u n s e t t l i n g  
e f f e c t s  of t h e  new doc t r ine  were soon f e l t  even 
i n  t h e  most conserva t ive  c i r c l e s ,  Evolution s 
chal lenge t o  t h e  c r e a t i o n  n a r r a t i v e  of  Genesis 
was d i r e c t  and imGdl';$e, The stamulus it  gave 

s f  t h e  Bible 

traditional doc t r ines  of t h e  f a d l  and s i n  and 
P 

redemption were unmistakable.  Was t h e  Person of  
C h r i s t  %o be excepted Prom n a t u r a l i s t i c  processes 
of development? What should be t h e  foundat ions 
f o r  Chr i s t i an  e t h i c s ?  Most u l t ima te  sf aXI was 
t h e  th rea t  sf evolu t ion  t o  reduce t h e  concepts 
o f  r e a l i t y  and t r u t h  themselves t o  shee r  r e l a -  
t i v a r y .  . . The u l t ima te  s t a g e  of metaphysical 
d i s i n t e g r a t l  
Pining) 

I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  Augustana V I T ,  t r u e  t o  i t s  b i b l i c a  
and ecumenical n a t u r e ,  i s  not: concerned wlth mere 
f o r m a l i t i e s  but only with subs tance ,  The mere 
technicality of "confessional  s u b s c r l p t i  onff 1s q u i t e  
bes ide  t h e  p o i n t ,  The Confession xnsis  ts  not  xhat  
t h e  pure Gospel somehow%rve as  a  "doctrinal 

bas i s , "  which can be tw i s t ed  t h i s  way and t h a t ,  
l i k e  a waxen nose,  bu t  t h a t  i t  be a c t u a l l y  t augh t ,  
and t h a t  t h e  Sacraments be a c t u a l l y  administered 
b i b l i c a l l y ,  Note t h e  du ra t ive  fo rce  of t h e  verbs 
in W I , l  according t o  t h e  Lat in  t e x t :  " the  Gospel 
i s  being pure ly  taught.," and ' [ the  Sacraments a r e  
being administered r i g h t l y  . I T  Orthodoxy f s not  a  
m a t t e r  of occasional  pronouncements, much l e s s  of 
cor rec t  formaif t i e s ,  but  of a  s o l i d ,  f a i t h f u l  day- 
to-day- continuing i n  C h r i s t ' s  Word (S t ,  John 8: 
31ff ) .  Hence Church Fellowship depends not  s o  much 
on t h e  q u a n t i t y  of t h e  Confessions accepted,  as  on 
the q u a l i t y  of t he  acceptance! I f  a  man genuinely 
and unreservedly subscr ibes  t o  t h e  Augsburg Confes- --- -- ~ i o n s ,  he i s  i n  fe l lowship  with t h e  orthodox Church. 
__s__ 

(of course he cannot then d i sag ree  with t h e  Formula 
of  onc cord!) On t h e  o the r  hand, t h e  most solemn - 
formula of  subsc r ip t ion  t o  a l l  t h e  Confessions i n -  
cluding t h e   orm mu la, i s  meaningless, i f  t h e  doc- 
t r i n a l  substance of t h e  Confessions i s  not  taken 
se r ious ly .  Men who pay l i p - s e r v i c e  t o  the  Confes- 
s ions ,  but  v i o l a t e  t h e i r  teaching by, say ,  " r e i n t e r -  
pre ta t ion"  along ffNeo-Orthodoxu l i n e s ,  must be 
denied fe l lowship  by t h e  orthodox Church, and t h l s  
~ r e c i s e l y  on t h e  ecumenical grounds of k g u s t a n a  
VII! 

- 

But does a l l  t h i s  r e a l l y  add up t o  any s o r t  of 
ecumenicxty worthy of rhe name? Seen c a r n a l l y ,  o r  
as Luther would say ,  "with cows ' eyes , f r  i n  t h e  f a l s e  
l i gh t  o f  t he  World Council of Churches1 e c l e c t i c ,  
s y n c r e t i s t i c  s t anda rds ,  no, d e f ~ n i t e l y  n o t .  But 
seen s p i r i t u a l l y ,  i n  t h e  t r u e  Light of t h e  One Lord, 
the One f a i t h ,  and t h e  One baptism, i t  i s  t h e  only 
poss ib le  ecumenicity . Genuine b i b l i c a l  ecumenlcity 
stands under t h e  s ign  of  t h e  s t r a i t  ga t e  and t h e  
narrow way ( S t .  Matt. 7: 14)  , Widening t h e  ga te  and 
broadening t h e  way a r e  a c t i v i t i e s  of a  r e b e l l l o u s ,  
coun te r f e i t  vfecumeni@ity, 
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"cows ' eyes" and s p i r i t u a l  s i g h t  a r e  n o t  complemen- and shock-absorbers  i n  t h e  form of  t h e  s e l f - s e rv ing  

tary, so as  t o  produce between them one harmonious i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  and pronouncements of 

zhree-dimens i o n a l  p i c t u r e .  They a r e  a s  con t radf  c- ~ e s t e d  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  i n t e r e s t s !  

Tory and incompat ib le  a s  unbe l i e f  and f a i t h .  "Cows' 
eyes" compared Jesus  C h r i s t  w i th  H i s  i l l u s t r i o u s ,  S p i r i t u a l  s i g h t ,  guided by t h e  Word of God, judges 

and above a l l ,  o f f i c i a l  oppos i t i on ,  and concluded e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t l y .  Judging " r igh teous  judgment," 

t h a t  He was b u t  an e c c e n t r i c  Rabbi,  The gleaming and "not accord ing  t o  t h e  appearanceff  ( S t .  John 7 :  

Temple, t h e  anc i en t  and impress ive  r i t u a l  i n  it, 241, f a i t h  d i smisses  a s  i r r e l e v a n t ,  incompetent and 

t h e  unbroken l i n e  of p r i e s t l y  succes s ion  going a l l  immater ia l  a l l  arguments from numbers, power, p r e s -  

t h e  way back t o  Aaron, t h e  k a r n i n g  and p i e t y  of t i g e ,  l e a rn ing ,  c h u r c h - p o l i t i c a l  consequences,  e t c .  
t h e  conse rva t i ve  S c r i p t u r e - s c h o l a r s ,  a l l  t h e s e  seeme I t  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  on ly  i n  t h e  ques t i on  of t r u t h .  

more obviously t r u e  and d i v i n e  t han  t h e  d e s e r t -  ~ h o u g h  f a i t h  t r e a s u r e s  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  c o n t i n u i t y  of 

e x t r e m i s t ' s  earnest: young Cousln, w ~ r h  H i s  handful- pure d o c t r i n e ,  i t  is  n o t  misled by p u r e l y  e x t e r n a l  
of t h e o l o g i c a l  i l l i t e r a t e s  , and wi thout  any "o f f i -  h i s t o r i c a l  connec t ions .  ( F o s s i l s  of f i s h  a r e  n o t  
c i a l t f  t r app ings  whatever:  Modern "cowst eyes" a r e  f i sh! )  S ince  i t  knows t h a t  C h r i s t  was born n o t  i n  

j u s t  a s  b l i n d ,  They may s t a r e  f a s c i n a t e d l y  Jerusalem b u t  i n  l i t t l e  Bethlehem, f a i t h  i s  n o t  
moral grandeur and .&he human pa thos  f o r e v e r  eked t o  f i n d  t h e  Reformation i s s u i n g  from Witten- 
i n  t h e  historical f i g u r e  of  t h e  Cruc i f i ed ,  y e t  t hey  berg r a t h e r  t han  from Rome. I t  d e s p i s e s  n e i t h e r  t h e  
s e e  ~n H i m  no more than  an unusual  Step-Son of  a  imper ia l  grandeur  of t h e  Council  of Nicaea,  n o r  the  
Ga l i l e an  ca rpen t e r !  8nd a s  ffcows' eyesu  look a t  p i t i f u l  misery of t h e  Saxon c o l o n i s t s  i n  Perry 

Jesus  C h r i s t ,  s o  t h e y  look a l s o  a t  EIrs Body, t h e  County, Mis sou r i - - impa r t i a l l y  r ega rd ing  bo th  a s  
Church. The r rapplngs  of  o f f l c i a l l t y  a r e  always f a i t h f u l  w i tne s se s  t o  c a t h o l i c ,  e v a n g e l i c a l  t r u t h .  
regarded as t h e  marks of  t r u t h  The sp lendour  of Nor does i t  suppose t h e  vo i ce  of t h e  pure  Gospel 
S t ,  P e t e r ' s  i n  Rome, t h e  imposing 15 r a r e l y  a t t r a c -  t ~ )  be fo r eve r  o r  ex  o f f i c i o  t i e d  t o  Jerusalem, Rome, 

t nve h i s z s r i e a l  cha in  l i n k i n g  Paul  V I  with  P e t e r  Nicaea, Milan, Hippo, Wit tenberg,  o r  S t ,  ~ o u i s ,  b u t  

and P a d ,  t h e  " H i s t o r i c  Episcopate" wl th  ~ t s  a u r a  is eve r  ready t o  fol low t h e  Tabernacle  through t h e  

of l e g ~ t i m a e y ,  t h e  i n t e r -Confe s s iona l  and ~ n t e r n a -  de se r t ,  o r ,  t o  u se  Lu the r ' s  metaphor, t h e  vtdownpourf~ 

~ ~ s n a P  i n c l u s i v e n e s s  of   he World Counc~X of  of t h e  Pure Gospel, wherever i t  may l ead .  F a i t h  
Churches, t h e  negative consensus of t h e  world-wide has seen  i n v i d i o u s  p a r t y - l a b e l s  a t t a c h e d  t o  ecumen- 
c r a f t  oP "theolo$;l  ca l  s c h o l a r s h l p w  ( ~ h l e h  when it i c a l  t r u t h ,  e .  g .  " A t h a n a ~ i a n i s m , ~ ~  "Augustfnianism, 

comes t o  t h e  p o s ~ t n v e  concent sf t h e  ~ a i t h ,  i s  "Lutheranism"; and though i t  may r e g r e t  t h a t  i n  t h e  
agreed about no th ing)  , t h e  s t a t ~ s  t l c a l  m i l l i o n s ,  l a t t e r  case  t h e  nickname has  "s tuck ,"  d e s p i t e  

and t he  d e f e r e n t  l a 1  t rea tment  by t h e  mass-communica- Luther ' s  wishes ,  33 appa ren t l y  through Nicolaus 
t i o n s  media, a l l  t h e s e  a r e  far s a f e r  b e t s  t han  t h e  nnius  ' s u r r e n d e r  o f  t h e  term "cathol ic1f  t o  t h e  
p l a i n  men and t h e  smal l  church-bodles which "wrangl manis ts  and von Seckendor f f s  accep tance  of t h e  
d i v i s i v e l y 1 '  over  f90bscure  t h e o l o g i c a l  p o i n t s u ,  and r m  "Lutheranismw from h i s  J e s u i t  opponent Maim- 
i n  gene ra l  endanger E s t a b l ~ s h m e n t  app l e - ca r t s  [ a l -  u rg ,  34 f a i t h  is  n e i t h e r  confused no r  deterred by 

ways containing a f a i r  s h a r e  of forbidden f r u i t ! )  r e  name. Ches te r ton  wrote  about  Shaw: "1 am 
by apply ing  t h e  leverage  of  S c r i p t u r e - t r u t h  d l r e c t  t o o  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  what he  r e a l l y  means t o  
without  t h e  b e n e f i t  of" i n t e r v e n i n g  s a f e t y - s p  h e r  myself about eve ry th ing  t h a t  he  merely 
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t h a t  He was b u t  an e c c e n t r i c  Rabbi,  The gleaming and "not accord ing  t o  t h e  appearanceff  ( S t .  John 7 :  
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t nve h i s z s r i e a l  cha in  l i n k i n g  Paul  V I  with  P e t e r  Nicaea, Milan, Hippo, Wit tenberg,  o r  S t ,  ~ o u i s ,  b u t  

and P a d ,  t h e  " H i s t o r i c  Episcopate" wl th  ~ t s  a u r a  is eve r  ready t o  fol low t h e  Tabernacle  through t h e  

of l e g ~ t i m a e y ,  t h e  i n t e r -Confe s s iona l  and ~ n t e r n a -  de se r t ,  o r ,  t o  u se  Lu the r ' s  metaphor, t h e  vtdownpourf~ 

~ ~ s n a P  i n c l u s i v e n e s s  of   he World Counc~X of  of t h e  Pure Gospel, wherever i t  may l ead .  F a i t h  
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c r a f t  oP "theolo$;l  ca l  s c h o l a r s h l p w  ( ~ h l e h  when it i c a l  t r u t h ,  e .  g .  " A t h a n a ~ i a n i s m , ~ ~  "Augustfnianism, 

comes t o  t h e  p o s ~ t n v e  concent sf t h e  ~ a i t h ,  i s  "Lutheranism"; and though i t  may r e g r e t  t h a t  i n  t h e  
agreed about no th ing)  , t h e  s t a t ~ s  t l c a l  m i l l i o n s ,  l a t t e r  case  t h e  nickname has  "s tuck ,"  d e s p i t e  

and t he  d e f e r e n t  l a 1  t rea tment  by t h e  mass-communica- Luther ' s  wishes ,  33 appa ren t l y  through Nicolaus 
t i o n s  media, a l l  t h e s e  a r e  far s a f e r  b e t s  t han  t h e  nnius  ' s u r r e n d e r  o f  t h e  term "cathol ic1f  t o  t h e  
p l a i n  men and t h e  smal l  church-bodles which "wrangl manis ts  and von Seckendor f f s  accep tance  of t h e  
d i v i s i v e l y 1 '  over  f90bscure  t h e o l o g i c a l  p o i n t s u ,  and r m  "Lutheranismw from h i s  J e s u i t  opponent Maim- 
i n  gene ra l  endanger E s t a b l ~ s h m e n t  app l e - ca r t s  [ a l -  u rg ,  34 f a i t h  is  n e i t h e r  confused no r  deterred by 

ways containing a f a i r  s h a r e  of forbidden f r u i t ! )  r e  name. Ches te r ton  wrote  about  Shaw: "1 am 
by apply ing  t h e  leverage  of  S c r i p t u r e - t r u t h  d l r e c t  t o o  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  what he  r e a l l y  means t o  
without  t h e  b e n e f i t  of" i n t e r v e n i n g  s a f e t y - s p  h e r  myself about eve ry th ing  t h a t  he  merely 
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Says" 35 Fai th  can do no l e s s ,  i t  looks beneath ~ e c a u s e  of t h i s  ecumenical s t a t u s ,  t h e  Church of 
mere form and appearance t o  substance and r e a l i t y .  the  Augsburg Confession must d i s t i n g u i s h  i n  o t h e r  

c h r i s t i a n  bodies--which d i f f e r  from h e r  pure,  Scr ip-  

Clinging t~ t h e  pure Marks of C h r i s t ' s  Church, t h e  t u r a l  faith---two aspec t s ,  according t o  which she 
pure Gospel and t h e  Sacraments, f a i t h  finds t h e r e  s u s t a i n s  t o  them a twofold r e l a t i o n :  
t h e  One Lord's one, holy ,  catholic, and a p o s t o l i c  
Church, That ex te rna l  communion which s e r i o u s l y  (1) On t h e  one hand she knows h e r s e l f  t o  be one i n  
confesses t h i s  pure Gospel i n  i t s  public reaching f a i t h  with a l l  Chr i s t i an  b e l i e v e r s  everywhere, 
and p r a c t i c e ,  i s  t h e  l eg i t ima te  r ep resen ra t lve  on many of whom "go t h e i r  way i n  t h e  s i m p l i c i t y  of 
e a r t h  of t h e  One Lord, of  H i s  One Mystical Body, t h e i r  h e a r t s ,  do no t  understand t h e  i s s u e s ,  and 
the  i n v i s i b l e  Church, and of h e r  One ecumenical take no p l easu re  i n  blasphemies aga ins t  t h e  Holy 
Fai th!  Be they few o r  many, wise o r  f o o l i s h ,  r i c h  supper as  i t  i s  ce l eb ra t ed  i n  our  churches ,1143 ~t 

o r  poor, known o r  unknown, o f f x c i a l  o r  unofficial, i s  hoped, however, t h a t  "when they  a r e  rightly i n -  
men a re  ecumenical when they represent  C h r i s t ' s  s t ruc t ed  i n  t h i s  doc t r ine ,  they w i l l ,  through t h e  

one t r u t h ,  and unecumenical when they do not !  guidance of t h e  Holy S p i r i t ,  t u r n  t o  t h e  infallible 
t r u t h  of t he  d iv ine  Word and u n i t e  with us and our 

This tyue ecumenicity t h e  Church of t h e  Augsburg churches and schoolsef144 Since t h e  1-101~ s p i r i t  
Confession means t o  r ep resen t ,  By v i r t u e  of  t h e  works f a i t h  only through the  t r u t h ,  it follows t h a t  
pure Gospel and t h e  Sacraments taught  and admin- a l l  Chr i s t i ans ,  t o  t h e  ex ten t  t h a t  they a re  Chris- 
l s t e r e d  i n  h e r ,  she  bold ly  claims t h a t  h e r  cause t i ans  a t  a l l ,  a r e  completely un i t ed  in f a i t h  and 
Is nor h e r  own, "but t he  cause of Chr i s t  and t h e  doct r ine .  Errors  and s u p e r s t i t ~ o n s  a r e  no t  p a r t  of 
Church" >36  Her ~ u g s b u r g  confession is  n o t  a see-  Spirit-wrought f a i t h ,  Members of f a l s e  churches 
t a r i a n  spec1 a l i t y  but  "a genuinely C h r ~ s  t i a n  symbol are  Chr i s t i ans  not  through o r  because of t he  doc- 
which a i l  t r u e  Chr i s t i ans  ought t o  accept  next  t o  t r i n a l  e r r o r s  involved, bu t  d e s p i t e  t h e m  n e  or -  
the Word of God, jus t  as  i n  ancient  t imes Chr i s t i an  thodox Church is ecumenical, because she o f f i c i a l l y  
symbols and confessions were formulated i n  the  and pub l i c ly  teaches t h a t  pure fai th.  and doctr ine 

Church sf God , ~3~ Her Confessions never  speak t o  which t h e  S p i r i t  o f  God bears  wi tness ,  through 
of a "Lutheran Church," but  only of t h e  Word and Sacrament, i n  t h e  h e a r t s  of a l l  Christlan 
or  vEvangelicaln39 o r  "Evangelical Chri5-h be l i eve r s  everywhere. This ecumenical s o l i d a r i t y  
churches,  She i s  csnsc isus  of being no t  One s e c t  requires  of us  a  breadth  of  outlook and c h a r i t y  
among o t h e r s ,  b u t ,  by v i r t u e  of  t h e  pure Marks of which must cons tan t ly  counteract  any s e c t a r i a n  
Chr i s t  9s Church, t he  l eg i t ima te  outward expression hardening of narrow, se l f - cen te red  t radir- jonse 
and r ep resen ta t ive  of  Chr i s t  ' S  one, holy ,  ca thol ic9  
and a p o s t o l i c  Church. As such she i s  t h e  r i g h t f u l  (2) On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  orthodox church, j u s t  

h e i r e s s  of t h e  whole Chr i s t i an  patrimony, and g r a t e  because of h e r  ecumenical, r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  char- 
f u l l y  t r e a s u r e s  a s  h e r  own even t h e  h i s t o r i c  prac-  ac t e r ,  must r e fuse  a l l  Church Fellowship o r  f r a t e r -  
r i c e  of t h e  c a t h o l i c  church4I and t h e  memory of men rial recogni t ion  to those who p e r s i s t e n t l y  r ep resen t ,  
1 i k e  Athanasius , Ambrose, Augustine, "Anthony , advocate, o r  defend dev ia t ions  from a p o s t o l i c ,  b ib-  
Bernard, Dominic, F ranc i s ,  and o t h e r  ho l y  Fa the r s ,  " l i c a l ,  €m.meni~al  teaching ,  and who thereby misre- 

present  t he  One Lord, and H i s  One Fa i th  and Church! 
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One of t h e  most i n c i s i v e  paragraphs on t h i s  sub jec t  
I. have ever  read occurs i n  t h e  former Evangel ical  
Lutheran Church of A u s t r a l i a ' s  o f f i c i a l  c r i t i q u e ,  
w r i t t e n  by D r ,  M. P .  Hamann, of t h e  Missouri Synod's 
lrTheology of Fellowshipf1: 

Surely one must s e e  t h a t  t h e  t r u e  counterpar t  i n  
our day t o  t h e  f a l s e  teachers  of t h e  New Testa- 
ment age a r e  t h e  heterodox church-bodies them- 
s e l v e s ,  There a r e  ind iv idua l  f a l s e  t eache r s ,  
too ,  a -p lenty ,  but  t h e  t r u l y  f a l s e  t eache r s  today 
a r e  t h e  heterodox bodies .  For i n  them he te ro -  
doxy, f a l s e  teaching ,  heresy i s  given a  hab i t a -  
t i o n  and a  name; i t  i s  given r e s p e c t a b i l i t y ;  i t  
is  given perpetui ty--and a l l  t h i s  under t h e  pro- 
t e c t i o n  of t h e  b l e s sed  name "ChurschY The f a l s e  
teachings given a  refuge i n  heterodox bodies  a r e  
every whit as  bad as  t h e  f a l s e  teachings known 
i n  t h e  New Testament, . , And i n  a l l  heterodox 
bodies  i t  i s  j u s t  t h e i r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  f a l s e  
teaching  which makes them what they a r e ,  and 
which i; t h e i r  r a i son  d ' e t r e .  The Methodist 
Church, i n s o f a r  as  i t  i s  Methodist,  i s  t h e  sup- 
p o r t  of heresy;  i t s  i n c i d e n t a l  witness  t o  t h e  
Gospel i s  not-  something which would mean i t s  
continued sepa ra t e  ex is tence .  And t h e  same i s  
t r u e  of a l l  heterodox bodies .  I n  as  f a r  as  they 
a re  what t h e i r  reason f o r  ex is tence  i s ,  they  a r e  
t h e  modern counterpar t s  of t h e  New Testament 
f a l s e  t eache r s  and f a l s e  prophets ;  And t h e  New 
Testament condemnation of f a l s e  teachers  should 
be appl ied  t o  them d i r e c t l y  and without any 
so f t en ing  of t he  

S ince ,  however, we can never  dea l  with e n t i r e  
church-bodi e s  except through r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f f i -  
c i a l s ,  committees, o r  assemblies ,  i t  fol lows t h a t  
any p r i n c i p l e s  app l i cab le  t o  heterodox churches 
must e i t h e r  apply t o  t h e i r  o f f i c i a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
as  such, o r  e l s e  they cannot be appl ied  a t  a l l !  

he B i b l i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  is s t a t e d  i n  Rom, 1 6 ~ 1 7 :  
trMark them which cause d i v i s i o n s  and offences con- 
t r a w  t o  t h e  doc t r ine  which you have learned;  and 
avoid them." This con t rove r s i a l  t e x t  is  p a r t i c u -  
l a r l y  r e l evan t  because t h e  heterodox bodies  as  such 
a re  t h e  d iv i s ions  which c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  notor ious  
offence of divided Christendom! (The most objec- 
-p---.----- 

t i v e  and most va luable  grammatical s tudy of Rom, 
p6:17 i n  our c i r c l e s  seems t o  me t o  be  t h a t  of t h e  
c l a s s i c s  s c h o l a r ,  Prof .  R.  G .  Hoerber, P ~ . D . ~ ~ )  

We have a l ready seen t h a t  t h e  ex tens ive  a p p l i c a t i  on 
of Rom, 16: l7  (and p a r a l l e l s ]  covers a t  l e a s t  h e t -  
erodox church-bodies and t h e i r  o f f i c i a l  representa-  
t i ves  as  such. So long a s  t h i s  important ob jec t ive  
minimum of app l i ca t ion  is  f i rmly  maintained, it 
does no harm i f  ~udgrnents d i f f e r  on occasion i n  t h e  
shady a rea  of c a s u i s t r y ,  involv ing  a l l  s o r t s  of 
indiv idual ,  personal  r e l a t i o n s ,  unusual circum- 
s tances ,  e t c ,  

Rut what of t h e  i n t e n s i v e  app l i ca t ion  of  Rom, 16117 
and p a r a l l e l s ?  What s o r t s  of a c t s  and r e l a t i o n s  
are forbidden by t h e  command t o  ffavoidw? Clear ly  
not a l l  forms of contac t ,  '"or then must ye needs 
go out of t h e  worldu ( I  Cor, 5 : 10) . S p i r i t u a l  f e l -  
lowship, communication "in - sacs-risf' i s  meant, 

The context  of  Rom. 16: 17 ,  "avoid themft, speaks of 
the k i s s  of peace (v, 161, which was p a r t  of f e l -  
lowship, Nothing could be more a r t i f i c i a l  than t h e  
a r b i t r a r y  exemption of prayer  from t h e  command t o  
ffavoidw--except perhaps t h e  claim t h a t  prayer  i s  
not worship but  witness!  (And t h a t  prayer  i s  not  a  
means of grace i s  i r r e l e v a n t :  t h e  k i s s  of peace 
wasn t e i t h e r ! )  S c r i p t u r e  does no t  conta in  sepa ra t e  
s e r i e s  of  t e x t s ,  dea l ing  with a l t a r  and p u l p i t  f e l -  
lowship and with prayer  fe l lowship  r e spec t ive ly .  
The p r a c t i c e  i n  both cases must be based on t h e  
same t e x t s ,  But i f  one s i n g l e  s e r i e s  of  t e x t s  



One of t h e  most i n c i s i v e  paragraphs on t h i s  sub jec t  
I. have ever  read occurs i n  t h e  former Evangel ical  
Lutheran Church of A u s t r a l i a ' s  o f f i c i a l  c r i t i q u e ,  
w r i t t e n  by D r ,  M. P .  Hamann, of t h e  Missouri Synod's 
lrTheology of Fellowshipf1: 
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teaching  which makes them what they a r e ,  and 
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~ e l e t i u s  of  Lykopolis and P e t e r  of Alexandria 
governs both areas  of a p p l ~ c a t i o n ,  how can t h e  same became complete i n  t h i s ,  t h a t  " these and those  
t e x t s  be he ld  t o  allow -the one and f o r b i d  t h e  o t h e r ?  prayed s e p a r a t e l y  and l ikewise everyone rendered 

;he other-  s a c r e i  s e r v i c e s  (h ierourgias)  by him- 
I t  i s  rank formalism t o  th ink  of church fe l lowship  s e l f  ,"47a 
merely a s  a  formal d e c l a r a t i o n  of a l t a r  and p u l p i t  
f e l l o h s h i p ,  s h o r t  of which a l l  s o r t s  of j o i n t  s p i r -  f ell ow ship is  the  poin t  a t  which doc t r ine  i s  e i t h e r  
i t u a l  work and worship with f a l s i f i e r s  of  t h e  Gospe confessed o r  denied,  Here it  becomes evident  
a r e  p o s s i b l e ,  Our ~ u s t r a l i a n  Document -- of Union i n  whether men o r  churches r e a l l y  confess what they 
i t s  amended, f i n a l  form,47 echoing t h e  1963 Mankato know t o  be d iv ine  t r u t h ,  o r  whether they  a r e  merely 
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Theologians Conferencef s i n c i s i v e  toying with frviewsrr a n d  " in t e rp re t a t ions f l ,  and are' 
d e f i n i t i o n  of fe l lowship  as  brotherhood, e f  f e c t i u e l y  the re fo re  ready t o  t r e a t  t h e  oppos i te  teachings as  
repudia tes  t h e  f o r m a l i s t i c  not ion  of  fe l lowship :  having equal  r i g h t s ,  A "confessionw which can 

~ r a c t i s e  fe l lowship  with t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of t h e  
according t o  t h e  Word of God and our Lutheran contrary doc t r ine ,  i s  play-confession.  The g r e a t  

Confessions, church fe l lowship ,  t h a t  i s ,  mutual Reformer s a i d  t o  D r ,  Major: 
recogni t ion  a s  b re th ren ,  a l t a r  and p u l p i t  fel low- 
s h i p  and r e s u l t a n t  co-operation i n  t h e  preaching He who holds h i s  doc t r ine ,  f a i t h ,  and c o n f e s s ~ o n  
of t h e  Gospel and t h e  adminis t ra t ion  of t h e  Sac- t o  be t r u e ,  r i g h t ,  and c e r t a i n ,  cannot s t and  i n  
raments, presupposes unanimity i n  t h e  pure doc- one s t a b l e  with o the r s ,  who teach  f a l s e  doc t r ine ,  
t r i n e  of t h e  Gospel and i n  t h e  r i g h t  administra-  o r  a r e  given t o  i t ,  48 

t i o n  of t h e  Sacraments, , , 
As p a r t  and p a r c e l  of t h e  Church confession of t h e  

We dec l  
an t h e  
t r a t i o n  
the re  w 
t h e  f a i  

a r e  t h a t  wherever continued co-operat ion 
preaching of t h e  Gospel and t h e  adminis- 

of  t h e  Sacraments and worship e x i s t s ,  
e  have a  witness  t o  t h e  world of u n i t y  i n  
t h  and a  profess ion  of church fe l lowship .  

Church f e l  lowship i s  brotherhood--and brotherhood 
i s  i n d i v i s i b l e ,  However shady some areas  of app l i -  
ca t ion  may be when i t  comes t o  ind iv idua l  cases-- 

Gospel, fe l lowship  dare never  be t r e a t e d  as  simply 
another aspec t  of s a n c t i f i e d  l i v i n g ,  something i n  
the realm of t h e  Second Table, perhaps of t h e  Eighth 
Commandment, Where t h i s  i s  done, t h e  ob j e c t i v e  
Gospel i s  s u b t l y  transformed i n t o  s u b j e c t i v i t y ,  and 
doct r ine  and confession a re  r e l a t i v i s e d ,  on t h e  
plea t h a t  pe r fec t ion  i s  impossible i n  a  s i n f u l  
world. Luther warns aga ins t  t h i s  confusion of doc- 
t r i n e  and l i f e ,  i n  h i s  comments on Gal,  5 :9 :  IYA 

t h e  evangel ica l  and missionary maxim "sa lus  popul i  l i t t l e  leaven leavens t h e  whole lumprf: 

suprema iexu  must r u l e  here-- the p r i n c i p l e  i s  crys-  
t a l  c l e a r  t h a t  fel lowship i s  one un i t a ry  whole, J u s t  as  i n  philosophy a  small  e r r o r  a t  t h e  be- 
e i t h e r  p r a c t i s e d  completely or denied completely, ginning ( i n  f i r s t  p r i n c i p l e s )  i n  t h e  end becomes 
This was taken f o r  granted i n  t h e  anc ient  Church, a  very g rea t  and excessive e r r o r ,  s o  a l s o  i t  
as  E l e r t  has shown: happens i n  theology: a  small  e r r o r  can des t roy  

and f a l s i f y -  t h e  whole Chr i s t i an  d o c t r i n e ,  R e r e -  
There i s  e i t h e r  complete Church fe l lowship  o r  f o r e  doc t r ine  and l i f e  must be r i g i d l y  d i s t i n -  
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conclude t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  l e t  me c i t e  Lu the r s s  
gu l shed  Doctrine i s  n o t  ours ,  b u t  ~ o d ' s ,  who mous s i m i l e  of t h e  two b r o t h e r s  and t h e  bea r ,  
has c a l l e d  us only as  s l a v e s  and se rvan t s  over i c h  c l e a r l y  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  two-fold r e l a t i o n  of  
aga ins t  i t:  hence we may not  and cannot s u r -  the  orthodox Church t o  t h e  var ious  "Babylonian Cap- 
render  o r  remit  t h e  very l e a s t  t i t t l e  o r  l e t t e r  v i t i e s f T  of f a l s e  doc t r ine ,  under whose yoke s o  
o f i t ,  , . ch of t h e  s p i r i t u a l  I s r a e l  languishes today: 

Doctrine is  heaven, l a e  i s  t h e  e a r t h :  I n  l i f e  
t h e r e  a r e  s i n ,  e r r o r ,  d i s u n i t y ,  shee r  e f f o r t  and 
labour; t h e r e  love must ignore and overlook, 
t o l e r a t e ,  t h e r e  t h e  forgiveness of s i n s  must 
rexgn and r u l e .  . . But wi th  doc t r ine  it i s  
another  mat te r  a l togethexxfor  i t  is  holy ,  pure,  
heavenly, d i v i n e .  Whoever wants t o  change o r  
f a l s i f y  it, toward him n e i t h e r  love no r  mercy 
a r e  t o  be shown, hence doc t r ine  needs no f o r -  
giveness of s i n s ,  

Therefore i t  won't  do a t  a l l  t o  i d e n t i f y  doc- 
t r i n e  and l i f e :  f o r  one l e t t e r ,  yes one s i n g l e  
t i t t l e  of S c r i p t u r e  i s  v a s t l y  more important 
than heaven and e a r t h ,  Therefore we cannot t o l -  
e r a t e  i t ,  i f  people want t o  d i s t o r t  it i n  t h e  
s l i g h t e s t ,  But what concerns t h e  weaknesses and 
mistakes of l i f e ,  t h e r e  we can wel l  t o l e r a t e  and 
overlook. For we t o o  a r e  poor men, who d a i l y  
stumble and s i n ,  . , But our  doc t r ine  a s  by Gods 
grace pure 39 

To use C ;  S ,  Lewis' example of t h e  chess-game: one 
nay p lay  wel l  o r  badly,  win o r  l o se ,  bu t  one could 
not  play a t  a l l  except f o r  t h e  absolu te  r i g i d i t y  of 
t h e  squares and t h e  moves! And s o  t h e  Gospel, t h e  
doc t r ine  of God, i s  t h e  immovable framework wi th in  
which a l l  our "manifold changes of t h ~ s  worldff t ake  
p l ace  I t  is c o n s t i t u t i v e  of f a ~ t h  and Church, ob- 
j ec t sve ,  ou t s ide  and be fo re  us--whether we s i n  o r  
triumph, b e l l e v e  o r  d i s b e l i e v e ,  obey o r  dlsobey, 
e x u l t  o r  d e s p a ~ r ,  l i v e  o r  d i e ,  Whoever th lnks  he 
can get on without such an u t t e r l y  objective and 
p r i o r  Gospel, does not  y e t  know t h e  Law! 

I say  t h a t  under t h e  pope t h e r e  e x i s t s  t r u e  
Christendom, yea,  t h e  very  s e l e c t  company of 
Christendom and many pious and g r e a t  s a i n t s .  . , 
Hear f o r  yourse l f  what S t .  Paul s ays ,  I I  Thess. 
2 :4 :  The A n t i c h r i s t  w i l l  s i t  i n  t h e  Temple of 
God. If now t h e  pope i s ,  as  I f i rmly  b e l i e v e ,  - 
t h e  t r u e  h t i c h r i s t ,  then he must "sitv o r  re ign  
not  i n  t h e  d e v i l ' s  s t a b l e ,  but  i n  she "Temple of 
God." No, he i s  not  going t o  s i t  where t h e r e  
a r e  only d e v i l s  and unbel ievers  o r  where t h e r e  
is  no Chr is t  o r  Christendom; f o r  he  i s  supposed 
t o  be an a n ~ i c h r i s t ,  and must t h e r e f o r e  be among 
Chr i s t i ans .  And because he must s i t  and r e ign  
t h e r e ,  he  must have Chr i s t i ans  under him, For 
" the Temple of God" means not  a  p i l e  of s tones ,  
bu t  holy Christendom, I Cor. 3:17, i n  which he 
i s  t o  r e i g n ,  . , 'Therefore we do not  raqe l i k e  t h e  
f a n a t i c s ,  who condemn everything which t h e  pope 
has under him; f o r  thus we would condemn a l s o  
Christendom, t h e  Temple of  God, with every th ing  
she has from C h r i s t .  . . . they  a t t a c k  t h e  Temple 
of God and miss t h e  An t i ch r i s t  who s i t s  i n  i t ;  
l i k e  b l i n d  people who reach f o r  water  and get  
i n t o  f i r e ,  Yes they do as  one b r o t h e r  d id  t s  
t h e  o the r  i n  the  Tnuringian f o r e s t :  they a r e  
walking through the  f o r e s t  t oge the r ,  when a  b e a r  
a t t acks  them, and grabs one of them and holds 
him under. The o t h e r  one wants t o  h e l p  h i s  
b ro the r ,  s t a b s  a t  t h e  bea r ,  but  misses him, and 
t r a g i c a l l y  s t a b s  t h e  b ro the r  t lncle~ t h e  b e a r ,  
The f a n a t i c s  do t he  same th ing :  they should h e l p  
poor  C h i s  tendom which t h e  Ant ichrxs t  has under 
h ~ m s e l f  and which he t o r r u r e s ,  and s o  they s e t  



conclude t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  l e t  me c i t e  Lu the r s s  
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grace pure 39 
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themselves fe roc ious ly  aga ins t  the pope, bu t  miss 
him, and f a r  more t r a g i c a l l y  murder Christendom 
under t h e  pope.. For i f  they would leave Baptism 
and t h e  Sacrament i n t a c t ,  t h e  Chris t ~ a n s  under 
t h e  pope could s t i l l  escape wlth t h e i r  sou l s  and 
be  saved, as  happened h i t h e r t o ;  b u t  now i f  t h e  
sacraments a r e  taken from them, they must be 
l o s t ,  f o r  C h r i s t  himself  i s  taken away thereby.  
My dear ,  t h a t ' s  not  t h e  way t o  come b u r s t i n g  
upon t h e  pope, because C h r i s t ' s  s a i n t s  l i e  under 
him, I t  takes a  caut ious ,  modest s p i r i t ,  which 
would Pet remain under him t h a t  which i s  t h e  
Temple of  God, and r e s i s t  t h e  a d d i t ~ o n ,  with 
which he des t roys  t h e  Temple of GodOSo 

The "LutheranH World Federat ion 

I f  t h e  Church of t h e  Augsburg Confession i s  as  ecu- 
menical as  she claims t o  be, i s  not  t h e  g lobal  
forum provided by t h e  Lutheran World Federat ion 
j u s t  t he  instrument she  needs t o  bea r  e f f e c t i v e  
witness  t o  genuine B i b l i c a l  ecumenicity? 

Reinhold Niebuhr observed about Woodrow Wilson t h a t  
"as a  t y p i c a l  son of t h e  manse, he be l ieved  too  
m u c h  i n  words In  a s ses s ing  t h e  na tu re  of t h e  
L.W.F . ,  i t  i s  important not  t o  be misled by mere 
words, bu t  t o  pay a t t e n t i o n  t o  subs tance .  A t  l e a s t  
two ques t ions  must be asked and answered: ( I )  What 
kind of churches make up t h e  L , W . F .  membership? 
(2)  Does t h e  LOW(,  F ,  a c t  a s  a  church? 

In  t h e  f i r s t  p l ace ,  s i n c e  the  s tream cannot r i s e  
h ighe r  than i t s  source,  we must cons ider  t h e  n a t u r e  
of t he  L , W , F , ' s  cons t i t uen t  bod ies ,  A dec i s lve  
f e a t u r e  of t h e  L,W,F, i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  most of  i t s  
SO odd mi l l i on  members a r e  suppl ied  by var lous  
s t a t e  and t e r r i t o r i a l  churches of Europe, What i s  
t h e  cha rac te r  of t hese  churches? The Church of 

 wede en i s  i n  f u l l  inter-communion with t h e  Church 
of England and with t h e  (Presbyter ian)  Church of 
Scot land,  both of which i n  t h e i r  o f f i c i a l  confes- 
s i o n s - - i f  indeed one may s t i l l  c a l l  t h e  Anglican 
Thirty-Nine A r t i c l e s  t h a t - - r e j e c t  t h e  Real Presence 
i n  t h e  B i b l i c a l ,  Lutheran sense ,  The Church of 
Norway, t he  Church of Denmark, and t h e  Church of 
Finland a l s o  p r a c t i s e  inter-communion wi th  t h e  
Churches of England and of Scot land"  The Churches 
of Sweden and of  Finland a l s o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  Angli- 
can episcopal  consecra t ions ,  and v i c e  ve r sa ,  

Even more curious i s  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  of  t h e  var ious  
German churches i n  t h e  L.W. F.  The r e l evan t  po r t ion  
of our s t o r y  begins i n  1 8 1 7 , ~ l  with t h e  Prussian 
King's at tempt t o  u n i t e  t h e  Lutheran Church of 
P russ i a  ( t o  which n ine ty  p e r  cent  of  h i s  s u b j e c t s  
belonged) with h i s  own C a l v i n i s t i c  Church, This  
r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  so-ca l led  United Church of P russ i a ,  
i n  which Lutheran and C a l v i n i s t i c  Confessions, t he  
Real Presence and t h e  Real Absence, had equal 
r i g h t s .  The modern, expanded successor  of t h i s  
Union Church i s  the  Evangel ical  Church of t h e  Union, 
one member of which, t h e  Church of Pomerania, i s  
a c t u a l l y  a  f u l l  member of t h e  L , W , F ,  ! 

The Prussian King, Frederick William 111, was s i n -  
ce re ly  convinced t h a t  t h e  "minor" d i f f e rences  be- 
tween t h e  two churches could be and had t o  be over- 
come, a l s o  i n  o rde r  t o  make common cause aga ins t  
t he  o u t r i g h t  R a t i o n a l i s t i c  unbel ie f  which was s t i l l  
powerful,  When consc ient ious  Lutherans re fused  t o  
su r rende r  t h e i r  B i b l i  c a l ,  Reformation f a i t h ,  t h e  
King regarded t h i s  simply as  insubordina t ion ,  and 
h i s  government took inc reas ing ly  harsh  measures i n  
a  va in  attempt t o  fo rce  compliance, Some i n c r e d i b l e  
scenes took p lace  .52 In  t h e  hamlet Hoenigern, 500 
s o l d i e r s  drove t h e  weeping Lutheran women from t h e  
church-doors wi th  sab res  and bayonets ,  on Christmas 
Eve, then forced the  church open and e sco r t ed  t h e  
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"Unitedf1 p a s t o r  i n t o  i t  t o  read  h i s  "United" s e r v i c e  
t o  t h e  empty pews. Lutheran p a s t o r a l  a c t s ,  such as  
bapt isms,  marr iages,  confirmations,  e t c . ,  were de- 
c l a red  i n v a l i d  and i l l e g a l .  People were f ined  f o r  
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  Lutheran s e r v i c e s ,  f o r  r e fus ing  
"United1' baptism, even f o r  r e fus ing  t o  b e t r a y  t h e i r  
Lutheran p a s t o r s .  Midwives were commanded t o  n o t i -  
f y  t h e  government of  t h e  b i r t h  of any Lutheran 
ch i ld ren .  Baptized Lutheran i n f a n t s  were se i zed  by 
t h e  p o l i c e  and f o r c i b l y  re -bapt ized  by t h e  "United" 
p a s t o r .  Clergy and laymen, even of t h e  n o b i l i t y ,  
were imprisoned f o r  t h e  "offencef1 of hold ing  Luth- 
e ran  s e r v i c e s ,  No wonder t h a t  many hundreds emi- 
g ra t ed  t o  America and t o  Aus t r a l i a ,  fo r sak ing  a l l  
th ings  r a t h e r  than sur render  t h e  F a i t h .  

church and, on t h i s  account,  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  u n i t y  
of t h e i r  f a i t h ,  t h e i r  love.  and t h e i r  hone. of  

1 J Z  
t h e i r  confession and t h e i r s t a s k ,  and o f  t h e i r  
message through sermon and sacrament , 3 5  fmv 

f t e r  t h e  co l l apse  of  t h e  thousand-year r e ign  i n  
45, t h e  Lutheran churches of Germany had t h e i r  
s t  oppor tuni ty  t o  a s s e r t  t h e i r  Confessional i n t eg -  
t y .  They missed i t .  Ins tead  they joined with 
l t h e  C a l v i n i s t i c  and United churches of  Germany 
organize t h e  Evangel ical  Church i n  Germany. This 

appened a t  Treysa and Eisenach i n  1945-1947-1948, 
i s  church, though c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  a  f ede ra t ion ,  
l l s  i t s e l f  a  church, and, t h e o l o g i c a l l y ,  undoubt- 
l y  a c t s  as  one. The i n i t i a l  d r a f t  c o n s t i t u t i o n  

So now t h e r e  were t h r e e  P ro te s t an t  Churches i n  Ger- d i s t i n c t l y  emphasized t h a t  while  t h e  EKD /Evan- 
many: Lutheran, C a l v i n i s t  ("ReformedM), and United. g e l i c a l  Church i n  Germany, K * M . /  l i v e s  i n  an 

inne r  u n i t y  which makes it  more than a  mere 
The next  s i g n i f i c a n t  s t e p  came under Adolf H i t l e r ,  agency o r  f ede ra t ion  which e x i s t s  simply t o  ge t  
who, i n  t h e  manner of d i c t a t o r s ,  wanted t o  un i fy  some common t a s k s  done, t h i s  u n i t y  i s  not - -or  
and c e n t r a l i z e  everything,  inc luding  t h e  church, i n  not  ye t - - l ega l ly  conceivable .54 
order  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  government c o n t r o l ,  Accordingly, 
t h e  German Evangel ical  Church Federat ion of 1922 was A l l  t h e  Lutheran member churches agreed t o  these  
transformed i n  1933 i n t o  t h e  German Evangel ical  formulat ions a t  Treysa on June 6 ,  1949: 
Church, with "Reichsbishofff ( imper ia l  bishop) Muelle 
a t  t h e  head, This combined a l l  Lutheran, C a l v i n i s t ,  We t r u s t  t h a t  i n  t h i s  f ede ra t ion ,  by v i r t u e  of 
and United churches of Germany i n t o  one administra-  t h e  common hear ing  and heeding of t h e  Word, t h e  
t i v e  s t r u c t u r e ,  However, t h e  at tempts  t o  e x p l o i t  church i n  t h e  sense of t h e  New Testament is  
t h e  church f o r  n a t i o n a l i s t i c  purposes provoked s e r -  r e a l i z e d .  
ious oppos i t ion  from a l l  s e c t i o n s ,  This oppos i t ion  
became c r y s t a l l i z e d  i n  t h e  famous "Confessional There i s  agreement on t h i s  po in t  t h a t  Evangel ical  
Synod" of Barmen i n  1934, The Barmen Declara t ion ,  church members a r e  not  t o  be excluded from pa r -  
composed by Karl Barth, and addressed by t h e  Synod t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  Lord's Supper f o r  t h i s  reason 
t o  the  l lcongregat ions a s soc ia t ed  i n  t h e  one German t h a t  they belong t o  another  confession recognized 
Evangel ical  Church," c a l l e d  upon t h e  l a t t e r ,  i n  t h e  E K D . ~ ~  

i r r e s p e c t i v e  of t h e i r  Lutheran, Reformed, o r  And t h e  b a s i c  c o n s t i t u t i o n  of t h e  Evangel ical  Church 
United background and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  recognize of Germany ( Ju ly  13, l948),  provides :  
anew t h e  majesty of t h e  one Lord of t h e  one 
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church and, on t h i s  account,  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  u n i t y  
of t h e i r  f a i t h ,  t h e i r  love.  and t h e i r  hone. of  

1 J Z  
t h e i r  confession and t h e i r s t a s k ,  and o f  t h e i r  
message through sermon and sacrament , 3 5  fmv 
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doc t r ine  of Luther,  nor  with t h e  I n v a r i a t a  / t h e  
Regularly c a l l e d  min i s t e r s  of t h e  Word a r e  not  Unaltered Augsburg Confession/,  no r  wi th  t h e  
denied t h e  p r i v i l e g e  of preaching t h e  Word a l s o  Formula of Concord, They a l l  know t h a t  t h e  EKD 
i n  congregations of another  confess ion ,  . a 56 i s  more than a  f e d e r a t i o n ,  . , And what they 

d o n ' t  know, t h e i r  theologians know. Sommerlath, 
Schl ink,  and Merz, t o  name only these ,  know t h a t  

Although some Lutheran member churches have i n  t h e  one must choose between t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  of  t he  
p a s t  objec ted  t o  formally dec lared  complete a l t a r -  EKD and t h e  Formula of  ~ o n c o r d , 5 9  
fel lowship-- informally p r a c t i s e d  anyway--within t h e  
Evangel ical  Church, t h i s  oppos i t ion  i s  now subs id ing ,  Widening our  pe r spec t ive  t o  inc lude  a l l  of "Lutheran" 
as  a  r e s u l t  of  t h e  llconsensusv achieved i n  t h e  Europe, l e t  us hea r  D r ,  Sas se f  s sober ing  summary-- 
Arnoldshain Theses of 1957. While these  Theses bear ing  i n  mind t h a t  he  i s  speaking of t h e  churches 
genera l ly  s t r a d d l e  t h e  cont rover ted  i s s u e s ,  Thesis  -- which comprise t h e  g r e a t  bulk of t h e  L,W,F, and 
5 (c) and [d j  can only be construed as  den ia l s  of t he re fo re  determine i t s  cha rac te r :  
t h e  Real Presence i n  t h e  B i b l i c a l ,  Confessional 
Lutheran sense ,  The Lutheran t e r r i t o r i a l  churches of Germany 

have been d isso lved  i n t o  t h e  "Evangelical Church 
D r ,  H ,  Sasse ,  whose testimony gains weight from t h e  i n  Germany," whose Council has  j u s t  decided t h a t  
f a c t  t h a t  he confessed not  only i n  word but  a l s o  i n  i n  every member church a l l  members of t h e  E K i D ,  
deed--choosing "ex i l e f1  r a t h e r  than comfort ab le  t r e a -  without regard  t o  t h e i r  Confession, must be ad- 
son wl th in  t h e  EKD--has w r i t t e n :  mi t ted  t o  t h e  Lord's Supper, The Churches of  

Sweden and Finland a r e  i n  intercommunion with 
The German Evangel ical  Church Federat ion of 1922 t h e  Church of England. An Anglican bishop par -  
proved t o  be,  a s  a  wise l eade r  of t h e  Union fo re -  t i c i p a t e s  i n  every episcopal  consecra t ion ,  
saw, "the s l eep ing-ca r  I n  which t h e  Lutherans Bishop Stephen N e i l l ,  who "equal ises"  ("gleich- 
a r e  be ing  c a r r i e d  i n t o  t h e  Unionefl  . . . In  s c h a l t e e j  German s tuden t s  and miss ionar ies  a t  
Eisenach, a t  t h e  f o o t  of  t h e  Wartburg, t h e  t h e  supposedly Lutheran Faculty of  Hamburg, keeps 
Lutheran Church of Germany was bu r i ed  i n  1948" book about how many German bishops a l ready pos- 
LoeheFs dream-vision of t h e  b u r i a l  of  t h e  Lutheran s e s s  a p o s t o l i c  success ion ,  On t o p  of  t h i s ,  
Church through i t s  own pas to r s  had become r e a l i t y  Sweden has now solemnly introduced intercommunion 
From t h e  s l eep ing-ca r  of t h e  Church Federat ion with the  Church of Scot land,  which i s  p r a c t i s e d  
one could s t i l l  e x i t .  , , From t h e  grave of t h e  a l s o  by Denmark and Norway, How a l l  t h i s  works 
EKD no one s h a l l  r i s e  aga in -  This mishmash of out  i n  t h e  formerly Lutheran mission f i e l d s ,  
Federat ion and church, a  f ede ra t ion  which c a l l s  above a l l  i n  Afr ica  and Ind ia ,  i s  wel l  known, 
i t s e l f  church and a c t s  as  church, a  church t h a t  The Church of t h e  P a l a t i n a t e  has solemnly ac- 
wants t o  be federa t ion--" federa l  church" they cepted intercommunion with t h e  Congregational 
s a i d  i n  1933--no longer  knows any r i g h t  of seces-  Union of England and Wales and t h e  r e l a t e d  
s i o n  ,58 American s e c t s ,  bu t  demands t h a t  a l l  German Lu- 

therans  moving i n t o  t h e  P a l a t i n a t e  communicate 
They a l l  / t h e  b ishops /  know, without e x c e p t ~ o n ,  a t  t h e  Reformed Communion Table of t h e  Church of 
t h a t  t h e  EKD i s  compatible n e i t h e r  with t h e  
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t h e  P a l a t i n a t e ,  In  Holland a l t a r - f e l lowsh ip  
between t h e  Lutheran and t h e  Reformed t e r r i t o r i a l  
church has  been solemnly confirmed, France w i l l  
fol low. And no one t akes  offence a t  t h i s ,  The 
German p ro fes so r s  go from Tuebingen t o  Zurich, 
from Zurich t o  Goettingen, from Bonn t o  Erlangen, 
from Erlangen t o  Mainz, For " the  Confessional 
age i s  over," as  they assure  u s ,  That t h e i r  
s tuden t s  must some day swear an Ordination vow, 
does not  i n t e r e s t  them,60 

Clear ly ,  t h e  "Lutheranu cha rac te r  of  t hese  churches, 
and of t h e i r  World Federat ion,  i s  a  l e g a l  f i c t i o n :  
"To assure  t h e  s e c u r i t y  of t h e  organized church, 
t h e  l e g a l  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  confession must not  be 
touched; i t  i s  respec ted  as  a  p u b l i c  document, but  
i n  theology and i n  p i e t y  every. one goes h i s  own 
wayOw6Q 

i t h  t h e  f a i t h  of t h e  Reformation and t h e  f a i t h  of 
whole church. "63 Let t h r e e  tes t imonies  s u f f i c e  

i n d i c a t e  t h e  r e s u l t s  of two c e n t u r i e s  of s e c u l a r -  

Dr, Hans Asmussen, Pres ident  of t h e  Chancery of t h e  
Evangelical Church i n  Germany from 1946 t o  1948, 

r o t e  i n  t h e  Lutheran World, an o f f i c i a l  pub l i ca t ion  
f t h e  L,W,F,: 

But t h i s  i s  i n  f a c t  t h e  p i c t u r e  of wide s e c t o r s  
of our Lutheran church today: clergymen read 
aloud t h e  Christmas s t o r y ,  which they consider  
a  f a i r y t a l e .  They read aloud t h e  Eas t e r  s t o r y ,  
t o  which they f i n d  access  only a f t e r  s e v e r a l  
r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  A t  t h e  grave they wi tness  
t o  t h e  r e s u r r e c t i o n  of t h e  dead, which they con- 
s i d e r  a  myth.64 

In  mat te rs  of f a i t h ,  l e g a l  f i c t i o n s  a r e  s a c r i l e g e ,  e  Bruedernrundbrief,  a  Confessional voice wi th in  
Churches which s t i l l  have r e a l  Confessions, and a r e  e  t e r r i t o r i a l  church of Brunswig denied t h a t  t h e  
st111 ab le  ts d i s t i n g u i s h  between t h e  Real Presence e r r i t o r i a l  churches a r e  even churches any longer:  
and t h e  Real Absence i n  t h e  Sacrament, cannot pros-  
t i t u t e  t h e i r  Confessions by going along with t h e  A binding doc t r ine  no longer  e x i s t s  i n  them, Iie 
masquerade They cannot but  s t and  with Luther and who maintains of t h e  Evangel ical  Lutheran Con- 
t h e  Formula of Concord: f e s s ion  t h a t  i t  i s  b inding  f o r  a l l  members of t he  

t e r r i t o r i a l  church, i s  regarded a s  a  fo re ign  
P reckon them a l l  as belonging toge the r  ( t h a t  i s ,  body, yes ,  he  ha rves t s  scorn  and h a t r e d ,  The 
as  Sacramentarians and en thus i a s t s )  , f o r  t h a t  i s  onfession merely s t ands  peace fu l ly  on paper ,  i n  
what they  a r e  who w i l l  no t  be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and even t h e r e  f f screenedff  by am- 
Lord's bread i n  t h e  Supper i s  h i s  t r u e ,  n a t u r a l  biguous formula t ions ,  P r a c t i c a l l y  everyone 
body, which the  godless of  Judas r ece ive  o r a l l y  teaches and be l i eves  whatever occurs t o  him, , . 
as wel l  as  S t ,  P e t e r  and a l l  t h e  s a i n t s ,  WHO- There i s  no longer  any a r t i c l e  of f a i t h  which 
EVER, 1 SAY, WILL NOT BELIEVE THIS, W I L L  PLEASE might not  be denied a t  w i l l  and wi th  impunity, 
LET ME ALONE AND EXPECT NO FELLOWSHIP FROM ME, And because t h i s  i s  s o ,  because a l l  a l l e g i a n c e  
THIS IS  FINAL.^^ (my caps) t o  t h e  Confessions, i n  c o n s t i t u t i o n s ,  Ordinat ion 

vows and o t h e r  ob l iga t ions  of o f f i c e ,  i s  no 
Of course many more fundamental th ings  than t h e  Real longer  taken s e r i o u s l y ,  but  i s  regarded only as  
Presence a r e  a t  s t a k e ,  A s  D r ,  Sasse observes, Ifthe empty form, our t e r r i t o r i a l  churches as church- 
major i ty  of P r o t e s t a n t  churches have long ago broken bodies  a re  no longer  churches .65 
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And, r epor t ing  from Sweden, Pas to r  Tom G A .  Hardt,  ~ u t h e r a n s .  These mi l l i ons  e x i s t  only on paper.  

con te s t s  " the not ion  t h a t  a  European n a t i o n a l  chure Only a  small  f r a c t i o n  have any meaningful connec- 
l i k e  t h e  Church of  Sweden i s  i n  any way a  Chr i s t i an  t i o n  with t h e  organized church. Thei r  leaders  a r e  
body, There a re  many Chr i s t i ans  wi th in  h e r ,  both genera ls  without  armies. They have p l en ty  of money, 

of orthodox and h e r e t i c a l  convic t ions ,  but  t h e  body because the  German s t a t e ,  f o r  i n s t ance ,  hands over  

as  such i s  a  s o c i a l  e n t i t y ,  p a r t  and pa rce l  of t h e  t o  them 10 pe r  cent  of a l l  t h e  income taxes  c o l l e c t -  

s o c i e t y d f f 6 6  What i s  t h e  na tu re  of t h e  abe r ra t ions?  
regard  ~t as  unnecessary t o  make a  l i s t  s f  

h e r e s i e s  wi th in  t h e  Swedish episcopacy and c l e rgy ,  o  sum up: Under c lose  s c r u t i n y  the  "Lutheran m i l -  

I know of no heresy  t h a t  i s  not  found t h e r e o t 1 6 7  ions" of t he  L.W.F. evaporate  i n t o  theo log ica l  and 
a t i s t i c a l  f i c t i o n s .  I t  t r a n s p i r e s  t h a t  they a r e  

Recently, however9 a  s t r o n g  r e a c t ~ o n  t o  t h e  re ign  i t h e r  Lutheran nor  mi l l i ons !  

of Bultmannian Liberal ism has  a r i s e n  wi th in  some 
German t e r r i t o r i a l  churches,  Movements l i k e  "No t h i s  poin t  of t h e  argument, when i t  has t o  be 
Other Gospelu have a t t r a c t e d  cons iderable  a t t e n t i o n  i t t e d  t h a t  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  s i t u a t i o n  wi th in  t h e  
One c h u x h - p o l ~ t i c i a n  who had dismissed t h e  movemen . F .  i s  f a i r l y  grim, i t  is  usua l ly  s a i d :  But t h e  

as  involv ing  but  "a f r a c t i o n  of our church popula- . F .  i s  not  a  church anyway bu t  only a  f ede ra t ion ,  

t i on , "  received t h e  j u s t  r ep ly :  'Yes,  bu t  P t  hap- t h a t  jo in ing  i t  does not  imply any s p i r i t u a l  

pens t o  be t h a t  f r a c t i o n  which s t f  11 goes t o  church: ogni t ion  o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  I t  i s  a  wonderful 
o r t u n i t y  t o  he lp  these  d i l a p i d a t e d  Lutherans by 

This is  t h e  t r a g i c  r e s u l t  of t h e  Past c e n t u r i e s t  ness ing  t o  them! 

theodoglcal  d i s s o l u t i o n :  t h e  churches a r e  empty, 
\{%en I was i n  Hels inki  i n  1963, 2 was taken by a  , what would you say  i f  I t o l d  you: "The U.S.A. 

Finnish f r i e n d  t o  s e e  one of t h e  two main down-town not  a  na t ion ,  because they  a r e  a  f ede ra t ion  of 
chwrdles, in a  pa r i sh  of 20,000, The church s e a t s  a tes"?  O r :  f T A u s t r a l i a  i s n v  t a  na t ion ,  because 
3000 people We asked: "How many a t t e n d  church i s  a  federa t ion"?  You would soon conclude t h a t  
here  om S ~ n d a y s ? ~ ~ u r  Finnish f r i e n d  was not  sup- e  i s  something badly amiss i n  my l o g i c .  Wlly 
posed t o  mention t h ~ s  t o  fo re igne r s ,  bu t  t h e  answer not  something be both a  na t ion  and a  f ede ra t ion?  
was: 656 And i n  t h e  summer even they d r d n P t  come same i s  t r u e  of t h e  Church, The terms "church1r 
and t h e  church had t o  be closed!  "federat ion" simply move on two d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  

t r a c k s ,  and t h e r e  i s  no con t rad ic t ion  between 

This i s  t y p i c a l  of the  t e r r ~ t o r i a l  churches,  Indi -  em whatever. The one speaks about t h e  inne r  na- 

vidual  preachers  may a t t r a c t  l a r g e r  audiences, bu t  e  of t he  t h i n g ,  t h e  o t h e r  of i t s  outward organi-  

by and l a rge ,  a t tendances a r e  p i t i f u l ,  Natxonal i on .  I t  i s  q u i t e  l i t e r a l l y  nonsense, t h e r e f o r e ,  
averages of 3 p e r  cent  have been mentioned, Bavaria say t h a t  something i s  no t  a  church BECAUSE it i s  
IS considered except ional ly  good, because 10 pe r  edera t ion!  (The Missouri Synod i s  supposed t o  

cent  go t o  church, a  f ede ra t ion  of autonomous congregat ions.  Is it 
r e f o r e  not  a church?) 

A l l  t h r s  needs t o  be kept  i n  mind when cons ider ing  
the  L , W , F ,  !s claim t o  represent  some 50 million r t a i n  misinformed o r  d ishones t  people have been 
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gated ,  above and beyond t h e i r  having come to -  
spreading t h e  f a i r y - t a l e  t h a t  t h e  l a s t  Assembly of ge ther  i n  t h e  LoWeFo, t o  e n t e r  i n t o  mutual church 
t h e  L.W.F. a t  Hels inki  i n  1963 has made i t  q u i t e  f e  1 lowship and t o  dec la re  the  consummation of 
c l e a r ,  even through c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  changes, t h a t  church fe l lowship  through t h e i  r o f f i c i a l  organs. 
t h e  L.W.F. i s  not  a  church. The very oppos i te  i s  
t h e  case .  I t  was j u s t  a t  Hels inki  t h a t  it was made Two prominent expe r t s  on church law who were p resen t ,  
very p l a i n  t h a t  t h e  L.W.F. i s  i n  f a c t  a  church! prof .  Liermann and P ro f .  Grundmann, however, advised 

In  t h e  December, 1960, i s s u e  of t h e  Lutheran World, 
Prof .  P e t e r  Brunner had published an essay ,  "The 
Lutheran World Federat ion a s  an Ecc le s io log ica l  
Problem," i n  which, on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  L.W.F. Com- 
mission on Theology's own "thorough study ," he 
argued t h a t  L.W.F. was i n  f a c t  cons t an t ly  having t o  
a c t  as  church, f o r  i n s t ance  i n  making dec is ions  i n -  
volving doc t r ine  (any membership case !) . Teaching 
i s  "the one abso lu te ly  c e n t r a l  commission of t h e  
Church of C h r i s t .  When it  teaches ,  it i s  undoubt- 
ed ly  a c t i n g  as  a  church." And D r .  Brunner concluded 
t h a t  a l l  member churches of t he  L.W .F. ought t o  be 
i n  f u l l  church fe l lowship .  

On t h e  b a s i s  of t h i s  essay and t h e  r e s u l t a n t  d i s -  
cuss ion ,  t h e  Commission on Theology presented  t o  
the  Hels inki  Assembly an o f f i c i a l  r epor t  on "The 
Nature of t h e  Lutheran World Federat ion . I f  The i d e a  
was t h a t  t h i s ,  o r  some modif icat ion of i t ,  should 
be adopted as  an " a u t h o r i t a t i v e  commentary" on t h e  
Cons t i tu t ion .  This Report regards i t  a s  s e l f -  
ev ident  t h a t  t h e  L.W .Fa has  "churchly t a s k s  ," and 
speaks of " the  unquest ionable f a c t  t h a t  t h e  L.W.F. 
must a l s o  be a c t i v e  i n  t h e  a rea  of doc t r ine  and 
church po l i cy .v68  I t  furthermore speaks of a  
"tension" between "the f e d e r a t i v e  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  
instrument" and 'Ithe churchly cha rac te r  of i t s  pur-  
Dose and aims" ( i t a l i c s  i n  o r i g i n a l )  . The Report 
ko te s  t h a t  by t h e  very f a c t  of membership a l l  member 
churches accept t h e  L .  W .  F. I s  " doc t r ina l  b a s i s  ," and 
concludes : 

Therefore,  t hese  churches a r e  s p i r i t u a l l y  o b l i -  

a t  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  amendment was t h e  only way of 
a r i f y i n g  t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  bu t  t h a t  an "au thor i t a -  

t l v e  commentary" on t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  was a  l e g a l  
mposs ib i l i ty .  The Assembly followed t h i s  advice,  

may be added t h a t  t h e  amendments proposed t o  t h e  
embly had been d iscussed  previous ly  with repre-  

n t a t i v e s  of t h e  l a rge  de legat ion  of observers  
m t h e  Missouri Synod, who had apparent ly  f a l l e n  
o  t h e  t r a p  and approved them, 

en t h e  new vers ion  o f  t h e  L.W.F.'s c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  
amended a t  He l s ink i ,  provides t h a t  t h e  L.  W. F. 

h a l l  no t  exe rc i se  churchly funct ions  on i t s  own 
tho r i tyy"  (111, I ) ,  t h i s  does no tmean  t h a t  i t  s h a l l  
t exe rc i se  churchly func t ions ,  but  t h a t  it s h a l l  
s o  merely as  t h e  agent of one o r  more member 

urches.  But i t  i s  everywhere taken f o r  granted-- 
d  c e r t a i n l y  was a t  Hels inki - - tha t  t h e  L.W,F, 
t exe rc i se  churchly func t ions ,  

Department of Theology, f o r  example, repor ted  
i c i a l l y  t h a t  "one of  t h e  b a s i c  p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  
o l o g i c a l  work sf t h e  L,W,F, i s  t h a t  i t  is c a r r i e d  

i n  t h e  fe l lowship  of t h e  ~ h u r c h  ."G9 

he churchly n a t u r e  of  t h e  L.W.F. has not  always 
made c l e a r  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  t he  reason i s  pure ly  

u r c h - p o l i t i c a l .  Prof .  E. C l i f f o r d  Nelson, one of 
e  main e s s a y i s t s  a t  Hels inki ,  s a i d  i n  h i s  l e c t u r e ,  

e  One Church and t h e  Lutheran Churches," which 
s received with tumultuous applause: 

No doubt the  l eade r s  of  t h e  Lutheran World Con- 
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vention and t h e  Lutheran World Federat ion f e l t  
they were a c t i n g  wisely i n  making d isc la imers  of  
i n t e n t i o n s  t o  being o r  becoming "a church11 i n  a  
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  sense .  Rut, t h a t  organized world 
Lutheranism was an expression of t h e  e k k l e s i a  
had a l ready been recognized (J6rgensen: "It is  
a Church",) Nevertheless ,  a  p ruden t i a l  concern 
d i c t a t e d  then t h a t  h a s t e  be made slowly,  i n  order  
t o  d i s s i p a t e  a n x i e t i e s  and t o  avoid s h a t t e r i n g  
by p rec ip i tous  ac t ion  what had already been 
achieved., 70 

Prof .  Hans Liermann, i n  h i s  post-Helsinki  a r t i c l e ,  
"The Legal Nature and Cons t i tu t ion  of t h e  Lutheran 
World Federat ion,"  which seems t o  me t o  be t h e  most 
thorough, indeed t h e  d e f i n i t i v e  t reatment  t o  da t e ,  
concludes tha"cYhe Lutheran World Federat ion i s  a  
church i n  every sense of t h e  word, I t  possesses a  
confession and- f u l f i l l s  churchly t a s k s .  I t  is  en- 
t r u s t e d  with d i r e c t  proclamation of t h e  word.v71 

A t  t h i s  point  I could conclude with a  h e a r t y  Q.E .D.  
However, Prof .  Liermann adds some observa t ions  
which a r e  s o  important ,  t h a t  we should not  overlook 
them h e r e ,  He says  t h a t  t h e  L ,  W e  F ,  " represents  a  
type of church answering t o  t h e  demands of t h e  mod- 
e rn  world, and with a  q u i t e  new cha rac te r ,  bu t  r i c h  
i n  promise f o r  t he  f u t u r e . "  This i s  s o  because t h e  
tendency today i s  away from a c e n t r a l i z e d  "empirefr- 
type of church s t r u c t u r e ,  toward a  f ede ra t ed  "corn- 
monwealthw-type. And t h e  L.W,F ,  f i t s  n i c e l y  i n t o  
t h i s  p i c t u r e .  Indeed, Prof .  Liermann notes  t h a t  
even Rome, t h e  c l a s s i c  example of an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  
empire, had discerned t h e  s igns  of t h e  t imes,  and 
has begun a f 'caut ious loosening and decent r a l i  sing1'  
showing t h a t  "possibilities of t r a n s i t i o n  t o  t h e  
new form of world church a r e  being prepared,"  

Whether t h e  Vatican can absorb t h e  World Council of 
Churches and transform i t s e l f  i n  t h e  process from 

the  ghost of t h e  Roman Empire s i t t i n g  crowned upon 
e grave thereof"  (Mobbes) t o  a  more modern ghost 

a  commonwealth of churches with t h e  Pope a s  i t s  
f igurehead,  remains t o  be seen .  But a l l  s igns  seem 
t o  poin t  i n  t h a t  d i r e c t i o n .  While naive and not  s o  
naive Lutherans look about them and c ry  incredulous ly ,  
"Where, where i s  t h i s  dreadful  Super-Church?I1 they 
are  a t  t h a t  very moment b u i l d i n g  i t ,  and be ing  b u i l t  
i n t o  i t ,  through a l l  those  innocent- looking federa-  
ions  now s o  popular! Whether i t  i s  L , W e F o  o r  

C,UoSeA-,  N e C e C o ,  o r  W e C e C , ,  t h e  i l l i c i t  and un- 
cumenical premise i s  everywhere t h e  same: t h a t  
r i s t i a n  u n i t y  can come by way of "ORGANISATIONAL 
COGNITION OF FRACTIONAL OBEDIENCE TO THE ONE 
RDT1 (Franzmann) l 7 2  

when t h e  Behemoth Church s h a l l  a t  l a s t  s t and  
o re  us complete, as  a  t h e o l o g i c a l l y  ever  loose r  

u t  o rgan iza t iona l ly  ever  more c e n t r a l i z e d  f e d e r a l  
t r u c t u r e  i n  which everyone may be l i eve  and teach 
s he pleases--except  f o r  t h e  heresy  of "separa- 

s m U - - w i l l  t h a t  be t h e  one, un i t ed  Church of 
r i s t ?  No, i t  w i l l  be t h e  g r e a t  Counter-Church, 

Babylon, o f  Rev, 1'7: 

therans  should be t h e  l a s t  t o  be deceived by t h i s  
aud, For i t  was Luther who saw t h e  i s s u e  s o  

The holy Church of Chr i s t  speaks thus  : I  BE- 
L I E V E  one holy Chr i s t i an  Church; t h e  mad church 
of t h e  Pope s eaks thus :  I SEE one holy  Chris- 
t i a n  Church. 71; 

n  t h e s e  l a s t  days of s o r e  d i s t r e s s ,  when t h e  Word 
f  God i s  crowded out of t h e  Holy Place more and 
r e  by s e c u l a r  abmoninations of deso la t ion ,  t h e  
urch of t h e  Augsburg Confession has a  unique op- 
r t u n i t y  t o  teach  men t o  walk by f a i t h  and no t  by 
gh t ,  t o  seek C h r i s t ' s  Church by h e r  pure Marks, 
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and no t  t o  be misled by masks. When men f i n d  t h e  
Shepherd--by H i s  pure Voice ( S t ,  John 10)--they have 
a l s o  found t h e  Sheepfold. But i f  they look merely 
f o r  sheep, they may fol low a wolf unawares i n t o  t h e  
v a l l e y  of t h e  shadow of death.  To proclaim C h r i s t ' s  
Life-giving Voice, t o  be a humble bu t  i n c o r r u p t i b l e  
s tewardess of IIis myster ies ,  t h i s  i s  t h e  massively 
ecumenical t a s k  of t h e  Church of t h e  Augsburg Con- 
f e s s i o n .  In  f u l f i l l i n g  i t  f a i t h f u l l y  she i s  i n  
f a c t  t h e  t r u e  Ecumenical Movement of our t ime.  This 
i s  h e r  grace and h e r  glory--but a l s o  h e r  judgment! 
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