
I.

O
F ALL THE QUESTIONS BEFORE US, THE THEME “THE CHURCH

and the Word” presents our conference with the most dif-
ficult, indeed the final question we have to answer. If we

would have found a common answer to this question, which were
not merely a compromise formula, rather the expression of con-
sensus existing among us, then the World Conference for Faith
and Order would have attained its goal. For if we were united on
what the church and the word of God are, and the relationship in
which they stand one to the other, then absolutely nothing would
stand in the way of the union of our churches. All the other ques-
tions which we find so difficult, such as the question of mutual
recognition of our offices and inter-communion, would then be
only technical questions of ecclesiastical organization. What sepa-
rates us today, and indeed, so deeply separates us that human eyes
see no possibility of spanning the chasm, is the question posed by
our theme, the question of the relationship between church and
the word of God. 

For we do not have to do here with one of the many contro-
verted theological questions which have always existed and will
always exist in the church, but rather with the question which once
shattered the unity of the Western Church when the Reformation
posed this question to Christianity. By it the Reformation distin-
guished itself from other events in the history of the church, and
thereby its meaning for the church universal is clear. The Reforma-
tion has posed the question to all of Christendom concerning the
deepest essence of the church, and this question absolutely
demands a clear response. No denomination can avoid the necessi-
ty of answering this question with a clear “Yes” or “No.” Even the
churches in India and China and in the mission fields among the
primitive peoples of the world, which otherwise know nothing of
European church history, must nevertheless give an answer to the
question posed by the Reformation on the relationship of church
and word of God, just as they must decide for or against the Nicene
Creed. 

And though over four hundred years ago the unity of the
Western Church was shattered by this question, the resulting part-

ing of ways must not simply be compared with other schisms and
splinters in the history of the church. At that time not only did new
ecclesiastical fellowships arise out of an old communion through
excommunication and separation: the form of existence of the
entire church was changed. After the expulsions of Luther and his
followers from the communion of the papal church, for the first
time the Evangelical Lutheran Church, in spite of the papal claim
to be the one holy catholic church, had begun to gather around her
confession to the truth of the Holy Scriptures and stepped before
the world, a self-conscious confessional church. Since then, in like
manner, the other western communions had to take on at least the
form of confessional churches. They had to do this even if this
form did not suit their peculiarities, as was the case for instance
with the Church of England, for which the Thirty-Nine Articles
have always presented a certain dilemma. Indeed, the Roman
Church had to make this change along with the others as well. The
Council of Trent in effect meant for it the passage from its form of
existence as universal church of the medieval West to the form of
one of the great confessional churches of the modern world. Thus
the one holy catholic church, which previously existed “in, with
and under” the world church of the middle ages, exists, since the
middle ages, “in, with and under” a series of confessional churches.
By “confessional church” we mean an ecclesiastical communion
which by an expressed consensus measured by confession is uni-
fied in its answer to the question posed by the Reformation. 

If this form of existence of the church is to be replaced by
another, in which the confessional antitheses are removed, it can
only happen in the following way. The lack of agreement of the six-
teenth century concerning the relationship of church and word of
God must be replaced by consensus. Any attempt to unify church-
es by circumventing the question posed by the Reformation would
from the outset be doomed to failure. We can’t go back to the days
before the Reformation. The call “Back to the Middle Ages!” is as
unfeasible as the call “Back to the old undivided church!” This
applies all the more to the call “Back to the Reformation!” There is
no such return because neither does the unrepeatable recur, nor
can that which has happened be made not to have happened. The
dissension in which the age of the Reformation left Christianity
cannot be removed from the world in a way that ignores the ques-
tion of the Reformation. It can only be overcome if the question
answered incompletely and incorrectly in the sixteenth century by
the confessional churches will finally be answered completely and
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correctly. Since our World Conference has called the church to do
just this, it has called Christianity and the theology of all confes-
sions to a task of worldwide, historical greatness.

It is self-evident that everything which we have to say today on
the theme “church and word” can only be something preliminary.
The humble work of entire generations of theologians in all
churches will be required, if the great dialogue between the confes-
sional churches, which was carried on into the seventeenth centu-
ry, shall again be taken up with real consequence. And it is also self-
evident for our conference that this dialogue will only lead to a
good end if, in the course of this interaction, churches encounter
one another as churches. For we have not to do with the uniting of
theological professors, rather with the uniting of churches, which
in any case, is after all the more difficult task. Therefore, in every-
thing we have to say regarding our theme, we must have in view
not so much our private opinions as our positions as teachers of
the church.

II.
Canon Hodgson in his remarks on our theme rightly called

attention to the fact that the question of the relationship of church
and word of God can only be discussed on the basis of a clear con-
ception of revelation: “What do we understand by revelation?
What do we mean when we speak of Christianity as the religion of
revelation?”

We must indeed proceed from this question, and not because
Scripture and church doctrine [Kirchenlehre] point us in this direc-
tion—neither the Bible nor the ecclesiastical confessions contain a
theory of revelation—rather because the struggle over the authori-
ty of the Bible and the church in modern times has become a strug-
gle over the concept of revelation. The appreciation for that which
church and word of God properly are has been shaken, and finally
destroyed for the greater part of Christianity, by the criticism
which modern philosophy since the Enlightenment has often lev-
eled at Christendom’s concept of revelation and its claim of revela-
tion. The essence of what revelation means for the Christian faith,
and what it is as the presupposition for the existence of the church
and the Holy Scriptures, can be clarified directly in light of modern
criticism of revelation, and in light of what of the concept of revela-
tion is granted validity by modern thought. 

In one of the first writings on the philosophy of religion at the
time of the Enlightenment, the document “De Veritate” by Herbert
of Cherbury, from the year , a theory of revelation is found
which anticipated everything which was later leveled against the
Christian concept of revelation. The chapter “De revelatione” dis-
cusses the conditions which must be met for the acknowledgement

of supernatural revelation by philosophy. Among other things the
following conditions are mentioned: Ut tibi ipsi patefiat; quod enim
tanquam revelatum ab aliis habenda est; furthermore: Ut afflatum
divini numinis sentias. “That is evident to you; what is also believed
to be revelation by others; that you feel the blowing of the divine
will.” Here we find already clearly expressed, the three conditions
which must be met before the modern man, so far as he is con-
cerned about religious matters, is prepared to acknowledge revela-
tion: ) Revelation must not be sought only in Christianity; Christ-
ian revelation is rather only a particular case of a general revelation
of which all religions have a part; ) Revelation is for me only that
which I experience as a self-manifestation of the divine, but not
what another recounts to me as his experience; ) Historical events
in which those in the past experienced revelation cannot be of val-
ue as revelation today.

These three conditions have been tirelessly repeated since, and
indeed, as much by the alleged conquerors of the Enlightenment as
the representatives of the Enlightenment themselves. Thus Fichte
repeated Lessing’s protest against the nature of revelation as “acci-
dental historical truths”; “Only the metaphysical saves, and by no
means the historical; the latter only makes it intelligible”; and,
“One should not say, ‘What harm does it do should one hold to
these historical [phenomena]?’ It is harmful when peripheral mat-
ters [Nebensachen] are placed on the same level as the chief thing,
or even passed off as the chief thing, which is thereby suppressed,
and the conscience is tormented about grasping and believing what
it can no longer believe under such compulsion [Anweisung].”
This same Fichte said positively: “Religion is not a matter of believ-
ing on the assurance of others that there is a God, rather that one
have and possess an immediate vision of God in his own person
and not via another, with his own spiritual eyes and not through
the eyes of another.”

Hear the young Schleiermacher express this theology in his
Speeches on Religion: “What is revelation? Every new and original
perception of the universe is a revelation, and each individual best
knows what is to him original and new, and if something in anoth-
er which was original is still new to you, his revelation is also a reve-
lation for you, and I will council you to consider it well.” And fur-
ther: “Every man, a few choice souls excepted, does, to be sure,
require a guide to lead and stimulate, to wake his religious sense
from its first slumber, and to give it its first direction. But this you
accord to all powers and functions of the human soul, and why not
to this one? For your satisfaction, be it said, that here, if anywhere,
this tutelage is only a passing state. Hereafter, shall each man see
with his own eyes, and shall produce some contribution to the
treasures of religion. . . . You are right in despising the wretched
echoes who derive their religion entirely from another, or depend
on a dead writing, swearing by it and proving out of it. Every
sacred writing is in itself only a mausoleum of religion, a memorial
that a greater spirit was there, but is now no more. Were this spirit
still alive and at work how could he place such great worth upon
dead letters, which can only be a weak impress of himself? The one
who has religion is not the one who believes in a holy writing,
rather the one who needs none, and indeed, can produce one him-
self.”

There is no need for further proof that the Christian faith has
not the least to do with what Schleiermacher here calls religion and

 

. . . The struggle over the authority of
the Bible and the church in modern
times has become a struggle over the
concept of revelation. 



revelation. Our faith understands by revelation an event which
does not happen wherever there obtains a higher spiritual life and
thus “religion.” Revelation is not a general phenomenon of reli-
gious history, of which the Christian revelation is a particular case.
Furthermore, the revelation which is the presupposition for the
Christian faith is bound throughout to “accidental historical
truths.” Angelus Silesius wrote: “Were Christ born a thousand
times in Bethlehem, and not in you, you would be eternally lost.”
Thus speaks the mystic who knows only a timeless revelation. The
Christian faith would assert the direct opposite: “Were Christ born
a thousand times in your heart, and not in Bethlehem, you would
be eternally lost.” That is, the truth of our faith, the fact of our
redemption, depends upon “accidental historical truths” of salva-
tion history. The truth of our faith depends upon the fact that Jesus
Christ appeared once, was sacrificed once for us (Heb :; :,),
that he suffered “under Pontius Pilate.” Should it be shown that
the New Testament recounts not historical truth in its witness to
Christ, rather only a myth, the apostles would be false witnesses (
Cor :). Then what Paul wrote would apply: “Your faith is futile;
you are still in your sins! Then also those who have fallen asleep in
Christ have perished” ( Cor :-, NKJV). And finally, Christian
revelation, directly because of this historical character, is bound to
the witness of history and thus also the witnesses of history. It is
bound to their word and to the written record of this word. 

The contents of the Christian faith are not simply the objects
of our experience. The incarnation, the death, the resurrection of
Jesus Christ are not facts which we can know from our own experi-
ence. We know of them only through the testimony of the Scrip-
tures. Thus that which is revelation for Herbert of Cherbury, Less-
ing, Fichte, the young Schleiermacher, and the entire modern
world, insofar as these all have a religious interest in the matter,
does not interest the Christian faith at all. And that which is revela-
tion for the Christian faith, by which it stands or falls, does not
interest the modern world. For the modern world the Christian
idea of revelation is unbelievable, or indeed meaningless. But this
not only for the modern world! Biblical revelation is an “offense”
for the religious and moral man of every age, just as it is “foolish-
ness” to the philosophies of all ages. It is a foreigner also in the
world of religions. According to Acts :, the most difficult obsta-
cle which the Greek world found in the apostolic preaching lay in
its insistence that the life of one historical man, which had been
lived only shortly before, should be the revelation. The myths of
dying and rising divinities were beautiful, but the message of Christ
was hideous and senseless. The myth of the dying and rising of
Osiris contained a “necessary reasonable truth,” namely the
unchanging law of life and the world of “death and coming to be.”
The proclamation of the “accidental historical truth” of the death
and resurrection of Jesus Christ met with rejection. It spoke of a
one-time, unique happening, of a revelation which occurred once,
not of a “revelation” which obtains always and everywhere. This
message is no general religious-moral truth to draw upon. 

The content of all other “revelations” in the history of reli-
gions can be expressed in the form of general theses; for the recep-
tion of revelation there always means the knowledge of some theo-
retic truth. The content of Bible revelation cannot be expressed in
any theoretical thesis, neither in a thesis concerning the love of
God and men, nor in the form of “the Fatherhood of God and the

brotherhood of men.” The content of Biblical revelation is much
more the truth as a person; it is Jesus Christ. “To him all the
prophets witness that, through his name, whoever believes in him
will receive remission of sins” (Acts :). This is the content of
the gospel, the content of the Holy Scriptures. From the first page
to the last every word points to him. “Behold the Lamb of God
who takes away the sin of the world” (Jn :). 

III.
Insofar as this unique revelation, to which the Bible bears wit-

ness and which also presents a riddle for those who study the histo-
ry of religions, finds no place in the categories of the history of reli-
gions [Religionsgeschichte], it can only be understood by one who
understands its bearers and witnesses. They are the apostles and
prophets. [Like the Christian concept of revelation], for these
offices as well there are no proper analogies in the history of reli-
gion. Indeed, the “disciples” of Jesus may be compared to the disci-
ples of Socrates and Buddha. But as apostles, they are without par-
allel. For it belongs to the essence of an apostle, according to Acts
:, that he be a “witness of the resurrection” and that the Lord
himself has called him. This office belonged to a single generation
of history, thus it is unrepeatable in the church. Prophecy has its
apparent parallels in other religions. Here we need only mention
Zarathustra and Mohammed, whose forms of “prophecy” are
most similar to Biblical prophecy. These apparent parallel forms
are the “prophets,” that is, the ecstatic seers and speakers in whose
mouths a message is placed, which they received in a state of inspi-
ration. But in the Bible itself there is a clear distinction between one
who in the eastern religions is called a “prophet,” and one who is a
genuine prophet, who really is “no prophet nor the son of a
prophet” (Amos :), rather of whom the unprecedented applies,
that the almighty God himself has spoken to him: “Behold, I place
my word in your mouth” (Jer :), and who can say of himself:
“The word of the Lord came to me.” 

In contrast to the office of apostle, the office of prophet is
found throughout salvation history; indeed, it still exists in the
church. Both offices, that of the prophets and that of the apostles,
point to Christ: “Concerning this One all the prophets testify”—
even though they apparently speak of something completely differ-
ent, [such as] the judgment of God on Israel and the nations, or
whatever may be the exact content of the message they bear. They
all point to Christ with an outstretched finger as did the last of the
prophets before Christ, who was indeed more than a prophet:
“Behold the Lamb of God.” And the apostles testify of him and
only of him. They know nothing other than Jesus, the Crucified:
“That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which
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we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon and our
hands have handled, concerning this word of life . . . That we have
seen and heard we declare to you. . . . And these things we write to
you . . .” ( Jn :-, NKJV).

Apostles and prophets—the New Testament names them in
this order—are the bearers of the revelation. They are men to
whom a word has come and this word is to be given to others.
God’s revelation is God’s word. Even where the prophet must say, “I
have seen the King, the Lord of Sabbaoth with my eyes” (Is :), the
revelation remains God’s word. And also there where the content
of all the promises, the incarnate Word, became visible, where
“Many prophets desired to see what you see, and did not see it” (Lk
:) came true; still, the One seen remains the Word. Thus the
consummation of revelation, the incarnation of the only begotten
Son of God is described in the sentence: “The Word became flesh
and dwelt among us, and we beheld his glory” (Jn :). The charac-
teristic feature of biblical revelation is that it is historical revelation.
This feature belongs together with a second, namely, it is a revela-
tion of the word [Wort-Offenbarung]. Because God came forth out
of the hiddenness of the “light, where no man can approach” only
in His word, the revelation of God is identical with His word.
Indeed, God “had not left Himself without a witness” (Acts :)
even among the pagans, but he has remained for them the
unknown God; for he speaks his name only there, he makes his
essence known only there, where he speaks: “I am the Lord, your
God,” and thus he makes himself known only in his word. 

He does not tell us who he is in the works of creation which at
the same time both bear witness to him and yet veil him; rather he
does so only in the revelation, of which the beginning of the Letter
to the Hebrews says: “God, who at various times and in various
ways spoke in time past to the fathers by the prophets, has in these
last days spoken to us by his Son, whom he has appointed heir of
all things, through whom also he made the worlds; who being the
brightness of his glory and the express image of his person, and
upholding all things by the word of his power . . . “ (Heb :-
NKJV). Only this revelation through the word is real revelation.
For in it God tells us who he is when he addresses us. Certainly for
us men, words [das Wort] are the only means by which one person
can communicate with another, or really make himself known to
another. Only when God has first spoken to us in Christ, that is, in
his person, in his word-revelation, can we conceive that God also
speaks the word of his power and love in creation. This can also
happen through the Old Testament, for the Old Testament is also
revelation which already had its aim in Christ. The Old Testament
speaks of him even where his name is not yet mentioned, and can
only be understood from him as the Alpha and the Omega and the
center of the entire Bible.

The word of revelation is the word which God has spoken “to
the fathers by the prophets” and finally, “in the Son.” It is a word
which has been spoken in history (e.g., the dating of the calling of
the prophets and the prophetic messages such as Is :, Amos :,
etc., and the dating of the life and arrival of Jesus such as Lk :, fur-
thermore the “under Pontius Pilate” in the Creed). Because it actu-
ally entered history, the word of God had to take on the form of the
human word, similar to the way the eternal Son of God, who
entered history, actually became a man. Because the word of God is
spoken to men, and heard by men, it partakes of the fate of that

word which is comprehended by men: It fades away, it is forgotten,
it remains without effect, if it is not passed on and preserved by
those two means for the propagation and preservation of words:
oral proclamation and the written record. Thus the word of God
spoken in history becomes a human word, and yet it does not cease
to be God’s word. The “revealed” word becomes the “proclaimed”
and “written” word. 

We agree with Karl Barth (Die Kirchliche Dogmatik. Erster
Band: Die Lehre vom Wort Gottes, . Halbband, Münich, , p.
ff.) when we distinguish between the three forms of the word of
God as the revealed word, the preached word, and the written word.
And we maintain with Barth that we actually have to do here with
three distinct forms of the one word of God. They belong insepara-
bly together, yet must be distinguished. In their distinctiveness and
in their unity Barth compares them with the three persons of the
Trinity. 

The three forms of the word of God are already present in the
prophets of the Old Testament. “The word of the Lord came to
me”—this is the revealed word. “Go and tell this people . . .” (Is
:)—this is the proclaimed word. “Take a scroll and write on it all
the words” (Jer :)—this is the written word. That these three
forms of the word of God are already clearly perceivable in the sal-
vation history of the old and new covenants must mean “And the
three are one.” The power which the revealed word possesses
indwells the proclaimed word. Thus God can say to the prophets,
“Behold, I have placed my words in your mouth. Behold, today I
appoint you over nations and kingdoms to uproot and tear down,
to destroy and overthrow, to build and to plant” (Jer :-). And
[as proof that the power of the revealed word also indwells the
written word] the Son of God himself availed himself of the written
word, for example, as a weapon in the fight against the devil (Mt
:,,; cf. Eph :). The three forms of the word of God are really
one. What can be said of the word of God itself can be said of all
three forms of the word, namely, “Your word is a lamp to my feet
and a light to my path” (Ps :); that it is “living and powerful
and sharper than any two-edged sword . . . a discerner of thoughts
and intents of the heart” (Heb :). It applies to the word of God
in its unity as much as to each of its three forms, that we men live
from it (Mt :).

IV.
What the Evangelical Lutheran Church teaches regarding the

relationship of the word of God and the church is to be understood
from the vantage of this view of the word of God, as it was discov-
ered anew at the time of the Reformation. Here we can only briefly
draw a cursory sketch of this doctrine, which after all, agrees with
the doctrine of the Reformed church at essential points.

In the Apology of the Augsburg Confession, Article XIV, the
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evangelicals declared that they were prepared to continue to
acknowledge the old canonical form of church government and
the authority of the Roman Catholic bishops if the bishops would
allow the pure preaching of the gospel. The doctrine of the gospel
could under no circumstances be given up. Because the ecclesiasti-
cal authorities demanded this, and thereby desired something
which violated the commandment of God, they determined to “let
the bishops go and be obedient to God and know that the Christian
church is there where the word of God is correctly taught.” Here, with
absolute clarity at the moment when the church of the west was
disintegrating, the fundamental evangelical truth proclaimed that
the word of God stands over the church, that the church is born of
the word of God, and that the word of God is also the final and
highest authority for the church.

In order to understand the position of the Evangelical Luther-
an Church on this question, it is best to proceed from Article V of
the Augsburg Confession, which treats of the spiritual office (de
ministerio ecclesiastico). Here we read: Ut hanc fidem (namely the
justifying faith in the merits of Christ alone, of which Article IV
spoke) consequamur, institutum est ministerium docendi evangelii et
porrigendi sacramenta. Nam per verbum et sacramenta tamquam
per instrumenta donatur Spiritus Sanctus, qui fidem efficit, ubi et
quando visum est Deo, in his qui audiunt evangelium. “That we may
obtain this faith, the ministry of teaching the Gospel and adminis-
tering the sacraments was instituted. For through the word and
sacraments, as through instruments, the Holy Ghost is given, who
works faith, where and when it pleases God, in them that hear the
Gospel” (AC V). That this faith might be obtained God has given
us men something, and not, as one might expect, the Holy Scrip-
tures. The old evangelical church still knew that the Scriptures are
only one form of the word of God. To be sure, they also knew Holy
Scripture actually is one form of the word of God. They knew that
the Bible contains everything which is necessary for us to know for
our salvation. But they also knew that Jesus Christ did not leave
behind a holy book in the same way Mohammed left behind the
Koran, rather that He left behind the ministry of teaching the
gospel, the charge to proclaim His gospel to all peoples and all gen-
erations of world history. For the church of the Reformation, both
belong inseparably together: The written and the proclaimed
word, the Bible and the “preaching office or oral word” [Predig-
tamt oder mündlich Wort] as Luther said in Schwabach Article VII,
the forerunner of Augustana V. This homogeneity explains how
the church sunk roots among hitherto pagan peoples. If the word
of God were identical with the Bible it would suffice to send the
Bible to the people concerned in their own language. But because
the Bible and the word of God are not identical, there is sent to
every people one or more preachers of the word. But neither
would it suffice were these preachers to come without the Holy
Scriptures, bearing the word of God only in their heads and hearts.
The Scriptures and the preaching office, the written and the pro-
claimed word, belong together. The content of the Scriptures must
be preached, and not only read in private. And the preaching office
should expound the Scriptures, as the content of its sermon is
bound throughout to the Scriptures. But because every form of the
word of God is truly the word of God, the church of necessity can
never be deprived of one of these two forms. We have in the histo-
ry of the evangelical church (e.g. in the Hapsburg lands) many cas-

es where the pastors were expelled, the ecclesiastical organization
destroyed, but the church remained alive because the Bible
remained in individual homes and because a new preaching office
and a new congregation arose from the use of the Bible. On the
other hand, we also know—e.g. from the history of missions—of
cases where the Bible is not yet translated into the language of the
people, thus it is essentially not yet available for the mission con-
gregation. In these situations the content of the Bible is present in
the proclaimed word. The greatest example of this is the early
church, which indeed from the beginning possessed the Holy
Scriptures, namely the Old Testament, but not yet the writings of
the New Testament. It is completely inverted to say that in this case
the church produced the Holy Scriptures. It merely delineated the
canon in the very same way the synagogue once delineated the
canon of the Old Testament. But the church produced the Letter
to the Romans or the Gospel of John as little as the Israelite or
post-exilic synagogue produced the prophesies of the Old Testa-
ment.

The word of God, the written and proclaimed word, creates
and builds the church. There is no other means to build the church
of Christ. For the word of God alone creates faith. Certainly the
sacraments belong to the word, and it is the experience of church
history that wherever the significance of the sacraments is misun-
derstood or neglected, the word will also be despised or falsified.
But the sacraments exist only together with the word, with the
word of the institution and the word of promise. Thus the Augus-
tana says that through the word and the sacraments the Holy Spirit
is given, who works faith, “where and when it pleases God.” This
means we cannot prescribe the effectual power of word and sacra-
ment. It is God’s free grace, should he bring a man to faith through
them. But we have the promise that the word of God “shall not
return void” (Is :). Thus the church will exist everywhere the
gospel is rightly preached, but only there. And it must be the con-
tinual prayer of the church that it be and remain the true church of
Christ, as we pray in Luther’s hymn in the worship service: “Lord
keep us steadfast in your word.” Herein as we pray we also admit
that we cannot keep ourselves steadfast in this word, nor can the
church by itself do so.

The teaching of the Reformation on the word of God and on
the relationship between word of God and church was directed
against two opponents, against “Schwärmertum,” that is, against
the fanatic Anabaptists and spiritualists (i.e. Schwenckfeld), who
subordinated the revelation of Scripture to a direct revelation in
the present; and against the Roman Church, which subordinated
the Bible to the teaching office of the church by declaring that only
this teaching office could legitimately interpret the Scriptures, and
could also announce doctrines which go beyond what the Scrip-
tures teach. Both these opponents charge that the evangelical
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church restricts the living revelation of God by a dependence upon
the letter of the Bible. Over against both opponents the churches of
the Reformation have emphatically asserted that any alleged revela-
tion which goes beyond the Scriptures goes beyond Christ who is
the truth in person, and thus is no revelation, rather illusion. Nor
can John :f. be cited in this regard. All the great heresies of
ancient (Montanus, Mani, Mohammed) and modern times have
done this. Where the word of Scripture has been forsaken by pro-
ceeding beyond it, there the unadulterated office of proclamation
has also been lost. But then that which is preached does not long
remain the revealed word of God. For the revealed word, the pro-
claimed word and the written word of God are only forms of the
one unique word, in which God has revealed himself to mankind,
and upon which the church is founded.                                          

NOTES
. Friedrich Schleiermacher, On Religion: Speeches to its Cul-

tured Despisers, translated by John Oman with an introduction by
Rudolf Otto (New York: Harper & Row, ), p. .

. Schleiermacher, p.  (I have altered Oman’s translation to
more literally represent Schleiermacher’s original).
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