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Introduction

IT 1S A MATTER OF DEEP REGRET that the Synod of Missouri and other States
has, for the past twenty years and more, set itself against the faith it at one
time was the chief defender and promoter of in this country. Whether the
membership of that body are aware of it or not, it is not for us to judge; but
the fact remains that their doctrine of a particular yet unconditional election
unto salvation subverts the entire system of Gospel truth and deprives every
doctrinal member of that system of its saving power and comfort. Whilst
the Lutheran Church in entire conformity with Scripture teaches but one de-
cree unto salvation the Missourians teach, as coordinate to it, a second and
one whereby the first is logically set aside and practically emptied of its
gracious content. Professing to believe with us that God by His mercy
would have all men to be saved, they at the same time contend for the doc-
trine that God has decreed to save only a few by giving to them — for rea-
sons no man can know — the faith adequate to that end. Never were two ar-
ticles of belief more glaringly contradictory offered for acceptance to the
mind of man; and, as this last, never was doctrine so utterly destructive of
every well-grounded hope of salvation.

The grave charge of heresy must stand against the synod of Missouri un-
til 1t retracts. A mere correction of phrases cannot acquit that body; nor can
it satisfy an offended church by any profession of belief in the universality
of divine grace, however loud and unctuous it may be in giving expression
to it.

Its official utterances on the doctrine of predestination as ultimately set
forth in the thirteen theses of 1881,! when considered apart from their his-
tory, might be allowed to pass; but taken in connection with the controversy
that has called them forth they have settled nothing, except that the Mis-
souri Synod as a body has adopted the position of its leading men and made
itself responsible for what they have written. The theses themselves fail to
cover the all important point in dispute. When, for example, in thesis ten
they declare that the faith foreseen by God in the elect is not the cause
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which moved Him to predestinate them unto salvation, they simply set up a
man of straw, be it to knock him down or, which i1s more likely, to have the
impression go abroad that their opponents had in all sincerity set up a figure
of that description. But, what is more and worse: by the terms of its pream-
ble to its declaration of faith the synod demands the latter to be subscribed
to as the doctrine set forth in its publications up to that time, to wit, the
Lutheraner, the Lehre und Wehre, and the Minutes of its several districts,
notably that of the Western District.

In these publications the leaders and spokesmen of the body arraigned
postulate a double grace in God: the one universal, being for all men alike;
the other particular, specifically potent, and mysteriously intended for the
elect few and bestowed on them alone. Strangely enough, the former alone
never saves; whilst the latter, when concurrent to the first, shall and must
save every man to whom for some reason unknown to us it is extended. By
some eternal purpose and decree of God and without any regard on His part
to anything whatsoever in man — the God-given faith included — this
grace 1s extant for only the few God has ordained to salvation. Such, ac-
cording to our Missouri opponents, is the grace of election.

When in 18812 Dr. Walther formulated anew the controverted points, the
first proposition he declared himself ready to affirm and defend was, “that
the faith foreseen by God flows from election;” or, in other words, that the
persevering faith without which no sinner can be saved has its source in
election. This proposition he set up over against the other, that election
flows from the foreseen faith — an antithesis of his own invention; for what
was really contended for — and is today — is the plain Bible truth that
grace universal is for every man wholly and solely the source of the faith
that can save him — a fact and truth our opponents have completely ig-
nored! From the position thus assumed by the leader his followers have
never receded; and to defend the pernicious doctrine then and there enunci-
ated they stand in arms against us to this very day.

By the common consensus of Scripture teaching and of the "belief of all
parties concerned as well as by the very word employed to designate it, the
grace of election is particular; and this limited grace Missouri declares to
be the one source of effectually saving faith. Aware of what such a doctrine
implies, they ask men to forego the exercise of their prerogative to think
and instead to adore the mystery divine they pretend to have discovered.
Surely, poor mortals find mysteries enough in God’s providential and gra-
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cious dealings with men to impress them with a due sense of His majesty;
and to make souls stumble at mysteries which have no existence anywhere
except in some people’s imagination is a sin they will find it hard to account
for.

To thinking men, led by the Word and Spirit of God, the Missouri doc-
trine of an unconditional election of a limited number of sinners unto con-
version and persevering faith vitiates the whole plan of salvation. Unless a
poor sinner knows himself to be one of God’s elect — a matter he can have
no certain and unmistakable knowledge of — his soul must be tossed with
doubts and fears all his lifetime. Neither the mercy of God, nor the merits of
Christ, nor the witnessing of the Spirit are able to give him rest; for — ac-
cording to the Missourians — these do not suffice to save any man unless
the mysterious grace of election be added to them; that is to say, unless God
have in His eternal council irrevocably resolved that the man shall and must
be saved!

Though a sort of truce seems to be observed at present by the parties to it,
the controversy is not come to an end. It has been carried on for the most
part by means of the German language; and whilst it has no doubt corrupted
the faith of some and sorely afflicted the hearts of all who love the truth of
God and desire His Church to prosper in peace, yet has the good Lord over-
ruled the evil for good to thousands; for it cannot be denied that the battle
has been the occasion of bringing to light many treasures of precious truth
that might otherwise have remained hidden from the eyes of many who now
rejoice in them. Bearing these facts in mind. President E. L. S. Tressel has
rendered an invaluable service to the Church by publishing this volume, and
thus making some of the choicest finds accessible to the English reading
public.

The volume thus introduced presents three lengthy treatises on the sub-
ject of predestination. The first, by Dr. F. W. Stellhorn and translated by
Rev. R. C. H. Lenski, is a Contribution to the History and the proper Esti-
mate of the recent controversy on the doctrine of Predestination. The Con-
tribution covers three parts: the first, a dogmatic historical introduction to
the subject; the second, the Formula of Concord and the old Lutheran the-
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ologians; and the third, the doctrine of predestination in the Missouri
Synod.

The second treatise, Intuitu Fidei, is by Dr. F. A. Schmidt, and is trans-
lated by the brethren R. C. H. Lenski and C. B. Ghodes. In this the
Rev. Doctor propounds and answers the three questions: first. What was the
substantial content of the doctrine, that God made choice of the elect in
foresight of faith, as taught by the fathers and teachers of the Lutheran
Church? secondly. Did our fathers and teachers depart from the Confessions
by teaching an election in foresight of faith? and thirdly. Is the doctrine of
election in foresight of faith taught by the Lutheran Confession?

The third and last treatise is A Testimony Against the False Doctrine of
Predestination Recently Introduced by the Missouri Synod, and an Appen-
dix — by H. A. Allwardt — on the history of the controversy in that body.
The first part of this paper contains a series of theses prepared by the
brethren H. A. Allwardt and Prof. H. Ernst, followed by a discussion of the
same by the authors and ministers who had felt themselves constrained to
withdraw from the Missouri Synod on account of the grave errors that body
had set out to promulgate. These brethren subsequently organized what was
known as the Northwestern District of our Synod, and now as the Districts
respectively of Wisconsin and Minnesota. The translation is by the brethren
R. C. H. Lenski and W. E. Tressel.

The subject matter discussed in these several treatises is too vast and
varied for even a synoptic review in these pages. Suffice it to say that the
erudition, assiduity and conscientiousness of the authors, and of the transla-
tors as well, are the best guarantee any one can ask for that the book here-
with recommended is a treasury of profound thought, nice reasoning and of
rich information. May it find its way into the hands of many readers and
prove itself of lasting good to them and through them to the Church at large.

C. H. L. SCHUETTE.

Columbus, O., October 28, A. D. 1897.

1. See Minutes of the Delegate Synod of that year.«<
2. See Lehre u. Wehre, Feb. ’81, p. 54.«
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l. The Present Controversy on
Predestination

A Contribution To Its History And Proper Estimate.
By Prof. F. W. Stellhorn, D, D.,
Of The Evangelical Lutheran Seminary, Columbus, Ohio.

Translated By Rev. R. C H. Lenski, A. M.

l. Historical Introduction

A. Before The Formula Of Concord

SIN HAS MOST DEEPLY DEPRAVED AND CORRUPTED man’s body and soul together
with all his powers. His mind and will, for instance, rarely choose by na-
ture, even in earthly and temporal things, the golden middle-path; man is
ever inclined to run to extremes, to deviate to the one side or the other. This
proclivity inheres even in the best of Christians, because their depraved
flesh and blood still clings to them. And it manifests itself in the most var-
ied ways, in things bodily as well as in things spiritual, in the social and
civil as well as in the religious and moral life. And we find that even the re-
ligious and dogmatic thinking of most men reveals this inborn one-sided-
ness. All, even the worst of heresies contain at least a grain of truth, and
have arisen in this very way that some truths were neglected or set aside,
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while others were in a one-sided way emphasized and developed and thus
perverted and distorted. We accordingly meet this one-sidedness repeatedly
when we examine the History of Dogma on the doctrine of Predestination
and subjects connected with it.

The doctrine of predestination held by any teacher or denomination in
the church is in reality their final answer to the question as to the relation of
human liberty to divine grace, — one of the most difficult, and at the same
time one of the most important questions in the field of religion and dog-
matics. In answering this question there appeared quite early the one-sided-
ness just mentioned; the teachers of the Greek or Oriental Church laid the
greatest stress on human liberty, while those in the older or Western Church
placed most emphasis on divine grace. The former one-sided view found its
consistent outcome in Pelagianism, the other in an absolute predestination
and in an irresistible grace.

The Greek teachers were influenced by their justifiable and even neces-
sary opposition to the heathen, and especially Stoic, philosophy with its
doctrine of fate, “which rules with irresistible power the destiny of men,
and reduces moral freedom to a minimum”; they were influenced likewise
by their opposition to Gnosticism with its doctrine of evil created in man;
and thus they permitted themselves to fall into the opposite extreme.

John of Damascus, the well-known representative dogmatician of the
Greek Church (died about 760), gives expression to this view in the follow-
ing words: “Election is in our own hands; the perfecting of the good, how-
ever, is something belonging to the cooperation of God (tfic oD 0eoD
oOvepyeiag), which is active in those who choose the good with an honest
resolution. ... Moral goodness has been implanted into our nature by God.
He is the source and cause of all good, and without His cooperation and
help (owvépyeia kon Borideia)) all willing and doing of the good is impossi-
ble for us. Yet it is left to us, either to continue in moral goodness and to
follow God, who calls us thereto, or to forsake the good, i. e., to turn to the
evil and to follow the devil, who draws us thereto, although without coer-
cion.” (Thomasius, “Dogmengeschichte,” 1., 492.) With these synergistic
principles predestination could, of course, be made to rest only on the di-
vine foreknowledge of man’s free conduct toward that which is good. John
of Damascus speaks indeed quite correctly about an antecedent will of God
desiring the salvation of all men, and about a subsequent will conferring
salvation only upon a few; yet he wrongly rests this latter will on the divine
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foresight of the right, and wholly free, conduct of man toward things praise-
worthy and blameworthy.

The chief representatives of the older Latin Church are Ambrosius of
Milan (d. 397) and Augustine of Hippo Regius (d. 430). The former is not
far removed from the view of the Greeks, although he emphasizes far more
the depth of inherited depravity and the necessity of divine grace, which
must precede the human will and prepare and enable it to choose the good.
At least, he rests predestination on the divine foreknowledge of the good
works or merits of the individual concerned: quorum merita praescivit, eo-
rum praemia praedestinavit (whosesoever merits He foresaw, their rewards
did He predestinate — referring to Rom. 8:29). — Before the Pelagian con-
troversy began even Augustine stood essentially on synergistic ground. Ac-
cording to his own confession in the Retractationes, he at that time thought
that to believe and to will were in man’s own power, and that God’s part
was to bestow upon him who believed and willed the ability to do good, by
His Holy Spirit, through whom love is poured out in our hearts (nostrum est
credere et velle, illius autem dare credentibus et volentibus facultatem bene
operandi per Spiritum Sanctum, per quern charitas diffunditur in cordibus
nostris). This was the synergistic extreme to which Augustine permitted
himself to be driven by his opposition to the dualistic and fatalistic
Manicheism, whose satanic depths he had learned to understand in a painful
experience of nine years. His later thorough understanding of the inherited
depravity of human nature, of the doctrine of the Scriptures, of the process
of his own conversion, and especially the warning example of Pelagianism,
this recklessly consistent synergism; turned him back from this extreme.
Over against Pelagius and his adherents with their denial of original sin and
of the absolute necessity of divine grace, Augustine victoriously upheld
both, and his work in this regard will ever be appreciated b}the orthodox
church. Unfortunately, however, he too was carried into an extreme, namely
into an absolute predestination and an irresistible grace. Predestination he
takes to be the eternal act of God, by which, from among the mass of men
lost in sin. He infallibly foreordained those whom He would unto conver-
sion, sanctification, and salvation, whilst He left the rest to their destruction.

“For the elect, and only for them did Christ die; for them the saving in-
stitution of the Gospel exists; to them the efficacious call comes which also
irresistibly produces its results in them; to them is given the donum” (perse-
verantise, the gift of perseverance) “which they cannot lose again. The rest
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God leaves (relinquit) to their destruction. And this is an act not of injus-
tice, but of justice, for in this they receive only what they deserve for the sin
in which they are entangled: pro meritis justissime judicantur, qui damnan-
tur non habent quod reprehendant” (according to their merits they are most
justly judged; they who are damned have no cause for complaint). “And
there 1s also no especial decretum divinum reprobationis” (divine decree of
reprobation), “inasmuch as the final cause of their damnation does not lie in
this that God willed their destruction and caused their sin; but whosoever 1s
lost perishes because he belongs to the race which has sinned in Adam.
Whoever is saved has salvation purely and solely by grace. But why, when
all are equally sinful and unworthy, God should elect the one and leave the
other, this Augustine explains at times by declaring: ‘That liberty may show
itself in all the clearer light,” and commonly by saying that man must here
seal his lips, and bow his head in reverence beneath the unsearchable coun-
sel of God.” (Thomasius, ibid., p. 541.) — Concerning the operation of con-
verting and saving grace Augustine has, among other utterances, the follow-
ing:

“When God wills to save no will of man resists. It is not to be doubted
that no will of man can resist the will of God, which has made in heaven
and earth all that He would, so that He should not do what He wills; inas-
much as He even does what He wills with the will of man himself. ... And
yet He does this in no way but through the will of man himself, as beyond
doubt He has the most omnipotent power over the human heart to incline it
whither He pleases.”!

Luthardt (“Die Lehre vom freien Willen,” The Doctrine of Free Will,
p. 36, sq.) summarizes the opinion of Augustine on this point in the follow-
Ing sentences:

“It 1s the almighty God who turns the resisting will unto faith, operating
therefore with the same unconditional will and power of omnipotence,
which He exerts in the domain of nature, also in the domain of moral choice
(self-determination), thus lowering it into a mere form of His own opera-
tion. God utilizes and determines also the evil will in the domain of sinful
action according to His pleasure, so that here also He is the actor. Accord-
ingly God turns the human will as He wills, agreeably to His mercy or to
His righteousness. Why He works in the one in this way and in the other in
that, saves the one, permits the other to be lost — who can explain this?
This is the secret will of God. And it is thus established, Augustine reiter-
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ates in his work De corr. et gr., that in all things God’s will is to be ac-
knowledged. For man can have no other will than God wills him to have;
and whichever God’s will wills him to have, that man must have, for God’s
will cannot fail of its result. These are, if not the words, yet the thoughts
which Augustine here develops. As in our natural life, so also in the spiri-
tual, all gifts are to be referred back to God’s will, that is to His omnipotent
will. And thus also perseverance in the good is a pure gift of God’s grace.
For could not God have called those who fell away, out of the world before
they fell? If He did not call them away, if He permitted them to fall, it was
only because He did not will to give them the donum perseverantiae” (the
gift of perseverance), “with which, if they had had it, they could not have
fallen. Those alone, however, to whom God gives this gift are children of
God in His eyes. For those who fall away have in full truth never been chil-
dren of God. They belong, indeed, to the vocati (the called), but not to the
electi (the elect); for the latter cannot be lost. For the result must be in ac-
cordance with the will of God. These alone are sons of God; yet also all
these, even if they have not yet been born again; yea, even if they have not
yet been born at all. For .only God’s predetermining will is decisive here.
With this will God’s assisting grace and its operation coincides ... New Tes-
tament grace, as the saints predestinated to the kingdom of God receive it,
includes of necessity” (not only the possibility of perseverance, but also)
“its actuality — non solum ut sine isto dono perseverantes esse non possint,
verum etiam est per hoc donum nonnisi perseverantes sint” (not only that
without this gift they cannot persevere, but also that through this gift they
cannot otherwise than persevere).

Evidently it was nothing but self-deception when Augustine imagined
that he could hold fast, together with these propositions of absolute predes-
tination, the freedom of the will and the liberty of man, and when he even
declared in his Retractationes: “Both faith and the production of good
works is our own by reason of the liberty of our will, and both, therefore,
have been imparted to us through the spirit of faith and love. Both are of
God, because He prepares our will; and both are our own, because we will
them.” It is only playing with words to say of a will of God, operating un-
avoidably and insuperably (indeclinabiliter et insuperabiliter), bringing the
most almighty power to bear in an irresistible manner, that this will does not
coerce the will of man, since it works not without but in him, as also the op-
erations, faith and love, are in the strictest sense acts of man’s free will.
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This is true only in the sense that, taken strictly, the will itself can never be
coerced, but only man, to will as he wills, and therefore it really says noth-
ing. It was likewise a strange self-deception when Augustine imagined that
his doctrine agreed with the Scriptures; and only by the delusion into which
the most shrewd and approved influential theologian may fall, when once
he has fully started on a one-sided line, can it be explained, that Augustine
did not scruple to misinterpret the beautiful passage 1 Tim. 2:4: “Who will
have all men to be saved and come unto the knowledge of the truth,” in
numberless ways: sometimes “all men” are taken as all those of whom God
wills that they shall come to grace, hence only the elect. Again, they are
taken as men of all kinds and all branches of the human family; again, sim-
ply as many; again, the passage is thought to say that no man can be saved
except God will it; again, that it can be said of God, that He would have all
men to be saved, because He induces us to wish this!

It is to be ascribed, at least in great part, to this unevangelical one-sided-
ness and harshness of Augustine’s doctrine that his contention against Pela-
gianism did not receive undivided approval in the church, especially in that
of the West. Augustine was undoubtedly right over against Pelagius; for the
latter carried the one-sided view of the Greek Church, with which he had
become conversant through its writings or through a visit to the East, con-
sistently to its last extreme, making predestination depend on the divine
foreknowledge of man’s free choice (self-determination), which really
needs no grace; and this good work of Augustine the church acknowledged.
His own one-sidedness, however, could not be adopted. Yet to ofTset this
the whole truth was unfortunately not taken. The middle-path between the
extremes of Pelagius and Augustine was not really chosen, although this
was intended; repelled by the predestinarianism of the latter, a course too
near Pelagianism was entered. This is the Semi-Pelagianism of John Cas-
sianus, a pupil and friend of the Greek Chrysostom and of his like-minded
adherents, the Massilians. “The relation of grace to free will Cassianus sets
forth as a constant being side-by-side and working together of both, in
which he makes the good proceed at one time from grace, at another from
human choice (self-determination). Which of the two is the rule cannot be
decided a priori. Experience shows, on the one hand, that God anticipates
man in that He calls him, yea, at times draws some without or against their
will unto salvation,” e. g., the publican Matthew, the Apostle Paul; on the
other hand, that man also without being moved or solicited from without,
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wholly from within, disposes himself for the good and makes the beginning
(initium fidei et boni operis), e. g., Zacchaeus, or the malefactor on the
cross" (?). (Thomasius, ibid., p. 561.) Here predestination was made to rest
entirely on the divine foreknowledge of the moral condition of man. This
controversy between Pelagianism and Augustinianism, waged especially in
France, was finally closed for several centuries at the Council of Orange in
the year 529. Pelagianism and Semi-Pelagianism were rejected with all
clearness and decision, likewise the most objectionable form of predestinar-
ianism, predestination unto evil, which, to be sure, neither Augustine nor, as
far as we know, any adherent of his doctrine has ever maintained. Irre-
sistible grace, however, and the particularism of predestination were passed
over in silence.

How the Western Church, without being conscious of the fact, gradually
left the standpoint of Augustine, who was honored as the highest authority,
we see in Gregory the Great (d. 604). God has elected those from eternity of
whom He foresaw that they would accept His grace and persevere therein
unto the end. Suos et electos nominat, quia cernit, quod in fide et bono
opere persistant (He calls them His own and His elect, because He sees that
they persevere in faith and good work). This juxtaposition of faith and good
work already reveals the Semi-Pelagian position of Gregory, and indeed it
forms the transition to the Semi-Pelagianism of the Romish Church later on.
This position of Gregory is shown even more fully by his declarations on
the relation between divine grace and human action. “Man, sick with sin, in
need of a physician, must be willing to be helped, if he is to be healed.
Grace alone heals him of his disease; but the fact that he receives this grace
willingly is his merit. The good that we do is the result of a cooperation be-
tween God and ourselves. ... Grace is anticipating and liberating, but the
subsequens liberum arbilrrium” (the subsequent free will) “consents (con-
sentit), and this establishes the meritum liberi arbitru” (merit of free will).
Foreordination is determined according to the conduct of free will toward
prevenient and liberating grace; it rests on the foreknowledge of this con-
duct." (Luthardt, ibid., p. 53.)

In the first half of the 9th century, however, the monk Gottschalk, de-
tained against his will in a monastery, and then seeking comfort in the study
of Augustine’s writings, revived this father’s doctrine of predestination in
its harshest form; indeed, he developed it to a double foreordination, that of
the elect unto life and that of the reprobate unto death, although Augustine
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as a rule had spoken only of a committal (relinquishing) of the evil to their
deserved punishment. The cruel treatment of Gottschalk by his ecclesiasti-
cal superiors made many sympathize with him, and his doctrine, too, found
much approval; yet work-righteousness, which became ever more influen-
tial both theoretically and practically, and from which Augustine also had
not been free, turned attention more and more away from the doctrine of
Gottschalk. The most powerful of the scholastics, Thomas Aquinas, how-
ever, still endeavored to harmonize the absolute predestinarianism of Au-
gustine with Semi-Pelagian principles. According to him, it is divine grace
which enables man to perform good and meritorious works. This grace,
however, 1s bestowed according to an absolute predestination upon the one
and not upon the other. His antipode, Duns Scotus, made predestination
conditional on the divine foreknowledge of man’s free conduct. According
to him grace does not, as is taught by Thomas, necessarily come first, but
man may, and should, make himself fit to receive this grace, by a proper use
of his free will. And it is Duns Scotus, and not Thomas, who has left his
stamp upon the Romish Church, the stamp of Semi-Pelagianism. It was in
vain that Thomas of Bradwardina, succeeding his renowned namesake in
his ecclesiastical order and in his opinions (d. 1349 as the Archbishop of
Canterbury), endeavored to maintain the cause of free and unconditional di-
vine grace over against the error of Pelagianism. The absolute predestina-
tion and the irresistibility of the saving will of God, which he too thought
necessary for this purpose, found a refuge more and more only among the
so called heretics. Among these were Wiclif and Hus. The former writes in
his Dialogus: "And thus it appears to me probable that God moves each sin-
gle active creature with necessity to its every activity. And thus some are
predestined, i. e. appointed after their labor unto glory; others foreknown, 1.
e. appointed after a miserable life to perpetual punishment. (E? sic videatur
mihi probabile, quod Deus necessitat creaturas singulas activas ad quemli-
bet actum suum. Et sic sunt aliqui praedestinati, hoc est post laborem ordi-
nati ad gloriam; alu prgesciti, hoc est post vitam miseram ad poenam per-
petuam ordinati.) Hus 1s dependent here, as well as in general, not only as
far as the matter itself, but also as far as the manner of expression is con-
cerned, upon Wiclif. And thus it came to pass that predestinarianism was re-
garded ever more and more as the mark and production of heresy, and the

opposite extreme of Semi-Pelagianism as the true doctrine of the Christian
Church.

22



It was no wonder that Luther and those whom God placed at his side and
under his leadership in the blessed work of the Reformation, at first as-
sumed more or less the standpoint of Augustine in their absolutely neces-
sary opposition to the prevailing Semi-Pelagianism. In Luther this was all
the less surprising, as he was an Augustinian monk, and seems to have stud-
ied the writings of Augustine in the latter years of his monastic life with
special zeal. The work of Luther which here demands chief attention is his
De servo arbitrio, of the year 1525. What judgment the Lutheran Church,
by its most important teachers, has passed on this much discussed book, we
have endeavored to set forth in Vol. in. of the “Columbus Theological Mag-
azine,” pp. 213-230, in an article entitled: “The Voice of the Lutheran
Church Concerning Luther’s Book ‘De Servo Arbitrio.”” We give here only
the main points of this more extended discussion. According to Walch in his
edition of Luther’s works. Vol. XVIIIL., p. 121, sqq., Lutheran theologians,
as to their opinion on this work of Luther, can be divided into three classes.
The first class thinks that “Luther has expressed himself on predestination
in this book in such a manner that he in fact agrees with Calvin and his ad-
herents.” To this class belong the theological members of the strictly
Lutheran University of Rostock in the year 1595, 15 years after the first
publication of the Book of Concord. This its Opinion the faculty expresses
in a judgment given on Ruber’s doctrine of predestination, which will be re-
ferred to later; and the writer of this Opinion is one of the chief authors of
the Formula of Concord, David Chytraeus, most certainly an unquestion-
ably Lutheran theologian. This judgment is addressed to the theological fac-
ulty of Wittenberg. After quoting a few of the strongest expressions of
Luther’s work, it continues: “These and many similar exceedingly terrible
utterances, which at that time were taught in your school as divine revela-
tions, are now nowhere retained except in the schools of the Calvinists.
Philippus (Melanchthon) our common teacher, has gradually softened and
removed them ... and this already while Luther was living.” (Haec et multa
his similia, horridiora, quae tunc in vestra cathedra velut oracula doceban-
tur, nunc nusquam nisi in Calvinianorum scholis retinentur, Philippus, com-
munis praeceptor noster, paullatim lenut et sustulit ... idque vivo adhuc
Luthero.) To this class belongs also Dr. F. A. Philippi (d. 1882 as professor
at Rostock), in our opinion the greatest Lutheran dogmatician since Hollaz.
In his work, “Kirchliche Glaubenslehre,” Vol. 4, 1, 2nd ed., p. 37, we read:
“Erasmus attacked in his work, De Libero Arbitrio, the vital principle of the
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Reformation, and endeavored to bring the church to reject the fundamental
doctrine of the Reformation and to return to the Romish Semi-Pelagianism;
and moreover he treated absolute predestination as the necessary result of
the Augustinian doctrine of sin and grace, and used it as a bugbear. There-
upon Luther, to assure the safety of the evangelical basis of salvation, made
a truly gigantic assault on this theological dwarf in his work, De Servo Ar-
bitrio, and did not hesitate to draw also the inferences from his position, but
accepted, with an over-bold defiance born of faith, on the one hand, the the-
ological deduction of an unconditional election, from the premise of the en-
slaved will, and, on the other hand, the speculative deduction of the
bondage of the will, from the premise of an unconditional omnipotence and
an eternal prescience. Yet Luther merely accepted the position offered him
by his opponent, and permitted himself for the moment to be carried so far
beyond his goal only by his opposition. In reality he sought rather to estab-
lish a basis than to draw conclusions. And then in his doctrine of justifica-
tion, and the central position which this assumed with him, as well as in his
doctrine of the means of grace, there was shown, already at that time and
still more later on, an irreconcilable opposition against this absolute predes-
tination, whereby it was bound to be completely superseded. And therefore,
Luther not only never after accepted this doctrine, but taught in fact the
very opposite of it in his unequivocal proclamation of the universality of di-
vine grace, of the universal application of Christ’s merits, of the universal
operation of the means of grace; and he even controverted this doctrine and
took back his earlier utterances on this point by his later corrections.” A
similar position is taken by other noteworthy Lutheran theologians of today.

The second class of Lutheran theologians maintains “that Luther used
expressions in his work, De Servo Arbitrio, which in themselves are not to
be approved, and appear to declare an absolute decree of God concerning
man’s salvation and his condemnation; that he is nevertheless to be ex-
cused,” inasmuch as at that time “the light of evangelical knowledge had
not yet fully dawned for him,” or inasmuch as he used inconsiderate and
imprudent expressions without a Calvinistic meaning on his part, or inas-
much as he treated the matter “more philosophically than theologically,”
etc. To this class the majority of our older theologians belong, e. g., M.
Chemnitz, John Gerhard, A. Calov, V. E. Loescher, etc. Some of them al-
most agree with the first class, namely those who assume that at that time
Luther yet lacked “the full light of evangelical knowledge.”
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The third class is a very small one, and consists of those Lutheran the-
ologians who claim that there is “nothing erroneous, and questionable con-
tained in these expressions, but that everything is correctly set forth in
them, if only they are taken in Luther’s sense.” The most prominent of these
theologians is, among the older, Seb. Schmidt, among the later, A. G.
Rudelbach.

Our present opinion we have already indicated above. Formerly, and also
in the article referred to, we were inclined rather to the second class. How-
ever, the first class seems to be in the right, as their explanation seems to be
the most natural and least strained, and because it 1s established that Luther
at this time had not yet in all things attained his later clearness. The follow-
ing passages, for instance, seems to us to demand this explanation: “The
will of God is efficacious and cannot be impeded, as it is the natural power
of God (Voluntas Dei efficax est, quae impediri non potest, cum sit naturalis
ipsa potentia Dei).” — “He does everything in an immutable way, and His
will can neither be resisted, nor changed, nor impeded (Immutabiliter omnia
facit et voluntati ejus neque resisti neque eam mutari aut impediri posse).”
— “It 1s God for whose will neither cause nor reason can be given. For not
because He should will, or should have willed, thus, is that right which He
wills, but on the contrary, because He Himself willed it, therefore, whatever
occurs must be right (Deus est cujus voluntatis nulla est causa nee ratio.
Non enim quia sic debet vel debuit velle, ideo rectum est quod vult, sed con-
tra, quia ipse vult, ideo debet rectum esse quod fit).” — “It is therefore also
especially necessary and salutary for a Christian to know that God foresees
nothing contingent, but that He foresees and ordains and does all things
with His immutable and eternal and infallible will. With this stroke free will
is entirely crushed and annihilated (Est itaque et hoc inprimis necessarium
et salutare Christiano nosse, quod Deus nihil prgescit contingenter, sed
quod omnia incommutabili et aeterna infallibilique voluntate et praevidit et
proponit et facit).” —If there had been in Pharaoh a possibility of turning
or liberty of the will, so that he might have done the opposite, then God
could not have predicted his obduracy so certainly (Si hie ullLa. erat vert-
ibilitas. aut libertas. arbitru in Pharaone, quae in utrumque potuisset, non
potuisset Deus tarn certo praedicere ejus obdurationem)." — “The wicked
man comes not, even though he hear the word, except the Father inwardly
draw and teach him, which He does by bestowing His Spirit. Here is an-
other kind of drawing than that which is from without” (through the mere
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Word) “(Impius non venit, etiam audito verbo, nisi intus trahat doceatque
Pater, quod facit largiendo Spiritum. Ibi alius tractus est quam is, qui foris
est).” — “This 1s the hidden and fearful will of God, by which He deter-
mines in His counsel which and what kind of people shall, according to His
will become fit for and partake of His preached and proffered mercy. And
this will is not to be searched into, but to be reverently worshipped as the
most adorable mystery of divine majesty, which He has reserved for Him-
self alone and forbidden us.” — “God, hidden in His majesty, does neither
deplore nor remove the death (of the sinner), but works life, death, and all
in all. For He has not restricted Himself in this regard in His Word, but has
reserved for Himself liberty over all things. — For He (God as preached)
would have all men to be saved, when with His word of salvation He comes
to all; and it is the fault of the will which receives Him not, as He says,
Matt. 23: How often would I have gathered thy children and ye would not!
Why, however, that majesty does not remove this fault of our will or change
it in all men since this is not in man’s power, or why He imputes it to a man
when he cannot avoid it, is not for us to inquire, and though we should in-
quire much, we would still not discover it. (Deus absconditus in majestate
neque deplorat neque tollit mortem, sed operatur vitam, mortem et omnia in
omnibus. Neque enim tum verbo suo definivit sese sed libertum sese reser-
vavit super omnia. — Nam ille (Deus prsedicatus) vult omnes homines
salvos fieri, dum verbo salutis ad omnes venit, vitiumque est voluntatis,
quae non admittit eum sicut dicit Matt. 23: quoties volui congregare filios
tuos, et noluisti. Verum quare majestas ilia vitium hoc voluntatis nostrae
non tollit aut mutat in omnibus, cum non sit in potestate hominis, aut cur il-
lud ei imputat, cum non possit homo eo carere, quaerere non licet, ac si
multum quaeras, nusquam tamen invenias.)” — This assuredly is not the
manner of expression nor the doctrine of the later Luther, nor of the Confes-
sions of the Church bearing his name. When our latest Confession appeals
to this book of Luther in the article on the Free Will, it does this referring at
the same time to his later exposition of Genesis, where the subject is not
only “repeated and explained,” but where he has also, "in the best and most
careful way, guarded against all misunderstanding and perversion, his opin-
ion and understanding of some other peculiar disputations introduced inci-
dentally by Erasmus, as of Absolute Necessity, etc. (Formula of Concord,
Sol. Decl. 11., 44, Jacobs’ Translation, p. 560:561).
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But that Luther’s De Servo Arbitrio can be prized even by those who
recognize those defects is seen by the quotation from Philippi above and
also by the following utterances of Luthardt (ibid., p. 122): “It is a powerful
composition, defiant and confident, bold in word and thought, full of holy
zeal, of mighty earnestness, written from the deepest convictions of his
soul. It is one of the most important and richest of Luther’s writings. And it
is easily understood that in later years, when he was displeased with his
other writings and with Saturnine hunger would have destroyed these chil-
dren of his spirit, he named this work, beside the Catechism, as among
those which he could acknowledge as his true writings. For scarcely any-
where else do the waters of his soul pour themselves forth with equal power
and richness.”

At first Melanchthon went, if possible, even further than Luther in his
doctrine of the absolute will of God. This appears from the following utter-
ances: “Free will is a ridiculous invention, because our will is so little free,
that it turns only in the direction toward which God impels it (uf eo tantum
feratur, quorsum a Deo impellitur).” — “We say that God does not only
permit His creatures to act, but that properly He Himself works all things
(ipsum omnia proprie agere). — As they confess that the conversion of
Paul was properly God’s work (propruun Dei opus), so they should confess
(fatentur? — most probably: fateantur or fatemur) that those works also
which are called Adiaphora, as for instance eating freely, things we have in
common with the animals (qua media vocantur ut comedere libere commu-
nia cum brutis), as also those which are evil, as David’s adultery, are prop-
erly God’s work. — Now it is established that God does all things not
merely permissively, but potentially (non permissive, sed potenter), so that,
to use a phrase of Augustine, Judas’ betrayal as well as Paul’s call is His
own proper work (proprium opus).” — “There is, therefore, no reason why
we should accept the frigid explanation (frigidum glossema) that God per-
mits evil, yet does not work it Himself.” — “In the first place, it is not in
man’s power to prepare himself for salvation. It is not in our power to con-
vert ourselves. From this it follows, that since many are not converted, God
does not will to save them.” — “They believed not because they were not
chosen.” — “All that takes place, takes place necessarily according to the
divine predestination. There i1s no liberty of the will.” — Gradually
Melanchthon came not only to give up this awful standpoint, but even went
to the other extreme, embracing synergism, by accepting three causes of
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conversion, namely, the Word of God, the Holy Spirit, and the consenting
will of man; he maintained, that the natural man had the facultas applicandi
se ad gratiam (the faculty of applying himself to the grace of God). And in
this course Melanchthon was followed by his whole school; Philippists and
synergists have become synonymous terms. One of the main representatives
of this school was Victorin Strigel. He compared free will to a magnet,
which, when covered with the juice of garlic, ceased to attract iron, but the
moment this outward hindrance is removed, again exerts its own proper
power, the manifestation of which had only been arrested outwardly (comp.
F. C., art. H., Jacobs’ Transl., p. 554, 15 and p. 556:22). Evidently, the doc-
trine of predestination held by this school could not be correct.

The leader of the strictly Lutheran tendency, which battled with all its
energy against Philippism, was Flacius. In a lengthy debate with Strigel, as
is well known, he allowed his well-founded opposition to Strigel’s synergis-
tic interpretation of the word accidens to force him to the proposition, that
original sin is no accident at all, but the very substance of fallen man. By
substance (substantia formalis or forma substantialis) he meant that which
gives to man his peculiar condition morally, especially the moral attitude of
his soul’s highest powers, of his reason and will. Prior to the fall this was
the image of God, perfect holiness and righteousness; after the fall it was
original sin. “The change in the relation of these powers to each other, their
destruction and degeneration, this was what Flacius understood by the new
forma substantialis which has entered man in consequence of the fall. And
if these terms are at all employed, it must be confessed that the expression
forma substantialis is to be preferred to the other, forma accidentalis.” This
is the judgment of Preger in his admirable work, “Matthias Flacius Illyricus
und seine Zeit” (M. F. 1. and his Times), which dare not be overlooked by
those who would understand aright the times of the “Thirty Years’ War”
within the Lutheran Church, extending from the death of Luther to the pub-
lication of the Formula of Concord. And yet, if we consent to call “all that
is (alles, was da ist)” either substance or accident, taking these terms in
their usual significance, we cannot, as far as the terms are concerned, avoid
siding with Strigel over against Flacius, as does the Formula of Concord in
its first article (Jacobs’ Transl. p. 549, etc.). To be sure, everything then de-
pends on setting forth what kind of an accident original sin is, namely the
total depravity and wholly perverted tendency of man’s noblest powers. Lit-
tle or nothing can be objected to Flacius’ explanation of his hitherto un-
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heard-of expressions. “It must not be overlooked that in reality the dis-
putants differed but slightly, and that Flacius meant by his forma substan-
tialis what Melanchthon had placed among the qualitates.” “He meant by
his calling original sin forma substantialis in summo gradu nothing but
what his opponents also meant.” “And for this reason alone the proposition
of Flacius concerning sin as a kind of substance seemed dangerous to his
opponents, because they understood by substance merely that which is ma-
terial, that which, according to the popular notion, can subsist for itself.”
Flacius, accordingly, was misunderstood by his opponents, and the Formula
of Concord does not really condemn his opinion in its first article, but rather
his mode of expression, as also its interpretation by his opponents and by
some of his own adherents. Flacius then did not make “the devil the creator
of a new substance, but the corrupter of a good substance. He did not make
God the creator of sin, but taught with Luther that God formed man out of
the matter which the devil had corrupted; in the corrupt substance he distin-
guished matter and form, and of the form of the soul-substance he called
only the higher, moral form original sin.” And therefore, he did not before
his death, as Kurtz, for instance, asserts, retract the expression which he un-
derstood correctly, into which, however, both synergists as well as strict
Lutherans uncharitably put an interpretation wholly repudiated by himself.
“But in spite of this we must note that Flacius drew false inferences from
his view. The Wittenberg school and Strigel had a right to maintain against
Flacius that conversion takes place not without and not against the will of
man, as Flacius taught. And Hesshusius and his friends were right when
they contended that God did not form man out of a simply sinful substance,
and that the idea of God was not wholly obliterated in man. These doctrines
of Flacius, however, resulted from his extending the power of original sin
too far, and from his annihilating completely all that is commonly con-
nected with the remnant of the divine image in man; thus he lost the true
idea of man’s capacity for salvation.” “According to Flacius conversion is
always a violent act, performed without the will of man, indeed, against his
will, and all responsibility on his part is taken away.” Beyond doubt this
view had much to do with the choice of the controverted expression; al-
though, according to the exposition of its originator, it may be understood
correctly. And its logical outcome had to be an absolute predestination.
Flacius repels this doctrine, his associates in the contest against syner-
gism, as also those who later on became his opponents, express it without
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hesitancy. Wigand for instance teaches a grace which is particular from the
start, and consequently finds himself compelled, like Augustine, to misin-
terpret passages such as these: “There is no respect of persons with God,”
and “God will have all men to be saved.” “God’s having no respect to per-
sons simply signifies that He gathers His church from among all peoples,
without regard to differences of sex or gifts.” “All men” are “all conditions
of men.” Hesshusius says directly: “Here” (Rom. 9:22) “the apostle dis-
cusses the causes, why God in His election passed by some and left them in
their condemnation, viz: That He might constitute in them an example of
His burning wrath against sin. God, therefore, does not in this respect want
all to be saved; for He has not elected all and does not draw all by His
grace.” And Amsdorf writes: “As stones and blocks are in the power of
God, so also the will and mind of man is subject to the will of God (in vo!-
untate Dei), and consequently man cannot in the least will or choose, except
what God wills or declares, whether it be in grace or in wrath.” And it must
be admitted that Luthardt in a certain sense is right when he says (ibid.,
p. 244): “As long as such doctrine could be taught in the Church, and that
by such an illustrious representative of the past and such a close friend of
Luther, so long — it must be confessed — the Philippistic school was a ne-
cessity,” 1. €., to counter-balance and prevent the total and exclusive domi-
nation of this view. “For this determinism endangered the most essential
moral interests of practical Christianity.”

“In the beginning of the Reformation nearly all the representatives of the
evangelical church who touched upon this question, taught an absolute pre-
destination, an eternal foreordination of some unto salvation, and of others
unto damnation.” (Thomasius, ibid., II., 623). “And so Luther also exhibited
the teaching of the evangelical church at this time, when he put forth his
predestinarian propositions against Erasmus. But the Church had not yet at-
tained purity and clearness in this doctrine, and was endangered thereby
also in other respects. Through the Word, it was said, God carries out His
election and His counsel. But the Word is directed to the many, to the
masses. And so the conclusion seemed plain, that God sent the proclama-
tion of salvation to many only seemingly, and that His Spirit does not oper-
ate everywhere through the Word as a means of grace. Then again, the
peace and security of the conscience was made doubtful; and further, there
was no satisfactory answer to the question, Where is the church?” (G. Plitt,
“FEinleitung in die Augustana” — Introduction to the A., 1., 363.) With
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Luther, however, and his pupils absolute predestination was only an auxil-
iary, which at first seemed necessary to them to guard the center, salvation
by grace alone; and the Lutheran Church therefore dropped this doctrine, or
rather never took it up, when it was seen that it was not necessary to shield
this central point, that in fact by its unavoidable consequences it annulled
the Biblical and Lutheran doctrine of the means of grace.

It was quite different with the fathers of the Reformed Church. Absolute
predestination was the center of its entire theology, and its doctrine of the
means of grace had to conform to this. Consequently this Church has no
means of grace in the Lutheran sense, and can have none. Zwingli, for in-
stance, writes in a letter of the year 1527: “It must be an unalterable canon
that all things are ruled and directed by the providence of God; otherwise
God would not be God, would not be the all-wise and eternal Being. He
worketh both to will and to do. Should some one ask whether he can cater
to his lusts, since all that he does is done through God, — the questioner, by
his very question shows whose sheep he 1s. Suppose we grant that through
God’s ordering this man becomes a murderer, yet it is the result of God’s
goodness alone that by these signs he who becomes a vessel of wrath be-
trays himself in that he commits the crime without repentance. I say: They
become such through God’s ordering (Vorsehung), but by the same ordering
they are appointed unto eternal punishment. There you have my canon,
which fortifies me against all the Scripture passages adduced in favor of
free will.” And in another place: “Election precedes faith. Thus it comes
that they who have been elected and have not attained to the knowledge of
faith, as for instance children, nevertheless receive eternal salvation; for it 1s
election that saves.” — “If, however, the attainment of salvation is attrib-
uted to faith, then that which originates from the primary and actual cause is
ascribed to something secondary, which is, as it were, only a seal. For faith
is the seal of the election through which I am actually saved. If election had
not preceded as the blossom never would faith have followed.” — “Every-
thing that takes place with regard to man, whether it apply to his body or to
his soul, proceeds from God as the real and only cause, so that even the
work of sin (opus peccati) proceeds from none other than God, although it
is not sin for Him.” — “Faith itself does not save, speaking accurately, but
it is a sign of salvation and election. The Father’s drawing saves and justi-
fies, and the operation of the Holy Spirit; faith, however, is the sign of all
the elect.” (Compare Thomasius, ibid., p. 412, sqq.) And Zwingli never re-
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tracted this. “This doctrine of predestination remained in Reformed theol-
ogy. Hence no one took offense when Calvin gave it a very rigid form.” The
following are the main features: "From all eternity God has ordained salva-
tion for some men and damnation for others. Men are thus not equally con-
ditioned when they enter life. Christ’s work of redemption pertains only to
the elect. For them alone, therefore, the means of grace are what they claim
to be; for only in their case do they work eternal life. Although these
thoughts did not enter practical life in the form of such abstract conclusions,
but were broken and modified by practical tendencies and necessities; yet it
cannot be denied that here there is a view different from the Lutheran.

The Lutheran doctrine of the appropriation of salvation (Heilsaneig-
nung) can never exist beside such a doctrine of predestination and its conse-
quences. This doctrine denies the universality of the grace of God and of
the merits of Christ, whereon alone the sinner’s consolation rests; indeed, it
destroys the very conception of compassionate grace, since it places over
against it a punishing justice, which for its own glorification has made and
appointed some of its creatures to be vessels of wrath. The seriousness of
the divine proclamation and offer of salvation is thus made doubtful for the
individual sinner, since an outward and an inward call are distinguished,
yea, separated from each other, and thereby the promise made in the
preached Word robbed of its truth, and faith, which rests altogether on the
means of grace, robbed of its certainty.

Yet the difference in doctrine between the two churches also on this
point was not at once recognized as such. As Luther took no offense at
Zwingli’s sermon on predestination which he heard in 1529 at Marburg, so
also other Lutheran theologians, after the controversy on the sacraments
was renewed, saw nothing objectionable in the predestinarian utterances of
their opponents. The Philippists, it is true, like their leader, were not satis-
fied with these expressions. But the very theologians who were the means
of advancing the Confession and bringing about the Formula of Concord,
were yet attached in good part to predestination, attached to it manifestly
because of their efforts thus to destroy synergism in the root." Among these
was, for instance, Flacius, although very guardedly; furthermore Brenz,
Wigand, Amsdorf, Hesshus, Heerbrand; cf. Frank, “Theologie der Konkor-
dienformel,” IV., 125, 251 et sq. “Not till the year 1561 did predestination
become a mooted question between Reformed and Lutheran theologians,
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and this was occasioned by differences occurring at Strassburg between Hi-
eronymus Zanchi and John Marbach.” (Thomasius, ibid., 625, sqq.)

Zanchi was an adherent of the strict doctrine of predestination. Marbach
did not deny that there is a predestination of the elect, and that by virtue of
the divine knowledge there are also a definite number of reprobate. The real
dispute turned on the donum perseverantiae (the gift of perseverance), as
Zanchi maintained, and Marbach denied, that the elect received faith only
once and could never fully lose it. An actual decision was not reached even
now, since the real difference was not yet clearly defined. In the year 1563 a
formula of agreement was signed, but by Zanchi only with the reservation
of his own interpretation. The formula was probably composed by Jacob
Andreae. Calvin said of it, that it did not deny predestination, but covered it
with a veil. Thomasius (ibid., 629) is right in saying: “The Strassburg For-
mula lay wholly along the line which Lutheran theology had for some time
taken in the doctrine of predestination, rather feeling its way instinctively
than seeing it clearly. ... The formula was, in the line of sound dogmatico-
historical development, the foundation of the corresponding article in the
Formula of Concord, its author, as is well known, using the formula exten-
sively.” It wants predestination to be taught so “as never to appear to rob the
distressed conscience of repentance, or of consolation and hope.” Predesti-
nation is, therefore, to be sought only in Christ, as far as He has revealed it,
and by all men. “The revealed will of God, being in no wise contradicted by
His secret will, 1s set before us in Christ, to whom all must hold.” “The fact
that God who calls all does not give faith to all, 1s a secret known only to
God, and never to be fathomed by the human mind.” — “The difference
had come to be felt. That the contest ceased for the time, was due to the
vacillation and indefiniteness to some extent yet existing concerning pre-
destination in the Lutheran Church; as also to this that as yet no threatening
danger was apprehended from the Calvinistic doctrine on this point, as was
the case regarding the sacraments. In the first draught of the formula of
agreement from the pen of Andreas there is no mention of predestination.
When, after treating of other differences, an article ‘Of God’s Eternal Fore-
knowledge and Election,” was introduced into the Formula of Concord as it
took shape, it was thought necessary to justify its admission in a certain
sense by these words: ‘Concerning this article no public dissension has oc-
curred among the theologians of the Augsburg Confession.” The article,
therefore, referred more to the future than to the past. There were no long
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dogmatico-historical controversies to be settled by this article, but rather
such controversies were to be prevented, at least in the Lutheran Church it-
self. And for this the Church felt prepared. After it had been decided to dis-
cuss this doctrinal difference in the Confession also, a firm and fixed stand
was taken . It was known that for all that was to be said here an actual uni-
form doctrine of the Lutheran Church could be appealed to ... This article
contains a summary of all the preceding articles, or rather it reveals their or-
ganic unity, as it goes back to the eternal will of God, which is realized in
the entire revelation of salvation (Heilsoffenbarung). Certainly, it cannot be
said that by these declarations all difficulties are solved, nor that all the sin-
gle propositions of the Confession are scientifically harmonized with each
other. It cannot be denied that there is some lack of clearness in this respect.
But the scientific result is not the first consideration in a confessional state-
ment. The question is whether it gives expression to the common faith.
Now, the facts of the Lutheran faith have been expressed by the Formula of
Concord. Also in this place it testifies of the evangelical doctrine of free
grace in Christ, and does so by declaring, first, its absolute importance as
the sole foundation of our salvation, over against Semi-Pelagianism, and,
secondly, its universality, over against a false particularism.” (Thomasius,
ibid., 629 sqq.)

B. After The Formula Of Concord

“In the beginning of the Reformation nearly all the representatives of the
evangelical church who touched upon this question taught an absolute pre-
destination, an eternal foreordination of some to salvation and of others to
damnation.” This was true of Luther and Melanchthon as well as of Zwingli
and Calvin, although predestination with the former did not assume the all
controlling position it had with the latter. Although the Lutheran and Bibli-
cal doctrine of the means of grace is not consistent with this doctrine of pre-
destination, we find even after Luther’s death some of his pupils still de-
fending it; for instance Wigand, Hesshusius, and Amsdorf. This has been
set forth more fully in the preceding discussion. The Formula of Concord
thereupon furnished the true principles for understanding this difficult doc-
trine and furnished them in full accord with the general Biblical position of
the Lutheran Church, and in direct opposition to the doctrine of Zwingli and
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Calvin, yet refraining from entering dogmatically upon all the different
questions concerned. It was quite natural that there were, even after the
publication of this Confession, some few Lutherans who for a time ex-
pressed themselves in the former, seemingly Calvinistic manner on predes-
tination. Chr. Cornerus, for instance, himself one of the authors of the For-
mula of Concord, wrote on Rom. 9, in his commentary, published 1583, that
it depends upon the mere will of God (situm esse in mera Dei voluntate)
whether He shows mercy to a man so as to save him, or whether He ne-
glects him (vel negligat eum) so that he perishes in his guilt. Jacob Heer-
brand, author of one of the most widely read compends of theology, teaches
in his Disputatio de Prasdestinatione in an altogether Calvinistic manner,
using these words: “The reason that many fall away, of whom it is written
that they had faith, is to be thus understood, that they had faith for a time
without the true regeneration of the Spirit. ... Since all have such” (corrupt)
“hearts, God by His Holy Spirit softens the hearts of some (namely of the
elect) and enlightens them; others, however, whom He will. He leaves to
themseWes because of their own sin.” Yet over against this view a thor-
oughgoing Anti-calvinistic mode of thought and expression was developed
and constantly gained more ground. We read, for instance, in the
“Grundliche Widerlegung” (Thorough Refutation) of the “StafTortisches
Buch” (one of the most prominent Reformed controversial works against
the Formula of Concord) which appeared at Wittenberg in 1602: “The fact
that God brings some to repentance is due to reasons which God sees in the
hearts of men, which we, however, cannot see.” Aegidus Hunnius, one of
the chief supporters and defenders of the Formula of Concord over against
all Calvinistic and crypto-Calvinistic attacks, writes in his Articulus de
libero arbitrio s. humani arbitru viribus (Rostock, 1598), p. 68: “The ab-
sence of repentance is not to be explained by synergism, as though a man
would not believe when he could” (1. e., of his own power), “nor is it to be
explained by an absolute decree, but according to the Scriptures by a third
reason lying in the middle between these two, by the despising of the order
and means of salvation.” (Compare with this Heppe’s Dogmatics of German
Protestanism in the 16th Century. A’ol. 2, p. 82, sqq.)

This same Hunnius is the man who first used the expression “Election in
view of faith” in the controversy with the Calvinists then constantly increas-
ing, a term which found general acceptance among all true Lutheran theolo-
gians, since, as a brief technical term for the expression “in view of the
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merits of Christ embraced and held fast to the end by faith,” it defines pre-
cisely the Lutheran position over against the Calvinistic absolute election.
In the Refutatio Thesium Tossani, printed in front of his Articulus de Provi-
dentia Dei et jeterna Praedestinatione seu Electione filiorum Dei ad
salutem (of the year 1597), Hunnius, for instance, says (fol. e., 3,): “We
dare not so conceive of this mystery, as though God had first uncondition-
ally chosen a certain number of persons without regard to the order of sal-
vation, simply casting the others a, and had then established this order of
salvation only for those whom He so elected, as a means for bringing them
to salvation. On the contrary, if the justice of God was to remain inviolate,
without regard to this order, 1. e., to Christ’s merits, suffering, and death,
which must be embraced by faith, no sinner could be elected to eternal life,
except there be shown in this order some means whereby the eternal and in-
finite righteousness of God might be satisfied, so that this election of sin-
ners to the heavenly kingdom might take place.” Again (fol. e., 4) he says:
“The reader must note that Tossanus in his accusations constantly under-
stands by ‘cause’ a meritorious cause; and yet it is certain that faith, al-
though not placed among_ the principal causes (causas principales) of our
salvation, is nevertheless termed a secondary cause (causa instrumentalis)
according to the established usage approved by the apostolic writings; for
without it our salvation is not possible (constat); as also our justification is
not possible without faith, since justification is the imputation of Christ’s
merits, and this imputation takes place only through faith. Hence it is faith
(because of its most noble object, Jesus Christ) without which the grace of
God cannot rule (regnat) unto salvation in justification, nor have a place in
predestination to produce an election unto salvation. For the grace in elec-
tion and justification is identical. If the grace of God is not imputed in justi-
fication as long as Christ’s obedience is not imputed through faith, then too
the grace of God will remain away in election, and be useless (ociosa) to
sinful man as long as there is no regard to Christ’s obedience imputed by
faith.” — In the year 1592 the renowned Polycarp Leyser publicly and
solemnly declared, together with other Lutheran theologians: “We reject the
contrary doctrine, which claims either that God did not know from eternity
how the children of men would conduct (verhalten) themselves toward the
holy order which He Himself established for salvation, or, foreseeing that
some would use this order and that the majority would despise it, that He
cared nought about it and determined nothing regarding it. Both of these
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opinions we consider unchristian and heathenish.” Several years before this,
Leyser had already declared together with other theologians of Saxony:
“The doctrine that teaches such a particularism, according to which God
elected unto eternal life only certain particular persons directly without re-
garding faith, merely because it so pleased Him, — this we consider
Calvinistic and unchristian.” — The illustrious author of “Wachet auf, ruft
uns die Stimme,” and “Wie schon leuchtet der Morgenstern,” two excellent
German hymns, Philipp Nicolai (1556-1608) writes as follows against the
formerly Reformed Sam. Huber, who denied every particular election of
persons, also an election in view of faith: “Since all do not obey the will of
God in the gospel, the greater part of mankind resisting, and only a few fin-
ishing their course in the divine path according to the rule of the preached
Word, and since the omniscient God knows all this and sees it in His infi-
nite wisdom, therefore, it does not suffice to know only the first part of this
doctrine concerning the universal compassionate will of God, but the other
must also be included, concerning the foreseen difference between men ...
Moreover, from this foreseen difference between men reprobation as well as
election follows. Since all do not embrace the divinely appointed means of
salvation, but the greater part despises the Word, rejects faith in Christ at
once or casts it away afterwards, and chooses other paths, and yet some ac-
cept the gospel fruitfully and continue in faith unto their last breath, there-
fore not all but only some are reprobate, because of the difference of faith
and its opposite, unbelief.” — And the well-known dogmatician, Leonhard
Hutter (1563-1616), who 1s called Lutherus redivivus (Luther born again)
on account of his eminent services in upholding the pure doctrine, exclaims
in his Explicatio Libri Concordiae, p. 1099: “It is a horrible blindness or in-
stability of mind that will not recognize the same condition and relation
(conditionem aut respectum) of faith in the article of election” (i. e., as in
the article of justification), “especially as it is established that faith is not to
be considered the source or foundation (fons sive principium) of election or
of justification, but only the organ apprehending that true and only fountain
of election and justification, God’s gratuitous grace prepared for us in
Christ.” Again (p. 1103) he says: “And assuredly the treatment of faith here
referred to, the opponents will not eliminate from the eternal decree of elec-
tion, until they shall bring a testimony from the Scriptures that God has de-
creed to save men by means of causes other than He employs in time to
save them; or, which amounts to the same thing, that God has one decree of
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election and another decree of execution; which merely to think of God
would be impious and blasphemous, inasmuch as it would make Him sub-
ject to a certain mutability.”

(Compare the author’s “Prufung der ‘Beleuchtung’ Hrn. Dr. Walthers,”
p. 12.)

As a result of the influence of the Philippists much vacillation occurred
at first also in the Reformed Church of Germany with reference to the doc-
trine of predestination. “The Leipzig Colloquium” (held in 1631 by the
Lutherans, Hoe v. Honegg, Polycarp Leyser, and Heinrich Hopftner of Sax-
ony, together with several German Reformed theologians, for the purpose
of securing an agreement, and to some extent at least successful) “was the
last occasion exhibiting the peculiarity of the German Reformed doctrine of
predestination. Over against the powerful influence exerted by the Calvinis-
tic theology with its prominent and imposing authorities, the German Re-
formed Church could not preserve its individuality. Moreover, the Synod of
Dort, in which nearly all the German” (Reformed) ‘“state-churches saw
themselves united with the Reformed abroad into one denomination, influ-
enced the Reformed somewhat, as the Formula of Concord did the Luther-
ans. Interest in cultivating what was peculiar to separate sections of the
Church by means of former relations vanished before the interest of culti-
vating most carefully what was common to all and what distinguished all
from the opponents of the Reformed confession. German Reformed dog-
matics, therefore, embraced at once the infralapsarian mode of reasoning
found in non-German theology. Yet there were always individual utterances
indicating that the former had its origin in the development of German
Protestantism.” (Compare Heppe, ibid., p. 42-79.)

At the Leipzig Colloquium the Reformed theologians of Brandenburg
and Hessia had made the following declaration concerning election: “God
has elected from eternity in Jesus Christ from among the corrupt race of
mankind not all. but some, whose number and names are known to Him
alone, whom in His own time He will enlighten unto faith in Christ, through
the power and operation of His Word and Spirit, renew and preserve therein
till the end and finally save through faith. — Further, God has also ordained
from eternity those who remain in their sins and unbelief unto eternal
damnation and cast them away, not by such an absoluto decreto or mere
will and counsel, as though God had ordained from eternity or created in
time the greater part of the world, or some men, without regard to their sin
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and unbelief, unto eternal damnation or unto the cause of this damnation; on
the contrary, this rejection as well as the damnation comes by a righteous
judgment, the cause of which is man himself, namely his sin, impenitence
and unbelief; so that the whole guilt and cause of the rejection and damna-
tion of the unbelieving is in themselves, the entire cause, however, of the
election and salvation of those believing is nothing but the pure grace of
God in Jesus Christ, agreeably to the Word of the Lord: O Israel, thou hast
destroyed thyself; but in me is thine help.” The Lutheran theologians had
given a declaration similar to that of the Reformed, viz: “In election God
found no cause or occasion for such election in the elect themselves, not
even a first inclination, motion, or consent unto faith, but all that is good in
the elect proceeds originally from the pure and voluntary grace of God,
which is. given them in Christ Jesus from eternity” ( — given them “vor an-
deren,” rather than to the others, or in preference to the others was added by
the Reformed and left out by the Lutherans, as they did not, like the former,
make grace proceed from election in the narrower sense as its proper
source, that is, from the selection of particular persons, but from election in
the wider sense which embraces as its first and chief part the institution of a
universal way of salvation) yet this did not prevent them from confessing
likewise, as harmonizing most beautifully with the foregoing: “God from
eternity has. elected those of whom He saw that in time they would believe
in Christ through the power and operation of the Word and Spirit, and
would persevere to the end.” Also: “They furthermore consider everything
that is taught in the Book of Concord concerning election correct and in
harmony with the Scriptures. And God especially elected us through grace
in Christ, but in such a way that He foresaw who would perseveringly and
truly believe in Christ; and those of whom He foresaw that they would thus
believe, He also ordained and elected unto salvation and glory.” (Compare
Augusti, Corpus Librorum Symbolicorum, qui in Ecciesia Reformatorum
auctoritatem publicam obtinuerunt, pp. 404, sqq.)

At the Council of Dort, however, the following was set forth as the true
doctrine of the Reformed Church: “The fact that God gives faith to some
and not to others 1s due to His eternal decree; for He knows all His works
from eternity, Acts 15:18; Eph. 1:11. And in accordance with this decree He
mercifully softens the hearts of the elect, though they be ever so hard
(quantumvis dura), and inclines (infiectit) them unto faith; the non-elect He
leaves in the just judgment of their wickedness and obduracy (duritise).”
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And the definition of election is there given thus: “Election is the im-
mutable purpose of God, by which before the foundation of the world He
elected unto salvation in Christ, according to the freest pleasure of His will,
by mere grace, from out of the entire race of mankind fallen by their own
fault from their original innocence into sin and destruction, a definite num-
ber of certain individuals, neither better nor worthier than the rest, but in the
same common misery with these, making Christ from eternity the mediator
and head of all the elect and the foundation of salvation, etc.” Furthermore
it is here said: “This very election did not take place in view of faith (ex
praevisa fide) and of the obedience of faith, of sanctification, or of any
other good quality or disposition (dispositione) as a cause or condition de-
manded in advance of those who were to be elected; but it was unto faith
and unto the obedience of faith and unto sanctification, etc. Consequently,
election is the source of every blessing belonging to salvation, whence faith,
sanctification, and the remaining gifts of salvation, and finally eternal life
itself proceed as fruits and results, according to the declaration of the Apos-
tle: ‘According as He hath chosen us’ (not, since we were, but) ‘that we
should be holy and without blame before Him in love,” Eph. 1, 4.” Again:
“The cause of this gracious election is God’s pleasure alone, not consisting
in this that He has chosen certain human qualities or actions from among all
that are possible, as the condition of salvation, but in this that He has taken
to be His own certain definite persons from the common multitude of sin-
ners, as is written Rom. 9, 11-13; Acts 13:48.” And the following doctrine
is rejected as false, viz.: “That God did not resolve merely according to His
righteous will to leave any one in the fallen condition of Adam and in the
common condition of sin and damnation, or to pass any one by in imparting
the grace necessary to faith and conversion.” This is said to conflict with
Rom. 9:18; Matt. 13:11; 11:25. 26. (Augusti. pp. 203 sqq.)

For this reason the penetrating and subtle M. Schneckenburger was cer-
tainly right when in his “Vergleichende Darstellung des reformierten und
lutherischen Lehrbegriffs” (Comparison of the Lutheran and Reformed
Doctrinal Conception — Stuttgart, J. B. Metzler, 1855) he sets forth the dif-
ference between the Lutheran and the Reformed doctrine of election and
matters thereto pertaining, as follows: “Even in this form of doctrine” (held
by some Reformed theologians) “which makes a consilium salutis (a coun-
sel of salvation) precede the decretum praedestinationis” (and makes the
former not merely, as is commonly the case with the Reformed, a means of
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carrying out the latter), "the reference to individual persons thrusts itself
into the foreground, regard being had from eternity, and that exclusively, to
them. They alone who together constitute the mystic Christ, the anointed
race, are concerned in this pactum (covenant), this consilium salutis (coun-
sel of salvation). And so strongly does the idea of subjectivity enter already
into this consilium, that it is a consilium salutis only for those who will re-
ally come to possess this salus (salvation), and in no other save this real and
therefore exclusive application can the Reformed idea be at all conceived.

... Here now the Lutheran idea differs essentially. It regards the consil-
ium gratige (counsel of grace) by itself, referring it to the oblatio (offer) of
salvation in Christ. Although it conceives the founding of the plan of salva-
tion in God in a manner essentially similar to the Reformed, yet it generally
proceeds more simply and provides for the realization of this salvation
partly in the high priestly office of Christ and partly in the operations of the
three persons of the Godhead. God desires to remove, and that through
Christ, the misery introduced by sin. This is His benevolentia. His voluntas
prima or antecedens (His primary or antecedent will). By virtue of this He
sends Christ, author of the reconciliation, so that they who believe on Him
may be redeemed and saved. And God most earnestly wants all men to be
saved through Christ. Yet He has by no means decreed that all shall be
saved, but only those who believe in Christ. Only in so far as His prescience
knew them already before they existed can it be said that He elected them
eternally unto salvation. But this eternal election is not the principle deter-
mining the entire development of the individual and his final goal. On the
contrary, the whole stress which the Reformed view, in carrying out the idea
of grace, places upon the eternal pretemporal act of election, is placed by
the Lutheran view upon the fact of actual universal redemption and of indi-
vidual justification, upon the efficacious power of the Holy Spirit influenc-
ing man’s decision. Regard is had, not so much to the two ends of the moral
development of the individual, as to the living contents and course of this
development; and therefore the final issue is made to depend upon the pre-
ceding development, in which the individual acts as a true moral agent, and
in which grace offers true means of grace, whose use or abuse is decisive.
This view, however, appears inconsistent to the mind of the Reformed, and
at the same time lacking in piety, and he sets up against it his dogma of pre-
destination." (H., p. 139 sq.)
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“Why now does the Lutheran fail to reach this dogma of predestination?
Does he acknowledge man’s natural incapacity for receiving the divine
less? No! Does he allow a wider field for human activity in the genesis of
faith? No! And yet he knows nothing of an unconditional predestination and
thus appears to the Reformed either as acting inconsistently or as turning
halfway toward Pelagianism. Yet the Lutheran has no such need for reflect-
ing on the causality of the new principle of faith entering into man, that he
must bring this causality into systematic connection with the rest of God’s
objective activity for salvation. He is more satisfied with that which is im-
mediate, and therefore feels no need of proving his salvation to himself by
reflective argumentation. He indeed has the idea of predestination as an
eternal divine act; yet he does not apply this idea to the genesis of faith, but
to eternal salvation ... And therefore he makes the praedestinatio, in the
sense of divine foreordination, depend upon the divine prescience of perse-
vering faith. Yet faith is also for him a pure gift of God not conditioned by
anything positive in man, not even by its acceptance in so far as this is a
positive action; for everything positive is already a divine gift, the reception
of a divine influence. Nor can it be said that non-resistance is the absolute
condition” (in the sense that this would have to be already present before
grace could begin its saving work), “for the reason that non-resistance ex-
ists only where grace has broken and overcome the natural resistance; and
what believer would say to himself, that he has come to believe because he
did not withstand grace? and would not rather say, that he believed only be-
cause grace has taken hold of him? ... The Reformed Christian is bound to
pursue the thought of God’s working back to the absolute eternal decree,
feeling himself compelled to make the two opposite results, damnation and
salvation, depend equally thereon; and this for the purpose, that he may se-
cure a firm foundation for his own conviction of faith and his own con-
sciousness of justification, obtained by reflection, and render it independent
of any vacillation of inward feelings. The Lutheran is satisfied with the an-
thropological moral standpoint, and accordingly, when in this he looks back
to God’s working, he distinguishes between an activity of God positively
communicating and another simply permitting. This latter, in his view, ex-
tends so far that even an annihilation of the new life implanted by faith be-
comes possible through man’s own guilt; indeed, the highest degree of guilt
consists in this, that the greatest measure of grace is exceeded by a still
greater measure of wickedness.” (Ibid., p. 154, sqq.) — “According to the
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foregoing it is clear that the Lutheran would have no occasion at all to de-
velop a doctrine of predestination in the sense of a divine foreordination of
individuals, if this were not in some way declared by the Scriptures. For the
Lutheran the consilium salutis is, in general, that in which his interest con-
cerning the eternal decrees of God concentrates; while the Reformed con-
ceives of this conmsilium salutis only as connected with a predestination of
individuals. Salvation in general, as a fact, is without his own especial re-
ception of it, to his mind no complete idea. ... Hence it is one and the same
divine act, whereby Christ is appointed as the Redeemer, and whereby indi-
viduals are appointed as His own whom He has saved. And this appoint-
ment is the intelligible reason for their entire spiritual development and
eternal salvation. And now in teaching a divine predestination on the basis
of the Scriptures, the Lutherans make this dependent on faith, that is, on the
divine prescience of faith. In this view God’s free grace does not consist in
this, that He gives faith and thereby a share in Christ and in eternal life ac-
cording to His pleasure, but in this that He imparts to the believer, who in
himself is a sinner and merits condemnation, for the sake of Christ, forgive-
ness and salvation. Of this grace man becomes certain in justification, and
the thought of predestination is for him only an element in his assurance of
salvation, wherewith he comforts himself in the battle and struggle of life.
There is nothing beyond this in Lutheran dogmatics, and all further devel-
opments of this matter are only antitheses, more or less happily put, against
the Reformed development. The fact that the idea of predestination is not
found in the common popular consciousness of Lutherans is already a proof
as to how much this idea recedes in that which is characteristic of this de-
nomination; whereas Reformed piety nowhere reveals any life without mak-
ing faith in predestination very prominent in the popular consciousness.” (P.
158, sq.) — “The Reformed has the following objections to make to the
Lutheran dogma referred to, viz: If faith were the condition of a predestina-
tion that were not depending alone upon itself, or upon the divine volition,
then salvation, to which predestination admits, would not be a pure gift of
grace . . How could God be absolute, if His foreordination were limited by
His foreknowledge of man’s conduct, instead of His foreknowledge being
only the reflex of His own foreordination? How could the believer be sure
of his salvation, if he dared deduce his share in it as a believer only from his
non-resistance as the ultimate decisive cause, and not from the irresistible
grace of God? ... Accordingly, the Reformed doctrine establishes a predes-
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tination of God unconditioned by His foreknowledge, rather conditioning
this itself, producing its result with absolute, irresistible power in and with
men.” P. 159, sq.) — “Indeed, if the act of faith, if regeneration in which
salvation and glorificatio begins to realize itself already in time, and upon
which its future completion depends for the individual, is not wholly depen-
dent on predestination, then the absolute connection between this and salva-
tion would be annulled; not God, but man, would be the author of salva-
tion” (according to the Reformed view). “When the act of regeneration de-
pends absolutely upon predestination, grace must work in it irresistibly, and
its result must be forever inamissible.” (P. 168.)

“Summing it up, the” (Reformed) “doctrine is this: In all eternity God in
the unconditioned perfection of His power, and without regard to anything
in man (decretum absolutum), has elected those who are to be saved, and
rejected those who are to be damned, for the purpose of revealing Himself
in them and upon them. To the elect alone Christ and His merit belongs, by
virtue of the decretum particulare; to them alone is this merit really applied
through the vocatio (particularis), which is efficacious and abiding, inamis-
sibilis. They are saved because God has appointed them to salvation and
mercifully applied all means for this purpose. The others are damned be-
cause God has appointed them to damnation, and does not work in them the
conditions of salvation, but hardens them into memorials of His justice.
Thus essentially an absolute difference divides the human race, correspond-
ing to the absolutely different attributes of God, which He thus manifests”
(i. e., His love and His righteousness — p. 174). “True, those Reformed
teachers who originally had belonged to the Melanchthonian school in the
Lutheran Church, did not express themselves so harshly concerning the sec-
ond class, the reprobate, ascribing their rejection rather to their sin and un-
belief . Schneckenburger, however, proves that this position is untenable for
those who assume an absolute election for the first class and make their
faith and salvation depend on that (p. 170 sq). —’Naturally, also the Re-
formed theologians cannot deny that a Christian may be troubled concern-
ing his election and salvation. We read:”The more sincere a man is the more
easily this trouble may attack him, when he sees how the fruits of the new
life, which" (according to Reformed doctrine) “are real pledges of his elec-
tion, are still so exceedingly deformed by sin. In this trouble there is noth-
ing left to do but to consider the universal promises of God, to comfort the
heart with its participation in the saving treasures of the Church, which
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unite us to Christ, and to work out our salvation with trembling.” It is plain
that this advice, which is continually repeated with various modifications in
dogmatic and pastoral manuals, taken strictly, forsakes the basis of the
dogma and is only intended to lead away from it, so as to ease and quiet the
heart. For if I in advance know theoretically that the universal promises ap-
ply in reality only to certain individuals, that the treasures of salvation in
the Church belong in reality only to those for whom they have been ap-
pointed from eternity, then, if I think that I have reason to doubt my elec-
tion, all this can aid me but little. And it is equally hard to understand how
with such doubt filling the heart salvation could possibly be worked out,
which, indeed, would be done with trembling, but would also lack confi-
dence. In fact this trouble concerning predestination becomes a heavy cross
in the practical care of souls, and it is almost impossible to overcome it
without forsaking the Reformed standpoint. Hence it is, indeed, remarkable
and yet natural enough, that many know no other way out of the difficulty
than this, that they make faith in one’s own election a duty which we owe to
God; or that they rest content with a minimum of desire for election, and
take this as a certain sign for election, which must now be increased and
strengthened by greater faithfulness." (P. 178, sq.)

“The more decisively the complete consciousness of finiteness opposes
the idea that God should come into immediate and present contact with us,
and the more in place of this only the idea of an election of God remains,
antedating time, embracing the individual, and fixing his entire develop-
ment like the result of an inevitable law: so much the more must the ele-
ment of justification, as an objective act of God, carried into effect through
the media gratse (means of grace), recede behind the element of eternal
election, in which the vocatio, regeneratio, and justificatio are already in-
cluded as nothing more than stages in the development of the individual un-
der the influence of grace.” (P. 183, sq.) — Justification “is looked upon by
the Lutheran exclusively as a transcendent act, immanent in God, and in-
transitive, the result of which does nothing but enter the consciousness of
the subject concerned, and is received with the same faith which for the in-
dividual forms the condition for bringing this divine act to pass.” (P. 45 sq.)
“The actus forensis, declaring the believing sinner just by means of the im-
putatio of the merits of Christ, takes place at first in the divine life-circle, is,
as it were, an inner-trinitarian act, the result of which, the judgment of ac-
quittal and the adoption, are at once conferred through the Holy Spirit and
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the instrumenta justifications (the means of grace) to the individual. The
moment in which this act with regard to the individual takes place is that in
which faith in Christ springs forth in him from repentance.” (P. 51.) — “The
Lutheran doctrine, desiring to carry out the idea of justification by faith,
goes down into the depths of the judgments and decisions immanent in
God, and at once offers for acceptance by faith the result of this immanent
divine action to the believing subject in an objective manner, through the
mediation of the Church, wherein Christ Himself continues His office; the
Reformed doctrine, on the contrary, aims rather to have that which takes
place in God, the forensic judicium, mediated by a corresponding action of
the subject within his own self-consciousness, and prefers to call this latter
justification in the most proper sense, without strictly distinguishing it from
the objective and immanent divine action, or, where this is nevertheless
done, without referring the divine act in the same way to the single believ-
ing subject separately. This difference of view is related to the one treated
above, stating that the man who is justified, and while he becomes justified,
is, to the Reformed mind, a man already regenerated and united with Christ,
while to the Lutheran mind he becomes both by this very means” (i. e., jus-
tification). (P. 63.) Again: “We have thus” (in the Reformed doctrine) “a
double divine act of justification, one ideal, antedating time, one real, in the
judgment of the world. If now another act of justification, taking place in
time, is to intervene between these two, this can only be sought where the
Mediator and Head of the elect, in whom they are chosen, appears in the
history of the world. And, therefore, we find especially prevalent that form
of doctrine which finds the divine declaration of the justification of believ-
ers in the resurrection of Christ.” (P. 66.) “The resurrection of Christ is,
therefore, really the objective execution in time of the eternal act of justifi-
cation on the part of God, as the declaration of His being justified. In Christ
all who are His are justified and need only to become conscious of the fact.”
(P. 68.)

Over against this strict Calvinism Arminianism really retained the truth
of the Bible in the five propositions of its well known Remonstrance of the
year 1610; yet it erred, especially later on, more and more in Semi-Pelagian
and rationalistic directions. Beside Arminianism Amyraldism or the Univer-
salismus hypotheticus alone demands yet to be briefly mentioned as a devi-
ation from the Reformed doctrinal conception treated above. As we have
hitherto, wherever practicable, to insure objectivity and impartiality as
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much as possible, allowed others to speak, and that men who are authorities
and had no connection whatever with the recent predestination controversy,
so now we quote the words of the well-known Dr. A . Schweitzer, who 1s an
undisputed authority in this field. He writes in Herzog’s “Real-Ency-
clopadie,” 2nd ed.. Vol. 1., p. 358:

“Amyraldism holds fast to the real particularism, and this in such a man-
ner that an ideal universalism is added. The chief proposition is this: ‘There
is a will of God desiring that all men may be saved with the condition of
faith, a condition which they in themselves might fulfill, yet because of
their inherited corruption unavoidably reject, so that this universal gracious
will actually saves no one. Then there 1s a particular will in God, by which
He has eternally determined to save a definite number of definite persons
and to pass by all others with this grace. These elect are as infallibly saved
as the others are infallibly damned’. This synthesis of a real particularism
and of a merely ideal universalism which actually saves none, 1. e., this ad-
dition of only an ideal universalism to the orthodox Calvinistic doctrinal
system of Dort, is the peculiarity of Amyraldism. It is natural that this sys-
tem should receive its name from the element peculiar to it; yet it is easy to
make the mistake and think that this hypothetic universalism is hostile to
the orthodox Reformed standpoint, whereas Amyraut has assured us and
has proved that it may be united with the Calvinistic doctrine of Dort. The”
(French Reformed) “National Synod found this innovation” (in the mode of
expression) “free from all heterodoxy; Amyraut had only to say distinctly,
which he gladly did, that the universal will was no predestinating decree;
but only a demand and a precept: ‘You all believe, and you all shall be
saved’; and that as we are all corrupt, no one can be saved by this will alone
... For further proof of his doctrine he distinguished ‘objective and subjec-
tive grace’: only the former, the offer of salvation under the condition of re-
pentance and faith, is universal; the latter, the converting operation of the
Holy Spirit in the heart, which is to be looked upon as a moral influence,
not as a blind physical motion, is indeed given only in a particular manner
to the elect. And just because this decisive subjective grace, which alone re-
ally saves sinful men, is particular, therefore, objective grace can safely be
made universal, as indeed Calvin himself made it.”
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1. (Deo volenti salvum facere nullum hominum resistit arbitrium. Non est
dubitandum, voluntati Dei, qui in coelo et in terra omnia, quaecumque
voluit, fecit, humanas voluntates non posse resistere, quominus faciat
ipse quod vult; quondoquidem de ipsis hominum voluntatibus, quod
vult, facit. ... Qui tamen hoc non facit nisi per ipsorum hominum vol-
untates, sine dubio habens humanorum cordium quo placeret inclinan-
dorum omnipotentissimam potestatem.)<
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Il. The Formula Of Concord And
The Old Lutheran Dogmaticians

THE LINE OF THOUGHT in the Formula of Concord Article XI.: “Of God’s
Eternal Foreknowledge and Election”, is evidently the following: The rea-
son that this doctrine 1s at all treated in our last Confession is not, as in the
other articles, because “public dissension, causing offense, and that is wide-
spread.” had already occurred concerning it among Lutherans; but rather
because the Reformed error on this point seemed to creep in also among
Lutherans here and there; and, as we have already seen, these had up to this
time not yet attained a uniform and unambiguous form of expression in set-
ting forth this doctrine. Thus no actual controversy was to be settled, but the
occurrence of a controversy was to be prevented by this Article XI. More-
over, the doctrine of election, “if presented from and according to the pat-
tern of the divine Word”, is of great benefit.

If, however, this doctrine is to be “presented” aright, election, in the first
place, must not be confused with the foresight or the foreknowledge of
God. These two are mainly distinguished in a twofold manner. They have
not the same object and they are not related to their objects in the same way.
They have not the same object: for the foreknowledge of God “extends to
all creatures, good and bad,” also to the devil and to inanimate creatures.
Eternal election, however, inasmuch as it is an appointment and foreordina-
tion of certain persons unto salvation, “pertains ... only to the children of
God”. These alone are elected unto eternal life, and no one else. The fore-
knowledge of God and His election are, moreover, not related to their ob-
jects in the same way. The former does not effect its object, and is not al-
ways pleased therewith; the latter, however, effects its object: and “is also,
from the gracious will and pleasure of God in Christ Jesus, a cause which
procures, works, helps and promotes what pertains thereto” (salvation), 1. e.
the redemption of the human race through Christ, the preaching of the
gospel, faith, and perseverance in faith, etc., so that whoever believes and is
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saved attains to this only by virtue of this eternal election and ordination of
God. — Then, too, it is necessary for the correct “presentation” of this doc-
trine, that the 1dea of election as a cause of salvation be not made too nar-
row; that we understand thereby not merely what God has not revealed to us
in detailed contents, 1. e. His eternal foreknowledge and foreordination of
the individual persons who will infallibly be saved. This, indeed, belongs to
election; but it is not its only, not even its chief part. If a different view is
taken, if election is restricted to the foreknowledge and foreordination of in-
dividual persons unto the infallible attainment of salvation, then ‘“strange,
dangerous, and pernicious thoughts, which occasion and strengthen either
security and impenitence or despondency and despair”, will follow. And “it
is without doubt in no way the sound sense or right use of the doctrine con-
cerning the eternal foreknowledge of God that thereby either impenitence or
despair should be occasioned or strengthened.”

When then, do we “think and speak correctly and profitably concerning
the eternal election, or the predestination and foreordination of the children
of God to eternal life?” When we “take together” “the entire doctrine con-
cerning the purpose, counsel, will and ordination of God pertaining to our
redemption, call, justification, and salvation”, according to the example of
Paul, Rom. 8 and Eph. 1, and of Christ, Matt. 22; in other words: when the
eternal institution or determination of the universal way of salvation is
made the first and chief part of predestination, from which the second part,
the election and foreordination of individual persons unto the infallible at-
tainment of salvation, mediated by the omniscience or prescience of God,
follows of itself. The eight points which the Confession (Jacobs’ Transl.,
p. 652 sq.) names as that which “God in His purpose and counsel decreed,”
are nothing but a brief statement of the chief parts of the way of salvation
established for all men without distinction. This the whole connection, as
briefly stated above, proves and also the entire manner of expression. This
is established especially by point 1, in which the redemption and the recon-
ciliation of the human race, or of all men, is set forth as a part of the pur-
pose and counsel of God or of His election. It is also proven by point 7, in
which preservation in faith 1s made dependent on man’s conduct toward
saving grace. And point 8, in which “those whom He has elected” are spo-
ken of, does not contradict this; for these eight points are, as it were, the
ladder leading up from the redemption of all men to the salvation of those
who embrace this redemption in persevering faith. Whoever does this is one
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of the elect. The universal counsel of salvation comes to a climax in the
eternal decree that those who permit themselves to be conducted as far as
point 7 shall be infallibly saved. These redeemed and called persons, and
these alone, are also the elect. And since election by means of omniscience
is an eternal act of God, while the calling and justification follow in time,
therefore the former is mentioned in point 8 before the latter.

To receive into heaven at last only those who allow themselves to be led
to the end of the way of salvation, chosen and established in eternity for all
without exception, through the grace of God destined for all and sufficient
for all, yet working irresistibly in none — this is, therefore, the last resolu-
tion of God, as it were the summit of the universal way of salvation. For
this way of salvation is, as the 8 points show, conditional, 1. €., a way upon
which man must permit himself to be led, if he would be saved, and a way
upon which no one is led with irresistible force. And if God were not omni-
scient, if all men had not been present before Him from all eternity with all
that they did and left undone, their thoughts and words and deeds spread out
like an open book before Him, then, He might indeed have established the
universal way of salvation with its last decree, restricting the infallible at-
tainment of salvation to those who persevere in faith; yet He could not have
chosen and foreordained the particular individual persons. Then election
would embrace nothing but the eternal institution or determination of the
universal way of salvation. But since God is omniscient, election contains
more, namely the eternal selection of those particular persons who will in-
fallibly be saved. For God does nothing in time which He has not in eternity
determined to do. But in time He does not permit all men, but only a part of
them, and that a particular part to enter through a blessed death into eternal
life; consequently. He has resolved to do this in eternity. And therefore, if
we would treat election in a complete way, we must also include the eternal
choice of particular individual persons unto the infallible attainment of sal-
vation. And therefore our Confession speaks of them, but only in an addi-
tion and appendix to the eight points. For these eight points or the eternal
institution of the universal order of salvation is the great essential thing for
us, 1s that part of election upon which everything else rests as upon an im-
movable foundation, from which everything else, also the choice of individ-
ual persons, flows as from its all-inclusive source. The source is primary;
the choice, secondary. The former is fully revealed in God’s Word. Con-
cerning the latter we know only that it is a fact, and according to what rule
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it took place, and what kind of persons those are whom it embraces. And
moreover these last two points we know only from the former. Who the
elect persons are individually, we do not know; for God in His wisdom has
not revealed it to us. That the choice of persons is full of comfort for us is
due only to the fact that it is a necessary result of the provisions of the uni-
versal order of salvation; if this choice were something else, standing inde-
pendently beside or above the order of salvation, it could offer no true com-
fort. The universal order of salvation with its grace appointed for all, suffi-
cient for the conversion and salvation of all, although working irresistibly in
none; 1s the source of all comfort for sinful men. Consequently, that choice
of persons which rests upon this order is also full of comfort. For it cannot
but be comforting to have the joyous certainty, that the omniscient God
knew me already in eternity as one continuing through His grace and
strength in the only way of salvation; and that He therefore also embraced
me already in eternity as His child with especial love, and resolved to make
all things, joy as well as sorrow, work together for good to me, and to save
me eternally in spite of all devils.

The Formula of Concord does not include merely this addition and ap-
pendix to the eight points, the eternal choice of particular individual persons
unto the infallible attainment of salvation, in the term election, but also the
eight points themselves or the eternal institution of the universal way of sal-
vation, and these as the chief part. This the Confession itself states in un-
mistakable terms, not only before enumerating the points referred to, but
also after stating them. It says: “All this, according to the Scriptures, is
comprised in the doctrine concerning the eternal election of God to adop-
tion and eternal salvation, and should be comprised with it, and not omitted,
when we speak of God’s purpose, predestination, election, and ordination to
salvation.” It cannot be stated more forcibly and distinctly, that the Confes-
sion most certainly takes the eight points as belonging to the very idea of
election, viewing them as a part of the eternal decrees of God that constitute
election; and that it does not treat them merely as something that must in-
deed also be considered in speaking correctly of the election which consists
of something entirely different, nor treat them as merely the way in which
God would save the elect chosen according to an altogether unknown rule
not to be derived with any certainty from the universal order of salvation.

The question: “How can we know whence, and whereby can we decide,
who are the elect by whom this doctrine can and should be received for
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comfort?” the Confession then answers by stating that, according to the will
of God revealed in His Word, that person is among the elect who follows
the general call through God’s help and grace, who believes in Jesus Christ,
and does not turn away from Christ, which he may refrain from doing
through the grace offered to every one. That, if therefore I am not one of the
elect, this is not due to a hidden decree of God standing beside or above
universal grace, but entirely due to myself, 1. €. to my wicked and obstinate
resistance against the universal and all sufficient grace whose right use, ren-
dered possible by this grace itself, would place me also among the elect.
(Jacobs’ Transl. p. 653 sq., § 25-33.) For the fact “that many are called and
few are chosen” is not owing to a secret will of God standing apart from or
above the Word of God and deciding our salvation, whereby the means of
grace as such would lose their power; but it is because God has instituted an
order of salvation according to which alone He saves, brings unto faith, and
keeps in faith, and because of the willful and obstinate resistance of most
men to this order, whereby they “foreclose the ordinary way to the Holy
Ghost, so that He cannot effect His work in them.” And thus the divinely-
foreseen difference in the conduct of men toward the Holy Spirit, who
works through the means of grace for their conversion and salvation, forms
the explanation of the fact that, although many are called, yet only few are
chosen. (Jacobs’ Transl. p. 655-657, § 34-42; compare p. 526, § 12.)
Looked at it in this, the only correct way, the doctrine of predestination
is “a very useful, salutary, consolatory doctrine,” because it gives to God
alone the honor of being the meritorious and efficacious cause of our salva-
tion, and takes this honor from us altogether, founding our salvation wholly
upon God’s eternal and almighty, although not irresistible, grace; which, if
only we do not willfully turn from it, will lead us to the glorious goal in
spite of our flesh and all our foes, and will make all things work together
for our good. This doctrine, that God has chosen and instituted such a way
of salvation for us, — a way upon which it is not merely possible for all
without exception to be saved, but upon which some are constantly saved in
reality — affords also this consolation, that the enemies of the Church will
never succeed in destroying the Church, and makes it plain “what is the true
Church of God,” namely that Church which teaches this way of salvation in
purity and without adulteration. And the circumstance that the Confession
counts among the blessings of this doctrine the fact, that “also powerful ad-
monitions and warnings” are derived from it, proves strikingly that for the
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Confession the (eternal) choice of persons who will infaUibly be saved did
not take place without regard to the (foreseen) conduct of man toward the
means of grace and the Holy Spirit working through them. For what “pow-
erful admonitions and warnings” could be found in a doctrine which makes
the choice of persons take place without such regard? (Jacobs’ Tr., p. 657,
658, §. 43-51.)

It is true, there are also mysteries in predestination. But these, as can be
seen from what has been set forth so far, do not consist in this, that we do
not know from what premises the election results, or according to what rule
it has taken place. They consist rather in this, that we do not know for one
thing, what God in His omniscience knew already in eternity, namely which
particular persons are the elect; and for another, according to what rule and
order God permits His universal and all-sufficient grace to come to certain
people and nations and lands in the Word and Sacraments, and even
strengthens His universal, all-sufficient grace (gratia sufficiens), making it
an especial, stronger grace (gratia amplior). This we must take as some-
thing beyond our comprehension and submit to God’s Word, according to
which “the entire Holy Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, direct all men
to Christ, as the Book of Life, in which they should seek the eternal election
of the Father,” so that according to this the possibility is given in Christ for
every man without exception to become one of the elect, and election de-
pends only on this, that it or eternal salvation be sought through faith in
Christ. For “in Him we should seek the eternal election of the Father, who,
in His eternal divine counsel, determined that He would save no one except
those who acknowledge His Son, Christ, and truly believe on Him.” This
decree is the chief part of election, that part about which alone we are to be
concerned, and according to which we are to conduct ourselves: something
that we all are able to do through the grace and strength of the Holy Spirit,
who is active for our conversion and salvation through the means of grace.
(Jacobs’ Tr. p. 658-6G2, § 52-75; compare p. 527, §. 13. 14.) For the draw-
ing of the Father, without which no one can come to Christ, does not take
place outside of and apart from the means of grace appointed for all and ef-
ficacious for all alike, but it takes place through these very means. And if a
man come not to Christ, be not converted and saved, it is entirely the fault
of the willful and obstinate resistance, which he could refrain from by
means of the strength of the grace working upon him; it is not God’s fault.
And also the obduracy, of which the Holy Scriptures speak, for instance in
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the case of Pharaoh is always a result not of the natural resistance which no
man can refrain from, as long as he is on earth and lives in this sinful flesh
— for then no man could be converted and saved, — but a result of the
willful and obstinate resistance which all may refrain from when converting
and saving grace operates upon them. (Jacobs’ Tr. p. 662-665, § 76-86.)

This must be the correct doctrine, for it answers to the test given in the
start, namely, ascribes all glory to God, finding the entire cause of our elec-
tion and salvation, whether i1t be the meritorious or the efficacious cause, in
Him alone, and giving no man reason to despair or grow secure (Jacobs’ Tr.
p. 665 sq.), as already set forth above.

The attentive reader will have found that the line of thought in Article
XI. of the Formula of Concord, just set forth, is permeated with the view
that the chief part of predestination, as set forth by our Confession, is not
the choice of particular individual persons unto the infallible attainment of
salvation, but the institution or determination of the universal way of salva-
tion. And that we do not put something foreign into the Confession with
this, assertion, but only interpret it correctly, is proven not only by a close
and unprejudiced examination of the Confession itself, but also by a com-
parison of other expressions of the real author of its Article XI., Martin
Chemnitz, on this point. In his Examen Concilu Tridentini he says, for in-
stance, (de fide justificante 111., 23,. edit. Berlin., p. 197): “The doctrine of
predestination places before us decrees formed by God and revealed in His
Word, concerning the causes and the manner of salvation and condemna-
tion. Such are: 1) God’s decree to redeem the human race through the obe-
dience and suffering of the Mediator, Christ; 2) The decree, to call unto sal-
vation Jews as well as gentiles” (1. e. all men) “by means of preaching that
they may partake of Christ’s merits; 3) The decree of God, that He will
work in the hearts of men through His Spirit by means of the Word heard;
4) The decree of God, that He will justify and save those who, when they
feel their sin and the wrath of God, flee by faith to the throne of grace and
embrace the Mediator, Christ, offered in the promises of the Gospel, but
that He will damn those who reject His Word and despise and refuse to re-
ceive the promise. This is the sum and the analysis of the doctrine of pre-
destination, as it is revealed in the Word.”

A blind man can see that these four decrees contain nothing but the insti-
tution of the way of salvation for all men without exception, and likewise,
that they have precisely the same contents as the eight points of the Formula
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of Concord. But the institution of the way of salvation is the chief thing in
predestination for Chemnitz to such an extent, that he here does not even
put in the addition and appendix concerning the choice of particular individ-
ual persons, found in the Formula of Concord, and yet declares, that he has
described predestination in its entirety and in its single parts. In the same
way he expresses himself in his sermon on the 20th Sunday after Trinity
(“Postille” H., p. 551) and in the Confession of the city of Braunschweig in
the year 1570, which he at least helped to compose (“Predestination em-
braces totum decretum redemptionis, vocationis, justificationis, gubernatio-
nis et glorificationis”: 1. e. the entire counsel of redemption, vocation, justi-
fication, government, and glorification). In his Enchiridion or manual, in
which “the chief parts of Christian doctrine” are treated for the instruction
of the pastors in the churches of the principality of Braunschweig, he pub-
lished in the year 1574, scarcely three years before the completion of the
Formula of Concord then already planned, an article concerning predestina-
tion, according to which Article XI. of the Formula of Concord is evidently
worked out, and with which this article agrees in part verbatim. Here he
gives the same eight points found in the Formula of Concord, only in a
somewhat more extended shape, after the following preface: “Whoever
would speak and think correctly, according to the Scriptures, of the counsel,
predestination, election or ordination of God unto salvation must embrace
these things as contained therein, and thus he will judge in the matter with
simplicity.” The form, however, of the eight points in the Enchiridion is
such that even the plainest man must see, that they state the way of salva-
tion as appointed for all men as such, a universal way, not merely or even
chiefly as the way of salvation for the elect. Thus the first point reads:
“Since God has foreseen the fall of the human race and all that would result
therefrom, He decreed and ordained in His counsel in great love and pure
mercy that, and in what manner. He would save the human race through
Christ.” The eighth point, viz: “That God would save in eternal life and glo-
rify (Rom. 8,) those whom He has called and justified, if they should perse-
vere unto the end, Matt. 24, i.e.if they should hold fast what they began,
their confidence and the glorying of the hope firm unto the end, Heb. 3.”
Immediately after this eighth point Chemnitz continues in his Enchiridion:
“All this, according to the Scriptures, i1s embraced and meant and must be
understood, when we speak of the purpose, predestination, election or ordi-
nation of God unto salvation.” And this he says before he has uttered a sin-
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gle word on the choice of particular individual persons. He could hardly
have stated more distinctly that also in this article of his Enchiridion the
chief thing in predestination was for him the institution of the universal way
of salvation; the one thing to which every other is subordinated, from which
every other, also the choice of persons, proceeds as from its source. He
then, according to the words quoted last, for the sake of completeness,
speaks also of the choice. The entire form of expression, however, shows
that he looks upon this choice as included in the universal way of salvation,
as naturally proceeding from it, and not in the least as resting upon a hidden
decree of God placed beside or above this way of salvation and separated
from it, even for our enlightened understanding, by a deep gulf. For these
are his words: “Is then God’s eternal predestination directed only to the
matter of salvation, and not also to the persons who are to be saved? In this
article the Scriptures always include also the persons of the elect; for it is
not that God simply prepared salvation in general, and that the persons who
desire to be saved must and can seek to attain this salvation for themselves,
with their own powers and abilities. On the contrary, God in His eternal
counsel, according to His merciful purpose, has considered, foreseen, and
elected unto salvation each and every person of the elect who is to be saved
through Christ, and has also ordained in what manner He would bring them
thereto, further and keep them by His grace, gifts, and operation.” (Com-
pare the author’s “Prufung der ‘Beleuchtung’ Hrn. Dr. Walthers”, p. 14
sqq.; also “Zeitblatter”, Vol. 1. May number, p. 185 sqq.)

It 1s self-evident that election thus understood, as being for the main part
the eternal institution of the order of salvation, could be called by Chemnitz
as well as by the Confession “a cause” of our salvation and of everything
pertaining thereto, also of our faith and our justification. For we owe to this
election the sending of the Son of God into our flesh, His vicarious life, suf-
fering, and death, the entire work of the Holy Spirit for our salvation. All
this is only the execution in time of God’s decrees formed for the redemp-
tion and beatification of men in eternity, and in their entirety constituting
predestination in the sense of Chemnitz and of our Confession.

But is not the doctrine of our old Lutheran dogmaticians in direct oppo-
sition to this, who, following Jacob Andreae, beside Chemnitz the chief au-
thor of the Formula of Concord,' call faith cause of election? If the dog-
maticians had spoken of election in the very same sense as Chemnitz and
the Confession, that is, of the same eternal decrees of God which these two
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call a cause of our faith, and had called faith the cause of these decrees, then
indeed there would be an irreconcilable contradiction between them. But
this 1s not the case, as 1s easily demonstrated.

Take for instance B. Baier, whose Compendium Theologiae positivae 1s
used, as far as we know, to the present day as the basis for dogmatical in-
struction in the St. Louis Seminary. He says (Part III. Cap. XII. § 2.): “The
words predestination and election are used to denote at one time the decree
concerning the entire work of leading men to salvation; at another, espe-
cially the decree concerning the certain salvation of certain persons known
in a certain respect (sub certa ratione) to the divine intellect.” In regard to
the first decree he says further: “And this is the wider signification of the
words, in which God’s entire process so to speak, in the work of salvation
which was to take place in time, is considered (concipitur) as decreed from
eternity; and in this way predestination or the actual election of God is said
to procure the salvation of God’s children and to dispose all thing-s pertain-
ing thereto. See the Formula of Concord, Art. XI.” The same dogmatician
also quotes B. G. Cundisius, who says as follows: “The word predestination
is taken either in the wider or in the stricter sense. When taken in the wider
sense, it comprehends the entire apparatus of the means of salvation; in this
sense the Formula of Concord uses this word in the Sol. Declar. Art. XI.
Taken in the stricter sense, this word signifies only the ordination of believ-
ers unto salvation according to the purpose of God.” And Baier adds: “The
same stricter use is also recognized by Balth. Meisner, when he writes: ’In
the first place God has appointed the means (of salvation) for all; but be-
cause all did not accept them, therefore He has not elected all. And there-
fore the decree as to the means is in its order prior to the decree of the elec-
tion” (of persons), “and therefore the merit of Christ, apprehended by faith
and considered from eternity, is not the means” (for the carrying out) “of the
decree” (of election), “but its cause’.”

In the same way does J. Fr. Koenig (1619-1664) express himself in his
Theologia positiva (page 113 sq): “Taken in its good meaning this word
(predestination) is understood by the orthodox either in its wider significa-
tion, inasmuch as it embraces all that belongs to redemption, vocation, justi-
fication, and salvation, as it 1s taken in the Formula of Concord, Art. XI.; or
in its narrower signification, inasmuch as it designates together with pur-
pose and foreknowledge the ordination of believers unto salvation, as our
teachers are to be understood, who say that faith belongs to election (fidem
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electionem ingredi); or in its narrowest signification, for foreordination
merely, as distinguished from purpose and foreknowledge, in which signifi-
cation election does not include faith, but presupposes it, as it has taken
place in view of faith, this being prior in order.”

Aegidius Hunnius (1550-1603) writes in his Refutatio Thesium Tossani
(fol. e. 4 sq.): “And that the Christian reader may comprehend the matter
more easily, it must be held fast that in regard to the different objects,
namely the persons and the things with which this eternal purpose of God is
concerned, there are evidently, as it were, two parts of this purpose. One is
the election (electio), which regards the persons to be chosen; the other the
ordination of means. Because these persons, by nature sinful and subject to
the divine wrath, could not for the cause already mentioned” (the holiness
and righteousness of God) “be forthwith and unconditionally (absolute)
chosen, God in His counsel appointed an order of means, through which He
might renew these persons, and lead them to the goal (finis) of election.
Thus, in regard to the election of those who are to be saved, Christ with His
merit, suffering, and obedience stands throughout as the cause in the very
decree of election itself, although His suffering and death must be regarded
as the effect, when considered with reference to the ordination and institu-
tion of means, for the reason that even the death of Christ itself belongs to
these means for the designed restoration. Thus faith also is indeed a result
of the eternal ordination of means, and in this regard subsequent to the vo-
cation and proceeding from it in time. And yet faith, by virtue of its saving
relation to the object always connected with it (correlatum suum), viz:
Christ, stands at the same time with this object in relation to the election of
persons, inasmuch as God, when He chose us, regarded the suffering of His
Son, to be undergone in time, as the meritorious cause, and faith as the
means whereby alone the foundation of election, Christ Jesus, is embraced
and His merit, wherein we are chosen, made our own and the righteousness
of His obedience imputed to us for salvation. In this way then we are said to
be elected in Christ, not only inasmuch as He is the originator and beginner
of our salvation through the righteousness obtained for us, but also inas-
much as He is the finisher of our salvation through the righteousness im-
puted to us by means of faith.”

The very same thing is presented by Leonhard Hutter (1563-1616). In
his Explicatio Libri Concordiae we read among other matters (p. 1108 sq.):
“We have stated above that God’s eternal purpose refers to two different ob-
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jects, one of persons, another of things, and that according to these two ob-
jects there are also two parts in the decree of election, of which one is called
election” (in the narrower sense) “referring to the person to be elected; the
other is called the ordination or appointment of means (ordinatio medio-
rum). Yet these two parts, though distinct, are not to be torn asunder; They
unite in constituting the decree of election. Although the means belonging
to this order follow each other in their course, and one flows from the other
as effect from cause, and in such manner that the effect of the divine voca-
tion appears to be the preaching of the Word and the administration of the
Sacraments; and on the other hand faith depends on the Word and the
Sacraments as an effect upon its cause; yet if this order be regarded in the
mind of God who elects, it must clearly appear that the assertion of our op-
ponents is false, when they simply assert that neither the vocation nor the
election depends on faith (esse ex fide). For sinful man could not be elected
unconditionally (absolute), without first satisfying the divine justice com-
pletely; and therefore God already in all eternity ordained certain means
through which He would not only save sinful man, but also lead him unto
salvation, that is unto the goal of election. These means, however, are none
other than Christ, considered with regard to His merits, and faith appre-
hending this merit of Christ, the Savior. Accordingly, these means, being
considered now with regard to election, now with regard to the order, attain
a double relation, one of cause, and one of effect. For Christ attains with re-
spect to the election of the persons to be saved the relation of cause, since
without the merit of Christ no mortal can be elected unto salvation. Yet
again this merit of Christ, if referred to the order of the means of salvation,
attains the relation of effect, because this very merit of Christ is one of these
means for the realization of election. Similarly, faith, which also belongs to
the order of means, is an effect of this order of means, and in this respect
subsequent to the vocation, and subsequent also to the preaching of the
Word and the use of the Sacraments. But inasmuch as faith sustains a saving
relation to its correlative, Christ, and thus enters the election of a person, it
certainly also attains the relation of cause, although not that of a meritorious
or efficient, but of an instrumental cause.”

Hieronymus Kromayer (1610-1670) in his Theologia positivo-polemica
(p. 388) replies to those who set over against the doctrine of election in
view of faith “the authority of Luther, who says in his preface to the Epistle
to the Romans that faith flows from predestination”, as follows: “We distin-
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guish between a predestination of persons and a predestination of means.
When Luther says that faith flows from predestination, he understands the
predestination of means”, 1. e. that which we have above called the eternal
institution of the universal way of salvation. (Compare “Zeitblatter”, Vol. L,
p. 154 sqq.)

The apparent contradiction between our old Lutheran dogmaticians on
the one hand and the Formula of Concord and Chemnitz and perhaps also
Luther, at least the later Luther, on the other hand, is removed very readily
by noting the fact that for the sake of a more accurate dogmatical elucida-
tion the former treated the second part of predestination in the sense of the
latter, viz. the election of certain persons unto the infallible attainment of
salvation by itself, and called it predestination (in the narrower sense).
Whether they did well in thus using a terminology different from the Con-
fession, a terminology which, as the recent predestination controversy has
shown, could produce confusion, this is a question concerning which a dif-
ference of opinion is possible among faithful Lutherans. Yet it is impossi-
ble, taking an unprejudiced view of the matter, to detect the slightest differ-
ence in the doctrine itself between the dogmaticians and the Confession. As
the difference between the Lutheran and the Reformed spirit grew clearer
and distincter, the dogmaticians were compelled to develop and establish
one point of the Confession more extensively, and this they did, as the line
of thought in the Confession itself has shown us, entirely in the spirit of this
Confession. For the essential thought of our dogmaticians is precisely that
of the Confession, namely, that the election of particular individual persons
who will infallibly attain salvation, follows as a matter of course from the
eternal institution of the universal way of salvation, by virtue of the omni-
science of God; as also the so called Syllogismus praedestinatorius of the
dogmaticians concisely states it: the so called major (viz: “He who perse-
veringly believes in Christ shall be infallibly saved”) is nothing but the
eighth point of the Formula of Concord; and in so far a brief summary of
the entire eight points, or of the universal order of salvation itself.

1. When the Reformed theologian Beza raised the objection: “It is false
that foreseen faith is the cause of predestination or of the elect, for this
is the doctrine of Pelagius,” he answered: “Faith in Christ is not a work
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of nature or of our human powers, but the work of the Holy Spirit.
Therefore, when we teach that faith in Christ is the cause of the eternal
election of God unto adoption, it is by no means related to the Pelagian
heresy; for the Pelagians attributed to human powers what the Holy
Spirit alone can produce and work.”<
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lll. The Doctrine Of Predestina-
tion In The Missouri Synod

A. Before The Year 1877

Dr. WALTHER, as is generally known, was the theological leader of the Mis-
souri Synod, and this in a way in which a single man has seldom been the
leader of a religious body. Whatever he said, wrote, did, or approved in reli-
gious matters was looked upon, unless he himself modified or retracted it
(and this was rare) in the Synod and accordingly also outside of it, as if the
Synod itself had said, written, done, or approved it. When, therefore, we
want to discuss the doctrine of predestination in the Missouri Synod, we
need not confine ourselves in our statements and proofs to the official utter-
ances of this body. In fact there are no such utterances for the period to
which we here wish to draw attention. With one single exception we shall
here base our discussion on the periodicals of the Synod, edited by
Dr. Walther. Whatever appeared in these periodicals without a dissenting or
correcting remark from Dr. Walther, was considered, according to the prin-
ciple uttered repeatedly by himself and acknowledged by the Synod, as
stamped by him with the seal of orthodoxy; and it must therefore be looked
upon as the doctrine of the Missouri Synod at the time. Prefacing these re-
marks, which may be necessary especially for younger readers, we proceed
to the discussion of the doctrine of predestination in the Missouri Synod
prior to the year 1877. This year forms the distinct line of division between
the earlier and the later doctrine of Missouri on predestination.

In April of the year 1847 the Missouri Synod was founded by
Dr. Walther, Dr. Sihler, Rev. Wyneken, and others; and the Lutheraner, pub-
lished already by Dr. Walther since September, 1844, was made the organ
of the new synodical body. This paper, in the 24th number of its 2nd vol.,
July 25, 1846, in an article by Rev. Schieferdecker, entitled: “The Apostolic
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Symbol and Its Varying Interpretations,” had already branded the following
as false Reformed doctrine, viz: That God “by an absolute decree has
elected some to life and condemned others to death, in which decree man’s
conduct (Verhalten) has found no consideration whatever, nor also faith; for
not sin and unbelief are the true causes of reprobation, if the truth of the
Scriptures is to remain inviolate, but the good pleasure of God and His
freest will.”

In the beginning of the year 1855 appeared the first number of Lehre und
Wehre, the theological organ of the Missouri Synod, also edited by
Dr. Walther. Already the first volume brought (p. 234 sqq.) “Nineteen theses
on the doctrine of the eternal foreordination and the merciful election unto
eternal life” as “contributed by Prof. Sihler, Ph.D.” We would draw atten-
tion especially to the following theses:

THEsIS 1: Predestination is that act of God in which, before the foundation of the world,
thus from all eternity. He determined, according to the purpose of His will, to save eter-
nally, for Christ’s sake and for the praise of His glorious grace, all those whose persevering
faith in Christ He has foreseen. Eph. 1:4-6; 2 Tim. 1:9.

Tuesis 3: This gracious decree of God unto salvation is not absolute, nor does it originate
in the hidden and concealed depths of the divine will, but it includes at once all causes,
means, and ways for eternal salvation, and is set in a definite order, outside of which it is
not to be realized, nor can it be realized in man.

THEsIs 10: Foreseen faith is not the cause of election; for we are elected not because of
faith, but because of Christ.

THesis 11: Although all men are redeemed because of Christ (or in Christ), according to
His work and merit, yet only those are elected who embrace and apprehend Him in true
faith and finally persevere therein.

THesis 12: Just as little (see Thesis 10) is election simply the cause of faith, which is
evinced by the final fall of temporary believers; faith, however, depends on election as that
which is ordained upon that which ordains, and is a member of the order (see Thesis 4) in
which God offers the blessing of election unto men." According to this, election, which is
possible and in so far exists for every man, depends on man permitting himself to be led ac-
cording to the “divine order unto blessedness and salvation,” which, according to Thesis 4,
is for all men.
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In the 2nd Vol. of Lehre und Wehre, p. 305, we have the beginning of a long
dissertation by Rev. O. Furbringer, entitled: “Concerning the Doctrine of
Election and Several Matters Thereto Pertaining,” from which we quote the
following important passages:

“Dark and mysterious are the depths of evil in human nature, when they come in conflict
with the divine workings of the Word. There is then woven and formed, by manifold heavy
guilt known only to God, a disposition in the innermost heart which, instead of grace and
forgiveness, challenges the divine justice and punishment” (p. 314).

“Before all time God has resolved to save man, lost and condemned through the fall, in Je-
sus Christ, His Son, and since it was not hidden from Him, whose eye beheld us before He
had formed us, who among men would recognize His Savior and truly believe in Him to
the end. He resolved to put these into that condition in which His gracious will would glo-
rify itself in them. But if God (who resolved to do this and would therefore impart it)
foreknew these as creatures who through faith would be saved, then He thereby at the same
time predestinated them unto all things necessary for the attainment of salvation, as persons
who will not be rejected, in whom the decree of salvation is realized” (p. 315 — here the
election of persons is made dependent on the foreknowledge of God or upon His “foresee-

ing”).

“Is God’s eternal election the cause of salvation for His believers in the
sense that it first of all works faith? It must be held fast above all else that
election is in the first place neither the foundation, nor the means, nor the
condition of salvation; for these are Christ, His Gospel, and the faith given
thereby. In the second place, election is not the cause of our faith, in so far
as faith would be the effect of election; for the Word works faith. But since
God’s election appoints and ordains those whom He knows as His own in
advance unto salvation, it is indeed the cause effecting their salvation in so
far, as it makes all things during this time of grace adapt themselves to this
end alone. It brings about that foreseen faith and all that proceeds from it is
realized through the Word coming to us and felt effectively by all who hear
it. This 1s the point of difference, dividing the pure doctrine from the Re-
formed particularistic doctrine, viz: That the power of the divine Word unto
conversion and regeneration has not predestination as its presupposition.”
(P. 321))

“That many harden themselves more and more is, as a clear conse-
quence, not a natural necessity, but an accidental effect of the Word, which
always aims only at sanctification and salvation; this hardening has its basis
in the constitution and state of human hearts, which by nature have an evil

65



will. In their original depravity they are therefore equally capable and
equally incapable of that which is spoken by the Holy Spirit, 1. e., they are
dead in trespasses and sins. Only the constantly continued resistance of one
upheld by His almighty hand, a resistance against the working activity of
the Gospel, contrary to the inward better conviction of conscience, called
out by hearing and as often as hearing takes place — only this has as its in-
evitable result the development of the sinful free-will power and the curse
of being cast away.” (P. 322.)

"From the purpose to save only those who persevere in faith, it (i. e. the
Formula of Concord) here derives their election. But this conjunction of the
two can be conceived only as mediated by foresight, inasmuch as God, who
desires by all means to communicate his salvation, yet only on condition of
persevering faith, restricts His counsel of salvation to this alone, and or-
dains all thereto of whom He foresaw this faith and thereby foresaw salva-
tion, because His purpose cannot and will not fail; for a blind predestina-
tion, unenlightened by knowledge, is unknown to the Confession. And thus
the strictly Lutheran Leonhard Hutter, who speaks in his Compend for the
most part in the words of the Symbolic Books, and not in the least contra-
dicting them, teaches as follows (ed. Lpz., p. 332, sq.):

Christus in decreto electionis consideratur non tantum ut universalis mediator,
sed et quatenus ipse ab hominibus fide actu apprehenditur, etc. Ouaest. 27: Er-
gone statuis, Deum respectu prsevisse fidei elegisse homines? Quidni statuerem,
quum scriptura sacra hoc dilucidissime affirmet? Thesis 1. Deus seterno suo
consilio decrevit, quod praeter eos, qui fulium ejus Jesum Christum vera fide
agnoscunt, neminem velit salvum facere. Ergo. thesis 2. Deus eligit hominem ad
salutem respectu fidei praevisae."

(Christ is considered in the decree of election not only as the universal Mediator,
but also inasmuch as He is actually apprehended of men by faith, etc. Question
27: Do you therefore teach that God elected men with regard to foreseen faith?
Why should I not teach this, when the Sacred Scriptures affirm this most lucidly?
Thesis 1: God decreed in His eternal counsel that outside of those who know His
Son Jesus Christ in true faith, He would save none. Consequently, thesis 2 reads:
God elected man to salvation with regard to foreseen faith.)

"Note under his dicta probantia, especially John 17:20; 2 Thess. 2:13; James 2, 5.

The simplest dogmatic statements followed for him:
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Forma xslectionis Dei in prothesis, prognosi et proorismo consistit: prothesis, propositum,
est voluntas Dei, ut, quicunque credit in Filium (sc. perseveranter s. ad finem usque),
habeat vitam in asternum; prognosis, prsescientia, est, qua ab geterno prsevidit singula in-
dividua in Christum (sic) creditura; proorismus, ipsa prsedestinatio, qua usdem dedit vitam
gesternam — electio facta est secundum Dei propositum et praescientiam simul."

(The essence of God’s election consists in His purpose, foreknowledge, and foreordination.
The purpose is the will of God that whoever believes in His Son (i. e. perseveringly or unto
the end) shall have eternal life. Foreknowledge consists in that from eternity He foresaw
the single individuals who would believe in Christ. Foreordination, predestination itself,
consists in this that He has given them eternal life. — Election has taken place according to
God’s purpose and foreknowledge simultaneously.)

“Compare Eph. 1:5, 9 with 1 Peter 1:1, 2.” (P. 324 sq.)

“Surely, the purpose of the Triune God concerning our salvation, although the entire human
race is viewed and embraced and blessed in Christ, can be referred only to the elect in its
execution, because they alone persevere unto the end, of them alone it was known before
all time, them alone He created thereto, called and predestinated from eternity; so that God,
proposing to save through faith (as the only possible and conceivable form of apprehen-
sion), at the same time resolved to realize this in the elect, of whom He foresaw what was
still in the future; wherefore the Scriptures refer to them alone the purpose as being em-
braced in the wider idea of the will (compare Eph. 1, especially 11; 3:11; Rom. 8:22; 2
Tim. 1:9). Yet from all this it does not follow that in its real foundation predestination dare
be extended, as an eternal act of omnipotence ruling above grace and determining it abso-
lutely, equally to foreknown condemning unbelief; so that the character of the universal de-
cree to save mankind through the gift of faith would be injured, and knowing and willing
and working would be the same thing; or that He knew only what He wills. Speculation
concerning God and the mysteries of His being has nothing to do at all with the revealed
way of salvation.” (P. 325.)

“The antecedent will, the gracious, sincere desire that none may be lost, Ezek. 18, 23, has
the universality of the reconciliation of Jesus Christ and of the divine call of grace ... as its
immediate result; but since the subsequent will, John 6, 39, conditions this will by that of,
the creature, not in any synergistic sense, unless a gratia irresistibilis is to be maintained,
upon what then does this assurance rest, that the realization of the divine purpose can by no
means be overthrown? It rests upon the eternal purpose of God to predestinate those who
were foreseen in their persevering faith; as it is certain, that if God had not foreknown that
not all men (and angels) would be lost, their creation would not have taken place.” (P. 329.)

“The theologians of Dort place .the chief predestining cause of the damnation as well as of
the salvation of those born now in a sinful condition, absolutely in God and in His bene-
placitum absolutum” (absolute pleasure), “without basing election with the Lutherans upon
the foresight of persevering faith, i. e. conditioning the former in God upon the latter.” (P.
354.)
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“The point of view from which the matter is regarded is indeed different, when foresight, is
derived from foreordination in the eternal decree; and it is an abomination, when in addi-
tion blasphemous and wholly one-sided conclusions are drawn. It is far more in accord
with the Word of Biblical Revelation, which condescends to our human powers of appre-
hension, to follow in their mode of teaching the Lutheran dogmaticians, especially after the
opposite type of doctrine, had deteriorated into heresy and had been developed and estab-
lished and accepted generally; namely,. to consider knowledge apart from will, and con-
necting predestination with prescience, condition the former upon the latter. But all such
anthropopathies must be limited by the necessary unitas et simplicitas essentias divine”
(unity and simplicity of the divine essence), “which is likewise clearly taught by the Scrip-
tures, and excludes any real contradiction within the active eternal Power itself.” (“Lehre
und Wehre.” Vol. 111, p. 18.)

“We too now are ... certain, that we are free, 1. e. that we have that which determines our
will in ourselves, without experiencing either inwardly or outwardly any compulsion or de-
termining influence in such a manner as to render the effect inevitable.” (P. 23.)
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“Left to himself man has only the imagination of the carnal heart, a hostility to the law.
Through the preaching of the law this sinfulness, although he still loves and is fettered by
it, appears to him in all its terrible reality, with all its unhappy results. And by a strange
contrast at the same time bitter slavish fear is the consequence. The point now upon which
everything depends is the resistance of such a soul by nature in its personal desires against
the spiritual influence of the Gospel and the strength of its motives. These positively enkin-
dle in the terrified heart, by presenting to it its true objects as originally appointed, a new
desire for them, a desire which may easily become a spiritual longing and may turn the
power of free choice strongly, although not with determining compulsion, toward the good
with a favorable inclination. Grace in this way would break the strength of the inborn sloth-
fulness, disinclination, and total unfitness regarding the good, and works upon the affec-
tions of man and the volition proceeding therefrom, just as does the serpent-seed of evil im-
planted in him. At this instant now he is free, which he was not before. If his resistance,
however, especially by holding fast seductive impressions received perhaps long before
and due also to what is commonly called the false wisdom of the world, is intentionally,
pertinaciously, and continually renewed and thereby more and more increased, then the
Holy Spirit turns away from him. ... On the other hand, the renewal of the spiritual nature
of the personality in its cognitive and voluntative powers proceeds in those who come to
faith, not because God is stronger than the creature, but because He works in the stages ap-
pointed hereto from eternity, only by inclining, not by determinating, and thus calls forth
man’s self-determination (Selbstbestimmung) directed to the attainment of salvation, and
renews the lost freedom by awakening a good will opposed to that which is natural evil.
And to him who now has not assumed voluntarily the higher degree of evil will for the re-
jection of the good. He offers, by the same outward means and by the inner activity effec-
tive through them, gradually, and at times also rapidly, the victory in the struggle against
the natural obstinacy or disinclination, and preserves this henceforth in increasing faithful-
ness. ... If at first there results no decision, yet man can never be conceived as without im-
pulses, which then act of themselves within him, if only the motives of the one or the other
are strong enough. And this we have called natural resistance in distinction from the divine
grace offered for overcoming these impulses and likewise working powerfully upon them.
If in the hour of temptation the power of choice inclines anew to favor untruth, to keep and
hold fast the evil tendency, determined not to be converted, then this is the plainest possible
proof that the sinner is not stone or wood or a mere machine, nor has sunken by the fall to
the level of the brute, else no Word would be needed for his conversion. His rational free
will has retained the ability of withstanding the greatest measure of the spiritual gift. Com-
pared with this activity, belonging entirely to fallen men, the incipient receptive and pas-
sive conduct of the man coming to faith, induced by the spiritual inclination of the will
unto the good, is already more than an inactive indifferent wavering midway, it is already
an opposition to the activity for evil; and the libertas sese convertendi” (liberty to convert
oneself) “is likewise not at all dependent on the creature as such, but purely and exclusively
on the power of the divine motives in the Gospel, which bring the true objects of the deep-
est human longing by supernatural influence, in a living, powerful, certain manner, to
man’s consciousness. Never now can the painful memory of our sinfulness hitherto be sep-
arated from the thought that we come short of the glory of God; and because the law and
the word of promise work upon us in undivided apostolic and prophetic proclamation,
never can this memory be separated from the effort to take that path which will remove this
lamentable alienation. And this path is the certain confidence of the heart trusting in Him
who knew no sin and was made sin and righteousness for us. Thus, indeed, the heart itself
for the moment steps between a power of sinlessness on the one side, which in conse-
quence of the reconciliation and forgiveness obtained through Christ is to become its trea-
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sure and is to occupy it, and a power of sin on the other side, which still permeates nature
and would draw it out of its already changed position — steps between Christ and Belial,
between the old and the new birth; but the heart is brought to this and receives this disposi-
tion by the drawing of the Father unto the Son, i. e. by the warning and convincing voice of
the Holy Spirit who efficaciously offers peace to the conscience and seeks again to dwell in
the heart; and this to the purpose that it may not give heed to the motives of the flesh which
are weaker than the Spirit’s voice — although many still give such heed — and that it may
finally turn the scale by bringing the will, still wavering in both directions, to a decision.
Whatever the decisions now are they mutually exclude each other. Neutrality, except in
these momentary decisions, is inconceivable; for no life is possible without them. By the
frequent repetition of one of these decisions the power inducing it gains control; hence it
may easily happen to those brought into saving and living communion with Christ that they
again lose their own stronghold, viz: the state of grace they have attained.” (P. 167 sqq.)

“The refractoriness of one spiritually dead can indeed never be stronger than the power of
Him who in the first place gives life to all; and most certainly not in one who has been
brought b}’ the law to a knowledge of his powerlessness and indigence, wherein it was in-
deed God’s intention to make it easier for him not to enter in its wicked depth a purposely
and willfully nourished resistance. Yet God would not degrade his noble intellectual crea-
ture, man, and make of him a mere machine; therefore, His grace is not unfrustable as His
power could indeed be. It awakens, it draws, it loosens, it renews, not with the necessity of
nature, but according to the powers created in man which receive their impulse and inclina-
tion toward God through the motives supernaturally imparted by Him; so that the act of
consenting is an essential result of the reception of prevenient grace, this reception being
passive under the divine influence.” (P. 197.)

“It is impossible to escape the hand of God knocking first at the door; but when He would
open it. He can permit Himself to be turned away.” (P. 198.)

The reader sees from the above extracts that this article of Rev. Furbringer
enters thoroughly into nearly all the questions discussed in the present pre-
destination controversy. If Missouri had abided by the doctrine taught in
this article, which in its view and treatment of the subject agrees with the
doctrine of the old Lutheran dogmaticians, the controversy on predestina-
tion and conversion, which even as yet is not ended, would never have
arisen. It must be remarked that this article was published by Dr. Walther in
Lehre und Wehre without the slightest mark of dissent or doubt, thus receiv-
ing his complete editorial approval. Nor was it disapproved later on either
by the author or by Dr. Walther before the Chicago Conference in the au-
tumn of 1880.

There are no statements or discussions concerning predestination or re-
lated matters by Dr. Walther himself in the first volumes of Lehre und
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Wehre, but we have from his pen in Lehre und Wehre as well as in the
Lutheraner, the most unqualified recommendations of the reprinted works
of our old theologians who teach distinctly the doctrine of our old dogmati-
cians as reproduced in Rev. Furbringer’s article. The most noteworthy in-
stance of this sort is found in Vol. II1. of Lehre und Wehre, p. 42, etc., where
Dr. Walther writes in his long article, “Lutherisch-theologische Pfarrers-
Bibliothek™ (Lutheran Theological Ministers’ Library), as follows:

“A minister is often in need of a book to put into the hands of his hearers, so that they may
learn the difference between the Evangelical Lutheran and Reformed Churches. There are
not a few works serving this purpose. The best old work of this kind is, in our judg-
ment,”Kurzer Bericht von dem Unterschied der Wahren Evangelischen Lutherischen und
der Reformierten Lehre" (Brief Account of the Difference Between the Evangelical
Lutheran and the Reformed Doctrine), by Dr. Hektor Gottfried Masius, Copenhagen,
1691." (Reprinted also later, for instance in 1843 by the publisher, G. W. Niemeyer, in
Hamburg.)

“This little book is to be preferred to many others of its sort on account of its mild and
earnest spirit of speaking the truth in love, as also on account of its clearness and thorough-
ness of argumentation.”

And now what does Masius teach concerning predestination? Precisely
what our old dogmaticians teach and, following them, what Rev. Furbringer
teaches. For instance:

“God does not will man’s salvation absolutely (bloss hin), but conditionally, and in the or-
der of certain means; and because most men reject these means, can God therefore be ac-
cused of mutability?” (Chap. 2, Quest. 4, p. 41 of the Hamburg edition.)

“God, according to His antecedent will, has had compassion on all men, whether they be
elect or reprobate. But the fact that, according to His subsequent will He had compassion
not upon all, or did not elect all, is due to this that all do not follow His antecedent will and
believe in the name of the Son of God to the end.” (Ibid., p. 42.)
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“That God has elected a few according to His mere will and pleasure without regarding
faith grounded in the merit of Jesus Christ, is the regular doctrine of all those Reformed
who adhere to their symbolic books and accept the decrees of the Synod of Dort. Although
a few admit that election did not take place without all regard to the merit of Christ and to
faith, yet they do not mean that God from eternity elected those of whom He foresaw that
they would believe and accept Christ’s merit, but that He elected some few according to
His mere absolute will in order that they might believe in time. Hence faith is not regarded
by them as a cause or condition of election, but as a necessary effect of election. See con-
cerning this the Synod, of Dort, p. 342, 524. Molinaus says in the Synod. Dordrac. Sess.
141, p. 396, in so many words: I acknowledge no election in view of faith, whether faith be
taken as a cause of election or as an antecedent condition. God did not elect us because we
believe, but that we might believe. Massonius part. I, c. 42, p. 1514. Because faith is God’s
gift He did not foresee it and direct His election to it.” (P. 64.)

This then is Reformed doctrine and assertion, which Masius rejects with the
declared approval of Dr. Walther.

“The following is the Lutheran doctrine according to the Scriptures, viz: That God indeed
has compassion on all men; that Christ also died for all; that the means of grace, too, are of-
fered to all men; but that God also foresaw who would believe in Christ and continue in
such faith unto the end, and these He resolved to save for Christ’s sake; and these are they
whom the Scriptures call the elect.” (P. 65 sq.)

“God has elected no one from eternity save him of whom He foresaw that he would contin-
ually believe to the end. You say: But man cannot believe of himself; God must give him
faith. I answer: This is true, and therefore God also gives the means of faith; but man can
reject such means and resist the Holy Spirit, as is unfortunately the case with many.” (P.
69.)

“Although faith did not yet actually exist, still in the foresight of God it existed; hence Pe-
ter says that we are elected according to the foreknowledge of God, 1 Pet. 1, 2. As the elect
themselves did not exist when God elected them before the foundation of the world was
laid, thus, too, their faith did not yet exist. But they themselves as well as their faith existed
to the eyes of God’s foresight.” (P. 71 sq.)

“If we would teach that in election God looked to our works and merit as a meritorious
cause, the objection” (namely, that according to Lutheran doctrine man chose Christ, in
contradiction to John 15:16) “might have some semblance of reason. But as faith is not our
work nor our merit, but God’s gift, therefore all the glory of election is our God’s alone,
who has appointed us unto adoption by grace. And as we have nothing to boast of in justifi-
cation when God saves us through faith, as though we preferred ourselves, so also all our
glory vanishes although God in election looked to our faith; for faith does not rest upon
ourselves, but upon Christ’s merits.” (P. 73.)
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This is what we read in a little volume which, according to Dr. Walther’s
unqualified recommendation, is entirely suitable to be put into the hands of
church members, “so that they may learn the difference between the Evan-
gelical Lutheran and the Reformed Churches,” since it is a book character-
ized by “its mild and serious spirit of speaking the truth in love,” and by “its
clearness and thoroughness of argumentation.”

In a similar manner, without the slightest qualification or exception,
Dr. Walther recommended also the following works containing in clear
statements the doctrine of predestination held by our old dogmaticians:

o Lassenius, “82 Trostreden (82 Consolatory Discourses)

Republished by a church member in St. Louis and “selected and ar-
ranged” by Dr. Walther himself, the “entire contents” of which are
“from the pure and unadulterated Word of God” (on p. 157 of this
work we read for instance: “God has also not elected us that we should
believe but because He foresaw that we would believe™), and,

o The Weimarische Bibel

In which “the reader” is said to have “an exposition through and
through according to the faith, in doctrine pure as gold” (in Rom. 8:29.
and in 1 Pet. 1, 2. this Bible explains “foreknown” and “foreknowl-
edge” by: “Foreseen that they would believe”; and 2 Thess. 2:13:
“That the Holy Spirit by the Word of the Gospel called you to Christ’s
kingdom, and wrought true faith in Christ in your hearts, and thereby
regenerated, renewed, and sanctified you; and because God the Lord
was conscious from eternity of this work of grace in you, Acts 15:18,
therefore He has also elected you from eternity in such sanctification
of the Spirit and in such true faith in Christ”).

e In the same way Dieterich’s Exposition of the Catechism

Adapted by Dr. Walther himself and still used without change in the
Missouri Synod in spite of the protests of honest fanatics, contains in
questions 321-328, according to the form of the words, as well as ac-
cording to the author’s meaning, the doctrine of our old dogmaticians
on predestination.

For instance, question 321 reads: Election “is that act of God by
which He determined according to the purpose of His will, out of pure
grace and mercy in Christ, to save all those who shall perseveringly
believe in Christ, for the praise of His glorious grace.”
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Question 325: “Why is it that not all men for whom these means of
salvation are appointed are equally elected to eternal life? This is be-
cause God has determined to elect them not absolutely and uncondi-
tionally, but with this condition and in this order, that they believe in
Christ through the Gospel and be saved through true faith in Him. But
because most men do not believe, it naturally follows that those alone
who perseveringly believe in Christ, and consequently only a few, are
elected.” (The decisive and conclusive regard to faith in election can
scarcely be expressed more tersely.)

Question 326: “But whence is it that not in all faith is produced by
the Gospel and they then believe in Christ? It is through their own
fault, because they of their own volition despise and reject the
preached Word, and thus in a manifold way resist the operation of the
Holy Spirit.”

In “Einige Bemerkungen uber eine neue Apologie der Reformierten
Kirche” (A few remarks on a New Apology of the Reformed Church —
Lehre und Wehre, Oct., 1863) Dr. Walther expresses himself, quoting also
with approbation statements of Joh. Gerhard (who, by the way, held as fast
to and correctly understood an election in view of faith as did any teacher of
our Church), as follows:

“There is accordingly a great difference between saying God has elected those of whom He
foresaw that they would believe and continue in faith, and saying: God has elected some
because He foresaw that they would believe and continue in faith, or for the sake of their
faith. The former is altogether correct according to Rom. 8:29, the latter is Pelagian.” (P.
300.)

This, as well as a few other things in the article, sounds indeed already like
a turning toward Calvinism; yet it can be accepted when the “because” is
taken with Dr. Walther in the sense of “for the sake of” (um willen), in
which sense, by the way, as far as we know, not one of our old dogmaticians
or other theologians has taken it. Evidently, however. Dr. Walther here still
understood Rom. 8:29, as they did. At about the same time he still dictated
to his students these words from Quenstedt:
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“False doctrine of the Calvinists who tear faith out of the decree of election and say, faith
belongs to election not antecedently, but subsequently, not to the election itself, but to its
execution. Those of Dort say: Election is not out of the foresight of faith, but is unto faith.”

In June of the year 1868 the Northern District of the Missouri Synod was
assembled in Milwaukee, and Dr. Walther was also present, being at the
time President of the entire Synod, and of course, as always, the real leader,
especially in the doctrinal discussions, “Twenty four Theses concerning the
doctrine of good works on the basis of the doctrine of free will, election and
justification” were presented by Rev. J. A. Hiigli, in which clearly an elec-
tion unto faith was taught, and the doctrine of our old dogmaticians was
judged as follows:

“In God there are (fallen) no conditions; yet conditions are claimed for God when it is said
that He elected in view of faith” (p. 24).

“The question, in what respect it would be Pelagian to consider faith as the middle link, so
that the motive in election would not be faith in itself, but Christ and His merit appre-
hended by faith? was answered as follows: Faith is indeed the middle link; but when it is
said that God elected in view of faith, then faith is not the middle link, but a condition. And
however sharply we may distinguish, a certain causality will still be ascribed to faith. But
we find no statement in the Scriptures saying that we are saved for the sake of faith. Faith
is a means, not a cause. Christ is the foundation of our salvation, even when He is not ap-
prehended by faith.” (P. 25.)

Accordingly, the expression, “God has elected intuitu fidei, in view of
faith”, was declared to be an “unfortunate terminology” chosen “because of
the Calvinists.” Luther’s book, De Servo Arbitrio, is quoted with approba-
tion also in the doctrine of predestination, and declared to be a “glorious
testimony” by the side of the Formula of Concord (p. 26), although this last
Confession of our Church refrains with significant silence from mentioning
at all this book of Luther in the article of predestination. This synodical Re-
port of 1868 stands as a whole on the same plane with the Report of the
Western District of 1877, which will be considered later, also as regards its
unhappy attempts at separating the form of expression of our old dogmati-
cians from their doctrine, and at uniting this doctrine with Calvinistic
views; only this Report is much briefer and therefore does not treat the sub-
ject so fully, and consequently did not produce the sensation caused by the
Report of 1877. Lehre und Wehre then too brought an article in the October
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number of the same year, about three months after the synodical meeting at
Milwaukee, by Dr. Sihler on the perniciousness of the Reformed doctrine of
predestination, in which the writer, after the manner of our dogmaticians,
made a distinction between an antecedent and a subsequent will of God, and
then continued thus:

“As God, however, according to the purpose of His will, out of pure grace, before the foun-
dation of the world, resolved to save those eternally whose persevering faith in Christ He
foresaw from eternity and wrought in time through the Gospel: so also, according to His
righteousness. He resolved before all time to reject and condemn in eternity those whose
unbelief against Christ He foresaw by virtue of His omniscience, and who in time either
from the outset withstood the influence of His Holy Spirit in the Gospel by wicked unbe-
lief, or believed only for a time and after that by willful sin cast aside their faith and good
conscience, and adhered to this rejection of Christ in opposition to all the work of convert-
ing grace.”

This is clearly and distinctly an election in view of faith.

At the meeting of the Northern District in the year 1871, at which
Dr. Walther was not present, these theses of Rev. Hiigli were again taken up.
Among the “Added remarks to thesis 5” we find the following:

“Election is the cause of all that takes place for the salvation of the elect; it is the cause that
any one conies to repentance; it is also the cause, when one who has fallen away returns
unto repentance.” (P. 16.)

“As far as temporary faith is concerned, it is indeed a result of the grace of God through the
Word, but not of election. Election is the cause only of the faith of the elect; therefore, an
elect person believes either unto the end, or, if he falls from faith, he returns to faith before
his end.” (P. 17.)

The declaration of the Northern District of the year 1868, quoted above, as-
serting that even this already is “Pelagianism” to teach, as our old dogmati-
cians, Hunnius, Hutter, Gerhard, etc., do outspokenly with the brief expres-
sion “in view of faith,” that God elected in view of Christ’s merits appre-
hended by faith, was finally attacked by Prof. G. Fritschel in Brobst’s “The-
olog. Monatshefte”, Jan., 1872, and this with justice, as a “gross insult to
the Lutheran Church.” Dr. Walther replied to this in Lehre und Wehre, in
May of the same year, and did this in the same contemptuous, uncharitable,
and unscrupulous manner in which, especially in the latter half of his life,
he treated all those who persisted in their opposition to his views. In the
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most offensive terms he repels Prof. Fritschel’s accusation as, “to say noth-
ing worse, simply a gross perversion, an open falsehood”: nothing of the
kind, he claims, had been asserted! And how did he try to prove this? By re-
ferring to entirely different and correct sentences found in the same Report
beside the others, as in the Report of 1877, and by referring to his own ex-
planation, quoted above, in Lehre und Wehre in Oct., 1863! But he does not
say explicitly whether he will withdraw, as an “inconvenient expression”,
the sentence especially attacked by Prof. Fritschel. It is especially important
for us here, that he even then yet acknowledged that explanation of his, and
added:

“Our Synod confesses most positively that the theologians of our Church, also in the 17th
century, taught the correct doctrine of predestination and defended it against the Calvinists;
only this one thing does our Synod find fault with in the doctrinal presentation of the for-
mer on this point, that the expression, ‘God has elected intuitu fidei’ is an ‘unhappily cho-
sen terminology.’”

In the following numbers of Lehre und Wehre (July — Dec, 1872) he then,
with the skillful generalship he always displayed, transferred the battle into
the territory of his opponent by attacking Prof. Fritschel’s assertion, which
in itself may be misunderstood, which he, however, had correctly explained,
viz: “The fact that in the case of two men who hear the Gospel resistance
and death is taken away for the one but not for the other, finds its explana-
tion in man’s free self-determination, although this itself is first made possi-
ble by grace.” (Compare Rev. Furbringer’s exposition on this point as
quoted above.)
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B. The Synodical Report Of The Western Dis-
trict For The Year 1877

In the autumn of 1877 the Western District of the Missouri Synod met in
Altenburg, Perry Co., Mo. The subject for the doctrinal discussion, to which
beside the morning sessions two afternoon sessions were devoted, consisted
of 6 theses, furnished, elaborated, and defended by Dr. Walther himself, the
proposition being: “Auch in ihrer Lehre von der Gnadenwahl giebt die
evangelisch-lutherische Kirche Gott allein die Ehre” (Also in the Doctrine
of Election our Evangel. Lutheran Church Gives all Glory to God Alone).
Five of these theses were discussed and adopted. The greater part of the
time was devoted to the first three, and these are the most important also for
us. The theseist says:

“The language of these theses is purposely taken from the Formula of Concord, so that ev-
ery one may know that no new doctrine is to be presented here, but that only the doctrine of
our Confessions is to be repeated.”

This assertion, however, does not yet prove that the passages quoted from

the Confession are correctly understood and interpreted. Indeed, all the

sects cite Scripture passages in favor of their peculiar false doctrines, and

yet are not able to prove thereby that their doctrine is right and scriptural.
Thesis 1 reads as follows:
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“It” (the Ev. Luth. Church) “teaches according to God’s Word ‘that God was so solicitous
concerning the conversion, righteousness, and salvation of every Christian, and so faith-
fully provided therefor, that before the foundation of the world was laid He deliberated
concerning it, and in His purpose ordained how He would bring me thereto and preserve
me therein. Also, that He wished to secure my salvation so well and certainly, that, since
through the weakness and wickedness of our flesh, it could easily be lost from our hands,
or through craft and might of the devil and the world be torn or removed therefrom, in His
eternal purpose, which cannot fail or be overthrown, He ordained it, and placed it, for
preservation in the almighty hand of our Savior Jesus Christ, from which no one can pluck
us.” It also teaches that ‘in His counsel, purpose, and ordination He prepared salvation not
only in general, but in grace considered and chose to salvation each and every person of the
elect, who shall be saved through Christ, and ordained that in the way just mentioned He
would by His grace, gifts, and efficacy bring them thereto, and aid, promote, strengthen

and preserve them’. (Book of Concord, Jacobs’ Translation’! p. 657, §. 45, & p. 653, §.
23.) Matt. 22:14; Eph. 1:4. 11; Rom. §8,28-30; 2 Thess. 2:13.”

This thesis evidently means to show what election is, what it includes and
embraces. Hence, it is surprising that not the full statement of the Formula
of Concord, as contained in the well known eight points, is adopted or at
least made the basis for the definition, but that two other passages torn from
their connection are adduced, of which one treats of the “excellent, glorious
consolation” which “this doctrine affords also”, that is when accepted and
treated in the sense of the Formula of Concord, and the other forms only a
supplement and addition to the eight points, of which points the Confession
says:

“All this, according to the Scriptures, is comprised in the doctrine concerning the eternal
election of God to adoption and eternal salvation, and should be comprised with it, and not
omitted, when we speak of God’s purpose, predestination, election and ordination to salva-
tion” Jacobs’ Transl. p. 653, §. 24).

Thus, self-evidently, the wrong foundation is laid for the entire discussion.
The Confession understands much more by election than this Report, and in
so far something entirely different from its conception; and when now this
Report proceeds to apply to election in its (narrower) sense what the For-
mula of Concord applies to it in its (wider) sense, the whole result can only
be confusion and error, even though in certain cases some correct things are
said. This is the case already in thesis 2. The passage of the Confession it
contains applies only to the election taught by the Confession, and not at all
to the mutilated Missourian election. The thesis reads thus:

79



“It teaches: ‘The eternal election of God not only foresees and foreknows the salvation of
the elect, but is also, from the gracious will and pleasure of God in Christ Jesus, a cause
which procures, works, helps, and promotes what pertains thereto; upon this also our salva-
tion is so founded that the gates of hell cannot prevail against it (Matt. 16:18). For it is
written (John 10:28): Neither shall any man pluck my sheep out of my hand. And again
(Acts 13:48): And as many as were ordained to eternal life, believed.” (Jacobs’ Transl.,
p. 651, §.8.) Matt. 24:24; Acts 13:48; Rom. 8:33-39; Hos. 13:9.”

Compare with this and also with the following what is said above, p. 39
sqqg., concerning the line of thought in the Formula of Concord.
Thesis 3 reads:

“It teaches that ‘it is false and wrong when it is taught that not alone the mercy of God and
the most holy merit of Christ, but also something in us is a cause of God’s election, on ac-
count of which God has chosen us to eternal life’ (Js’. T., p. 665, §. 88), Eph. 1:5. 6; Rom.
9:15; 1 Cor. 4:7; whether this be a) man’s own work or sanctification, 2 Tim. 1:9; Tit. 3:5;
Eph. 2:8. 9; Rom. 11:5. 7; b) man’s right use of the means of grace. Acts 16:14; ¢) man’s
self-determination, Phil. 2:13; Eph. 2:1. 5; d) man’s longing and prayer, Rom. 9:16; ¢)
man’s non-resistance, Jer. 31,18; Is. 63:17; f) man’s faith, Rom. 4:16.”

This thesis, as far as its language goes, can and must be accepted; its con-
tents have never been denied either directly or indirectly by any Lutheran
who taught an election in view of faith, since no one has held or asserted
that faith, or any of the things named in the thesis, is a “cause of election”
found in us, “on account of which God has chosen us to eternal life.” The
synodical Report, however, puts something into the words of the Confes-
sion which hitherto no faithful teacher of our Lutheran Church had found in
them, namely the rejection of every decisive regard of God in election to
man’s foreseen faith or conduct toward the means of grace and the Holy
Spirit working through them.

When now we proceed to the closer consideration of this Report, which
is extremely important as regards the “History and Proper Estimate™ of the
“Present Controversy on Predestination”, we find that in it, as in the previ-
ously considered synodical Report of the Northern District of 1868 (p. 65
sq. above), the attempt is made to maintain the doctrine of our old dogmati-
cians, which accords in all its essential features with the Formula of Con-
cord, by the side of the new Calvinizing Missourian principles, although
here and there fault is found with their mode of expression. Thus that un-
happy mixture of Lutheranism and Calvinism is produced which character-
izes this Report. We will see later on, that in due course of events several of
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the Lutheran reminiscences of this Report most glaringly in contradiction
with its Calvinizing principles, were explicitly discarded. These correct
propositions, appearing like discordant elements in motley mixture among
the false, are due to the circumstance, that in part at least they who uttered
them were not yet fully clear and sure in the new doctrine; or that they did
not yet dare to come out openly; then also in part, to the fact that the
St. Louis theologians, as it appeared for instance at the large Pastoral Con-
ference at Chicago, were not agreed among themselves.?

Let us look now at the principal passages in which the new Calvinizing
view comes out clearly.

In the very beginning of the doctrinal discussion, p. 23, we read:

“The doctrine of election concerns as it were, the very foundation (untersten Grund) of the
great, unsearchable mystery of our salvation”

— a genuine Calvinistic proposition, in which election is declared to be, as
it were, the very foundation of salvation, namely, election in the new Mis-
sourian sense, hence, not in so far as it is above all else the institution of the
universal way of salvation, but in so far as it is the mysterious election, un-
conditioned by any divine foreknowledge, of particular individual persons
in preference to others and passing by the others. Page 24 we read of this
same election:

“Yes, God already from eternity has elected a certain number of men unto salvation. He has
decreed, that these shall and must be saved; and as surely as God is God, so surely also
these will be saved, and none but these.”

According to this proposition salvation depends for its essential basis solely
and alone upon this secret eternal election. He who is thus elected, without
any regard to his conduct over against the means of grace, shall and must be
saved, and no one else will and can be saved. Page 26:

81



“We are to learn from this” (from Eph. 1:5) “that we are elected not according to the will of
any creature, or according to our own will, but according to the will of God. This will of
God, however, is also itself not determined by any other will. Therefore the apostle says:
‘according to the good pleasure of His will’. If then we would say to God: Why didst Thou
not elect me? He would answer: Because I so willed. If now we were to ask further: Why
then didst Thou so will? He would reply: It was simply the pleasure of my will. Indeed,
God does not allow us to criticize Him. We are to know that we are in His hands. He alone
created us for this temporal life; He alone, according to His mere (puren blossen) pleasure,
gives us also eternal life.”

The saving will of God, by virtue of which He has elected a man, brings
him to faith, keeps him in faith, and leads him to heaven, is, according to
this, “not determined by any other will,” 1. e., it is carried out without any
regard to the will of man. Nothing, not even the will of man, can hinder this
saving will of God. Compare with this, for instance, only the one word of
Christ, Matt. 23:37:

“O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thou that killest the prophets, and stonest them which are sent
unto thee, how often would I have gathered thy children together, even as a hen gathereth
her chickens under her wings, and ye would not!”

And the one word of our Confession in the Formula of Concord, Epitome
XI.(Jacobs’ Transl., p. 526, §. 12):

“That, however, ‘many are called, few are chosen’, does not mean that God is unwilling
that all should be saved, but the reason is that they either do not at all hear God’s Word, but
willfully despise it, close their ears and harden their hearts, and in this manner foreclose the
ordinary way to the Holy Ghost, so that He cannot effect His work in them, or, when it is
heard, they consider it of no account, and do not heed it. For this not God or His election,
but their wickedness, is responsible.”

Page 27 sq.: (Rom.8)

“Verse 29 is often interpreted incorrectly. For it is said: Here we read indeed: whom God
‘did foreknow. He also did predestinate’; so then He has looked into the future and known
in advance how men would conduct themselves, and has thought thus: Those of whom I
see that they are pious I will save; those of whom I see that they are not pious I will cast
into hell. But this would be nothing but the universal decree concerning our salvation. Then
there would be no election at all. No; if we compare the Scripture passages which speak of
God’s knowing and recognizing His own, we see that this expression means nothing but
this, that He loves them; that He has chosen, elected, received them as His own, and ac-
knowledged them as His loved ones ... Compare also 1 Pet. 1:2; Rom. 11:2; & 2 Tim. 2:19;
where throughout the word used in our passage. ytryadoyev, is taken to mean to elect.”
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Compare with the first half of this quotation for instance the following word
of the Formula of Concord, Epitome XI. (Js’. T., p. 526 etc., §. 13):

“Moreover, a Christian should apply himself to the article concerning the eternal election
of God, so far as it has been revealed in God’s Word, which presents Christ to us as the
Book of Life, which, by the preaching of the holy Gospel, He opens and reveals to us, as it
is written (Rom. 8:30): “‘Whom He did predestinate, them He also called’. In Him, there-
fore, we should seek the eternal election of the Father, who, in His eternal divine counsel,
determined that He would save no one except those who acknowledge His Son, Christ, and
truly believe on Him.”

Compare also in general the line of thought in the Formula of Concord set
forth on page 39 of this work, according to which the eternal institution of
the universal way of salvation, or the “universal decree concerning our sal-
vation”, forms the very first and foremost part of election, and the sole part
which in its contents is revealed to us men in the Gospel, and about which
we are to concern ourselves. With the second half of the quotation above, as
also with the first sentence of the whole passage, compare Dr. Walther’s
former statement, in which he declares it to be “altogether correct” to un-
derstand the word mpoywvaoyetv, Rom. 8:29, thus: “God has elected those
of whom He foresaw that they would believe and continue in faith,” (see
p. 65 above).

On page 30, 2 Thess. 2:13. is interpreted in contradiction to the Weimar
Bible as also in contradiction to other faithful teachers of our Church, thus:

“We are elected unto sanctification of the Spirit and unto belief of the truth.”

And besides this the attempt is made to refute the opposite and regular
Lutheran interpretation, which adheres to the precise words of the Holy
Spirit, by saying on the one hand, that “sanctification of the Spirit” is to be
taken in the narrower, and not in the wider sense, which is made necessary
already by the order of words; and then, on the other hand, we cannot but
say, by dishonestly imputing to the adherents of this view the doctrine “that
man is elected for the sake of faith, this also by implication that he is
saved”for the sake of sanctification" and therefore not “by grace alone.”
Compare with this the author’s article on 2 Thess. 2:13. 14. in Vol. 1. of
“Theologfische Zeitblatter,” p. 103-105.
Page 32 etc.:
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“Even Thomasius identifies election with the universal gracious will of God and calls it
‘ordered love’; namely, that God has instituted the order that they who believe shall be
saved, but they who do not believe shall be damned. This, however, is the counsel of re-
demption, not of election. We Christians know that when we believe we have God’s grace
and our sins are forgiven us. And this is so certain for true Christians, that they are ready at
any instant to give up their lives for it. But now we come to think thus: Yes, I indeed stand
in faith, I have forgiveness of sin; but will I also be saved? How many have already had
faith, but have allowed themselves to be deceived by their flesh and blood, to be blinded by
the world and seduced by the devil, and have fallen away and gone down into hell! Now,
God knew beforehand in all eternity that His Christians would be tormented and worried by
such thoughts and would be subject to such distress, that they cannot keep themselves in
faith. Well then. He thought (to speak humanly) thus: I will remedy this. I will ordain in
eternity that this one and that one shall be saved, and all the devils in hell shall not tear
them out of my hand; I will not only bring them to faith, but will also keep them therein
and save them. Defiance to the creature that would put my counsel to shame! This sweet
comfort the modern theologians would take from us. We are indeed to believe that we are
in grace, but are to think: Probably I will still be lost; for I know what an evil heart I have,
what an impression the world makes upon me, how crafty the devil is; how quickly may I
thus fall away and be lost!”

Here the following must be noted especially:

1. How entirely insufficient for the actual attainment of salvation, and
therefore how little comfortable, according to this modern Missourian
view, is the universal counsel of grace appointed for all poor sinners;

2. How very similar this modern Missourian election is to the uncondi-
tional Calvinistic election which operates with an irresistible power —
as similar as one egg is to another;

3. How also, if election in this sense is to be consolatory, and is to insure
to the Christian the unconditional certainty of salvation, the election it-
self must be unconditionally certain for man, something that could be
the result only of an immediate revelation, as no one is able to obtain
this unconditional certainty from the Scriptures;

4. How the opposite doctrine is misrepresented and distorted, so that it
may be more easily refuted.

We have the same thing in the following passages:
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“It is certainly hard to comprehend how a Christian can be altogether quiet who knows
nothing about election, especially when he is still in his youth, and when it does not yet ap-
pear that he will soon die. One who is near death may indeed, even if he has not this doc-
trine, be comfortable; for he tells himself: ‘I believe in my dear Savior, and will thereby be
saved’; and in such faith he also enters into heaven. But he who is still in his full strength
and power must always think: ‘What a wicked heart I have; How weak I am over against
all temptations. O, will I then be saved?’ Just as little, however, can it be understood, how
any one can not be altogether content when he believes in election; for such a one can say
to his God: ‘My God, Thou dost not forsake me; Thou hast not only called me; it is thy
grace also that I have been saved out of my destruction. Now [ am Thy dear child; it is im-
possible that Thou shouldst forsake me.” Yes, the fact that God has given us the doctrine of
election is an inestimable addition of His love to the gift that He has given us His own Son.
It is indeed a still greater love when one does not only give me a gift, but also provides that
I may not lose it again. If, for instance, some one should give me a golden staff, and I have
yet a thousand miles to travel, the present is indeed a great gift; still if I must travel the long
way, perhaps even through a forest infested by robbers, | may in the next hour lose my staff
again. If now the giver tells me: I will also send you the gift safely through the forest to
your home,’ it is evidently a greater love, than if he had only given me the gift. Thus also
God has not only given us saving faith; He also provides by His election that we may not
lose it again; and in case we should lose it for a time, that we may most certainly obtain it
again. For an elect person may indeed again lose his faith; but he cannot die without having
regained it. This his election will not permit.” (P. 35 etc.)

“There are very many who admit that there is an election; but they under-
stand thereby nothing save this, that God has foreknown how people would
be, and according as He foresaw this in His omniscience, He has said: He
who conducts himself thus shall, so I decree, fare thus: He that is godly
shall be saved; he that is godless shall be cast into hell. Thereby, however,
they reduce the decree of election to a mere foreknowledge of God™ (?).
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“There is a mighty difference between mere foreknowledge and foreordination. For my
foreknowing a thing is not the reason for its taking place. On the contrary, I can only fore-
know a thing, because it thus takes place. Thus the fact that a thing will occur at a certain
time is the reason for God’s foreknowing it, and never will a thing occur simply because
God foreknows it; for He also foreknows the evil, and then the evil would be regarded as
taking place because God foreknows it. Saturday does not follow Friday because I fore-
know it. Just as little will any one reach heaven because God foreknows it. Because it is al-
ready certain through election that a person is to reach heaven, therefore God foreknows it;
hence election must be something different from mere foreknowledge. It is a decree, an act
of God, the reason and cause why this takes place that I am saved. I can, indeed, know that
tomorrow some one will be executed. This my knowledge, however, is not the cause that
the execution takes place. The judge, on the other hand, who tries the criminal, does not
foreknow only, but he determines the execution. His decree, his sentence is the cause that
the man must die tomorrow. In the judge, therefore, there are two things, foreordination and
foreknowledge, and the latter is conditioned by the former. Likewise there is in God regard-
ing the salvation of the elect not only foreknowledge, but also foreordination; the former is
dependent upon the latter. God’s decreeing that a number of men shall be saved, is the
cause that they are saved. If this were not so, no man would be saved, except at utmost lit-
tle children. Though God has indeed declared by revelation that he who believes to the end
shall be saved, if he does not keep us, all is lost. He who thinks: O, I believe, I have the
Word and the Sacraments, now I cannot miss salvation — he knows not himself; for he
does not know that in himself there is nothing good, hence no ability to hold fast to the
grace of God ... Therefore God has decreed: I will cause, will help, and provide that they
whom [ have foreseen for Myself shall also certainly get to heaven. The result of this is,
that whosoever is elected cannot be lost, and if all the gates of hell should conspire against
him. God is greater than all. If He has decreed to save me. He will also carry out His de-
cree.” (P. 41 sq.)

With this mixture of Biblical Lutheran truths and Calvinistic principles
compare first of all what has been stated above by Schneckenburger (p. 30
sqq.) and by Furbringer (p. 54 sqq.), and then note how here also a man of
straw 1s attacked. And moreover, if the argumentation of the last passage be
consistently applied, note how God can foreknow only what He Himself
has resolved to execute in an irresistible manner; consequently that He ei-
ther does not at all foreknow evil; or that He foreknows it Only because He

Himself is its author.

Concerning Matt. 24:24 we read:

“In the last times the most seductive false prophets shall arise, who shall appear in a man-
ner so as even to deceive, ‘if it were possible,’ the elect. Note that the Lord does not say.’If
they are not on their guard, they shall be seduced,” but ‘if it were possible.” He thereby
states clearly that it is not possible. There is reason enough for seduction, namely the
tempting, the infatuating, the blinding on the part of these people; but election dispels all
fear and uneasiness. God Himself provides that the elect are not seduced.” (P. 43.)
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Compare with this Missourian consolation, which consistently and of ne-
cessity leads to security, the admonitions of the Holy Scriptures resting on
an entirely different basis, 1 Pet. 5:8: “Be sober, be vigilant” (=“be on your
guard”); “because your adversary, the devil, as a roaring lion, walketh
about, seeking whom he may devour” (something, then, does depend upon
our being on our guard); and Phil. 2:12: “Work out your own salvation with
fear and trembling,” and the seventh of the well-known eight points of the
Formula of Concord, viz: “That the good work which He has begun in them
He would strengthen, increase, and support to the end, if they observe
God’s Word, pray diligently, abide in God’s goodness, and faithfully use the
gifts received.”

In Acts 13:48 the “ordaining to eternal life” is understood in opposition
to the common Lutheran, and in harmony with the Calvinistic, view and in-
terpretation, not of election in the sense of the Formula of Concord, whose
first constituent part, conditioning everything else, is the universal order of
salvation, but of the mysterious election, in the Calvinistic sense, of some
particular persons in preference to others, and not based on God’s fore-
knowledge. “They were thus already foreordained persons when they re-
ceived God’s Word 1n faith, thus evidently ordered from eternity among the
number of the elect; and therefore they now attain unto faith.” The Lutheran
interpretation, viz: “They had entered into the right order,” i. e., they be-
longed to the number of those to whom God according to the universal or-
der of salvation can give faith and salvation and hence also will give and
gives both, is thus rejected. (P. 43 sq.)

On Page 52 sq. it is deplored as “lamentable” that Philippi in his “Kirch-
liche Glaubenslehre” (2d edit, IV., 1, p. 15 sq.) writes as follows: “Looking
not so much to the exclusive activity of divine grace in the work of conver-
sion, as rather to the possibility founded in human liberty, that grace, just
because it is not compulsory grace, may reach, or may not reach, its goal”
(“may not reach” — these words absolutely necessary for the right under-
standing of Philippi’s meaning are, strange to say, left out by the synodical
Report), “we are able to base foreordination unto life as well as unto death
on the divine foresight of human conduct” (i. e. toward the unmerited grace
which alone works everything, but not irresistibly). In passing, permit the
remark that in this passage Philippi, “who otherwise wrote so much that is
excellent and was never ashamed of the pure doctrine,” just in the very
point controverted most violently by modern Missouri, regarding man’s
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“conduct”, agrees perfectly with us Ohioans; yet of him it is only said that
“in the doctrine of eternal election he was not altogether reliable,” while our
doctrine is called “heathenish” by Missouri (see “Theologische Zeitblatter”,
Vol. X., p. 130 sqq., and compare Leyser’s and Nicolai’s statements above
p. 26).

Page 76 sq. reads:

“We come now to the fifth thing declared by many to be the cause why a part of mankind is
elected unto eternal life, while the other part is rejected. They who would ascribe very little
to man say, that the real cause is that there is a number of men who do not contumaciously
resist, and therefore because they do not contumaciously resist, God has elected them. And
this does in fact sound like an excellent solution of the problem. Yet unfortunately it is not.
In this way the cause of salvation would still be ascribed to man. For if my non-resistance
is the basal and real reason, then I would really be my Savior, my Redeemer, and on the last
day I could say to those standing on the left hand of the Lord: You too might stand at the
right, and might be saved like myself, if you had only clone as I did. I have not resisted.
But no; it will not be thus. Then we will rather confess, that e were saved only through
grace, through God’s free mercy.”

According to this, a person is saved through grace and free mercy only then
when God forcibly breaks down resistance, so that he refrains from it only
because he cannot do otherwise. For if he could refrain from resistance by
the power of grace and would refrain from it, although he could persist in it
in spite of grace, this would be merit. And a genuine modern Missourian,
like a genuine Calvinist, will say at the judgment day to those standing on
the left hand: God unfortunately did not bestow upon you the same grace
that He bestowed upon me, since He did not, without permitting Himself to
be hindered by the resistance common to us all, bring you to faith and keep
you in faith, as He did me. I can only pity you. Had God treated you as He
did me, you would also stand now on the right, as I stand; just as I would
stand with you on the left, had He treated me as He did you, had He not
given me more grace than He gave you. That ours is thus a lot so different
is not due to our different conduct toward grace, but to God who imparts
His grace as He wills.

On page 80 sq. the old Lutheran as well as old Missourian doctrine, con-
tradicting the modern Missourian, is thus misrepresented and distorted, so
as to make away with it the more easily:
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“Now we come to the last thing on account of which many say that finally everything re-
ally depends on man’s decision; namely, that he must believe. Faith, they say, is the reason
why a number of men are elected and saved; as unbelief is the reason why others are not
saved. For we read in the Scriptures: ‘He that believeth shall be saved’; and just as God
acts in time, so He has in eternity determined to act. We men indeed often resolve to do a
thing, yet often bethink ourselves differently. It is not so with God, He is Omniscience and
eternal perfect Wisdom; He knows all things in advance, and is so all-wise that He decrees
everything that He actually does in time. ‘Here you see’, they say, ‘since man is saved by
faith, God must have decreed in eternity to save man for the sake of faith.” Here then they
appear to speak altogether correctly” (?), “and yet it is not spoken correctly. The Scriptures
nowhere say that we are saved on account of (wegen) faith, that we are justified and saved
because (weil) we believe. Nothing of the kind is found. But this we find, that we are saved
through (durch) faith. Here we see that the Scriptures make faith not a cause of justifica-
tion, but a means thereof. This we admit, that God in eternity decreed to save man also by
bringing him to faith and thereby justifying him and permitting him to attain the end of
faith, the salvation of the soul.”

What is here combatted, namely that we are said to be justified and saved
for the sake of faith (um des Glaubens willen), as an efficacious or meritori-
ous cause, no Lutheran has ever claimed, neither our old dogmaticians, nor
Philippi or Thomasius, nor an Ohioan or lowan. It is a man of straw, made
to order, which is combatted and overcome with greater courage because
there were as yet none daring to combat explicitly and directly the real op-
ponent, and still less hope of conquering him. But what is admitted in the
last sentence the most pronounced Calvinist admits; and he who does not
admit more in regard to faith and its relation to the choice of the persons
who will infallibly be saved, thereby proves that on this point he is no
Lutheran, but a Calvinist (compare above p. 25 sq., 27, and p. 62 sq.; be-
sides this refer to Rev. C. Rohe’s excellent article, “Wie die Schrift vom
Glanben redet” — How the Scriptures speak of Faith, in Vol. IV. of the
“Theol. Zeitblatter,” p. 19-28). — This last applies also to the following
passage (p. 82), in which the objection: “What then shall we answer him
who” (with the old Lutheran dogmaticians) “reasons thus: ‘God in election
looks to nothing but to the merit of Jesus Christ, yet not in abstracto, but in
so far as it is appropriated by any one; so then He has seen that some one
accepts the merit of Christ by faith, and therefore this one is elect’?” — is
answered precisely as a genuine Calvinist would answer it, viz: “See, my
friend, the wedding garment God puts upon us. He foresaw that He would
put it upon us; that He would give us faith. How now can this be a cause to
be found in man? It is rather a cause to be found in God. If He would not
give faith, we would not have it. God has included faith in the decree of
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election; faith belongs to the golden chain which God, so to say, has forged
to draw us out of hell and up from earth into heaven. The first thing is that
He has elected me; the second, that He created me; the third, that He re-
deemed me; the fourth, that He brought me unto faith; the fifth, that He pre-
serves me; the sixth, that He leads me into eternal life.” Election in the Mis-
souri-Calvinistic sense, that is, the mysterious choice, not in any way condi-
tioned or determined by any regard to man’s conduct toward grace, of cer-
tain persons in preference to others unto the infallible attainment of salva-
tion, this itself conditions or determines everything else, also the giving of
faith; and therefore no determining or decisive regard can be had to faith in
this choice.

We now quote the following statements from the Report, which still con-
tain the old Lutheran and the old Missourian doctrine, or at least sound like
it.

Page 29 sq.:

“No one dare say: ‘O, [ am elected; though I live now as I please, I will still go to heaven’;
for just by living wickedly a man proves that God was necessitated to count him among the
reprobate. God indeed would gladly have elected him, for He would save the whole world.
But he who is such a wretch that he cares nothing about God. must not be surprised when
at last he opens his eyes in hell; for God has elected not only unto salvation, but also unto
the entire Christian life. No one will enter heaven except he whom God leads thither on this
way; but our going on this way is not our merit, but God’s free grace.”

The first part of this quotation is genuinely Lutheran. But can he who really
assents to this part actually believe that God elected the persons who are to
be saved infallibly, without any regard whatever to their foreseen conduct?
Whereby then would God be “necessitated to count among the reprobate” a
man “living wickedly?” The first half of this passage does not agree with
the Calvinistic view of the Report, while the second half with its election
“not only unto salvation, but also unto the entire Christian life” agrees well
with it. For according to what has been stated above, this can only mean
that as he whom God has elected shall and must be saved as surely as God
is God, so he shall and must also finally come to true faith and to a Chris-
tian life and die therein. The election which works itself out irresistibly pro-
vides for this. A man may, indeed he must, reason, according to the Mis-
souri-Calvinistic doctrine, in this way: Whatever may be the manner in
which I conduct myself toward the means of grace and otherwise, this has
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nothing to do with my coming to faith and my being saved. If I am elected,
then this election will provide that I finally become a Christian and die as
such and thus reach heaven. If, however, I am not elected, it will profit me
nothing, though I strive with all power to become a Christian and to live
and die as such. “God has elected a number of men already from eternity
unto salvation,” and this without any decisive regard to their foreseen con-
duct. “He has decreed these shall and must be saved; and as surely as God
is God, so surely also these will be saved, and none but these.” No wicked
life, not even the worst, can prevent the salvation of him who is elected.
Election will certainly provide that he will at least not die in this wicked
life. That these are not unwarranted deductions drawn only by ourselves,
but rather conclusions following necessarily from the modern Missourian as
well as from the Calvinistic doctrine, is demonstrated by the quotations
given above.
On page 33 we read:

“An excellent definition of predestination is given by the Lutheran theologian Wandalinus,
Professor in Copenhagen, in the following words: ‘Predestination or election is the eternal
act of God by which He has chosen, according to the pleasure of His will, and only for the
sake of the merit of Christ, from the whole mass of the fallen human race, all those unto
eternal life of whom He has foreseen that, through the means of salvation to be offered in
time to all without distinction, they would truly and to the end believe in Christ, the Re-
deemer of all men, so that by virtue of this infallible and immutable decree and act they
might attain salvation to the praise of His glorious grace.’”

This “excellent definition”, however, is that of all our old Lutheran dog-
maticians, and briefly and tersely summarizes that doctrine which is in di-
rect opposition to the Calvinistic view of the Report here under considera-
tion! — On the same page the explanation of Dieterich’s Catechism cited
above (p. 64) is termed “good”, although the same thing is true of it as of
Wandalinus’ definition.

Page 68 reads:

“Also Joh. Gerhard writes: ‘Although God in the ordered mode of His operation does not
convert those who despise and persecute the preachers of the Word, and who blaspheme the
Word and resist the Holy Spirit; yet this does not prove that it depends upon man that he be
converted, as it is the work of the Holy Spirit, and not of human powers, that man is con-
verted by the hearing of the Word. That which removes a hindrance is not the same as an
efficacious cause.””
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If the modern Missourians would heed the distinction here made by Ger-
hard they could never assert that it is synergism to teach, as we do, that con-
version and salvation depends on man’s conduct in so far, but only in so far,
as “God in the ordered plan of His operation does not convert those who do
not hear the Word, etc.” Gerhard indeed rejects the term we use, but only in
so far as it is understood in a manner entirely different from that in which
we understand it, namely, in so far as it is made to say that it is “the work of
human powers”, and not exclusively the work of the Holy Spirit, “that man
is converted by the hearing of the Word.” That man can and must “remove a
hindrance”, if he would be converted and saved, namely his willful con-
tempt for and neglect of the means of grace, Gerhard asserts as distinctly as
we do; and he denies, just as we do, that this can be called an “efficacious
cause” of conversion and salvation, in other words, that there is any syner-
gism whatever in that assertion.
On page 70 Dannhauer’s words are approvingly quoted:

“Also the decision of our will in the first act of conversion has always been ascribed by the
orthodox not to the power and cooperation of man, but to the Holy Spirit working through
the Word upon the will, which remains passive therein. And yet this decision is not a thing
of necessity or of irresistible compulsion, although, presupposing the divine order, it is in-
fallible. For God has bound Himself by the surest and holiest promises to decide man him-
self for conversion, when he is in the workshop of the Holy Spirit, and does not oppose a
wicked resistance to the means of salvation.”

This is exactly what we mean, when we say that conversion and salvation

depend in a certain sense upon man’s conduct toward the means of grace;

and it is exactly what modern Missouri denies and reviles as “heathenish.”
It is the same with the passage quoted approvingly from Joh. Olearius:

“The doctrine of the Lutherans ... ascribes everything to God and nothing to man. This is
not contradicted ... by 4) non-resistance; because even this is a gift of the Holy Spirit, who
removes and prevents this resistance, which is our own entirely, through the ordinary
means of salvation. For non-resistance is by no means a causative exertion of influence, but
only a non-hindering of the activity of one acting; just as the leper, Matt. 8, and Lazarus,
John 11, by not resisting Christ, were by no means the cause of the miraculous cleansing or
the awakening.” (P. 79.)

A man then may put an end to his resistance by virtue of the operation of
“the ordinary means of salvation,” without an especial, mysterious grace of
election. And when he thus puts an end to it, he is by no means thereby a
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“cause” of his own conversion and salvation. Accordingly our doctrine in
teaching this is not in the least synergistic.

Likewise the quotation p. 85 from Calov agrees completely with our
doctrine, but not with the doctrine of modern Missouri. Calov says:

“Not on account of faith are we called the elect, but through faith in Christ, of which the
former is the designation of the moving cause, the latter of the instrumental cause. Meiss-
ner reminds us that: ‘When faith is called the cause of election, not the moving or impelling
cause dare be understood thereby’. ‘For’, says Hutter, ‘election does not depend on faith as
its moving or meritorious cause.’ ... And Gerhard says, that it is absurd to say, that faith is
the impelling cause of election.”

According to modern Missouri, faith is not even the instrumental cause of
election, something Calov, Meissner, Hutter, Gerhard, and all our dogmati-
cians most firmly assert over against the Calvinists (compare above p. 25
sqq.). — On the same page the following words of Dannhauer are quoted:

“Predestination does not depend upon any work, any merit, any motive emanating from us,
or through us, or inhering in us, for the sake of which election took place; not upon faith
inasmuch as it is a work or the fruit of faith. For thus we also say that the decree is purely a
merciful one. The fact that it is merciful excludes merits, but not the order; faith is here not
a work or merit, but the foreseen beggar’s hand. Hence not even the smallest measure of
glory is left to man, for he receives and does not give or earn. Hence God saw nothing of
active worthiness in man, nothing good that was not from God Himself. God remains the
cause and never becomes that which is caused. In reality there is in Him nothing of the na-
ture of a priority of time; yet His will does not depend upon His foresight, although this, in
our conception of it, is prior.”

It seems as if this passage is cited especially for the sake of the last sen-
tence, as it otherwise teaches decidedly our doctrine and not the modern
Missourian; at least the words: “God remains the cause and never becomes
that which is caused,” are printed in italics. But here it can be seen dis-
tinctly how deceptively, because torn out of their connection or mutilated,
the utterances of our old dogmaticians are quoted in this Report, as if some-
how they favored the modern Missourian doctrine. Nearly the entire page
preceding this last sentence in Dannhauer’s Hodosophia pp. 289 sq. is left
out, and this without even indicating it by marks of elision, a page which
most decisively opposes the modern Missourian position, and puts the itali-
cized sentence into its true, thoroughly anti-Calvinistic light. The words
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omitted before this sentence, although absolutely necessary for its right un-
derstanding, read as follows, omitting a difficult quotation from Aristotle:

"Hence the certainty of election is not unconditional (to assume which is neither safe nor
certain), but on the condition of persevering faith it is safe and certain. And hence this is
certain that faith is of God; but of man is the repulsing (repulsa) or non-repulsing of the ob-
ject of faith. Nor is this the case that, because God regarded foreseen faith in man’s elec-
tion, therefore man has chosen God; just as if you would say: Nerva has adopted Trajan as
his successor on account of his ability, consequently Trajan has adopted Nerva. Hence we
conclude that faith belongs to the divine order, this order, however, God has instituted as
well as foreseen, and has also made it the norm of His election (juxta ilium elegerit).

Hence nothing hinders (us from concluding) that something may be the ef-
fect of one acting and at the same time a reason or a cause foreseen by the
one acting (et simul rationem sen causam ab agente prsevisam); for a house
is both the work of the builder and the final cause (causa finalis) moving
the builder to erect the house ... Although the Apostle says that we are
elected that we may be holy, Eph. 1:14, that we may manifest our gratitude
by holiness of life; as when a servant would say to the physician to whom
his master had given a gift: Thou hast received a glorious gift (¢ibi sors
lautse eleemosynge contigit), because thou hast grasped it with the hand and
not maliciously rejected it, so that thou may est be faithful to thy benefactor
in the future. So man is elected through justifying faith, that he may do the
works of justifying faith. Although faith is not the cause of the decree (of
election), it 1s nevertheless the means for attaining salvation foreseen in the
decree. We assert that the foreseeing of faith is (according to our human
conception) the first thing, not actual faith."

And now comes the sentence spoken of above: “God remains the cause
etc.” After this sentence we read:

“This testamentary condition” (faith) “is the reason of the decree of election: not because
God has decreed that Paul should believe, has he believed, but because Paul has constantly
believed and not resisted the means of salvation, has he been elected (Haec conditio testa-
mentaria est ratio decreti praedestinatoru, non quia Deus decrevit Paulum credere, ideo
credidit, sed quia Paulus constanter credidit ac medus salutis non resistit, electus est). Rea-
son (ratio), | say, not cause properly so called (non causa proprie dicta), to say nothing of a
meritorious cause, but a part of the order of predestination (pars ordinis praedestinatorii).”

The above sentence from Dannhauer, torn from its connection and muti-
lated, is thus cited in the Report to prove that God has not elected in view of
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faith, while in its connection and when given completely it proves this very
thing and defends it over against the Calvinistic objections which now also
Missouri has appropriated! This sentence, as also the other utterances of our
old dogmaticians quoted in a similar dishonest manner by the Report, can
be cited only in favor of what the opponents of modern Missouri have never
denied, but always maintained, namely, that faith is no efficacious or meri-
torious reason of election. Yet how dishonest to say in immediate connec-
tion with the above sentence from Dannhauer:

“Spener speaks altogether differently. He writes: ‘It is impossible that the elect should be
seduced to the end, Matt. 24:24. Yet election is not the cause that such people remain faith-
ful, but because they will remain faithful, (this) has induced the Lord to elect them.””

Dannhauer, in the words quoted above and omitted by the Report, has said
the very same thing (compare also Rev. Furbringer’s statement, p. 55 sqq.,
especially p. 57 sq.)! Thus the attempt is made to create the impression as if
at least the old dogmaticians, with whom Missouri had hitherto been con-
stantly fighting her battles, were in reality on the side of modern Missouri,
whereas, unless Dr. Walther was suffering from the weaknesses of old age
and was therefore thoroughly unfit for the presumed genuinely Lutheran re-
construction of a doctrine so difficult and important as that of predestina-
tion, he must certainly have known that these dogmaticians taught the very
thing he rejected, and rejected the very thing he taught, and that it was a dis-
honest procedure to cite them against a Spener, Philippi, etc., since they
thoroughly and completely agree with them; although perhaps not in every
expression, yet in what constitutes the real difference between Calvinism
and Lutheranism.

1. For Mueller’s edition we substitute Jacobs’ translation.«<

2. Compare the author’s pamphlet: “Worum handelt es sich eigentlich in
dem gegenwartigen Lehrstreit uber die Gnadenwahl?” — What is the
Real Question in the Present Controversy concerning Predestination?
—p. 17.€
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C. The Synodical Report Of The Western Dis-
trict For The Year 1879

The Calvinistic views of the synodical Report of the Western District for the
year 1877 were recognized at least by several members of the Missouri
Synod, and this with astonishment and sorrow. The beginnings of these
views, which had indeed appeared already before this on several occasions,
although only in a rudimentary and cautious form (compare above p. 65
sqq.), had been charitably interpreted, especially on account of the preced-
ing, accompanying, and following genuinely Lutheran statements, as not
being meant so badly. This was the case, for instance, with the present
writer. After Dr. Walther’s articles against Dr. Fritschel (compare above
p. 67) had made him uneasy, and he had expressed his doubts concerning
them in private and in public, not a little to the vexation of Dr. Walther and
those of his adherents who followed him through thick and thin, he unfortu-
nately permitted himself to be quieted and confused, and, in the opinion that
Dr. Walther was nevertheless right, even wrote an article in reply to
Dr. Fritschel in Brobst’s “Monatshefte,” attempting to demonstrate that the
latter’s position was not correct. But he at once saw from Dr. Fritschel’s re-
ply that, although his form of expression, unless fully explained, might be
misunderstood, the doctrine taught therein was not contrary to the Bible and
the Confession, but in fullest harmony with both. The author, therefore, did
not pursue the matter further, thinking that the whole controversy was due
rather to Dr. Walther’s emphasizing the one side sharply and in a manner
somewhat one-sided, and Dr. Fritschel’s emphasizing the other. Something
of the same kind occurred in the case also of Dr. F. A. Schmidt, at this time
theological professor in the Norwegian Theological Seminary at Madison,
Wis., who already at the meeting of the Northern District in 1868 had ex-
pressed his doubts, although only very cautiously, in the form of a question,
concerning the Calvinizing utterances made there (compare above p. 65).
The first man who. as far as we know, bestirred himself against the Report
of 77 was Rev. H. A. Allwardt, at this time, and still, pastor in Lebanon,
Wis., a man who was as loyal a Missourian as any ever was, yet not in slav-
ish dependence. In the excellent “Zeugnis wider die neue, falsche Gnaden-
wahlslehre der Missouri Synode, etc.” (A Testimony Against the New False
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Doctrine of the Missouri Synod on Predestination), written by him, he re-
ports as follows, p. 226 sqq. (compare later on in the present volume):!

"A little after New Year in 1878 I read the Report of *77 and found to my great dismay that
the doctrine it contained was not the Lutheran doctrine of predestination. To be sure.
Dr. Walther did not say openly and honestly even here that the old teachers of our Church
had erred. On the contrary, he quotes them in great number, as if he fully agreed with them;
but his own remarks, especially his interpretation of the Scripture passages concerned,
show a decided Calvinistic coloring, so that this Report alone already reveals all the ambi-
guity of Dr. Walther’s doctrine on predestination. After attempting for months to find a
Biblical Lutheran meaning in the erroneous propositions of Dr. Walther. I finally laid the
matter before the President of my District. Rev. Strasen, about in the end of March, and in
this connection I learned that Prof. Schmidt, too. did not agree with the Report and had de-
clared this to several leading men in his Synod (Norwegian). (The meeting of the Missouri
Synod and its dealing with predestination, which is said to have afforded the motive for
Prof. Schmidt’s opposition, did not take place till the end of May!)

I did not press President Strasen to give me an immediate expression of his opinion. [ had
only explained my doubts to him and given my reasons, and had requested him to investi-
gate the matter. When I again spoke to him about it some time later, I found that he had
reached the same conclusion to which I had come. Nothing further occurred in the matter
during the rest of the year, except that I tested Dr. Walther’s propositions again and again
by the Scriptures and by the Confessions, and that I studied our old dogmaticians diligently,
as far as I could secure their writings, and that I spoke with President Strasen on the subject
almost every week.

At Easter (still prior to the meeting of Synod) I spoke also with Prof. Schmidt. And from
this time on until October, 1879, we three, President Strasen, Prof. Schmidt, and I, very fre-
quently discussed the whole matter, and we were agreed in our judgment concerning the
Report.

At Christmas Prof. Schmidt again visited us, and expressed his determination to discuss the
doctrine of predestination in the Lutheran Standard, for which paper he had already written
frequently; but his intention was to do this without in the least attacking the Missouri
Synod. He desired simply to set forth the doctrine, as he could not satisfy his conscience by
remaining altogether silent in the face of error. We two, President Strasen and I, dissuaded
him from this course and urged him to confer privately with the men at St. Louis; and this,
at the further advice of men in his own Synod, he did. As a result, a colloquium was ar-
ranged between Dr. Walther and Prof. Schmidt, which was held in July, 1879, in Columbus,
Ohio. Dr. Walther, however, after conferring a day and a half, broke off the colloquium,
saying that he had no more time. Yet a renewal of the discussion was arranged for the fol-
lowing year, in which several others were also to take part representing both sides.
Dr. Walther also asked Prof. Schmidt whether he would refrain from writing meanwhile,
and received the answer that this would depend on the position the Missouri Synod would
take in the matter in autumn.
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The Western District had yet one thesis left over for consideration from the year 77, and
Prof. Schmidt repeatedly expressed the hope to me that perhaps Dr. Walther would yield so
far at this meeting in the autumn of ’79, as to satisfy us and to make even the colloquium in
the summer of 1880 superfluous. So far removed from his mind, even at this time, was any
thought of making a public and direct attack upon Dr. Walther. And this was more than a
year after the meeting which is said to have given him the pretext for beginning a public
controversy. ... | for my part had sent a paper to the general president of the Missouri
Synod, Rev. Schwan, in May 1879, in which I set forth at length my doubts in regard to the
Report of ’77, and said openly that [ found ’the beginnings of Calvinism’ in it. I requested
him to advise me how to act in the matter."

President Schwan thought it best to send Rev. Allwardt’s paper to
Dr. Walther so that he could “express himself more fully on the subject.”
Rev. Allwardt gave his consent to this, and stated publicly at a Pastoral
Conference that he was opposed to the Calvinizing doctrine of predestina-
tion contained already in the synodical Report of the Northern District of
71; where the attempt was made to refute him, for instance, by quoting
from John Gerhard Calvinistic sentences which he quotes and refutes, as
though they were the doctrine of Gerhard and of the Lutheran Church!

“During the same week, however, during which this Conference took place in Oshkosh,
Wis., the Western District Synod met in St. Louis, near the end of September, 1879. While
Prof. Schmidt and myself, as also others who knew of the matter, had some hope that
Dr. Walther would here explain himself sufficiently, and had no expectation in any case that
he would touch upon our objections while we were absent, he, as the Report shows, did this
very thing, in a way I would have considered absolutely impossible. While he had broken
off the colloquium in Columbus and arranged another for the following year with his oppo-
nent, and had asked of him to refrain from public attack till that time, and while he had not
answered a syllable as yet to my writing sent him by the President, he abused our argu-
ments thoroughly before this Synod, caricatured them most shamefully, ridiculed them, and
designated us by the most vicious heretical names. We are described as rationalists, syner-
gists. Pelagians, followers not only of the papists in general, but especially also of that
‘cunning and treacherous Bellarmin’ (a Jesuit).”

Having mentioned by way of introduction these facts, which throw light
upon several points, particularly upon Dr. Walther’s customary and favorite
way of treating his “opponents,” we now turn our attention to the Report of
77. Side by side we find Calvinistic views, old Lutheran and old Mis-
sourian reminiscences, and the distorted doctrine not only of the “oppo-
nents,” but also of the old Lutheran dogmaticians, who were still called
upon for assistance in the old favorite way. In the following we furnish a
number of proofs for this.
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The basis for the doctrinal discussion consisted of five theses into which
Dr. Walther had divided the last one of the theses of ‘77, which for lack of
time had not been discussed. These five theses are to set forth the right use
of the doctrine of predestination, and they are wholly composed of sen-
tences and passages from Art. XI. of the Formula of Concord. The first con-
tains the main part of §. 12, on p. 652 of Jacobs’ Translation of the Book of
Concord; the second, § 25 and the beginning of § 26 on p. 653; the third,
the middle of § 26; the fourth, § 70-72 on p. 661, etc.; the fifth, § 73 on
p. 662. All these theses or utterances of the Formula of Concord rightly un-
derstood, 1. e. according to the sense and connection of the Confession, as
also according to the universal interpretation of the Lutheran Church, com-
pletely overthrow the modern Missouri doctrine. They are intelligible only
when election in the narrow sense, the choice of persons who will infallibly
and alone be saved, is taken as a self-evident and necessary result of the
universal counsel of salvation, and not made to stand by the side of this de-
pending merely upon the secret pleasure of God. Everything said in the
elaboration of thesis 1 against the Calvinists applies just as well to the mod-
ern Missourians, as their doctrine also, if consistently carried out, like that
of the Calvinists, leads either to security or to despair. That modern Mis-
souri denies this does not alter the fact; the Calvinists also deny the correct-
ness of the charges brought against them as necessary conclusions from
their doctrine. In spite of this the Report in question repeats these charges as
well founded. But what is right in the case of Calvinists must be fair for
modern Missourians. If logical conclusions are valid when made against the
former, they are no less valid when made against the latter.

“God has foreordained or chosen the saints whom he wishes to save in Christ, from all eter-
nity, freely and of pure grace, without any regard to man. ... We disapprove of the godless
expression of some who say: Few are chosen, and since I am not certain whether I am one
of them, I will thoroughly enjoy myself here. Others say: If [ am predestinated or chosen of
God, nothing that I do will prevent my salvation, which is already immovably fixed. But if
I belong to the reprobate class, no faith, no repentance will help me, since God’s decree
cannot be altered. Therefore, all instruction and admonition is useless. Against such reason-
ing the Apostle’s word is directed: ‘The servant of the Lord must be apt to teach, instruct-
ing those that oppose themselves, if God peradventure will give them repentance to the ac-
knowledging of the truth, and that they may recover themselves out of the snare of the
devil who are taken captive by him at his will’ (2 Tim. 2). ... We therefore censure those
who without taking into consideration Christ raise the question whether they are chosen,
and what God in all eternity determined concerning them. For we must listen to the preach-
ing of the Gospel and believe it and hold fast without doubting, that if we believe in Christ
and abide in Him we are chosen, etc.”
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Who says this? It reads precisely like a passage from the Report of the
Western District of the Missouri Synod for *77, or for *79. Yet it is a pas-
sage from the genuinely Reformed second Helvetian Confession prepared
by the Calvinist Bullinger (compare Bachman, “Die wichtigsten Symbole,”
etc. — The Most Important Symbols, etc. — p. 50 sq.). In fact the entire
10th article of this Calvinistic Confession with its heading: “Concerning the
Divine Predestination and Election of Saints,” might have a place without
any essential change in one of these Missouri Reports as “pure doctrine.” In
precisely the same way as the modern Missourians the Calvinists defend
themselves against the accusations brought against them as logical conclu-
sions from their position, by talking about conclusions that cannot be al-
lowed here, about taking captive our reason under the obedience of faith,
about mysteries to be most humbly adored. This method, too, is a proof of
the kinship of the two. At any rate modern Missourians have no right to
complain when we use against them the same weapons they employ against
the Calvinists, 1. e. when we appeal to logical conclusions.

But we turn now to some of the characteristic utterances of the Report of
’79. On page 39 sq., is found the famous passage:

“The troubled conscience thinks: If God knows that I will go to hell, I will certainly go
there, do what I will. The number of the elect cannot be increased or diminished. What God
foreknows must take place. If I belong not to the elect, [ may hear God’s Word ever so dili-
gently, have myself absolved, go to the Lord’s Supper, this is all useless. What does Luther
answer? ‘This indeed is true and must be admitted.” He here invents no other gospel for
him, but holds him fast by this truth.”

But Luther does not say what this Report makes him say. He only declares
“that God Almighty knows from eternity”” how every man will fare and how
(according to the subsequent will of God which has regard to man’s con-
duct) every man indeed shall fare. The Report, however, here reveals its
own genuinely Calvinistic trend, according to which everything depends on
the choice of persons, and yet this choice itself is said to have been made
without any regard to man’s foreseen conduct. And what the Report then
adds in the line of “universal medicine,” “consolation of the Gospel” is alto-
gether similar to the close of the above quotation from the Reformed Con-
fession. Note also how the Report even goes beyond this. What is there said
to be contrary to the word of the Apostle is here called by the Report
“gospel” and “truth.”
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On page 37 sq., a passage from Seb. Schmidt is quoted and misinter-
preted, which, in spite of some peculiarity in its wording, agrees perfectly
with the doctrine of our old dogmaticians, as it derives the choice of person
and what most naturally, according to the appendix to the well-known eight
points (Jacobs’ Transl. p.653, § 23), pertains thereto, from the subsequent
will of God (voluntas consequens), 1. e. from that will which on the basis of
God’s foreknowledge has regard to the different conduct of men toward the
means of grace. In connection with this we read:

“When God gives the elect His grace for their perseverance, the non-elect have no right to
accuse God that He did not give to them also this same rich measure of grace; for God does
not owe us an especial, greater measure of grace. God would point him who would do this
to the Scripture passage: ‘Is it not lawful for me to do what I will with mine own? Is thine
eye evil because I am good?’ A clear example of this rich measure of grace we find in Paul.
He had fought against the Christians in the most wicked way. He tried to make them blas-
pheme by threatening them with death; and behold, he is converted, and that, too, in the
most wonderful way. Christ Himself appears to him, speaks with him, and tells him where
to go to learn the way unto salvation. This is evidently a ‘gratia amplior,” a greater grace
than God vouchsafes to others, whereby He would especially glorify His goodness. Fathers
often act similarly. Many a father is more gracious to one child than to another, because it
obeys him better and gives him more joy than the other. He gives food and drink also to the
latter and seeks its happiness also; yet upon the former he bestows a greater abundance of
love’s gifts. Thus also God deals with us; only He does not even ask whether we have
obeyed or not, but does as He wills.”

In this confused passage note especially the following:

1. Contrary to Seb. Schmidt the richer grace, which for instance a
Lutheran possesses as compared with a Romanist or Calvinist, the
child of a living Christian as compared with that of a hypocrite, which,
however, can also be willfully resisted (Acts 26:19; Matt. 11:20 sqq.),
is here identified with the “grace for perseverance,” which in distinc-
tion from the former is offered to all without exception, and according
to Seb. Schmidt “is promised and offered earnestly according to the
antecedent will even to the reprobate,” and is not imparted only to
those who by willful and persistent resistance, which they might re-
frain from by virtue of the grace working in them, reject it.

2. According to the statements of the Report God does not deal like a fa-
ther, but altogether differently, that is, arbitrarily, bestowing or with-
holding the grace of perseverance in faith, and therewith salvation,
without any regard to the use man has made of grace previously re-
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ceived. Thus we have here also the “shall-and-must” grace of the Re-
port of ’77. And when the Report seeks to utilize what Seb. Schmidt
says: “And thus we can say with Luther that man is predestinated to
faith itself,” it gains nothing at all, for Seb. Schmidt derives this very
predestination from the subsequent will briefly characterized above,
and not, as do the modern Missourians, from the antecedent will. In
other words, Seb. Schmidt regards that man as predestinated unto faith
of whom God has foreseen that he would permit himself to be led upon
the universal way of salvation as this is set forth in the eight points
mentioned. In spite of the unusual form of his expressions Seb.
Schmidt agrees throughout with our other dogmaticians, and not with
the Calvinists and Missourians, who have no place in their doctrine of
predestination for the subsequent will of God and its regard to man’s
conduct. This appeal of modern Missouri to Seb. Schmidt is, therefore,
nothing but empty show and deception, at least self-deception.

In the elaboration of thesis 3, p. 50 sqq., we for the first time meet that
perversion of the Formula of Concord which recurs so frequently and in
such manifold variations afterwards, according to which the eight points re-
ferred to do not aim to state what the Confession means by election, and
what it considers to be contained therein.

“When we speak of election we must include all those stages by which God would carry
out in man the decree of election” (i. e. save all those chosen without regard to their con-
duct). “For God has not said: I have chosen a number and they shall reach heaven, and that
settles it. On the contrary, He has said what He would do now regarding those whom He
has elected. He has loved them all from eternity, sent His Son for the whole world, sends
His Word and bestows the Holy Spirit, gives them faith, justifies them, keeps them that
they may remain in faith, seeks them again when they stumble and fall away, and helps
them on into everlasting salvation. All this we must add. But when it is added, we must not
say: This is the thing itself of which we are treating” (i. e. election).
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“It would be false, for instance, to preach about repentance only in so far as it consists of
contrition. Faith must also be preached. For repentance, even when wrought by the law, is
worthless, unless the Gospel follow and work faith. And as it would be a godless way of
proceeding to preach concerning predestination merely this: There is a mysterious decree
of God, made by God in eternity, that He would save a certain number of men; these will
surely be saved. And there is another number of men who according to God’s decree, al-
though not by his decree, are damned. The number of both is fixed, and there will never be
less of either. All this is true. And still it would be a shameful way of preaching, to say
merely this and nothing more. The hearers would then draw all sorts of dangerous conclu-
sions. Noj; the whole counsel must be proclaimed; then the doctrine of election will become
clear. This very thing is what makes the teaching of the Calvinists so horrible. They speak
only of a mystery; and instead of directing the hearer to the Scriptures they direct him to
his reason, and then the outcome is a Calvinistic predestination. But let it not be misunder-
stood. This all is to be added according to the Confessions of our Church, and therefore is
not the same as though the Church had said: There is no predestination” (most assuredly
none of the “opponents” had ever said or thought this). “What a sin! God has revealed a re-
ligion to us showing us how to reach heaven, and here certain people come” (who? the “op-
ponents”?) “and remove one of the most important, one of the most consolatory doctrines”
(the modern Missourian, Calvinistic absolute predestination?) “from the Scriptures. Woe to
him that does this! What those doctrines are that must be taught in addition the Formula of
Concord tells us. It names the following eight points” (here these points are quoted, found
in Jacobs’ Transl. p. 652 sq., §§ 15-22).

“This all must be presented; but it is not predestination. Now comes a sentence” (i. e. the
appendix to the eight points § 28), “which as the last part of this doctrine is purposely not
numbered. This sentence declares what election is. ... Just because God according to elec-
tion (!) leads us to heaven in this way alone, the way must be described, so that people may
not think thus: It all depends on my election. God has decided this once for all, and it can
never be changed. For the result of this would be that nothing further would be preached.
But it is a different thing to say: God has chosen a small number, and has not chosen a large
number, and these will be lost; and then to add: He whom God has chosen will come to
faith, will be justified, regenerated, preserved till death. This God has revealed. Here no
man dare think that this dark counsel no one can know. No; this the whole world may
know; in all these works is revealed what God thought in eternity. Thus God would lead
men to salvation. If you will not permit yourself to be led thus, then you may indeed feel
assured that you are cast away. God would not have cast you away, if you had not willfully
and contumaciously resisted. God has sought also you, but you did not permit Him to find
you. He has knocked at your door, but you have not opened unto Him, in spite of the fact
that God gave you grace thereto.”

Note in this connection the following:

1. This Report, like that of *77, mutilates and falsifies the doctrine of our
old dogmaticians, so as to create the impression as though they are, at
least in the main thing, on the side of modern Missouri; and then it fal-
sifies and exaggerates the doctrine of the Calvinists so as to make it
appear as though there were really an essential difference between
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them and the modern Missourians. But in both respects the very oppo-
site 1s the case. In its real principles modern Missouri is irreconcilably
in opposition to the old Lutheran dogmaticians, and in full accord with
the Calvinists. It is simply not true to say that the Calvinists teach
nothing at all of the contents of these eight points, and that they speak
“only about the mystery.” They speak of these eight points precisely as
does modern Missouri, namely as the way in which God brings to faith
and saves the elect whom He has chosen absolutely, without any con-
dition, and without any regard to their conduct; and they deny just as
well as modern Missouri does, that these eight points are the universal
way of salvation from the institution of which the choice of persons
must logically follow. Every attack thus made against the Calvinists is
doing gross injustice to them, and is apt only to throw dust into peo-
ple’s eyes and to deceive them as to the close relationship which exists
between the Calvinists and modern Missouri, and which the latter
would not like to have generally known.

. With the above modern Missourian view of the eight points, as con-
taining something that must be “taught in addition,” something that
does not belong as an essential part to election, compare what precedes
the eight points in the Confession itself as a preface (Jacobs’ Transl.,
p. 652, §§ 13:14), and what is added as a conclusion (p. G53, § 24:
“All this,” 1. e. the eight points together with the appendix, “according
to the Scriptures, is comprised in the doctrine concerning the eternal
election of God to adoption and eternal salvation, and should be com-
prised with it, and not omitted, etc.”); and compare also our remarks
on the line of thought in the Formula of Concord as set forth above,
p. 39 sqq., especially p. 42 and p. 45. In these remarks also Chemnitz
is quoted as a witness fully competent to vouch for the correctness of
our view, which is in direct opposition to that of modern Missouri and
in fullest harmony with that of our old Lutheran dogmaticians. Natu-
rally the chief author of the Report under consideration, Dr. Walther,
knew also these utterances of Chemnitz quoted by us. And just as natu-
rally he found it necessary to face these utterances, and therefore he
quoted the passages cited by us above, p. 45 sq. And now how does he
treat it? Hear and be astounded! He seizes upon the closing words of
the quotation:
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“This is the sum and the analysis” (the unfolding, the setting forth of the chief constituent
parts by name) “of the doctrine of predestination, as it is revealed in the Word”; (and then
he adds:) “It must be remembered, that this is not the decree itself, but this is the manner in
which it is revealed to us in the Bible. ... Chemnitz does not say: This is the predestination
upon which God has determined in eternity; but he says: Inasmuch and in so far as it is re-
vealed to us” (p. 55)!

What does any man know concerning predestination “inasmuch and in so
far as it 1s” not “revealed to us” in the Word? Has modern Missouri perhaps
special revelations in this regard? Chemnitz, and we, certainly care to know
nothing of this, but are satisfied to know only the sum and chief parts of
what God has revealed in His Word concerning predestination, and are sure
that this revelation agrees perfectly with the actual facts and teaches us in-
deed what “the predestination upon which God has determined in eternity”
is. Yet here we see how the attempt to smuggle false doctrine under a false
name into the Church leads from one folly and deception to another — a
truth which modern Missouri has confirmed, and not here alone, by its pro-
cedure in the predestination controversy. — (3) The last series of sentences
quoted above from the Report sounds like old Lutheran and old Missourian
doctrine, but does not at all agree with the real idea of the whole passage
quoted, nor with the position of the whole Report as such, namely, that God
has chosen those who alone are to be infallibly saved, without inquiring
how men would conduct themselves toward His saving grace.

On page 64 sq. are found the following confused utterances regarding
the certainty of election:

“We by no means teach that a man may be absolutely certain that he will be saved. Yet this
must be rightly understood. What does it mean when we say: [ am absolutely certain that I
will be saved? It means this: I know with complete certainty that I will be saved, even
though I steal and commit adultery, murder and cease reading the Bible and praying,”

(Yet it may also mean, and does actually mean among modern Missourians
this: I am altogether certain that, though I fall into such sins and live in
them for years, yet God will finally bring me to repentance and let me die in
faith. See above p. 75 sqq.)
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“This would be an accursed certainty; it would be nothing but the most shameful carnal se-
curity. No; if I am certain of my salvation in faith, [ am certain of it with fear and trem-
bling, as we will see more distinctly later on. If there is a chair in a room and I see it, [ am
absolutely certain it is there; for God has given me eyes, not to deceive me, but that I may
see things as they are. But it is not so with salvation; for I have no eye with which to look
into the Book of Life. On the contrary, I am certain of my salvation a posteriori, namely,
for the reason that I believe. Just as Moses could not behold God’s countenance, but could
only look behind Him, so we also cannot look upon God’s face, but only from behind”

(Yet can it be aught but a seeing of God’s “face,” a wanting to be certain, a
priori, and not a posteriori, when with modern Missouri the “infallible” cer-

tainty of perseverance in faith is deduced from the present existence of
faith?).

“When I say: I believe with certainty that I will be saved, I must also at once add: But, of
course, when I am no more a Christian, all is over,”

(Why then is modern Missouri not satisfied with a conditional certainty of
election, a certainty infallible on a condition which every man may fulfill
by the power of God’s grace?)

“But this is not to say that I may not be truly certain of my salvation; for to be absolutely
certain and to be uncertain are not at all opposites. I can be fully certain”

(To be sure, yet not in the sense of the utterances of modern Missouri as
quoted in the preceding part of this work).

106



“For I must always think thus: Of course, if [ would become an impious wicked rascal and
would reject the Lord Jesus and would wallow again in the mire of the world like a swine,
then God has given me no security. Then He declares: Let him go his way. Yes, then I
would be worse than before. But while I know and continually consider this, I still believe
quite firmly that my dear Lord Jesus Christ will not forsake me. For my comfort is not that
I have embraced Christ, but that He has embraced me; not that I am faithful, but that He is
faithful; not that I remain in Christ, but that He remains in me; and therefore I am of the
fixed conviction, that I shall be saved, and that the Lord will aid me to the end. Now we
hear it said: Against this” (?) “doctrine of the certainty of election the one fact that there are
temporary believers stands like a very wall of iron. It is said: The Scriptures teach unmis-
takably that there are true believers who believe only for a time; and this is directly op-
posed to the doctrine of the certainty of election; just as the doctrine of the Lutherans that
even the wicked receive Christ’s true body and blood in the Holy Supper contradicts the
doctrine of the Zwinglians that Christ’s body and blood is not present in the Supper. If all
believers are to be certain of their election, it is said, then temporary believers are likewise
to be certain. Yet these evidently are not elected, for they will not be saved; so then they are
to believe a lie. Nor can you escape this conclusion. We answer: ... This objection is only a
conclusion of reason, and most certainly cannot overthrow the precious promise given to
us. We indeed cannot solve the apparent contradiction in regard to temporary believers, for
we are poor creatures. But this shall not make us to go counter to God’s clear Word and to
rob ourselves and Christendom of such an exceedingly consolatory doctrine.”

In this connection note the following:

1. No “opponent” has ever had anything to object to the doctrine of the
certainty of election as presented in the first half of this quotation; but
every “opponent” has indeed had serious objections to the passages
quoted in the preceding part of this work from the Report of ’77,
which either declare directly or necessarily presume an unconditional
certainty, and which have nowhere been retracted in this Report of *79,
the contents of which must of necessity follow from a doctrine not pro-
ceeding logically from the universal order of salvation and still said to
be full of consolation.

2. Then too the contradiction here claimed to exist between the Scriptural
doctrine that there are temporary believers and the modern Missouri
doctrine of the certainty of election shows that this latter doctrine goes
beyond what is stated in the first half of the quotation, i. e. that it main-
tains, contrary to the Scriptures, the Confession, and the dogmaticians,
an unconditional certainty.

3. Here we find an application of that universal remedy of modern Mis-
sourl, afterwards used so liberally, whereby every difficulty and em-
barrassment produced by the irrefutable arguments of the wicked “op-
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ponents” is removed, viz: the “mystery.” When, after the manner of
Christ and the Apostles and the fathers and the Reformers, the attempt
is made to interpret Scripture by Scripture and to show thus that the
apparently altogether general statement of one Scripture passage as
taken by itself must be restricted and limited by another passage (com-
pare, for instance, John 14:28 with 10:30; Mark 10:11 with Matt. 5:32
and 1 Cor. 7:15), and when this is to be applied also to the Missourian
innovations with their alleged Scripture proofs, as in the case under
consideration, then Missouri objects and seeks refuge in its “mystery,”
according to which one Scripture passage is no longer to be explained
by another, but both are to be left standing unreconciled side by side,
without concern as to the resultant contradiction. In this way every
heretic might shield his pet doctrine, as every heresy has originated
from the one-sided emphasis placed on certain Scripture passages,
without paying sufficient regard to the parallel passages on the oppo-
site side. Thus, for instance, popery might undertake to found its hier-
archial claims on Matt. 16:18, its doctrine of works on the Epistle of
James, etc.; the champions of the absolute necessity of baptism might
quote John 3:5 for their position. The clear doctrine of the Scriptures
concerning the existence of temporary believers compels us to under-
stand those Scripture passages which seem to teach an unconditional
certainty of election and seem to say that this certainty is furnished by
faith, in such a manner that this is not the case; as also the common ex-
perience of sober Christians speaks against such an unconditional cer-
tainty.

It is one of the tricks of this Report, that while it softens the expressions

for its own position as much as possible, it perverts the position of the “op-
ponents” so as to make them teach that a Christian must “doubt™ his elec-
tion and salvation; and then against this man of straw our old teachers are
quoted, for instance P. Leyser (p. 79) and Lassenius (p. 80 sq.), who of
course in every particular oppose this figment, as we do ourselves and have
always done! For we most heartily say with the latter: “Because you have
hitherto had and still have faith in Christ in child-like trust upon His suffer-
ings and merits, and by the assistance of the Holy Spirit desire to remain
constant therein to your end, and likewise use most diligently all means for
strengthening your faith, and call upon the Holy Spirit for His assistance
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therein, therefore, you dare not at all doubt your election. God indeed
knows His elect, and you among them, He is your Shepherd, and you are
His sheep; abide as such in due obedience and love to Him, and you will re-
ceive infallibly by His grace the end of your faith, namely, everlasting sal-
vation.” Here we have plainly a certainty of election or salvation which is
conditional on the perseverance in faith made possible by God’s grace for
every man, which, however, is infallible on this one condition only, and
which we have always accepted, and at the beginning of the controversy at
once declared in unmistakable terms. Only such a certainty is known to the
Scriptures (Matt. 10:22; 24:13: “He that shall endure unto the end, the same
shall be saved” — this evidently is not a mere description of those who will
finally be saved; it is above all the condition on which alone any one can be
saved). Only such a certainty is taught by our Confessions (compare, for in-
stance, the seventh of the well-known eight points: “That the good work
which He has begun in them He would strengthen, increase and support to
the end, if” (wenn, Latin: si modo: if only) “they observe God’s Word, pray
diligently, abide in God’s goodness and faithfully use the gifts received”).

But the Report pretends that it has found at least one dogmatician agree-
ing with it in opposing this conditional certainty, namely, Quenstedt. It
quotes the following words from this teacher of the Church (p. 81):

“God desires the salvation of all men, however, not on the condition of faith, ‘if they would
believe’; also not absolutely, but according to a fixed order of means. This will of God is
therefore not an absolute will, but a will according to an order, by no means, however, (to
speak exactly) a conditional will, as the Hypothetics among the Calvinists claim. For that
which is absolute is the opposite not only of that which is hypothetical or conditional, but
also of that which is ordered and fixed by a certain order (tdéet).”

And to this the Report adds the remark:

“This must be well noted. For if we had a conditional certainty of our election, we would
have none at all.”

And thus good old Quenstedt has become an ally of modern Missouri for all
who simply believe the statements of the Report without reflection and re-
search of their own. But only for such. For whoever looks for himself will
find that here again there is nothing but semblance, and that too a sem-
blance produced entirely by the most manifest distortion and falsification. If
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the Report had not omitted but given the beginning and the end of this pas-
sage from Quenstedt, then every one would have seen at once that this pas-
sage does not at all treat of election or of the certainty of election! The be-
ginning reads thus:

“The antecedent will” (i. e. the universal will of salvation), “although, to speak properly, it
is not absolute, is still truly and absolutely universal; for it embraces all men jointly and
severally, since God wants the salvation of all men, yet not, etc.”

Immediately preceding these words we read:

“We admit that the covenant promises, promising us salvation under the New Testament,
are conditional, or include the condition of faith; but we must distinguish between the an-
tecedent and the subsequent will. In the antecedent will this condition is not taken into con-
sideration, but this is done in the subsequent will which promises salvation only to believ-
ers, or, on the condition of faith in Christ.”

And the closing words read as follows:

“Hence when the antecedent will is called a conditional will by some orthodox teachers,
the word ‘conditional’ is not taken in its exact meaning but in the sense that God does not
want the salvation of all absolutely, but in a certain order, namely in this order, that they re-
pent and believe in Christ; yet not in the sense of the Calvinists, as though God desires only
conditionally (the salvation of all), if they all would believe, but does not desire that all
may believe, but only, according to His absolute pleasure, that the elect alone may believe.”

What, therefore, Quenstedt here says concerning the universal way of salva-
tion against the doctrine of the Reformed Hypothetics or Amyraldists, to
whose views modern Missouri has great resemblance (compare above
p. 07), this the Report quotes in the most perfidious way against the oppo-
nents of modern Missouri and obscures the actual point at issue by mutilat-
ing quenstedt’s words! But the Report is very careful not to inform its read-
ers what Quenstedt says on predestination in other places. It is silent about
what Quenstedt says only a few pages following the mutilated quotation
given above (Cap. 11. sect. 1, thes. 14.), where he himself calls election,
which, according to his own doctrine, as well as according to that of all our
dogmaticians, is deduced from the subsequent will, a hypothetical or condi-
tional election, for he appropriates the words of Hiilsemann:
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“It thus belongs to the form of predestination that it is hypothetical, or founded upon a con-
dition, which is indeed fulfilled by the grace of God, and can in no way be fulfilled by the
natural powers of man. However, this condition is of such a character that man is able to
prevent its fulfillment, and it is often prevented by nature, yet by virtue of prevenient grace,
which is common to all hearers of the Word, this prevention may be avoided.”

And Quenstedt adds:

“We therefore teach that this foreseeing of the fact that prevenient grace will not be pre-
vented belongs altogether to the essence of predestination (praevisionem igitur non impedi-
endae prgevenientis gratige formam prsedestinationisomnnio ingredi statuimus).”

The Report also conceals that Quenstedt in another place of his treatise on
predestination (Cap. II. sec. 2. qusest. 7.) declares the following:

“All expressions which promise the continuance of the covenant of God made with those
who are justified, as Is. 54:10; Jer. 32:38; Hos. 2:19; 1 Cor. 1:8; Phil. 1:6, are to be under-
stood as conditional; for the covenant of God is not absolute, but conditional, and demands
that on the part of man faith and piety shall follow. When these fail to appear, the covenant
is broken, not on the part of God who never changes, Mal. 3:6, but on the part of men, who
do not fulfill the condition and do not use the means prescribed by God.”

From these passages, to which dozens might yet be added, saying the same
thing, everybody can see on which side Quenstedt stands when he says that
the certainty of election is not exactly conditional, but is an ordered cer-
tainty, 1. €. bound to a certain order and dependent upon the observance of
this order; for he evidently means by “ordered” the very thing other dog-
maticians and we mean by “conditional.” And he who can say that election
itself is hypothetical or conditional can surely also say the same of the cer-
tainty of election. Hence it is nothing but deception when Quenstedt is
quoted against us and in favor of modern Missouri. In conclusion, the fol-
lowing passages may show how inconsiderate and conscienceless the Re-
port speaks at times in its efforts to ridicule the standpoint of the “oppo-
nents,” which it has already distorted, and how it then contradicts itself

where it speaks considerately and conscientiously. Thus we read on page
95:
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“According to the definition of the word faith, Heb. 11:1, a Christian is concerned not
merely with present blessings, namely with the forgiveness of sin and with the gracious
will of God, but also with future blessings, and this in such a way that he knows that these
will not fail him. David even in the Old Testament was certain that he would not be put to
shame in his hope. How much more should we be thus certain! Ships on the sea indeed
have anchors, but they are not always firm. The Christian, however, has an anchor that is
firm, so that his vessel cannot sink. Therefore a Christian should glory in the hope of eter-
nal life, as we also confess in the Third Article, that we believe not only a forgiveness of
sin, but also an eternal life. This does not mean to say that, I believe that other people will
obtain it, but that I will obtain it; that it is given to me, and that it will remain mine to all
eternity. Our opponents indeed assert that the word ‘believe’ must here be understood in a
twofold sense, first as ‘having with certainty,” thus in regard to the forgiveness of sins, of
which I am to be certain in faith; then as ‘having conditionally,” thus in regard to eternal
life. But reflect a moment! If this were so we would have to say to our children when in-
structing them: Now be very careful! The first you must believe with certainty, the second,
however, by no means with certainty; for here the word believe has a different meaning.
But this is folly. Moreover, we are to hold fast to the profession of our hope. But that is an
extraordinary profession, when I confess the articles of faith, and then when the world asks
me: Will you get to heaven with your religion? I answer: Well, that I don’t know. Then we
would confess that we are not much better off than the heathen.”

This wild speech, reminding one strongly of certain politicians in our coun-
try, 1s refuted not only by the passages quoted above from Quenstedt, but
also by another more sober passage from the Report itself (p. 73). We read
here:

“This indeed is the simplest faith of children that if I believe in Christ I shall be saved. But,
to be sure, we are here concerned with something still lying in the future. That I am in
grace now” ( = have forgiveness of sin) “this [ know with absolute certainty; for I have this
now. But whether I will certainly be saved depends on my remaining in faith and not fall-
ing back into the service of sin and unbelief; yet I believe firmly and certainly” (but do not
know with absolute certainty) “that God will keep me in faith and holiness. And this is the
whole difference.”

It seems to us that this difference is great enough and shows clearly that the
other speech is only empty talk. Every “opponent” agrees with the state-
ment quoted last.

1. As a correction of the Missourian vilifications, directed especially
against Dr. Schmidt regarding the outbreak of the predestination con-
troversy, this report coming from a man as trustworthy and well-in-
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formed as any in the Missouri Synod, will be welcome to our read-
ers.«>
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D. Altes und Neues And Lehre und Wehre
Before The General Pastoral Conference At
Chicago In The Autumn Of 1890

“The same conviction that I entertained had been produced by the Report of °79 in
Prof. Schmidt, namely that now a public testimony must be made. But while had concluded
to publish and send out to all pastors merely a single pamphlet, he had resolved to publish a
periodical. The first number of this periodical was issued in January, 1880, four months af-
ter the disgraceful Synod of *79; and this shows what must be thought of the assertion of
those at St. Louis, when they declare so emphatically that Schmidt had begun the contro-
versy because he was embittered by the synodical meeting in May, 1878.”

This is what Rev. Allwardt writes in his Zeugnis, to which reference has al-
ready been made. Let us hear now what the chief champion of truth in the
controversy, Prof. F. A. Schmidt, declared concerning his position and mo-
tives in the preface to Vol. I. of his periodical “Altes und Neues.”

“There is a very special reason for issuing Altes und Neues just at this time. In the Missouri
Synod, which is looked upon, and not without reason, as the standard-bearer of our Synodi-
cal Conference, there has been fully set forth and defended during recent years a doctrine
of predestination which we cannot but regard as a Calvinizing error contrary to the Scrip-
tures and the Confession. More or less distinct beginnings of this false doctrine are indeed
found in part already earlier. In the last two Reports of the Western District (1877 and
1879), however, this doctrine which we are firmly convinced is false, has reached its full
development. Moreover, the Report of 1879 has publicly branded all those who hitherto op-
posed the new doctrine in the private circles of brethren as opponents of the Missouri
Synod, as rationalists who make God a liar, as dangerous errorists, and heretics; and has in
addition dared to misrepresent and distort their position in various ways, and has also made
hostile attacks upon them. No one will, therefore, think evil of us, if we as one of these op-
ponents declare this sentence of condemnation to be unjust, and attempt to defend our
Lutheranism to the best of our ability. Even aside from the decided anathema already pro-
nounced upon us, we certainly do not think we exceed our rights in now sounding the
alarm against the false doctrine which is publicly set forth and maintained. By its official
declaration of war, however, the Report of 1879 has made our task considerably easier, and
by breaking off the private negotiations so far carried on has challenged us to open battle.
Be it so. In God’s name let us have open and decisive war against this new Crypto-Calvin-
ism, which imagines that it alone is entitled to acceptance, and exerts all its powers to hold
the ground it has already won and to gain more.” (P. 1 sq.)
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"Those who know with what love we have hitherto been attached to the Missouri Synod as
our church home and, recognizing her cause to be as a whole God’s cause, have made it our
own and defended it to the best of our abilities, will believe us that in now stepping into the
ranks against her we are not impelled by any carnal love of opposition. We fear that we
have been silent too long already, and have attempted too long to put the best construction
on every thing. But as Ecclesiastes says: There is ‘a time to keep silence, and a time to
speak’. Moreover, we on our part desire to conduct the controversy, if possible, without
personal attacks, although in our opposition against this false doctrine we find ourselves
compelled to set aside considerations, which under other circumstances we have always en-
deavored to regard to the best of our ability and conscience. We now appreciate more
keenly than ever the weight of the well-known saying: Amicus Plato, amicus Socrates, sed
magis amica Veritas (Plato is my friend, Socrates is my friend, but truth is still more my
friend). Luther writes concerning this:

‘Aristotle has well and finely said it is better to assent to truth than to adhere too firmly to
those who love us and are our friends. And it especially behooves a philosopher to do this;
for when both love us, truth and a friend, we should prefer truth to the friend and esteem it
more highly. If now a heathen urges us to do this in worldly things, how much more should
it be done in those things which have the public testimony of Scripture, that we may not
prefer the authority of men to the Holy Scriptures. For men may err; but God’s Word is the
wisdom of God Himself and the most assured truth.” (Walch 1, 221.)

“And so far as the offense is concerned which may be occasioned by the present contro-
versy with reference to an important portion of the treasure of pure doctrine, it is plain that
they are to be charged with it who disturb the Church with new and pernicious errors and
have already brought the controversy into pulicity. At any rate, God’s Word is of more im-
portance than human fears. *Melius est ut scandalum oriatur, quam ut Veritas amittatur (it
is better for an offense to arise than for the truth to be lost). May God in His mercy give the
victory to truth. Amen.”

Only a blind, fanatical partisan, or a thorough-going unionist, could object
to the spirit manifested in these words and call it fanatical, selfish, or vin-
dictive. To be sure, we too thought at first that Prof. Schmidt should have
waited with his public attack upon Missouri and its universally revered
leader. Dr. Walther, and should have tried still other means. It still seemed
to us that the matter should not be considered so grave as Prof. Schmidt
considered it, and that the Calvinizing utterances that had been made should
at least be charitably interpreted and excused in accordance with the
Lutheran sentiments accompanying them, although they could not be justi-
fied and approved. In reply to repeated inquiries as to our position in regard
to the whole sad occurrence, especially in regard to Prof. Schmidt’s proce-
dure, we gave the answer, that we agreed perfectly with his thesis, only half
with his antithesis, and not at all with his mode of controversy. And this
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was said in fullest sincerity because of our gratitude, still unshaken in spite
of many a bitter experience, and our attachment to the Missouri Synod, and
especially to the man who was the soul of this Synod, Dr. Walther. But we
have since learned to understand the correctness of Prof. Schmidt’s insight
and judgment, and have thanked God and thank Him today that He gave
Prof. Schmidt the discernment, the courage, and the strength to stand up as
he did. For this brought the matter to a crisis, and compelled the Semi-
Calvinism of modern Missouri, instead of hiding in the dark and gradually
gaining entrance everywhere through Dr. Walther’s authority and skill, to
come out publicly and to show itself openly as a departure from what had
been considered genuine Lutheranism by friend and by foe for now 300
years. It attracted the attention of all to this new departure of Missouri, gave
to every one an opportunity, and in fact compelled him, to examine it care-
fully according to the Scriptures and the Confessions, and take a stand in re-
gard to it. This is Dr. Schmidt’s merit, which can neither be taken from him
or curtailed, although we may not appropriate all his expressions, for in-
stance the term “Crypto-Calvinism” (secret Calvinism) which was so much
resented, and yet is perfectly applicable when rightly understood, for which,
however, we prefer to use Semi-Calvinism (a half-way Calvinism).

In the second number of Altes und Neues appeared an article from the
pen of Rev. Allwardt, the first man who stood up publicly among the mem-
bers of the Missouri Synod against the new doctrine. To mark the spirit in
which he did this, we here quote the beginning and the end of his article:
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“The undersigned finds himself compelled by conscience to utter a protest also on his part
against the statement of the doctrine of predestination in various publications of the honor-
able Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and adjacent states, especially in the last two Reports of the
meetings of the Western District. After two years of conscientious examination, with at
first the one object of finding an agreement between this statement and the Scriptures and
the Confession of our Church, I have come to the firm conviction that a far-reaching inno-
vation is here found, an innovation which touches very closely the foundation of faith,
namely the universality of the grace of God in Christ; and besides this also the operation of
the means of grace, and other parts of the doctrines of salvation. It will be clear to all that,
having this conviction, I dare not be silent. But that I would be compelled to give public
testimony in this way, I myself did not believe till the last Report of the Western District
Synod came into my hands. I am a member of the Synod and no discontented member, as
all who have known me for the last fifteen years can testify. The differences in doctrine
which have arisen are not an occasion for me to give vent to some secret spite. The Synod
has never offended me, has always treated me kindly and well— more so than I will ever
be able to repay, except it be by this earnest warning against great danger. | thus at first in-
tended to show up the error only in the most considerate way, namely before the Pastoral
Conference, and finally perhaps before the assembled Synod. After I had expressed my
doubts to the General President in the spring of 1879, I laid them before the Pastoral Con-
ference at the close of the sessions of the Northwestern District Synod in Milwaukee, and
at first pointed out only one sentence in the Northern Report of 1871, partly because I my-
self am a member of this District, and partly because in this sentence lies the germ of the
entire development which fills 100 pages of the last two Reports of the Western District.
The Conference directed me to state my doubts in writing for its next session in the fall and
to send a circular letter containing them to the members of the Conference beforehand.
This I did, and the Conference then too devoted nearly all of its time to this matter. The
meeting was quite animated, but not essentially more so than was usually the case. I had
declared at the very outset that I considered the doctrinal error that had been taught to be
indeed very dangerous, yet that I would neither try to force matters nor raise needless dis-
turbance about them. I would be content to wait five or ten years, if only the subject were
treated seriously. We reached no conclusion at this meeting, and it was resolved to take up
the subject again in the following year. — At the time the Oshkosh Conference met, the
Western District Synod also convened in St. Louis; and here, as the Report shows, the mat-
ter was made public. But, alas, in what way? In the beginning of the Report we indeed
read: ‘The matter having been treated so incompletely (in 1877), it was easy, especially for
a reader who had not been present at our discussion, to find many dark and enigmatical,
and even perhaps dangerous things therein’. But this kindly way of judging of our opposi-
tion soon made way to the worst possible temper and at the same time to grave misrepre-
sentations of our objections. ‘These people want to call us to account on the ground that we
teach a false doctrine of predestination. But they have no doctrine of predestination at all.’
‘It looks as if these were bright heads and humble spirits who speak thus; but it only looks
s0.” ‘The apostles were no such rationalists as to think that the certainty of election does
away with watching.” “What a bad sign, that our opponents have not only the papists, but
among them also such a cunning and astute supporter for their doctrine as this Bellarmin
is!” ‘They say, when according to God’s Word a Christian is to work out his salvation with
fear and trembling, he is to do this with the thought: You can and perhaps will be lost;
therefore work hard that you may not be condemned; for it all depends upon this that you
work real hard.” ‘But according to our opponents we are to think that it is still an open
question whether we will get to heaven or to hell. No; here we part company.’ ... There are
many more such uncharitable utterances. In fact the Report at last calls upon all openly to
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take sides! ‘He, therefore, who would believe God’s Word, let him come to our side; and he
who would make the thing plausible to his reason, let him join those who deny the certainty
of election. But, indeed, how will they fare who make God out a liar.” This then is the war-
cry of the brethren of the Western District! What now are we to do? Wait for further oral
discussion? This would be hopeless; for after such prejudice has been awakened against us,
and among many it will take root only too quickly, who will be left to make an impartial
examination? All who have not made themselves thoroughly conversant with the questions
at issue will be very much inclined to conclude from the Western Report that terrible here-
sies lie at the bottom of our views, even though they cannot as yet clearly see them. Be-
sides it is so much easier to compel the disturbers to keep still or to show them the door
than to refute them fairly, especially if such a refutation is an impossibility. While such
fruitless attempts at coming to an understanding orally would be under way, the errors that
really exist on the other side would strike deeper root. Those who in reality do not sympa-
thize with them would give a convenient interpretation to the words and accommodate
themselves to them; in favorable soil, however, they would soon become so strong and
powerful that afterwards all warnings would be too late ... May no one interpret my daring
to attack this subject and attacking it so boldly, as enmity, or pride, or anything of the kind.
The affair has worried me now for two years. I know full well what I risk in making such
an attack. But I also know that I would have to become a cowardly traitor to the Lutheran
Church and to the Confessions to which I have sworn to adhere, if I should take into con-
sideration the dangers to my position, and for this reason be silent, or speak as though I
were not in earnest. God be merciful to us all for the sake of His dear Son. Amen.” (P. 27

sqq.)

And now what did Dr. Walther do? Prof. Schmidt had sent his papers only
to pastors and teachers. He did not want to hurl the controversy among the
congregations. Dr. Walther, however, answered in the Lutheraner. That is a
fine move (as in chess)’ said some one at the time who seems to know the
Dr. pretty well, ‘he now intends to work up the congregations as quickly as
possible.” True enough. And how did he begin! Not by stating the real point
in question and by defending the sentences attacked by us. He formulated
entirely new theses, most of them altogether correct, while the controverted
questions are touched upon so ambiguously that they can be understood in
either way. Moreover, Dr. Walther came out already at this time with the
public falsehood, that the question in this controversy was whether our sal-
vation lay alone in God’s hand, or whether it lay also in our own hand! As
long, and only as long as he manages to keep up this deception will he have
the success about which alone he seems to be concerned." (Zeugnis, p. 238.)
— These new theses we will mention again.

But also in Lehre und Wehre, the theological monthly of the Missouri
Synod, the agitation was begun. The February number of 1880 already
brought the first installment of a long article extending through live num-
bers, from the pen of Dr. Walther himself: “Dogmengeschichtliches fiber
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die Lehre vom Verhaltnis des Glaubens zur Gnadenwahl” (Dogmatico-his-
torical Data on the Doctrine Concerning the Relation of Faith to Election).
In this article Dr. Walther tries to prove, in the first place, what no man con-
versant with the subject ever doubted, namely, that “our most important
later theologians, especially since Aegidius Hunnius, have followed a dif-
ferent tpomoc moudeiog” (Lehrtropus, mode of doctrine) “in the doctrine
concerning the relation of faith to election than Luther, Rhegius, and Chem-
nitz followed” (p. 65). With evident satisfaction he tells us how the former
did not always use the same terms to designate their standpoint, and how
that acute theologian of Jena, Johann Musaeus, criticizes the terms used by
others to show that they are not altogether satisfactory. Dr. Walther here
speaks even of a ’difference" in the “doctrine itself”, which he thinks is
found between the theologians named, “as it always betrays a difference in
the thing itself” when no general term can be found or agreed upon for that
which is ostensibly believed in common (?). And yet he prints the introduc-
tory sentence of Musseus, though not, as so much else suited to his purpose,
in italics:

“In the article concerning predestination the theologians of our Church agree with one ac-
cord, and teach unanimously over against the Calvinists, that the decree of predestination is
not absolute, but as we in time are justified and saved miotel, fide” (by faith), “Rom. 328,
nioteng, per fidem” (by means of faith), “and €y mictewg, ex fide” (out of faith), “Rom.
3:11; Gal. 2:16; Eph. 2:8, so God also from eternity, in view of foreseen faith (intuitu prae-
visse fidei) has chosen and ordained unto eternal life all who in time will be justified and
saved by faith. Herein, we say, all orthodox theologians on our side are united.” (P. 49 sq.)

From this, at any rate, it can be seen what Musaeus took to be the funda-
mental and chief difference between Calvinists and Lutherans on this point.
Dr. Walther also does not as yet dare to accuse him and all our leading the-
ologians since the Formula of Concord outright of teaching false doctrine,
although the assertion referred to above, concerning the difference in the
doctrine itself, seems to point in this direction, and, if taken strictly, must
lead to this. On the contrary, he still asserts:

“They were far from attempting to change in any way the pure biblical and symbolical doc-
trine of predestination by the questionable term ‘intuitu fidei’. Far from any such thought,
they held fast to this doctrine with all earnestness, and rejected every Pelagian and syner-
gistic idea in the doctrine of predestination.” (P. 98.)
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Evidently Dr. Walther in this article intended to discredit as much as possi-
ble that formulation of the doctrine, concerning an election in view of faith,
which had hitherto been used in the Lutheran Church, at least since the For-
mula of Concord, almost exclusively, and to gain for his formulation of the
doctrine, concerning an election unto faith, which for centuries had been
taught almost exclusively by the Calvinists, tolerance at least within the
Lutheran Church of America. He therefore says concerning his “oppo-
nents’”:

“Even though these continue to regard and declare that type of doctrine to be questionable
which makes faith flow from election and does not in signo rationis (in idea) make it pre-
cede election, and though they suppose it might lead the careless into Calvinism, and there-
fore repudiate it as liable to misconstruction: this gives them no right at all to berate those
who use this type of doctrine as one altogether in harmony with the Scriptures, and no right
to call them heretics, i. e. crypto-Calvinists; just as little as these have the right to call those
heretics, i. e. Pelagians and synergists, who hold fast to the ‘intuitu fidei’ and to the doc-
trine that faith in signo rationis ‘precedes’ the decree of election; that is, if these at the
same time hold fast in full earnestness to the doctrine of the Bible and Confession describ-
ing election as an act of grace, and repudiate positively and condemn heartily every Pela-
gian and synergistic idea of an election conditioned on man’s activity.”

He declares, as regards himself and his like-minded friends, that “they
hereby hold fast with all earnestness the doctrine of the Bible and the Con-
fessions of an ordered election, and positively repudiate and heartily con-
demn every Calvinistic notion of an absolute predestination.” He agrees
with Hiilsemann in this that “the object in the divine predestination is the
future believer, or he of whom God has foreseen that he would believe, that
he would believe, however, through the grace of Him who has foreseen
him, and this an efficacious grace.” He thus does not consider the object of
election to be man without regard to his faith. On the other hand, he rejects
as Calvinism:

“...the decree, that the efficacious or irresistible grace depends upon the sole or absolute
pleasure of God, according to which He has determined absolutely and without any other
cause not to give to others, that is to most men, this kind of grace.”

And here it “seems” to him “lies the point from which an understanding
might be reached with those who are wrapped up neither in Calvinistic nor
synergistic views.” (P. 08 sq.)

120



Would that he had acted according to these words before this and later
on! Then at least would this lamentable doctrinal controversy have arisen
through no fault of his. But we have only to compare what has been set
forth in the preceding parts of this work, and what is quoted in the present
section from the Reports of the Western District for 77 and 79 to see the
great difference between what the “opponents” found objectionable and at-
tacked in them, and what is here said by Dr. Walther; and this just as much
as regards the doctrinal position, as also the treatment accorded to the “op-
ponents”. The appearance of Altes und Neues, the proof of an independence
and frankness hitherto altogether unknown in the Missouri Synod and the
Synodical Conference, at first evidently awakened a feeling of uncertainty
and anxiety in St. Louis, and for this reason it was thought best to assume a
milder tone. But how entirely right they were who did not permit this to di-
vert them from their purely objective contention against the manifest stand-
point of modern Missouri, was apparent from what soon followed. For
Lehre und Wehre now brought one article after another attempting to show
that the doctrine hitherto universally taught in the Lutheran Church was
contrary to the Scriptures and the Confessions; and these attempts were
made with increasing boldness.

Already in the March number of this periodical for the same year, we
find, immediately after the continuation of Dr. Walther’s article, a commu-
nication from Prof. A. L. Gribner, at that time still a member of the Wiscon-
sin Synod, attempting to controvert the assertion of Quenstedt made in har-
mony with the rest of our old dogmaticians, and regarded as a fundamental
position of faithful Lutheranism, viz: “Consequently mpdyvwois” (fore-
knowing, Rom. 8:29) “is not election. This must be noted against the
Calvinists.” And he also defends the sentence from the Report of ’77
(p. 37): “Election and foresight is one and the same thing.” Compare with
this what has been quoted above as the former doctrine of Missouri, from
the pen of Rev. Furbringer and of Dr. Walther (p. 56 sqq.; 65).

In the May number we find an article by Rev. Stockhardt, “written at the
request of the St. Louis Pastoral Conference”, in which as his theme he an-
swers the question: “Does the Formula of Concord teach an ‘election in the
wider sense’?” negatively. He admits and even asserts outright and posi-
tively: “In §§ 13-24” (Jacobs’ Transl. of the Symbol. Books p. 652 sq.) “is
given a complete definition” (vollstandige Begriffsbestimmung) “of the
eternal election of God” (p. 139; compare p. 110: “From the foregoing divi-
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sion of the 11th article it is apparent in which part we must look especially
for the definition of election, namely in the passage § 13-24”).

In spite of this he tries to prove from the Confession itself that it does
not, as we assume with our old authorities in the Church (compare above
p. 39 sqq.), teach an election in the wider sense. Indeed these very §§, espe-
cially the “introduction”, §§ 13 and 14, and the “concluding clause”, §§ 23
and 24, in his opinion, show this clearly. And how does he seek to make
this plausible? By undertaking to demonstrate from the passages quoted in §
14, Rom. 8, and Eph. 1, which he takes as treating “only of God’s counsel
regarding the elect”, and not “of universal redemption, vocation, and justifi-
cation” (compare for the interpretation of these passages “Theologische
Zeitblatter” Vol. 111, p. 328 sqq., 1884), that the Confession speaks in this
paragraph only of the elect, or of the way “upon which God has resolved to
lead the elect.”

It is very significant that the third passage quoted by the Confession,
namely Matt. 22:1 sqq., 1s altogether disregarded, as it would overthrow the
whole pretended demonstration, since it evidently treats of the way of sal-
vation in so far as it exists for all men! But is it not, to begin with, a clear
proof for the anti-Biblical and anti-confessional character of the modern
Missourian doctrine of election, when in its definition it cannot use this fun-
damental passage of Scripture, which Chemnitz for instance ’always puts
into the very first place (compare “Zeitblatter” 111., 333 sqq., and especially
Chemnitz, Enchiridion, printed in Frank’s “Theologie der Konkordien-
formel”, 1V., 327 sqq., and republished by A. L. Grabner, G. Brumder, Mil-
waukee, 1886), but must pass it by in silence? By this perversion, of the in-
troduction, §§ 13 and 14, naturally all that follows also comes to have a
false and perverted appearance.

These paragraphs are said to contain nothing but “an explicit and com-
plete declaration and enumeration of the acts of God’s will in regard to the
elect.” §15 and 21 are especially submitted to a process of twisting and
quibbling, so as to make them agree with the above assertion. Indeed, even
the Enchiridion of Chemnitz, the basis of Article XI. of the Formula of
Concord, is called upon to prove the correctness of the interpretation given.
But Rev. Stockhardt is very careful not to quote the passages from the
Enchiridion cited by us above (p. 47 sq.), since these give the clearest possi-
ble testimony against his misinterpretation of the Confession, and prove
conclusively also that the words in § 23, “prepared salvation ... in general”,
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designate the universal way of salvation for all men, and not for the elect
alone. — The result of Rev. Stockhardt’s investigation is the following:

“We see that all talk of an ‘election in the wider sense’ taught in the Formula of Concord, is
only a human figment which vanishes when submitted to the clear, precise words of the
Confession.”

Indeed, fine “clear, precise words”, obtained by merely omitting what
clearly contradicts them, and by perverting the rest! In this way a man could
prove anything. Besides, Rev. Stockhardt falsely imputes to those who
teach an election in the wider sense the folly of speaking about a “choice
which is said to concern all men”, and then proceeds with great supercil-
iousness to talk about a “contradictio in adjecto”, an “impossibility”, and “a
self-contradictory idea.” Is it possible that he did not know what has been
understood for now 300 years in the Lutheran Church by “election in the
wider sense”, namely not a self-contradictory “choice of all men unto salva-
tion”, but, for one thing, the choice and institution of the universal way of
salvation, and for another, the choice of those persons who, according to the
foreknowledge of God, will permit themselves to be led upon this universal
way of salvation unto salvation (compare above p. 48 sqq.)? If he did not
know this, he should not attempt to controvert and ridicule what he does not
know. If he did know it, how could he in honesty speak as he did? — “The
eternal election of God is the wonderful mystery hovering over certain per-
sons”— this is what our Confession teaches according: to Rev. Stockhardt
(p. 147).

This same Missourian champion has also attempted to bring in Lehre
und Wehre the modern Missourian “Scripture proof for the doctrine of elec-
tion” (p. 176 sqq.). Of course, we cannot discuss this whole matter here, but
must refer our readers to what has been said in former volumes of the 7he-
ologische Zeitblatter (for instance. Vol. 1., 21 sqq.; 93 sqq.; IIL., 321 sqq.;
VIII., 80 sqq.). Only a few things, necessarily belonging to the “history and
proper estimate” of the controversy on predestination, can here receive our
attention.

First of all, Rev. Stockhardt of course attempts to demonstrate that the
meaning of the words mpoywmoyewv and mpodyvcoig (foreseeing or fore-
knowing), as held for 300 years in opposition to the Reformed view, is in-
correct, and that the Reformed meaning of these words is correct, as
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Prof. Griabner (p. 73 sqq.) and Dr. Walther (p. 129 sqq.) had already at-
tempted. And in this he claims to have “the very latest and, as universally
acknowledged, the most weighty linguists” on his side. As such he names
von Hofmann, Cremer, and Grimm. It is peculiar to begin with that Hof-
mann is here placed above Meyer and Philippi, that Hofmann, who, in spite
of much that is suggestive in his work, often as regards the language, goes
to work in his exegesis, more arbitrarily than any other exegete, as
Rev. Stockhardt himself (p. 183) on one occasion, where Hofmann did not
happen to agree with him, accuses him: “Hofmann emancipates himself
from all rules of language.” Grimm, however, explains yivooyw by, “ac-
knowledging a person worthy of one’s company or love,” which explana-
tion Rev. Stockhardt, of course, has to twist and alter in its essential features
before it can be utilized for his purpose. And thus Cremer alone remains,
who indeed is an authority in the field of Biblical philology of the New Tes-
tament. In what he says on mpoywacyew he indeed appears, at least in part,
to agree with Rev. Stockhardt, and with modern Missouri in general. For he
takes mpoyvdoyew as a synonym of exhéyesOar, and this as a term for “the
union of God with the ’objects of the counsel of salvation, which union is
established already in this counsel and therefore exists already before its
consummation”; it “includes essentially a self-determination of God toward
this communion.” But at the same time he refers back to the simple form
ywooyw according to which npoyovaoym must be interpreted. And how
does he explain the former?

“Not infrequently ywvaoyewv in New Testament Greek designates a personal relation of the
intelligent subject to the object cognized, as much as being determined by the cognition of
an object, permitting oneself to be determined thereby, namely in that something is cog-
nized in so far as it is of importance for the person cognizing it, influencing him, and thus
calling out on the part of the cognizing subject a certain relation to the object cognized.”

“To understand the single expressions both must be held fast, that in ywvooygw is brought
out the importance of the object cognized for him cognizing it, and at the same time the de-
termining influence proceeding from the object to the subject. The positive yvdoyetv Tiva
signifies that the basis of a union, and with it at once the union itself, exits, that the object
is not alien to the subject, but well-known to it, i. e. intimate with it.”

Cremer, therefore, takes the word spoken of quite like Grimm, 1. e. he takes
as a basis and point of departure for that which is designated by it, a real
cognition, or, as it may be, a precognition, thus an act of the intellect, more
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particularly of the omniscience of God. And we can be satisfied with this
explanation; for this does not really say more than our old teachers who
speak of a cognoscere cum affectu et effectu, 1. e. of a cognition combined
with an energetic love; only Cremer lays more stress upon this accompany-
ing love, which also in his opinion results from the cognition, than upon the
cognition itself which in thought precedes the love as its source and cause,
while our old teachers, in opposition to the Calvinistic absolute predestina-
tion, generally did the opposite (compare Zeitblatter 11L, p. 325 sqq.). Thus
the “weighty linguist” Cremer does not at all favor the modern Missourian
view. Indeed, this cannot be claimed with certainty even of Hofmann. For
not only does he declare that choosing in advance is “an idea far removed
from ywooyxeww” (Romans, p. 348), but he also understands by
mpoywwacyew “an act which directs itself in an appropriating manner to the
object cognized before its existence, making it in advance an object of cog-
nition, as one cognizes what is akin or of the same nature as oneself”; and
he here rejects only a cognition which is “nothing but a mere knowing of
the object cognized, or a perception of its nature”, since “real cognition is
an act of appropriation aiming at acquaintance with things akin.” Perhaps
he means the same thing as Cremer; at least his words can so be understood.
In this discussion of Eph. 1:4 we read (p. 230):

“Election is in so far mediated by Christ, the Redeemer, as Christ by His redemption and
His merit has made it possible for God at all to elect sinful men. We are chosen in Christ,
through Christ, for Christ’s sake. This is what St. Paul teaches, and nothing more. If we
were to add to the words ‘in Christ’ the further words ‘inasmuch as He is our own through
faith, inasmuch as God has foreseen faith in Christ’, this addition would be an unwarranted
gloss, just as the exegesis’ ‘us who are in Christ’, which puts in a thought not revealed in
the Scriptures themselves. We would do violence to the Scriptures, and mix the clear utter-
ances of the Holy Spirit with human opinions, if we would try to deduce and to demon-
strate this theory of God’s foreseeing faith from the Scriptures. The Scriptures neither here
nor elsewhere say a word of this. Of course, according to the Scriptures faith belongs to the
order of election — this order rightly understood. We shall see in the discussion of theses 6
and 7 that God included faith in His eternal counsel of predestination; that, when He chose
us unto salvation, He at the same time determined to save us only by faith, and in no other
way, and to bring us unto saving faith. We too protest against having faith excluded from
the eternal election and predestination of God. But we deny that the Scriptures regard faith
as foreseen and place it as a premise prior to election. This is and remains a human thought
against which the language of the Scriptures rebels.”

This is certainly clear and precise, but just as certainly an open abandon-
ment of the Lutheran position for the past 300 years over against the Re-
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formed, and an acceptance of the position of the latter on this point.
On page 232 we read:

“The Scriptures exclude all consideration of man’s conduct in that they describe the elec-
tion or predestination of God as a free act of God’s will grounded only in God Himself, in
Christ.”

It is singular that modern Missouri bases the election, as the choice or selec-
tion of certain persons in preference to others, upon Christ, and does this
without God’s having seen or regarded in this choice whether these persons
would receive Christ’s merits in faith, or not. Can Christ and His merit,
inasmuch as it exists for all, and for all in the same way, be a reason for this
choice or selection? Here surely is a real “contradictio in adjecto,” an “im-
possibility,” a “self-contradictory idea.” Evidently an election “in Christ”
does not at all fit into the modern Missourian system, which as to its basis
and main tendency is none other than that of the Calvinists, and in reality
takes Christ’s redemption only as a means for carrying out the choice which
also precedes it in thought, as it does this outspokenly with faith and justifi-
cation. In the interpretation of 2 Thess. 2:13 (compare Zeitblatter 1, 93 sqq.)
we read: “We shall therefore proceed more safely, if we forsake the inter-
pretation ‘unto sanctification of the Spirit and unto belief of the truth,””
contrary to the Report of *77 (above p. 74 sq.); but in a roundabout way the
same sense 1s reached which, however, in spite of all the trouble taken is not
established as lying necessarily in the words. On page 271 we read:

“Thesis 6 has shown that God has predestinated us unto faith, unto adoption, unto justifica-
tion, that God, when in eternity He chose us unto everlasting life, has at the same time de-
termined to sanctify us by His Spirit, and to bring us unto faith, and thus to lead us through
faith unto salvation. From this it follows of itself that God, when now in time He sanctifies
us by His Spirit, calls us, converts us, i. e. makes us believe, justifies us, thereby carries out
His decree of predestination; that our vocation, conversion, justification, as well as our sal-
vation is a necessary result of our election, resting upon the latter.”

According to this it seems as though we would have to say of every believer
that he 1s one of the elect; for the faith wrought in time is called in a general
way “a necessary result of predestination,” and described as a carrying out
of this predestination. On page 280 the following is set forth as “clear
Scripture doctrine”:
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“The eternal election and predestination of God is a cause, and that too the ultimate cause
as well of our salvation, as also of all that pertains to our salvation, of our vocation, of our
justification, of our faith, of our perseverance.”

So then, let it be well noted, that not God’s universal love for sinners with-
out exception is the real and ultimate cause when a sinner believes and is
saved, but the particular grace of election which from the start, without any
regard to man’s conduct, embraces only comparatively few! Can every poor
sinner truly and without self-deception rejoice at this, and comfort himself
with the thought that he too can be saved, as long as being saved does not
depend upon what is given for all, but upon what in its nature and purpose
and from the start is intended only for a few? Is this not again a real contra-
dictio in adjecto? Assuredly it is. But that same Rev. Stockhardt who, where
it suits him, so abhors a contradictio in adjecto, must acknowledge one
here, unless he would abandon his entire modern Missourian system, or ac-
knowledge that he here teaches the completest Calvinism. And so in his
11th thesis (p. 306 sq.) he directs him who is in trouble about his election,
to “the universal Gospel of Christ,” from which, according to his doctrine,
the choice of those who alone and infallibly will be saved does not at all
follow, which with its universal love of God proclaimed unto all sinners is
not at all the last and ultimate foundation of salvation.

“And thus we are to know our election from the Gospel. It is true, also the non-elect, those
who believe for a time, hear the Gospel. But we reject as a speculation of reason this con-
clusion, that because also unbelievers, persistent rejectors, and temporary believers hear
this Gospel, therefore one cannot with certainty be convinced of his election from the
Gospel.”

But can we imagine a sober Christian, under the spell neither of fanaticism
nor of egotism, who in all seriousness could draw this conclusion and com-
fort himself in real anxiety with the thought: As of all men to whom God in
the Gospel proclaims forgiveness of sin, life, and salvation only the smallest
number obtain persevering faith and therewith salvation, namely those who
are chosen from among all mankind without the least regard to faith and
conduct, according to a mysterious pleasure of God; and as I now belong to
this whole number of mankind, and have also the beginning of faith: there-
fore I also belong surely and certainly to the small number of the elect?
This certainly would be no “speculation of reason,” but such evident non-
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sense and contradiction that one can hardly suppose a sensible man capable
of it.
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E. The General Pastoral Conference In The
Autumn Of 1880

“Whereas nothing has hitherto been done on the part of the Synodical Conference to settle
the controversy that has arisen with reference to the doctrine of predestination; whereas, ac-
cordingly, nothing remains for us but to attempt to restore unity of doctrine at least in our
own Synod; whereas, finally, circumstances also appear to make further delay unwise;
therefore the undersigned, at the request of the Pastoral Conferences of Chicago and
St. Louis assumes the responsibility of herewith inviting all pastors and professors, for the
objects stated, to an extra meeting of the General Pastoral Conference, on the 29th of Sep-
tember of the present year, in the church of Rev. A. Wagner of Chicago, I11.”

Thus began the introduction to the “Invitation” which “was issued by letter
in September, 1880, to all the pastors and professors of the ‘German Evan-
gelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio and adj. States,” signed by the
General President of the Synod, Rev. H. C. Schwan. In answer to this invi-
tation there assembled at the appointed time in Chicago”from the minis-
terium of the Missouri Synod 431, and from the laity of the Missouri Synod
20 persons, from the other Synods 16 persons," altogether according to the
signatures received 467 persons. And the “remark™ added to this enumera-
tion in the published minutes tells us that: “These figures would be still
higher if all present had complied with the request of the Conference and
had entered their names in the lists presented for signature.” Thus a mighty
convention assembled, exceeded in numbers as well as in importance by
few that have taken place within the church. Alas, that its results were not
more satisfactory!

After conferring for a long time at the beginning of the proceedings
about the course to be pursued in the discussion, it was finally resolved, es-
pecially at the instance of Dr. Walther “to take up Article XI of the Formula
of Concord for discussion,” “since evidently the whole controversy has
arisen from the different interpretations of the Formula of Concord, and
since there is no one among us who does not mean to agree with the Con-
fession.” As to the first two paragraphs of the Confession all naturally at
once found themselves in agreement: but in paragraphs 3 to 5 the difference
between the two views represented in the Conference already began to
come to the surface. Dr. Walther claimed that § 5:

129



“But the eternal election of God, or predestination, i.e. God’s appointment to salvation, per-
tains not at the same time to the godly and the wicked, but only to the children of God, who
were elected and appointed to eternal life before the foundation of the world was laid, as
Paul says (Eph. 1, 4. 5.): ‘He hath chosen us in Him, having predestinated us unto the
adoption of children by Christ Jesus.”” (Demonstrated “most clearly”) “that the Formula of
Concord speaks only of election in the so called narrower sense” (“Verhandlungen der All-
gemeinen Pastoralkonferenz fiber die Lehre von der Gnadenwahl” — Report of the Gen-
eral Pastoral Conference of the Synod of Missouri, Ohio and adj. States Concerning the
Doctrine of Predestination. Chicago, Ill., from September 29 till October 5. 1880.—
St. Louis, Mo., Concordia Publishing House, 1880. Page 13.

Thus already these introductory paragraphs which simply mean to warn the
reader against confusing predestination with God’s foresight and fore-
knowledge, and to state the difference between the two (see above p. 39
sq.), were to decide what the Confession understands and embraces by elec-
tion, in contradiction to the clear line of thought in the Confession (see
above p. 39-45) and to its interpretation by our most prominent theologians
since the adoption of the Formula of Concord, for instance of Aegidius
Hunnius (1550-1603) and Leonhard Hutter (1563-1616; see above p. 50
sqq.). Those members of the Conference, however, who were determined to
adhere for conscience’ sake to the view which for 300 years, that is at all
times, had been in reality the only accepted view in the Lutheran Church,
held fast likewise to the interpretation which had always prevailed in the
Lutheran Church as being alone in harmony with the language and with the
plain object of the Confession, namely that in §§ 13-24 the authentic state-
ment is given of what is comprised in election, and in what sense election is
here taken.

The great majority of the Conference agreed from the outset with
Dr. Walther, at least in this that his “opponents” could not be right in dis-
agreeing with him. It was humorous in one respect, and yet sad in another,
to see how those who felt themselves compelled to speak in favor of
Dr. Walther’s position, set up the most contradictory statements as soon as
they undertook to put something in place of the assertions of the “oppo-
nents.” It was also significant that hardly one of these would be champions
of orthodoxy appeared to know what had been understood in the Lutheran
Church for nearly 300 years by election in the wider sense; indeed, most of
them spoke as if they naively believed that the wicked “opponents™ had just
invented this expression (compare above p. 116). One of them said:
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“If the distinction between a wider and a narrower election were right, we would have to
say that even temporary believers are elected — something that certainly no one would as-
sert,” (“Verhandlungen, etc.,” p. 20)

As though any man had ever spoken of a “wider and a narrower election,”
especially in the sense of this theologian.
Another then claimed:

“If election also includes the ordination of the means of grace, then pure Calvinism must be
the outcome. Paragraph 5 says distinctly that predestination pertains only to those who are
appointed unto eternal life. But if the choice of means were also included, this would say
that the order of means also pertains only to the children of God” (p. 27).

And even a professor in the St. Louis Seminary ventured to declare:

“It is claimed on the one hand” (i. e. in his opinion, by the “opponents™) “that election is
chiefly the ordination of the means of grace which are intended for all men. This is said to
be election in the wider sense. Again it is claimed that election embraces the persons who
are saved. This is said to be election in the narrower sense. Here we evidently have two dif-
ferent elections”. (“Verhandlungen, etc.,” p. 24)

A plain demonstration that these two also did not, or would not, know what
is understood by election in the wider sense, and how it is distinguished
from election in the narrower sense, and this not merely since 1880, but for
some 300 years, and not merely among the “opponents,” but in the
Lutheran Church generally.

At the end of the fourth session it was finally “resolved for the sake of
the opponents to change the order that had been adopted, and to continue
the discussion with § 13 sqq. But this must not be understood as if the”op-
ponents" did not want to discuss or subscribe the previous §§. They simply
protested against acknowledging §§ 3-5 as a definition of election in the
sense of the Confession, and against subscribing to these §§ with this under-
standing. They found this definition as did the old theologians in §§ 15-23.
At the beginning of the next, the fifth, session the politic resolution was of-
fered by one of the most eminent members of the Synod:

“Let it be resolved, so as not to lengthen the discussion unnecessarily, that mainly those
who have given the subject in hand thorough study, conduct the debate on either side.
Hence Dr. Walther should speak chiefly on the one side.”
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The gentleman had noticed that the seeming allies of Dr. Walther, partly by
their contradictory statements, and partly by betraying the greatest igno-
rance concerning the subject in hand, only helped to hurt the cause they
wished to aid. Dr. Walther did not formally accept the honor intended for
him; but when the gentleman who had offered the resolution remarked that
really no resolution was necessary, if only the discussion would be con-
ducted as proposed, it was, of course, settled by his as well as Dr. Walther’s
authority that the speakers who were uncalled for, in more than one sense of
the word, now withdrew from the discussion almost altogether, and left the
defense of his position to Dr. Walther and a few of his St. Louis colleagues.
Hereupon the “opponents” were requested, first of all, to state their view of
§§ 13-24 in its full connection. This was done, and entirely in accord with
the “line of thought in Article XI of the Formula of Concord” as set forth
above.

According to the “Verhandlungen™ (Report) the following men espe-
cially found that they fully agreed on this point, the Revs. H. A. AUwardt,
H. Ernst (now Professor in St. Paul, Minn.), C. H. Rohe, H. Diemer, J. G.
Kunz, A. Bromer (von Schlichten), T. Korner, Director E. A. W. Krauss,
and the author of the present work. Yet there was quite a number favoring to
a greater or less degree the cause of the “opponents.” But most of them
withdrew from their “opposition” either already during the Conference, or
after it, some sooner and some later, and yielded to the almost irresistible
current tearing everything along with it, which always formed in the Mis-
souri Synod when Dr. Walther espoused anything in a decided manner and
defended 1t with the whole weight of his authority, shining in all the glory
of practical infallibility. We do not arrogate to ourselves any judgment con-
cerning the hearts of these more than 400 pastors who finally, either openly
or silently, declared themselves in favor of Dr. Walther’s position; yet it was
our conviction at the time, and is still in all honesty our conviction, based
on many years of personal observation and experience, that for by far the
greatest majority, although perhaps altogether unconsciously, the mere au-
thority of Dr. Walther decided the whole matter. If he had defended what the
“opponents” upheld as Lutheran doctrine, they would have followed him in
the same way, and even more joyfully, as this would have been the very
thing they had hitherto believed, and without Dr. Walther’s authority the
other St. Louis professors, although on the whole manifesting more consis-
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tency and clearness than he, would never have been able to substitute the
modern Missourian for the old Missourian and old Lutheran doctrine.

Dr. Walther and Rev. Stockhardt especially set forth the modern Mis-
sourian doctrine over against the “opponents,” the former in a longer
speech, treating the matter in a more general way, of which, however, even
the most eminent adherents declared in private conversation that it was a
very tame affair; and the latter in a briefer exposition, in which he dwelt on
the passage of the Confession under consideration. Dr. Walther made the
impression as though he would feel relieved if these §§ 13-24 were not in
the Confession at all, and as though he entered upon their discussion only
because he felt himself compelled to do so.

We quote the following assertions as most noteworthy:

“The other side has really no election at all, only the doctrine of justification” (“Verhand-
lungen, etc.,” p. 3G).

“What we teach is no absolute, but a conditional election. The conditions are God’s grace,
Christ’s merit, and faith; but these are conditions which not we, but God Himself fulfills in
us” (p. 38)

(That 1s) a conditional election which even the extremest Calvinist can ac-
cept and actually does accept, and this altogether in the modern Missourian
sense.

“This is election that God brings certain persons to the way of salvation, wall keep them on
this way, even though breaks in the process occur, and finally saves them with absolute cer-
tainty. Therefore, faith must not be brought in here as a cause; for this is the question,
whether I can also be certain of my salvation. Of this, faith does not make me certain; for I
must here know whether I also will remain in faith, for if I remain not, I will still at last be
lost.”

(This is) a confused statement, seemingly teaching a certainty apart from
and aside from faith, and thus having quite a fanatical ring.

The 8 points are said to state in what way God brings those to salvation
whom He has chosen from the number of mankind without regard to their
foreseen conduct. Rev. Stockhardt attempted to harmonize the §§ referred to
with his views; yet he too showed plainly that in his opinion these §§ rather
interfered with and disturbed than explained and elucidated the matter. The
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idea of election in the sense of the Formula of Concord he derived espe-
cially from §§ 5, 8 and 23, and thought that he could demonstrate that “this
idea of election 1s found also in the 8 points” (p. 40). “God has predesti-
nated certain persons unto the adoption of children and unto salvation.”
This, and no more is, as he says, the idea of election.

In regard to the passages quoted in § 13, Eph. 1, Rom. 8, and Matt. 22,
which are “as it were the heading for all that follows,” he claimed that in
them, “especially in Rom. 8, there is reference only to the elect,” and that
“therefore in what follows there can be reference only to the calling, the
justification, the sanctification of the elect.” Evidently Matt. 22 did not
quite suit him in this regard (compare above p. 115). After saying: “In Eph.
1 we are shown that it” (election) “has taken place in Christ, in Rom. 8 the
way is described by which election reaches its goal,” he continues: “The
passage also quoted in the Confession, Matt. 22, shows, how the elect are
called in the same way as the others who are not saved” (p. 40); just as if
this passage, which Chemnitz always puts before the rest, were only at-
tached like a superfluous addition.

In the following session the attempt was made, especially by
Dr. Walther, to prove that the view of one of the “opponents” regarding the
idea of the Formula of Concord was untenable. Especially the following
passage in his more extended statement was attacked:

“The institution of the universal way of salvation must precede” (i. e. precede “election in
the narrowest sense,” the “particular choice of certain individual persons unto the infallible
attainment of salvation”).
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“If God had foreseen that all men would permit themselves to be brought to salvation, then
no election would ever have taken place. But this must not be taken as saying that men may
see how they may become pious, etc., whereupon God decrees to save them. No, God does
not say: This is the universal way of salvation, now men may walk upon it. On the contrary,
the second part of election is the judicial application of the stipulations of the universal way
of salvation on the basis of God’s foresight. But in how far is it necessary for God to decree
this? one might say. I answer: This is something like God’s working in nature. God has es-
tablished all nature with all its ordered forces; and yet no one is to suppose that God now
sits, as it were, in His easy chair and lets everything take its course according to the order
He has fixed. No; all that takes place in nature, lightning, thunder, etc., is an act of God.
And thus it is here. I would refer also to an analogy, to the doctrine of a double justifica-
tion. Here we all teach, in opposition to modern theologians, that there is an objective justi-
fication which took place through Christ’s resurrection. All mankind is justified objectively
through Christ’s resurrection. There God declared: Now all men are justified, free from sin,
and he who accepts this objective justification by faith shall be justified also subjectively.
Here too it could be asked: Why this subjective justification? Yet this also is an especial ju-
dicial act of God, whereby He judicially applies the objective justification to the believing
individual. I look at particular election in a similar way; it is the judicial application of the
stipulations of the universal way of salvation.”

This brief definition of personal election, together with its comparison to
subjective justification, 1. e. insofar as both are judicial acts of God, and
which, if one were to regard only what they are based upon, might be
thought to be unnecessary, was attacked especially and even pronounced to
be an unheard of thing in the Lutheran Church (for instance, p. 52), most of
all by Dr. Walther, who with his exact knowledge of the old Lutheran dog-
maticians could know, if indeed he was not bound to know, that definition,
and therefore also the comparison, stated precisely the view of the dogmati-
cians, although in its own way (compare above p. 24 sq.).

At first no one could or would see the point of comparison, and all acted
as 1f the “opponents” taught a universal election of all men! Then
Dr. Walther, in order to weaken the argument in the comparison, even de-
nied that subjective justification, i. e. the justification of the individual
when he has appropriated Christ’s universal merit by faith, is a judicial act
of God, expressing himself as follows:

“It is not true that a new act follows when I have appropriated objective justification by
faith. The act has taken place. By faith I already possess righteousness. God does not need
to adjudge it to me individually afterwards.”

“Objective justification is nothing but the acquisitio of the justitia or the acquisition of
righteousness, and God’s gift is also there.” (“Verhandlungen, etc.,” p. 46; compare above
p. 36, where it is shown that this is the genuine Reformed view).
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Afterwards indeed, as though he had not said the above at all, or as though
he wished to hide where he had exposed himself, he maintained: “Objective
justification 1s just as much a judicial act of God as is subjective justifica-
tion” (p. 50) — just as though any one, save himself, had denied this, and as
though this had not been asserted directly in the words of one of the “oppo-
nents” quoted above!

One of these blundering zealots, whose mouth was to be stopped by the
resolution referred to above, but who still thought it his business to second
Dr. Walther also here, otherwise an excellent man, yet in theological mat-
ters, as well as many another, the mere echo of Dr. Walther, said: “Accord-
ing to this definition election i1s nothing but the mere foreknowledge of
God!” (P. 50.) Think of it: “The judicial application on the basis of God’s
foresight,” “nothing but the mere foreknowledge of God!”

Another confessed:

“It is now nearly twenty-five years since I have come to faith through the Gospel, but I
have not yet heard the subjective judgment of God.” (P. 50.)

The good man imagined the genuinely Missourian expression, “subjective
justification,” to signify the same as a “subjective judgment of God,” which
one might “hear,” and yet he felt himself called upon to help annihilate the
“opponents.”

Worst of all, however, and most unjustifiable was the following, when
Dr. Walther was reminded of his former approval of Wandalin’s definition
(see above p. 82 sqq.), he did not scruple to declare, with bold-faced disre-
gard of the facts as known to all, in answer to the “opponent” who accepted
this definition:

“Then you belong to us. There is not one word here that God has elected on the basis of
foreseen faith. We are not such fools as to say that those are elected of whom God foresaw
that they would not believe” (p. 51)

As if good old Wandalinus, in his summary of the doctrine of our old dog-
maticians, had wanted to say no more than any Calvinist could accept!
Moreover, Dr. Walther declared in this connection:
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“I am saved for the sake of Christ apprehended by faith. But where is it written that for this
reason we are elected?”

One of Dr. Walther’s chief means for proving the above definition of one of
the opponents to be contrary to the Confession was this, that he constantly
spoke as though this definition made the choice of persons a judicial act of
God only in such a way as to be of no benefit to man before his death, con-
tained no consolation, etc. (p. 53 sqq.), whereas already in this definition
and exposition, which could touch only briefly upon single points, we read:
“Here” (in § 23 which treats expressly of the choice made) “therefore, is the
declaration that God will really save the elect by means of the universal
way of salvation in spite of all foes and of their own weakness” (p. 52;
compare above p. 42). To be sure two things were here held fast by the “op-
ponents,” namely, that the real and chief consolation of election in the sense
of the Formula of Concord is found in its first part, in the eternal institution
of the universal way of salvation; and secondly, only that choice of persons
which follows logically from the stipulations of this universal way of salva-
tion can be full of consolation for us (p. 61; 64 sq.).

In this connection, we would draw attention also to a fundamental differ-
ence between Dr. Walther and his St. Louis lieutenants. If we mistake not.
Dr. Walther himself had declared: “Those who are not elected are not
elected for the reason that they willfully resist.” This sentence was cor-
rected by one of these lieutenants as though it were wrong. Dr. Walther at
first agreed to this; but when the “opponents” opposed the correction of-
fered by pointing to Dr. Walther’s own former declaration, that those who
are not elected are not elected for the reason that God could not choose
them, he briefly and emphatically declared: “That is what I still believe to-
day; I do not agree with those who deny this” (p. 61 sq.), and yet he re-
mained the faithful ally of these thorough-going Calvinists and shielded
them with his authority. We shall see further on how far he permitted him-
self to be driven by these consistent Calvinists, after giving them his little
finger by leaving the standpoint of our dogmaticians. It looks like a singular
fatality that he should have been joined to the ranks of these people, “Young
Missouri” as we “opponents” sometimes called them, at the time when his
mental faculties were no longer what they once had been. Without them he
would never have wanted to go so far, and they without him could never
have gone so far, as both finally did go together, namely to the length of
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openly rejecting the doctrine of predestination and the conception of our
Confession which has been in force in our Lutheran Church since the publi-
cation of the Confession, for nearly 300 years, and has found expression in
our best dogmaticians, Bible commentaries, devotional writings, and cate-
chisms!

To ward off all false interpretations of the term “judicial application” in
the definition spoken of above, its author declared at the first opportunity:

“As far as the word ‘judicial’ is concerned, I should have said at once that I take it in the
sense in which our old teachers call the voluntas consequens” (the subsequent will) “a vol-
untas judicialis” ( a judicial will). “Our theologians, beginning with Hunnius distinguish a
twofold will in God: voluntas antecedens and consequens. Gerhard explains this distinction
very clearly. You will perhaps permit me to read it, as I would have to say the same thing
(Gerhard, loc. VIII. de electione et reprobatione, c. IV. § LXXIX. Ed. Cotta torn. IV.
p. 169; ed. Preuss p. 61): ‘This distinction, however, (between voluntas antecedens and
consequens) does not divide the will itself, which is one in God and indivisible, but distin-
guishes its two-fold relation. In the voluntas antecedens (the antecedent will) reference is
had to the means of salvation in so far as they are ordained on God’s part and are offered to
all. In the voluntas consequens (the subsequent will) reference is had to these same means,
but in so far as they are either accepted or rejected by men. The antecedent will is so called
because it precedes the consideration of man’s obedience or disobedience, it is simply the
gracious will of God extending equally over all. The subsequent will has this name because
it follows the consideration of human obedience or disobedience; it shows definitely how
this will regards those men who follow the order of means, and those who neglect this or-
der.” Thus when I say ‘judicial application’, I could have said just as well: “which is based
on the voluntas consequens.”” (“Verhandlungen etc.” p. 62 sq.)

It was so much the more unjustifiable when Dr. Walther dared to say even
after this:

“Why, if Gerhard or Quenstedt and others had been offered the definition of election of-
fered us, they would have lifted up their hands in horror” (p. 94)

The exclamation of a true demagogue, which the great majority of the as-
sembly, trusting the learning and the honesty of their leader for so many
years, accepted without further thought as really true, whereas this leader
must have known that all our dogmaticians who have the intuitu, thus also
Gerhard and Quenstedt, thereby of necessity and outspokenly made the
choice of persons proceed from the voluntas consequens  or judicialis
(the subsequent or judicial will), in other words, make it consist in a judicial
act (compare above p. 80 sqq.; 57 sqq.; 62; 94; 102 sq.).
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We add the following utterances of Dr. Walther and his friends as they
are characteristic.

“If faith is the rule” (to which God had regard in the choice of persons), “then God was led
by this rule, and that makes it a ‘cause’. You may deny that you have three causes of elec-
tion: God’s grace, Christ’s merit, and faith; but you are only afraid to put it in these words.”

Thus did Dr. Walther decree (p. 67). When this illogical as well as unchari-
table utterance was answered by referring to justification, where God cer-
tainly has regard to faith, and where none of us for this reason thinks of
calling faith a cause of justification, or thinks of co-ordinating it in any way
with God’s grace and Christ’s merit, he never entered upon this striking
refutation of his dictum, that a rule must necessarily be a cause in the proper
sense of the word, but began to speak of something else — a trick of his,
which the careful and discriminating reader of the “Verhandlungen™ will
notice in more than one place.
He said:

“The fact that in justification grace and faith stand side by side, and not so in election, is
due to this that we do not apprehend election by faith, as we do apprehend Christ’s right-
eousness by faith. The righteousness of Christ belongs to the whole world, therefore we can
and shall embrace it by faith. But election does not concern the whole world, but only the
children of God” (p. 67).

And this is the man who claims to abide by the Confession which declares:

“Therefore the entire Holy Trinity, Father, Son and Holy Ghost, direct all men” (in other
words “the whole world”) “to Christ, as to the Book of Life, in which they should seek the
eternal election of the Father.” (Jacobs’ Transl. p. 661, § 66; compare above, p. 44).

If God Himself tells all men to seek eternal election in Christ, then it must
be present for all in Christ, so that election depends only on our believing in
Christ.

At another time Dr. Walther declared the statement of one of the “oppo-
nents”: “God could not determine to elect me without seeing Christ in me”,
to be “a terrible doctrine”, thus openly opposing all our theologians who
teach the intuitu fidei, and not only the “opponents” (p. 71; compare above

p. 24 sq.).
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Another example of how Dr. Walther did not at all meet an uncomfort-
able objection, but would simply speak of something else, is found in the
following. One of the “opponents” had said among other things the follow-
ing:

“Upon this universal way of salvation I must, according to my conviction, base the choice
of persons, if this choice is to be full of consolation. The second part of the choice must re-
ally be the application of the way of salvation to the individual. Then alone can we console
ourselves when the choice of persons is nothing but the application of the way of salvation
mediated by the foresight of God. In the position of our opponents election is not really
brought into connection with the universal way of salvation, but stands beside it as some-
thing peculiar, separated from it by a great gulf. They have two orders of God: one, the uni-
versal way of salvation, and one, a particular election. The outcome finally is decided by
the latter. According to this doctrine God has had no regard to the order of salvation so as
to make it the norm of election. The actual attainment of salvation depends finally and ex-
clusively upon particular election. Nothing depends for our opponents upon universal
grace, everything upon election. If I am upon the way of salvation and am not elected, I
cannot be saved, even if, as the synodical Report” (see above, p. 93) “says, I hear God’s
Word ever so diligently, pray, etc. And yet [ am to know whether [ am elected or not, from
the universal way of salvation, which is separated from election by a great gulf. But how
can I comfort myself with the universal way of salvation as to my election? how comfort
myself with the universal way of salvation upon which at last nothing depends? How shall
one who is troubled in conscience console himself when this consolation is not sufficient
for those who are thus troubled? We must still go back to the universal way and will of sal-
vation. Just this is my chief reason for opposing your doctrine. It destroys the foundation of
the consolation which flows from the universal way of salvation.”

Every man in any way able to judge will admit that this objection weighs
heavily and cannot be ignored or simply set aside. But what did Dr. Walther
answer?

“This contraposition of election and the universal way of salvation is nothing but an inven-
tion of the professor. We do not make it at all. On the contrary, we add the order of salva-
tion and say: He who has not come to faith or has fallen away cannot count himself among
the elect. On the other hand, he who has come to faith, is being sanctified, is patient in af-
fliction, prays diligently, uses the means of grace faithfully, he alone can believe that he is
chosen. Therefore it is our doctrine of election which says: God wants to bring you to sal-
vation, if you are to be saved, only upon the way of salvation He has ordained. What then
is this talk about our tearing asunder! On the contrary, our opponents tear asunder. They
speak only of a universal way of salvation, and then away on behind comes election, like a
limping, lost messenger. This is no election at all. No, we put the two together; you tear
them asunder.” (P. 84.)
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Can any one suppose that a sensible man could imagine he had weakened or
refuted the objection offered by this reply, which any Calvinist might give?
The point at issue is this, that according to modern Missourian as well as
Calvinistic doctrine the universal way of salvation was not the norm and
rule of God’s choice, and that therefore no one could conclude as to his
election from the universal way of salvation and console himself therewith;
and Dr. Walther declares this to be “nothing but an invention”, a false accu-
sation, because, according to modern Missourian as well as Calvinistic doc-
trine, the realization of election in time, the bringing to salvation of those
who are chosen according to a secret norm and rule, takes place in no other
way than that of the universal order of salvation! And at the same time he
talks as though the “opponents” denied that the elect are brought to salva-
tion upon the universal way of salvation, whereas already in the first ex-
tended elucidation of their standpoint they had declared in so many words:
“These 8 points then are found twice in the doctrine of predestination ac-
cording to the Formula of Concord; namely, first, after the first half of § 23
as the institution of the universal way of salvation, which institution forms
the first part of election in the sense of the Formula of Concord; and sec-
ondly, as the way upon which God actually leads the elect unto salvation.”
(P.32sq.)

The following furnishes an example of the manner in which Dr. Walther
treated even the oldest and most distinguished of his synodical brethren.
One of the “opponents” had said that he could not harmonize Dr. Walther’s
present doctrine with the former doctrine of Synod, and referred to the the-
ses of Dr. Sihler and to the statements of Rev. Furbringer (see above p. 54
sqq.), printed in Lehre und Wehre without the slightest editorial comment or
correction. To this Dr. Walther answered: “This shows that we” (who? —
surely not the Synod, which without a doubt, if at the time it took any posi-
tion at all on this subject, agreed perfectly with these two) “at that time still
tolerated in our midst the second form of doctrine” (Lehrtropus). When
some one then, who here as always imagined he had to re-echo
Dr. Walther’s statement, added: “But now no more,” Dr. Walther declared:

"By saying that ‘at that time we tolerated’ I do not wish to say: ‘But now no more’; rather I
would say this: That was not really the voice of our Synod, but the private voice of Dr. Sih-
ler and Rev. Furbringer. It was not my voice, who am the editor appointed by the Synod as
such, and besides this the teacher of dogmatics. He who says this lies.’
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What, therefore, did not proceed from Dr. Walther’s pen was not the voice
of Synod and was only tolerated. But in regard to his own position compare
what has been stated above (p. 01 sqq.).

The real mystery in predestination Dr. Walther declared to be this:

“Why God does not work equally in all men, 1. e. in the same way”’; “Why God for instance
gave repentance and faith indeed to Peter, but not to Judas, why so few come to faith and
millions do not, whereas God would be able to give faith to all” (p. 92 sq.);

And therefore he repeatedly rejected even the view that faith is the explana-
tion of the fact that one part of mankind is chosen and another not; for then,
he said, faith would have to be “a work of man” (compare above p. 11 sq.)

But how does this declaration agree with the one cited above, that God
passed by those whom He did not elect, because He could not elect them
(“Verhandlungen etc., p. 61 sq.; compare p. 96, where Dr. Walther declares
that he does not reject the doctrine”that God desired to elect all men")? If
God were able to give faith to all men, namely in the ordered way of salva-
tion necessary and sufficient for all, then undoubtedly He could have
elected all. Here we see the old Lutheran and the modern Missourian views
unharmonized side by side. — The following may serve as an instance of a
total confusion of the two:

“If I do not believe now that I am one of the elect, then I do not take God to be true. For
God has thus described the elect in His Word. I read that we are to watch, to pray, and God
will surely hear such prayer” (also the prayer of temporal believers for perseverance?),
“and though one should for once fall from faith, he has not ceased to be one of the elect, if
he was such before this; but he w-as either not elected, or he is still of the elect, and God
will see to it that he shall again come to faith” (p. 95 sq.).

But who will decide for him that now is a believer to which of these two
classes he belongs, whether to those for whom God “sees to it” that they
shall again come to faith in spite of their falling away, and this because He
has elected them without regard to their conduct unto the infallible attain-
ment of salvation; or to those for whom God does not do this just because
He has not elected them? God surely does not decide this for any one in His
Word. And how then can it be asserted of any man that he does not accept
God as a true God, when he cannot consider himself to be one of those who
are unconditionally elected?
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On page 98 we find the following from Dr. Walther:

“The consolation given me by election consists in this that I cannot lose faith finaliter” (till
the end), “in this that election tells me: Not only did God in general decree that all who are
saved shall be brought to this goal by a certain way of grace, but there are also a certain
number of men of whom God has ordained, according to His purpose, that they shall and
must remain in faith, or, if they for once should fall from faith, that they shall lose it only
for a time, and shall finally be saved. On this all depends.” (P. 98.)

But, supposing that what is here stated in agreement with the Calvinists
were really the case, how can any man know whether he belongs to these
elect; since, to take it strictly, he can in no way draw the least reliable con-
clusion as to his perseverance and final salvation, and therefore as to his
election, from his present faith? for according to this view not only not all
who at one time believe remain in faith, or if they fall away return again to
faith, but also election itself is not conditioned upon a perseverance in faith
made possible for all men by God, since persevering, and therefore truly
saving, faith depends in its last instance upon an election made without re-

gard to conduct and faith.

One of the “opponents” had said:

“This consolation” (of personal election) “is only a conditional consolation. The consola-
tion must be of the same nature as is the certainty on which it rests. That the first part of
election” (the universal order of salvation) “exists for me, I know with absolute certainty;
therefore also the consolation” (flowing out of this order of salvation) “to which I must fi-
nally always return, is altogether sure for me, and remains when I am troubled. The For-
mula of Concord knows nothing of another comfort, not remaining when 1 am troubled in
conscience. And of what use could it be to me?”

And what was Dr. Walther’s answer?

“My reply is: I say that I need the consolation at the very time when I am thus troubled”
(the consolation of the Missourian Calvinistic election), “at other times I do not need it.
When not thus troubled, he” (who?) “thinks: That is very easy; the flesh is easily con-
quered, and shall not deceive me; the world shall not outwit me; the devil shall not gain the
mastery. But when one is troubled, all this disappears. If I then know: I can count myself
among the elect” (a strange trial, in which this can be done’), “then I am at ease and con-
tent. Then I can say: May the enemies of my soul rage and rave as much as they will, I fear
not; for my salvation is in God’s hand” (is this not the case in the universal order of salva-
tion?). “If it were in my own hand” (as, accordingly, this is the case with all the non-elect,
according to God’s arrangement!), “then I might despair; but Thou God, preserve me: |
cannot do anything toward this. This is what gives true consolation.” (P. 99.)
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Yet, according to Dr. Walther, there is still something peculiar about this
Missourian consolation.

“I cheerfully admit”, (he says,) “that we must first know the doctrine of the way of salva-
tion before we can understand the doctrine of predestination; for a person can be and re-
main a true Christian, and yet know nothing at all about predestination. He can be a true
Christian and be saved in death, and yet have doubted predestination up to his death. This
is not the foundation of justifying faith. Predestination has not been revealed to us for this
purpose, but for our consolation. Yet I may lack many consolations and still be in faith and
persevere in faith ... No; a Christian need not absolutely have every consolation flowing
from the Scriptures, from the Gospel, and still he may be and remain a Christian; and thus
it may be and is the case that millions know nothing about predestination, and yet are the
best of Christians; they despair not when troubled.” (p. 100 sq.).

But how does this agree with what this same Dr. Walther declared in the Re-
port of °77, where he makes predestination in the Missourian sense “the
very foundation of the great and inscrutable mystery of our salvation” (see
above, p. 72; compare also above, p. 120, Rev. Stockhardt’s declaration, ac-
cording to which predestination is “the basal cause as well of our salvation
as also of all pertaining to our salvation”), and where he says: “It is cer-
tainly hard to comprehend how a Christian can be altogether at ease when
he knows nothing about election” (see above, p. 75)? Here we would have
an exceedingly necessary consolation which is really not necessary; a basal
foundation which need not be known for one to be “the best of Christians!”
Evidently here again we find side by side and unharmonized old Lutheran
and modern Missourian Calvinistic views (compare above p. 32 sq.).

This may suffice to give the reader an insight into the discussions of this
memorable Pastoral Conference. It is not strange that it was not a success.
Dr. Walther’s arguments could not convert to modern Missourianism a sin-
gle “opponent” who was clearly conscious of his old Lutheran standpoint,
and as a matter of course no impression could be made by the arguments of
the “opponents” upon any man who from the start was convinced that
Dr. Walther must be right. Those who wavered and were undecided natu-
rally went with the great crowd, for whom Dr. Walther was right whether he
said yea or nay, or whether he used old or modern Missourian, Lutheran or
Calvinistic language. Some, perhaps, were not altogether at ease in doing
this; but the same thing occurred here as at and after the Vatican Council.
They were silent from respect or love of peace, if not from less praisewor-
thy motives, tried to explain and harmonize things at least in a halfway
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manner, became gradually accustomed to the new view, permitted the “op-
ponents” to be represented in the worst possible light, personally and theo-
logically, and remained with the great Synod and its renowned leader!
Toward the close, during the eleventh session the resolution was passed
to publish the adopted minutes of the discussions and proceedings without
alteration, and this to the great joy of the “opponents”, who, as it appeared,
would have done many a one a favor, if they would have opposed this pub-
lication and thereby prevented it. Besides this the attempt was made to per-
suade the “opponents” to declare, first, that they no longer regarded the
modern Missourian position as Calvinistic; and, secondly, that they would
no longer publicly attack this position. Very naturally, they could not agree
to the former demand at all, and the latter at least not unconditionally. Here-
upon the great majority of the Conference passed the following resolution:

“Resolved, that we regard all of the opponents who publicly attack us, no longer as
brethren, but as enemies.” Dr. Walther and his adherents, of course, did not bind themselves
to be silent from now on until all attempts to secure unity by oral discussion should have
proved useless and hopeless. On the contrary, every succeeding number of Lehre und
Wehre brought an article aiming to prove the new doctrine and to secure its adoption.

One of the ugliest pages in the “Verhandlungen™ is 111, where the substance
is given of what Dr. Walther said publicly in regard to Prof. Schmidt, who
was present as a hearer, but was not given an opportunity to defend himself;
and yet, as Rev. Allwardt has shown repeatedly afterwards. Dr. Walther
could not prove his accusations, nor did he ever retract his calumniation.
Dr. Walther claimed that “this person” who “need not now be named”, so as
not to “reveal his shame”, whom he, however, described sufficiently for all
present to know, had “tried to undermine our Synod and to gain a following.
Then letters flew as in an intelligence office.” “It is mere sham, when he ap-
peals to the Report of ’79. On the contrary: this Report was just what
pleased him, and he imagined that it was a very creditable matter for him to
do this, although he was not at all named, and had already made hostile ad-
vances. This we could prove, if desired, by witnesses from our midst.”
In regard to the Report of 79 in general Dr. Walther remarked:

145



“How little is found here to be regarded as personalities. Only very gently, as with the tip
of the finger, a matter is touched upon here, of which the speaker” (Dr. Walther) “knew that
the brother concerned” (Rev. Allwardt) “had said it.” No man, except he knew the whole
matter beforehand, knew who was meant. To be sure, another person" (Prof. Schmidt) “is
more decisively refuted in the Report; but most of the brethren even in the Western District
did not know even in this case who was meant.”

Certainly this was an exceedingly lame defense of such a public attack upon
men who were his brethren in the faith and with whom he was treating in
private (compare above p. 90; and p. 106 sqq.).
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F. After The Pastoral Conference In The Au-
tumn Of 1880

The General Pastoral Conference in Chicago adjourned on the 5th of Octo-
ber. Lehre und Wehre for this month brought an article by Dr. Walther enti-
tled " ‘Absolute’ Predestination.” In this article he tries to demonstrate that
the modern Missourian doctrine of predestination differs essentially from
the “Calvinistic doctrine of absolute predestination.” He exclaims for in-
stance:

“How can election be absolute and thus unconditional, when it is conditioned by Christ’s
merit and by the faith which God has determined to give to the elect?! Indeed, it is said in
reply, in this very thing lies the doctrine of absolute election that God has chosen the elect
without regard to their foreseen faith, and has resolved to give them this faith. How? Is
election not absolute and not unconditional only then when not God but man himself ful-
fills the condition?”

We answer: To call an election of men, made possible by Christ’s merit as it
exists for all men, an election, in which God was not governed by the fore-
seen faith of the persons concerned, an election, in which He simply de-
creed: Only to these persons, all others excluded, will I give persevering
and truly saving faith — to call this an election conditioned on Christ’s
merit and on faith, is nonsense and deception, an unjustifiable juggling with
the word ‘conditional,” which was still held fast at that time, since no open
rupture with the old dogmaticians had as yet been risked. What was for-
merly understood in Missouri, in harmony with the old Lutheran doctrine,
by a “conditional” election is seen for instance in Rev. Furbringer’s article
(above p. 56 sqq.).

Then after attempting further to prove that the Formula of Concord
speaks of election in the same sense as the dogmaticians, namely not of
election in the wider, but in the narrower sense (compare above p. 39 sqq.),
thus making faith depend upon the latter as its cause and source,
Dr. Walther proceeds to gloss over a few of the most offensive utterances of
modern Missouri, some of which have already been referred to above. To
begin with he takes up the sentence:
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“In God there are no conditions” (cf. above p. 65).
This, it 1s said, 1s:

“...merely to reject the doctrine that faith is the cause moving God to election” (p. 300) (,
and,) “in the sense in which it has been taken by some, is no element at all” (in the modern
Missourian doctrinal position; yet) “being capable of misconstruction, as though election
were ‘unconditional,’ it is withdrawn.”

Evidently, however, the sentence referred to was not only an unfortunate ex-
pression for the proposition that faith is not the moving cause in election,
but it was meant to state a general truth, according to which it would be in-
correct to say that God has chosen in view of faith. So the sentence is not
retracted in the sense in which it was used. The second sentence is this:

“God’s Word testifies that grace removes natural resistance, and even overcomes the most
willful opposition” (das mutwilligste Streiten und sich Wehren), “gives and preserves faith”
(Lehre und Wehre, XIX, p. 173).

This is claimed merely to mean:

“Thousands have already been overcome and have been converted by grace, who for a time
really antagonized grace with willful opposition” (p. 301)

As though this had ever been called into question, for instance by
Dr. Fritschel, against whom this dissertation, the 10th thesis of which be-
gins with this sentence, is directed. On the contrary, the sense of the sen-
tence referred to was this, that those who are elected are, by virtue of this
election, led infallibly to give up even the most willful resistance, while in
the case of others who are not elected this resistance “is not removed.”

“This is a hidden mystery, known only to God, not to be fathomed by human reason, but to
be regarded and adored with reverence” (so the thesis declared. It is indeed admitted that
these words were) “not sufficiently ‘explained,’ yes, that they might appear offensive even
to true Lutherans”

For instance to those of the Wisconsin Synod who found much to object to
in the modern Missourian mode of expression, while in the matter itself, at
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least officially and as a Synod, they agreed with Missouri,

“and therefore should be retracted.”

Yet at the same time, as a sort of justification of these words, reference was
made to “men like Jacob Andreae, Chemnitz, Selnecker, and Kirchner, the
authors and official defenders of our Formula of Concord, who taught that
if God wished to forsake His established order and to use His omnipotence,
He could convert all men” — something no man has ever denied who be-
lieves at all in a God who can do what He wills (Ps. 115, 3.). Yet when
Abraham and Paul are here mentioned with Balth. Meisner as “extraordi-
nary conversions,” which are said to take place “by an efficacious grace in-
fallibly and always,” "as it were through a necessary will and a willing ne-
cessity — then we beg permission in the case of Paul to point to two of his
own utterances. One of these is found 1 Tim. 1:13:

“Who was before a blasphemer, and a persecutor, and injurious; but I obtained mercy, be-
cause I did it ignorantly in unbelief” (Greek ot because);

The second, Acts 26:19:

“Whereupon, O King Agrippa, I was” (gyevounv proved, showed myself) “not disobedient
unto the heavenly vision.”

The former proves that Paul’s conversion, however wonderful and extraor-
dinary it was in certain respects, nevertheless did not take place without re-
gard to his conduct; and the second, that he might have resisted and frus-
trated his conversion. And neither in the case of Abraham nor of Paul can
any trace of the “most willful resistance” be shown.

In the February number of the following year, 1881, Lehre und Wehre
brings an article by Dr. Walther with the heading: “Sententiam teneat, lin-
guam corrigat” (Let him retain his opinion and correct his words). Follow-
ing this counsel of St. Augustine, and yielding to the solicitation of his
“friends,” he here continues to correct “certain single sentences” in the Mis-
sourian publications, “which indeed have a suspicious sound.” In the first
place a sentence is quoted from the Report of the Northern District of the
year 1868, which reads as follows, p. 23:

149



“In regard to Luther’s expression in his preface to the Epistle to the Romans, saying that it
depends originally upon God’s eternal providence who shall and who shall not believe, it
was remarked that if it depended upon providence who shall believe, it certainly likewise
depended upon it who shall not believe. Yet this does not say that God would not save such
persons.”

This utterance of Luther Dr. Walther had quoted also in number 6 of the
Lutheraner in 1880 as a striking proof for the genuine Lutheran character of
the modern Missourian doctrine, namely in. support of the assertion that in
the choice of those who are to be infallibly saved God did not regard fore-
seen faith, but that saving faith has its source in God’s choice made without
any regard to man’s faith or conduct. Yet now he says he must admit that he
“himself was not fully clear and certain,” nor is as yet, as to what Luther
wanted to say with these words; and that therefore he should:

“...either have interpreted Luther’s words according to the analogy of faith, or have re-
frained from quoting them altogether,” “since, without explanation, they could, from our
lips, appear suspicious to our opponents.”

At first then he wanted to frighten the “opponents” by holding up to them
Luther’s mighty authority, and now he must confess that neither then did he
know, nor even yet does he know, what Luther wanted to say with these
words! It is certain, if one does not want to admit that Luther, in writing the
words referred to, believed and taught an absolute predestination, like that
of Augustine and Calvin, he must either assert that Luther wrote what can-
not be understood, or must admit that in these words he speaks of predesti-
nation in the wider sense, and especially of its first chief part, namely of the
eternal institution of the universal way of salvation. For upon this:

“it depends originally who shall believe and who shall not believe, who can be freed from
sin and who cannot be freed.”

He alone shall come to faith and persevere in faith unto eternal life, and can
be freed from sin, who permits himself to be led upon the universal way of
salvation; he who will not do this neither can nor shall receive life everlast-
ing (compare our “Prufung, etc.,” p. 22 sqq.). But rather than admit that
Luther, and following him Chemnitz and the Confession, has spoken of pre-
destination in the wider sense, thus giving up a false view of the Confes-
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sion, Dr. Walther here confesses that he does not understand this famous
passage from Luther, although he had used it against his “opponents” as one
of his weightiest cudgels!

Furthermore, Dr. Walther admits that the following sentence from the
Report of 77 cannot be retained (p. 59):

“The Word of God in truth always retains its power wherever it is preached, and it has the
power also of giving life, of saving; yet man is in such a depraved state that God is always
obliged to add special assistance” (dasz der Hebe Gott auch immer noch nachdrucken
muss).

Here Dr. Walther admits “that the little word ‘always’ says too much, and
more than we ourselves wished to say; for we too believe that this ‘giving
special assistance’ by no means occurs always, but only often, only at
times.” The fact that he did not wish to say more than this, he claims, is
shown by his former writings. But unfortunately his writings do not agree
with themselves in the doctrine of predestination and what pertains thereto,
so that this evidence is not satisfactory. Then too he claims that the Synodi-
cal Report does not say:

“that this assistance is given only in the case of the elect, and only because they are the
elect.” “We know well that many are in hell who have often experienced this assistance of
God, but have not judged themselves worthy of everlasting life, and have always resisted
the Holy Ghost obstinately (Acts. 13:45, 46; 7:51).”

According to this not only the little word “always,” but the whole sentence:

“Man is in such a depraved state that God is always obliged to give special assistance,”

Should be retracted. Without “the little word ‘always’ the sentence does not
fit the context, except it is to mean the same thing without this word as it
means with it. And hardly anyone will read the sentence in its connection
without referring the”assistance" to the greater grace which is given to the
elect in preference to the rest, and must be given to every one who is to be
saved. According to this correction there still seems to be, entirely contrary
to modern Missourian doctrine otherwise, an important difference among
those who are to be converted, as some remain in their “obstinate resis-
tance” in spite of the “assistance,” and others refrain from it. Or 1s there a
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second “assistance” in the case of these last named, these who are con-
verted? Dr. Walther may attempt to correct as much as he pleases, the sen-
tence just as it stands in the Report is a correct expression of what lies nec-
essarily in the modern Missourian doctrine; and if he was not confused, or
did not act dishonestly, he could not retract it.

Finally, Dr. Walther refers also to his remarks on a certain passage from
Seb. Schmidt in the Report of 77, page 38 (see above p. 94 sqq.). These re-
marks he had prefaced with the words:

“Further, Seb. Schmidt says that God gives a richer grace to the elect than to the non-
elect”;

And yet he dares to say in his corrections:

“Moreover we too do not assert that the gratia amplior” (the richer grace) “is imparted
only to the elect. On the contrary, we are convinced by the Scriptures that many who are
lost have received this richer grace, while many of the elect who are saved have not be-
come partakers of it. Thus, for instance, the lost inhabitants of Chorazin and Bethsaida
were accounted worthy of richer grace than the inhabitants of Nineveh who were brought
to repentance and grace by Jonah’s preaching.”

As though he had spoken in the passage referred to about any kind of richer
grace whatsoever, and not about that especial “grace unto perseverance” as
such! And of what use is all other richer grace to a man, when that which is
claimed to be necessary for perseverance in faith is denied? Finally, how-
ever, it is said also of this sentence that “unfortunately what was said was
not sufficiently complete and clear,” although this sentence also does noth-
ing but state precisely what lies necessarily in the modern Missourian doc-
trine.

What then has Dr. Walther retracted? Really and at bottom nothing. In
the first place, he does not even admit that these sentences, in the connec-
tion in which they occur, really say what the “opponents” have found in
them, but tries all sorts of ways to gloss them over. And still less does he
admit that these sentences say only what lies necessarily in the modern Mis-
sourian system, and that this system is therefore to be changed accordingly.
If either the necessary clearness or the necessary honesty had not been
wanting, he would have been compelled to admit that he must either hold
fast to these sentences as they read, or that he must give up and retract his
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entire new system as un-Lutheran and thoroughly Calvinistic. For it is not
that these sentences say something that is foreign to this system, and has
nothing to do with it; they express precisely what 1s the very heart and soul
of this system. They are not thoughtless, inconsiderate expressions which
for this reason should be retracted, except perhaps in so far as modern Mis-
souri has thoughtlessly and inconsiderately revealed in and through them
what it really means. The very consequences which, according to our con-
viction, lie in modern Missourianism and characterize it as essentially
Calvinistic find their adequate expression in these sentences. How would
Dr. Walther, who everywhere, and also where these sentences are found, en-
deavors anxiously to guard himself against Calvinism, have come to utter
these sentences, if they did not belong to the consequences of his system; if
they were not necessarily implied in and with it? The tree is known by its
fruits; the man and his real position very frequently by his unguarded utter-
ances.

At the close of the article spoken of Dr. Walther declares the following to
be the real status controversiae, or point at issue, in the present doctrinal
controversy':

“Does the faith foreseen of God flow from election, or does election flow from foreseen
faith? Does election rest alone upon God’s mercy and Christ’s merit, or also upon man’s
conduct foreseen of God? Can and shall a believing Christian become and be certain of his
election, and therefore of his salvation, or can and shall he not become nor be certain
thereof?”

Our readers know from the foregoing how modern Missouri answers these
questions, namely that it affirms the first half of each of these three double
questions. But this precisely is its fundamental error that it makes faith pro-
ceed from election in its sense, 1. €. from the choice of persons made with-
out any regard to man’s conduct toward the means of grace and toward the
Holy Spirit working through them. From this by force of necessity follow
all the above sentences which Dr. Walther had to retract at the solicitation of
his “friends,” so as to hide somewhat the Calvinistic character of his doc-
trine, at least for the thoughtless and credulous. And from this follow also
the assertions that election, 1. e. the choice of persons, is made “to depend”
not “upon God’s mercy and Christ’s merit alone,” when it is regarded as
having been made not without all regard to man’s conduct, that a Christian
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can and should be “certain,” 1. e. infallibly, without any condition," of his
election and therefore of his salvation" (compare above p. 99 sqq.).

Beside these seeming corrections in Lehre und Wehre naturally also
other articles are found aiming to prove and defend the new doctrine. Thus
the December number of 1880 contains such an article from the pen of
Dr. Walther entitled:

“Is the doctrine that election did not take place intuitu fidei in conflict with the doctrine of
justification by faith alone?”

Naturally the question is answered in the negative; for if it were to be an-
swered affirmatively, “certainly this doctrine would be the most hideous
heresy conceivable.” Yet it cannot be denied that the modern Missourian as
well as the Calvinistic doctrine dislodge justification and faith from their
central position, and consider both to be merely a means for bringing about
the salvation decided upon already before them and without essentially re-
garding them. Only in the same way does the modern Missourian doctrine
not conflict with the doctrine of justification by faith alone, in which also
the Calvinistic doctrine does not conflict with it. Both do not need justifica-
tion as an especial act in time, as we have already seen (above p. 35 sq.;
p. 128 sq.) and shall see still further on. But that this is not the Lutheran
standpoint need not be demonstrated for our readers. The following state-
ment is especially noteworthy in this article (p. 361 sq.):

“Accordingly faith cannot bear the same relation to election as it bears to justification.
Election is not, like Christ’s righteousness, something obtained and existing for all men,
something therefore for all men to embrace by faith, appropriate, and become partakers of.
Election is, on the contrary, a decree which, according to the Scriptures, as compared with
the reprobate, extends only to a few; for ‘many are called,” the Lord tells us, ‘but few are
chosen.””

It appears to us that a blind man can see that these sentences do not agree
with the Confession which says for instance:

“Therefore the entire Holy Trinity, Father, Son and Holy Ghost, direct all men to Christ, as
to the Book of Life, in which they should seek the eternal election of the Father” (Jacobs’
T., p. 661).
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For according to this statement of the Confession “the eternal election of
the Father” does “exist” for “all men” in Christ, because it has been “ob-
tained” by Him “for all,” and he who seeks it in the right way, permits him-
self to be brought to faith and to be kept therein, he shall find it, and he be-
longs to the elect. That many are called and few chosen is due simply to the
fact that most of those who are called do not seek election in this way, and
is not at all due to the fact that election does not “exist” for them from the
start and has not been “obtained” for them. Whether I am one of the elect
depends on whether I am in Christ through faith and abide in Him. It would
be blasphemy to assert that God directs all men to Christ to “seek” election
in Him, if election did not exist there for all, and if not all, in case they
should seek it in the right way, could and would be able to find it in Him.
For then God would only make sport of poor sinful men, telling them all to
seek for something which from the start exists only for the smallest number
of them. There is no question at all that election, according to our Confes-
sion, depends upon Christ and faith in the same sense as justification de-
pends upon them; both have their foundation in Christ’s merit as appre-
hended by faith.

In the following volumes of Lehre und Wehre several articles by
Rev. (now Prof.) Stockhardt are of special interest in this connection, be-
cause he honestly admits what Dr. Walther, in order not to admit that now
he taught a different doctrine, had obstinately denied. In the August number
of 1881, p. 364 sqq., we find an article by this writer, entitled: “The mystery
in Election.” Here we read for instance on page 367, etc.:

“The discretio personarum, the fact that God, in time and in eternity, in conversion as well
as in election, seems to make a difference among sinners who are all in the same condem-
nation and who all resist in the same way, this is the real ‘mystery in election’. Why God
deals in one way with some and in a different way with others, this we are not to fathom.
The rule according to which God has chosen and separated in eternity is unknown to us.”

Accordingly the sentence: Those who are not elected are not elected for the
reason that they willfully resist," is branded as incorrect, while Dr. Walther
just ten months earlier had maintained it at the Chicago Conference as alto-
gether correct (compare above p. 130). Rev. Stockhardt declares (p. 808)
that we know indeed from God’s Word “why a number of men are cast
aside by God,” but not “why God did not elect the others!” And here it ap-
pears how correctly one of the “opponents” had declared at Chicago:
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“On page 658, §§ 52, etc.” (Formula of Concord, Jacobs’ T.) “it is said that there are indeed
mysteries in the doctrine of predestination. And now I ask: If the rule according to which
God has chosen were hidden from us, would not this have to be the first mystery here men-
tioned? I am convinced that every one of our opponents would name as the chief mystery
in predestination this, that we do not know according to what rule God has proceeded. For
this would be the mystery of mysteries in predestination.” (P. 83, “Verhandlungen, etc.”)

And what did Dr. Walther answer to this?

“If you say: ‘The praevisio must evidently be included according to the Formula of Con-
cord’, I say: To be sure, as far as the reprobate are concerned. But when you say: ‘God has
taken the rule or norm in election from the order of salvation’, how do you know that? ...
No; the norm — the Formula of Concord tells us clearly and distinctly — is God’s mercy
and Christ’s most holy merit. This clear statement of the Confession we will not relinquish”
(P. 85). It was not long, as shown by Rev. Stockhardt’s article, till this altogether untenable,
because utterly illogical, position was abandoned. This was maintained merely during the
uncertain stage of transition. When it was seen that the Synod would submit to almost any-
thing, the new doctrine came boldly forth. — Rev. Stockhardt indeed here adds the remark
(p. 368):“We emphasize this that the real ‘mystery’ is not the primary thing in the doctrine
of predestination. We do not give this mystery the precedence of everything, and do not
draw all sorts of conclusions from it.”

The last part of this statement is indeed true, but not the first: and the reason
why modern Missourians do not draw the conclusions which lie inevitably
in this “mystery” is absolute inconsistency, or even fear. The “election,” in
the modern Missourian sense of the word, as the mysterious act of God, is
certainly “the primary thing” in modern Missourianism, that upon which
everything depends, every man’s eternal weal or woe. If I am not chosen in
this mysterious way, then I simply cannot be saved, in spite of all talk about
universal and sufficient grace. And if the fault that the greater part is not
chosen, that for them therefore there does not exist the one thing without
which all other grace is vain and simply makes their responsibility, their sin
and damnation the greater — if the fault for this does not lie in the non-elect
themselves, not in their willful and obstinate resistance, if it depends only
on their natural resistance as common to all sinful men, only upon that re-
sistance which no man can refrain from unless he receive this special partic-
ular grace of election: then in reality we have before us the Calvinistic arbi-
trary separation, even though Calvinistic expressions and terms be ever so
carefully rejected. For what difference does it make, as far as the inevitable
lot of the non-elect is concerned, to assert ever so vigorously and repeatedly
that the reason why God did not elect them was not that He wished to glo-
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rify His righteousness in them (p. 368, 369)? He did still not do in them
what, according to Missourian and Calvinistic doctrine, He would have had
to do in them, if all other grace were indeed to help them unto salvation and
not rather unto greater damnation, and what He could have done in them
just as well as in the elect. According to the modern Missourian doctrine the
elect are in the same plight as according to the old Calvinistic doctrine.

In Lehre und Wehre, April, 1882, p. 157 sqq., we meet an article by
Rev. Stockhardt, entitled: “Si duo faciunt idem, non est idem” (If two do the
same thing, it is not the same). In this article he tries to prove that we oppo-
nents of modern Missouri do not agree with the old dogmaticians, even
though we use the same terms in the doctrine of predestination as they do.
And here we find, to begin with, the following remarkable sentence

(p. 158):

“It is beyond all doubt that the dogmaticians of the 17th century in some way, although
they define it very differently, make election depend upon faith. When they set up the infu-
itu fidei as a sort of shibboleth; when they understand the statement that God has chosen
those whose faith He has foreseen, in the same way; when they bring out the so called Sy/-
logismus praedestinatorius, according to which election follows logically from the univer-
sal will of grace and from the foreknowledge of faith: then they thereby declare a depen-
dence of election upon faith. They try to explain somewhat this wonderful mystery of the
discretio personarum, and to make it plausible to reason. And herein they have erred and
have deviated from the Scriptures and the Symbol. Herein we do not agree with them.”

Here for once is refreshing honesty and directness compared with the for-
mer deceptive assertions of Dr. Walther, saying that the dogmaticians of the
17th century were on the side of modern Missouri in the doctrine itself
(compare above p. 113 sq.; 128; 131; 65; 67 sq.). But in spite of this
Rev. Stockhardt thinks that we opponents of modern Missouri do not agree
with the dogmaticians; and this, in the first place, because “they took their
position not in opposition to the pure doctrine of the Scriptures and the
Symbols, but in opposition to Calvinism and tried with all energy to keep
out of Lutheran doctrine the decretum absolutum Calvinisticum”; secondly,
because “the best of these dogmaticians accept and defend propositions
which contradict the theory that election 1s based on omniscience” —
whereas we “opponents”, as modern Missouri asserts, do not do all this. But
an assertion is in itself no proof. We “opponents” in taking our position
have in view the same opposition as the dogmaticians. And what Gerhard
for instance, whom Rev. Stockhardt names as a representative of the “best
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dogmaticians”, teaches concerning predestination, we “opponents” are
ready to subscribe to throughout, that is in the sense of Gerhard, not in the
sense of modern Missouri. For modern Missouri tells us that there is a con-
tradiction between the various statements of Gerhard. In certain of them,
they say, he unconsciously takes the standpoint of modern Missouri, and
even refutes what he says in others, especially in regard to the intuitu fidei,
as “his sound Lutheran consciousness broke through the error of his rea-
son.” Yet Rev. Stockhardt does not dare to assert definitely, as was
Dr. Walther’s habit, that if Gerhard were now living, he would now be on
the side of modern Missouri. He merely says:

“We feel assured, although we. have no positive proof, that, for instance, Gerhard, and oth-
ers like him, if the truth of the Scriptures had been made very clear to him in this article,
would simply have thrown aside his own additions without much hesitation” (p. 159).

In regard to this we would remark: In the first place, it sounds strange to say
that “the truth of the Scriptures” was not “very clear” to a man like Gerhard
“In this article”, since he had Luther, Chemnitz, and the Formula of Con-
cord constantly before him; and modern Missourians claim that these three
give clear and distinct expression to the true Biblical modern Missourian
doctrine. Secondly, it 1s hardly credible that our old dogmaticians, these
men of deep penetration, whose mental work even rationalists like Karl
Hase regard with respect, should have been so foolish as to insist unyield-
ingly upon a doctrine, to understand which, as modern Missouri claims, is
of no benefit for salvation and consolation, the doctrine of predestination.
There is no question at all, with all their penetration and all the consistency
of their thinking they found no contradiction in their own statements,
namely that on the one hand salvation and all pertaining and leading to it is
simply a gift of grace, and that on the other hand the choice of those who
are to be saved infallibly not only did, but also of a necessity, took place in
view of, faith, if the horribile decretum of the Calvinists was to be avoided.
Simply compare the statements above, p. 24 sqq. They harmonize the two
sets of statements, which according to modern Missouri are contradictory,
in precisely the same way as old Missouri did and as we still do (compare
above p. 55 sq., (51 sq.). If modern Missourians were altogether honest they
would have to put the old dogmaticians and us into one class. But they mete
with a double measure, and thus hide from many who lack penetration the
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undeniable fact, that not we alone, but the entire Lutheran Church since the
Formula of Concord is their “opponent”.

October 13, 1880, a week after the close of the General Pastoral Confer-
ence in Chicago, the meeting of the Western District for this year began;
this was the District whose Reports for the year 1877 and 1879 had given
rise to the doctrinal controversy.

“Since sentences in our last two Reports, especially in that of last year, have been met with
opposition in the Synodical Conference, the District found itself necessitated to set aside
the theme still before it this year, and to treat once more of the doctrine of predestination
with especial reference to the objections that have been raised.”

So reads the Report in regard to the “Doctrinal Discussion,” the purpose of
which was, as stated, to defend the modern Missourian doctrine against “the
objections that have been raised.” The theses were six in number, of which,
however, only four were discussed. The first and the second. which are the
most important, both as regards their contents and their treatment, read as
follows:

"Thesis 1. The doctrine that election is a cause of the salvation of the elect and of all per-
taining thereto (a), as also that alone God’s mercy and Christ’s most holy merit, and noth-
ing that God has foreseen in man, is the cause of election (b), is not Calvinistic (c), but the
pure Lutheran doctrine which our Evangelical Lutheran Church acknowledged publicly as
her own 300 years ago, and laid down for all time, on the basis of the Holy Scriptures, in
the Formula of Concord; hence those rejecting this doctrine cannot be regarded as Luther-
ans true to the Confessions in this point, a. Formula of Concord, p. 525, § 5; 651, § 8.—b.
Formula of Concord.528, § 20; 605, § 87. 88; 657, § 43. — c. Formula of Concord.528, §
21.

“Thesis II. Nor is this the doctrine of an election in the wider sense, but in its strict or
proper sense. Formula of Concord.651, § 9; 653, § 24. Compare 651, etc., § 11-23.”

A comparison of the elaboration of these theses with what had been said be-
fore and has been set forth above brings out no new argument, and therefore
we treat this Report with greater brevity.

As compared with other utterances the admission contained in the intro-
duction to these theses is noteworthy:

“We have — this we willingly confess — enkindled the fire” (p. 23).
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In the elaboration of the theses the “opponents” are constantly treated as
teaching an election on account of faith, and this clearly in opposition to the
old dogmaticians (p. 34 sqq.). But no proof is brought, and none can be
brought, that the “opponents” really hold the non-Lutheran doctrine as-
cribed to them. And when it is said (p. 35 sq.):

“We indeed cannot ignore that in the 17th century the doctrine that God has elected, not in-
deed on account of faith, yet in view of faith, became established in the Lutheran Church,”

This surely shows clearly and distinctly that, according to the conviction of
the most orthodox and sagacious theologians of our Church, Seb. Schmidt,
John Gerhard, John Olearius, Andreas Quenstedt, Abraham Calov, Conrad
Dannhauer, from whom quotations are given on this point, and to whom
just as many illustrious names might be added, for instance Hunnius, Hut-
ter, Leyser, Konig, Musseus, one may well teach election in view of faith,
and maintain it as a bulwark against the Calvinists, without making faith an
efficacious or meritorious cause of election, and without teaching an elec-
tion on account of faith.

And this conviction of our old theologians, who, as far as knowledge of
the Bible and of Lutheran doctrine, as well as sagacity and consistency of
thinking is concerned, certainly need not doff their hats to any Missourian,
we “opponents” share for conscience’ sake and from a full conviction on
our own part. Their numerous statements, in which they reject, in spite of
their most positive adherence to an election in view of faith, every idea of
election on account of faith, or of faith as an efficacious or meritorious
cause of election, are therefore not opposed to our position, but are in favor
of it, as being the old Lutheran position. That is, the position which the
Lutheran Church assumed at once, and assumed fully conscious of its
agreement with the Confession, when it became necessary to face the
Calvinistic doctrine of predestination; and this is the position which has
been recognized alike by friend and foe as that of the Lutheran Church up
to the time of the “reformatory” attempts of modern Missouri, i. e. for about
300 years.

On page 40 we read:
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“The relation of faith to election differs from that of faith to justification. God did not elect
all men to salvation and then tell them: Now you may take out salvation for yourselves by
faith. Election is not universal as is justification, but individual or, as the Latinists say, ’par-
ticular*; for the Savior says: ‘Many are called, but few are chosen.” Therefore man is not to
take out election for himself by faith, so as to become one of the elect; for election has
taken place already in eternity. He who is elected, is elected already before the foundations
of the world were laid, and faith is now to embrace, not election, but Christ’s merit, so as to
obtain the salvation which is already adjudged to it by election.”

This at first appears to be correct, but after closer examination it turns out to
be nothing but a jumble of un-Lutheran and illogical assertions. We call
these assertions un-Lutheran, because they contradict flatly not only what
our best dogmaticians say in regard to the equal position of faith in election
and 1n justification (compare the strong utterances of L. Hutter above p. 27
sq.), but also what the Confession declares,

“The entire Holy Trinity, Father, Son and Holy Ghost, direct all men to Christ, as to the
Book of Life, in which they should seek the eternal election of the Father” (Jacobs’ Tr.
p. 661; compare above p. 146 sq.),

According to which it is entirely right to say to all men: “Now you may take
out election for yourselves by faith.” For election as the eternal foreordina-
tion unto the infallible attainment of salvation is, according to the gracious
will of God, as well also as according to the merit of Christ, universal from
the very start, just as much as is the eternal institution of the universal way
of salvation in general; that is, as far as merely God’s love and mercy is
concerned. He wanted to ordain, and as far as Christ’s merit in itself 1s con-
cerned. He could ordain all men unto the infallible attainment of salvation,
and in the universal order of salvation He has made it possible for all men
without exception to come to faith and to persevere therein, and thus to ap-
propriate Christ’s merit as the sole condition of actual election unto salva-
tion. Since now God knew by virtue of His omniscience who among men
would permit himself to be brought upon the universal way of salvation
unto persevering faith in Christ, and since He was governed Himself in
election by this foreknowledge: therefore, we say with the Confession to
every man: Seek your election in Christ. In Him it is present, and in Him
you can find it. If you believe in Christ as your Savior and persevere in this
faith, which you as well as every man can do by virtue of the grace and
power of God offered to all in the Word and Sacrament, then, beyond all
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doubt, you belong to the number of those chosen in all eternity. But this
conclusion, so full of consolation for all men, follows only from the forego-
ing old Lutheran premise — another proof for the complete agreement of
the doctrine of our old dogmaticians with that of the Confession, yea, in
fact, for its necessary deduction from the doctrine of the Confession.

We call the above assertions illogical, because they mix up universal and
personal justification and confound the two. When we “opponents” claim
with our old teachers that faith has the same position in election as in justi-
fication, we of course mean, as in the election of persons, so also in per-
sonal justification, and not in the universal justification which has taken
place for all men in Christ. And here we assert with our old teachers: Just
as, notwithstanding universal justification, no man is or can be personally
justified and saved who does not appropriate and hold fast Christ’s merit in
faith; thus also God, in spite of the fact that election in the sense stated
above i1s from the start universal, neither did nor could foreordain any man
personally unto the infallible attainment of salvation, of whom He did not
foresee that he would appropriate Christ’s merit in persevering faith.

The indispensable condition of the election, as well as of the justifica-
tion, of individual persons is the appropriated merit of Christ;, otherwise ev-
ery man would be personally elected and personally justified, and would be
infallibly saved. But the appropriation of Christ’s merit takes place only by
faith. It is self-evident that in election, as it took place in eternity before the
existence of a single human being, faith is regarded as foreseen, whilst in
personal justification, as it takes place in time, it is regarded as present. But
this 1s also the only difference. The actual relation of faith to the salvation
and to the justification of individual persons is precisely the same. This is
Lutheran doctrine.

Confused talk about a universal justification, which, rightly understood,
is essentially nothing more than Christ’s merit as it exists and suffices, ac-
cording to God’s own judicial judgment, for all men, cannot alter this, how-
ever much it may hide it from unthinking people. Faith, which (logically
and according to God’s foreknowledge) precedes election and justification
(as 1t takes place in time and actually), embraces the very same thing;
Christ’s merit, present and sufficient, according to God’s judicial sentence,
for all men, or, which is entirely the same, universal justification, 1. e., the
merciful declaration, made in Christ’s resurrection from the dead, that His
merit is really present and sufficient for all men. Faith does not precede
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election and justification, as based on God’s antecedent will (above p. 57;
02), and as thus existing for all men, and in so far universal; but it precedes
personal election and justification as based on the subsequent will; and in
both instances faith does not, in the first place, embrace what follows it, but
what precedes it. The relation is therefore the same in both cases. “The rela-
tion of faith to election” does not “differ from that of faith to justification.”
And just as little as justification, because it presupposes Christ’s merit em-
braced by faith, and therefore takes place “in view of faith,” has another
“cause” than “God’s mercy and Christ’s most holy merit”; just so little is
another “cause,” different from these two, ascribed to election by making
election to have taken place in view of faith, and faith to precede it (logi-
cally and in God’s foreknowledge).

Confusion and inconsistency is altogether on the part of modern Mis-
souri, and by no means on the part of our old theologians, as though they
had unconsciously mingled heterogeneous elements (compare above p. 149
sq.).

From the 11th to the 21st of May, 1881, the General Synod of Missouri
and other States met for the third time as a delegate synod, this time in Ft.
Wayne, Ind.

“The most important event since the last meeting of the General Synod is, without doubt,
the controversy on the doctrine of predestination. Its origin and cause is known. Unfortu-
nately there will be no time to discuss the doctrine itself. But one thing (in all fairness) we
justly could and should do. Since the doctrine concerned has already been set forth in our
publications with all fullness, and since it has been repeatedly and thoroughly discussed in
larger and smaller Conferences, and since finally also on our part everything has been re-
moved which might offend an honest Christian, certainly, now that the representatives of
all our synodical congregations are for the first time assembled again, the time has come
for the Synod also as such to acknowledge publicly the doctrine set forth in our publica-
tions as being the doctrine of the Holy Scriptures and of our Symbols, and to express its ap-
preciation of the worthy conduct its leaders have maintained in this controversy in spite of
many temptations to the contrary.”

So reads the introduction to the “President’s Report” (p. 17 of the Synodical
Minutes.) This is enough to characterize the position of the “leaders” fully;
they simply expect the Synod, without any further discussion in detail, to
acknowledge as Biblical and symbolical what they have published hereto-
fore! So too we read in the introductory words to:

163



“I. The position of Synod as such toward the present controversy in its own midst”: “What
seems to be the duty of Synod is this, to acknowledge the doctrine hitherto set forth and de-
fended in its publications” (p. 27).

And this, although the “Synod as such” had as yet never discussed the doc-
trine nor considered the objections of the “opponents”, not even in its single
Districts; to say nothing of the many lay delegates, the fewest of whom, if
any at all, were conscious of what really was at stake in the doctrinal con-
troversy. But, of course, the subject had been treated in Pastoral Confer-
ences, and “for further doctrinal discussion the extra meeting of the General
Pastoral Conference has again been called” (p. 17); Lehre und Wehre, the
periodical intended for pastors, has been filled for years with all sorts of
learned articles, endeavoring to prove that what had been generally consid-
ered Lutheran for 300 years, what the lay members also of the Missouri
Synod, within as well as outside of its borders, had learned as Lutheran doc-
trine in the Catechism and in devotional books, was false and contrary to
the Bible and to the Confession — this was sufficient for requesting the
Synod, the lay delegates, of course, included, simply “to acknowledge what
had hitherto been set forth and defended” by the Semi-Calvinists at
St. Louis, without authority of Synod, “in its publications!”

What if any other synodical body had proceeded in this way! How these
Missouri “leaders” would then have accused them of despising and betray-
ing the most sacred rights of congregations! But for us this mode of proce-
dure 1s only one more proof of the Romish spirit of infallibility which fre-
quently revealed itself in Missouri during the doctrinal controversy (com-
pare above p. 138). But for the sake of appearance, as though also the lay
delegates and the congregations they represented had been sufficiently re-
garded in this respect, the Synod resolved, at the suggestion of a committee
composed of all the synodical Presidents and of the professors of the theo-
logical faculties, who had been directed to prepare a report outlining further
action, “to assume as its confessional expression in the doctrine of predesti-
nation the 13 propositions published in the Lutheraner, Vol. 36, numbers 2-
9” (p. 33), although these propositions did not at all treat the point in con-
troversy (compare above p. 111 sq.)! These propositions, of which it was
believed that Synod might assume that “they are known to all our congrega-
tions, and have doubtlessly been read also by every one of the lay dele-
gates”, read as follows:
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"1. We believe, teach, and confess that God has loved the whole world from eternity, has
created all men for salvation and none for damnation, and earnestly desires the salvation of
all men; and hence we heartily reject and condemn the contrary Calvinistic doctrine. —

"2. We believe, teach, and confess that the Son of God has come into the world for all men,
has borne and atoned for the sins of all men, has perfectly redeemed all men, none ex-
cepted; and hence we heartily reject and condemn the contrary Calvinistic doctrine. —

"3. We believe, teach, and confess that God earnestly calls all men through the means of
grace, i. e. with the intention of bringing them through these means unto repentance and
unto faith, and of preserving them therein to the end, and of thus finally saving them,
wherefore God offers them through these means of grace the salvation purchased by
Christ’s atonement, and the power of accepting this salvation by faith; and hence we
heartily reject and condemn the contrary Calvinistic doctrine. —

“4. We believe, teach, and confess that no man is lost because God would not save him, or
because God with His grace passed him by, or because He did not offer the grace of perse-
verance to him also and would not bestow it upon him; but that all men who are lost perish
by their own fault, namely on account of their unbelief, and because they have obstinately
resisted the Word and grace of God to the end, whose”contempt for the Word is not God’s
knowledge (vel prsescientia vel prgedestinatio), but the perverse will of man, who rejects
and perverts the means and the instrument of the Holy Ghost, which God offers him
through the call, and resists the Holy Ghost, who wishes to be efficacious, and works
through the Word, as Christ says (Matt. 23:37): ‘How often would I have gathered thee to-
gether, and ye would not’. (Formula of Concord, Jacobs’ T. p. 656 etc.) Hence we heartily
reject and condemn the contrary Calvinistic doctrine. —

"5. We believe, teach and confess that the persons concerned in election or predestination
are only true believers, who believe to the end, or who come to faith at the end, of their
lives; and hence we reject and condemn the error of Huber, that election is not particular,
but universal, and concerns all men. —

"6. We believe, teach, and confess that divine election is immutable, and hence that not one
of the elect can become reprobate and be lost, but that every one of the elect is surely
saved; and hence we heartily reject and condemn the contrary Huberian error. —

"7. We believe, teach, and confess that it is folly and dangerous to souls, leading either to
fleshly security or to despair, when men attempt to become or to be certain of their election
or of their future salvation by searching out the eternal mysterious decree of God; and
hence we heartily reject and condemn the contrary doctrine as a piece of pernicious fanati-
cism. —
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"8. We believe, teach, and confess that a believing Christian should try from the revealed
Word of God to become sure of his election; and hence we heartily reject and condemn the
contrary papistic error, that a man can become and be certain of his election and salvation
only through a new immediate revelation. —

"9. We believe, teach, and confess: 1) that election does not consist of the mere foreknowl-
edge of God, as to which men will be saved; 2) also that election is not the mere purpose of
God to redeem and save mankind, for which reason it might be termed universal, embrac-
ing all men generally; 3) that election does not concern temporary believers (Luke 8:13); 4)
that election is not the mere decree of God to save all those who shall believe to the end;
and hence we heartily reject and condemn the contrary errors of the rationalists, Huberites,
and Arminians. —

"10. We believe, teach, and confess that the cause which moved God to choose the elect is
His grace and the merit of Jesus Christ alone, and not any good thing God has foreseen in
the elect, not even the faith foreseen of God in them, and hence we reject and condemn the
contrary doctrines of the Pelagians, Semi-Pelagians, and Synergists as blasphemous, fright-
ful, subversive of the gospel and therefore of the entire Christian religion. —

"11. We believe, teach, and confess that election is not the mere foresight or foreknowledge
of the salvation of the elect, but also a cause of their salvation and of all belonging thereto,
and hence we heartily reject and condemn the contrary doctrines of the Arminians, the
Socinians, and of all synergists.—

"12. We believe, teach and confess that God has ‘still kept secret and concealed much con-
cerning this mystery, and reserved it alone for His wisdom and knowledge’, which no man
can or should search out, and hence we reject what some would inquire concerning this that
is not revealed, and what they would harmonize with their reason in those things that seem
to contradict our reason; whether this is found in Calvinistic, or in Pelagian-synergistic
doctrine. —

“13. We believe, teach, and confess that it is not only neither useless nor even dangerous,
but rather necessary and wholesome, to present publicly also to our Christian people the
mysterious doctrine of predestination, as far as it is clearly revealed in God’s Word, and
hence we do not agree with those who think that this doctrine must either be entirely con-
cealed, or must be reserved only for the disputations of the learned.” (“Synodalbericht”,
p. 33-35))

"Hereupon the question was put to the Synod whether all were ready to vote, and when the
answer yes was given on all sides, the following question was submitted: ‘Does the Synod
acknowledge the doctrine of predestination as set forth in our publications, so far as it is
summarized in the present 13 propositions, as the doctrine of the Holy Scriptures and of the
Lutheran Confession?’ The great majority answered a loud and joyful Yea to this question!
A very small minority answered Nay! When now each one of the minority was requested to
declare in what sense he had voted Nay, the following pastors made declarations as here
stated:
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ALLWARDT:

“I voted in the negative not because I reject these 13 Theses, but because I know that I can-
not subscribe some of them in the same sense as this is done by others. Much more has
been published in our publications on the doctrine of predestination than these theses.
Much of this I hold to be erroneous. The question submitted to Synod, however, does not
refer to the theses alone, but to everything ‘so far as it is summarized in the present 13
propositions’. In addition to this, theses 10 and 11 contain passages from the Confession
the sense of which is now in dispute among us. So I cannot subscribe these theses in the
same sense as Synod; and honesty demands that I state this. For this reason I voted Nay.”

H. ERrRNsST:

“When I voted Nay, I did not wish to say that I reject all the present propositions. I most
heartily accept most of them with Synod. My Nay was meant especially for the 10th and
11th propositions. And these too, as far as their language goes, I can and do accept. But, of
course, I must confess that the sense which I connect with the language of these proposi-
tions differs from that which is connected with this language on the part of others. I too be-
lieve and confess that the moving cause in election is not any good thing foreseen of God
in man, not even faith, but God’s grace and Christ’s merit alone; but, of course, the latter
not merely in so far as it is obtained by Christ, but also in so far as it is appropriated by
man through faith. I too confess with the Formula of Concord that election is a cause
‘which procures, works, helps and promotes our salvation and what pertains thereto.” By
this election, however, I understand not merely the choice of certain persons and their ordi-
nation unto faith and unto salvation, but first of all and above all the preparation of salva-
tion in general, the institution of the universal way of salvation. Mainly on account of the
first part of election I say that it is a cause of faith. To declare this my position I vote Nay.”

RoHE:

“I agree with the declaration of Rev. Ernst, and would add: It has here been stated explicitly
by Dr. Walther that in these propositions the doctrine of a particular election unto repen-
tance, unto faith, etc., is to be firmly maintained, and that is what I cannot accept; for I do
not find this doctrine in the Scriptures and in 