


bTI LITARY SERVICE ML, 'Sl lk COi4SCIEidl 'IOllS 0i3JECTOR 
I N  THE LIGHT OF IiClbiAiiS 13 : 1 - 10 

Presented at t h e  ELS General Pastoral Con- 
ference January, 1971, 

Two gerreratiorls have had t o  grope f o r  a f u t u r e  
made in secu re  by t h c  p e r s i s t e n c e  o f  con~pulsory m i l i -  
t a r y  consc r ip t i on .  'fie o l d e r  o f  tlzese generat ioi ls  
more r e a d i l y  accepted t h e  d r a f t  because an ou tpos t  
o f  o u r  count ry  had been a t t acked .  ?'hat t h e r e  was a 
need f o r  t h e  d r a f t  f o r  t h e  p r o t e c t i o n  of our  count ry  
was gene ra l l y  conceded. Even then ,  however, t h e r e  
were some who considered a l l  f i g h t i n g  s i n f u l  and r e -  
fused t o  bear  arms even i n  t h e  defense  o f  t h e i r  
country.  Such consc i en t ious  o b j e c t o r s  were given 
non- m i l i t a r y  r o l e s  i n s t e a d  o f  combat du ty .  

Now t h e  problem has  changed. Our count ry  i s  
involved i n  an unpopular ,  undeclared war. A t  t h e  
t ime ,  a wave o f  r e b e l l i o n  a g a i n s t  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  mo- 
r a l i t y  has  f looded the whole world,  sweeping away 
t h e  o l d  foundat ions  on which our  fo re fa t f r~e r s  b u i l t  
t h e i r  i d e a l s  and we see otlr n a t i o n  s e t  a d r i f t  i n  i m -  
mora l i t y ,  i n s e c u r i t y  and f r u s t r a t i o n .  The ffoly 
C h r i s t i a n  Church, anchored f i r m l y  i n  t h e  Holy Bib le ,  
i s  designed by God t o  withstand t h e s e  de luvian  s t r a i n s .  
Hut mu l t i t udes  of  v i s i b l e  churches caught i n  t h i s  
f l o o d ,  no t  conten t  t o  be bound by t h e  Word, have c u t  
t h e  anchor cha in  which should have saved them and now 
d r i f t  with t h e  c u r r e n t ,  gouging ou t  t h e  l a s t  remnants 
o f  t h e  o l d  s h e l t e r s ,  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of  law and c i v i l  
government, a s  t hey  go. The days a r e  e v i l  when 
clergymen advocate  c i v i l  disobedience i n  m a t t e r s  where 
t h e r e  is  no c o n f l i c t  between t h e  c i v i l  law and law of 
Cod. The days a r e  hard  when a man must choose between 
c o n f l i c t i n g  laws and obey God r a t h e r  t h a n  man. 

For guidance i n  t h e s e  t roub led  times, we t u r n  t o  
Romans chap te r  t h i r t e e n :  

I ,  a translation 

v .  1. Let every sou l  s u b j e c t  h imse l f  t o  t h e  government 
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which i s  i n  power f o r  t h e r e  is  not a government ex- 
cept  from God; those t h a t  e x i s t  a r e  i n s t i t u t e d  by 
God. 

v. 2 .  So t h a t  he who opposes t h e  government has s e t  
himself agains t  t h e  ordinance of  God. And they who 
have r e s i s t e d  s h a l l  (receive) br ing punishment upon 
themselves. 

v. 3. For r u l e r s  a r e  not  a f e a r  t o  t h e  good work but  
t o  t h e  e v i l .  So i f  you do not  want t o  be a f r a i d  of  
t h e  government, do good, and you s h a l l  have p r a i s e  
from t h e  same. 

v.  4.  For it is  God's servant  unto good f o r  you. But 
i f  ever you do e v i l ,  be a f r a i d ,  f o r  not without pur- 
pose does it ca r ry  t h e  sword. For it i s  God's s e r -  
vant ,  an avenger who br ings  God's wrath on anyone 
doing e v i l .  

v.  5. Wherefore it is  necessary t o  be subject  not  
only because of  wrath but  a l s o  because of conscience. 

v. 6. So f o r  t h i s  reason, pay taxes a l so .  For they 
a r e  servants  of God being bus i ly  engaged i n  t h i s  very 
thing.  

v.  7, Give t o  a l l  what is due: tax t o  whom t a x ,  cus- 
tom t o  whom custom, f e a r  t o  whom f e a r  and honor t o  
whom honor. 

3 

v.  8. Owe no man anything except t o  love one another. 
For he who loves t h e  o the r  ( the  d i f f e r e n t  one) has 
f u l f i l l e d  law. 

v. 9. For "you s h a l l  not commit adultery,"  "you s h a l l  
not  commit murder," "you s h a l l  not  s t e a l , "  "you s h a l l  
not covet ," and i f  the re  is  any o the r  commandment, it 
is  summed up i n  t h i s  word, "you s h a l l  love your neigh- 
bor a s  yourself ."  

v.10. Love works no e v i l  t o  t h e  neighbor. Accordingly, 
love is f u l f i l l i n g  of law. 

11. a brief exegesis stressinq references 
t o  mi 1 i t a r y  obl i g a t i  on 

One might r e s t r i c t  t h i s  study t o  verses  one t o  
seven which speak of one 's  duty t o  h i s  government i f  
one d id  not hear such s t range th ings  these  days con- 
cerning "love." The addi t ion  of verses e ight  t o  ten  
may help t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of love t o  obedience. 

v.  1. ''Every soul" c lose ly  p a r a l l e l s  " a l l  t h a t  hath 
l i f e  and breath", every member of t h a t  spec ia l  crea- 
t i o n  of  Cod, man, i n t o  whose n o s t r i l s  God breathed 
the  breath of l i f e  and man became a l i v i n g  soul .  The 
choice of these  words ind ica tes  t h e  un iversa l i ty  of 
t h e  proposit ion t o  be s t a t e d .  lblrether Jew o r  barbar- 
ian ,  Chr is t ian  o r  heathen, each person must f ind  him- 
s e l f  addressed i n  these words. "To t h e  government", 
a c o l l e c t i v e  p l u r a l  here k&a~6?4 15 pic tu res  the  
a u t h o r i t i e s  o r  powers by which government r u l e s .  
8 ~ i ~ 9 ~ ~ 0 6 6 i h l 6  modifies and i d e n t i f i e s  the  gov- 
ernment as  whatever one a c t u a l l y  holds power. The 
absence of the a r t i c l e  makes it a general c l a s s i f i c a -  
t i o n .  Arndt takes  the  p l u r a l  form of these  words t o  
ind ica te  the  various persons cons t i tu t ing  t h e  govern- 
ment. The i n t e n t  of the  words i s  c l e a r .  Whatever 
government ac tua l ly  holds power a t  any given time, i t  
is  t h c  government w i t h  which cvcry soul  has t o  d e a l ,  
whether i t  be a monarchy so  f a m i l i a r  i n  tiic cinys of 
Paul, o r  a r e p u l ~ l i c ,  o r  a democracy, a d i c t a t o r s h i p  
so  c repulsiv? t o  u s ,  o r  even communist apparently.  
?,Trr!T~\f$~~ 6 C Y3 3rd person s ingu la r  imperative 

passive of k c 7  . "Let him subject  himself'! 
( c f .  Arndt-Gingrich on passive meaning.) To complete 
the  r u l e ,  l e t  everyone obey whatever government holds 
power over him. Paul then gives the  reason f o r  t h i s  
subject ion saying, "Tl~ere i s  not a government except 
from Fod; those t h a t  e x i s t  a r e  i n s t i t u f e d  by i;o$. I ;  

The dc bg4 :>Tidi F<r-l?, T T . T J , J K & Y J - (  c . € O c  
reveals  t h a t  even wicked governments e x i s t  by t h e  
permission of God and under H i s  omnipotent r u l e .  This 
i s  seen i n  Old 'i'estament h i s t o r y .  God used heathen 
governments t o  punish ilis people when they f e l l  away 
from the  t r u e  f a i t h  and worship. The Egyptians, the  
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Philistines, the klidianites, the Assyrians were at 
times the scourge in the hand of God to chastise tfis 
wayward people. Then again, God broke the yoke of 
the oppressor, changed the government over His 
people but kept them always under some form of rule. 
While periods of transition give problems, the 
emerging of a government in power cleared the prob- 
lems and established whom they should obey. The fact 
that God has instituted whatever government actually 
mles, much as it is God who joins a man and a woman 
together in marriage, so that it is His institution, 
is now carried forward and applied in verse two. 

Herein lies the heart of our problem. If our govcrn- 
ment sets out to oppress our people, or if it wages 
an unjust war, must the Christian obey the draft 
board that orders him into the armed forces? lIas 
there been, is there now, or will there cvcr be a 
civil government that docs not oppress any of its 
own people at a1 1, or wage wars that are perfectly 
just in every particular? \@-tat must t h e  Christian do 
if he is not sure of the justice of his government? 
These questions we shall continue to ponder as we re- 
sume the exegesis of this portion. 

"If ever you do evil, he afraid; for it is not v. 2. Since God has instituted government, whoever without purpose that it carries the sword." The 
opposes the government is not simply opposing a human 
institution but the divine ordinance. Furthermore, sword is not only a symbol of authority, but a lethal 

weapon. It is meant to be used. The government is they bring punishment upon themselves. This punish- 
ment has its origin in God, since it is God's ordi- God's servant when it inflicts the death penalty upon 

nance that is opposed, but as verse 3 indicates, it a murderer or, on a larger scalc, wages war against 
the aggressor. A Christian may, then, with a good will be administered by the rulers. conscience serve as hangman, judge, or soldier. 

v .  3. Good works and evil are personified here. Ru- 
lers do not frighten those who do good works but Because the government is God's servant, it is 

those who do evil. Then, as though the apostle hears 
necessary to be obedicnt not only for fear of pun- 
ishment, but for conscience sake. 

the complaint of the moderns who want to do away with 
all fear -- as if that could be done --  by taking 
away all punishment, emptying the jails, etc., Paul 
answers that if you do not want to be afraid, then do 
good. Not only will you not need to be afraid, but 
you will receive praise, recognition, approval from 
the government. 

v. 4. Government is now to be seen as a servant of 
God: to those who do good, a servant of God for 
good; to those who do evil, an avenger who brings 
God's wrath upon the disobedient. F.B. notes in this 
connection in Homiletisches Magazin, Oct. 1895, "Uie 
Gewalt der Obrigkeit ist keine unumschrgnkte. Sie 
steht nicht Gber, auch nicht neben, sondern unter 
Gott. .. Die Obrigkeit hat kein Recht, selber Unrecht 
zu thun, sei es, die eigenen Unterthanen zu beddcken, 
sei es, gegen andere ~8lker ungerechte Kriege zu 
fghren. Gott ist auch ihr Herr und wird sie richten." 

v. 6 , 7 .  Since there is a moral obligation to obey the 
government, there is also an obligation to pay taxes 
which are levied by the government. Jesus taught 
this same unpopular lesson through the inscription on 
the money. Government tax collectors are servants of 
God also as they are busily engaged in gathering taxes. 
Christians are conscience bound to pay up whateier is 
due: taxes on people, taxes on things, fear and honor. 

v. 8,9,10. iillile a Christian t r ies  .to keer~ all his 
deb t s  paid in full, t h e r e  is one d e h t  t h a t  is never 
paid up. We always owe our neighbor love. IIe who 
loves the other (not s ) , ) ~  but g i  f/2c1i.. ) has ful- 
filled the law. kle ~vho yearns for the welfare and 
especially the eternal welfare of those also who are 
t r u l y  votlicr",  no t  related t o  o r  h c n c f i t i n j r  ! i i l ; i  i n  
anv  way, hc keep-, tiif law. Ilc wants  f o r  liis n c i  t;lii)or 
what he wants for himself. Such love is the summary 
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due: taxes on people, taxes on things, fear and honor. 

v. 8,9,10. iillile a Christian t r ies  .to keer~ all his 
deb t s  paid in full, t h e r e  is one d e h t  t h a t  is never 
paid up. We always owe our neighbor love. IIe who 
loves the other (not s ) , ) ~  but g i  f/2c1i.. ) has ful- 
filled the law. kle ~vho yearns for the welfare and 
especially the eternal welfare of those also who are 
t r u l y  votlicr",  no t  related t o  o r  h c n c f i t i n j r  ! i i l ; i  i n  
anv  way, hc keep-, tiif law. Ilc wants  f o r  liis n c i  t;lii)or 
what he wants for himself. Such love is the summary 



of t h e  commandments. We no te  i n  passing t h a t  t h e  
commandments a r e  not  i n  t h e  imperat ive but  simple 
f u t u r e  i n d i c a t i v e .  The ques t ion  p e r t i n e n t  t o  our  
s t u d y  i s ,  "Can a C:tlristian love h i s  n e i g h b o r  as h i m -  
s e l f  and a l s o  serve as a so ld i e r?"  'I'l~c: answer, of  
course ,  is  d e f i n i t e l y  "Yes." Much more s o  than t h e  
man who claims t o  be a g a i n s t  war and y e t  w i l l  burn 
down h i s  ne ighbor ' s  p l ace  of  bus iness  o r  school e t c .  
Love demands t h e  p ro tec t ion  of  our  neighbor aga ins t  
robbers ,  murderers,  t h i e v e s ,  o r  an invading enemy, 
j u s t  a s  we would wish t o  be p ro tec t ed  from such ene- 
mies. 

But, now l e t  u s  go back t o  t h e  ques t ion ,  "Can a 
s o l d i e r  be saved?" Look a t  t h e  heroes of  f a i t h  i n  
t h e  Old 'Sestamcnt: Abraham, David, Cideon, and 
o t h e r s .  Also frorn t h e  New Testament come t h e  examples 
o f  pious s o l d i e r s :  Cornel ius ,  t h e  centur ion  of Mat- 
thew 8 whose se rvan t  J e sus  healed and whose f a i t h  
Je sus  p ra i sed .  

Then, t h e  ques t ion ,  "Can a C h r i s t i a n  r e f u s e  t o  
se rve  i n  t h e  armed forces?" The answer: "Yes", i f  
he can say with f u l l  assurance t h a t  t h e  war i n  which 
he i s  commanded t o  Eight i s  c l e a r l y  aga ins t  t h e  com- 
mand o f  God and he can prove t h i s  from t h e  S c r i p t u r e s ,  
This  "proofii cannot be only t h e  ex i s t ence  o f  some 
a t r o c i t i e s  i n  t h e  war. Achan's t h e f t  of  forbidden 
goods d i d  not  i n v a l i d a t e  t h e  conquest o f  Canaan. 
David's a t roc ious  t reatment  o f  Uriah t h e  H i t t i t e  d i d  
not  make t h e  war aga ins t  t h e  Ammonites u n j u s t .  There 
w i l l  be s i n f u l  a c t s  a l s o  i n  a  j u s t  war. But a  war 
o f  aggression i n  which t h e  goal is  g lo ry ,  power, 
weal th ,  revenge - t h i s  i s  d i f f e r e n t .  Good examples 
o f  t h i s  a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  f i n d  i n  t h e  Sc r ip tu res .  
David would not  smite  Saul because Saul had been 
anointed k ing . 

What i f  a  Chr i s t i an  is  not  s u r e  t h a t  t h e  war i n  
which he i s  asked t o  f i g h t  i s  a j u s t  war? Let him 
assume t h a t  it is u n t i l  he can prove otherwise.  Let 
him p resen t  h i s  case  before  Cod i n  prayer ,  asking 
God's forg iveness  i f  h i s  judgment should be wrong, 
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and then ,  remembering " l e t  every sou l  be sub jec t  un- 
t o  t h e  h igher  power, f o r  t h e r e  i s  no power bu t  of  
God, t h e  powers t h a t  be a r e  ordained o f  God," l e t  
him f i g h t  v a l i a n t l y  a s  a c h i l d  o f  God. Only when 
t h e r e  i s  a c l e a r  c o n f l i c t  between h i s  o rde r s  from 
h i s  supe r io r s  and t h e  orders  o f  God l e t  him say ,  "We 
ought t o  obey God r a t h e r  than  men," Acts 5:29. 

111. testimony o f  luther 

TEMPORAL AUTHORITY, 
TO WHAT EXTENT I T  SHOULD BE OBEYED 

pp. 95-98 You ask whether a  C h r i s t i a n  t o o  may bear  
t h e  temporal sword and punish t h e  wicked, 

s i n c e  C h r i s t ' s  words, "Do not  r e s i s t  e v i l , "  a r e  s o  
c l e a r  and d e f i n i t e  t h a t  t h e  s o p h i s t s  have had t o  
make o f  them a "counsel." Answer: You have now 
heard two p ropos i t ions .  One i s  t h a t  t h e  sword can 
have no p l ace  among Chr i s t i ans ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  you can- 
not  b e a r  it among C h r i s t i a n s  o r  hold it over them, 
f o r  they  do not  need i t .  The ques t ion ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  
must be r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  o t h e r  group, t h e  non-Chris- 
t i a n ~ ,  whether you may bea r  it t h e r e  i n  a  C h r i s t i a n  
manner. Here t h e  o t h e r  p ropos i t ion  a p p l i e s ,  t h a t  
you a r e  under ob l iga t ion  t o  s e r v e  and a s s i s t  t h e  
sword by whatever means you can, with body, goods, 
honor, and sou l .  For it is  something which you do 
no t  need, bu t  which is very  b e n e f i c i a l  and e s s e n t i a l  
f o r  t h e  whole world and f o r  your neighbor. Therefore 
i f  you s e e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a lack o f  hangmen, cons table  
judges, l o r d s ,  o r  p r i n c e s ,  and you f i n d  t h a t  you a r e  
q u a l i f i e d ,  you should o f f e r  your s e r v i c e s  and seek 
t h e  p o s i t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  governmental author-  
i t y  may not  be despised  and become enfeebled o r  
pe r i sh .  The world cannot and d a r e  not  dispense with 
it. 

Here i s  t h e  reason why you should do t h i s :  In  
such case  you would be en te r ing  e n t i r e l y  i n t b  t h e  
s e r v i c e  and work o f  o t h e r s ,  which would be of  advan- 
t age  n e i t h e r  t o  yourse l f  no r  your proper ty  o r  honor, 
but  only t o  your neighbor and t o  o t h e r s .  You would 
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be doing it not  with t h e  purpose of  avenging your- 
s e l f  o r  r e tu rn ing  e v i l  f o r  e v i l ,  bu t  f o r  t h e  good of 
your neighbor and f o r  t h e  maintenance o f  t h e  s a f e t y  
and peace o f  o t h e r s .  For your se l f ,  you would abide 
by t h e  gospel and govern yourse l f  according t o  
C h r i s t ' s  word Matt. 5:39-40, g l ad ly  tu rn ing  t h e  
o t h e r  cheek and l e t t i n g  t h e  cloak go with t h e  coa t  
when t h e  mat te r  concerned you and your cause. 

In t h i s  way t h e  two p ropos i t ions  a r e  brought 
i n t o  harmony with one another :  a t  one and t h e  same 

time you s a t i s f y  God's kingdom inwardly and t h e  king- 
dom of  t h e  world outwardly. You s u f f e r  e v i l  and in -  
j u s t i c e ,  and y e t  a t  t h e  same time you punish e v i l  and 
i n j u s t i c e ;  you do not  r e s i s t  e v i l ,  and y e t  a t  t h e  
same t ime,  you do r e s i s t  it .  In t h e  one case ,  you 

cons ider  yourse l f  and what i s  yours; i n  t h e  o t h e r ,  
you cons ider  your neighbor and what is  h i s .  In  what 

concerns you and yours ,  you govern yourse l f  by t h e  
gospel  and s u f f e r  i n j u s t i c e  toward yourse l f  a s  a  t r u e  
Chr i s t i an ;  i n  what concerns t h e  person o r  proper ty  o f  
o t h e r s ,  you govern your se l f  according t o  love and 
t o l e r a t e  no i n j u s t i c e  toward your neighbor. The gos- 

pe l  does not  f o r b i d  t h i s ;  i n  f a c t ,  i n  o t h e r  p l aces  it 
a c t u a l l y  commands it. 

From t h e  beginning o f  t h e  world a l l  t h e  s a i n t s  
ave wielded t h e  sword i n  t h i s  way: Adam and h i s  

escendants;  Abraham when he  rescued Lot, h i s  broth-  
r ' s  son,  and routed t h e  f o u r  kings a s  r e l a t e d  i n  
e n e s i s  14 :8-16, although he  was a  thoroughly evan- 
e l i c a l  man. Thus d i d  Samuel, t h e  holy  prophet ,  s l a y  
ing  Agag, a s  we read  i n  I Samuel 15:33; and E l i j a h  
lew t h e  prophets  of Baal, I  Kings 18:40. So t o o  d i d  

oses ,  Joshua, t h e  ch i ld ren  of  I s r a e l ,  Samson, David, 
nd a l l  t h e  kings and p r inces  i n  t h e  Old Testament 
i e l d  t h e  sword; a l s o  Daniel and h i s  a s s o c i a t e s ,  
ananiah,  Azariah, and Mishael, i n  Babylon; and Jo- 
eph i n  Egypt, and s o  on. 

Should anyone contend t h a t  t h e  Old Testament i s  
abrogated and no longer  i n  e f f e c t ,  and t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  
'such examples cannot be s e t  be fo re  C h r i s t i a n s ,  I 

answer: That i s  not  so .  S t .  Paul says  i n  I Corin- 
t h i a n s  10:3-4, ''They a t e  t h e  same s p i r i t u a l  food a s  
we, and drank t h e  same s p i r i t u a l  dr ink  from t h e  Rock, 
which i s  C h r i s t . "  That i s .  they had t h c  same S p i r i t  
and f a i t h  i n  Chr i s t  a s  wc I~nve ,  and were j u s t  a s  
much Chr i s t i ans  a s  we a r e .  Therefore,  wherein they 
did r i g h t ,  a l l  Chr i s t i ans  do r i g h t ,  from t h e  begin- 
ning o f  t h e  world unto t h e  end. For time and ex te r -  - n a l  c~ rcums tances  make no d i f f e r e n c e  among C h r i s t i a n s .  
& e i t h e r  i s  it t r u e  t h a t  t h e  Old Testament was abro- 
gated i n  such a way t h a t  i t  must not bc kept ,  o r  t h a t  
whoever kept it f u l l y  would be doing wrong, a s  S t .  
Jerome and many o t h e r s  mistakenly he ld .  Rather,  i t  
is  abrogated i n  t h e  sense t h a t  we a r e  f r e e  t o  keep 
i t  o r  not  t.0 keep i t ,  and i t  i s  no longer  necessary 
t o  keep it on pena l ty  o f  los ing  one ' s  s o u l ,  a s  was 
t h e  case a t  t h a t  t ime. 

Paul says i n  I Corinthians 7:19 and Gala t ians  
6:15 t h a t  n e i t h e r  uncircumcision nor  circumcision 
counts f o r  anything,  but  only a  new c r c a t u r e  i n  
C h r i s t .  That i s ,  i t  is  not  s i n  t o  be imcircumcised, 
a s  t h e  Jews thought ,  nor  is  it s i n  t o  be circumcised, 
a s  t h e  Gent i les  thought.  E i t h e r  i s  r i g h t  and permis- 
s i b l e  f o r  him who does not  t h ink  he  w i l l  thereby be- 
come r ighteous  o r  be sixved. The same i s  t r u e  o f  a l l  
o t h e r  p a r t s  of  t h e  Old Testament; i t  is not  wrong t o  
ignore them and i t  is not wrong t o  ab ide  by them, 
but i t  is  permiss ib le  and proper  e i t h e r  t o  follow 
them o r  t o  omit them. Indeed, i f  i t  were necessary 
o r  p r o f i t a b l e  f o r  t h e  s a l v a t i o n  of  one ' s  neighbor, 
i t  would be necessary t o  keep a l l  o f  them. For 
everyone i s  under ob l iga t ion  t o  do what i s  f o r  h i s  
ne ighbor ' s  good, be i t  Old Testament o r  New, Jewish 
o r  Gen t i l e ,  a s  Paul teaches  i n  I Cor in th ians  12. 
For love pervades a l l  and t ranscends a l l ;  i t  consid- 
e r s  only what i s  necessary and b e n e f i c i a l  t o  o t h e r s ,  
and does not ask whether i t  is  o ld  o r  new. Hence, 
t h e  precedents  f o r  t h e  use  o f  t h e  sword a l s o  a r e  mat- 
t e r s  o f  freedom, and you may fol low them o r  no t .  But 
where you s e e  t h a t  your neighbor needs i t ,  t h e r e  love 
cons t r a ins  you t o  do a s  a mat te r  of  n e c e s s i t y  t h a t  
which would otherwise be op t iona l  and no t  necessary 
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answer: That i s  not  so .  S t .  Paul says  i n  I Corin- 
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Jerome and many o t h e r s  mistakenly he ld .  Rather,  i t  
is  abrogated i n  t h e  sense t h a t  we a r e  f r e e  t o  keep 
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o r  Gen t i l e ,  a s  Paul teaches  i n  I Cor in th ians  12. 
For love pervades a l l  and t ranscends a l l ;  i t  consid- 
e r s  only what i s  necessary and b e n e f i c i a l  t o  o t h e r s ,  
and does not ask whether i t  is  o ld  o r  new. Hence, 
t h e  precedents  f o r  t h e  use  o f  t h e  sword a l s o  a r e  mat- 
t e r s  o f  freedom, and you may fol low them o r  no t .  But 
where you s e e  t h a t  your neighbor needs i t ,  t h e r e  love 
cons t r a ins  you t o  do a s  a mat te r  of  n e c e s s i t y  t h a t  
which would otherwise be op t iona l  and no t  necessary 
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f o r  you e i t h e r  t o  do o r  t o  leave  undone. Only do 
not  suppose t h a t  you w i l l  thereby become r igh teous  
o r  be saved - a s  t h e  Jews presumed t o  be saved by 
t h e i r  works - but  leave t h i s  t o  f a i t h ,  which with- 
out  works makes you a new c r e a t u r e .  

To prove our  p o s i t i o n  a l s o  by t h e  New Testa-  
ment, t h e  testimony o f  John t h e  Bap t i s t  i n  Luke 3:14 
s t ands  unshaken on t h i s  po in t .  There can be no 
doubt t h a t  it was h i s  t a s k  t o  po in t  t o  C h r i s t ,  w i t -  
ness  f o r  him, and teach  about him; t h a t  is t o  say ,  
t h e  teaching  o f  t h e  man who was t o  lead  a  t r u l y  per-  
f e c t e d  people t o  C h r i s t  had o f  necess i ty  t o  be 
pure ly  New Testament and evangel ica l .  John confirms 
t h e  s o l d i e r s 1  c a l l i n g ,  saying they should be content  
with t h e i r  wages. Now i f  it had been un-Chris t ian 
t o  bear  t h e  sword, he ought t o  have censured them 
f o r  it and t o l d  them t o  abandon both wages and sword, 
e l s e  he would not  have been teaching  them Chr i s t i an -  
i t y  a r i g h t .  So l ikewise ,  when S t .  P e t e r  i n  Acts 10: 
34-43 preached Chr i s t  t o  Cornel ius ,  he d i d  not  t e l l  
him t o  abandon h i s  p ro fes s ion ,  which he  would have 
had t o  do i f  it had prevented Cornel ius  from being a 
Chr i s t i an .  Moreover, be fo re  he was bapt ized  t h e  
Holy S p i r i t  came upon him Acts 10:44-48. S t .  Luke 
a l s o  p r a i s e s  him a s  an up r igh t  man p r i o r  t o  S t .  Pe- 
t e r ' s  sermon, and does no t  c r i t i c i z e  him f o r  being a 
s o l d i e r ,  t h e  centur ion  o f  a  pagan emperor Acts 10:l-2. 
I t  i s  only r i g h t  t h a t  what t h e  Holy S p i r i t  permi t ted  
t o  remain and d i d  not  censure i n  t h e  case  o f  Corne- 
l i u s ,  we t o o  should permit  and n'ot censure. 

pp. 102-104 Here you s e e  t h a t  C h r i s t  i s  not  abroga- 
t i n g  t h e  law when he says ,  "You have 

heard t h a t  i t  was s a i d  t o  them o f  o l d ,  'An  eye f o r  
an eye1;  but  I say t o  you: Do no t  r e s i s t  e v i l , "  e t c .  
Matt. 5:38-39. On t h e  con t ra ry ,  he  is expounding 
t h e  meaning o f  t h e  law a s  it is  t o  be understood, a s  
i f  he were t o  say ,  ;'Yo,u Jews th ink  t h a t  i t  i s  r i g h t  
and proper  i n  t h e  s i g h t  o f  God t o  recover  by law 
what i s  yours.  You r e l y  on what Hoses s a i d ,  'An eye 
f o r  an eye , '  e t c .  But I say t o  you t h a t  bfoses s e t  
t h i s  law over  t h e  wicked, who do not  belong t o  God's 
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kingdom, i n  o rde r  t h a t  thcy might not avenge them- 
se lves  o r  do worse but be compciled by sllcll outward 
la\? t o  d e s i s t  from e v i l ,  i n  o rde r  t h a t  hy outward 
law and r u l e  they r ;~ ig i~ t  be kept  su1)ordinate t o  tile 
governing a u t h o r i t y .  You, however, should s o  con- 
duct yourselves t h a t  you rieitl ler need rlcr r e s o r t  t o  
such law. Althoug!~ t h e  temporal a u t h o r i t y  must have 
such a  law by which t o  judge unbe l i eve r s ,  and a l -  
though you yourselves may a l s o  use it f o r  judging 
o t i ie rs ,  s t i l l  you s i~oult i  no t  invoke  or llse i t  f o r  
voursclves arltl in your own a i ' f n i r s .  You have tile 
iingdom of  heaven ; t h e r e f o r e ,  you should leave t h c  
kingdom of  e a r t h  t o  anyone who wants t o  take  i t ."  

There you s e e  t h a t  C h r i s t  docs not  i n t e r p r e t  
h i s  words t o  mean t h a t  he i s  abrogat ing t h e  law of  
E4oses o r  p r o h i b i t i n g  temporal a u t h o r i t y .  He is 
r a t h e r  making an exception of h i s  own people. They 
a r c  not  t o  use t h e  s e c u l a r  au t l ior i ty  f o r  themselves 
but  leave it t o  unbel ievers .  Yet thcy may a l s o  serve  
these  unbel ievers ,  even with t h e i r  own law, s ince  
they a r e  not Chr i s t i ans  and no one can bc forced i n t o  
C l i r i s t i an i ty .  'l'hat C h r i s t ' s  words apply only t o  h i s  
own i s  evident  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  l a t e r  on he says  
they should love t h e i r  enemies and be p e r f e c t  l i k e  
t h e i r  heavenly Father  Matt.  5 :44,48. Rut h e  who 
loves h i s  enemies and is p e r f e c t  leaves  t h e  law alone 
and does not  use i t  t o  denland an eye f o r  an eye. 
Neither  does he r e s t r a i n  t h e  non-Chr is t ians ,  however, 
who do not love t h e i r  enemies and who do wish t o  
make use of  t h e  law; indeed,  he lends h i s  he lp  t h a t  
t hese  laws may h inder  t h e  wicked from doing worse. 

Thus t h e  word o f  C h r i s t  i s  now reconc i l ed ,  I 
be l i eve ,  with t h e  passages which e s t a b l i s h  t h e  sword, 
and t h e  meaning is t h i s :  No C h r i s t i a n  s h a l l  wield 
o r  invoke t h e  sword f o r  himself and h i s  cause. In 
behalf  of  another ,  however, he may and should wield 
it and invoke it t o  r e s t r a i n  wickedness and t o  de- 
fend godl iness .  Even a s  t h e  Lord says  i n  t h e  same 
chapter  Elatt. 5:34-37 ,  "A C h r i s t i a n  sh ru ld  not  swear, 
but  h i s  word should be Yes, yes;  No, no." That i s ,  
f o r  himself and o f  h i s  own v o l i t i o n  -::=.i C ~ ~ i r c ,  Ile 
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should not swear. m e n  it is  needful o r  necessary, 
however, and sa lva t ion  o r  the  honor of God demands 
i t ,  he should swear. Thus, he uses the  forbidden 
oath t o  serve  another,  j u s t  a s  he uses t h e  forbidden 
sword t o  serve another. Chr is t  and Paul o f t en  swore 
i n  order t o  make t h e i r  teaching and testimony valu- 
ab le  and c red ib le  t o  o the rs ,  a s  men do and have t h e  
r i g h t  t o  do i n  covenants and compacts, e t c . ,  of which 
Psalm 6 3 : l l  says ,  'T'hey s h a l l  be pra ised who swear 
by h i s  name ." 

Here you inquire  f u r t h e r ,  whether constables,  
hangmen, j u r i s t s ,  lawyers, and others  of s i m i l a r  
function can a l s o  be Chr is t ians  and i n  a s t a t e  of  
sa lva t ion .  Answer: If t h e  governing au thor i ty  and 
i t s  sword a r e  a d iv ine  se rv ice ,  a s  was proved above, 
then everything t h a t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  au thor i ty ' s  
bearing of  the  sword must a l s o  be d ivine  service .  
There must be those who a r r e s t ,  prosecute,  execute, 
and des t roy t h e  wicked, and who p r o t e c t ,  acqu i t ,  de- 
fend, and save t h e  good. Therefore, when they per- 
form t h e i r  d u t i e s ,  not with t h e  in ten t ion  of seeking 
t h e i r  own ends but only of helping t h e  law and t h e  
governing au thor i ty  function t o  coerce t h e  wicked, 
t h e r e  i s  no p e r i l  i n  t h a t ;  they may use t h e i r  o f f i c e  
l i k e  anybody e l s e  would use h i s  t r ade ,  a s  a means of 
l ive l ihood.  For, a s  has been s a i d ,  love of neighbor 
i s  not concerned about i t s  own; it considers not how 
grea t  o r  humble, but  how p r o f i t a b l e  and needful t h e  
works a r e  f o r  neighbor o r  community. 

pp. 111-113 I f  your pr ince  o r  temporal r u l e r  com- 
mands you t o  s i d e  with t h e  pope, t o  be- 

l i e v e  thus and so ,  o r  t o  g e t  r i d  of c e r t a i n  books, 
you should say, " I t  i s  not  f i t t i n g  t h a t  Lucifer 
should s i t  a t  the  s i d e  of God. Gracious sir,  I owe 
you obedience i n  body and property;  command me with- 
i n  t h e  limits of your au thor i ty  on e a r t h ,  and I w i l l  
obey. But i f  you command me t o  bel ieve  o r  t o  g e t  
r i d  of  c e r t a i n  books, I w i l l  no t  obey; f o r  then you 
a r e  a t y r a n t  and overreach yourse l f ,  commanding where 
you have n e i t h e r  t h e  r i g h t  nor t h e  author i ty ,"  e t c .  
Should he s e i z e  your property on account of t h i s  and 

punish such disobedience, then blessed a r c  you; thank 
God t h a t  you a r e  worthy t o  s u f f e r  f o r  t h e  sake of the  
d iv ine  word. Let him rage,  foo l  t h a t  he i s ;  he w i l l  
meet llis judge. For I t e l l  you, i f  you f a i l  t o  with- 
s tand him, i f  you give i n  t o  him and l e t  him take  
away your f a i t h  and your books, you have t r u l y  denied 
God. 

Let me i l l u s t r a t e .  In kleissen, Bavaria, the  
and o the r  p laces ,  t h e  t y r a n t s  have issued an 

order t h a t  a l l  copies of the  New Testament a r e  every- 
where t o  be turned i n  t o  t h e  o f f i c i a l s .  This should 
be the  response of t h e i r  subjects :  They should not  
tu rn  i n  a s i n g l e  page, not  even a l e t t e r ,  on pain of 
losing t h e i r  sa lva t ion .  Whoever does so  i s  de l ive r -  
ing Chr is t  up i n t o  t h e  hands of Herod, f o r  these  ty -  
r a n t s  a c t  a s  murderers of Chr is t  j u s t  l i k e  Illerod. 
I f  t h e i r  homes a r e  ordered searched and books o r  
property taken by fo rce ,  they should s u f f e r  it t o  be 
done. Outrage i s  not  t o  be r e s i s t e d  but  endured; 
ye t  we should not sanction i t ,  o r  l i f t  a l i t t l e  f i n -  
ger  t o  conform, o r  obey. For such t y r a n t s  a r e  a c t -  
ing a s  worldly pr inces  a r e  supposed t o  a c t ,  and 
worldly pr inces  they su re ly  a re .  But t h e  world i s  
God% enemy; hence, they too have t o  do what i s  
antagonis t ic  t o  God and agreeable t o  the  world, t h a t  
they may not be b e r e f t  of honor, but  remain worldly 
princes. I J O  not wonder, the re fo re ,  t h a t  they rage 
and mock a t  the  gospel; they have t o  l i v e  up t o  t h e i r  
name and t i t l e .  

pp. 124-126 Here you w i l l  ask: " Is  a pr ince  then 
not t o  go t o  war, and a r e  h i s  sub jec t s  

not t o  follow him i n t o  b a t t l e ? "  Answer: This is  
a far-reaching quest ion,  but  l e t  me answer it very 
b r i e f l y .  To a c t  here a s  a Chr i s t i an ,  I say, a pr ince  
should not  go t o  war agains t  h i s  overlord-king, em- 
peror ,  o r  o ther  l i e g e  lord-but  l e t  him who takes ,  
take.  For t h e  governing au thor i ty  must not be r e -  
s i s t e d  by fo rce ,  but  only by confession of t h e  t r u t h .  
I f  it is  influenced by t h i s ,  well and good; i f  no t ,  
you a r e  excused, you s u f f e r  wrong f o r  God's sake. 
I f ,  however, the  antagonist  is your equal ,  your in -  



should not swear. m e n  it is  needful o r  necessary, 
however, and sa lva t ion  o r  the  honor of God demands 
i t ,  he should swear. Thus, he uses the  forbidden 
oath t o  serve  another,  j u s t  a s  he uses t h e  forbidden 
sword t o  serve another. Chr is t  and Paul o f t en  swore 
i n  order t o  make t h e i r  teaching and testimony valu- 
ab le  and c red ib le  t o  o the rs ,  a s  men do and have t h e  
r i g h t  t o  do i n  covenants and compacts, e t c . ,  of which 
Psalm 6 3 : l l  says ,  'T'hey s h a l l  be pra ised who swear 
by h i s  name ." 

Here you inquire  f u r t h e r ,  whether constables,  
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pp. 111-113 I f  your pr ince  o r  temporal r u l e r  com- 
mands you t o  s i d e  with t h e  pope, t o  be- 

l i e v e  thus and so ,  o r  t o  g e t  r i d  of c e r t a i n  books, 
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r i d  of  c e r t a i n  books, I w i l l  no t  obey; f o r  then you 
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you have n e i t h e r  t h e  r i g h t  nor t h e  author i ty ,"  e t c .  
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punish such disobedience, then blessed a r c  you; thank 
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meet llis judge. For I t e l l  you, i f  you f a i l  t o  with- 
s tand him, i f  you give i n  t o  him and l e t  him take  
away your f a i t h  and your books, you have t r u l y  denied 
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ger  t o  conform, o r  obey. For such t y r a n t s  a r e  a c t -  
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God% enemy; hence, they too have t o  do what i s  
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they may not be b e r e f t  of honor, but  remain worldly 
princes. I J O  not wonder, the re fo re ,  t h a t  they rage 
and mock a t  the  gospel; they have t o  l i v e  up t o  t h e i r  
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not t o  follow him i n t o  b a t t l e ? "  Answer: This is  
a far-reaching quest ion,  but  l e t  me answer it very 
b r i e f l y .  To a c t  here a s  a Chr i s t i an ,  I say, a pr ince  
should not  go t o  war agains t  h i s  overlord-king, em- 
peror ,  o r  o ther  l i e g e  lord-but  l e t  him who takes ,  
take.  For t h e  governing au thor i ty  must not be r e -  
s i s t e d  by fo rce ,  but  only by confession of t h e  t r u t h .  
I f  it is  influenced by t h i s ,  well and good; i f  no t ,  
you a r e  excused, you s u f f e r  wrong f o r  God's sake. 
I f ,  however, the  antagonist  is your equal ,  your in -  



f e r i o r ,  o r  of  a  fore ign  government, you should f i rs t  
o f f e r  him j u s t i c e  and peace,  a s  Moses taught  t h e  
ch i ld ren  of  I s r a e l .  I f  he r e f u s e s ,  then --  mindful 
of  what i s  b e s t  f o r  you -- defend yourse l f  aga ins t  
f o r c e  by f o r c e ,  a s  Moses s o  well  desc r ibes  it i n  
1)euteronomy 20:lO-12. But i n  doing t h i s  you must no t  
cons ider  your personal  i n t e r e s t s  and how you may r e -  
main l o r d ,  but  those  o f  your s u b j e c t s  t o  whom you owe 
he lp  and p r o t e c t i o n ,  t h a t  such a c t i o n  may proceed i n  
love. Since your e n t i r e  land i s  i n  p e r i l  you must 
make t h e  venture ,  s o  t h a t  with God's he lp  a l l  may no t  
be l o s t .  If you cannot prevent  some from becoming 
widows and orphans a s  a  consequence, you must a t  
l e a s t  s e e  t h a t  not  every th ing  goes t o  r u i n  u n t i l  
t h e r e  i s  nothing l e f t  except widows and orphans. 

In t h i s  ma t t e r  s u b j e c t s  a r e  i n  duty bound t o  
fol low, and t o  devote t h e i r  l i f e  and proper ty ,  f o r  i n  
such a  case  one must r i s k  h i s  goods and himself f o r  
t h e  sake of o the r s .  In  a war of  t h i s  s o r t  it is  both 
C h r i s t i a n  and an a c t  o f  love t o  k i l l  t h e  enemy with- 
out  h e s i t a t i o n ,  t o  plunder  and burn and i n j u r e  him by 
every method o f  warfare u n t i l  he i s  conquered ( e x c e p t *  
t h a t  one must beware o f  s i n ,  and not  v i o l a t e  wives 
and v i r g i n s ) .  And when v i c t o r y  has been achieved,  
one should o f f e r  mercy and peace t o  those  who sur ren-  
d e r  and humble themselves. In such a  case  l e t  t h e  
proverb apply,  "God he lps  t h e  s t ronges t . "  This i s  
what Abraham d i d  when he  smote t h e  f o u r  k ings ,  Gene- 
sis 14; he c e r t a i n l y  s laughtered  many, and showed 
l i t t l e  mercy u n t i l  he conquered them. Such a  case  
must be regarded a s  s e n t  by God as a  means t o  c l eanse  
t h e  land f o r  one and d r i v e  ou t  t he  r a s c a l s .  

What i f  a  p r ince  is  i n  t h e  wrong? Are h i s  
people bound t o  fol low him then too?  Answer: No, 
f o r  it is  no one ' s  duty  t o  do wrong; we must obey God 
(who d e s i r e s  t h e  r i g h t )  r a t h e r *  than men Acts 5:29. 
What i f  t h e  s u b j e c t s  do not  know whether t h e i r  p r i n c e  
is  i n  t h e  r i g h t  o r  no t?  Answer: So long a s  they  do 
not  know, and cannot with a l l  poss ib l e  d i l i g e n c e  f i n d  
o u t ,  they  may obey him without  p e r i l  t o  t h e i r  sou l s .  
For i n  such a  case  one must apply t h e  law of  Moses i n  

Llxoclus 21, whcre tie tzritLbs thtlt  n. murderer ::lie has 
u~lknowingly and un in ten t iona l ly  k i  1 led  a  man s h a l l  
througll f l i g h t  t o  a c i t y  of  refuge and by judgnient 
of a cour t  be dec lared  acqu i t t ed .  I';hicilevcr s i d c  
then s u f f e r s  d e f e a t ,  whether it bc i n  t h i  r ig l i t  o r  
i n  the  wrong, must accept  i t  a s  ;I jjunishroent froln 
God. Wl.ichcver s i d c  f i g h t s  and wins i n  such ignor- 
ance, however, must regard i t s  b a t t l e  a s  though 
someone f e l l  from ;I roof ;md k i l l e d  another ,  and 
leave t h e  inat ter  t o  God. I t  is  a l l  t h e  sarnc t o  t;od 
whether he depr ives  you of  l i f e  and proper ty  by a 
. j u s t  o r  by an un jus t  l o r d .  You a r e  flis c r e a t u r e  
and l!c can do with you a s  He w i l l s ,  j u s t  s o  your 
conscience i s  c l e a r .  Thus i n  Genesis 20:2-7  God 
himself excuses Abimelech f o r  tak ing  Abraham's wife ; 
not  because he had done r i y h t ,  but because he had 
not known t h a t  she was Abraham's wife.  

iWETHER SOLDIERS ,  TOO, CA3J Bf7 SAVED 

pp. 96-97 Nuw s l ay ing  and robbing do not  seem t o  be 
work.; of love.  11 simple man t h e r e f o r e  

does not th ink  it is  a Chr i s t i an  t11i:lg t o  do. In  
t r u t h ,  however, even t h i s  i s  a work of love.  For 
example, a  good doc to r  sometimes f i n d s  s o  se r ious  
and t e r r i b l e  a s ickness  t h a t  he must amputate o r  de- 
s t r o y  a  hand, f o o t ,  e a r ,  eye,  t o  save t h e  body. 
Looking a t  it from t h e  po in t  of  view of  t h e  organ 
t h a t  he amputates,  hc appears t o  be a  c r u e l  and mer- 
c i l e s s  man; but  looking a t  i t  from t h e  po in t  of view 
of t h e  body, which t h e  doctor  wants t o  save,  he i s  a  
f i n e  and t r u e  man and does a good and Chr i s t i an  work, 
a s  f a r  a s  t h e  work ifsctf :i concernccl. In t h e  same 
way, when I th ink  of a  s o l d i e r  f u l f i l l i n g  h i s  o f f i c e  
by punishing t h e  wicked, k i l l i n g  t h e  wicked, and 
c r e a t i n g  so  much misery, it seems an un-Chris t ian 
work completely cont rary  t o  C h r i s t i a n  love. But 
when I th ink  o f  how it p r o t e c t s  t h e  good and keeps 
and preserves  wife and c h i l d ,  house and farm, prop- 
e r t y ,  and honor and peace,  then I s e e  how precious 
and godly t h i s  work i s ;  and I observe t h a t  i t  ampu- 
t a t e s  a leg  o r  a  hand, s o  t h a t  t h e  wholc body may 
not  pe r i sh .  For i f  t h e  sword were not  on guard t o  



f e r i o r ,  o r  of  a  fore ign  government, you should f i rs t  
o f f e r  him j u s t i c e  and peace,  a s  Moses taught  t h e  
ch i ld ren  of  I s r a e l .  I f  he r e f u s e s ,  then --  mindful 
of  what i s  b e s t  f o r  you -- defend yourse l f  aga ins t  
f o r c e  by f o r c e ,  a s  Moses s o  well  desc r ibes  it i n  
1)euteronomy 20:lO-12. But i n  doing t h i s  you must no t  
cons ider  your personal  i n t e r e s t s  and how you may r e -  
main l o r d ,  but  those  o f  your s u b j e c t s  t o  whom you owe 
he lp  and p r o t e c t i o n ,  t h a t  such a c t i o n  may proceed i n  
love. Since your e n t i r e  land i s  i n  p e r i l  you must 
make t h e  venture ,  s o  t h a t  with God's he lp  a l l  may no t  
be l o s t .  If you cannot prevent  some from becoming 
widows and orphans a s  a  consequence, you must a t  
l e a s t  s e e  t h a t  not  every th ing  goes t o  r u i n  u n t i l  
t h e r e  i s  nothing l e f t  except widows and orphans. 

In t h i s  ma t t e r  s u b j e c t s  a r e  i n  duty bound t o  
fol low, and t o  devote t h e i r  l i f e  and proper ty ,  f o r  i n  
such a  case  one must r i s k  h i s  goods and himself f o r  
t h e  sake of o the r s .  In  a war of  t h i s  s o r t  it is  both 
C h r i s t i a n  and an a c t  o f  love t o  k i l l  t h e  enemy with- 
out  h e s i t a t i o n ,  t o  plunder  and burn and i n j u r e  him by 
every method o f  warfare u n t i l  he i s  conquered ( e x c e p t *  
t h a t  one must beware o f  s i n ,  and not  v i o l a t e  wives 
and v i r g i n s ) .  And when v i c t o r y  has been achieved,  
one should o f f e r  mercy and peace t o  those  who sur ren-  
d e r  and humble themselves. In such a  case  l e t  t h e  
proverb apply,  "God he lps  t h e  s t ronges t . "  This i s  
what Abraham d i d  when he  smote t h e  f o u r  k ings ,  Gene- 
sis 14; he c e r t a i n l y  s laughtered  many, and showed 
l i t t l e  mercy u n t i l  he conquered them. Such a  case  
must be regarded a s  s e n t  by God as a  means t o  c l eanse  
t h e  land f o r  one and d r i v e  ou t  t he  r a s c a l s .  

What i f  a  p r ince  is  i n  t h e  wrong? Are h i s  
people bound t o  fol low him then too?  Answer: No, 
f o r  it is  no one ' s  duty  t o  do wrong; we must obey God 
(who d e s i r e s  t h e  r i g h t )  r a t h e r *  than men Acts 5:29. 
What i f  t h e  s u b j e c t s  do not  know whether t h e i r  p r i n c e  
is  i n  t h e  r i g h t  o r  no t?  Answer: So long a s  they  do 
not  know, and cannot with a l l  poss ib l e  d i l i g e n c e  f i n d  
o u t ,  they  may obey him without  p e r i l  t o  t h e i r  sou l s .  
For i n  such a  case  one must apply t h e  law of  Moses i n  

Llxoclus 21, whcre tie tzritLbs thtlt  n. murderer ::lie has 
u~lknowingly and un in ten t iona l ly  k i  1 led  a  man s h a l l  
througll f l i g h t  t o  a c i t y  of  refuge and by judgnient 
of a cour t  be dec lared  acqu i t t ed .  I';hicilevcr s i d c  
then s u f f e r s  d e f e a t ,  whether it bc i n  t h i  r ig l i t  o r  
i n  the  wrong, must accept  i t  a s  ;I jjunishroent froln 
God. Wl.ichcver s i d c  f i g h t s  and wins i n  such ignor- 
ance, however, must regard i t s  b a t t l e  a s  though 
someone f e l l  from ;I roof ;md k i l l e d  another ,  and 
leave t h e  inat ter  t o  God. I t  is  a l l  t h e  sarnc t o  t;od 
whether he depr ives  you of  l i f e  and proper ty  by a 
. j u s t  o r  by an un jus t  l o r d .  You a r e  flis c r e a t u r e  
and l!c can do with you a s  He w i l l s ,  j u s t  s o  your 
conscience i s  c l e a r .  Thus i n  Genesis 20:2-7  God 
himself excuses Abimelech f o r  tak ing  Abraham's wife ; 
not  because he had done r i y h t ,  but because he had 
not known t h a t  she was Abraham's wife.  
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pp. 96-97 Nuw s l ay ing  and robbing do not  seem t o  be 
work.; of love.  11 simple man t h e r e f o r e  

does not th ink  it is  a Chr i s t i an  t11i:lg t o  do. In  
t r u t h ,  however, even t h i s  i s  a work of love.  For 
example, a  good doc to r  sometimes f i n d s  s o  se r ious  
and t e r r i b l e  a s ickness  t h a t  he must amputate o r  de- 
s t r o y  a  hand, f o o t ,  e a r ,  eye,  t o  save t h e  body. 
Looking a t  it from t h e  po in t  of  view of  t h e  organ 
t h a t  he amputates,  hc appears t o  be a  c r u e l  and mer- 
c i l e s s  man; but  looking a t  i t  from t h e  po in t  of view 
of t h e  body, which t h e  doctor  wants t o  save,  he i s  a  
f i n e  and t r u e  man and does a good and Chr i s t i an  work, 
a s  f a r  a s  t h e  work ifsctf :i concernccl. In t h e  same 
way, when I th ink  of a  s o l d i e r  f u l f i l l i n g  h i s  o f f i c e  
by punishing t h e  wicked, k i l l i n g  t h e  wicked, and 
c r e a t i n g  so  much misery, it seems an un-Chris t ian 
work completely cont rary  t o  C h r i s t i a n  love. But 
when I th ink  o f  how it p r o t e c t s  t h e  good and keeps 
and preserves  wife and c h i l d ,  house and farm, prop- 
e r t y ,  and honor and peace,  then I s e e  how precious 
and godly t h i s  work i s ;  and I observe t h a t  i t  ampu- 
t a t e s  a leg  o r  a  hand, s o  t h a t  t h e  wholc body may 
not  pe r i sh .  For i f  t h e  sword were not  on guard t o  



preserve  peace, everything i n  t h e  world would be 
ruined because o f  lack o f  peace. Therefore,  such a 
war i s  only a very b r i e f  lack of  peace t h a t  prevents  
an e v e r l a s t i n g  and immeasurable lack of  peace, a 
small  misfortune t h a t  prevents  a g r e a t  misfortune.  

ttlhat men w r i t e  about war, saying t h a t  it i s  a 
g r e a t  plague,  i s  a l l  t r u e .  But they should a l s o  
cons ider  how g r e a t  t h e  plague i s  t h a t  war prevents .  
I f  people were good and wanted t o  keep peace, war 
would be t h e  g r e a t e s t  plague on e a r t h .  But what a r e  
you going t o  do about t h e  f a c t  t h a t  people w i l l  no t  
keep t h e  peace, but  rob ,  s t e a l ,  k i l l ,  ou t rage  women 
and ch i ld ren ,  and t a k e  away proper ty  and honor? The 
small lack  o f  peace c a l l e d  war o r  t h e  sword must s e t  
a l i m i t  t o  t h i s  u n i v e r s a l ,  worldwide lack o f  peace 
which would des t roy  everyone. 

This  is why God honors t h e  sword s o  h igh ly  t h a t  
he says  t h a t  he  himself  has  i n s t i t u t e d  i t ,  Rom. 13:1, 
and does not  want men t o  say o r  t h ink  t h a t  they  have 
invented it o r  i n s t i t u t e d  i t .  For t h e  hand t h a t  
wields t h i s  sword and k i l l s  with it is  not  man's 
hand, but  God's; and it is  not  man, bu t  God, who 
hangs, t o r t u r e s ,  beheads, k i l l s ,  and f i g h t s .  A l l  
t h e s e  a r e  God's works and judgments. 

To sum it up, we must, i n  th inking  about a s o l -  
d i e r ' s  o f f i c e ,  not  concent ra te  on t h e  k i l l i n g ,  burn- 
ing ,  s t r i k i n g ,  h i t t i n g ,  s e i z i n g ,  e t c .  This is  what 
ch i ld ren  with t h e i r  l imi t ed  and r e s t r i c t e d  v i s i o n  
s e e  when they  regard a doc to r  a s  a sawbones who ampu- 
t a t e s ,  bu t  do no t  s e e  t h a t  he does t h i s  only t o  save 
t h e  whole body. So, t o o ,  we must look a t  t h e  o f f i c e  
o f  t h e  s o l d i e r ,  o r  t h e  sword, with t h e  eyes o f  an 
a d u l t  and s e e  why t h i s  o f f i c e  s l a y s  and a c t s  s o  
c r u e l l y .  Then it w i l l  prove i t s e l f  t o  be an o f f i c e  
which, i n  i t s e l f ,  i s  godly and a s  needful  and u s e f u l  
t o  t h e  world a s  e a t i n g  and dr inking  o r  any o t h e r  work. 

pp. 98-102 J u s t  t h ink  now! I f  we gave i n  on t h i s  
po in t  and .admitted t h a t  war was wrong i n  

i t s e l f ,  then we would have t o  g ive  i n  on a l l  o t h e r  

p o i n t s  and a l low t h a t  t h e  use  o f  the swortl was 11- 

t i r c l y  wrong. For i f  i t  is  wrong t o  u s c  a  sword i n  
a ,  i t  is  a l s o  xrong t o  use  a sword t o  punish e v i l -  
doe r s  o r  t o  keep t h e  peace.  E r i e f l y ,  eve ry  u s e  o f  
t h e  sword would have t o  be  wrong. For what is  j u s t  
war b u t  t h e  punishment o f  e v i l d o e r s  and t h e  mainte- 
nance o f  peace? I f  one punishes  n  t h i c f  o r  a inur- 
d e r e r  o r  an a d u l t e r e r ,  t h a t  is p u n i s h ~ ~ i e n t  i n f l i c t e d  
on a  s i r y l e  e v i l d o e r ;  hu t  i n  a  j u s t  war a rchole crowd 
o f  e v i l d o e r s ,  who a r e  doing harm i n  p ropo r t i on  t o  t h e  
s i z e  o f  t h e  crowd, a r c  punished a t  once.  I f ,  t h e r e -  
f o r e ,  one work o f  t h e  sword i s  good and r i g h t ,  t h ey  
a r e  a l l  good and r i g h t ,  f o r  t h e  sword i s  a  sword and 
n o t  a  f o x t a i l  wi th  which t o  t i c k l e  people .  Ilomans 
13:4 c a l l s  t h e  sword t h e  wrath of God. ' '  

A s  f o r  t h e  o b j e c t i o n  t h a t  C l l r i s t i an s  have no t  
been com~nandcd t o  f i g h t  and t h a t  t lrese cxan~ples  a r c  
no t  enouglr , e s p e c i a l l y  because C h r i s t  t e aches  u s  no t  
t o  r e s i s t  c v i l  bu t  r a t h e r  s u f f e r  a l l  t h i n g s ,  ?!att.  5 :  
39-42,  I  have a l r e a d y  s a i d  a l l  t h a t  needs t o  be  s a i d  
on t h i s  m a t t e r  i n  m X r  book Temporal Au tho r i t y .  Indeed,  
C h r i s t i a n s  do n o t  f i g h t  and have no wor ld ly  r u l e r s  
among them. T h e i r  government i s  a  s p i r i t u a l  govern- 
ment, and,  accord ing  t o  t h e  S p i r i t ,  t h e y  a r e  s u b j e c t s  
o f  no one b u t  C h r i s t .  Neve r the l e s s ,  a s  f a r  a s  body 
and p r o p e r t y  are  concerned,  t hey  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  
wor ld ly  r u l e r s  and owe them obedience.  I f  wor ld ly  
r u l e r s  c a l l  upon them t o  f i g h t ,  t h en  t hey  ought  t o  
and must f i ~ l l t  and be o b e d i e n t ,  no t  a s  C h r i s t i a n s ,  
bu t  a s  members o f  t h e  s t a t e  and obed i en t  s u b j e c t s .  
C h r i s t i a n s  t h e r e f o r e  do n o t  f i g h t  a s  i n d i v i d u a l s  o r  
f o r  t h e i r  orm b e n e f i t ,  b u t  a s  obed i en t  s e r v a n t s  o f  
t h e  a u t h o r i t i e s  under  whom they  l i v e .  Th i s  i s  what 
S t .  Paul wrote  t o  T i t u s  when he  s a i d  t h a t  C h r i s t i a n s  
should obey t h e  a u t l l o r i t i e s ,  T i t u s  3 : l .  You may 
r ead  more about  t h i s  i n  my book Temporal Au tho r i t y .  

That i s  t h e  sum and subs t ance  o f  it. The o f f i c e  
o f  t h e  sword is  i n  i t s e l f  r i g h t  and is  a d i v i n e  and 
u s e f u l  o rd inance ,  which God does  n o t  want u s  t o  de-  
sp i se ,  bu t  t o  f e a r ,  honor ,  and obey, under  p e n a l t y  o f  
punishment,  a s  S t .  Paul says  i n  Romans 1 3 : l - 5 .  For 
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God has e s t a b l i s h e d  two kinds o f  government among 
men. The one is  s p i r i t u a l ;  i t  has no sword, bu t  i t  
has  t h e  word, by means of  which men a r e  t o  become 
good and r i g h t e o u s ,  s o  t h a t  with t h i s  r i gh t eousnes s  
they  may a t t a i n  e t e r n a l  l i f e .  He admin i s t e r s  t h i s  
r i gh t eousnes s  through t h e  word, which he has  com- 
mi t t ed  t o  t h e  preachers .  The o t h e r  kind i s  worldly 
government, which works through t h e  sword s o  t h a t  
those  who do not  want t o  be good and r i gh t eous  t o  
e t e r n a l  l i f e  may be forced  t o  become good and r i g h t -  
eous i n  t h e  eyes of  t h e  world.  H e  admin i s t e r s  t h i s  
r i gh t eousnes s  through t h e  sword. And al though God 
w i l l  n o t  reward t h i s  k ind  of  r i gh t eousnes s  with e t e r -  
n a l  l i f e ,  none the l e s s ,  he  s t i l l  wishes peace t o  b e  
maintained among men and rewards them with temporal 
b l e s s i n g s .  He g ives  r u l e r s  much more p rope r ty ,  honor ,  
and power t han  he g ives  t o  o t h e r s  s o  t h a t  t hey  may 
s e r v e  him by adminis te r ing  t h i s  temporal r i gh t eous -  
nes s .  Thus God h imse l f  i s  t h e  founder ,  l o r d ,  mas te r ,  
p r o t e c t o r ,  and rewarder o f  bo th  kinds o f  r i gh t eous -  
nes s .  There i s  no human ordinance o r  a u t h o r i t y  i n  
e i t h e r ,  bu t  each i s  a  d i v i n e  t h i n g  e n t i r e l y .  

S ince ,  t hen ,  t h e r e  i s  no doubt t h a t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  
p ro fe s s ion  i s  i n  i t s e l f  a  l e g i t i m a t e  and godly c a l l -  
i ng  and occupat ion ,  we w i l l  now d i s c u s s  t h e  persons 
who a r e  i n  it and t h e  u se  t hey  make o f  t h e i r  p o s i -  
t i o n ,  f o r  i t  is  most important  t o  know who is t o  u s e  
t h i s  o f f i c e  and how he i s  t o  u se  it. And h e r e  we 
have t o  f a c e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it i s  impossible  t o  e s t a b -  
l i s h  hard  and f a s t  r u l e s  and laws i n  t h i s  ma t t e r .  
There a r e  s o  many cases  and s o  many except ions  t o  any 
r u l e  t h a t  it is  very  d i f f i c u l t  o r  even imposs ib le  t o  
dec ide  every th ing  a c c u r a t e l y  and equ i t ab ly .  This  i s  
t r u e  o f  a l l  laws; t hey  can never  be  formulated s o  
c e r t a i n l y  and s o  j u s t l y  t h a t  ca se s  do not  a r i s e  which 
deserve  t o  be made except ions .  I f  we do n o t  make 
except ions  and s t r i c t l y  fo l low t h e  law we do t h e  
g r e a t e s t  i n j u s t i c e  of  a l l ,  a s  t h e  heathen au tho r  
Terence h a s  s a i d ,  "The s t r i c t e s t  law is  t h e  g r e a t e s t  
i n j u s t i c e . "  And Solomon t eaches  i n  E c c l e s i a s t e s  7:16; 
10:1, t h a t  we should no t  c a r r y  j u s t i c e  t o  an extreme 
and a t  t imes should n o t  seek t o  be wise.  

Let me g ive  an example. In t h e  r e c e n t  r e b e l l i o n  
o f  t h e  peasants  t h e r e  were some tiho u e r e  involved 
a g a i n s t  t h e i r  w i l l .  These  wcre especially people  who 
were ;%;ell-to-do, f o r  t h e  r e b e l l i o n  s t r u c k  a t  t h e  
r i c h ,  a s  wel l  as t h e  r u l e r s ,  and it may f a i r l y  h e  a s -  
sumed t h a t  no r i c h  marl favored t h e  r e b e l l i o n .  111 

any c a s e ,  some were involved a g a i n s t  t h e i r  w i l l .  
Some y i e lded  urrder t h i s  p r e s s u r e ,  t h ink ing  t h a t  t hey  
could r e s t r a i n  t h i s  mad mob and t h a t  t h c i r  good 3d- 
v i c e  would, t o  some e x t e n t ,  p revent  t h e  peasants  from 
c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e i r  c v i l  purpose and doing s o  much 
e v i l .  They thought  t h a t  t hey  would be doing both 
themselves and t h e  a u t l l o r i t i e s  a s e r v i c e .  S t i l l  o th -  
e r s  became involved with t h e  p r i o r  consent  and ay- 
prova l  o f  t h c i r  l o r d s ,  whom they  consul ted  i n  advance. 
There may have been o t h e r  s i m i l a r  ca se s .  For no one 
can imagine a l l  o f  them, o r  t a k e  them a l l  i n t o  ac-  
count i n  t h e  law. 

IIere i s  what t h e  law s a y s ,  "1\11 r e b e l s  deserve  
d e a t h ,  and t h e s e  t h r e e  k inds  o f  men were apprehended 
among t h e  r e b e l l i o u s  crowd, i n  t h e  ve ry  a c t  o f  r e b e l -  
l i on . ' '  khat  s h a l l  we do t o  them? If we al low no 
except ions  and l e t  t h e  law t a k e  i t s  s t r i c t  cou r se ,  
t hey  must d i e  j u s t  l i k e  t h e  o t h e r s ,  who a r e  g u i l t y  
o f  d e l i b e r a t e  and i n t e n t i o n a l  r e b e l l i o n ,  a l though 
some o f  t h e  men o f  whom we speak were innocent  i n  
t h c i r  h e a r t s  and hones t ly  t r i e d  t o  s e r v e  t h e  au thor -  
i t i e s .  Some of  ou r  k n i g h t l e t s ,  however, r e fused  t o  
make such excep t ions ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  t h e  man involved 
was r i c h .  Thcy thought  t hey  could t a k e  t h e i r  prop- 
e r t y  by s:r.-ing, "You a l s o  were i n  t h e  mob. You must 
d i e . : '  In  t h i s  way they  flave committed a  g r e a t  i n -  
j u s t i c e  t o  many people  and shed innocent  b l w d ,  made 
widows and orphans,  and taken t h e i r  p rope r ty  bes ides .  
And y e t  t hey  c a l l  themselves "nobles.  ' '  Nobles i n -  
deed! The excrement of  t h e  e a g l e  can boas t  t h a t  i t  
cornes from t h e  e a g l e ' s  body even though it s t i n k s  
and i s  u s e l e s s :  and s o  t h e s e  men can a l s o  bc o f  t h e  
n o b i l i t y .  We Germans a r e  and remain Germans, t h a t  i s ,  
swine and s e n s e l e s s  b e a s t s .  

Now I s ay  t h a t  i n  ca se s  l i k e  t h e  t h r e e  k inds  
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p r o t e c t o r ,  and rewarder o f  bo th  kinds o f  r i gh t eous -  
nes s .  There i s  no human ordinance o r  a u t h o r i t y  i n  
e i t h e r ,  bu t  each i s  a  d i v i n e  t h i n g  e n t i r e l y .  

S ince ,  t hen ,  t h e r e  i s  no doubt t h a t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  
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r u l e  t h a t  it is  very  d i f f i c u l t  o r  even imposs ib le  t o  
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Terence h a s  s a i d ,  "The s t r i c t e s t  law is  t h e  g r e a t e s t  
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sumed t h a t  no r i c h  marl favored t h e  r e b e l l i o n .  111 

any c a s e ,  some were involved a g a i n s t  t h e i r  w i l l .  
Some y i e lded  urrder t h i s  p r e s s u r e ,  t h ink ing  t h a t  t hey  
could r e s t r a i n  t h i s  mad mob and t h a t  t h c i r  good 3d- 
v i c e  would, t o  some e x t e n t ,  p revent  t h e  peasants  from 
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Now I s ay  t h a t  i n  ca se s  l i k e  t h e  t h r e e  k inds  



mentioned above, t h e  l a w  ought t o  y i e l d  and j u s t i c e  
t a k e  i t s  p l ace .  For t h e  l a w  ma t t e r  o f  f a c t l y  s a y s ,  
"Rebellion i s  punishable  wi th  dea th ;  it is t h e  
crime11 --.- l e s e  m a i e s t a t i s ,  a  s i n  a g a i n s t  t h e  r u l e r s . "  
Rut j u s t i c e  s a y s ,  :;Yes, dea r  Law, it i s  a s  you s a y ;  
bu t  i t  can happen t h a t  two men do s i m i l a r  a c t s  with 
d i f f e r i n g  motives i n  t h e i r  h e a r t s .  Judas ,  f o r  ex- 
ample, k i s s e d  C h r i s t  i n  t h e  garden. Outwardly t h i s  
was a good work; bu t  h i s  h e a r t  was e v i l  and he used 
a good-work, which C h r i s t  and h i s  d i s c i p l e s  a t  o t h e r  
t imes  d i d  f o r  one another  with good h e a r t s ,  t o  b e t r a y  
h i s  Lord, Matt. 26:49. Here is  another  example: 
P e t e r  sat down by t h e  f i r e  with t h e  s e r v a n t s  o f  Annas 
and warmed himself  wi th  t h e  godless ,  and t h a t  was n o t  
good, Luke 22:55. Now i f  we were t o  apply t h e  law 
s t r i c t l y ,  Judas  would have t o  be  a good man and P e t e r  
a  r a s c a l ;  b u t  Judas '  h e a r t  was e v i l  and P e t e r ' s  was 
good; t h e r e f o r e  j u s t i c e  i n  t h i s  ca se  must c o r r e c t  t h e  
law. 

pp. 105-108 We d a r e  n o t  encourage t h e  mob ve ry  much. 
I t  goes mad t o o  qu ick ly ;  and it is  b e t -  

t e r  t o  t a k e  t e n  e l l s  from it than  t o  a l low i t  a  
handsbreadth,  o r  even a  f i nge r sb read th  i n  such a  ca se .  
And it is  b e t t e r  f o r  t h e  t y r a n t s  t o  wrong them a hun- 
dred  t imes than  f o r  t h e  mob t o  t r e a t  t h e  t y r a n t  un- 
j u s t l y  b u t  once. I f  i n j u s t i c e  i s  t o  be  s u f f e r e d ,  
t hen  it i s  b e t t e r  f o r  s u b j e c t s  t o  s u f f e r  i t  from t h e i r  
rulers than  f o r  t h e  r u l e r s  t o  s u f f e r  it from t h e i r  
s u b j e c t s .  The mob n e i t h e r  h a s  any moderation n o r  
cven knows what moderation i s .  And every person i n  i t  
has  more than  f i v e  t y r a n t s  h i d i n g  i n  him. Now it is  
b e t t e r  t o  s u f f e r  wrong from one t y r a n t ,  t h a t  i s ,  from 
t h e  r u l e r ,  t h a n  from unnumbered t y r a n t s ,  t h a t  i s ,  
from t h e  mob. 

I t  i s  s a i d  t h a t  y e a r s  ago t h e  Swiss slew t h e i r  
ove r lo rds  and made themselves f r e e ,  and t h e  Danes 
have r e c e n t l y  d r iven  ou t  t h e i r  k ing .  In  bo th  ca se s  
t h e i r  s u b j e c t s  were d r i v e n  t o  do t h i s  by t h e  i n t o l -  
e r a b l e  tyranny which they  s u f f e r e d  a t  t h e  hands o f  
t h e s e  r u l e r s .  Iiowever, as I s a i d  above, I a m  n o t  
d i s c u s s i n g  h e r e  what t h e  heathen do o r  have done, o r  

anyth ine  t h a t  r c se~nb lc s  t h e i r  exnlnp!cs and i l i s t o ry  , 
but  what one ou:;ht t o  do and can do ~ i i t h  good 
conscience.  T?~a t  i s  t h e  course  of a c t i o n  t h a t  rnrtkes 
us c e r t a i n  t h a t  what we a r e  doing i s  no t  \won2 i n  
God's s i g h t .  I  know wel l  enough and I have read i n  
no t  a few h i s t o r y  books of  s u h j e c t s  deposing and 
e x i l i n g  o r  k i l l i n g  t h e i r  r u l e r s .  'l%e .Jews, t h e  
Greeks, and t h e  Romans a11 d i d  t h i s  and God perni i t tcd 
it and cven l e t  t h e s e  na t ions  grow and p rospe r  i n  
s p i t e  of  i t .  tiowever, t h e  f i n a l  outcoine was always 
t r a g i c .  'Llle Jews were f i n a l l y  conquered and t h e i r  
n a t i o n  des t royed  by t h e  Assyrians.  'The Greeks wcrc 
de fea t ed  by King P h i l i p .  ,4nd t h e  Iioman n a t i o n  \\;as 
conquered by t h e  Goths and t h e  Lomhards. A s  a  ma t t e r  
o f  f a c t ,  t h e  Swiss have pa id  and a r e  s t i l l  paying f o r  
t h e i r  own r e b e l l i o n  with g r e a t  bloodshed, and one 
can e a s i l y  p r e d i c t  what t h e  f i n a l  outcorr~e w i l l  be .  
The llanes, t o o ,  have not  y e t  surv ived  t f l c i r  r c b e l l -  
i on .  I f e l l  t h a t  t h e r e  can b e  no s t a b l e  government 
un l e s s  a riation r e s p e c t s  and honors i t s  r u l e r s .  'i'he 
P e r s i a n s ,  t h e  T a r t a r s ,  and o t h e r s  l i k e  them a r e  goocl 
exan~ples  o f  t h i s .  'I'ltey were n o t  on ly  a b l e  t o  p re -  
s e r v e  t h e i r  independence a g a i n s t  t h e  f u l l  power of  
t h e  Romans, bu t  they  u l t i m a t e l y  des t royed  t h e  Romans 
and many o t h e r  n a t i o n s .  

Piy reason f o r  say ing  t h i s  i s  t h a t  God s a y s ,  
'Vengeance is  nline, I will repay", itom. 12:19. lie 
a l s o  s a y s ,  "Judge not" ,  Matt .  7 : l .  And t h e  Old 
Testament s t r i c t l y  and f r e q u e n t l y  f o r b i d s  cu r s ing  
r u l e r s  o r  speaking e v i l  about thec:. Exodus 23 2 2 2 8  
s a y s ,  "You s h a l l  n o t  cu r se  t h e  p r ince  of  your people . '  
Pau l ,  i n  I 'l'irnothy 2 : l - 2 ,  t eaches  C h r i s t i a n s  t o  pray 
f o r  t h e i r  r u l e r s ,  e t c .  Solomon i n  Proverbs and 
E c c l e s i a s t e s  r epea t ed ly  t eaches  us t o  obey t h e  king 
and be s u b j e c t  t o  him. idow no one can deny t h a t  when 
s u b j e c t s  s e t  themselves a g a i n s t  t h e i r  r u l e r s ,  thcy  
avenge tl1ernselves and make themselves judges .  This 
i.s not  on ly  a g a i n s t  t h e  ord inance  and command o f  God, 
who r e s e r v e s  t o  himself  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  pass  judg- 
ment and admin i s t e r  punishment i n  t h e s e  m a t t e r s ,  but  
such a c t i o n s  a r e  a l s o  c o n t r a r y  t o  a l l  n a t u r a l  law 
and j u s t i c e .  This  i s  t h e  meaning o f  t h c  p rove rbs ,  
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"No man ought t o  judge h i s  own case , "  and, '*The man 
who h i t s  back i s  i n  t h e  wrong." 

Now perhaps you w i l l  s ay ,  "llow can anyone pos- 
s i b l y  endure a l l  t h e  i n j u s t i c e  t h a t  t h e s e  t y r a n t s  
i n f l i c t  on u s?  You al low them t o o  much oppor tun i ty  
t o  be u n j u s t ,  and thus  your teaching  on ly  makes them 
worse and worse. Are we supposed t o  permit  every- 
one ' s  wi fe  and c h i l d ,  body and p rope r ty  t o  be  s o  
shamefully t r e a t e d  and always t o  be  i n  danger? If 
we have t o  l i v e  under t h e s e  cond i t i ons ,  how can we 
eve r  begin  t o  l i v e  a  decent  l i f e ? "  Ibly r e p l y  i s  t h i s :  
hfy t each ing  is no t  in tended  f o r  people  l i k e  you who 
want t o  do whatever you t h i n k  i s  good and w i l l  
p l e a s e  you. Go ahead! Do whatever you want! K i l l  
a l l  your l o rds !  See what good it does you! My 
t each ing  is  intended on ly  f o r  t h o s e  who would l i k e  
t o  do what i s  r i g h t .  To t h e s e  I s ay  t h a t  r u l e r s  a r e  
n o t  t o  be opposed wi th  v io l ence  and r e b e l l i o n ,  a s  
t h e  Romans, t h e  Greeks, t h e  Swiss ,  and t h e  Danes 
have done; r a t h e r ,  t h e r e  a r e  o t h e r  ways o f  d e a l i n g  
with them. 

pp. 111-113 I must g ive  an example o r  two o f  t h i s .  
Note them w e l l ,  f o r  you w i l l  p r o f i t  from 

them. 14ie read  o f  a widow who s tood  and prayed f o r  
h e r  t y r a n t  most devout ly ,  ask ing  God t o  g ive  him long 
l i f e ,  . e t c .  The t y r a n t  heard  it and was a s ton i shed  
because he knew ve ry  w e l l  t h a t  he  had done h e r  much 
harm, and t h a t  t h i s  was n o t  t h e  u s u a l  p r aye r  f o r  t y -  
r a n t s .  People do n o t - o r d i n a r i l y  p ray  such p raye r s  
f o r  t y r a n t s ,  s o  he  asked h e r  why she  prayed t h u s  f o r  
him. She answered, "I had t e n  cows when your grand- 
f a t h e r  l i v e d  and r u l e d .  He took two o f  them and I 
prayed t h a t  he might d i e  and t h a t  your f a t h e r  might 
become l o r d .  This  i s  what happened, and your f a t h e r  
took t h r e e  cows. I prayed aga in  t h a t  you might be- 
come l o r d ,  and t h a t  your f a t h e r  might d i e .  Now you 
have taken  f o u r  cows, and s o  I am praying  f o r  you, 
f o r  now I am a f r a i d  t h a t  your successor  w i l l  t a k e  t h e  
last cow and every th ing  t h a t  I have." The s c h o l a r s ,  
t o o ,  have a p a r a b l e  about  a  beggar who was f u l l  o f  
wounds. F l i e s  go t  i n t o  them and sucked h i s  blood and 

s tung  him. Then a  merc i fu l  man came along and t r i e d  
t o  he lp  him by shooing a l l  t h e  f l i e s  away from him. 
Hut t h e  beggar c r i e d  o u t  and s a i d ,  "What a r e  you 
doing? Those f l i e s  were almost f u l l  and d i d  no t  
worry me s o  much; now t h e  hungry f l i e s  w i l l  come i n  
t h e i r  p l a c e  and w i l l  plague m e  f a r  worse." 

Do you understand t h e s e  f a b l e s ?  There i s  a s  , 
g r e a t  a  d i f f e r e n c e  between changing a government and 
improving i t  as t h e  d i s t a n c e  from heaven t o  e a r t h .  
I t  i s  easy  t o  change a  government, bu t  it is d i f f i -  

il c u l t  t o  g e t  one t h a t  i s  b e t t e r ,  and t h e  danger i s  
t h a t  you w i l l  n o t .  Why? Because it i s  no t  i n  our  
w i l l  o r  power, b u t  on ly  i n  t h e  w i l l  and t h e  hand of  
God. ~ l l k  mad mob, however, i s  no t  s o  much i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  liow t h i n g s  can be  improved, bu t  on ly  t h a t  t h i n g s  
be  changed. Then i f  t h i n g s  a r e  worse,  they  w i l l  
want something s t i l l  d i f f e r e n t .  Thus t hey  g e t  
bumblebees i n s t e a d  of  f l i e s ,  and i n  t h e  end they  g e t  
ho rne t s  i n s t e a d  o f  bumblel~ees.  'l'iley a r e  l i k e  t h e  
f rogs  o f  o l d  who could no t  pu t  up r t i i t i l  a log  f o r  
l o r d ;  i n s t e a d  they  got  a s t o r k  t h a t  pecked t h e i r  
heads and devoured them. A mad mob is  a d e s p e r a t e ,  
accursed th ing .  No one can r u l e  it a s  wel l  as t y -  
r a n t s ,  who a r e  l i k e  t h e  leash  t i e d  t o  a  d q ' s  neck. 
If t h e r e  were a b e t t e r  way t o  r u l e  over  a mob, God 
would have e s t a b l i s h e d  some o t h e r  form of  government 
f o r  them than  t h e  sword and t y r a n t s .  Tile p resence  o f  
t h e  sword shows t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  under it : 
people  who, i f  t hey  da red ,  would bc despe ra t e  scoun- 
d r e l s .  

Therefore  I adv i se  everyone who wants t o  a c t  
with a  good conscience i n  t h i s  m a t t e r  t o  be  s a t i s f i e d  
with t h e  wor ld ly  r u l e r s  and n o t  t o  a t t a c k  them. For 
worldly r u l e r s  carinot harm t h e  s o u l ,  a s  c l e r g y  and 
f a l s e  t e a c h e r s  do. lie should fo l low t h e  example of  
t h e  good David, who s u f f e r e d  a s  much v io l ence  from 
King Saul  as you can eve r  s u f f e r ,  and y e t  would not  
l a y  a  hand upon h i s  k ing ,  a s  he could o f t e n  have done. 
Rather ,  he  commended t h e  ma t t e r  t o  God, l e t  t h i n g s  
go as long a s  God would have them s o ,  and endured t o  
t h e  end. I f  war o r  s t r i f e  a r i s e  a g a i n s t  your over-  
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l o rd ,  leave t h e  f i g h t i n g  and s t rugg l ing  t o  those  who 
want it. For a s  we have s a i d ,  i f  Cod does not  hold 
back t h e  crowd, we cannot r e s t r a i n  them. But i f  you 
want t o  do what is  r i g h t  and have a  secure  con- 
sc i ence ,  l e t  your weapons and armor l i e  and do not  
f i g h t  aga ins t  your lo rd  o r  t y r a n t .  Rather s u f f e r  
everything t h a t  can happen t o  you. The crowd t h a t  
does t h e  f i g h t i n g ,  however, w i l l  be brought t o  jus-  
t i c e .  

pp. 129-131 Of course,  it is t r u e  t h a t  i f  a  man 
se rves  a s  a  s o l d i e r  with a  h e a r t  t h a t  

n e i t h e r  seeks nor th inks  of  anything but  acqui r ing  
weal th,  and i f  temporal wealth i s  h i s  only reason 
f o r  doing i t ,  he i s  not  happy when t h e r e  is peace 
and not  war. Such a man s t r a y s  from t h e  pa th  and be- 
longs t o  t h e  d e v i l ,  even though he f i g h t s  out  o f  obe- 
dience t o  h i s  l o r d  and a t  h i s  c a l l .  He t akes  a  work 
t h a t  is  good i n  i t s e l f  and makes it bad f o r  himself  
by no t  being very  concerned about s e rv ing  ou t  o f  obe- 
d ience  and duty ,  but  only about seeking h i s  own prof -  
it. For t h i s  reason he does not  have a  good con- 
sc ience  which can say ,  "Well, f o r  my ' pa r t ,  I would . 
l i k e  t o  s t a y  a t  home, but  because my l o r d  c a l l s  me 
and needs me, I come i n  God's name and know t h a t  I am 
serv ing  God by doing s o ,  and t h a t  I w i l l  ea rn  o r  ac- 
cept  t h e  pay t h a t  is given me f o r  it." A s o l d i e r  
ought t o  have t h e  knowledge and confidence t h a t  he is  
doing and must do h i s  duty t o  be c e r t a i n  t h a t  he is  
serv ing  God and can say ,  "It i s  not  I t h a t  smi te ,  
s t a b ,  and s l a y ,  but  God and my p r i n c e ,  f o r  my hand 
and my body a r e  now t h e i r  servants . "  That is  t h e  
meaning o f  t h e  watchwords and b a t t l e  c r i e s ,  "Emperor! " 
"France ! " "~iineburg ! " "Braunschweig ! I t  This  i s  how 
t h e  Jews c r i e d  aga ins t  t h e  Midiani tes ,  "The sword of  
God and Gideon!" Judges 7:20. 

Such a greedy man s p o i l s  a l l  o t h e r  good works, 
too .  For example, a  man who preaches f o r  t h e  sake o f  
temporal wealth is  l o s t ,  though C h r i s t  says  t h a t  a 
preacher  s h a l l  l i v e  from t h e  gospel .  I t  is  not  wrong 
t o  do th ings  f o r  temporal weal th,  f o r  income, wages, 
and pay a r e  a l s o  temporal wealth. If it  were wrong, 

no one should work o r  do anything t o  support  l l inse l f  
on t h e  ground t h a t  i t  i s  done f o r  ternporal wealth. 
But t o  be  greedy f o r  temporal wealth and t o  makc a 
tlammon of  i t  i s  always wrong i n  every o f f i c e ,  pos i -  
t i o n ,  and occupation. Leave out  greed and o t h e r  e v i l  
thoughts ,  and i t  i s  not  s i n  t o  f i g h t  i n  a war. 'i'ake 
your wages f o r  i t ,  and whatever i s  given you. This 
i s  why I  s a i d  above t h a t  t h c  work, i n  i t s e l f ,  i s  j u s t  
and godly, but t h a t  i t  becomes wrong i f  t h e  person i s  
u n j u s t  o r  uses  it u n j u s t l y .  

A second ques t ion:  "Suppose my lord  were wrong 
i n  going t o  war." I  r e p l y :  I f  you know f o r  su re  t h a t  
fie is  wrong, then you should f e a r  God r a t h e r  than men, 
Acts 4 :  5 . 29 ,  and you should n e i t h e r  f i g h t  nor  se rve ,  
f o r  you cannot have a good conscience before  God. 
' Oh, no," you say ,  "my lo rd  riould fo rce  nle t o  do i t ,  
lie wotrld t ake  away my f i e f  and would not  give rlie my 
iaoney, pay, and wages. Besiclcs, I would 1)c despised 
and put t o  si~cl~ne a s  n corq;ird, cvcn icorse, as a inan 
ti110 d id  not hcep his word and tlesertcd his lord  i l l  

need. I answer: You liiust take  t h a t  r i s k  a1lc1, v ~ i t i i  
God's he lp ,  l e t   h hat ever irappens, ilnppen. Iie can r c -  
s t o r e  i t  t o  you a Ilundredfold, as ile pronlises i n  t h e  
gospel ,  "ll'hoever leaves house, farm, wife ,  and prop- 
e r t y ,  w i l l  r ece ive  a llnndredfold," e t c .  ' l a t t .  19:2?. 

In every o t h e r  occupation rue a r e  a l s o  cxposcd 
t o  t h e  danger t h a t  t h e  r u l e r s  i : i l l  conipel us t o  a c t  
wrongly; but s ince  God \\;ill  have us leave even f a t h e r  
and mother f o r  h i s  s ahe ,  wc ~ w s t  c e r t a i n l y  leave 
lo rds  f o r  his sahe.  But i f  you do not  knor:, o r  can- 
not f i n d  o u t ,  v,!lictl~er your lord  s r r n  you ought 
not  t o  ~ccakerl c e r t a i n  obedience f o r  t h e  sake o f  an 
urlccrtnin j u s t  i c e  ; r a t h c r  )-ou should th ink  t h e  ; les t  
of  your lo rd ,  as  i s  t h e  way of love ,  f o r  "love be- 
l i e v e s  a l l  t h ings f i  and "does not  th ink  cvi 1,'' I Co- 
r i n t h i a n s  13:4-7. So, t hen ,  you a r c  secure  and walk 
well  before God. I f  they put  you t o  shame o r  c a l l  
you d i s l o y a l ,  i t  is h c t t c r  f o r  God t o  c a l l  you loyal  
and 1lonorai)le than f o r  t h e  world t o  c a l l  you loyal  
and honora!)lc. ! h a t  good would i t  do yoti i f  t h e  
world tliought o f  you a s  a Solomon o r  a lioses,  and i n  



l o rd ,  leave t h e  f i g h t i n g  and s t rugg l ing  t o  those  who 
want it. For a s  we have s a i d ,  i f  Cod does not  hold 
back t h e  crowd, we cannot r e s t r a i n  them. But i f  you 
want t o  do what is  r i g h t  and have a  secure  con- 
sc i ence ,  l e t  your weapons and armor l i e  and do not  
f i g h t  aga ins t  your lo rd  o r  t y r a n t .  Rather s u f f e r  
everything t h a t  can happen t o  you. The crowd t h a t  
does t h e  f i g h t i n g ,  however, w i l l  be brought t o  jus-  
t i c e .  

pp. 129-131 Of course,  it is t r u e  t h a t  i f  a  man 
se rves  a s  a  s o l d i e r  with a  h e a r t  t h a t  

n e i t h e r  seeks nor th inks  of  anything but  acqui r ing  
weal th,  and i f  temporal wealth i s  h i s  only reason 
f o r  doing i t ,  he i s  not  happy when t h e r e  is peace 
and not  war. Such a man s t r a y s  from t h e  pa th  and be- 
longs t o  t h e  d e v i l ,  even though he f i g h t s  out  o f  obe- 
dience t o  h i s  l o r d  and a t  h i s  c a l l .  He t akes  a  work 
t h a t  is  good i n  i t s e l f  and makes it bad f o r  himself  
by no t  being very  concerned about s e rv ing  ou t  o f  obe- 
d ience  and duty ,  but  only about seeking h i s  own prof -  
it. For t h i s  reason he does not  have a  good con- 
sc ience  which can say ,  "Well, f o r  my ' pa r t ,  I would . 
l i k e  t o  s t a y  a t  home, but  because my l o r d  c a l l s  me 
and needs me, I come i n  God's name and know t h a t  I am 
serv ing  God by doing s o ,  and t h a t  I w i l l  ea rn  o r  ac- 
cept  t h e  pay t h a t  is given me f o r  it." A s o l d i e r  
ought t o  have t h e  knowledge and confidence t h a t  he is  
doing and must do h i s  duty t o  be c e r t a i n  t h a t  he is  
serv ing  God and can say ,  "It i s  not  I t h a t  smi te ,  
s t a b ,  and s l a y ,  but  God and my p r i n c e ,  f o r  my hand 
and my body a r e  now t h e i r  servants . "  That is  t h e  
meaning o f  t h e  watchwords and b a t t l e  c r i e s ,  "Emperor! " 
"France ! " "~iineburg ! " "Braunschweig ! I t  This  i s  how 
t h e  Jews c r i e d  aga ins t  t h e  Midiani tes ,  "The sword of  
God and Gideon!" Judges 7:20. 

Such a greedy man s p o i l s  a l l  o t h e r  good works, 
too .  For example, a  man who preaches f o r  t h e  sake o f  
temporal wealth is  l o s t ,  though C h r i s t  says  t h a t  a 
preacher  s h a l l  l i v e  from t h e  gospel .  I t  is  not  wrong 
t o  do th ings  f o r  temporal weal th,  f o r  income, wages, 
and pay a r e  a l s o  temporal wealth. If it  were wrong, 

no one should work o r  do anything t o  support  l l inse l f  
on t h e  ground t h a t  i t  i s  done f o r  ternporal wealth. 
But t o  be  greedy f o r  temporal wealth and t o  makc a 
tlammon of  i t  i s  always wrong i n  every o f f i c e ,  pos i -  
t i o n ,  and occupation. Leave out  greed and o t h e r  e v i l  
thoughts ,  and i t  i s  not  s i n  t o  f i g h t  i n  a war. 'i'ake 
your wages f o r  i t ,  and whatever i s  given you. This 
i s  why I  s a i d  above t h a t  t h c  work, i n  i t s e l f ,  i s  j u s t  
and godly, but t h a t  i t  becomes wrong i f  t h e  person i s  
u n j u s t  o r  uses  it u n j u s t l y .  

A second ques t ion:  "Suppose my lord  were wrong 
i n  going t o  war." I  r e p l y :  I f  you know f o r  su re  t h a t  
fie is  wrong, then you should f e a r  God r a t h e r  than men, 
Acts 4 :  5 . 29 ,  and you should n e i t h e r  f i g h t  nor  se rve ,  
f o r  you cannot have a good conscience before  God. 
' Oh, no," you say ,  "my lo rd  riould fo rce  nle t o  do i t ,  
lie wotrld t ake  away my f i e f  and would not  give rlie my 
iaoney, pay, and wages. Besiclcs, I would 1)c despised 
and put t o  si~cl~ne a s  n corq;ird, cvcn icorse, as a inan 
ti110 d id  not hcep his word and tlesertcd his lord  i l l  

need. I answer: You liiust take  t h a t  r i s k  a1lc1, v ~ i t i i  
God's he lp ,  l e t   h hat ever irappens, ilnppen. Iie can r c -  
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OF TI-IEOLOCY , PSYCHIATRY AND PSYCl IOLOGY 

Althougll theology i s  and remains t h e  normative 
d i s c i p l i n e  f o r  t h e  p a s t o r ,  p sych ia t ry  and psychology 
o f f e r  a s i z e a b l e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  h i s  understanding 
o f  t h e  emotional e lements  t i e d  i n t o  behaviora l  p a t -  
t e r n s .  

There i s  some evidence t h a t  i n  p r a c t i c e  theo lo-  
g ians  may f a i l  t o  recognize  t h e  emotional e lements  
i n  human behavior  because t hey  have made t h e  Gospel 
subse rv i en t  t o  t h e  Law. Rules and r e g u l a t i o n s  have 
superseded t h e  Gospel wi th  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  p s y c h i a t r y  
and psychology have become u s e f u l  i n  t u r n i n g  theology  
back t o  t h e  Gospel f o r  understanding man's emotional 
needs.  

In 1718, Chr i s topher  Ijock, a t h e o l o g i c a l l y  o r i -  
en ted  t eache r  i n  3 church - r e l a t ed  school  i n  Pcnnsyl- 
v a n i a ,  demonstrated t i le emotional va lue  of  a Gos1)cl- 
atmosphere i n  a church-re  l n t cd  school .  ifis m s p c l -  
mctllodology seemed t o  w i the r  away a f t c r  Nr. Dock 
completed t h e  days of  h i s  yea r s  h c r e  on e a r t h .  XIis 
Gospel - c r ea t ed  atmosphere seemed t o  b e  sup111anted i n  
ckurch- re la ted  schools  by a " s p i t  and polis11 ," rnili- 
t a r y  atrnosphcrc dominated by r u l e s  and r c g u l a t i o n s .  

Edwin Ria11 wrote o f  Dock's philosophy o f  educa- 
I t i o n :  

His w'r~ole philosophy was co lored  by h i s  
devot ion t o  and love f o r  c h i l d r e n ,  whom 
he regarded a s  s e n t  t o  him t o  t each  f o r  

g l o r y  of  God. Clraracter t r a i n i n g  was 
h i s  emphasis, with t h e  Bible  as h i s  guide.  
lie accomplished t h i s  by a t tempt ing  t o  g e t  
on t h e  l e v e l  o f  tile c h i l d  and by making 
t h e  c h i l d  love t o  do t h i n ~ s  r a t h e r  than 
f o r c i n g  him with t h e  rod.  I 

liiecause the  Gosy)el i s  l ' f o o l i s h r ~ e s s "  t o  t h e  n a t -  
u r a l  t h ink ing  o f  man, b e  he a theologiar l  o r  n o t ,  t h e r e  
i s  a s t r o n g  r c s i s t c r l ce  t o  t h e  Gospel-approact i n  
J e a l i n y  wi t t l  man's emotional l i f e .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  
f o r  Theology t o  honor t h e  Gospel w i t h  i t s  l i p s  riflile 
i t s  h e a r t  c l i n g s  t o  t h e  man's n a t u r a l  knowledge o f  t h e  
Law. 

According t o  Romans 2 : 15 : ' 'I'he Cent i l e s  show 
t h e  work o f  t h e  law w r i t t e n  i n  t h e i r  h e a r t s . "  T h i s  
p rovides  man with a f a v o r a i ~ l e  cond i t i on ing  f o r  t h e  
Law without  touching h i s  n a t u r a l  h o s t i l i t y  toward t h e  
Gospel . 

'T'he a p o s t o l i c  church was Cospel -or ien ted .  'ri1.i~ 

i s  evidenced by t h e  d i s cus s ions  o f  c i rcumcis ion ,  meat 
o f f e r e d  t o  i d o l s ,  sabbath r e g u l a t i o n s  and ce re~non ia l  
washings. liorvever , a s  the  c e n t u r i e s  passed i n t o  liis- 
t o r y ,  t h e  church bccni~le i l icrarcl i ica  1 and t h e  Gospel 
was forced i l l t o  t h e  "underground. Ilulcs and rcgula-  
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t i o n s  of  a l l  k inds rep laced  t h e  Gospel. T r a d i t i o n  
hccrtme nonnat ive r a t h e r  than  t h e  Bible .  'Illis Law- 
atnlospllere cont inued almost un in t e r rup t ed ly  u n t i l  
t h e  Refomlation. Canon Law dominated theology u n t i l  
Luther became God's instrument  f o r  b r ing ing  t h e  Gos- 
p e l  lmck t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  theology.  

bfants n a t u r a l  d i s p o s i t i o n  s t i l l  opposed t h e  
Gospel i n  Luther ' s  t ime and theology became involved 
with r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s  a s  we l l  a s  a s t r u g g l e  f o r  
p o l i t i c a l  advantages.  Opposi t ion t o  t h e  Gospel con- 
t i n u e s  i n  theology even i n  our  "enl ightened1'  e r a .  
The Gospel has  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  ga in ing  a f a i r  hea r ing  
now and i t  always will have d i f f i c u l t y .  

Without any intention o f  becoming s o  and with-  
ou t  being aware o f  becoming s o ,  p sych ia t ry  and psy- 
chology have become ins t ruments  i n  God's hands f o r  
g l o r i f y i n g  t h e  Gospel by i n f luenc ing  theology t o  re-  
examine t h e  " r e l i g i o n  of  love" and t o  observe t h e  
power o f  t h e  Gospel t o  produce love .  

T r a d i t i o n  i s  no t  e a s i l y  s e t  a s i d e .  Even Luther- 
an t heo log ians  have o f t e n  become bound t o  a  method- 
ology which t r a d i t i o n a l l y  p r e s c r i b c s  t e n  drops of  L a w  
be fo re  adminis te r ing  t e n  drops o f  Gospel. The 
t roub led  sou l  seeking r e l i e f  from t h e  pa in  o f  g u i l t  
has  o f t e n  found i t s e l f  confronted wi th  a  l e g a l  demand 
f o r  confess ion  and a  "signed i n  blood" guaranty o f  
f u t u r e  exce l l ence  o f  performance be fo re  abso lu t ion .  

Theology has  t h e  same problem wi th  t r a d i t i o n  
t h a t  t i le medical d i s c i p l i n e  exper iences .  Remember 
t h e  yea r s  i n  which n i g h t  a i r  was considered respon- 
s i b l e  f o r  c e r t a i n  a i lments?  When people  were "bled1' 
t o  g e t  r i d  o f  "bad blood?lt When leeches  were em- 
ployed t o  "suck ou t  bad blood?" Fool i sh?  Yes, But 
no more f o o l i s h  than  when theology r e p l a c e s  t h e  Gos- 
p e l  with t h e  Law,  o r  makes t h e  Gospel subse rv i en t  t o  
t h e  Law. 

Psychia t ry  and psychology seem t o  be h e l p f u l  t o  
theology i n  breaking with any t r a d i t i o n  which has  made 

t h e  Gospel subse rv i en t  t o  t i le Law. This  he~ornes ap- 
pa ren t  i n  s t u d i e s  of  ' ! the unloving pc r sonn l i t y . "  

Bonaro W. Overs t r ee t  s a i d :  

'I'here a r e  some persons r%.i~om t h e  p s y c h i a t r i s t  
and t h e  layman a l i k e  recognize  as e ~ n o t i o n a l l y  
d e f i c i e n t :  unresponsive;  i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  t h e  
f e e l i n g s  o f  o t h e r s ;  i n  a word, un loving . . .  

--- These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  do not  j u s t  happen. 
'l'iley :Ire a  l o g i c a l  outcome o f  t h e  experience 
t h a t  l i e s  back o f  most,  i f  no t  a l l ,  unloving- 
nes s :  t h e  t r auma t i c  exper ience  o f  real  o r  
fanc ied  r e j e c t  ion.  The person who cannot 
love i s  one who has  never  grown i n t o  a  con f i -  
den t  s u s t a i n i n g  sense  of being loved. 

(jbviously,  theology is  being chal lenged today t o  
preach t h c  Gospel i n  word and i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  Lu- 
t he ran  theology cannot very wel l  ignore  t h e  impact 
which t h e  Gospel o f  C h r i s t  may e x e r t  upon t h e  person 
who does no t  exper ience  love and scens  incapable  of  
g iv ing  love.  I.utt.eran theology ,  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  
it i s  permi t ted  t o  bc  Gospel-dominated, recognizes  
t h a t  some who appear  t o  he  tremendously capable  o f  
f e r r e t i n g  ou t  d e v i a t i o n s  from r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s  
]nay be q u i t e  untouclletl by t h e  Gospel o f  God's lovc i n  
C h r i s t  and have no ~aean ing fu l  love t o  God o r  man. 

Ove r s t r ee t  makes a s ta tement  t h a t  deserves  t o  be 
considered without  resentment : 

Hence, a paradox: t h e  i n t e r n a l  po l i cy  o f  a  
cllurcil ded ica ted  t o  t h e  r e l i g i o n  o f  love i s  
o f t e n  de t e r~n ined  by those  ~ 1 2 0  a r e  b a s i c a l l y  
un 1 oving . j  

Only t h e  Gospel o f  C h r i s t  can g ive  theology God's 
method f o r  bestowing upon p a s t o r s  t h e  k i n d s o f  hear ing  
cars and t h e  kind o f  s ee ing  eyes v.liich respond lov- 
i n g l y  t o  t h e  enlotional and s p i r i t u a l  needs of  t i lose 
t h e y  l ~ ~ e  been c a l l e d  t o  sne~d le rd  f o r  t h e i r  Savior .  
Gospcl-centered theology b e n e f i t s  fro12 t h e  s t u d i e s  



t i o n s  of  a l l  k inds rep laced  t h e  Gospel. T r a d i t i o n  
hccrtme nonnat ive r a t h e r  than  t h e  Bible .  'Illis Law- 
atnlospllere cont inued almost un in t e r rup t ed ly  u n t i l  
t h e  Refomlation. Canon Law dominated theology u n t i l  
Luther became God's instrument  f o r  b r ing ing  t h e  Gos- 
p e l  lmck t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  theology.  

bfants n a t u r a l  d i s p o s i t i o n  s t i l l  opposed t h e  
Gospel i n  Luther ' s  t ime and theology became involved 
with r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s  a s  we l l  a s  a s t r u g g l e  f o r  
p o l i t i c a l  advantages.  Opposi t ion t o  t h e  Gospel con- 
t i n u e s  i n  theology even i n  our  "enl ightened1'  e r a .  
The Gospel has  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  ga in ing  a f a i r  hea r ing  
now and i t  always will have d i f f i c u l t y .  

Without any intention o f  becoming s o  and with-  
ou t  being aware o f  becoming s o ,  p sych ia t ry  and psy- 
chology have become ins t ruments  i n  God's hands f o r  
g l o r i f y i n g  t h e  Gospel by i n f luenc ing  theology t o  re-  
examine t h e  " r e l i g i o n  of  love" and t o  observe t h e  
power o f  t h e  Gospel t o  produce love .  

T r a d i t i o n  i s  no t  e a s i l y  s e t  a s i d e .  Even Luther- 
an t heo log ians  have o f t e n  become bound t o  a  method- 
ology which t r a d i t i o n a l l y  p r e s c r i b c s  t e n  drops of  L a w  
be fo re  adminis te r ing  t e n  drops o f  Gospel. The 
t roub led  sou l  seeking r e l i e f  from t h e  pa in  o f  g u i l t  
has  o f t e n  found i t s e l f  confronted wi th  a  l e g a l  demand 
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t h e  Gospel subse rv i en t  t o  t i le Law. This  he~ornes ap- 
pa ren t  i n  s t u d i e s  of  ' ! the unloving pc r sonn l i t y . "  

Bonaro W. Overs t r ee t  s a i d :  

'I'here a r e  some persons r%.i~om t h e  p s y c h i a t r i s t  
and t h e  layman a l i k e  recognize  as e ~ n o t i o n a l l y  
d e f i c i e n t :  unresponsive;  i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  t h e  
f e e l i n g s  o f  o t h e r s ;  i n  a word, un loving . . .  
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considered without  resentment : 

Hence, a paradox: t h e  i n t e r n a l  po l i cy  o f  a  
cllurcil ded ica ted  t o  t h e  r e l i g i o n  o f  love i s  
o f t e n  de t e r~n ined  by those  ~ 1 2 0  a r e  b a s i c a l l y  
un 1 oving . j  

Only t h e  Gospel o f  C h r i s t  can g ive  theology God's 
method f o r  bestowing upon p a s t o r s  t h e  k i n d s o f  hear ing  
cars and t h e  kind o f  s ee ing  eyes v.liich respond lov- 
i n g l y  t o  t h e  enlotional and s p i r i t u a l  needs of  t i lose 
t h e y  l ~ ~ e  been c a l l e d  t o  sne~d le rd  f o r  t h e i r  Savior .  
Gospcl-centered theology b e n e f i t s  fro12 t h e  s t u d i e s  



made both by the psychiatric and the psychological 
disciplines. This becomes evident from the litera- 
ture of such Lutheran tlleologians as Ilulme, Keller 
and 11ass . 

The value of these disciplines for theology be- 
comes apparent in conveying the concept of forgiveness 
in a manner which takes absolution out of the area of 
abstractions into the area of exyerience. 'l'his makes 
thc forgiveness of all our sins by the grace of God 
in Christ the meaningful truth whicll the Bible offers 
us for peace of conscience. 

James G. Emerson, Jr., has this to say about for- 
giveness as an experience realized in people's lives: 

Basically, the Bible can be understood rigidly 
and legalistically, or dynamically and cxperi- 
entially. The former leads only to contradic- 
tions an6 inconsistencies. llle latter alone 
is true to the Christian interpretation. To 
ignore this will lead to an irrelevant view of 
forgiveness. It is precisely because forgive- 
ness has not been understood in this light 
thae its relevancy to the Christian faith and 
the relevancy of the Christian faith to man's 
needs have been missed.4 

The same writer points to Polycarpfs heroic con- 
fession of faith at the time of his martyrdom as an 
expression of realized forgiveness. 

When theology recognizes the emotional elements 
involved in the forgiveness of sins, it is equipped 
to deal meaningfully with the problem of anxiety be- 
cause it has to some extent become aware of the dif- 
ference between normal and neurotic anxiety. Psychi- 
atry and psychology have served theology in recogniz- 
ing that "neurotic anxiety is the end result of pre- 
viously unmet normal anxiety. "6 

V!ithout the assistance of the findings of psycho- 
therapy, it appears that theology would lack consider- 

able information on what is involved in the emotional 
impact of man's experiences. 

Henry Guntrip says : 

Preachers are open to the temptation to 
over-simplify human problems by the too 
glib use of magic words like 'faith' and 

h 
'trust in God. ' 7  

k4 

$ 8  
No doubt, it is safe to say that theologians are 

i helped by the disciplines of psychiatry and psychology 
to avoid over-simplification of man's emotional devel- 
opment. 

This is evident from the following Guntrip ob- 
servation: 

We tend to sentimentalize and idealize 
parenthood but the grim plain fact is 
that we cannot be any more mature as 
parents than we are as persons, and even 
when we try not to do so we automatically 
reproduce in our handling of our children 
a good deal of what was emotionally un- 
satisfactory in the way our parents handled 
us - just as, in their turn, our parents 
were similarly tied to their parents.S 

Psychiatry and psychology are gaining insights 
into the Gospel-concept of love through inter-relation- 
ships with theology. Theology makes its contribution 
to emotional well-being primarily through the thera- 
peutic power of the Gospel of love which it proclaims 
and to some degree exemplifies. 

i One problem we face has been stated by Keuel Howe 
as follows: 

Our day, however, seems to be one in which 
people are more conscious of their need to 
be loved than of their need to love, with 
the result that everyone is running around 



made both by the psychiatric and the psychological 
disciplines. This becomes evident from the litera- 
ture of such Lutheran tlleologians as Ilulme, Keller 
and 11ass . 

The value of these disciplines for theology be- 
comes apparent in conveying the concept of forgiveness 
in a manner which takes absolution out of the area of 
abstractions into the area of exyerience. 'l'his makes 
thc forgiveness of all our sins by the grace of God 
in Christ the meaningful truth whicll the Bible offers 
us for peace of conscience. 

James G. Emerson, Jr., has this to say about for- 
giveness as an experience realized in people's lives: 

Basically, the Bible can be understood rigidly 
and legalistically, or dynamically and cxperi- 
entially. The former leads only to contradic- 
tions an6 inconsistencies. llle latter alone 
is true to the Christian interpretation. To 
ignore this will lead to an irrelevant view of 
forgiveness. It is precisely because forgive- 
ness has not been understood in this light 
thae its relevancy to the Christian faith and 
the relevancy of the Christian faith to man's 
needs have been missed.4 

The same writer points to Polycarpfs heroic con- 
fession of faith at the time of his martyrdom as an 
expression of realized forgiveness. 

When theology recognizes the emotional elements 
involved in the forgiveness of sins, it is equipped 
to deal meaningfully with the problem of anxiety be- 
cause it has to some extent become aware of the dif- 
ference between normal and neurotic anxiety. Psychi- 
atry and psychology have served theology in recogniz- 
ing that "neurotic anxiety is the end result of pre- 
viously unmet normal anxiety. "6 

V!ithout the assistance of the findings of psycho- 
therapy, it appears that theology would lack consider- 

able information on what is involved in the emotional 
impact of man's experiences. 

Henry Guntrip says : 

Preachers are open to the temptation to 
over-simplify human problems by the too 
glib use of magic words like 'faith' and 

h 
'trust in God. ' 7  

k4 

$ 8  
No doubt, it is safe to say that theologians are 

i helped by the disciplines of psychiatry and psychology 
to avoid over-simplification of man's emotional devel- 
opment. 

This is evident from the following Guntrip ob- 
servation: 

We tend to sentimentalize and idealize 
parenthood but the grim plain fact is 
that we cannot be any more mature as 
parents than we are as persons, and even 
when we try not to do so we automatically 
reproduce in our handling of our children 
a good deal of what was emotionally un- 
satisfactory in the way our parents handled 
us - just as, in their turn, our parents 
were similarly tied to their parents.S 

Psychiatry and psychology are gaining insights 
into the Gospel-concept of love through inter-relation- 
ships with theology. Theology makes its contribution 
to emotional well-being primarily through the thera- 
peutic power of the Gospel of love which it proclaims 
and to some degree exemplifies. 

i One problem we face has been stated by Keuel Howe 
as follows: 

Our day, however, seems to be one in which 
people are more conscious of their need to 
be loved than of their need to love, with 
the result that everyone is running around 



may have a  compact capsu le  o f  h e l p f u l  in format ion .  
looking f o r  love. But w c  do n o t  f i n d  love 
by looking f o r  i t ;  wc f i n d  i t  by g iv ing  i t . y  

l'licology apljears a t  t i  riies t o  g i v e  t h e  impressi  on 
that it h a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  v a l i d  t e s t s  or1 t h e  bas is  of  
t l le I j ible  f o r  measuring t h e  c h a r a c t e r  and emotional 
s t a b i l i t y  of  man. The r e s u l t  nray be  t h a t  theology 
permi ts  unrecognized s u b j e c t i v e  eva lua t ions  t o  i nva l -  
i d a t e  i t s  r e sea rch .  Theology may f a i l  t o  s ecu re  a 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  sample o f  t h e  corilrftodi t y  i t  seeks  t o  
eva lua t e .  

Florence I,. Goodenough h a s  somcth i n g  .r; i gn i  f'icant 
t o  say  ahout t h e  representative sample : 

Representa t ive  of  what? I t  i s  s t l r p r i s ing  
how few t e s t  makers have c l e a r l y  faced t h i s  
ques t i on .  They have fumblcd about with i t  
by means of  va r ious  s ta t  i s t i c a l  procedures  
desigried t o  "measure" t h e  t e s t  ' s " v a l i d i t y  . I '  

Some have gone so  f a r  a s  t o  draw up f o r ~ n a l  
clef i n j  t ions  of t i ~ c  t r a i  t which t h e y  tlcs i  r e  
t o  app ra i s e .  10 

'I'llc theologian rnay f a i l  t o  recognize t h a t  he is 
see ing  o t h e r s  through tile eyes  of  h i s  own persona l  
experiences  with l i f e .  Ilis a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  B i b l i c a l  
m a t e r i a l  may unconsciously be  tempered by h i s  own 
crnot i ona l  condi t ion ing .  ?ilthough t h i s  t r u t h  is we1 1  
documented i n  t h c  Eril)le, t h e  behaviora l  s c i ences  have 
helped theology recognize t h i s  b i b l i c a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  
t o  t h e  understanding of emotional cond i t i on ing .  

The r i g i d  p e r s o n a l i t y  may regard  h imsc l f  a s  a 
champion of  t r u t h .  The f l e x i b l e  p e r s o n a l i t y  may rc- 
gard himself  a s  t h e  s t a b i l i z e r  o f  s o c i e t y .  The non- 
conforniist  may regard  himself  as tlie molder o f  t h e  
f u t u r e .  The r e s u l t  may o f t e n  bc t h a t  t h e  v a r i o u s  
d i s c i p l i n e s  involved i n  d e a l i n g  with t h e  emotional 
elements i n  man's composition have d i f f i c u l t y  i n  com- 
municating with one ano the r  meaningfully enough t o  
combine t h e i r  r e sea rch  r e s u l t s  i n t o  a compendium o f  
t h e i r  f i nd ings  s o  t h a t  with a minimum o f  read ing  we 

Because theology a l s o  has  some problems i n  mean- 
i n g f u l  communication, it may p r o f i t  by g iv ing  some 
a t t e n t i o n  t o  what t h e  p s y c h i a t r i c  and psychologica l  
d i s c i p l i n e s  can c o n t r i b u t e  t o  meaningful communica- 
t i o n .  This  is what Reuel L .  iIowe, a  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
o f  t h e  t h e o l o g i c a l  d i s c i p l i n e ,  appears  t o  have done 
be fo re  he wrote:  

Our a n x i e t i e s  cause us  t o  make and t o  
a t tempt  t o  f i n d  a f f i r m a t i o n s  o f  ou r  own 

i being ,  a f f i r m a t i o n s  t h a t  may indeed 
t h r e a t e n  t h e  being o f  o t h e r s .  Our need 
t o  be d r i v e s  us t o  l i v e  l i v e s  o f  self-  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  which can be  a  cause f o r  
uneas iness ,  i f  n o t  enmity,  i n  ou r  f e l l ows .  
Such on to log ica l  concern,  wi th  a l l  t h e  
a n x i e t i e s  t h a t  c l u s t e r  around i t ,  makes 
it d i f f i c u l t  t o  both speak and h e a r  openly 
and hones t ly .  This  b a r r i e r  t o  communication 
i s  b u i l t  i n t o  human e x i s t e n c e  and s t a n d s  
between man and man i n  every  i n s t ance .  
There a r e  no except ions .  Even those  persons 
who a r e  marvelously drawn t o  each o t h e r  and 
who f i n d  communication wonderful and ex- 
c i t i n g ,  exper ience  doubts ,  r e s e r v a t i o n s ,  and 
a n x i e t i e s  t h a t  keep them from speaking and 
cause them e i t h e r  n o t  t o  h e a r  o r  t o  hea r  
i n c o r r e c t l y .  A l l  t h i s  becomes ev iden t  i n  
t h e  de fens ive  remarks,  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  d i s -  
g u i s e s  and d i s t o r t i o n s  o f  meaning t h a t  we 
u s e  i n  our  f e a r  o f  be ing  understood,  a s  wel l  
as i n  our  f e a r  o f  be ing  misunderstood. 11 

The search  f o r  meaning i n  l i f e ,  t h e  agonizing 
ques t i ons  of  s t u d e n t s ,  t h e  t e n s i o n  between t h e  r a c e s  
and t h e  n a t i o n s ,  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  f a i l u r e  o f  ma te r i a l i sm ,  
t h e  groping o f  humanism, t h e  inadequac ies  o f  p o l i t i -  
c a l  systems,  a l l  t h e s e  t h i n g s  and more, cha l lenge  
theology t o  g lean  t h e  u s e f u l  f i n d i n g s  o f  p sych ia t ry  
and psychology f o r  h e l p f u l  in format ion  i n  promoting 
theo logy ' s  main o b j e c t i v e  which is  en joying  and shar -  
i n g  t h e  Gospel o f  C h r i s t .  
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A.  I t .  S t r a n d  

CLC REVIEW 

C r i t i q u e  of  " ' I~ IARK . . . AVOID' 
(ORIGIN OF TIIE CLC) t 1  

This most se r ious  charge was ra i sed  aga ins t  t h e  
Evangelical Lutheran Synod, and t h e  Wisconsin Evan- 
g e l i c a l  Lutheran Synod i n  a recent  o f f i c i a l  publica- 
t i o n  of t h e  Church of t h e  Lutheran Confession. The 
f u l l  t i t l e  of the  pamphlet containing t h i s  charge is 
"'Mark . . . Avoid' (Lest the  h e a r t s  of t h e  simple be 
deceived) Romans 16:17-18: Origin of t h e  CLC". This 
pamphlet w a s  w r i t t e n  by t h e  Rev. Paul Nolting, for-  
merly of Sleepy Eye, Minnesota, and now a t  West Co- 
lumbia, South Carolina. Unfortunately t h i s  pamphlet 
does not  merely r e f l e c t  t h e  personal  judgments of i t s  
w r i t e r ,  but has t h e  o f f i c i a l  "imprimatur" and " n i h i l  
obs ta t"  of t h e  CLC, having been authorized by t h e  
CLC's  Coordinating Council and having been approved 
by both its Praesidium and its Board of Doctrine. 

This charge aga ins t  t h e  ELS and a l s o  t h e  WELS is  
a s  follows: 

W e  consider it a token of d iv ine  grace 
t h a t  both t h e  WELS and t h e  ELS have g i n a l l y  
separated from heterodox Missouri. But t h e  
quest ion t h a t  s t i l l  must be faced is t h i s :  
d id  they suspend fel lowship f o r  t h e  r i g h t  
reason? The CLC charges, and t h a t  regre t -  
f u l l y ,  t h a t  i n  t h e  twenty-plus-year period 
following 1938 t h e  i n i t i a l  response of 
t e s t i f y i n g  aga ins t  t h e  e r r o r s  of Missouri 
was gradually changed i n t o  a process of 
admonishing Missouri a s  weak brethren.  
This became t h e  all-absorbing concern of 
t h e  synod. A s  t h e  leaven of e r r o r  continued 
its e v i l  work, the  doc t r ine  of fel lowship 
became corrupted -- s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  t h e  a r e a  
of terminating an e x i s t i n g  fullowship. I f  
t h i s  evaluation accura te ly  r e f l e c t s  the  
f a c t s  of h i s t o r y  -- a s  we a r e  c e r t a i n  t h a t  
i t  does -- both the WELS and t h e  ELS have 
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become g u i l t y  of f a l s e  doc t r ine  while sep- 
a r a t i n g  from e r r ing  Missouri, I f  t h i s '  
charge stands,  the  leaven of e r r o r  is  con- 
t inuing t o  work i n  both the  WELS and t h e  
ELS, (p. 11) 

Two items should be noted. The heading of t h i s  a r t i -  
c l e  was not  taken out  of context .  Secondly, t h e  CLC 
is  c r i t i c i z i n g  the  ELS not  j u s t  f o r  i ts  pas t  ac t ions ,  
but  a l s o  f o r  i ts  present  theological  s tand and con- 
d i t i o n .  

After  reading through t h i s  pamphlet, t h e  re-  
viewer came away with mixed fee l ings .  The flow of 
thought is not  c l e a r ,  f o r  i ts  w r i t e r  jumps back and 
f o r t h  i n  h i s  handling of t h e  mater ia l .  He would have 
done much b e t t e r  f o r  h i s  case  i f  he had presented a 
chronological h i s t o r i c a l  development and a a  exeget ica l  
presenta t ion of Romans 16:17-18, before  pressing h i s  
conclusions. 

Secondly, one must say t h a t  t h e  pamphlet is a 
sub j e c t  ive  and argumentative by deductive j u s t  i f  ica-  
t i o n  f o r  t h e  continued exis tence  of t h e  CLC. Evi- 
dent ly  the  members of t h e  CLC, l a r g e l y  from the  WELS, 
have f e l t  pressures t o  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  WELS now t h a t  
t h e  WELS has broken with t h e  Lutheran Church-Missouri 
Synod, o r  the  LCMS. Therefore j u s t i f i c a t i o n  must be 
found f o r  a continued separa t ion.  Nolting himself 
s t a t e s :  

Are we maintaining our separa te  s t ance  
today because of p r ide ,  o r  b i t t e r n e s s ,  o r  
stubbornness, while we c o n t i n u e ' t o  search 
f o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i n  the  Word f o r  what we 
have done and a r e  continuing t o  do? I f  so,  
we were and a r e  schismatics.  (p. 1) 

In  t h i s  l a s t  sentence Nolting miss ta tes  t h e  case.  The 
question is not  what has happened, That members of 
the  CLC an t i c ipa ted  t h e  breaking of t h e i r  synods, t h e  
ELS and t h e  WELS, with t h e  LCMS by severa l  years  is 
not t h e  problem. The problem is t h e  continued 

separa te  exis tence  of t h e  CLC. It is on t h i s  b a s i s  
t h a t  t h e  reviewer makes t h e  value judgment t h a t  t h i s  
pamphlet is an attempted j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  con- 
tinued separa te  exis tence  of t h e  CLC, 

Thirdly,  while t h e  ELS is c r i t i c i z e d ,  t h e  pamph- 
l e t  i t s e l f  is aimed primari ly a t  t h e  WELS. I n  f a c t ,  
non-WELS readers  w i l l  have d i f f i c u l t y  a t  times i n  
following t h e  arguments used unless  t h e  pe r t inen t  
ma te r i a l s  and documents -- which should have been 
quoted d i r e c t l y  i n  t h e  pamphlet -- a r e  a t  hand f o r  
t h e  readers,  One must merely assume t h e  b a s i s  of the  
c r i t i c i s m  f o r  t h e  ELS, It most l i k e l y  w a s  t h e  con- 
tinued membership of t h e  ELS i n  t h e  Synodical Confer- 
ence a f t e r  t h e  ELS had broken with t h e  LCMS. 

F ina l ly ,  t h e  o v e r a l l  tone of t h e  pamphlet is 
negative. Since i t  is a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  con- 
t inued separa te  exis tence  of t h e  CL6, t h e r e  is  no 
r e a l  attempt i n  t h e  pamphlet t o  bridge t h e  gulf be- 
tween t h e  CLC and t h e  WELS and t h e  ELS, but  r a t h e r  t o  
d ig  i t  deeper, Though t h e  WELS and t h e  ELS f i n a l l y  
d id  what t h e  writer of t h i s  pamphlet wanted done, end 
fel lowship with t h e  LCMS, t h e r e  i s  no joy expressed 
with regard t o  t h i s  act ion.  There could have been 
some empathy. 

The w r i t e r  of t h i s  review a l s o  had no joy i n  
making these  comments. I n  a time when conservatives 
should be  drawing together f o r  mutual s trengthening,  
t h e  continued fragmentation of t h e  conservative cause 
w i l l  serve  no good. Rather, one can only imagine t h e  
s a r c a s t i c  joy t h a t  t h i s  pamphlet g ives  t o  l i b e r a l  
c i r c l e s :  conservatives a r e  wrangling among themselves 
over Romans 16:17-18, t h e i r  sedes on t h e  doc t r ine  of 
unionism. Rather how much b e t t e r  i t  would be f o r  
conservatives t o  U y  a s i d e  t h e i r  calendars of 1957, 
1959, 1961, o r  any o the r  year -- t h e  year they took 
ac t ion  -- and be glad a c t i o n  w a s  taken. 

~ o l t i n g ' s  approach, unfortunately,  makes t h i s  
most d i f f i c u l t  t o  do. Therefore some c r i t i c i s m s  must 
be made of h i s  approach t o  t h e  problem. 
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The first area to be briefly commented on is his 
use of Romans 16:17 and especially the word "mark". 
He seems to make "mark" in Romans 16:17 into a judi- 
cial term, so that when one judges a person to be an 
errorist, the errorist must be avoided immediately. 
Several quotations can be culled from the pamphlet 
to illustrate this, 

St, Paul urges us to watch most 
carefully to determine whether someone is, 
in fact, teaching error and so is causing 
divisions in the church. If that be the 
case -- "avoid" them! (p, 9) 

No time is to be lost in separating from a person 
identified as an errorist. He states: 

Does the "marking1' that St. Paul urges 
us to do in Romans 16:17 involve admonition? 
The simple answer is "No," . . . The im- 
portant point is that those teaching and 
preaching otherwise than God's Word teaches 
be avoided -- isolated -- for the protec- 
tion of the flock, Concern for the errorist 
is a secondary matter. In actual situations 
that arise admonition ordinarily preceded 
the "marking" to the extent that it is 
necessary to ascertain whether one is, in 
fact, dealing with persons who are "causing 
divisions and offences" in the church or 
with such as have inadvertently fallen into 
error* (p. 15) 

Nolting weakens his entire presentation here by allow- 
ing for admonition before a final break and also by 
distinguishing in the "quality" of errorists. When 
one does this, one engages in value judgments, and 
there may be differences of opinions on the "quality" 
of the errorists. He further states: 

. . .The "marking, " enjoined in Romans 
16:17, is to be followed by the "avoiding" 
without a time lapse allowing for a process 

of admonition and without artificially de- 
laying the official, conclusive "marking." 
(P. 17) 

This last quotation indicates the meaning that Nolting 
puts into the word "mark", and so one must look 
briefly at the Greek. 

The Greesword used for "mark" in Romans 16:17 
is c K  0 Its meaning, according to Arndt and 
~ingrich'; A Greek-~n~lish Lexicon of the New Testa- 
ment, is "look (out) for, notice, keep one's eyes on", 
(p. 764) ~ h a ~ e ;  says essen.ially the- same. ~ b n e  of 
the six usages of Orel;) in the New Testament 
seem to indicate a judicial meaning for the word 
(~uke 11:35; Romans 16:17; I1 Corinthians 4:18; Gala- 
tians 6:l; Philippians 2 : 4 ;  3:17) -- the making of a 
value judgment upon an errorist. One cannot help 
wondering whether or not the three hundred and fifty 
year old English of the King James Version has in- 
fluenced Nolting's exegesis more than it should have, 

Furthermore, Paul's use of the present infinitive 

mo and his use of a substantive participle 
for the errorists -- "those causing divisions and 
offences" -- indicates that Paul felt that the error- 
ists would be recognized in their activities. Since 
Paul obviously had no specific errorists in mind here, 
he was simply calling upon the Roman Christians to be 
in a continuous state of watchfulness against error- 
ists. When they were recognized as such, they were 
to be avoided. Hence any attempt to introduce a time 
element here such as Nolting does is to force the 
meaning of the passage. 

Nolting weakens his case by admitting that 
admonition may be included in Romans 16:17. While 
he attempts to distinguish in the quality of error- 
ists -- some being candidates for admonition and 
others not -- as soon as he grants this, it is diffi- 
cult to understand how he can criticize anyone for 
admonishing errorists, as he criticizes the WELS 
(p .  15). By distinguishing among errorists, he 
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himself i s  making a va lue  judgment a s  t o  who can be 
men s t a t e  the re :  

admonished and who cannot.  How can he then f a u l t  
o t h e r s  when they do t h e  same -- s o  long a s  they u l -  For t h e  purpose of c l a r i f y i n g  our  objec- 
t ima te ly  break wi th  e r r o r i s t s  when t h e  s i t u a t i o n  de- t i o n ,  w e  submit t h e  fol lowing a s  a t r u e  and 

mands i t .  This  b r ings  one back t o  t h e  b a s i c  problem c o r r e c t  s ta tement  of t h e  d o c t r i n a l  i s s u e  in-  

of t h e  "when" of Romans 16:17. When one cons iders  
volved : 

t h e  "when" of t h a t  passage, t h r e e  poss ib l e  courses  
a r e  open a c t u a l l y .  It could mean t h a t  one must fol low 
t h e  ve ry  f i r s t  person who dec ides  t h a t  i t  is time t o  
break wi th  an e r r o r i s t ;  t h i s  would l ead  t o  anarchy, 
f o r  one person could thereby determine t h e  a c t i o n s  of 
t h e  e n t i r e  group. The second approach would be t h a t  
t h e  ind iv idua l  personal ly  and ind iv idua l ly  would de- 
c i d e  f o r  himself .  This  is what i s  c r e a t i n g  problems 
f o r  many conserva t ive  Lutherans today, al though it is  

Termination of church fe l lowship  is  c a l l e d  
f o r  when S c r i p t u r a l  c o r r e c t i o n  has  been o f fe red  
and r e j e c t e d  and t h e  e r r i n g  b ro the r  o r  church 
body have continued i n  t h e i r  e r r o r  d e s p i t e  
admonition. This  is t h e  p e r s i s t e n c e  which 
d i s t i n g u i s h e s  an e r r o r i s t  (Romans 16:17,18) 
from an  e r r i n g  b ro the r  (Gala t ians  2:ll-14) 
(1959 WELS Proceedings, p. 210) 

t h e  r o u t e  of a c t i o n  which many must fol low. The t h i r d  
course of a c t i o n  is  t o  move wi th  a l a r g e r  group, a It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  a t  t h a t  time a cons iderable  

synod. While synods may e r r ,  when they a r c  moving i n  number d i d  inc lude  "admonition" when applying Romans 
a proper d i r e c t i o n  of a c t i o n ,  i t  does he lp  one t o  keep 16:17. 

a proper balance. 
Much of No l t ing ' s  c r i t i c i s m s  of t h e  WELS c e n t e r  

I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  i t  is odd t h a t  Nolt ing,  when d i s -  
cussing admonition and t h e  breaking of fe l lowship  does 
not  r e f e r  t o  T i t u s  3:10, which does speak of t h e  
h e r e t i c ,  i. e . ,  t h e  person who stubbornly holds t o  
f a l s e  views, being avoided a f t e r  two admonitions. 

I n  d iscuss ing  No l t ing ' s  pamphlet one must a l s o  
comment on h i s  use of h i s t o r y .  A s  was s t a t e d  above, 
while  t h e  ELS is charged wi th  f a l s e  doc t r ine ,  no t  too  
much is  r e a l l y  s a i d  about i t .  One must t h e r e f o r e  as- 
sume t h a t  t h e  primary charge aga ins t  t h e  ELS is  its 
continued membership i n  t h e  Synodical conference a f t e r  
having suspended r e l a t i o n s  wi th  t h e  LCMS. But t h e  
WELS does come i n  f o r  severe  judgments. Something 
must be s a i d  about t hese  charges. 

The WELS is c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  making admonition a 
required p a r t  of i ts  dea l ing  wi th  t h e  LCMS i n  terms of 
Romans 16:17. This  marks an evident  change i n  t h e  
pos i t i on  of a t  l e a s t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  number of men i n  
t h e  CLC today. I n  t h e  1959 WELS Proceedings these  men 
have a memorial e n t i t l e d  "A C a l l  For Decision"; t h e s e  

i n  1957. When t h e  f l o o r  committee of t h e  1957 WELS 
convention recommended a break wi th  t h e  LCMS, t h a t  
recommendation f a i l e d  by a v o t e  of 77 t o  61. The 
WELS then  voted t o  "continue our  v igorous ly  p r o t e s t i n g  
fe l lowship  . . . because of t h e  o f fences  w i t h  which w e  
have charged t h e  s i s t e r  synod . . .'I (1957 WELS Pro- 
ceedings,  p. 144) I n  t h i s  r e s o l u t i o n  Romans 16:17 was 
c i t e d .  Nolt ing o b j e c t s ,  s t a t i n g :  

But t h e  Word of God on which t h e  resolu-  
t i o n  was based c a l l e d  f o r  te rminat ion  of 
fe l lowship  -- Romans 16:17-18. An a r t i f i c  
c i a 1  and unconvincing " o f f i c i a l  interprets* 
t ion"  became necessary t o  make t h i s  obvious 
disobedience appear t o  be  obedience. (p.  8) 

This  seems a r a t h e r  harsh judgment when one looks  a t  
t h e  memorial above from men now i n  t h e  CLC which ap- 
peared two yea r s  l a t e r ,  i n  1959. But t h i s  comment of 
Nolting is  a l s o  n o t  f a i r ,  f o r  it poin tedly  ignores  -- 
and w i l l f u l l y  ignores  -- t h e  comnent appended by Pres .  
Naumann of t h e  WELS t o  t h e  1957 r e so lu t ion :  
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Our protesting fellowship is to be 
carried on in accordance with the Scrip- 
tural injunction in I1 Thessalonians 3:14 
and 15, as the Synod resolved in August 
1956. . . . The reference to Romans 16~17 
and 18, was made not to define our fellow- 
ship, but only to explain the use of the 
word "offences." (1957 WELS Proceedings, 
p. 144) 

It would seem only fair to take the official record. 
But this also illustrates why the reviewer feels very 
strongly that this pamphlet is not just an historical 
overview of a situation, but a rather biased Justifi- 
cation of the continued separation of the CLC. 

This is borne out in other instances. 

When the WELS finally voted to break with the 
L ~ S  in 1961, Nolting faults the WELS for having done 
this by a majority vote. The 1961 WELS Proceedings 
give the vote as 124 to 49. (p. 199) In his evalua- 
tion of this act Nolting complains that the WELS made 
unsuccessful admonition a factor in its break with 
the LCMS, again stressing his use of the word "mark". 
(p. 10) He also complains that no disciplinary action 
was taken against those who did not support the break 
with the LCMS. (pp. 18-19) 

In discussing this Nolting also uses a tactic 
which is most annoying to the reviewer. Around this 
last instance he weaves many rhetorical questions. 
Examples are: 

One might frankly ask: Is discipline 
breaking down in the Wisconsin Synod? Are 
divergent and conflicting opinions being 
tolerated in an area of doctrine? Is the 
WELS following the pattern of the LCMS -- 
when they failed to discipline the signers 
of the "Statement of the Forty-Four"? Is 
the leaven at work? (p. 19) 

From what Nolting writes, one must assume that his 
implied answers to all of these questions is "Yes!" 
When rhetorical questions are used to move thought 
along in a presentation and are answered, one cannot 
object to their use. When they are used to make un- 
substantiated charges -- ten years have passed to 
gather evidence -- then one must object. 

Of a far more serious -- and sad -- nature is the 
present church fellowship which has evolved out of 
this very rigid interpretation of Romans 16:17. It 
makes any rapprochement between the ELS and the WELS 
on one side and the CLC on the other side most diffi- 
cult. This is most evident from the 1970 Proceedings 
of the CLC. These CLC convention proceedings record 
that the WELS was interested in discussing principles 
of church fellowship, but that the CLC was merely 
interested in showing the WELS where the CLC felt the 
WELS was wrong. The 1970 CLC convention adopted the 
following resolution: 

Be it resolved that our Board of 
Doctrine be ready to meet in order to 
present the evidence necessary to prove 
our charge whenever the Wisconsin Evan- 
gelical Lutheran Synod shows itself 
ready to hear it. (CLC 1970 Proceedings, 
Po 3 4 )  

This must also be assumed to be a practical applica- 
tion of the CLC's peculiar interpretation of Romans 
l6:17. It is also interesting to note that the CLC 
convention report mentioned a minority report and 
there recorded two negative votes. Since these men 
evidently disagreed with the majority's application 
of the CLC's position on fellowship over against the 
WELS -- which the CLC states is based on its interpre- 
tation of Romans 16:17 -- one must ask -- and not as a 
rhetorical question -- is the CLC going to take dis- 
ciplinary action against these men? 

~olting's pamphlet certainly contains most ser- 
ious charges against the ELS and -- primarily -- the 
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WELS. A s  was s a i d ,  one must assume t h a t  t h e  charge 
aga ins t  t h e  1:LS i s  based on i t s  corltinued niemlicrship 
in  t h e  Synodical Conference a f t e r  i t s  e a r l i e r  break 
with t h e  LCPIS. I t  would have helped considerably i f  
something d e f i n i t e  had been s a i d .  

Ce r t a in ly  t h e  pnsnphlet has not helped t o  c l a r i f y  
t h e  b a s i c  i s sues  Rather it i s  an obvious at tempt t o  
j u s t i f y  n s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  e x i s t s  today without making 
any at tempt t o  br idge  t h e  gul f  between t h e  (:LC and t h e  . 
groups aga ins t  which it makes rnost s e r i o u s  charges.  
I t  w i l l  only se rve ,  a t  b e s t ,  t o  confuse t h c  i s s u e s  
and, a t  worst ,  t o  harden t h e  l i n e s  of  d i v i s i o n .  

I t  c e r t a i n l y  i s  an obvious at tempt t o  j u s t i f y  the 
continued ex i s t ence  of t h e  CLC on t h e  b a s i s  of  a 
s t r a i n e d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  Konlarls 16: 17. By i t s  very 
i n f l e x i b i l i t y  i t  makes t h e  hea l ing  of  p a s t  wounds most 
d i f f i c u l t .  I t  is a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  which ignores per-  
sonal  it i e s  , even t s ,  t inie , much h i s t o r y ,  and t h e  need 
f o r  C h r i s t i a n  c h a r i t y .  There i s  a c e r t a i n  coldness i n  
t h e  pamphlet, f o r  t h e  Gospel is r e a l l y  mentioned only 
i n  t h e  very l a s t  paragraph of  t h e  t r a c t ,  a s t r a n g e  in -  
vers ion  of  va lues .  

'I'hese comments r e f l e c t  t h e  personal  thoughts of 
t h e  reviewer. Others w i l l  have t o  read t h e  pamphlet 
f o r  themselves t o  s e e  whether o r  not  t h e  review is an 
overstatement o f  t h e  case .  

Glenn E .  Reichwald 

'I'I IE CONCORL) I A  'Ti iEOLOG I CAL PIIONTI ILY 
AND TIIE OLD TESTAE.1ENT 

In t h i s  a r t i c l e  we s h a l l  attempt t o  respond t o  a 
few items i n  t h e  October, 1970 i s s u e  of  t h e  COI(C0RDIA 
THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY (Vol. XLI, No. 9 ) ,  a l l  o f  which 
was devoted t o  t h e  sub jec t  of archaeology i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  t h e  Old Testament. In s o  doing, w e  s h a l l  conf ine  
ourse lves  t o  t h e  fou r  c h i e f  a r t i c l e s ,  arid attcnlpt t o  
touch on c e r t a i n  items from a t o p i c a l  viewpoint ,  with- 

out  at tempting t o  w r i t e  a thorough review. Needless 
t o  say ,  t h e r e  w i l l  be many s ta tements  i n  those  a r t i -  
c l e s ,  both commendable and ob jec t ionab le ,  t h a t  w i l l  
no t  be taken up i n  t h i s  a r t i c l e .  However, we s h a l l  
a t tempt t o  t ake  up some o f  t h e  more s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a t e -  
ments. 

The fou r  a r t i c l e s  t o  which we a r e  responding were 
papers  which were o r i g i n a l l y  presented  a t  a symposium 
on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between archaeology and theology 
he ld  a t  Concordia Seminary, S t .  Louis, Mo., October 
3-5, 1969, and subs id ized  by t h e  Aid Associat ion f o r  
Lutherans. We herewith quote t h e  t i t l e  o f  each essay,  
t h e  au thor  and h i s  p o s i t i o n  from t h e  f i r s t  page o f  
each essay i n  t h e  CTEl i s s u e  (pp. 519, 542, 558 and 606 
r e spec t ive ly )  : 

"The Meaning o f  Archaeology f o r  t h e  Exeget ica l  
Task," by Alfred von Rohr Sauer,  p ro fes so r  o f  exege t i -  
c a l  theology (Old Testament) a t  Concordia Seminary, 
S t .  Louis. 

"The Influence o f  Archaeological Evidence on t h e  
Reconstruction o f  Rel igion on Monarchical I s r a e l , "  by 
Horace D. Iiummel, formerly a s s o c i a t e  p ro fes so r  o f  Old 
Testament a t  t h e  Lutheran School o f  Theology a t  Chica- 
go and now v i s i t i n g  a s s i s t a n t  p ro fes so r  i n  t h e  depa r t -  
ment of  theology a t  t h e  Univers i ty  o f  Notre Dame. 

"Early I s r a e l  a s  t h e  Kingdom o f  Yahweh: The In- 
f luence  o f  Archaeological Evidence on t h e  Reconstruc- 
t i o n  of Rel igion i n  Ear ly  I s r a e l , "  by Albert  E .  Glock, 
a s s o c i a t e  professor  o f  theology a t  Concordia Teachers 
College, River Fores t ,  I l l .  

"The Goddess with t h e  Tambourine: Ref l ec t ions  
on an Object from Taanach," by Delbert  R.  H i l l e r s ,  
p ro fes so r  o f  Near Eastern S tud ie s  a t  t h e  Johns Hopkins 
Universi ty,  Baltimore, Md. 

A l l  o f  t h e  fou r  au thors  have, o r  a t  l e a s t  have 
had, some connection with t h e  Lutheran Church -- M i s -  
sou r i  Synod. 
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A l l  four  a r t i c l e s  a r c  w r i t t e n  i n  scho la r ly  form 
a n d ,  i n  many r e s p e c t s ,  a r e  of h i g h  s c l ~ o l a r l y  q u a l i t y .  
I F  footnotes  a r e  an ind ica t ion  of thoroughness and 
s c h o l a r l i n e s s ,  as  they gene ra l ly  a r c  regarded t o  b e ,  
t h e s e  essays ougllt. t o  rank high among scho la r ly  ar- 
t i c l e s .  A count y i e l d s  a high r a t i o  of footnotes  l )er  
page i n  a l l  fou r .  Sauer h a s  55 footnotes  f o r  h i s  22 
pages,  o r  exac t ly  5 pe r  2 pages. liun~~nel has 56 f o r  
h i s  15 pages, o r  alrnost 4 pe r  page. Glock has  271 
f o r  t h c  45-plus pages of  h i s  e s say ,  o r  about 6 per  
page. In add i t ion  he has 1'5 pages devoted t o  a  l i s t i n g  
of  s cho la r ly  p e r i o d i c a l s  on t h e  s u b j e c t ,  with t h e i r  ab- 
I x e v i a t i o n s .  I I i l l e r s  has  48 footnotes  f o r  h i s  14 pages 
of t e x t ,  o r  about 7 per  2 pages. Furthermore, many o f  
t h e  foo tno te s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  Glock's and ilummelts 
e s says ,  a r e  r a t h e r  extended. In f a c t ,  almost h a l f  of  
Glockfs  essay  c o n s i s t s  of foo tno te s .  This i s  a l l  r a t h -  
e r  impressive . 

Ilowever, as n colleague suggested i n  a p r i v a t e  
conversa t ion ,  it i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  most of t h e  3u- 
t h o r i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  quoted i n  t h e  footnotes  a r e  e i t h e r  
modernists o r  such a s  occupy a middle-of-the-road pos i -  
t i o n  between modernists and conservatives. Conserva- 
t i v e  a rchaeo log i s t s  and Old Testament scflolars a r e  s e l -  
dom quoted, and r a r e l y  i f  ever  with approval .  This 
reader  f a i l e d  t o  f i n d  any reference  i n  t h e  footnotes  
t o  conserva t ive  scho la r s  l i k e  Edward J. Young, EIerr i l l  
F.  Unger, Gleason L .  Archer, Leon J .  \flood, J .  Earton 
Payne o r  John C. Whitcomb, a l l  of  ~ h o m  have made i m -  
po r t an t  con t r ibu t ions  t o  Old 'I'estament s tudy ,  and most 
of  whom a r e  a l s o  competent i n  t h e  f i e l d s  of o r i e n t a l  
languages, archaeology and h i s t o r y .  One exception is 
lfummel's r e fe rence  t o  R .  K .  i I a r r i son t s  1NTROL)UCTION '1'0 
THE OLD TESTMIENT i n  a  footnote  on 1). 550, i n  which he 
s t a t e s :  ; 'A good r ecen t  d iscuss ion  of  t hese  i s sues  
from a very conserva t ive  but  thoroughly informed view- 
poin t  i s  t h a t  of R .  K .  I larr ison. .  . ." ('l'here flu~nmel 
apparent ly  approves of  h i s  s c i ~ o l a r s h i p  but  not  of  h i s  
conserva t ive  pos i t i on . )  Glock's re ferences  t o  Franz 
Delitzsch. and A. 7'. Clay i n d i c a t e  a lack o f  sympathy 
f o r  t h e i r  conserva t ive  p o s i t i o n .  l'he repeated r c f e r -  
ences t o  \+. F.  Albright  throughout t h i s  i s s u e  a r c  

understandable,  s i n c e  Albright  has made tremendous 
con t r ibu t ions  t o  anc ient  Near Eastern scho la r sh ip  
both d i r e c t l y  through h i s  own research  and i n d i r e c t l y  
through t h e  work of  former s tuden t s  o f  h i s  who have 
themselves made important con t r ibu t ions ,  e .  g . ,  G .  
Ernest  Wright i n  archaeology and F.  M. Cross i n  
paleography. 

To one who i s  conserva t ive ly  o r i en ted  and who 
accepts  t h e  l losaic  au thorship  o f  t h e  Pentateuch it 
is d i s t u r b i n g  t o  l e a r n  t h a t  t h e  au thors  of  t hese  es- 
says  i n d i c a t e ,  e i t h e r  e x p l i c i t y  o r  i m p l i c i t l y ,  t h a t  
they accept  t h e  mul t ip l e  au thorship  o f  t h e  Pentateuch, 
known i n  i t s  most popular  form a s  t h e  JEDP theory .  
Sauer r e f e r s  t o  t h e  Deuteronomic h i s t o r i a n  (pp. 525, 
5 2 8 ) ,  t h e  J E  t r a d i t i o n  (p. 525) and t h e  E loh i s t  au- 
t h o r ,  whom he cons iders  a s  a  good p o s s i b i l i t y  (p. 534). 
While tiummel does not  broach t h e  problem d i r e c t l y ,  
t h e r e  is  no i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  he upholds t h e  Mosaic 
authorship.  IIe does ,  however, speak f o r  an e a r l i e r  
au thorship  f o r  many of t h e  psalms than t h e  o ld  h igher-  
c r i t i c a l  p a r t y - l i n e  has he ld ,  l a r g e l y  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  
s i m i l a r i t y  i n  vocabulary and p o e t i c  s t r u c t u r e  t o  
Ugar i t i c  poet ry ,  which is  known t o  have been e a r l y .  
Hence he can say: " . . . t h e r e  i s  no longer  any reason 
t o  ques t ion  t h e  p r e - e x i l i c  d a t e  o f  many o f  t h e  
psalms -- o r ,  f o r  t h a t  ma t t e r ,  o f  t h e  Davidic o r  even 
pre-Davidic substance of many o f  them." (p. 555 .) 
In somewhat guarded manner Glock r e f e r s  t o  If the so- 
c a l l e d  Yahwistic s t ra tum i n  t h e  Tetrateuch" (p. 558).  
H i l l e r s  does no t  r e f e r  t o  t h e  au thorship  o f  t h e  
Pentateuch. Ilowever, none o f  t h e  f o u r  au thors  i n -  
d i c a t e s  t h a t  he  accepts  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  conserva t ive  
viewpoint o f  t h e  au thorship  o f  t h e  Old Testament. 

The a t t i t u d e  o f  t h e  au thors  toward t h e  i n s p i r a -  
t i o n  and iner rancy  o f  t h e  Bible i s  probably t h e  most 
objec t ionable  o f  a l l  i n  t h i s  i s s u e  o f  t h e  CTM. That 
is  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  case with Sauer, whose posit ion 
has grown more and more l i b e r a l  with t h e  years .  In 
t h e  t h i r d  p a r t  o f  h i s  essay ,  e n t i t l e d  "Evidence t h a t  
Does Conf l i c t  o r  Appears t o  Conf l i c t  with S c r i p t u r e  
References," he makes s ta tements  t h a t  ought t o  shock 
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is  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  case with Sauer, whose posit ion 
has grown more and more l i b e r a l  with t h e  years .  In 
t h e  t h i r d  p a r t  o f  h i s  essay ,  e n t i t l e d  "Evidence t h a t  
Does Conf l i c t  o r  Appears t o  Conf l i c t  with S c r i p t u r e  
References," he makes s ta tements  t h a t  ought t o  shock 



anyone who upholds t h e  a u t h o r i t y  and iner rancy  of  t h e  
lioly S c r i p t u r e s .  Ile s t a t e s  : "Two po in t s  need t o  be 
noted i n  t h i s  connection. F i r s t ,  t h c  evidence simply 
docs not always confirm what t h e  Bible says ;  i n  f a c t ,  
some o f  t h e  evidence is  q u i t e  con t rad ic to ry  t o  Bib l i -  
c a l  a f f i rma t ions .  Second, when t h e r c  i s  a c o n f l i c t  
between archaeologica l  evidence and B ib l i ca l  evidence,  
one cannot simply say t h a t  t h e  B ib l i ca l  evidence i s  
more r e l i a b l c  and t h e r e f o r e  needs t o  be given p r i o r -  
i t y . "  ( J ' .  532.) Later  he d e c l a r e s :  ''IVhen t h e  the-  
ologian cncounters  an apparcnt  d i f f e r e n c e  between 
B ib l i ca l  s ta tements  and h i s t o r i c a l  o r  geographical  
f a c t s  t h a t  can b e  t e s t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  of  good cvi -  
dence, h i s  f i r s t  l i n e  of  reasoning should not  be an 
appeal t o  some kind of  understanding o f  B ib l i ca l  i n -  

( the  time from t h e  Exodus t o  t h e  beginning of  t h e  
bu i ld ing  o f  Solomon's temple) a s  being f i g u r a t i v e  
r a t h e r  than l i t e r a l ,  and s t a t e s :  "The 480 years  may 
represent  12 genera t ions  o f  40 yea r s  each and the re -  
f o r e  may not  be intended t o  be taken l i t e r a l l y . "  
Hence he a l s o  a s s igns  t h e  l a t e r  d a t e  (13th century)  
f o r  t h e  Exodus r a t h e r  than t h e  e a r l i e r  d a t e  (15th 
cen tu ry ) ,  which most conserva t ive  s c h o l a r s  accept .  
I t  n a t u r a l l y  fo l lows,  then ,  t h a t  he  cannot accept  t h e  
t r a d i t i o n a l  e a r l i e r  d a t e  f o r  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  J e r -  
ikho by Joshua, and, i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  c l e a r  testimony 
of  t h e  Bible i t s e l f ,  h e  a s s e r t s  t h a t  " there  i s  simply 
not  enough archaeologica l  evidence f o r  a conclusive 
s tatement  on t h e  f a l l  of  J e r i c h o  a t  t h e  time o f  
Joshua." (p. 536.) 

- - 
errancy."  (p. 533.) One more i tem with regard  t o  t h e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  

l a e n  b e l i e f  i n  B ib l i ca l  inerrarlcy i s  abandoned, 
i t  i s  only t o  be expected t h a t  f a c t u a l  s ta tements  i n  
t h e  Bible w i l l  be quest ioned and t h a t  i t s  h i s t o r i c i t y  
w i l l  be denied. Such a viewpoint is  evident  i n  
Sauer ' s  a r t i c l e  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  and a l s o  i n  t h e  o t h e r s .  
The ages a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  p a t r i a r c h s  a r e  quest ioned.  
In h i s  a r t i c l e  Saucr g ives  preference  t o  t h e  f ind ings  
of archaeology, and concludes t h a t  t h e  ages given i n  
t h e  Bible a r e  u n r e a l i s t i c .  He s t a t e s  t h a t  "skeletons 
from a Middle Bronze s i t e  l i k e  .Jericho i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
l i f e  expectancy during t h i s  period was not  very g r e a t .  
The s k e l e t a l  remains suggest  t h a t  many people d ied  
below t h e  age of  35 years  and t h a t  not  very many made 
it t o  t h e i r  50th year .  . . .The ages of  75 and 100 
years  ascr ibed  t o  Abraham may well  i n d i c a t e  t h e  high 
esteem t h a t  l a t e r  genera t ions  had f o r  t h e  founder o f  
t h e i r  f a i t h . "  (p. 534.) Sauer a l s o  o b j e c t s  t o  t ak ing  
l i t e r a l l y  t h e  f i g u r e  600,000 a s  t h e  number of  f i g h t i n g  
men who departed from Egypt during t h e  Exodus, and 
remarks: " I t  is  suggested t h a t  i n  o rde r  t o  b u i l d  up 
the  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  Exodus and S i n a i  events ,  t h e  
p r i e s t l y  t r a d i t i o n  i n  I s r a e l  t r a n s f e r r e d  t h e  numbers 
from t h e  Davidic census t o  t h e  blosaic census." (p. 535.) 
Ile thereby irilplies not  merely u n f a c t u a l i t y  but  even 
deception on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  w r i t e r  (whom he  does not  
hold t o  be Noses!). Iie s i m i l a r l y  t akes  t h e  480 years  

t h e  Old Testament must s u f f i c e .  . I n  two o f  these  es -  
says  it is  questioned whether camels were domesti- 
ca ted  a t  a time when they  were c l e a r l y  s a i d  t o  have 
been used i n  t h e  Old Testament. Sauer s t a t e s :  "Schol- 
a r s  have discovered what appear t o  be anachronisms i n  
t h e  S c r i p t u r a l  record .  For example, Gen. 24:lO says  
t h a t  Abraham's se rvan t  took t e n  of  h i s  mas te r ' s  camels 
along with many outs tanding  g i f t s  and depar ted  f o r  t h e  

' c i t y  o f  Nahor i n  Mesopotamia. No fewer than  16 addi-  
t i o n a l  camel r e fe rences  have been poin ted  out  i n  t h e  
r e s t  o f  t h i s  chapter .  Some scho la r s  a r e  o f  t h e  
opinion t h a t  t h e  e a r l i e s t  h i s t o r i c a l  r e fe rence  t o  
camels i n  t h e  Bible occurs  when t h e  a t t a c k  by t h e  
Midiani tes  i s  mentioned i n  Judg. 6 : s .  There were s o  
many Midiani tes  and s o  many camels t h a t  they  could 
not  be counted when they engaged i n  one o f  t h e i r  
bedouin r a i d s .  If Judg. 6 : 5  is  t h e  e a r l i e s t  h i s t o r i -  
c a l  r e fe rence ,  then  obviously t h e  Gen. 24 passages 
would appear t o  be anachronisms. The e a r l i s t  authen- 
t i c a t e d  p i c t u r e  o f  a camel r i d e r  d a t e s  from t h e  10th  
century  B .  C.  from T e l l  e l-Halaf  i n  Mesopotamia. But 
camel bones have been discovered a t  Mari d a t i n g  from 
t h e  18th century B. C . ,  and f o r  t h a t  reason de  Vaux 
and o t h e r s  have argued t h a t  t h e  camel was used e a r l i e r  
than t h e  w r i t t e n  t e x t s  i n d i c a t e .  I t  is  probable t h a t  
t h e  camel was no t  used ex tens ive ly  be fo re  t h e  12th 



anyone who upholds t h e  a u t h o r i t y  and iner rancy  of  t h e  
lioly S c r i p t u r e s .  Ile s t a t e s  : "Two po in t s  need t o  be 
noted i n  t h i s  connection. F i r s t ,  t h c  evidence simply 
docs not always confirm what t h e  Bible says ;  i n  f a c t ,  
some o f  t h e  evidence is  q u i t e  con t rad ic to ry  t o  Bib l i -  
c a l  a f f i rma t ions .  Second, when t h e r c  i s  a c o n f l i c t  
between archaeologica l  evidence and B ib l i ca l  evidence,  
one cannot simply say t h a t  t h e  B ib l i ca l  evidence i s  
more r e l i a b l c  and t h e r e f o r e  needs t o  be given p r i o r -  
i t y . "  ( J ' .  532.) Later  he d e c l a r e s :  ''IVhen t h e  the-  
ologian cncounters  an apparcnt  d i f f e r e n c e  between 
B ib l i ca l  s ta tements  and h i s t o r i c a l  o r  geographical  
f a c t s  t h a t  can b e  t e s t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  of  good cvi -  
dence, h i s  f i r s t  l i n e  of  reasoning should not  be an 
appeal t o  some kind of  understanding o f  B ib l i ca l  i n -  

( the  time from t h e  Exodus t o  t h e  beginning of  t h e  
bu i ld ing  o f  Solomon's temple) a s  being f i g u r a t i v e  
r a t h e r  than l i t e r a l ,  and s t a t e s :  "The 480 years  may 
represent  12 genera t ions  o f  40 yea r s  each and the re -  
f o r e  may not  be intended t o  be taken l i t e r a l l y . "  
Hence he a l s o  a s s igns  t h e  l a t e r  d a t e  (13th century)  
f o r  t h e  Exodus r a t h e r  than t h e  e a r l i e r  d a t e  (15th 
cen tu ry ) ,  which most conserva t ive  s c h o l a r s  accept .  
I t  n a t u r a l l y  fo l lows,  then ,  t h a t  he  cannot accept  t h e  
t r a d i t i o n a l  e a r l i e r  d a t e  f o r  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  J e r -  
ikho by Joshua, and, i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  c l e a r  testimony 
of  t h e  Bible i t s e l f ,  h e  a s s e r t s  t h a t  " there  i s  simply 
not  enough archaeologica l  evidence f o r  a conclusive 
s tatement  on t h e  f a l l  of  J e r i c h o  a t  t h e  time o f  
Joshua." (p. 536.) 

- - 
errancy."  (p. 533.) One more i tem with regard  t o  t h e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  

l a e n  b e l i e f  i n  B ib l i ca l  inerrarlcy i s  abandoned, 
i t  i s  only t o  be expected t h a t  f a c t u a l  s ta tements  i n  
t h e  Bible w i l l  be quest ioned and t h a t  i t s  h i s t o r i c i t y  
w i l l  be denied. Such a viewpoint is  evident  i n  
Sauer ' s  a r t i c l e  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  and a l s o  i n  t h e  o t h e r s .  
The ages a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  p a t r i a r c h s  a r e  quest ioned.  
In h i s  a r t i c l e  Saucr g ives  preference  t o  t h e  f ind ings  
of archaeology, and concludes t h a t  t h e  ages given i n  
t h e  Bible a r e  u n r e a l i s t i c .  He s t a t e s  t h a t  "skeletons 
from a Middle Bronze s i t e  l i k e  .Jericho i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
l i f e  expectancy during t h i s  period was not  very g r e a t .  
The s k e l e t a l  remains suggest  t h a t  many people d ied  
below t h e  age of  35 years  and t h a t  not  very many made 
it t o  t h e i r  50th year .  . . .The ages of  75 and 100 
years  ascr ibed  t o  Abraham may well  i n d i c a t e  t h e  high 
esteem t h a t  l a t e r  genera t ions  had f o r  t h e  founder o f  
t h e i r  f a i t h . "  (p. 534.) Sauer a l s o  o b j e c t s  t o  t ak ing  
l i t e r a l l y  t h e  f i g u r e  600,000 a s  t h e  number of  f i g h t i n g  
men who departed from Egypt during t h e  Exodus, and 
remarks: " I t  is  suggested t h a t  i n  o rde r  t o  b u i l d  up 
the  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  Exodus and S i n a i  events ,  t h e  
p r i e s t l y  t r a d i t i o n  i n  I s r a e l  t r a n s f e r r e d  t h e  numbers 
from t h e  Davidic census t o  t h e  blosaic census." (p. 535.) 
Ile thereby irilplies not  merely u n f a c t u a l i t y  but  even 
deception on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  w r i t e r  (whom he  does not  
hold t o  be Noses!). Iie s i m i l a r l y  t akes  t h e  480 years  

t h e  Old Testament must s u f f i c e .  . I n  two o f  these  es -  
says  it is  questioned whether camels were domesti- 
ca ted  a t  a time when they  were c l e a r l y  s a i d  t o  have 
been used i n  t h e  Old Testament. Sauer s t a t e s :  "Schol- 
a r s  have discovered what appear t o  be anachronisms i n  
t h e  S c r i p t u r a l  record .  For example, Gen. 24:lO says  
t h a t  Abraham's se rvan t  took t e n  of  h i s  mas te r ' s  camels 
along with many outs tanding  g i f t s  and depar ted  f o r  t h e  

' c i t y  o f  Nahor i n  Mesopotamia. No fewer than  16 addi-  
t i o n a l  camel r e fe rences  have been poin ted  out  i n  t h e  
r e s t  o f  t h i s  chapter .  Some scho la r s  a r e  o f  t h e  
opinion t h a t  t h e  e a r l i e s t  h i s t o r i c a l  r e fe rence  t o  
camels i n  t h e  Bible occurs  when t h e  a t t a c k  by t h e  
Midiani tes  i s  mentioned i n  Judg. 6 : s .  There were s o  
many Midiani tes  and s o  many camels t h a t  they  could 
not  be counted when they engaged i n  one o f  t h e i r  
bedouin r a i d s .  If Judg. 6 : 5  is  t h e  e a r l i e s t  h i s t o r i -  
c a l  r e fe rence ,  then  obviously t h e  Gen. 24 passages 
would appear t o  be anachronisms. The e a r l i s t  authen- 
t i c a t e d  p i c t u r e  o f  a camel r i d e r  d a t e s  from t h e  10th  
century  B .  C.  from T e l l  e l-Halaf  i n  Mesopotamia. But 
camel bones have been discovered a t  Mari d a t i n g  from 
t h e  18th century B. C . ,  and f o r  t h a t  reason de  Vaux 
and o t h e r s  have argued t h a t  t h e  camel was used e a r l i e r  
than t h e  w r i t t e n  t e x t s  i n d i c a t e .  I t  is  probable t h a t  
t h e  camel was no t  used ex tens ive ly  be fo re  t h e  12th 



century B .  C .  , yet  nomadi c c1:rns 1 ike those of the  
pa t r i a rchs  could have uscd cnmcls on a l imited sca le  
a s  f a r  back as  EIidJle Bronze times .'' (p.  534.)  f11ictl 
l ~ r i n t e r ' s  ink night  have been saved i f  Sauer had 
omitted t h a t  para&:raph. I i h t  i s  r e a l l y  the  point  of 
the  paragraph anyway? Anyone who would argue agains t  
the  e a r l i e r  domestication of tile camel i s  r e a l l y  a r -  
guing from s i l ence .  I t  i s  as tholrgl~ you and I were 
t o  deny t h a t  a c e r t a i n  t r i b e  of Indians rode on horses 
j u s t  hecause the re  may not have been l i t e r a r y  and 
p i c t o r i a l  evidence t h a t  thcy d i d .  Likewise Ilu~nmel , 
i n  speaking of t h e  e a r l i e r  times i n  I s r a e l ,  dcclarcs  
t h a t  wcamels had not yet  been e f f e c t i v e l y  domesti- 
cated."  (11. 543.) ?'his remiiltls t h e  w r i t e r  of  a c l a s s  
i n  Bibl ica l  archaeology of which he as a member while 
a t  the  University of  Chicago i n  1947.  The professor 
was the  famous archaeologist  D r .  C .  C .  ?lcCown. This 
reviewer asked h i m  with regard t o  a statement t h a t  hc 
had made denying t h e  domestication of t h e  camcl a t  
t h e  time of At~raham: "Doesn't the  Rook of Ccncsis 
repeatedly mcntion camels i n  the  24th cflapter?" IIe 
r ep l i ed  t o  t h i s  e f f c c t :  "Oh, but t h n t  c a n ' t  h e  t r u e ,  
because the  camcl had not been dornesticatcd by t h a t  
time. ' '  IIis mind tias closed on t h i s  matter .  IIis 
prejudice , founded upon a lack of avai lrtble arcliaeo- 
logica l  cviclcnce, led h i m  t o  disreigard t h e  c l cnr  wk,rds 
of Genesis. 

By :Jay of c o n t r a s t ,  i t  isas refreshing t o  hear r i r .  

(Iyrus f i .  Gordon, i n  a c l a s s  a t  Grandeis ilriiversity 
almost 20 years l a t e r ,  object  t o  s~icfl a close-n~indcd 
approach t o  tile Gible o r  t o  any otllcr r e l i a b l e  l i t e r -  
ary document. t le irldicated t h a t  addi t i  onal archaeo- 
logical  evi dence tended t o  :inthenticate the  I j ibl icnl  
account on such matters .  fie s ingled out t h i s  mat ter ,  
and took sharp i s sue  with those who would dcny tlie 
domestication of tile camel a t  t h e  time of t\I-zraham. 
Tn one o f  h i s  books Gordon pointcclly s t a t e s :  "!Yiti> 
ten camels and ;tdequatc pcrsonncl , I : l  i ezer  hc:tds t r lc  
caravan towards h i s  g a s t c r  ' s Aramcan k insr!cn . 'l'hc 
mention of camels I-lerc ant1 clsewi~crc i n  the  p a t r i  ar- 
ct.inl narra t ives  i s often considerecl anactlroni s t i  c .  
Ilowcvcr, the  correctness of tile Ziblc i s  stlpportcc! !I>* 

the  representa t ion of camel-riding on s e a l  cyl inders  
of p rec i se ly  t h i s  period from North hIe~opotamia.~' 
(Cyrus I I .  Gordon, THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST, W .  I'?. Norton 
Co., 1965, p. 124.) 

In conclusion, we would s t a t e  t h a t  the re  is  val -  
uable information i n  t h i s  October, 1970, i s sue  of t h e  
CTP.1. IVe f e l t  t h a t  the  a r t i c l e  by Glock appeared t o  
be t h e  most scholar ly  of t h e  four ,  and t o  contain most 
information. iAihile we took exception t o  a number of 
h i s  judgments and conclusions, f o r  exmaple h i s  denia l  
of t h e  h i s t o r i c i t y  of Exodus 21-23 (p. 5S9), t h e r e  is  
much valuable mater ia l .  I I i l l e r s  ' a r t i c l e ,  T"e  God- 

,dcss with the  Tambourine," i s  by i t s  nature  r a t h e r  
innocuous, and we would f ind  l i t t l e  with which t o  d i s -  
agree sharply.  Surpr is ingly  t h e  a r t i c l e  by Hummel 
does not contain much mater ia l  which would be objec- 
t ionab le  t o  a conservative scholar .  This we say i n  
s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  footnotes ,  l i k e  most i n  
t h i s  i s sue ,  represent  l i b e r a l  r a t h e r  than conserva- 
t i v e  scholarship,  and t h a t  t h e  author s ince  h i s  teach- 
ing  days at  Concordia Seminary i n  S t .  Louis has taught  
i n  more l i b e r a l  Lutheran seminary and is  now teach- 
ing a t  a famous Catholic un ive rs i ty .  We a r e  f rankly  
most disappointed with t h e  essay by Sauer, whose back- 
ground is  more conservative than t h a t  of the  o the r  
th ree ,  and whose experience i n  t h e  Old Testament f i e l d  
i s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  of  t h e  four.  We a r e  d is turbed by many 
statements i n  t h i s  i s s u e  of the  CTM, only a few of  
which we mentioned i n  t h i s  review. What Zothers us  
most is  t h a t  t h e  viewpoints expressed i n  t h i s  i s sue  
a r e  not t h e  viewpoints of non-Lutherans, but  of such 
as  bear the  name of Martin Luther and profess  t o  up- 
hold t h e  SOLA SCRIPTURA of t h e  Great Reformer. For- 
merly two of t h e  authors,  and at  present  one, taught  
Old Testament a t  t h e  seminary, which i s  t h e  Alma Mater 
of a number of us who serve i n  our Evangelical Luther- 
an Synod, and, a t  which staunch defenders of the  au- 
t h o r i t y  and inerrancy of Scr ip tu re ,  such a s  Stoeck- 
ha rd t ,  Fuerbringer and Maier, lec tured on t h e  Old 
Testament and opposed t h e  theor ies  of higher c r i t i c i s m .  
We might ask: How would they,  and o the rs  of  t h e i r  
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the  representa t ion of camel-riding on s e a l  cyl inders  
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much valuable mater ia l .  I I i l l e r s  ' a r t i c l e ,  T"e  God- 

,dcss with the  Tambourine," i s  by i t s  nature  r a t h e r  
innocuous, and we would f ind  l i t t l e  with which t o  d i s -  
agree sharply.  Surpr is ingly  t h e  a r t i c l e  by Hummel 
does not contain much mater ia l  which would be objec- 
t ionab le  t o  a conservative scholar .  This we say i n  
s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  footnotes ,  l i k e  most i n  
t h i s  i s sue ,  represent  l i b e r a l  r a t h e r  than conserva- 
t i v e  scholarship,  and t h a t  t h e  author s ince  h i s  teach- 
ing  days at  Concordia Seminary i n  S t .  Louis has taught  
i n  more l i b e r a l  Lutheran seminary and is  now teach- 
ing a t  a famous Catholic un ive rs i ty .  We a r e  f rankly  
most disappointed with t h e  essay by Sauer, whose back- 
ground is  more conservative than t h a t  of the  o the r  
th ree ,  and whose experience i n  t h e  Old Testament f i e l d  
i s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  of  t h e  four.  We a r e  d is turbed by many 
statements i n  t h i s  i s s u e  of the  CTM, only a few of  
which we mentioned i n  t h i s  review. What Zothers us  
most is  t h a t  t h e  viewpoints expressed i n  t h i s  i s sue  
a r e  not t h e  viewpoints of non-Lutherans, but  of such 
as  bear the  name of Martin Luther and profess  t o  up- 
hold t h e  SOLA SCRIPTURA of t h e  Great Reformer. For- 
merly two of t h e  authors,  and at  present  one, taught  
Old Testament a t  t h e  seminary, which i s  t h e  Alma Mater 
of a number of us who serve i n  our Evangelical Luther- 
an Synod, and, a t  which staunch defenders of the  au- 
t h o r i t y  and inerrancy of Scr ip tu re ,  such a s  Stoeck- 
ha rd t ,  Fuerbringer and Maier, lec tured on t h e  Old 
Testament and opposed t h e  theor ies  of higher c r i t i c i s m .  
We might ask: How would they,  and o the rs  of  t h e i r  



viewpoin t ,  r e c c i v e  t h e s e  a r t i c l e s ?  Cut d o c s n f t  t h e  
ques t i on  r e a l l y  answer i t s e l f ?  

Tliesc hooks may be ordered  from t h e  Lutllcran Synod 
iZook Company, Jjcthany Lutheran Col lege ,  7.34 ?farsf1 
S t r e e t ,  :lankato, tin'. 5GO01. 

Contemporary Wri te r s  i n  C h r i s t i a n  Pe r spec t i ve  S e r i e s :  

Flanncry OIConner - -  a c r i t i c a l  e s say  by Robert Drake, -- 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1366, 48 pages.  

lu'illiam Faulkncr - -  a c r i t i c a l  e s say  by Elnrtin J a r r e t t -  ------ 
Kerr ,  Grand Itnpids: Eerdmans, 1970, 48 pages .  

S5g-95g cach. 

Eerdnans has  no t  on ly  done t i le l i t e r a r y  world a 
o r e a t  s e r v i c e  i n  pub l i sh ing  t h e s e  c r i t i c a l  e s says  o f  
c) 

r e c e n t  au tho r s  i n  America and Great  B r i t a i n ,  bu t  a l s o  
t o  t h e  gcncra l  r e a d e r ,  i ' t l lc  average" person who may 
read  one of  tI iese au tho r s  once i n  a whi le  and then  
p o s s i b l y  concen t r a t e  more deep ly  on ano the r  one. 
These e s says  a r e  competently w r i t t e n  by acknowledged 
a u t h o r i t i e s  bu t  t hey  a r e  e a s i l y  unders tandable ,  s h o r t  
(48 pages) and t h e y  i nc lude  a s e l e c t  1) ibl iography 
which enables  one t o  proceed a l i t t l e  f a r t h e r  i f  he  
s o  d e s i r e s .  Over 25 o f  t h e s e  e s s a y s  have now been 
publ i shed  i n  t h e  "Contemporary Wr i t e r s  i n  C h r i s t i a n  
Pe r spec t i ve  S e r i e s . "  Authors a s  d i v e r s e  as Saul  Bel- 
low, T.  S. E l i o t ,  J .  D .  S a l i n g e r ,  C.  S. Lewis, P h i l i r  
floth, f i r nc s t  Ilemingway, and F. S c o t t  F i t z g e r a l d  have 
been t r e a t e d .  

The modern p a s t o r  i s  a busy person  --  i t s  v i r -  
t u a l l y  necessary  f o r  him t o  be an a c t i v i s t ,  b u t  he 
da re  no t  n e g l e c t  h i s  read ing .  And i f  he  is t o  be 
a b l e  t o  admin i s t e r  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  needs of  h i s  people  

he  must know what they a r e  reading and what views of 
l i f e  a r e  propounded i n  the  mater ia ls  t o  which they 
a re  exposed. As an a i d  towards a t t a i n i n g  some degree 
of acquaintance with contemporary l i t e r a t u r e ,  I know 
of no b e t t e r  way than ge t t ing  a l l  o r  some of these  
contemporary w r i t e r s  i n  Chr is t ian  perspect ive  books. 
A pas to r  would do well t o  wr i t e  t h e  Lutheran Synod 
Book Company f o r  t h e  l i s t  ava i l ab le  and immediately 
order the  two booklets  here reviewed. 

I would venture t o  say t h a t  today every high 
school graduate has read a t  l e a s t  one Flannery O1Con- 
ner  shor t  s t o r y ,  and i f  they have had a t  l e a s t  a 
couple of years of col lege  they have read severa l  of 
them and probably he r  novel,  The Violent Bear I t  Away 
(1962). Some of  he r  b e s t  known shor t  s t o r i e s  a re ,  
"A Good Man i s  Hard t o  Find , I 1  flThe Life  You Save May 
Be Your Own," '"The A r t i f i c i a l  Nigger," and "Green- 
leaf". Miss Flannery O'Conner (1924-1964) is usual ly  
c l a s s i f i e d  a s  belonging t o  t h e  Southern Gothic School 
of w r i t e r s ,  among which a r e  numbered Truman Capote, 
Robert Penn Warren, Carson McCullers, and Tennessee 
Williams. But she is  d i f f e r e n t ,  a s  Prof. Robert 
Drake demonstrates i n  h i s  l i t t l e  book. She was a 
Roman Catholic,  l i v i n g  i n  a small community (Milledge- 
v i l l e )  i n  Georgia. She is a good s t o r y  t e l l e r  but  he r  
concerns a r e  not  narrowly confined t o  t h e  Roman Catho- 
l i c  church. Prof. Drake quotes h e r  a s  saying t h a t  she 
would describe h e r  stories as "stories about original 
sin." And they a r e ,  some reveal ing i n  a grotesque 
manner t h e  depths of  s i n  lurking i n  one 's  h e a r t  and 
f inding expression i n  one's l i f e .  A pas to r  could g e t  
h i s  high school members together some evening f o r  a 
discussion on o r i g i n a l  s i n  i n  ac t ion by going through 
with them "A Good Man I s  Hard t o  Find." Robert 
Drake's expl ica t ion of t h e  s t o r y  (pp. 23,  24) would 
give him some good background mater ia l .  

Miss O'Connerfs s t o r i e s  a l s o  reveal  a d i s t r u s t  of 
modern man's tlprogress". She sees  i n  modern man es-  

e c i a l l y  two s i n s :  t h e  s i n  of t h e  p r i d e  of t h e  w i l l  
Hubris) (p. 28), and t h e  p r ide  of  i n t e l l e c t  (p. 30).  
he a l s o ,  Drake po in t s  ou t ,  "uses t r a d i t i o n a l  terms 
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w i  t i lout f 1 inch ing  : s i n ,  g r ace ,  rcdcm~)t  ion  heaven, ---- -- -- ----' _ - 
l l e l l .  . . . She thouglrt t h e  Gospels wcrc r c a l l y  t r u c t Z  ---- - 
(7" .IS) 

~ t c a d  OsConncr and read  i!ol)ert Drake on OIConner. 

\$i l l iam Faulkner ,  Kobe1 p r i z c  winner,  is  u s u a l l y  
acclaimed a s  t h e  foremost modern American f i c t i o n  
writer. Prof .  ? l a r t i n  J a r r e t t - K e r r l s  essay  on him is 
a p i e c e  o f  s i gn f  f l~iiiii 1: L~idr;r  cri t ic ism,  the read ing  
of which can help one b e t t e r  understand Fau lkne r l s  
prominence i n  t h e  l i t e r a r y  world. In a r a t h e r  novel 
i n t roduc t ion  t h e  c r i t i c  examines Fau lkne r l s  u se  of two 
words throughout h i s  works: " imp lacab i l i t yv  and "out- 
rage".  While Faulkner u se s  t h e s e  words i n  s e v e r a l  
d i f f e r e n t  ways (sometimes r a t h e r  l o o s e l y ) ,  t hey  do 
express  h i s  vicw o f  man a s  enslaved by Or ig ina l  S in .  

Faulkner (1897-1962) i s  another  o f  t h e  Southern 
w r i t e r s  o f  t h e  last f i f t y  yea r s .  IIe is a t r u e  South- 
e r n e r  with some f a i r l y  s t r o n g  an t i -Nor thern  b i a s e s .  
Yet two s h o r t  s t o r i e s  he  wrote over  f o r t y  y e a r s  ago 
have some compelling t h i n g s  t o  s ay  today about o u r  
n a t i o n a l  problems. I am th ink ing  o f  "Dry September" 
and "That Evening Sun" which p r e s e n t  r e l a t i o n s  between 
t h e  black and whi te  communities i n  El i ss i ss ipp i  about 
1930. Without p reaching ,  Faulkner d rama t i ca l l y  ex- 
poses  what happens when t h e r e  e x i s t s  contempt on t h e  
p a r t  o f  some f o r  o t h e r  human be ings .  This  contempt 
may not  be v e r b a l l y  expressed o r  it may l i e  slumbering 
i n  t h e  person ,  bu t  i f  it is t h e r e  t ragedy  w i l l  r e s u l t .  
1t is  wel l  t o  remember today t h a t  t h e s e  s t o r i e s  re- 
f l e c t  q u i t e  a c c u r a t e l y  t h e  c l ima te  a s  r e c e n t  a s  f o r t y  
y e a r s  ago, which i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  cause f o r  ou r  p re sen t -  
day t ens ions .  Orice aga in ,  i t  i s  wel l  t o  remember t h a t  
n e a r l y  a l l  your young people  have read  one o r  bo th  o f  
t h e s e  Faulkner s t o r i e s  and a few o f  h i s  nove ls .  

Some have c l a s s i f i e d  Faulkner a s  a N a t u r a l i s t ;  
o t h e r s  have suggested t h a t  h e  was a De i s t  (p. 4 3 ) .  
Faulkner makes a cons ide rab l e  u s e  o f  B i b l i c a l  m a t e r i a l ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  frorn t h e  Old 'Testament. I t  c e r t a i n l y  can 

be s a i d  t h a t  he  r e v e a l s  inan as he i s  and,  hence, i n  
a powerful way h c  d e l i n e a t e s  h i s  c h a r a c t e r s  ;is ovcr-  
calrte by Ori1;inal S in .  lie clocs, however, vicw tiicr:~ 
tv.it11 compassi.on, bu t  ilc docs no t  g l o s s  ovcr  t h c i r  
fa1 l en  s t a t e ,  One, I b e l i e v e ,  c a n l t  make much of a 
ca se  f o r  Faulkner being one w r i t i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  Chr i s -  
t i a n  t r a d i t i o n ,  b u t  p o s s i b l y  J a r r e t t - K e r r  i s  c l o s e  
when hc agrees  t h a t  "ttlough Faulkner  t h e  w r i t e r  i s  
c l o s e r  t o  orthodox C h r i s t i a n  f a i t t i  t h a n  Faulkrler t h e  
man, h i s  i s  a C h r i s t i a n i t y  witllout E a s t e r .  . . . In  
Fatrlknerl s g r e a t e s t  works t h e  t ragedy  seems f i n a l  , 
u n r e l  ieved" (p . 44) . 

13. Pi. Teigen 

From : ARC11 IVE FOR REFO!IM'l'ION k! ISrl'(lI<Y 
ARC1 I FIJEi! REFOPS 1kYT IONSCESCI ITCIITE 
Jahrgang 61, 1970, i i e f t  2 

Neelak Serawlook T j  ernage 1 : IIenry V I  I I and t h e  
! ; l t l~e rans .  A 5tudy i n  Anglo-Lutheran Rela- 
t i o n s  from 1522 t o  1547. S a i n t  Louis: Con- 
c o r d i a  Pub1 shin: flousc 1965. P p .  x i i ,  326, 
$6.95. 

'I'iint t h e  theme "Iienry VIII and t h e  Lutlterans" 
should have a f a s c i n a t i o n  f o r  I ,utherans,  i n  t h i s  ccu- 
menical aye2  i s  n o t  hard t o  unders tand ,  tilough a t  
l e a s t  I:ncl i sh Chri s t i a n  manners i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  Chris-  
t i a n s  i n  Germany have much inproved s o  t h a t  t h i s  r e -  
~ n i n d c r  o f  . ' o l d ,  unhappy f a r  o f f  tiii-ll~s, arxi ba t t les  
l o n ~  ap,o' i s  more a h i s t o r i c a l  cau t iona ry  t a l c  than  
t l l a t  i n t e r v e n t i o n  i n  t h e  p r e sen t  wi ic :~ fiarnack cie- 
c l a r e d  t o  i ~ e  the purpose of  h i s t o r i c a l  s t u d y .  T h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  s u b j e c t  has  been worked ove r ,  i n  d i f f e r i n g  
deqrees  of  thoro~zgIlncss,  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  t imes s i n c e  
i f .  E .  J acob ' s  t reatnient  of i t  i n  t h e  las t  yea r s  of  the  
ninrtteentti c en tu ry .  Professor 1'j c rnaze l  ' s book i  s 
cool  and u r lp rc t en t io~ l s .  l i e  knows t h e r e  i s  not  rnuci~ t o  
r?dd t o  tile s t o r y ,  Imt he  718s :.on<: hack: ~ i~ i i c r c  ~ > O S S  i ille 
t o  tfic sotlrccs, so t h a t  tfier-c is 110 ooriv volurne rihicil  
has, as t h i s  has, the w'tiole s t o r y ,  ic i t t . :  a1 1 tilc t i e t a i l s  



w i  t i lout f 1 inch ing  : s i n ,  g r ace ,  rcdcm~)t  ion  heaven, ---- -- -- ----' _ - 
l l e l l .  . . . She thouglrt t h e  Gospels wcrc r c a l l y  t r u c t Z  ---- - 
(7" .IS) 

~ t c a d  OsConncr and read  i!ol)ert Drake on OIConner. 
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13. Pi. Teigen 

From : ARC11 IVE FOR REFO!IM'l'ION k! ISrl'(lI<Y 
ARC1 I FIJEi! REFOPS 1kYT IONSCESCI ITCIITE 
Jahrgang 61, 1970, i i e f t  2 
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accura te ly  pinpointctl. ;.toreover Ilc has lnntlc avai l -  
;rl)lc t o  u s  i n  1;n~lisl l  tirose in t r i zu ing  I\ii  t t e n l ~ c r g  
.Articles of IS36 i l i t i ler to coilfined t o  ttlc i;errnarl 
cditiorz of  ?lents - with i t s  r a t h e r  s tart t in!;  discus- 
sion of . Jus t i f ica t ion:  Ilc has a l s o  g i v e n  u s  the  
Ar t i c les  of 15.38 c t i  scusscd lxtwccn the  German and 
Englisch theologians in  ISnglanil, with footlrotcs rcIlic11 
t e l l  us IIcnry VITIts glosses on the  document. 

In  the  morass of historiography of the  sixteenth 
century i t  wo~ild seem t h a t  Ilerc i s  comparatively firm 
ground. 'l'he main l i n e s  have bec11 es tabl ished;  the  
interweaving of the  not b r i l l i a n t  but brave r e l i g i o u s  
reformation beginning i n  Cambridge, of which the  
English Bible was the  most impressivcl f r u i t :  and the  
p o l i t i c o  - e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  reforniation, the  a c t s  of 
S t a t e  carr ied  through by the  King's servant  Cronwcll. 
l'hc needs of the  1530's i n  face of a threatened Paijal 
Council, of the  Schnialkaldic league and the  1Vittcn- 
berg theologians on the  one hand and ilenryts i n t e r -  
mi t tent  phobia a t  h i s  own i s o l a t i o n :  the  f e a r  on 
both s ides  t h a t  the  o ther  might come t o  terms with 
Rome and leave them out on a limb. This volume, 
f i n e l y  pr in ted  on lovely payer ,  is n pleasure t o  
handle. A s  a work of thorough scllolarship, ca re fu l  
accuracy, and wide reading, it is thoroughly commend- 
able .  

Cambridge University Gordon Rupp 

The S t r a t e g i c  Grasp of the  Bible. By .J. Sidlow Bnxter. - - _I - --I_- 

Grand Rapids: Zo~ldervan Publ i sh ing  ilousc, 1968, 
$6.95. 

This  book o f f e r s  a survey of Bibl ica l  concepts 
and h i s to ry .  While the  mater ia l  i s  presented i n  a 
r a t h e r  i n t e r e s t i n g  way, and while the  author attempts 
t o  h e  object i-ve,  h i s  Baptist  and c h i l i a s t i c  views 
come through r a t h e r  s t rongly .  tle a l s o  oversimplif i  es  
a t  times. 

Glenn E .  Reicht~ald 

'rile Archaeology of the  New Testament. By E .  M. Blaik- -- --- 
lock. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 
1970, $4.95. 

Blaiklock, a student  of  the  c l a s s i c s  and of the  
New Testament, has gathered together  considerable 
archaeological information, which w i l l  be of value t o  
the  general s tudent ,  f i l l i n g  i n  on background informa- 
t i o n .  

Glenn E.  Reichwald 

God and One Readhead, By Carol Chr is t ian  and Gladys --- 
Plummer. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing 
Elouse, 1971, $1.95. 

This paperback is a popular biography of t h e  
heroic  Scotch missionary, Mary S lessor ,  who labored 
f o r  many years on t h e  west coast  of  Africa.  

Glenn E.  Reichwald 

What Theologians Do. Edited by F .  G .  Mealey. Grand 
Rapids : ~ilKam B .  Eerdmans Company, 1971, $3.95. 

This book, o r i g i n a l l y  published i n  England, con- 
t a i n s  a s e r i e s  of essays by various scholars  which 
a r e  b r i e f  summaries of  current  s tudy and conclusions 
i n  t h e i r  areas  of study. Thus C. F. D. Moule wr i t e s  
on "The New Testament" and F. F ,  Bruce on "Inter-  
testamental Literature".  Selected bibl iographies  f o r  
f u r t h e r  reading a r e  a t  t h e  end of each essay. A csn- 
s i s t e n t l y  conservative pos i t ion  is not  maintained by 
t h e  wr i t e r s .  

Glenn E. Reichwald 
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Old 'I'cstarncnt Times. Uy R .  K .  klarrison. Grand .____ _ _---- - - ----- 
Rapids : k'i 11 i an1 II . Eerdmans Cornpany , 19 7CI , 
$6.95. 

I la r r i son ,  au tho r  of  t h e  e x c e l l e n t  In t roduc t ion  -- ----- 
t o  the  Old Testament, has woven together a wealth of __-_ _.-.... - --- 
old- T e ~ t . ~ m ; n t  ~ r c h a e o l o g i c a l  and h i s t o r i c a l  informa- 
t i o n  a g a i n s t  tile background o f  t i le Old Tcstan~cnt  . Iie 

fiives t h e  r eade r  a r a t h e r  complete j ~ i c t u r e  o f  a v a i l -  
a b l e  in format ion  c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e .  I t  would b e  a 
1!1ost worth-while a d d i t i o n  t o  one ' s  l i b r a r y .  A t  tintes 
onc must c l isagrcc,  a s  when he  p l aces  a h igher  va lue  
on t t l e  r a t h e r  biased work of  Ken>-on a t  J e r i c h o  r a t h e r  
than  tile work of  Garstang. 

Glcnn E .  Reichwald 

The Bible  Reader. Uy Walter ?.f. Abf~o t t ,  S .  J . ,  e t  a l .  - __-_- -- -- -- 
N .  Y . :  Grucc I'uhlisiiinp Company, 1969, $.i.'3S. 

' f l l i s  i s  an ccurnerlical commentary on t h e  i3it)le, 
prepared by n J e s u i t ,  a  r a b b i ,  and two P r o t e s t a n t s .  
Coverin!! tlic e n t i r e  EiRlc,  i t  is r a t h e r  t ~ r i e f  i n  cer- 
t a i n  s e c t i o n s .  A t  t h e  same tilile it is  very l i b e r a l .  
'I'hus c r e a t i o n  i s  a process  (p.  5) begrin by God. iivo- 
l u t i o n  is  defended. l l ic  au thorsh ip  o f  va r ious  books 
i s  cluestioned. Yo t h e  s e r i o u s  s tuden t  o f  tile Billlc 
this 11ook a t  b e s t  would be a nove l ty .  

1\ Survey of  I s r a e l ' s  I l i s tory .  Dy Leon Wood. Grand - _ I- ____I- -__ 
Ilnpids: Zondervan Publ i sh ing  i ~ o u s e ,  1970, $7.50.  

Dr. I :̂'ooJ is t o  be cor~~mended f o r  w r i t i n 2  an i n -  
t e r e s t i n g  book on Old Testament h i s t o r y .  llis approacll 
i s  conserva t ive ,  defending t h e  ea r ly  date  of t h e  
Exodus and placing Daniel i n  the  proper. ; is  ~uricnl 
context ,  as examples. The book is  not an Old Testa- 
ment commentary and so  it  does no t  o f f e r ,  e .  e . ,  com- 
ments on t h e  v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  prophets .  1:owevcr i t  

does place the  books of the  Bible i n t o  t h e i r  h i s t o r i -  
c a l  context and weaves a flowing n a r r a t i v e  of  B ib l i ca l  
h i s to ry .  The account begins with the  Pat r iarchs  and 
c loses  with t h e  r e t u r n  from t h e  Exile.  The footnotes ,  
t h e  char t s ,  t h e  maps, and the  t a b l e s  a r e  helpful .  
Considerable archaeological informat ion i s  a l s o  woven 
i n t o  t h e  book. Hence t h e  person reading through the  
Scr ip tures  o r  looking f o r  background information would 
be considerably helped by t h i s  book. 

Glenn E.  Reichwald 

A l l  t h e  Animals of t h e  Bible Lands. By C. S .  Cansdale. -- ---  
Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1970, 
$6.95. 

The t i t l e  explains t h e  book. But it goes beyond 
mere information. The book r e l a t e s  t o  Bib l i ca l  h i s -  
to ry ,  co r rec t s '  some mis t rans la t ions  of  t h e  King James 
t r a n s l a t i o n ,  and has a number o f  i l l u s t r a t i o n s .  I t  
would be a good addi t ion  t o  a congregational l i b r a r y .  

Glenn E. Reichwald 

Theology of t h e  English Reformers. By P h i l i p  E. -- 
Hughes. ~r-ids: William B. Eerdmans Pub- 
l i sh ing  Company, 1966, $5.95. 

People who a r e  f a m i l i a r  with t h e  Episcopalian 
and Anglican t r a d i t i o n s  by way of t h e  l a t e  Bishop Pike 
w i l l  be r a t h e r  surpr ised  by t h e  seriousness of these  
e a r l y  Anglican divines .  Hughes has gathered together  
t h e i r  views i n  various a reas  of  Chr i s t i an  doct r ine ,  
which r e f l e c t e d  views somewhat sympathetic t o  Luther 
and then s h i f t i n g  over t o  Calvinism. Treated a r e  such 
areas  a s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  s a n c t i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e  Scr ip tu res ,  
t h e  ministry,  and others.  I t  should be remembered 
t h a t  a number of these  men were martyred. Theology 
was not j u s t  words t o  them. 

Glenn E.  Reichwald 
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on t t l e  r a t h e r  biased work of  Ken>-on a t  J e r i c h o  r a t h e r  
than  tile work of  Garstang. 

Glcnn E .  Reichwald 

The Bible  Reader. Uy Walter ?.f. Abf~o t t ,  S .  J . ,  e t  a l .  - __-_- -- -- -- 
N .  Y . :  Grucc I'uhlisiiinp Company, 1969, $.i.'3S. 

' f l l i s  i s  an ccurnerlical commentary on t h e  i3it)le, 
prepared by n J e s u i t ,  a  r a b b i ,  and two P r o t e s t a n t s .  
Coverin!! tlic e n t i r e  EiRlc,  i t  is r a t h e r  t ~ r i e f  i n  cer- 
t a i n  s e c t i o n s .  A t  t h e  same tilile it is  very l i b e r a l .  
'I'hus c r e a t i o n  i s  a process  (p.  5) begrin by God. iivo- 
l u t i o n  is  defended. l l ic  au thorsh ip  o f  va r ious  books 
i s  cluestioned. Yo t h e  s e r i o u s  s tuden t  o f  tile Billlc 
this 11ook a t  b e s t  would be a nove l ty .  

1\ Survey of  I s r a e l ' s  I l i s tory .  Dy Leon Wood. Grand - _ I- ____I- -__ 
Ilnpids: Zondervan Publ i sh ing  i ~ o u s e ,  1970, $7.50.  

Dr. I :̂'ooJ is t o  be cor~~mended f o r  w r i t i n 2  an i n -  
t e r e s t i n g  book on Old Testament h i s t o r y .  llis approacll 
i s  conserva t ive ,  defending t h e  ea r ly  date  of t h e  
Exodus and placing Daniel i n  the  proper. ; is  ~uricnl 
context ,  as examples. The book is  not an Old Testa- 
ment commentary and so  it  does no t  o f f e r ,  e .  e . ,  com- 
ments on t h e  v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  prophets .  1:owevcr i t  

does place the  books of the  Bible i n t o  t h e i r  h i s t o r i -  
c a l  context and weaves a flowing n a r r a t i v e  of  B ib l i ca l  
h i s to ry .  The account begins with the  Pat r iarchs  and 
c loses  with t h e  r e t u r n  from t h e  Exile.  The footnotes ,  
t h e  char t s ,  t h e  maps, and the  t a b l e s  a r e  helpful .  
Considerable archaeological informat ion i s  a l s o  woven 
i n t o  t h e  book. Hence t h e  person reading through the  
Scr ip tures  o r  looking f o r  background information would 
be considerably helped by t h i s  book. 

Glenn E.  Reichwald 

A l l  t h e  Animals of t h e  Bible Lands. By C. S .  Cansdale. -- ---  
Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1970, 
$6.95. 

The t i t l e  explains t h e  book. But it goes beyond 
mere information. The book r e l a t e s  t o  Bib l i ca l  h i s -  
to ry ,  co r rec t s '  some mis t rans la t ions  of  t h e  King James 
t r a n s l a t i o n ,  and has a number o f  i l l u s t r a t i o n s .  I t  
would be a good addi t ion  t o  a congregational l i b r a r y .  

Glenn E. Reichwald 

Theology of t h e  English Reformers. By P h i l i p  E. -- 
Hughes. ~r-ids: William B. Eerdmans Pub- 
l i sh ing  Company, 1966, $5.95. 

People who a r e  f a m i l i a r  with t h e  Episcopalian 
and Anglican t r a d i t i o n s  by way of t h e  l a t e  Bishop Pike 
w i l l  be r a t h e r  surpr ised  by t h e  seriousness of these  
e a r l y  Anglican divines .  Hughes has gathered together  
t h e i r  views i n  various a reas  of  Chr i s t i an  doct r ine ,  
which r e f l e c t e d  views somewhat sympathetic t o  Luther 
and then s h i f t i n g  over t o  Calvinism. Treated a r e  such 
areas  a s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  s a n c t i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e  Scr ip tu res ,  
t h e  ministry,  and others.  I t  should be remembered 
t h a t  a number of these  men were martyred. Theology 
was not j u s t  words t o  them. 

Glenn E.  Reichwald 



R l i i s t o r y  o f  C h r i s t i a n i t y  i n  J a ~ a n .  By Richard 11. --- -- 
1)rummGd. Grand Ilapids: ~l'i-fliarn 1 3 .  Lerdmans 
Publ i sh ing  Company, 1971, $4.95. 

CI i r i s t i an  mission work i s  long term work. This  
s t o r y  o f  C h r i s t i a n  mission work i n  Japan i l l u s t r a t e s  
t h i s  p o i n t .  'I'his paperback t a k e s  t h e  r e a d e r  through 
t h e  e a r l i e s t  days o f  mission work, pe r secu t ions ,  and 
t h e  gradual  r e t u r n  o f  e f f e c t i v e  work. Lutheranism 
has  n o t  made much o f  a mark i n  Japan.  

Glenn E .  ITeichwald 

Church Growth i n  S i e r r a  Leone. By G i l b e r t  Itr. Olson. -- --- 
Grand Tlapns : Willian E .  Eerrlmans P u b l i s l ~ i n g  
Company, 1969, $3.95. 

Fr iends  o f  C h r i s t i a n  missions i n  non-American 
c o u n t r i e s  w i l l  f i n d  t h i s  book o f  i n t e r e s t  a s  it out -  
l i n e s  t h e  types  o f  work being done i n  t h i s  a r e a  of  
Afr ica .  Severa l  denominations a r e  a c t i v e ,  with each 
more o r  l e s s  u s ing  a t ype  o f  work characteristic of 
t h a t  dc11ot:lination. ltle can l e a r n  from o t i le rs ,  

Glenn 1:. Rcichwald 




