Matthias Loy, editor

The Columbus Theological
Magazine, Volume 1

oy *




"The history of the Church confirms and illustrates the teachings of the
Bible, that yielding little by little leads to yielding more and more, until all is
in danger; and the tempter is never satisfied until all is lost. - Matthias Loy,

The Story of My Life

Matthias Loy was a zealous supporter of the Lutheran Confessions,
and to that end founded and edited the Columbus Theological
Magazine. Dr. Loy was Professor of Theology at Capital University
(1865-1902), President of Capital University (1881-90), Editor of
the Lutheran Standard (1864-91), and President of the Ohio Joint
Synod (1860-78, 1880-94). Under his direction, the Ohio Joint
Synod grew to have a national influence. In 1881 he withdrew the
Joint Synod from the Synodical Conference in reaction to Walther’s
teaching about predestination.

"There is not an article in our creed that is not an offense to somebody; there
is scarcely an article that is not a stumbling block to some who still profess to
be Christians. It seems but a small concession that we are asked to make when
an article of our confession is represented as a stumbling block to many
Christians which ought therefore in charity to be removed, but surrendering
that article would only lead to the surrender of another on the same ground,
and that is the beginning of the end; the authority of the inspired Word of
our Lord is gradually undermined.

The Lutheran Library Publishing Ministry finds, restores and
republishes good, readable books from Lutheran authors and those
of other sound Christian traditions. All titles are available at little to
no cost in proofread and freshly typeset editions. Many free e-books
are available at our website LutheranLibrary.org. Please enjoy this
book and let others know about this completely volunteer service to
God’s people. May the Lord bless you and bring you peace.
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INTRODUCTORY.—THE BURNING QUESTION.

THE CoLumBUs THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE starts upon its
mission in troublous times. To the circumstances which
make the trouble, it, in a large measure, owes its existence.
For a number of years, indeed, the publication of an English
theological journal, conducted on the basis of our Ev. Lu-
theran Confessions, has been the subject of conversation
among individuals, and sometimes of deliberation in ecclesi-
astical conventions. There was a general feeling that while
more extended essays on theological subjects are necessary
for our ministers and the more intelligent among our laity,
our periodicals designed for the people generally are not the
appropriate vehicles for their publication. But much as the
subject was discussed, insuperable obstacles always presented
themselves to the execution of any proposed plans for the
issue of a theological journal.

The difficulties in the way of such an undertaking have
not vanished. On the contrary, they seem to us greater now
than ever. But in the history of our Lutheran Church in
this country we have reached a point at which the necessity
is laid upon us to make the venture. A doctrine of more
than ordinary intricacy has been thrust into the foreground
of discussion within our own organization. We are not at
liberty to ignore it: the trouble has come, and it must be
faced. But the discussion of such a subject in a periodical
designed for general circulation among the people is a pre-
carious matter. There is danger that many will become per-
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plexed, disquieted, offended. We wish it were otherwise, but
we see no way of performing what seems to us a duty, save
that of establishing another medium of communication with
those who are able and willing to study the doctrine now
unhappily in controversy in the Lutheran Church.

Our purpose is not to limit our MacazINE to the discus-
gion of that subject. Should we be sustained in our under-
taking, we shall endeavor to render it such a theological
journal as has long since been desired among us. But ax the
doctrine of predestination is that which furnishes the occa-
gion of issuing it at the present time, a large share of our
space will, at least in the first volume, be allotted to discus-
sions pertaining to that “burning question.”

It is not in any harsh and condemnatory spirit that we
would enter upon the consideration of this mooted topic.
That there are differences between us it would be useless to
make any-effort to conceal. That they are honest differences
Christian charity requires us to.assume. It is not antcce-
dently probable that a body of intelligent Christians could
make themselves and others so much trouble, and render
dubious the realization of hopes which were dear to them as
well as to us, without having a ground in conscience for their
course. But whether they have not sadly erred is a different
question, ar}d that is the point to which earnest attention
should be directed. That they have erred, and have troubled
Israel by promulgating their error, is our sincere conviction
W%mt, un('ier such circumstances, can we do but lift up oul"
voice against the evil, and help, with such strength zlm we
possess, to protect the Church against its inﬂuence;? Ii’
others have opposite convictions, they ha i
respectful hearing which we cl’aim yfor vo?uielilght t?& vy
words are not arguments. i oo ATELY
time sway the mgultitude, blr;:‘s::ll:ha:ﬁ)fg e:]udlfce T ot
power.  Conscious of no wish but th ook permanent

o at th
triumph, we are willing to hear all th © druth may
doctrine which we are bconstrain d " ol be said for the
s that God may protect us a aie to reject, and our prayer
gainst the carnal desire to win

hon . R
tionorirfztre :c;lls;elves by triumphantly maintaining our posi

) l of pursuing the e . )
Lord by maintaining 'Hfs precic::: i:itﬁurpose to glorify our
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There is, indeed, much on both sides that is fitted to
arouse unkind feeling. The Missouri Synod claims that the
doctrine of predestination which she has put forth is the
very doctrine which is confessed in our Formula of Concord,
and it is mortifying to its defenders that others who have sub-
scribed that Formula are not willing .to accept it, all the
more so as that synod has been little accustomed to have her
doctrinal statements challenged by those associated with her
in the Synodical Conference. On the other hand, we are not
wholly .proof against the provocation to become indignant at
the innovation which mars our wisions of peace and pros-
perity in our general organization. But as it is disciples of
Christ on both sides that are engaged in the controversy, we
can trust in the grace of God that such influences will not
be.permitted to warp the judgment or to lead to expressions
that will wound, but not convince. It would be disastrous if
on either side the contest became a scramble for the mastery
at the cost of brotherly love.

We trust that it will not be considered an attempt to
take undue advantage of circumstances when we remark
that the presumption, in the whole argument, is in our
favor. There could be no fairness in judging the case with-
out taking this into account. For three hundred years there
has, by the admission of all parties, been in the Lutheran
Church an established doctrine, which the Missouri Synod is
now striving to displace. It is taught with one consent by
all the prominent writers of the Church throughout that
period. There was no other in vogue that claimed the Lu-
theran name. That is the doctrine which we maintain and
defend. It is said, indeed, that prior to that time there was
a different doctrine taught in the Church; that this different
. doctrine is set forth in the Formula of Concord; and that this
original doctrine, from which the theologians are alleged to
have subsequently departed, is that which Missouri is now
trying to restore. But this assertion cannot change the pre-
sumption. It must be proved before it can have any weight
against the antecedent probability involved in an admitted
historical fact. Before we can be expected to believe that
the Lutheran Church ever had any other doctrine than
that which all her great teachers set forth since the time of
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the Formula of Concord, it must be shown.from the works of
her representative men in that earlier pfzrl?d v.vhat thgt ‘]‘fc'
trine was and that there was some unanimity in teaching it.
Not only has this not been done, but it will hardl}.' b.c
claimed that it can be done. Instead of such proof it is
alleged that the Formula of Concord teaches the different
doctrine, and that this teaching is authoritative. The con-
fessional authority of this book we heartily recognize. On
that point there is no dispute. But the proof adduced from
the Formula itself in favor of the new doctrine is far from con-
vincing. It is difficult for us to believe that any one who has
not that doctrine in his mind before, will ever find it in the
Formula. But this is a question for separate consideration.
The point which we would here emphasize is the great
improbability that our Confession sets forth a doctrine which
can not be shown to have been previously the faith of the
Church, and which can be shown not to have been subse-
quently the faith of the Church. The advocates of the new
theory claim a Lutheran confessional doctrine which, so far
as history exhibits the facts, virtually never had any Lu-
theran confessors. It would be a case of marvelous singu-
larity if none of those great theologians who lived after that
co.nffassion. wag published, some of them being among the
‘?"18“131_ signers of the noble document, ever found the mean-
ng “thmh many now regard it as plainly expressing. Un-
Ellllzst(l)(:;ably thefpresumptxon 1s against the men who allege
Chureh fy now, after the Formula.ha.s beet} accepted in the

urch for three hun.dred years, within which period learned
i\:grks ha:ve been wrlttep by great theologians to explain it,

meaning has been discovered at St, Louis. We mean no

sarcasm; but in the interest of truth we m i
ust st o8 af
they are, though they look like dagger. ate things as

The doctrine which has be i
. en taught in the Lutheran
Church during these three centuries has been esta.blishecL! by

the Scriptures, and defended .
. aga ; :
tion of a host (’)f eminent 1;he01g l'nSt “l foes, to the satisfac-
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Y . y evidence closely;
t}’:zi\r fltl)?:ght upon the subject profoundly ; the;edezjledZd
‘rine triumphantly. They were not ignorant of the
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objections which could be urged against them. These objec-
tions were examined and refuted. The Calvinists against
whom they had to contend were not intellectual pigmies;
many of them were foemen worthy of the steel of our Lu-
theran giants. But never in the clash of arms were our
warriors discomfited. Had they defended a cause so weak as
their doctrine of election in foresight of faith is now repre-
sented to be, they could not have come forth victorious from
the conflict with men so determined and so skillful. The
presumption certainly is not that a house which stands un-
moved when the floods come and the winds blow is built on
sand.

Let it be observed that we do not give in these consid-
erations as convincing ¢vidence that the doctrine which our
theologians teach and which we feel bound to defend is true.
It migiit be false, notwithstanding these presumptions in its
favor. That which we propose to adduce as proof is the solid
argument which our theologians also adduced from the Scrip-
tures. But we do claim that when there is so much to render
it autecedently probable that the doctrine of our great writers
is the unanimous doctrine of the Lutheran Church, and that
it has good ground in Koly Scripture, it is not right, upon
the authority of a few men, in these latter days, though these
men have shown themselves to be learned and faithful, to
abandon the old position without thoroughly examining the
reasons for it; and least of all is it right to look with distrust,
if not with scorn, upon those who will not, without a reason
in conscience, forsake the old paths.

To make the points of controversy plain it will be neces-
sary to state, as clearly as possible, the two forms of doctrine
that are now placed in opposition to cach other.

The theologians of our Church have, ever since the
Formula of Concord was published, with one consent taught,
that in the counsel of God it was determined from eternity to
save our lost race through Christ by faith. “God so loved
the world that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoso-
ever believeth in Him should not perish, but have everlast-
ing life.” John 3,16. This is the onc decree of salvation,
and there is no other. From this no man is excluded, and to
this every man is referred. “Therefore in Christ we should
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geek the eternal election of the Father, who in His eternal,
divine counsel decreed, that besides those who ackno'wlcdge
Christ to be His Son and truly believe on Him, He will Kave
no one.” The grace of God is universal and the redemption
is also universal. Salvation is prepared and designed for all
men alike. But when this salvation is brought to men, not
all alike appropriate it. Some obtain the heavenly blessing,
the larger portion of men rejects it. Only those who belicve
are adopted as God’s children and made heirs of heaven. “As
many as received Him to them gave He power to become the
sons of God, even to them that believe on His name.” .John
1,12, But those who believe, when the merits of Christ are
set before them in Word and Sacrament, are known to God
from eternity. These He elected before the foundation of the
world. Not a certain number were arbitrarily and indis-
criminately drawn from the multitude of lost souls to be
adopted as children of God and everlastingly saved, but * as
many as received Him, to them gave He power to become the
‘s‘ons of God, even to them that believe on His name,” and
}'xe that believeth shall be saved.” What God according to
His purpose accomplishes in time He has purposed from
eternity. He gives the believer power to become the son of
g?:,nxl?if? ﬂ%t; .belli)gvetr who el'ldur‘es to the en}d He gives
lief, but m;m en?ioo .]:10 c',ft‘helec'twn el man In his unbe
son;hip and salvatsr)e ; s d Bt elievers are olcjctvd o
would be believers I;I’ ?ll 9 GOd‘ gne from ctorm'ty }\'ho
sight of their faif:};' ¢ from eteynlty elected them in fore-
;88 16 1s written, “Whom He did fore-

know, He also did i
) predestinate t v imag
of His Son” Ropg. 8 % 0 be conformed to the 1mage

Election in its strict sense i
se 1s thu
general decree of salvation, s only a part of the

_ ¢ S not a co-ordinate factor that
E?tcrs} as a disturbing element. The purpose of Gc?(II' frorlm
eder;;t{y 1s to save all them tha believe. By His forcknowl-
of gm(-ne ?:1301; - beﬁi;ming Who among the multitudes

’ ecome belj 4

t.h_eologians‘therefore ok il};isihHe clected. Qur
:\:11hout which it would be blind, s ;  eye of election,
Ination, i
speaking, TS . of recognizing, humanly
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and save, i. e. of discerning the faith which distinguishes the
accepted in the Beloved from the rejected in their. unbelief.
Not even faith is strictly a cause. That which moves God to
elect is His grace and the merits of His beloved Son: the
former is the internal, the latter the external moving cause.
Faith is merely the divine requisite without which, in the
purpose of God, the causes of election could not be operative
in the individual. ‘“The text, Matt. 22, 14, ‘ Many are called,
but few are chosen,” does not imply that God does not desire
to save all men, but the cause of the damnation of the wicked
is that they either do not hear the Word of God at all, but
obstinately contemn it, closing their ears and hardening their
hearts, and thus obstruct the ordinary means of access of the
Holy Spirit, so that He cannot perform His work in them;
or, if they have heard it, they again neglect and disregard it;
of which neither God nor His election, but their own wicked-
ness is the cause.” F. C. Epit. XI,12. As there are two
moving causes, so there are also two directing principles of
election. The primary and mediate principle is the purpose
(prothesis), which here does not denote the antecedent will of
universal mercy, but the purpose to save those who shall
persevere in faith until their end. This purpose is declared
where the Scriptures tell us that whosoever believeth shall
not perish, but have everlasting life. The proximate and
immediate dirceting principle is the divine foreknowledge
(prognosis), by which those who shall thus believe in time
arc known to God from eternity, and are thus elected. The
divine election takes place on account of the mercy of God
and the merits of Christ as its cause, and according to the
divine purpose and foreknowledge as its norm. God’s mercy
would save all men. The redemption which is in Christ
Jesus renders that possible, but actual only in the believers.
Those in whom the gracious will of God in Christ is realized
are the “elect according to the foreknowledge of God.” 1
Pet. 1, 2.

The distinguished Dr. A. Pfeiffer thus presents the doc-
trine in his work against Calvinism:

“Of the election of the true children of God we, on the
sure basis of His Word, steadfastly teach that, in accordance
with His gracious antecedent will, God will have all men to
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be saved, and that He omits nothing on His part by which
this His purpose may be fulfilled through the m?zms which
He has graciously instituted ; wherefore also Christ actually
acquired His perfect merit asa full ransom for all, and the
Holy Ghost ofiers to all the actual enjoyment of these means,
togéther with the powers to use them properly. But since
Gud, with the eye of His omniscience, foresaw alrcady from
eternity that not all men would accept and savingly appro-
priate His grace extended through the Word and Sacranients
together with the merit of Christ, but that most of them
would rather despise and wantonly reject it, therefore, in
accordance with His consequent will, and in foresight of
each one’s conduct toward His grace, He elected and predes-
tinated to cternal life only those of whom He foresaw and
foreknew that they would in true faith accept and employ
the grace which was intended for all and, according to the
prescribed order, offered to all men, and would constantly per-
_severe in this faith unto their end. On the other hand, 1le
rejected and determined to punish with eternal dammnation.
and to exclude from the communion of eternal life, those of
w'hom He likewise foreknew that they would resist IHis gra-
clous purpose directed to their salvation, refuse the profered
powers, not believe the Word of grace, or, if they should
:f:;‘ii\:n f?;‘ aﬂflme,.fall away again. Thercfore the eternal
‘ e children of God to cternal life is to he
considered, not an a}asolute decree or, so to speak, a blind
glr)asp, but a tr}lly deliberate election. For God did not decree
:hz‘;h::;gé éi}l:c crzuél ns]'lj.all liv.e, that one shall dic, \.\'}:vllxvr
regard to somethiﬁp “-h}t iracle, bu He at the same time had
and saticfaot: g which pleased Him, namely, to the merit
satisfaction of Christ Jesus, so that those who would
accept and appropriate this should be saved bkuf lhot “t;m )
who would reject it and deprive themselv ' of it shoald b
damned _ ) es of 1t should be
- For God ‘hath chosen us in Hinp’ Christ) ¢
i;(})lre thelfoundation of the world. Eph. 1, 4 (‘I]\Il(;islt;'})] e b(;;
ere salvation : . L4 r s
under heavzl[(\n;i]vznazzlc’ther’ for there is none other name
Acts 4,12, For God o loved phe ey o, P saved”
only begotten Son, that WEZ:oe\:;e}rl: l;v?ld, hat He gave His
not perish, but have everlastin i'f ?leveth © Him should
sing fife.” John 8,16, But this
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merit of Christ is, by virtue of divine foresight in election,
viewed as it is received and retained by men in true faith.
In virtue of this foresight of God, accordingly, it was already
from eternity considered as accepted anc savingly appro-
priated by the elecct. For that the eyes of divine providence
in the eternal election had respect to faith we learn from the
words of the apostle in Heb. 11, 6, that ¢ without faith it is
impossible to please God.’

Thus the election of the children of God to eternal salva-
tion may properly be considered a syllogism in the thoughts
and mind of God. Of this we must first find the major
premise, the purpose of God, of which 8t. Paul also speaks
when he calls the clect and those that love God ‘the calied
according to His purpose,” Rom. §, 28. Now this is the pur-
pose of God: Every one that shall heartily believe on Christ
Jesus and thus appropriate His merit, and also persevere in
this faith unto the end, shall be clected and have eternal life;
even as it is written: ‘He that believeth on Him is not
condemned; but he that believeth not is condemned already,
because he hath not believed in the name of the only begot-
ten Son of God. He that believeth on the Son hath ever-
lasting life; and he that believeth not the Son shall not sce
life; but the wrath of God abideth on him.” John 3, 18. 36.
‘He that believeth und is baptized shall be saved; but he
that believeth not shall be damned.’ Mark 16, 16. ‘He
that cndureth to the end shall be saved” Matt. 10, 22.
Therefore, too, the Lord exhorts and cheers His churches
with the words: ‘Be thou faithful unto death, and I will
give thee o crown of life” Rev. 2, 10, The minor premise,
then, is given by the divine prognosis, the infallible pre-
science or foreknowledge; for as, in virtue thereof, God
knoweth all things and has beset us behind and before, Ps.
139, 5, and there is nothing hidden from Him, but every-
thing was clear and manifest from eternity, so also He could
foresee and foreknow who would believe and who would not
believe; so that the minor premise in the divine decree of
election is this: Peter, John, Danicl, Abraham, etc., will
believe in Christ and persevere in this faith unto the end.
This proposition, as was already remarked, is given by God’s
foreknowledge of all men’s actions, which is s¢ accurate and
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infallible that everything has in this view been as certain
from eternity as though it had already actually‘taken place.
St. Paul, in treating of election, speaks of this foreknowl-
edge, Rom. 8, 29, in these words: ‘Whom He did forcknow
(proegno), He also did predestinate to be conformed to the
image of His Son.” Finally, since the required faith and its
proper attributes are found in this one or that one, the con-
clusion follows: Therefore Peter, John, Daniel, Abrahan,
etc., shall be elected and saved. Such a proposition, then, is
the eternal election of grace, by virtue of which God, in-
deed, separated some from the entire mass of the human race
and elected them to eternal life; not, however, by an absolute
decree, without any consideration of faith or merit, but in
view of the fact that such elect would in faith accept and
steadfastly retain the merit of Christ. On the other hand,
however, the severe sentence upon the wicked, as it wax
spc'>ken from eternity, likewise rests on a syllogism such ax
this: He that believeth not in Christ unte the end shall be
eternal}y damned. The eternal foreknowledge, then, wives
the minor premise, This wicked man will not helieve;
whence the conclusion follows, not absolutely, but through

the given premises, Therefore he shall be eternally dammned.”
— Anti-Culvinismus, p. 250-256. ‘
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created all men to salvation and earnestly desires that all
men should be saved; that the Son of God redeemed the
whole human race without any exception ; that by the means
of grace the salvation which our Lord secured and the power
to appropriate it by faith are sincerely offered to all; and that
no man is lost because God did not have the will to save him,
but that men perish only because they obstinately reject the
proffered grace which is designed to save them. He accord-
ingly rejects and condemns the Calvinistic errors of a predes-
tination to damnation, of a limited atonement, and of a
restriction of the efficacy of the divinely appointed means of
grace to a few arbitrarily favored individuals. So far all is
well, and if this were consistently adhered to, there could be
no reason or justification for the threatened rupture in the
Synodical Conference. But all this, as we understand the
theory now maintained by the Missouri Synod, has nothing
to do with election in its proper sense, except so far as this
universal will leads to the appointment of means for the
execution of a particular purpose which is limited to a few.

The trouble begins just as soon as the conception of
election is introduced. After these preliminary statements,
which are perfectly proper when the subject is treated in the
manner of our Lutheran dogmaticians, who assign'to election
a place subordinate to the general benevolence of God seeking
the salvation of all men, but which seem to have no logical
connection with the new form of doctrine, Dr. Walther pro-
ceeds thus: *“We believe, teach, and confess that the objects
of election or predestination are only the true believers who
shall continue in faith until the end of their lives, or are
then believers; wé therefore reject and condemn the Hu-
berian error that election is nct particular, but that it is
universal and pertains to all men.” Probably without in-
tending it, this is misleading, especially when taken in con-
nection with the quotations from standard Lutheran writers.
Of the Formula of Concord we will not speak at present, as
the meaning of that is one of the disputed points. But there
can be no question as to the meaning of Conrad Dietrich and
of Quenstedt in the extracts presented. The former says
that “election is the act of God by which, according to the
purpose of His will, He has, out of mere grace and mercy in
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Christ to the praise of His glorious grace res?lvo.d to save all
those who shall steadfastly believe in C}ll‘lst.-" ' Quensl&cdt
says that “the second attribute of clection is its partwu-
larity, or that it is particular; for not all are clected, as
Samuel Huber falsely thought, but only some, i. e. those who
believe in Christ until their end.” It is not disputed that
Dietrich and Quenstedt taught the objects of election to be
believers, and that, as election took place before the founda-
tion of the world, these believers were foreknown of God and
were as such elected. As they contemplated election it was
effected in foresight of faith, because the appropriation of
Christ made the distinction in the eye of God between those
whom He chose and those whom He did not choose.  From
his carefully chosen words it would seein that this i the doe-
trine which Dr. Walther teaches. We would gladly beliove
it to be s0; we would rejoice to find him in harmony with
these honored teachers in the Lutheran Church, if he only
permitted us.  But in other places he repudiates the doctrine
that men were clected in view of their possession of (‘hrist's
merit by faith, and teaches that God chose some persons from
th'e condemned mass of sinners, that He might lead them to
faith. Th'c object of the divine act of election is thus by no
means believers, but sinners under condemnation, whom God
i:zzltﬁzzs(ff() mali;‘e believers, al}d whom He scleets for the very
Thas in Lehro und \2] o beilevers fhat they may be saved.
has ‘IH".'desti‘lated us et lef7'(' }8180’ - 211) o i sm'd “that God
that Gad whlen He f;‘ Oat‘ut i 10 sonship, to Justification ;
the same’ time 1'esoiv O‘mt}:n ernity elected us fo cternal life, at
time sanctify us andel(1 1 ut He would by His Holy Spirit in
bring us to calyapin eaFr‘ us to f:aljch, and thus through faith
when God now, in ti rlgl?'t}}ls it folles. of necessity, that
converts us, 1 makme, ¥ l‘Il.S Holy Spirit sanctifies, calls,
» - & Makes us believers, He thug o ) is

dof-r ¢e of predestination, and that our call conv;é;?c():l‘: “ :If]is
cation, as well g, . ) ) , Justafi-
o el:action ands ?1‘:; :a};}\::zgogrirngefzessar.y gonsequonccs of
Wwho are elected are not believers, b tm pis” The porsons
become believers ang through f ';lh such as are ordained to
Their eleetion js the cause Ofgth ‘tlb to .Obtam eternal life.
therefore only by anticipation t‘}ﬂl econnn.g believers. Tt is
‘ 13t the object of election is
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said to be those who truly believe. What is meant is that
every elect person is led by the way of faith to salvation,
and thus in virtue of his election necessarily becomes a
believer, not, as the language would scem to imply and as the
authors cited unquestionably teach, that from the mass of
fallen humanity those who believe are chosen to sonship and
salvation. The Missouri doctrine is that God elected some
persons, not in view of the faith by which they appropriated
Christ and by which they were thus distinguished from the
rest as well-pleasing in His sight, but .merely because it was
the good pleasure of His will to sanctify and save these par-
ticular persons. If we ask why these and not others were
elected, the answer is, not that these were seen in Christ and
thus accepted in the Beleved, but that it so seemed good in
His sight, we know not why: it is an unfathomable mystery.

They further teach that this election is unchangeable, so
that the elect person cannot be lost; that it is indeed foolish
and dangerous to seek the certainty of one’s election by pry-
ing into the secret eternal decree of God, but that a believing
Christian should seek to be certain of it from God’s revealed
will; and that the believer thus may have and should have
the assurance of faith that he is among those whom God has
definitely and irrevocably determined to save and who there-
fore must be saved.

What this election is, of which it is said that the indi-
vidual may thus be said to be infallibly certain, is negatively
defined in the declaration that it is not a mere divine fore-
knowledge of the persons who shall be saved; not the mere
purpose of God to redeem and save mankind, thus making it
universal ; that it does not embrace those who believe only
for a time; and that it is not a mere decree of God to save all
those who will believe until their end. What it is positively
has not been so explicitly set forth, but may be gathered from
the various utterances which are found in the Missouri publi-
cations. These do not leave any doubt that, in their concep-
tion, it is an eternal act of God by which, according to His
immutable purpose and the secret counsel and good pleasure
of His will, He, out of His mere free grace in Christ, without
any foresight of faith, chose certain persons to eternal life.

While the theologians of the Lutheran Church have con-
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one decree of God, according to which, by His
infinite mercy, He would save men thrf>ugh Chf‘“ by _ﬁ“th*
this doctrine places two divine decrees irreconcilably side by
side. One of these is the general purpose to save all men
through Christ; the other is the speci.al purpose to save a
few by giving them the persevering faith which alone leads
to salvation. In exhibiting the doctrine its exponents, even
by their own admission, meet difficulty after difﬁc‘plty. Al-
though, for a purpose which it is not easy to surmise, a long
array of testimonies from Lutheran authors is presented in
their writings, a specimen of which we have given above,
they virtually admit that since the days of our Formula of
Concord no standard Lutheran theologian has taught it.
They appeal to this symbol of the Church as their warrant
for promulgating a theory which now makes the disturbance,
but they must admit that since the symbol was published
the Church never so understood and so confessed it. They
fall back on the Scriptures, but there too they mecet with
insuperable obstacles, admitting that their theory involves
the Word of God in contradictions which it is impossible for
man 'to reconcile, but which we are, for the benefit of thoir
position, a priori to regard as reconcilable in the mind of
God. 0\11" loyalty to the Scriptures and to the Church will
not permit us to go with them in ‘their new departure.
Faith an(.l love leave us no choice now but to oppose them,
and con‘trlbute what little may be in our power to presecrve
the purity of doctrine in our American Lutheran Church,

stantly taught

1. We are constrained to resist the new doctrine. first
‘pecause it is an outgrowth of philosophical speculatim; :m(i
1ts acceptance in the Church as an article of faith woufd be
a dangerous submission to the dictate
18 an effort by the finite mind to solv
God wills that all men should be sa
saved in fact. Why, if God’s desire
the greatest number perish ?
lem of the ages. If He has th
If He has the power, inas He

s of human reason. It
€ an insolub®e mystery.
Yed, but only a few are
Te 1s to save all men, does
Th}s is the tremendous prob-
e thl};,h has He not the power ?
e ' 0ot the will? The denial of
tion‘zt{nt’h (;r th;e) den.lal of the power, furnishes an easy solu-
problem; but gpe /

on o Is as unscriptural and as blas-
phemous as the other. Reason will never find a clye :o t;illse
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mystery. All the light that we can have upon it must be
derived from the Scriptures. They answer many questions
in this regard; they answer all that for our peace and com-
fort need a reply; but they leave many queries which curi-
osity would dictate wholly unanswered. They teach us that
“God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son,
that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, but
have everlasting life.” John 3, 16. That is a way of salva-
tion provided for all. In Christ there is an atonement made
for every man, and there is now nothing on the part of God
to hinder the accomplishment of His merciful will in the
whole human race. So far as God’s righteousness is con-
cerned, it is now possible for Him to save and therefore to
elect unto salvation every perishing soul. Why is it not
done? The Bible gives us the answer in the words: “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.” Matt. 23,
87. And our confession repeats the answer when it declares
the greater number of men to be lost because they “obstruct
the ordinary means of access of the Holy Spirit, so that He
cannot perform His work in them.” That explains as much
as need be explained. With that the mind which humbly
trusts in God can be satisfied. It is only proud reason that
makes trouble by the cavilling questions: How, since faith
is a gift of God, can any person believe unless God has abso-
lutely resolved to give him faith? How could faith be that
which in the eye of God distinguishes the -person to be
elected from the person not to be elected, when God must
first decide on which individuals He will bestow faith and on
which not? If God purposes to bestow faith on all men,
what hinders Him from doing it? If He does not do it, is it
not plain that He formed the purpose to save a few elect, and
that upon these, because He elected them, He absolutely
resolved to bestow faith that they might be saved? To escape
an intellectual difficulty which is needlessly started in con-
nection with the clear doctrine of Scripture concerning man’s
salvation, a theory is thus devised which cuts the knot and
seem$ to make all easy, but which makes a hopeless rupture



16 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGA ZINE.

in the divine plan. It is God’s will that all should be savedf:'
this is clear as the sunlight, and the glory and comfort o
this incontrovertible truth dying men should not sgﬂ'er to 'be
obscured by any difficulties that may oceur. He will save all
who do not obstruct the Holy Spirit’s ordinary way Qf access
to the soul. If it be said that such a doctrine implies some
human ability and makes the soul’s salvation and election
rest ultimately upon man’s power, our reply is, ﬁrsif, that,
whatever it may imply, it is the doctrine of the Scriptures
and of our Confessions, and, secondly, that it involves only
the ability to reject the grace of God which bringeth salva-
tion to all, and such ability even the advocates of thc new
theory have so far not denied. All that do not obstinately re-
sist the proffered grace will surely be saved, and in view of
their possession of Christ’s merit through the faith of the
operation of God they were from eternity elected to salvation.
If it be said, further, that the means of grace are not placed
within the reach of all, or all are not induced to use them,
so that they might have an opportunity to be saved, and the
question be asked, How can the fact that a man or a people
never hears the Word be reonciled with God’s will to save
them? our answer is that the ways of God are past finding
out: we do not know, and do not care to know ; God knows,
and that is enough. We cannot accept as a solution the philo-
sophical speculation about a special plan of salvation, called
the decrec of electiori, which determines who shall really
and inevitably be saved, and which is placed alongside of the
revealed general plan of salvation to render it practically
nugatory.
2. We are in consci i
theory because it is dane;:c?ncm:;itr:}:ned to oppose th(.) new
God and His attributes. Tn their pablioations the airo.
riins say thlut the non-éle :h o publlcatlons the Mlssou-
(o did mot give,them the moasare of er wr e DD that
actual salvation, because He egsme of grace which leads' to
and is not boun(i to give it: ﬂ-ndofs :10? owe them anything
such an objection, the answ’ver is , tl ines in Should.ma‘ke
words: “Js it not’l'uvful for me tCOIl atned in !:he Seripture
09 Ta 4l i 0 do what I will with mine
own? Is thine eye evil because T am 00d ?” We wi
could say that this does not reveal thg N ¢ wish we
. i € animus of the new
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doctrine. When every appeal, on the basis of theology in the
narrow sense, is met with the declaration that “God will
have mercy on whom He will have mercy,” the other clause
of the passage, “and whom He will He hardeneth,” not be-
ing so frequently cited, the effect is, at least for the moment,
to render us speechless, not from perplexity, but from sorrow.
Does God then really so treat His miserable creatures, that
when in their anguish they look up to Him for some crumb
of comfort, He closes the door upon them with the cold rebuff
that He owes them nothing? Truly, Lord; yet the dogs eat
of the crumbs that fall from their master’s table! And is
that really the divine goodness to which the text cited refers,
to give salvation to a few, and withhold it from others because
He owes them nothing? He owes us nothing; that is un-
questionable. He would do us no injustice if He sent us all
into outer darkness; we have all richly deserved it. On
that ground we admit all that Missouri can claim. On that
ground no election is possible, except so far as divine justice
is satisfied through the atoning blood of Christ; on that
ground we go a step farther, and maintain that no clection of
an individual is possible, except as he has appropriated by
faith the merit of Christ, without which he is and remains a
child of wrath. But that is not the point which we have
now in view. God’s justice would not be violated by select-
ing only a few out of the wretched mass and giving them
eternal blessedness: He owes it to none, and therefore wrongs
nonefby declining to save them. Butl the new theory claims
that Bod, now that a universal redemption is effected, can
elect to salvation whom He will, without the possession of
faith in fact or in foresight, and that He elects those whom
He proposes to save, and gives them faith unto salvation be-
cause He has elected them to salvation. If there is no obsta-
cle in man that hinders a universal election, why does He
not elect all and give all faith unto salvation? The reply
made is that such captious questions must not be asked, but
must be crushed in their birth as presumptuous meddling
with God’s counsels. But it is not so. God tells us that He
has the will to save all men, and that the reason why not all
are saved is the resistance offered by the greater number to

2
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the Holy Spirit when He comes to execute the divine will.
When this ground of divine revelation is abandoned a:nd an-
other plan is devised and promulgated, we have a right to
challenge it with such questions and show that it runs to
ruin. The new theory claims that God resolved to save men
without any reference to their acceptance or rejection of
Christ; that those who actually are saved obtain eternal
life in pursuance of such a resolve, faith being mnot at all
taken into account in the election to which their salvation
must be ascribed; and yet that He resolved to save only a
few, though He might easily have saved all. Does that pre-
sent to our souls the God of boundless mercy whom the Scrip-
tures reveal? If a rich man sees a score of famishing persons
lie in their agony before him, all moaning in the pangs of
gnawing hunger, he may select two or three and furnish
them with bread. He does. not owe them anything, and
those who are left to perish can reproach him with no in-
justice. Isit not lawful for him to do what he will with his
own? But what manner of heart must he have, if he could
easily help them all, and yet confines his pity and his help to
the few? If he furnishes bread for them all, and in their
weakness carries it to their very mouths, he can do nothing
but pity them if they refuse to eat, and thus die in their ob-
stinacy. But his refusal to give them bread, on the simple
plea that he owes them nothing, would stamp him as a mon-
ster of cruelty. God is love; let not such thoughts enter our
hearts respecting Him! A doctrine of predestination that
makes Him a being that is willing to let His miserable crea-
tures perish everlastingly, though He could save them from

perdition, misrepresents our merciful God, who has no pleas-
ure in the death of the sinner.

3. Nor can we see how it would be possible for us on the
judgment day to answer for our conduct, if we consented to
the exegetical principles and practices by which the adher-
ents of the new theory endeavor to vender it plausible.
They teach that God has an antecedent general will to save
all mankind, and an antecedent special will to save a com-
paratively small portion of mankind. They teach that this
latter alone ix of such a nature as to accompiish its purposen'
“God has from eternity elected a number of men to salva‘-
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tion,” they say; “He has resolved that these shall and must
be saved; and as surely as God is God they will be saved, and
not a soul else.”  (West. Ber. 1877, 24.) They admit that to
the human mind, regenerated as well as unregenerated, this
involves a contradiction, but urge that we must leave that to
God who is able to reconcile it. They warn us not to draw
conclusions. We must not say that God has an efficacious
will to save a few and an inefficacious will to save all.: We
must not sav that in His gracious purpose of salvation He
passed any by, or that He had any purpose not to save a
portion of mankind; but we must say that thosc whom He
resolved to save will as surely be saved as God is God, and no
others. They tell us that God gives grace to all men suf-
ficient unto =alvation, but that it sutfices to save only in the
case of the elect: these are saved because He clected them,
and no others are saved.  They tell us that God comforts the
souls of the elect by rendering them sure of their election,
and theretfore of the inevitableness of their salvation; and
that He does thi= not by a special revelation to each indi-
vidual, but by calling them and working faith in them, so
that by these signs they may infallibly know their clection;
and yet they admit that many arve called, but few are chosen,
and that of those who helieve some are not clected and finally
fall away: in other words, we are to draw infallible inferences
from fallible signs, veach apodictic conclusions from con-
tingent premises, and rest our eternal hopes upon such pal-
pable fallacies. They tell us we must not think in regard to
theiv theory, for that runs it into irreconcilable contradic-
tions; they tell us, when the theory is to be applied, that we
must think, clse no inferences could be drawn, but that we
must think falsely, else the inference would not be comfort-
able. We have gone to the precious evangelical school of
the Lutheran Church too long to learn this new language
and these new miethods now, when our pilgrimage is ap-
proaching its c¢nd and the celestial city seems so near.
True, the Missouri teachers do not say that their speculation
is the rule according to which all our thinking must be
ordered. They tell us that these statements which seem so
irreconcilable with each other and which lay such an extraor-
dinary tax upon our minds, are drawn from the Word of God,
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and that they only ask us to subject our reason to (}ivine
authority. They would not be Christians if they consciously
set up a humanly devised scheme, and required brethren to
stultify themselves by accepting it. But where are all those
strange and contradictory things written which they ask us
to believe? They can be brought into the inspired record
only by adopting a principle and applying a process that
would revolutionize and ruin biblical exegesis. They tell us
that when the Scriptures speak of men’s being called accord-
ing to a divine purpose, we must not think of God’s will and
decree to save men through Christ by faith, of which the
Scriptures speak in so many passages, but of a special resolu-
tion formed with regard to a few who shall and must be
saved, and in whom therefore faith must needs be wrought,
although of the existence of such a resolution there is no
account in Scripture and its assumption is in direct opposi-
tion to Scripture. They tell us that when the Holy Spirit
says that “whom He did foreknow, He also did predestinate,”
though we may think of the predestination to sonship, as
that is mentioned in another passage, we must not think of
the foreknowledge of faith, as that, although the Scriptures
do say that “as many as received Him, to them gave He
power to become the sons of God, even to them that believe on
His name,” is not expressly said in regard to election. They
tell us that when the Bible declares us to be chosen in Christ
and to be predestinated unto the adoption of children by.
Him, we must not here keep in mind that only to those who
believe, God gives power to become His children, and that we
are and can be in Christ Jesus only by faith; but that we are
to consi’der ?he passage, as the seat of this special doctrine
of election, independently of all others, and must therefore
understand the expression “chosen in Christ” to mean “ge-
lected for His sake” from among the mass of men though
il;.th‘a;: ser';‘se all men are in Christ and an election’is inex-
licable. $ « i :
Lf ('hil:]ren,’?zut:tnr:fz:lx]i)tt tcl)n Egliset\::;tegul:nt? e atdoptIO_n
unbelieving state, heecause it is not h:3re qa,id'nzin " thelr
i ) ‘ E at in the
mind ot: God they were viewed as believers before they were
:)'rl;(l‘\hl:rl]:\txl«' 11::?:(152 ihg .Scrlptures do elsewhere say that
) accepted in the Beloved as dear children.,



THE BURNING QUESTION. 21

We cannot have part in any such treatment of the Holy
Scriptures. We prefer to abide by the safe old herme-
neutical rule that as the Bible has one Author and reveals
one harmonious truth, it is consistently self-interpreting.
Nor does the new hermeneutical rule help the new theory
of election. It, in fact, defeats itself. If the doctrine is to
be derived from the sedes doctrinae alone, without any light
from other passages, it is impossible to prove that there is
any election to eternal life at all; for these passages tells us
that we are “predestinated to be conformed to the image of
His Son, that He might be the first-born among many
brethren,” Rom. §; 29, and that “God hath chosen us in Him
before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy
and without blame before Him in love, having predestinated
us unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ to Himself.”
Eph. 1, L. 5.

4. The new theory endangers the great central doctrine
of justitication hy faith, and thus threatens to revolutionize
our whole doctrinal svstem. “The just shall live by faith”
has lost none of its importance sinee Luther’s day. “As
Moses lifted up the scrpent in the wilderness, even so must
the Son of Man he lifted up, that whosoever believeth in
Him should not perish, but have cternal life.”  Salvation is
through Ulirist, by faith in 1lix namne: not through Christ
without faith, not by faith without Christ. The great com-
‘mission veads: “Go ve into all the world, and preach the
Gospel to every ereature: he that believeth and is baptized
shall be saved; he that believeth not shall be damned.”
Mark 16, 15. 16, That is the clear and consolatory way of
salvation which our Church has inseribed upon her bhanner
and which she hasx carvied trimmphantly, as the peace and
joy and hope of millions, through the centuries. She never
for a moment cntertained the unworthy thought that man’s
faith could be a merit, on account of which God grants
eternal life as the believer’s due. How could she harbor
such a fancy, when it is destructive of all that makes the
doctrine of justification so precious? If faith were saving
as a guod work under the law, we would still, because of the
imperfection of all our works, including faith, be under the
curse. But it is the divinely ordained means of embrac-
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ing Christ, and as such it does put us in pqssegsion Qf,u n.ierlt
and righteousness which renders us pleasing in God’s S}ght,
as those are not who do not believe and have not that right-
ecousness. * Without faith it is impossible to please God.”
Heb. 11, 6. But now comes a new wisdom proclaiming a
new way. It tells us that justification by faith is all well in
its placve, but its place is that of subordination to the great
gospel of election. It declares that God does lead men to sal-
vation only by leading them to faith which appropriates
Christ’s merits, but that He leads only those to such a saving
faith whom He has purposed to save, and that this purpose
extends over only a comparatively small portion of our lost
race. It claims that the distinction between the men that
are saved and the men that are not saved is not made by the
fact that the former embrace Christ by faith and are accepted
in the Beloved, while the latter reject the proffered salvation
by unbelief and are rejected, but that it is made by a simple
decree of God ordaining the salvation of the few to whom
faith is given in consequence, “ who shall and must be saved,
and noothers.” The theory is that God elects without taking
faith into account at all. Faith is not necessary to salvation
in the mind of God; He elects to salvation without reference
to it. Do those who teach the theory mean that God blindly
plunges His hand into the writhing mass of miserable men
and draws out at random such as may happen to come within
His grasp? They shrink from such a doctrine, as a horror
creeps over us while we write the thought which their specu-
l.atw'n suggests. Do they mean that God finds nothing pleas-
ing in any of the ruined race, but arbitrarily takes from the
accursed multitude as many as may fill the number decided
upon by His pleasure, so that He may render them pleasing ?
:}lzh“‘zu‘lv(il(fl'ulrxlmihlnl: I;{)t; t}])r w'k‘xerein does that differ from
oy ; \}> a._‘ hat escl}bed, fmd how could such a
((:‘aldi?(clt-:nra;;gctti 0 opalr 1); of 1a multitude in any proper sense be
found l‘,lcusimr (1):1] .God’i) :i]i\)t meadfl 31)& e B
them out fro;n the r et gh o N *dt He fherefore §1ngled
whom He could ther‘i:forv}, N t?v e;(, 3 lspleaSI.ng v H1~m and
pleasure?  But the Hniv ; 1‘1]1(-)‘1; f flc accordmg fo His .goo.d
is impossible to please (;g)d- anil s us that without faith it
S ; if a portion of men -was
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pleasing to Him without faith, why should not the others be
pleasing to Him without faith also, and why should faith be
necessary to render any man acceptable to God? The adher-
ents of the new theory may seck to rescue it from opprobrium
by alleging that they teach the election to be made only in
Christ. So it is; without all controversy, so it is. But do they
mean by this that men are accepted of God and adopted as dear
children in view of their possession of Christ's righteousness
by faith? Then all is well.  But then God accepts believert
only, whether this acceptance be viewed in time, or whether it
be viewed as the act of God before the foundation of the world
was laid; in other words, then as only he who believes can
be accepted as a child of God, only he who was in the eternal
vision of God a believer could be eleeted as a child of God.
And this is the eleetion in foresight of faith which our
Chureh has constantly taught, but which the new departure
of Missouri rejects.  What do they mean then by urging
their admission that clection is “in Christ”? They mean
that for the sake of the redemption cffected by Christ for all
men, some few are chosen, without any reference to the
appropriation of Hix merits by the individuals thus favored.
But if God could deeree that certain persons, without any
regard at all to their faith or unbelief, their appropriation or
rejection .of Christ's merits, shall and must be saved, what
should hinder His deerceing this in regard to all, since the
redemption avails for those not clected as well as for those
elected? And what use can there then be for such a doctrine
as that of justification by faith, except as an appendage to
the doctrine of election, showing how the foregone conclusion
with regard to a few favored mortals is exccuted in time, and
serving as a comfort of dubious morulity to those who can
persuade themselves that they are among the sclect few?
That sun and centre of our whole theology, and, what is
more, of all our life and hope—who will blame us if we can-
PtOt consent to be a party in obscuring it and finally putting
1t out?

5. We are constrained to oppose the new theory, further-
more, because it undermines the precious biblical doctrine of
the means of grace, which the Lutheran Church so purely
and so fully confesses and which she has always held so dear.
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Its advocates do not, indeed, say that grace is not of.fe.red to a
large portion of mankind, even when they a.re'recl'plejnts .of
the means; they do not say that the grace 1s irresistible in
the other, comparatively small portion. But they do teach
that God has determined to save a definite number, and that
as surely as He is God these and no others shall be saved.
These must obtain the salvation to which He has unalterabl.y
ordained them. But God accomplishes His purpose by His
ordinary means. He has resolved that the chosen ones ghall
and must be saved through the Word and S8acraments. What
then does the theory imply in regard to the efficacy of these
means? The question is not whether they actually produce
the designed effect in all. About that there can be no dis-
pute. A large part of mankind does remain in its sin and
condemnation, notwithstanding the offer of salvation; and
the Lutheran Church, in full accord with Holy Seripture,
declares the reason of this to be that such part contuma-
ciously rejects the gracious offer, so that the Holy Spirit
cannot perform His work in them. But the question is
whether, according to the new doctrine, it was possible that
it should be otherwise according to God’s own ordination,
than that only such part should be saved through the ap-
pointed means. TIts advocates say, indeed, that God’s general
will is to save all men, and that the means of grace, under
this general will, are efficacious in all cases, whether the per-
sons to whom they are brought are elect or non-elect; but
they say also that God has fixed the unalterable decree to
save a few, and that these and no others will be saved. Ac-
cordingly, when the means of grace are brought to an elect
person, the purpose of God, which no power can frustrate,
muxt work faith in him and bring him to the Savior. He
shall and must be saved, according to the divine decree; and
o oy e e G woring i i, i
the case of the elect wo.rks iriesigzibwzoihicfhehg:;ce o In
if this be denied th:a only alternati v ﬁlg s oracs o
irresistibly witho’ut the m s 0lve 's that His grace works
few whom He has r(wolvscilml;. 1 nellwa:y or other, the select
must be saved. But ﬁow is itl;( eltf Cl‘TCumstances to save,
has not. thus tesolved to se;ve g nH e case of those whom God

! ave the means of grace any
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saving efficacy in their case? Missouri has not the hardi-
hood to say explicitly that they have not. But by implica-
tion the new teachers do say it. They teach a saving efficacy
that cannot save; not that does not, because the saving power
is resisted, but that cannot. They declare that man’s resist-
ance has nothing to do with election; that the reason why
any onc’s resistance is effectually overcome and he is brought
to final salvation, is that he is elected. As no others but
the elect are saved, the means of grace cannot bring salvation
to any others but the elect. God has resolved that all resist-
ance shall be overcome when an elect person is the subject of
their administration, and thercfore they must be rendered
believers; He has not resolved that the non-elect shall be
brought to faith and salvation, and therefore the means have
not the saving cflicacy when such persons are the subjects:
The most that could be said in such a casc is that the means
still contain grace, but in the absence of a decree ordaining
the salvation of an individual they are inoperative. The new
theory departs from the clear and consolatory doctrine of. the
Lutheran Church and depraves the Lutheran system by in-
troducing specifically (falvinistic clements.  Tndeed, offensive
as the statcment may be regarded, the new theory is only a
modificd form of Calvinism ; and the modifications only ren-
der the system inconsistent without climinating its horrors.
It is in fact an absolute election, notwithstanding the strenu-
ous cfforts to save it from thix reproach by explanations
showing that the decree, absolutely formed with regard to
the favored persons, is executed in a certain order; and the
fixed and unalterable determination to save these favored
persons implies that the means usxed must not only have the
power to accomplish the end, but must in the case of such
persons exert that power and attain that end, while in the
case of others, in regard to whom God has formed no such-
purpose, the means, though they be still called efficacious,
cannot exert power unto salvation, as the elect, and no others,
shall be saved. The Calvinistic doctrine of the means of
grace is therefore the necessary outcome of the Calvinistic
decree of election ; and sooner or later the new doctrine must
work itself out into Calvinistic consistency, or be abandoned.
All efforts to stop the evil working by telling people that
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they must draw no conclusions, i. e. that they must not think,
will be futile : error eateth as doth a canker. A remorseless
application of the knife is mercy.

6. There is one more reason which we must mention
for our opposition to the new Missouri doctrine. It is de-
structive of the comfort which the Gospel is designed to
bring. “For whatsoever things were written aforetime were-
written for our learning, that we through patience and com-
fort of the Scriptures might have hope.” Rom. 15, 4. A
doctrine which cannot abide this test must be rejected. It is
true, the principal teacher of the new doctrine claims that it
is especially consolatory. We have failed to see how this is
possible, and many of those who have learned in his school
and accepted his theory have failed to discover what he
claims. We fear that those who find comfort in it are labor-
ing under some strange delusion, and that when sharp con-
flicts come their comfort will forsake them. It not only can
give no consolation, but it is well fitted to destroy such peace
and joy and hope as the pure Gospel imparts. Let it be
closely and calmly considered. God has resolved that a few
persons, whom He has selected without any reference to their
appropriation of Christ's merits by faith, shall and must be
saved, and besides these few none are saved. The poor sinner
belongs to either the one class or the other. If he could
know that he belongs to those who shall and must be saved,
there would be this consolation, at any rate, that whatever
lack of mercy there may be towards others, whom God might
have saved, as well as himself, if it had been His pleasure,
he at least is among the singularly and inexplicably favored
ones who are exalted above their fellows. But whether I am
one of this select class I can know only by prying into the
docn:c of God and extorting from Him the secret, or by a
§1)u01:11 revelation declaring to me that my name is, reéorded
that in this way the secret cannot(;) f e adm}t

‘ ; ¢ found out. They admit
even that it would be dangerous to attempt such a pryin
};:roc;ss, wllxich would lead to Epicurean security on tﬁeyoni

and or gloomy despai i
ey o n;od:;iﬁg;:l;){lcg:zf()the}" In this aspect of the

ort in it and could be none.
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But that, they say, is not at all the way in which comfort is
to be extracted from the doctrine. It must be obtained by
an experimental method, by an argument a posteriori., All
those, they inform us, whom God has resolved to save, He
leads to Christ by faith. IHis purpose is to save only in this
way. Every one that belicves therefore has the certainty of
being on the way by which God leads the elect to eternal life,
and may hence confidently conclude that he is one of the
elect. But the theory is not yet sufficiently developed to
make such an inference satisfactory to any soul that thinks.
It presupposes some things which the advocates of the theory
are not yet ready to admit. If only those whom God has re-
solved to save are effectually called ; if the means of grace are
efficacious only in the case of the eleet; if only he whom God
has predestinated to xalvation ever becomes a true believer;
if no one ever falls and is condemned who has truly believed
in Christ,—then the fact that I am called and have faith
legitimately leads to the conclusion that 1 am one of the
elect. DBut if & person who is not clected may notwithstand-
ing. be cffectually called, may be a sincere believer, and may
finally fall away and perish, how can the consciousness that
one believes in Christ furnish any assurance that he is one of
the favored few 2 He may be one of those whom God has not
embraced in Iix deeree of election, and who shall perish not-
withstanding all his efforts to be saved. Nay, though he be
a believer, hie must, if he lets the new theory become effectual
in his soul, be through fear of death all his life-time subject
to bondage, as his xin will convinee him that he is a child of
wrath, and nothing, with such a doctrine of election staring
hini in the face, can give him any ground of assurance that
he will not be everlastingly damned as one whom the divine
purpose of salvation did not include. But the Missourians
may say, have we not the comfort of the general will of God
to save all men, and must we not, if we believe the Word of
God, believe the solemn declarations of God that He sincerely
wills the salvation of all? Most assuredly we must. But
that is the comfort which the Gospel, not the Missouri doc-
trine of election brings; and in order that this comfort may
not be destroyed, we must reject the Missouri doctrine which
finally falls helplessly and inconsistently back upon it. For
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if we let that doctrine stand, the universal grace 1s 80 h.m-
ited that we can not flee to it for refuge. The new doctrine
would have us believe that there is saving grace only for the
few embraced in God’s purpose of election, and draw comfort
from this on the ground that God will have mercy not only
on these few, but on all men, we belonging to the few on
whom He will really have mercy unto salvation because we
belong to the many on whom He has mercy, but whom His
mercy does not save unless they belong to the select f'ew. We
must turn our cup of salvation upside down to receive some
special manna on the under side, then turn it up again, w1t.h
all its contents spilled out, dropping the special gift also in
the process, and having nothing, absolutely nothing, as the
result of our maneuver. We shall, by the grace of God, be
neither enticed nor driven into such folly, but shall abide by
the old and well-established doctrine of the Church, that God
desires with equal sincerity the salvation of all men, and that
He saves, and has elected unto salvation, all those who do not
obstinately resist the saving work of the Spirit. This gives
us the sure comfort that God loves all of us, that He does
everything nccessary to save all of us, and that if any one is
not saved it is because he would not come unto Christ that he
might have life. The grace of God unto salvation that is for

all men is also for me.  What power could deprive me of that
comfort, and what more could I want?

We have written with no consciousness of ill-will or bit-
terness towards those who advocate the new doctrine. We
have labored together with them for many years, and have
felt ourselves in harmony with them in the confession of
Gospel truth and in loving devotion to the great work which
God has called the Lutheran Church to perform in this fa-
vored land. But for the very sake of that faith and love
which has hitherto bound us together we cannot go with
them in their new departure. Rather, with more self-sacri-
fice than any reader has the means of knowing, we begin this

new publication mainly to oppose their error, and to defend
the old truth.
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MISSOURI RETRACTIONS.

There is nothing surprising in the fact that the theologi-
cal organ of the Missouri Synod has recently contained arti-
cles designed to explain, correct, or retract expressions which
had been used in exhibiting the doctrine of predestination
promulgated by the leaders of that body. What is new must
find adequate terms for its expression, and first efforts are not
likely to be in every respecet satisfactory. It is no disgrace to
a man that, when he scts out upon an unbeaten path, he
fails to make that path as plain to others as the accustomed
highway, or that he sometimes deviates from the straight
course. Nor ix it at all unmanly to correct or revoke expres-
sions which experience has shown to be unsuitable to the
purpose.  When a man has led his followers astray, the
noblest thing he can do is to apprise them of his mistake
and retrace his steps. The retractions made in the Lehre und
Wehre do not, as mere retractions, prejudice in our mind the
doctrine in whose interest they are made, except so far as
they lmply its novelty. This, in the nature of the case,
must raise in candid minds a presumption against it.

But there is something more in these explanations than
the mere fact that expressions were used which were found
untenable. Their matter and their manner both merit seru-
tiny. While our chicf controversy is with the substance of
the new doctrine, which we are constrained to reject in what-
ever form it may be presented, a brief examination of the
points embraced in the retractions will not be unprofitable.

1. First comes the proposition that “in God there are
no conditions.” Tt had been stated in the Minutes of a Mis-
souri District Synod and repeated in the Lehre und Wehre that
“there are no conditions in God, but such are ascribed to
Him when it is alleged that He elects in view of faith.” Of
this Dr. Walther says that it was designed merely to reject
the error that faith is the cause which moved God to electlon,
but that, although it is defensible, it should be avoided in
Speakmg of predestma.tlon, because it might lead to the
belief that this is regarded as unconditional or absolute.
"Thus one stumbling block seems to be removed. But what
i8 gained for truth when the expression is revoked and the
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sense is urged anew? Those who look at mere Yvords may b:e
conciliated, but the error, not merely the wor(.is in which it ,’s
couched, is what offends those who stand in awe of God.?
Word. And that error is not abandonefl.. Tt st.ands out as
boldly after the retraction as before. It is not sajld that el.ec-
tion is unconditional, because that is a Calvmlstlc.ex.press1.0n
that has a bad odor to Lutheran nostrils; but .1t is main-
tained still that God, without reference to anything but His
own good pleasure, elects to eternal life absolutely whom He
wills.

To some this may seem an unjust imputation, inasmuch
as the Missourians have expressly denied it and given
reasons for their denial. Let us see. They do say that the
election is “in Christ,” and in this respect conditioned. But
this does not mean that certain persons, having been led by
the Holy Spirit to appropriate Christ’s righteousness, are in
foresight of this chosen to be God’s dear children. They say
that election is not in view of faith, but is the cause of faith.
Hence God could not have regard to Christ appropriated hy
the individual in electing. Towhat did He have regard? To
Christ as the Redeemer of the whole world? That could lead
to no election of individuals, for as a cause considered inde-
pendently of any circumstances in the objects it would lead
to the acceptance of all, not the selection of a few. To what
then, according to this theory, did God have regard in
making a choice out of the equally condemned and equally
redecemed multitnde? To nothing whatever but His own
good pleasure. The election is absolute.

But Dr. Walther exclaims: “How can an election be
absolute, and thus unconditional, which is conditioned by
the merits of Christ and by the faith which God has resolved
to give the elect!” Very easily. How is it conditioned by
faith? God ordained that whosoever believes shall be saved,
and He elected every one unto salvation in whom He foresaw
this condition to be fulfilled. That is conditional. Is that
what Dr. Walther means? Far from it.
that faith is a condition under which th
are productive of their results,
God faith is prior to election.
ing when, in his doctrine of

He denies not only
e causes of election
but even that in the mind of
1t is therefore utterly mislead-
predestination, faith is repre-
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sented as a condition. Not only is the language somewhat
singular, when it is said that an act of God is conditioned by
something which God intends to do, but the words used in
this conncction are confusing, befogging. What he means is
simply that the clection was coupled in the mind of God
with the determination to lead the eleet to their goal by the
way of faith. The election was made without any condi-
tions: there was no condition foreseen to be fulfilled, and
there was no condition vet to be fulfilled. The election is
represented as unconditional, although it is justly main-
tained that God pursues an established order in cxecuting it.
Dr. Walther’s condition comes in after the eternal clection is
accomplished in the mind of God.  But its introduction there
would only render the exeeution of the divine decree hypo-
thetical, which he cannot but consider absolutely certain.
There iz a mist hanging around the matter which the retrac-
tion has not dixpersed, bhut rather made more dense.

2. Im the Lehre und Wehre it was said, some yvears ago, in
connection with the doctrine of clection, that God’s “ grace
removes the natural resistanece, nay more, it overcomes even
the most wanton contest and struggle against it, and bestows
and preserves faith.”  Objections were raised against this as
inculcating the Calvinistic error of irresistible grace. It is-
difficult for any candid mind to find in it any other meaning.
The whole thesis of which it forms the first part sets it out as
an unfathomable, awe-inspiring mystery, that God overcomes
all resistance in some whom He purposes to save, and in
others the resistance is not removed. Tt is part of a theory of
predestination which makes it depend absolutely on the will
of God who shall and must be saved, and therefore not only
by logical necessity, but also by natural effeet and practical
result, who shall not and can not be saved, much as the right
is denied to draw such logical consequences and see such nat-
ural effect. Is the theory now retracted of which the objec-
tionable . passage forms an indispensable part? If it were,
thousands of sighing hearts would be made glad. But the re-
traction, as before, pertains only to the offensive language,
and the revocation of that pacifies many because they inno-
cently assume that the offensive thing is thus put out of the
Wway. Dr. Walther merely admits that the words were not
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sufficiently explained to guard against offense an.d misunder-
standing, and that, as they may appear offensive even to
faithful Lutherans, they should be revoked.

But this, too, is done in a way that is not perfectly frank
and assuring. In the first place, it is denied that the w’ords
cited involve the doctrine of irresistible grace; “for,” it is
argued, “have not thousands who for a time opposed to grace
a very wanton contest and struggle, been finally overcome
and converted by that grace.” The force of the argument is
not\apparent. The question is whether the doctrine that
the most wanton struggle against grace is overcome im-
plies that grace in such cases is irresistible. It is unfairly
shifting the question to argue that the overcoming of re-
sistance which was quite wanton for a time does not
prove the conquering grace to be irresistible. That form
of the question leaves two openings for escape. First,
it leaves room for the position that the wanton resist-
ance was not of the “most wanton” sort, and there-
fore does not require an irresistible grace to overcome it.
Secondly, it gives a chance of evasion by assuming that the
resistance which for a time was most wanton and would
have required an irresistible grace to overcome it, subse-
quently ceased to be so, and was then overcome by a grace
that was not irresistible. But the true question leaves no
room for such evasions. It speaks of the “most wanton
struggle and contest against grace.” If grace is not resisti-
ble by the highest degree of resistance that man can place in
oppf)sition to it, it is simply irresistible. What could “irre-
slstlb!e grace” mean, if not that? Without shifting the
question and thus misleading the careless reader, the whole
argument is a pure begging of the question. That is exactly
the point in dis)pute,.'whgther grace overcomes “the most
:iﬁ:ﬁzst&uﬁg&i satg}?;,f:st it in one man or in thm}san(.ls,'and

) grace 1s 1n such cases not irresistible.

In the second place, it does not tend to advance the cause
of truth, though it may in the minds of some men screen
?he teachers of the new doctrine from some reproach, to sa
in defense of the obnoxious expressions, that “Goci if Hye:
chos? to depart from His established order and to ;1se His
omnipotence, could convert all men.” As to the substance of



THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST, ETC. 33

this statement we have nothing to say. It is better not to
presume too much on the wisdom of human speculations
about God: it is wisdom not to be wise above that which is
written. But what has this subtle question to do with the
matter in hand? That God could resort to an irresistible
grace, if He chose to depart fron: His established order, surely
does not prove that He does depart from His established order
in converting the elect, or that, assuming that IIe abides by
that order, He does overcome the most wanton struggle against
grace and thus, in their conversion, does use the irresistible
grace which He could use if He departed from His own order.
How can the cause of truth be subserved by thus mystifying
the matter? Nor is the case rendered any more conducive to
confidence by referring to the cases of extraordinary conver-
sion, even granting all that is claimed for those cases.  Is it
designed to teach that the eleet shall and must be saved by
an irresistible grace without means, in order to escape the
odium of teaching that they shall and must be saved by an
irresistible grace through the appointed means? If that is not
what is meant, what have these cases to do with the expres-
sions revoked? It would be a better and a safer course to
say that the expression, turn it and twist it as we may, im-
plies the Calvinistic error, and therefore to retract this as
well as the language in which it is couched.

THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST IN THE OLD TESTAMENT.
BY PROY. GEO. II. SCHODDE, PH. D.

The proper understanding and appreciation of the Old
Testament vequires o method of investigation which makes
Christ the center. As Christ is the center of our faith, so He
is also the center of the source of our faith, of the Word of
God in both Testaments. The same God reveals them both
for one single purpose, to show fallen humanity the way back
to lost glory through the one Redeemer, Jesus Christ. He
then must be, and is the burden of all revelation; and he
who attempts to expel Christ from Moses and the prophets

3



34 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

strives virtually to deprive them of their main contents and
to reduce their books to the level of merely human produc-
tions. This character of the Old Testament is clearly taught
by our Lord in John 5, 39, where under the circumstances
only the books of the old covenant can be meant; and what-
ever difference there may be between the utterances of the
holy men in this regard before and after the time when the
Word became flesh, must be a difference not of character and
kind, but only of degree. That this difference of degree really
exists no sane man will deny, and Augustine’s dictum holds
good here: In Veteri Testamento Novum latet, in Novo Vetus patet.*
Hence arises the interesting and important question as to
the extent to which the person and offices of Christ were re-
vealed before His appearance in the flesh. He was God and
man. That His human nature was clearly foretold by the
prophets of old seems to require no proof, as the prince of the
house of David, i. e. Christ according to the flesh, is the per-
petual and joyful burden of their preaching. Unanimous as
investigators are on this subject, their divergence is equally
great on the question as to whether His divine nature was
also foretold. The old Church, to 4 man, answered this ques-
tion affirmatively; the voice of modern investigation, with
almost equal unanimity, says no. Asa proper answer is of

the utmost importance, an examination of the matter will
not be without interest and profit.

' The antecedent probabilities favor the old traditional
views. , The majestic and grand opening of the fourth Gos-
Pel: “The word became flesh,” shows what stress revelation
¥tself lays on the divine nature of the Savior, and furnishes in
it the key with which to unlock the secrets of God’s plans for
the redempifion of man, and of Christ’s ability to perform this
work. Qhrlst as a man only would not be Christ the Savior
of manlfmd; and as the Jehovah of the Old Testament re-
veals Himself to the chosen people as prepared to succor and
save them through His Messiah, the probabilities would be
that Hc would reveal those characteristics of the One to come
by which alone He could perform the work for which He was
sent. Revealed to Israel in His divine nature, His person-

*In the O]d Tests N aw jc .
revealed. « Testament the N W Is concealed, in the New the Old is
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ality would be a sure voucher for them that His mission
would not fail, and thus remove all doubt as to the sincerity
of God’s purposes. If, as is really the case, we find special
events in His life predicted, such as the wonderful birth,
traits of character, trial, erucifixion and decath, it is more
than probable that that characteristic which alone made
these speeial events important to the heart of the prophet
and to mankind, namely the divine nature, was also taught
in the old covenant. If there is any uniformity in God’s
plans and revelation, then we must expect that under the
old dispensation too not only Christ the son of David was re-
vealed, but Christ the Son of God also.

This probability is made a certainty by the explicit state-
ments of the Savior.  Whatever doubts modern investigators
may cntertain as to the extent of the revelations in the Old
Testament regarvding the divinity of Christ, the Lord Him-
self entertained no such doubts, but distinetly claims His
divinity as a fulfillment of propheey.  In Matt. 22, 41-45, He
adduces P=. 110 as an evidenee that ix elaim to divinity was
foretold by David, and the sophistic exegesis of the Pharisees
by their silence allows this evidence to be incontrovertible.
This proot is not broken by the dictum of modern criticism
that this Psalm is not a production of David, but rather the
work of one of hisx contemporaries and addressed to him ; for
thix dictum is simply an asscrtion, and when it comes to
choosing between the views of modern theology on the one
hand and those of Christ on the other, a Christian.can not be
in doubt what leader to follow. Certainly the best commen-
tary on the Old Testament is the New, and the best exegetes
of Moses and the prophets are Christ and the apostles.  When
therefore the Lord interprets this Psalm as referring to His
divine nature, and as being by David, this must be conclu-
sive for us. Cf. Mark. 12, 35 ff. and Luke 20, 14 ff.

Having thus prepared the way we can proceed to the ex-
amination of the Old Testament books themselves with the
expectation of finding frequent references, direct and indirect,
to the divine nature of the Messiah. Nor will this hope be
disappointed if the search is conducted in an unbiased spirit.
We can feel no sympathy with the liberal school of investi-
gators, headed by such men as Kuener, who attempt in every
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possible way to rob the Old Testament of its supernatural and
inspired character, to eradicate providence out qf tl}e ann:emls
of Israel, and deprive prophecy of its crown, wI.n(.:h ls.Chrlst.
By this method the Old Testament loses its religious import-
ance, and becomes the human history of a narrow-minded ?Lnd
bigotted people, and is no longer a revelation from on ngh
The holy men of old spoke as they were moved by the Spirit
of God, and with this distinet understanding must we exam-
ine their writings, if we would fathom their meaning. As
the prophets of God they declared His will, and did not leave
their readers in doubt as to the precise nature of their Mes-
siah, but repeatedly and plainly stated that He would be
divine and the Son of the living God. Not always was this
done in the same way, or with the same degree of clearness,
but clearly enough to remove all reasonable doubt on the sub-
ject. This a brief summary will show.

The religion of the Israelites was purely monotheistic,
not only theoretically but practically also. This latter truth
must be emphasized over against the opinion now so fashion-
able, that the mass of the people regarded Jehovah only as
the national God of Israel. No true follower of Moses cver
imagined that Kamosh was to the Moabite and Baal to the
Phenician what Jehovah was to him. If Moses inculcated
one doctrine without reservation or doubt, it was that Is-
rael’s God was the one and only true God, whose deeds were
well known and concerning whose attributes revelation had
clearly spoken. When then in the course of Israel’s history
the names, characteristics, attributes, and work of this only
true God are ascribed to another person, and apparently with-
out injury to strict monotheism, there can be no doubt what-
cver that the writers meant to speak of a person who is true
God. The deep mystery of the Trinity does not burst upon
the New Testament reader so entirely unexpected as many
may believe, but was contained in its germs already in the
Old. While throughout the Old Testament the oneness of
Giod in His nature is taught with entire unanimity, the one-
ness of person is nowhere declared; but the evidences are
sufficient that the pious men of old distinctly knew of at
least two ])OI:SOI}S having divine attributes. In the period
of the establishing of the Theocracy, God at various times
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appeared to the patriarchs, not always personally, but fre-
quently through His angel, whose official title is “the angel
of Jehovah,” or “the angel of the Lord” The description of
this angel indicates that He is not one of the general class of
ministering spirits, but sui generis. From His first appear-
ance to Hazar, Gen. 16, 7, to His last in the prophets He stands
forth conspicuously, and by His words, deeds, and history
shows that He is a diving being. "This angel identifies Him-
self with Giod, by claiming divine attributes and doing divine
deeds. Cf. Gen. 22, 125 16, 10; 17, 20; 13, 16; 15, 4. and espe-
cially Ex. 3, 6 ff  An<, on the other hand, He is regarded by
those to whom He appears as identical with Jehovah, and
worshiped as such.  Cf. Gen. 16, 13; Jud. 6, 15. 20; 13, 19 ff.*
A nation xo jealous of the purity of its Monothecism as the
Israelites, who saw in the Polytheism of heathendom a cerime
of most flagrant character, could never have thought and
spoken thus of a created angel, but regarded this peculiar
“Angel of Jehovah™ ax equally divine with Jehovah Himself.
That they did not regard Him as Jehovah appearing in the
form of an angel, is clearly indicated by the very title “Angel
of Jehovah,” by which their personalities are separated. He
is gent in the same way in which Christ is sent in the New
Testament in obedience to His Father's will, and is even
called “the Apostle of God.”  Heb. 3, 1. Whether appearing
as “the Angel of Jehovah,” as He generally does in the carlier
history, or ax **the angel of His presence,” as in later proph-
eey, the idea always remains the same.  He is a being ident-
ical with God as to nature and attributes, but different from
Him as to personality. That the New Testament also re-
garded Him in this light is ncgatively clear from the fact
that after the appearance of Christ in the flesh, this angel
disappears eutively; for although frequent references are made
to an angel of the Lord, this specific angel, the Revealer in
the Old Testament, ceases to appear,—a valuable hint of the
ldentity of this anwelic Revealer with the revealed Word.
Positively we have the cvidence of John’s Gospel. He as-
sumes the existence of the Logos from the beginning of the

world, and this announcement he does not consider as en-
\_—_

lati * CL. discussion of these and other passages in the English transla-
ation of Hengstenberg * Christology of the Old Testament.” Vol. IV.
P- 282 5qq; and in Bibliotheca Sacra, Oct. 1879 p. 593 sqq.
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tirely new, but as evident from the words of .the prophets.
Judging from the light the New Testamel?t writers throw on
the subject; guided by a fair interpretation of the.passages
bearing on the subject; and considering the basis of f;he
unity of God’s plan and revelation in both Testaments, 1m-
partiality must claim that the divinely endowed and adored
“Angel of Jehovah” of the Old Covenant is He who appeared
in the New as the * Word that, becatne flesh.”

An appeul to the Jewish literature of the times between
Malachi and Matthew furnishes sufficient evidence that this
is not transferring the New Testament ideas into the Old.
While laboring under Syrian and Roman tyranny the pious
of the chosen people turned their eyes to the Promised One of
whow the prophets had spoken, and in all the literature of
that time there is scarcely one book that describes the Mes-
siah as a merc man. He is the divinely ordained Redeemer,
divine in person and power, who shall save the people. Thus
these minds, trained only by the ideas of the Old Testament
and educated in the strict monotheistic and legalistic school
of Ezra and his followers, did not regard it contrary t6 the
writings and traditions of the fathers to place by the side of
the one and only true God, another co-equal divine person
that was to fulfill the purposes of God among His people.
The Targumin, the Septuagint, such works as the Psalterium
Salomonis, Assumptio Mosis, and especially the Book of Enoch
and the “Logos” of Philo, bear ample testimony to the truth
of these statements.”*

But not only do the appearances of a second person in
the one Godhead during the time of the development of Is-
racl’s history indicate a divine being, but this is done also by
the prophecies concerning the future Messiah. Unlike other
nations of antiyuity, the Jews looked not to the dim past for
their golden age, but to the future; the consummation of all
their vivid hopes, the perfecting of all that was imperfect
the sanctification of all that was unholy, was looked for iI;
the time when the Anointed of the Lord should appear. For

* The writer has discussed this topi i i
) iscuss 8 topic at lehgth in an a i
¢ I.ut]u-::aq Quarteriy’ July, 1879, entitled : gTthe Messiglgliz]eiégatli]g
Pre-Christian apocalyptic literature. Cf. Langin, Judenthum in Pales-

tina zur Zeit Christi, and Sch - L E
Jassin, ) ‘chuerer, Neutestamentliche Zeitgeschichte,
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although Jehovah Himself is the Father of the chosen peo-
ple, and it should be His work to lead them to future glory,
yet this should all be done through the agency of the new
King, through the Messiah. Tt was this idea and hope that
sustained an ahmost despairing people, and taught them to
look up, from the darkness of almost hopeless reality, with
longing eyes to the first rays of the rising sun of righteous-
ness. If there is one hope that fills the hearts of all the
prophets, it ix the glorious advent of the Messish. And as
the object of such fervent hope and prayer it is no more than
natural that God should have spoken often, through His
servants the prophets, of the person and office of the Re-
deemer, and have thus given them a clear idea of what He
was to be, so that, when e would arrive, there would be no
doubt in reference to His identity.  This He did, and accord-
ingly we find the Messiah portrayed with such vividness as
only inspired vision could see; and what we hear of Him is
plain enouzh to make the simplest soul understand that this
being would be divine.  Brevity will permit us to point to
only a few striking passages in this conneetion—to those
which can be called the sdes doctrinae. Ancimportant hint is
alrcady furnished by those utterances which speak of the
Messiah as preexistent, expecially in Micah 5, 2, where it is
- said of the Messiah that Iix “goings forth have been from
of old, from cverlasting.”  True, the word “everlasting”
(Hebrew: Olam) is oceasionally used in a limited temporal
sense, as it literally means time hidden frogn view (from
alam, to hide), but wherever not modified by surrounding
words, it is uxed in the absolute metaphysical sense of eter-
nity, as modern language employs it.  In this sense it is used
here, and thus teaches the' preexistence in cternity of the
Messiah. Haund in hand with this passage, and teaching the
same lesson, goes Dan. 7, 13, where the one who is like “a
8on of man” (not, “the son of man,” as the English version has
it) is evidently regarded as having cxisted long before his
appearance with the Ancicent of days. This idea of preex-
1stence in the Old Testament need not strike us as strange,
for it is one that is met with occasionally, e. g. in Prov. 9,
?2‘3()» where personified wisdom speaks of itself as preex-
Istent; and from these passages it was transferred into later
apocalyptic and church literature. But a preexisting per-
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gon is more than human, is divine, and hence the preexisting
Messiah must also be divine.

The higher nature of the Messiah is further .indica,ted in
the much disputed passage Is. 7, 14, where His b.lrth from an
“Alma,” a virgin, is a proof that His nature is above the
human. And as the kernel of the sign is that His name
shall be Immanuel, “God with us,” the name shows that
through His person and work, God is brought nearer to fallen
mankind. All doubts on this subject must be removed by a
comparison of Is. 9, 5 f. where the Messiah bears such names
as only a divine being can have. Of especial importance is
here the name “ The mighty God” (el-gibbor) by which the
Messiah is clearly called a God, for the same title is frequently
applied to Jehovah Himself. Cf. Deut. 10, 17; Jer. 32, 18;
Neh. 9, 32; Ps. 24,81 The Messiah is here a divine being,
and this is stated so clearly that there is no ‘“mysterious in-
definiteness” about it, as Oehler, in Herzog IX. p. 415, as-
sumes. Add to these passages those that describe His per-
gonal characteristics of absolute righteousness, sinlessness,
justice, wisdom, and the like, which are so frequently found
in the writings of the prophets, and we will see how accurate
Christ was when He claimed that His divinity had been pre-
dicted. For that Christ was none other than the Messiah of
the prophets admits of no rational doubt, and is, in fact, con-
ceded even by the liberal school.

This view derived from the predictions concerning the
natures of the Anointed is corroborated by the prophecies
concerning His work. If the work to be performed by the
Messiah is such as is possible for a human heing to perform,
then we would have some reason to believe that He was to
be merely a human being; if, however, His work surpasses
that which is human, then His nature too must be superhu-
man. The prophecies concerning Him amply testify that
the latter is the case. No understanding of the Old Testa-
ment can approach completencss without due appreciation of
the importance it lays on sin. Human depravity and loss of
the sonship of God is the idea underlying all its revelations,
hopes, and fears. Deeply religious, Israel sought above all

1 Cf. Delitzsch in his Commentary on this passage.
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things deliverance from the just wrath of God, and found
this deliverance in the Messiah. We must not allow our
vision of the prophets to be dimmed by the misintrepreta-
tion of the contemporaries of Christ, who imagined that they
predicted only a King of glory in a carnal sense. True, they
did predict a King of glory, rising from humble origin and
developing into & mighty sovereign, but it was the King of
peace, of that peace that surpasses understanding, of the
peace between God and man. They could therefore consist-
ently unite with this resplendent vision, the idea of a suffer-
ing, and necessarily, the idea of an atoning Messiah. Were
the Messianic idea simply a natural production of Israel’s life
and history, then the combination of these two apparently con-
tradictory characteristies in the person of their hero would be
surprising ; but as that idea is a product of revelation and not
of national development, the strangeness is only a seeming
one. Not one of the works of the Messiah is more clearly de-
fined by the prophets than 1is suffering and vicarious atone-
ment. The idea of an innocent one suffering for the sins of
the transgressors runs through the whole Old Testament, and
isconcentrated in the picture of the “Servant of Jehovah” in
the second part of Isaiah, chapters 40 to 66, and in some of
the latter prophets, especially in Zech. 9 to 12, as also in the
Messianic Psalims.  Modern criticism may sec in this servant
a collective idea of the faithful in Isracl; we will be content
with Christ's interpretation that it refers to Him personally.
SP plain is the picture of the future Messiah and the redemp-
tion of mankind through Him, especially in Isaiah 53, that
the two states, the vicarious death, and the threefold office,
are drawn with such vividness as if the prophets had the
historical Christ before them® The idea is that the trans-
gressions of the people are cast upon the innocent shoulders
t?f the Servant of Jehovah, that He takes this burden will-
Ingly, endures insults, tortures and death for His people, and
thus brings the long hoped-for freedom and deliverance. With
Fhe deep consciousness of sin that the pious of Israel had, as
'S evident in Moses, the Psalmists, and the prophets, it is
clear that they could not ascribe this work of atonement to a

339 :'quf. especially Delitzch on these passages, and Hengstenberg, 1. . p.
) . t
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human being; nay, they often explicitly state that it was
bevond the ability of men, even of the patriarchs, to save
th;:mselves, and hence could not ascribe the redemption of
the entire people to a mere human being. But they
do ascribe it to the Messiah, and in such confident words,
that they apparently entertained no doubt whatever about
the matter. In ascribing to Him a superhuman work they,
eo ipso, predicate of Him a superhuman character.

A closer study of the passages referring to the subject,
which are found in abundance throughout the Old Testa-
ment, will testify to the truth that has been here summarily
stated. The two Testaments arc intimately interwoven, and
the greatest revelation under the new dispensation, the Word
made flesh, and the redemption through the sufferings and
death of our Lord, was not hidden from the pious souls of the
old. To this belief the Church, following the examples of
Christ and the apostles, has always clung; and here too, as
in many other respects, an impartial examination shows that
the traditional views are correct, and that modern rational-
ism, in its attempt to separate the two Testaments and, so
far as possible, to drive Jehovah and Christ from the Old, is
following not truc hermeneutics and exegesis, but only pre-
conceived notions and unproved assumptions. Christ is the
Savior, not only of those under the new dispensation, but
alzo of those under the old; and as such He was revealed by
God to them with sufficient clearness for them to understand
His person and His work.

“DAS WORT SIE SOLLEN LASSEN STAN!
BY PROF. C. H. L. SCHUETTE, A. M.

There are published in this and other lands theological
n?agazines which show forth diversities of spirits no less than
diversitics of gifts. Attention is called to this simply as a
matter of fact; and not to pass judgment upon that class of
publications, but to express the h;)pe that the Columbus

Magazine will not prove itself to. be of that order -

1zine rather
that it will be characterized by diversities of gifts in, one‘and,

the sume Spirit, even the Spirit of truth and of God,
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In our day, perhaps more than ever, men would exalt:
themselves and occupy the very place of God. “They speak
loftily.” Nothing can be, unless they can comprehend it;
things inconceivable to the mind of man are for them simply
ponentitics. Since there is no room for God in their brains,
there is no God.  What they please to perceive and pro-
nounce to be true, that is truth, and there is none other.
They consider it to be their prerogative to determine what is
right and what ix wrong, what is good and what bad. Tt
occurs to them, in some way and for some reason, that be-
tween the mythologies of the far past and the Christian the-
ology of the present there is none but a formal difference;
both are the creations of an idle faney: they say so, and so it
must be; only fools will think otherwise.  On the other hand,
it is the very sum of wisdom, they say, to worship self as the
thing supreme, to look upon reason as the unerring and all-
sufficient light off mun, its achicvements as his glory, and the
object of life to be to provide for the flesh and—to fulfill the
lusts thercof.

And what ix the attitude of Christians in view of this
garish reign of reason and lust?  They stand in opposition,
indeed, but not firmly ; they fight, indeed, for their Lord and
His kidgdom, hut not valiantly.  Many there are among
them who do not sce that times are evil, and that the fight
against the evil ix not well fought by thousands.  Because
the world, in many respects, has adopted the form of godli-
ness, they think that it has likewise submitted to the power
thercof—that Christianity in its conquest is making rapid
strides just now, and that soon the kingdoms of this world
\"l}l all be the kingdoms of God’s Son, =0 that throughout
this earth righteousness and peace shall kiss each other, and
all men shall be as perfectly happy as they shall be perfectly
hob’; Looking at the Church and the world through their
chiliastic spectacles, all is well. “Nevertheless when the
Son of man cometh, shall He find faith on the carth?” Luke
18, 8. But let not appearances deceive us, If ever the pow-
:}1;5 of darkness were bitter in hatred of God and man; if cver

ey ,vere well organized and determined to overthrow the
riz;d.s kingdom; if ever they were great in craftiness and
In resources,—that day is now—now that reason and its
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accomplishments find so great favor in the eyes even of many
professing the Christian religion. Then, also, let us b}lt ac-
knowledge it, the spirit among Christians generally 1s not
one of hearty and bold confession, but that of blind and igno-
minious concession. To deny unto the Lord the things that
are the Lord’s, and concede them unto men; to reduce, as
much as possible, to a common level the omnipotence and
omniscience of God and the impotence and foolishness of
man,—such is the order of the day in modern Christianity.
He who ventures to protest is said to be behind the times and
is set down as a bigot.

There was a time when to believe and confess that the
Bible is God’s infallible Word was but to confess the common
faith of Christendom. Those who dissented were pronounced
heretics; and such heretics then were few. But now, the
Bible is said to be God’s Word more or- less; and the advo-
cates of the old doctrine are stigmatized as heretics; and
would to God that of such there were more! For says the
Spirit: “ All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruc-
tion in righteousness: that the man of God may be perfect,
thoroughly furnished unto all good works.” 2 Tim. 3, 16. 17.
According to this clear and pertinent testimony of the Spirit
of God concerning His own organ of communication, the
Scriptures are God’s Word; and that not in part, but wholly.
He, therefore, who says that God’s Word is in the Bible,
speaks the truth, but not the whole truth. The whole truth,
as here taught, requires him to say that the Bible, the whole
Bible, iz God’s Word. Indeed, to say that the Word of God is
in the Scriptures, as do most of the clergy and divines of our
time, is stating the truth in a way calculated only to do mis-
chief. A species of electicism is thercby introduced which, if
followed, is nothing less than a complete surrender of all re-
vealed truth. For who is to decide which passage is and
which again is not inspired? Each man for himself? If so,
according to what rule? A rule of his own device it must
be, ff)r God.has give.n nothing of the kind. What good then
can it possibly do him, since he can have no certainty of its
correctness? Thus all certainty as to what is and what is
not div?ne truth is taken away; and if we have no better
foundation of faith than the one furnished ws by the vague
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gtatement that somewhere in the Scriptures truth is revealed
of God, we might as well have no foundation at all. Nay,
rather than lose our faith and give up the peace of soul and
hope of life it yields, let us hold fast to the old truth that
«All Scripture is given by inspiration of God.” Sufficient
unto us is the witness of the Spirit in our hearts that therein
we are not deceived.

But why is it that the true and fundamental doctrine
concerning the inspired Word is thus mutilated and denied
by so many in Christendom? It is not for us to judge the
motive, but it is our right and duty to inquire into and ex-
amine the reasons assigned.  So doing the rationale present-
ing itself is this, that between truth and truth, whatever be
its source, there can be no conflict; that all truths must con-
stitute one harmonious whole. But now the results of philos-
ophy and of the speculative seiences are found, in many re-
spects, to oppose the plain statements of the Bible; ergo, the
latter must be wiong and cannot be wholly inspired.  Mod-
estly to suggest that the results of human speculation may be
wrong and that the Bible may be right after all, is said not to
be a philosophical and scientific way out of the difliculty, and
therefore out of the question. Everybody now has the right
to question and doubt biblical statements; but woe to him
who ventures to express distrust as to the dicta of the great
and godlike master-mind of man. And thrice woe unto him
who so does on grounds of the Christian faith and doctrine!
The spirit of the age demands that cvery thing, call it God,
God’s work, or (iod’s Word, must submit itsclf to the test of
the all-seeing, all-fathoming, all-grasping, and all-judging and
adjusting reason of man. Has it not invented the stcam-
engine, the telegraph, the telephone? Ts it not reason that
commands the lightning and assigns to the sun and moon
and stars their course? Is not all literature its sole product ?
Aye, and what are the miracles of creation and redemption, if
such .there be, as compared with things such as these? It is
to this arrogant and blasphemous spirit that we find the pew
an.d.the pulpit of many a church surrendered. It is this
Spirit that the laity and clergy have learned to fear and love
more than the Lord God, whom they say they serve. It is in
this way that thanks are returned to the Creator for the gift
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of the mind, and to Providence for His graci.ous direction of
the mind, that it might accomplish something for the com,-\
mon good of man. In truth: “Undank ist der Welt Lohn!”
and Christians would seem to follow the ways of the world.

A blind and an inordinate regard for human abilities
and accomplishments, coming little short of worship here
and there, is the reason we assign for the departure from the
doctrine that “All Seripture is given by inspiration of God.”
In order not wholly to sacrifice all ground for Christian doc-
trine and faith, these would-be Christians compromise with
the rationalistic spirit by saying, as we have seen, that the
Word of God is in the Scriptures. If we ask them where,
the ingenious and sophistical theory is set up that whatever
in the Scriptures pertains to man’s redemption and regen-
“eration is inspired; and that all statements appertaining to
history, science, and philosophy are of questionable origin
and import. By palaver such as this they attempt to quiet
the conscience, to save the faith, to insure the Lord’s cause,
and at the same time to appease and satisfy the ruling spirit
of the day. This frets and scolds because things are revealed
and taught in the Bible which man is thought to be able to
discover and learn by a light of hisown. No doubt, the above
theory will meet the approval of all those who object to the
Bible because it teaches the creation of the world in six days,
that Adam is the progenitor of our race, that the world is but
a few thousand years old and that it shall not long endure,
that Christ turned water into wine, etc. But the proposi-
tion can not satisfy an enlightened and consistent believer in
Christ, for the simple reason that- in fact it propounds an
impossibility. There is nothing in the Bible which does not
pertain to the redemption and regeneration of man. The
distinction suggested, if it exists, can not here be drawn.
What after all is to determine the purely ethical and relig-
ious, and separate it from the purely rational, so long as both
the fact and extent of inspiration are matters of dispute?
Or is reason to decide what is ethical and religious? If so,
we might as well bid farewell to all true morality and relig-
ion at once, for there will be none left. No, Christ s the
sum and substance of the Bible; its every line points to Him,
as from Him it has proceeded. And not only does the Spirit
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declare that “All Scripture is given by inspiration of God;”
but He further says that All Scripture “is profitable for doc-
trine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteous-
ness: that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly fur-
pished unto all good works.”  Besides, the very fact that the
Scriptures contravene the perverted reason of man at all
times and in all places, and that it condemns the lusts of the
flesh, is a strong cvidence that they are not the product of
man, but the revelation of God. Rather thercfore than con-
spire with reason and pander to lust where they oppose the
Word of God, Christians should, for that very reason, cling
more firmly and cherish more dearly the words opposed.

Let him who will, laugh at those who receive all the
Scriptures as God's own precious Word; these have the assur-
ance that the Word they believe is able to save their souls,
that it is a sure Word and a light above all lights, and that it
shall endure forever, even as e endures who gave it, and as
does the salvation which it brings.

“The Word of God they shall let stand,
And not a thank have for it.”

PREDESTINATION,

Translated from Dr. J. (i, Baieri Compendinm Theologiae Positivac by
Prof. C. A. Frank.

. S§L Whom and in what manner God in time leads to salva-
tf"n) those and thus from eternity He decreed to lead to salvation in
time.  To this the termx predestination (bY and (¢) election refer.

@) For God docs mothing in time, which to do in time He has
not derreed from eternity.  And thus the acts which God per-
ff?rms in time are related to God's cternal decree as its execu-
tion; and therefore the precise agreement between both must
be recognized. But concerning those eternal decrees which
Perhaps otherwise would remain hidden, we can be best in-
formeq by learning from the revelation, what and in which
Manner God works in time. Hence, having learned from His

ord the manner and way, in which God leads men in time
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to salvation, we shall so much the more easily learn the eter-
nal decree concerning the saving of men.

b) In Greek proorismos, according to Eph. 1,5; Ron‘x. 8,
99.80. There is, however, in this passage denoted a destina-
tion of an object to a certain purpose, and by virtue of th.e
particle pre it signifies a destination of an object before t%ns
object exists. Treading in the footprints of Scripture, which
nowhere uses the term predestinate, respecting men, in a bad
sense, we take predestination for the foreordination to eternal
life only.

¢) In Greek ekloge acc. to Eph. 1, 4; Rom. 8, 33. Re-
spect is here had to the number of those who are saved, and
have therefore by a divine decree been destined to salvation,
who, indeed, are but few selected from a great number of men
and set apart from the rest. Some qualify this election by
calling it an election to glory, distinguishing it from that
which they call election to grace, or to the means of salvation.
But according to the custom received by our churches, the
term elertion, absolutely so used, denotes that election which
has in view cternal life itself. And thus election is substan-
tially the same thing as predestination ; although on account
of the diversity of that which they imply ; namely, the latter
implying the antecedence of ordination, the former implying
the promiscuous mass of sinful men, a certain distinction
may be admitted.

$ 2. By the terms predestination and election SOMETIMES the
decrec concerning THE WHOLE WORK () of leading men to salva-
tion i3 denoted, SOMETIMES in a peculiar sense (b) the decree CON-
CERNING CERTAIN MEN, who are assuredly to be saved, and are
known to the divine intellect under « certain relation.

a) This is the wider use of the terms, wherein, so to
speak, the whole of God’s process in the work of salvation, as
it shall take place in time, is conceived to have been decreed
from eternity; in which sense predestination, or God’s eternal
electum, Us said to perceire the alvation of God’s children and to ar-
range the things thereto pertaining.  See the Formula Concordiae
Article XT,§4. And certain grades are enumerated, in which
election or predestination should consist. See the Solida
Deelar. Art. X1

b) Thus writes the sainted G. Gundisius in his notes to
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the Compend of Hutter, LXIIL Q. V. §1 p. 797: “The term
predestination is taken cither in a wide or in a narrow sense.
When it is taken in o wide sense, it embraces the whole
preparation of the means of =alvation; in this sense the For-
mula of Concord uses this very word in the Solid. Declaratio
Art. XI.  In the narrow sense this term signifies the ordina-
tion of believers to =sulvation which has been made according
to God’s purpose. And in this way the prothesis, or purpose,
and proorismos, or predestination, must here be considered
as distinet from one another.”  This use in a narrower sense
also the sainted Balth. Meisner acknowledged when he writes
in his Anthrop. § 71: “First God ordained the means for all;
but becausxe not all were willing to accept themn, He did not
elect all.  Thus the deeree concerning the means is in ovder
prior to the deeree of eleetion, and therefore the merit of
‘Christ embraced by faith and considered from eternity, is not
the means of the decree, but its cause.  But more shall be
said concerning this heveafter,

§ 8. hworder to know the decree of predestination, so far as i
pertains to the whole worl of saving man, we must diligently observe
THE ORDER () of the divine acts, as in the image of reason, (b) ac-
cording to the divine revciation, (¢) one Tollows the other.

a) To this pertain those grades of which predestination
consists, according to the Formula of Concord in the passage
quoted, and which we shall soon consider.

b) For as (o the thing iself we must confess, that on ac-
count of the most perfect simplicity and immutability of God
there are in Him no such acts of the intellect and will as are
really distinet and follow one another.

¢) For it is not allowed to imagine either the acts them-
Sel.ves, or their series and order, according to our mode of
thinking; but we must consider what God Himself teaches
Us concerning the acts of His intellect and will, and how,
according to Seripture, one act presupposes another, but not
the reverse; especially must we be careful lest we ascribe to
God one act in such a manner as to exclude or to subvert
;‘;?ther which ought to be recognized no less, yea as the

or.

§44' Because God in His infinite goodness (a) loved men, not
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only when He created (b) them in the first man after His d?fvine image,
but also follows them, viewed in the fallen Adam as sinners, with
such love (c) that to procure their salvation He gave to all His Son
as a Redeemer (d): we must also know that, although God had from
all eternity (¢) foreseen that men would become corrupted by sin, He
nevertheless, to procure their salvation, DECREED TO GIVE HIS SON,
who should pay the price of redemption for ALL (f).
a) By which He is good not only in Himself, but also
. towards others, toward His creatures, and desires to lead them
to the end to which He has created them.
b) As His work, being very good, and not yet defiled or
corrupted by the fall.
¢) For thus Paul testifies 1 Tim. 2, 4: “God will have all
men to be saved.” “All men,” for whom the believers are to
pray; all, I say, and every one that exists, not in the state of
integrity, but after the fall, and are therefore sinners, no one
being excluded, not even the tyrants under whom they lived,
nor Nero himself, who never was converted.” “Will,” He not
.only signifies by the external Word, as if He willed, but He
wills in truth and seriously. “To be saved,” to attain to the
true and eternal salvation.—Otherwise we should not call
that will, indeed, which aims at the salvation of all, a decree,
properly speaking: for the term will has a broader meaning.
And here, too, belongs that distinction between the antecedent
and consequent will.
d) To this must be referred the saying of Christ, John 3,
16: “So”, (with such a great, serious, and efficacious love,)
“God so loved the world,” (the whole multitude of earth’s in-
habitants, which embraces the beligvers and unbelicvers, as it is
afterwards, v. 18, divided into these two classes; but here
“ the.world 18 viewed as the antitype of that promiscuous
multitude of Israelites, who of old were afflicted by the bite
of fiery serpents on account of their rebellion against God,
and were af the point of death, according to v. 14. 15), “that
He gave His only b{!gotten Som™ (namely, to that very world,
or human race, which must otherwise perish, He gave His
Son as the antlty])e of the brazen serpent to be lifted up on
tl'le (;I'OSS accordnpg to v. 15), that it might not be necessary for
:;1:_51; ,:n;[n !o. perish, but that ({'ather) the world might be saved
gh Him: or that all men in the world might have some
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One, through whom in the serious intention of God, loving
them most sincerely, they might be saved,fand those would
actually be saved, who should not resist; likewise -as the
brazen serpent had been lifted up for the benefit of all the
wounded, that all might have the means to be healed, ac-
cording to v. 14. 15. 16. Compare Rom. 8, 2. 3, where it is
said that God had secn it to be impossible for men to be saved
through the law, because through their carnal birth and orig-
inal depravity they had become unfit to fulfill the law; and
that therefore God, willing to succor them in their weakness
and in order that the defect might be supplied, had sent His
own Son, who in place of wretched men fulfilled the law
and in the likeness of sinful flesh made satisfaction to the
law.

e) For God knew from cternity all things which should
come to pass in time, however contingent they may be, and
he knew them immcediately in themselves.  Assuredly the
will of God to send men a Redeemer from sins, supposes a
knowledge of the sins of men.

f) Nov did the act of the will, which lovks to the sending
of the Redecmer, begin in God only in time; but it must be
confessed, that (iod. who sent the Mediator in time, sent Him
according to Ilis cternal deerce.  And thus, since of a cer-
tainty He sent Ilim for the henefit of all sinful men, it must
be confessed, that it was deereed from of old that He should
be sent, not for the benefit of a few who were selected from
* some mere good pleasure, but for the benefit of all.

S 5. As Cod in time procluims, that those will actually re-
ceive salvation through Christ's merit who (@) believe in Christ;
moreover as (fod Himself, that all might be able to believe in
Christ, has so promudgated the doctrine (b) of faith that it could
reach the hearing and hearts of all (¢): so it must also be
aclcnowledged, that God from cternity willed that (d) all men
Sh.ould believe, and (¢) decreed to offer, by promulgating the doc-
trine concerning Him to all for reception the Mediator, whom
He had resolred to send.

) To this pertains that John 3, 16. the love of God is
%0 applied to all men, that still the actual delivery from

fruction and the obtaining of eternal life is limited to the
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believers: because, after men have been dividgd .in ﬂfe follow-
ing 8th verse into believers and unbelievers, 1t 19 said of the
former that they shall not be condemned ; of the latter, however,
that on account of their own unbelief they are liable to
damnation. S

b) According to the passage: “How shall they believe in
Him of whom they have not heard?” Rom. 10, 14. “Faith cometh
by hearing, and hearing by the Word of God.” 10, 17.

¢) To make the call universal it is certainly not neces-
sary, that the doctrine of the Gospel should be announced to
all and every one publicly and directly by special heralds
sent by God; but it suffices, that the doctrine is so promul-
gated or has been so promulgated, as to enable all, (who are
obligated to search for the true and saving religion and are
able by applying their reason rightly to know a certain and
saving religion to be extant somewhere) to obtain the knowl-
edge thereof; not, however, that some are prevented by God,
by reason of an absolute good pleasure (which is not pleased
to place them within reach of that doctrine and denies them
every way of obtaining knowledge thereof).

d) For although it may be rightly said, that God willed
all to be saved, ¢f they believe; yet it must also be stated,
that God willed that all should believe, or that all should come
unto the knowledge of the truth (or of the true doctrine divinely
revealed) which He Himself testifies to be His will. 1 Tim.
2, 4.

e) Of course we do not call that will, according to which
God wills that all should believe (as likewise that according
to which God wills that all should become saved: concerning
which see Note ¢, § 4) « decree. But this act of the divine
will, by which God resolved upon promulgating the doctrine
of thf: Me.diator between God and men in such a manner,
that.lt n.nght come to the knowledge of all and all might
obtain faith, is correctly called « decree.

§6. As God in time connects with His Word divine

power, through which the assent of supernatural faith to be

placed in this Word, and thus faith in Christ, may be kindled,

and is kindled whenever man receives the Word itself without
nutlicious “ resistance (a): so it is certain that God Sfrom eter-
nity decreed to concur with the Word to be preached in time,

b4
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powerfully and graciously to produce (b) the disposition of faith,
in order that no one should remain without faith, unless he
contemn the means by which faith or grace itself is bestowed.

a) To this pertains the passage, 1 Tim. 2, 4: “ God will
have all men to come unto the knowledge of the truth,” through
which they become saved and in the same measure come to
saving faith. Whenee it follows by all means, that God, so
far as He is concerned, is ready and willing to confer the
power of coming to that saving knowledge, or the power of
believing, so that no one ix excluded by God out of a mere,
absolute good pleasure of His; and that therefore, on the
other hand, the cause and fault, why some do not obtain the
same, rests necessarily with them.  And thus also Christ ex-
pressly teaches, Matt. 22, 36, that it is not an absurdity, but
happens rery often (although it is a sad occurrence) that
those whom He seviously desives to gather to Himself, or, as much
as rests with Jlim, to hestow upon them conversion and faith,
by which they might be united with their Mediator and ob-
tain grace and salvation, refuse to be converted, and hinder and
exclude that faith which they otherwise would obtain.

b) For if God voluntarily gives faith in time through
the Word to all who do not resist, and gives it according to an
eternal deeree of His will, it must be confessed, that this cter-
nal decree of God has for its end the bestowal of faith in time
through the Word upon all who do not resist.

S 7. Furthermore, as God in time justifies all who believe
w Christ and, unless they capel faith and the Holy Spirit (a)
by sins against conseienee, renews them more and more, or sanc-
tifies them and preserves and strengthens faith itself to the end
of their life: so it must be acknowledged, that God from eternity
() decreed to confer upon all those who would be believers in
Christ in time the grace of justification and renovation, and
Jurthermore to sanctify them when they use the means aright,
and to preserve their faith and to confirm it unto the end of
their life,

a)  Which they, indeed, can do.

. b) For since God in time justifies, sanctifies all be-
lievers, ang preserves and confirms faith in all who continue
to use the means of grace, and because He does this of His
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own will and according to His eternal decree: it must be
confessed, that this very eternal decree of God has for i?s end
the justification of all believers, as well as the renovation of
all the justified who will continue to use the means of grace
aright and are as such foreseen, and the final preservation
and confirmation of faith in them all.

§ 8. Finully, as God in time actually saves (a) all those
who believe in Christ till their end, there must also be acknowl-
edged an eternal decree (b) of God assuredly to save in time all
those who will perseveringly believe.

a) Or, as others express themselves: “He glorifies” from
Rom. 8, 30.

b) For God gives blessedness willingly in time to those
who persevere in their faith, and this by virtue of an eter-
nal decree, according to Matt. 25, 34, and therefore His eter-
na) decree to save certain men pertains to them as such who
will believe to their end.

§ 9. And because God from eternity foresaw (a) which
men would believe to their end, and decreed to save these as such
(b), the eternal decree of imparting eternal salvation to those who
persevere in faith, was made in foresight of Christ’s merit and of

_ faith in Christ, and is, precisely considered, called in a special
(c) sense predestination or election.
a) By virtue of His omniscience, by which He knows

all things, also those that happen contingently, immediately
in themselves.

b) According to the preceding §.

c) Here consider what we have said under §2. Note (b).

§ 12.%  To the causes of election in the so-called (a) stricter
sense, to the causes that are virtually (b) causative, pertains I. the
efficient (c) cause, which is God (d) the triune. (e)**

a) For this must now be considered more distinctly.
And although we could assign to election, taken in a wider
sense, also some causes: it is nevertheless certain that in
the consideration of the causes of election in the schools a

* 22 10 and 11 treat of reprobation, and are here omitted.

** A cause is formally causative, when it
. e ative, possesses all the conce
tions and relations of a cause; virtually causative, when it possesses on{’};
the power of efticacy without the material part of a cause. TraNs.
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gtricter signification of the term is employed, as will be-
come more manifest from the following.

b) For the acts uf the divine will, and such a one is
election, do not differ in reality from the divine essence: and
likewise as the divine essence itself is not produced, so also
they are not produced in reality, nor do they know any causes
of themselves, so called in their exact meaning; or causes that
are formally cawsative, which makes another thing to be what
it is. Thus also our fathers taught formerly against Conrad
Vorstius, for instance the sainted John Gerhard Exeg. L. I1. de
Not. Dei § 277: “God does not produce in Himself new’
actions of the intelleet or will, as men or angels do, which are
accidental and distinct from His cssence, but the act of His
intellect and will is God’s very essence.

The distinction between the cause that causes formally
and that causes virtnally has also been used in this subject by
the sainted Seherzer in his System. Lo XVIII p. 511 512.
Nor must those be considered unnecessarily subtle, who here
retain the tevin of a4 cause according to a manner of speaking
received in our Church till now, who at the same time, how-
ever, and from a necessity of distinguishing the wholesome
doctrine from the crror of Vorstius and the Socinians, and also
from the sophixms of the Reformed, who feigned our opinion
of the cause of clection to be related to the errors of Vorstius
and the Sociniuns: who, 1 say, rightly point out that here
Wwe must not understand a cause which views that which is
caused as somcthing really distinet from the infinite and
unchangeable essence of God, which would be required in
a cause formally and rigorously so called.  Now, whoever ac-
knowledges that the simplicity of God’s essenee evidently does
not admit the specifie ditferences between causes and effects,
must also needs acknowledge that between those acts which
are one in reality with (God's essence and God Himself there
¢n be no such difference between causes and effects, on
account of the same simplicity. And when the term causé is
baken in its purified sense, in so far as it may be applied to God,
Ve must of course return to the very thing that has been said
toncerning the cause that virtually causes. Nor must we
Eﬁii‘;t p’;lgge Sflti‘stin.ction between the z:mmnncn‘t acts, for in-

ination, and the transitive acts, for instance
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the -call and glorification of men. For the latter, inasmuch
as they signify something really produced in the creatures
external to God, certainly admit a cause, causing them for-
mally ; the former do not so admit this. o

¢) To whom, as the agent, election or predestination is
attributed, so that hence we may call Him the predestinating
or electing Cause.

d) Just as God is otherwise called the Cause of the acts
of His will.

e) Eph. 1, 5 our predestination or election is, indeed,
ascribed to the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, but the
other Persons are not excluded; for since they are one in
essence, so, too, the acts of their will belong to them all in
like manner. There is, however, in the passage quoted, the
electing placed in xpecial reference to Him, in whom He
elected, as we shall soon set forth.

§ 13, The moving (a) internal cause is the goodness, or
the compussion and gratuitons (b) fuvor of God. (c)

a)  (ansing not formally, but virtually ; or as the reason a
priori, which, according to our mode of perception, in the
genus of the moving cause exhibits itself in relation to the
act of the divine will as a cause, so that if the act should be
caused, or in reality produced, this would stand forth truly
and in fact, in the genus of the moving cause, as the cause of
that act.

b) In the same manner in which Paul, 2 Tim. 1, 9, con-
nects the purpose and grace of God, in opposition to our good
works, and says that the grace had been given us before the world
began. And when he writes to the Ephes. 1, 5. 6, that God
predestinated us to the proise and glory of His grace, he manifestly
indicates that predestination procecded or takes its origin
from that grace of God as its cause or moving reason. And
because the act by which the believers are saved in time ex-
hibits the grace of God to be its moving cause, we must con-
fess, that also the decrce of saving the believers rests upon
the same reason or moving cause. Compare what we have
set forth, § 1, note (b), and what we shall state more fully in
the following .

¢) Or that antecedent will, which is called the fountain
and origin of our salvation.
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§ 14. The external moving cause (a), and that the princi-
pal (b) moving cause, is the merit (¢) of Christ. (d)

a) Causing virtually, as we have shown in the notes to
§§ 12 and 13.

b) Which in virtue of its own dignity, perfection, and
power, is related to the decree of predestination as the impul-
sive reason, in view of which God decreed from cternity to
give us eternal life.  Sometimes it is called meritorious, be-
cause by reason of a merit it moves the will of God to decree
our salvation: in which very relation, however, it must be
perceived as a cause, or o ioving reason, conveying a two-
fold relation; one to the thing merited, the other to the will of the
efficient or decrecing cuiise,

c) For thix ix taught to be the moving cause both of
“ecory spiritual bivssing” Hestowed upon us by God, and of our
predestination or election to life eternal, Kplies. 1, 3. 4, where
it is also expressly said that God clected ws on Christo, and this
“en” (in) is placed for »dia™ (through). which means to =ay
that God clects ws fur Cheist's sake, or in view of Christ as the
moving cause. ‘T'hut this explanation alone is in harmony
with the context. and that all other carient explanations are
either forced or, richtly understood, agree therewitlh, is shown
at length by the sainted Masaeus, Dissert. Inang. Ch. V. § 74
and foll.  Here holongs also partieularly the argument drawn
from the exceution, in this manner:  Whateeer is the (moving)
cause, why God besions salvation wpon ws in ey this s also the
cause why God elecied us to saivation.  Now the merit of Christ is
the (moving) conse why God bestows salvation: wpon ns in tine.
Thercfore the merit of Christ is also the cuwse why God elected s,
Thf" mdjor, or fivst proposition, may be proved not only @ pos-
teriori, or because we are accustomed commonly thus to judge
concerning those things which are done from a preceding de-
cree of the will, and because we do not doubt the moving
caus.e of the decrce whenever we are certain concerning the
Moving cause of the execution, since the moving causes are

1OWn to be the same in both cases: but also a priori, or from
the. nature and formal relation of the moving cause, through
Which it exhibits a relation to the will of the cfficient cause,
ofy \l:)(ll:lt]lng or moving it (formally an(.l vix:tu.ally). to the act
on, or decreeing to do that which it is said to do by
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its impulse. Thus he who concedes the moving cause of the
exccution, and denies the same to be the cause of the decree,
must needs commit a contradiction, because evidently the de-
cree corresponds exactly to the execution, and the latter to
the former ; nor does any change intervene either on the part
of the object or on the part of the will of Him who decrees
and executes. The minor, or second proposition of the argu-
ment is confirmed by such passages of Scripture as teach that
we are saved for Christ’s sake, and thus, as they teach the
merit of Christ to be the meritorious cause of salvation to be
actually conferred: so they also teach the same to have, in re-
spect to the divine will, the relation of a moving cause.

d) The acceptance of the merit of another does not con-
tradict this, that election is ascribed to the grace of God. See
2 Tim. 1, 9. “ Especially if we call to mind in what manner
God Himself gave us the Mediator who should pay for us
what we owed. Rom. 8,3. John 3, 16. And the merit of
Christ, though acquired in time, could notwithstanding, in
respect to the eternal decree of God, have the bearing of a
moving cause. For it suffices to have been present objec-
tively, or as foreseen by God as something to be acquired in
due time.

§ 15, The cause («) that moves as the external less prin-
cipal (b) cause {o the decree (c) of election, is faith (d) in Christ
(e) und this (f) final.

a) Virtually causing, or as a reason a priori, as we said,
that the term must be taken also in the causes before men-
tioned.

b) Or that which, according to our mode of thinking, s
prior to the decree of election ; and to this it is related as that in view
of which we were elected, s0 that we may suitably answer the ques-
tion:  Why those who arc saved (accurately, no others) have been
elected to life from cternity, by adducing or setting forth that
in view of which we were elected (namely, here faith, as we
shall see).  This, however, has not merit of its own, an own excel-
lence, worthiness, and perfection, by which the will of the agent or
electing person is moved ta act or elect, hut being elevated by the
merit, excellence or perfection of another, namely of ‘the moving })riﬂ-
cepal cause, or in virtue of annther's merit, meklme, or worthiness, it

erhibits itself as the reason in view of which God’s will determines
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itself to decree unto us salvation, and has determined ztseff"#ﬂm
eternaty.

¢) To the to decrec itself, I say, or to the act of election,
respect is here had, which is manifest from the relation of
the formal moving cause. See Note ¢) to § 12. Here, how-
ever, is understood the moving cause or reason, not in respect
to the decree concerning the whole process or work of procur-
ing our salvation, or concerning predestination taken in the
wider sense, but in the narrower, as we have already remarked
under § 10.

d) For the merit of Christ viewed in dtself absolutely,
without respect to men who appropriate it to themselves
through faith, is universal and extends also to the repro-
bates; it moves however to the decreeing of salvation to cer-
tain men in so far as it is embraced by these in faith. And
so faith also must here be considered, not in itseff, as a habitus
or supernatural act; (for cven if it have in this respect an
own worthiness, it does mot, however, through this, observe well, to
any extent move (od to deeree salvation to us), but in relation to
the merit of Christ, which it embraces and includes after the
manner of an objcet.

Some of our theologians, indeed, have said that faith in
Christ is the instrumental cause of the deeree of clection ¥
others, that it is its condition ; some, that it is the condition on
the part of the object of chection ; others, that it is « part of the
order of predestination ; but in the same sense with cach other,
and with those who call it the moving less principal cause.
For all acknowledge that faith is not a mere condition which
exercises no causality; but, as towards the act of saving, so it
exhibits itself towards the act of decreeing salvation as a
cause (virtually causing salvation), as that in view of which
we have been clected : not, however, that itself by its worthi-
ness could have moved God to clect us, so that it would be the
Principal cause. Hence, when faith is otherwise regarded
under the figure of a hand or an organ, by which, as a cause
of S'alvati(m, the grace of God electing and the merit of
Christ are apprehended, and, in this manner, is also here
Usually called an instrument ; yet here the relation of faith to
w election itself must be shown: where our theo-

* .
With these the translator sides.—TraNs.
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logians do not say, that it is of the manner of an instrument,
which the efficient principal cause, God, in electing, employs
to produce the act of election by a real influx. But those
who have called it the instrumental moral cause cannot un-
derstand anything else than the moving less principal cause.
Again, when faith is called a part of the order of predestina-
tion, there must be added, what kind of a relation (within
those considerations, which the whole order of the acts of
predestination in the so-called wider sense contains) it has to
the act of decreeing salvation to certain men, namely to those
who shall believe to the end. Therefore, then, this formula
of speaking remains, by which faith is called the moving
cause or reason in relation to the act of election itsclf; yet
not the chief or principal, but with the addition, for the sake
of avoiding ambiguity, of less principal. And those who in
olden times refused to say that faith is the impulsive cause of
election, had respect only to the impulsive principal cause,
not thinking of the less principal impulsive cause. The
sainted Scherzer in his System. LXVIIL p. 488 ff. presents
the argument drawn from the cxecution of the decree of clec-
tion preciscly in the same manner, and urges not only “that
the merit of Christ is the impulsive external ‘principal and meritor-
tous causc of the derree of election, but also that faith is the tmpulsive
external less principal and organic cause. Yea, also the sainted
Ba/thux. Meisner, in his Anthrop. Dec. II. disp. IV. numb.
IIL § 36, after having said: “When Jaith is called the cause of
election, we must not understand the principal, tmpelling, or meritor-
tous cause, but only the instrumental, and, indeed, not of the whole
decree, but rather of a part, namely, of the merit of Christ, which
Jaith apprehends.  For because it is the cause of a part of the decree,
hence after the common manner of apeaking it is called the cause of
the whole f]ecree,"’ and after adding: “It 4s, however, MORE proper
to call fuith either a condition of election, lest it be tmagined to be
absolute, or a part of the order of predestination, to which God had
respect j:rom elernity, not less than to the merst of Christ;” he con-
cludes in 'this noteworthy manner: “That scems Most proper,
not to consider faith separately, as a peculiar cause of election dis-
tinet from f’w 'merif'. of Christ, but jointly, together with the appre-
hended merit 'of Christ itself, 30 that both united constitute one moving
cause of clcfctcrm. For neither did the merit without application, nor
did faith in itself move God to clection, but both, united in the fore-
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sight of God ; that means, the Mit apprehended by faith, or faith
apprehending the merit.” This, 111dged, agrees exactly with the
opinion of the sainted Muswus, Dissert de Elect, anno 1668,
ch. IL 18 and §63. TFor thus, undoubtedly, the relation of
faith to election is such as the impulsive cause or reason has
to that whose cause it is suid to be; not, however, in so far as
it is separately considered, or absolutely in itself, but in so far
as it is considered in respeet to the merit of Christ: so that the
merit of Christ and fuith ave in relation to the decree of election
not as jotnt or partial causes (if thus we dare to speak here),
but as subordinate causes, and through the manner of the
principal and the instrumental cause, (which, as they in the
genus of the cflicient cause produce an effeet by one influx,
although they arc otherwise distinguished one from another:
so in the kind of the impulsire cause they, so to say, move by
one impulse the will of the agent to will the action or
decree.) :

¢) That faith is the impulsive less prineipal cause of
the decee of cleetion is proved by an argument obtained
from the exceution in this manner: That, in view of which, as
the impulsive less principal cause or reason, God saves us in
time, is also that in view of which, as the impulsive less prin-
cipal cause or reason, e decreed from cternity to give us salva-
tion in time. Now fuith in Christ is that in view of which, as
the impulsive less principal cause or reason, God saves us in
time.  Therefore fuith in Christ is that in view of which, as an
mpulsive cause or reason, (lod decreed from eternity to give us
salvation in time. The major, or first proposition, rests upon
tl,]e same proof on which the argument for the moving prin-
cipal cause of election rests, as we have shown in Note e)
under §12. For s respects the agreement of the decree with
1ts'execution there must needs be on both gides the same re-
lation, not only on the side of the impulsive principal, but
also on that of the less principal cause or reason. The minor,
or Se(?ond proposition, is proved from those passages of Scrip-
t“?e In which we are said to be saved by faith, from faith through
{)‘t:f‘h;ﬁgmt: 3, 28. Eph. 2, 8, where a causality, in respect to
cipal eﬂ? lon, 18 a-scnbed’ to faith: and this not of the prin-
not, LO 1°16nt, or 1mpulsw.e cause, ba.tt of the less prlr.mpal ;

» lowever, of the physically efficient, but of the impul-
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. give, or, because God, who saves, is moved to this that He
wills to save through faith, viewed of course not in respect to
its own worthiness: for we are not said to be saved on account
of faith, but inasmuch as it apprehends Christ, that thus in
view of it God wills to save and saves. Compare the sainted
Museeus and Scherzer in the places quoted. But faith has
the relation of an impulsive cause in respect to the eternal
decree of election, not because it existed from eternity, but
because in God’s foresight it was foreseen from eternity. To
this pertains the passage Rom. §,29: “For whom He did fore-
know, (as such that would be in Christ Jesus through faith,
according to verse 1.), He also did predestinate. Whence,
otherwise, the prevision of the merit of Christ which must
be apprehended by faith, or the prevision of faith in Christ, is
said to be the reason or impulsive cause of the decrce of
election.

f) As we are not saved unless throungh persevering
faith.

§ 16, The object (a) of predestination are sinful men, (b),

but such as believe to their end ; all (c) these, and these alone. (d)
. a) Others call them the subject of election. This would

coincide with the finis cus.

b). For 'the predestination of the angels, as it was not
made in Christ, so it does not belong to the present subject.

¢) Asthe impulsive cause or reason of election extends
to all these.

d) Because, namely, the merit of Christ does not move
Fo 8ave us, or to decree salvation unto us, except so far as it
18 apprehended by final faith, or is to be apprehended : there-

fore the de.cree of predestination does not extend to thosc men
who are without persevering faith.

. %} 17, The proximate end (@) of election is salvation it-
he If (b) to. be bestowed upon the elect in time ; the ultimate end,
owever, 18 the glory of the divine goodness. (cy
. zlt)lenO:n;}:lat (;'rt) account of which the decree of election
ol ¢, after our mode of understanding, from eter-
o 'b)h See Mat.t. 25, 34, where the faithfy] are called upon
Inhertt the kingdom. prepared Jor them,” or destined by a di-
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vine decree, “from the foundation of the world,” and, therefore,
destined to attain it in the course of time.

¢) See Eph. 1, 5. 6, where ‘we are said to have been
elected by God to this end that the glory of His grace may be
praised.

§ 18. The decree of election is, according to what has
been set forth, therefore, certain to be (1.) particular (a), (2.)
immutable. (D)

a) Undoubtedly, because not all men were predestinated
or elected to salvation, as is evident from § 14 and § 15 note
(e), the term eclection, which denotes that a few have been
selected or separated from many, also points out the par-
ticularity.

b) Or drrevocable ; so, however, that not an absolute, but
only a conditional immutability ought to be asserted. For as
those, who were clected in view of persevering faith which
was foreseen, might not have believed perseveringly, so they
might not have been saved, but been rejected. But since they
were foreseen by God and thus clected as believers to their
end, and inasmuch as they can not be at the same time such
as believe to their end and such as believe not to their end—
so, after they have been clected, they, from a conditional ne-
cessity, can not be not elected. And on account of the im-
mutability of the divine will it happens, since the object is
not changed and God foresaw that it would not be changed,
that the elect are necessarily saved, although, absolutely
speaking, they might fall from grace. Whence it follows
that although the elect can not only fall from the grace of
God, but also do fall away sometimes, yet none of the elect
falls away finally.

§ 19. Election or predestination in the wider sense (@)
may be defined to be the eternal decree of God (b) according to
which God (¢) decreed from His infinite compassion (d) to send
all men, concerning whom He foresaw that they would fall away
into sin, the Mediator, and to present Him through the universal
preachmg as Him who must be embraced ; to bestow also upon
all, who would not resist , faith through the Word and the Sacra-
ments ; to justify all believers and to renovate them by the con-
tmued use of the means of grace, and to preserve faith in them
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to the end of their lives, and finally to save () them after perse-
vering in faith to their end to the glory of His goodness. (f)

) Because it respects the whole work or process of our
salvation according to § 2.

b) This is the genus of the subject defined.

¢) Who is the efficient cause.

d) "This is the impulsive cause.

e) Thus the very acts to which the decree of predesti-
nation has respect and the object which changes according to
the diversity of the acts, are indicated at the same time.

f) Which is the final cause.

§ 20. In the narrower sense (a) predestination or election
may (b) be defined to be the eternal decree of God, in which God
(c) decreed from His (d) infinite compassion to bestow wpon all
those men, (¢) and upon those alone, of whom He foresaw that
they would persevere to their end, on account of (f) the merit of
Christ to be apprehended by persevering faith (g) and so fore-
seen, — to bestow, (h) I say, eternal salvation, for their salvation
() and His glory.

a) See § 1.

b) The common genus is the same.

¢) The efficient cause, according to § 12.

d) The moving internal cause. See §13.

e) The object of election. See § 16.

f) The impulsive external principal cause. See § 14.

g) The impulsive external less principal cause. See § 15.

!1) Which is the very act, in which this decree formally
consists.

i) This sets forth the end, according to § 17.
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THE FORMULA OF CONCORD ON PREDESTINATION.

There was, prior to the adoption of the last of our confes-
sions, no grave public controversy on the doctrine of election.
There were some differences in the use of terms, and probably
some differences in the doctrine entertained ; but there had
been no public dissensions and divisions among our theolo-
gians. With the statement of this fact the eleventh article
of our Formula of Concord begins. “Concerning the eternal
election of the children of God,” it says, “no public, offensive,
and extended controversy has hitherto arisen among the the-
ologians of the Augsburg Confession. But since in other
places this article has been made a subject of serious conten-
tion, and since it is somewhat agitated among us also, and
has not always been set forth by the theologians with uni-
Iformity of expression, we have therefore, by the grace of God,
In order to prevent disunion and dissension among our pos-
terity, so far as lies in our power, desired to insert an expla-
nation of the subject here, that it might be known to all
what our unanimous doetrine, faith, and confession are con-
cerning this article.”

In his Introduction to the Symbolical Books of our Church,
Pr. Carpzov remarks on this statement: “The question here
18 not concerning private variances, but about public dissen-
Slons.  For it cannot be denied that many of our theologians,
by speaking improperly and figuratively on the subject, and
by not accurately distinguishing always between the antece-

dent universal will of God concerning the salvation of all
5
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men, and the consequent divine will concerning the election
of believers, gave occasion for the Huberian controversy.”
Isag. in lib. symb. p. 1625.,

The fact here stated is undeniable. Expressions were
used which, if taken in their strict sense, could be pressed
into service as proof that all men were regarded as elect. In
opposition to Calvinistic particularity our theologians main-
tained the universality of divine grace. The antecedent will
of God to save the whole human race was placed over against
the figment of an antecedent will of God to save only a fa-
vored few. So far as the will of God is concerned no man is
excluded from eternal life, and none could therefore be ex-
cluded by a divine decree. In this sense “the election of
grace” was sometimes referred to all men. On the other
hand, with regard to the consequent will of God expressions
were used which, if applied to the antecedent will, would in-
volve the Calvinistic error of an antecedent particular elec-
tion. It is important to notice this difference in the applica-
tion of the term. Because our Confession fully recognizes the
universality of divine grace, some have imagined that it
gives countenance to the Huberian vagary of an election in-
dependently of faith in Christ and embracing all men. Be-
cause it recognizes with equal distinctness the particularity
of divine election, some have imagined that it countenances
the Calvinistic fancy of the antecedent particularity of di-
vine grace, and the limitation of election by an absolute de-
cree to but a comparatively small portion of our race. In
either case the error is reached only by neglecting the im-
pou.-t 'of the language employed and following preconceived
opinions.

Our older theologians had no difficulty in understanding
their C(_mfes'sion. Whilst they generally employed the terms
predestination and election in a strict sense and treated the
subject accordingly, they recognized the wider acceptation
and taught well because they distinguished well. With
them, as with earlier writers, election occupied a place sub-
ordx'nate to the great doctrine of man’s redemption through
Christ and'of -his justiﬁgation by faith; and although they
sep'arat.edilt In conception from the other doctrines with
which it is connected and upon which it is dependent, they
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never lost sight of the fact that the term could be used and
was used in a wider sense. Therefore they did not apply
their strict definition to the words of the Confession, and
thus misunderstand it by referring to a special act what was
said of the whole series to which it belongs. As an example
of their mode of viewing it we adduce the words of Dr. Baier:
“By the words predestination and election is denoted some-
times the decree concerning the whole work of bringing men
to salvation; sometimes especially the decree concerning cer-
tain persons who, being known in a certain mode to the di-
vine mind, shall certainly be saved.. The former is the wider
sense of the words, according to which, o to speak, the whole
procecding of God in the work of salvation, as this shall take.
place in time. ix conceived to be decreed from eternity. In
this gense it ix =aid that predestination, or the eternal elee-
tion of God, procures the salvation of His children and ap-
points those things which pertain to it. See Formula of
Concord, Epit. NI. £, Certain grades are also cnumerated in
which clection or predestination consists.  Form. Cone., Sol.
Decl. XI. S0 Cundisius says: ‘The word predestination is
used either in a wide or in a striet sense.  Where it is used
in a wide scuxe it comprehends the whole provision of the
means of salvation. In this sense the term is used in the
Formula of Concord, Sol. Decl. XI. In the strict sense the
word significs the ordination of believers to salvation accord-
ing to the purpose of God.  In this case prothesis, or purpose,
and proorismos, or predestination, are to be regarded as dis-
tinet” The sanie strict sense is also recognized by Meisner
when he writes: “ First God ordained the means for all.  But
because not all would accept them He did not elect all. Thus
the decree of the means precedes in order the decree of elec-
tion, and so the merit of Christ, apprehended by faith and
taken into consideration from cternity, is not the means, but
the cause of the decree.” Comp. part. IIL cap. 12. § 2.%

For centuries the great theologians of the Lutheran
Church were content to read and adopt the Formula of Con-
cord in this light. But recently a doctrine has been promul-
gated which requires a different explanation of our Confes-

—

¢ #For a further explanation of the distinction in the use of these
Crms see Quenstedt, Theol. Did. Polem. IIL. cap. 2. th. 5. and Hollaz,
X. Theol. Acr. ITT. 21, cap. 2, qu. 5.
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gion. It is claimed that God, without any reference to man’s
foreseen acceptance or rejection of the merits of Christ offered
in the Gospel, from eternity formed a decree of salvation em-
bracing only a portion of our lost race, and that this is the
decree of which the whole XI. Article of our Formula of Con-
cord treats. In this way our Confession is made to explain
the mystery, why some men—only some—are led to believe
and to persevere in faith unto salvation, by alleging that God
elected these—only these—to eternal life, and to teach that
each one of these favored persons, for his comfort and joy, may
know himself to be among them.

Notwithstanding all that has been said in favor of the
new interpretation, and all the arguments that have been
adduced to show that the old is untenable, we must continue
to walk in the old paths in which our fathers walked. This
is not only because we find ourselves in better company while
we continue in companionship with them, but because they
can render the better reason for their course. Whether our
Confession teaches the doctrine claimed for it by the new de-
parture of Missouri, or whether it teaches what the Church
ever since its publication understood it to teach and heartily
believed, let a candid examination of its contents decide.

I. After referring to the fact that predestination is a
subject of which the Scriptures speak in various places, and
that it should therefore not be ignored in our public teach-
ing, the Formula, in the first place, sets forth the difference
between foreknowledge and election.. Epit. §2-5; Decl. §3-8.
This difference is twofold. First, forecknowledge “extends to
all creatures, the good and the bad,” while predestination
refers “ only to the children of God, who were elected and or-
dained to eternal life before the foundation of the world.”
God foresees everything, whether it be good or bad, but He
ordains only the good. Secondly, foreknowledge is merely an
act of cognition, not involving any activity of the divine will
causative of that which is foreknown, while election is an act
of the will effecting that which is ordained. “The fore-
knowledge of God foresees evil also, but this is not to be un-
derstood as if it were His gracious will that it should -take
place.” “But the eternal election of God not only foresees
and forcknows the salvation of the elect, but through His
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gracious will and good pleasure in Christ Jesus is also a cause
which procures, works, facilitates, and promotes our salva-
tion and whatever pertains to it.” The Calvinistic error,
which virtually denies all free acts of the creature and makes
foreknowledge dependent on foreordination, so that God fore-
sees all future things simply because He has predetermined
them, is thus sct aside. Only what is good is of God; what
is evil is of Satan and wicked men ; but God foresees both.

The strongest argument which the defenders of the new
interpretation have urged is derived from this first section.
In the comparison between foreknowledge and election two
distinctions arc made. In the first place, foreknowledge “ex-
tends to all creatures, the good and the bad,” while election
“does not pertain to the good and the bad, but only to the
children of God who were elected and ordained to eternal
life” §4.5. Sccondly, the forcknowledge of God foresees
the evil also, but is not its cause, while * the eternal election
of God not only foresees and forcknows the salvation of the
elect, but through Ilis gracious will and good pleasure in
Christ Jesus is also a cause which procures, works, facili-
tates, and promotes our salvation and all that pertains to it.”
§6-8. From thix the argument is drawn, that our Confession
could not, in itx presentation of tlie subject, have meant the
word to be understood in a wider sense, because that is en-
tirely inapplicable when it is said that clection pertains only
to the children of God; and if it is used in its strict sense in
the beginning, it can not be used in a wide sense in the
progress of the dixcussion, especially not in the second of the
two distinctions made between foreknowledge and election.
The argument has plausibility, and many are no doubt led
Py it to put a construction on our Confession which, accord-
g to our firm conviction, does the Church injustice. In
reply we submit to candid readers the following consider-
ations:

1. The Formula by the connections in which it uses the
?vord clearly indicates its signification. It speaks of the sub-
Ject in a way that is preposterous if the wide sense be set
aside and the proposed narrow signification be substituted.
IP tells us that “in Christ we should seek the eternal elec-
tion of the Father, who decreed in His cternal divine coun-
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sel, that besides those who acknowledge Christ to be His
Son and believe in Him He will save no one,” and that “He
has not only in simple words promised this gracious election,
but He has confirmed it with an oath, and sealed it with the
holy sacraments, which we can remember and by which we
can be consoled in our greatest trials, and with which we can
.quench the fiery darts of the devil.” Epit. §13. Tt tells us
that “Christ as the only begotten Son of God, who is in the
bosom of the Father, John 1, 18, has revealed the will of the
Father unto us, and consequently also our eternal election to
everlasting life; namely, when He says, ‘The kingdom of
heaven is at hand: repent ye, and believe the gospel” Mark
1,15. Again He says, ‘This the will of Him that sent me,
that every one which secth the Son and believeth on Him
may have everlasting life, John 6, 40. And furthermore,
‘God so loved the world, &ec. John 3, 16. These declara-
tions the Father desires all men to hear, in order that they
may come unto Christ. But Christ will not cast from him-
self those who come; for it is written; ‘Him that cometh to
me I will in no wise cast out.” John 6, 37.” Sol. Decl. § 67.
68. It tells us that “the Word of God leads us to Christ, who
is the book of life, in which are written and elected all those
who shall be eternally saved; as it is written, -According as
He hath chosen us in Him before the foundation of the
world” Eph. 1,4. Now Christ calls to Himself all sinners
and promises them rest; and it is His carnest desire that
all men should come to Him and permit themselves to be
helped.” Epit. § 6. 7. It tells us that “the text, ‘Many are
called, but few are chosen,” does not imply that God does not
desire to save all men, but the cause is that they either do not
hear the Word of God at all, but obstinately despise it, clos-
ing their ears and hardening their hearts, and thus obstruct
the ordinary means of access of the Holy Spirit, so that He
cannot perform His work in them; or, if they have hearq it,
they again neglect and disregard it; of which neither God
nor his election, but their own wickedness is the cause.” Ib.
§ 12, Cun clection in such passages mean a divine decree by
which a few persons only, without any consideration of the
relation in which they would stand to the proffered grace in
Christ, were set apart to unconditional salvation? Fair-
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minded men should recognize that to be impossible. If it
meant that, our Confession would be an amazing document.
It would then say that “in Christ we should seek the eternal
election of the Father,” but of course no one can find it un-
less he belongs to the sclect few; that “besides those who
acknpwledge Christ and believe in Him He will save no
one,” but that has nothing to do with our election, which
takes place without any regard to such recognition and faith
and which is the cause of xuch recognition and faith; that
Christ revealed to us our eternal election when He ' said,
“This is the will of Him that sent me, that every one which
seeth the Son and believeth on Him may have everlasting
life,” but of course the glad tidings must be limited to the
favored few; that Christ calls all men to Himself as the book
of life in whicli all the eleet are written, but of course this
must be restricted to the seleet few whose names God for
some inscrutable reason chose to write in that book without
any reference to their seeing the Son and believing on Him,
and who alone can be saved; that He has promised us this
gracious clection and confirmed it with an oath and scaled it
with the holy =acraments that we might have assurance and
comfort, but of course only those whose election is sure with-
out any consideration of their believing the promise can
have the right or the power to appropriate it. Can the
authors of our Formula be fairly charged with such dialectic
vaulting? Their meaning is plain.  They speak, as our old
theologians understood them to speak, of clection in its wide
sense as an ordination of means for all men, by the proper
use of which they might he brought to Christ and made
accepted in the Beloved, and as an ordination to eternal life
of those persons who believe in the Redeemer of the world
and thus arc recorded in Him as the book of life. The
gracious election is designed for all, but only those are elect
Who receive Christ—clect according to the foreknowledge of
God from eternity.

. 2. The Formula itsclf expressly declares in what sense
18 uses the word and desires it to be understood. It tells us
that “if we would discourse correctly and with advantage
upon the eternal election or predestination and ordination of
the children of God to eternal life, we should accustom our-
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selves not to speculate upon the bare, hidden, secret, inscrut-
able foreknowledge of God, but to meditate on it in the
manner in which the counsel, the purpose, and ordination of
God in Christ Jesus, who is the right and true book of life,
are revealed unto us in the Word. Therefore, the whole doc-
trine concerning the purpose, the counsel, will, and ordi-
nation of God, belonging to our redemption, call, justifica-
tion, and salvation, should be comprised together.” § 13. 14.
“And in this counsel, purpose, and ordination God has not
only prepared salvation in general, but has mercifully considered
also each and every person of the elect, who will ultimately be
saved through Christ, has elected them to salvation, and
decreed that, in the manner now mentioned, He will, through
His grace, gifts, and operation, bring them to this salvation,
agsist them in it, promote it, and strengthen and preserve
" them. Al this, dccording to the Scriptures, is comprehended in the
doctrine concerning the eternal election of God to the adoption of
children and to everlasting salvation, and should be understood in
this article,; it ought never to be excluded or omitted when we dis-
course of the purpose, predestination, election, and ordination of God
to salvation.” §23.24. How is it possible, if such words are
read without prejudice, to find anything else in them but
that the Confession means by the term election the ordi-
nation of means to salvation and the choice of the persons
in whom these means have accomplished that whereunto
they were sent? It would be difficult to find a form of words
which would say more clearly that the term is used in a wide

sense, embracing a result together with the means by which
it is reached.

3. If the authors of our Formula, notwithstanding their
repeated reference to the latitude in which they use the term,
still applied it in a way inconsistent with their own defini-
tion, that is not creditable to their accuracy, but it does not
cha_nge the fact that “in this counsel, purpose, and ordi-
nation God has not only prepared salvation in general, but
has also considered each and every person of the elect.” and
decreed that in the way mentioned He will bring th,em to
this salvation. To say that our confessors simply meant to
point out the necessity of considering the ordination of
means also, when considering the decree of election, may be

[
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to some a satisfactory way out of the difficulty in which their
theory involves them, but the words remain against them.
Is there any such difficulty when the meaning of the words
as explained by the Formula itself is kept in mind? The
advocates of the new doctrine would have us believe that the
first section, if the word is understood in the wide sense, is a
bundle of confusion.- Let us see. Election is the decree of
God to prepare the means of salvation for all men and tb
give eternal life to those in whom those means accomplish
the desired end. Before entering upon the further discussion
of the subject the Formula shows how election differs from
foreknowledge. This ditterence is twofold. It pertains first
to the subjects, and secondly to the question of causality.
Foreknowledge extends over all creatures; does election also?
Of course it must, says Dr. Walther, if the term be taken in
its wide sense, else there would be confusion in the presenta-
tion. But as election in its wide sense includes the ordi-
nation of persons to eternal life, would it not be misleading
to say that all persons are clect, even keeping distinctly in
mind that the clection, so far as it is an ordination of means,
is really designed for all men? The clect are only those in
whom the process has culminated in that which is its aim.
This is so obvious that there was no need for a special men-
tion, when persons are had in view, of a distinction between
those for whom the meaus are designed, and who might be
called elect in that sense, and those in whom the means have
accomplished their purpose, and who are clect in the proper
sense; just as when we speak of salvation as embracing the
whole provision of God to bring us to life eternal and the
actual bestowal of this life upon believers, it would not
be Decessary to make any explanation if we said that only
believers are saved, notwithstanding that the provision of
means embraced in the salvation is intended for all. But
Wh(.an it is said that foreknowledge is not causal of that
which is foreknown, while election is a cause of our salvation
and. all that pertains to it, the connection renders it just as
obvious that election, not as decreeing the salvation of some
persoPs, but as ordaining the means of salvation for all per-
%008 i had in mind. The doctrine set forth throughout the
Whole Formula is, not that God singled out certain persons
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and prepared salvation for these, resulting in a limited atone-
ment, an effectual calling only for the favored few, and other
figments of Calvinism, but that God prepared salvation for
all and elected those who believe. That this is the doctrine
set forth will appear more fully as we proceed; here we
merely call attention to the decisive words: “In Christ we
should seek the eternal election of the Father, who decreed in
‘His eternal divine counsel, that besides those who acknowl-
edge Christ to be His Son and truly believe in Him, He will
save no one.” Epit. §13. When the Formula speaks of
election as the cause of salvation, Lutherans should have no
difficulty in understanding this as referring to the ordination
of means, and our fathers had no difficulty. Probably if the
authors of the Formula could have had any anticipation of
the new departure of this nineteenth century, in this west-
ern land, they would, have still further guarded their ex-
pressions against any Calvinizing misconstructions.

4. Tt must be kept in view that when the double differ-
ence between forcknowledge and election as to subjects and
causality arc to be pointed out, the relation is not the same.
For the very purpose of making the distinction clear, the
glect persons must be viewed in the one case from the end,
in th.e other case from the beginning, of the electing act.
!(eepmg in mind that election, as the Formula ‘presents it,
is the divine ordination of means and the divine ordination
to eternal life of those in whom these means attain their end,
onl}.’ a confused mind could find confusion when, in desig-
nating the subjects, the view is confined to the persons in
whom the purpose is attained, but in designﬁting the power
of election the view is transferred to the starting point and
thgs to the means by which the persons are made such elect
c.hlldren of God—accordingly to election as a cause of salva-
tion. While this accords with the whole doctrine as subse-
quently explained in the Formula, it involves no difficulty
n'ot equally attaching to the new doctrine which is incon-
sistent with that explanation. For Dr. Walther too must
when election is said to pertain only to the elect children o;'
QO<1, conceive the act as already accomplished in the segrega-
tion of certain persons, while, when it is said to be a cause of
our salvation and all that pertaius to it, he must consider it



THE FORMULA OF CONCORD ON PREDESTINATION. 75

as an act of which the mass of miserable mankind is in some‘
singular sense the object and which results in the separation
of the elect children of God from the non-elect. For he surely
can not mean that the eleet are such in the mind of God be-
fore the election which is said to be the cause of their salva-
tion. He too gets “between two fires,” as he expresses it. If
he says that election pertains only to the children of God who
were ordained to cternal life from eternity, then how could
election be a cause which procures their salvation, since its
objects are, by the very terms of the definition, already in a
state of salvation? If he says that election contemplates
men yet in a state of damnation, who, by the very act of elec-
tion, are to be bronght into a state of sonship and salvation,
how then can it be said to pertain only to the children of
God, since its objects, by the very terms of the proposition,
are not children of Giod at all? Tt is easy to confuse people’s
minds by logical diversions, but our Confession has no re-
sponsibility in the matter.  Tts authors had reason to rely on
the fairness of Christian men, assuming that these would not,
when it is explained in what sense the word election is used,
make a difliculty, and on the ground of this deny that it
could be meant in that sense.  All that is necessary to re-
move the difliculty is to obscrve the difference in the point
of view between the designation of the subjects and of the
causality of election, and this must be observed in any inter-
pretation that may be given.  Even in the wide sense of the
term election, when the persons are viewed with reference to
the terminux ad quem, as it is natural and right to do in de-
fining the subjicts cmbraced, it pertains only to the children
Of‘God. If any one should, in this case, prefer to say that the
wide sense is actually abandoned and the narrow substituted,
we would differ, but we would not quarrel with him on a
mere thetorical « (uestion.  We would differ with him ; for we
€an not concede that when, e. g. sanctification is spoken of as
embracing the calling, illumination, conversion, justification,
and renovation of man, it would be natural and right to say,
th%n the subjects are to be named, that because the call is
Universal, all men are sanctified; on the contrary, as the acts
CUImlnating in renovation must be taken conjointly, only
those who are justified are sanctified. But we would not
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quarrel with him; for whether it is called the wide or the
narrow sense, the description itself shows that not the objects
upon whom the electing act begins or for whom it is de-
signed, is meant when election is said to pertain only to the
children of God, while the context renders it equally obvious
that, when election is said to be the cause of salvation, the
persons are conceived not as already elected, as in the former
case, but as persons upon whom the electing act is to exert
its causal power that they may become elect children of God.
The result is the same in either case, and the difference lies
only in maintaining, in the latter instance, that the authors
of the Formula did not forget the strict sense of the-term, but
applied it where circumstances seemed to require, the circum-
stances that required it also making it perfectly plain that
then the strict sense was meant. '

5. Before we pass to the next section there is one other
point to be noticed. Supposing that our Formula did not,
in this first division, intend to use the word in the greater
latitude in which it is afterwards explained, what right would
any person have to put a Calvinizing construction upon the
statement that election is a cause which procures our salva-
tion a.nd all that pertains to it? Assuming that the wide
sense is used only after that has been plainly set forth as its
signification, and that in the section pointing out the differ-
ence between foreknowledge and election the latter term is
u.sed .only in its strict sense, would it then follow that elec-
tion is meant to be represented as absolute, i. e. as a divine
decree determining the salvation of only a few favored per-
sons because God so willed it? The Formula expressly re-
Je(.:t.s the notion that “the Lord would institute a certain
military review, saying this one shall be saved, that one
shall be lost; this one shall persevere to the ené but that
one sha}l not persevere.” §9. Therefore, even if c’alection is
meant in the narrow sense when it is said to be “a cause
‘\:}xxch procures, works, facilitates, and promotes our salva-
tion and all that pertains to it,” the subjects of this causal
action c(?uld not be considered as a favored few who are not
differentiated f’rom the others; for such a lack of distinction
would'make 1t impossible to determine the action of the
causality. They must be regarded as elect before the elec-
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tion can be a cause of salvation in these definite persons. If
election itself makes the difference between the saved and
the lost, and actually effects the salvation of the few forming
the first class, it is not only a cause, but the only great cause
of salvation, to which any other causes could be only aux-
iliary, and it would be in the most emphatic sense a military
review, in which God says, this one shall be saved, that one
shall not be. Our Formula could not mean anything else, if
the term election be used in a strict sense when it is called
a cause of salvation, than this, that God has foreseen who
would believe and persevere, and these he elected to sonship
and salvation, this election being a cause again, subordinate
to the causes which render us children of God, to promote the
salvation of these elect persons. In other words, the eternal
decree would be a cause of its execution in time. In no case
could the new doctrine be found in the Formula.

II. In the second section, Epit. § 6-9, Decl. § 9-24, our
article proceeds to show how this predestination is to be con-
templated. There are two modes of viewing it. One is that
which endeavors to look into the mind of God and ascertain
the secret of His forcknowledge and eternal decree with re-
gard to individuals; the other is that which looks at the
eternal purpose as it is revealed in the Scriptures for our
learning, and as it is executed in the provision of means for
the deliverance of all men and the actual salvation of all
that believe. The former way has no profit and comfort in
1t; the latter is the way of light and peace.

“This predestination is not to be sought out in God’s
secret counsel, but in the Word of God, in which it is re-
vealed.” Epit. § 6. There are secrets respecting it, which
are subsequently mentioned; but they do not concern us, nor
18 their knowledge at all necessary for our comfort. All that
we need for peace here and blessedness hereafter is revealed,
and any thoughts that need information beyond that to quiet
hem, or any efforts to soar beyond it and discover the secrets
of GOd, are evil and dangerous. “This eternal election or
ordination of God must not be contemplated nakedly in the
Secret, inscrutable counsel of God, as if it comprehended
Nothing more, or required nothing more, or as if nothing
more were to be taken into consideration, than the fact that
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God has foreseen what men and how many will secure salva-
tion, and what men and how many shall perish forever, or as
if the Lord should institute a certain military review, say-
ing, this one shall be saved, that one shall be lost, this one
shall persevere to the end, that one shall not persevere. For
from this opinion many derive and adopt strange, perilous,
and pernicious thoughts, which produce and confirm either
security and impenitence, or discouragement and despair.”
Decl. §9.10. It is certain that God does know who will
be saved and who will perish, for He unquestionably knows
who will die in Christ and who will die in his sins. But
into this secret we are not to pry, and from that point of
view we are not to contemplate predestination. If we did,
the result could only be such thoughts as these: “Even if I
commit every manner of sin and shame without repentance,
even if I do not regard the Word and Sacraments, nor con-
cern myself about repentance, faith, prayer, or piety, I shall
and must nevertheless be saved, because the clection of God
must stand; but if T am not predestined, it will avail noth-
ing even if I do adhere to the Word, repent, believe, etc., for
I can neither hinder nor change the predestination of God.”
§10. And it is very properly remarked that “such thoughts
may arise in the minds even of the pious,” especially “ when
the individual takes into consideration his own weakness,
and views the examples of those who persevered not, but.
afterwards fell away.” §11. That such a contemplation of
the doctrine can not be the correct one is proved by reference
to.t}fe purpose of Scripture. ““In opposition to this false
opinion }ﬁ}d to these perilous thoughts the following most
ﬁr.m position should be taken, which is sure and cannot de-
cewe.our.expectation, namely: It is certain that ‘all Scrip-
ture. is given by inspiration of God,’ not to contribute to a
i(e:;h(rlec&f; :e(:l;rity and to impeniten(?e, but to be ¢ profitable
0 e, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in
righteousness.’” 2 Tim. 3, 16. It is certain also that all
e o o i e ot v
the Scriptures ’mi ht have ﬁ r(’ng ey e comiort (')f
is without any dogubt that thopt)e" om: 15-’ +. Wherefore it
or the right use of the doctr?n;nc cormng tho sound conse
oncerning the eternal pre-
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destination of God, by which either impenitence or despair
is excited or confirmed.” § 12.

Having shown which is not the scriptural and consola-
tory way of viewing predestination, the Formula proceeds to
point out the right way. Besides the predestination of cer-
tain definite persons to eternal life, namely those whom
God from eternity sees as believers in Christ and who are
saved through faith in His name, but whom we cannot
know, there is much in predestination that we can know,
and to that we must in the main confine ourselves in
considering the doctrine. God foreknows who shall be saved,
but practically we have nothing to do with that; our con-
cern must be to pursue the way of salvation, that we may
thus be assured of being among the number cventually saved
and accordingly predestinated in Christ. “ Wherefore if we
would reflect and discourse correctly and with advantage
upon the eternal election or predestination and ordination of
the children of God to cverlasting life, we should accustom
ourselves not to speculate upon the bare, hidden, inscrutable
foreknowledge of Giod, but to meditate upon it in the manner
in which the counscl, the purpose, and ordination of God in
Christ Jesus, who is the right and true book of life, are re-
vealed to us through the Word; to wit, that the whole doc-
trine concerning the purpose, counsel, will, and ordination of
God, belonging to our redemption, call, justification, and sal-
vation be comprised together. For in this manner Paul
treats and explains this article, Rom. 8, 29. 30; Eph. 1, 4. 5,
and Christ also in the parable, Matt. 22, 1-14; namcly, that
in His counsel and purpose God ordained:

1. That the human race should be truly redeemed and
reconciled to God through Christ, who by His innocent obedi-
ence, suffering, and death has merited for us that righteous-
ness which avails before God, and eternal life.

2. That this merit of Christ and His benefits should be
offered, administered, and distributed to us through His
Word and Sacraments

3. That by His Holy Spirit through the Word, when it
is Preached, heard and considered, He will be efficacious and
active in us, to turn our hearts unto true repentance and to
Preserve us in the true faith.
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4. That He will justify all those who in true repentance
embrace Christ in genuine faith, graciously receive them, and
adopt them as children and heirs of eternal life.

5. That He will in sincere love sanctify those who are
justified by faith, as St. Paul, Eph. 1, 4, testifies.

6. That He will defend them in their great weakness
against the devil, the world, and the flesh, will govern and
lead them in His ways, and, if they should stumble, raise
them up again, and comfort and preserve them in trials and
temptations.

7. That He will strengthen and extend in them that
good work which He has commenced, and preserve them
unto the end, if they adhere to the Word of God, are diligent
in prayer, persevere in the grace of God, and faithfully use
the gifts received.

8. That He will finally render those whom He has
elected, called, and justified, eternally happy and glorious in
everlasting life. Decl. § 13-22.

The view of predestination taken by our Confession is
thus plainly set forth. We are not to regard. it simply as a
decree of God, naked and absolute, with regard to certain
persons singled out indiscriminately from the perishing mul-
titude, just as little as we are to consider it a mere divine
foreknowledge of those who, by some fatality or by an exer-
cise of natural power, shall acquire eternal blessedness. It
does not consist merely in God’s foreknowing who will live
and who will perish, nor in His determining that this one
shall be saved and that one shall be lost. It embraces the
divine decrees establishing the order of salvation for all men,
as well as the decree securing sonship and salvation to those
who believe and persevere in faith. The eight points are not
introduced as bearing upon election merely because the elect
aresaved in thisorder. Such an interpretation is impossible
without doing violence to the words. In the first place, it is
not true, as the men of the new Missouri departure must
themselves admit, that God first clected His favorites and
then “ordained that the human race should be truly re-
deemed and reconciled to God through Christ,” so that a
practicable way might be provided to save th’ese favorites
already absolutely predestinated to salvation. In the second
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place, these eight points involve conditions which present
an insurmountable obstacle to the theory that they are meant
merely to show the order of salvation with reference to those
who are previously elected. The election in the narrow
sense, as limited to the persons of the elect, cannot fail ; for
it embraces only those who, according to the infallible fore-
knowledge of God, will certainly be saved. But in the coun-
sel and purpose of which the Formula speaks God has or-
dained “that He will justify all those who in true repentance
embrace Christ in genuine faith, graciously receive them, and adopt
them as children and heirs of eternal life)’ and “that He will
strengthen and extend in them that good work which He
has commenced, and preserve them unto the end, I1F they
adhere to the Word of (lod, are diligent in prayer, persevere in the
grace of God, and fuithfully use the gifts received.” The Missou-
_ rians are imposing a burden which thoughtful Christians
cannot bear, when they ask us to believe that the authors of
the Formula were speaking of election in the narrow sense
when they made such statements, and that thus, because
they declare clection to be the cause of our salvation and all
that pertains to it, they meant to make it the cause of the
redemption through Christ, while, on the other hand, the
elect themsclves would be preserved unto the end and saved
only hypothetically, “if they adhere to the Word of God.”
Such interpreters, for the sake of finding a foothold in our
Confession for their amtecedently particular decree of elec-
tion, make it virtually teach a limited atonement; but the
very process by which they strive to accomplish this takes
away the whole foundation from under their feet, as it ren-
ders the very forcknowledge of God, together with election in
the strict sense, entirely hypothetical.

The Formula manifestly can not mean that election is to
be viewed as preceding, in the mind of God, the whole order
which is set forth in the cight decrces, as if these were intro-
fluced merely to show how the absolute election of certain
Individuals is to be executed. On the contrary, they show
how persons become elect through the ordained means, thus
describing the whole process of election which results in the
decree of eternal salvation to persevering believers. It is

thus the cause of salvation in the persons in whom the
6 .



82 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

means accomplish their purpose. God sent His Son, gave
His Word and Sacrament, and sends His Holy Spirit for the
salvation of all. Not for a few persons whom He had for
gome hidden and inscrutable reason previously selected from
the miserable mass of mankind did Jesus shed His precious
blood. Not for such a select few were Word and Sacrament
instituted and appointed to be efficacious, so that they would
convey saving grace, provided the persons to whom they are
brought are among the elect. Not in the case of such an
arbitrarily chosen few only is the Holy Spirit to accompany
the means, so that only to them the call extended would be
sincere and effectual. As surely as God will have all men to
be saved and to come unto the knowledge of the truth, so
surely these means of salvation are provided for all men.
Neither can the rest of the eight points refer only to a few
who are alleged to have been previously elected. They show,
not how a small number especially favored are led to salva-
tion, but how a separation takes place in the multitude, all
of whom it is God’s will to save and for all of whom these
means of salvation are ordained. Besides decreeing that the
human race should be redeemed through Christ, that the
Redeemer’s merit should be offered to all through the Word
and Sacraments, and that “through the Word, when it is
pre?.ched, heard, and considered, He will be efficacious and
active in us to turn our hearts unto true repentance,” God in
His cour}sel and purpose has ordained that He will justify all
who believe, that He will sanctify those who are justified,
that He will preserve them unto the end if they adhere to
the Word of God, and that He will finally glorify those whom
He: has elected, called, and justified. The Formula clearly"
points out the way of salvation for the purpose of exhibitiﬁg
the ’way of election. This we are not to seek in the secrets of
%’03 ;:3201;D<S)Z‘}?grge;v:ult] in the revelation of the Gospel.
M ) ave the means of grace, we have

the Holy Spirit’s power to work faith. “As many as received
21&1; :: tt}ll):::lbi?i‘:; :{2 pI(in:er to be(’:,ome the sons of God, even
sons as are sons of Goc;1 ar ¥ I;?ncflle‘l o 1: > .Such P
tinated us unto the ado i'ca ef eh?Ct’ God “having px"edes-
Himselt? Eph, 15, Bot docticr s e by Jesus Christ to
- 1,9. But election in its complete sense has
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reference also to the final salvation of the believer; and this
too will be secured, IF we “adhere to the Word of God, are
diligent in prayer, persevere in the grace of God, and faith-
fully use the gifts received.” The whole process of election
as it takes place in time is thus described. But as the whole
proceeding was known to the mind of God from eternity, He
does not elect the individuals only when they become be-
lievers, or when they have continued steadfast in the faith
until their ¢nd, but in foresight of their faith and of their
perseverance in it, He has elected them from eternity. They
are “elect according to the forcknowledge of God.” 1 Pet. 1, 2.
“Whom He did foreknow, He also did predestinate to be con-
formed to the image of His Son, that He might be the first-
born among many Dbrethren.” Rom. 8 29. Our Confession
analyzes the deeree of clection into a series of decrees, the
result of whose operation is the separation of certain persons,
i. e. those who receive Christ by faith, as the elect children of
God. The cight deerees are not introduced to show how cer-
tain persons who arve eleet beforechand are saved, but to ex-
plain eleetion by showing how it takes place, and accordingly
how individuals are elected.

Therefore the Confession does not stop when the eight
points showing the way of predestination have been set forth.
Something more ix necessary to set forth the doctrine.  Elee-
tion refers to persons as well as to the means by which men
are to be saved.  “Inthis counsel, purpose, and ordination,”
our Article continues, “God has not only prepared salvation
In general, but has mercifully considered also each and every

.Person of the cleet who will ultimately be saved through
Christ, has elected them to salvation, and decreed that in the
Mmanner now mentioned He will, through His grace, gifts,
and operation, bring them to this salvation, assist them in it,
and strengthen and preserve them.” §23. The Latin copy
has. the words: “God in His counsel, purpose, and ordi-
hation not only in general procured the salvation of those
that are His, but also mercifully foreknew each and every
Person of the elect who are to be saved through Christ,
elected them,” &c. From thesc words it has been inferred
‘fhat our Formula meant to teach an absolute predestination,
! & an election of individuals without any reference to their
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reception of Christ by faith or rejection of Him by unbelief.
It is imagined that in saying He made provision for “them
that are His,” it implies that He had previously selected
some individuals to be the recipients of His grace, and that
to these only the ordination of means can be referred. But
this is forcing into the language a sense that conflicts with
the whole scope of the discussion. That would imply not
only, as those who urge it design it to imply, that only these
should by the Holy Spirit be led to believe and to persevere
in faith, but also that only for these Christ died, only for these
have the means of grace efficacy, only for these is there a sin-
cere call to salvation. Such a doctrine the Confession ex-
pressly repudiates. If that be possible, the Latin text is
even less capable than the German of being so perverted
with any plausibility. It says that God foreknew (praescivit)
every one of the elect. To suppose that our confessors would
carefully point out the distinction between foreordination
and foreknowledge, and then use the latter as synoymous
with the former, is imputing to them a degree of obtuseness
whi‘ch would discredit their whole work. God prepared sal-
vation for all men, and as He foreknew them that are His, it
was natural, in speaking of these especially, that our con-
fessors shoqld ‘mention them explicitly in repeating the
: general ordination of means which refer to all men, includ-
ing the elect. These He foreknew, and decreed that in the
way of salvation prepared for all men, not in a different way
He would save them. This appointment of special persons’
to salvation is the second part of predestination as conceived
by the authors of the Formula. It embraces, first, the ordi-
nat%on of means for the salvation of all; socéndl , the ordi-
nation of those persons to eternal life in’ whom ti;se means
attain their purpose. )
" What could be more clear tha is pr i
doctrine in its twofold aspect? “]\linehlsShfL:che:Z:fllz;ré o ttlllli
selves not to speculate upon the bare, hidden ’ mt %
scrutable foreknowledge of God,” in W}’lich we ’ Secge (,1 o
comfort because we cannot know whether we are obraced in
it or not, but u i it i embraced in
0 ) are “to meditate upon it in the manner in
;vhlc'h tl})e fotlnsel.'purpose, and ordination of God in Christ
Jesus, who is the right and true book of life, are revealed to
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us through the Word; to wit, that the whole doctrine con-
cerning the purpose, counsel, will, and ordination of God, be-
longing to our redemption, call, justification, and salvation
be comprised together.” The same double import of the doc-
trine is repeated, after the first part has been explained,
when the second is introduced. “In this counsel, purpose,
and ordination, God has not only prepared salvation in gen-
eral, but has also mercifully foreknown each and every person
of the elect who will be saved through Christ, elected them
to salvation,” etc. And that every possibility of misappre-
hension might be excluded, the Confession, after setting
forth both parts, sums up the whole by saying: “All this,
according to the Scripture, is comprehended in the doctrine
concerning the eternal election of God to the adoption of
children and to cverlasting salvation, and should be under-
stood in this article; 4t ought never to be excluded or omitted
when we discourse of the purpose, predestination, election,
and ordination of God to salvation.,” §24.

The theory which would limit the conception of elec-
tion as set forth in the Formula only to the second part re-
ferring to the persons, making it consist in the absolute
foreordination of certain favored persons who are then to be
saved in the way indicated, is a Calvinistic error which the
Confession condemns. If that were received, not only abso-
lute election, but absolute reprobation as well must be re-
garded as the doctrine confessed. No, “this eternal election
or ordination of God to everlasting life must not be contem-
plated merely in the sccret, inscrutable counsel of God, as if
it comprehended nothing more, or as if nothing more were to
be taken into consideration, than the fact that God foresees
what men and how many will secure salvation, and what
men and how many shall perish forever, or as if the Lord
would institute a certain military review, saying, this one
shall be saved, that one shall be lost, this one shall persevere
fo the end, that one shall not persevere.” §9.

HOL The next section (Epit. 6-11; Decl. 25-33) shows
how we may know the elect, which serves as a farther ex-
Planation of the doctrine and guide to its salutary use. As
the question of our salvation is of paramount importance,
and only the elect, whose names are recorded in the book of
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life, shall be saved, it must be of great concern to us to know
whether we belong to the elect. §25. How shall we know
this? ‘

The Formula answers first negatively. It tellsus: “In
reference to this point we should not judge according to.our
reason, or to the law, or to any external appearance; nor
should we attempt to scrutinize the concealed, hidden depth
of the divine predestination.” § 26. Reason cannot lay
down a rule according to which a separation of the elect
from the non-elect is to take place, neither can it penetrate
into the mind of God to ascertain His ways and workings.
If we judge according to reason we shall, on account of our
blindness, fall into the pit of recklessness or despair. Nor
can we judge of our election by the law, for the simple reason
that by the deeds of the law no flesh shall be justified. Not
by conformity to the commandments of God, but by faith in
Jesus are souls saved; and that which can furnish no assur-
ance of salvation can certainly not lead to certainty of elec-
tion. External appearances, too, afford no reliable basis for
judging of our predestination. It does not follow that one is
chosen of God because he fares sumptuously every day and is
not afflicted like other men. It may seem all well with a man
when in fact it is all ill with him. Finally, the effort would
‘Pe all in vain to pry into the secret counsel of God. He does
mfieed frqm eternity know who will believe and persevere in
faith until death, and these He has, according to His own
rule tha_t he that believeth shall be saved, elected before the
foundation of the world. But who these are is a secret

?vhi(?h .He.has not revealed, and all endeavors to penetrate
into His hidden counsel will be futile.

But the Confession gives also a positive answer. In
order to ascertain whether we are among the elect “we
should attend to the revealed will of God; for ‘He has made
k‘nown unto us the mystery of His will’ and brought it to
llght”thgt it might be preached. Eph. 1, 9-11: 2 Tim. 1
9. 10. 3 26. What is the import of this re.v,elation? It iS’
that .God calls those whom He has predestinated : that this
call is not.without means, but through the Word,- that “as
!.he preaching of repentance is universal, so also -is,the rom-
ise of the Gospel, that is, it extends to all persons;”’ thfft the
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gracious call extended to all men through the Word we
should in no case, as the Calvinists do, “regard as pretended
and unreal, but we ought to know that through it God re-
veals His will; namely, that in those whom He thus calls
He will operate through the Word, so that they may be
enlightened, converted, and saved; for the Word, through
which we are called, is a ministration of the Spirit, which
imparts the Spirit, and through which the Spirit is con-
ferred, 2 Cor. 3, 8, and is the power of God unto salvation.”
§ 27-29.

The sincere desire of God to save men is thus distinctly
set before us. But this is not yet the whole of that which
our Confession has previously pointed out as the first part of
the divine decree of predestination. So far the election, even
as it regards individuals, would seem to be universal, while
the article expressly says that it pertains only to the chil-
dren of God. Something more is therefore necessary to place
the doctrine in a clear light before the mind. The purpose
of God to save men is not executed irresistibly. We are not
to conceive of clection as an absolute decree with reference to
a few, who are then by an exercise of God’s omnipotence
brought to Christ and to salvation in Him, while in regard
to the rest the needful grace and strength to come to Him is
withheld. The promise of the Gospel, as has been shown,
is universal like the call to repentance, and is in all cases
alike sincere and efficacious. Hence the Formula proceeds:
“Since the Holy Spirit will be efficacious through the Word,
strengthen us, and administer power and ability, it is the
will of God that we should receive and believe the Word and
!)e obedient to it.” §29. This, too, is part of the divine will
In election; and it is here that obstacles intervene which
renders the antecedent universal a consequent particular will
of God. God would have all men to be saved and to come to
f‘he kr'lowledge of the truth, but the smallest number of men

recelve and believe the Word.” “Hence the elect are thus
described : ‘My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and
they follow me, and I give unto them eternal life,” John 10,
27.28. And Eph. 1, 11. 13. we read that those who, accord-
g to the purpose, are predestined to an inheritance, hear
the Gospel, believe in Christ, etc. Thus the Spirit bears wit-
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ness unto the elect that they are the children of God.” “The
Holy Scriptures moreover testify, that God, who has called
us, is so faithful that when He has begun a good work in us
He will also maintain it unto the end and accomplish it, 1F
we do not turn ourselves away from Him, but hold the begin-
ning of our confidence steadfast unto the end, whereunto also
He has promised us His grace.” §30-32.

“With this revealed will of God we should occupy our-
selves, and follow it, and study it diligently, since the Holy
Spirit, through the Word by which He calls us grants grace,
power, and ability for this purpose; and we should not pry
into the abyss of the secret predestination of God.” § 33.
Again we are admonished not to pursue the way of darkness
and despair by fixing our gaze upon the unrevealed mystery
of God’s foreknowledge and striving to wrest from Him the
secret as to which persons are embraced in the decree of elec-
tion, but to attend to the plainly revealed way in which men
are saved. He has prepared salvation for all, and we are
only to see to it that we receive and believe the Word and be
obedient to it. For as God elects those who are in Christ
an.d continue in Him, we can be sure that while we are in
Him the qomfort of election is ours, whilst we may be equally
sure that if we refuse to hear His voice we are not His sheep.
It is useless trouble curiously and bootlessly to inquire into
?he secrets of God’s foreknowledge and counsel, when we have
in the plain Gospel rule, “he that believeth shall be saved.”
all that we need for our comfort. ’

(Conelusion in mext number.)

THE ULTIMATE GROUND OF SALVATION.

" tIl: }ould be idle to make any attempt to conceal the fact
that a lﬂ'eret}ce of far-reaching import has become manifest
In our Synodical Conference. A public controversy is upon
us, and already the members are familiarizing themselves
with the thought of separation. That is a sad prospect
Su.ch outward organizations are indeed not necessarp forpth‘;
existence of the Church, nor even under all circuznstances
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for its well-being; but all who love Zion would deplore a vio-
lent rupture with its attendant criminations and recrimina-
tions. Such reflections lead some to think that silence on
the whole subject in controversy would be the most con-
ducive to the glory of God and to the welfare of our suffering
Church. If there were no cause of controversy in the con-
sciences of those concerned, undoubtedly that would be the
way of charity and of peace. Were it possible for the leaders
in the new departure of Missouri to withdraw the theory of
election by which Isracl has been troubled, or for the oppo-
nents to let it pass unchallenged as a harmless speculation
that would have its little day and die, peace could be restored
at once. But that from present indications is impossible.
The advocates of the new doctrine claim such warrant for it
as renders its retention and defence in their estimation a
matter of conscience; and those who see in it a departure
from the old form of sound words which they have learned
and in which fidelity requires them to continue, cannot be
moved by high human authority and old friendships to treat
with silent indiffcrence what in their inmost souls they be-
lieve fraught with danger to the Church. There seems no
way left for Christian men to pursue but thaf of open con-
troversy.

In such a conflict it is of prime importance to under-
stand the exact import and bearings of the doctrines placed
over against each other. The way to accomplish this is of
course the diligent study of the propositions and explana-
tions of their advocates. But sometimes an incidental re-
mark will go far towards revealing a writer’s views This
Seems to us to be the case with the following statement intro-
dl}ctory to the discussion of predestination in the Western
District Synod of Missouri, 1877: “The doctrine of the elec-
tion of grace concerns, as it were, the ultimate foundation of
the great, incomprehensible mystery of our salvation, into
Which the angels desire to look, but which they cannot
fathom.” %

On this it is to be remarked, in passing, that it is a mode

\\—
Gru* “Die Lehre von der Gnadenwahl betrifft gleichsam den uniersten
€s grossen, unerforschlichen Geheimnisses unserer Seligkeit, in

d ; :
33 auch die Engel zu schauen geluestet, ohne dass sie es doch ergruen
en koennen,”
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of speaking about election that is not customary in the Lu-
theran Church. Taught by the Holy Scriptures that “other
foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is Jesus
Christ,” 1 Cor. 3, 11. and that the saints are “built upon the
foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ Him-
self being the chief corner stone,” Eph. 3, 20. her children
cannot readily adapt themselves to such phraseology. They
sing with bounding hearts and cheerful voices, “ Now I have
found the firm foundation,” but “ Where else but in my Sav-
ior's wounds?” That is the ultimate foundation, and those
who would point us to a still deeper ground of our salvation
in the eternal election of the children of God, making the
redemption through Christ and the mission and operation of
the Holy Ghost merely a means of bringing the elect to the
salvation to which they had been eternally predestined with-
out any consideration of their relation to the foundation
other than which no man can lay, speak a language with
which the members of Calvinistic churches are familiar, but
which Lutherans had heretofore not learned.

I.t is true, the passage does not say emphatically that the
df)ctrlne of election i3 the ultimate foundation of our salva-
tion. It only says “that the doctrine concerns as it were the
last ground;” and could any Lutheran, it might be asked,
even if he abhors the new doctrine, justly find fault with the
declaration that the doctrine of election concerns itself about
the last grounds on which our inheritance of eternal life
rests? Is not that the great question, whether back of all
the reve.lation of God's gracious will to mankind and of the
redemption of our race through the blood of Christ, there is
not a decree of the divine will which determines ’the final
destiny of every man? And if that is the question in dis-

pute, is it not mere cavilling to represent the simple state-
ment quoted as involving a great error?

'Ijhe advocates of the new doctrine give such painful
prominence to erroneous tenets that we could have no motive
In raising objections to statements which are harmless. But
there 18 a grave question here involved. Does the dc;ctrine
of election really concern the last grounds of our salvation?
We presume that all who read the words cited will a ree'
that in the estimation of those who used the words it ;gloesf
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If the passage averred that the point in debate between us
and the Calvinists is, whether it does concern the ultimate
ground of our salvation or not, no remark upon it would be
necessary. As it is, the passage affords some aid in under-
standing the position of its authors.

‘If God s0 loved the world that He gave His only begot-
ten Son, that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish
but have everlasting life; if the Holy Spirit is truly present
with the means of grace and works efficaciously in the' Word
and Sacraments wherever they are brought; if as many as
receive Christ have the power given them to become the sons
of God, even they who believe on His name; if it be true
that election itsclf is caused by the mercy of God and the
merits of Christ,—then election is not the ultimate founda-
tion and last ground of our salvation, but is merely a link
in the gracious order of salvation and needs the foundation
which is Jesus Christ to support it. In that case the elect
are such according to the foreknowledge of God, taking into
account men’s reception or rejection of the Lamb of God that
taketh away the sins of the world, and accordingly whom He
did foreknow He also did predestinate to be conformed to the
image of His Son, that He might be the first-born among
many brethren.

If, on the other hand, God looked upon His fallen crea-
tures with a partial pity, determining to save some from the
perdition in which all lay alike, and predestinating these to
eternal life while all the rest were left in their condemnation
and helplessness; if in pursuance of His purpose to save these
He established the whole order of salvation, so that these
chosen ones might be led to faith and preserved in it unto
eternal life ; if the whole work of the Holy Ghost on earth is
. to find and to bring the great salvation to these elect few ; if
tbe whole administration of the means of grace and all Chris-
tian activity in the Church have meaning and potency only
as directed to this divinely favored class of sinners,—then
election is the last ground of salvation, and the doctrine of
election concerns that ultimate ground—as it were!

That seems to us one of the great questions in this con-
troversy, If election occupies such a dominant position, un-

erlying and controlling the whole order of salvation, the
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revolutionizing of our whole dogmatical system must be
merely a question of time. The honesty of those who, while
they adopt the new doctrine, still profess to hold the univer-
sality of divine grace and of the redemption through Christ,
the sincere will of God to save all and the efficacy of the ap-
pointed means of grace, the antecedent election without a
corresponding antecedent rejection, is not for a moment ques-
tioned. But in the nature of things glaring inconsistencies
must sooner or later give way. Either there must be a re-
turn to the doctrine as consistently developed by our great
Lutheran dogmaticians, or a gradual adoption of Calvinistic
consequences. There is no use, for instance, in saying, that
God bhas indeed selected only a few from the condemned mass
of mankind and provided for their salvation, but that He has
not rejected the rest, or that His will is still to save them.
The fact still remains that in the divine economy there is,

according to the theory, no possibility that they should be
saved.

It does not relieve the matter a particle when it is said,
that the reason why any person is lost is that he rejects the
salvation which is in Christ for him as well as for the elect.
The advocates of the new doctrine are by no means willing to
contradict the express words of our confession in so grave a
matter. Many of them admit that the reason why the many
are not elected is that they wantonly resist the grace of God.
How, then, they ask, can they be justly charged with teach-
ing a doc'trine that leads to the Calvinistic heresy of absolute
reprobation? True, if no one is rejected except in conse-
quence of his rejection of God’s gracious and efficacious call
to the salvation which is secured for all men alike, the atone-
ment need seemingly not be limited to the elect, neither need
the offer ot: salvation through the Gospel be a mere pretence. -
But the difficulty, though somewhat veiled, is not removed.
The reason why some are not elected, it is admitted, is that
they wantonly resist the proffered grace that WOI;.ld save
them. But those whom God purposes to save, the theory
says, He elects without any reference whatever to men’s re-
ception or rejection of the righteousness of Christ. He elects
the}n not as persons who believe, but that they may become
belicvers and by faith be saved. Their election is prior to all
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consideration of man’s conduct in reference to the grace and
salvation offered : election is the ultimate ground of their sal-
vation. But when this election takes place those who are not
elected are simply not elected. They are passed by. That,
the advocates of the new theory may say, does not mean that
they are rejected and doomed. But what can it mean else,
when some are selected out of the lost multitude to be brought
unto Christ and salvation, and the rest God does not purpose
to save and does not choose unto eternal life? What possi-
bility can remain for their salvation, when God passed them
by in selecting those whom He purposed to save? It is easy
to say that the reason why the majority of men are not elected
is that they maliciously resisted the Holy Spirit’s call and
gift, but in such a theory this reads like irony. If it be al-
leged that the means of grace are brought to them and God
sincerely desires that they should believe and be saved, the
fact stares us grimly in the face that their doom was virtually
sealed beforc. They are not elected and cannot be saved.
Whatever cfficacy there may be supposed to be yet in the
means of grace when brought to them, by the terms of the
theory the purposc to save does not pertain to them, and no
means can save them.
But as the election is said to be prior to all consideration
of man’s faith and unbelief, how could the non-election be
*subsequent to such consideration? If the elect are conceived
as first singled out from the multitude unto salvation, and
then salvation is offered to those who were not embraced in
God’s purpose to save and were thus excluded from the elec-
tion, obviously it must be an empty offer, as God could not be
supposed to change His cternal purpose. If the offer is con-
ceived as being made to all alike, and those are not elected
who reject the offer, it is impossible to conceive the election
as taking place prior to the division of men, in the foresight
of God, into the two classes of believers and unbelievers, as
there could be no elect without implying the non-election of
those who remained. If the election was prior to all consid-
eration of men’s relation to Christ, so necessarily was non-
election, Tn any view of the case, the theory which makes
e%ection the last ground of salvation makes it practically de-
cide the final destiny of all men. The elect must be saved
and the rest must perish.



94 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

THE STATUS CONTROVERSLA AS FORMULATED BY
DR. WALTHER.

BY PROF. C. H. L. SCHUETTE, A. M.

The unity of the Spirit, in which we of the Lutheran
Church have prayed and labored together in the Lord’s cause,
is now disturbed and seems to be departing from us. Con-
tention has taken the place of holy peace, and the cry for war
is now raised by lips which but yesterday pronounced words
of love and good will toward those whom now they declare
their ,@egner.” Than to trouble God’s people and to pre-
vent the coming and prosperity of His kingdom, there is no

“greater sin. The Church is God’s own institution. He has
established it at a great cost; the blood of His own dear Son
is ite price. By His gracious will He has made us to be its
members and is pleased to use us for its edification. By His
strength and according to His direction we are to do His
work, and He commands us to be faithful. Therefore, to de-
stroy the Lord’s work, or even in any way to hinder it, is to
subvert the very object of our lives and to endanger the sal-
vation of souls. Of this atrocious sin men are guilty when
they by false doctrine bring divisions into the Church.
Against such the anger of God is indeed great. “But there
be some that trouble you, and would pervert the Gospel of
Christ. But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach
any other Gospel unto you than that which we have preached
unto you, let him be accursed.” Gal. 1, 7. 8.

As to the new controversy now thrust upon the Church,
that. threqtens to disturb its peace and impede its work by
causing divisions, let all concerned examine themselves in
the fear of God, and beware lest they incur the woful dis-
pleasure of the Most Holy One. Primarily, of course, the
responsibility rests upon those who attempt the introduc-
tion of new and false doctrines; but secondarily it will rest
also upon those who will not resist their introduction, and

upon th?se Who, though .they defend the truth, do not do 50
in a Christian manner. ’

Confident that the doctrine of our Church on the subject
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of predestination is true and that therefore it is our duty to
defend it as best we can, our first concern must be thoroughly
to understand the new doctrine which it is proposed shall
take the place of the old and true. A full knowledge of the
error is all important for its defeat. Besides, we must have
such information in order that we may guard against the sin
of imputing opinions unto others such as they do not mean
to promulgate. For this reason we are thankful to Dr. Wal-
ther for his attempt to formulate the status controversiz. At
the same time, to be candid, we can not be thankful for the
result of his efforts in this direction. He has given us, we
are sorry to say, not a plain and fair statement of the existing
differences. His side of the question he is, of course, at lib-
erty to formulate as he pleases; but we can not accord him
the liberty to do so for the other side. We claim that who-
ever essays to state the position of his adversary, is in justice
bound to give the termini and phraseology of the latter. In
this, Dr. Walther, in our humble opinion, has transcended
the limits of common equity. The result is, as already indi-
cated, a vague and incorrect definition of the doctrines as
held by his opponents. Inasmuch as this may appear sim-
ply a charge, we shall attempt to make it good; and this for
no other purpose than that we may come to a full under-
standing, if possible, of the points of controversy; for thus
only can we hope to have unity and peace restored.

On page 54, Lehre und Wehre, February 1881, we read:
»— o erfldren wir fiix den eigentlidlen Status Controversiae, ober
fiiv den eigentlidhen Streitpunft in bem gegenmwirtigen Kebrftreit bas
Folgende: Fliefit der von Gott vorhergeiehene Glaube
aud der @nadenwahl, oder flieft die Gnadenwahl aus
dem vorhergefehenen Glauben? Beruht die Gnabden:
wahl allein auf Gottes Barmherzigieit und Chrifti Ber:
dienft, ober aud) auf dbem von Gott vovaudgefehenen
Berhalten ves Menjden? Kann und {oll ein glaubiger
Chrift feiner Wah! und darum feiner Seligleit gemif
werden unbd fein, oder fann und foll er derfelben nidt
gewif werden und fein? Diefes, und natitrlich sugleic) Alles,
™3 Damit nothwendig jufammenhingt, und nichts Anbeved erfennen
wir allein fiir den Diffenjus an der gegenmirtig swijhen und und
unfern Gegnern in Abfidht auf die Lehre von der Gnabdenmwahl vorliegt.
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....Bon welder Seite aud und wie immer man und fernerhin an-
greifen wird, fo werden wir daher von nun an nidts, al3 die Affirma-
tive ded angegebenen Status Controversiae, vertreten und durd)
Gotted Gnade aud Gotted Wort und dem Befenntnip vertheidigen ;.. . "

This, in a faithful literal translation, reads as follows:

We therefore declare the Status Controversiz proper, or
the real point of controversy in the present doctrinal strife to
be the following: Does the faith foreseen by God flow from
election? or does the election flow from the foreseen faith?
Does the election rest only on God’s mercy and Christ’s merit,
or also upon the demeanor of man foreseen by God? Can and
should a believing Christian become and be certain of his
election and therefore of his salvation, or can and should he
not become and be certain thereof? This, and of course also
everything necessarily connected therewith, and nothing else,
do we recognize as the Dissensus existing at present between
us and our opponents in view of the doctrine of election. . . .
From whatever side and in whatever manner we may be as-
sailed in the future, we will espouse nothing but the affirma-
tive of the Status Controversie as above given, and by the
grace of God defend it from God’s Word and the Confes-
sion; .. .”

Such then is the Status Controversiz according to Dr.
Walther’s wording and declaration. The position of Lehre
und Wehre, therefore, authentically and briefly stated, may
be resolved thus:

a) The faith foreseen by God flows from election ;

b) The election rests only upon God’s mercy and Christ’s
merit;

¢) A believing Christian can and should become and be
certain of his election and therefore of his salvation ;

d) Everything necessarily connected with the above—it
will defend.

It is no doubt presupposed that the affirmative side of
the question, as it is here rendered, is to be interpreted in
!;hc light of' all'that has of late years appeared on the subject
in thg publications of the Missouri Synod,including, of course,
Dr. Walther's late restrictions. If not, the formulation would
be far from being complete and satisfactory. Nevertheless,
we would have been glad to find in this connection a defini-
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tion of terms and phrases used; e. 2. such as “election,” *cer-
tain of,” “can and should become,” “flows,” “rests,” cte.
This we much desire to have seen done, not as though such
definitions had not heretofore been given, and not as though
the Missourians had thus far given out an unecertain sound,
but because a new and formal beginning is here made in the
controversy ; then also because Dr. Walther here declares that
henceforph they will defend *¢ nothing else but the affirmative”
of the question as he states it.  For this reason a question or
two suggest themselves here in the very outset of the discus-
sion.

In the first place: Why is faith sp.ken of as foreseen ?
Or does the foresight of faith, after all, enter as a factor into
the act of clection? If so, in what way did this foresight
affect the act?  If not, why =peak of a taith foreseen?  Sinee
Lehre und Wehre looks with horror upon the place assigned to
the foresight of faith by the great dogniaticians of our Chureh,
vea, as we verily belicve, by our Chureh itself, it is of great
interest and importance to hear of what serviee, if any, it was
to God in the deeree of clection.  In the second place, what
is meant by the question whether clection rests only upon
God's merey and Christ's merit?  To our knowledge, not one
of the “opponents™ in the Synodical Conference has ever
denied the foundation named, or attempted to add another.
And yet, such ix the charge implied.  But more of this anon.

Questions and objections xuch ax these are prompted by a
sincere desire to know cxac tly what is and what is not tdught
by the affirmative, in order that we may not wrong them in-
adveltentl) and from want of adequate information. We do
ot wish to mixunderstand and misrepresent the doctrines we
oppose ; and we hope to God that in this respect we may be
more fortunate than is Dr. Walther in his attempt to state

tﬁe position of his “opponents.” These, as he states it, teach
that .— .

a) Election flows from foreseen faith ;

b) Election rests also upon the demeanor (Berhalten) of
man ;

c) A behevmg Christian can and should not become and

€ certain of his election.
7
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Having set forth the status controversie the venerable
Dr. refers, by way of self-application, to the Confession of
Augustine: “Forte non digne -wolo, quomodo dicendum est;
nec sic tamen possum dicere, quomodo wolo; quanto minus,
quomodo dicendum est!” Nevertheless, we can not wholly
excuse him for so sadly misstating the doctrine as held by
the negative. Considering that these teach as taught the
dogaticians of our Church for three centuries, and consider-
ing further his thorough acquaintance with the Fathers, he
surely must know better how to define the position main-
tained over against his own. Certainly, not the least evi-
dence can be furnished from which it might be made to ap-

pear chat we teach in a manner new concerning the doctrine
of predestination.

The status controversie is pointed out in a series of ques-
tions, artfully (we hope not designedly so) constructed. They
partly present alternatives in such a manner as if none other
were possible. For example, we deny and reject as false the
opinion of Lehre und Wehre that election, in its proper and
narrow sense, is the source of the Christian’s faith; but does
it follow from this that we teach conversely, i. e. that faith is
the source of election? That were as bad logic as it is bad
theology. The Formula of Concord teaches that the election
embraces only the children of God. In this both parties
concur.  The election therefore is personal and limited, and
hence particular, and not universal. This particular act of
election, Missouri declares to be the source of faith. * Does
the faith forescen by God flow from election?” Dr. Walther
says, ves. We say, no. We hold that wniversal grace is the
source, the only source, of faith. We believe and teach that
faltb flows, and flows only, from that grace of God by which
He “will have all men to be saved, and to come unto the
knowledge of the truth.” 1 Tim. 2 4.
teach—and so do Calvinists—that Goc
tinated some

The Missourians
od has infallibly predes-
people unto faith and passed by all others. Ask
you why? :I‘hey answer that such is to us a marvel and a
mystery.  We say that God has predestinated unto faith one
man no more than another; that He is no respecter of per-
sous: that He will, earnestly and equally will, have all men
to believe in Christ and by faith in Him recei,ve everlasting
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life. To us the marvel is that divine grace is so great and
alike great over all. That it is alike great over all, the Mis-
sourians deny. Then, that not all men apprehend the grace
of God is to us the mystery. This our opponents solve by
adopting the Calvinistic expedient, that those who believe
and continue to believe do so by virtue of a particular and
inevitable decree of God. So while they would do away with
one they introduce another mystery, a mystery repugnant to
all the gracious nature, word, and work of God.

Again, we repudiate the imputation that election flows
from torescen faith.  We hold that the infinite mercy of God,
as it is in Christ Jesus, is its only source. Faith, we say, is
not & merit which moves God to ordain unto salvation, but is
the mark which distinguishes those whom alone God can or-
dain unto life cternal from those whom He can not so ordain.
As in time faith constitutes a man a child of God, so in the
mind of God from all cternity.  As in time the Lord distin-
guishes His children from all others by looking upon the
mark of faith peculiar to them, so has He done from eternity.
What He now =ees that has He always scen; whercby He
now knows ITis own thereby has He always known them.
Between God's present sight and Hix eternal foresight there
1s no difference, and is will concerning us is unchangeable.
His gracious will, plainly revealed, is that we believe in
Christ our Ravior and thereby become His children, and as
such be blessed evermore.  Not as though our faith in any
way merited sonship in the Father's kingdom; by no means!
but by faith we cmbrace Christ and receive the sonship which
He has wholly purchased for us. Though not the manner,
yet this is the sense in which all the great teachers of our
Church treat of faith as connected with the doctrine of pre-
destination. Not one of them aseribes merit unto faith as
such. They never speak of it in such a way as if by any
Supposed intrinsic value it could obligate and move God to
reward it, in a primary and proper sense of the term.

Wken, therefore, Dr. Walther inquires: Does election
Test only upon Grod’s mercy and Christ’s merit, or also upon
"hl? demeanor of man? and thereby makes the impression
quite probable that we place the demeanor (Berhalten) or faith
of man, alike with divine merey and merit, as a part of the
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foundation of election; he indeed puts his side of the question
in the most favorable light, but he fails to fairly represent
the position of his opponents. We do not, and never did our
dogmaticians, place Christian faith as a ground of election
either contradictory to, or co-ordinate with, God’s mercy and
Christ’s merit. It is true that some of our dogmaticians
speak of faith as a subordinate cause; but no one knows
better than Dr. Walther in what sense and with what careful
limitations they do so. They never speak of faith as a cause
or foundation of election in the sense in which the mercy
and merit of Christ are such. This the Missourians know full
well. When, therefore, at the session of the Western Dis-
trict in 1877, they wished to show that nothing in man, not
even his faith, can cause God to elect him unto salvation,
they appealed to the dogmaticians of our Church in their
support. But our position and that of our great teachers are
identical. How then can Dr. Walther make it appear, as he
does in his manner of questioning, that we teach concerning
the ,Berhalten” of man i a way contradictory to God’s grace

and Christ’s merit? We protest against all imputations of
that kind.

The question, Does election rest only upon God’s mercy
and Christ’s merit? we do fully affirm and as firmly defend
as do t}le Missourians. Here then we agree. But in our
conceptions concerning the mercy and merit which consti-
tute the foundation of election, we radically differ. We
d1'ﬁer, namely, first as to the object upon which that mercy is
filrected; and, in the second place, as to the manner and time
in which that merit becombes available in the decree of elec-
tion. The Missourians teach, if we at all understand them
correc'tly, that the particular grace of election takes hold of
th'c sinner as such and ordains him unto faith, and by this
fz}xt»h, as a means, unto salvation. We teach t’hat the par-
ticular grace of election takes hold of the sinner, not as
such, but as already a belicver by virtue of the grace’ univer-
sal, :u?d ordains him unto salvation. They teach that the
grace in question has for its object man as without faith and
thnrnf"ure as being outside of and without Christ. We teach
?hat it h_as for its object man with faith and tl;erefore man
in and with Christ. Election to them is an infallible ordi-
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nation unto faith as a mecans of salvation. To us it is an in-
fallible ordination unto salvation only, faith as the means of
embracing it being alrcady otherwise provided. Hence, as
to the merit of Christ, they make the mere fact of its exist-
ence available in the determination of those who are to be
saved; we make it available thercto only in so far as it is
apprehended by faith. In other words, and perhaps more
plainly, they teach that when God from mere mercy and for
Christ’s sake selected from among men those who shall verily
be saved, He had no need to inquire and He inquired not
whether they had faith in Christ, because His purpose was
first to select those who should be saved and then, that His pur-
pose might be accomplishued, he resolved to give them the
needed faith. We say that when God from mere mercy and
for Christ’s sake =cleeted from among men those who shall
verily be caved, He inquired who, by virtue of His universal
grace, would apprehiend Christ’s merit; and that He decreed
unto salvation those whom Ile thus foresaw in Christ by
faith.

And when we thus place the foresight of faith as neces
sarily antecedent to the act of predestination, we do not, as
falsely alleged, make the faith foreseen a cause or foundation
of election. We do this no more than they who place it con-
sequent upon that act. We so place faith as a normative
factor—as a factor, namel v, not causing God to ordain, but n-
dicating those to be <o ordained in conformity to His plan of
salvation.  We do teach sincerely that God’s infinite merey
and Christ’s gracious merits are the only and all-sufficient
cause of a man’s clection, but at the same time we hold that
that cause is not all that is indispensably necessary for his
election. A cause, though in and of itself, all-sufficient to
produce a certain cffect, does not, for that reason only, neces-
sarily produce the effect, unless the cause be absolute. Even
$0 it is in the cconomy of divine grace. The same mercy of
God and the same merit of Christ arc alike for all men, and
they are all-suflicient for their salvation; and yet all are not
Saved. A sufficient causc must therefore not be confounded
With an unconditional and therefore irresistible cause. But
now., according to the Scriptures, the mercy of God and °
Christ’s merit are o conditional and not an absolute cause of
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our election and salvation. How so? Answer: God of His
merey will have all men to be saved. This is precious Gos-
pel truth; but it is not the whole truth. God in His mercy
will have all men to be saved alone for Christ’s sake; this
again is the same precious Gospel truth, only more complete;
and though it sets forth the entire cause of our salvation, it
yet is not the whole truth. God in His mercy will have all
men to be saved alone for Christ’s sake on the condition that
they believe in Christ and by faith continue in Him. This
again is the same precious Gospel truth, but still more com-
plete than the former statement of it. And though it is not
yet the full Gospel truth, it nevertheless states all we here
purpose to consider. We see from this that besides the cause
of our salvation a condition is included in God’s plan of sav-
ing sinners. And though the condition is not a cause, yet
God Himself has established it and it is in consequence in-
dispensable. Again, this condition must be complied with
l}efore God can actually bestow salvation upon us. But what
1s a condition of our salvation must also be a condition of
our election, since ordination unto salvation and the actual
bestowal of salvation are in effect the same. And hence, as
God is pleased not to bestow salvation upon man unless he
first be in Christ by faith, so will He and does He not ordain
to s'alvation any man unless He first foresee him to be in
()l}rlst.by faith. Were divine grace, as the only source of
faith, irresistible, and consequently faith itself a matter of
course, then were there no such necessity for God to inquire
wh.ether aman believe in Christ or not; then could He or-
dain without a speeial foresight of faith, for then all men
would in time believe in Christ. But such is not the case.
tI‘here.fore, we say over against the Missourians—and Calvin-
ists likewise—that the Lord first ascertained who in time
would come to Christ and abide in Him to their end by faith,
and that thereupon He ordained to salvation all whom He
so foresaw to be and continue in Christ by faith—faith, the
work and gift wholly and solely of grace universal. ’

\.Vhat~then is our attitude as to the question: ‘“Does
clection rest . . . also upon the demeanor (Berbhalten) of man as
forescen by God?” 1In the first place we object to the words
»over audy” (or also), for the reason that they bring man’s
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,Berhalten” (demeanor) into co-ordinatin with ,@ottes Grbar-
men und Chrifti BVerdienft.” In the second place we object to the
word ,Berhalten” itself because of its ambiguity; since it may
refer either to man’s faith or the fruits of faith; man’s unbe-
lief and fruits of unbelief. But the question, independently
put, Does a person’s clection unto salvation depend at all
upon his having faith in Christ? we answer in the affirma-
tive. For by this we mean to say that no onc can be saved
except by faith in Christ; and that God has foreordained no
one unto salvation in whom He has not first foreseen faith.
And this, we say it again, not because faith in and of itself
could make that person worthy of the grace of election, but
simply and solely, first, because (‘hrist alone can make him
thus worthy; and, sccondly, because only by faith can he
appropriate Christ and thus hecome worthy.  With us, Chris-
tian faith is an indixpensable pre-requisite to election because
Christ, its Treasure, is an indispensable pre-requisite.  With
the Missourians faith is a reguisite merely and indispensable
only to carry out the decree of election in time. For, as
we have seen, they teach that God predestinates unto faith,
whereas we teach that God predestinates the believer unto
salvation.  Not for the decree of election, but only for its
execution, do they ¢laim the necessity of faith; and they are
thus led to declare the decree itself to be the cause or source
of faith. Thix, in our mind, constitutes the bone and mar-
row of the kite they are flying, not to say of the beast they
are riding.  Nidts fitr unqut, Brethren.

Our answer to Dr. Walther's third alternative, to wit:
Can and should believing Christian become and be certain
of his election and therefore of his salvation, or can and
should he not? must of necessity be hypothetic. 1f the
question means absolutely certain, we say no; if condition-
ally certain, yes. Again, if it means perfectly certain, with-
out respect to time and circumstances, we say no; if rela-
tl\'e}y certain, we say yes. From this it already appears that
a0 Injustice is done us when we are represented as teaching
that a believing Christian can and should not become and be
ertain of his election and salvation. Conditionally certain
0_f his election, we say, a Christian can and should be at all
bimes; unconditionally certain of it he can not become until
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the day of his happy c.onsummation. Of his being a child of
God the believer can be and is certain, but as to his con-
tinuing a child of God to the end of his days, he can have
none but a conditional knowledge until the day shall declare
his fond hopes all realized. When now it is objected that a
conditional or relative certainty is mo certainty at all, we
answer, so be it. But the more fallacious and dangerous
must we then consider the position of the affirmative, and
the more faithfully will we then oppose it, and teach as did
Luther, Bugenhagen and Melanchton, to wit: ¢ We are not
required to ask beforehand, whether we are elected, but it is
sufficient that we know that he who continues in repent-
ance and faith to his end, is certainly elected and saved, as
Christ says: he that endureth to the end shall be saved.”
Luther's W. Erl. Ed. 55, p. 164. Our answer then is that we
teach a conditional and relative certainty as to our election
before time and as to our salvation after time. And if any
one will make himself ridiculous by charging us with teach-
ing doubt instead of faith, of disturbing the peace of souls
instead of establishing them in saving grace, let him so do
and answer for it before God. '

.We have thus attempted, not to discuss the merits of the
positions respectively occupied by the contending parties, but
to determine and set forth as best we could the points of dif-
ference. We have done so with no ill-will or feeling of disre-
spect. to any one of the brethren we think in error, but with
th_e sincere desire to aid in the search for truth and the restor-
ation, if possible, of godly peace and unity. Conscious of this.
we have been plain and fearless, and here and there even
somc\yhat aggressive, perhaps, but only with the view of
bnngmg out clearly the Dissensus. Yet, if in any way we
have f:uled‘correctly to understand and hence fairl}; to repre-
sent the opinions of the other side, we shall be both sorry and
glad: sorry for having wronged brethren; glad for the fact
that they err not as grievously as we think they do.

In the following we make bold to offer

THE STATUS CONTROVERSLE RECONSTRUCTED.

a) Does the faith foresecn by God flow from election in the strict

scnse, or ix that faith wholly and solely the work and gift of the uni-
versal qriee l’fl. (sl ?
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by Does the election rest only upon God's mercy and Christ’s
merii ?—AND s the election at all dependent upon the faith foreseen
by God?

¢) Can and should « belicving Christian become and be infalli-
bly certain of hix election and therefore of his salvation? Can a be-
liever become and be conditionally certain of his election and final
salvation? )

Answer : The Missourians aftirm the questions in the first
form, we the questions in the second form; and @ so far as
this our position conflicts with that occupied by the Missou-
rians, we stand in opposition——and may vietory crown the
truth!

There yet remains to be considered what we have, for
convenience sake, denominated as point d. of the affirmative.
“This, (points a, I, and c¢. of the stat. contr.) and of course
also everything necessarily connected therewith, and nothing else,
do we recognize ax the Dissensux existing,” ete., says Dr. Wal-
ther. These words we would take to mean that the afivma-
tive is willing to accept and defend whatever may be log-
ically involved in the position they have taken, did we not
kaow from other sources that such is not their intention.
They seem to be fully aware that their side of the question,
consistently developed, must lead to the most rigid predesti-
narianism ; and hence that the doetrine, as they teach it,
involves many doctrines in conflict with the plain Word of
God.  To say, for example, that God ordains unto faith a cer-
tain number of people, passing by all others in this act, is
almost a literul denial of the doctrine of the universality and
equality of saving grace.  But wherever such unseriptural de-
ductions would scem to be inevitable, we are told not to draw
conclusions, but to curb our reason and with St. Paul to adore
the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of
God: This is all verv well. Yet, before we can follow this
advice, sound and good as it is in its place, we are constrained
to demand of our opponents that they furnish us the incon-
FTOVertible Scripture proof of the correctness of their opin-
lons; for it may be possible that their opinions, since they
°an not be brought in harmony with some plain teachings of
the divine Word, are false. Before this shall have been done
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we must not be asked to stop thinking and begin adoring, in
view of the doctrine of predestination as they teach it.

But, as we have seen, point d. is not to be taken fully as
it stands. It is therefore of the utmost importance that we
be informed in how far the affirmative accepts the doctrines
involved in and deducible from the position they have en-
gaged to defend. Of the more important points of doctrine
which, in our mind, stand in close connection with the pres-
ent controversy, we append the following, with the sincere
desire to learn in how far they are affirmed or denied by the
brethren of the opposition. All but one are suggested by the
Status Controversizz as now before us. The last question is

asked in view of some expressions heretofore used by the
other side.

L. Is the mercy of God, according to which He will have
all men to be saved, equally great over all? or does it, for some
reason to us unknown, discriminate between man and man as
yet in sin?

2. Is the particular grace exercised by God in the decree
of election and in its execution more efficacious than the
grace of God extending over mankind generally ?

‘

3. Can and do some people truly believe for a while and
then fall, never to return to faith ?

4. Is the cfficacy of the means of grace invariably the
same, or does God add thereto or subtract therefrom, as far as
we can know ?

9. Is the Christian's faith created and preserved by the

o.rdm.ary means of grace only, or in part by some divine opera-
tion independent of these means ?
6. Is the comfort derived from passages such as Philip.
‘ 2 ‘Thess.. 3, 3, etc., a comfort provided by the particular
grace of election and for the elect only, or is it provided by
the mercy of God as over all and for all ?

¢~ Are the expressions, “to be in grace,” “to have been
sbo Mo 1 1
clected,” “to b? finally saved,” identical, so that certainty of
bresent grace is of necessity certainty of past election and
future salvation ? .

' 8. In view of the divine plan of salvation as it is and is
revealed, can God justly condemn all men? and can He mer-
cifully save all men, just as He please ?

1, 6;
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CONCERNING THE ELECTION TO ETERNAL LIFE.

Translated from Dr. Conrad Dietrich’s *Institutiones Catecheticae,”
published in 1613. )

BY PROF. GEO. H. SCHODDE, PH. D.

L In order that the matter of the gratuitous election to eternal
life of those who truly believe may be better understood, 1 wish you to
explain to me wchat election is.

Election is the act of God, by which, according to the
purpose of His will, from mere grace and mercy in Christ, He
has determined to save all those who will perseveringly be-
lieve in Christ, to the praise of lis glorious grace. Eph. 1,
4,etc.; 2 Thess. 2, 13; 2 Tim. 1,9; Rom. 8§ 30 and 9, 11.

Here is defined what clection (Greek, ekloge) is. It sig-
nifies I, in a general sense, a segregation for a certain end or
use; namely, 1. for a calling or office. For this reason the
apostles are said to be eleeted, Luke 6, 13, including Judas,
John 6, 70, namely, to the ;i])usto]nl;e. 2. The selection of a
certain race to he the people to whom God communicates the
mysteries of Iis Word and will, and whom He adorns with
wonderful excellencies.  In this sense the peaple of Israel are
sald to be elected.  Deut. 7, 6; 10, 5; 14, 2; 26, 18; Rom. 9,
4; Ps. 132, 13; 147,19, 11. In a special sense it means the
predestination of the children of God to cternal life, which, by
reason of the cflicient cause, is called an election of grace,
Rom. 11, 5; and metonymically it is sometimes used for the
elect themsclves, Rom. 11. 7. Thus election and predesti-
mation are synonymous terms, because they are used inter-
changeably, Rom. 8, 30; Eph. 1, 4. 5. Predestination is so
Cal.led from the destined end. “To destine” is to direct a
‘t‘};mg by ﬂ_ﬁrm decree of the mind, through certain means;

0 predestine ” is to ordain a thing to a certain end, before it
eXIsts. The Greek is proorizein, from oros, which signifies an
end or limit,

Hence the following axioms: I. Predestination embraces
both the engq itself (namely salvation and eternal life), as also
ge means %eading to this end. II. Therefore predestination

only to life and not to death ; for otherwise the means for
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death would also be from God, and God would thus be the
author of sin. If otherwise, why is it that this word is never
used in the Scriptures in reference to the reprobates? In
what manner election and predestination differ from fore-
knowledge and foresight, you can see in the article on “Provi-
dence.”

The genus of this definition is an act, namely, an act
of God, because predestination is described with words that
signify an action, as “For the elect’'s sake whom He hath
chosen,” Mark 13, 20; “He hath chosen and predestinated
us,” Eph. 1, 4. 5; “according to the purpose of Him who
worketh all things,” etc., v. 11; He inscribes them in the
book of life, Rev. 20, 12.

The form or specific difference is described under the
.heads of efficient cause, mode, object, and end: I. The pri-
mary efficient cause is the grace and mercy of God, and this
alone. Election does not take place according to works or
tl}e foresight of works. This against the Pelagians and Pa-
PlStS. See Question 7,concerning eternal life. II. The mode
is designated 1. according to the efficient meritorious cause,
since it is said that the election is made in Christ, Epb. 1, 4.
11; in His beloved Son, v. 6; as in the only foundation of
salvation, Acts 4, 12; through Jesus. Christ, v. 5; as in the
c_mly a}lthor of life and salvation, the Redeemer, Acts 3, 15;
in which sense He is also said to have elected us, John 13, 18,
and 15, 16, and thus we are also said to be justified in Christ
and through Christ, and that He is our justiﬁcatiohj Hence
the following axioms: «.) Outside of Christ there is no room
ff)r merey towards the sinners. See above, concerning justi-
ﬁf:atlon. b.) Christ is the foundation and rule of election.
¢) 'Outside of Christ there is no election. Therefore the Cal-
V'llll.StS. err, who by false reasoning refer the expression “in
Christ,” .only to the end of election, in this sense, that we
may be in Christ and in Him and through Him as: a leader
we may be saved, ete. (Piscator, Schol. in Eph. 1, 4. p. 96
and Obserrat. 1, p. 102), or when they say that He el’ects us for
the purpose that He may sanctify us through Christ, and
thus lfad us to eternal life, (Cf. the same, contra Schtifmun-
thes. 95. p.‘S)l), so that thus Christ would not be the cause,
but th? cftect of election. But the apostle does not say ‘“unto
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Christ,” or “to Christ,” but “in Christ,” by which He dis-
tinctly says that the foundation and meritorious efficient
cause, as well as the norm, of our election is in Christ, outside
of whom there is no election. 2. The mode of election is
designated when it is said to be made according to the pur-
pose (“good pleasure,” Eph. 1,9; “purpose,” Rom. & 28) of
God’s will, Kph. 1, 5: 2 Tim. 1,9. Here the following axioms
must be noted: «.) This purpose of God has indeed been
formed 1n Christ, before the foundations of the world were
laid, Eph. 1, 4; 2 Thess. 2, 133 but it has been revealed to us
in time through the Gospel,.JJohn 6, 40: ** And this is the will
of Him that,” ete. 4.) Therefore it is not a subject for the
serutiny of the acumen of human reason (for it is a mystery
hidden from the beginning of the world) ; and it is not to be
rashly sought in God immediately (for no one has ever seen
Him, John 1, I8, whose ways are unsearchable, Rom. 11, 33),
but mediately and only in the revealed words of the Gospel.
This against the Rationalists. ) This purpose of God em-
braces the complete order, all the causes and means of our
salvation; namely, grace through Christ manifested to us in
the Gospel, 2 Tim. 1, 9. This consists in this that we hear
Christ in the Word, Matt. 17, 5: receive faith by hearing,
Rom. 10, 17; by faith helieve in Christ and obtain eternal
life, John 3, 16. 18. Coneerning this more will be said in the
following, when we come to speak against the defenders of an
absolute deerce and against the predestinarians. d.) Pur-
pose, good pleasure, will and plan of God arve not simply elec-
tion itself, but the clection ix made according to the purpose,
good pleasure, cte., of God, Kph. 1, 5.9; Rom. 8, 28. This
against Beza (Lib. Quacst. et resp. vol. 1., p. 683; Piscat.
Disp. contr. Schaffm. Thes. 99. p. 102 seq. and on Rom. 8, 28,
p. 157, vol. 1., p. 93. Huber. Act. Huberian. part II., p. 58
seqq.) III. The object of clection is mankind (not the
angels), and this not every one, indiscriminately, whatever
may be his behavior, but those who will believe in Christ
Persgveringly; which description of election is taken from
th_e Intermediate causes, namely faith,and Him to whom this
faith refers, i. e. Christ, and the subjoined perseverance to the
end.  But in this there is presupposed, as the principal effi-
Clent cause of faith, the Holy Ghost, and as means the minis-
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try of the Word, through which He enkindles faith in the
regenerate. IV. The highest end of election with respect to
God is the praise of His glorious grace, Eph. 1, 6. 22. In this
is embraced also the end with respect to the elect, namely
justification, salvation, and glorification, Rom. 8, 32. An in-
termediate end is that they be sanctified and unblameable
before Him through love, Eph. 1,4. 7.

II. What is the character of this purpose and good pleasure of
the divine will, according to which He has decreed to save those who
believe in Christ?

Tt is not absolute, but so determined in a certain order,
that it embraces all the causes and means of our saivation.

IIL.  What are these causes and means of our saleation?

1. The infinite mercy of God, which earnestly and anx-
iously seeks the salvation of the whole human race.

2. The infinite merit of Christ, whom He destined to be
the Mediator and Redeemer of the whole human race.

.3. The ministry of the word and of the sacraments, by
which He wishes to offer to the whole world the benefits ob-
tained by the merits of Christ.

4. Saving faith, which He cenkindles in the souls of
men through the mediating ministry of the word and of the
'sacraments, through the operation of the Holy Ghost, and by
which He has determined to justify and save all.

Therefore the Calvinists err, who teach that only certain
men are predestinated to eternal life by an absolute decree of
Goq, i. e. by His mere, sole, simple, bare and fixed will, pre-
c?dmg, in respect to order, all the causes and means of salva-
tlor} and damnation, for which no cause can be given or
as..s1gn‘ed, without any regard to the merits of Christ or to
faith in Christ; and that, as a consequence, for these alone
the means of salvation, namely the Redeemer Christ, the
preached word, and faith are destined to be efficacious; but
that all others, simply from themselves and on accou’nt of
themselves are distinctly destined to the eternal punishment
of damnation (Beza, Quest. ct respons. Vol. 1. fol. 687 seqq.,
t;he sume, Resp. secunda ad Acta Colloq. Mompelg. praef. p.
7. 8. anfl p- 160. 191. Gryn, orthodox. doct. clas. 1, thes. 13.
Admonit. Neostad. p. 19. Piscat. Disp. advers. Sch’afm. thes.
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47. p. 37; the same, Respon. apolog. Bert. p. 8. and often else- -
where. Sce Admonit. de Iren. D. Sigwart. c. 3. 1. 3. art. 7. p-
434 seqq., where you can find more of such strange expres-
sions. Rennecher. in Aurea Salutis Catena, p. 36. 37. 126 and
others passim.)—This absolute decree contradicts: 1. The ab-
solute foundation of our faith, namely the Word of God, to
which it is entirely unknown. 2. It leads us away from the
Scriptures to cipty speculations. 3. It accuses the gospel of
imperfection, ax if it had not manifested to us the will of God
plainly and completely. 4. 1t makes our salvation uncertain
and doubtful, and hence, 5. Tt leads cither to security or to
despair. Finally, 6. If it is & seeret decree, by what tradi-
tion has it been revealed to them?—It i no valid objection
that: 1. The Seriptures make mention of the good pleasure,
purpose, decree of the divine will. (Hub. Sturm. de prae-
dest. th. 5. p. 70. 71. Piseat. contra Schafman. Thes. 132
seqq.) For if an absolute good pleasure and purpose ix in-
ferred from these, more is inferred than is contained in the
premises, since these inelude the ordinary means. 2. Rom.
11, 33 is not in the way, (Piscat. last obscervation on this pas-
sage, p. 377, Beza, Resp. alter. p. 163, 168.)  We too acknowl-
edge here the great depth of the divine riches, Ps. 36, .
But it is a false conclusion to say that the will of God is
hidden. Furthermore, the will of God revealed to us in the
Gospel is called hidden only in a certain sense; namely with
reference to reaxon and mere human knowledge, 1 Cor. 2, 8.
This same will ix said to be manifest in the Gospel, John 1,
18, revealed unto bhabes, Matt. 11, 25.

IV, In order that we may treat more fully of these matters
singly T wish you to demonstrate by the firm testimony of Seriptures,
L That God aceording to His purpose seriously seeks and desires
the salvation of all men?

Ez 83, 11. “As I live, / have no pleasure in the death of
tbe wicked, but that the wicked may turn from his way and
live” See Ey. 18, 32.

~John 3,16, “For God so loved the world, that He gave

His only begotten Son, that whosvever believeth in Him
should not perish, but have everlasting life.”

.Rom, 11, 32. “For God hath concluded them all in un-
elief, that He might have merey upon all.”



112 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

1 Tim. 2,4 “Who will have all men to be saved and to
come unto the knowledge of the truth.”

2 Pet. 3,9. “The Lord is long-suffering to us-ward, not
willing that uny should perish, but that all should come to
repentance.

Therefore the Calvinists err, who contend that God does
not wish all to be saved, but only certain ones, namely, those
absolutely elected, or all those who really are saved. (Calvin.
lib. 8. instit. c. 21. s. 5 seqq. p. 589. 591. 592. Zanch. de natur.
Dei 1ib. 5. c. 2. qu. 4 et ¢. 4. qu. 9. . 2. col. 280. 281. 485. Piscat.
disp. contr. Schafman. thes. 14. p. 179.) Vain is the subter-
fuge which' they here adopt; namely, 1. That the word “all”
does not only denote the individuals of the kinds, but very fre-
quently the kinds of individuals, and that God does not wish
all individuals to be saved, but all kinds (nicht alle, sondern
nur allerlei) without regard to sex. (Beza Collog. Mompelg.
resp. 1. ad thes. 7. de praedest. p. 510; the same, Respons. 2.
ad collog. Mompelg. p. 193. Piscat. contr. Schafman. thes. 49.
p-39.) But this hair-splitting distinction is proved to be un-
tenable by the undoubted circumstances of the texts. For in
Rom. 11 not only the elect are concluded under unbelief, but
all, also the reprobates. Therefore the Calvinists infer the
" rejection of the reprobates from this very passage. According

to 1 Tim. 2, 4, He wishes all to be saved, for whom He com-
mands, v. 1,, that prayers should be made. But prayers are
to b‘c m:ade for all men, according to the same verse, also for
an impious government, v. 2., Jer. 29, 7, for enemies, Matt. 5,
43, and for persecutors, according to Christ’s example, Luke
23, 34. The legitimate conclusion is clear. In 2 Pet. 3,9,
:he (}xl’scussmn is concerning the }mbelieving and impenitent
ransgressors, whom God, by His patience, invites to peni-
tence. See' Rom. 2, 4. Hence this does not refer to the elect
ztt:)one. This the antithesis also shows: He does not wish
pe?utt.wlnli’ (::g’::jia;;ﬁ 2;:28 :Sils be lost, but that'all shall re-
the same. 2. Vain is also thpassatg)e let the judgment b7
“world,” in John 3, 16 is not t t? ety Tt th? o
men in the worlti, but on(; the unde]:StOOd s meaning &1
. ‘ ) y the elect in the world. (Beza
Collo. Mompelg. p. 544. Piscat. schol. in John c. 3, 17. p. 63.
et observ. 11, p. 70).—But, first, nowhere is the word « world”
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used in Scriptures for the elect in the world alone. Secondly,
in v. 18, the world is divided into believers and unbelievers,
who have been judged. Thirdly, by “world” those are to be
understood who love darkness rather than light, v. 19. What
has this to do with the elect? See John 2,2. 8. Vain is the
subterfuge taken from Ez. 33, for here the Lord speaks not
concerning all the impious, but of those who have been con-
verted. (Beza, lib. de praedest. cont. Castal. vol. 1., p. 853
seq. Zanch. lib. 3 de nat. Dei c. 4. qu. 4. t. 2. col. 280.) The
words c. 18, v. 31, also speak against it: “Why will ye die?
For I have no pleasure in the death of him that dieth,” v. 32.
But he who dies in sin, is ncver converted, but perishes eter-
nally. What Piscat. contr. Schafman. th. 57. p. 41. 42, says
concerning the difference between “have pleasure,” and “will,”
is of no moment. For the Hebrew word signifies both. Add
to this that we have pleasure only in that which we will, and
not in that to which we arc opposed. 4. Vain is the subter-
fuge that there is a distinction between the will of the sign,
revealed in the Word, by which will God externally offers
salvation to all, and the will of His good pleasure, or the
secret and hidden will, by which He denies salvation to the
most. (Beza, resp. 2. ad Colloq. Mompelg. p. 173. Tossan.
thesib. hist. didase. de Pelagianis, thes. 144. For, first, the
Scriptures know nothing of this distinction, which originated
among the scholastics (see Thom. 1, 9. 19, art. 11.) Secondly,
to it we oppoxe the infallible axiom: In God there are no con-
tradictory wills. And thus, thirdly, no other will of good
pleasure can be admitted, than that which is in Christ, and
which is revealed to us through the Gospel, Rom. 16, 26; 1
Cor. 2, 7. According to the distinction alleged by the adver-
saries there would cither be two contrary wills in God, or the
one will of God would at the same time will two contraries,
011!_3 openly, the other secretly. In this manner God would be
guilty of hypocrisy, deception, and wicked guile. But even
to think this of God is absurd, blasphemous, impious, and is
€ven contrary to human uprightness and integrity, Matt. 5,
37: But let your communication be, Yea, yea, etc. That
Luther made this same distinction does not militate against
. (Kimedont. 1ib. 2. de redempt. gen. hum. c. 16. p. 306.
and de braedest, c. 4. p. 478 seqq.) For this was done in an-
8
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other way and for another end. “The will of the sign,” he
says, “is the one which God has revealed to us in His Word
and Sacraments, and this we must observe, if we wish to
know God’s will. The will of good pleasure is the bare maj-
esty, which is God Himself, from which the eyes must be
drawn; for in this respect He cannot be apprehended. See
c. 6. Gen. t. 1. Luth. Witteb. f. 117. a. He therefore advises
simply to receive this will. See the same place. Compare
also what we have touched on above concerning the benefi-
cent will of God. This one thing must here be noted: A dis-
tinction must be made between the inclination of the divine
will towards saving, and the effect and act of this inclination
and salvation itself. Between us and the Calvinists the ques-
tion is concerning the inclination. But most of the argu-
ments they have adduced against us refer to the act of the
inclination. It is therefore illogical to say that God has
mercy only on a few, and not on all, and that He predesti-
nates, calls, justifies, and sanctifies only a few, and not all,
and that therefore He does not wish to predestinate, call,
sanctify, etc., all. (Piscator. disput. contr. Schafman. thes.
6, ad 20. p. 23.24. 25.26.) Talse deductions! The antecedent
speaks of an act, the conclusion of an inclination. Further-
more the will to save does not cover the same ground as sal-
vation itself. And lastly, the bare and simple will, is not the
only cause of predestination, but the other causes and the
means already mentioned are required. “Tt is necessary to
believe and to confess most sincerely, that God wishes all
men to bfa sa:ved, etc. The fact that nevertheless many of
these perlf;h is the fault of those that perish; but that many
are saved is a gift of the saving God.” (August. ad artic. sibi

fals. impos. art. 2. t. 7. col. 1353. B.) Of this more below.

V. Demonstrate II. that according to the .
) ) v God Christ
died and mnde satisfaction 4 purpose of Go 7

and : Jor the sin of all men without exception.
8. 53, 6.. All we, like sheep, have gone astray, and the
Lord hath laid on Him (Christ) the iniquity of us ail.

John 1,29, Behold the Lamb of God, whi
the sin of the world. od, which taketh away

1John 2,2. Christ is the

not for ours only, but also for the sins
0 s of the whol ;
1 Cor. 15,22, For as in Ad o e

11 di . .
shall @/l be made alive, am all died, even so in Christ

propitiation for our sins; and
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2 Cor. 5, 15. One (Christ) died for all.
1 Tim. 2, 6. He gave Himself for all.

1 Tim. 4, 10. Christ is the Savior of all men, especially
of those that believe.

Here belong all those utterances of the Scriptures which
extend the merit of Christ to all, and accordingly to the whole
world, and which speak of the general will of God, of the uni-
versal proclamation of the Gospel and offer of the divine ben-
efits, of their contempt and rejection, and of the .punishment
of those who treat them with contempt. Therefore the Cal-
vinists err, who assert that Christ died only for the elect. Of
these they are impious, false and blasphemous who, with
Beza, declare that it is impious, false and blasphemous to
say that Christ, both in reference to the purpose of God and
to its effect, should have died and made satisfaction, no less
for the sins of the dammned than for the sins of Peter, Paul,
and all the saints. (Sce Collog. Mompelg. p. 547. and resp. 2.
Beza, ad acta, p. 219. 221.)

It is folly 1. to restrict the cited passages to the univer-
sality. of the elect. Ior then, first, only the elect would be
erring sheep and had died in Adam. Secondly, then the
grace of Christ would not abound, contrary to Rom. 5, 20.
Against it is also, thirdly, the conclusion for the minor to the
major: not for our sins alone—i. e. of the faithful of both the
Jews and the Gentiles,—but for those of the whole world,—
L e of all men in the whole world, to all of whom and not to
the Jews alone, this general epistle of John was written. Op-
posed to it are, fourthly, the clear passages which assert that
Christ gave satisfaction also for the sins of the most wicked.
Thus it is said that He has bought those who deny the Lord,
2Pet. 2,1.2 ; those who tread Christ under foot and profane
the blood of the Testament through which they are sancti-
fied, Heb. 10, 19 ; those who were enlightened and had tasted
of the heavenly gift, and have again crucified the Son of God,
Heb. 6, 6. But can all this be referred to the elect alone?
By no means!

It is folly 2. to understand these expressions according to
th? opinion or judgment of love, but not as applying to the
thing itself and to the truth of the fact. (Piscat. contr.
Schafman. thes. 68. p. 55. 56.) For Peter distinctly says, 2
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Pet. 2, 18, that they were clean escaped, truly and in reality,
not seemingly (as Beza in his annotations to this passage re-
marks), and not according to opinion only. Further it is
said that they have escaped the pollution of the world, not
according to the judgment of love alone, but through the
knowledge of Christ, v. 20, and of the way of righteousness,
v.21. Then they are said to have again become entangled v.
90, and to have turned from the holy command, 21, to have
returned to‘the mire, to have devoured their vomit, that it
was worse with them than it was before, v. 22. How could
these things be said of them, if they had never in reality
been purged from their sins? In this way Heb. 6, 6 and 10,
29 must be judged. For if they had never in reality been
sanctified, how could their punishment on that account be
increased? How could they crucify Christ again, if He had
not been crucified for them before? Add to this that here
the sin against the Holy Ghost is spoken of, which presup-
poses a manifest contention against known truth.

It is folly 3. to make the distinction that Christ’s death
was sufficient for all, but efficacious only for the elect. (Par-
eus, Irenic. ¢. 24. p. 142. Kimedontits de redempt. gen.
bum. L. 1, c. 11. p. 63. seqq.) For, first, this distinction is not
flrawn from the Scriptures, but from the brains of the schol-
iasts. Secondly, it is manifestly contrary to the cited pas-
sages. Thirdly, it has been rejected by Beza and others as
a mere sophistic and silly subterfuge. (Respons. 2. collog.
Mompelg. p. ‘217. 218.221. Piscat. in his analysis of 1 Tim.
%‘ p- 3L Tt is not approved by Pareus himself; see Apologia

11‘)1101'. Neostad. fol. 97.) Fourthly, it is insulting to God
Himself and to the merits of Christ. For how could He
31_'31}’ suffice for all, if God did not send the Son for all, and
b e S T e 2
the rich h the hungry are sufficiently satisfied when

ave sufficient food to satisfy every one, which how-
ever they are never willing to distribute among’ the hungry.
Fifthly, this difference is illogically and impertentl lied
here. For th ion i pertonty 2PP .©
) e question is not, whether the death of Christ 18
guﬁiclent for the sins of the reprobates also, if God so wishes
it; but, whether God really did wish that 'it should suffice
a}r:d whether He‘ rea'lly did give satisfaction for them. Whaé
therefore has this distinction to do with the thing itself?
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One thing must here be noted: for the proper dissection
of the arguments of the Calvinists a distinction must here be
made between the death of Christ itself, and the benefits and
fruit thereof, as also the application, which is accomplished
through faith. The question is concerning the death and
merit of Christ themselves, whether they have been accom-
plished and secured for all men. All the arguments of the
Calvinists reach a conclusion in reference to the salutary
fruit and application of the same, which is accomplished
through faith, and thus they play with a proof drawn from
four terms. The death itself has been accomplished, without
any consideration of faith, for enemies, sinners, etc. Rom.
5,6.7.8.10. But the fruit of this death can be applied to
none save believers, because faith is the instrumental cause
of this appropriation. They conclude falsely then when they
argue thus: Christ made satisfaction for the elect, the breth-
ren, the sons, the sheep, the church, the saints, His people,
as also for many ; therefore not for all. (Piscat. de praedest.
thes. 58. seq. p. 43—49. Pareus, Iren. p. 42 seq.) Did He
therefore satisfy for the elect alone? By no means! For then
there is more in the conclusion than in the premises. For,
first, the restriction “only” is nowhere found in the Serip-
tures. Secondly, it is one thing to die for the elect, another
to die for the elect alone. Thirdly, would it be logical to say
that the faithful alone will arise, because the faithful will
arise. But if the-faithful alone will arise, then the unbe-
believers will not arise. Fourthly, the word “many” has a
double meaning. But here it is used not segregatively, but
collectively, for the whole multitude, or for all. Rom. 5, 19:
“For by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners.”
Dan.12,9: « Many shall awake,” that is, “all,” according to
Christ’s explanation, John 5, 28. The word “many” Matt.
20, 28 is explained by “all” in 1 Tim. 2, 6. Further the
Scriptures use « many,” or “the multitude” as opposite to the
fewness of the elect. Matt. 20, 16. Therefore “many” and
“elect” are not one and the same. What the opponents
adduce concerning the intercession and the prayers of Christ
for the elect, has been explained above when treating of the
Sacerdotal office of Christ; which see.

VI. Demonstrate III. that according to the purpose of God
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this universal merit of Christ must be offered to all men without ex-
ception through the preaching of the Gospel.

Matt. 11, 28. Come unto me all ye that labor and are
heavy laden, and I will give you rest.

Matt. 28, 19. Go and teach all nations.

Mark 16, 15. Preach the Gospel to every (rational) crea-
ture.

Acts 17, 80. And the times of this ignorance God
winked at; but now commandeth all men every where to
repent.

1 Tim. 2,4. God will have all to come unto the knowl-
edge of the truth.

The same thing follows from the universal will of God,
from the redemption through Christ, and from the punish-
ment of him that despises grace. The Calvinists err, who
insist that the evangelical promises, by which we are called
to the participation of theé benefits of Christ, do not have
reference to every one indiscriminately, but that in reality
they refer only to the elect. (See Beza resp. 2. ad collog.
Momp. p. 222 seqq. The same, lib. de praedest. vol. 1, P-
421. The same, quaest. et resp. vol. I, p. 685 seq. and others
passim.)

It is frivolous 1. that they again restrict the universality
of the promises to the elect alone. For this is contradicted
by those passages which offer these promises to the impious
and unbelieving also, and that with the serious purpose of
communication. “How often would I have gathered you,
but ye would not.” Matt. 23, 87. “I have spread out my
‘l‘mnds all the day unto a rebellious people,” etc. Is. 65, 2.

I have called, and ye refused,” Prov. 1, 24. “Ye did not
ansmter,” Is. 65, 12. The same follows from the parable con-
cerning those, who when invited, were not willing to come,
but sllf“', tl.le servants, Matt. 22, 3. 6.

is impious 2. to understand by this promise only an
:ﬁi:lagd token or a ‘s‘i.mglation. (Piscat. disput. de praed.

. 8 p. 66) TFor “if it were thus, what would be more
untrut'hful than God, since even a wise and honorable man is
r%ot guilty of such a thing.” (Lactant. lib. de ira c. 4. p. 335.)

hen the king would not have been in reality incensed on

;;c(iunt of the contempt of his invitation, contrary to Matt.
, 7.
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It is profane 3. to say that the call is efficacious only in
the case of the elect, but inefficacious in reference to the rest.
(Beza, resp. 2 collog. Mompelg. p. 93. Explic. Christianism.
vol. 1, p. 201 seq. Piscat. contr. Schafman. thes. 93. p. 87.)
Whence is this distinction proved? From the Scriptures?
Why is it inefficacious? Is it by the counsel and intention
of God? This would argue God a hypocrite. Or is the Gos-
pel the cause? In this way they break the efficacy and
virtue of the Gospel. Or is it, lastly, derived from man?
Thereby nothing is gained for the adversaries, since this is
not controverted.

Against this does not militate the fact that the Gospel is
not actually preached always. (Beza, resp. 2. collog. Mom-
pelg. p. 169. seq. Lib. quest. ¢t resp. vol. 1. p. 685. For, first,
this does not break the will and command of God that all
should be called. For this has been carried out in the times
of our first parents, of Noah, and of the apostles, who went
out to all the world, Rom. 10, 18; and preached the Gospel to
every creature, Col. 1, 2. 8. Sccondly, it takes place from the
circumstance of the ingratitude of men, on which account
God visits the iniquities of the parents on the children, Ex.
20, 5; takes away the kingdom, Matt. 21, 43; removes the
candle-stick out of its place, Rev. 2, 5. With this not con-
flict 2) Ps. 147, 20. (Piscat. contra. Schafman. thes. 16, p.
25.) For that “God hath not dealt so with any nature” is
not owing to an absolute decrce of reprobation, but is on
account of the forefathers and their own ingratitude. Nor,
3) Matt. 10, 5. (P’iscat. ad 1. p. 311). For it is unwisely con-
cluded from this passage that the preaching of the Gospel
pertains only to the elect, because the prohibition: “Go not
into the way the Gentiles, etc.,” was temporal, which ceased
after the resurrection, Matt. 28,19. Nor 4) Acts 16,6. (Beza,
resp. 2. collog. Mompelg. 170. Zanch. lib. 5. de nat. dei ¢. 2.
qu. 4. col. 486.) For that it “was forbidden to preach the
-word in Asia” is not done absolutely, but for the reason that
the Lord knew that they could first preach it in Macedonia
With greater fruits. But afterwards the word was preached
n Asia and Bithynia, 1 Pet. 1, 1. Acts 2, 9. 10. For the
refutation of their arguments, a distinction must be made
between the promise itself, which is common both to the be-
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lievers and the unbelievers, and the promised thing or the
fruit and use of the promise, which belong only to the be-
lievers. To this latter the arguments of the adversaries
refer, but, the question is concerning the first. Here also
they deceive with proofs from four terms.

VIL Demonsirate finally IV. that God, according to Hus pur-
pose, wishes that all should be saved by faith.

John 6,40. And this is the will of my Father, that every
one which seeth the Son and believeth on Him, may have ever-
lasting life.

2 Thess. 2, 13. God hath chosen us from the beginning
to salvation, through sanctification of the Spirit, and belief of
the truth.

James 2,5. God hath chosen the poor of this world rich
in faith.

1 Cor. 1,21, It pleased God by the foolishness of preach-
ing to save them that believe.

‘The same thing is proved by 1. AH those testimonies of
Scriptures which promise eternal life to the believers. 2. A
proof is also our justification, which does not take place ex-
cept by faith. Hence the axiom: As God has from eternity
d}acreed us to be saved and to be elected to eternal life, so in
time He justifies and saves us. But He saves us in time
?hrough faith, Eph. 2, 8. Therefore, etc. And hence: As
is the execution of the divine decree, so is the decree it-
self, and the converse. See the apostle’s (not Rennecher’s)
Golden Chain of Salvation, Rom. 8, 29. 30. Concerning simi-
lar. cases the same holds good. 3. A proof is our adoption as
children, which does not take place except by faith, John 1;
12; Qal. 3,26. But we are “predestinated” unto the adoption
of clflldren of God, Eph. 1,5. 4. A proof is the character of
the instrumental cause offering us salvation, namely the Gos-
pel. lj‘or everything that is offered us in the Gospel for our
§alvat1(?n requires faith, John 20, 31. But the grace of God
in Chnst., through and on account of the merit of Christ to
eternal life, is offered us in the Gospel for our salvation, 2
Thess. 1, 11. 12. Therefore, etc. But what is the univeréa,l
grace of Gf)d without the merit of Christ? There is none:
ll;cnce' no justification, hence no salvation, hence no election.

ut what does the merit of Christ profit unless it be appro-

.
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priated ? But it cannot be appropriated except through faith.
Therefore, etc.

Hence the Calvinists err, who entirely remove faith from
election, which they imagine to be entirely absolute, and
claim that in the cited passages the execution only of elec-
tion, which is accomplished through the medium of faith, is
spoken of ; and that indced the opinion of those who defend
the opposite, is more blasphemous against God, than the doc-
trine of the Pelagians and of those sophists who teach that
predestination is effected from foreseen faith and foreseen
works. (Zanch. 1, 5. de nat. dei-c. 2. qu. 3. t. 2. col. 484.) But
from what passage of Scriptures is this distinction drawn?
For us the causes of election and of the execution thereof are
entirely the same. ILet them prove the contrary from the
Scriptures!

The following assertions prove nothing against us: 1.
That faith comes into existence in time, and that accordingly
the election has been made from eternity simply and abso-
lutely, and without any condition whatever. (Zanch. 1. c.
col. 483.) For although faith comes into existence in time,
yet the election was effected from eternity through the fore-
sight of this faith, 1 Pet. 1, 20, with respect to which foresight
of God there is no future, but all things are from eternity
present to Him, 2 Pcet. 3, 8. 2. That faith is the effect, the
fruit, and consequence of clection. (The same, 1. c. col. 484.)
For it does not follow from this, that it cannot be the cause
thereof, since it is rather both, but in different respects. It
can be called the fruit of election on account of the purpose of
G})d, insofar as He has decreed in the decree of election to en-
kindle faith through the preaching of the Gospel; but the
cause thereof, insofar as God decreed to elect those of whom
}‘Ie foresaw that they would receive faith through the preach-
Ing. 3. The passage, Acts 13, 48.) See the same, c. 2. qu.
:1‘. t. 2. col. 486 seq.) For here a false deduction is made.

As many as were ordained to eternal life, believed,” not
however by an absolute decree, but destined by a certain or-
dfl' established by God. But this order takes into considera-
'“0.11 ‘the divinely instituted means, through which the Holy
Spirit enkindles faith in men who follow that order. But
those who despise them remain in their unbelief. 4. That
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the election is gratuitous, and thus cannot include faith.
(Zanch. 1. ¢. 5, ¢. 1. qu. 3. col. 484. 513.) For grace is the op-
posite of works, Rom. 11, 6, but not of faith ; faith is subordi-
nated to grace, that faith may apprehend grace in Christ.
Furthermore, our election is not effected on account of faith
as the impelling and moving cause, but in faith, from faith,
and through faith, in the very same sense as we are also jus-
tified by faith, by imputation and not by merit, instrument-
ally, because it apprehends the grace offered in Christ, not
causatively, or by effecting that God elects us, insofar as it is
a work, or dignity, or virtue by us or from us. Those who
assent to this latter are partakers of the errors of Pelagianus.
“The elect are not those who are elected, because they have
believed, (as through their own merit and dignity) but those
who are elected that they believe.” (August. de praedest.
sanct. c. 17. t. 7. col. 1254 A.) Whoever accuses us of Pelagi-
anism in this connection is a calumniator.

VIIL  But if God through the means mentioned seriously wills

that all should be saved, how does it happen that not all men are in
fact saved ?

If God would will absolutely that all men should be
saved, then they would necessarily be saved; but because He
wills this in a determinate way, namely in this qrder, that
through the Gospel they shall come to the knowledge of the
truth and be justified by true faith in Christ, 1 Tim. 2, 4. it
follows from this that only the believers are saved, Mark 16,
16; John 6, 40, and that but few are elected, Matt. 22, 14.

Therefore all the arguments of the adversaries which are
adducfed against the orthodoxy of our assertion, as ‘well from
the w1ll. of God as from the sufficiency of the merit of Christ,
lose their fqrce, as soon as the distinction is made in the will
<l>)f God (which indeed in the nature of its essence is simple,
t.ut as to the act of wi}ling, by which the will becomes effec-
21ve on creature.:s, is diverse); 1. Asa simple or absolute, and

- As a determinate will. Whatever God wills simply and
abs?lutely, that also takes place simply and always and in-
.Vart‘ably. “He hath done whatsoever He pleased,” Ps. 115,
3. For.He spake, and it was done,” Ps. 33 9. « I:Ie calleth
those things which be not as though they were,” Rom. 4, 17.
But in this wise He does not will our salvatiori. But. W,hat’
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ever He wills in a determinate way, under a certain condition,
that is not effected unless the condition be fulfilled. Thus God
wills all to be saved, but under this condition, that through
the medium of the word they believe, and appropriate by
faith the merit of Christ; and if this condition is omitted or
neglected or not applied legitimately, then by the just judg-
ment of God the opposite takes place. Others, after Damas-
cenus (lib. 2. de orthodox. fid. c. 29. p. 150.), distinguish
between the antecedent will, according to which He wills that
all men, without exception, should be saved by faith in
Christ which is offered us through the preaching of the
Gospel; and the consequent will, according to which He saves
only those who believe in Christ, but justly condemns the un-
believers, John 3, 18; 6, 40; Mark 16, 16. The antecedent
will therefore regards 1. The intention and purpose of God
concerning our salvation, and thus 2. The order of the causes
or of the means appointed to attain this; such as, first,
the principle cause, the universal love of God, John 3,
16; secondly, the meritorious cause, the universal merit of
Christ, 1 John 2, 2; thirdly, the instrumental offering cause,
the general call through the Gospel, Matt. 28, 19. The con-
sequent will regards the application of the means to men,
which is accomplished through the receiving instrumental
cause, namely faith, which comes from the hearing of the
word, Rom. 10, 17. From this follows the particular election
of the believers, and from the opposite, namely neglect of
and contempt for the word, the condemnation of the unbe-
lievers. Hence the following 1. Both kinds of will, the an-
tecedent and the consequent, are determined by a certain
or'der of means. 2. Therefore neither is absolute and uncon-
ditional. 8. One is subordinated to the other. 4. And hence
they are not contradictory. 5. The election is of the believ-
ers, and accordingly is a particular one. “Few are chosen,”
Matt. 22,14, «Strait is the gate, and narrow is the way, and
few etc.” Matt. 7, 14.  “I have chosen you out of the world,”
John 15, 19 and 17, 6. “Thou hast revealed them unto
bab‘fsf’ Matt. 11, 25. God hath chosen the foolish, the weak,
the ignoble, 1 Cor, 1,27. “The Lord knoweth them that are

]‘ﬁ‘s,” 2 Tim. 2,19. 6. Accordingly it is not a universal elec-
tion of all,
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Therefore those err,. who assert that properly all men, with-
out exception, are elected (Acta Huber. p. 1. p. 32, 62. p. 2, p.
81.) These the word “election” alone, which denotes a cer-
tain segregation, convicts of error. Furthermore, this word
is always used in Scriptures only of those who will actually
attain salvation, and thus, when it is applied to-all promiscu-
ously, it is a contradiction in itself. Against this avails
nothing the universal merit, by which all are received into
Christ, Rom. 5, 19 (see the same place, part 2, p. 124). For
in parallel of Christ and of Adam the causes themselves of
our guilt and of righteousness are compared, but not the
effects. Different is furthermore the circumstance that the
Adamic guilt has passed over unto all immediately, through
the natural generation from Adam; but the merit of Christ
is appropriated only mediately to the believers through faith.
The other arguments, which are drawn from the universality
of the love of God, of the call, and of the Gospel promises,
are easily refuted by noting the distinction in the will of
God. For they form the conclusions from the antecedent
will, which is not the only cause of election, but reaches its
end through its means. Therefore it is illogical to form a
conclusion from that alone in reference to election itself.

IX. But what are the causes that not all and every one, ¥
wlwzz?the Gospel is preached, receive faith from it, believe, and are
saved !

The cause is in no manner in God, who seriously and
earr.lestly wished all to come to the knowledge of the truth,
} Tlm.. 2, 4, nor in the preached word of the Gospel, which in
1tsc?lf 1s a power of God for the salvation of every one that
believes, Rom. 1, 6, a savour of life unto life, 2 Cor. 2, 16; but
the cause is found solely and alone in the will and wicked-
ness (.)f men, who either despise the word entirely, or do not
}{ear 1t, and thus in various ways themselves resist the opera-
tion of the Holy Spirit; as the parables concerning the great

supper, Luke 14, 16, concerning the i 22, 3
and the land, Luke 8, 12, show. i marmisge, Math. 2 5

Here the following i
, passages of Scriptures apply: “Ye
would not,” ’%\Iatt. 23, 27: “Ye refused,” Prov. 1, 2%1; “Ye did
got answer,” Is. 65, 12; They would not come, Luke 14, 18.
ut they who hear the Word in various ways hinder the



CONCERNING THE ELECTION, ETC. 125

fruit of the divine seed through hypocrisy, stubbornness,
pride, laziness, dreaming, unbelief, preconceived opinions,
voluptuousness, desires, and innumerable other sins, Acts 7,
51; reject the counsel of God against themselves, Luke 7, 80;
put the Word of God from themselves, and make themselves
unworthy of everlasting life, Acts 13, 48. And thus “if God
has not governed all, it is their own fault and blame.” (Chry-
sost. hom. 7, in Matt. c. 2. t. 2. col. 70. C.) “That they persist
in the darkness is not occasioned by the nature of the light,
but by their wickedness, since they of their own will make
themselves unworthy of so great a gift.” (The same, hom. 7,
in John. c. 1. t. 3. col. 48. C.) See on this topic the very ele-
gant explanations of Chrysostom (hom. 45, in Matt. ¢. 13 ¢ t.
2 col. 391. D, in our analysis of the Gospel for the 'Sunday
Septuagesimae, observation 7, vol. I., col. 453.) The objec-
tion is not valid, that it is not in our power to hear the Word
with fruit. “For that the hearer hears, is voluntary,” says
Chrysostom, (hom. 17, in cap. 1, John t. 3. col. 98. A,) and the
external study is left to our abilities. We can hear the ex-
ternal Word, and listen to it, as the Athenians did, Acts 17,
20, and indeed attentively and anxiously, like Sergius, Acts
13,7; gladly, like Herod, Mark 6,20; with desire of learn-
ing. We are also able to remove certain external obstacles,
as stupor, levity and security. But through this external
hearing, as through the ordinary and efficacious means (not
as if it were our merit), the Holy Spirit-works and produces
the internal hearing, namely the understanding and assent
of the heart, faith, and conversion. And he who, against the

truth, accuses us of Pelagianism in this connection, speaks
calumny.

X. But what is the reason that most men become reprobates
ond are condemned ?

Here too the fault is not in God, who has no pleasure in
thfe }ieath of him that dieth, Ez. 18, 82; 13, 11; and does not
Tejolce in the destruction of the living, Wis. 1, 13; but the
fault lies solely and alone in the impenitence and unbelief of
en.  For he that believeth not shall be damned, Mark 16,
16; and the wrath of God abideth on him, John 3, 36. See
V. 18 and John 6, 40. Here all the reasons under the preced-
Ing question apply. For if men, of their own will, repel the

-
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Word of the Gospel from themselves, and judge themselves
unworthy of eternal life, Acts 13, 46, then certainly their re-
probation and condemnation must be attributed to their own
fault, according to the expression, “O Israel, thou hast de-
stroyed thyself,” Hos. 13, 9.

Therefore the Calvinists err, who teach that the greater
part of mankind is destined and created for eternal punish-
ment by an absolute and simple decree of God, whom God
never did will, or does will, or shall will to save. (Beza resp.
2. collog. Mompelg. p. 7. col. 194). To this all Scriptures are
diametrically opposed. It is without foundation when they
distinguish between reprobation, which takes place abso-
lutely and alone by the good pleasure of God, and damnation,
of which unbelief and sin is the cause. (See the same, p.
158 seq.) This distinction is destitute of all scriptural testi-
mony, since this absolute reprobation cannot be proved by a
single word of Scripture. Furthermore, this doctrine contra-
dicts itself. If God is the cause of reprobation, He is also the
cause of damnation. For whatever is the cause of a cause, is
also the cause of that effected by the latter cause, according
to the hypothesis of the Calvinists themselves. (See the
same, p. 177 seq.) And again, God does not will the prpper
end of reprobation, that is damnation itself. Hence He does
not will that which is ordained for this very end. Therefore
He does not will reprobation, which is ordained for this very
end. Moreover, as the election is not absolute, but deter-
mined by a certain order, so is also reprobation. ‘Phe norm
of the former is: whosoever believes in Christ will be saved;
of the latter: whosoever does not believe, will be damned.

_ - Against this the assertions are of no avail: 1) That God
is the cause of election, and therefore also of reprobation and
da.mr.xation. (Beza 1. c. p. 166.) The false reasoning lies in
putting these two on the same basis. God is the cause of
election, both with reference to the end as also with reference
to all the means leading to this end. But the meriting cause
o.f reprobation and condemnation, impenitence and unbe-
lief, must be ascribed not to God, but entirely to men. 2)
Rf)m. 9, 21, the parable of the potter. (Beza L. c. p. 163. seq.
Lib. dg praedest. contr. Castell. vol. 1, p. 342.) For this does
not suit; Because, first it is said that God has patiently en-
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dured the vessels of wrath; hence He has not made them
such. For what God has made, He approves, Wis. 11, 25.
He does not approve the vessels of wrath, but endures them.
Secondly, the preparation is falsely understood. The vessels
are to have been prepared, but was this by God? The apos-
tle does not .say so. Thirdly, the argument is wrong in re-
gard to the end. God did not will that there should be ves-
sels of wrath, in order that He might declare His glory, but
because they are such, He has willed to use them for the
declaration of His glory and power. Fourthly, there is a
false opposition. God has prepared certain ones for honor,
therefore He has preparéd the others for dishonor, that is to
be vessels of wrath. For it is their own fault that they are
left in their innate dishonor. 3) Rom. 9, 13: Jacob have I
loved, Ezau have I hated. (Beza L. ¢. p. 162. lib. de praedest.
contr. Castell. vol. 1. p. 342). For this does not belong here,
as first, it does not treat of cternal reprobation, but of an ex-
ternal prerogative, which by right of primogenitive belonged
to Esau. By this the apostle teaches that the election does
not rest on any prerogative of birth or race, as the Jews
thought, nor on the works of men, but depends entirely on
the grace of God in Christ. Seccondly, because it does not.
speak of the persons of Esau and Jacob, but of their posterity.
“Two nations, etc.,” Gen. 25, 23. Thirdly, Esau himself
never served Jacob. Fourthly, Esau is never spoken of as
condemned by the Sceriptures. Fifthly, the word “ hate” does
ot always signify an inimical spirit, but at times an act
by which one is placed after another who is favored. See
Luke 14,26 : “Who does not hate his father and mother,”i. e.
love me more than them. Matt. 10, 37. What then has this
to do with an absolute hatred of Esau? 4. Prov. 16,4. (See
the same, resp. 2 colloq. Mompelg. p. 175.) For God does not
m'ake the impious that he be impious, but because he is im-
Plous by his vices, God makes him for a day of evil, namely
by Punishing him justly. The other passages which are ad-
duced against us, such as Rom. 9, 15, 18: “He hath mercy on
whom He will have mercy, and whom He will He harden-
eth;” Matt, 11, 25. “Revealed to babes,” Jude 4, “men of
old ordaineq to this condemnation,” etc., treat of the conse-
QUent/w ill of God. Against the reality of the case, they are
Put over against the antecedent will, and thus the argument
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is fallacious. Of hardening, blindness, etc., we have spoken
above, under the cause of sin.

XI. Here this one thing must yet be asked: Can those who
truly believe and who are elected, deprive themselves of, or lose faith
and the grace of the indwelling Holy Spirit through mortal sins ?

Certainly they can; but one in this way, the other in
that. The elect can do this totally, but not finally; the re-
generated both totally and finally.

Here a threefold distinction must be noted, although in
the ordinary way of speaking it is not observed. If we wish
to speak accurately, we must say: 1. Of the believers some are
regenerated, others elect. The regenerated are properly those
who, being in reality born again through the Holy Spirit,
believe for a time, but again fall from faith through impeni-
tence. The elect are those who are also born again through
the Holy Spirit and for a time fallihg into sin lose faith, do
not however persist in this to the end, but by repentance
again arise from their fall. Hence the regenerated are to be
estimated according to final faith. Therefore. the regener-
ated are not, by that fact alone, elect, nor are all the elect
always and at all times regenerated. For there are regener-
ated persons who are nevertheless reprobate on account of
their foreseen final impenitence; and there are elect persons,
who, on account of the sin into which they fall, are regener-
a!;ed. 2. The casting aside and loss of faith and grace, is
either a total one, in which justifying faith and the gift of re-
nevyal are entirely lost, and thus a child of grace becomes a
child of wrath; or a final one, namely when faith is not only
lost, but can never again be regained, so that the departure
from this life is taken in unbelief. The elect, through the
mortal sins in which they indulge, as long as they indulge,
shake off faith and grace entirely, but not finally, because at
};gtgs:t If;he end of life, they return through true repentance.

egenerated only shake them off both totally and
finally, because they never return to a better condition, but
depart from life in final impenitence. 3. Sins are either
mor.ta.l or veni?,l. Mortal sins shake off faith and grace;
venial sins exist in connection with faith, but are con-

trolled by it, and are remitted by th
Christ. See above on sin. y the grace of God through
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THE FORMULA OF CONCORD ON PREDESTINATION.
(CONCLUSION.)

IV. The fourth section of our Confession (Decl. § 34-42,
Epit. § 12) considers a difficulty that may occur to the mind
in view of the preceding exposition. If predestination, as an
ordination of mcans, refers to all men alike, how does it come
that not all men, but comparatively only a few, are elect?
Are we not forced to account for this by assuming that, after
all, it is not seriously and earnestly the will of God that all
men should be saved? Must we not admit, if we still insist
upon the universality of the redemption, that the Gospel
brings saving power to some, but not to others, and that the
call, though given to all alike, is sincere and cfficacious in
some cases and not in others? This would be a necessary
resort, indeed, if the doctrine set forth were that of a dark
decree which, without any reference to man’s appropriation of
the merits of Christ by faith or rejection by unbelief, has
Sfflected from the lost race but a few for the manifestation of
fllvine mercy’ But one must have read with his imagination
Instead of his eyes if he has found such a doctrine in our
Formula. We have seen that it declares the will of God to be
on the one hand that, as Christ has died for all, the salvation
shall be seriously offered to all in the means of grace, and the
Holy Spirit shall be active in all; and, on the other, that all
should receive and believe the Word and be obedient to it.
Th? call is seriously given to all, but not all men receive and
behe\;e it; and'therefore not all are His sheep, but only those
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who hear His voice. “That many are called and few are
chosen, Matt. 20, 16, is not owing to the character of the divine
vocation which takes place through the Word, as if the
meaning of God were: ‘Externally, through the Word, I
call you all indeed to my kingdom unto whom I give my
Word, but in my heart I do not intend it for all, but for a few
only; for it is my will that the greater part of those whom I
call through the Word should not be enlightened and con-
verted, but remain damned, although I have declared myself
otherwise toward them through the Word by which they are
called’ In this manner it would be taught that God, who is
the eternal truth, contradicts Himself, while at the same time
God punishes such insincerity even in men, when a person
declares one thing and means and intends another in his
heart, Ps. 5, 9 and 12, 23.” § 84.35. Such a doctrine would
be fraught with evil. It would undermine the organic foun-
dation of our faith, and deprive us of all assurance in regard
to the infallible authority of the Word ; it would thus rob us
of the consolation offered in the Gospel promise, sealed by the
sacraments, and personally applied in absolution; it would
result, finally, in the subversion of the ground of our faith,
that the Holy Spirit is truly present when the Word is
preached, heard, and considered, and will be efficacious and
operate through it. Hence we must not suppose that any of
-tho§e are elect who despise the Word and will not reccive and
believe it. “For even as God has ordained in His counsel
that the Holy Spirit shall call, enlighten, and convert the
elect through the Word, and that He, will justify and save all
those who receive Christ through true fa'ith, sv has he also
decreed in His counsel that He will harden, reject, and con-
der}lp those cal!ed through the Word, if they resist the Holy
?}}l)lrlt :ho desires to be efficacious and to operate in them

rough the Word, and persevere in this course. And thus
many are called, but few chosen.” § 36-40.

Wh_at is the plain import of all this? Does it teach that
God, prior to all consideration of ‘men’s relation to Christ, se-
lected a few persons, whom He purposed to convert, sanctify,
and. save, and that the Holy Spirit by the means of’ grace in-
fallibly effects His gracious purpose‘ in these, while all the
rest are left helplessly and hopelessly to peris’h? It is hard
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to believe that any person can find such a doctrine in an
elucidation that has for its express object the rejection of es-
sential features in that Calvinistic hypothesis. How does it
come that while many are called but few are chosen? That
is the question which the Formula, in the section under con-
sideration, proposes to answer. What is the answer? It is
not that God has arbitrarily chosen some to salvation from
among the lost, and has given means which should be ef-
fectual to accomplish His purpose in them, while no such
purpose is formed with regard to the rest and therefore no
effectual provision is made for their salvation. This theory
is not only expressly rejected, but pronounced subversive of
the foundation of our religion. The answer is that when the
Word, which offers equally to all the salvation which is
wrought out cqually for all, is preached to men, some *re-
ceive and belicve it,” while the majority reject it, and thus
many are called, but few are chosen. “For few receive the
Word and obey it. The greater part despise the Word and
will not come to the marriage feast. The cause of this con-
tempt of the Word is not the foreknowledge of God,” though
He certainly foreknew from eternity who would recejve and
who would rejeet it, and on this basis, before the foundation
of the world, clected the sheep that hear His voice, “but the
perverted will of men, which rejects or perverts the. means
and instrument of the Holy Spirit offered by God through the
call, and which resists the Holy Spirit desiring to be effica-
cious and operative through the Word; as Christ says, Matt.
23,37: How often would I have gathered you together, and ye would
not!  Thus also many receive the Word with joy, but after-
wards fall away, Luke 8, 13. But this occurs, not because
God would not grant His grace unto perseverance to those in
whom He has begun this good work; for this is contrary to
the declaration of St. Paul, Phil. 1, 6; but because they con-
tumaciously turn away again from the holy command, grieve
and offend the Holy Spirit, entangle themselves in the pollu-
tions of the world, and garnish the habitation of their hearts
for Satan again. The latter end with these is worse than the
beginning. 9 Pet, 9, 10.20; Luke 11, 25. 26; Heb. 10, 26;
Eph. 4,807 g41. 42, .

The doctrine thus set forth undeniably is that God in
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His predestination has appointed an order of salvation for all
men alike, and has the earnest and sincere purpose that all
men shall have the benefit of it, instituting His means to be
efficacious for all, giving His Spirit to be operative in all,
and promising His gracious help to all believers alike unto
perseverance and final salvation; that when this great salva-
tion is presented to men in the Word and Sacraments, the
Holy Spirit being equally present and operative in every
case, some by His grace believe and accept the gracious offer,
and some obstinately resisting His grace disbelieve and reject
it; that those who believe are accepted in the Beloved, and
are thus the elect of God, whilst those who reject it, though
called with the same sincere purpose to save them as the
others, are not chosen, and that, accordingly, the election of
persons as it took place before the foundation of the world,
not after the acceptance or rejection of Christ was consum-
mated id time, was in view of the faith foreseen from eter-
nity. So our great Lutheran writers have taught ever since
the Formula was published, and this doctrine they have tri-

umphantly maintained in opposition to the absolute predes-
tination of Calvinists.

. Let it not be said that our Confession could not, in con-
sistency with its doctrine of man’s impotency of will, teach a
doctrine which takes into account man’s appropriation of
Christ by a faith which man can not originate, and that it
{:nust., to be in harmony with its teachings respecting human
inability, inculcate the doctrine that. as many as- God earn-
estly desires to save He actually does save. ‘ It must teach
Yvhat it says, not what it denies. It teaches that God’s will
is the St?.lvation of all men through faith in Christ ; it denies
that His grace, which is universal, is irresistible when it
comes to man in the Word. It teaches that the reason why
not all are saved is, not that God would not save all, but that
when He would have gathered them together, they v:fould not.
It teac}}es that the reason why many are cal,led but few are
f:hosen 18, not the foreknowledge or predestinati:)n of God, as
if He had determined beforehand that this one shall belie,ve,
that one shall not, this one shall persevere, that one shall not
but the fact that “few receive the Word and obey it the
greater part despise the Word and will not come to the,maf'
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riage feast,” though He gives to all alike the grace needful to
this end. It teaches, in short, that the rule according to
which the election of persons takes place is the acceptance or
rejection of the salvation embraced for all in the ordination
of means; that God “ will justify and save all those who re-
ceive Christ by true faith,” which He has not first rendered
impossible to the many by limiting His efficacious grace to
the few ; and that “ the text, Matt. 22, 14: ¢Many are called,
but few are chosen,” does not imply that God does not desire
to save all men, but the cause of the damnation of the wicked
is that they either do not hear the Word of God at all, but ob-
stinately contemn it, closing their ears and hardening their
hearts, and thus obstruct the ordinary means of access of the Holy
Spirit, so that He cannot perform His work in them ; or, if they
have heard it, they again neglect and disregard it; of which
neither God nor His election, but their own wickedness is
the cause. 2 Pet. 2, 1; Luke 11, 49-52; Heb. 12,25.” Epit.
§12. Thus a clear and consistent doctrine is set forth, fully
in harmony with the teachings of the Confession elsewhere
in regard to the universality of divine grace, man’s ability to
resist it, and justification and salvation by faith alone; but a
doctrine which is irreconcilable with the theory that God first
singled out, without any reference whatever to their faith in
Christ, the few persons whom He purposed to save, and who
alone, in pursuance of His purpose to save them, are brought
to the faith which saves.

V. Having .shown the cause of the election of persons
in the divine decree appointing means which look to the salva-
tion of all, and set forth the way in which the elect may be
known, as taught in the Scriptures, this being the way of
faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, thus explaining also why the
election that is universal in regard to the means is particular
in regard to the persons, the Formula goes on to exhibit the
utility of the doctrine taught. §45-51. “Thus far the mys-
tery of predestination is revealed to us in the Word of God,
and if we continue in these bounds, and rely upon this Word,
this doctrine is very useful, salutary, and consoldtory.” §43.

In the first place, the doctrine confirms the article that
We are saved alone by grace for Christ’s sake, inasmuf}h as
before the foundation of the world God beheld us in Christ by
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faith and elected us in Him by His pure ‘grace, so that the
election took place before our existence, when certainly we
could have done nothing good; and it overthrows all false
opinions concerning the powers of our natural will, since
from eternity God decreed that His Holy Spirit by the Word
should work in us all that belongs to our salvation. There is
no merit and no health and strength in us. Because God is
gracious did He provide a way of salvation in Christ for all
men ; because He is gracious did He give His Spirit in the
means to apply that salvation: we can do nothing to redeem
our souls from death, and nothing to make that redemption
our own. On His decree ordaining the means of salvation
all depends, and the purpose of His grace is executed in all
who do not obstinately resist. The power of resistance is all
that we have, and because that is exercised by so many, but
few are chosen. These are chosen only in Christ, on the
grf)und of His merit apprehended by faith. Hence the doc-
trine of man’s merit and spiritual power is entirely set aside
by the doctrine as revealed in the Scriptures. § 43. 44.

Se.condly, this doctrine affords us great consolation, be-
cause it certifies us that God was so concerned about our sal-
vation that before the foundation of the world He in His
counsel prepared it, and ordained the way in which He would
lead me to it and preserve me in it; and because, in order
that it might not be lost through the weakness of the flesh
and the wiles of the devil and the allurements of the world,
Hfa secured my salvation by an eternal decree which cannot
fail, p!acing it into the omnipotent hands of our Savior, out
of which no power shall be able to pluck us. § 45-47. The

o-rdma.tl.on of means is absolutely sure, depending on no con-
tingencies whatever,

tinger and Satan has no power to render them
invalid; and the ordination of persons, on the basis of the
fevefsled plan of salvation, is also certain, and there is noth-
Ing in earth or hell which can prevent the execution of the
d1v1r'\e decree that “he that believeth shall be saved.” It is
manifestly (.10ing violence to the Confession when it is con-
stru(fd to mean that God has in His eternal counsel. without
consideration of anything, elected a few persons ;vho must
therefore be brought to faith in Christ as the ordained way in
which those few shall be saved, and who cannot fall because
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God has decreed that they shall not. Aside from the fact that
this would be no comfort because no one could pry into the
gecret counsel of God and ascertain whether he is among the
few so singularly favored, and from the other equally import-
ant fact that we are to scek assurance of our election in the
revealed decree that whosoever believeth in Christ shall have
everlasting life, the Formula expressly says, not that some
are elected and therefore must submit to the Holy Spirit lead-
ing them to faith in Christ as the way of executing the divine
decree, but that many, by refusing to hear the Word of God,
“obstruct the ordinary means of access of the Holy Spirit, so that He
CANNoT perform His work in them,” and again explicitly states,
not that those who are led to believe must, because God so de-
creed, abide in faith and holiness as the path prescribed for
His elect, but that “ He will strengthen and extend in them
that good work which He has begun, and preserve them unto
the end, 1F they adhere to the Word of God, are diligent in prayer,
persevere in the grace of God, and fuithfully use the gifts recetved.”
Our comfort is, not that we are preferred sinners whom God
has resolved incvitably to save, but that the salvation in
Christ is infallibly sure and that he that believes it has it,
8o that it. is not dependent on our unprofitable works and
imaginary merits, but on the unfailing grace of God and the
all-sufficient merits of Christ.

Thirdly, the doctrine taught furnishes sweet comfort in
the manifold tribulations through which Christians must
pass before they enter the realms of glory. It assures us of a
gracious God, who will not only enable us to bear our bur-
dens and give us patience under their groaning weight, but
who cheers us even under the cross with the consoling cer-
tainty that all our trials and afflictions are but so many sub-
sidiary means which He uses to bring us into conformity to
the image of God, and that all of them must therefore work
together for our good; wherefore St. Paul draws the certain
conclusion that “neither tribulation nor distress,” ‘“mneither
death nor life,” “shall be able to separate us from the love of
God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.” Knowing that by
faith we are in in Christ J esus, and that in Him our gracious
God is leading us, according to His purpose, to everlasting
glory, we know also that all the events of our life must, un-
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der His tender care, be subservient to that end. No cross,
however severe, can separate us from that love which is re-
vealed to us in Christ Jesus and which has called us to the
salvation prepared in Him. § 48. 49.

Fourthly, “This article also affords us a noble testimony
that the Church of God will remain and resist all the powers
of hell; and it teaches, likewise, which is the true Church of
God, so that we may not stumble at the great power of the
false Church. Rom. 9, 24.25.” §50. If the continued ex-
istence of the Church depended on the power of man, the
gates of hell, which have been making vain assaults upon it
ever since its institution, would long since have prevailed
against it; but the ground of our salvation is indestructible
and the heathen are impotent in their rage against it. The
Pord is the strength and the stay of those who put their trust
in Him, and in Him they are safe, whatever storms of per-
secition may beat upon them. That which renders them
secure is not any ability which they possess as of themselves,
but the power of God which is certified to us according to the
revealed purpose of our salvation. The little flock of believ-
ers has the promise of the kingdom; and the pomp and
pageantry of false churches, with their numbers and wealth
and power, cannot disturb the quiet confidence of those who
regard the revealed counsel and purpose of God to save men

through faith in the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins
of the world.

Fjinally, “from this article very serious admonitions and
warnings are deduced; as, ‘They rejected the counsel of God
against themselves, Luke 7, 30; ‘I say unto you that none of
those men who were bidden shall taste of my supper,’ Luke -
12, 24; ‘Many are called, but few are chosen,” Matt. 20, 16.
:md 22,14; ‘He that hath ears to hear, let him hear, and
Takg hee(? how ye hear, Luke 8,8.18. Thus the doctrine
of this article can be employed in a useful, consolatory, and
most profitable manner.” § 51. That the authors of the
F}:)rmula kept constantly in mind, throughout this section,
the conception of predestination explained in the outset,
lethout any traces of that vacillation between the Calvinis-
tic theory and the doctrine subsequently taught throughout
the whole Lutheran Church, which some have imagined it to
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contain, is made incontestably clear by this closing para-
graph. How could the doctrine set forth be the basis of the
serious admonitions and warnings cited, if that doctrine were
that God has elected some few persons for unknown reasons
and determined to save them—only them—in the order set
forth? What would be the use of reminding men that come
rejected the counsel of God and were rejected, if only a few
chosen ones receive grace to do otherwise? Of what profit
could it be to any one to direct his attention to the fact that
“many are called, but few chosen,” if in any case not those
who hear and believe, but only those who are especially
favored are chosen, and who, because so chosen beforehand,
are made to hear and believe, while the rest, though called,
are inevitably lost? What good could it do to admonish peo-
ple to hear and take heed how they hear, if the effectual
hearing were possible only in the case of a few whom God
had arbitrarily clected for the purpose? Turn it as people
may, the practical result of such a doctrine would be not
solicitude about the proper use of the means of salvation to
the end that they might be saved, but utter indifference to
the whole subject as a useless speculation, or, if made a sub-
ject of reflection, recklessness in the thought that they are
chosen and must therefore be saved, God seeing to it that
everything necessary to execute His irrevocable decree comes
to pass in due time as it absolutely must, or despair in the
thought that theéy are doomed, and nothing that they can do
or leave undone can give them a share in the privileges of
the elect. But the doctrine which the Formula teaches is
that God has “decreed that without faith in Christ He will
save no one,” but that whosoever believeth shall be saved;
that the salvation is prepared for all men and applied by the
Spirit to all through the means; and that some, when the
Spirit comes to them, by His grace believe in the Savior, in
View of which they are chosen, while others place impedi-
ments in the Spirit’s way, so that He cannot accomplish the
good and gracious will of God in them, in view of which they
are rejected. On this basis the “serious admonitions and
warnings” have solemn import, are seen to be necessary, and
are rendered impressive.

VL Frequent reference has been made in the course of
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the discussion to features of the subject which are secret and
inserutable, and into which no one is to search in considering
the doctrine of predestination. Some have been led by Cal-
vinistic predilections to regard this as a manifest intimation
that the revealed way of salvation through faith in Christ is
not the rule according to which the election of individuals
took place in the divine mind before the foundation of the
world, but that God, in selecting the persons whom He pro-
posed to save, proceeded according to a method and rule which
He has not been pleased to reveal to men. This, and the
reconciliation of this with His revealed counsel and plan, is
conceived to be the inscrutable mystery into which we are not
presumptuously to search. But our Formula recognizes no
secret as regards the way of salvation. Predestination, as
the ordination of means to that end, and the choice of the
persons in whom they attain that end, it claims to be clearly
and distinctly revealed in the Scriptures, and any notion
about a plan or way or method or rule to save men, other than
!;hat or different from that which is revealed in the Scriptures,
1t utterly repudiates. It does, however, recognize some secrets

in regard to the doctrine under consideration, and these it
proceeds to set forth in § 52-64.

- A very accurate distinction must be made between that
Whlcp 18 expressly revealed in the Word of God in reference
to this m?tter and that which is not so revealed. For, besides
these th)pgs which we have thus far said, and which are
revealed.ln Christ, God has also concealed and kept secret
many thmgs concerning this mystery, and reserved them for
His own wisdom and knowledge alone; into which things we
(t)}l:ght not to se'earch, nor indulge our imagination in regard to
b im’ nor curiously pry into them or speculate upon them;

ut :ve should a,dherf: to the revealed Word. Respecting this
?grs 23' thxs. aglmomtion is in the highest degree necessary.
rather th:llino'il}';y always' occupies itself with these things
Word on thi:] b-those.whlch God has revealed unto us in His
our minds hs“ };l*‘;Ct» Since we are unable to reconcile them in
53 Secre’t :’ 1e hmdeed'we are not commanded to do.” § 52,
it gives us t?rettyl us plamly.recog.nized, and secrets too which
e ouble to reconcile with what is revealed. Does
mean that the Formula recognizes the revealed counsel
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of God to save all men and at the same time a secret purpose
to save only a few favored persons, for whose salvation alone
therefore the means of grace and the work of the Holy Spirit
avail? So some, coming to the Confession with certain errors
prejudicing their minds, have labored to make men believe.
But this would be a contradiction, not a difficulty; and a con-
tradiction which has already been expressly renounced by
condemning the theory which makes God say: ‘“Externally,
through the Word I call you all indeed into my kingdom unto
whom I give my Word, but in my heart I do not intend it for
all, but for a few only ; for it is my will that the greater part
of those whom I call through the Word should not be enlight-
ened and converted, but be and remain damned, although I
have declared myself otherwise towards them through the
Word by which they are called? Hoc enim esset Deo contra-
dictorias voluntates «ffingere, that is, in this manner it would be
taught that God, who is eternal truth, contradicts Himself,
while at the same time God punishes such insincerity even in
men, when a person declares one thing and means and intends
another in his heart.” § 85. Such a contradiction is not
only not mentioned as belanging to the hidden secrets of pre-
destination, but could not be, unless the authors of the Formula
were willing to forfeit all claims to intelligence or sincerity ;
for it would be claiming in one place what was fully and
explicilty.denied and denounced in another.

What, then, are the secrets respecting this doctrine, into
which we are not inquisitively to pry? The Formula leaves
Us in no doubt as to what is meant. It says: “Thus there
is no doubt that God foresaw precisely and with the greatest
certainty, before the world was made, and He knows still,
Vf'ho among those that are called will believe or will not be-
heve; also, who among the converted will remain steadfast
and who will not remain steadfast; who, if they fall back in-
to sin will return, and who will be hardened. Nor is there
any doubt that the number of those who will be saved and of
hose who will be lost is known and seen of God. But since

od has reserved this mystery unto His own wisdom, and
has revealed nothing of it unto us in His Word, much less
®mmanded us to search it out with our thoughts, but has
®arnestly restrained us from the attempt, Rom. 11, 33, we
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should not draw inferences in our minds, nor indulge in use-
less inquiries in reference to it, but we should adhere to His
revealed Word, to which He has referred us.” §54.55. This
then is the great mystery that is meant in the frequent refer-
ence to that which is inscrutable in divine predestination,
the contents of which we are not to make attempts to fathom
with our poor thoughts, and to which the words of the apos-
tle, so often abused in the interest of absolute predestinari-
anism, are applied: “O the depth of the riches, both of the
wisdom and knowledge of God! how unsearchable are His
_judgments, and His ways past finding out!” Not this is the
inscrutable mystery, that God has from the mass of mankind,
made unspeakably miserable by Satan.and sin, selected only
a few whom He proposed to save, though He could easily
have saved them all, and that He is infinitely merciful to
all men notwithstanding. That is no mystery at all, but a
bald contradiction. This is the inscrutable mystery, that
God, who ordained means for the salvation of all and seri-
ously desires that they should result in the salvation of all,
knew from eternity that only a few would avail themselves of
the offer, and knew precisely in which persons His gracious
end would be attained. Into this the curiosity of man is
diposed to pry instead of concerning itself about the revealed
way of salvation; and many imagine that they have found
out God’s secret so far as they themselves are concerned, and
dream that they have read their names in this secret book of
God’s foreknowledge, some deriving thence the false comfort
that they are inevitably saved, others the false terror that
they are inevitably lost. But when persons plunge pre-
sumptuously into this abyss of divine foreknowledge and
secret predestination they speculate not only upon their own
destiny, always unprofitably, often to their own eternal dis-
comfiture, but also upon the ways of God, and that with re-
sults as deplorable as the presumptuousness of which they are
the.co-nsequence. If God knew from eternity that the great
majority of m .y . .g :
y en would, when the salvation in Christ is
offered them, reject it and forever perish, why did He still
crﬁ?te them? or why does He adhere to a way of deliverance
;: ich I:Ie kn9ws will in most cases be rendered ineffectual
Yy man’s persistent resistance to His gracious will? With
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questions such as these proud man is prone to exercise his
mind. They are questions upon which men have often
proved their ingenuity, but which they cannot fathom, be-
cause God has not been pleased to give us in this life all the
light that is needed for their complete elucidation. He has
shown us clearly what we must do to be saved, and has certi-
fied us that that way will lead all to everlasting glory. To
this we must address ourselves, andmot in overweening pride
of reason presume to call our Maker to account for His work.
" He that believeth shall be saved; faith comes by hearing;
he that hath ears to hear, let him hear. About 'this there is
no secret; with this there can be nothing inconsistent in-
that which is secret.

“Thus too God knows, without any doubt, and has ap-
pointed the season and time of each one’s call and conver-
sion; but since He has not revealed these things unto us, we
understand that it is enjoined upon us to occupy ourselves
continually with the Word of God, but to commit the season
and time to God.” Acts 1,7. § 56. Does this mean that
God has determined to lead one soul to salvation by the
means of grace and another not, and that the time when
these means, which shall never convert the latter, shall be
efficacious to work faith in the former, is absolutely fixed, so
that then, by reason of this divine decree, he must be con-
verted amd could not be at any other time, however atten-
tively he might hear the Word? The Formula pronounces
it “false, odious, and blasphemous” to say “that when God
calls us it is not His earnest desire that all men should come
to Him,” or that the means of grace have efficacy only when
applied to persons whom God has especially decreed to save.
God unquestionably knows: the time when each saved person
shall be converted, as all things are present to Him from
eternity, and that which He foresees will of course come to
Pass precisely as He foresees it. But what is here set forth as’
3 mystery has nothing to do with any supposed efficacy of
the Word at one time and not at another. Of such a varia-
Ple Power in the means of grace our Confession knows noth-
!mg. It is the providential dealings with man that is a
S¢cret, not the purpose and means of God to effect their salva-
Hon.  When a man will be induced to hear or read the Word
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which is always efficacious, or to give it the proper attention
in hearing or reading it that it may influence His beart, God
knows, but we do not. Our duty is to occupy ourselves con-
tinually with that Word, meditating upon it and bringing it
to others, whether they will hear or forbear, assured that He
who will have all men to be saved and to come to a knowl-

edge of the truth, will not let our labor be in vain in the
Lord. .

That it is this general dealing of God’s providence in
giving or withholding the means of grace, not any variable-
ness in the Spirit’s operation in the order of salvation, that
is meant to be indicated as the mystery, is still more evident
from § 57-61. “In the same manner, when we see that God
gives His Word to one region, but not to another; that He
withdraws it from one people, but allows it to remain with
another; or that one man is hardened, blinded, and given
over to a reprobate mind, while another, though equally
guilty, is converted to God, it is our duty, in such cases, to
remember that Paul, Rom. 11, 22. 23, has assigned certain
limits to us, beyond which we are not allowed to inquire.
For he instructs us to consider the judgment of God to be just
in the case of those that perish.” §57. It is then shown to
be righteous dealing when a people that despises the Word is
deprived of it, and a needful warning to us not to neglect or
re.]_ect His Word, as well as a wholesome admonition to praise
Him for the unmerited goodness shown us in giving us the
means of salvation. §58.60. “For those who suffer punish-
ment and receive the wages of their sins are not dealt with
unjustly. But in the case of those to whom God gives and
preserves His Word, by which men are converted, enlight-

ened, and saved, the Lord commends His boundless grace and
unm.erltgd mercy. § 61. Beyond all question, what is here
had in view is the wonderful providence of God in giving His
‘Word to people and withdrawing it. Even the statement
that one mgn is hardened while another equally guilty is

co'nverted has no reference to any difference in the gracious
will of God, but to the difference in the condition and con-
duct of the two persons, one of them being disposed to close
}ns.ears against the Word, so that he cannot be converted,
while the other, equally born in sin and naturally resisting,
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is disposed to hear, so that faith can be wrought in him by
the Spirit. The whole context shows that the Confession
is speaking of the mystery of God’s foreknowledge as related
to His providential dealings in giving or withholding the
means of grace, not at all of a wonderful will to save some
and not others, to make the means efficacious in some and not
others, to convert some and not others. In such providential
dealings with respect to the bestowal of the means ordained
in predestination and the persons to whom they refer there is
a mystery ; and about this, too, proud man is inclined to
have presumptuous thoughts, inquiring why, if God wants all
men saved, He ever withholds or takes away from any the
means by which alone they can be saved, or why He does not
place all equally in circumstances in which they will be in-
duced to hear the preaching of the Word and, when they do
hear it, give it the attention necessary to experience its
power. Thesc arc things which lic beyond the limits of our
comprehension, and we must not curiously pry into them;
leaving them to the wixdom and goodness of God who under-
stands it all and will make it all clear when we reach the in-
heritance of the saint= in the light of glory. Most of all let
us guard against the horrible solution that it is all owing to
God’s purpose to save only a favored few. ’

The secrets to which the Formula refers are thus clearly
set out. Who the clect are and how many there are, God has
not been pleased to tell us. He knows, but it is not His
Pleasure to let us know. The time when the Word shall be
brought to each person, and when one shall be converted, He
knows also, but we cannot know it. How to explain His
governmental dealings with men, giving the Word to some
and withdrawing it from others, leading some to hear the
WOl‘d while others either have no opportunity or are not
Inclined to embrace it, God knows right well ; but to us it is
& mystery. These are the things which our Formula points
out as the secrets about which we are not to concern ourselves
I predestination, as they lie beyond our calling and our
Powers. We are to concern ourselves not about these, but
about the way of salvation prepared for all men alike and
Tevealed to us in the Word. That is sufficient for profit-
able thought about predestination, and that will minister true
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comfort. “ When we proceed thus far in this article, we
remain in the right path, as it is written: ‘O Israel, thou
hast destroyed thyself; but in me is thine help.” Hos. 13, 9.
But whenever our thoughts would transcend these limits in
this investigation, we should immediately repress them, as St.
Paul does, remembering the declaration: “O man, who art
thou that repliest against God?’ Rom. 9,20. For that we
neither can nor should search out and fathom all that is con-
tained in this article the great apostle Paul testifies. For,
after having largely discussed this article agreeably to the
Word of God, as soon as He is led to speak of those things
which God has reserved unto His hidden wisdom concerning
this mystery he desists, and at once closes with these words:
‘0O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge
of God! how unsearchable are His judgments, and His ways
past finding out! For who hath known the mind of the
Lord?’ Rom. 11, 33. 34, that is, besides and above that which
He has revealed in His Word.” § 62-64. How we are to be
saved, and how, accordingly, we may know that we are elect,
is not among these things. This is clearly revealed. He that
believeth in the Lord Jesus Christ shall be saved, and as
Christ is the book of life they are the elect children of God
whose names are there recorded. Beyond this we need not

care to go, and should not dare to go. All that is secret lies
outside of this and does not concern us.

' .VII. What remains of the discussion in our Confession
1s virtually a recapitulation, with some further elucidations.
I\'.ow, after the distinction between those things which are
hidden and those which are revealed has been pointed out
: fmd tl'Je c!naracter of the secrets more fully defined, attention
s again directed to those things which are revealed, and to
their necessity for our comfort and salvation. The section
embraced in § 65-75 gives a succint view of the whole order
decreed for man’s salvation, and sets forth both what God bas
done and does, § 65-69, and what in accordance with the good
pleasure of His will is to be done by man. §70-75.
‘iAccorc}ingly, the eternal election of God must be consid-
ered in Christ, and not apart from or without Christ.” There
is no absol.ute predestination of a select few, for the execu-
tion of which a plan of salvation is devised,’b'ut a desire to
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save all, to which end there is an ordination of means that
are of universal application. The division between the sin-
ners saved and the sinners damned, the elect and the repro-
bate, is not made by an antecedent will of God that some
should be saved and others damned, but takes place upon the
offer of salvation to all in Christ, some through grace accept-
ing and others wilfully rejecting Him. Not the execution of
an election previously made and irrevocably fixed is that
which “must be considered in Christ,” as if the election were
absolutely made without any reference to Christ, except as a
means of carrying out that which is determined, and without
any consideration of men's relation to Him. It is the election
itself that must be considered in Him. He is the book of
life in which the elect are inscribed. Only in view of their
relation to Him arc men unchangeably elected or rejected.
This election was made, indeed, before the foundation of the
world, because God from eternity foreknew who would believe
in Christ and who would not, and in this view the decree of
predestination is also exccuted in Christ at the proper time.
But the election itself is made in Christ, and must be consid-
ered in Him, not only its execution. As he that believes unto
the end shall be saved, so he who was from eternity foreseen
thus to believe was chosen to salvation. “For in Christ, as the
holy apostle Paul testifies, we were chosen before the founda-
tion of the world, Eph. 1, 4, as it is written: ‘He hath made
us accepted in the Beloved. Eph. 1, 6.7 This election is
not a hidden thing, about whose contents and procedure we
can know nothing. It is “revealed from heaven through the
preached word when the Father says: ‘This is my beloved
Son, in whom I am well pleased, hear ye Him. Matt. 17, 5;
Luke 8,22. And Christ says, Matt. 11, 28. ‘Come unto me,
all ye that labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you
rest” And concerning the Holy Spirit Christ says: ‘He
shall glorify me, for He shall receive of mine and show it un-
to you, John 16, 14. So that the entire Holy Trinity, God
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, directs all persons to Christ,
4 the book of life, n whom they are to seek the eternal election of
the Father. For this was decreed from eternity by the Father,
that those whom He would save He would save through

Christ, as Christ Himself says: ‘No man cometh unto the
10
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Father but by me,’ John 14, 16; and again: ‘I am the door,
by me if any man enter in, he shall be saved.’ John 10,9.”
§ 65. 66.

“ But Christ, as the only begotten Son of God, who is in the
bosom of the Father, John 1, 18, has revealed the will of the
Father unto us, and consequently also our eternal election to
everlasting life, namely, when He says: ‘The kingdom of
God is at hand, repent ye and believe the Gospel” Mark 1,
15. Again He says: ‘This is the will of Him that sent me,
that every one which seeth the Son and believeth on Him
may have everlasting life.” John 6,40. And moreover, ‘ God
so loved the world,’ etc. John 3,16. These declarations the
Father desires all men to hear, in order that they may come
unto Christ. But Christ will not cast from Himself those that
come; for it is written, ‘Him that cometh to me I will in no
wise cast out.” John 6,37.” § 67-68. The eternal election of
Gpd is thus declared to be revealed in such texts as set forth
the will of God that all who believe shall be saved. It con-
sists fundamentally in ordaining the way of salvation which
is prepared for all men alike. As Christ came to save all men
through faith, so all men are elected who believe in His name.
'Ijhe predestination of means for all results in the predestina-
tlol} of persons through the acceptance of the great salvation
which those means set forth. And lest any one should say
that., while our Formula teaches a universal salvation in
Christ, it limits the application of this salvation to a few per-
sons only, thus making it ostensibly universal but really
particular, it goes on to say: “ Now in order that we may come
to 01?1'13‘5, the Holy Spirit works true faith in us through the
Pearmg of the Word, as the apostle testifies when he says:

So then, faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the Word
of 1qu,’ Rom 10, 177 §69. Not for certain favored persons
;’}‘l‘ { ‘ilthe Word given and the Spirit with it, but to all men,
ar: : :: Cll:w'l);; 1:)e11e\{e and have everlasting life ; and those who

n Lhrist by faith, according to the passages in which the
election is said to be revealed, are the elect children of God.
Otltllet:lﬁoll)assls all may have the comfort of election; and
Formm) e sweet truth may be clearly before our sou!s,

2 sets out the order also which it is God’s will
man should pursue by the power of the Holy Ghost.

that
the
that
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«Wherefore whoever desires to be saved should not trouble or
harass himself with thoughts concerning the secret counsel of
God, whether he is also elected and ordained to eternal life;
by which anxieties Satan is accustomed maliciously to dis-
turb and torment pious minds; but he should rather listen to
Christ, who is the book of life and of the eternal election of
all the children of God to everlasting life, and who testifies to
all men without distinction that God desires all men who are
burdened with sins and heavy laden to come unto Him, in
order that they may have rest and be saved.” ¢ According to
this doctrine of Christ we should abstain from sin, repent, be-
lieve, and rely wholly and entirely upon Him. But since we
are unable to do this by our own powers, it is the will of the
Holy Spirit to work in us repentance and faith through the
Word and the Sacraments.” §70.71. That we may perse-
vere in this way we should fervently pray for grace, not
doubting that He will hear us according to His promise.
§ 72. And as the Holy Spirit dwells in the elect and is
active in them, they should abound in all Christian graces,
thus giving diligence to make their calling and election sure,
and having the less doubt the more they experience the power
of the Spirit in themselves; for the Spirit bears witness to
the elect that they are children of God. §73. But if in
strong temptations they can no longer feel the presence of
the Spirit within them, they should still trust in the mercy
of God and call confidently upon Him for support. §74. And
should they stumble and fall, they will be received again, if
they only repent and return to God; for their election rests
Dot upon their holiness, but upon the merit of Christ and the
unchangeable will of God, so that they can be assured that
His mercy fails not. §75. Thus we have a sure ground of
comfort and g never-failing source of peace and joy and hope.
From this ground and source not a soul is excluded. The
floctrine is not that we have such a ground provided we can
In some way know that we are elect in the secret counsel of
God; such a knowledge we cannot have, and the assumption
that that is what is meant would deprive every soul of true
comfort, because no one could be sure of it. But what is set
forth is the consoling truth that the mercy of God and the
merit of Christ avail for all men; and that whosoever be-
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lieveth in Christ has the promise of salvation and-is a child
of God and an heir of heaven. This is all the election he
needs for peace on earth and glory in heaven, and he has no
reason to trouble himself about the secrets of God’s foreknowl-
edge. His concern is that he may be found in Christ, and he
is quite sure that God has foreseen just what the facts are.
As for a decree that is not based upon these facts, but that ir-
resistibly makes the facts according as they were secretly de-
creed, so that one could not know, even if he believes in
Christ, whether he is not one of those whom God was plegsed
not to include among the elect—our Formula knows as little
of such a Calvinistic dream as does the Bible.

VIII. But here again difficulties present themselves to
the mind, and these our Confession proceeds to obviate.
§ 76-85.

In the first place, the thought readily occurs that God
may intend salvation only for a small part of our race, who
for some inscrutable reason are preferred as the elect, and
that when the time comes to apply the foreordained means
of salvation their efficacy is accordingly limited to these pe-
culiarly favored persons. Do mnot the words of our Savior,
“No man can come to me, except the Father which hath sent
me draw him,” John 6, 44, suggest such an uncomfortable
thought? A few even of our Lutheran writers, prior to the
preparation of the Formula of Concord, fell into the error of
supposing that, as few are saved and no man can believe ex-
cept by the power of the Holy Ghost, only a few elect are
effectually drawn by Him. But our Confession gives a clear
and (.iecided answer to the question by declaring that this
drawing takes place in the ordinary means of the Word and
Sacraments, not otherwise, and that “to the preaching of this
VYc‘»rd each miserable sinner should betake himself, hear it
dlllgently, and not doubt the drawing of the Father" for the
Holy Spirit with His power will accompany the \V’ord' and
qperat:: through it: and this is the drawingw of the Father.”
§76. 17: The means are for all, and they bring the same
grace with the same energy to all men alike. N

Secondly, but why is it then that some are not saved, as
we know that vast multitudes are not? Our Confession re-
plies that the reason “is not found in God's unwillingness to
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bestow salvation; but they themselves are in fault, because
they hear the Word, not to learn, but only to scorn, to blas-
pheme, and to profane it, and because they resist the Holy
Spirit who desired to operate in them through the Word, as
was the case of the Pharisees and their adherents in the time
of Christ.” There are indeed vessels of wrath fitted to de-
struction. But “the apostle clearly asserts that God endured
the vessels of wrath with much long-suffering, but he does
not say that God made them vessels of wrath.,” “It is the
fault of the devil and those persons themselves, and not of
God, that they are fitted to destruction.” God has no pleasure
in sin or the sinner’s death, how then could He be the cause
of any one's damnation? He would save all; He has made
no vessels of wrath; for “St. Paul testifies in definite terms
that out of vessels of dishonor vessels of honor may be made
through the power and operation of God.” Of the vessels of
mercy “ he asserts clearly that the Lord Himself has prepared
them for glory; which he does not say in reference to the
damned, who themselves, and not God, have made themselves
vessels of dammnation.” § 78-82.

Thirdly, whence then is it that some are hardened, if
God did not prepare some vessels of wrath for destruction?
The Formula answers: “It must also be carefully observed,
when God punishes sin by sin—that is, in the case of those
who had been converted, on account of their subsequent
security, impenitence, and wanton sins, punishes with hard-
ness of heart and blindness of mind—that this is not to be so
understood as if it had never been God’s gracious will that
such persons should come to the knowledge of the truth and
be saved. For this is the revealed will of God: first, that
God will receive all those in grace who repent and believe in
Christ; secondly, that He will also punish those who wilfully
turn away from His holy commands and entangle themselves
again in the pollutions of the world, 2 Pet. 2, 20, garnish
their hearts unto Satan, Luke 11, 25, do despite unto the
?1013' Spirit, Heb. 10, 29, and that such, if they persevere
In these things, shall be hardened, blinded, and eternally
damned.” §'83. This is illustrated in the case of Pharaob.
}.Ie did not perish because God would not grant him salya-
tion, or desired that he should be lost; for God is not willing
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that any should perish. His obduracy was a punishment of
the sins committed against his own conscience. “Inasmuch
as God caused His Word to be preached and His will to be
declared to him, and Pharaoh nevertheless wilfully rebelled
against all these admonitions and warnings, God abandoned
him, and thus his heart was hardened and God’s judgment
was executed upon him; for he deserved nothing else than
hell-fire.” “It is by no means the meaning of Paul that God
would not grant him or any other man salvation, nor that in
His secret counsel He had ordained him to eternal damna-
tion, so that he could not be saved.” § 85.86. Even in the
case of the reprobate the fundamental truth remains that
God would have all men to be saved.

IX. Again, as in paragraphs 43-51, the practical import
of the doctrine is set forth. § 87-92.

In the first place, the doctrine as thus confessed gives all
the glory of our salvation to God alone, as it shows that we
are saved by the grace of God in Christ, without any merit of
ours, there being nothing in us on account of which we could
have been elected. §87.88. That which makes the differ-
ence between the elect and the non-elect is just as little the
worthiness of one and the unworthiness of the other as it is
the absolute will of God. The cause of election is the mercy of
G(?d and the merit of Christ. Those who do not persistently
reject the grace of God offered in the Gospel have something
on account of which God could look upon them with favor.
They have the righteousness of Christ and the possession of
that makes the difference between them and other sinners.
Qur Savior's merit could not be the cause of a sinner’s elee-
tion to sonship apart from the faith which embraces it; if it
could, all men would be elected, as God’s mercy extends over
a-ll and Christ’s merit avails for all. Therefore he that be-
hevgth sh?.ll be saved and is elect, not because he has any
g:}tlsr}t :)f hls.own, bu!; because he is by faith in possession of

hrist’s merit. He is accepted in the Beloved. All glory is
given to the Lord, who provides salvation and works the faith

which embraces it,
von S(;ar::o::;);; r'lc:n; :ggtrine do:e; not lead to reckless presump-
the cthen ot nor to xscourage.mgni'; and despair on
er, as is the case with the Calvinistic doctrine of an



THE FORMULA OF CONCORD, ETC. 151

absolute decree. It does not inculcate the belief that God ab-
solutely wills some to be saved and others to be lost, so that
a person might conclude it to be utterly indifferent what he
does, as that could not in any way affect his fate: if he is
predestinated to be saved, he will be saved in spite of his
wickedness; if he is doomed to be damned, he will be damned
in spite of his faith and piety. Such a doctrine could minis-
ter no grain of comfort to a troubled soul, and is condemned
by the simple scriptural test: ¢Whatsoever things were
written aforetime were written for our learning, that we
through patience and comfort of the Scriptures might have
hope.” Rom. 15, 4. How could a soul be comforted in its
fear that it does not belong to the elect, when it is taught
that God in His election has no reference to faith in Christ,
but is simply moved by His arbitrary will to elect some and
not others? If the trembling sinner be directed to Christ,
the answer is ready in his agony, that only the elect are
saved through Him, and that is just the cause of his trouble,
since he has no assurance of being elect. If it be answered
that his very desire to be saved is an evidence of faith, and
the presence of faith is a safe mark of election, the answer is
again ready, that God in His election has no regard to faith,
so that its presence can be no infallible sign, especially in
view of the fact that some believe for a time without being
elect. But the doctrine which our Confession teaches affords
the surest consolation “when people are taught that they
must seek eternal election in Christ and in His holy Gospel,
asin the book of life. For the Gospel excludes no penitent
sinners, but calls and invites all poor, all afflicted sinners to
Tepentance, to the acknowledgment of their sins, and to faith
In Christ; it promises the Holy Spirit for their purification
and renovation.” Thus our salvation and election rests in
Christ, and we are safe: if we only come to Him, He will in
Do wise cast us out, and no power can pluck us out of His
hand. A doctrine that deprives us of this comfort is “not
according to the Word and will of God, but according to mere
uman reason and the suggestions of the devil.” § 89-92.

. The Formula of Concord thus sets forth a doc.tr.ine as
Widely removed from the comfortless heresy of Cal.vmls‘m a8
Beaven is removed from earth. It treats the subject in its
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practical bearings, as it is always set forth in Scripture, and
only in that respect differs from the mode of treatment which
afterwards became customary among our dogmaticians. It
embraces under the term predestination the decrees by which
means are ordained for the salvation of all as well as the de-
cree in reference to the persons in whom these means attain
the end of their appointment. In the former aspect pre-
destination is the cause of faith and everything that belongs
to our salvation; in the latter it takes into account the faith
by which alone persons are united to Christ, in whom the
election takes place. In the former aspect it is plainly re-
vealed in the Gospel, as that tells us the whole divinely or-
dained way to be saved; in the latter, so far as the persons
are concerned, it is a secret, since we cannot know in whom
the saving purpose of God will be accomplished, though God
has foreknown it from eternity and accordingly predestinated
whom He foreknew. In the former aspect it is an inex-
haustible source of comfort to us, as the plan and purpose of
God to save sinners shall not fail and cannot be foiled ; in
the latter we are not to concern ourselves about it, as God

has revealed what we need for our temporal peace and our
everlasting salvation.

. It is a mere caricature of the doctrine of election in fore-
sight of faith, as taught by our most eminent dogmaticians,
to represent it as ignoring the work of God in the conversion
of the soul. Our great theologians were neither blockheads
nor Pelagians. They knew as well as the wisest and best of
modern professors that grace alone can save the soul, and that
the work of this grace does not begin only after the helpless
sinner, wl}o cannot by his own reason or strength believe in
Jesus Christ or come to Him, has already become a believer.
B}xt they preferred to use the word election in a sense that
dn'i not cover the work of grace prior to the faith of the oper-
;tlon of God,‘whlch the Scriptures lay down as indispensa-

le to salvation. They found a warrant for this in such
declaratlon.s of the Holy Spirit as that “ Whom He foreknew
He also did predestinate.” Taking election in its highest
s;lense a8 having for its goal eternal salvation, and regarding
ehect persons as those who shall infallibly attain that goal,
they could not otherwise than take into account as a pre-
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requisite the faith by which alone eternal salvation can be
attained. If without faith no one can please God and be
saved, no one without faith, in foresight or in fact, can be so
pleasing in God’s sight as to be predestinated to the salvation
to which faith is indispensable. The Formula of Concord,
with precisely the same doctrine, adopts a different and, we
are free to confess, in our estimation a better mode of present-
ing it. It uses the word as embracing the whole process by
which God leads the soul from death to life — to spiritual life
here and everlasting life hereafter, not overlooking the two-
fold goal of election which the Scriptures present. Thus
there can be no thought of man’s choosing God first, in order
to be afterwards chosen by Him, at least not in any such syn-
ergistic sense as some arc now so ready to put upon the pre-
sentation of the doctrine in the manner of our dogmaticians.
God comes to the sinner with His grace and chooses Him as
a subject of its opcration before he can have any power to
embrace His Savior. In such wide sense election is causal of
our salvation. But one must be ignorant indeed of God’s
ways as revealed in the Scriptures to assume that when God
comes to a sinner with His saving grace, such sinner, though
chosen as one to whom grace is to be offered, is on that
account elected to cternal life. The Formula of Concord, in
full accord with the Holy Scriptures, does not always presup-
pose that one even who is brought to faith by the grace of
God, and who is thus elected to be a child of God, will neces-
sarily reach the glory of heaven. A person who is a child of
God, and is in this sense elect — ¢ predestinated unto the
adoption of children " __may still fall, and thus not be among
those who are elected unto cternal life. Hence the warnings
and conditions in the Formula of Concord, which would be
utterly inexplicable on the assumption that it is speaking of
an irrevocable and infailible ordination of persons to everlast-
Ing glory in heaven. It does not indeed ignore election in
this sense, but it treats it as practically unavailable for man’s
comfort. The great trouble nowadays is that men, learned in
theology though they may be above other men, are guilty of
the strange folly of trying to make the scriptural presenta-
ton of the doctrine of election, as presented in the Formula
of Concord, fit to the definition of the word as applied by
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dogmaticians, who were thinking of the predestination of
persistent believers to eternal life, while the authors of the
Formula were thinking of God’s gracious decree providing -
salvation for all men, accepting as sons them that believe,
and actually saving them that remain steadfast in faith unto
the end.

The Formula of Concord sets forth a doctrine that com-
mends itself to the experience and consciences of Christian
men, and Lutherans should guard it against Calvinizing in-
terpolations devised to serve a theory. ¢ To this simple, per-
spicuous, and profitable explanation, which has a good and
gure foundation in the revealed will of God, we adhere; we
shun and avoid all refined, curious, and useless speculations;

and whatever is contrary to these simple and profitable ex-
planations we reject and condemn.”

MISSOURI ON THE DEFENSIVE.

Thf: mode of controversy adopted by the St. Louis men
constrains us to say, once for all, that we do not consider our
person, nor the persons of our assailants either, for that mat-
ter, of sufficient importance to trouble the Church with a war
al?out the question as to who shall be greatest. But we recog-
nize t}'xe duty of giving a respectful hearing to men who, in 2
Christian spirit, take exception to the matter or the manner
of our teaching, and therefore owe a reply to some strictures
offered.

Before entering upon particulars we would make the gen-
eral r'emark, that if we have failed rightly to understand the
doctrine of predestination which Missouri teaches, or inad-
Vfartently stated it in a way that exposes it to misapprehen-
slom, we recognize the Christian duty of making the necessary
con"ectlons as s00n as the mistake is made apparent. Having
no mte;rest in the whole painful controversy that troubles our
S}.rnodlcal Conference but that of maintaining our Lutheran
faith, w:vhy should we not give our opponents the benefit of
all which they can justly claim ? But we cannot allow others
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to do our thinking for us, and are therefore not ready at once
to say that we were mistaken simply because some body is
moved to say so. If men are not willing to accept what is
logically implied in their propositions, they should renounce
or inodify their statements, not find fault with those who
hold them responsible for what they themselves declare.

Past. Huegli directs some remarks against the first of the
six points which we made in our introductory article. But
before he enters upon the point itself he has much to say on
the historical aspect of the subject, taking special exception
to our application of the epithet “new” to the doctrine of
Missouri. With others in his synod he would fasten the fault
of the present troubles in the church upon those who oppose
Missouri’s present teaching. He endeavors to make it appear
that that synod has always taught as it does now, from which
it would follow that those who oppose it have made the inno-
vation. But that is a hopeless undertaking. There are
enough plain facts before the world to convince all fair-
minded men, if they will only give the subject attention,
that it is otherwise.

In the first place, the publications of the Missouri Synod
refute Past. Huegli’s claim. The books which in former years
were issued by the synod, and those which were recommended
to the ministers and congregations by its leaders, so far as
they set forth a doctrine of predestination, contain, with but
few exceptions known to us, and even those questionable, the
doctrine for which we contend and against which Missouri is
Dow marshalling its forces. Considering that nearly a}l the
books which the ministers of the Missouri Synod used in
studying the doctrine, teach an election in foresight of faith,
thf* Drobability is very strong that to a large majority the doc-
brine against which voices of warning were raised some years
3go and the persistence in which has brought on the present
distress, was entirely new, as it certainly was a novelty yet to
Many when the Bericht of 1877 appeared. Past. Huegli

0Ws as well as we that some in the Missouri Synod, as well
3 In other synods, were startled at the doctrine there pro-
claimed, that some opposed and still oppose it, and that many
ad to change their convictions in order to remain in har-
fony with the synod; and probably he knows also that many,
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even now not yet convinced that the old doctrine is an error,
are marching in Missouri’s ranks with heavy hearts. It is
not a secret that in the Seminary at Addison the school-
teachers were instructed by the lamented Dir. Lindemann to
teach the doctrine which is now rejected by the synodical
leaders. It would be inexplicable if, under such circum-
stances, another doctrine should be that which was generally
proclaimed in the churches and schools of the Missouri Synod.
Moreover, the theological organ of that synod in its earlier
years set forth a doctrine which is manifestly not the doctrine
which it sets forth now. It may be that the young theolo-
gians who are now mainly managing that periodical on the
vexed question of election, will be ready with a bold denial of
the fact; but we have confidence enough in Past. Huegli’s
candor to be assured that he will not deny it, as Dr. Walther
does not deny it. True, the latter declares that such articles
as those of Dr. Sihler and Past. Fuerbringer were not properly
the voice of the synod. But that is a matter of opinion about
which men will take the liberty to differ. These articles ap-
pt.aared in the theological organ of the synod; there was no
dissent from their doctrine expressed ; they went out with such
authority as attaches to the Lehre und Wehre in other cases.
Nor was there any other doctrine of predestination taught for
years in that periodical. So far as the doctrine of a synod
could be learned at all from its theological organ, the doctrine
of the Missouri Synod formerly was that whom God did fore-
know as believers in Christ He also did predestinate to the
sa!vaﬁxon which faith alone can apprehend. In view of all
t}gs, 1t must have cost Past. Huegli a struggle to express it as
his conviction that “the Missouri Synod has to-day no other
doctrine than that which it had from the beginning.” The
0“1.)’ explanation we can find for the singular phenomenon of
i‘hs‘:“cfrfl)’fentel't‘ain?d opinion that is so irreconcilable with
e ity L st Tl it soumpion i
which we do n tvg u.ally the Mlssourl Synod--an assumption
that synod as od admit, and which we have no right to regard

s admitting. Could such assumption be granted,

‘Z,",,’: (?Oigth.t be some possibility of proving that it has the
same rine now that it always h .
gracious remark must ys a'd, although the un

even then be appended, that in earlier
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years it had the doctrine in the mind of Dr. Walther without
knowing that it had it, and with the innocent belief that it
had a different one.

In the sccond place, Past. Huegli’s proofs as drawn from
his manuscript go against his allegation. His extracts show
that Dr. Walther did not teach in the St. Louis Seminary 25
years ago the doctrine which Missouri teaches now. What
he states as his recollection of the professor’s remarks on
Baier, and on extracts alleged to contain the mode of expres-
sion belonging to the so-called first tropus, is not called in
question. But it is not reasonable to suppose that what a
teacher dictates is what he does not teach, and that what he
merely cites or remarks without dictating is what he really
teaches and cxpects his students to believe and to teach.
The manuseript will necessarily be more authoritative than
the memory. More recently yet Dr. Walther dictated in-
stead of § 9 in Baier the following : “By the word predestina-
tion or election, precisely taken, is designated the eternal
decree of imparting eternal salvation, in view of the merit of
Christ and forescen faith in Christ, to those who believe until
their end.”™ Baier’s § 15 he dictates in this form: “Faith is
the external less principal impulsive cause of election.t”
There isnothing in the dictation, excepting the remark on the
wide sense of the Formula of Concord, to show that a doctrine
different from that contained in Baier’s Compendium, which
was used as a text-book, or in Quenstedt, from whom most of
the citations were made, was taught then by Dr. Walther.
This accords too with his own statement, made in the pres-
ence of many witnesses, that while he years ago held the doe-
trine which he now teaches and defends, he did not formerly
mculcate and expound it, but only slightly touched it, thus
gradually paving the way for its subsequent introduction and
eX.POSition. But if Past. Huegli insists that the doctrine con-
tained in the citations which he prints, and in the whole
Manuseript as dictated by Dr. Walther, is the doctrine which

1850uri now teaches, he would do the church a great service
\\
tun Predestinationis aut electionis nomine praccise appellari decre
mel't'etemsm} de impertienda finaliter credituris salute eterna intuitu
il Chuisti a praevisae eternam electionis fidei in Christum.

F'dem Se i 1 ectioni i rin-
. €8s S S1v 4 xternam electionis minus p.
Clpal ) causam lll'lplll._l\ am ext <
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by inducing his synod distinctly to say so and to act accord-
ingly. If that is what Missouri now teaches we have no
further quarrel with that synod. Nay more, it is our honest
conviction that if this is still her doctrine, she need only pub-
lish that manuscript as her confession on this point, rejecting
whatever conflicts with it, whether uttered by Missourians or
others, to put an end to the unfortunate controversy which
has arisen among us. It would well be worth Past. Huegli’s
while, if he has the least hope that Missouri would adopt that
as her doctrine, to make an effort for the restoration of peace
on that basis. He has utterly misapprehended the whole
question of controversy if he supposes that such explanations
as he quotes concerning the causality of faith in election ex-
cite any opposition in the Synodical Conference to Missouri's
teaching. Such insinuations are frequently made, but they
are made to divert attention from the real point in dispute,
and at the same time to cast odium upon men who cannot ac-
cept the new theory, as if the fact that a man prefers to abide
by the old Lutheran doctrine, and not to follow Missouri in
new paths, rendered his orthodoxy suspicious.

The doctrine now taught by the Missouri Synod is not
only new relatively to that body, but is a novelty in the Lu-
theran Church generally. We have seen no reason to change
a single statement in our introductory respecting the histori-
cal aspects of the question. The doctrine of election in fore-
sight of faith, which Missouri is striving to displace, was the
rf:cognized Lutheran doctrine from the days of the publica-
tion of the Formula of Concord down to the present——taught
by men who themselves were signers of that document and
continuously set forth as the faith of the Church by all her
standard W‘riters. If in the first decennium after the last of
our conffzssmns was given to the world, there were still traces
o.f the.dl.ﬁ'erences in expression which prevailed prior to that
time, it is a fact which cannot be successfully controverted,
tha}; the doctrine of our great dogmaticians was the only one
whxc}‘l could lay any claim to being the settled doctrine of
the Church. And if in the past century there were depar-
tures from this doctrine by theologians who in evil days were
still called. Lutherans, we must not forget that the same
could be said with regard to other well established doctrines
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of our Church. We presume that no good Missourian would
be willing to say, e. g. that the doctrine of Christ’s person, or
of inspiration, as taught by our old writers, was not the Lu-
theran doctrine for the last three hundred years, because in
the past century some who were styled Lutherans rejected
these doctrines. Wriggling and twisting to get rid of the
force of facts will not be of any permanent advantage to a
cause. Dr. Walther pursues the better course when he says:
“Qur opponents can bring into the field against us a whole
long series of good men even within our Church, while we
can introduce but few great names (though the greatest in
our Church, to wit, Martin Luther and Martin Chemnitz) as
our vouchers.”* Whether they can justly appeal to Luther
and Chemnitz is a question for separate consideration, about
which there is much to say on the other side. But it is the
admission that concerns us now. There was good ground for
the statement made by Dr. Musaeus in 1680: “In the arti-
cle concerning predestination the theologians of our Church
unanimously agree and teach with one consent against the
Calvinists, that the decree of predestination is not absolute,
but that as in time we are justified and saved by faith, Rom. 3,
28, through faith, Gal. 2, 16, out of faith, Eph. 2, 8, so God from
eternity, in view of forescen faith, elected and ordained to
eternal life all who in time by faith are justified and saved.”f
Dr.Hollaz repeats the same declaration in substance when he
says: “Our theologians are in complete harmony as regards
the subject itself, when they explain the eternal decree of
Predestination, with onc consent teaching that God, to whom
the future too is objectively present, by the infinite light of
His intellect foresaw from eternity the faith of certain persons
fallen into sin, and elected them to eternal salvation in fore-
sight of foreseen faith in Christ.”] As to the question whether
t}le doctrine which is now taught by Missouri was the estab-
lished doctrine of the Church prior to the Formula of Con-
cord, we did not, suppose that any man of respectable learning
would affirm it. The only doctrine that was taught in our
Church with any degree of unanimity was that of which Mu-
Saeus and Hollaz speak. That before the publication of our
\—

* Lutheraner, Vol. 37 , 10.
Hist. Synec. 1041,
1Hollaz. Ex. Theol. Acr. III. 2 1. cap. 2, qu. 9.
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latest confession there were other forms of teaching on the
subject, no one has denied ; but if one has the boldness to al-
lege, in opposition to the statement of our Confession, that
there was a doctrine taught with an unanimity such as that
with which the doctrine of our dogmaticians was taught after
1580, let him show what the doctrine was and adduce the
proof for his allegation. Least of all is it likely that Missou-
rians would undertake to prove that the theory now in vogue
among them is that more ancient doctrine of the Church.
The very effort would be a triumphant refutation of their
charge that we impute to them tenets which they repu-
diate. There are writers between the time of the Reforma-
tion and the Formula of Concord who use expressions simi-
lar to those now in vogue among the Missourians. This
is admitted. But in connection with this fact two things
deserve mnotice. In the first place, they did not set forth
the unanimous doctrine of the Church during that pe-
riod, so that those who taught differently could have been
charged with departing from the settled Lutheran faith on
that point, ag any deviation from the doctrine of election
in foresight of faith could be charged afterwards with depart-
ing from the accepted form of sound words. Secondly, in
connection with such expressions as the Missourians now
use there were others which they are shy about adopting,
showing that the writers in question cannot be adduced
in proof of an earlier Lutheran agreement in such a doctrine
as is now advocated at St. Louis. If they mean that predes-
tination in the strict sense is the cause of faith and of unbe-
lief; that God, while He elected some, resolved to leave the
rest of fallen men in'perdition ; that those who are not elected
never had true faith,—let them say so, and there will not be
so much difficulty in settling the point of controversy: if
they do not mean it, let them be more careful in dealing with
history, and less haughty in dealing with men who endeavor
to make honest account of it.

We would not take undue advantage of the historical
presumption against the doctrine of Missouri; but Past.
Huegli will readily see why we referred to the novelty of the
theory taught in his synod. He will see too that, whether
Missourians like it or dislike it, we cannot desist from speak-
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ing of the unhappy course which Missouri has taken as a
new departure, and of the doctrine which it teaches as an in-
novation in the Church. The truth or falsity of the doctrine
does not depend upon the decision of the historical question ;
but the facts must be taken as they are, not as we would like
to have them, and due weight given them in the argument.

But it is time that we pass over to the point which Past.
Huegli purposes especially to examine. His reply is of a
kind, both in matter and manner, which is well calculated to
inspire a hope that the gulf between us is not as wide as it
would seem. There certainly is much which we hold in com-
mon with Past. Huegli—so much, indeed, that it would ap-
pear strange if we could not, by the grace of God, eventually
be joined together in the same mind and speak the same
thing. But that desirable consummation is not yet attained.
Where the difficulty liex a closer examination of Past. Huegli’s
reply will evince.

In our introductory we mentioned as our first reason for
declining to aceept the doctrine of Missouri that it is an
effort to solve a mystery which the Seriptures have left un-
solved, and declared that we could not accept as a solution
the philosophical xpeculation about a spe¢ial plan of salva-
ton, called the decree of election, which determines who shall
really and inevitably he saved, and which is placed alongside
of the revealed plan of salvation to render it practically nuga-
"OTY- Past. Hucegli gives our objection in this form: “You
Missourians teach a divine plan of salvation which is univer-
al, declaring it to be GGod's will that all men should be saved
and come to the k nowledge of the truth ; but besides this you
te.ach an election of grace, according to which God from eter-
Elty ":lected those who are saved and predestinated them to
e His children, whom He thus graciously wills to call, to
‘r(elntd.e r believers, and eternally to save.” To this he adeS:
of t}i t;;l‘e, S0 we teac}).” This looks like a frank adml'sswg
Btatemel 1;1ssour1 doctrine as we gathereq it from publlsllleh
5 o nts and as we presented it. But it has a faul't whlcI
dtateg tcﬁll‘l‘ed with remarkable frequency on t%lat side. It

¢ truth, but in a way that hides the point of contro-

v i . .
ersy_l This may have been done unwittingly, but it is un-
1
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fortunate. That God elected those who are saved is admitted
on all sides: about that there is no dispute. He therefore
has easy work to make it appear that the theory which he
defends is “no philosophical speculation, but the clear Word
of God.” It never entered our minds to call the doctrine, that
those who are saved were eternally elected, a mere specula-
tion; nor do we suppose that Past. Huegli ever thought of
charging us with doing so. What then is the trouble? It is
this, that what is a speculation is concealed from the reader
in stating the question. Missouri does teach what Past.
Huegli says, and so do we. But Missourians teach some-
thing else, against which alone our objection lies. They
teach not only that those who are saved are elected, but that
God from eternity has elected, without any reference to their
relation to Christ by.faith, certain persons whom He resolves
to save, thus in His eternal purpose limiting the salvation to
these favored few. That would explain the mystery why
only a small portion of our ruined race is rescued from eternal
woe; but the explanation is a mere speculation, which has
no foundation in the texts which Past. Huegli quotes, nor in
any other portion of God’s revelation.

But the point comes more fully into view when we con-
sider the second item in Past. Huegli’s reply. He says, sec-
ondly, that the doctrine which we oppose is not such as ren-
ders nugatory the plan of salvation in its universality. “This
charge,” he remarks, “could be made against us with justice
if we taught either: 1. That God desires to save or saves the
elect in some other way than that in which He desires to
save all men; or, 2. That God does not offer to the non-elect
fully sufficient grace for the attainment of salvation. But we
teach 1. That God does not wish to save and does not really
save the elect in any other way than that in which He wishes
to save allmen.” “We do not teach, 2. That God does not in
the Word and Sacrament offer to those who are not elect and
are thus not saved fully sufficient grace for the attainment of
salvation.” On the first of these points it is not necessary to
enlarge, as the second contains all that directly affects the
questi9n. We merely remark, in passing, that the plan of
salvation would certainly be rendered nugatory, as pertaining
to all men, if there were a decree of election that limited its



MISSOURI ON THE DEFENSIVE. 163

application to but comparatively few, even though it should
be affirmed that these few are saved only according to that
plan. It would be the substitution of a particular grace for
the universal, notwithstanding that all the means are used
which would, but for that divine limitation, have been uni-
versal in their efficacy. It is the second point, however, that
contains the substance of the controversy, and to this our at-
tention must be chiefly directed.

Past. Huegli maintains that our objection would hold-only
if Missouri taught that “God does not offer to the non-elect
fully sufficient grace for the attainment of salvation;” but,
he alleges, Missouri does not so teach. The matter requires
ventilation. It is deplorable that the new Missourians are so
hard to understand, and that seemingly no intelligible rep-
resentation of their doctrine is recognized as correct and fair.
The claim is herc again put forth that according to their
doctrine God really offers to the non-elect sufficient grace in
Word and Sacrament to save them, and that He really wills
their salvation. Our opponent is entitled to the full benefit
of his assertion. In the absence of any proof to the contrary,
men must be regarded as sincerely meaning what they say.
But what is it that is said in this case? Do they mean that
God gives grace unto salvation to all men alike through the
appointed meuns, so that, as far as God’s work is concerned,
salvation is within the reach of all equally? Then the
separation between those who shall be saved and those who
shall be lost is made by the wanton resistance of some to the
grace by which God would save all and actually does save all
t whom the mcans are brought, except those who, as the
Formula of Concord states it, “block up the ordinary way of
the Holy Ghost, so that He can not perform His work in
them” "But that would simply be the doctrine of our old
dogmaticians, who represent God as choosing from the mass,
Into sonship and eternal life, those who, by the grace of God

®lowed in the means, appropriated the merits of Christ,
whilst those who obstinately resisted the Spirit’s operation
2d remained in unbelief, were passed by, and that simply
Iecause the saving work of God could not be done in them.
vril other words, that would be the doctrine of .electlor.l n
W of faith, against which Missourians especially direct
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their batteries. What then do they mean? They teach that
election, in the strict sense, is a cause of salvation; that this
election is particular; that the comparatively few who are
elected will and must be saved, and no others. Although
there is so much denied in that quarter, notwithstanding
‘their language that seems to others so plainly to allege it, we
presume that no one will dispute their doctrine to be that
(3od, without reference to their faith, elects those whom He
purposes to save. The gracious election of God, as they view
it, selects certain persons from the sinful mass that they
may be saved. These, in virtue of their election, are brought
to faith and eventually to salvation; the others are not
elected and are not saved. Now, if a favored few are thus
singled out unto salvation, God having formed the irrevoc-
able purpose that these shall be saved, while the others are
not embraced in that purpose, what must be the meaning of
such words as those which declare that God still offers to the
others fully sufficient grace to save them? We accept Past.
Huegli’s language as mealft in all sincerity; but in connec-
tion with the system which he professes to advocate his
words cannot mean that in any possible case a person whom
God had not included among the preferred few could be saved.
The offer of sufficient grace to save such unfortunates must
therefore be an offer that can under no circumstances be of
any avail. If there is still efficacy in the Word and Sacra-
ments, it is an efficacy from which these persons are debarred
by the very decree of God unchangeably determining that the
select few shall be brought to faith and salvation. What
must, in such a state of the case, inevitably become of the
rest, it is easy to see. God has formed no purpose to save
them; He saves only those who are included in His gracious
purpose; they cannot save themselves. Their doom is sealed
Just as effectually, according to the theory thus devised, as if

that theory were completed by adding the decree of absolute
reprobation.

The case is too plain to justify, on the plea of inscrutable
mystery, any wilfull closing of the eyes upon its sadness. If
the new Missourians mean to teach that God has revealed a
plan of salvation according to which all are intended to be
saved and all men can be saved, but that he has an unre-
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vealed plan of salvation according to which only a few are
designed to be saved, and that this contradiction is the un-
fathomable mystery which believers are unquestioningly to
adore, why not set it out with that fearlessness which belongs
to faith, and which accepts the consequences with the un- .
ghrinking confidence that He whose infinite wisdom can
reconcile the fundamental contradiction can reconcile the
contradictions also which are its logical outcome? Missouri-
ans may now shrink from drawing the consequences involved
in their premiscs, but they will be drawn, and some will be
driven to say that as God has irrevocably decreed the salva-
tion of only a small part of our lost race, who “shall and must
be saved, and no others,” as Dr. Walther expresses it, the
means employed will irresistibly accomplish that salvation,
and can by no possibility accomplish it in the non-elect.
Since it is maintained that sinners are elected unto faith and
salvation, not, as the Lutheran Church has taught for centur-
ies, that believers are elected to sonship and to the -eternal
inheritance of God’s children, people will learn freely to de-
clare what the theory so manifestly implies, that the so-called
faith which is not a result of the particular electing grace is
no faith at all, and that one in whom true faith has been
wrought by the Holy Ghost can never fall. And this will be
done all the more boldly and emphatically as the claim is put
forth that one can know himself to be one of those favored
few who are elect according to the unrevealed purpose of sal-
vation, and who thercfore “shall and must be saved,” while
the teachers of the new doctrine themselves admit that such
knowledge can be had only on the assumption that every one
Who is a believer is one of those who, in the secret counsel of
G_’Od) is elected unto fuith and hence unto salvation. It would
Stmplify the question very much if Missourians would frankly
admit what their theory implies. But that would make it
evident that what we have to contend against is the same
buman speculation against which our dogmaticians contended
tenturies ago, If they reply that such consequences are un-
“Iiptural, that is an admission that the doctrine which in-
Volves them is unscriptural also.

We beg of Pagt. Huegli to reconsider the whole subject, in

the hope that he will see how such a doctrine of the divine de-
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crees renders nugatory the plan of salvation for all men. If
the doctrine is sincerely held and made practical account of,
that God’s grace is universal, that Christ redeemed all men,
that the means of grace bring the merits of Christ to all, the
_doctrine of an antecedently particular grace which extends
only to a few and leaves others hopelessly to themselves must
fall, and the old doctrine of our Church, which is in complete
harmony with the whole revealed plan of salvation, must
stand. But if it be held that God has antecedently elected
but a select portion of our race that they might become
believers and brought to salvation, and that these must be
saved while no others can be, the revealed plan of universal
salvation is rendered nugatory. What use can there be in
teaching that grace is offered to the others also, and even fully
sufficient grace to effect their salvation, when it is taught at
the same time that there is a secret divine decree which lim-
its its operation to the elect and thus renders the salvation of
these others impossible? Or does Past. Huegli think that
there are others, besides those who are included in God’s eter-
nal decree of election to salvation, that can be and are saved ?
If so, he differs with others of his synod, and should not delay
in telling them how it can be accomplished. He no doubt
sees as well as others that if God has selected a certain num-
ber whom He resolves to save, that number “shall surely be
saved, and no others.” But that is just what renders the
plan of salvation nugatory in its universality and makes it
antecedently particular. The problem is solved by alleging
that but few are saved, because God determined to save but
few; that as He has determined to save these, no resistance
on their part can prevent the accomplishment of His purpose;
and that as He has not determined to save the rest, no power
can compass their salvation. But such a solution!

_ We hope Past. Huegli will not allow himself to be de-
cfnvet.l by the transparent sophism that our doctrine of elec-
tion in foresight of faith involves the same difficulty and is
open to the same objection. Certainly we also teach that
there is a divine election of persons, and that only those who
are included among the elect will be saved. We even openly
declare, what the Missourians are getting very scrupulous
about saying, that God passed all others by. But that which
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renders them very timid about the latter statement, should
lead those who are earnestly desirous of having and holding
the truth to see the difference. Beyond all controversy, those
who are not elect will not be saved. In that we presume
there is an agreement among us. But why ? Our answer is,
that while God desires all to be saved and makes effectual
provision for the salvation of all, He elects to the adoption of
sons only those who believe, and to the eternal glory of heaven
only those who persist in faith until their end, according to
His clearly revealed purpose and plan. Those who block up
the ordinary avenuc of the Spirit, so that He can not accom-
plish His saving work in them, He does not and cannot
elect to the sonship and salvation which are obtainable only
through faith. The election which in God’s antecedent will
is universal, is rendered particular in the consequent divine
will by man’s wilful rejection of the proffered grace that is
alike for all men. The election to salvation, taking election
in the strict sense, can pertain only to believers, because only
believers, according to the Word of God, can be saved. The
cause of its particularity lies not in God, but in man. This
will explain, we may remark in passing, why we did not
scruple to speak of man's conduct as being necessarily taken
into account in predestination, though the possibility of mis-
construing the word has been pointed out in our own Maga-
Zi_ﬂe, and though Dr. Walther regards it as embodying syner-
gistic errors. But that is a subject to which more space musb
be given at another time. What it is necessary here to ob-
serve is that the faith which the Holy Ghost works in the
Soul is necessary before one cun be a child of God or inherit
¢ternal glory in fact, and therefore necessary in the eternal
foresight of God before one can be predestinated to sonship or
%alvation, as those who block up the Spirit’s way, so that He
¢n not perform His work in the soul, can not be saved and
®n not be predestinated to salvation. How could the fact
that God foresees the success of the Holy Spirit’s work in
f0me, who are accordingly chosen to salvation, while He fore-
sees.that others will wilfully resist the grace that is irresisti-
stlfu"a no case and therefore does not elect them, })e Sf? c(:lli
n 69 as to render nugatory the plan of salvation Ior

®n? The provision made for the rescue of our race from
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death is put into execution, and all are rescued whose own
conduct does not exclude them from the great salvation and
thus render their election to its enjoyment impossible. “How
often would I have gathered thy children together as a hen
gathereth her chickens under her wings, and ye would not,”
says our blessed Savior. But how different is the Missouri
theory! That assumes that God has selected the persons—
not all men—whom He purposes to save by leading them to
faith and sonship and salvation, and that these and no others
are saved. Why? The divine election has decided which
persons shall be brought to Christ and receive life in His
name, and the others, whatever grace may be said to be
offered them, are not included in the decree and can not be
saved. That makes the universal grace and redemption and

call practically nugatory. May God help sincere men to
see it !

“ZUR WEHRE.”
BY AN OLD LUTHERAN,

[We deem it proper to state that the following article, whose author
correctly surmised that we would ignore such an attack as that to which
it refers, at least 80 far as temper and manner are concerned, was sent
us without any solicitation on our part. It is deplorable that the St.
Louis men seem determined, if possible, to divert attention from the
grave subject in controversy by endeavoring to reduce it to a petty per-

sonal squabble.—Ep.]

Under the above heading the New Missouri* authorities
at 8t. Louis have indulged in strictures upon Prof. Loy’s in-
troductory article in the first number of the CoLumsus THEO-
LOGICAL MAGAZINE which are of such a character that a
proper regard for a dignified discussion of the points at issue
in the present controversy on the doctrine of election would
seem to debar its author from taking any notice of them.

* We speak of New Missouri. We are not attacking the Missouri
i}(’)n?d, or speaking ill of her. She has not adopted fogmally the St.
huns doctrine, and we feel convinced those wrong our beloved Synod
%" 0 {epresent the St. Louis doctrine as the doctrine of the Missouri
£ y30<'. The laity, the congregations, have not been heard from at all,
and we think that they should have something to say in this matter.
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But a mere spectator or neutral party in that cause may,
perhaps, be allowed to say a word in reply without seeming
to sanction a violation of the rules of common decency and
decorum in conducting theological discussions. The St.
Louis men have been flattered and cajoled till they have
been made to believe that they are perfect paragons and
walking encyclopedias in theological lore. It has therefore
become a habit with them, when they come in contact with
men who do not look through their spectacles, to treat them
with supercilious contempt as ignoramuses. And whilst
this thing was always odious and not to their credit, it was
yet bearable, as a great human weakness, as long as it was
claimed only for Prof. Walther, with whom there was at least
some ground for this felt superiority, as he is really a man of
great acquirements in theological knowledge. But when his
present colleagues, especially the mere stripling who was
elected some years ago to a tutelage, with the view that in the
course of years and through a long training, after the Profes-
sor's demise, he might be able to take his place, already dis-
ports this claim. whilst he is yet lying in his theological
swaddling clothes, the thing becomes intolerable and disgust-
ing. And yet this is the animus with which the strictures
in question were written. But mere boast and Falstaffian
Swagger are not arguments, and can convince none except
those who will follow without conviction. Aside from the
bantering and swaggering brandishing of the sword, the arti-
cle is made up of what had been said over and over again by
1s author’s teachers, and contains but little that is worthy of
Dotice. But merely to show the reader who has not seen the
article in question, what manner of warfare is carried on in
8t. Louis, we propose to pass some of its points in review.

Prof. Loy had regarded it as presumptive proof against
th.e doctrine of the St. Louis men, that it was not taught
With any degree of unanimity by the representative men of
the Lutheran Church in the period of the adoption of the

ormula of Concord and prior to it. Prof. Piper is enraged
at this allegation, and challenges Prof. Loy for the proof. In-
d:eed, he is so full of fight that he sets out to prove the oppo-
m‘? in advance. And if a mere index knowledge of th.e
Writings of the men in question would suffice to carry his
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point, he would have succeeded. A large collection of these
authors at his hand affords him an opportunity of a cheap
display of learning in this respect. But unfortunately for
him, it is not enough to quote these authors. They must be
understood and made to harmonize with themselves. And it
is here that he ought to have shown his mastery and acumen.

We are referred to Lehre und Wehre and the Lutheraner,
where the proof with regard to Luther is said to have already
been given. We cannot now put our hands upon the num-
ber of the Lutheraner referred to. Lehre und Wehre contains
the well-known passage from Luther’s preface to the Epistle
to the Romans: “ In the 9, 10, and 11th chapter he (Paul) treats of
the eternal predestination of God, whence it originally comes, as to
who should believe or mot believe, who should be delivered from
his sins and who should not be delivered,” etc. But Prof.
Walther has lately declared concerning the latter clause of
this passage, that namely predestination determines as to
who should not believe, that he is uncertain with regard to
Luther’s meaning. But if he is not certain that he under-
stands Luther’s meaning with regard to the latter clause, is
he certain, or can he be, that he understands him with re-
gard to the former, which suits his theory? Has he any
right to insist on the first clause and leave the second in
doubt? Indeed, this very fact ought to make him suspect
that he is on the wrong track and is misinterpreting Luther.
Qertainly, if the passage is relied upon to teach that predes-
tination determines who should believe, it must be taken also
to say, that it determines who should not believe. We cannot
adopt one and reject the other. If the passage is taken as
speaking of predestination in its broad sense, it is all plain;
but if taken in the limited sense, in which Prof. Walther
takes it, it would teach Calvinistic reprobation, of which Lu-
ther never was guilty.

Our professor says furthermore, that Luther in his com-
mentary on 1 Pet. 1, 2 makes the election unto obedience refer to
the obedience of faith. True, but let us take this in connection
with the whole as Luther gives it. He remarks that we are
not to heed such thoughts as though we werenot elected,
and as thqugh the number of the elect was small. Neither
are we to inquire why God has done this or that, and why
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He has done this so and not differently. We are not to pre-
sume to fathom the depth of divine predestination with our
reason. For if we do, we will be confounded, and either
driven to despair or become reckless. But we are to hold
fast the promises of the Gospel. They will show us that
Christ is God’s Son, that He came into the world to bless all
nations, that is, to redeem them from sin and death, and to
justify and save them, and that He did this in obedience to
the counsel and gracious will of His Heavenly Father, who
s0 loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son, that
whosoever believed in Him should not perish, but have ever-
lasting life. John 3. If we follow this advice, we will not
doubt that we are of the elect.

Does Luther thus ascribe any power or influence to the
divine predestination of persons in bringing the sinner to Christ
and converting him? Does he not rest everything upon the
order of salvation? Does he say that election has anything to
do with the sinner’s believing, or does he not rather exclude
this idea? Isnot the above the way and order of salvation,
aside from any consideration of election? Does Luther in
any way intimate that clection, in addition to the means of
grace, determines whether a man shall be converted, which
certainly he must have done, if faith is the result of election
in its limited sensc? Does Luther not expressly say that we
are not to look to predestination and trouble ourselves about
It, as far as our faith and conversion are concerned? And if
80, does he not mean that the former is not causative of the
latter? If we at all understand human language, this must
be Luther’s meaning.

This, it seems to us, appears beyond all gainsaying, when
Luther continues: “You (the elect, to whom the epistle is
addressed and who already believed,) you are elect of God,
and are mow sanctified, not that you should remain in your
Slos and former Gentile walk, but that you should henceforth
be obedient and obey the Gospel of Jesus Christ, which de-
Clare.g to you that you have been sprinkled . .. with the
Precious blood of Christ.” What else, we ask, can this mean,
than that the order of salvation and election agree, are in
pe_l'fGCt accord, that to that whereunto the Gospel calls and

rlugs the sinner, God also predestinates him, without how-
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ever making nugatory or influencing the former by the latter.
They run parallel, but the order of salvation is no mere car-
rying out or execution of predestination as pertaining to in-
dividuals. This is also the doctrine of the Bible, as we will
presently show, and of Chemnitz, and of all our great ortho-
dox dogmaticians from Luther down to the present day, in-
cluding also all the authors of the Formula of Concord.

We will here confine ourselves to the great Chemnitz,
upon whom New Missouri relies as her mighty champion.
In his Enchiridion he says: “For the divine election does
not follow our faith and righteousness, but precedes it, as its
effective cause.” In the same connection he says: “For elec-
tion and the purpose of grace are the effective cause of all of
that which pertains to salvation.”

If election is the effective cause of everything that pertains
to our salvation, it certainly must include the merits of Christ
and the provision of the means of grace. For without these
there can be no salvation. The election here spoken of must,
therefore, be predestination in its broader sense, which in-
cludes the sending of Christ and the provision of the means
of grace, through which faith is wrought and produced, and
in this sense predestination is certainly a cause of faith.
But Prof. Walther claims that Chemnitz cannot here have
spoken of predestination in this sense, because he says further
on: “He hath called us with an holy calling, not according
to our works, but according to his own purpose and grace.”
2 Tim. 1,9. Hence, Paul also says, 2 Tim. 2, 19, that this is
the seal: “Let every one that nameth the name of Christ
depart from iniquity.” Hence it appears as a certainty, that
not one of the elect will remain, as it is called, in final impenitence
an.d unbelief. But he evidently misinterprets his author, or
i.'alls to get at his meaning. The persons elected are included
in election in its comprehensive sense, and thus Chemnitz
always treats it. Hence he makes it comprise everything
pertaining to salvation. But election in its broad sense,
when applied to individuals, ceftainly has for its seal and evi-
dence, that these individuals repent and believe. We must
s?ek for the elect, not among the impenitent, but among be-
lievers, and among believers that continue unto the end.
There are no other elect in the strict sense.
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That this is actually the meaning of Chemnitz appears
from his other utterances on the subject. In his Examen,
his master work, he replies to the objection of the Papists
that we cannot be certain of our salvation, because that is
dependent upon the predestination of God, into which we are
not to pry. Let this scopus be noticed! Does he argue as
Prof. Piper would in such a case? He could then only argue
from election in the narrow sense, that election namely is a
cause of faith, etc. But Chemnitz, after he has warned us
against presuming to pry into the secret counsels of God,
proceeds thus: “We are to look at election not from the
standpoint of reason, or of the law, but of the Gospel. But
the Gospel speaks of clection not as the poets do of the
fates, that some are assigned to life, others to death, from
which we never could know, whether we were of those who
are to be saved or of those who are to be lost. But the doc-
trine of election sets forth the decrees of God, formed from
eternity, but afterwards revealed in the Word, about the
causEs and mode of salvation and damnation: namely, 1.
The decree concerning the redemption of the human race
through the obedience and sufferings of Christ the Mediator;
2. The decree concerning the call through the ministry of
the word, both of Jews and Gentiles, unto fellowship in the
merits of Christ unto salvation; 3. The decree of God that
by His Holy Spirit He would work in the hearts of men
through the word that they repent and believe in the Gos-
pel; 4. The deerce of God that He would justify and save
those, who, when they felt the wrath of God and their sins,
would seek refuge at the throne of grace and embrace Christ
the Mediator as set forth in the promises of the Gospel, and
that He would damn those who would reject and spurn the
word and not embrace the promises.”

This is the sense and analysis of the doctrine of election
3 revealed in the Word of God, etc. (Ex. part L p. 171)
Lfft it be noted that this is Chemnitz’s reply to the question
With regard to personal election. And is it possible that the
man who wrote that it is the fourth decree of God that those
Who believe should be saved, and that this faith should be
Vrought by the Word of God offered to all alike, should have
8dded & fifth decree in his Enchiridion making nugatory or
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superfluous these last three, in consequence of which God
would emphasize the Word and give it an additional power
to convert the elect? Is the matter spoken of in the Enchiri-
don a fifth decree that shall determine as to who should be-
lieve? The former attribute faith to the Holy Spirit alone,
working in all alike through the Word; the other, according
to Prof. Piper’s explanation, brings in an additional factor to
the Holy Ghost through the Gospel, namely election. The
identity of the same Gospel to all, and that Gospel empha-
sized through election, or as having election behind it, as a
factor, are contraries, or rather contradictories. Are we to
suppose that Chemnitz was such a penny-a-liner as Beecher
is in our day, who now teaches one thing and then the oppo-
site? God forbid! The passage from the Enchiridion must
be taken as a parallel to the doctrine of election, as here
analyzed, as coinciding with the second decree here spoken
of, and as further explaining it; namely, that God decreed to
call men unto fellowship in the merits of Christ through the
word of the ministry, which fellowship is through faith. In

this sense, and in this sense alone, is predestination a cause
of faith.

Let us for a moment look at the Bible doctrine which
Chemnitz follows so closely, and which settles the point.
The passage Rom. 8. is indeed a summary of the manner in
which the elect are saved. Even if we should concede that
prognosis is equivalent to predestination, which, however, we
do mot concede, it would in its connection still express no
causality of the call, of justification and glorification. The
passage refers to persons and to what has been done with
them. It declares that those whom God has elected (conced-
ing, for the sake of argument, the above meaning) He has
also called in time, justified, sanctified, and glorified. But
whether predestination is the cause of the call, and of justi-
fication, or vice versa, or whether they stand in any relation of
cause and effect, is not said, and must be put into the words
in order to find it there. No causality whatever of the one
with regard to the other is predicated. Hence the contro-
versy is quite lively, as the passage stubbornly refuses to say
what the contending parties would make it say. Or does the
relation of cause and effect follow from the collocation of the
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words? Are the Baptists right in contending, that every
person baptized must first be taught, because in the apostle’s
commission teaching stands before baptizing ?

But let us look at other passages. “ God hath chosen you to
(eis) salvation through sanctification of the Spirit and through
(en) faith in the truth.” 2 Thess.2,19. “ Elect according to
the foreknowledge of God the Father through (en) sanctifica-
tion of the Spirit, unto (¢ix) obedience and sprinkling of the
blood of Jesus Christ.” 1 Pet. 1, 2. “Having predestinated us
unto (eis) adoption of children by Jesus Christ.” Eph. 1, 5.
Now, let this difference en faith and ess faith be noted! That
sanctification of the Spirit, faith in the truth, obedience of
faith, and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ, either in-
clude or imply justifying and saving faith is generally con-
ceded, and we here take it for granted. But why are these
different prepositions put before the same words, especially in
the first passage, where the apostle says that election is eds sal-
vation,but en faith in the truth ? We protest against the egre-
gious trifling and forced explanation with which Rev. Stoeck-
bardt tries to break the force of this passage. He remarks:
“We will be more certain of getting at the meaning of the
apostle, if we reject the in terpretation, unto sanctification of the
Spirit and unto faith in the truth.” And yet at the close of his
investigation he observes: “It is all the same, whether we say
that God has predestinated to save all and every individual
of the elect through (en) faith, or whether we say, God has
predestinated all the clect unto (eis) faith, salvation only be-
Ing looked at from a different position.” It would have been
well if he had clearly stated what these different standpoints
are. The apostle evidently scrupulously distinguishes be-
tween unto (¢ix) salvation and through (en) faith in the
truth, but the learned man of St. Louis tells us that he means
the same thing, as though he had said unto faith.

Now we take it that because the apostle evidently-and
Purposely sayx a different thing, he also means a different
thing. And by the Word we will abide. If our election in

hrTSt means that God in the act of election had regard to
Tist as a meritorious cause, our election in faith must also
mean that he had regard to faith as its instrumental cause,
Which only it can be according to its nature. But if in Christ
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means unfo Christ, then in faith of the truth may also mean
unto faith. If in Christ means that God would make Christ
the Redeemer of mankind, then in the faith may also mean
that He would work faith in the hearts of the elect. But if
election ¢n Christ means, as it certainly does, that God had
regard to the Mediator as a meritorious, impulsive cause, then
election in faith or sanctification of the Spirit must mean that
election took place in regard and in foresight of faith. In
this sense Gerhard also uses the passage in question. And as
this election was made unto salvation, it must be first faith, not
faith in general, but final faith, through which alone we can
obtain eternal salvation, that is meant.

But undeniable as this fact is, the other is equally cer-
tain, that God also elected His children unto faith, or sanctifica-
tion of the Spirit. These are not contradictories, although they
are different. For that which God sees in the order of salva-
tion as accomplishing, and upon which personal election rests,
also becomes an object of predestination. Election is from
faith to faith. Faith to which God had regard, in electing
His children, also becomes an object to which He elects them.
The order and way of salvation and election are not oppo-
sites, but they harmonize and converge at the same point,
namely the salvation of the believer—just as it is no contra-
diction that God, in the Gospel, requires faith and imparts
faith, that He imparts full forgiveness of sin in Holy Bap-
tism, and also offers the same through the Lord’s Supper.
In like manner, God’s election is sure, and yet we are bidden
to make it sure with us. It is certain that God’s elect can
not be lost, and yet the final dreadful days are shortened that
they may not be deceived. Prof. Walther ridicules the idea,
that God should predestinate a thing which by His foresight
He sees accomplishing, but it is His way to do abundantly
for us in order to save us. He gives line upon line and pre-
cept upon precept and mercy upon mercy. He is already
most merciful toward us, and yet we arc to ask Him for His
mercy daily in prayer. He has already absolved the whole
world, and yet He justifies the sinner upon believing. He
has given us an order of salvation, and sanctions and confirms
it by an eternal decree—but He does not alter or change it
by that decree, as Prof. Piper would make us believe. Thus
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we will see why and how some of our theologians could make
faith a condition of election, and yet also speak of election
as an effective cause of faith. The Bible does both and they
do both.

2. Prof. Piper regards it as a complete refutation of Prof.
Loy’s statement that the orthodox Luther theologians of our
Church for three centuries had with great unanimity declared
election to take place in foresight of faith, that these theolo-
gians were not in full accord as to whether they should term
faith an instrumental cause of election or give it some other
name. But is not this a sophism, invented to divert atten-
tion from the point of dispute? This matter has nothing to
do with the other, in which they were all agreed, that elec-
tion, namely, was made in view of faith. But Prof. Piper, in
his superhuman logic, thinks that these other differences,
which are not at issue at all in the present controversy, over-
throw Prof. Loy’s position and refute his statement. It is
often the part of a sophist, whether conscious or not, that he
tries to disprove a point which is not at issue, in order to
make it appear as though he had disproved the real point in
dispute. And what are we to say when Rationalists, super-
naturalists, and modern development men are referred to as
not holding the doctrine advocated by Prof. Loy, in order to
show the want of unanimity in the Lutheran Church? Since
When have these men become orthodox teachers in our
church? We. had always looked upon them, and were al-
ways so told in St. Louis, as having no just claim to any
standing in our community, and now we see them figure in
our midst as Lutheran teachers, when they are to serve a
Purpose !

Neither is Prof, Piper's other point well taken, that
Ramely these later theologians, since the adoption of .the For-
mula of Concord, held and taught erroneous views concerning
te Lord’s Day and the civil powers. For this is altogether a
dlffe}‘enl; thing. These were not then poihts of general de-
lominationa) controversy, and hence such aberrations and
10084{ teachings could well take place, without attracting any
Particular attention. But the doctrine of election Was con-

Sidered a gterper thing, was actually a matter of denomina-
12
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tional contest, a casus bellz between contending churches. And
is it probable, we will say is it possible, that a universal apos-
tacy could have taken place on the part of its theologians,
without the church’s noticing it, and raising its voice of pro-
test against it? We think not.

3. Prof. Piper disports himself as a master of masters.
It had been stated, as presumptive proof for the correctness
of the doctrine on election generally held in the Lutheran
Church, that it was successful in the hands of its great dog-
maticians against the Calvinists. Prof. Piper concedes the
point. But he gives us his ¢pse dizit, that the success of those
great men would have been still greater, and their victory
much easier, if they had fought with his weapons and accord-
ing to his strategy. Strange, that those men of such great
acumen in other matters, were so blind as not to see these
weapons, though they were placed before them, as it is claimed
now, in their own Confessions which they were sworn to sup-
port! And he thinks it was no fight worth speaking of, and
that they had no foe worthy of their steel. With the mere
brandishing of his sword at St. Louis he could have routed
them, horse and rider! If a man were to tell us that the Ger-
mans were, indeed, successful in the late Franco-German war,
but if they had known and followed his strategy, their victory
would have been easier and more complete, he might be
right. But we would rather take the tried method, which
gave proof of its availability by the success which attended
it, than adopt the grand strategy which some shelf-general
had hatched out, and for which he claimed such wonderful
things. He might after all be mistaken, especially if he had
never given any practical proof of his strategical ability.
And g0 we have concluded to stick to the old tried battle cry
and mode of attack and defense, which wrought such mighty
results in the days of our fathers, although it is already inti-
mated at St. Louis that this is no longer possible, since they
have taken the matter in hand, and it has been made a point
of controversy. Prof. Piper’s theory has not been tried, of
which he makes such egregious promises. His shield might
turn out to be one of paper, and his spear one of wood, and
his panopy a mere shadow.

Whatever else Prof. Piper has to say really concerns only
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one point. All hinges upon it, and we propose to treat it under
this head. As there have been g0 many assertions and re-
tractions on particular parts of the new doctrine, and as the
whole matter is involved in so many inconsistencies, it is
really difficult to see what is actually held and taught at St.
Louis. For any quotations taken from their publications and
any statement based upon them, they can easily find a coun-
terstatement, and thus make it appear as though they had
been slandered. And besides, Prof. Piper always flies the
track, and evades the point, when he is about to be pushed
on it, and then declaims about misrepresentations and criti-
cisms that miss their mark. Lehre und Wehre formerly teemed
with quotations from various authors to show that God
could have converted and saved all men, if He had so chosen,
in order to make room for the St. Louis theory of election.
But God has chosen not to do it, and we know not why. And
in the same line of argument Prof. Piper tells us now, that
God bestows larger portions of converting grace upon some
men, than He docs upon others, favoring sometimes even
those that are lost, whilst He stints it to others, sometimes
even the elect, as was the case with the citizens of Chorazin
and Bethsaida of the former, and the Ninevites of the latter.

Now all this to our cars sounds strange. We had always
thought and taught, that therc is an established way and
order of salvation, and that the overtures of mercy through
the Gospel and the gift of the Spirit, were alike rich to all,
whether aceepted or rejected. That the Almighty by His in-
finite power per force could convert all men, we are not disposed
Wdeny, if He had established a different order of salvation; but
that He could convert them by the established order of salva-
tion, and will not, is new to us. That God sends His Word
to.some’ and withholds it from others, is no proof of this
boint. We agree with Prof. Walther, as he expressed himself
o former years in his Gospel-Postill with regard to this mat-
ter. He there says (p. 53): “There is, therefore, no doubt,
that if God had known that the Gentiles, walking in the
darkness of heathenism, would suffer themselves to be made
t accept His Word, He would have had it preached to them,
oven if it had to be done, as was the case with Cornelius and
fe Macedonians, through the instrumentalities of angels
Tom heaven.  Acts 10, 3; 16, 9-10.”
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But all this has nothing to do with the order of salvation.
Or is the influence and efficacy of the means of grace de-
pendent upon a separate and special will of God, as to who,
where the Word is preached, shall be converted among those
that hear it ; as to who shall be regenerated in time; and as
to who shall receive forgiveness of sin in the Lord’s Supper?
Prof. Walther had formerly said, that with the elect God em-
phasized His Word or its power; he subsequently retracted
it. But the old notion continues to loom up. It would even
seem, according to Prof. Piper, that frequently it takes less
grace to convert an elect person than one that is not elect.
But do these means of grace, through which God converts
men, and to which we are always directed, offer a larger
amount of grace to some than they do to others, and do they
work according to a special will of God, outside and separate
from them, and as pertaining to separate individuals? This
seems to be the new theory taught at St. Louis, and by Prof.
Piper. But this is the most unscriptural view of Calvinism,
against which our Church has always protested aloud. For
the Gospel is the same power of God unto salvation to all,
whether accepted or rejected. Hence, too, Prof. Piper finds a
mystery where there is none, or one which God has solved for
us. He thinks it is a mystery that God earnestly desires the
salvation of all men and yet all are not saved. Christ tells
us not that God could save them, but chooses not to do it, but
that they will not come unto Him that they might have life.
The mystery lies somewhere else. But the reason why Prof.
Piper cannot see the solution, is because his Calvinistic

theory of election is in his way; namely, that faith is a
result of election.

And what does Prof. Piper mean when, in order to refute
the charge that the new doctrine endangers the attributes of
God, be writes: When miserable creatures are always ready
to ask the question, why God did not elect all, then, and only
then, we say to such fellows (with Paul, Rom. 9, 18), that
“God will have mercy upon whom He will have mercy.”
Why does he not not quote the whole passage? Would it
have shown him that he was misapplying it?

These utterances show, that the evil leaven of the
false doctrine of election is leavening the whole lump. It
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is true, prior to and aside from Christ, we have no right
and claim upon God’s mercy. But after Christ’s perfect re-
demption and the absolution of the world through the resur-
rection of Jesus Christ from the dead, John tells us that God
is not only merciful, but “rightecous and just to forgive us our
sins,” etc. What was a matter of mercy, has now become a
matter of justice also, since the perfect righteousness of Christ
has been acquired for all men. And if God spared not His
own Son, but delivered Him up for us all, will He not freely
with Him also give us all things? Who are these us? The
same for whom Christ was dclivered into death. In Christ
every sinner has a claim upon God’s mercy, that inasmuch as
He gave His own Son for him, He will also give him grace
unto faith and salvation. Let him only claim his right by
faith. Can the question now be, after God has already shown
mercy unto all in giving them His Son—the larger mercy, as
to whom He will grant the smaller mercy of bringing him to
believe? HMonce DProf. Piper's answer to such fellows is no
answer at all ; yea worse, it makes the mediation of Christ to
mean nothing. As God’s love and mercy are alike to all in
the gift of His Son for all, so His grace, that has already been
purchased equally for all, must be alike to all. If the sinner is
not saved, it is his fault. K very theory of election that talks
of special mercy to some, in bringing them to salvation, that
talks about God’s showing merey to whomsoever He pleases,
88if it were only to some, makes the redemption of Christ of
mone effect. The only reason why God cannot convert and
save all, is also the reason why He cannot elect all. There is
Do mystery in election that is not in conversion. And to say
that God does not convert all and bring them to faith, because
He will have mercy upon whom He will have mercy, is to
make a mock of the perfect redemption through Christ and
the Holy Spirit’s work through the means of grace. In
Christ every sinner has a right to ask, why God should w1{:h-
h(fld that grace from him, which Christ has bought for him
With 50 great 4, price. But alas for the St. Louis men! How
¢ the mighty fallen!

May the reader forgive us if we are wordy here. Our

Beart is too full—we cannot let go of the subject. And it
"ows, how the false dootrine of election has already vitiated
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large portions of the theological system at St. Louis. The
mediatorial work of Christ has already shrivelled and dwin-
dled sadly through the blightening influence of their erron-
eous notion on predestination. Although Christ has actually
not only redeemed all men generally, but also purchased sav-
ing grace for all—the gift of the Holy Ghost, indeed all that
sanctification includes as treated in the third article of the
Apostle’s Creed equally for all, and although the heavenly
hosts at the Savior’s advent on earth sang of the Father’s
good will to men through Him, these “ fellows,” who insist on
all this, are told that God will now have mercy upon whom
He will have mercy!

And to show that we are doing the St. Louis men no
wrong, we here present Prof. Piper’s view of conversion. He
remarks : “ What induces God to convert a man? His mercy
and the merits of Christ—two general causes. ... .. All are
dead in trespasses and sin equally. And yet only a part of
those who hear the Gospel are converted. General causes
(God’s mercy and the merits of Christ) and the equally cor-
rupt condition of all men, and yet a particularity of conver-
sion! Why are the others not converted? We reply, on
account of the wilful-and persistent resistance which they
offer to the influence of the Holy Ghost. ... But why are the
others converted? Whilst we presuppose something in them,
by which they are advantageously distinguished from the
others—a gentle assent or desisting from their wilful resist-
ance! Nothing of the kind. This is the Holy Spirit’s influence,
which this WILFUL RESISTANCE IS MADE TO CEASE.”*

*We mean not to misrepresent Prof. Piper. The word * unterbler

, t . g
ben,” ¢ unterlassen,” is sometimes taken to mealx)l, that a thing is not done @
all, and sometimes that it ceases to be done. According to our lexicons it
means (o quit, o omit, lo cease, to desist, not to do again. And Prof. Piper
says (p. 116) “that man cannot of his own strengagl desist from wilful re-
?‘lptance_\. That is the Holy Spirit’s work. He holds, if we understand
im aright, 'that all men are not only dead in trespasses and sin, full of
enmity to God, unwilling, and averse to the Gospel, but they all wilfully
yeslst.l But as all wilful resistance becomes persistent when continued
11}11, and as the Holy Ghost is not even given to these latter, the fault of
E; 0e(nlrfnon-convel_'mon, according to_this dreadful theory, would lie with
pod rir bl:)ot having removed it in time. Where is it taught in our sym-
bolica & 0ks that God also removes wilful resistance in its proper mean-
ing? g his doctrine, whether acknowledged and seen or not, can only be
carrie lo?it by confessing a %A;ace that works irresistibly. Man can then
not only do nothing toward his conversion (which is scriptural), but he
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Here then we have it in a nutshell — this showing of
mercy to whom God will show mercy. God earnestly desires
the conversion of all. But in those that are converted, He
removes wilful resistance (or does he convert them without
it?) in the others he does not, (or does He remove this wilful
resistance and still leave them unconverted?) He may earn-
estly desire their conversion, just as earnestly as that of those
who are actually converted, but in those who are converted
He removes their wilful resistance, or causes it to cease,
and in the others He does not. For surely if He did, they
would be converted. Missouri’s pulpits formerly resounded
every Sunday with the truth, that all who, when they hear
the Word of God, do not wilfully resist, will obtain faith.
God then, according to this theory, may be compared to a
physician, who in the case of two patients earnestly wishes
them both to recover, but to the one he administers the right
medicine and to the other he gives an ineffectual remedy of
powdered chalk !

Or does our professor make a distinction between wilful, and
wilful and persistent resistance, as different in kind? We suppose
s0. But it secms to us, that all wilful resistance becomes per-
sistent if continued in, and is persistent just aslong as it is con-

—_—
also cannot hinder it.  Does salvation by grace alone require or involve
man’s ability to resist wilfully and persistently? The Calvinistic theory
of election requires this, but certainly not the Bible nor our Confessions.
Hence it has heen argued at length by the advocates of the new doc-
trine, that as election is by grace alone, faith could have had nothing to
dowith it. "And we are prepared soon to hear, that as justification is by
grace, God in justifying the individual cannot require faith—cannot make
the verdict of justification dependant on faith also. May Prof. Piper de-
fist and retrace his steps from the evil way upon which he has set his
feet. i not, his new system must soon work out its legitimate results
and expose itself in all its nakedness, turning the universal love of God,
the f“].l redemption of Christ, and the saving efficacy of the means of
gace, into a shrivelled, meaningless thing. His old Calvinistic charges
theynergism or Semipelagianisin can frighten no one, who knows what
h ¢S¢ terms mean. In popular discussions it is quite common already tﬁ
aegr from that side of the house that salvation by grace alone is not fu
Vn Lxelusive, if the sad power of successfully and_finally resistin coni
tgt 10g and saving grace is left to man. He could then on the day (if
%n fm ent still say to himself, that he goes to heaven he owes to !nqastgd
andagt" that namely he could have wilfully and pertinaciously ress
of id not. But that is as though & man would claim some fl:)wa!t.
Th:s()bec?u-se.he could have set our house on fire and abstained 1112 lo ’
the § alvinistic gratiq irresistibilis is the natural and necessary fre%t.l  of
theoy, 2UIs doctrine of election and is directly implied in Prof. tlgnce
fallty of conversion. Without this the whole structure must @

O Pleces. That would be the “ compelle intrare” with a vim.
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tinued in. And if the Holy Ghost causes wilful resistance to
cease, a wilful persistent resistance never could arise, and then
no reason could be assigned at all, why not all the hearers of
the Gospel are converted. The Bible and our Confession
teach, that in conversion God makes the unwilling willing,
takes away men’s resistance and aversion to the truth or
grace of God, but that He also removes wilful resistance, is a
different thing and could only be effected by a gratia érresisti-
bilis. If a man is not converted according to this theory, it
is God’s fault. For evidently, if the Holy Spirit does not
only remove man’s natural repugnance, enmity, unwilling-
ness, and resistance to the Gospel, but also his wilful resis-
tance, all men would be converted. If God takes away wilful
resistance, there could be no wilful persistent resistance, for the
latter is only a continuation of the former, and if God took
the former away in time, it could not become persistent.
Verily, these are theories that call upon all sincere Lutherans
to gird on the sword and do battle for the truth, that these
baneful errors may not spread in our Church. It matters not
how much of good men may have done for the Church and in
it—it cannot atone for the deadly effects of this Upas tree
which they seek now to plant within its borders. And the
unionistic whine of the “ Zeuge” that men should keep silent,
in order not to destroy the good work that has been accom-
plished, is out of place altogether. Who is destroying it—
those who choose to continue to walk in the old ways, by

which this good has been accomplished, or those who are in-
troducing this new spawn?

The Bible and our Confessions clearly teach, not only
that man is dead in trespasses and sin by nature and that he
can do nothing whatever toward his conversion, cannot ac-
cept the grace of God when offered him, but is also full of
hatred and enmity and resistance to that grace. All this the
Hol_y Spirit must remove, before the sinner can believe in
Christ truly. But this is far different from what is taught at
St. Louis. It is true, a man may wilfully resist to-day, and
be converted to-morrow. Many who have wilfully resisted
have hcen converted, but not as long as they thus resisted. Our
Confession teaches that the Holy Ghost is not even given to
those who wilfully and persistently resist; for He makes the
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unwilling willing. Consequently if God took away wilful re-
sistance, there would be no persistent resistance.

And Prof. Piper’s exegetical axioms or theories, are equal-
ly at fault. That every doctrine must be fully stated and
fully drawn from the passages considered as the sedes doctrinae,
is utterly untrue. Where is the passage that teaches the full
doctrine of the Trinity? Can he point it out? And if he
thinks that taking into account what is taught in other pas-
sages in regard to matters involved in the doctrine set forth
in the sedes doctrinae, though not expressly mentioned there, is
the modern theory of the development of doctrine from cer-
tain germs and roots contained in the Bible, he as evidently
does not know what this theory is, a8 it is manifest that he
has not comprehended the argument which he criticises.

But our professor excels himself in his efforts to teach
Prof. Loy the elements of logic. We think it is a fault of his
head, however, and not of his heart, when he so grossly mis-
understands and misrepresents his opponent in order to
make him refutc himself. He scems to be able to do any-
thing else rather than to think clearly. If he could see
straight, he would have perceived that Prof. Loy’s premises
in the doctrine of election are far different from his own.
For the faith which God foresaw in the elect was not forced
upon them by predestination as Prof. Piper’s is, but was one
Which they could have hindered. And that makes all the
difference. It secms to us a child could see this difference,
.:Nhich the St. Louis professor cannot see. Hence he says:
‘Because none but the clect are saved, the means of grace
tn save only the elect, and no others. Prof. Loy, according
% his doctrine, maintains the premises, therefore he must
2lso maintain the inferences, if he argues correctly. ... When
the means of grace are brought to an elect person the divine
Purpoge, which no power can hinder, must beget faith in him
af‘d. bring him to Christ. He must be saved according to the
divine counsel, and he must be saved through the grace that
™ist prevail,” etc. What special pleading? As our profes-
sf’l' does not see it, we must tell him, that the faith which
tiod foresaw, was not wrought irresistibly, and hence i!; can- ‘
20t be wrought so in time. If God had foreseen a kind of "

faith Wrought by irresistible grace, it would have to be actu-
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ally wrought in this manner in time, but not otherwise.
Can he still not see the point?

And so it is with his other instances. He finds the fol-
lowing cases parallel. The Christian can only know his
election and final salvation from God’s general promises.
And God gave His Son for all—therefore He will with Him
give the Christians of Rome all things. In the latter the
apostles would say, that if God has givén the greater or all
He will surely with the greater give us the less, namely sal-
vation. A parallel to this would be, if God had elected all
or promised to elect all, we who are a part of the all, could
draw the inference that He had surely elected us also. For
we would be included ift the premises. Surely our professor
teaches poorly, because he distinguishes poorly. His theory
brought into the form of a syllogism reads thus: Among
those who believe some are not elected; Thomas believes;
therefore Thomas is one of the elect. St. Paul’s syllogism is:
God delivered up His Son for all (redeeming grace); The
Christians at Rome were a part of these all; therefore God
would with Christ, as included in Him, also give them sayv-
ing grace. It will be seen at a glance that while the Mis-
souri syllogism is supremely absurd, the apostle’s commends
itself to the soul as in accord with sound logic. And yet our
St. Louis professor finds the two exact parallels!

Prof. Piper thinks that the Lutheran doctrine of election
as taught by Prof. Loy is practically of no avail to the troubled
Christian, because it must remain a mystery to him whether
God foreknew his persevering faith to the end. But does not
the same objection apply to his own theory? As only those
are elected who continue in the faith unto the end, and as
many who once believed actually fall away again, they can
only know that they are of the elect, if in their dying gasp
they find themselves standing in the faith, when the battle is
alrea.dy over and this knowledge can do them no good. The
one in this respect is exactly as long as the other is broad.
But in another respect the two are very different. According
to Prof. Piper’s theory, who makes faith a result of election,
the Christian, whenever he is directed to the Word of God to
recur to it, will find that his retreat is cut off- by the allega-
tion that if he is not elected he cannot believe ; not the Word,
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but hie election or non-election determines all; faith in his
theory comes from election, and not simply by preaching,
For if it came simply by preaching, election could have noth-
ing todo with it; and if it comes by both taken together, how
can he know that he is one of those to whom these two factors
-apply? The Christian in times of inward conflict, with this
theory of election in his heart must, when directed to the
Word, be haunted with the idea that the Word, if he is not
clected, will do him no good. But the general Lutheran doc-
trine which makes the means of grace alone to determine
everything, leaves the Word and promises unshackled, full
and free. 'What God has foreseen the believer cannot know,
neither is he to care ; but what God has promised he can know,
and is to know and hold fast. And we are persuaded that
Luther, Chemnitz, and our Confessions, pointing us to the
order of salvation and the general promises of God for conso-
lation in our distress, are conclusive against the new doctrine.
How could they point us to these in order to find out our elec-
tion, if they were not on the same line, different indeed, but
parallels? The order of salvation, and election in its broad
sense, declare that those who believe shall be saved. And is
personal election to reverse this and say, those who are elected
shall believe, or must it not rather view the former process as
accomplished, and thus sanction and confirm it? Shall per-
sonal election introduce a new factor which entirely changes
the others?  And if so, how could we learn our election from
the order of salvation since that election includes a new factor?
Where would this new factor come in? Let the reader pause
and consider this thoroughly! The order of salvation is the
carrying out of election in its broad sense; hence we can learn
all about the latter from the former. But the new doctrine of
election in the limited sense brings in a new factor altogether,
anji yet we are directed to the first to learn all about it. Is
this possible ? If election in the narrow sense is the sanction
and confirmation only of the first as accomplished, we may
4so learn all about it from the first. But if it is what the

- Louis men claim for it, the order of salvation can give us
"o clue to it. Tt makes faith dependent upon two things and
“hl_mately only upon one—upon personal election —about
¥hich the order of salvation tells us nothing. Hence With
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the great Chemnitz we say to our troubled heart again and
again: “In this manner we are not to doubt, but take assur-
ance from the promises. Phil. 1. He who has begun the
good work in us will also perfect it unto the day of Jesus
Christ. We are called unto eternal fellowship with Christ,
not that He will presently cast those away whom He has
joined to Himself, but (as He says) they shall never perish—
no one shall take them out of my hands. He will confim us
unto the end. Ex. I. Pars. p. 172.

THE STATUS CONTROVERSIZE AND E. W. K.
(AN OPEN LETTER.)

My Dear Friend K.!—Your article on the Status Contro-
versiz in the May number of Lehre und Wehre touchingly
reminds me of the good old times. Of course, you and I, as
usual, do not agree; that is, at first. But that you will agree
with me in the end is only a question of time. History, you
know, repeats itself: and our past is history. First of all, let
me thank you for kindly remembering old times and old
friendship; also for manifesting so much anxiety about my
pe‘rs.onal welfare. I cannot but say that throughout all your
criticism a spirit of good will is evinced toward your humble
opponent. That you “make a wit” now and then at my ex-
pense does not offend me, since it seems to afford you pleas-
ure. I will also overlook the fact that your language is, here
and there, just a little abusive; I know that you mean well;
and besides—the circumstances, the surroundings, and bad
examples, in part excuse you. However, before entering
upon a discussion of the questions before us, just a word or
two. When you say that I falsely accuse the Missourians,
you express the hope that it is done in ignorance. Here
suffer me to say, more by way of kindly admonition than by
way of reproof:- do not fall into the bad habit of Lehre und
Wehre, which seems to assume that every dissent from its “ we
say .80” must be the outflow either of ignorance or of malice.
Is 1t not just possible at least that Lehre und Wehre may err
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in spite of its good intentions? Again, is it not just possible
that Lehre und Wehre may not be always just fully clear and
perfect in diction and logic, in spite of its profound learning ?
1 do not assert facts, but merely the possibility of facts. Must
others then necessarily be ignorant or malicious, if they for
conscience’ sake lift up their voices against what they hold
to be erroneous in Lehre und Wehre? Please consider these
suggestions, which I offer you in the most kindly spirit.
Again, you repeatedly speak of ,nadfdreiben*; you even
state I have been extremely thoughtless in this that I have
copied, without due investigation, things which your ,erbitter-
ter Gegnert in Madison” has sct afloat about you and your
friends. Now, to say the least, this is a very ungenerous in-
sinuation on your part. You deserve a rebuke for this, and
—since there are others besides you who thus exercise prerog-
atives not their own—I will proceed to administer the rebuke
in a way perhaps somewhat singular and general, and yet so
that you will understand. If there is to be found any synod
which may be likened unto a comet, of which one man con-
stitutes the mucleus and many men the tail, so that the
glightest turn of the former communicates the most astound-
ing wag to the latter, that synod is—not the Synod of Ohio.
And, my dear K., to know this, few men have had better op-
Portunity than you. Dod) laffen wir nun Perfon und Perfonen fo
viel al8 immer moglid) aus bem Spiele] ; we will then be the bet-
ter able to serve the cause of sacred truth.

In your animadversions upon my article you engage to de-
fend, over against me, Dr. Walther’s formulation of the Status
Controversiz. First you accuse me of charging Dr. W. with
falsification, which is not the case; then you proceed to show
that T ought to be satisfied with his way of putting our side
of the question ; that you of the opposition all acknowledge
1ttobe a plain and fair statement; and that I fail to give any
TEas?n for thinking otherwise, etc. And what have you to
. 98y in support of these your assertions? Simply this, that we

ave really used the very expressions in which Dr. W. i8
Mleased to word our doctrine over against your own; and that
\—-—

’CO .
Pying after others.
IIE:”Pﬁmhgd opponent.
t U8 avoid personalities as much as possible.
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is all you offer in proof. Why, my dear friend, glad as I was
when lately I heard that you were growing physically strong,
I now fear that you are getting morally weak and mentally
dull. Please pardon me far so frankly expressing my deep
concern. Now what would you say were we to formulate your
side of the question in a manner such as you now endorse
and defend? Let me give you an example: The Missourians
teach concerning the eternal election of God that from thence
it originally flows who shall believe and who shall not believe,
who can be loosed from sin and who can not be loosed from
sin, etc. How would you like that to stand as the first point
of your affirmation? Judging from late developments, not
very well, I trow. O, no! you would say: Prof. S. is not giv-
ing a plain and fair statement. And why not? Certainly
not because the Missourians have never used these words; for
again and again have they cited (and grossly misapplied)
these very words of Luther in support of their doctrine that
faith flows from election. But on what grounds then would
you raise your objections? On these, I venture to say, that
this passage from Luther is somewhat obscure, may stand in
need of explanation, is liable to be misunderstood, etc., and i8
therefore not available either as a thesis or anti-thesis of doc-
trine. Such grounds were indeed well taken; and were I to
disregard them and persist in formulating your doctrine in
the above objectionable manner, I would be committing &
great wrong. In this, I hope, you will concur. Then please
draw your own conclusions and tell me whether it is right for
you to insist that we must pronounce as plain and fair Dr.
W.a status as worded for us, just because we, in certain connec-

tions and with limitations, have used the words he employs in
stating our side?

On the other hand please note that we in good faith do
accept.and will defend each and every expression you quote
as having been used by us; such as: faith is an indispensa-
ble prerequisite to man’s election; a man’s election depends
upon his faith; faith is a normative factor in the decree of
election; election takes place intuiti fidei, in consequence of,
or on the ground of, foreseen faith, or of the foreseen conduct
of man. All these expressions and more you may condemn,
and you may condemn all who have in time past and who
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now use them; as for us, we are are ready to defend them,
however only in the sense and in the conmection we or our dogma-
ticians have used them. But, which of these forms, if any, we
choose to set over against your false doctrine that faith fows
from election, or that some men are from eternity ordained
unto faith and others not, it is for us and not for you or any
opponent to determine. Therefore it is still my humble
opinion that he of the opposition who assumes to dictate to
us in this matter transcends the limits of common equity.
And now, my dear K., let us turn our attention to more seri-
ous matters; I mean the threefold falsification of the affirma-
tive, 1. e., of your side of the question whereof you accuse me.

First: You say, ,Ind nun erheben mwir unfrerjeits
gegen Herrn Prof. Sdittte die Antlage, daf er unfere
Affirmative—mir hHoffen aud Unwiffenheit—gefdalidt und
und eine Lehre angediditet hat, die wir je und je ald eine
gottlofe verdammt haben.”* Further on you proceed to
show wherein this alleged perversion is to consist. You
quote from my article the words: The Missourians teach
that God has infallibly predestinated some people unto
faith and passed by all others. Ask you why? The answer
is that such is to us a marvel and a mystery. (We say
that God has predestinated unto faith one man no more
than another; that He is no respector of persons; that He
will, earnestly and equally will, have all men to believe
in Christ and faith in Him receive everlasting life.) To
s the marvel is that divine grace is so great and alike
great over all. That it is alike great over all, the Missou-
Nans deny. (Then, that not all men apprehend the grace
18t us the mystery.”) This, you positively assert, is the
falsification of which I have made myself guilty in the first
Place, Now, what do these words say when fully quotfzd
(the words in parenthcses you omitted) and properly consid-
ered? This: the Missourians teach that God infallibly pre-
destinated some people unto faith, and others not, i. e. passed
by all others in this act of predestination ; and thereby deny
\

*And now we on our part prefer against Prof. Schuette the charge

ﬂ!at.he has falsified—we Lol;):rinpignor:gce—our affirmative, and that he

% Imputed to us a doctrine which we have over and over again con-
elned as godless.
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that the grace of God is alike great over all. This is what I
say. Now what do you make me say ? This: The Missouri-
ans teach that God has infallibly predestinated some people
unto faith and passed by all others, that s, has for these no
saving grace at all—,mit feiner rettenden Gnabde voritbergegangen fei,”
as you put it. Now, my dear friend, you must either show
that the Missourians do not represent God as ordaining some
people unto faith and others not, or you must plead guilty to
a perversion of my language and to a misrepresentation of a
friend. What is to be thought of the latter I leave you to
learn from the May number of Lehre und Wehre, pp. 178 and
209-210. And will you be able to show that the Missourians
do not teach a predestination unto faith of some and not of
others? Let us see. In your own article you say: * The
eternal decree of God, therefore, in time to call us, just us and with
us His entire Holy Church, and to enlighten us with His gifts, to
sanctify and to preserve us in the true faith and finally to save and
« glorify us—that and nothing else is the eternal election of God,” etc.
What then is election, as you here teach it? An eternal
decree of God, that is, an act of God’s will which shall
and must inevitably be accomplished. And what shall and
must be so accomplished ? that just you and the Church be
brought to something. And brought to what? in short to
faith and thereby to glory. And what must you here under-
stand by “us” and the “Church.” Certainly not you as a
believer, not the Church as the body of believers, for then
you would say that God resolved to bring believers to faith!
No, you mean you and the Church as yet unbelievers and
therefore in no way distinct from the mass of sinful man-
kind. Here then you yourself declare the eternal election of
God to be a foreordination of some people unto faith and sal-
vation; and if of some, then certainly not of all. Hence, by
your own words I am fully justified in maintaining that the
Missourians teach election as being an infallible ordination
of some men unto faith and an act in which God passed by

all others. Hence, your first charge of falsification is with-
out foundation.

Here I might rest the case of your first accusation, were
the matter in question not so all important. For this reason
I can not as yet dismiss it. Du, lieber K., und die Mifjourier
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follen einmal redht Farbe belennen, und ywar wie e3 fid fitr Mianner
igidt* Please tell me, if you have any anxiety to have the
readers of Lehre und Wehre know the point at issue between
us, why did you in your quotation omit the words that, ac-
cording to our doctrine, God has predestinated unto faith one
man no more than another; that He is no respecter of per-
sons; that He will, earnestly and equally will, have all men to
believe in Christ, etc.? If our doctrine is so evidently false
and damnable as you seem to think, then here a good oppor-
tunity was offered you to say to your readers: ‘“See, that is
what our opponents teach over against us!” Verily, you
seem to be afraid to let even your educated clergy know what
we really believe and teach.

Again, my dear friend! Not until you subscribe the doc-
trine that God in and of Himself has ordained unto faith no
one class of sinners in preference to another class equally sin-
ful, can I believe you when you assert, though it be with
great solemnity : “ We condemn the doctrine that God’s grace
18 not alike great over all!”  The doctrine, the most precious
of all doctrines, that God’s grace is alike great over all men,
stands in such obvious contradiction to the doctrine, that ut-
terly false and comfortless doctrine, that God in and of Him-
self has predestinated some sinners in preference to others
unto faith, that if you accept the former you must reject the
latter. T say that the antecedent or universal grace of God is
the only source of faith, and that alike for all men, for the
elect no more than for the non-elect; if some do not derive
faith from this its only source, the fault is their own, and
they alone are the cause of their condemnation. When others
do derive faith from that sour'ce, their faith is from beginning
% end altogether God’s gracious work and gift, and His is all
the glory. 8o we believe, for so God teaches us. What say
you? In answering, please to distinguish between the grace
of God and the means of grace—fonft befiirdyte idy, daf ein eif'f‘u‘[’
tiger Chriftenmenid) beine Auseinanberfepungen nidyt verftehen wird.T

Secondly. Another charge you prefer against me is based

you*You’ my dear K. and the Missourians, I insist upon it, must show

T true colors as it behooves men to do. : ble to
o 0therw1se, I fear, a simple-minded Christian will not be able
Prehend your explanations.

13
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upon the following words from my Article, which I will here
give in full, you having omitted what I shall put in paren-
theses: “The Missourians teach, that when God from mere
mercy and for Christ’s sake selected from among men those
who shall verily be saved, He had no need to inquire and He
inquired not whether they had faith in Christ, because His
purpose was first to select those who should be saved and then,
that His purpose might be accomplished, He resolved to give
them the needed faith. (We say that when God from mere
mercy and for Christ’s sake selected from among men those
who shall verily be saved, He inquired who, by virtue of His
universal grace, would apprehend Christ’s merit; and that
He decreed unto salvation those whom He thug foresaw in
Christ by faith.”) Mag. p. 101. (“ With us, Christian faith
is an indispensable pre-requisite to election, because Christ,
its Treasure, is an indispensable pre-requisite.) With the
Missourians faith is a requisite merely, and indispensable
only to carry out the decree of election in time. (For, as we
bhave seen, they teach that God predestinates unto faith,
whereas we teach that God predestinates the believer unto
salvation.) Not for the decree of election, but only for its -
execution, do they claim the necessity of faith; (and they are

thus led to declare the decree itself to be the cause or source
of faith.”) Mag. p. 103.

In these words, you say, “Prof. 8. commits the second falsi-
fication of our doctrine.” Does heindeed? Let us see. What
is the subject treated in the above quotation? The decree of
elfaction in so far as it is the act of God whereby He, in eter-
nity, selects from among men those surely to be saved. Again,
what do I say concerning the subject under discussion ? This:
the Missourians teach that God performed this selection with-
out any inquiry as to whether men had faith or not, because
God resolved to give faith unto all whom He might select.
We teach that when God made the selection, He did inquire
whether men believed or not, and according to His finding He
selected the elect.  And in what sense does faith here—and i
all this controversy—come into consideration? Not so much as
a means of salvation, but rather as a rule according to which
God determined upon the particular number of persons to be
saved.  And now, how do you, my dear K., interpret (?) the
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above quotation? Thus: ,Mit diefen Sien begeht Prof. S. die
jeite Falidung unferer Lebrex . . . We condemn the doctrine that
God first elected some persons to eternal salvation and then took
counsel concerning the manner how He would bring them un-
to salvation, and that therefore faith does not belong into the
decree of election. Such is our immovable position, which
the Missouri Synod, by the grace of God, has always occupied,
and to this her publications bear witness again and again.
Consequently it is plain and evident, that we rightfully say
Prof. 8. has falsified our aflirmation.” Such is in toto, my good
friend K.’s interpretation, accusation, substantiation, and con-
demnation. Now say, are vou not ashamed of it? Again I
must fear that you are getting mentally dull and morally
weak! Come now, do vou honestly think that we hold the
Missourians to teach an clection and salvation without faith;
or that they teach an clection prior to God’s general plan of
sdlvation? If we o thought our fight full svon were ended.
Dber glaubft du wirtlid) wir witrden und mit joldyen groben Calviniften
und Fataliften herumjdylagen ? Da irrft du did) fehr. But you may
say: do not your words, “ (rod tirst . . . and then” excuse me for
charging you us 1 have done? Let us see: In Lehre und
Wehre, June No., 1873, p. 168, we read: “1t is quite different
whether I say, God has elected intuiti fidei, or to say, faith is
taken into consideration for the reason that without it no ap-
Prehension of salvation is possible. It was also remarked: a
distinetion is also to be made between the eternal action of
God’s election itself, and the simultaneously predestinated
?rd(\,r in which this clection is to be consummated. God has
m the first place "—note well, in the first place— predestina-
ted the salvation of the elect in Christ, and "—note well—*in
the second place also (God has predestinated) that He wc_)uld
81ve to them (the clect) all that which worketh it (salvgtlon)
dccording to the order of salvation.” Now, then, when I say:
Il({t for the decrce of clection, but for its execution do the
Mlssourians teach the necessity of faith, or rather the tjore-
*1ght of faith, | understand by this decree not the predestina-
“‘011 of the order of, but of the persons unto, salvation; Il
Ob\her words, the eternal act of God whereby He singles out

e ———

doct:iWith these words Prof. S. commits the second falsification of our
ne,
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from the mass of mankind those who shall surely be saved.
And furthermore, I charge the Missourians with teaching that,
although the persons so singled out are to be saved only by
faith, yet, the act itself of singling them out was performed by
God without reference whatever to the conduct of man—in
short, they deny the doctrine of election in foresight of faith.
Predestination excludes all reference to the conduct of man.
Foreseen faith, the Missourians say further, is neither a con-
dition nor a supposition precedent to the act of election. See
Lehre und Wehre, 1880, Aug. No., p. 232.

All then that is said in the words, constituting the basis
of your hasty and unfriendly charge against me, is briefly
this: The Missourians teach that in the eternal election of
God, faith came into consideration only as the ordinary means
whereby the elect are to be saved; and this over against our
position that, just because faith is the means, the indispens-
able and only means whereby men can apprehend salvation,
this faith foreseen must also serve another purpose in the act
of election, namely it must be and is the norm according to
which God selects those to be saved from those not to be
saved. This normative use of faith in election the Missou-
rians reject as a false and dangerous doctrine. And you?
you come and severely censure me for saying that they find
no room in election for faith as a rule; for saying that they
deny, that when God determined upon the exact number of
persons and selected the persons to be saved, He was not
gutded by the sweet Gospel He Himself has given: He that be-
lieveth shall be saved! And how do you go about this your
sorrowful business? First you pervert the correct meaning
of my words, and then you say that it is evident Prof. S. has
falsified our affirmative. But, unless you have very much
changed for the worse since you have gone West, I know that
you are sorry by this time for so abusing a friend and the
gqod cause of truth, and T am ready to forgive. And thus,
with mutual good feeling, let us proceed to

 Thirdly. This, your third cry of falsification is the most
inexcusable of all. You do not think it worth while even to
try to show that you have the least ground for it—simply be-
cause you can not. I will here faithfully copy all I said on
this point as far as it pertains to the Missourians. It was as
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follows: “Our answer to Dr. Walther's third alternative, to
“wit: Can and should a believing Christian become and be
certain of his election and therefore of his salvation, or can
and should he not? must of necessity be hypothetic. If the
question means absolutely certain, we say no; if conditionally
certain, yes. Again, if it means perfectly certain, without
respect to time and circumstances, we say no; if relatively,
we say yes. ... When now it is objected that a conditional
or relative certainty is no certainty at all, we answer, so be
it., But the more fallacious and dangerous must we then
consider the aflirmative, and the more faithfully will we
then oppose it, and teach as did Luther, Bugenhagen, and
Melanchton,” etc. Now, ask any fair-minded man whether 1
even engage to say for the Missourians what kind of a cer-
tainty they tcach? also, whether in any way they are mis-
represented by my words? But what do you say? *Alas,
here again we must accusc our opponent of a falsification of
our affirmative, though it may not be intentional. He smug-
gles into it (our affirmative), as though it were a matter of
course, the little word absolute.” “It may not be inten-
tional!” how generous you are to me, a poor culprit. It is
indeed difficult to say which is the greater marvel: whether
the generosity of your heart or the acumen of your mind.
But it would not be difficult here to show how meanly you
treat a friend and how unfairly you present the position of
your opponents to the readers of Lchre und Wehre. However,
I forbear to do so; but simply advise you once more to read
Lehre und Wehre of May, p. p. 178 and 209-210, in the hope
that it will do you good.

Let us turn to another point. “Prof. 8. again and agaig:\
appeals to the Consensus Patrum in the doctrine of predesti-
Dation.” Do I though? Why, dear K., I simply say that we
desire to teach and do teach as did the great teachers of our
Church during the past centuries. And wherefore doeth that
fact so exasperate thee, my friend? What are the books and
Papers of the Missouri Synod if not largely republications 'of
the fathers’ learning? Expunge from them the fathers’ wis-
dom, and how much is left? And now, when I merely pon%t
You to them, an entire page, and more, of Lehre und W_'ehfe 18
Wasted to show the utter vanity of naming even their hon-
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ored names. Surely men and manners do change and, alas,
not always for the better! But you say the suspicion is nigh’
—(wie heifit dod) das adyte Gebot 2¥)—that we of the opposition com-
bine a synergistic sense with the seemingly synergistic forms
of speech employed by the fathers. Accordingly we are
under suspicion, and on suspicion we are the opponents, the
adversaries, the enemies of Missouri. Indeed, my dear K,
now I am really alarmed about your moral and mental con-
dition. Therefore I pray you do no longer trouble yourself
abont us — not for a while at least. Instead, see to yourself
and those of your friends who openly confess that they can
not go with the fathers; we will yet awhile remain in their
company, for we find it good to be there.

Fourthly. You present for my special instruction two
definitions of predestination as taught in the Missouri Synod.
Perhaps you are surprised to hear me say two definitions,
whereas you no doubt think that you have presented but one,
or, at most, two forms of one and the same thing. We will
see. On page 181 (L. u. W. 81, May No.) you say: “ What do
we understand eternal election to be? Answer: Jt ds that eternal
act of God in which He before the foundations of the earth were laid,
already accomplished in His heart and thoughts all that which He
in time has done, does, and will do for us, His Christians, for the
Christian Church.” Having so .defined, you proceed to show
what God does and what moves him so to do; and then you
propound the question: “Where is the Lutheran who will
dare to question this fundamental truth and attempt to es-
tablish a third cause of conversion ?’—i. ¢. a third besides
the two named, the mercy of God and the merit of Christ.
To this I make bold to answer that such a Lutheran is to be
found neither here nor elsewhere, unless it be in Missouri.
As for me, no man can more sincerely and heartily endorse
every word of your definition (as of predestination in the
wider sense) as also every word of its explanation, than do L
At the same time no man can more emphatically object than
do I, to the false meaning you attach to your precious words;
and more sincerely deplore the abuse to which you yourself
subjef:t t:hem. You continue : “ The eternal decree of God, there-
Jfore, in time to call us, just us and with us the entire holy Church,

* How readeth the Eighth Commandment?
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und to enlighten ux with His gifts, to sanctify and to preserve us in
the true faith and finally to save and glorify us—that and nothing
dse s the eternal clection of God, which, therefore, as its execution
in time rests upon nothing but His own mercy and Christ’s
merit.” Now here again is the abominable doctrine of the
Missourians as shown on a preceding page; and you wish to
palm it upon me as identical with the beautiful and com-
forting definition you gave on page 181. O, for shame! Tell
me, my poor friend, whence does this decree of God come so
suddenly—the DECREE namely to bring to faith and by faith to
glory “us, Just s, and thercfore not all? Da fieht man plog-
lih wieber den Wifjourijdyen Pferdefup vor fid) und man weip nidt wie,
dod) wohl wober er fommt, und wobhin er gehdrt.* Ah yes, we are
told that this divine “clection is that wonderful mystery
which hovers over certain persons.” (L. u. W.’80 May No. p.
147).  We must not even as much as ask for scriptural light
as to the my=ery that there is such a divine decree whereby
God is to have determined that you and you and you,and just
you, shall and must believe.  Da foll man die Hand auf den Wund
legen und ein crdiditetes, [dyriftwidriges Geheimnifs anbeten; undb—
a3 dem “en’ will durdaus fein “eis’ werden — (See L. w. W
1880, Aug. No. p. 234) — und bod) bringt man’s dagu weil man’s
wil.t But, to come back to your own definition, you may
want to point me to the Formula of Concord, and say: does
not that teach the same thing? Let us see whether it does.
[t says “that Giod in His purpose and counsel has decreed. . .
3. That He by His Spirit, and through His Word, when
preached, heard and pondered, would be (,wdlle” —* velle”)
efficacious and active in us, to turn the hearts to penitence
and to preserve them in true faith.” Mueller p. 708, You
Will notice that between the decree taught here and the one
taught by you there is just a small formal, but at the same
time a great material difference. The Formula teaches a de-
tree according to which God determined the willingness to
Work faith in the manner named; whereas you teach a decree

———

*

issourians and we

He ai he M
re again protrudes the cloven foot of t e we well

hz‘;‘i‘l_ywl}(]now how it puts in so sudden an appeara
" Whence it is and whether it belongs. . . N
And here we are to keep mum and worship .a fabricated and un

§‘C:i181))$ural mystery. And the “en” stubbornly refuses to become an

> and after all it turns out to be an eis, because it shall whether or no.
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according to which He is to have determined to give and pre-
gerve faith itself, and that without fail. Again, the former
says “in us” and leaves room for all to come in, as it really
does include all; but you say “us, just us, and with us the entire
holy Church,” and thereby you necessarily exclude some. In
short, you here again teach the predestinarian fallacy that
God ordained the few unto faith and by faith unto salvation;
whereas the doctrine of the Scriptures and of our Confession
is that God wills to work faith in the hearts of all men; how-
ever, that such His gracious will is not irresistible; further,
that in some and not in all the purpose of His will, to give
and preserve faith, is accomplished; then, lastly, foreseeing
those in whom His gracious purpose will be accomplished,
He elects them unto salvation. Say what you will: your
position is Calvinistic, and there is no legitimate room for if,
neither in our theology nor in our Church. And here, please
not to overlook the fact that “It is the same, whether we say,
God has decreed by faith to save each and every person of
the elect, or whether we say: God has predestinated each
and every person of the elect unto faith and salvation.” See
Lehre und Wehre ’80, Aug. No. p. 235. The former way of put-
ting it, at first sight, seems rather unobjectionable ; but, by
your friend’s concession, it means just what is said in the
latter; and that again means, in plain words, that God has
decreed without any reference to any thing more than His
own will in Christ, that few, the elect, shall and must be-
lieve. Let me also, in a few words, point out to you the de-
ceptive argumentation resorted to to show that the Scriptures
likewise teach such a particular predestination unto faith.
We are asked: “Does the Word of God teach that the elect
shal! and must be saved?” Of course, we all answer, yes.
Again: “Does the Word of God teach that the elect shall be
saved only by faith?” Of course, we all answer, yes.

“Why then,” the questioner concludes, “God must also
have ordained the elect unto faith, as we say.” Indeed, an
artful conclusion this is, but not necessarily as correct as it
would seem; for is it not just possible that predestination
unto salvation comes in between the already given faith and
the salvation to be given? The possibility of this must be
granted; and that granted, it must be conceded that the
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above would-be sure conclusion is no longer what it first
scemed to be. If then your above reasoning is to be conclu-
sive, you must first prove from Holy Scriptures that the ob-
jects proper of the eternal election are not believers in Christ,
but sinners as yet without Christ. Unb bad werdet Jhr ewig
Bleiben Lafjen.

Here also allow me, my dear K., briefly to show wherein
really is to be found the unhappy point of difference which
now so grievously troubles our dear Church. The question
between us is

a) Not: what does move God from within to predestinate
any one person to salvation? for here we both answer: Alone
the unspeakable mercy of God moves Him so to do.

b) Not: what enables and induces God from without to
predestinate any one person to salvation? for here both an-
swer: Christ and Christ’s merit alone enable and induce God
so to do;

¢) Not: what is the means on the part of man whereby
he must apprehend the salvation of God? for here also both
answer: faith in Christ is the one and only means whereby
man can apprehend the salvation of God;

d) Not: whose work and gift is saving faith? for here we
both answer: saving faith is altogether the work and gift of
God.

€¢) Not: is saving faith in itself such a work and good
that it merits the salvation promised it by a merciful God?
for here we both answer: faith is not such a work and good
Which can in the least degree whatever merit salvation. But
the question is

f) Whom did God, in His eternal election, ordain unto
salvation : the unworthy sinner as yet in unbelief and thcfre-
fOI.‘e without Christ, or the unworthy sinner as already baving
i’}’]‘th and therefore, by that faith, as already in Christ? and

en

9) What guided God in selecting one person to be ordaine.d
to salvation, and leaving another not to be so ordained--I:IIS
Merey being alike great over all, Christ’s merit being alike
for all, and all men being alike in sin and condemnation ?

To question f) the Missourians answer that God elected
% salvation man as yet an unbeliever and therefore as yet
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without Christ; over against this we answer that God elected
_man as already a believer, and therefore as already in Christ.
According to them election is an ordination unto faith and
salvation: whereas we say that election is an ordination not
unto faith, but of the believer unto salvation.

To question g) the Missourians answer that they do not
know whereby God may have been guided in the separation
of the persons to be elected from those not to be elected ; that
guch to them is a “wonderful,” a “godly mystery.” Over
against this we make answer that God was guided by His
own Gospel as to us revealed, to wit: “He that believeth
shall be saved; he that believeth not shall be damned.” And
so have answered—excuse me for saying it, my dear K.—the
great dogmaticians of our Church. Now, if you do not know,
as you say, what may have been the rule according to which
God elected some and not others; if all this is an inscrutable
mystery to you, on what grounds will you deny the correct-
ness and validity of the rule in question? Certainly, it is
scriptural in itself and in its application. For, since n time
faith is the only mark which, in the eye of God, distinguishes
His children from the children of the world, why should it be
wrong to believe and teach that, in eternity also, faith foreseen
served as such a mark of distinetion? You would make peo-
ple believe that by so teaching the doors are opened unto
synergism, Pelagianism, and the like. As to the former you
have already put us on “suspicion”; for which you may an-
swer before our common Judge. But, my dear friend, do
yourself the favor and please apply to our doctrine the most
searching and rigid rules of correct logic and see¢ whether, by
so doing, you can possibly land it in synergism. Do the same
with the doctrine of election as you teach it, and see whether
you can possibly escape predestinarianism in a most for-
bidding form. Your very doctrine that God ordains to faith
some men and not all is already in itself a flat denial of the
(z)rosp(:l that. God will, equally will, have all men to be saved.
I.lease consider my propositions. Do not treat them as you
did the questions propounded in my article. Neither they
nor the:qe are drawn up to catch you. I want a plain and full
?OflfeSSI.On of your faith, so that, finding it correct, I may reé-
Joice with you; finding it false, I may do all I can, little
though it be, to correct you.
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In conclusion, and after the manner of old times, let me tell
you a story. I have dreamed a dream. There were arrayed.
before the vision of my mind two armies, what say I? no, an
army to the left and a little band of men to the right. A,
how unequal in number were the forces drawn up! The field
of battle seemed familiar—it was near a well-known seat of
learning. And O what a difference in the appearance of the
men! They to the left, boastful, because of past conquests;
bold, because of their great number; eager for battle; thirsty
for blood. They of the little band to the right, modest, cool,
brave, confident, while a sad yet sweet and holy peace spake
from the eye of each. Tndeed, my heart had failed me in view
of the unequal strife, had I not just then bethought me of
David’s going forth in holy trust toslay the great Goliath, and
how that the God of Israel gave victory to his hands. And
how strangely unlike the weapons were with which these men
were armed! The swords of the men to the left were curved,
too long to be wieldy, it seemed to me; and from much hard
usage they were dull, some even were broken; and, though
many were of modern make, rust had corrupted all; yet be-
held I that the letter “C 7 did mark them all; upon some this
“C” of hidden meaning was tastefully engraved while to
others it was fastened as if by force. Not so the swords of
those with whom my heart would sympathize. Their weap-
ons, though made in days now long gone by and crowned with
many a vietorv, yet cven bright from very use and keen of
edge, while the letter © I shone forth from each in lustre as
of purest gold.  Within me hope gave way to fear and fear )
gave way to hope, while waiting for the battle and its issue so
fraught with weal or woe. So waiting in fear and hope for the
opening of the strife a fearful sound from those upon the left
awoke me, and I heard in a distance a voice as that of mig‘ht'y
thunder, saying:  ir verbammen die Lehre unferer Gegner bi3 in
e unterften Ybgrund der Hiolle ! 1

My dear K., such was my dream. It too may do something
;:i“t’}f:l‘d bringing you back to me and to the old truth and

» Wherein are peace, joy, and glory. .

So praying and so hoping, I remain, with most kindly
greetings, your friend, C. H. L. SCHUETTB.
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THE ST. LOUIS MONTHLY.
BY PROF. F. W. STELLHORN.

A new “Theological Monthly” has made its appearance,
published at St. Louis, and edited pro tem. by Rev. Prof. C.
H. R.Lange. Its avowed purpose is to combat the CorLumsus
THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE, whose editor is charged with having
betrayed the trust put in him as the defender of “the inter-
ests of our common faith within the bounds of the English
Lutheran Church.” Against this personal charge our friend
may, and no doubt in due time will, defend himself. But
another charge is made against him by the new *“Monthly,”
and not only against him, “our adversary,” as he is called,
but also against all “his adherents.” And as we have the
best of reasons to take it for granted that this epithet, if it
means anything, refers also to us, we will here say a few
words concerning this second charge.

In truth, a nice set of men we must be, if what the
“Monthly” says about us is really so. We are described as
treading in the footsteps of the old General Synodists and of
the lowaans, that is, as giving way to the temptation “to dis-
regard and finally abandon the Confessions of the Church of
the Reformation.” The General Synodists, our grandfathers,
so to say, “half a century ago, formed a sort of Lazzaroni
among the Christian denominations.” The Iowaans, our im-
mediate ancestors, “unfolded the principle,” that “the doc-
trine of the Church depends on her agreement as exhibited
by her teachers, and that those doctrines in her Confessions
as to which her teachers are unanimous, must retain their
binding force; those, however, in regard to which there is no
unanimous consent of her teachers, are open questions.” of
course, you cannot expect much good from the progeny of
such men. Accordingly, we cannot at all be surprised fo
learn from the “Monthly,” that our “directing principle” i8
“alike preposterous and dangerous.” And, if we may trust
the *“ Monthly,” it is nothing but this: “The doctrine of the
Church is exhibited in the teaching of her great teachers.
The Confessions must be interpreted in the sense agreed on

fl?y l;ler teachers subsequent to their establishment as rules of
aith.”
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Now, who would have imagined this, my dear fellow-
«gdherent?” Who of us had known this before ? Surely, if
the “Monthly ” had not found this out and told us, we would
never have known our own “directing principle.” But, I
hope, our new friend will not take it amiss, if we, curious
and inquisitive people that we are, take the liberty to ask
bim low he found this out. As far as we know, nobody from
our side ever told him. If we know anything about logic,
he cannot have found it out by way of deduction from any-
thing the “adversary’ and “his adherents” ever have said.
Nothing short of an extremely fertile imagination can pos-
sibly have been the means of this astounding invention, Or
should, really, something else be its source? We would fain
not believe it to be anything like an artful device or strate-
gem to gloss over and thus, at least to some degree, get rid of
the undeniable fact, that all our great theologians, without a
single exception, as far as we know, understand and inter-
pret the Formula of Concord exactly as we do. Of course, it
vexes and irritates the “Monthly” and its “adherents” that
we are conscious and glad of this circumstance. But just
think how they would feel and act, if the reverse were the
case—if they could truthfully say that all our great theolog-
ians since the publication of the Formula of Concord were on
their side! How would they rejoice, and make use of this
circumstance against us! Surely, then we- should hear a
great deal of talking about the arrogance, and supereilious-
nes, and self-sufficiency of such men as fancy themselves to
know better how the Formula of Concord is to be understood
and interpreted, than those pious and learned theologians of
old who lived at the time of its publication, and themselves
subseribed it, and valiantly and successfully defended it
against al} enemies, especially against the Calvinists! Nor
do we at all deny that we are very glad of the fact that these
eminent men of God are all of them decidedly on our side.
And why should we not? But does that show and prove to
any unprejudiced and fair-minded man that we understand
ad interpret the Formula of Concord as they do, because they
O.SO.? Or does it even prove that we have the “directing
Principle” that we must interpret it as they do, because they
0%7?  Assuredly not!
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And, furthermore, what shall we call it, when this new
“Monthly ” gravely and unblushingly avers: “ The origin of
the present trouble is peculiar. One man, nurtured and hon-
ored by the Missouri Synod, thinking he owed that body a
grudge, as he himself explained, found an object suiting him.”
Whether there exists such an abominable person as this “one
man” is described to be, we will not here investigate.  The
Divine Author of the cighth commandment, that for some
persons does not seem to be in existence with regard to “ad-
versaries,” may at His proper time have something to say to
this oft-repeated, but as yet never proven * atrocious charge.”
But we ask, In what relationship does that iniquitous person
stand to the CoLumBus TrHEoLocIcAL Macazine? How did
its editor and his “adherents” come to espouse his cause?
Would they not have trodden the paths of the General Syn-
odists and the Iowaans, if it had not been for this man with
a grudge? What is the causal connexion between him and
their “directing principle?” Does it not seem, as if this in-
vention respecting the “origin’ had a grudge-like smell
about it ? '

But still another discovery is made by our enterprising
young friend, the new “Monthly.” Here is what he has
found out about our interpretation of the Formula of Con-
cord. This “is represented” (viz. by us unhappy men) “as
exhibiting two predestinations at the same time, a predesti-
nation of all men, which they” (we) “call predestination in
a wider sense, and a predestination of those only whose per-
severing faith God has foreseen, which they call predestina-
tion in the strict sense” (p. 16.) Now, will the “ Monthly”
please tell us, who ever has said or taught this, and where,
angl when? We really think it ought to know better. At
Chicago already this was fully explained, as may be seen on
page 42 of the published proceedings of the Conference held
there, not to speak of the explanation of Baier, Hollaz, and
gther dogmaticians of our Church centuries ago. If the
"Mpnthly ” thinks it necessary and proper to complain of
" misstatements, reckless deductions, and delusive declama-
tions, with which our opponents make head against us,” it
ought at least be on its guard, not to commit the same sins
Insuch a glaring manner. It ought to know what we be-
lieve and teach. For we do not teach anything that has not
been taught in our Lutheran Church, to say the least, since
the days of Hunnius, Hutter, Gerhard, etc. Not one essen-
tial statement can be pointed out that we haye said or writ-
ten concerning the doctrine of predestination that is not found,
and in the very same sense, in the writings of our theologians,
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since the controversy with quer and the Calvinists with re-

ard to the proper place of faith in election sprang up. We
efy the “ Monthly ” and all our “adversaries” to show that
what we here say is not so.

And so, we maintain, they ought to know exactly what
we believe and teach, for they ought to know the doctrine of
our great theologians, whether they approve it or not. That
and none other is our doctrine. Or is it only by distorting
our doctrine that they can hope at least externally to gain the
victory ?

But while we can justly say to them, You ought to know
and must know what we teach, they cannot say the same to
us, even if we should really have misunderstood them and
their statements, which as yet has not been proven. For it
has been shown and demonstrated that they have not in their
divers publications always given essentially the same answer
to exactly the same question. Quite a number of contradic-
tions are found in their enunciations about the most vital
points of the doctrine now being controverted. If the
“Monthly " should wish it, we can and will give it a list of
some of these contradictions. And we even know, and do not
betray any contidence when we say, that the “Monthly” it-
self knows this to be the case. In the circle in which it has’
had its origin, and in which it moves and is fed and fostered,
the confession is not so very seldom to be heard, that especi-
ally in the “ Synodalbericht ” of 1877 and 1879 there are real
contradictions, that the first and the second tropus, as they call
it,or in other words, their doctrine and ours, are mixed up and
confounded therc. We have, furthermore, seen at Chicago,
and know it from other reliable sources, that they are not
agreed among themselves in most essential points, e. g., what
18 the cause that most men have not been elected ; whether it
15 foreseen pertinacious unbelief or not, how those eight peints
or decrees of God named by the Formula of Concord are to be
looked upon, whether as an integral part of the definition of
predestination in the sense in which the Formula of Copcord
fakes it, or only as something that should also be mentioned
when we speak about election, though it properly does not form
3 part of it. In public, indeed, they have hitherto managed
to veil or gloss over these self-contradictions angl dlS?EDSlOD
mong themselves. But they are, nevertheless, in existence,
and do not help others to see what the St. Louis men really

tlieve and teach. This is & thing they ought not to forget.
hat some public talking and writing concerning this
uestion has been done among them that ought not to have
%en done, is also apparent by their retractions, spal}t)’taﬂ
Jusatisfactory though they be. And how long did it ta 3
t ¢ to make some of these retractions or modlﬁcatloni,_ aﬁe
0 admit that things have been said by them that were 12
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to be misunderstood even by Lutherans that are orthodox ac-
cording to their own standard! Their attention had been
called to these statements long ago, but they did not retract
or modify and explain them, until some of their recent friends
even could and would not bear them any longer. Then there
came explanations and modifications. Why did they not ap-
pear sooner? Was lack of clearness or of humility and hon-
esty the cause? Or what was it? And how can we be sure
that the very same thing will not be repeated after some
time, especially if the rumor be true that even their new
friends are not satisfied with such retractions? Does it seem
impossible in the light of the past, that a time may come
when they will feel compelled to acknowledge that those very
assertions that we are now accused of distorting ignorantly
or wilfully are, alas, of such a nature, that even irreproacha-
ble Lutherans might misunderstand them? How, then, can
they have the face to make such “atrocious charges;’ of ig-
norance or dishonesty against us, as now even the youngest
and most untried among them are in the habit of making
against men that have grown gray in the service of the Lord?

Yes, we really think, this ought to stop now. Let these
men first become of one mind and of one speech among them-
selves, before they get up to find fault with men like Hun-
nius, Hutter, Gerhard, and a host of other eminent theologi-
ans of our Church, yea, the whole Lutheran Church, in regard
to the correct understanding and interpretation of the Form-
ula of Concord. Then, let them plainly and consistently say
what they think they must say. That is the only way possi-
ble to come to an understanding and agreement. But let us
have no more of those self-righteous “atrocious charges”
against men who honestly and conscientiously cannot as yet
find and believe, that the right understanding and interpre-
tation of the Formula of Concord in regard to the doctrine of
predestination, has never been found in our Church, as far as
can be shown, until the latter decades of the nineteenth cen-
tury, when the new light has suddenly risen in St. Louis;
who cannot as yet find and believe that in the most essential
and momentous point of the doctrine of predestination, viz.
the answer given to the question, Is election antecedently par-
ticular, or not?—that in regard to this point the Calvinists
were right, and our fathers were wrong; who, in short, can-
not find and believe that essentially and specifically Calvin-
istic theories and statements are the true Lutheran doctrine.
If we really do not understand the St. Louis men and thelr
statements this is, according to what we have shown above,
at least a pardonable offence, and ought by them to be treated
as such. Give us in that very improbable case half the time
it has taken them to get, at least publicly, where they aré
now, and we shall probably understand them.
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MISSOURI ELECTION SUBVERSIVE OF THE UNI-
VERSALITY OF GRACE.

Against the doctrine of predestination which the Mis-
souri Synod has recently been promulgating it was urged
from the start, that it conflicts with the biblical doctrine of
the universality of God’s grace in Christ. That, as the mat-
ter presents itself to the human mind, there is an irrecon-
cilable opposition between the two doctrines, it is not de-
nied by Missourians. But when we urge that the one over-
throws the other, that the special election determining,
aside from the question whether a person has faith or not,
who shall be saved, renders practically nugatory the doc-
trine of grace and salvation for all men through faith in
Christ, they deny the allegation. Some fling the charge of
rationalism and synergism against us, and ring the changes
upon the railing accusation with a persistency that, con-
sidering what ground there is for the charge, must to many
feem amusing, Some men would appear to be laboring
under the delusion that unless one is willing to be irrational
he must be a rationalist, and that unless one is ready to ac-
¢pt fatalism he must be a synergist. As far as we are con-
¢erned, we are not in the least disturbed by such accusations,
E"}d never did a controversialist shoot wider of the mark than
did the s, Louis champion who imagined that we Colum'pus
Wen are too “mad” to think. It is true, we are nob Wilhn.g
to Parry every thrust that is made at us, but prefer, when it
wild and wide of the mark, to smile at its swaggering im-

14
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potency.* But the subject in dispute is one that is of great
significance, and a difference exists which it is worthy of any
Christian’s earnest effort to remove. Past. Huegli wrestles
with it in manly wise; and as we are constrained still to ad-
here to the conviction, expressed in the first number of this
MaGAZINE, that the Missouri doctrine undermines and ren-
ders nugatory the plan of salvation for all men in Christ, we
ghall calmly consider the argument, as given in the July
number of Lehre und Wehre, by which he endeavors to dis-
prove our charge. .

Past. Huegli has the Christian candor to admit the main
points which have given rise to our controversy, so that the
question, as between us, is rendered less complicate. He cor-
rectly gives our position when he says that we maintain:
“If God chose a definite number from the lost race of man-
kind and ordained them to salvation, so that they are brought

* Even Dr. Walther, whom we shall continue to honor though he
unjustly smite us again and again, does himself the wrong to attempt
striking Brobdignaggian blows with Lilliputian clubs. Past. Huegli
quoted from his lectures to show that the Missouri doctrine of election
is not a “new departure.” We quoted from his dictation at even a later
period to show that then the new doctrine was not yet taught. This, in
a way not very complimentary to Past. Huegli, whose proofs we simply
rebutted by proofs from the same source, he calls “Klatsch-Polemik.”
He does not deny that he did teach what was given in the text fromh is
dictation, but quotes the Latin, given in a foot note, of a sentence that
not only had several typographical errors—though in Lehre und Wehre
there is one which was not in the MaGazing—but which somehow had
got badly tangled, having two superfluous words, repeated at places and
put in forms which render it impossible, as Prof. W. correctly says, * for
any man to construe it.” We have reason to be ashamed of the bung-
ling work. But the fact that we had given a translation might have
shf)wn that the sentence as contained in the dictation was capable of
being construed even by one who makes no great pretensions to Latin
scholarship, and that the former student whose copy we used, and who
still honors his former teacher, is not necessarily an “ Esel.” He is in
fact one of whom, in Latinity as in other respects, Dr. Walther need not
be ashamed. After dealing out his compliments to two former students,
bot}{ of them estimable men, as we think, representing the one 2s 2
gossip, the other as g, let us say mule, he shows his horror of the bab-
bling business by retailing some real gossip, for which it is not even pre-
tended that any dictation from the person referred to, whoever that may
be, could be adduced in evidence. "Traly, the lion “ roars small.”
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to faith, preserved in faith, and finally saved, and if it is
maintained that only these persons are saved and none else,
it follows that God cannot have an earnest will to save the
others, whom He has not elected, and that the doctrine of a
universal plan of salvation and of a divine will that all should
be saved and none should be lost, is a mere pretense, as no
one can be saved but the elect, and for those who are not elect
there is no possibility of salvation.” He quotes our words,
as given in No. IIL of this MacaziNe: “If it be held that
God has antecedently elected but a select portion of our race
that they might become believers and brought to salvation,
and that these must be saved while no others can be, the
revealed plan of salvation is rendered nugatory. What use
can there be in teaching that grace is offered to the others
also, and even fully sufficient grace to effect their salvation,
when it is taught at the same time that there is a secret
divine decree which limits its operation to the elect, and thus
renders the salvation of these others impossible ?” It indi-
cates the honesty of his purpose when he says, in reference
to this, that the argument is reasonable, and that “reason
cannot, according to its own principles, judge otherwise.”
The matter is obvious. If God has determined that a certain
portion of sinful mankind shall be saved, and He saves only
that portion, leading only them to faith and perseverance in
it, there is no help and hope for the rest. ~They cannot save
themselves, and as God has not embraced them in the num-
ber whom He will endow with faith unto salvation, they can
not by any possibility be saved. Past. Huegli does well in
admitting the conclusiveness of the argument before the
forum of human reason.

) But this does not convince him that we are right and he
18 wrong. The reason of this will be found in a twofold error
1nto which he has fallen.

In the first place he misapprehends the matter, and there-
fore shifts the question when he says: «If the ground of any
an’s salvation lies alone in God, it follows that when a man
0ot saved it must be because God had not the will to save
him, did pot wish him to have salvation. If a hundred hun-
8y beggars are found in the courtyard of a wealthy gent;le-
a0, and the ground for the preservation of their lives lies
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solely and alone in the conduct of the rich man, it must fol-
low that should the most of the poor fellows perish, the rich
man had not the will to save them.” The example given
ghows where the error lies. To say nothing of the point in
which the illustration halts, as all illustrations of heavenly
things by earthly must, the rich man may, supposing his
ability sufficient, have found such resistance as would render
all his mercy unavailing. And that precisely is the case in
the matter intended to be exemplified. The lack of will is
not at all the difficulty. The Scriptures make this plain
when they set forth our Lord’s words: “How often would I
have gathered thy children together, even as a hen gathereth
her chickens under her wings, and ye would not.” Matt. 23,
37.  And our good Scriptural confession does the same when it
says: “That many are called but few chosen does not mean
that God would not save every man, but the reason is that
either they will not hear God’s Word at all, but wantonly de-
spise it, harden their ears and heart, and thus block up the
ordinary avenues of the Holy Spirit, so that He can not per-
form His work in them, or, when they have heard it, again
renounce it and give no heed to it, the fault of which is not
God or His election, but their own malice.” Form. Conc.
Epit. IX. § 12. That explains why not all are helped and
saved. It is not at all because God would not help the others,
but because by thefr own conduct they wantonly blocked up
the way so that He could not. If that, in the eyes of Mis-
sourians, is synergism, they may make the most of it. We
shall adhere to it, however they may rave and rage. From
the fact that God alone saves it does not at all follow that God
floes not want to save them who are not saved ; because there
is this other alternative, that the Lord of hosts says: “I
have spoken unto them, but they have not heard, and I have
called unto them, but they have not answered.” Jer. 35.17.
“ Ye will mot come to me, that ye might have life.” John 5,
40. Past. Huegli is entirely mistaken when he supposes the
con.tradiction which lies in the Missouri theory to lie in the
Scripture doctrine, that salvation is of God leone, and yet

that God wants all men to be saved without actually effecting
the salvation of all. ’

The contradiction lies between the divine declaration, on
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the one hand, that God would have all men to be saved, and
the mere human invention of Missouri, on the other, that God
would, for some unaccountable reason, have only a few select
persons, called the elect, to be saved, who are therefore alone
brought to faith and preserved in it unto eternal life, though
they are no better than other folks. What Missouri really
means is illustrated by an example given at a Conference by
one of its ,prominent ministers. He said that if numerous
beggars presented themselves before a rich man, he would
help as many as he pleased, and no one could complain of
injustice, since he owed none of them anything. Has not
God power to do what He will with His own? Does not the
Holy Spirit say that “He will have mercy on whom He will
have mercy, and whom He will He hardeneth?” making this
mean that He has mercy on some and hardens others, merely
because it is His right and pleasure to have mercy on some
and not on others.

In this spirit it was said in Lehre und Wehre, 1871, p.
172: “Reason can not reconcile these two things: God says
on the one hand that He is good to all and earnestly desires
the salvation of all men; on the other hand He vindicates
for Himself the full, unabridged right to have mercy on
whom He will, and to harden whom He will. And expe-
rience proves too that from many millions of men He does
not remove the resistance to His Word, though He could
Temove it in them as easily as in the elect, since all by
nature lie in the same depths of depravity, and the latter
are no better than the former. When we thus contemplate
God He is indeed a hidden God and quite incomprehensible.”
In further elucidation of this a number of extracts are pre-
sented from the book de servo arbitrio, of which we give a few
Specimens: “Hence you perceive how deeply wickedness lies
imbedded in the heart. That God saves sinners without
werit and graciously accepts those who merited other treat-
ment, does not lead reason to say that God is unrighteous; on
this account it does not contend and murmur against God,
though it ig entirely unjust when measured by reason. B,'Jt
Why does it not complain here? Ah, it is sweet and suits
'eason, hence it is all right and good. But when God con-

®mus those who have not deserved it, or ordains some to
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damnation before they are born, reason, because the thing is
bitter and distasteful and does not suit it, complains that it is
unjust, quarrels and murmurs and blasphemes.” “According
to the judgment of man God goes too far on both sides and is
an unjust God, but in Himself He is just and true. For how
it can be right that He saves sinners and those who have not
merited it, is now incomprehensible; but we shall see it when
we shall get where faith ceases and we see face to face. So too
how it can be right that He condemns those who have not
merited it, is also now incomprehensible; but we believe it,
until the Son of man shall be revealed from heaven.” P. 174,
It was manifestly thoughts like these which led to the state-
ment of the Northern District Synod of Missouri in 1868 that
“the pure doctrine of predestination is such that reason is
shocked at it, and cannot judge otherwise than that God is a
terrible tyrant.”

Such statements do indicate an underlying contradiction
in the assumed theory of predestination, but one which all
attempts to saddle upon our Lutheran Church must prove in
vain. It assumes that God’s will is to save all men, and yet
that His will is to save only some men, i. e. those whom He
from eternity resolved to single out and save as His elect.
The contradiction is thus absolute; God is made to will the
salvation of all, and yet represented as saving only a few,
while He could, if He would, save all. Our Church has re-
Jected the whole contradictory theory thus set out, and has
expressly declared, with reference to the very point under
consideration, that the reason why there are but few chosen
from among the many who are earnestly called to salvation,
is that the many block up the ordinary avenues of the Holy
Spirit, thus rendering it impossible for Him to accomplish
the work which He would, if He could, equally perform in all.
. Accordingly our great systematic theologians knew noth-
ing of such a contradiction in the doctrine of predestination,
but set it forth in perfect harmony with the Bible doctrine of
th? universality of grace and of the redemption in Christ.
With one accord they teach what Gerhard thus expresses:
“Thus it is established that the merit of Christ is the cause
of. our election. But as the merit of Christ profits no one
without faith, we say that the consideration of faith is also
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included in the decree of election. With full voice we de-
clare our conviction, that God found nothing good in the per-
sons to be elected to eternal life, and that He did not have
regard to good works, nor to the use of free will, nor even to
faith itself in such sense that He was moved by these to
elect, or on account of these elected certain persons. But we
say that it was only and solely the merit of Christ whose
worthiness God regarded, and that out of mere grace He
formed the decree of election. But because the merit of
Christ is not in man’s possession except by faith, we teach
that election took place in view of the merit of Christ appre-
hended by faith. Hence we say that all those and only those
are by God from eternity elected to salvation of whom He
foresaw that by the efficacy of the Holy Spirit, through the
ministry of the Gospel, they would truly believe in Christ
the Redeemer and remain steadfast in faith until the end.”
Loc. Theol. VIIL. § 161. This is in full accord with the doc-
trine confessed in the Formula of Concord, which declares:
“Thus far a Christian should occupy himself about the article
of God’s eternal election, as it is revealed in the Word of God,
which places before us Christ as the book of life, which. is
opened to us and declared in the preaching of the holy gos-
pel, as it is written,  Whom He did predestinate, them He
also called;’ in whom we are to seek the eternal election of the
Father, who in His eternal, divine counsel has decreed, that
aside from those who know His Son and truly believe in Him
He will save no one.” Epit. Art. XI. § 13.

We have here not the contradiction which Missourians
endeavor to palm off as Lutheran doctrine, but a statement of
the article on predestination with which the doctrine which
they advocate is itself in irreconcilable contradiction. Their
Tejection of the uniform doctrine of our dogmaticians, ﬂ}at
election is in view of faith, which removes the contrad?ctlon
between the universality of grace and the particularity of
election, places them in opposition to the whole histoz:lcal
current of the Lutheran Church. It is vain for Missourians
to raige the hue and cry of synergism against those w.ho c.le-
fend the “inguity fidei” doctrine, as their condemnation In-
Yolves all the great Lutheran theologians from Aegidius

Unnius onward. After Missouri has done 80 much to bring
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these sterling writers again to the knowledge of the Chureh,
it has reason to “hasten slowly” in bringing them into disre-
pute as teaching fundamental error in regard to the way of
salvation.* '
Missouri writers endeavor, indeed, to make the impres-
sion that our doctrine is different from that of our old theo-
logians, but tkey have never shown wherein that difference
consists. Even in regard to the “conduct” of men as bearing
on the question of predestination, they are not in harmony,
but in open conflict with the old theologians. For example,
about twenty years after the publication of the Formula of
Concord a confession of faith was published on the doctrine
of predestination, signed by the ministerium of Dresden, the
ministerium and theological faculty at Leipzig, the minis-
terium and professors of theology at Wittenberg, and others,
among them the most eminent Lutheran theologians of the
times, including Polycarp Leiser, Matthias Hoe, Paul Lauren-
tius, Balthaser Meisner, Cornelius Becker, George Mylius,
Solomon Gesner, Leonard Hutter, and numerous others, in
‘which they say: “Over and above all this we believe, teach,
and confess, that Almighty God knew perfectly and foresaw
from eternity that not all men would pursue and avail them-
selves of this His order unto salvation, but that the greater
part would wantonly despise such order and continue in their
blindness unto the end; that therefore, also, Almighty God
from eternity determined in respect to both parts what rela-

* Gradually, it seems, this is to be done. In the July issue of Lehre
und Wehre it is said of our old writers: “ By their unhappy development
of the doctrine of predestination they have robbed it of its sweetest and
strongest consolation, of course without desiring it. For what comfort
can a poor sinner who is troubled and terrified by the devil, the world,
and his wicked flesh, find in the doctrine that God elected after foresee-
ing that a person would remain steadfast in faith until his latest breath?
That is exactly the troublous question, whether he would remain stead-
fast in faith until the end. The old Adam may find it very flattering to
hear that God elected after He had seen that men would be faithful unto
death ; the new man finds not a drop of comfort in it.” P.351. We do
Dot wonder at all that our Missouri friends regard us as simple noddies,
but do they really imagine that our giant theologians were men who
needed the tuition of the thoroughly theologically educated faculties”

of our day and land to enable them to read the Bible and find Christ in
it with His comfort and peace ?
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tion He would sustain to them. We reject the opposite doe-
trine, when it is taught either that the Lord God from
eternity knew nothing of man’s conduct in reference to His
sacred order instituted for their salvation, or that, though He
foresaw that some would avail themselves of this order, while
others, and that the greater part, would despise it, He had no
regard to this and determined nothing with respect to it.
Both views we consider unchristian and heathenish.”* This
is in exact accord with the declaration of the Formula of
Concord, that as God has decreed “ that He would justify and
save all those who by true faith receive Christ, so He has in
the same counsel resolved that He would harden, reject and
condemn those who, when they are called by the Word, put
it from them and persistently resist the Holy Spirit who
would be efficacious and operate in them; and thus many are
called, but few are chosen.” Muell. p. 713, § 40.

By rejecting the consideration of faith as an element in
election and making the merit of Christ its cause, without
any reference to the question whether that merit is appropri-
ated by faith or rejected by unbelief, the Missourians have
placed themselves in antagonism to the whole conception of
the subject as set forth by our Church. They say that when
our Confession declares the grounds of election to be the
merey of God and the merits of Christ, and denies that there
is any ground of election in us, the meaning is that God
elects whom He pleases, without regard to faith or unbelief,
making believers of the chosen ones because He has re-
solved to save these particular persons. Our Confession says:
“Whenever mercy is spoken of it is to be understood as re-
quiring faith; and this faith it is that makes the difference

between those who are saved and those who are damned, be-
\——

* Wir verwerfen die Gegenlehre, wo fuergegeben wuerde,.das'!z Go.tt
der Herr von Ewigkeit her entweder nicht darum gewisst, wie sich die
Menschenkinder gegen seine heilige und ihnen selbst zur Seligkeit ge-
Iachte Ordnung verhalten wuerden, oder, da ers zuvor gesehen, dasz
etliche sich dieger Ordnung gebrauchen, etliche und die meisten sie ver-
achten wuerden, dasz er sich dessen nichts angenoramen und dessen-
balb nichts beschlossen habe. Beide Stueck balten wir fuer unchrist
lich und heidnisch,” Bericht D. Pol. Leisers, p. 81. 82. See alsoLuther

p 1.2, 86. Consider, too, the common distinction between the antece-
eat and the consequent will of God.
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tween the worthy and the unworthy. For eternal life is
promised to none but the reconciled in Christ. But faith re-
conciles us and makes us just before God, when and at what
time we by faith apprehend the promise. And through our
whole life we should pray God and give diligence that we
may obtain faith and increase in it.” Muell. 144. That
which makes the difference between the saved and the lost is,
according to Missouri doctrine, the election of the former to
eternal life, which is the cause of their salvation and, of
course, of theirs only. That which makes the difference,
according to our Confession, is the faith through which we
appropriate the righteousness of Christ and are thus justified
and saved—justified and saved by faith. Missouri brings
about a contradiction by teaching what the Scriptures and
the Church do not teach, representing God as desiring and
providing for the salvation of only the elect, and yet repre-
senting Him as desiring and providing for the salvation of
all men. The Scriptures and the Church teach that God has
earnestly willed the salvation of all men, and amply pro-
vided for the execution of this will in regard to all; that elec-
tion occupies its place in the general plan, not limiting this
to a favored few and thus rendering it nugatory in its uni-
versality, but separating believers and decreeing their son-
ship and salvation; and that it is not owing to God’s election
that few are saved while salvation is offered to all, but to the

conduct of men who wantonly reject the Savior by their
unbelief.

Past. Huegli presents three reasons why he cannot re-
gard the Missouri doctrine of election as rendering nugatory
the doctrine of the universality of divine grace. Let us can-
didly examine them.

His first reason is that the Scriptures, while they clearly
teach a particular election, also clearly teach a universal plan
of salvation. The trouble to prove that there is mercy and
help for all he might have spared himself, as that is exactly
what is urged against his doctrine of election. That doctrine i
that God selects some persons from the lost multitude in order
to.brlpg them to faith and salvation. Missouri sets up a doc:
trine in diametrical opposition to another doctrine recognized
as Scriptural. But they argue that when God reveals tW0
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things which conflict with each other, the one cannot nullify
the other, because God means them both and. therefore both
must stand, whatever the human mind may judge as to their
consistency. The abstract principle thuslaid down is admitted.
If God’s Word, for example, should teach us that two and two
are four, but also that two and two are five, we might let the
two propositions stand as reconcilable in the divine mind,
though they are absolutely irreconcilable to minds constituted
like ours. Practically the one destroys the other. We could
be governed only by the one or by the other, not by both.
Under such circumstances no intelligent Christian would be
likely to charge us with rationalism, if we, seeking and find-
ing a way by which the second could be explained in consist-
ency with the first, adopted that explanation. The case is an
extreme one, but it makes plain the point in controversy.
We have no difficulty at all in conceiving that to the infinite
mind of God many things are perfectly plain which to us are
utterly incomprehensible. But that is not the point in ques-
tion. The revelation given in Holy Seripture is designed for
men, and therefore for just such minds as men have. They
cannot utilize a doctrine in regard to which there are contra-
dictory statements. They may recognize as amply sufficient
the authority upon which the statements are made, but they
can make nothing of them as contradictories, and therefore
true reverence for the authority will either prompt them to
seek some clue which may lead at least so far toward a recon-
ciliation as to enable them to make practical account of the
Tevelation, or induce them to confess that on the subject in
question they know nothing and can teach nothing.

But Past. Huegli says that, after all, there is no real con-
tradiction in the Missouri doctrine of election. What he
Weans, as we understand his words, is that in the mind of
God there is no contradiction, though to our finite minds

there ig% He says: “The case is the same as that of other
———

* That & contradiction is meant which not even the enlightenment
of the Holy Ghost removes, is clear from the statement that it will be
tleared up only in heaven. The same is said in Lehre und Wehre of 1880,
P-308: “We cannot possibly with our reason mediate between the two
Scriptural doctrines of a particular election and of universal grace, and
bring them into harmony. Not even the light of grace can reconcile the
conflict; only by the light of glory can this be done.” But is not this
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passages of Scripture which seem to contradict each other.
Take as an example the doctrine of the body of Christ. The
Scriptures say that Christ has a true human body. Accord-
ing to the laws of reason a true body can at one and the same
time be only in one place. And yet the same Scriptures
which tell us that Christ has a true human body tell us also
that Christ’s body is present in the Holy Supper and in many
places at the same time. . . . . Here we judge thus.
When the Holy Scriptures reveal to us two doctrines which
seem to contradict each other we receive both, because we
know that in reality there are no contradictions in God’s
Word. And this we shall in due time comprehend in heaven,
where everything will be clear to us. We shall see that what
seemed to us contradictory in God’s Word was no contradic-
tion. . . . Soit isalso with the doctrine of election and
the doctrine of God’s universal grace. Both are contained in
the Scriptures. We believe both doctrines, the one as firmly
ag the other.”” P. 317.

Let us look at this matter. In the first place, when rea-
son objects to our Lord’s words, “This is my body,” on its
principles pronouncing it impossible that His body should be
in different places at the same time, it intrudes where it has
no call and presumes to judge where it understands nothing.
But do the Scriptures make statements on this subject which
to finite minds on earth are necessarily, contradictory ? They
do tell us that Christ has a true human body, and that His
body is present in the Lord’s Supper, which implies that it is
present in different places at the same time. But nowhere do
the Scriptures say that Christ’s true human body can be pres-
?nt only at one place at one and the same time, placing this
in contradiction to another statement, that His body can be
present at different places at one and the same time. We
feel quite sure that of the two contradictories Past. Huegli
does not “believe both doctrines, the one as firmly as the

opinion, that what is to us on earth not merely an unexplained mystery,
to understand which requires more knowledge than we possess ber¢
belo?v, but an irreconcilable contradiction, itself merely the result of &1
a priori operation of that very reason against which it is meant t0 be

fiirected ? Where is it written that the laws of thought will be different
in heaven?



1]

MISSOURI ELECTION SUBVERSIVE OF, ETC. 221

other.” The former is merely a presumptuous error of reason,
into which it falls because it will not give heed to what the
Scriptures do teach about Christ’s body. The example of
Past. Huegli’s own choosing should make plain to him his
mistake on the subject. Instead of explaining the passages
of Scripture which treat of election, in harmony with the
many plain passages which treat of the universality of grace
and of the redemption in Christ Jesus, as our theologians
have done, just as they explained the texts treating of Christ’s
body and of Christ’s bodily presence in the Eucharist in har-
mony with each other, the Missourians place two classes of
passages in irreconcilable contradiction, and that, as is abund-
antly shown by our standard writers, without any necessity.

Furthermore, it is but small comfort to refer, in such a
case, to the light of heaven to reconcile the contradiction
which so greatly concerns us here. For the special plan of
election, as Missouri teaches it, standing in conflict with the
universal plan of salvation in Christ, makes the whole sub-
ject dubious. It is easy to say that, when two doctrines are
recognized as contradictory to our minds, we believe them
both, the one as firmly as the other. But when it comes to
the application, one or the other, from the very nature of the
human mind, gives way. We cannot make practical account
of both. If the Scriptures teach a doctrine of predestination,
according to which our reason cannot otherwise than regard
God as a terrible tyrant, and at the same time teach a doc-
trine which represents Him as a God of love, one or the other,
not both, will take hold of the soul, and as both are repre-
sented as having divine authority, it will depend very much
on human circumstances which will become effectual. If it
be taught that God equally loves all, redeemed all, desires to
%ave all, but at the same time that He has sclected a few
%hom His mercy desires to save, whom He has resolved to
%ve, and who alone can therefore become believers and be
saved, both can not become a power of God in the soul. The
tontradiction, supposing it were taught in the Scriptures,
might be reconciled by an infinite mind and might appear
feconcilable to our minds in ‘a state of glory, but where we
36 now, down here, where we need all the light and comfort
Which the Gospel affords, that will avail us nothing. If we
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believe that God wants to save us all and has made ample
provision for the salvation of us all, believing the word and
promises which concern us because they concern us all, happy
are we! Who is he that shall then condemn us, seeing that
we have a mighty Savior, who is able to save unto the utter-
most, and whose salvation extends to all, and therefore can
by no possibility exclude us, chief of sinners though we be!
But if we believe that God has selected only a few from our
condemned race, that on these few He will have mercy, that
of these He makes believers that they may be saved, and that
these few He preserves unto eternal life, He who alone can
preserve them—that He has elected, without any refer-
ence to faith or unbelief, a few unto salvation, and that
these, and no others, shall and must be saved,—how shall
we know whether we are among those favored few, es-
pecially when we see ourselves to be the unworthiest
of all?* Are we not called, Missourians may say, and

* There is, in our estimation, a great deal of thoughtless talk or
rationalistic reading into Scripture of mere human inference and fancy
on the subject of ascribing all to divine grace and nothing to human
merit. The insinuation that opponents of Missouri are more concerned
to rescue some honor for man than to maintain the Gospel of grace unto
galvation for all men, is unworthy of notice. As far as that is concerned,
we can pity persons in their weaknees, while we scorn their presump-
tuous judgments. But when men talk about us as if—when we refuse
to accept a doctrine which seems to us consistently to run into Calvinism
with all its horrors of fatalism, and to make God, at least negatively, re-
sponsible for the damnation of the great majority of men, as He might
save them, if He only would, thus representing Him as a “ terrible ty-
rant,” saving or damning as He pleases—our object were to detract from
the glory of God’s grace by claiming some merit or worthiness in man,
we cannot but direct attention to the weakness of human beings, which,
though the doctrine they embrace ostensibly gives all the glory to God,
yet leads them to feel not a little elated that God singled them out to be
saved. They may easily be led to confess that they are no better than
the rest, and yet have much complacency in view of the fact that God,
for some reason or other, preferred them to the rest of mankind. They
are XXX men, anyhow, though they claim no merit. Whether it does
n9t tend more to meekness and humility to believe one’s self elected in
view of Christ in us apprehended by faith, in which the grace of GOfi
and t‘he work of Christ really receives all the glory, let men of exper-
ence judge. It isa point that is not capable of being urged in the way
of argument, but we call attention to it when so much wild assertion i8
made to disparage men who know in whom they believe.
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can we not know from the fact of our call that God
means to save us? According to the doctrine of the
Scriptures and of the Church we can, but not by your
doctrine, we must reply. ‘“Many are called, but few are
chosen.” How then could the fact that we are called be a
sure evidence that we are among those whom God designs to
save? If we accept the doctrine that God would save all, and
that whosoever believeth shall be saved, then we can be sure
that the call comes to us as an infallible indication of the
divine will to give us eternal salvation. But if we hold that
God designs to save only a few persons, and that many are
called who are not among these favored few, how is it possible
for us to be assured that we are among the few? But we
believe, they reply, and that makes us sure. It does, accord-
ing to the doctrine of the Scriptures and the Church, but not -
according to the doctrine of Missouri. Believers have the
promise of eternal life. If election is in view of faith, then
there is nothing to disturb their peace, because election is
subordinated to the universal plan of salvation, and there is
nothing to cast doubt upon its application to every believing
soul. But if election takes place without reference to faith,
and is a particular divine decree determining who shall
believe and be saved, as Missourians teach, then the posses-
sion of faith can give as little assurance to the troubled soul
as the fact of the redemption, because as there are many
redeemed who are not saved, so there are many who for a time
believe, though they are not among the favored ones whom
God resolved to save. The Calvinists evade the difficulty by
teaching that no believer ever falls from faith, as they explain
the difficulty in man’s conversion by teaching that to those
whom God determines to save He comes with an irresistible
grace. But for such a solution Missouri is not prepared. It
adopts Calvinistic premises, but shrinks from Calvinistic con-
%quences. Therefore its theory is not only in conflict with
the universality of grace, which is also boldly rejected by the
alvinists, but carries its contradictions from point to point.
So Missourians admit that they cannot overcome the difficulty
Which the Scripture doctrine that there are some who are
Merely temporary believers places in their way.* They must
\—-

* Missourians pursue a plan that isnovel in defending their new
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admit that such persons are, according to their theory, not elect.
Their thoughts, as we gather, run somewhat thus: A man can
know himself, by the fact that he believes—seeing that men
are elected unto faith—to be one of the select few whom God
has elected, but he can also know himself not to be one of
those who merely believe for a time, because he is one of the
elect. It does not require much acumen to see the lack of all
ground and therefore of all real comfort in Missouri’s position.

Supposing, however, that the two doctrines—the one set-
ting forth the antecedent divine will to save all men, which
the Scriptures really teach, and the other alleging an ante-
cedent divine will to save only a favored few, which the
Scriptures do not teach—were entertained, as Past. Huegli
claims to believe both with the same firmness, what practical
account could be made of the contradiction? Which of the
two contradictory statements contains the truth which is to
be practically applied and according to which the experience
-of the individual is to be regulated? If one would comfort
himself with the blissful assurance given in the Word of God
that His grace is over us all and that His dear Son died for
us all, so that there can be no doubt that he is embraced in
the Father’s mercy and the Son’s merit and the Holy Spirit's
work, here comes the other Missourian doctrine, that God has
resolved, after all to save only a few, and that, “as surely as
God is God these shall be saved, and no others,” to prove his
comfort vain. For how can he appropriate the consolation of
the Gospel when he believes that God has meant its salvation
only for a few, and that even some believers are among those
for whom it is not meant? Turn it as we will, the Missou-
rian special plan of election renders the divine universal plan
of salvation practically nugatory. Even the poor comfort

t.heory, When they cannot answer an argument they refer us to the
light of glory for a eatisfactory reply, and meantime broadly hint that
we are rationalists for troubling them. By the same method Pelagians,
on the basis of James 2, might argue that we are justified by our owB
fnerit through works, as well as by Christ’s merits through faith, leaving
it to the future world to reconcile the contradiction. By this plan they
could escape every argument used against them by orthodox Christians
at least as effectually as the Missourians evade the arguments of our
theologians against their predestination theory. It is an easy method
for any sect to remain undisturbed by -argument.
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which Calvinism, in its consistency, ministers to its votaries
is spilled by Missouri, as it refuses to recognize even in the
existence of faith an infallible mark of belonging to the fa-
vored ones whom God purposes to save, while Calvinists at
least hold that a believer, as he has been irresistibly brought
to faith, will also irresistibly be preserved in it and neces-
. sarily saved.

Such contradictory teaching is condemned, both in the
principle and its application in the case before us, by our
Formula of Concord when it says: ‘“That many are called
and few are chosen (Matt. 20, 16), is not owing to the charac-
ter of the divine vocation which takes place through the
Word, as if the meaning of God were, ‘Externally, through
the Word, 1 indecd call all of you, to whom I give my Word,
into my kingdom, but in my heart I do not intend it for all,
but for a few only ; for it is my will that the greater part of
those whom I call through the Word should not be enlight-
ened and converted, but remain damned, although I have
declared myself otherwise to them through the Word by
which they are called.” In this manner it would be taught
that God, who is the eternal truth, contradicts Himself, while
at the same time God punishes such insincerity even in man,
when a person declares one thing and means and intends an-
other in his heart. Ps. 5,9. and 12, 23.” Sol. Decl. XL § 34.
35. The Calvinists endeavor, by false interpretations of Serip-
ture, to make it appear that God has resolved to save only &
small portion of mankind, consigning the rest to their just
doom, and that when others than the elect are called, the vo-
cation is not seriously intended, because the purpose of God
18 t0 save only these elect. Qur Confession answers that this
can not be true, because it would involve God in a contradic-
tion with Himself. That is regarded as decisive, and justly
$0. The Missourians say that God has indeed the will to save
all mankind, but that He has, notwithstanding, resolved to
$ave only a certain elect portion of mankind, endeavoring to
Tender the latter plausible by misinterpreting certain pas-
$ages of Scripture and attempting to everthrow the customary
eXegesis of Lutheran theologians. We reply, with our Con-
fession, that their election theory can not be true, because it

14
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would involve God in a contradiction with Himself, making
Him say that He has the will to save all men, and yet that
He has the will to save only some men. They admit that it
is a contradiction which human reason cannot reconcile, but
make reply that in the light of glory it will appear other-
wise. Do they not see that Calvinists by the same subterfuge
could evade the argument of our Confession? They, too, could
say, and with the same justice, that to represent God as call-
ing men and thus seeming to mean their salvation, and at
the same time to represent Him as having no purpose to save
some of the called, is contradictory indeed, but in heaven it
will be seen that there is no contradiction in the case. Ap-
plying the principle of Missouri, they might even feign hor-
ror of the rationalistic presumption which would judge God
according to the poor:standard of our finite reason and would
draw the conclusion that God must be dishonest because He
does not deal according to our notions of what honesty and
sincerity requires. Indeed, the Missouri doctrine involves
the very contradiction which Calvinism sets out and our Con-
fession condemns. It only places the contradiction in the
fundamental proposition, and then proceeds to harmonize
the subordinate tenets by showing their agreement with the
contradictory foundation. Calvinists say that God has not
the will to save all, but bring Him into conflict with Himself
by saying that He calls some to salvation whom He has not
elected, and therefore not resolved to save. Missourians say
that God has the will to save all, but also the will to save
only some, and therefore, though He calls some whom He has
not elected, i. e. not resolved to save, He is not in conflict
with Himself, because He has also the will to save all. What
will not harmonize with one member of the contradictory
statement harmonizes with the other. But the contradictory
wills in God remain, and the argument of our Confession holds
against the error in one form as well as in the other.

_ The second reason which Past. Huegli gives for not ad-
mitting that the Missouri doctrine of election renders the
doctrine of universal grace practically nugatory is, « because

' according to our (Missouri) doctrine also a real possibility for
all men to be saved remains.” The .argument simply begs
the question. That is what he affirms and we deny. Mis-
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sourians do still speak of grace as extending to all men, but
they teach a doctrine of election of which they themselves
confess that it contradicts that universality of grace.

The difficulty is not where Past. Huegli would appear to
locate it. He says: “It is indeed quite certain that so far as
a person, in the infallible omniscience of God, is once known
as elected or rejected, there can no change be made. . . . . .
When I consider the elect as elect and the non-elect as non-
elect, and represent them to my mind as such, I must say that
no longer any change is possible, there is no more hope for
the non-elect.” With this we fully agree, and such a doc-
trine is certainly no “new departure.” It is what has always
been taught in our Church. God knows all things, and He
makes no mistakes. What He sees as future will come to
pass as He sees it.  About that there is no dispute. But that
places us on ground which, if we had not confidence in the
uprightness of Past. Huegli’s purpose, would seem to us to be
chosen rather to divert attention from the point in dispute
than to give a clear view of it. e does not mean that God
knows who, when the grace of God is presented, will believe
and be saved and who will disbelieve and be damned. That
of course would leave a possibility for every soul to be saved,
as whoever would not wantonly rcject the proffered grace
would by that grace be led to eternal life, which is the will of
God in regard to all. But between the two sentences quoted
above stands this other sentence: “This too is quite certain,
that the elect are elected wnto faith, they are brought to, con-
tinue in faith, and if they should fall are again brought to re-
pentance, and certainly are eventually saved through faith:
all the others will not be saved.” That is not “quite certain,”
and that is where the trouble lies. That changes the whole
face of the matter, and renders the other statements entirely
irrelevant. What has God’s omniscience, and the impossi-
bility that anything should take place otherwise than as God
knows it, to do with the question in this form? God ele.cts
certain persons to salvation, not in view of the faith which
embraces Christ and which makes the difference bettveen the
godly and the ungodly, but to the end that He may give them
faith anq through faith save them. “The others will not b‘e
aved” How could they be? They could be saved only if
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God had elected them, but He has not been pleased to elect
them. It is folly, with such a theory before us, to say that
they too might have been saved. God elects unto faith, and
how could they obtain that faith which is necessary to salva-
tion if it was God’s inscrutable pleasure not to give it to
them? If God has resolved to save only a favored few, these
alone can be saved. For the rest there is no hope whatever,
not because things will be as God sees them from eternity, as
the connection of Past. Huegli’s words might lead some to
understand him, but because God has resolved that just those
whom He has chosen for the purpose shall be saved. The
rest are unfortunates who must either save themselves, which
of course is out of the question, or remain forever unsaved.

In view of this Past. Huegli says: “The question here is
whether the doctrine of election precludes or renders doubtful
my salvation, or that of any person on earth, as long as the
time of grace lasts; whether one human being in this world
has reason, on account of the [Missouri] doctrine of election,
to be disheartened.” This question, he says, must be an-
swered by the Scriptures, not by reason. We are thus brought
back to his first argument. He says that we decide according
to reason, because we draw the conclusion that if God has
resolved to save only certain definite persons, only these can
be saved, and no others. The Missourians themselves have
drawn the same conclusion. Even Past. Huegli says: “All
the others will not be saved.” How does he know? If it be
just as true that God wants all men to be saved as it is that
He has resolved to save some men, how can he know that the
latter will is executed and not the former? Probably it is,
after all, by an exercise of his reason, which testifies to him
that if God has determined to save only a small portion of
our race, that portion, and not a soul else, can be saved. We
exercise our intelligence also, and conclude, precisely in the
same way, that the doctrine which represents God as deter-
mining to save only a portion of mankind, renders the doc-
trine of universal grace practically nugatory, because 1O
others can be saved. #

But Past. Huegli alleges that if it were right to dra®
such conclusions nearly all the doctrines of Scripture would be
overthrown. He is mistaken. The examples which he far-
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nishes evince this. He says: “In that case the Unitarians
would be right, who argue that because there is one God He
cannot be Triune; or the Trithetists, who argue that because
_there are Three Persons there cannot be but one Divine Es-
sence.” We fear that our friend has not well considered what
hesays. He concedes what the Church, in all ages, has refused
to concede. Reason, rejecting the light of revelation, makes
contradictions in such mysteries as that of the Trinity. But
where do the Scriptures say that there are three Gods, and
yet only one God? Does Past. Huegli accept the argument
as valid: There is but one God, therefore there cannot be
three divine persons? To make the argument valid it must
run thus: There is but one God, therefore there cannot be
three Gods. Does Past. Huegli not admit this? The Church
admits much that is incomprehensible, but it has not admit-
ted contradictions. When two propositions scem contradic-
tory, the best that we can do is to let both stand and seek for
the truth that reconciles them; but meantime practically
they are not available. If a man believes that God has made
provision, by a special plan of election, for the salvation of
only a limited number of sinners, who alone shall be saved—
“who will and must be saved, and no others”—how can he,
in the present constitution of the human mind and in the
present state of existence, believe also that many others may
be saved? He may still speak of the universality of grace i.n
Christ, because the Scriptures speak of it, but so far as his
election theory has become a power in his soul this universal-
ity has been sct aside by the accepted particularity. The
Missourians admit this when they say that not even by the
light of grace can the two doctrines be reconciled. That is as
much as for our purpose need be urged. For the human so'ul,
with which we have to do, and on this earth, where we live
and move, the theory of a particular election grace, w1thqut
Teference to faith, renders the doctrine of salvation in Christ
for all men through faith “practically nugatory.” If 'one’s
heart should be troubled with the question whether he 1s one
of the select few who are to be saved, and he should point to
the abounding grace that embraces all men and seeks the sal-
vation of all, his very theory would banish all hope from that
fource, as in its very nature it forbids the belief that there is
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saving grace for any others than those few.elect. As soon as
the universal grace is made available the Missourian election
theory is virtually abandoned. Past. Huegli has shown from
the Scriptures that there is grace for all, but he has utterly
failed to show that his theory can stand if this truth be
accepted, or how this truth can stand if his theory be ac-
cepted.

But he has a third argument to prove that his opinion
does not render the doctrine of universal grace practically
nugatory. It is this: “ Because the Gospel of Christ Jesus, as
a revelation of election, forbids us so to understand election as
if God did not earnestly desire the salvation of all men.” On
this point we can be brief. It in fact concedes that for which
we contend, and overthrows Past. Huegli’s whole argumenta-
tion. Any doctrine which contravenes the Gospel of the
grace of God to all men is false. That is what we maintain.
That is cxactly the reason we have urged against the Mis-
souri theory. It undermines the doctrine of universal grace
in Christ. Past. Huegli admits that the two doctrines stand
in irreconcilable contradiction—irreconcilable at least to the
human mind in this mundane sphere. His third argument,
put in another form, simply is, that it would be unscriptural
so to understand the doctrine of election as to bring it into
conflict with the clearly revealed doctrine of universal grace.
The inference which he would have the reader draw is, that
‘the Missouri doctrine is not rightly understood when it is
thought to stand in such conflict. But he and other Missou-
rians admit the contradiction between their doctrine and’ this
Bible doctrine of universal grace. The legitimate inference
therefore is that they have understood the doctrine in a way
which the Scriptures forbid. Instead of teaching that God’s
mercy is over all men alike, that Christ died for all, and that
all men are called with equal earnestness unto salvation by
the Gospel, letting election occupy its proper place in subor-
dination to the general plan of salvation, that he that believ-
eth shall be saved, they set up a special plan of salvation
through election, without regard to faith, making the former
nugatory by claiming that only the latter is effectual unto
salYation. Such a doctrine cannot be accepted, for the reason
which Past. Huegli states. - If he will closely examine his
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third argument he will find that it overthrows his other two,
and necessitates the rejection of the Missouri opinion in order
to preserve the Biblical doctrine.

It is difficult to believe that the learned theologians of
Missouri can satisfy themselves by the expedient, that inas-
much as they still admit men to be rejected only because of
their unbelief, their theory leaves open the possibility for the
salvation of all men. We will say nothing now of the differ-
ence which has manifested itself among them in regard to
the question why so many are not elected. But taking the
most favorable view which has appeared in their publications,
we can find only this to be their doctrine, that God has re-
solved to save some, and the rest are lost. Those whom He
has resolved to save, He actually does save, and no others,
Election is said to be that by which God brings us into the
way of salvation, preserves us in it, and leads us to glery.
Whoever is saved at all, is saved by divine elgction. The
decisive question for cvery individual therefore must be,
not whether he is redeemed, but whether he is elected to
enjoy the benefits of the redemption. If he is not so elected,
he must be lost: nothing can save him, as God means to save’
only God’s elect. Of what possible use can it then be still to
talk about a universal grace and a universal redemption and
a universal call, when just as soon as the mew doctrine of
election is received into a soul as an object of faith, that soul
holds it as divine truth that, while there was a plan formed
for the calvation of all, this special plan of election limits its
operation to a select few ?

Missourians are wont to complain that we wrong them
by thus representing their doctrine. We have endeavored to
give it fairly as they themselves present it. They do, indeed,
at least the most of them, allege that those who are lost are
Rot clected because they reject the salvation offered them.
But does not every man who will think, at once see, that' if
clection is the divine act which selects from the mass of sin-
ners the persons who shall believe and be saved, the destiny
of all mankind is thus decided from eternity? Those se-
lected will beljeve and be saved, because they are elected ;
but what becomes of the rest who are not thus favored? The
doctrine may still be permitted to stand in the Bible and in
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the Confession, that there is salvation for all men and that it
is seriously offered to all in the Gospel, but the ghastly fact
remains, that if the election theory which is promulgated be
true, only those can believe and be saved ‘whom God has se-
lected for the purpose. The others must be lost. It does not
in the least help the case to say that they are lost because
they reject the proffered grace. How can they do otherwise,
when God has not included them in the decree which deter-
mines who shall believe and be saved ? If it be replied, that
God did not elect them just because He foresaw that they
would not believe, then the theory of an election unto faith
falls to the ground; for how could a person’s not believing
be the reason why God passed him by in selecting the per-
sons whom He would enable to believe? The doctrine as
the Lutheran Church has taught it is consistent and clear;
the Missourian doctrine is a bundle of contradictions, as
every effort o blend truth and error must be. The clear doc-
trine of Scripture that there is salvation in Jesus for all, can
tolerate beside it no doctrine that antecedently limits this
salvation to a favored few.

As regards the historical aspects of the question, we are
willing to submit the case to candid minds as we have pre-
sented it. That there is a “new departure” in the Missouri
Synod it is utterly vain to deny. Missourians know this bet-
ter than we do, and to their memory and conscience do we
appeal. But that is not the important feature of the contro-
versy. .The great question is whether Missouri, in departing
from the old ways on the question of predestination, has not
departed from the word of the Lord and entered upon paths
that dishonor Him and endanger souls. That it has done so
is evident from various considerations, not the least of which
is this, that it has set u p a theory which renders the doctrine
of universal grace in Christ practically nugatory.

WHY IS ELECTION PARTICULAR?

Between us and the Missourians there is no difference in
regard to the causes of clection. There are no causes Why
God chose persons to sonship and salvation but His bound-
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less mercy and His dear Son’s merits. In this hoth parties
are agreed. Between us there is no difference either in re-
gard to the particularity of election. Both agree that not
the whole human race, but only a comparatively few of man-
kind are chosen. So far there is no controversy.

But to the reflecting mind it must seem especially note-
worthy that these causes are universal, while the effect is
particular; that is, the mercy of God embraces all men and
the merits of Christ pertain to all men, but only a small por-
tion is elect. Why are the causes of election universal while
the cffect is particular? Here the difference between us
comes to the surface. Those who are elected are elected upon
no other ground than that of God’s mercy and Christ’s merits.
But why, since these grounds are universal, embracing all
men and thercfore leading to the conclusion that all men
must be elected, is the election particular, embracing only a
small number of those whom God wills to save?

We have heard Missourians reply, in their embarrass-
ment, that the question is not apposite, because clection, in
the very nature of the thing designated by the word, is par-
ticular. If there is an election at all, it must single out some
from among the others. It is not a selection, if all be taken.
That seems a safe position. But that is an evasion of the
question. Election is particular. Suppose it would not be
an election if it were not particular. Still, why, since the
causes of that which we call election would, in the ordinary
course of cause and effect, result in a universal salvation, in
4 predestination of the whole human race to the eternal in-
heritance, is the effect the choice of but a few of those to
whom the causes apply? That the word connotes particu-
larity as an attribute does not explain why the divine qct
came to be of such a kind as to apply only to a few, while
the causes moving to it warrant the expectation that it
would embrace all mankind. If the mercy of God is so great
3 to move Him to save one sinner, it is great enough to
move Him to save all sinners. There is, on God’s side, no
difficulty in the way of saving all that does not exist equally
0 the case of each individual. If the merit of Christ could
be accepted as a substitute for human merit in any one case,
1t could just as well be so accepted in all cases. It is suffi-
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cient for all, and must, so far as God decides without reference
to created wills, result in the salvation of all men alike.
Universal causes in God, if they are unconditional, must
produce universal effects. Why then, in election, are .the
causes universal and the effect particular? The very ques-
tion should lead unprejudiced men to the conviction that
where these universal causes are assigned for election, this
word must suggest something more than a mere selection of
particular persons from a mass, who, so far as the motives for
their selection is concerned, would all be accepted indis-
criminately.

The case may be illustrated by an example. A rich man
invites the whole village to a great feast. He has provided
every thing that is needed to have all proceed according to
his wish. The table is supplied, and the dress in which he
desires his guests to appear is furnished. Every thing is
ready, and he wants them all to come on equal terms. He
chooses them all. But when the time arrives, some are not
admitted. He wants them all on an equal footing, and there-
fore supplies all with the same garment. Some refuse to let
his servants dress them as he desires. They can furnish
their own garment; they do not want to appear as beggars;
they are rich enough to get something even better than the
host has provided; they will not appear in his garments.
He is kind to all, and wants them all as his guests. But on
his terms some will not enter the dining hall and will not
eat, and on other terms he will not admit them and will not
permit them to eat. He chooses those in whom his pleasure
is executed; the others he rejects. He makes a selection.
What makes that choice particular? His kindness moved
him to desire that all should come and have the enjoyment
of his hospitality. He made everything ready for all alike.
What was it that led to the execution of his generous pur-
pose only in the case of some and not of others, though it
embraced the whole of them? That which confines the
choice to a few is the obstinacy of the many.

Our Formula of Concord sets forth election in a way that
might lead to the inference that all men are elected. The
causes which it assigns for the act and the means which it
represents as embraced in its conception are of universal
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application. This might lead to the expectation that all
men would be regarded as its subjects. Indeed, it has been
seriously argued that the Formula could not contain such a
wide conception of election, for the very reason that the
application is limited to the children of God. But why is it
0 limited? The truth is set forth that Christ has redeemed
all, that the benefits of the redemption are to be offered to all
through the means of grace, in which the Holy Spirit would
be efficacious to work repentance, and that in His counsel
and purpose God ordained *“that He will justify all those
who in true repentance embrace Christ in genuine faith,
graciously receive them, and adopt them as children and
heirs of eternal life.”” That explains why the decree that
antecedently contemplated all, actually in the foreknowledge
of God embraces only a small portion of the human race.
Our Confession shows how the divine election became par-
ticular. The cause is not in God. His provision is perfect
for the salvation of all, and if His counsel were not hindered
in its execution, the result would be the actual salvation of
all. That this result is not attained is due not to God’s elec-
tion, but to man’s obstinacy. The reason why but few are
chosen, though many are called, is not that God did not de-
dire to save all, but that the many reject the counsel of God.
“Not God or His election, but their own wickedness is the
fault,” says our Confession. The cause of election is in God,
but the cause of its limitation to comparatively few, i. e. the
¢ause of its particularity, is not in God.

But, Missourians will tell us, God elects, and elects whom
He pleases. Very well. With whom is He pleased—whom
Is it His pleasure to accept? The Scriptures tell us of Enoch
that “before his translation he had this testimony that he
Pleased God, but without faith it is impossible to please
Him.” Heb, 11,5. 6. Has God changed since then? Who
are pleasing in God’s sight and accepted as His own fiear
children? The Holy Spirit answers that as many received
Christ “to them gave He power to become the sons of
o, even to them that believe on His name” Johnl,12.
hat is God’s unchanging truth—as true now as it was 1800
Yearsago. Men are aécep};ed in Christ, and not otherwise. It
ever wag otherwise, and never can be. God elects them that
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please Him. The election is according to His good pleasure.
But “without faith it is impossible to please Him.” That
“word they shall let stand, and not a thank have for it.”
The good pleasure of God is that “he that believeth shall be
saved.” Such are pleasing in His sight because of the merits
of Christ, whom they have appropriated.

Luther says on Matt. 20, 16: “Some conceive other
thoughts and explain the words thus: ‘Many are called’;
that is, God offers His 'grace to many; but ‘few are chosen,
that is, but He imparts that grace to few, for only few are
saved. That is an ungodly interpretation. For how would it
be possible, if one did not think and believe otherwise of
God, that he should be anything but hostile to God, whose
will alone is the fault that we are not all saved? But if this
opinion is compared with that which is entertained when
Christ has first become known,’it will be found to be mere
Satanic blasphemy. Thereforc the scope of this passage,
‘Many are called, but few are chosen,” is entirely different.
For the preaching of the Gospel is general and public, so that
whoever will may hear and receive it; and God has ordained
that it should be preached so generally and publicly, that
every one might hear, believe, and accept it, and be saved.
But what is the result? It is as the Gospel says, ‘Few are
chosen’; that is, few so conduct themselves toward the Gospel
that God is pleased with them. For some hear it and pay no
regard to it. Some hear it, but do not cling to it, and are not
willing to make any sacrifice or suffer anything on account of
it. Some hear it, but are more concerned about money and
goods and pleasures. God is not pleased with such persons,
and does not accept them. This Christ calls not being chosen,
that is, not so conducting themselves that God can be pleased
with them. But those are elect and well pleasing to God who
diligently hear the Gospel, believe in Christ, show their faith
by good works, and suffer on account of it what is laid upon
them.” Erl. ed. vol. 2, p. 85. 86. .

The merey of God and the merits of Christ are offered in
the means of grace, which are efficacious for all men alike.
God’s will is as earnest for the salvation of one as of the otber
and the Holy Spirit with His regenerating power is present
wherever these means are dispensed. Luther’s words show
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why it is that there are many called, but few chosen. The
causes and the means of salvation apply to all. There is
nothing in God that could restrict it to but a few. The as-
sumption that there is a secret will which singles out only a
few to salvation with an unconditional purpose to save them,
has not a word of warrant in Seripture and contradicts nu-
merous explicit passages declaring that God wills the salva-
tion of all men. Why then is election particular? The Serip-
tures answer: ‘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, but ye would
not”  Matt. 23, 37. ¢ Ye will not come to me that ye might
have life.” John 5, 40. That is the reason why not all are
saved, and why not all could be elected. Some rejected
Christ’s merit when it was graciously brought to them, and
therefore He rejected them.

It would seem as if the St. Louis professors were laboring
hard to divert attention from their predestinarian error by
raising the cry of Synergism against those who adhere to the
old doctrine of our great Lutheran teachers. Missourians
who call that Synergism are making a new departure in this
regard also, and are guilty of using words as our fathers did
not use them, of introducing confusion into language, and of
troubling consciences and wronging children of God by mis-
applying terms. That the reason why election is particular,
i.e, confined to but few, is to be sought not in God, but in
man, is what our Church, faithful to the Scriptures always,
has constantly taught, though she has never failed to con-
demn what she understood to be Synergism. For she has de-
tlared in her Confession : “ Few receive the Word and follow
1t; the greater part despise the Word and will not come to
the marriage. The cause of this contempt is not God’s pre-
destination, but man’s perverse will, which renounces or per-
verts the means and instrument of the Holy Ghost set f(?rth
I the call, and resists the Spirit who would be efficacious
ad active in the Word, as Christ says: How often woulld ’I’
have gathered you together, but ye would not! Matt. 23, 37.

L. Decl, XTI § 41.

What have the Missourians to say when the Scriptures
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and Symbols are thus adduced against their new theory of
election? Only this, that God elects whom He pleases, and
He pleases to elect without any reference to men’s relation
by faith to Christ and the salvation which is in Him. They
teach that God chooses who shall believe, and that accounts
for the limitation of election to a few. The Bible knows of
an election that is particular, but it knows nothing of an
election that i particular because God antecedently willed it
80. The Symbols know of an election that is particular, but
nothing of an election that is so because God antecedently so
wanted it and therefore so made it. If the Missourians say
that God is not the cause of the particularity of election, they
concede the most essential point in the controversy between
us; namely, that all would be saved, and consequently also
elected to salvation, were it not for their wilful resistance to
the Holy Ghost on the part of many. That would be admit-
ting that what makes the difference between men and thus
determines their election or rejection, is faith. If they say
that election is particular because it pleased God to make it
so, without any reference to man’s conduct, there is no essen-
tial feature of Calvinism that their saying does not involve.
The point of controversy will then be reduced to this, whether
God has determined to save only some men from among the
lost multitude, and whether these are saved by an irresistible
grace, while the others not only are not, but cannot be saved,
because God will not save them, and themselves they cannot
save.

The irresistibility of God’s grace has always been re-
garded as one of the tests of Calvinism. Missouri will not
accept some of Calvin’s speculations and explanations. Is
grace irresistible in their theory? The leaders still deny it,
although there are some among them who, while they are un-
willing to use the offensive expression, are convinced that it
is useless to deny it. They hold tkat whether man shall be
saved or not depends upon nothing but God’s own pleasure;
that 1o man can do anything, whether by nature or gracé,
that would in any wise change his destination or doom 83
God has fixed it; that when any one is saved, it is because
God had resolved to save him; that resistance or non-resist-
ance to the proffered grace and salvation has nothing to do
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with the actual possession of the saving gift; that ail men
naturally resist, but God has resolved that in some the resist-
ance shall be overcome, while as regards the rest He has
formed no such resolve, and accordingly it is not overcome ;
that where He has resolved to overcome it, the soul will and
must be converted ; that, in short, the grace of God is irresist-
ible in the elect, and powerless unto salvation in the non-
elect.

What the Missouri Synod years ago, when it was more
bold in its utterances, openly declared, to wit, that the pure
doctrine of election is such that according to it human reason
cannot otherwise than regard God as a terrible tyrant, is pre-
cisely what Luther condemns when he says that a person can
not otherwise than be inimical to God when he believes that
He is the fault that not all are saved. When it is taught that
God elects to faith, so that only those whom He selects for the
purpose become believers, the cause why so few are saved is
placed in God. Against that we cannot cease to protest.

WHY SO ANGRY AND FALSE?

BY VERITAS.

If this present controversy on the doctrine of election,
with all its attending evils of offending the weak and of con-
fusing the minds and consciences of men, which St. Louis has
Wwantonly provoked and over which it rejoices and glories
(West. Synb. 1880) is to result in any good, the a.nimosity
and acrimony with which the St. Louis men are carrying.lt
on must cease. A comparison of the polemics of both parties
Wil show where, and on what side, the controversy is con-
lucted in a Christian spirit and in the love of truth on the
Wwhole, and where it is conducted in the gall of bitterness and
Wwith hatred and rancor. The champions in this evil'work
are Prof. Pieper, Mr. Kaehler, and particularly a certain A.

» whose article in the last number of Lehre und Wehre sur-
Passes anything in this line that we have ever had the mis-
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fortune to meet. It is a positive disgrace to any religious
periodical, and in its coarseness and bitterness would scarcely
be tolerated in the partisan political press of the land. It
presumes to judge the motives of its opponent, ridicules his
conscience, and intrudes itself into the office of God in judg-
ing the hearts of men. If St. Louis must fight with such
weapons—wcapons that are steeped in the gall of bitterness
—their cause must be deplorable. We hope Prof. Stellhorn
will not descend to reply to such an effusion of all that is de-
testable. Indeed, it is our conviction that all controversy
with St. Louis should cease, and that the Lutheran doctrine
should be simply presented in its truth and beauty.

Prof. Pieper has told “Old Lutheran” that he would not
reply to him a second time. We wonder who has asked him
to reply! Was it not enough that Prof. Walther took him
under the shadow of his protecting wings? And if he can-
not be truthful in the representation of his opponent’s views
he certainly would better not reply. For truth and the love
of it is a very first prerequisite in religious controversy. He
that is devoid of it, ought not to meddle with such a sacred
matter. We had hoped all along that an understanding be-
tween the contending parties was still possible, and we could
hope so still, if human passion, pride, and vanity were sepa-
rated from the discussion, and if the enlightening and con-
viction of the opponents was the object, rather than their
reproach and disgrace. May God, in mercy, grant this!

Prof. Pieper in his reply to “0ld Lutheran” shamefully
misrepresents him. He had said, ¢ There is no mystery in elec-
tion which s mot in conversion,” and “ The mystery lies somewhere
else,” namely, as the context shows, not in this that God could
convert all men, but for some reason will not. Yet Prof.
Pieper bluntly says of him, “ that the writer of the article, from
which the above words are taken, knew nothing of a mystery
in-conversion.” Well, if Prof. Pieper can afford to make such
statements, we suppose “ Old Lutheran” can stand it. False
statements cannot long injure him, nor the truth.

But to the point at issue, or to the fundamental differ-
ence between the Semi-Calvinistic theory of conversion of the
8t. Louis men, and that of the Lutheran Church. According
to the former the reason why some men are converted and



WHY SO ANGRY AND FALSE? 241

others are not, lies in God. He could convert them all, if He
were so disposed. But the reason why he does not is a mys-
tery. The doctrine of the Lutheran Church is, that some wil-
fully and pertinaciously resist the offered grace in the Gospel,
and that the established plan of salvation does not include
such conversions. It is an evidence of “Old Lutheran’s”
right position, that Prof. Pieper finds it necessary first to fal-
sify and caricature it, in order to make himself easy work in
its overthrow. Now, if he likes the sport of first setting up
men of straw in order to show the keenness of his steel in
decapitating them, we suppose that no one will find fault.
There is no disputing about taste.*

His paraphrase or caricature is this: “A man resists wil-
fully to-day and is not converted, but through the night he
musters all his strength, exerts all his natural powers, and
overcomes his wilful resistance,” etc. But is not this non-
sense, and does it not argue complete ignorance of all the
laws of psychology, and still more of what wilful resistance is?
Think of the idea of great exertion to overcome a wilful act!!
Why, it is the wilful act and resistance that require this
exertion of all the evil powers to enact it, to bring it about.
If 2 man commits wilful murder, it would have required his
utmost exertion not to commit it! If a man in trying to
swim exerts himself to the utmost to keep above water, it
would require the exertion of all his powers, according to
Prof. Pieper, not, to swim, to sink. The idea of a man’s exert-
ng all his powers not to do a wilful act!!f

It is evident that Prof. Pieper understands something
altogether different from what the Bible and our Confessions
do with regard to wilful resistance. This appears also from
his effort to refute “Old Lutheran.” He quotes a passage
from the Formula of Concord which treats of man’s natural
resisiance, and then says that he has refuted “Old Lutheran.”
And because the latt.er'says that in conversion God makes
the unwilling willing, he asserts that he has refuted hin'wfelfr

¢ evidently takes an unwilling compliance with divine
grai for wilful resistance to it. Otherwise his argument

————

*See Remark 1 at the end.
e¢ Remark 2.
16
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would really be silly. And is it not a strange argument of
his, after all, which amounts to this, that because a man can-
not change his evil heart, he cannot abstain from open,
actual, and wilful murder, and that if he has once committed
it, he must always commit murders, unless he is converted.
Upon this principle it would be a crime to hang a man for
murder.

But this is Prof. Pieper’s argument. He asserts: “If the
sinner only through the influence of the Holy Ghost surren-
ders his resistance and enmity to God, he will not desist from
wilful resistance by his own strength.” But this is begging
the question. The first is not in dispute, but the second is.
And if the one follows from the other—the overcoming of wil-
ful resistance from the overcoming of natural resistance—the
two would have to be exactly equal. For otherwise, how
could he argue from the one to the other? Or does he per-
haps hold, that because God saves those that believe, He will
also save those that believe not? Would he argue that be-
cause the Germans vanquished the French army, they would
vanquish the whole world? Such logic!

If Prof. Pieper could discriminate between an act and a
condition, he would have no difficulty where he now floun-
ders about. An act, a wilful act, ceases with itself, and be-
cause it is a wilful act it is not persistent, but a state or con-
dition remains. The very term of wilful implies this. But,
of course, this remittance of wilful resistance—the ceasing of
the act—does not make a man a saint, or even change his
condition in the least, or abate his enmity against his God,
just as little as the mere outward hearing of God’s Word, for
which the natural man has the ability even according to
Prof. Pieper. And yet without that outward hearing, there
can be no inward hearing and no conversion, as faith comes
by hearing. From this it would follow that Prof. Pieper i8
Semi-Calvinist and Semi-Pelagian at one'and the same time.
For does not man in this way contribute toward his conver-
sion, if he can outwardly hear God’s Word? To-day he will
not go to church, but through the week he musters all his
natural powers and by the time Sunday comes he has var-
quished his natural antipathy to church-going and he goeé
from some cause or other—and lo! he is converted. Is mot
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Prof. Pieper a Synergist, who holds this view! And now one
converted man boasts, saying: True, I could not convert my-
self, but I came to church of my own accord and there divine
grace converted me! And when he gets to heaven he will
say that his being there is due to himiself, to his going to
church and outwardly using the means of grace! This is
Prof. Pieper’s Synergism. And is it not equal to what he
charges on us. If we are entangled in the Synergistic web,
ishe not likewise? Indeed, he much rather. For through
the mere desisting from wilful resistance no man has ever
been converted. But the going to church, even for a mere
external consideration, has been the occasion of many con-
versions.

But if Prof. Pieper will from the Bible and our Confes-
sions and in explicit declarations prove, that God in conver-
sion removes wilful resistance, he will have vanquished us on
this point. But we want no inferences from natural resist-
ance—no assertions of his own, no mere declarations of his
convictions—for these convictions in St. Louis make rapid
somersaults—but God’s clear and ezplicit Word. We have in
vain asked for it before. Let it be forthcoming now. Asser-
tions of his conviction and of his belief that the Bible teaches
it, we have had enough ; now let us have the evidence—the
facts,

But let us see from the Formula of Concord what the re-
sistance is that God does not take away: “That they either
will not hear the Word of God at all, but wilfully despise it,
harden their ears and hearts, and thus block up the way of
the Holy Ghost, so that He cannot have His work in them ;
or, if they have heard it, again make light of it and pay no
heed to it.” Muell., 305. This Word the unconverted and
Unregenerate ‘can hear externally, and read it—for in thef)e
external things, as remarked above, man gince the fall in
Adam has a free will to some extent, that he can go to
church, hear the Word, or not hear it. (329.) Now, can
Ian, as the first passage says, desist from that wilful despis-
1ng of the Word and come and hear it and thus put hlm.self
Within the sphere of its influence? We say yea. ‘“Bub if &
lan will not hear the preaching of the Word, but de§plstf8
the Worq and the Church of God, and dies and perisbes in his
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sins, he can obtain no mercy.” (P.329.) “And because God
does not compel men to become pious, for those who always
resist the Holy Ghost and who persistently resist the acknowl-
edged truth (which is wilful resistance) as Stephan says of the
hardened Jews (Acts 7), are not converted.”  (350.)

Why not all believe that hear the Word of God is “be-
cause they hear the Word of God not to learn it, but only to
despise, to reproach, and to ridicule it,and because they resist
the Holy Ghost, who through the Word desires to do His
work in them, as was the case with the Pharisees and their
followers at the time of Christ.” (390.) This was wilful re-
sistance.

And our Confession says furthermore: ‘ We reject the
following error: When it is said without explanation that
the Holy Ghost is given to those who resist Him.” (332.)
How .can He take that resistance away if He is not given
them ?

“That He (God) will punish those, who wilfully turn
away from the Holy Spirit and are entangled again in the
things of this world.” (391) Does the Holy Ghost take away
that resistance ?

We also quote Prof. Walther (Syn. B. 1877, p. 78): *This
is true, on account of the wilful, pertinacious resistance,
some men are lost, but the others are not saved because of
their not resisting ” (does he mean wilfully ?) Again: Thisis
true, of course, that wilful resistance is the reason why some
men are damned.” Now, does God take away this wilful re-
sistance? How could they, then, be lost on account of it?

Again: “Man is so far from being able to do anything to-
wards his conversion, that he has also the fearful power of
resisting, which we all do when we are converted! Only we
must distinguish between natural and wilful and malicious Te-
sistance.  The former God removes—but as long as we continue
in the latter we are not converted.” (D).

We ask Prof. Pieper, why must we distinguish, if God
removes the one as well as the other? And what does it
mean, that as long as we continue in this, we are mot converted?
Does it mean, that as long as a man is not converted he is not
converted ?

Gerhard says: “Original blindness and malice must be
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distinguished from natural pertinacity and blinding. The
former is equally in all the non-regenerate—the latter not.
The unconverted can hear the Word of God, speak of it,
meditate upon it, whilst others contumaciouly neglect it and
resist God.” (De elect. § 39). Again: “The will of man can
resist the Holy Spirit and hinder the work of conversion, for
God does not produce conversion with absolute, but with
ordinary power (that contained in the divine ordinances). . .
Thercefore, in conversion the will of man is so acted upon of
God, that it can act, or not act ; that is, when the Holy Spirit
begins the work of conversion, the human will, pertina-
ciously resisting, can hinder it, (conversion) and, alas! too
often does hinder it! For the Holy Spirit does not introduce
any compulsory power into man, that is to be converted (we
speak of the ordinary way) but he makes the unwilling will-
ing; that is, to those who do not will, and by nature cannot
otherwise than not to will, He gives the capacity, that by grace
they are able to will, and to will aright; but those who per-
tinaciously do not will, that is, who resist the operations of
the Holy Spirit by actual pertinacity, He ordinarily (through
the means of grace) does not convert.” But Prof. Pieper tells
usthat the Holy Ghost removes this wilful or pertinacious re-
sistance.  Who is right, Gerhard or our St. Louis Professor ?
Of course, Prof. Pieper all the time ?!

Prof. Pieper has already gone far beyond Prof. Walther,
who, as regurds wélful resistance and natural resistance makes
a distinction, as we have seen; but Prof. Pieper does not, as
far as conversion is concerned. He teaches, if we at all un-
derstand him, that in some—the elect—God takes away wil-
ful resistance, in the others He does not ; and then he pretends
to talk of equal love and grace to all! But the reason wlTy
Some are saved on this theory is, because God treats some dif-
ferently from others ; in some He removes wilful resistance,
in others He does not. So we have saving grace procured
¢qually for all through Christ, but meted out differently to
different men. What a horrible doctrine—as horrible in real-
ity as the worst form of Calvinism. For it makes a mock of
God’s love, the redemption of Christ, and saving grace for all
®qually, in portioning it out differently to different men-
And Prof. Walther makes no secret of it. He says: Hence
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it may happen, that God follows one man a long time, till He
has gained him, whilst in the case of another He only knocks
a few times and then passes on. God does not allow any one
to prescribe to Him the measure of His grace. He gives to
every one enough grace to be saved, but He does not give to
all equally.” We ask, where is this said in the Bible and our
Symbolical books ?*

But we are perfectly agreed with Prof. Walther when he
says (Syn. Ber., 1880, p. 58 and 59): “Here is the real and
actual difficulty. Here are two men of equal guilt—the one
is converted, the other is hardened. Whence is it? They
are both equally corrupt—the same Word of God is preached
to them—who can explain it?” Yea, that is the difficulty.
And that is our objection to St. Louis, that it presumes to
solve it by its doctrine of election and its theory that God
treats one differently from another. And that does solve it.
But how?! The Christian shudders, who knows a Savior that
loved all men alike, and redeemed them alike, and purchased
saving grace for them alike. And it is only through the in-
fatuation of the hour, that this Calvinistic spawn can find a
place in the Lutheran Church. The foreign graft cannot
grow on the Lutheran tree!

This, then, is the fundamental difference between St.
Louis men and the Lutheran Church, that they make God
treat sinners differently, and thus explain the salvation of
some and the perdition of others, whilst the Lutheran Church
makes God treat them all alike, and is content not to explain
it. God will show us that in heaven.

REMARK 1—The present controversy has brought to-
gether strange bed-fellows at St. Louis—Calvinistic phrase-
ology and Lutheran theology. As it is claimed, Calvinistic
arguments are there used against the Lutheran doctrine of
election, Lutherans plow with Calvinistic heifers. And to
explain the singular phenomenon of Lutherans dancing t0
the Calvinistic piping, the old adage is repeated ad nausean:
Si duo dicunt idem, non est idem. According to this principle
you must always take a man to mean something different

*See Remark 3.
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from what he says, so that when the St. Louis men walk arm
in arm with Calvin and his followers in many respects, we
must take it to mean something else; and when in turn they
denounce their strange bed-fellows, we, according to the an-
nounced rule, must take them to mean something else again.
For the rule is, always to mean the opposite of what you say.
This beautiful axiom they are now applying to their oppo-
nents, When they use orthodox Lutheran terms, the St.
Louis leaders tell their rank and file that they must take
them to mean something else. And when these opponents
do not use Synergistic language, you must presume them to
mean Synergistic errors. The rule seems to be good, for it
works both ways—on their side in teaching Lutheran doc-
trine with Calvinistic language, and on the side of their op-
ponents in teaching Synergistic doctrines with Lutheran
terminology. In short, they tell us that if you understand a
man to mean the opposite of what he says, you will be about
right, and be pretty sure of getting at his meaning. This
rule is sure to work a complete revolution in theology, in di-
plomacy, in jurisprudence, and in every sphere of life. We
are certainly standing on the threshhold of a new era in the
world’s history. Now, men can

“ Confute, change hands, and still confute.
They’ll run in debt by disputation
And pay with ratiocination,
All this by syllogisms true
In mood and figure they will do.”

In obedience to this rule of contraries, we suppose, pr.
Walther is now writing articles on the Synergistic Pelagian
doctrine of election, or rather culling from our Lutheran thfe-
ologians to show what it is. First New Missouri damns their
doctrine on election into the deepest depth of hell, gnd then
refers to them again, when it has a purpose to serve, as'to or-
thodox writers! Indeed, at their hands we do not WZISh to
learn what Lutheraniem is. They have forfeited all right of
appealing to our theologians in their behalf.

But what has Prof. Walther succeeded in establishing by
these our authorities as the true Lutheran doctrine? Ju§t
what his “opponents” hold and teach. He seems to feel this
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too. Hence his amusing notes, by which he tries to make his
authorities say what they refuse to say. When the language
of Synergists differs toto coelo from ours, he remarks, that the
meaning is still about the same, or that we are shy about ex-
pressing ourselves, etc. He will have a hard task of conviet-
ing us of Synergism, for so far we agree with everything that
his Lutheran authorities say against the Synergists, with the
exception of one disconnected line. We join them in con-
demning cvery form of Synergism, as they have stated it.
Let him, therefore, keep on in his work; it has at least some
historical value. The most amusing of all, however, is his
effort to show “that if our great dogmaticians had not had
Huberians and Calvinists as their opponents, but teachers such
a8 these are, against whom our opponents now contend, (Is not
this modest ?) they would not have hesitated a moment to
extend to them the hand of brotherly fellowship.” We ask,
why should they not, after “these teachers”. have consigned
their doctrine to the lowest pit of hell? Dr. Walther must
count largely upon the credulity of his readers, and surely he
has reason to. He knows his followers. We could relate some
facts in illustration—but we forbear. Let the venerable doctor
deal in that, as he does in the last number of Lehre und Wehre,
after he had declared himself against it with regard to Prof.
Loy. Prof. Walther namely seems to hold to the morality of
the Hamburg fish-woman, that when you are abused or im-
agine yourself wronged or abused, you have a right to indulge
in abuse by way of retaliation.

' Remark 2.—What Prof. Pieper means by inward convert-
ng grace we do not exactly understand. Does he mean 2
direct impulse or influence of predestination? We know of*
no converting grace except that which is in the Word, at-
taches to it, and is inseparable from it. He seems to regard
the Word as a dead letter, which the Holy Ghost uses and
through which He exerts His influence, as He might use any
otber means. We regard that Word as His organ, as being
spirit and life, and as in itself the power of God unto salva-
tion. .Hence every wilful opposition to converting grace i
opposition to that Word. And this wilful opposition we con-
ceive to be expressed by our Confession in these words: “They
will either not hear the Word of God at all, but wilfully despise
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&, harden their ears and hearts, and thus block up the ordi-
nary way of the Holy Ghost, that He cannot conduct His
work in them, or that when they have heard it, again make
light of it and pay no heed to it.” ‘

Now we hold that man can by his own natural strength
desist from this wilful despising of the Word so that He will
not even hear it, but he can read and meditate upon it, and
thus, without wishing or knowing it, put himself in the ordi-
nary way of the Holy Ghost to be converted. Is this of no
importance? And again. We see from the above quotation
from Gerhard, that in conversion a point is reached when the
sinner can act, or not act. If he acts and accepts Christ, it is
by grace; for grace has brought him to the point that he can
act, as He enables him to act. If he does not act, chooses not
to act, it is not through his sinful condition simply, for the
Holy Ghost has set him free, has offered and given him the
power to act; if he does not act, it is through wilful resist-
ance (not his general corruption) and this, Gerhard tells us,
God in His order of salvation does not take away. Why one
man, at that point of which Gerhard speaks, acts and
accepts Christ by the given grace and strength, and an-
other, who by grace had been brought to the same point, does
not act, but remains in sin, is a mystery which we cannot ex-
plain, neither are we bound to explain it. As God’s children
in this dark vale, we have neither the call nor duty to ex-
plain the mysteries of God’s kingdom. We stop when we are
at the end of the way. St. Louis cuts the knot, essentially as
Calvin did, by its doctrine of election. Faith comes from
election—the elect will and must be saved—the non-elect can
at least only believe for a while, but they will and must (not
by a divine decree, but by the circumstances in which they
are placed) perish. Calvin says, God decreed that they should
Perish—St. Louis says, in election God from some unknown
reason passed them by. But their doom is sealed in one case
ascertainly as in the other. Surely a mysterium horribile !

REMARK 3.—It is no answer to this to say that God g%ves
His Word to some nations and not to others, ete. That1s 2
different, sphere. But formerly Dr. Walther knew how to
solve thig differently, when in his Gospel Postil he wrote
{p. 53): “There is no doubt but that if God had knows, that
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those living in the darkness of heathenism, would have per-
mitted themselves to be made to accept His Word, He would
have caused it to be preached to them, even if it had to be done,
as in the case of Cornelius and the Macedoneans, through the
instrumentalities of angels sent from heaven.” And he cor-
rectly quotes Acts 22. to prove this, where Paul is bidden to
leave Jerusalem in haste, because they would not receive his
testimony. But what does he say now under the infatuation
of his election doctrine ? -

West. Syn. Ber. 1877, p. 103, he states, that some men as-
sign as a reason, among others, why God has not given His
Word for centuries to some nations, “that the Gentiles did not
recetve the Word of God because God foreknew that they would not
believe it.” He replies: “ These are all nothing but human ideas!
Our Lutheran Church will have nothing to do with them! She will
not miz up the Word of God with human thoughts.” What was
once Bible doctrine, is now declared to be a human device!
0, where will this infatuation cease!

In Vol. 19, p. 173, Lehre und Wehre, it had been said in a
communication: “God’s Word declares that grace removes
natural resistance, yea overcomes even the most pertinacious
contention and resistance against it, and produces faith and
preserves it.” Prof. Walther replies in Vol. 26, p. 301, Lehre
und Wehre: “It is asked whether this is not evidently the
Calvinistic doctrine of irresistible grace? We reply that it
by no means follows. For have not thousands at last been
overcome by grace who for a time actually and wilfully con-
tended anc resisted against divine grace? Hence not all wi}—
ful resistance ends in eternal death, but only that which i
persistent. But we here willingly concede, and we doubt nf)t
our contributor will do the same, that that expression, ID
order not to offend and to cause misunderstanding, was not
sufficiently explained at other places, yea that it might seem
offensive to true Lutherans and should be retracted.” The
reader will notice, that what was then retracted is now re
iterated boldly.

. Another specimen: “May God not, in order to be jush
give more grace to one man than to another, although He
gives enough grace to all to be saved ? Must God, in order
not to appear partial, force His grace of perseverance upon
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them who wilfully and pertinaciously resist preceding grace,
or the grace already effective in them?’ And on the same
page: “God certainly gives to all men a certain amount of
grace, namely enough to be saved, but that nevertheless
many are not saved has its cause in their wilful and pertina-
cious resistance.” Vol. 27, p. 53, Lehre und Wehre.

But we are told now that God removes wilful resistance.
How comes it that they are not converted. We suppose this
is another mystery. The St. Louis doctrine of election con-
tains at least a dozen of mysteries, or rather of flat contra-
dictions, which are there taken to be mysteries. The doctrine
of the Trinity and of the Person of Christ are plain and
simple in comparison to this doctrine of mysteries and con-
tradictions.

But let the reader notice, that in the face of the above
extracts Mr. Kaehler declares, “that they, (the New Missou-
rians) teach at least just as decidedly as their opponents, that
God is no respecter of persons, that His love and grace extends
in an EQUAL MANNER to all sinners,” etc. (Lehre und Wehre
1881, p. 832.) Is not this a positive falsehood? Is it worth
while to argue with such opponents, who to-day positively
deny what they asserted yesterday, without retraction? But
we suppose this is another mystery—we must believe both
~that God treats men differently and that He treats them
alike! The truth is one, butlerror and falsehood is manifold
and full of contradictions. And this is about all this new
dootrine is made up of. It bears its falsehood upon its very
face in its endless contradictions.

ROM. 8, 28-30.

BY PROF. F. W. STELLHORN.

‘The above named passage of Holy Writ, according to the
Formula of Concord and the general acceptance of Ll.ltiheran
theOIOgianS, is one of those places where the Holy Splr}t pro-
fessedly, as they say, treats of the doctrine of Electlon” or

redestination ; or, in other words, it is one of the “seats” of
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this doctrine. It is, therefore, of course of the utmost import-
ance to know what the meaning and sense of this passage
and especially of some of its most significant words and ex-
pressions is. Our intention in this present article is, hy
the help of God, to contribute something to this right and
correct understanding. May our endeavor not be in vain!

The first word in our passage that especially ought to be
noted and understood, is “purpose,”’ v. 28. In the original
Greek of the New Testament it is “ prothesis.” The principal
significations are : “A placing before, e. g. of a letter at the be-
ginning of a word; also a laying out, as of a corpse; a public
notice ; the statement of a question to be discussed; a purpose,
end proposed.” The latter meaning is, of course, the only one
to be considered here. It occursin the following passages of
the New Testament: Acts 11,23: 27, 13; Rom. 8§, 28; 9, 11;
Ephes. 1,11; 8, 11; 2. Tim. 1, 9; 3, 10. In all the other pas-
sages where it is used (Matth. 12, 4; Mark 2, 26; Luke 6, 4;
Heb. 9, 2), the “shew-bread” is called literally “the bread of
the laying out,” viz: before the face of the Lord.

In Acts 11, 23; 27, 13; 2. Tim. 3, 10, the word is used of
men, and the meaning is clear, what purpose is meant, being
easily understood from the context. In the remaining five
passages it denotes the purpose of God. About this there is,
and can be, no doubt at all. Nobody denies this. But now
the difficulty comes in. For the next question is, What pur-
pose of God is meant? Let us see if we cannot decide this
question by looking accurately and closely at every single
passage. .

The first is Rom. 8,28. From this we see at a glance that
the word “purpose” here denotes the purpose of God to cal
men, viz: to repentance, faith and life everlasting. In the
second passage, Rom. 9, 11, it is called the purpose of God ar-
cording to election.” In order that this ¢ purpose of God accord-
lngy to election might stand, it was said unto her” (Rebecca)
«“ ’.{he elder shall serve the younger.”  What, now, is meant by
this expression, “purpose of God- according to election?”
Philippi, the justly esteemed Lutheran commentator of the
epistle to the Romans, says, it is a purpose “1n connection with
which an election takes place.” Bengel calls it “the elective pur
pose of God,” and adds in explanation, “Only in the most free
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election the purpose has its reason and cause.” Balduin, the
celebrated expositor of the epistles of St. Paul, paraphrages
the expression by saying, “God disposed so according to the
most free purpose of His will” Calov in his Biblia Illustratq
expresses the same opinion.  Cremer translates it “ der erach-
lungsmaessige Vorsatz ”’—“ the purpose that is in accordance with
an election”; Grimm, “ decretum ex delectu SJactum ’—“the decree
made i consequence of an election,” The purpose of God is
hereby designated as a ost free one. For he who has the
choice to do this or that, he is really free in his decision, as
the purpose he forms is really a free one. So, when God
formed His purpose, He was not bound by anything or any-
body outside of Himself to form just -this purpose and no
other,but He chose to do so. He,according to His love, justice
and wisdom, chose a certain way to bring fallen man to
heaven, and, accordingly, to bring no others, but infallibly to
bring all those to heaven who, by the grace and strength con-
ferred by Him, should walk this way, or, rather, suffer them-
selves to be led upon it. According to this His free choice He
formed His purpose to do in time what He now has done and
still is doing, for the salvation of mankind. By giving this
explanation we do not forget the fact, that according to our
Lutheran theologians the Apostle does not in this passage
treat of election or predestination to life eternal in the first
place, and that the history of Esau and Jacob is not to be
looked upon as an example, but only as a type of election to sal-
vation. '

The third place where we find the word purpose” in
this sense is Ephes. 1, 11. Here the apostle says, that we
have been « predestinated” or “forcordained” according to the
“purpose of Him who worketh all things,” viz of God. The
“purpose of God ” is, therefore such that predestination or preor-
dination is dependent on it, or is a consequence of it. Pur-
Pose” and “ predestination,” ¢ prothesis” and pro-orismos,”
are, thefore, not synonymous or equivalent terms. T.he Sourth
Passage is Ephes, 3, 11, where the purpose of God is called
“the eternq] purpose which He purposed in Christ Jesus our
Lord”  From this we learn, first, that this purpose of God was
dready formed in eternity ; secondly, that it was © purposed in

Christ Jesus. our Lord” What does this expression “in Christ
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Jesus” mean? According to its general signification in the
New Testament not only this, that Christ is the foundation and
cause of this purpose, but also that only in union and communion
with Christ by faith this purpose is, and can be, realized;
that the wltémate objects of this purpose, those who attain its
end and its benefits, are, and can be, only those who are and
remain “in Christ,” in union with Him by faith. Therefore
Christ is here called “our Lord.” For He is here to be con-
sidered not only as the second person of the Godhead, the
Supreme Ruler of heaven and earth; not only as the Savior
and Redeemer of all men, irrespective of their accepting Him,
as such; but also as being acknowledged as Lord by faith.
Only those who do this are, and shall be, ultimately benefited
by this purpose of God. The purpose is, therefore, as our old
theologians say, limited and conditioned, viz., by being “in
Christ Jesus our Lord.” God never formed a purpose to save
man without this limitation and condition. His antecedent
will already is limited and conditioned by faith in Christ.
And we know from other passages of Holy Writ that this
could mot be otherwise. ‘‘Without faith it is impossible to please
God,” says the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, chap. 11,
v. 6. This is declared to be the general, universal rule, without
any exception whatever. Whether it be in eternity or in
time, no one can please God without faith. For whoever
wants to please God, must be holy and righteous before His
all-seeing and just eyes. Now, no one can be so without hav-
ing accepted the holiness and righteousness of Christ by
faith. And surely, he whom God already in eternity has
purposed to save and to take into heaven, he must have
pleased Him, he must have been holy and righteous before
His omniscient eyes, him He must have seen in Christ by
faith.

The fifth passage having the expression *purpose” of
God, is 2 Tim. 1,9. Here the Apostle says that God “ hath
saved us, and called us with a holy calling, not according t0
our works, but according to His own purpose and grace, which
was 'given us in Christ Jesus before the world began.” Ac'-
cording to these words the “purpose” of God is such that H®
ha?i"g saved and called us is dependent on it and a consequence
of it. To “save” here includes all that God in time has hitherto
done for us Christians, viz. the sending of Christ to suffer and
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die for us and Christ’s doing this, and also the communica-
tion of the merit of Christ to us in our conversion. We do not
bere exclude the [atter, and surely nobody has a shadow of
right to exclude the former. For already the first passage of
the New Testament where this verb is found, viz. Matt. 1,21
{“Thou shalt call His name Jesus, for He shall save His people
from their sins,”) shows conclusively that the suffering and .
death of Christ are to be included in the verb “to save.”
Therefore Balduin says rightly, in his notes to this passage,
“(The words ‘having saved us’) comprehend the whole work
of our salvation, which (salvation) consists in the forgiveness
of sins and eternal righteousness (complectitur totum opus
salutis nostrae, quae in remissione peccatorum and justitia
aeterna consistit.” e “Aath saved,” says the apostle. Calov
explains this as follows: ¢ Although some acts pertaining to
salvation remain yet to be done, conservation in faith, deliv-
erance from evil by death, and from death by the resurrec-
tion, and the introduction into life everlasting, yet he says,
‘He hath saved us,’ because ‘ He which hath begun a good work
in you will perform it until the day of Jesus Christ.”” The
Weimar Bible inserts after the words “hath saved” this ex-
planation “by His dear Son Jesus Christ,” necessarily including
thereby His suffering and death. These, therefore, have also
taken place according to that purpose of God.

And how must we, now, after having diligently looked at
all the passages where this word occurs, define that “purpose”
of God? It is that eternal act of God,based upon and emanating
Jfrom, nothing but His own choice or most free will, but by Him-
self bound and limited in its realization by Christ and the union
with Him by faith ; according to which act salvation, including the
suffering and death of Christ, the calling or the preaching of the
Gospel, and also predestination or pre-ordination, have taken
place. This « purpose” cannot, therefore, pertain only to .the
elect few, but must extend to all men without exception,
though, as we have seen, it is conditional. It must, conse-
Quently, be the unsversal counsel of grace, or the determination of

common, way of salvation for all men, or the first part o pre-
destination. in its wider sense, as the Formula of Concord takes
1t, or the ordination of means.

The second word in Rom. 8, 28-30 that is especially to be
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noted, is found in v.29. It is the word “foreknow.” It occurs
in five places of the New Testament, viz: Act 26, 5; Rom. §,
29; 11, 2; 1. Pet. 1,20; 2. Pet. 3, 17. Besides this the noun
derived from it,  foreknowledge,” is found in two places, Acts 2,
23; 1. Pet. 1, 2.

The verb “ foreknow,” in Greek “progignosko,” or, in later
Greek, and so in the New Testament, “proginosko,” is, in
Greek as in English, a compound verb, consisting of the
preposition “pro” (before, fore), and the simple verb gignosko,
ginosko. The latter has the following principal significa-
tions: “To learn to know, to perceive, to mark, and in past
tenses, to know,; also to discern, distinguish ; to observe, and so
to form a judgment, to judge, think so and so (Passive, to be pro-
nounced, of a sentence or judgment); to judge, determine, decree
cum acc. et infin.; to know carnally.” These are all the prin-
cipal significations of this verb in classic or profane Greek
writers. According to Grimm (Lexicon Gracco-Latinum in
Nov. Testam., 1879) this simple verb has the following sig-
nifications in the New Testament: To learn to know, to per-
cetve, to know,; to know carnally. According to some, Cremer
included, this verb is sometimes used in the New Testament
as it is used nowhere else, viz. meaning to stand in a certain
(intimate) relation to somebody, or, to enter into such a rela-
tion. This is said to be the case Matt. 7,23: “I never knew
you;” John 10, 14: “I know my sheep, and am known of
mine;” 1 Cor. 8 3: “If any man love God, the same is known
of Him;” Gal. 4, 9: “After that ye have known God, or
rather are known of God;” Phil. 8, 10: “That I may know
Him, and the power of His resurrection, and the fellowship
of His sufferings;” 2 Tim. 2, 19: “The foundation of God
standeth sure, having this seal, The Lord knoweth them that
are His;” 2 Cor. 5, 21: “For He hath made Him to be sin for
us, who knew no sin.” Cremer adds to these Heb. 13, 23:
“Know ye that our brother Timothy is set at liberty;” but
this is evidently a mistake that ought not to be found in 8
* second edition. In Phil. 3, 10, we cannot only not see any
nfeed of departing from the common meaning “learn to know,”
viz. by experience, but we cannot even see how the new sig:
nification could be applied here. For what a notion woul
that be, “to stand in, or enter into an (intimate) relation to
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the fellowship of His sufferings?” Evidently Cremer did nét!
perceive that the latter words are also the object of to
“know.” In the remaining six passages the new significa-
tion would, no doubt, give a good, suitable sense. But the
question is, whether this new meaning is necessary to make
out a suitable sense of these passages. If this be not the
case, no man has a right to adopt the new signification,
but by every law of sound hermeneutics and exegesis he is
bound to hold to the old and known meaning. Some, in-
deed, say that when God or Christ is said to know somebody,
the verb “to know " always has the new signification. But
this does not agree with John 2, 24, where it is said, “ Jesus
did not commit Himself unto them, because He knew all men.”
What would the application of that new meaning make out
of this so very simple and clear sentence! Nothing but the
sheerest nonsense : ‘“ He did not trust Himself to them, because
He stood in an (intimate) relation to all men!” The advo-
cates of this new signification try also to strengthen their
position by appealing to the Hebrew of the Old Testament,
and asserting that the Hebrew equivalent of to “know"—yada
—has the same meaning where it is attributed to God. How
is this, now ?

The venerable Stock says in his Clawis Linguae Sanctae V.
T.: “(Yada signifies) by metonymy, besides knowledge, also vars-
pus emotions, affections, and effects that follow knowledge.” But
this is not only the case when God is the subject of this verb,
but also when man is, e. g. Fsalm 55, 14 (13): “my acquaint-
ame”=intimate friend ; Gen. 39, 6: “he knew not aught he
had"=he did not concern or trouble himself about it; Exod. 1,
6: “(the new king) knew not Joseph—did not want to hear
anything about him—did not like him; Prov. 12, 10:‘ “A
tightecous man regardeth "—literally “knoweth”—*the life of
his beast.” Of God it is thus used, Psalm 1,6: “The Lord
Fnoweth the way of the righteous”=loveth, protecteth, etc.; 31,8
(T); 37,18, ete. But it is not true that whenever God is the
8ubject of the verb to know (yada), this verb has such a preg-
Bant signification. For example, in Deut. 31, 21: “T know
bheir imagination,” and Psalm 69, 5: “O God, Thou knowest my

J 0lishness,” this is surely not the case. From this we see that
17



268 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE,

it depends wholly and merely upon the context, and upon the
object, whether “yada” have such a pregnant meaning or not;
whether it be a “nosse cum affectu et effectu. (to know with affec-
tion and effect), or a simple “nosse” (to know). And the
same applies to “ginosko” in the New Testament, as Stock
again observes. In the Old as well as in the New Testament,
therefore, to “know” may denote such a knowledge that is fol-
lowed by, or combined with, love, mercy, kindness, protection, .
But this depends entirely upon the context, and gives no new
meaning to the verb “to know” itself; though, for the sake of
clearness and brevity, you may sometimes take a new signifi-
cation that includes love, etc.

This signification suffices also for all those passages that
are cited by Cremer and others as requiring a new one. “I
never knew you,” viz. as such who can rightfully call me
“Lord,” and therefore expect to enter heaven with me, or,
more briefly, as my disciples. “I know my sheep,” viz as
being my sheep, “and am known of mine,” viz. as being their
own shepherd. “If any man love God, the same is known of
Him,” viz. as being His beloved and therefore also loving
child. “After that ye have known God,” viz. as He in reality
is, as your loving Father in Christ, whom alone you ought to
serve in filial love; “or rather are known of God,” viz. as His
children. “The Lord knoweth them that are His,” viz. a8
such that are His own. Christ “knew no sin,” viz. as we do,
as His own, as being committed by Himself. What the ob-
Ject is known to be by the subject, must and can be seen from
the context. And this context shows, whether the knowl-
edge of the object is combined with love towards it, or not.

Thus, then, the matter stands with regard to the simple
verb “ginosko”—“to know.” Now, let us look at its com-
pound “pro-ginosko.” In two of the five passages where it is
found in the New Testament, it has, as is conceded by every
one, undoubtedly the signification that is the common one in
profane Greek, viz. to know, perceive, learn, or understand before:
hand or before. This is the case in Acts 26,5: *Which knew
m‘? Jrom the beginning,” and 2 Pet. 3, 17: “Ye know these
things before.” Here it is said of men. In the other three
passages God is the subject of the verb. As we have seep
with regard to the simple verb “ginosko,” that it matters nob,
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respecting the signification of the verb, whether the subject
is God or men, we will not be likely to fall into a mistake if we
take this to be the case also with regard to the compound
“pro-ginosko.” This difference, of course, must stand, that as
the knowledge, so also the accompanying or following love,
kindness, mercy, etc., of God far surpass those of men. There
are three passages in classical Greek writers, and these are the
only ones, where the best Dictionaries and Commentators at-
tribute to “pro-ginosko” another meaning than “to know be-
fore” In one of these, Demosth. 861, 23, they translate it “to
judge beforehand,” and the object is a person, in the second,
Thue. 2, 64, some take the same signification, some translate
“to decide, or resolve, beforehand;” in the last, Xenoph. Cyrop.
2,4, 11, some take the latter translation, some give it by “ to
provide.” And in these two latter cases the object is no per-
son, but a thing. No other signification is known in classical ,
Greek. '

Let us now examine the passages of the New Testament,
where some give to this verb a new and peculiar significa-
tion, similar to the one they give to the simple verb. 1. Pet.
1.20, we read: “(Ye know that ye were not redeemed with
corruptible things, as silver and gold, from your vain conver-
sation received by tradition from your fathers; but with the
precious blood of Christ, as of a lamb without blemish and
without spot:) Who verily was foreordained before the founda-
tion of the world, but was manifest in these last times for
you” In the Revised Edition of the New Testament, pub-
lished some time ago, instead of foreordained” we find “ fore-
known.” And this justly so. For there is no need at all here
to depart from the first and common signification. The sense
of the passage is perfectly clear. Christ was “manifested ” to
men only “in these last times” as the “lamb without blemish
and without spot ” that was to “redeem” us with His “pre-
tlous blood.” But God knew Him as such before, alr?ady m
dernity. That God also foreordained Him as such, is true
¢nough ; if He had not foreordained Him, He would also not

ave forcknown Him. But from this it does not follow that
Joreknoy is equivalent to foreordain. The latter is here pre-
SUpposed. 8o also Bengel and Calov translate and explain
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this passage. And as the first and common signification suf-
fices, we have no need, and no right even, to take a new one.

The next is Rom. 11, 2: “God hath not cast away His
people which He foreknew:” “Foreknew ” as what? The con-
text gives the answer, “as His people.” Assuch He knew them;
as such, of course, He loved them already in eternity ; therefore
He cannot be supposed to have cast them away. So this pas-
sage is understood by the authors of the Weimar Bible, by
Balduin, Calov, Philippi, Meyer, Grimm, and a host of others,
ancient and modern. There is also here no necessity at all to
invent another signification, and therefore no right either.

Rom. 8, 29 is, now, the third and last place where we find
this verb “proginosko.” ¢ For whom He did foreknow,” the
apostlesays. “Foreknow ” as what? The context answers “as
such who would love God and thereby prove that they are
truly believers in Christ.” But do you not thereby make love or
good works the cause of election? perhaps a timid person, made
more timid yet by the present controversy about predestina-
tion, will ask. But do not be scared, my friend, by the cries
and insinuations.of men who are more “orthodox” than the
Word of God itself, and who, we fear, would brand many a
passage of it as flagrantly and undeniably Synergistic and
Pelagian, or at least Semi-Pelagian, if it were not found in
these very same words in the Bible, but were first uttered by
us. By the above interpretation we do no more make love
or good works the cause of election than Christ in Matt. 26,
34 5q. makes love or good works the cause of salvation. Com-
pare Balduin: “Here (the foreknowledge of God) is to be
taken in a limited sense, namely, according to the subject
treated of, as the foreknowledge of the elect, who are in
Christ, who love God, and to whom all things work together for
good.” Grimm interprets it in a similar manner. By our
interpretation the sense is just the same as if we together
with most of our Lutheran theologians would supply: “88
such who would believe in Christ to their end.” As little as
they thereby intend to make faith the cause of election (caust
understood in the now usual strict acceptation—efficient—
effective—or meritorious cause), as little do we make love such
a cause. They and we make nothing the cause of election
but the mercy of God and the merit of Christ. The latter i8
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the only meritorious cause. Where God saw it, there He
elected. But it can be in no man without faith, and faith
can be nowhere without love of God. Whether therefore you
say, “ God foreknew those who have the righteousness of Christ,”
or “those who believe in Christ,” or “who love God,” is the very
same thing, if you only do not attribute to faith or love any
merit whatever, but consider faith only and merely as the God-
given hand and instrument that is absolutely necessary to
appropriate and accept the merit of Christ, and the love of
God only and merely as the absolutely necessary companion,
effect, and token of that faith, which truly and really accepts
the merit of Christ. Ultimately and after all it is nothing
but the merit of Christ that is meant. It is the only cause.

And so we see that ‘proginosko” can be taken in its
original and usual signification, even in those three passages
in which by some it is said to have a new and peculiar mean-
ing. Our conviction that this first and common signification
suffices for all the passages of the New Testament where the
verb “proginosko” if found, will not be shaken when we
finally look at the two passages where the noun derived from
it, viz. “prognosis,” occurs. The first is Acts 2, 23. Here
Peter says in his Pentecost sermon: “Him, being delivered
by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye have
taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and slain.” Christ
was delivered by Judas to the Jews, and by the Jews to Pon-
tius Pilate. And this was not done accidentally, or against the
will and counsel and foreknowledge of God, but, on the con-
trary, in accordance with these. According to His will or
counsel God had determined that Christ should die in our
stead, and this His will and counsel was fixed, determinat?;
and according to His foreknowledge He knew exactly how this
would be done and come to pass. Without this counsel
and foreknowledge of God Judas and the Jews could never
have delivered Christ unto death. The adjective “determin-
ate” does not belong to  foreknowledge,” because this noun
cannot be qualified by such an adjective. And thie is aleo
the reason why the article is not repeated before “ knowl-
edge,” which ought to have been done, and would have been
done, if the sense did not already sufficiently show that such
& connection is not appropriate. And, being an abstract
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noun, “foreknowledge ” does not require the definite article
before it, even though its sense be definite. The second pas-
gage is 1. Pet. 1, 2. Here Peter calls the Christians to whom
he addresses his epistle, “ elect according to the jforeknowledge
of God the Father.” Why here the word “foreknowledge”
should not retain its original and usual signification, we can-
not see. '

But we are told (Lehre und Wehre) 1880, p. 198 sq., that
“the most recent and, as is universally acknowledged, most
versed and clever philologists” (die allerneuesten und aner-
kanntermassen gewiegtesten Sprachforscher”) are opposed to
our interpretation of “proginosko.” And who were these?
Hofmann and Cremer are mentioned. Since when the for-

. mer, notoriously the most fantastic and arbitrary commenta-
tor of the New Testament among all modern “ Lutheran”
and “believing” exegetes, also in regard to the philological
side of interpretation—since when he is such a model of a
philologist, we do not know. Nor would Lehre und Wehre have
given him such praise, if he had not, in this one essential and
most important point of its doctrine of predestination, chanced
‘to give them some support. We do not acknowledge von Hof
mann as an authority in such a question. We, indeed, never
imagined or heard that he was a philologist (* Sprachforscher”)
at all. The second of these model philologists is Cremer. Him
we can, in a certain sense, acknowledge as such. But if he i
an authority to Lehie und Wehre in regard to ¢ proginosko»"
why not also in regard to “eklegesthai’="‘elect ?” Here it
‘repudiates his “ philological ” teaching, while it there sets it
‘Up a3 an authority. For his teaching is in the one case just
as “ philological ” as in the other, or rather just as little.

And’ what, now, is the new wisdom brought forth by
these model philologists who entirely cast into the shade
such men as Meyer and Philippi? Hofmann says, and Lehre
und Wehre adopts his statement as its own : *“ True knowing is an
appropriating doing, hence such an one as has for its object
knouledge of, or connection with, something that is related or
akin” (“ein_aneignendes, also Bekanntschaft mit Verwandtem
bezweckendes Thun.”) This, then, according to that model phil-
ologist, von Hofmann, is the true meaning of “yada” or “g"
osko.””  When, therefore, Christ says, “1 know my sheep,” this
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is thus to be understood, “ I appropriate my sheep, hence I aim
at becoming acquainted or connected with them as creatures that
are related or akin to me.” If you comprehend and understand
this, my dear reader, we may proceed, and learn what “ pro-
ginosko” means. It is quite easy and intelligible! Here it is:
“It is a doing that has directed itself to an object of knowledge,
before it existed, so as to appropriate it, a doing that has, in
advance, made it the object of a knowing, just as something
related and similar is known” (“ein Thun, welches sich auf
den Erkenntnissgegenstand, ehe er war, aneignungsweise gerich-
tet, ihn tm Voraus zum Gegenstande eines Kennens, wie man
das Verwandte und Gleichartige kennt, gemacht hat”’ And
Cremer says: “ Proginoskein (to know before) denotes the divine
ginoskein (to know) as existing already before its appearance in
history, in the divine counsel of salvation; the union of God
with the objects of His counsel of salvation, which union is al-
ready contained in such counsel, and therefore already existing
before the execution of the latter.” (“Prog. bezeichnet das goettliche
gin. als schon vor seiner geschichtlichen Erscheinung im
goettlichen Heilsrathschluss vorhanden, die in dem Heils-
rathschluss gesefzte, demgemaess schon vor seiner Vollziehung
vorhandene Verbindung Gottes mit den Objecten desselben.”)

We have not now time or space to follow or criticise the
application of these definitions by Lehre und Wehre, but must
leave this to every reader who is interested in it. Only ifhls
question we will yet append: Supposing, but not conceding,
the above signification of “ proginosko,” as it is given by Hof-
mann, Cremer, and Lehre und Wehre, were tenable, could (?Od’
according to His holiness and justice, in eternity enter into
such a union with any man without presupposing and fore-
seeing in him the merit of Christ accepted by faith? Could
God enter into such an intimate relation with any man with-
out this man’s pleasing Him? And could any man please
Him without faith (Heb. 11, 6)? We will close our already
Somewhat lengthy article by paraphrasing the passage-whoile
two most important expressions we have hitherto considered.
According to our conception the sense of Rom. 8, 28-30, 18
this: « we know that all things work together for gOOd to
those who love God, and therefore truly believe in Christ and
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are the children of God, and this because they are called ac-
cording to God’s .purpose. For according to this purpose
(Eph. 1,10 sq.) He has already in eternity foreordained them,
as those whom He already in eternity in grace knew as His
own beloved and loving children, to be conformed to the
image of His Son also in regard to glory (as well as they here
on earth have to partake in His afflictions), in order that He
may have many brethren and companions in His glory. And
those whom He already in eternity has foreordained thereto,
those He in time leads now thereto upon the only possible
way, preordained by Himself, viz. He calls, justifies, and glo-
rifies them. And to these belong also those that are men-
tioned, v. 28, viz. those that love God. Consequently no
affliction can do them any real harm; on the contrary, all
must work together for their good. For the purpose, accord-
ing to which they are called, is immutable.”

IS ELECTION ABSOLUTE, OR IN VIEW OF FAITH?

Translated from Dr. H. G. Masiug’ “Brief View of the Difference be-
tween the true Ev. Lutheran and the Reformed Doctrine.””*

VII QuestioN. Whether Election took place from eter-
nity, according to the arbitrary will and absolute counsel of
God—without respect to faith and to the merits of Christ?
The Lutherans say Nay; The Reformed say Yea/

That God, according to His mere will and pleasure, re-
gardless of faith founded on the merits of Christ, did elect
certain men, has ever been a persistent doctrine of all the
Reformed, who bind themselves to their symbolical Books
and subscribe to the Canons of the Synod of Dort. And

* This excellent little work was published in 1691 at Copenhagen,
where the author was court preacher and professor, and where he died
in i709. Dr. Walther said of the book, years ago, in Lehre und Wehre that
it is the best of its class among the older works, and that “as well on
account of its earnestly mild spirit of truth in love as on account of the

clearness and solidity of its proofs it is far preferable to many other
simlar works.”
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though some indeed admit that gracious election did not take
place entirely regardless of the merits of Christ and of faith,
still they do not mean that God from eternity elected those
of whom He foresaw that they would believe and accept the
merits of Christ, but that He elected some few according to
His purely absolute will, that they might believe in time.
Hence they do not look upon faith as conditioning the elec-
tion of grace, but merely as a necessary result of such election.
Concerning which see Canons of the Synod of Dort, pp. 342 and
524. Molinzus in Synod Dordac. Sess. 141 p. 936. dryly says:
“Iknow of no election of grace with respect to faith, whether
faith be placed as a cause of election, or as a preceding con-
dition. God did not elect us because we believe, but that we
might believe. (Deus non eligit nos ex fide, sed ad fidem.)
Massonius part 1. C. 42, p. 1514: “Because faith is the gift of
God, therefore He did not foresee it in us, and base His elec-
tion upon it.” And that we may see, more clearly still, the
opinions of the Reformed, I will quote the words of the Hei-
delberg Cat. p. 577, were it reads as follows: “ Why does Goa
elect one before the other, Isaac before Ishmael, Jacob before
Esau, when they are alike depraved by sin?” The answer
immediately follows: “We can show no reason except qu’s
good pleasure, will, design, and because it so pleases Hm;.
See Rom. ix, 15,16, 18,21. ‘I will have mercy, &c. And it is
but just that we should exclaim with the apostle, Rom. xi,
33: ‘Oh, the depths of the riches,’ &c. See also Exodus
xxxiii, 19; Matt. xi, 25-26, and xx, 15; Luke xii, 32; John
v,21, and xv, 16, 17. Eph. i, 5. ‘Having predesf:mated us
unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ to Himself, ac-
cording to the good pleasure of His will’; v. 9-11 and chap. 2,
8” Soon after the question is asked in the Explan. of the
Heid. Cat.: “Is not a something in the elect, a respect to
faith, or obedience, or conversion, or perseverance, or Some-
thing of the kind, a cause, or a preceding condition, upon
Wwhich God elects?” Answer, Nay/ Acts xiii, 48: “And 8s
many as were ordained to eternal life believed.” Rom. vii,
30; Eph. i, 3-4; 2 Tim. i, 9. “Who hath saved us and called
U8 with a hol 11i not according to our works, but ac-
1th a holy calling, 5 : on U8
¢rding to His own purpose and grace, which was leenh
in Christ Jesus before the world began.” From this the
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reader will again see, that this verily is the doctrine of the
Reformed.

The passages however which they adduce we shall soon
answer, after having first substantiated by God’s Word the
true doctrine.

PROOF OF THE LUTHERANS.

The Lutheran doctrine is this, according to the Secrip-
tures: That God indeed has compassion upon all men, that
Christ died for all, that the means of grace are likewise offered
unto all, but that God has also foreseen who would believe in
Christ and persevere in such faith unto the end ; these He has
determined for Christs’ sake to save, and these are they
whom the Scriptures term the elect. But those of whom God
foresaw that they would willfully remain in impenitence and
unbelief unto the end, He resolved to punish, on account of
this their impenitence, with eternal damnation, and these
are they whom we term reprobate.

From this then we see that God has rejected none out of
absolute hate and an unconditional decree, but on account of
unbelief; and that He, on the other hand, has elected none
out of mere good pleasure and will—but with respect to faith
in Christ Jesus.

That now election did not take place regardless of any
consideration whatever, but with respect to faith in Jesus
Christ, we prove by the following passages and reasons.

1) Eph.i,4.5: God “hath chosen us in Him (Christ)
before the foundation of the world.” If we then are chosen
in Christ, then are we not chosen without faith, for whoever is
without faith is not in Christ, but out of Him. If we are
chosen in Christ, then we are chosen in consideration of His
merits, for without the merits of Christ we are out of Him.
Verse 5 reads: « Having predestinated us unto the adoption
of children.” The adoption of children however is founded
on the faith that apprehends Christ, as St. John teaches,
chap. 1, 12: “But as many as received Him, to them He
gave the power to become the sons of God, even to them th*’:t
believe on His name;” so also Ephes. i, 5, God ¢ predestl”
nated us by Christ Jesus to Himself, according to the good
pleasure of His will.” The good pleasure, however, of God by
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Christ Jesus includes faith. For thus saith our Savior, John
'vi, 40: “And this is the will of Him that sent me, that every
one which seeth the Son, and believeth on Him, may have
everlasting life.”

2.) 2 Thess. ii, 13: “God hath from the beginning chosen
you to salvation through sanctification of the Spirit and be-
lief of the truth.” Here behold it explicitly stated, that we
are chosen through belief of the truth. See also James ii, 5;
Titus i, 1.

3.) 1Pet.i, 2; Rom. viii, 29, it is stated that we are pre-
destinated according to the foreknowledge of God. But what
else did God foresee in us, than faith ? (For our good works
bad no merit in His eyes, but “the just shall live by his
faith.” Habak. ii, 4.)

4) Heb. xi, 6. “Without faith it is impossible to please
God.” In election God hath now had pleasure in some before
others: hence He assuredly must have foreseen faith in them;

5) By grace God “hath made us accepted in the Be-
loved,” Ephes. i, 6. But the grace of God finds no room with
sinners, as long as satisfaction has not been rendered to the
righteousness of God: therefore is all grace founded in Jesus
Christ; and hence it follows, that election did not take place
without Christ, but in Him, and in consideration of His mer-
its apprehended by faith. Had God chosen any one unto
eternal life, without respect to any satisfaction whatever for
sin, which Christ has rendered and .grants us through faith,
then would the righteousness of God have been violated, for
this suffers no sinner to be received into favor without satis-
faction. But that which the sinner has not in himself he
finds in Christ, as the propitiation for our sins; and appre-
hends by faith the ransom in His blood ; and in consideration
of this, election took place; yea, by virtue of the righteou§-
ness of God it could not have taken place otherwise. For if
God, without violation of his righteousness, regardless of the
Merits of Christ, could have chosen to life, then He also could
have saved men without the merits, sufferings, and death of
His Son, and Christ’s sufferings would not have been necessfn‘y-

6.) Finally, we may likewise note this incontrovertlb}e
conclusion : The same cause that induces God to save men in
time, likewise induces Him to save, that is elect them, from
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eternity. Now God, however, does not save men in time
simply on account of His good pleasure, but through faith in
Christ ; therefore He must likewise, on account of faith in
Christ, have chosen them.

The first member of the above proposition is certainly
correct ; for as God in time acts, so He beforehand determined
to act, and He could not otherwise have determined to do
than He does, since He is unchangeable in His being and
will. The second member, that God in time saves men
through faith in Christ, is equally evident: Mark xvi, “He
that believeth shall be saved!” It therefore follows, that God
elected with respect to faith.

OBJECTIONS OF THE REFORMED.

We have above, from the Explan. of the Heid. Cat., cited
the principal objections of the Reformed, which we shall now
briefly answer:

1. Objection. Rom ix, 15-18, we read: “I will have
mercy on whom I will have mercy. Therefore hath He
mercy,” etc.

Answer. This passage is not opposed tous. God certainly
has mercy on whom He will. “And this is the will of Him
that sent me, that every one which seeth the Son, and believ-
eth on Him, may have everlasting life,” says Christ. John
vi, 40. It is true, no man merits God’s mercy, no man with
works can acquire God’s grace ; but it therefore does not fol-
low that the grace of election should exclude faith as well a8
works. On the contrary, God hath chosen none from eternity,
of whom He has not foreseen, that they would persevere in
faith unto the end.

Yea, sayest thou, man of himself cannot believe, God
must give him faith,

Answer. True; and therefore God also gives the means
of faith; but man can reject such means and resist the Holy
Spirit, as, alas! most men do. But concerning the words,
“He hardeneth whom He will,” it has already been showt
above, how these words are to be understood ; and when it 18
here stated, “ He hardeneth whom He will,” it does not follo¥
that God, according to His antecedent will, or mere g
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pleasure hardens any one; but He, according to His conse-
quent will and righteous judgment, withdraws His grace
from the evil and obstinate. As to the example of the potter,
the conclusion is this: Hath a potter power out of one lump
to make a vessel unto honor and another to dishonor, then
should not God have power to break the vessels of wrath ?
(which He did not prepare, but which became vessels of wrath
by their own wickedness and Satan’s power,) and yet He en-
dures them with much long-suffering, v. 22. Here we find
not a single word indicating that God, ex absoluto decreto,
according to His mere good pleasure, chooses one and rejects
the other. Here it does not state that God fits a vessel of
wrath, but that He endures the vessels of wrath with much
long-suffering. Were God Himself to make the vessels of
wrath, then they would be no vessels of wrath, or worthy of
punishment ; for at that, which God Himself makes after His
own good will, He cannot be angry, nor can He punish it.
But because the whole 9th chapter unto the Romans is so
badly abused by the Reformed, we shall more fully consider
it further on, and clearly set forth the true meaning of the
apostle.

2. Objection. Rom. xi, 33, reads: “O, the depth of the
riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God; how un-
searchable are His judgments and His ways past finding
out!” Therefore no cause can be shown in man, why God
elected the one and rejected the other.

Answer 1. The words of the apostle treat not of election
orof the work of salvation, not of the revealed will of God,
but of God’s hidden will in His divine judgments, which of
course i unknown to us. But in that which pertains to the
work of salvation, God has assuredly revealed His. will, con-
cerning which Christ says, John xv, 15: “All things thatI’
have heard of my Father, I have made known unto you i
and Paul, Acts xx, 27: “For I have not shunned to declare
unto you all the counsel of God.” The counsel of God how-
eVer consists in this, Mark xvi, 16: “He that believeth shall
be saved, but he that believeth not shall be damned.” Ac-
¢rding to this, then, the apostle’s exclamation does not refer
® the will of God concerning our salvation, (much less to an
absolute decree, for he declared in verse 32. that God has
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mercy upon all) but to the hidden will of Ged in His holy and
unsearchable judgments. 2. By this, however, we would in
no wise deny that in the particulars of the divine vocation
to man, there are many things incomprehensible to us. For
example, why God has called this one in a more glorious
manner than the other, shows more favor to one people than to
others. Here we must truly lay our hand upon our mouth,
but at the same time confess, that God hath appointed suffi-
cient means of salvation unto all men, and that He in elec-
tion and reprobation kept in view who would accept and who
would reject these means.

3. Objection. Ephes. i, 5: “Having predestinated us
unto the adoption of children by Christ Jesus to Himself, ac-
cording to the good pleasure of His will,” verse 9-11; chap. ii,
8; 2 Tim. i. To which they also add: Exod. xxxiii, 19;
Matt. xi, 25, 26; xx, 15; Luke xii, 42: John v, 21, etc.

Answer. We do not deny, that God predestinated us ac-
cording to the good pleasure of His will. We however have
learned from the Scriptures what His good and gracious will
is; namely, as Christ says, John vi. 40: “This is the will of
Him that sent me, that every one which seeth the Son and
believeth on Him, may have everlasting life.” We reverse
the argument; because election took place according to the
good pleasure of His will, therefore it did not take place with-
out respect to faith, since “ without faith it is impossible to
please God,” Heb. xi, 6; and only those please Him who are
in Christ Jesus, as the beloved Son, in whom He is well
pleased, Matt. iii. 17. In addition to this, since it is said in
the above ¢ited place, that we are predestinated unto the
adoption of children, therefore predestination in no wise took
place regardless of faith, because the adoption of children is
only through faith. If election took place according to faith,
then it did not take place at random—according to a blind,
inconsiderate decree.

But, they say, what was not, God could not consider in
graclous election; human faith now did not yet exist, when
He from eternity elected, therefore God could not have looked
upon faith.

. Answer.  Although faith is not yet actually present, still
1t was as it were present unto God’s foreknowledge. There-
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fore Peter says: “Elect according to the foreknowledge
of God,” 1 Peter i, 2. Even as the elect themselves were not
yet present, when God elected them before the foundations of
the world were laid, so also not their faith; however, they,
as well as their faith, were present unto the foreseeing eye of
God.

4. Objection. It is said, Acts xiii, 48, “As many as were
ordained to eternal life believed.”—Hence, say they, is faith
not a cause or condition of election, but on the other hand,
election is the cause of faith, faith being rather the necessary
result.

Answer. 1. In the above quoted words not a letter is ad-
verse to us, for we willingly grant that those who are elected
unto eternal life, certainly become believing in time; but
we likewise teach that God from eternity saw their faith, as
Paul teaches, Rom. viii, 29. 80; “ For whom He did foreknow,
(namely as such who would perseveringly believe,) He also
did predestinate,” call, choose, justify in time. 2. The
words: “As many as were ordained to eternal life” may
likewise read: As many as stood in the order of thé means of
salvation, and accepted such means, who resisted not the
divine order, but received the word with joy. Such ordained,
or such as obeyed the order of God, are opposed to those who,
verse 49, rejected the word and counted themselves unworthy
of eternal life.

5. Objection. In 2 Tim. i, 9, it is stated that God saves
us “not according to our works, but according to His holy
burpose and grace, which was given us in Christ Jesus before
tEhe world began.” Hence He elected us without respect to
aith.

Answer, Although God, in His gracious election, did 'not
look upon our works, He nevertheless did look upon faith;
even as also in justification we are not justified by the wqus
of the law, but by faith in Christ Jesus. As God justifies
none in time except through faith, so also He has elected none
except in view of faith.

_ 6. Objection. If God in gracious election had looked upon
faith as a motive for election, then man would have elected
?hriSt, which is opposed to the words of Christ, John xv, 16,
“Ye have not chosen me, but I have chosen you,” and against
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1 Cor. iv, 7: “Who maketh thee to differ from another, and
what hast thou that thou didst not receive ?”

Answer: Did we teach that God, in gracious election, had
looked upon our works and merits as a meritorious cause,
then this objection might have some weight; but since faith
is not our work nor our merit, but the gift of God, therefore
the praise of election redounded to God alone, who by grace
adopted us to sonship; and as we in justification, in which
God saves us through faith alone, have nothing whereof to
boast, as though we had preferred ourselves, so likewise all
our glorying vanishes, though God in election did look upon
our faith; for faith founds itself not upon us, but upon the
merits of Christ.

Tue great Lutheran theologian, Dr. Leonard Hutter,
writes as follows :

“ Do you therefore state that God has elected men with respect to
Joreseen faith 2 What else should I state, when the Holy Scrip-
tures with exceeding clearness declare the truth? The apos-
tle affirms, Eph. 1, 5, that God has predestinated us unto the
adoption of children. But now Christ gives the power to
become sons of God, not to those who have been born of blood,
or the will of the flesh, or of the will of man, but of God, i. e,
according to the interpretation of John, those ‘who believe
on His name.” John 1, 22. Hence the Savior, describing
the elect, says: ‘Neither pray I for these alone, but for them
also which shall believe on me through their word.’ John
17,20. ¢God hath from the beginning chosen you to salva-
tion through sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the
truth” 2 Thess. 2,13. In 1 Tim. 1, 16, the apostle speaks of
the elect as those ¢ which should hereafter believe on Christ
to life everlasting” ¢Hath not God chosen the poor of this
world, rich in faith? James 2, 5. Hence the Epitome of
the Form of Concord correctly infers that God in His eternal
counsel has decreed to save none but those who confess His
Son Jesus Christ, and truly believe in Him. Form. Cone., Sol
Dec. 11, 67.” Comp. Theol. Art. 13. qu. 27.
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Missouri teaches that God elected unto faith, not in view
of faith, those whom He purposed to save. If this meant
merely that God seeks lost souls and through His appointed
means works the faith in those who believe, as He desires to
work it in all, no objection would lie against it. No Lutheran
denies that whenever a soul has been led to believe, the faith
was wrought by God alone. But what is meant is that God
by His eternal decree of election singles out those whom He
purposes to save, and that in regard to these He unalterably
decrees that they shall believe. He selects from the ruined
mass certain individuals, and these, Dr. Walther says, “ghall
and must be saved, and no others.”” The doctrine of our
great theologians, that God foresaw the faith wrought by the
means appointed for all men alike, and that the decree 'of
election pertains to those who thus stood before His omnis-
cient eye as believers, according to the revealed rule, “ He
that believeth shall be saved,” is rejected, and for it is sub-
stituted the doctrine that God, according to the good plegs—
ure of His will, selected some whom he chose to save and in
Whom accordingly He resolved to work faith. The dc?cree of
election is placed before faith, as well in foresight as In fact,
and is declared to be the cause of faith. Missourians deny,
Indeed, that they, like the Calvinists, teach election to be
absolute, because they place the redemption first, as the
ground upon which alone any soul could be saved. But

Practically the difference is not great between saying that
18
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God selects certain individuals whom He is resolved to save
and whom therefore He redeems, calls, justifies and glorifies,
and saying that God selects certain individuals from the re-
deemed race whom He is resolved to save, and whom He
therefore calls, justifies and glorifies. If election is unto faith,
and all consideration of man’s conduct over against the grace
when offered in time is rejected as synergistic error, the
govereign will of God must determine all. He who is chosen
unto salvation must become a believer, and He who is not
chosen cannot be saved.

It is worthy of earnest inquiry whether such a theory
does not materially change the doctrine which our church,
in plain accordance with Holy Secripture, has ever taught in
regard to the necessity of faith unto justification and salva-
tion. The Missourians have repeatedly protested that they
do not teach an election without faith, although their lan-
guage is not always assuring. They allege that when God
elects an individual to salvation He also resolves, at the same
time, to give that individual faith in Christ. Without such
faith, they are willing to say, no one can please God. So far
it is well enough. But that does not yet settle the matter.
If God can, without any consideration of the appropriation
of Christ by faith, decide that a person shall infallibly be
saved, so that he is elected to salvation before, in the eye of
God, he possesses faith, the decree of election being the cause
of his faith, the appropriation of Christ cannot be a neces:
sary prerequisite for salvation, as it was not a necessary pre-
requisite for the election to salvation. Dr. Walther virtually
admits the correctness of the argument when he says: “The
doctrine, according to which God ordains sinners to salva-
tion without Christ and without faith, certainly does over-
throw the whole Gospel of Christ, without whom there is 0o
salvation, and of faith, without which there is no good pleasure
of God in men.”* Missourians do not indeed say that election
took place without any regard to Christ. They expressly say
that we are predestinated in Christ. But they give themselves
no little trouble to make it appear that this scriptural ex-
pression does not mean that those who are elected were seen
in Christ by faith. Their view is rather this, that the whole

* Lehre u. Wehre, Vol. 27, 857,
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human race was redeemed by our blessed Lord, and that in
virtue of this redemption it was possible to save those whom
God pleased to elect—to save all, indeed, if He had been
pleased to elect all. When we maintain that God could
definitely and infallibly declare only of those who did not
pertinaciously resist the grace of God unto salvation, or, as
our dogmaticians generally express it, who, by the grace of
God, were led to believe in Christ, they denounce us as syner-
gists. The fundamental thought which runs through their
publications is that God by His sovereign authority deter-
mines who shall be saved, and therefore who shall be made
believers, and that every appeal to the fact that men have
something to do with the matter, according to our Lord’s
words, “ Ye would not come to me that ye might have life,”
is Pelagian error that detracts from the glory of God. But if
God, independently of any opportunities that may be given
to men to resist the Holy Ghost or by grace to receive Christ,
and thereforc merely by His sovereign will, determines
which of those who are alike redeemed by the sacrifice of
Christ shall be saved, the appropriation of Christ, though it
follows upon the decree of election, is not necessary to salva-
tion, hecause it is not a prerequisite to the infallible ordina-
tion to salvation. If God can promise and infallib’y guaran-
tee eternal life to onc who is yet in his eye an unbeliever,
there is nothing to hinder His bestowal of eternal life upon
that unbelicver, even though he should remain in his unbe-
lief. He is already justified in God’s sight when God de-
clares that He shall and must be saved. According to the
Scriptures he is doomed to die. Grace may be offered him
to salvation, as it is the will of God that all should be saved,
but the promise of eternal life is only to those who believe.
To unbelievers as such only death is declared. *He that bfa-
lieveth not is condemned already.” John 3,18. Christ did
Indeed bear our penalties and redeem our souls from death,
but not in such wise that all or any are thus freed from con-
demnation without faith. “God so loved the world that He
8ave His only begotten Son, that whosoever .bel,ieveth in
Him should not perish, but have everlasting hf?.’ John.3,
}6.' \.,Vithout the faith that appropriates the merits of Chx:xst
1 is impossible to please God.. If He guarantees sal vation
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to an individual, that individual must have all that is neces-
sary to salvation. If He guarantees salvation to one who is
yet an unbeliever, faith is not necessary to salvation. He is
in the decree of God saved already, and the claim that faith
must be bestowed can be put forth only to meet the require-
ments of Scripture, which, if God decrees that souls that
are yet in unbelief shall be saved, have lost all meaning, and
remain but a form. Justification by faith becomes justifica-
tion by the arbitrary will of God, who resolves to save or
‘ot to save whom He pleases, even though it be taught that
He leads to faith those whom He has befme resolved to save,
and who therefore before possessed everything that in His
sight was necessary to salvation.

The words of Luther are well worthy of close attention
in this connection. He says: “Others entertain different
thoughts and thus explain the words: ‘Many are called,’
that is, God offers His grace to many, ‘but few are chosen/
that is, but He bestows His grace upon few, because few are
saved. That is indeed an ungodly interpretation. For how
would it be possible, if one thus thinks and believes, that he
should not on this account be an enemy of God, whose will
alone is the fault that not all are saved?* But when this
opinion it compared with that which is entertained when
we have first learned to know Christ, it will be found to be
nothing but satanic blasphemy. Therefore the sense of the
passage, ‘ Many are called,’ is quite different. For the preach-
ing of the Gospel is general and public, for any one that
wants to hear and receive it; and God provides for its gen-
eral and public proclamation that every one may hear, be-
lieve and accept it, and be saved. But what takes place"
What the Gospel afterw'trd states, ¢ Few are chosen,’ that is,
but few so conduct themselves towards the Gospel that God
can be well pleased with them ; for some hear but do not
heed it; some hear but do not keep it, and are unwilling to

# That the Missouri doctrine is, or at least was recently, that which
Luther here so earnestly condemns, must be evident to every unhiassed
person when he reads in the minutes of the Northern District of the
Missouri Synod of 1868 the words: “The pure doctrine of predestind-
tion is such that reason is shocked at it, and cannot judge otber¥ ise
than that God is a dreadful fyrant.”
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make any sacrifice or endure any suffering for it; some hear
it, but care more for money and goods and the pleasures of
this world. But this does not please”God, and He does not
accept such people. This Christ calls not being chosen, that
is, not so conducting themselves that God could have pleas-
ure in them. But those are chosen persons that are well-
pleasing to God who diligently hear the Gospel, believe in
Christ, show their faith by good fruits, and suffer on this
account what is laid upon them.” Those who please Him
God elects. “But without faith it is impossible to please
Him.” Heb. 11, 6. Only of those that believe has God de-
clared that they shall be saved. Justification and salvation
are by faith. But this whole doctrine is overthrown when it
‘is taught that God, prior to the contemplation of the sinner
as a believer and without any regard to faith, selected an in-
dividual from the mass of condemned sinners and decreed
his salvation. Such a person must have had, before his sal-
vation could be unalterably decreed, all that was necessary
in God’s sight unto such salvation; and as faith was not yet
present in the divine view, but the election was that of a
sinner unto faith, the appropriation of Christ’s merits by
faith could not be a prerequisite to eternal life. The only
place that faith can occupy in such a system is that of a
stage through which the saved must pass on their way to
glory, just as they are appointed unto good works and' tribu-
lations. In such a theory faith has no more to do with our
salvation than works; both are required, and for both provi-
sion is made in the chosen ones; but that which determines
the individual's salvation is only the divine election, made
without consideration of faith as well as of good works.

Tt is only an effort to mislead the unwary when the ery
s raised that grace is disparaged when stress 1s laid upon
faith as indispensable to salvation. There is no such oppo-
sition between grace and faith as there is between grace and
merit or works, because faith is the only means .of appropri-
Ating the only merit which can avail for our justification.
“By grace are ye saved, through faith; and that not of your-
selves; it is the gift of God: mot of works, lest an{l I:::;
Sm’\mdbis'&” Eph. 2, 8.9. In these words the apostle

* Werke, Erl. 2, 85. 86.
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before us a truth of vital importance. Any doctrine that
ascribes the salvation of the soul to man’s power or merit
undermines the Gospel and gives to man the glory which be-
longs to God alone. Divine grace and human merit are oppo-
gites. If we are saved by grace, it cannot be by our merit;
if we are saved by our merit, it cannot be by grace. Hence
if our salvation is the gift of grace alone, the glory of it be-
longs to God alone; if it is by merit, the glory belongs to
man who has merited that salvation, and in the degree in
which he has merited it. Grace is God’s unmerited favor.

But it is necessary to observe that the opposition is not
between grace and faith, but between grace and works. The
apostle does not say that we are saved by grace and not by
faith, but “by grace are ye saved through faith.” It is “not
of works, lest any man should boast.” The argument is: “If
by grace, then it is no more of works; otherwise grace is no
more grace. But if it be of works, then it is no more grace;
otherwise work is no more work.” Rom. 11, 6. If God be-
stows His gifts upon us by His gratuitous favor, we cannot
have merited them by our works; for what we have thus
‘merited cannot be bestowed upon us gratuitously, that is,
without any claim on our part. But if the gift is imparted
because of our meritorious work, it cannot be bestowed by the
mere unmerited favor of God; for if it were, the work could
not be the means of securing it. If God bestows salvation
gratis, He cannot bestow it because, on account of our works,
He owes it tous. But that which is said in regard to the op-
position between grace and works is not said and does no
hold with regard to grace and faith. Thiswill be clearer still
if we look at the apostle’s argument in another passage. He
says: “If Abraham were justified by works, he hath whereof
to glory; but not before God. For what saith the Scriptures?
Abraham believed God, and it was counted to him for right-
eousness. Now, to him that worketh is the reward not reck-
oned of grace, but of debt. But to him that worketh not, but
believeth on Him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith i
counted for righteousness.” Rom. 4, 2-5. Abraham was &
man of many virtues and might well be called a just man.
But in the best case that would give him something to glory
in before men. Before God he could have no right to glorys
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since the Lord sees imperfections and blemishes in the best
of human works. That which was counted to him for right-
eousness was not his work, but his faith. If it had been his
work, then it would have been a mere act of justice, not of .
grace and mercy, to pronounce him justified. The reward
would have been a debt, and he could justly have claimed it.
But it was of grace, not of debt, because his faith, not his
work, was counted to him for righteousness, inasmuch as that
faith embraced the promised Messiah with all His righteous-
ness acquired for man. Justification is by faith in the re-
demption which is in Christ Jesus, and therefore can not be
by human work or merit, but is by grace. That is the ground
of the sinner’s comfort in view of sin and death and the judg-
ment. He can do nothing to render himself acceptable in
God’s sight and must, so far as he fixes his gaze upon his own
powers, be in perpetual dread of death. But as he holds to
the perfect righteousness of Jesus by faith, he has the assur-
ance that there is no condemnation to him, since the blood of
Jesus cleanses him from all sin.

There is nothing plainer than that the Son of God came
into the world to save our whole lost race, and that those ac-
tually are saved who believe on His name. They are saved
by the faith which apprehends the merit of Christ and makes
it their own personal possession,so that they have that right-
eousness which avails before God. The rest are not saved
becausge they have not believed on the name of the on?y be-
gotten Son of God, and therefore have nothing wherewith to
appear before Him but their own unrighteousness, on account
of which they are already condemned. This is the l?urden of
all Scripture teaching. Salvation is secured in Christ for fa,ll
men, but it is a treasure which only those possess and realize
who believe. “He that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved, but he that believeth not shall be damned.” Mark 16,
16. “This is the will of Him that sent me, that every one
Which seeth the Son and believeth on Him, may have ever-
lasting life.” John 6, 40. It is needless to multiply texts In
Proof of a doctrine which is set forth on almost every page C:i
Seripture, but it is needful to bring this doctrine cleif.l'ly an ”
fully before the mind in order to form a correct estimate o

¢ theory brought to view in Missouri publications. Espe-
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cially should it be observed that the doctrine of salvation by
faith is set forth as the opposite of salvation by human work
and merit. We are saved through the merit of Christ, not
through our own merit; that which avails for us before God
is our blessed Savior’s righteousness, not our own; and this
merit and righteousness are ours by faith. Hence salvation
by faith excludes all creature merit and cuts oft all boasting
on the part of the sinner, as it is salvation through Christ
alone and therefore by grace alone. “Now the righteousness
of God without the law is manifested, being witnessed by the
law and the prophets, even the righteousness of God which is
by faith of Jesus Christ unto all and upon all them that be-
lieve; for there is no difference: for all have sinned and come
short of the glory of God, being justified freely by His grace
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom God
hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in His blood,
to declare His righteousness for the remission of sins that are
past, through the forbearance of God: to declare, I say,at this
time His righteousness, that He might be just, and the jus-
tifier of Him which believeth in Jesus. Where is boasting
then? It is excluded. By what law? of works? Nay, but
by the law of faith.” Rom. 8, 21-27. It is precisely the fact
that salvation is wrought out by the obedience of our Savior
as our substitute under the law, fulfilling all righteousness
for us and bearing the penalty of our transgression, and that
this salvation is through the righteousness of another, which
is imputed to us by faith, not through our own righteousness,
that all merit on our part and therefore all reason for boast-
ing is excluded. “The promise that he should be the heir of
the world was not to Abraham, or to his seed, through the
law, but through the righteousness of faith. For if they
which are of the law be heirs, faith is made void and the
promise of none effect : because the law worketh wrath; for.
where no law is there is no transgression. Therefore it is of
faith, that it might be by grace; to the end the promise
might be sure to all the seed ; not to that only which is of the
law, but to that also which is of the faith of Abraham.” Rom.
4, 13-16. The apostle argues that the promise cannot rest
upon any merit secured by man under the law, because if
mmen are saved by their own righteousness, the righteousness
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of faith apprehending Christ in the promise is set aside and
the promise is made of no effect; for what need could there be
for a gracious promise of salvation in Christ, without any
merit of ours, if we could have a righteousness of our own
under the law, the impossibility of which, moreover, is mani-
fest from the fact that the law only condemns us as trans-
gressors? “Therefore it is of faith, that it might be by grace.”
According to the Scriptures there is not only no opposition
between grace and faith, as there is between grace and works,
but there is such a relation between them that the one always
implies the other. If salvation is by grace, it must be by
faith, which alone embraces Christ’s merits, so that we can
be justified without any merit of ours; if it is by faith, which
puts on Christ and appropriates His righteousness, it must be
without any merit of our own and therefore by grace.

Unquestionably, if faith itself were represented as a work
which carries with it, by its own inherent virtue, the right-
eousness which avails before God and secures our justification
in His presence, the whole representation would be unscrip-
tural and false. We cannot persuade ourselves that the Mis-
sourians have any thought that our old theologians had any
such belief, and we are sure that they have had no reason to -
impute such notions to us. When they reject the doctrine of
our Lutheran theologians, that election is in view of faith,
they do so in full view of the fact that faith is always re-
garded as embracing Christ, and that the question is not
Whether a soul must by its own strength believe and thus ac-
quire some righteousness of its own before God can decree its .:‘
salvation, but whether Christ must first be embraced before ‘
God can look upon a person as His child and heir. .Whent
the Scriptures say that a person is elected unto sonship a.nd
the eternal inheritance, so that such elect person must in-
fallibly inherit everlasting life, the question is whether it 18
trie that “as many as received Him, to them gave He power
to become the sons of God, even to them that believe on His
name,” JOhn ]_’ 12, or Whether this or_der must berevelsﬁd:—ﬁo
that God from eternity elects His children and in such elec-
tion singles out those who shall accept Him and believe o
His name. The latter Missouri sets forth as the gospel and

thus undermines the doctrine that only when the righteous:
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ness of our blessed Savior is made ours by the faith of the
operation of God can we be justified and saved.

That the doctrine of justification by faith is thus placed
in jeopardy is plain to the view. According to God’s re-
vealed order of salvation He cannot eternally save the soul
that has not the righteousness of Christ, which is appropri-
ated only by faith. But the Missouri doctrine of election
claims that He selects those whom He designs to save, and
infallibly decrees their salvation, without any foresight of
faith. The divine declaration, “He that believeth shall be
saved,” is translated into the proposition, He whom God
Pleases shall and must be saved. True, it is admitted that
whom He pleases to save He pleases to save only in the way
of faith and holiness. But He has determined to save them.
That, when His omniscience looks out into time, He may see
some stubborn wills resisting the Holy Ghost, is not to be
taken into account. Dr. Walther insists that it is synergis-
tic to maintain that any “consideration of man’s conduct in
reference to the grace and salvation offered” precedes the de-
cree of election. If his mind had not been unduly warmed
and warped by the heat of controversy, he would no doubt
see that in his anxiety to make us appear synergists he
blocks up his own way of escape from Calvinism. What if,
when the means of grace are brought to men, some of the
elect, whose conduct in reference to the grace offered was not
taken into consideration in the formation of the decree,
should be among those of whom the Savior says “ye would
not?” Of course they could not be, it will be answered. But
why not? Does the decree of election render it impossible for
any one to whom it pertains to resist? So say the Calvinists.
Missouri does not like the language; but when it declares
that election takes place without any consideration of man’s
conduct in reference to the grace and salvation offered, what
is left but that God determines who among the lost shall be
saved and who shall not? The baldest Determinism is thus
involved in the Missouri theory, and the doctrine that we
are saved by grace through faith apprehending the merits of
Christ is changed into the doctrine that we are saved by the
absolute will and almighty power of God.

Dr. Walther says: “As little as, e. g. the doctrine that the
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call is not given intuitu fidei conflicts with the doctrine of
justification by faith alone, but as truly, on the contrary, as
these two doctrines, notwithstanding that the call does not
take place intuitu fidei, are in the fullest harmony with each
other and the one rather presupposes and confirms the other,
—so little does the doctrine that election does not take place
intuitu fidei conflict with the doctrine of justification by faith
alone, but so surely are these in the fullest harmony with
each other and presuppose and mutually confirm each other.”*
That sounds well and seems reasonable. =But it is deceptive.
Certainly no one would think of claiming that the gospel
call is given in view of faith, whether foreseen or actual.’
When one is called it is that he may come to Christ. He is
called to salvation, and that not because he is a believer, but
that he may come to faith and by faith be saved. So one
may be elected to become a believer, and by faith be led to
everlasting salvation. The analogy seems perfect, and the
case seems decided against the intuitu fidei. But only hasty
readers who do not reflect are misled by such pretended
analogies where none exists. The cases are totally unlike,
and the whole thing is a tissue of sophistry. Let any reader
consider a moment and this will be apparent. The call
to faith and salvation is not intuitu fidei. Why? Because
the call is designed for all men, and is an act of God by
which He would bring all men to that which is designed for
all. One may be called, but reject the call and be lost.
Faith is not necessary in order to be called, because the call
i§ meant to bring them to that which is necessary for salva-
tion, and many are called who are not saved. The call
makes no distinction among men; it is universal; and one
need not have faith to be one of the human race whom God
calls to salvation. Is the same true of election in the sense
In which Dr. Walther uses the word? If so, we have-no con-
troversy with him. As soon as he grants that election, like
the call, embraces all men, we shall grant at once ﬁl,’.?f-f»'--}»'-‘
th_a,t sense, election can not be intuitu fidei, simply because
faith is not necessary in order to be a man. But when he
%2ys that election embraces only a comparatively small por-
tion of the race, and maintains that all the elect, and no
\_

* Lehre ung Wehre, Vol. 26, 353.
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others, are saved, a Bible reader can not help asking the
question: Why does God make such a difference between
men who are alike under condemnation by nature and alike
redeemed by the blood of Christ? Why does He elect one
and not the other? And he finds in his Bible the answer
that “he that believeth shall be saved, but he that believeth
not shall be damned.” The believer shall be saved, the un-
believer shall not; hence the believer can, according to God’s
_revealed plan, be elected to salvation, the unbeliever can not.
"God can not, without reference to faith, secure to a man by
an irrevocable decree a thing which, according to His own
Word, is not obtainable otherwise than by faith. If faith
alone obtains it, faith must be in a person, either in fact or
in foresight, before God can unchangeably ordain that it shall
be his. A foresight of faith is not necessary to call a man,
because the call does not imply any decision of the question
whether the called person shall be saved or not. He may
pertinaciously resist the call and be lost. Whether he shall
be saved or damned is, humanly speaking, yet to be de-
cided—because, though he has not in himself the power to
_believe, he has the power to resist, and the call is the means
which leads to the decisioi. "Many are called, but not all the
called are chosen. How then could faith be necessary in
order to be called? But with election the case is entirely
different. It does mot refer to all; it applies only to those
who shall infallibly be saved. But only those shall infallibly
be saved who believe in the Lord Jesus Christ. According
to the divinely revealed plan salvation is by faith alone.
How then could God decree that this or that man shall infal-
libly be saved without regard to the faith which He Himself
declare to be absolutely necessary to salvation? We know the
Missouri answer. God can choose unto salvation whom He
pleases, and give faith to whom He chooses. But the Bible
teaches that He wants to save all men and that whosoever
believeth shall be saved. He will justify and save no one
but the believer, because no one else has the righteousness
that can avail before Him. A called person may be lost, and
therefore does not, in order to be called, need the faith which
1s absolutely necessary to salvation; an elect person is 00
whose salvation God has decreed, and He could not have de-
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creed it in opposition to His own revealed purpose that only
«he that believeth shall be saved.” Dr. Walther is acute
and learned; we have been accustomed to regard him as
honest and earnest; but his fallacy, whatever may have led
to it, is transparent. The unbelieving sinner may be called
and still be lost, and therefore there is nothing inconsistent
with the gospel plan of salvation by faith in saying that
faith is not necessary as a prerequisite; but the unbelieving
sinner can not be elected to the infallible attainment of that
salvation from which unbelief excludes, and therefore there
is a contradiction to the Gospel in saying that he can be
elected without any regard to faith. It is merely Calvinistic
error to say that God determines first who shall be saved and
then executes His decree in spite of all resistance. And even
this refuge does not save the doctrine of justification by faith,
as Dr. Walther himself admits.

Rightly considered, there is a close analogy between the
relation of faith to justification on the one hand and to elec-
tion on the other, not a great difference, as Dr. Walther would
have us believe. God can not declare the individual per-
sonally justified without reference to faith, because faith is
the only means by which man can appropriate the only
righteousness which avails before Him. Without faith he is
condemned, notwithstanding the general justification pro-
claimed to all men in the Gospel, which he has not appro-
priated. Faith is indispensable to his personal and actual
justification. But as God cannot justify the condemned in-
dividual without first bringing him to faith, so that he may
possess the righteousness which forms the only groun(! of. his
Justification, so He cannot elect an individual, that is, irre-
vocably determine that such an individual shall and must be
justified and saved, without regard to that which He Him-
self has declared to be necessary for such justification and
salvation, and which He has not arbitrarily declared so, bl{t
which is necessary to render it possible, according to His
whole revealed plf;n of salvation. If God can elect.a person
to salvation, so that such person’s salvation is infallibly
Secured by the election, without reference to the question
‘Yhether he has embraced the merits without the appropria-
Yon of which salvation is impossible, He can also'save that
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person without any reference to this question. Who shall be
saved and who not can then no more be decided by the rule,
“He that believeth shall be saved, but he that believeth not
shall be damned,” but must be decided by the arbitrary will
of God, which chooses to save one and does not choose to save
another. Look at it from what side we may, the Missouri
theory always leads to the same uncomfortable point where
the bad odors of Calvinism sicken the soul.

Our great dogmaticians have therefore uniformly argued
t that because faith is necessary to justification the foresight
' of faith must also be necessary to election. Thus Aegidius
. Hunnius wrote in the year 1597: “The eighth proof is
drawn from a comparison of the decree of predestination
confirmed from eternity and the execution of the same in
time, namely thus: God in His decree of predestination
from eternity determined to save none other than those
whom He saves in time. But He saves only believers in
Christ. Therefore also in that deeree of predestination He
did not decree or determine to save, or what is the same
thing, to predestinate to salvation, any others but believers
-in Christ Jesus.” That prince of scientific theologians, John
Gerhard, writes: “ Without Christ no one is predestinated.
_Sinful men, without taking their faith into consideration,
are without Christ. Therefore sinful men, aside from the
consideration of faith, are not predestinated. Hence, as St.
Paul says that God has chosen us in Christ, Eph. 1, 4, so he
says that God has chosen us through faith, 2 Thess. 2, 13, be-
cause we could not be predestinated in Christ. except in
view of faith apprehending Christ. Without faith it is im-
possible to please God. . . . Justification, which takes place
in time, is a reflection of the predestination which took
place before all time. We are elected, justified, glorified in a
certain order. We are justified in the order of present faith;
we are glorified in the order of persevering faith; therefore
we are predestinated in the order of future faith which is to
be conferred and which is foreseen.” Our principal theolo-
gians with one accord insisted that as justification and salva-
tion could not take place without faith, so there could be n0
decree of God either that any one should be justified or saved
unless he had faith.
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Dr. Walther .argges that if faith is not the means of -ap-
propriating election, it cannot be necessary to election at all.
Again he is dealing with paralogisms. Must we deny, e. g.
that faith is necessary to renovation, because renovation is
not a thing to be appropriated? Is it false to say that faith
is necessary to receive the-adoption of sons, because the
adoption of sons is not an object which the hand of faith can
grasp? Or, as we are elected to sonship and Dr. Walther
maintains that election does not presuppose faith, so that he
might charge us with begging the question when we assume
faith to be necessary to sonship, must we say that faith is not
necessary to eternal glory in heaven, since eternal glory is
not a present object which the hand of faith can seize and
enjoy ? Those who possess’Christ and His tighteousness are
heirs of all their Father’s wealth, and as children receive
many a blessing which is not directly appropriated by faith,
but of which the righteousness appropriated by faith is the
necessary condition, so that they cannot have it unless they
are believers. We appropriate Christ’s merits by faith, and
these merits entitle us to the mansions in our Father’s house,
so that we cannot reach these without faith, although they
are not, like Christ’s righteousness, objects to be appropriated
by faith, unless this be understood merely potentially. But
precisely that is the case with election. It cannot, in its
strict sense, be directly appropriated, because, like glorifica-,
tion, it is an act of God with reference to particular persons.
Noone can be glorified without faith. Where eternal glory
i promised, it is not absolute, but under the condition of
faith which” appropriates Christ. Without this no one can
Please God or enter heaven. If it were spoken of absolutely,
it could be only on the supposition that the condition has
¢ither in foresight or in fact been fulfilled. He shall infalli-
bly be glorified who dies in Christ. So he is elected to eter-
val glory who, in the omniscience of God, is one who 18
known as a believer to the end. God can not, without a con-
tradiction, make the eternal glory dependent upon the pos-
session of Christ’s merits, and then infallibly decree that
tertain persons shall be glorified, without any reference a? a}l
 the question whether they are in possession of Christ®
Merits or not,  Faith is necessary, in the mind of God, to pos-
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* gess the treasures of salvation, and He cannot, without first
doing away with His order, decree from eternity, independ-
ently of all consideration whether a man has faith or not,
that any man shall have all these treasures. To say that He
will save whom He pleases and elect whom He pleases to
such salvation, and whom He pleases He will not elect, is to
preach another Gospel than that which we have heard, and
which declares to us that “He that believeth shall be saved,
but he that believeth not shall be damned.” Whether elec-
tion is an object to be appropriated by faith or not, no one
can be saved without appropriating Christ, and hence no one
can be decreed to be infallibly saved without regard to the
question whether he has appropriated Christ or not. It isa
simple sophism to say that election can not be appropriated,
and therefore God can determine to save a man without ask-
ing whether He by faith embraces Christ or by unbelief re-
jects Him. The attempt to screen the theory from Christian
reproach by saying that God will provide that the person
elected shall be brought to believe, may seem to some a good
way of escape, but it only shows the Calvinistic cloven foot
which Lutherans abhor. God has provided for the salvation
of all men,and decreed that whosoever believeth shall inherit
everlasting life. It is subversive of this precious Gospel of
universal grace in Christ to teach that God has antecedently
decreed the salvation of only a small portion of mankind who
are called the elect, and that these are necessarily made be-
lievers because God has determined to save them. That
limits to a few what the Gospel extends to all, and declares
these few heirs of heaven without faith either in foresight or
in fact. Such a doctrine of election makes justification by
faith a mere appéndage to the divine decree which deter-
mines all, and which leads the favored few to faith as it leads
them to holiness, not because it is necessary to salvation, but .
because God pleases thus to lead them.
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THE LUTHERAN DOCTRINE OF ELECTION: ITS
SCRIPTURAL EVIDENCE AND PROOF.

BY REV. P. EIRICH, HOBOKEN, N. J.
ARTICLE I

The boast of New Missouri has been long and loud that
their novel doctrine of election is the doctrine of our Sym-
bolical books, and is plainly, explicitly, and to the letter
taught in the Bible, and that they believe, teach, and confess
it, because the Bible teaches it. It has, therefore, already
been raised to the dignity of an article of the pure doctrine
and of a test of a “reiner Lehrer” and all who deviate from it
are declared and denounced as Synergists and Pelagians of
the grossest sort. Prof. Walther is claimed by his adherents
to have been a kind of second Luther to the Lutheran
Church, who dug out the pure gold of this doctrine from the
colossal mountain of rubbish which our pious and great dog-
maticians had heaped upon it. These men were great, it is
thought, but our American Luther is greater still. The
Formula of Concord, it would thus seem, was drawn up and
adopted only to be misunderstood and misinterpreted, as not
a single writer of eminence can be shown since that time
who found the Missouri doctrine taught there. They are
considered to have all been wrong and, as Prof. Pieper words
it, “to have made confusion a principle in their interpretation” of
the Formula, by holding that it treated of election in a wider
and 1 narrower sense. Thus the dark ages again settled
down upon the Lutheran Church and continued uninter-
ruptedly for three centuries, till Dr. Walther dispovere@ the
new doctrine, as he had already succeeded in discovering a
new doctrine of usury, but had let it drop and be forgotten,
Perhaps hecause it was found that the churches would mg.ke
A vigorous resistance. And to show that the mew doctrine
Vas the doctrine of our last symbol, writers were ap pealed to,
who flourished prior to its adoption—a novel method,'surely.

or this very Confession states that it was drz}wn up 1n or-der

10 remove e conflicting articles, concer ning which the theologians

o the Augsburg Confession had disputed for many years and somé
19
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had erred, and grievous controversies had arisen,” (Muel. 392)
“controversy had commenced and our theologians had not always
expressed themselves in the same way.” " These loose and erring
utterances were seized upon with a vim—utterances that
were often not in keeping with the sound doctrine which
their authors really held, and were used to show, that the
new doctrine was the doctrine of the Lutheran Church at
that time!!

After, by this legerdemain, the new doctrine had been
foisted upon the Formula of Concord and upon our sainted
forefathers, who till their dying gasp contended against it in
their whole teaching, and the memories of their legitimate
successors had been outraged by the attempt to convict them
of fundamental error, the shout went up, that this new doc-
trine was also the clear and explicit doctrine of the Bible,
and that we must believe it, because it is there taught. The
Waltherites claim that their fight is a fight for divine truth
and for God’s Word. But the proof has so far been wanting,
or where an attempt has been made to furnish it, it was done
by maltreating the Scriptures, by putting them on the Pro-
crustean bed of human prejudice and doing violence to their
literal meaning. But the attempt even has not kept pace
with the wild and senseless boasting, much less has the per-
formance. For where is it expressly said in the Bible, that
faith comes from election, that the Holy Ghost in conversion
also overcomes and removes wilful resistance, that God could
convert all men, but from some unknown reason chooses not
to do it—that the reason why some men are converted, and
others not, is simply because God removes wilful resistance
in some and in others He does not—that He bestows larger
measures of grace upon some than upon others, etc.? Where
are these and other similar things which New Missourians
now hold, set forth? Not a shadow of proof has been fur-
nished for any of them. And yel they are all boldly declared
to be Bible truths and parts of the “reine Lehre,” just as the
Papists claim their tenets to be contained in the Bible, being
slow, however, to adduce the evidence. Indeed, the St. Louis
men’s reticence in producing the proof and their inordinate
boasting of being in possession of it, makes the whole thing
look suspicious, and stamps it as an imposition. But this i

1
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the bitter fruit and. legitimate result of almost implicit trust
in human authority. When the new doctrine was first
broached it produced consternation even in the Missouri
Synod, but now the ministers have one after another wheeled
into line. In the absence of argument the terrorism resorted
to at Fort Wayne had its effect. O that the admonition of
the immortal Wynecken had been heeded when he wrote:
“Away with all saints from the Church, whether living or dead.”

And, surely, if the St. Louis men were right they would
have convicted the Lutheran Church of having held and
taught fundamental errors for the space of three centuries
and since the completion of its Confessions, and would have
shown that she is not the true visible Church of God on
earth, for which Dr. Walther once furnished proof. But, alas,
what a change! Once there was an apostacy which ended in
an immoral scandal, now we have one with a doctrinal error
in that body. How sad and distressing! Let the reader join.
us in prayer that this infatuation may cease!

This apostacy has lately cropped out fully, as was to be
expected that it would, and as Prof. Loy in his introductory
article in this Magazine predicted, that namely the new doc-
trine, if adhered to, would revolutionize our whole theology.
It was formerly argued and still is, when it serves a purpose,
that the reason why God did not elect all men, did not elect
those that perish, was simply because they would not believe,
and this seemed to give the new doctrine a fair appearance,
and to divest it of its most objectionable features. But, of
course, this was only feathers and show. For if faith comes
from election and has election for its cause, how cquld any
believe without and prior to election, so that in election tpey
had to be rejected because they had no faith? If the object
of election is to give men faith, how can any man be ex-
pected to believe before he is elected? Hence, this talk
about men not being elected because they believed not, was
only an artifice, and an attempt to mislead those who WI}I
ot think and who know not the Scriptures. For_ where 18
this said in the Bible that God elects to faith? Will the 5t
Louis men point out the passages? It is not there. What tlf
there is that God has elected us unto salvation through i?;wil
ﬁattwl" 2Qf3the Spirit and belief of the truth. 2 Thess. 2, 15.

oy 4 O,
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But that this non-election on account of the want of
faith in those that are lost has no real place in the new sys-
tem, has become evident from their explicit declarations.
Thus Dr. Walther quotes Koerner with approbation, who
says: “His (God’s) judgment, in consequence of which God elects
this man and saves him, but does not elect another and save him, no
man in any way can fathom, or search out with his ability” (Be-
leuchtung, p. 41.) Furthermore, “When it is asked, why God
does mot convert all men through His Holy Spirit (which He cer-
tainty could) we are to say with the apostle: How unsearchable,
etc.” And we could quote pages from his writings to the
same effect. Let it be understood then, that Dr. Walther ex-
pressly teaches, that we do not know why God did not elect
all, and does not convert and save all—the matter simply
lies with God. We only ask, does not the Bible tell us why
men are not converted? and does it make their non-conver-
sion dependent upon God’s not acting, not converting them?
Past. Stoeckhardt cites Augustin approvingly from Gerhard:
“In heaven we will know, what ¢s now hidden, why God elected one
and reprobated another.” Lehre und Wehre, 1881, p. 375. Again:
“The judgments of God are hidden, why he converted Paul, but
did not convert Caiphas, again accepted fallen Peter, but left
Judas to despair.” (P. 374) Mr. Kaehler remarks: “Is
there a moment in conversion, if only like a lightning flash,
in which the subjectum convertendum is in a neutral state and
can decide for or against converting grace?’ And he denies
both, not only that man can decide for, but equally that he
can decide against converting grace, although he says in a
note that men can decide against grace, which, however, seems
only to mean, against grace in general, but not against con-
verting grace. It is, read in the light of his system, only put
there as a ruse to beguile the unwary. Lehre und Wehre, 1881,
p. 186. Dr. Walther writes: “In this way they (his oppo-
nents) imagine . . . that they can maintain with good reason
that the difference, why some are converted and others not, why
God has elected some and others not, is found in man, namely,
in the last instance, in the free decision of man’s will, not i
God alone.”  (Lehre und Wehre, 1881, p. 411.) Let it be under-
stood then, that Dr. Walther teaches that the cause Why
some men are not converted and not elected lies in God alone. AS
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this was always implied in his new doctrine, it is now also
clearly set forth. Thus he has taken the last step to Calvin-
ism. That he tries to cloak this horror, which makes God re-
sponsible for men’s perdition through their non-conversion,
is exactly what all Calvinists have always done. They teach
that God decreed to reprobate men on account of their sins.
(See Note 1.)

The St. Louis men will doubtless say, that some of these
quotations are from old orthodox writers, and that if they are
Calvinists, those men must have been such likewise. But
that is not the case. A stray passage of this kind, whilst
their whole system was evangelical, does not make them Cal-
vinists. But the St. Louis men build their whole theory
upon such stray, isolated passages. And that is a different
thing altogether. We see, Dr. Walther understands Luther
now, when he says that it comes from election as to who
should not believe and not obtain forgiveness of sin,although
some time ago he did not, as he confessed. And ere long we
expect to see Luther quoted also, when he remarks: “The
eternal divine will of majesty according to His purpose passes
by, rejects, and damns some.” (De Serv. p. 135.) “Thus He
(God) does not desire the death of the sinner according to the
will which He has revealed in His Word, but He desires it
according to His hidden, unsearchable will.” (De Serv. p.
128) We say, we expect to see such stray utterances, made
when the great Homer nodded, quoted to prove Luther an ad-
vocate of the St. Louis doctrine, although Luther a thousand
times taught the opposite. But these other passages do not
suit just now—especially not that in which Luther says that
the shibboleth of Missouri, Rom. 11, 33, does not refer to
election at all.

Let it then be borne in mind: The reason why the ma-
jority of men are not converted and saved, according to Mis-
souri teaching, lies in God. He could convert them all ac-
tording to the revealed plan of salvation, but from some
unknown reason does not. In some men whom I.Ie desires
to convert, He removes wilful resistance to cqnvertmg glmc;}
bUF in others He does not, although ‘He could just a8 we‘l i e
this is not the very marrow and substance of Calvl:;-l;'
teaching, we would like to know what is. And how axer-
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ently Dr. W. taught formerly! In hisChurch Postil (p.91) he
says: “Our reason cannot conclude otherwise than that, as all
men are equally corrupt by nature, and God must work all
good in them in its beginning, progress, and completion, the
cause must be in God, if some men are not converted or do
not persevere unto the end. God cannot desire it. But what
sdys the Bible? The Lord declared to the inhabitants of
Jerusalem, when they refused to turn to Him, Jerusalem,
Jerusalem, ete. ... ... Observe that the reason why the in-
habitants of Jerusalem were not converted is not that Christ
had not the will that they should be converted, but that they
refused. For, although all men are equally sinful by nature,
and God must remove their resistance from them, yet no one
is now lost on that account; for when God brings His Word,
He also brings His Holy Spirit to take away natural resis-
ance ; but those who not only oppose this natural resistance to
the influence of the Holy Ghost, but resist wilfully (hart-
naeckig) and pertinaciously, God Himself cannot help. For
God will force conversion on no man—a forced conversion is
no conversion.” It will be observed that according to Dr.
Walther then, God could not convert such men, but he tells
us now that he can. How great the lapse from the truth
formerly confessed !

And only a short time ago, Dr. Walther published Baier’s
Dogmatics with notes, in which the following paragraph oc-
curs (p. 439, Berl. Ed.): “ We must distinguish between mal-
cious repugnance (which some term morose, voluntary, habitual,
pertinacious) and natural, which by some is called inborn. Of
these the latter flows directly from the corrupt nature of man
and is common to all mortals. But the former results from
the guilt and acquired deeds of particular men and has been
contracted by voluntary malice, and is greater and more per-
tinacious in some and in others becomes less and less pertr
nacious, as the acquired malice itself varies. The natural
repugnance in conversion is gradually diminished by gracé
connected with the Word of God, and then overcome, and,
strictly speaking, does not itself hinder conversion. But the
other, as malicious resistance, which s superadded to the natural,
as it is not equally common to all the unregenerate, s men
can abstain, from it by the powers of their free will, or, if they ™
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not now abstain, after the vicious habit has been contracted,
yet before, if they had been rightly educated and habituated
to virtue they could, to a certain extent, have kept free from
it.” We see, that the very thing, that man, namely, can ab-
stain from wilful resistance, for saying which we have been
called a Rationalistic Synergist, was taught by Baier and we
may say by Dr. Walther, who lately had his work repub-
lished with notes. Besides, the expressions, permitting our-
selves to be converted, to allow fuith to be given us, etc., which Dr.
Walther now declares grossly Pelagian, he uses times without
number in his Postil. If we are now Synergists, we have
been taught so by the Professor himself. And if he does not
retract these his former statements, and continues to teach
what he now does, he will force men to doubt his honesty.

We also cheerfully and openly confess, that whilst we
hold all men to be by nature equally sinful, corrupt, and
dead in sin, unable to do anything good in the sight of God
and to contribute anything toward their conversion, we also
hold that they can hinder it by wilful resistance, and that
whoever resists it wilfully is not converted, as long as he so
resists. We shall abide by the Formula of Concord, what-
ever Missouri may do, which declares that the reason why
many are called, but few chosen, is not that God would not
have all men to be saved, but that they either will not hear
God’s Word at all, but wilfully despise it, so that God cannot
perform His work in them, or, if they have heard it, again
cast it away. (Epit. XI. §12.) A man must have lost his
senses, or must be ignorant of the meaning of terms, who
denies this. The cause, then, why some men are _not con-
verted lies not in God, but in man’s wilfully resist%ng con-
verting gréce. If this is Synergism we are Synerglst§, .and
all the prophets and apostles, as also Luther and our dlvu.xes
generally, were Synergists. But if we are ask.ed why, with
the same sinful heart, one man wilfully resists and thus
makes his conversion impossible, and another does not, w’e
reply that we cannot explain it. We only know that God’s
grace is alike rich over all, but that some men, for some to
us unknown reason, wilfully resist converting grace and are
not converted, whilst others do not, and are converted. This
was also the doctrine of St. Louis formerly, as we have seen,
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though it is now reprobated and denounced. Verily, error
eateth, as doth a canker. The St. Louis chariot, having once
reached the inclined plane, has irresistibly rolled downward
into the Calvinistic abyss, which, however much they may
try to cloak it, as Calvinists have alway~ done, makes God
the author of man’s perdition. The apostacy seems complete.
(See note 2.)

After these somewhat lengthy preliminary remarks we
shall endeavor to show in the following, that the New Mis-
souri doctrine, as it signalizes the falling away of its votaries
from the pure Lutheran doctrine, is unscriptural throughout,
runs counter to the analogy of doctrine, destroys the comfort
of the Gospel, and does defiance to the passages especially
treating of election. Before entering upon the discussion of
the subject in its scriptural aspect, we will fivst state it in the
form of a few theses, taken almost literally from the Formula
of Concord, and then subjoin the Biblical evidence and proof.

IL—God in His eternal counsel and deerce determined to
redeem the Auman race, and reconcile God through Christ, who
by His innocent suffering and death procurcd the righteous-
ness that availeth with God and cternal life for us—for all
men. Sol. Decl. § 15.*

IL—He also in His counsel decreed to ofter, present, and
distribute to us (to all men) these merits and benefits of
Christ through His Word and Holy Sacraments and thereby
to beget faith in their hearts. S.D.§ 16. 17.

III.—He furthermore decreed to justify, graciously tore
ceive, to adopt as His children, and to confer eternal life upon
all those, who, by sincere repentance and true faith, would
accept Christ, and to damn those who would repudiate the
Word, resist the Holy Spirit, and continue therein. . D.
§ 18 and § 40.

1V.—The former, those who would believe unto the end,
“as election foresees and foreknows the salvation of the elect)” S-D:

*That the expression of our Confession * be redeemed” means, th,at t
should be done, appears from the fact, that God only decrees future thing®
and not things of the past. And the “ us,” spoken of in this and the o
lowing paragraphs of the Formula, refer to the human race mentioned 12
the first clause of § 15; for otherwise the redemption of the human race
and the procuring of righteousness and eternal life for the elect woul
be two separate things,
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§ 8, as God “decreed to justify and give eternal life to all those who
by faith would embrace Christ,” S. D. § 40, and as men become
“wvessels of honor, elect, by purging themselves,” (2 Tim. 2, 21),
S.D. § 82, God elected and predestinated unto eternal life,
through faith.

V.—The only cause which prompted God in the act of
election was His mercy and the merits of Christ, conditioned
by the requirement of faith, which He Himself in foresight
had fulfilled in His believers. 8. D. § 88.f

VI.—Election was made in eternity, before the world
began, before the founaation of the world was laid.

VIIL.—Election is unto obedience, the sprinkling of
blood, holiness of life, adoption, salvation, and is thus a
cause of our salvation by confirming and sanctioning the
final faith foreseen.

VIIL.—None of those elected unto eternal life can ever be
lost. They will all reach the end of their faith, namely, life
eternal, although they may fall from grace temporarily.

IX.—Christians should strive to obtain certainty of their
election, but this certainty is that of the promises of God, as
accepted and held fast by faith.

X.—Election is a doctrine of great comfort when rightly
used.

I, II. and IIL

The first passage which we will adduce in establishing
our first thesis is Acts 2,23. The same Jesus Christ, says
the inspired writer, whom the Jews with wicked hands had
slain, had been delivered “by the determinate counsel and fore-
knowledge of God,” as the English version gives it. The Sav-
ior’s crucifixion and death had not been compassed by human
craft and wickedness, the Evangelists would say, but was the
result of a predetermined counsel and of the foreknoiwledge of

+That faith was a condition of election appears from the Fo.rmula'
of Concord beyond all gainsaying, as it declares‘ that the doctnnf (_"
election greatly confirms the doctrine of justiﬁc?tlon. But. as the “uar-
ticulum justificationis™ (not merely justification) n?cludcs f.anb, and 1Tf‘r-
sonal justification follows faith, so must it be with el?ctlog, otherwise
the doctrine of election could not confirm that of justification. To ex-
clude faith from the former and allow it a place in the latter would
destroy the parallel and also the proof.
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God. The primary cause of the propitiatory death of Christ
included two things—God’s determinate purpose or counsel,
eternally formed, that Christ should become incarnate and
guffer and die to effect an eternal redemption, and His fore-
knowledge. The object of this foreknowledge is not expressly
stated and can therefore only be supplied from other portions
of Scripture. But as Christ was sent to redeem a fallen race,
to redeem sinners, we have reason to assume that this fore-
knowledge had respect to man’s fallen condition and needs,
from which that death should be a complete deliverance.
The inspired penman would then mean to say, that the
chosen purpose or counsel was not formed blindly or arbi-
trarily, but in connection with divine intelligence and with
a knowledge of the fall in Adam. This would be directed by
anticipation against the error, which all along the history of
the church has so extensively prevailed, that Christ would
have become incarnate and died even if man had not fallen.
But we willingly acknowledge that here, as in many passages
of Holy Writ, it cannot be positively determined what is to
be supplied. This, however, certainly gives us no right to
give a foreign or new meaning to the word prognosei.

But before we proceed we must institute an enquiry ith
the meaning of the word proegno and prognosis; for upon its
import the present controversy on the doctrine of electi.on
largely turns, the S$t. Louis men denying in toto, in the in-
terest of their novel theory, the correctness of our English
version, or that those words mean to forcknow, or foreknowl-
edge.

To refer to dictionaries or authorities in fixing the in*
port of the terms can render but little aid, as they are not
agreed among themselves, although the preponderance ¢
their number and weight of authority is largely in our favor,
who hold that the rendering in our English Bible of the words
1s correct. We maintain then, and shall presently prov®
that the above terms in the New Testament simply mesn to
foreknow, or Joreknowledge, and never anything else. Where
they seem to convey a different or fuller idea it lies not 10 the
words themselves, but in some attending circumstance™
either in the subject that foreknows, or in the manner 1
which a thing is foreknown. And these circumstances ™
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quire to be taken into account in ascertaining the meaning
of the terms in question. This will appear from the very
first step in the argument of our opponents, who try to show
that the words mean to foreknow with will and affection, and
are equivalent substantially to the words to choose, to elect, etc.
They say they mean this when predicated of God. We will
concede that God foreknows things differently from what this
could be said of man, even if man had the faculty of fore-
knowledge. For certainly God acts, works, loves, and knows
differently from human beings. But that by no means
changes the natural meaning of words predicated of Him,
otherwise no human language could apply to Him, and a
new language would have to be created with which to speak
of divine things, which, however, no mortal could understand
here below. But it has pertinently been observed that it is a
part of the Holy Ghost’s condescension to speak to man of
divine things in the frailties and imperfections of human
language, through which of course we can here only know
in part and as through a glass darkly. (1 Cor.13.) But this
language must be accepted and explained according to t.he
ordinary rules of lexicography and grammar. In determlx}-
ing the meaning of prognosis Prof. Graebner published an arti-
cle in the March number of Lehre und Wekre, 1880, which is a
curiosity in this line, and which goes to prove t!'lat Lehre und
Wehre is fast losing its prestige for sound learning and good
sense. He makes no effort to develop its import etymolc.>g~
ically, or to show from the passages where it oceurs what its
force of meaning must be. This seemed too tedious and la-
borious a way for him. He takes a short cut across the.ﬁelfls
and misses his goal completely. He finds that Christ in
Isaiah 40, 1, and in Luke 9, 27, is called God’s Elect, and th.at
the passion of Christ is represented as necessary ; he can dis-
cover no term anywhere else, which in the history 9{' the
Savior's sufferings corresponds to that term; and he jumps
to the conclusion that it must be found in Acts 2, 233 a.nd in-
deed in prognosei. He also sees that to render prognosis in this
passage by election makes sense, and m(?eed very good sense,
and he has made out his case. This is the kernel in his
bushel of chaff. o
We think it will be conceded that this is & new principle
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of Biblical hermeneutics. To give Prof. G. an opportunity of
testing his principle, as an expert, we would ask him to shoy
the exact words in the prophets where it is predicted that
Christ should be called a Nazarene. (Matt. 2. 23.) And the
idea that because Christ is called the Elect of God the word
prognosis in Acts 2, 23. must express it! Can there be any-
thing more arbitrary than this! Moreover, if election is
tantamount in meaning substantially to predestination, as it
is argued, why may not this clection of Christ be found in
the te orismene boule? Do we need anything more? And if
in self-contradiction to his whole argument, as far as there is
any, Prof. G. also takes the expression as referring to Christ,
in whom God is well pleused, as meaning the Savior's election,
it would follow that not only Christ was elected, but thatall
men are elected, as the chorus of angels sang at the Saviors
birth of the good will of God to men, to all men. Eudokia to
men here and eudokes in Christ there. No, such arguments
may satisfy at St. Louis, but certainly nowhere else!

Let us now direct our attention to Past. Stoeckbardts
series of articles in Lehre und Wehre. They are so extensive
that possibly some points may escape our notice, but we shall
try to find them all. He first calls attention to the historyof
the exegesis of the words prognosis and proginoskein. He
remarks that Luther translates the words by the German v
sehen where they refer to an cternal prerecognition of God.
The Formula of Concord, he adds, makes the same words to
mean, whom God has versehen, chosen, and ordained. But that
Luther, the Formula of Concord, and its contemporaries up-
derstood by the divine prognosis a counsel of the divine will,
he alleges has been shown previously.

We have ncither time nor space here to examine the
truth of this assertion as far as Luther and the Formul2 of
Concord are concerned, remarking only, in passing, that Li-
ther often uses predestination and foreknowledge as synory
mous, and so does the Formula of Concord, notwithstanding
the distinction there made between the two terms. It tra‘nS'
lates at least the term wversechen by praescientia. Chemnith
the main author of the Formula, in his Locis, vol. L,p3 :
translates the passages in which prognosis is predicat hoe
God by praescire, and then on the same page tells us what
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understands by praescientia, which he thus defines: Praescien-
tia vero simpliciter notitiam significat, et tam de bonis quam de
malis accipitur, b. e., praescience simply denotes knowledge,
and applies both to good and evil. The passages referred to
and in which Chemnitz translates prognosis by praescire are
Rom. 11, 2; Rom. 8, 30; 1 Pet. 1, 2 and 20, and Acts 2, 23—
the very passages in dispute. From this it will appear how
much truth there is in Past. Stoeckhardt’s assertion about
the contemporaries of the Formula of Concord’s understand-
ing of the word prognosis. Our later dogmaticians, it is
further stated, understood the terms in question to mean the
foreknowledge of God, adding as its object the conception of
faith. Some modern exegetes have followed them, as for ex-
ample Mayer and Philippi. But, observes he, “the most mod-
ern, clever and weighty have returned to the interpretation of
Luther and the Formula of Concord.” Hofmann and Cremer
are mentioned among these. And in a note it is remarked,
that even modern theologians who repudiate the doctrine of
personal election are yet constrained to acknowledge the true
meaning of the disputed word in their interpretation of cer-
tain clauses and phrases.

But this is utterly misleading. The very reverse is the
fact. For these “most modern theologians” construe the pas-
sages containing the word prognosis, or its equivalents in rela-
tion to election, as applying to the whole plan of salvation, and
to mankind as such, and hence the disputed terms must be
forced to mean “foreknowledge accompanicd by love, or an act of
the will” otherwise there would have been no motive for re-
demption. Evidently if the object of the prognosis be con-
ceived to be the human race in Christ, as these men take it,
the terms must be made to mean “that God put Himelf in lov-
ing relation with mankind in order to redeem them.” Tt is then
equivalent to: “God so loved the world, that He gave His
only begotten Son.” See Hofm. Schriftb., Vol. L, p. 237. Is
Past. Stoeckhardt so obtuse in understanding as not to see
this?

These authorities, then, do not weigh a feather. And
when Past. Stoeckhardt renders their term Heil.srathschlu&? })y
predestination, in his sense, in order to make these authgrmes
do service in his cause, he either ignorantly or wilfully
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makes himself guilty of a direct falsification. Heilsras.
schluss, in- the minds of his proteges, means something very
different from what he understands by predestination.  And
the object of these men in their interpretation is so palpable
that it has no weight whatever concerning the terms in ques-
tion. In reality, Past. Stoeckhardt is left almost without any
company in his strange exegesis among modern linguists,
but this does not discourage him—a new doctrine also re-
quires a new mode of interpretation. But to the law and
the testimony!

Past. Stoeckhardt is of opinion that it needs no long
argument to show, that the simple verb gignosketn in many
passages of the Bible means “a certain act of God towards cer-
tain objects, an act of God referring to certain persons.”
Hence, when it is said, Matt. 7, 23: *“/ have never known you,”
the Savior intends to say, | have never recognized you as
my own. "Now let it be noticed that in the construction of
the very first passage Past. Stoeckhardt finds it necessary to
supply a clause in order to make sense. But does it follow,
that by gignoskein God makes men His own, or not rather
that He simply recognizes a fact. For otherwise the Savior
would have made Himself directly responsible for the perdi-
tion of these’ workers of iniquity. He would then have
meant to say to them, that the reason why they perished
was simply that Fle had never made them Hix own by an ach
of His will. Will any Lutheran accept such an explana

"tion? God forbid! The recognizing ix the recognizing of 2
fact already existing, but not the making of that fact, as the
passage incontestably proves. Those wicked men perished
on account of their wickedness, and the Savior could never
recognize them as His own, beczuse they had refused to he
made His own through the means of grace. (See note 3.)

So John 10, 40:  “I know my sheep and am known of mané;
as the Father knoweth me, even so know I the Futher” Past.
Stoeckhardt paraphrases, “T know mine own, and they kno¥
me and love me as their shepherd.” But the reader woul
doubtless like to know where he getsall this. His 00
authorities go against him. Grimm defines the W?"d m
question: “To regard one as worthy of our fellowship an
love.” Past. Stoeckhardt seems to feel this. Hence he adds
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this must be understood to mean that God by this recogni-
tion makes and creates this worthiness. He thus manufac-
tures his authorities. It is just this addition that we cannot
accept. This is the point in dispute, namely, whether it is
a recognition simply of a fact or whether it brings this fact
about. And we cannot allow him to foist his meaning upon
his authorities and then represent them as holding his own
views. 1Cor. 8 3 we read: “If any man love God the same is
known of Him,” and Gal. 4,9: “Now ye have known God or rather
are known of God.” Past. Stoeckhardt again expatiates upon
the relation of God’s children to their heavenly Father and
says, they that love God are known of God, are accepted of
God, are received into His fellowship—which is all very true,
only that it is not expressed in the word gignoskein. Those
that love God are known of Him as His own; but how they
were made His, is said at other places, but not here. That
we read in words like these, “ye are the children of God by
faith in Christ Jesus” Gal. 3, 26. “But as many as received
Him, to them gave He power to become the sons of God, even to them
that believe in His name.” John 1, 12. To teach that God rec-
ognizes any one as His, His child or His sheep, without faith
in Christ, perverts the whole Gospel and is contrary to the
whole analogy of faith. Faith then becomes a performance
of God’s children, like every other good work, although it be
claimed that it is wrought by grace. This is the dreadful
heresy of this theory, that after the plan of salvation had
been divinely devised, God can be pleased with man and can
make Him His own by mere recognition and performance of
His will. It fails to see and make account of the horrible
and damnable nature of sin in the sight of God, whilst it
ever chatters of exclusive grace.

2 Tim. 2, 9 we read, “The Lord knoweth them that are His.”
Past. St. again enlarges, “this is the immovable ground upon
which our faith rests, that God has known, recognized and
made us His own”—which is all very well, only that it is
not all contained in the word gignoskein. And is it not enough
to be assured that God knows us to be His, His own—was
that ever mistaken ?! Of course, merely to be certified that
‘God knows who and what and where we are, is no comfort.
but to be assured that He knows us as Hix own is a source
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of great consolation. This meaning appears from the clause
following: “Let every: one that nameth the name of Christ, depart
from iniquity.” The apostle intends to say that no one can
deceive God—He knows His own, and because He knows
them and cannot be deceived, let the workers of iniquity de-
part from their sins! ,

From all this it is more than probable that the com-
pound of the word under consideration, consisting of - the
preposition pro and the verb gignoskein, means to foreknow
when God is the subject and man the object, but never, as
Past. Stoeckhardt contends, “that God in advance, and indeed
through this forcknowledge, has received certain persons as His own,
and appropriated them.” The idea of God making some His
own and accepting them as His children by foreknowledge is
adsurd. It is an “Unbegriff,” as the Germans would say.
But let us investigate the passages where the word in ques-
tion is claimed to have this meaning. ’

One is Romans 11, 2. Paul there writes, “ God hath not
cast away His pcople whom He foreknew.” Did Chemnits
translate correctly, when he says, quos pracscivit?  Past.
Stoeckhardt’s oracle declares, “The short, terse sentence,
whom He forcknew, shows that a divine act of the will is
meant.” But how the fact that the sentence is short can
show that a divine act of the will is meant, goes beyond our
comprehension. That would be a new rule of grammar, that
brief, terse sentences ¢xpress an act of the divine will. And
why, whom He foreknew, should be a relative idea and should
require the supplying of something, is also beyond our ken.
Neither can we see why the naked sentence, whom God fore:
knew, should make no sense. “We are also desirous of ascer
taining,” says Past. Stoeckhardt, “ what it is that God fore
knew.” Why! the passage tells you, we respond; only drop
your leather spectacles; it tells you, He foreknew His peo
ple. We may paraphrase: God has not cast away His
people whom He foreknew as His own. We need supply
nothing, however. The empHasis of the sentence is o0 a""mj
on His people, to which the relative refers. He fpreknf "
them as His people—never knew them in any other Yelatlo?
unto the end, in this respect. How can He cast them aw))
after He had foreknown them as His people? I8 not th1®



THE LUTHERAN DOCTRINE, ETC. 305

ground enough that He will nevercast them away? Does
God, who is faithful, ever cast His people away, whom He
had foreknown as such? God’s forcknowledge cannot err,
neither does He Himself destroy, what He has wrought and
foreseen. Indeed, God had chosen them, had made them His
people, etc.—this is said at other places, but not here. Does
Past. Stoeckhardt expect the apostle to say everything con-
cerning God’s relation to His people, and the manner in
which it was brought about, in every passage in which He
speaks of them ?! And why the divine foreknowledge can
not be a reason why God has not cast away His people, we
cannot even surmise. Past. Stoeckhardt must hold that that
foreknowledge might err. But what God has foreseen is just
as certain of coming to pass, as though He had predestinated
it. His foreknowledge is never at fault. Past. Stoeckhardt’s
quotations from Hofmann we will pass by, connected as they
are with his utterly erroneous notion of election as pertain-
ing to the whole human race.

1 Pet. 1,20. Christians are told that they have been re-
deemed with the precious blood of Christ as of a Lamb with-
out blemish, “proegnosmenou before the foundation of the world,
but was manifest in these last times for you.” Something
is here predicated of Christ, with whose blood we have been
redeemed, namely that He was praegnosmenou before the world
began. But Past. Stoeckhardt thinks that to translate fore-
known of God, the Father, is a most unsuitable rendering.
In his general analysis of the passage and context we agree
with him, but that is all. He only shows that his renderi‘ng
of proegnosmenou, by predestinated, gives a kind of sense, which
we do not deny. But it does not give as good a sense as to
render it foreknown, which is its proper meaning. Bengel, in
his commentary on the passage, hits the nail on the head
when he says: “Manifestati autem-prascientia penes solum deum
fuerat.” - That is the opposition here. Christ had only then
been manifested, made known to Peter’s readers, but to the
Father He had been known from eternity. Indeed, phanero-
thentos de requires this rendering. But suppose we translafe
the word here as Past. Stoeckhardt does at other places. We
would then obtain the singular idea, that God the Father

20
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had in eternity accepted Christ as His own, had made Him His
own. But he prudently here renders, had predestinated.

Acts 2, 23 is the passage of which we have already
spoken. Past. Stoeckhardt asserts, that te orismene boule kai
prognosei tou theou conveys but one conception, boule and prog-
nosis standing in the same relation. But that the two nouns
constitute but one idea appears not from the conjunction kas,
as he supposes, but from the predicate. Thus two very heter-
ogeneous subjects may be connected, when something in com-
mon is predicated of them. They may differ very much
in other respects, but agree in the one thing predicated of
both. In that case the predicate is in the singular number.

That the attribute orismene, as he holds, also qualifies
the prognosei, there is no evidence. There is no grammatical
necessity for so understanding it. Where two nouns are
joined together by kai, the attribute put in connection with
one noun is not always understood of the other, as he holds.
And on the ground of this his erroneous notion of grammar
be observes, “ that orismene prognosei, as fixed and predeterm-
inate foreknowledge, is a nonentity.” His argument is a
petitio principis. Only if prognosis means predestination, for
which so far he has furnished no proof, can the adjective oris-
mene also apply to prognosei. But this he must prove, not
take for granted. And his further remark, that otherwise
the object of the prognosis would have to be guessed at, is of
no force. Is it absolutely necessary that we should know it?
Is it not enough to be told that the deliverance of Christ
into the bloody hands of the Jews was not arbitrary, did not
take place without foreknowledge or intelligence, without
the foreknowledge of what would come to pass and what the
case of our lost race demanded? Does Past. Stoeckhardt
always alter the natural import of words where there is an
ellipsis and a word must be supplied? And besides, if the
counsel was simply that Christ was to be delivered into the
hands of the Jews, is it superfluous to say that it was als0
done in accordance with God’s foreknowledge—the foreknowl-
edge of the Jews’ own innate wickedness, that we might not
suppose God to have also predestinated that wickedness?
How necessary to say both, that Christ’s crucifixion took place
In consequence of a divine determinate counsel, and also of
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foreknowledge of God, as regards the wickedness of the Jews,
which was not predestinated. We may well say that progno-
sis cannot possibly have the meaning of predestination here,
and to so interpret it is to cramp and curtail the manifold
wisdom of God. O, when will men be content simply to learn
the wonderful wisdom of God’s Word, instead of forcing their
pet theories and contracted notions upon it! And let the
reader just think of it! The passage according to Past.
Stoeckhardt’s rendering reads thus: Christ was delivered by
a determinate counsel and prerecognition, acceptance, and appro-
priation. (P. 205). Prerecognition of what? of Christ?
Would that be a motive for His deliverance ? Or must we
supply a whole sentence? namely, “that God by an effective
act of His will had made His Son to become the Redeemer of
the world?” No, the simple statement of this interpretation
is its own overwhelming refutation. It needs no more. And
then this man boasts of clinging to the Scriptures, after he
has tortured and interpolated them! O, how often, in the
Church’s history, has such boast been made without even a
shadow to rest upon!

Rom. 8, 29. “For whom He did foreknow He also did
predestinate to be conformed to the image of His Son, that He
might be the first-born among many brethren.” Chemnitz
translates: “Quos praescivit, hos praedestinavit, vocavit, Justifi-
cavit.” Bengel gives it by “praenovit,” and observes: ‘“He
(the apostle) declares who these are, whom God foreknew;
namely, those that are conformed to the image of Hls Son:”
And if in predestination God foreknows what He Hlmself is
about to do, as then it says, we would have the idea, thz?t
whom God foreknew that He would call, justify, glorify, in
the ordinary way, and by the means of salvation, these He
predestinated. This is the doctrine declared in the Formula
of Concord, that election namely foresees and for:eknows the sal-
vation of theelect, and also is @ cause of it. But it all z?.mounts
simply to this: “ That whomsoever God. foreknew with final
faith, He predestinated,” only worded dlﬁ'erent_ly, ?.nd better
perhaps. Past. Stoeckhardt has some very whimsical obser-

vations on the passage in question. He says:i, “}iha: 1:? jirek.?r.:z
¢ one. is a sinqular expression.” And he thinksit 1
o awkward w ; If to translate whom

3 )
an awkward way of expressing ones se



308 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE,

He foreknew He also “ predestinated.” But we fear his taste
js over-refined. Has it ever occured to the reader that it is
an awkward form of speech to say: “I know this man, I
knew him before 2’ It is so far from being awkward, that there
is no other way of saying the same equally well. Neither
need we supply anything, or guess at what is to supplied,
and thus lose our foothold, as Past. Stoeckhardt thinks we
must, unless we translate, whom God had made His own by
an act of His will—made His own by an effective recognition.
Such a recognition is an absurdity; hence, as we have seen,
Past. Stoeckhardt was compelled to correct his own authori-
ties. If we recognize a friend, does that recognition make
him our friend, or does it not rather take notice of the fact
that he is a friend? And if God had already made us His
own by an act of His will, of what use would predesti-
nation be, as they are wont to ask at St. Louis? But God
makes men to be His own by an effective act of His will, and
then He predestinates them to be His own! Why, predesti-
nation, vocation, justification, and glorification would be
mere show and ceremony in that case! Will Past. Stoeck-
hardt accept this argument against his theory, which Prof
W. applies to the Lutheran doctrine of election in order to
make it seem laughable ?

Past. Stoeckhardt has two meanings for prognosis—one is;
to make & person one’s own by an effective will, and the other
is to elect, to predestinate, which in substance, he says, means
the same thing. If he is pushed to the wall with one mean-
ing, he quickly presents the other, and after the contest 15
over, he comes with his old assertion, that the two meanings
substantially agree. He is like a soldier who, when a charge
is made, drops out of ranks, but when his company return
from battle, quickly falls into line, as though he had always
been there. Not that we consider Past. Stoeckhardt a poor
soldier. He is not responsible for his misfortune. His col-
leagues, having gotten themselves into a hopeless posit}ons
where surrender would be honorable, have pushed him into
the breach to do impossibilities; and he has undertaken
them, without apparently being aware of it. .

Past. Stoeckhardt asserts that the parallelism of predestt-

nating, calling, justifying, and glorifying requires that progignos
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kein be also taken to mean an act of the divine will, which,
formed into a rule, would read, “that only words expressing
an act of the will can be joined together”—a new rule, cer-
tainly. St. Louis must have a new grammar by which to
get its new doctrine into the Bible. A sentence like this:
“My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and I give unto them
eternal life,” as our English Bible has it, is, according to Past.
Stoeckbardt, a violation of all grammar, because to know
does not express an act of the will and to give does! This is
too nice a distinction for us. So he remarks on Acts 2, 23,
that if prognosis means foreknowledge it ought to stand before
counsel ; we suppose for the reason, that logically we know
before we resolve. But will not Past. Stoeckhardt have to
correct the apostle when he says, 2 Tim. 1, 9, that God hath
saved us and called us with an holy calling, inasmuch as
calling comes logically before saving? We let the mere state-
ment of these curiosities suffice for their refutation.

But let us return to the passage itself, after this short di-
gression, noticing its context. A large portion of the chapter
in which our passage occurs, and immediately preceding it,
treats of the afflictions and sufferings that had fallen to the
lot of the Christians at Rome. The apostle tells them that
our salvation is by hope—we must hope for deliverance.
And these sufferings are light compared with the weight of
glory that is in store for us. Besides, all our sufferings must
work together for our good, who love God and are called ac-
cording to His purpose. * For whom He did foreknow, He
also did predestinate.” Now, if we translate proegno by fore-
know, does it accomplish what the apostle de31gr.xed, na:mel.y,
strengthen and comfort the Christians at Rome in their dis-
tresses? Most gloriously! For the apostle would tell tfhem
that God had foreknown them with all their surroundings;
had foreknown their conversion, faith, perseverance; hafl
foreknown them unto the end, and had in addition predesti-
nated it—them and their call, justification, etc. And Go@’s
foreknoweledge cannot err. He had foreseen them as Chris-
tians in their whole career unto the end, and upon that had
based their predestination, so that His foreknowledge and
predestination guaranteed their final success and triumph.
Could anything give them greater assurance! And yet the
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8t. Louis men tell us, that such an explanation robs this
passage of all its power of consolation!!

Such, then, as were the Christians at Rome God foreknew
—ag the context shows—and such He predestinated. And as
faith was that which distinguished them from the Gentiles
around them, it was certainly faith which God foreknew, al-
though the quos refers to those who in faith love God and to
whom all things work together for good, and, as Bengel says,
who are to be conformed to the likeness of Christ. Predesti-
nation, then, only pertains to the children of God. But all
this cannot be better expressed dogmatically than as our dog-
maticians have expressed it; namely, that election took place
ntuitu fidet.

1 Pet. 1, 1. 2. The consideration of this passage will
close our investigation on this point. St. Peter tells his
readers that they were elect according to the foreknowledge
of God the Father. Past. Stoeckhardt regards it as forcing
a foreign meaning upon these words, when faith is made the
object of prognosis. But is his explanation better, when he
supplies certain persons as the object of the prognosis, whom
God “through an effective act of the will made His own?’ He de-
claims against interpolations, whilst he slyly pushes in his
certain persons, and then acts as though nothing had been
done. Now, if he has a right to supply his certain persons,
the strangers here, whom God by His prognosis had made His
own, have we no right to supply faith? Is this supplying of
words and ideas a right which he claims exclusively for him-
self? Yea, we will supply the same words, only differently
connected; namely, those whom God foreknew as His own
(and He knows only believers as His own) He elected, and
we have the right sense. Peter would tell his readers that
their election had taken place according to God’s foreknO‘{Vl'
edge of those that are His, of His children. ChemnitZ
translates, “secundum praescientiam.” Past. Stoeckhardt’s
authorities here quoted are again useless, as they hold the
election of the human race, and understand by the prognoss
of God the counsel of salvation. We will not be deprived. o
tl.le universal grace of the Gospel to all, of the comforting w
vitation, “come unto me, all ye that labor and ave heavy laden,
and election, as based upon it in foresight of those that be-
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lieve, to sanction and confirm their salvation by faith. We
think we have fairly met every argument of our opponent,
and have shown that the new doctrine has not even a shadow
to rest upon. It can be put into the Bible only by supplying
liberally what the innovators would make it say. This has,
we trust, become apparent to unprejudiced minds. What re-
mains will be a still more easy task, as the reader will see, if
he will have the patience to follow us.

Acts 4, 27-29, the whole number of the apostles declared
to God: “Of a truth against Thy Holy Child Jesus, whom
Thou hast anointed, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the
Gentiles and the people of Israel, were gathered for to do
whatsoever Thy hand and Thy counsel determined before to be
done”—cheir sou kai e boule sow proorise. God’s own hand
and counsel had predetermined all that was to be done to the
Savior, and that He was to suffer for His enemies for the ac-
complishing of human redemption. Hence, too, the Mes-
siah so often speaks of His sufferings as absolutely necessary
and unavoidable. His prayer in Gethsemane was: “If this
cup cannot pass away from me except I drink it, Thy will be
done.” And when, on the night of his betrayal, He sat at
supper with His disciples, He declared: “The Son of man
goeth as it was determined.” (Luke 22, 22.) Pilate could
have had no power over Him, if it had not been given hilp
from above. (John 19, 11.) In like manner He said to His
two disciples on their way to Emmaus: “Ought not (or
must not) Christ to have suffered these things and to enter
into His glory?” Luke 24,26. But this divine purpose h‘as
its ground and source in God’s love toward the world, in vir-
tue of which He gave His only begotten Son (Jobn 3, 6). He
had elected Christ, not from among others, but to be t:he
propitiation for our sins, the Mediator. In keeping with
this, God the Father had said of Him (Isaiah 42, 1): “Be-
hold mine elect, in whom my soul delighteth; I have put my
Spirit upon Him,” etc. And Christ Himself. referred to this
as applying to Himself (Matt. 12, 17. 18), saying tl}at He wtts
God’s ¢hosen servant, His beloved, in whom His Father’s
soul is well pleased, and in whose name the Gentiles should
trust. Hence, at His transfiguration, when He was about to
enter upon His suffering, a voice was heard from the cloud
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declaring, This is my beloved Son, the elect, as the best
manuscripts give it. (Luke 9, 35.) We thus see that Christ
was ordained by an eternal divine decree, and elected for the
great office of Mediator, Redeemer, and Savior, and that con-
sequently His office and work were of divine election and are
properly so-called.

Paul (Acts 20, 27) includes the whole scheme or plan of
human redemption and salvation in the counsel of God
(pasan ten boulen). For this he evidently means, when he de-
clares to the Ephesians that he had not shunned to declare
unto them the whole counsel of God, saying, verse 20, that he
had kept back nothing that was profitable unto them, testi-
fying repentance toward God and faith toward our Lord
Jesus Christ. The whole plan of the redemption of our race,
the means of grace, and the mode of saving men, as Chem-
nitz says, is a direct result of an eternal counsel of God.
The Bible frequently also uses the word purpose (prothesis)
to express the cause from which the redemption and salva-
tion of man resulted. In consequence of this eternal counsel
which God formed in Christ, Paul preached among the Gen-
tiles the unsearchable riches of Christ, and to make all men
see the fellowship of the mystery which had been hid in the
beginning, but was then made known to the Church. (Eph.
3,8-11.) It is the same purpose according to which, as Paul
writes to Timothy (2 Tim. 1, 9), men are saved and called
with an holy calling, and which is now made manifest by
the appearing of our Savior and by His abolition of death.
All this was done in accordance with that purpose and in
consequence of it. And if this one purpose includes redemp-
tion and salvation and the preaching of the Word among the
Gentiles, it must be the same purpose according to which the
elect are called (Rom. 8, 28). As it has become a custom, 2
real malady at St. Louis, to criticise our great dogmaticians,
Past. Stoeckhardt also thinks that they without any ground
assumed that there was only one purpose of God concerning
redemption, salvation and election (Lehre und Wehre, 1880)-
For to construct his new doctrine of election he needs a pPur
pose of God concerning human redemption and salvatlol
and another one concerning personal election, as a separafe
one, the two running counter to one another. At least it 18
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acknowledged that they cannot be reconciled. But this is a
human invention, a fiction of idle brains. For if human re-
demption, if the calling through the Gospel of Jews and Gen-
tiles, and the making of all men see the mystery in Christ,
consequently of the elect and non-elect, results from one eter-
nal purpose, where is the right and necessity of inventing
another? Hence St. Paul, as we have seen (Acts 20, 28),
calls everything pertaining to human salvation one counsel,
the whole counssl of God. But according to the new doctrine
he ought to have said, the two counsels of God—the one of
redemption, and the other of election. This dualism is the
fundamental error of the new doctrine.

As there is but one purpose and counsel concerning hu-
man salvation, there is no counsel or purpose of reprobation.
This is a fiction of Calvinism, of which the Bible knows
absolutely nothing. Some men, indeed, are lost and damned,
but not because God eternally purposed it, or passed them by
in personal election; not because, although He could have
converted them according to the purpose and scheme of salva-
tion, for some mysterious He reason would not; but because
this purposed scheme of salvation excluded them on accognt
of their persistent unbelief. It being a scheme of salvation,
it would in so far only include believers who are saved
through faith. This is what the Formula of Concord means,
when it says that God has decreed to save no man except through
Christ, (p. 389) and that Christ has proclaimed to us our eter-
nal election unto everlasting life by telling us to repent and
believe the Gospel. . .. Thas is the will of Him that sent me, that
he that seeth the Son and believeth on Him hath eternal life. ~ God
30 loved the world, (p. 398). And we have seen why our Confes-
sion could say that this is a revelation of our election ; namely,
because God has chosen this way and these means as a part

in His purpose of saving men. .
How it comes that this purposed scheme of election does
not include all, we are told, is, that men reject God’s counse;
of salvation. The pharisees and lawyers, w:hen they refuse
to be baptized by John, are said to ha.ve rejected the couqsel
of God with regard to themselves, to wit, as far as redemption
and the means of grace are concerned, and were therefore not
included in the election to eternal life. (Luke 7,30.) They
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dropped out of the scheme. For that scheme, which God had
purposed unto actual salvation, only included, as our Confes-
sion says, those that would by sincere repentance and true
faith accept Christ. These He would justify, graciously re-
ceive them, and bestow on them adoption and eternal life.
(F. C. Art. IX. § 18).

Nore 1.—Past. Stoeckhardt remarks: “As with these
everything, faith and salvation, are dependent upon God’s
free mercy, we cannot understand why God, who is so rich in
mercy and whose power excels everything, has only had
mercy upon these in such a manner as upon Isaac and Jacob,
why He only elected these, converted and saved them, whilst
He allowed and permitted others, to whom He also showed
His full grace and long-suffering, to gainsay, to fortify them-
selves in unbelief, and by their unbelief draw upon them-
selves the judgments of hardening and damnation. The apos-
tle also does not solve this enigma.” Lchre und Wehre, 1881,
p- 371. True, the apostle does not solve it there—but the
Bible solves it elsewhere. Again, he quotes with approba-
tion: “God has mercy upon whom He will have mercy, and
this volition is free, and why He wills or does not will we must
leave to His secret counsel, and not desire inquisitively to
discover it.” P.3873. Again: “The question why God does
not kindle faith in all to embrace Christ . . . belongs to the
mysteries (arcana Dei) of God, which we are not to and can-
not search out. . ... It is revealed to us, that God is willing
only to save those who believe in Christ, and that unbelief
comes from us. But the judgments of God are hidden, why
He converts Paul, but does not convert Caiphas, again accepts
fallen Peter, but leaves Judas to despair.” Further: Why
‘God elects one, calls and regenerates one man, and permits
another to'harden himself, recalls one who had forsaken Him,
and does not change the will of another, God has reserved for
His secret counsel,” etc. P. 374. Lastly: “ Gerhard. kl}eW
very well, neither had he forgotten it for the time belbs
when he recorded those words, that all who are rejected are
reprobated on account of their unbelief. But he also knev
the other, that this known answer does not solve all the secrets of
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God. Why God elects one of free grace, and leaves another in
his unbelief, so that he is reprobated on account of his unbelief, this
he neither desired, nor was ablé, to comprehend,” etc. P. 375.
Now if this does not let the Calvinistic cat out of the bag,
we know not what could. The theory then is this: God did
not elect some men on account of their unbelief. That is the
known and revealed reason ; but behind this, there is the real
unrevealed reason which decides everything. Furthermore,
men perish on account of unbelief, but why God does not con-
vert them, which He could if He would, we do not know.
The cause of their non-conversion lies in Him, in God alone,
in the last instance. Where does the Bible teach this? No-
where. It tells us, the reason of men’s non-conversion lies
not in God, but in man himself. It tells us that He would,
but they hinder Him. But of course Calvinism is not satis-
fied with this. When God tells us that it is His will that all
men should be saved and come to a knowledge of the truth,
we, according to this theory, are to hold, that behind this re-
vealed will there is a cause in God, why He does not convert
them. The ultimate cause then why men are not elected and
converted, is in God. Whether with Calvin we presume to
know this cause, or whether we simply hold, that the cause
is with God, although unknown, makes very little diﬂ‘grence.
We are glad that this new theory, which has been trying to
palm itself off as Lutheranism, at last shows the cloven foot.
It is a relief to return from this sandy desert to the utter-
ances of our Norwegian brethren, who, although some of them
believe themselves to be following Missouri, state, that the
only cause of men’s non-election and non-conversion 1§ 10 -
man. They say in their last proceedings, § 6 “The power
of these means is not different in respect to different persor:,s
—(there is therefore no “emphasising of the word some );
§ 7: “The saving power of these means can be resisted by
every one;’ § 8: No one can by his own strength a?cepf
God’s call; §9: Every one naturally resists the call; § 10:
This resistance can only be overcome 1_)}' the power Of. GO‘}
through the means of grace; § 11: It is the earnest will o

God to overcome natural resistance in every cftse); hs IZ : lFt;i}t;EsgiSo
i ¢ wilfully hinder (resist) the Holy ;
e e e oon ot faith, the cause must be

§ 15: When a person does not obtain
sought solely in man.”
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These are the points in which all the Norwegian breth-
i ren are agreed. We extend to them the hand of fellowship,
although one party states the doctrine of election in a way
which we do not consider the best. Yet with these safe-
guards thrown around it, it cannot do much harm. Strange,
that New Missouri does not denounce them for holding that
God in conversion only removes natural resistance, and that
where there is wilful resistance, conversion does not take place.
This is exactly our doctrine. On the doctrine of conversion
there is evidently no difference between them and us. The
doctrine of election is then clearly only a difference in form,
which cannot cause much trouble. Thus the Missouri party
among them is clearly more in accord with the opposite
party, than they are with St. Louis. May they soon see eye
to eye with the brethren of their synod and raise their voice
unitedly against Missouri’s Calvinistic doctrine of conver-
sion, which claims not to know why God does not convert all,
holds that with some God takes away wilful resistance and
with others He does not, and talks of a secret of God lying
behind the revealed fact, that He did not elect some because
they believed not, and does not convert them because they
resist wilfully; in short, who tell us that God alone makes this
difference among men, whilst they find it in mere natural and
wilful resistance.

Nore 2.—The most nonsensical of all is the argument of
New Missouri that the Lutheran doctrine of election, as We
hold it, is not sufficiently mysterious, or that we divest the doff-
trine of its mystery. They hold that this is prima facie eV
dence, that our doctrine is not that of the Formula of Concord,
which concedes it to contain mysteries. But do we deny the
mysteries there named? Not one of them. Four are named.
The first is, the number and the persons elected. We do not
presumeto know them. The second is,the time and hour of the
call and conversion of every person elected, which we do not
profess to know. And as election is according to God’s fore
knowledge and is the sanction and confirmation of the effects
and results of the means of grace, and most certainly ¢auses
them to come to pass, we see how the conversion of every elect
person should be predetermined. We know the same t0 take
place in God’s providence generally, of which, Gerhard s37%
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election is a part. Thus God foreordained the mode and
time of the sufferings and death of His Son, and the instru-
mentalities, although He did not ordain the wickedness of
the instruments who brought it about. Having foreseen
their wicked purpose, He foreordained the time and manner
in which it should bring about the death of Christ. How
considerately our fathers spoke in saying that the time of the
call and conversion is predestinated, but not conversion dtself.
Third, the fact that God gives His Word to some nations and
withholds it from others, continues it to some and takes it
away from others, etc. All of this we do not profess to know
in detail, for the ways of His providence are to us past find-
ing out. We only see in general that where men desire to
hear His Word and will hear it, like those of Macedonia, when
preached, God will send it. And fourthly, it is stated as a
mystery to us, that some are hardened and blinded and others,
although equally guilty, are again converted. We are here
again constrained to admire the consideration and wisdom
with which our fathers speak of this mystery. Let it be
noticed, that they do not say, as Missouri reads them, that
God hardens, blinds, and perverts some, whilst He again con-
verts others, nor that they were in the same sin, but only in
the same guilt. The guilt of one sin may be and often is
greater than that of another, although it does not prevent con-
version. Thus one man with a corrupt heart and with great
guilt upon his conscience wilfully and maliciou‘sly ref;ists
converting grace, and thus makes his conversion m?posmbl?,
whilst another equally great sinner does not thus resist a{ud is
converted. But we are totally unable to explain why it is
so. It is a mystery to us. Thus it appears that we, accord-
ing to our Lutheran doctrine of election, canpot and dp not
presume to explain a single mystery which is sta'ted in tl'le
Formula of Concord. Let New Missouri take notice of this,
and not fight men of straw all the time, which it sets
up and with which we have nothing to do. ’l‘hgs we leave
all the mysteries of our Formula of Concford w1tl}out cast-
ing ourselves into the arms of Calvinism, whilst I\e\‘:
Missouri attempts to explain them. It has lgft no mystery
there. Their doctrine of election explains it all — those
that are elected are then converted, as faith comes from elec-
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tion; those that are not elected, cannot believe, or, if they
believe, they will fall away again and perish. In short, they
have completely solved all the mysteries mentioned in the
Formula of Concord and thus have shown that their doctrine
is as foreign to it as heaven is to earth. How they can yet
talk of mysteries is a marvel to us. Their doctrine of elec-
tion given, and all becomes clear as day-light, but as flat as
the most sterile Rationalism can possibly make it. Their
mysteries lie on altogether another field from that where our
Formula of Concord puts them. Indeed, theirs are not mys-
teries, but contradictions—mysteries of which the Formula
knows nothing. We will state some. God has the will and
power to convert all, but does not do it. God treats all men
alike, and yet treats them differently. He could not elect
some, because they belicved not, and yet election precedes
faith and produces faith. Christ purchased the same grace
for all, and God portions it out differently to different men.
Without faith it is impossible to please God, and yet some
men pleased Him so that without it He predestinated them
to life upon the way of faith, faith coming from election.
On account of wilful, pertinacious resistance God damns men,
and yet in conversion removes this resistance. God damns
men for wilful resistance to His grace, and yet neither could
they help it nor would God remove it. He thus damns them
on account of something which He could have removed aﬂfi
did not, and which they had no power to desist from. Just:
fication is by faith, though exclusively by grace, and yet, if
it is held that election is also by faith and yet of grace alone,
it is an error and faith is made a matter of human merit
The doctrine of justification by faith is confirmed by the doc-
trine of election, and yet faith must be excluded from.eleg-
tion, as preceding it in signo rationis, although faith in justl-
fication precedes it. God would have all men to be $ave%
and men, even with wilful resistance, cannot hinder it, 8%
yet He does not save all, so that He does not carry ou His
will and we cannot rely upon His carrying out what He &
clares to be His will. Equal causes produce unequal»‘?ﬁ'ects’
Behind God’s equal love to all men in giving even His S(;n
for them, there is a great secret in Him, depending ony
upon His will, by which He makes a difference among met
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electing and saving some, and permitting others to perish,
although Paul has said that with Christ God will give us all
things freely. This dualism of a revealed will and secret
counsel running counter to one another, it will be seen at a
glance, upsets the whole Gospel and robs it of every comfort
—it makes the Word of God a falsehood.

Nore 3.—That the Greek word gignoskein means to know,
and nothing more nor less, is evident from the following pas-
sages: The tree is known by its fruit (Matt. 12, 33); Know
ye not, brethren, for I speak to them that know the law
(Rom. 7, 1); And when they were come out of the ship,
straightway they knew Him, (which, according to Pastor
Stoeckhardt, would be a squinting, awkard expression), (Mark
6, 54); Henceforth know we no man after the flesh: yea
though we have known Christ after the flesh, yet hence-
forth we know Him no more (2 Cor. 5, 16); But there stand-
eth one among you whom ye know not (John 1,26); But I
know you, that ye have not the love of God in you (John
5, 42); And the world knew Him not (John 1,10); And
vet hast thou not known me? (John 14,9). So when it is
predicated of Christ. But I knew you, that ye have not the
love of God in you (John 5, 42); Ye are they which justify
yoursel ves—but God knoweth your hearts (Luke 16, 15); But
Jesus did not commit Himself unto them, because He knew
all-—for He knew what was in them. (John 2, 24-25). Is it
not a falsifying of the Scriptures, when Past. Stoeckhardt
contends, in the face of all these passages, that gignoskein,
when predicated of God, means to appropriate, to know
and love, ete.? Did the Savior love the wickedness that was
in these men? No, without a new dictionary Past. Stoeck-
hardt cannot get his new doctrine into the Bible. Is it qoth-
ing to him to falsify the Savior’s words and to make Him a
lover of sin? So when God, Acts 1, 24 and Acts 15, 8 is
called kardiognostes (literally, knower of hearts), Past. Stoeck-
hardt, in conformity with his definition, must render: God,
who with an effective act of His will, makes hearts His own,
or who knows and loves hearts! Will he, in the facé of all
this, stick to his misinterpretation? It would almost seem

like wilful blindness.
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ROM. 8, 28-30.
BY PROF. F. W. STELLHORN.

A certain E. W. K., in the September No. of Lehre und
Wehre, has come forward to combat our exposition of the
above passage in the foregoing issue of this MacaziNe. He
fondly hopes that we now wrathfully will turn against him.
We are sorry to say that we feel constrained to disappoint
him in this hope. A man who can plaintively exclaim in
L.ou. W.p.324: “We repeat that it is our conviction that
from our side the discussion of the controverted doctrine in
writing must and will soon be broken off, if our apponents do
not assume another tone in their polemical writing,” and who,
‘then, can write in such an arrogant and contemptuous man-
ner as he does in L.u. W. for September, must either, by some
organic fault, not know to-day what he solemnly declared
yesterday, or he is a hypocrite of the worst kind. And with
neither can we or will we have anything to do. Such a person
is even beyond our “wrath.” His conduct is «imply pitiable
and ridiculous, or contemptible, especially when we know a per-
son, as we do E. W. K. Let him “tarry at Jericho until his
beard be grown,” before he gets up to cure other men of sup-
posed wickedness by “drastic” remedies. We should think
it would take all his time and leisure to sweep ¢ drastically”
before his own door. Him least of all we would acknowledge
as judge of heart and motives. By his indecent mode of
warfare he has forfeited all claim upon an answer to his arti-
cle. We, therefore, pass it by, as if it were not written at all
We will now give here, in a literal translation, the expo-
sition of the above passage by the celebrated Lutheran exe:
. %Baldgm; From it the reader will see that in all
essential points his interpretetion is the same as ours. The
ninth argument of consolation is the final termination of our
tribulations, which, according to His promises, will be ex-.
ceedingly blessed. We know, he says, that all things work together
Jor good to them that love God, v. 28. He commends, therefore,
the providence of God, who never would inflict any evil upor
His believing children, if He could not elicit any good fro
it, salutary to the believers themselves and useful to the
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state. For this reason he uses the compound yerb “ synerges ”:
they “ work together.” For they work together with God,
who uses this means, though it be rather hard and disagree-
able to our flesh. For by means of the cross our lascivious
flesh is curbed, the impetuosity of sin is broken, our patience,
hope, and faith are tried, and our spirit is excited to more
ardent prayers. But he describes those to whom all things
work together for good by a three-fold mark: 1) for they are
such as love God, that is, truly children of God; for love is a
mark of the children of God; 2) that they are called, namely
through the Gospel, unto the communion of the Church; for
outside the communion of the called no children of God are
found, but only children of wrath; 3) that this call has taken
place “according to His purpose.” It is not expressly said
here whether this purpose be that of God, or of men. Accord-
ingly Chrysostom and Origen, and also Augustine (lib. de
corr. and grat. cap. 9) referred it to the firm purpose and con-
stant will of man to obey God. But this is contrary to the
sense of the apostle, who shows, chap. 9, v. 11, Eph. 1, 11, and
2 Tim. 1, 9, that he speaks of the purpose, counsel, and will
of God, according to which it has pleased Him to recall to
Him those who by sin have fallen away from Him. By this
word, consequently, the gracious call of God is denoted th.at
has taken place without the intervention of any merits
whatever, of which call the apostle speaks 2 Tim. 1, 9. A.nd
from this the apostle goes over to the tenth a.rgument,'whlch
is taken from the eternal predestination of God, upon which the
salvation of man depends. Therefore it cannot be prevented

by any tribulations.
Namely, after having said that to those who love God all

things work together for good, he adds immediately v. 29:

“For whom He did foreknow, He also did predestinate to be con-

Jormed to the image of His Som, that He might be the first born

among many brethren. Moreover, whom He did pm?esti?zfue, them
He also called ; and whom He called, them He also ]ustz:fwd ; and
whom He justified, them He also glorified.” The following argu-
ment of consolation is taken from these verses: Al‘l those
who, not by any accident, but in consequence of the :‘nng?llzr
foreknowledge and destination of God, have been subjected to

21
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the cross, that they might not degenerate from the condition of
Christ their Head,—those, indeed, have no reason for greatly
fearing the tribulations of this world. For He who, in con-
sequence of His peculiar counsel, has made them subject to
the cross, has also by an eternal and immutable decree des-
tined them to salvation and glory. But such people are all
believers. Therefore, ete.

In the same manner as this argument is in other re-
spects eminent because of its majesty, so it is memorable also
for this reason, because it shows in an elegant gradation that
order in which God procures the salvation of His elect. Buf,
that we may not err in regard to the true sense of this grada-
tion, we must first of all know that the apostle, by a mode of
expression familiar to the prophets, speaks of future things
as if they had already taken place, because they are surely
to take place. Then, he does not speak promiscuously of all
men, but only of those who are in Christ Jesus, who do not
walk after the flesh, but after the spirit, who have not to fear
any condemnation, who are led by the Spirit of God, who are
children of God, heirs of God, joint-heirs with Christ, loving
God, in one word, he speaks of belicvers. Wrongly, there-
fore, this passage has been interpreted as teaching a uni-
versal predestination of all men to life. Jurthermore, it is to
be noted that here the order is taught in which God finally
realizes His eternal elcction, partly in this present time, by
His call and justification, partly in another, future life, by
eternal glorification. Consequently, the first members of this
sentence must be interpreted in accordance with the last, s0
that those who are to be glorified are also those who are justl-
fied, and those who are justified, are also those who are called,
and those who are called, are also those who are predestinated
and foreknown. Wherefrom it follows that those who are
foreknown, predestinated, and called, are to be understoogi as
being only those who attain the end of their predestination,
viz. eternal glorification, which is the most sure result and
effect of predestination.

Having premised this, we will now in order look at the

sevzral stages (grades), as they are denoted by the different
words.

The first word is the purpose” (prothesis) of God, which
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excludes all chance and accident from the work of our salva-
tion, and simply refers the latfer to the providence of God.
That “purpose” of God is not to be looked for in the abyss of
divine secrets, but in His revealed Word, especially in the
doctrine of the Gospel, as the apostle Paul testifies in various
places (Rom. 16, 25; 10, 7. 8; Eph. 3,5; 2 Tim. 1, 10; 1 Cor.
2,7; Acts 20,27.) For as our sainted Luther excellently says
in his explanation of the 25. chapter of Genesis, as far as God
has not revealed Himself, we can have no faith in Him, and
can not know anything about Him. But that word *pur-
pose” does not include only the will, but also the counsel and
decree of God concerning our salvation. This purpose in God
makes our election and the whole business of our salvation, as
regards us, merely and purely dependent on grace. For it
took place in eternity, when men did not yet exist. There-
fore it is called a “purpose” to do something in the future.
And it is described in such a way in Scripture that we may
understana it thus: 1.) No man whatever has been excluded
from this purpose, counsel, and decree of God. For God has
concluded them all in unbelief, that He might have mercy
upon all, Rom. 11, 32; He commandeth all men everywhere
to repent, Acts 17, 30; He gave His Son for all, John 3, 16; 1
John 2, 2; He will have all men to be saved, and to come
unto the knowledge of the truth, 1 Tim. 2, 4. 2.) This pur-
pose is not simulated or hypocritical, but serious, because God
affirms with an oath that He has no pleasure in the death of
the wicked, but that the wicked turn from his way and live,
Ezek. 83, 11.  But because not all men accept this counsel
and will of God, thevefore the will of God, that in itself and
in its nature is one and the same, and the most simple, ob-
tains a twofold respect; and in accordance with this also the
purpose in God must be considered in a?,twoiiold manner. For,
first, God has made this declaration in His Word .that He
wills the salvation of all men, even of those who perlsh; an'd
this will of God extends over all, none excepted, although it
does not attain its object with all. In the schools it is called
the antecedent (foregoing) will, according to which God pgr-
posed, that is, seriously resolved to save 'all. men. But he-
cause this will of God is not simply unlimited, but on the
contrary bound to certain means, viz. to the Word and to
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faith, therefore this purpose of God extends also universally
;' to those means. For God proposed to send His Son for all, to
. give His Word to all, to bestow faith upon all by His Word,
i and to grant salvation to all by faith in Christ, also to those
i who despise His Son, will not hear His Word, and who have
; not actually faith, nor are actually saved. And because this
. purpose of God is serious, we must condemn to hell those im-
pious expressions of the Sacramentarians, as if God only ex-
ternally had called some, and laid before them salvation in
His Word, whilst He really in His heart had from eternity
rejected them and had not willed that they should hear His
Word. For such a simulation and hypocrisy is not even to.
be tolerated in man, much more is it contrary in the highest
degree to the most truthful promises of God, and to His most
sincere affection towards men. But because not all follow
this serious will of God, thercfore that malice of men, which
was known to God in eternity, causes another respect in the
Will of God, which is usually called the consequent (following)
will; and this, so to say, divides men into two classes, be-
lievers and unbelievers, and lays before us the purpose and
decree of God, concerning both, considered scparately. Con-
cerning the belicvers there is this purpose of God: He that
believeth on the Son hath cverlasting life. Concerning the
unbelievers there is, again, another purpose: Ie that believ-
eth not shall not see life, but the wrath of God abideth on
him. Both are to be found John 3, 36. And thus it is with
. the “purpose” of God. What order it includes, follows now.

The other word, thercfore, is *foreknowledge™ or pre-
science (prognosis). This is used of God humanly speaking.
For in Him is nothing but a simple knowledge, and all future
things are to Him as present as possible. This knowledge of
God belonigs to the essence of God, and is otherwise general,
extending over all things that ¢xist in the world. But here
it is to be taken in a limited sense, according to the subje_Ct
matter, viz: as the foreknowledge of the clect, who are I
Christ, who love God, and to whom all things work together
for good.  For also the word predestination, that is added, shows
that the apostle does not speak of the absolute foreknowledge
of all things, but of that of the.clect or predestinated. In
this sense they arc called the elect according to the foreknowl-
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edge of God the Father, 1. Pet. 1,2, where Luther explains
“foreknowledge” by “ordination,” because God in election
’ad respect to the order constituted by Himself, in which or-
der not our works, but Christ, together with all His merit, is
included. Contrarily, the interpretation of the Calvinists is
false, who interpret this “foreknew by “recognized as His,
loved, elected.” For then there would be no difference be-
tween foreknowledge and predestination or election, whereas
they herc must be accurately distinguished one from the
other, as distinct steps in procuring our salvation.

The third word is_“predestination” (proorismos). This
word, again, is not to be taken ahsolutely, but with a mani-
fest limitation. For it is restricted to the conformation to the
image of Christ, which in part consists in the communion of
His afflictions, in part in the participation of His glory; with
this difference only, that Christ be the first-born, that is, that
He have His prerogatives and His eminence, in the degrees
of passion and glory, over all His brethren. For not a con-
formity of quality, but of similarity, is here pointed out.
This predestination, however, does not simply denote a coun-
sel of God, but a determination of the divine will, by certain
means, to an end or object that has been previously fixed by
God to Himself. This is the reason why in Acts 13, 48 the
elect are called the “ordained to eternal life.” Pred.estinatwn
differs from foreknowledge, not in regard to time, not in regard
to its objects, but 1.) in regard to the «ct in f}od ; for. foreknowl-
edge denotes only the divine knowledge of things, whilst p"rcdes-
tination denotes the cause of salvation in the elected; 2.) in re-
gard to the order; for foreknowledge indicates t.hat our pf'edes-
tination has taken place not absolutely, but in a certain or-
der; viz. because God knew from eternity who \\:ould be im-
planted in Christ by faith, therefore He predestinated these
to life, passing by the others, not in consequence of an abso-
lute decree, but because of their incredulity, t}lat could not be
unknown to the omniscient God. And thi.s is revealed to us
in the Gospel wherein the execution oit this decree, agfeemﬁ
with the decree itself, is contained; viz. He that believet
shall be saved; therefore also he that believeth has been f(i)::;
known and predestinated. Consequently, “'11‘315 Pa}:"'e“f’l‘:’d o
about this chapter is false; viz. that here “foreknowledg
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is put for election itself. Election, however, can not be with-
out foreknowledge. For eternal election takes regard 1) to
the future fall of man in time, 2.) to the future merit of
Christ, 3.) to the annunciation of this merit, 4.) to the sheep of
Christ who would believe in time. And this God did in eer-
nity, in promising the salvation of men. In regard to time,
the third word follows, viz. the calling. For outside the num-
ber of the called no elect arce to be found. The calling is done
by means of the Word. But because not all who are called,
follow, but some, on the contrary, reject the Word and despise
the counsel of God against themselves, we must know that
the apostle here speaks of that call which attains its pro-
posed end. For he speaks of those who are also justified and
glorified, whom he also describes in other places (2. Tim. L
9); and these are the same as those who have heen predes-
tinated. Thisonly ix the difference that predestination takes
place in eternity, the call in time.

The fourth word that constitutes a step of our salvation,

_is justification, of whose causes we treat clsewhere, and which
is nothing else than the exccution in time of the predestina
tion that has taken place in eternity. Lastly, follows glorifi
cation. This is the last act concerning the elect, and this they
will attain only in the world to come, as the object and end of
their faith and predestination. Of all this he speaks in the
past tense, partly on account of the certainty of the event, 25
we have suid above, because the election of God is not fallible,
and those who are predestinated to glory, will also surel);' ob-
tain it; partly because here he only speaks of the justifica
tion, calling, and predestination to life of the elect.

Thus Balduin, and with him all our celebrated Lutherafn
exegetes agree in all essential points. And this goes far It
consoling us for the disagrecment of that theological and
moral model, E. W. K.

ELECTION IN FORESIGHT OF FAITH.

For the twofold purpose of showing how distingu.lsheti
dogmaticians of the Lutheran Church set forth the relation 0.
faith to predestination, and of exhibiting the biblical argt
ment for the doctrine that God has elected men in forésié
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of faith, we propose to give, in this article, some extracts
from prominent older theologians whose praise is in all the
churches. That this will lead to repetitions of the same
points and arguments is evident ; but this will only serve to
impress the truth more firmly upon the mind, while it will
show with what unanimity our principal writers advocated
the same form of doctrine. We begin with Hutter, whose
Compendium was published only about thirty years after the
Formula of Concord. He writes thus:

“ In whom is the election made? In Christ alone. Eph. 1, 4.
God hath chosen us in Christ before the foundations of the
earth were laid. He hath made us accepted in the Beloved.
Hence the entire Holy Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,
leads all men to Christ, the book of life, that they may search
and find in Him the eternal predestination of the Father.
On this account Christ Himself has said, ‘No man cometh
unto the Father but by me.” John 14, 6. ‘I am the door; by
me if any man enter in, he shall be saved.” John 10,9. Form.
Conc., Sol. Decl. XI, 66, ’

But as Christ is the Redeemer of all men, and as election 1s
made in Christ, dare we not say that all may have been elected in
Christ, aud consequently that election is universal. In the decree
of election Christ is considered not only as universal Media-
tor, but also as men apprehend Him by an act of faith. For
He Himself announces the will of His heavenly Father, and
our election to eternal life, in these words: ‘Repent ye, and
believe the Gospel.” Mark 1,15. In another place He says:
‘This is the will of Him that sent me, that every one which
seeth the Son, and believeth on Him, may have everlasting
life” John 6,40. And elsewhere: ‘God so loved the w9rld
that He gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever bel{ev:
eth in Him should not perish, but have everlasting life.
John 3, 16. Ib. 67.” Comp. Theol. Art. 13, qu. 25. 26.

Nicholas Hunnius, whose Epitome appeared about ten
years later, presents the subject as follows:

“We must inquire, secondly, what it was that God con-
sidered in determining His election of grace, thu's preferm.lg
one individual to another, electing to eternal life a certain
number, but not the whole of mankind. With .respect to
this subject it is to be remembered : 1. That God, in the act



328 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE,

of election, has regard only to the Lord Jesus Christ, as can
be proved by the Bible passages Eph. 1, 4. 5; 2 Tim. 1, 9.
All men are reconciled to God, through Christ. 2 Cor. 5, 19.
tGrace and truth came by Jesus Christ.” John 1,17. God
has made us ‘ accepted in the Beloved,” that is, in His Son,
Eph. 1,6. ¢Neither is there salvation in any other; for there
is none other name under heaven given among men, whereby
we must be saved, but the name of Jesus. Acts 4,12. 2. God
in this act regarded the Lord Jesus Christ not only so far as
He has suffered for all mankind and borne their sins; for in
this case there would be no difference between the two classes
and no possibility of an election, since Christ has equally
borne the sins of all. It is therefore to be kept in mind, 3.
That God in this act regarded the Lord Jesus Christ in so far
as He has been accepted by men.  For he, to whom God has
shown special grace and in whom He has manifested His
great love, has undoubtedly reccived and appropriated the
Lord Jesus, by whom he has been reconciled and led to grace,
not only so far as He has merited salvation, but in deed and
in truth. Now the election of grace is a divine act, in the
performance of which God manifests His great love towards
the elect, thereby testifying that they have indeed been re-
conciled unto Him; from which it follows that the elect of
God have received and accepted the Lord Jesus Christ. 4 It
is also to be observed that the Lord Jesus can be accepted by
men in no other way than by faith. The nature of this we
shall have occasion to explain hereafter; for the present it
may suffice to observe, that faith is the firm conviction, on
the part of man, that God is mercifully inclined unto him, and
that He has forgiven him his sins and purposes to make him
an heir of eternal life, because His own beloved Son has
borne the sins of all men in His own body, paid a ransom for
them, and cleansed them with His blood, so that man, being
re.conciled unto his God, might henceforth approach Him
without fear and trembling. Whoever has such a confidence,
lays.hold of the merciful promises of God as well as of the
terits of Christ. This is the faith by which the Lord Jesus
is re(}el.ved into our hearts and dwells in them, Eph. 3, ’175
i:gt}t' 18 on this account that the Apostle Paul says, « With-

aith it is impossible to please God.’ Heb. 11, 6. Want of
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faith makes a man a castaway, as Paul and Barnabas de-
clared to the hardened and stiff-necked Jews of Antioch, say-
ing: ‘It was necessary that the Word of God should first
have been spoken to you, but seeing ye put it from you and
judge yourselves unworthy of everlasting life, lo, we turn to
the Gentiles” Acts 13, 46. 5. God had therefore, in the act
of election, regard to no other circumstance but that of the
reception of the Lord Jesus with His merits and righteous-
ness into the hearts of some men; and these men having be-
come entirely reconciled to Him, He has elected them unto
eternal life. On the other hand, He saw that in some men
no faith would be found, who must accordingly be said to
have rejected the Lord Jesus in unbelief, and that they would
not partake of His righteousness and merits, and would
therefore still remain in their sins and under the burden of
the divine wrath. These being found without Christ, have
therefore not been elected unto eternal life. This is what
constitutes the difference between those whom God has
elected and those whom He has rejected ; namely, that some
have been found in Chirst, which has not been the case with
the rest; just as the same properties constitute the distinc-
tion between those that are saved and those who are damned.
‘He that believeth on Him is not condemned, but he that
believeth not is condemned already.” ‘He that believeth on
the Son hath everlasting life, and he that believeth not ‘the.
Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God abideth on hfm.'
John 38, 18.36. 6. Thus God, in that He elec.ted the believ-
ing among mankind and rejected the unbelieving, had regarfi
especially to man’s faith. This is not to be under'stoqd ag if
this faith could, in itself, give unto any man a dlgn.lty and
worthiness by the considering of which God cpuld be x'nd.ucefi
to the work of mercy and thus to the election of this indi-
vidual. No, faith is to be considered only as a means, by the
exercise of which the Lord Jesus Christ is united W.lth man,
in consequence of which union Christ’s innocence, rlghteous.)-
ness and -merits, which we have shown to be’the only qugll-
ties which are considered in the act of clection, are applied
and a iated unto man.” Epit. Cred. chap. 14, 317-323.
ppropriated un

of Lutheran dogmaticians, who was

Gerhard, the prince et our

born but two years after the publication of th
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symbols, and whose masterly Loci appeared about the same
time as the Epitome of Hunnius, thus treats the subject un-
der consideration :

“It is thus established that the merit of Christ is the
cause of our election. But since the merit of Christ is of no
profit to any one without faith, we say that also the consider-
ation of faith is included in the decree of election. We dis-
tinetly confess our conviction, that God has found no good in
the persons to be elected to eternal life, and that He has not
had respect to good works, nor to the use of free will, nor
therefore even to faith itsclf in such sense that He was moved
by these, or that He elccted certain persons on account of
them. We maintain that it was only and solely the merit of
Christ to whose worth He had regard, and that He formed the
decree of election from pure grace. Nevertheless, because the
merit of Christ is not in man’s possession except by faith, we
teach that the election took place in view of the merit of
Christ apprehended by faith. Therefore we say that those,
and only those, are elected by God from cternity, concerning
whom He foresaw that they would become true believers in
Christ the Redeemer, by the eflicacy of the Holy Spirit
through the ministry of the Gospel, and that they would con-
tinue in faith until the end of life.

We shall briefly offer the reasons for this our conviction.

L The election took place in Christ. Eph. 1, 1. In
Christ we are only by faith. Eph. 3, 17. Therefore those
who would believe are predestinated. 1. Tim. 1, 16.

2. Election is the eternal decree of God concerning the
Justification and salvation of man. But God in time justifies
and saves men only through faith. Rom. 3 & 4; Gal. 2 &3;
Eph. 2., etc. Therefore He has decreed from eternity to jus-
tify and save only those who would believe, and consequently
elected all those, and no others, of whom He foresaw that they
would continue in Christ through faith.

_ 3. Without Christ no one is predestinated. Sinful men,
without taking their faith into consideration, are without
Christ. Therefore sinful men, aside from the consideration
of faith, are not predestinated. Hence, as St. Paul says that
God has chosen us in Christ, Eph. 1, 4, so he says that God
has chosen us through faith, 2 Thess. 2, 13, because we could
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not be predestinated in Christ except in view of faith appre-
hending Christ. ¢ Without faith it is impossible to please
God.” Heb. 11, 6.

4. The elect please God from eternity; because the
heavenly kingdom was prepared for them from the founda-
tion of the world. Matt. 25, 34. It could therefore not be
otherwise than in consideration of faith apprehending Christ.

5. From this flow the usual descriptions given in Serip-
ture of the elect. St.Paul says: fThat in me first Jesus Christ
might show forth all long-suffering, for a pattern to them
which should hereafter believe on Him to life everlasting.” 1
Tim. 1, 16. Our Lord says: ‘I pray for them also which
shall believe on me through their word” John 17,20. St.
James asks: ‘Hath not God chosen the poor of this world rich
in faith? The faith in Christ is called the ‘faith of God’s
elect.” Tit. 1, 1.

6. The words of the apostle in 2 Thess. 2, 13, merit spe-
cial attention: ‘God hath from the beginning,’ i. e. from eter-
nity, ‘chosen you to salvation through sanctification of the
Spirit and belief of the truth.’” Compare with this the words
in 1 Pet. 2: ‘Elect according to the foreknowledge of God the
Father, through sanctification of the Spirit, unto obedience
and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ.” From this we
conclude: Those of whom God foresaw that, through the
preaching of the Gospel (which is the sanctification of the
Spirit), they would believe and be brought to the obedience
of faith, He predestinated in Christ. Some object t.hat the
sanctification of the Spirit denotes the incipient holiness of
life. But this is the cause neither of election nor of salva-
tion. Moreover, this incipient holiness is the consequence
and effect of faith, and would therefore more prope.rl'y be
placed after it. Therefore by sanctification of the 'Spmt we
understand the ministration of the Gospel, that belng. called
the ministration of the Spirit (2 Cor. 3, 8), who sanctifies us
through the truth. John 17, 17. Hence we have.here beellu-
tifully described the means which offer and which receive
salvation: God offers it through sanctification of the Spl'rlt,
and we receive it by true faith, or by the obedie?ce 9f faith,
rendering us partakers of sanctification, (Rom..l, 5,) since tfhe
Word preached does not profit when it is not mixed with faith
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in them that hear it. Heb. 4, 2. Others object that the causes
of salvation are described, but not the order of clection. But
the apostle refers the sanctification of the Spirit and the be-
lief of the truth to clection, not to the word salvation.

7. In Rom. 11, 20-23, it is said that the Jews because of
unbelief were broken oft from the olive trec; that the Gen-
tiles, if they continuce not in God’s goodness, would be cut
off; and that the Jews, if they abode not in unbelief, should
be graffed in. Hence we argue: that, on account of which
men are rejected in time, is that on account of which it was
decréed from eternity that they should he rejected. On the
other hand, that through which in time we are inserted into
the body of the clect, ix that through which we were from
eternity decreed to be inserted; because there is an exact
agreement between the deeree and its execution. Now, In
time men are rejected because of unbelief, and are added to
the company of the elect through faith. Therefore also from
eternity God made such a decree; namely, to reject t.hose of
whom He foresaw that they would remain in unbelief, and
to clect those of whom He foresaw that they would continue
in true faith.
~ To these arguments it is customary to reply that regard
is not otherwise had to faith in the decree of election than as
the means through which God has decreed to lead the elect
to salvation. But we have shown that the consideration of
faith enters into the decree of election itself. Justification,
which takes place in time, is a reflection of the predestina-
tion which took place before all time. We are elected, justi-
fied, glorified, in a certain order. We are justified in the
order of present faith; we are glorified in the order of perse-
vering faith; therefore we are predestinated in the order of
future faith which is to be conferred and which is foreseen.
Faith is given in time by the grace of God who elects; but
notwithstanding this the view of faith to be conferred in time
through the Word enters into the decrce of election formed
from eternity.” Loe. Theol. VIII. § 161-165.

_ Dr. Kromayer, in his excellent Theologia Positiva Pole-
mica, published about half a century after Gerhard’s great
work, proves that election takes place in view of faith as
follows: .

“1. Predestination takes place according to the good
pleasure of His will. Eph. 1, 5. But this good pleasure or
purpose o‘f the divine will includes faith. For thus says the
Savior: ‘This is the will of Him that sent me, that every
one which seeth the Son and believeth on Him, may have
everlasting life” John 6,40. This clearly informs us of the
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will of God respecting our salvation. And the apostle says :
‘It pleased God, by the foolishness of preaching to save them
that believe.’ 1 Cor. 1,21. Again we read: ¢ Without faith
it is impossible to please God.’ Heb. 11, 6. That we may
rightly understand this argument we must observe that in
election to salvation two things concur; namely, the purpose
or pleasure of the divine will (prothesis), and the foreknowl-
edge (prognosis), according to both of which election is said
to take place. This purpose is the general decree according
to which God wills to elect and save men; namely, this:
Those who believe in Christ unto their end are elected to
eternal life. Foreknowledge has reference to the individuals
who believe until their end. Although reprobation takes
place according to the will of God, because it is decreed, yet
1t is not His good pleasure, because this expression is never
used in the Scriptures otherwise than in a good sense, as de-
noting some blessing to those, to whom anything is said to
be decreed out of this good pleasure. The Scriptures some-
times say that election is effected according to the purpose,
Eph. 1, 5. 11; Rom. 8, 28; 2 Tim. 1,9; sometimes they say
the purpose of God takes place according to clection, Rom. 9,
11. “But this is owing to the manifold use of the words ‘ac-
cording to’ (kata), which signify either the cause, as when
election is said to take place according to the purpose, or the
object of the purpose, as when the apostle says, Rom. 9, 11,
that the purpose of God which is according to election, or in
election, or as it pertains to election, might stand.

2. Because the Scriptures expressly assert this. ‘God
hath from the beginning chosen you to salvation through
sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth.” 2 Thess.
2,13. ¢Hath not God chosen the poor of this world rich in
faith, and heirs of the kingdom which He hath promised to
them that love Him? James 2, 2. St. Paul calls himself a
servant and an apostle of Jesus Christ ‘according to the
faith of God’s elect.” Tit. 1, 1. L .

3. Because God does not save us in time otherwise than
He has purposed to save us from eternity. If He did, the
harmony between the purpose and its exccution would be
disturbed. But in time He saves us through faith, as can b(
proved by many passages of Scripture, and as the Calvinists
themselves confess. .

4.e Beecause we are elected in Christ. Eph. 1. 4. But
we are in Christ only throug]n faith.

5. Because the election in Christ ta
way as the blessin‘% ll)n Christ. Eph.1,3. 4.
° b)6.fmlt3}<]3'calggléhé election is katu prognosin, that 1s. «‘W‘i'“z“l:
ing to foreknowledge. But if election was abso[u?e}.{txq;
would be no need for such foreknowledge.  Tn this toreknowl-

akes place in the same
But the blessing
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edge God has respect to nothing else than that, on account of
which he purposed that we shall be saved, i. e. to Christ ap-
prehended by faith. Concerning this foreknowledge the
apostle says: ‘ Whom He did foreknow, He also did predesti-
nate.” Rom. 8§, 29. ‘God has not cast away His pcople whom
He foreknew.” Rom. 11, 2. St. Peter calls the predestinated
believers ‘elect according to the foreknowledge of God the
Father” 1 Pet. 1, 2. St. Paul says, ‘The Lord knoweth
them that are His, 2, Tim. 2, 19, and describes the clect as
those who should belicve on Him to life everlasting. 1 Tim.
1, 16. Our Lord is said to have known from the beginning
who they were that believed not.  John 6. 54.

7. %ecausc the grace of Christ is said to have been given
us in Christ Jesus before the world began. 2. Tim. 1, 9. But
the grace of Christ was not given to any one without taking
faith into consideration.

8. Because the works of grace, as the forgiveness of sins,
are obtained by faith. ‘We have aceess by faith into this
grace wherein we stand.’ Rom. 5, 2. But clection is a work
of divine grace, and can thercfore be ours only by faith. Theol-
Pos. Pol. p. 386-388.

Quenstedt, onc of the greatest of our dogmaticians, in his
Theologia Didactico-Polemica, published in 1685, writes thus:

_ “That the consideration of faith, in the view of the di-
vine mind, preceded the decree of salvation, or, which is the
same thing, that men who should continue in faith in Christ
were elected, is proved : s

1. By texts of Scripture: 1. From 2 Thess, 2, 13: ‘God
hath from the beginning chosen you to salvation through
sanctification of the Spirit and belicf of the truth.’ The
preposition through (en) in this place, in contradistinction
to the preposition to (eis), shows that not the end, but the
object of election is intended to be pointed out, so that the
sense is that God has elected us through faith, i. e. in view
of the faith to be bestowed and received. In the same way
these particles are distinguished in 1 Pet. 1, 1. 2: “ Elcct ac-
cording to the foreknowledge (not from the purpose, as Beza
translates: it), of God the Father through (en) sanctification
of the Spirit unto (eis) obedience. In this sense the phrases
through faith and by faith are also frequently opposed to t}}e
phrases through works and by works, denoting the same as 1
view of faith, to the exclusion of all consideration of works, as
inRom.1,17; 2, 26; 4,16; 5, 2; 9,30.32; 10, 6.20. By sanc-
tification of the Spirit is not meant our inherent holiness, or
the habitual holiness of our morals and life, but the ministry
of the word through which God by His holy vocation, 2 Tim.
1,9, and the word of truth, sanctifies us, John 17, 17, so that
the means of bestowal on the part of God and the means 0
reception on our part are conjoined. Neither means, consid-
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ered according to the foreknowledge of God, is subordinated
to our election, but both enter into it, and in the mind of
God and in the decree of election itself are first in order, as
Feuerborn rightly observes: the foreknowledge of faith itself
we assert to be prior. By ‘the belief of the truth, according
to Hebrew usage, is meant true faith, or faith holding the
truth, so that it is the genitive of the object. ‘From the be-
ginning’ is by some understood as rgferring to the founda-
tion of the world, as the fall took place immediately after
creation, but it is more correctly regarded as a description of
eternity, as the parallel passage, Eph. 1, 4. shows. 2. From
1 Tim. 1, 16, where the elect are called those ¢ who should
hereafter believe on Christ to life everlasting,’ and Tit. 1, 1,
where faith in Christ is called ‘the faith of God’s elect.
Hence election takes pace in consideration of faith. 3. From
James 2, 5: “Hath not God chosen the poor of this world rich
in faith? i. e. those of whom God foresaw that they, by the
power of the Holy Spirit through the Gospel would believe.
And that in Heb. 11, 6. it is said that ‘without faith it is im-
possible to please God.’ But those whom God elects to eter-
nal life must certainly please Him ; for election is the highest
degree of divine love towards man. Hence not otherwise
than in view of faith in Christ do they please Him, and con-
sequently not without faith, but rather through foresight of
faith are they elect. For faith is that without which pre-
ceding we cannot please God.’ )

II. By reasons derived from Scripture ; and 1. From the
agreement between the decree and 1ts execution, or clection
and salvation. The execution of the election in time clearly
informs us concerning the eternal decree of election. For the
mode of being saved in time cannot be otherwise than as it is
defined in the eternal decree of God. ¢ From no other source
is it apparent to us,’ says Danuhauer, ‘what order, accordgng
to our modes of conceiving, the pure act of the eternal min
observes, than from the steps of the execution which are taken
in time.’ But God in time saves us through faith ; Eherefgre
from eternity He decreed to save us through faith ; or ‘as faith
is the actual cause of salvation, so also that faith foreseen 1s
the cause of salvation predestinated,’ as the same Dannh'a.qell;
expresses it. The same condition and_quality under whic
God forsees us to be justified is the condition and quaht)} un-
der which He foresees us to be elected. This 1s‘app.a_rent rgm
Rom. 8, 30. But He foresaw that we would be justified ug er
the condition and quality of faith to be imparted, accﬁl’ 'ms%
to Gal. 3, 8: ‘The Scripture, foreseeing that God WO(lil ggl
tify the heathen through faith,’ etc. Therefore under th:
condition He also foresaw them to be elected. 2. From

i k lace according to
foreknowledge of God. Election takes p o hich
foreknowledge, Rom. 8, 29. compared with 1 Pet.1,2.1n
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places foreknowledge 1s plainly distinguished from purpose
and predestination, as diverse from and prior to the latter.
The object of this divine forecknowledge, which in order pre-
cedes the decree of election, is (‘hrist apprehended by faith,
or, which is the same in this conncection, faith viewed as con-
stantly embracing Christ. Hence this forcknowledge is re-
ferred in 1. Pet. 1, 2, to the sprinkling of the blood of Jesus,
which takes place by faith. Thus forecknowledge is here not
taken indefinitely; for in this sense it applies to the evil as
well as to the good ; but determined in a certain mode and
directed to a certain subject. T say it is called forcknowl-
edge of faith in Christ, which forcknowledge is associated
with the divine approbation of the individual, Eph. 1, 6.
Hence arises the argument: If we are cleet according to the
foreknowledge of faith, faith must precede election in order;
for the object must be prior to that which is cmployed about
the object. 3. From the inclusion of Christ’s merits. God
has elected us in Christ., Eph. 1, 4. Ilence the argument:
Whoever is clected in Christ is cleeted through faith in
Christ; but this, that, and the other person ix cleeted in
Christ; therefore, ete. The major rests upon the constant
and indissoluble connection between faith and Christ. In
matters of our salvation, where faith is, there is Christ. In-
deed, according to the interpretation of Chrysostom, The-
ophylact, Jerome, Augustine, the phrase “to be clected in
Christ and through Christ’ means the same as * to be elected
through faith in Christ” 4. From our adoption: The
means by which we are rendered children of God arc the
means also by which we are clected by God, Eph. 1. 5. But
we are made children of God through faith as the divine
means, John 1, 12; Gal. 3, 26 therefore, ete.” [1L cap. 2,
82, qu. 4.

Among the great dogmaticians of the Lutheran Church,
there is great unanimity in maintaining that predestination
takes place in view of foreseen faith. It seemed necessary to
teach this to guard the doctrine against Calvinistic error.
Though all our writers did not use the same terms in desig-
nating faith as necessary to predestination, as Baier points
out, yet they agreed in the substance of the doctrine, that
God predestinated whom He foresaw in Christ by faith.
Hollaz, whose celebrated work was published in 1685, says:
“Our theologians in explaining the eternal decrec of predes-
tination, agree entirely as to the matter, teaching with one
consent that God, to whom also the future is objectively
present, by the infinite light of His intellect from eternity
foresaw the faith of certain men, who had fallen into sin, an
In view of their faith thus foreseen elected them to eternal
life. They differ only in the mode of speaking and in the

?l.lsle gf some technical terms.” KExam. P. ITL Sec. 1, cap. 2,
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THE NECESSITY OF FAITH TO SALVATION.

God created man in His own image. But Satan marred
W‘hat God had made. The creature who was made to enjoy
his Creator’s blessedncss forever, fell into sin and its conse-
quent misery. “By one man sin entered into the world, and
death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all
have sinned.” Rom. 5, 12. The wrath of God came upon the
children of disobedience, and all was lost. “By the offense
of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation.” Rom.
5, 18, Our ruined race, having turned away from God, the
source of all good and all happiness, was doomed to everlast-
ing woe.

As there was no strength in man to deliver himself from
the dreadful consequence of his offense, and as the only pos-
sible Deliverer was the God against whom the offense was
committed, all hope seemed lost. But the possibilities in
God are not to be measured by human thoughts. He devised
a way for our escape from the wrath to come. “Thou spak-
est in vision to Thy holy one, and saidst, I have laid help
upon one that is mighty; I have exalted one chosen out of
the people.” Ps. 89,19. “When the fullness of time was
come, God sent forth His Son, made of a woman, made under
the law, to redeem them that were under the law, that we
might receive the adoption of sons.” Gal. 4,4.5. The only
begotten Son of the Father took upon Himself our nature
and fulfilled all righteousness in our stead. What God re-
quired of us He performed; what we had deserved to suffer

22
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He endured. “Christ hath redecmed us from the curse of the
law, being made a curse for us.”

This redemption through the Son of God, who became
incarnate for the purpose, was necessary. Without it man
could not be restored to his original state of favor with God. He
was lost, and only thus could he be saved. The wrath, not the
favor of God, was upon the sinner. Nothing could be dond
to restore the miserable race to blessedness as long as that
wrath remained uponus. We can be made pleasing in God’s
sight only through Him of whomn He said, “'This is my be-
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased.”™ ¢ Blessed be the
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who hath blessed us
with all spiritual blessings in heavenly places in Christ,”
“in whom we have redemption through His blood, the for-
giveness of sins, according to the riches of His grace.” Eph.
1,3. 7.

The redemption through the blood of the Lamb is uni-
versal: it embraces all men.  The blessings are designed to
reach as far as the curse extended. * The Tord hath laid
upon Him the iniquity of usall.” Ix.53,6. * We thus judge,
that if one died for all, then were all dead; and that He died
for all, that they which live should not henceforth live unto
themselves, but unto IHim which died for them and rose
again.” 2 Cor. 5, 14. 15. “For there is one God, and one
Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus, who
gave Himself a ransom for all, to be testified in duc time.” 1
Tim. 2,5. 6. “He is the propitiation for our sing, and not for
ours only, but also for the sins of the whole world.” 1 John
2,2. Hence it is said that “God so loved the world, that He
gave His only begotten,” and that He is “the Lamnb of God
which taketh away the sin of the world.” John 3, 16; 1,29

That it is His gracious will that all men should have the
benefit of this redemption, effected for the whole world, the
Bible leaves no room to doubt. He gave His Son to die fO}‘
all that all might escape the death which He endured in their
stead. “This is good and acceptable in the sight of God our
Savior, who will have all men to be saved and to come to the
knowledge of the truth.” 1 Tim. 2, 4. St. Peter expresses
the same truth when he says: “The Lord is not slack con-
cerning His promises, as some menscount slackness; but 18
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long-suffering to usward, not willing that any should perish
but that all should come to repentance.” 2 Pet. 3,9. Hence
St. Paul says in another place: “God hath concluded them
all in unbelief, that He might have mercy upon all.” Rom.
11, 32. This is in full accord with the revelation of His
mercy which had been given to the people of God in the Old
Testament: “As T live, saith the Lord God, I have no pleas-
ure in the death of the wicked.” Ezek. 33,11. Christ died
to save all men, and it is the meriful will of God that all men
should enjoy the blessing.

Salvation is thus prepared for all men. But are all men
actually saved? Much depends upon the reply to this ques-
tion. To answer it satisfactorily a distinction must be made.
It is really a twofold question, resolving itself into the in-
quiry, first, whether the wrath of God is thus removed from
all sinners, so that all are restored to His favor through the
redemption effected by His dear Son, and, _secondly, whether_

_all are in the enjoyment of the blessedness secured by the re-
moval of God’s wrath and the restoration to divine favor.
How the twofold question is related to the theme under con-
sideration will be readily perceived.

If by salvation we understand the enjoyment of the?t
blissful inheritance which God confers upon His'chilch"en, it

“would be folly to suppose it in any one’s possessif)n “'ltbout
faith. Such a thing would be _psychologically !_{!}PQ%-?’I}?IG;
The soul that has come to a realization of its condemnation
could not have peace without believing that that c«?ludelxxna-
tion has been removed, and that the wrath of Him, upon
whose judgment all must finally depend, 'hgs betjll turned
away. In the soul there must be unrest untileit belicves that
the dreadful curse of the Judge eternal has begn 1'c.3mo‘v§‘d.
Even those who believe this, though the:v, belflg J‘{St’ﬁ*’d
by faith, have peace with God, suffer tribulations m1 t¥1’e
world, and must pass through these to the eternal gmix,.
Full salvation, in that subjective sense, no man can have
until he reaches the blissful abodes, “whel'ff the wicked (:ca.jc
from troubling and the weary are at rest.” The CToss ‘mu.~t.
be borne on earth before the crown can be worn in heaven.
W;a]?mil"égﬁ't}”ag;é;ésr,'-i'hose who reach the goal of hctavtc::
ly glory are comparatively few. «He that ¢ndureth unto the
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end shall be saved.” Matt. 10,22. “Be thou faithful unto
death, and I will give thee a crown of life.” Rev. 2, 10.
“Enter ye in at the strait gate; for wide is the gate and
broad is the way that leadeth to destruction, and many there
be which go in thereat: because strait is the gate and narrow
is the way which leadcth unto life, and few therc be that find
it.” Matt. 7, 13. 14. In the sense of the attainment of the
everlasting bliss of heaven only few are saved, and these are
the believers who endure to the end.

But there is another sense in which the word salvation
is used. When the wrath of God is removed from the soul,
so that it stands acquitted before its final Judge, it is saved.
“Where there is forgiveness of sin, there is also life and sal-
vation.” Thus St. Paul writes: “After that the kindness
and love of God our Savior toward man appeared, not by
works of righteousness which we have done, but according to
His mercy He saved us, by the washing of regencration and
renewing of the Holy Ghost, which He shed on us abun-
dantly through Jesus Christ our Savior; that being justified
by His grace we should be made heirs according to the hope
of eternal life.” Tit. 8, 4-7. In this sense the same apostle
says: “By grace are ye saved.” Salvation thus considered
is_identical with justification. Hence our Confessions fre-
quently speak of preserving our salvation, and guarding
against its loss by unbelief and sins against conscience.

If by salvation we understand this acceptance into God’s
favor, so that objectively we are freed from the dreadful con-
sequences of our sin, the question concerning the necessity of
faith has a different import. Are we saved by the redemp-
tion through C};rist Jesus in such sense that without faith we
are delivered from the curse? God is willing to save us all;
and, since full satisfaction is rendered to divine justice, He
can save us all, so far as any obstacle on His part is con-
cerned. But does He now hold and declare all men absolved
from sin and delivered from death? If He did, the doctrine
of the final restoration of all men to happiness would inevit-
ably follow; for whatever might be men’s attitude to the
proclamation of the Gospel, they would be no longer under
condemnation, and no punishment could be inflicted upon
them by divine justice. But He does not pronounce all free
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from condemnation. The righteousness of Christ is not im-
puted to all men. Not all are saved. The number of those
who are personally in the court of heaven declared free from
condemnation is comparatively small, as well as the number
of those who enjoy the peace which flows from an assurance
of such justification and who reach the eternal bliss of the
glorified in heaven. Not only does not every one whom
Christ has redeemed with His blood experience the blessed-
ness of the sonship and inheritance which the redemption
was designed to secure for us all, but not every one is accepted
of God as a son and an heir. Considering that God ardently
desires the salvation of every sinner, that seems strange.
Did He not giy His dearest treasure that there might no
longer be an obstacle in the way of executing His loving will
toward all men, which is the salvation of all? The Bible
gives us ample light to explain the matter. It shows us
clearly where the difficulty lies.

Why does God turn away His wrath from some individ-
uals and lead them safely through all the trials of earth to}
the perpetual joys of heaven, while upon others His wrgth‘
still abides and they end their journey in the everlastm.g
agonies of hell? He gave His Son as a ransom for all; ‘HIS
gracious will is that all alike should share the blessings
which His Son acquired for all; He instituted means through
which the Holy Spirit should be alike efficacious for every
one’s salvation, and gave the commission that these should
be brought to all nations. There is no limitation of the re-
demption, or of the grace of God, or of the efficacy of the
means of grace, to a special class or a select number. Why
then should there be such a vast difference in the ﬁnal. result?
Why are some men saved and others not? The Bible an-
swers, and our Confessions again and again repeat the answer,
that some believe and some do not, and that he that believ-
eth shall be saved, but he that believeth not shall be

damned. ‘
It was a part of the divine Q_!:(:ilﬁ_e_ frox:a eternity t:lx)t, (:Eg, .
i should be_saved. This does not mean mere
Tbl%gﬁ;—sﬁ%;r—mot‘,svithout believing it, in his consciousness
realize the blessedness of his liberation from lfhe curse ang
his acceptance into God’s favor, but that the liberation an
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acceptance do not take place without faith. He is not only
not internally sanctified and blessed without faith, but he is
not externally, before the tribunal of God, Justlﬁed without
faith. “God so loved the world, that He gave His only be-
gotten Son, that whosoever believeth on Him should not perish, but
have everlasting life.” “Now the righteousness of God with-
out the law is manifested, being witnessed by the law and
the prophets; even the righteousness of God which is by
faith of Jesus Christ_unto all and upon all them that be-
lieve; for there is no difference; for all have sinned and come
“short of the glory of God, buntz Justlﬁed freely by His grace
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom God
hath set forth to be a_propitiation through faith in His blood,
to declare His righteousness for the remission of sins that are
past, through the forbearance of God; to declare, I say,at this
time His righteousness, that He might be just and the justi-
fier of him which believeth in Jesus,” Rom. 3, 21-26. It is
needless to multiply passages on a point concerning which
the Scriptures speak so frequently and so emphatically.
Nothing is plainer in the Word of God than that God’s eter-
nal purpose was to save only believers, and that faith makes
_the difference between those saved and those lost. The same
“truth is in various forms reiterated in our Confessions. “God
in His eternal counsel has decreed that besides those who
acknowledge His Son Jesus Christ, and truly beheve on H1m7
..He will save no one.” F.C. prt xi, 13. In His purposé
and counsel He has ordained “that He would justify, receive
into His favor, and adopt as children and heirs of eternal life
all those who in true repentance through genuine faith accept
{ Christ.” Sol. Dec. xi, 18. “Whenever we speak of the mercy
: of God we are to undelstand that faith is required, and this
faith makes the difference between those who are saved and
those who are damned, between the worthy and the un-
worthy. For eternal life is not promised to any others but
the reconciled in Christ. But faith reconciles us and renders
~ us just before God, when and at what time we by faith appre-
i hend the promise.” Apol. Muell. 144. “Those who are Te-
conciled to God are just before Him and are children of God,
_ hot on account of their purity, but on account of God’s mercy,
+if they grasp and apprehend this mercy by faith.” Ib. 103,
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86. Sinners “are justified freely for Christ’s sake when they
believe.” Aug. Conf. 4.

The point thus set forth is that justification, i. e. the im-
-putation of Christ’s righteousness and the forgiveness of sin,

takes place only when the sinner believes. This is what, in
“accordance with the Scriptures and our Confessions, the

theologians of our Church have always taught. Thus Hutter

defines: “Justification is a work of God by which, out of
pure grace, or gratuitously, He releases from sin the sinner

who believes in Christ, grants Him forgiveness of the same,

and so imputes the righteousness of Christ to Him, that

being most fully reconciled and adopted as a son, he is freed

from the guilt and punishment of sin, and obtains eternal

blessedness.” Comp. Art. xii, 2. “Justification,” says Baier,!
“which immediately follows conversion, has a forensic signi-
fication, and denotes that act by which God the Judge pro-!
nounces just the man who is a sinner, guilty of crime and !
subject to its penalty, but who_believes in Jesus.” The?l.
Pos. de just. § 1. “Faith,” as the same writer expresses it,
“is by nature first in order, and justification _subsequent
to it.” '

With the plain statements of the Bible and the witness
of the Church before us, all testifying that faith is a necessary
prerequisite to justification and salvation, we cannot hesitate
to give to the question, Why are some saved and others not,
the simple answer, Because some believe and others do not.
We are aware that fault will be found with this answer. But
we have no wish to be more orthodox than the Scripifures and
our Confessions. That these teach justification by faith alone
we have no lingering doubt. But do they teach that any one
is justified and saved because he believes? If .that.mefms,
Does God justify and save the sinner because his faith is a
fulfilment of all the righteousness which God’s h9ly law re-
quires? we answer most emphatically in the negative. Tha;
would be making faith a mere work of the law, and vs: rlea
explicitly in the Scriptures that “by the deeds of t ef ivl:
there shall no flesh be justified.” Rom.3,20. So far a.s:jl ai
is a legal requirement of the first comman(‘lment, an (lls a
virtue in man in accordance with that requirement, it To:s
not justify and save. But that does not end the matter. e
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Spirit of truth who tells us that we cannot be justified and
saved by legal performances, tells us also that “a man is jus-
tified by faith, without the deeds of the law.” Rom. 3, 28. It
is still by faith, though it be not by faith as an act of obedi-
ence to a legal requirement. Of Abraham it is written: “He
staggered not at the promise of God through unbelief, but
was strong in faith, giving glory to Gtod; and being fully per-
suaded that what He had promised He was able also to per-
form. And therefore it was imputed to him for righteous-
ness.” Rom. 4,20-22. Our Confession says: “Some, when it
is said that faith justifies before God, perhaps understand this
only of the beginning of justiﬁcation, to wit, that faith is
only the initiative or preparation of justification, so that not
faith itself is to be regarded as that by which we please God
and become acceptable to Him, but that we are acceptable to
Him on account of love and of the works which follow, not on
account of faith.” Apol. 99, 71. Neither the Seriptures nor
our Confessions scrupulously avoid all terms that express the
causality of faith in justification, becausc, while there is no
merit in faith, and it could not, in that respeet, be a cause of
our acceptance with God, it is the means by which alone we
can apprehend the righteousness of our Lord. The res ason
why some are saved and others are not ir that some believe
and others do not.

The perfect obedience rendered by our Savior in our stead
must be imputed to the individual before he ceases to be a
child of wrath and becomes a child of God and an heir of
heaven. “He that believeth on Him is not condemned, but
he that believeth not is condemned already, because he hath
not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God’
John 3, 18. “He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting
life, and he that believeth not the Son shall not see life, but
the wrath of God abideth on him.” John 3, 36. Christ has
rendered satisfaction for us, and the Gospel makes proclama-
tion of the general amnesty on the ground of His merits; but
that does not-settle every individual’s account with God. He
VVE']‘HNIDO' for Christ’s sake, to forgive every sinner, but not
every sinner is therefore leleaced from punishment. Only
the believer is justified; the wrath of God abides on the un-
belicver. Faith is the indispensable condition of the impu-
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tation of the Redeemer’s righteousness and of the escape from
the wages of sin.

But is faith not a work of God, and can He not give it to
whom He pleases? It is His work, wholly and exclusively
His work. “By grace are ye saved through faith, and that
not of yourselves: it is the gift of God.” Eph. 2, 8. ‘This gift
He pleases to give to all, as it is His pleasure that all should
be saved. Then why, if every barrier to the salvation of mﬂ
is removed, does He not adopt all as His children and lea
them to the inheritance of the saints in light? Every barrier
is not removed by the redemption; many are lost notwith-
standing that Christ has died for them. God’s will is that all
should be saved through faith in His beloved Son, whom He
has delivered up for us all, and with whom He would freely
give us all things; but many stubbornly refuse the gracious
gift. “Ye will not come to me that ye might have life,” says
our Savior. John 5, 40. And again He says in sadness: “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 ve would not!” Matt. 23,
37. That is where the trouble lies. It is not in_the will of
God, who would have all men to be saved, but in the _perverse
will of man, who despises the riches of heavenly grace in
Christ. So too our Confessions explicitly declare: “As to the
declaration, ‘Many are called, but few are chosen,’ it is not to
be so understood as if God were unwilling that all sboyld be
saved, but the cause of the damnation of the ungodly is that
they either do not hear the Word of God at all, but fzontuma-
ciously contemn it, stop their ears, and harden ﬂ‘]()ll' hearts,
and in this way foreclose to the Spirit of God'Hxs ordinary
way, so that He cannot accomplish His worl{ in them, or at
least, when they have heard the Word,.makc it of'no account
and cast it away. Neither God nor His election 1x to blame
if they perish.” Form. Conc. Epit. XI. § 12.  All help comes
from God; but some pertinaciously reject al.l proffered ho'l!),
and consequently remain under condemnation and receive
the just reward of their sins in endless death. '

It is idle captiously to ask the quos?inn, why God (?oe.;
not exercise His omnipotence and force faith upon every sou
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to its ultimate salvation. The fact remains as it is, whether
we can fully explain it or not. We know from the Scriptures
that God, having endowed men with intelligence and will,
has resolved in the work of salvation not to ignore the nature
of His creature and to treat him as if he were a senseless
thing. He deals with all things according to the nature
which He has given them, and makes no exception in the
case of man. Man has a will, and may resist the saving
@ork of his merciful Maker. Hence the reproachful charge,
“Ye stiffnecked and uncircumecised in heart and ears, ye do-
always resist the Holy Ghost; as your fathers did, so did ye,”
Acts 7,51 ; and hence the unanimous doctrine of the Lutheran
Church that the grace of God is not irresistible. God’s will
is to save all, and the grace which He brings to man in His
appointed means does work in them all and save them all,
unless they obstinately resist the Holy Ghost.

The statement of our Apology that “faith makes the
difference_between those that are saved and those that per-
ish,” is therefore in exact accord with the testimony of Holy
Scripture; as is also the other statement of our Formula of
Concord, that the reason why many are not among the be-
lievers and thus not among the saved is that ¢ they foreclose
to the Spirit of God His ordinary way, so that He cannot ac-
complish His work in them.” If that should seem to any
one to be Pelagianism or Synergism, the precious truth will
not be the less divine by being reproached by so odious a
name. “God has in His eternal counsel decreed that besides
those who acknowledge His Son Jesus Christ and truly be-
lieve in Him, He will save no one;” and no reasoning of men,
and no imputations of error, will ever change it. Faith1s
indispensable to salvation.

The bearing of this upon the much controverted doctrine
of election is manifest. Election, in the strict sense, is the
act of God in eternity by which He ordains certain persons
to sonship and eternal salvation. A distinction is thus made
between men, some of them being assigned to salvation,
others not; just as in time a distinction is made between
those who are destined to the eternal inheritance and those
who are doomed to everlasting torment.

Those whom God declares to be heirs of heaven in time



THE NECESSITY OF FAITH, ETC. 347

are at the moment of such declaration neither perfectly holy
nor perfectly happy ; but they stand in such a relation to
God that death will be to them the gate of endless bliss.
That which, in the good providence of God, they may have
to do and suffer yet before they enter into rest, is not neces-
sary for their salvation. What is necessary, then? Faith,

only faith. And that they must have before God adopts |

them as His children and designates them as heirs of eternal
life. Those who endure to the end in such faith obtain the
inheritance and enter into rest. “Faith makes the differ-
ence,” because the righteousness of Christ is imputed to the
believer and he is saved; that righteousness is not imputed

to the unbeliever and the wrath of God abideth on him. The

one is justified and the other remains under condemnation.
In eternity God makes a distinction also. He decrees
that some shall be saved, and does not thus decree of others.
He chooses some to be heirs of heaven, and does not choose
others. What makes the difference? Who, according to the
Scriptures, shall be His children here and enjoy eternal life
hereafter. “As many as received Him, to them gave He
power to become the sons of God, even to them that believe on
His name.” John 1,12. “God so loved the world, that He
gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in‘ Him
should not perish, but have everlasting life.” John 3, 16.
“Faith makes the difference.” The Scriptures know of no
other. There is none other name under heaven given among
men by which we can be saved, but that qf our Redeemer,
and there is no other way to obtain the blessing of that name
but the way of faith. He that believeth shall be saved.
Faith was just as necessary to salvation when the decree of
election was formed as it is now. As God cannot now declare
a person justified, and thus an heir of heaven, 'w1thout' tsee;
ing faith in him, since by this alone the saving meri ko
Christ can be appropriated, so He could not in eternity mzazl 1?
a distinction between persons equally condemned an‘d eq:a _\.
redeemed, without foreseeing faith in some and not 1nt o}: ezi
for only to believers could the righteousness of Christ be 1

puted to salvation.

Missouri teaches a doctrin

e totally diverse from this. In
essential harmony with the Calvinists they teach

that, with-
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out any regard whatever to the question whether men be-
lieve or not, God decides which of them shall be saved. He
makes a distinction, but not on the basis that “faith makes
the difference.” He selects from the condemned mass not
those that believe, but just whom He pleases. They pay no
“regard to the words of the Holy Spirit that * without faith it
is impossible to please God.” Heb. 11, 6. In harmony with
the Calvinists they teach an absolute election, although they
still decline to adopt the term which is otherwise used to
designate the thing. They do not deny that they regard
election as deciding, without reference to faith in forming
the decision, the salvation of those to whom it pertains.
With them election makes the difference between those that
are saved and those that perish; according to the Scriptures
and our Confessions “faith makes the difference.”

We are not at all forgetting that the doctrine of Missouri

finds a place for faith. Its leaders say that election has for
I its goal the vocation, conversion, justification, preservation,
" as well as the salvation of its objects. Certain persons are
| elected to be called and converted and justified and preserved
in faith as well as to be ultimately saved. According to one
phase of their theory God, for some reason and according to
some principle not revealed to us, selects certain individuals to
become believers, and, without regard to the question whether
they will “foreclose to the Spirit of God His ordinary way, so
that He cannot accomplish His work in them,” makes them
heirs of heaven and decrees that they shall infallibly reach
their inheritance. This makes it necessary for them to aban-
don the Lutheran doctrine and accept, in this respect also,
the Calvinistic figment that grace is irresistible in the elect;
for if faith is at all necessary for salvation, and men whom
God desires to save have any power persistently to resist the
Holy Spirit when He offers the gift of faith, how could God
decide that any one shall be saved without taking into account
the possible resistance of His grace? The favored person
is, Missouri says, elected unto faith and unto salvation in one
and the same divine act. God’s Word speaks ‘too frequently
of the necessity of faith unto eternal salvation, else the doc-
trine might be set forth by Missourians that God’s election to
_such salvation will be executed in the elect whether they be-
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lieve or not, their resistance to the Spirit’s work not being
permitted to frustrate the absolute decree. As it is, the doc-
trine can only be that, as faith is said to be necessary, it can
be bestowed and justification can ensue even where there is
the most obstinate and malicious resistance to the Holy
Spirit, since in the favored persons the end of election must
be attained, whatever may oppose.

But the Calvinistic error of the irresistibility of divine
grace is not the only pernicions feature of the new doctrine
advocated by Missouri. If no resistance of man can prevent
the bestowal of faith and salvation upon those whom God
pleases to save, how does it come that He does not please to
save all, and accordingly to endow all with that faith which
is irresistibly imparted to those whom He pleases to save?
The Bible says “ye would not,” and that explains why not all
are saved; the Confession says that men block up the way of
the Spirit, so that He cannot perform His work in them, and
thus adopts the Bible explanation. But Missouri throws the
fault back upon God. He could have saved all, if He had
pleased to do so; but He would not. Missourians may turn
and twist as they will, their theory has no room for the uni-
versality of saving grace, though they formally admit its
existence. Those whom God elects He elects to faith as well
as to salvation, and they shall and must believe and be
saved, while the others are simply not elected, and must sce
how they get faith and attain salvation. That under such
circumstances these others never are saved is admitted by the
Missourians, according to Dr. Walther’s declaration_: “God {
has from eternity elected a number of men to salvation; He
has resolved that these shall and must be saved; and as|
surely as God is God they will be saved, and not a soul be-i

sides.” Those whom God pleases to save He elects; and;

those whom He elects, and no others, He leads to His eternal

glory. According to this theory God and His election are to
blame that while many are called, few are chosen. It makes
the election decide all before the vocation is given. Not
those “in whom the Holy Spirit’s work, which men may
thwart, is accomplished, so that they becomc. believers and
are contemplated as such in the decree of .electlon, God elects;
but He elects to vocation as well as salvation. The necessary
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implication is the further Calvinistic figment of an effectual
calling only in the case of those whom God has elected. The
.others could not be so called as to become believers who
would persevere and inherit the kingdom, else they would
by that fact belong to the clect, and not to the others. If by
one and the same act we arc cleeted to vocation and eternal
salvation, that electing act secures the efficacy of the vocation
to salvation in the case of the elect, and any vocation given
40 such as arc not elect must, by the very fact that God has
nqt elected them, be powerless to salvation.

Why God should have singled out certain individuals
who are no better than all the rest to whom they are pre-
ferred, Missouri generally confesses its inability to tell us.
“Faith makes the difference;” but that the advanced the-
ology of St. Louis repudiates; and it can find nothing that
‘will serve as a ‘substitute for it. “God has clected ns,” it says,
““according to the counsel and good pleasure of His will.  So
say the Scriptures. By this they at the same time forbid
further speculation and investigation.  This is the last point
“to which the word of revelation leads us.  When we ask why
;tGod elected us, just us, who are no better than others, we are
to know that thus it pleased God. All further questions and
answers are sinful.” L. w. V. 26, 228 [f we were inclined to
argue as the Missourians do against the alleged self-righteous
tendency of the doctrine that “faith makes the difference,”
we might point to the proneness of our sinful hearts to make
use of every opportunity of self-cxaltation, and urge the fact
that, if it simply pleased God to select A and B for glory from
a condemned multitude, A and B would in this find abundant
reason for glorying, even though no special excellency were
explicitly claimed as the ground of the singular choice. But
we pass that by. What we would here especially note is the
confessed helplessnessvof the Missouri theory, which would
‘vefer all to the pleasure of God, and make no inquiries. Lu-
theran Christians have not so learned Christ. While they
gladly acknowledge the duty of bringing into captivity every
thought to the obedience of Christ, they firmly assert she
right, when men propound doctrines, to search the Scriptures
whether these things be so. Those who will exercise that
right, and not blindly follow whither men would lead them,



THE NECESSITY OF FAITH, ETC, 351

will find that the good pleasure of which the Scriptures speak
is the good pleasure of God in Christ Jesus our Savior through
faith, and that election is therefore not a blind, random, arbi-
trary apprehension of some without reason or rule, the rest
being unfortunates who were missed in the grasp, but that
God hath chosen us in Christ, faith making the difference be-
fore Him in eternity as it does in time. “He that believeth
shall be saved.” The redemption through Christ Jesus and
the appropriation of His merits by faith have something to
do with the good pleasure of God in regard to the individ-
ual’s salvation.

Even the Missourians cannot wholly avoid taking into
account some other elements of doctrine than the mere good
pleasure of God. They would have easy work if the Scrip-
tures and our Confessions said nothing more than that God
was pleased to save some. Then there would be some plausi-
bility in the doctrine that God selects some individuals to be
saved, and that ends the matter: these are saved, whatever
their conduct may be when the grace of God is offered, and
the rest cannot be saved, because it did not please God to
save them. But such a theory is in open conflict with the
teaching of the Holy Spirit, which proclaims mercy for all
and salvation for all by faith in Christ Jesus, and with the
testimony of the Church, which repudiates an election after
the manner of a military levy, and declares that God has de-
creed to save only those who acknowledge His Son Jesus .
Christ and truly believe on Him.

Missouri would like to have an election accepted that
stands in no relation to the whole order of salvation, except
so far as this '.ié‘;‘ﬁ;;élls of executing the decree. With its
teachers election is the last ground of salvation. Even the
redemption, according to their interpretation (?f the F'ormula
of Concord, must belong, as the first of the cight points, to
the execution of the election already effected. But the whole
theory stands in conflict with the Confession’s mention f)f the
mercy of God and the merits of Christ as the causes of olf}c-
tion. Such mention of causes is inconsistent with the opin-
ion, that God arbitrarily saves just whom ITe pl(*uscs', and
that all questions as to the why and wherefore are wicked.
He does save whom He pleases, but He pleases to save them
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_that believe in Jesus. That is exactly what the Missouriang
would like to have excluded, and that is exactly what our
theologians for centuries have been contending for in their
defence of election intuitu fidei against the Calvinists.

But while the St. Louis men maintain, on the one hand,
that the clection has taken place by the mere pleasure of God
and pronounce it presumptuous to ask any questions as to
the reason, they, on the other hand, do not hesitate, when it
suits their purpose, to assign certain causes of ¢lection. Were
they not men who openly maintain that, in theology, contra-
dictories can both be true and may both be heartily believed,
we should pursue the point before us no further.  But while
they denounce it as wicked to inquire into the cause of God’s
election, they at the same time, in view of the express words
of Seripture and of our Confessions, assert that the cause of
election is the merey of God and the merit of Christ. They
say: “Where the Holy Seriptures speak of the clection of
grace they by the term “election,’ ‘clect,” designate an act of

‘God, by which He has taken certain definite persons out from
th(, multltudc of fallen men.” “The Holy Seriptures men-
tion as the motive for this election the good pleasure of God
and the merits of Christ.”™ L. w. W. 26, 177. The mercy of
God extends over all, and the merits of Christ were acquired
for all, and these are the motives for taking out some distinet
persons from the whole mass to whom the causes apply. The
causes are universal, while the cttects are particular. This is
‘marvelous. But it is in exact accord with their argument for
the comfort of their theory of clection. They teach that clec-
tion is to faith, and therefore every elect person becomes a
believer, although not every believer is clect, since some for a
]tlme beheve and afterwards fall away. Therefore every be-
liever can know that He is clect. The syllogism is this:
| Some believers are elect; T am a belicver; there T am infalli-
‘bl}’ certain of my eloction. Men who can rest their souls’
‘\comfort on_conclusions so lame » and impotent will not find
tgreat dlﬂlmﬂty in arguing from the universality of Christ’

ments to the particularity of election.

If Missourians have any distinct thought at all in con-
nection with the merits of Christ as the cause of a particu-
lar election, it would be of some importance in the present
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controversy to find out what it is. They deny that these
merits are the cause of election sofar as they are appropriated
_by faith. If, instead of denying, they accepted this, the greatest
barrier between us would be removed. Then election would be
in view of the merits of Christ apprehended by faith, and
faith would be permitted to occupy the important place which
the Scriptures and, in coincidence with them, our Confessions
assign it. But they deny that election is in view of faith.
Whatever may have been the reason why God was pleased to
save some and not others, it was, according to their theory,
following the Calvinists, not that some by the grace of God
accepted Christ and appropriated His merits, while others
rejected the gracious offer of salvation. Whatever may make
the difference, they deny that “faith makes the difference.”
So far as the acquisition of Christ’s merits are concerned,
what difference would there be in their bearing upon the
fallen race? How could these move God to single out “cer-
tain definite persons” for faith and salvation? All are re-
deemed alike, as all are condemned alike, How the merits
of Christ acquired for all men should be the ground of mak-
ing a distinction between men, is beyond all comprehension.
The merits of Christ are the divine motive for saving all
men; but is that what the Missourians mean by election?

When we endeavor to give ourselves any intelligent ac-
count of the Missouri conception, supposing that they really
mean that the merits of Christ have anything to do with
election, as an act of God’s “taking out certain definite per-
sons from the fallen multitude,” the explanation suggests it-
self that the merits of Christ are supposed to be imputed to
some individuals among the lost racc, and these are chosen on
the ground of His merits, while to others there is no sPch
imputation, and therefore they are not selected' to sal\'at%on./
But then this imputation would be without faith, to which,
in their theory, election is prior. )

If God’s election is not merely a “blind grasp,” taking at (/
random any upon whom the divine hand, plunged into the
condemned mass, may fall, there must be a difference by ‘
which it is guided in making the ’(listinctign. That differ-
ence our Church says is made by faith, which God oiffers to
all, though man’s wickedness may pertinaciously resist the

Ll 03
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offer. Election takes place in foresight of this faith, which
apprehends Christ and thus puts the believer in possession of
a righteousness which those who reject the divine gift have
not. Although that does not remove all difficulty in the doc-
trine of election, which still involves an unfathomable mys-
tery, it does make clear how the merits of Christ could be its
cause, though it is particular. That God gives one the high
title of a son and makes him an heir of His glory and bliss,
while another receives no such distinction, is owing to the
fact _that the one has the righteousness of Christ while the
other has not. That the merits of Christ are a cause of a
selection from a multitude, for.all of whom alike these merits
were acquired, would be an absurdity, if these merits were
actually imputed to all. Then all would actually be saved.
But many are lost, notwithstanding that salvation was
wrought out for all. What then makes the difference be-
tween those who are lost and those who are saved? Not this,
that the mercy of God and the merits of Christ exist for the
latter only, while for the former there is no salvation. The
difference lies in the imputation, not in the acquisition. But
the imputation is to those that believe, and therefore our
Confession says that “faith makes the difference.” Up to
that point God treats all men alike. His mercy is equally
over all, the Savior died equally for all, the divine means
bear the same grace equally to all. Only wherc man’s power
of resistance comes in as a disturbing element does a differ-
ence come into view. The sinner’s perverseness and obsti-
nacy could not destroy God’s infinite love, nor hinder its
exercise in the mission of His beloved Son tosave us. Neither
could they prevent the Savior from enduring the agonies
which our sins merited. “God commendeth His love toward
us, in that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us.”
Rom. 5, 8. Nor could they hinder the gracious purpose of
God by the means of grace to offer the benefits of Christ’s
death to our whole guilty race for the salvation of all. “I
bring you good tidings of great joy which shall be to all peo-
ple.” Luke 2,10. Whether men would hear or whether they
would forbear, so far the saving plan of infinite wisdom and
mercy is executed with respect to all. But man’s pertina-
cious resistance to the Holy Ghost can stop it there, and pre-
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vent the accomplishment of the gracious end. *The Phari-
sees and lawyers rejected the counsel of God against them.|
selves.” Luke 7, 80. The Lord is ready to save all, but His |
great complaint is “ye would not.” God would receive all as
sons and heirs If they did not foreclose to the Holy Spirit His
ordinary way, so that He cannot accomplish His work in
them. Only to believers is the obedience of (‘hrist imputed,
and therefore only believers can be saved. That is what our
theologians mean when they maintain that election must be
in foresight of faith. God cannot resolve infallibly to suve
any person before it is decided whether such person will not
exercise his dreadful power of pertinacious resistance to hin-
der the work of the Holy Spirit in his soul. Only the be-
liever can be saved, because only the believer has the right-
vousness which alone can avail for salvation: and God eannot
unalterably resolve to give faith and through it sulvation to
those who pertinaciously resist His will: for then all would
infallibly be saved, as the Scriptures assure us that God wills
the salvation of all, and give our Lord’s »ve would not™ ax
the only reason why His saving will is not executed in all.

When Missourians reject this doctrine of election im fore-
sight of faith, and still speak of the merits of Christ ax the
cause of making a distinction between men, what is implied
in their doctrine? Not only does it necessarily involve the
Calvinistic dream of irresistible grace. according to which it
depends wholly upon God's sovereign will whether a person
shall believe and be saved or not believe and be lost. That
is horrible enough, as it fixes by a divine :lm-rf-(- the 4-1..-r|ml
destiny of all men, whatever their hearts .m.lghl.dv.ﬂlro: or
their course might be. But something more ix implied. Goud,
according to the theory, selects the mdn'xdnnli whom He
will make subjects of His irresistible yrace. leaving a targe
portion of our sinful race to perish in its sin~. W !mt i~ His
motive for making the distinction? Missourians .-n!l.uw the
words of our Confession, and say that the merey of Gl and
the merit of Christ are the cause of election. But. would not
the divine mercy and the Savior's merit move lhm.tn give
faith as well to one as to another? Let it be kept in '"f""
that, according to the theory, the conduet of man has uuth.mn
to do with the resul® of the Holy Spirit's operation . He zives
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faith just where He pleases, whatever men’s conduct may be
—whether they will hear or forbear, whether they stubbornly
resist or not. He gives this blessing only to some, and He
gives it for Christ’s sake. Must not then, before the work of
the Holy Spirit is done, the redemption in Christ stand in a
different relation to those, in regard to whom it forms a mo-
tive for bestowing faith and salvation, from that in which it

tands to those, in regard to whom it forms no motive for giv-
ing faith and salvation ? The Missouri doctrine is that the
merits of Christ are the cause why the salvation of certain
definite persons is infallibly decreed; or, as its advocates
think that is a different matter, the cause why the faith and
salvation of these special individuals is infallibly decreed;
while they are not a cause for the same decree in regard to
other persons, who therefore never receive saving faith and
are not saved. Election is unalterable; it is God’s decision
as to who shall be saved. What follows election is only the
Jbestowal on the elect _person, of that which is already guaran-
‘teed him. So far as God is concerned, nothing more is re-
quired ; what is lacking is altogether subjective, and is not
necessary to the end that the elect person should be regarded
as saved in the eye of God, but only that he should enjoy
what is objectively settled forever. He that is saved in God’s
gight shall believe, and love, and hope, and live in holiness,
and pass through trials to the eternal inheritance, which is
irrevocably his from the outset. All this is necessary sub-
jectively to fit a person for the enjoyment of the glory to
which the salvation in Christ assigns him and entitles him,
but not to the salvation itself as God’s release from the curse
which is upon him on account of sin. What we must pass
through before we reach the blissful mansions of our Father’s
house is of some importance, but the main thing is that God,
whom we have offended and who is our Judge, turns away
His wrath from us and assures us of eternal freedom from the
curse and of everlasting blessedness in heaven. Such salva-
tion we have when we are elected to the eternal glory. Then
we are safe. But such salvation we have and can have only
when the merits of Christ are imputed to us. The Missou-
rians teach that God chooses some individuals, without any
reference to the question whether they kglieve or not, to such
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salvation. He cannot, according to their theory, elect be-
llevers,‘ because faith is one of the goals unto which the fa-
vorfad m.dividuals are elected: election is one divine act
which singles out the persons and unalterably predestines
them to faith, perseverance, and final blessedness in heaven.
Why does God single out these individuals? Because the
merits of Christ move Him to do so. This the Missourians
do not deny. But that the appropriation of these merits in
faith by some and not by others makes the difference, and
that the consequent possession of these merits by some and
not by others forms the reason why God makes a distinction
between men, choosing those who are in Christ by faith and
passing by those who have rejected His merits and are there-
fore without Christ, they do deny. That is the doctrine of
election intuitu fidei, which they condemn as an error. What
then must make the difference ? If the merits of Christ are
introduced at all as a cause, the fact that election is particu-
lar stares us in the face. Those whom the merits of Christ
have induced Him to select for eternal happiness must have
been partakers of these merits as those who were not selected
were not partakers. The righteousness of Christ was im-
puted for the salvation of some, as it_was not imputed for the
salvation of others. But faith did not make the difference:
election did not take faith into account at all, but was unto
faith as well as to salvation. What then did make the differ-
ence? The imputation of Christ’s merits unto salvation
must have been regardless of faith, although the Seriptures,
in every way and manner, repeat again and again that right-
eousness is by faith, that faith is accounted for righteousness,
that without faith it is impossible to please God, and that
only he that believeth shall be saved. What then becoxpes
of the cardinal doctrine of justification by faith? God im-
putes the Savior’s righteousness to whom He p}eases, without
regard to faith, and_justification by fai_th n}amfestly .bec‘(‘)mes
justification without faith; for in this pf'eclsely does Jllstlﬁczt-
tion consist, that God does not impute sin to us, but does im-
pute the righteousness of our Savior, s0 that in His sight we
are saved. Such saved persons God will lead to the eve.:rlast-
ing enjoyment of salvation. When He ju:stiﬁes thc_* sinner,
who is he that shall condemn? If the merits of Christ, apart



358 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAI MAGAZINE,

yfrom their appropriation by faith, are a cause why God takes
lout of the condemned mass a sinner to lead him to everlast-
‘ing blessedness in heaven, whilst another sinner, who is by
'nature in equal condemnation, but for whom Christ died also,
‘is not selected, therc must, without faith, be an imputation of
‘these merits to the former. In that case faith is not neces-
‘sary to salvation, although without it no one is led to the
enjoyment of the everlasting inheritance, just as without
holiness no man shall see the Lord. Heb. 12,14. Faith may
still, as the principle from which they all flow and thus as
the condition of them all, occupy the chief place 'among the
virtues which adorn the Christian character, but it will have
lost its place as the only means of appropriating the right-
eousness of Christ, and thus as the indispensable prerequisite
of the sinner’s justification in the court of Heaven.

The question of the causes of election in the Missouri
theory is worthy of more particular investigation. If they
deny that the merits of Christ had anything to do with the
selection of the persons who should be brought to the heav-
enly inheritance, then election is based upon the absolute
good pleasure of God which, because it embraces only a part
of mankind, must have been absolutely particular. That is
Calvinism pure and simple. In that casc the universality of
the atonement has no more meaning than the universality of
grace. If they affirm that the merits of Christ had some-
thing to do with the selection, those merits, as a motive lead-
ing to the acceptance and choice of some, while they did not
lead to the acceptance and choice of others, must have been
applied to the few chosen, to determine the choice, as they
were not applied to the others. In that case the imputation
of Christ’s righteousness must have preceded the faith to
which these few were elected, as it must have preceded the
heavenly blessedness which is the ultimate goal of election.
Look at it as we may, the Missouri theory of an election to
faith pushes this out of its proper place, and involves a denial

of its necessity to justification before God and thus to the
sinner’s salvation.

We cannot agree with those who speak of the pending

controversy on predestination as if it were merely a differ-
ence in the mode of setting forth a doctrine, or turned only
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upon difficult problems in theology. In our estimation it
.affects the very heart of the Gospel. We are aware that
much which the Missourian system implies is not explicitly
taught and openly accepted. Its advocates confess that their
system involves contradictions, and that they accept the con-
tradictory statements, alleging that the Bible is responsible
for them, and not they. They even charge us with Rational-
ism for not taking their word for it that their contradictions
are in the Bible, and try to fasten Synergism upon us for
maintaining that God can elect only believers, alleging that
if this were so, faith must be a work on account of which
God elects. But if faith cannot be the necessary instrumen-
tal cause which is indispensable to the apprehension of the
merits of Christ on account of which we are elected, neither
can it be the necessary instrumental cause of the apprehen-
sion of the merits of Christ on account of which we are jus-
tified. If it is synergistic to maintain that we must, in God’s
sight, have the merits of Christ by faith before He can elect
us and thus in eternity declare that we shall be sons ,a.n.d
heirs, it is synergistic also to maintain that we must in H'IB
sight have the merits of Christ by faith before He can in
time declare us sons and heirs. In both cases faith is the in-
strumental cause of embracing the merits of Christ, Wit}.lOl}t
which merits no soul can be saved; and in both cases it is
the less principal cause, as many of our theologians term it,
since it is that through which alone the m.erit.s f’f Christ, as
the principal cause, become operative in the individual. Only
those who are in Christ Jesus shall be saved, and only those

who believe are in Christ Jesus.
Missouri’s argument against election intuitu fidei holds

equally well against justification by faith. It is a theory

according to which the individual’s salvation is decided by

the will of God without regard to faith, and in which faith

is only one of the steps of the way in which God leads‘ those
who are saved. The great question between us and Missour1
is nothing less than this, whether God so loved the world that

i scalvation of a small part of it, that
He gave His Son for the®salvation of s small pars o the

art to be selected arbitrarily, or whet oved th
fvol;ld that He gave His only begotten Son, that \\ho.so‘e'vu
belie\:eth in Him should not perish, but have everlasting
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life.” In regard to the proper answer we cannot hesitate a
moment. The Scriptures everywhere declare that salvation
is by faith. They say that it is by faith, not that some merit
might be ascribed to man and he might be led to boast, but
that it might be by grace, and boasting might be excluded.
"We cannot be disquieted by arguments designed to show that
if faith have anything to do with it, it will not be by grace
and men will become proud and boastful. Our Master knows
better and has taught us better. All boasting is excluded by
‘the law of faith. Only the believer can be saved, and his
‘salvation by faith alone gives God all the glory. “(Jod in His
.eternal counsel has demecd that besides those who acknowl-
ledge His Son Jesus Christ, and truly belicve in Him, He will
save noone.” To that confession, as in perfect accord with
Holy Scripture, we will by the grace of God adhere. TFaith
is necessary to salvation. It is necessary not only in such
sense that without it no onc can be fitted to enjoy the blessed-
ness of heaven, which could be said of charity also, but in
the more important sense that without it no one can escape
the condemnation of hell and be declared by the Judge of all
the earth to be an heir of eternal glory. To him that be-
lieveth God guarantces salvation. Him, and no one else,
God pronounces free from the curse and infallibly brings to
the enjoyment of such frecdom. The Holy Spirit does not
say that he whom God determines to save shall believe, but
that he that believeth shall be saved, while upon him that
believeth not the wrath of God abides.

THE LUTHERAN DOCTRINE OF ELECTION: ITS
SCRIPTURAL EVIDENCE AND PROOF.

BY REV. P, EIRICH, HOBOKEN, N. J.

ARTICLE 1II.

We have seen, in a former artlcle, that the whole scheme
of human ledemptmn is one of divine and eternal election or
predestination. Christ, the Son of God, Himself was predes-
tinated and elected to be the Savior of manlund His suffer-
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ings and death in all their minute detail were objects of
divine foreordination. The whole plan of salvation was eter-
nally devised and fixed by a free, but irrevocable divine de-
cree, so that even the Savior’s prayer in Gethsemane, that
the bitter cup of anguish and death might pass from Him,
could not alter or abrogate it. The means of grace, the Word
and the holy Sacraments, were also comprised in the same
scheme of predestinated salvation, and those who refuse to
submit to their administration and application resist the
counsel and resolution of God’s eternal will. The presenta-
tion of the Word of God in all its compass, the way of salva-
tion from beginning to end is, therefore, briefly called the
counsel of God (Acts 20, 29). For this counsel of God, as we
see from verse 21, included the testifying of repentance to
God and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ, both to Jews and
Gentiles, even to the Jews who were there not of the elect;
for they caused the apostle many tribulations and tears. And
when the same apostle says, Eph. 3, 9. that to him the grace
was given that he should preach among the Gentiles the un-
searchable riches of Christ and to make ALL men see what is the
fellowship of the mystery, which from the beginning of the world
had been hid in-God, he declares in verse 11 that it was all
done according to the eternal PURPOSE, which He (God) had
made (epoiesen) in Christ Jesus: it was all predestinated. And
when he writes to Timothy (2 Tim. 2, 9. 10) that God had
saved us and called us with an holy calling, according to His
purpose and grace which is given us in Christ Jesu:s bqfo:'e {he
world began, but now revealed by the appearance of our bm"zor
Jesus Christ, who had abolished death and brought {g}e and im-
mortality to light—we see that this was also pred.estmut.od, and
was the result of divine prothesis. To confine this to the clect,
as Calvinists ‘and Past. Stoeckhardt do, is to maltreat the
Scriptures. For the appearance of Christ took place for all
men, the salvation which He procured and the Gospel t}n’ollf_rh
which it is revealed, are for all, as well as the apostle’s ufhce
of evangelization. These pertained to szwx un(.l Gentiles,
were to make ALL see what is the fellowshl‘p of this mystery.
And in speaking of His word and preaclu‘n,-_r (1 Cor. 2, .4—~‘)
Paul styles it wisdom with those that are pcifect, and the hidden
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wisdom, and then declares that God had foreordained it before
the world began for our glory. Not only its preaching, but
the Gospel itself, this divine and hidden wisdom, God has
foreordained or predestinated for men’s glory. There is, there-
fore, not only a predestination of Christ and of men, but also:
one of means, of the Gospel and its preaching, although New
Missouri speaks of this with scorn and ridicule. Of this
general clection or predestination, as a child must be able to
see, our Formula of Concord treats, not only generally in the
8 points, from § 15-22, but also expressly when it says “that
Christ has declared unto us the will of owr heavenly Father and
our election unto eternal life in these words: Repent and believe
the Gospel, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand (Mark 1, 15);
and in another place, This is the will of Him that sent me, that
he that seeth the Son and believeth in Him hath eternal life
(John 6, 40); and elsewhere, God so loved the world that He
gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever belicveth in Him
should not perish, but have everlasting life” (John 3,16). Now,
do these passages refer only to the elect in the strict sense—
did God love only them? Does He require only them to re-
pent? So says Calvin. But has our Church cver said so?
Our confessors, if they were not extreme Calvinists, must in
these words refer to general election or predestination, out of
which personal election grows and of which it is a result.

It is nd small matter, surely, when the St. Louis men
hold, that there is no other.but personal predestination; for
that denies what the Scriptures clearly teach and what our
Confessions affirm, and makes the whole scheme of human
redemption and salvation one of chance or fortuity. Be-
sides, it is the very quintessence of out and out Calvinism to
regard predestination only as personal, and to include the
plan of salvation and the means of grace merely as instru-
ments for carrying out its provisions. Hence this is a point
of primary and fundamental significance. So long as St.
Louis denies predestination in this general sense, denies that
the Scriptures and our Confessions teach it, and claims to
know of a predestination only of persons, but none of Te-
demption and of the means of grace, and the proclamation
and administration of these means, so long there is very little
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use in discussing subsequent points—points tha grow out of
this.

Our fifth paragraph treats of personal election as a result
of general election, setting in, in the divine mind, where the
former ends. We have, therefore, to consider the terms which
the Scriptures employ to designate this act and their mean-
ing, and then the persons who are elected and why they are
elected. Our paragraph reads: The former, those who would
believe unto the end—as ELECTION Joresees and foreknows the sal-
vation of the elect, as God decreed to justify and give eternal life
to all those who by faith would embrace Christ, and as men be-
come wvessels of honor, elect, by purifying themselves—God elected
and predestinated unto eternal life through faith.

First, we will consider the word eklegesthai. The term,
observes Gerhard, (de elect. § 24) “is used both of things and
of persons. When employed with regard to things it con-
veys the idea of preferring a certain thing before others, or to
designate it for a higher use. It is applied to Christ, to an-
gels, and to men. Concerning Christ it means that He was
especially beloved of the Father and was made the Redeemer
of the world ; concerning angels, that they were confirmed in
goodness. When used of men it signifies generally that some
one is elected to some public office, either in church or state.
In its special or strictest import it means that God through
His word has chosen a church for Himself and elected them
Jor His peculiar people, and has chosen ther'n member§ of the
church, who by persevering faith would cling to Christ unto
the end.” In summing up Gerhard remarks that election
tncludes in its meanings the idea of separation, etc., but not
that this is its only, or even prominent.meaning, so that it
always implies the conception of separation from the mass of
men, as Past. Stoeckhardt would make him say. And we
make bold to affirm, in opposition to Past. Stoeckhardt, that
eklegesthai, when applied to the children of God, never has' for
its primary or leading signification the sense of s«ig'regatlon.
That is a subordinate and secondary meaning. l\ext.her the
verb legesthai, nor the preposition ek pre.ﬁlfed, necessarily cf'.on;
tains the conception of separation. Thisisclear from the fac
that Christ is called the elect, where there surt?l): was no num-
ber to select from. Nor can it by any possibility have the
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meaning when angels are designated as elect. And in how
many compound words has the preposition lost its original
force in every language! Thus the preposition ex in the En-
glish words expulsion, excommunication, has its original import,
but in exposure, expose for sale, ctc., it is completely lost.
Neither is it true that ancient and modern commentators are
agreed that the term eklegesthai, when applied to God’s chil-
dren, means only, or even principally, to choose out from the mass
of mankind.

Harless, who understands by the elect all the redeemed, can
not possibly have had any such notion, although in one place
of his commentary he expresses himself in that way.  But
that can only have been an oversight. For where could the
mass have been to choose from? And Hofmann in his
Schriftbeweis (Vol. I. p. 198) shows that eklegesthai has three
meanings, to-wit, to prefer one before another, to select one
from others, and to choose one for something. And such he says,
is the passage Eph. 1, 4, where election signifies not to select
JSrom, but to choose for something. But Past. Stoeckhardt, who
at other places counts Hofmann among the most weighty of
modern Greek linguists, here ignores him altogether, and
sweepingly asserts, that modern commentators are agreed
that eklegesthai always means, when applicd to the children of
God, to choose from. His historical statements, as we bave
repeatedly seen, must be taken cum grano salis. With him
the wish is often father of his facts. Bengel we have already
quoted, and here we must add, that Past. Stoeckhardt grossly
misrepresents him in his note on Matt. 20, 16, when he makes
him to mean scgregation from the world. We quote the
whole passage which Past. Stoeckhardt has mutilated: Elects)
exquisiti prae aliis. Videtur hoc loco, ubi primum occurrit, non
omnes salvandos denotare, sed horum excellentissimos.” ‘“The
elect are those sought out before others. By this term here,
where it first occurs, seems to be meant not all those that
are to be saved, but only the most excellent of them.” It is
evident that the term praealiis in the first clause does not mean
the unbelieving world, between whom and those that are t0
be saved there is a separation, but the less excellent of those
that are to be saved. Hence, it is not a singling out from the
world, but a singling out of the most excellent from the less
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excellent, who all are to obtain salvation. But Past. Stoeck-
hardt, in his slovenly way, slumps everything together indis-
criminately. We need not remark, that we do not accept
this idea of Bengel, but refer to it only to show the manner
in which our exegete manufactures his authorities,

Now, the passage especially appealed to in evidence, that
eklegesthai means to elect from, proves the contrary. We refer
to John 15, 9, where Christ says, that He has chosen His dis-
ciples out of the world. If the naked verb conveyed this idea,
why does Christ say that He had elected them EX tou kosmou ?
Was this not done because the mere verb in itself does not
necessarily bear this meaning? In order to convey the con-
ception of electing from the mass of mankind the preposition
¢k is used. And if we will only consider the matter with
candor for a moment, we will see the utter absurdity of Past.
Stoeckhardt’s argument. For in any election, what is the
principal idea and object? To get the candidate separated
from the rest ? Not by any means, but to get him into the
office and station for which he is chosen. If there is only one
candidate, there still is an election for the office. According
to Past. Stoeckhardt there could be no election in such a case,
because there is not a number to choose from. Hence we
have Wahl and Auswahl in German, and election and selection
in English, which are by no means entirely synonymous.
We do not wish to deny that there is a shade of meaning in
the word election conveying the idea of separation, but that
is subordinate and secondary. Being elected unto adoption
and eternal life, we are, as a consequence, also separated from
the number of unbelievers.

But let us look at the proof passages themselves. We
will first take the locus classicus of Eph. 1, 4. The apostle
here says, “Blessed be God—according as he hath chosen us
in Him before the foundation of the world.” In the us he
doubtless comprises the Christians at Ephesus and himself.
They are declared as true believers in Christ Jesus who had been
blessed with all spiritual blessings, kathos, sicut, as He has chosen
us in Him. All true believers are considered as elected. And
the apostle tells the Ephesians that God .had chosen‘them to
be holy and without blame before Him in love, havu}g pre-
destinated them unto the adoption of children. Their hav-
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ing been made believers and having been blessed with all
spiritual blessings in Christ was done in the manner of their
election—the two corresponded. The order of salvation and
of election, which Missouri acknowledges not to be able to re-
concile, the apostle thus says are not contradictory, but coin-
cident. Now, we ask, is there anything said here showing
that through election they were separated from the world?
Not a word, not even a hint! On the contrary, it is explic-
itly declared that they had been elected wunto holiness and
unblamableness in love, and predestinated unto the adoption
of children. True, the apostle does place his fellow Chris-
tians over against the unbelicving Gentile world, and shows
the antagonism of heathenism and Christianity. But does it
follow that this was the result of the act of clection? Not by
any means! Can we for a moment believe the apostle to
mean, that all of those Gentile people were of the non-elect,
because they were not yet converted, that they were all re-
probates? ‘Can we believe this, when in the following years
churches sprang up among these very people? Such a no-
tion refutes itself. That which distinguished them from the
unbelieving world was their faith, and that had been wrought
by the preaching of the Gospel, as the result of the redemp-
tion of all men through Christ and of the general commission
to preach the Gospel to every creature. And according to
that—mnot in contradiction, but in accordance with that—
God had chosen them, not from something, but unto holiness
and love. And only in so far was election a separation, as
the adoption of children separated them from the mass who
had not become children by faith.

The passage, Thess. 2, 13, is of like import. The apostle
in this chapter speaks of some who would believe a lie and
perish, and of others, the Thessalonians, who had been elected
unfo salvation through sanctification of the Spirit and faith
in the truth. But he does not even intimate that this election
had been a selection from the former, and that these latter were
the residue, but says expressly that it was an ‘election unto
salvation. Where is it affirmed that election effected their
separation, was a selection from the mass? Most certainly, if
the Thessalonians had, through the Gospel, obtained faith,
they were separated from the unbelieving world; but that
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c}ectmn had separated them is no where declared. For elec-
tion was unto salvation, and that effected a separation from
the lost. That was a result, not the primary signification of
the word. The same applies to 1 Pet, 1,2. The elect strangers
had been cl.)osen unto obedience and the sprinkling of bl:od;
but where is it declared that they had been elected from the
mass among whom they sojourned? Assuredly they were
separated from those unbelievers, but not through election.
He tells us in the following verses how this separation was
brought about; namely, by being begotten again through the
resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead, with which per-
sonal election has nothing to do, to an eternal inheritance.
Not by personal election, which is particular, but by the res-
urrection of Christ, which is general in its purpose and effect,
they had been begotten again to an eternal crown of glory,
and this distinguished them from the unbelieving many
among whom they sojourned.

So when Paul writes to the Thessalonians (1 Thess. 1, 4. 5,)
* Knowing your clection, beloved brethren,” and gives as a reason,
that the Gospel had worked among them in power and in the
Holy Ghost, so that even they had hope in our Lord Jesus
Christ and waited for Him from heaven, the idea is not that
this election was a separation, but that it was dependent upon
the Gospel and its power, which made them followers of
Christ. Again, when the eleet lady and her children are ad-
-dressed (1 John 1, 1); or when Paul says that he endures all
things for the eclect’s sake; or when he salutes Eufus, chosen
in the Lord (Rom. 16, 13); or when Peter addresses the scattered
strangers (1 Pet. 1, 2), or says of the church at Babylon that
it is elected together with you (1 Pet. 5, 13); or when Paul styles
himself an apostle according to the faith of the elect,—the prom-
inent, leading idea always is, that believers are elected, and
that election is unto a higher object. The idea of a separa-
tion follows the actualization of that to which clection en-
titles God’s children, and is entirely subordinate.

We forbear protracting our argument. There is not a
single passage referring to God's chil@ren as clected, whwh‘
.conveys the idea primarily of a choosing from the mass of
men. All indeed show that the elect are not unbche\:crs.
but that they are believers, and as such are separated from
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the world, but that election has eo ipso effected this separa-
tion, not a single passage in the Bible says or even intimates.
When Past. Stoeckhardt traces back to election all the bless-
ings which the Ephesians enjoyed (1, 1-4) he interpolates.
No causality is there expressed, but the facts are stated side
by side : the Ephesians had been blessed, as they had been also
elected.

That our Formula of Concord takes the term election in
the same sense is evident from numerous passages. It uses
the word as perfectly synonymous with predestination, ex-
plaining the one by the other. “Eternal election or predes-
tination” (p. 383), “If we would consider election’or predes-
tination, or the ordination of God’s children unto eternal life”
(p. 384), “God elected those that should be saved in Christ—
elected them wnto eternal life” (p. 384), “Our eternal election
unto eternal salvation”—“whether he has been elected unto
eternal life”—*“because our election unto eternal life,” ete.

The Scriptures also employ the word proorizein to express
substantially the same idea which is contained in the term
election with different shades of meaning. But these do not,
as Past. Stoeckhardt supposes, look to the end or goal in contra-
distinction from election as a selection from the mass, but
express the certainty and divine necessity. The word to elect
in itself does no more convey the conception of necessity than
the word to call. But the word proorizein expresses this con-
ception of necessity, of unerring certainty, so that whatever
has been divinely foreordained must come to pass. For as far
as the goal is concerned we are elected to Aoliness and eternal
life, just as we are predestinated unto them. The word proo-
rizein means to foreordain, to predestinate. Having chosen
His children unto eternal life, God also predestinated them
unto it, so that they must certainly obtain it. Hence those
whom God foreknew He also predestinated unto conformity to
the image of His Son. Rom. 8,29. And to the Ephesians Paul
writes, that God has elected us being in Christ by having predes-
tinated us unto the adoption of children through Jesus Christ.
(Eph. 1,4). Sowe are predestinated that we should be to the
praise of His glory, who had before trusted in Christ (Eph. 1,
11.12). The term tussein has a different meaning in general,
and especially Acts 13, 48, where we read: And as many aS
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were ordatned to eternal Uife believed. In the first place, there is
nothing said here that the persons who believed had been
Joreordained, and consequently it does not appear whether this
ordination, or setting in order to eternal life, was predeterm-
ined eternally, or was done then by the Word, which the apos-
tle preached to them. There is a divinely established way
and order of salvation, and those who comply with it, or are
put into this order, or ordered in this way, are ordered unto
salvation; for this way and order leads to salvation. And
those who complied with this order, who heard the Word and
did not maliciously resist, believed. This appcars also from
the context. The Jews, of whom mention is made, v. 46, put
the Word of God from them, and judged themselves unworthy
of eternal life—they set God’s order of salvation at defiance
by putting the Word from them and judging themselves un-
worthy of eternal life, and hence the apostles turned to the
Gentiles. And when they turned to them and told them, that
they had been set to be a light of the Gentiles, that they should be for
salvation unto the ends of the earth (v. 47), they were glad, and
glorified the Word of the Lord; they extolled it, counted it pre-
cious, and accepted it. For it can be glorified only by believing-
ly receiving it. And they became believers, or believed, who,
or as many, as were ordered or were put in the order of salva-
tion. Those,and as many as complied with the order spoken
of immediately before, did not put the Word from them, as
the Jews had done, but glorified it, received it gladly, and
were made believers. Tassein never has the meaning of elect-
ing or destining for any purpose. 1 Cor. 16, 15 is: no excep-
tion, where the same word is used and it is said t‘]lt.tt the‘
house of Stephanus had addicted themselves unto the mmzﬂls“lrg/ of
the saints. It would be a strange conception to predestine or
ordain one’s self unto the deaconship or ministry. The house
of Stephanus had addicted, set themselves in the order of th‘at
service. That ministry or service is regarded as a certain
sphere, as a certain bounded course, and they had put them-

selves into that order.

And this interpret :
ula of Concord, where it is sal
sheep out of my hand, John 10,

ation is not in conflict with the Form-
d. § 8, “No man shall take my
28, and ax many ag were or-

24
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dained unto eternal life, believed ; and also, Matt. 16, 18, that the
gates of hell shall not prevail against it.” We have a par-
allel as to what is meant in § 8 where the case of Jacob and
Esau is rveferred to (Rom. 9, 11), not as treating of election
specifically, but as an example of God’s free and unmerited
grace, showing by this example that election is also purely of
grace. So also § 28, where it is said that if we would usefully
consider eternal election unto salvation, we must firmly and
constantly hold, that not only the preaching of repentance,
but the promises of the Gospel are universal, Luke 24, 47;
John 3, 16, etc. Let it be noted that the Latin version has
not our election, which we are to consider usefully in this
way, but simply election ; and that to consider election use-
fully is certainly not to consider it differently from-what it is,
but just ag it is. Now,do the passages commanding to preach
repentance in Christ’s name to all nations, or declaring that
God so loved the world, ete., treat of personal clection specific-
ally? To so understand them would be the grossest Calvin-
ism, as it would make them say that the world which God
loved is the elect world, etc. But just as little as these pas-
sages treat of personal election in particular, do those of Matt.
16, 18, John 10, 28, and Acts 13, 48, in § 8. They all refer to
the order of salvation and grace offered unto men exclusively
through the Word, by which men are made believers and pre-
served in the faith.

To get the Missouri doctrine of ¢lection into our Formula
of Concord you must take § 8 and strike out all the rest; or,
if you allow it to stand, you must change what is there styled
the doctrine of election into the way of salvation ; and when it is
said how we should consider election, you must take it to
mean, that we should consider it not as it 4s, but as 4t is not—
that the doctrine of election and the consideration of it ave two dif-
ferent, opposite things. If ever a book was wronged, its nat-
ural sense grossly violated, its connection dissevered, its evi-
dent meaning trampled upon, and its whole contents turned
topsy turvy, this has been done with our good Formula of
Concord by the Missourians, its pretended friends. They are
really the traitors to this excellent book, who have delivered
it into the bands of the Calvinists, its bitter foes. Whilst
they greet it with a kiss, they have their Calvinist mob be-
hind them to put it in fetters. (See note 1.)
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Our exegete also finds the act of election expressed in
the term prothesis, purpose; but the passages adduced show
nothing of the kind. Prothesis, when predicated of God, means
a purpose, a determinate act of His will, a resolution, a de-
termination formed of His free will and choice. Such a pur-
pose will and must be carried into effect—it can never fail.
It is about equal in import to the counsel of the divine will.
Through a determinate counsel of the divine will Christ was
delivered up (Acts 2, 22), through the same determinate coun-
sel it was ordained what the Jews should do to Christ (Acts
4, 28). This divine boule includes the whole scheme of salva-
tion (Acts 22, 27) and particularly the means of grace, and
according to this counsel God works all things (Eph. 1, 12).
The boule implies a conclusion of the divine will, and the
prothesis a fixed purpose.  As God does all things according to
the boule of His will, redemption, salvation, and election took
vlace in accordance with it. And as prothesis means the same
and the Gospel call is made in accordance with it (Rom. &,
28), and as foreordination took place according to it (Eph. 1,
12), there is certainly no reason whatever to supposc that
prothesis is the rule according to which election only took
place. But what is really absurd is the notion that the cz%]‘l
with which the Christians at Rome were called was one dif-
ferent from the general counsel of God to call all men, and
which is expressed in the commission to Preach. t.he Gc‘»spvl to
every creature. According to the New MI.SSOIII') idea ('md. ac-
cording to the counsel of His will, in ertue of w}n(-.h 'Ho
works all things, calls all men, or has given t.he commniission
to call all men, and according to His protlz.(’sw He calls the
elect, as He called the Christians at Rome; just as they hol(l:
that because God has said that He has conch'ldod all um‘l.ml
sin that He might have mercy upon all, and again that Ho .“ |lQ
have mercy upon whom He will have merey, t)w la.ttm nu]a‘r:.‘
more than the former, i. e. the larger 1s cpntanwd in 'tho 1‘\
and limited by itr But the apostle includes the w h‘fl(.\ p |]|t1
of salvation in the counsel of God and as'the regul:;l (;th .1:. o
must therefore also include personal election and a at p

tajns to it. If election has anything to do with man's salva-

tion it must be included in that boule by which C?n:ist wu;
delivered up, by which the means of grace were given anc
)
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are presented, as those who reject them are also said to reject
the counsel of God.

Prothesis is the same resolution of the divine will in ac-
cordance with which election took place, as we are expressly
told Eph. 1,9. This purpose includes, together with election,
also redemption and salvation. One purpose may have a very
manifold application, and it certainly does not follow, that be-
cause we were elected according to a divine purpose we were
not also redeemed according to that same purpose. Many
things may accord with it and have been brought to pass in
consequence of it. Many things may be measured according
to one rule. This purpose was doubtless the same by which
the Christians at Rome were called and that was expressed
in the apostles’ commission to preach the Gospel to every
creature. Or does Past. Stoeckhardt suppose that God had no
eternal purpose of calling all men, or that He had one pur-
pose of calling all, and another of calling some included in
the all—the elect? 2 Tim. 1, 9 we are also told that God has
called us according to His purpose and grace, which grace was
given us before the world began. And Rom. 9, 11 we read,
that the purpose of God according to election might stand,
which does not mean, as Past. Stoeckhardt fancies, a purpose
which is so formed that an election results, but a purpose
which was made or formed by God’s free choice, through His
free will.

We thus see that there is a divine purpose according to
which predestination was made; but predestination and pro-
thests are not identical, and prothesis is never used to designate
election, but is stated as the norm according to which it was
made. For if prothesis means predestination, because predes-
tination was made in consonance with it, it must also mcan
calling, for we were also called in accordance with it. We
thus see that prothesis is a much wider term than predestina-
tion, including much more; it is the ground and basis, the rule
and norm of it. The purpose according to which a thing is
done and the actual doing of it, are very different concep-
tions. The rule and measure by which an object is measured
is not the doing and measuring itself. Consequently protfzesis
is not election itself, and is never used to designate it, but
the rule and norm in consonance with which it took place.
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After having ascertained the meaning of the term elec-
tion and its equivalents, let us now inquire as to what regu-
lated and directed the act of personal election or predestina-
tion, or of the discretio personarum.

As personal election or predestination, as distinguished
from predestination in its entire compass, pertains only to
God’s children, and is not occupied with the procuring of re-
demption nor the means of grace, it sets in, in the Soresight of
God, where these terminate or have done their work. Hence
the very word election, as we have seen, has for its leading idea,
not the separation from others, but the choosing to a certain
end, object or station, for which it presupposes fitness, con-
sisting in the merits of Christ apprehended by faith. The
passage: “ Many are called, but few are chosen,” in its con-
text indicates that election depends upon the call and the
manner in which it is received. And the Formula of Con-
cord expressly says that the reason why many are notv chosen
is because they, when they were called throu.gh the Worfl, re-
jected it and resisted the Holy Ghost persistently (p. 386.)
Of course, if all had done this, none would 'have been electeq.'
God, therefore, elected only those who (.ild not pursue ‘t‘hls
course toward the proffered grace—who did not block up (lze
ordinary way of the Holy Ghost, sothat He a?uld not have Hix wor lk
in them.” If it is said that those who believe nf)t are (lamnc(',
we are certainly to conclude that if all had believed 11‘ot‘tho“\t
would all be damned, and that those wh‘o are saved w e.u;] nQ
of those who believed not. But if leectxon p.receded‘ lelth. lm:
the overture of the means of grace, in the mind of 'God, t t((r:f:
could have been no election; fo.r the cause, on d-(':?ounntlv
which some were not elected, applied to all_, and (“T}IDLQ‘EC\“;.
all would have been rejected. The horrid dOCtlltl‘IO Ebc‘]ie}
souri, that whilst God rejected some on account o -(-undition’
He accepted or elected others who were In the sz;mlel( )thql‘, al-’
is absurd. If this were true, we could well r]Ob({ie\-; iy
though God condemns some men because they be o )rt'

i e who are of the same class. In short.
He might yet save some he same cause which pre-
Missouri’s singular doctrine, that .t e sa e i o
vented God from electing soms du'ih XiZtB}i)tl)‘;f: band our salva-
electing 0”1371';") : c‘in:;rm% tf(;i::ei?l (,?hrist, bu’t would be the
tion would then not be by
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result of God’s supreme will merely, rejecting some for one
cause and accepting others to whom the same cause applied.

We see then that the act of election in God’s foreknowl-
edge sets in after the call and faith. Hence St. James (2, 5,)
writes: Hath not (fod chosen the poor of this world, rich in faith
and heirs of the kingdom? According to Prof. Pieper’s theory,
who maintains that election precedes the call and faith, we
would have to understand this as meaning that God hath
¢hosen these persons that they may become poor in. this world and
obtain faith. So when Paul says (1 Cor. 1, 27-80): But God
hath chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the wise,
and God hath chosen the weak things of the world to confound
the things which are mighty, etc. That persons are here also
meant appears from the preceding verse. If Prof. Pieper is
right, that election goes before faith in the sight of God and
hag faith for its object, we would have to understand the pas-
sage in question thus: God hath chosen men. to become foolish and
to become weak and base and to come to maught, cte. He supposes
that, because in Rom. 8, 29, the terms predestination, calling,
justification and gloritication stand in this order, they must
have been so in the eternal mind of God—a flimsy argument,
surely! Then, of course, if in Eph. 1, 8. 4, the being blessed
with all spiritual blessing stands before election, and election is
only joined as a parallel and not as causative (kathos,0s) ; and
if in 2 Tim. 1, 9, the being saved comes before being called, the
apostle saying that God has saved us and called ws; and if
Revel. 13, 16, patience comes before faith ; and if in Gal. 5, 22,
love, peace, etc., come before faith, as the fruit of the Spirit,—
all these must have been in this order in the mind of God!
(See his article, L. u. W., 1881, May and June.) Has he lost
his senses! Bengel in his commentary on 1 Cor. 1, remarks:
“Election is the judgment of the divine grace in Christ, having
taken from the common ruin of men those who by faith have
accepted the call. Every one called becomes an elect person,
from the first moment that he believes.”

The same is evident also from 1 Pet. 2, 3-10. To whom
fzoming—unto Christ, namely who was chosen of God and prec-
ious—we are built a spiritual house, a holy priesthood, and
Cl’?l‘lSt is precious to us who believe. And by coming to
Him, or believing in Him, we are (or become) a chosen gener-
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ation, a royal priesthood (v.9) As our royal priesthood re-
sults from and depends upon coming to Christ by faith, so
must our election as a generation result in the same way and
be dependent upon the same thing ; for these are all perfect
parallels, as the context clearly shows. Whilst thos that
§tumble at the Word perish, those that come to Christ, and
indeed by coming to Him, become God’s people and obtain
mercy (v. 10.) And precisely as they become God’s people
and a holy nation, so they also become a chosen generation.
But as election took place in eternity it can only have been
made in view of faith, through which we become a chosen
people.

St. Peter, in writing to the elect strangers, tells them
that they were elected kata prognosin theow patros (1 Pet. 1, 2),
and Paul writes to the Romans, 8, 29, Ot ous proegno, kai proo-
rise. What the meaning of the word prognosis is, according
to which election took place, we have already ascertained,
namely, simply foreknowledge—nothing more and nothing less.
In fixing this meaning we did not indeed.follow Calvin, as
Gerhard says that those do who translate it by predestination,
and as the St. Louis authorities do, but Chemnitz in his Locis
and Gerhard and our great dogmaticians generally, and par-
ticularly the authority of the Bible. We have seen no neces-
sity of departing from the original and general import of the
word in the passages in dispute, as Past. Stoeckhardt docs.
For it is always a dubious proceeding to try to ecstablish a
new meaning for a word from disputed passages. And yet
this is the only ground upon which the St. Louis doctrine
rests. Besides, if we with Past. Stoeckhardt would follm.v
Calvin and render prognosis with predestination substanti-
ally, or with election, we would have to translate, “elect ac-
cording to the election of God,” and “whom God predesti-
nated, He also predestinated!” But such tautology, as Gerbard
says, the Bible does not commit.

Peter then writes that his readers were elcct. according
to the foreknowledge of God the Father. Kata, with .tho ac-
cusative signifies in accordance with, a‘,cc.ordn?g to, In (‘"’;“
formity with. Past. Stoeckhardt thinks it is doing v101.er.1;v. 0
the words to say, “according to God’s for ekﬂm‘”edgf of fait ) a8
God foreknew your faith.” Instead of that he gives the im-
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port of the words, “You (the elect) were elected in con-
forruity with the prognosis of God the Father, in the form and
manner, that God the Father prerecognized you.” He thus
supplies “you,” and makes it the object of the prognosis. But
we should like to know where he gets his authority for sup-
plying just this word, and why we may not as well supply
faith, although we have no objection otherwise to the supply-
ing of that word. But he is the man who protests aloud
against supplying anything in Rom. §, 29, says all such sup-
plying is mere guesswork, and then in another similar pas-
sage does what he condemned; and yet he acts as innocently
as though nothing had been done! Nothing is said of the
object of this foreknowledge. Who gives him the right of
supplying “you”? 1s this a prerogative of St. Louis? May
it not be just as correct, to say the least, to supply faith, mak-
ing faith the object of the foreknowledge? But neither is
said, and so we cannot be positive. This much, however, is
expressly declared, that the election of individuals was not
made arbitrarily, or simply because God so willed it, but ac-
cording to God’s foreknowledge. What this foreknowledge
referred to we will learn from other passages.

Rom. 8§ 29, we read: For whom God foreknew He also
did predestinate, ete., otz ous proegno, kui proorise, etc. What
does the relative whom refer to? Mr. Kaehler’s whimsical re-
mark that the relative cannot refer to those who love God, be-
cause the former sentence in which the relative occurs is con-
nected with the latter by the conjunction for, is not worthy
of notice. Hebrews 12, 6, where the apostle says, For whom
God loveth He chastencth, the who certainly refers to God’s
children in the preceding passage, although it is joined to the
preceeding sentence by the conjunction gar, And soin- in-
numerable others. Thus in glaring self-contradiction Mr.
Kaehler says that the relatjve refers to those who had been
called according to His purpose. But is not the following
sentence joined to this also by the conjunction oti? Such
syperlative nonsense! And then he observes that the rela-
tive refers “to their having been called according to His purpose”
—hence to an act, and not to persons, Whom then would be
a neuter relative! That is what is called sound exegesis at
St. Louis! After the apostle had written that all things must
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work together for good to them that love God, that have heen
called, etc., he adds by a causative conjunction “For whom He
foreknew, He also did predestinate,” ete. He does this evidently
for the purpose of comforting the Christians at Rome in their
afflictions. For whom God foreknew, He predestinatcd and
called, etc. They had been called, and through that call had
been made to love God, and had been visited with afflictions
in consequence thereof. “God’s foreknowledge had regard only
to the persons, and not to their condition,” says Mr. Kachler,
who had said previously that it had reference to their being
called. Does he take God’s call as synonymous with the per-
sons called? But why try to refute such contradictions! The
persons referred to by the relative are those that love God and
who had been called, which calling had made them believers.
These are the persons whom God foreknew. For it is beyond
all gainsaying that the apostle must mean such persons as
were the Christians at Rome, believers, otherwise there would
be no proof in the passage. If the apostle did not mean them,
and indeed in their present condition, there could have been
no comfort to them in the fact that whom God foreknew, He
also did predestinate. The sense then is, whom God fore-
knew as believers, as His children, and who had also to hear
the cross, and who had been made His by His gracious call,
He also did predestinate.

This also appears from the object of predestination, fmme] 3
conformity to the image of His Son, that He might .be the first-boin
among many brethren. This conformity to Christ was doubtt
less, primarily, in suffering. Whom then' God fore{mevw?', ax
believers, as loving God, as being made like unto Christ n:
suffering and, of course, also in glory—these and no Othm".s
He also did predestinate. But thef forek.nowledgo of fthois(:
preceded their predestination. With this agrees per cc..'t. \
the Formula of Concord when it says, ELECTION not only fore-
knows and foresees the salvation of the elect, but jroTn’Ull’ ,111’;('1:!?"“
will of God in Christ is also a cause, ctc., (Sol. Decl. § 8.) £ 4 " :';‘":
therefore, consists of two parts—it foresees and fo'rek‘n;)tf:., t
salvation of the elect, and is also a cause gf their s; \-f.l llﬂllll;
the foreseeing being first and predestination second. Wik
the “not merely, but also ™ goes to prove.

But that believing Christians are meant as those whom
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God foreknew, and that kata prognosin theow patros refers to
them, appears beyond a doubt from 1 Pet. 1, 2 and 2 Thess. 2,
13. 1In the first passage we are told that election took place
en agiasmo pneumatos and in the second en agivsmo pneumatos
kaz puster aletheias. These passages, especially the latter, have
been a real crux interpretationis to the St. Louis authorities.
Dr. Walther says of the words in 2 Thess. 2, 13, we are elected
unto sanctification of the Spirit and unto faith in the truth,
and quotes 1 Thess. 4:9. (Syn. Ber. 1877, p. 30). Past.
Stoeckhardt observes, that distinguished philologists dispute
the use of en inthe sense of ¢is in New Testatment Greek and
holds that Prof. Walther’s instance, namely 1 Thess. 4, 7, fur-
nishes no proof. And then, as he correctly remarks, the apos-
tle explicitly distinguishes the particles eis and en in the
passage under consideration. Hence he concludes that we
will do better to reject the interpretation “unto holiness of the
Spirit and faith in the truth.”” In this manner he refutes
Dr. Walther. Then comes Mr. Kaehler and refutes both Wal-
ther and Stoeckhardt, saying that “ the preposition en may be
taken in both passages, namely 2 Thess. 2, 13 and 1 Pet. 1, 2
as instrumental and as meaning about the same as dia,
through, as Luther translated it in 1 Pet. 1,2.” (L.u W.
1881, p. 433). But Past. Stoeckhardt had decidedly protested
against rendering the passage, “through sanctification of the
Spirit and faith in the truth.” (L. w. W. 1880, p. 234.) In this
way the St. Louis authorities are at logger heads, and have
one another by the hair. But we suppose their followers take
the three contradictory interpretations as a part of the reine
Lehre

Let us first determine the meaning of the phrase “sanc-
tification of the Spirit,” which occurs in both passages under
consideration. The Scriptures often speak of Christians as
saints, saints and believers, elect saints, etc., Rom. 1, 7; Eph.
1,1; 1Cor.1,2; Col. 1,2. In the latter place the saints are
styled the believing brethren n Christ. Phil. 1, 2. Paul writes to
all the savnts in Christ, and so in many other passages. The term
saints is thus evidently used as synonymous with believers.
Their state and condition is thereby expressed. Hence sanc-
tification, or rather samctity, of the Spirit must mean the work
which the Holy Ghost effects and which is Christian and
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true faith. The meaning of the phrase then is, that God
elected us through the faith of the Holy Ghost, or which the
Holy Ghost produces, and through faith in the truth. The
first phrase shows the author of faith, namely the Holy Spirit,
and the second shows the object of faith, namely the truth of
the Gospel. Through these two, or rather one, through the
faith which the Holy Ghost produces and which has the Gos-
pel truth for its object, God elected His children.

We translate the preposition en here with through, for do-
ing which we have the authority of Luther himself, who thus
renders it in the same phrase in 1 Pet. 1,2. And certainly if
this translation is correct here, it must be also correct in the
identical phrase in 2 Thess. 2, 13. Past. Stoeckhardt has
done his utmost to becloud and befog these passages, and it
requires some attention to see through his dust and smoke.
But the interpretation which he advocates is impossible, and
in trying to establish it he refutes himself completely. He
holds that the clauses in question indicate the mode and
manner in which election took place. In endeavoring t.o»
show this, he cites a number of passages where the preposi-
tion en is used before nouns without the article,‘as for in-
stance in Rom. 15, 29, where Paul says that he would come in
the fulness of the blessing of the Gospel, meaning thilt he
would bring the full blessing of the Gospel. 1 Cor. 2, 4,'tho
same apostle says, we speak the wisdom of the Gospel na
mystery, i. e. we speak it in the form of a mys.tery. Acts 17, 3‘1,
it is said that God will judge the world in rlg.hteousness—m
a just manner. Col. 4,5, walk in wisdom—wisely. He .t:qo
cites the phrases, en the truth, truthfully—en craft, craftll}:
etc. He furthermore observes that in all these phrases 't he
article is wanting. Hence, he understands the claqse.s in
question to mean, “God has elected you unto salyatlo?tln:
this manner, that He at once included sanctlﬁcatgm 02341§
Spirit and faith in the truth.” (See L.u. W, I188 ,p~mvn-‘
But in thus summing up he abandons his whole argu rbi'li
For his argument is that the clause:s referred to a:le :cc‘:)erdix;g
phrases, qualifying the act ot; t;lilefgxlzilagféi*g ?: lecting, in
to the examples cited, it must 10 ¢ T feuth and

election, Himself exercised faith in the uth
:::'fc;(gczion of th,e Spirit, but not that He would give it to
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others. For an adverbial phrase qualifies the verb, or the act
or state expressed by it, with which it is connected. This an
analysis of the examples cited will show. Paul, when he
spoke wisdom in a mystery, also himself spoke that mystery.
God, when He judges the world in righteousness, will Him-
self exercise that righteousness. Paul himself will bring the
fulness of the Gospel, Paul himself is the faithful and true
teacher of the Gentiles. So to walk wisely qualifies the walk-
ing. If Past. Stoeckhardt is right, the sense in the passages
referred to would be, God elected us to salvation by Himself
exercising faith in the truth—elected us faithfully and
holily!! For, we repeat, this is the nature of all adverbial
phrases and also of all those cited by Past. Stoeckhardt. The
interpretation is simply absurd.

The absurdity will also appear if we examine the turn
which Past. Stoeckhardt gives to his argument subsequently
and by which he abandons it completely; namely, that God
resolved in election to save men through faith. Election a
resolution! and a resolution to give men faith and save
them by it! And all this he gets from those adverbial
phrases! Then Paul who was a teacher of the Gentiles in
faith and verity would mean that the Gentiles were faithful
and true; God judging the world in righteousness would
mean that the world is righteous, etc. But the thing is too
glaringly absurd to need further refutation. No; faith,
though the gift of God, is an act of man, and can therefore
never qualify God’s act of election.

We return to Luther’s translation through faith, making
faith an instrument. And in so far we agree with Mr. Kaeh-
ler, who says that en can be taken in both passages as instru-
mental (namely 2 Thess. 2, 13, and 1 Pet. 1, 2), and means
pretty much the same as dia, through. But when he goes
on to remark, “You believing Christians, you children of
God, were elected before the world began unto salvation by
this, that the Holy Ghost sanctified you and brought you to
faith in the Gospel,” L. u. W., 1881, p. 433, we dissent totally.
For that certainly makes election to be nothing more than
conversion. There is another way of refuting Dr. Walther
and Past. Stoeckhardt without adopting the radical method
of reducing election to conversion. Mr. Kaehler in trying to
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topple over his antagonists himself falls into the ditch, The
effort for him was evidently too great to keep his own bal-
ance. Our knight of the quill, who has long since been car-
rying a chip on his shoulder in the present controversy with
the challenge to every body to knock it off, has unwittingly
knocked it off himself! He seems to be the Falstaff of S,
Louis, who can truthfully say : “These four came all afront
and mainly thrust at me. magle me no more ado, but took
all their seven points in my target.” After laying out Pro-
fessors Schuette and Stellhorn, he turns up another of his
own colleagues “and their points are broken.”

Through the faith, then, which the Holy Ghost works
and which has for its object the truth of the Gospel, Giod
clected us, faith being viewed as an instrument or means by
which election was made. When election took place, faith in
the foresight of God is viewed as already existing as an in-
strument on hand, to which God had regard and through
which and by means of which he chose or elected the posses-
sors of it unto eternal life. But faith is not regarded as a
product of man, but of the Holy Ghost, and as having for.its
object or contents the truth of the Gospel, which is Christ.
Thus cvery human merit is excluded, for the faith through
which we were elected is the faith wrought by the Holy
Spirit, and has Christ or the Gospel for its f)bject and eon-
tents. Our dogmaticians justly illustrate this matter by re-
ferring us to justification by or through fait‘h. Although't!?o
act of justification is declaratory and exclusively of God, it is
yet done through faith, faith being regarded as the instru-
ment by which the Gospel promises are apprcfhendwl,. upon
which the declaration of justification and the imputation of
the merits of Christ follows. So faith here is the instrument
by which the truth of the Gospel i§ embraced and upon
which or through which our election is declared to hzu:t‘.(')c-
curred. Upon this point the Formula 9f Concord is decx.fn e
For it expressly says, ‘“That predestination poufm:ful/g/.‘ct'n;h'nln.t
the doctrine, that we are justiﬁfad and saved e,\'f'lumu }it ‘))\f
grace, solely for Christ’s sake, wﬂfhout any \\'ork}nior ;nc"trrim.
ours.” Certainly, then, if election 'conﬁrms this ((})( 'h.
they must be similar. But justiﬁca'tmn takes p.ln;'e %um:i..l-
faith and follows faith as a declarative act and as the imput:
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tion of the merits of Christ. Our Formula evidently intends
to say, that as it is with justification, so is it with election,
and vice versa. Hence too our dogmaticians constantly refer
to this doctrine to illustrate the doctrine of election.

Prof. Walther makes light of this, indeed denies the par-
allelism. When this similarity was referred to at Chicago he
first seemed to deny personal justification altogether, and to
acknowledge only the geneml justification of all men through
the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead, holding that
all that was needed was to accept this and that no declara-
tion of personal justification took place. He said that it is
not true at all, that when a man has appropriated the objec-
tive righteousness (of Christ) a new act follows. The act has
been done. By faith we already have that righteousness.

On account of the weak justification is compared with an
action in law, but the separate acts of it have no place here.
And when Prof. Stellhorn insisted that personal justification
is a forensic act of God which in idea follows the gift of faith
and laying hold of Christ, he replied, Not temporally, as though
this was not self-cvident, inasmuch as all that God does has
no reference to time. It is to be feared that the Dr. has also
lapsed into crror on this central doctrine. For certainly the
Scriptures and our Symbolical Books as well as all our ortho-
dox theological writers represent justification as a forensic,
declarative act, acquitting only the believer, forgiving him
his sins, and imputing to him the righteousness of Christ.
Justification in signo rationis then follows faith exactly as
election follows faith. They are perfect parallels in this re-
speet.  Our great Chemnitz, in his Evamen, argues especially
this forensic nature of justification against the decrces of
Trent. Surely Prof. Walther’s doctrine of justification needs
examination and watching, especially also for the reason,
that he can find no similarity between the doctrine of elec-
tion and justification, holding that because from the former
works are excluded, faith must be excluded likewise, from
which it would follow, that justification is without faith
also, because it ix without works. See the Chicago proceed-
ings p. 40.

Neither is the circumstance that the article is wanting be-
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fore the phrases, sanctification of the Spirit aud faith in the 1ruth,
of any particular weight, as Past. Stoeckhardt scems to hold.
This an inspection of a few passages will go to show. Thus
Paul tells Agrippa, that the Lord had sent him that those who
heard his preaching properly should be sanctified pisted cis i,
Does this not mean by or through faith in Christ, because no
article precedes it? Thusin the 11th chapter of Hebrews the
term pistis occurs more than 20 times, sometinmes with the
article, sometimes without it, without perceptibly changing
its force. Indeed, after the apostle has recounted the deeds
done by those holy men by faith (where the article is want-
ing) he sums up in the 39th verse and says that they all ob-
tained testimony through faith, where the article oceurs,
showing conclusively that the terms have the same foree,
Thus John in his second Epistle to the eleet lady writes,
whom I love en aletheia, and all who have known ten aletheian.
Here the same truth is certainly referred to and yet once it
occurs with, and the other time without the article. 2 .John
1, 1. And o in innumerable other passages. Consequently,
if the phrases in question had the article it would not change

their sense.

The correctness of Luther's translation of en agiaxmo
pneumatos and hence also the similar clauses in 2 Thess. 2,13,
by the preposition through, appears from many passiges. \.\'(-‘
will quote a few. Paul says (Gal. 2, 20), “he lives en pisted of
the Son of God.” Does Paul not mean that he lived this life
through faith in Jesus Christ? Or did he live in the way of
faith or unto faith in Christ? 1 Tim. 1, 4 the same zlpusFlv
exhorts Timothy not to give heed to g.engulogn-s \\:}11.ch min-
ister questions rather than godly edlf_v.lng en pister. ‘T‘hls
godly edifying could certainly only be eﬂcct(jd thm}xgh faith,
as all edification comes through faith. 1 Tim. 3. 13, we read
that “those who have used the office of a f.l('zwt?n well. pur-
chase to themselves great boldness en puxiet, \\'hl.(.']l s sn,n-] v
through faith. Titus (Tit. 3, 15) ix to 4~g|:<»(>t ul.l: lsu._\:s‘ ‘l ;‘m::
«who love us en pistei.” Only throu'gh faith this love b".ml
sidered to be exercised. Sowe are bidden to pray cn pisted ane

not to doubt, where faith a d s the mean
er - supplications.  Janes

‘hich we are to offer up our =uppir an
through v/t at our clection ix throngh faith.

1, 6, ete. Thus we perceive th

qin is conceived as the means
gain 1s conceived ax
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faith in the foresight of God being the divinely fuifilled con-
dition of election. And to exclude every vestige of human
merit the apostle tells us, that the faith thrvough which we
were elected is the faith of the Holy Ghost, which the Holy
Ghost produces and which is in no sense the work of man,
and through the faith which has for its object the truth of
the Gospel, or Christ, our righteousness. Only in o far and
in this respect does faith here come into view. Tt has its
value not as an act of man, but on account of its contents,
which is the truth of the Gospel, just as it is said in justifica-
tion that faith is imputed unto us for rightcousness, where it
is Christ apprehended by faith and His righteousness.  Thus
all beautifully harmonises and all is symmetrical. By faith
we arc elected, through faith we are justified, and through
faith we are preserved unto the end. 1t is all through faith,
for without it, it is impossible to please God. Before God can
accept and clect the the sinner as His child or unto adoption
in signo rationis, he must have faith, and by faith be in Christ:
out of Him all is damnation. And the Bible knows abso-
lutely nothing of God’s having predestinated any onc unto
faith more than another. He has concluded all under xin
that He might have mercy upon all (Rom. 11, 32). Just as is
the conclusion under sin, of all equally, so is the merey to all
equally. God makes no distinetion among men—there is no
respect of persons with Him ; the distinetion that exists is
in men’s deportment toward their God that they hear the
Word of God differently, as we see from the parable of the
sower and from that of the great supper (Matt. 16, Luke 14,
18). They are indeed all equally dead in trespasses and sin,
but from some unknown reason some wilfully despise the Word
of God and block up the Holy Spirit’s way that he cannot
have His work in them, says the Formula of Concord, and
others do not. Here lies the mystery—a mystery which we
cannot solve—that men with equally depraved hearts should
act so differently, some wilfully resisting and the others resist-
ing also, but not wilfully, so that the Holy Ghost cun have
his work in them. Gerhard correctly writes, de elect. § 139:
“But you will say that the same corruption is altogether
equally in all; when, therefore, strength is given to some un-
to conversion its cause must be sought in the mercy of God
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alone, and on the other hand therefore when it is denied to
others, there can be no other cause than that it is denied in
consequence of some decree.” Now let the reader mark how
h"_ YESPODCISY He observes: “We must distinguish between
l:i'fgznle malice and blindness and actual pertinacity and
blinding. The former is equally in all the unregenerate, the
latter not so. Man not yet renewed can hear the Word of
God, learn it, ineditate upon it, whilst others contumaciously
neglect it and resist God, as the Scriptures in many places
testify.” And in proof of this he quotes a number of pas-
sages, such as Mark 16, 20; Acts 17, 7; Acts 17, 20; 24, 24;
Luke 13, 24; Amos 8, 11; Rom. 8, 16, etc. (Se¢ Note 3.)

Shall we reject this explanation, which is so clearly
taught in God’s Word and in our Confessions, and adopt the
St. Louis Calvinistic solution, that God alone makes this dif-
ference, doing in one sinner what He does not do in another,
when the cases are exactly equal, and wait for the revelation
of the true cause in heaven? God forbid! Why wait for the
revelation of the cause of men’s non-conversion, as existing in
God, when the Bible tells us it is in mankind, and has al-
ready revealed it?

The same idea, only differently worded, we find con-
tained in Eph. 1, 3-6, where Paul says that God hath blessed
ws with all spiritual blessings in heavenly places en Christo, as
He hath chosen us en «uto before the foundation of the
world was laid, that we should be holy before Him en agape,
having predestinated us dia Christon in His grace and made
us acceptable en to egapemeno, en o we have redemption din
His blood. This is doubtless one of the strongest proof
passages for the Lutheran doctrine, although St. [.ouis'hus
resorted to desperate means to break its force, but certainly
without success. The apostle, then, declares, that God has
blessed us with blessings en Christo, He has chosen ux en ml{n
—has made us en fo egapemeno acceptable and has predesti-
nated us dia Jeson Christou. These areall parallels. . The ques-
tion is, how is the preposition en to be understoad in all these
Past. Stoeckhardt insists with great vehemence

cases ? v e
that they must be taken in the scnse of through, per.  To
34, where the Jews charge

prove this he refers to Matt. 9,
Christ with casting out devils throu

25

gh (ei) Beelzebub to Acts
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17, 31, where it is said that God will judge the world by (en)
that man whom He hath appointed; Col. 1, 16, that (en) through
Him all things are created; Gal. 3, 8, that (en) through Abra-
ham all nations shall be blessed, etc. But these passages are
not apposite and to the point, as they treat of altogether dif-
ferent subjects from that.under consideration. Besides, the
first passage is evidently eliptical for “by or through the poicer
which resides in Beelzebub.” And to translate the second by
through is evidently erroneous. Christ was not simply an in-
strument in the work of creation, but the act is conceived as
having taken place in Him, in the compass of his adorable
person. The power of creation resides in His person. An
intertrinitarian relation is here referred to, as the Father is
in the Son and the Son in the Father. Neither is Past.
Stoeckhardt’s rendering of the third passage correct, as the
very next clause goes to prove, where it is declared that those
who are of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham. The
blessing that should accrue to all people is conceived as in
Abraham, of whom concerning the flesh Christ should come.
Hence it is alse generally rendered so, namely n te, tn dir, in
Thee; only our St. Louis exegete strikes out in a new way in
the service of his new doctrine. We would advise him to
study Winer on the preposition en.

Winer is doubtless right when he says that the phrases
en Charisto, en Kyrio, ete., never mean per Christum, ete., and are
only an abbreviation for being in Christ, in the Lord. (See his
Gram. on the preposition en). Thus 1 Cor. 15, 18, fallen asleep
in Christ means, in enduring fellowship with Him; the dead
en Christo (1 Thess. 4, 16), the dead who die en Kyrio (Rev. 14,
13), I speak the truth en Christo (Rom. 9, 1), as one living in
Christ, says Winer. I know and am persuaded en Kyrio Jesu,
“as one living in union with Christ feels certain” (Winer).
All such and similar passages have a far deeper meaning
than that Rationalistic one, which Past. Stoeckhardt attri-
butes  to them, as though the doing was in Christ, but not
the doer. When the Christian speaks, suffers, is persuaded,
falls asleep, etc., en Christo, en Kyrio, it is because he is
in Him, and as such does and suffers all these things, as
Winer shows conclusively. So living to God en Christo, Rom.
6, 11, is living not merely through Christ, beneficio Christi, but
in Christ, in fellowship with Him. See Rom. 6, 23; 2 Cor.
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2,14; 1 Thess. 2, 14; Rom. 8 1. 18 12: 2 Cor. 5. 17
) ) . O, s ; . 5, 17: Gal,
22, (See Winer.) ) ) r. 5, 17; Gal. 1,

. Hofmann speaks to the point when he distinguishes three
dlﬁ'el"ent uses of the terms en Christo, en Kyrio, etc., one ad-
verbial, qualifying an idea; another adverbial likewise, but
qualifying a whole sentence; and a third which cannot be
taken adverbially, but which supplies a whole sentence.
where namely the facts predicated of Christ would not exist.
if Christ did not exist. And this, he says, is the case with
Eph. 1, 4, where namely it is meant to be said that Gd
elected us as being in Christ. With this, as we have scen.
Winer agrees,"who says that the clauses en Clivist, en Kyrio
never mean per Christum, and are only an abbreviation for
being in Christ. Thus God has blessed us with spiritual
blessings that are conceived as being in Christ, as attaching
to His person. The act of blessing was not done only in
Christ, but the blessings were in Christ that were conferred
upon us. In the same sense we have redemption ea Chiisto;
it is in Him and inseparable from Him. In like manner we
read 2 Tim. 1, 9, that grace is given us in Christ Jesus. Thix
grace is regarded as residing in Christ and as given to ux
with Him. And so we are elected in Him—as being in Hin,
as we are also made acceptable in the Beloved, as being in
the Beloved.

Past. Stoeckhardt maintaing that if this were the mean-
ing here the clause would have to read cither Juumes tons cn
auto or en auto ontas, he elected us being in i, or ws who ure
in Him. But this is only another of his conceits, like Mr.
Kaehler’s rule, that a relative cannot refer to a previous xen-
tence when the conjunction ofti comes between.  When Paul
writes to the Romans (16, 7-14): Salute Andronicus and
Junia, who also were in Christ before me, and in the MeXE verse
Greet Amplias, my beloved in the Lord, am.l verse 13, .\:n'lutr-
Rufus elected in the Lord, we see how all this ix meant.  The
greeting is .to be done, as appears from verse 7, tf' .”3,“'\'. \\' ho
are in the Lord. And how does Paul express it: Asput-
sasthe ton dokimon en Kyrio—ton eklekton en ]\'_1/1‘1"~ and also
tous outas en Kyrio. Now here we have two forms, the one
which Past. Stoeckhardt declares 'to be alone c9rrcct.~ “'“"l t}“
other abbreviated form, like that in the clause in controversy.
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which both mean exactly the same thing. We have a transi-
tive verb, the object eklekton, and then en kyrio without a
participle or article, and yet he who is to be greeted is one
who is in the Lord. Wethussee that Past. Stoeckhardt writes
a kind of Greek that is peculiarily his own, and condemns
expressions as not Greek which Paul uses. (See also the pas-
sages cited supra.)

But Past. Stoeckhardt may still claim a loophole to creep
out, inasmuch as he maintains that the personal pronoun is
construed differently from the noun to which it refers. This
is a rule of his own grammar. Buteven thiscannot save him.
Phil. 3, 9 Paul says that he counts everything as loss that he
may win Christ and be found in Him—euretha en auto. 1If we
put this clause in the active form we have an exact parallel
to Eph. 1, 4. Here it is said, Theos exelexato hemus en auto and
here we would have eureser me en auto. We have neither the
participle nor the article in connection with the personal pro-
noun, for which Past Stoeckhardt contends with might and
main and which he pronounces alone correct Greek. An-
other passage in point is 1 Cor. i, 4, where the apostle says
that the grace of God had been given Aymin en Christo Jesou.
To the Corinthians, being in Christ, the grace of God had been
given, as Winer correctly construes. And still another we
find Eph. 2, 13, Nuni de en Christo Jesuw hymets, which Luther
translates, You who are in Christ Jesus and were formerly far
off, etc.

So also 2 Cor. 2, 14, where Paul says, God he thanked
who always gives the victory hemas en Christo, which Winer
correctly renders, gives us the victory who are in Christ. Paul
writes to pistois adelphois en Christo (Col. 1, 1) and to hegiasmenots
en Christo (1 Cor. 1,1). We think that we have thus shown,
the clause has chosen hemas en Christo must mean, has chosen
us, who are in Christ. But what makes certainty doubly sure,
and puts it beyond any possible doubt, is the cirumstance,
that the apostle distinguishes between the preposition en and
dia. God has chosen us en auto (verse 4) and has foreordained
us dia Jesou Christou. Exelexato and proorisus mean substan-
tially the same thing, convey the same idea essentially, as one
divine act. How is it possible, that the apostle who writes
proorisas dia Jesou Christow should write in the preceding verse
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exelexato en auto (Christo) and with both prepositions mean
the same thing, that God the Father namely had clected us
through Christ, on account of Christ? No candid man, if he
will consider this matter properly, can persuade himself that
such is the fact. Hence we consider our propogition as
proved in a way that amounts almost to a demonstration, to
wit, that our election took place, as of such who were in
Christ. God elected only those whom in His omniscicnee He
saw in Christ. He elected no others. And this is the same
idea which we found expressed in 2 Thess. 2, 13 and 1 Det.
1, 2, that we were elected through faith. The ev?tlexm-'is
complete. And if God elected only those who were in (fln'.l.\'t
and elected them through faith, faith being regarded as an in-
strument, it was faith foreseen. Faith preceded election. as
election was made of those only who were in Chris?.

It is true, there is nothing here said of.ﬁnal faith, of per-
severing faith unto the end, and Prof. P}o&pm’ constructs a
powerful argument, as he imagines, agams't the Luthfrrun
doctrine that election was made in view of faith. He thinks
that in Rom. §, 30, even if translated, whom He furekn_ow.
first faith has to be supplied, then. fa.i.th foreseejn, then‘ ./m‘rt/
faith. But we have seen where .falth is mel?tloned as ‘-p.lttl-
ceding election. And that there is ngthmg said of ﬁnul' mtll 1
creates no difficulty. Faith simply is often spokrp (ff 1]n' “j
Bible when final faith is meant. Thus', he that bel.m\:?]t-‘xliu;(c
is baptized shall be saved—he that believeth on H]?nl a} _m" be
saved, etc. So when it is said that God .e!ectc‘!d ‘1.1..%{‘ {4t;11;])t0
Christ, elected us unto salvation thro.ugh fiflﬂ.l, it iz faith
the end by which alone we can obtain S{?l‘atml:i U

The expression of election ?Lnto obedience a.n\ ; e 11»1 ",r:l I
e . this canmot, mean ot fuih.
when it will be seen, that this ot rink-linw o
only unto obedience, as holiness, af,nCh ift‘ }t)o \Vbi('{; .
as the objective righte.m.lsness' o lr st il i
sanctification of the Spirit, whlc%x; a}? m.bmo wi.t'h faitil. ix di-
Past. Stoeckhardt himself hOh,iS]Z lzti zus;l ar;rummt ot

. g  but
re(itedc.)bsfl}i/i “tr;aleléhzog\d?sns?;? Calvinistic lSc:Tibbollclth x;)(t,
only i Jdection. has
election wnto faith, or that fal‘tll;l :o‘tx;isa?]fdcisc O i
Biblical groundhtfohri;te ;Is)::k‘:o afto(iast Iu’pon the Seripturcs.
of idle brains, whic y :
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Since the above was written the November number of L.
u. W. has come to hand. In our article on the meaning of
proegno and prognosis, showing that in the New Testament
they simply and always mean to foreknow or foreknowledge,
we made no allusion to the fact, that by nearly all our ortho-
dox theologians since the adoption of the Formula of Con-
cord down to the present day, they were understood in this
way, knowing that the old dogmaticians had fallen into dis-
favor at St. Louis and would be pronounced incompetent
witnesses. We were also aware that the St. Louis authori-
ties had been compelled, nolens volens, to surrender nearly all
the forces, including such men as Rhegius and Hesshuss,
with whom they had opened battle, as it was shown them
that these men on some points entertained extreme Calvinis-
tic tenets. But we were of opinion, that if we would produce
the great Chemnitz, upon whom they had counted chiefly for
success in this struggle, we would at least get a respectable
hearing and be challenged to the combat, even if we showed
that he understood the terms in question exactly as we do,
and that we were only following in hiswake. But in this, as
it now has turned out, we were utterly mistaken. Past.
Stoeckhardt declares in the Lehre und Wehre referred to, that
with a man like Chemnitz, whom we only followed, and who
thus denies that the sky is blue and that snow s white, he can have
no argument. Thus our doctor tnvincibilis goes overboard. The
alter Martinus is now utterly discarded as a declared enemy of
all lexicons, ancient and modern. The St. Louis generals
have thus surrendered every position which they first occu-
pied with even a great flourish of trumpets, and have con-
centrated their shattered and demoralized forces rearward, in
a few disconnected outposts in Luther’s De servo arbitrio,
which Luther in the outset of his career had occupied, but
afterwards abandoned and suffered them to become delapi-
dated. General Stoeckhardt intimates that he cannot enter
into a regular battle now, because, as we can easily read be-
tween the lines, his slender supply of ammunition has given
out, having expended it at long range and in a random
firing before the battle had actually opened. General Pieper
predicts that the tug of war is drawing to a close, if we per-
sist in hurting him, and he has therefore taken an entirely
new position on some mountain fastness by reducing the doc-
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:;1;1: g}f Celzlection to conversioq, .'jmd holding with Mr. Kaehler

o ezlected ‘men by giving them faith, and has en-
trenched himself, o la Pillow of Memphis fame, where the
enemy cannot get in, but he also cannot get out. The indomit-
able Kaehlel:, our brave knigh tof the quill, has skedaddled
and l?ft, as it would seem, in disgust for parts unknown, or
has m'thdrawn to some dismal swamp where no one ean fol-
low him. And Dr. Walther, the generalissimo, has caused a
retreat to be sounded all along the line by the signal, that it
had been necessary to bring such formerly unionistic bodies
like the Ohio Synod to the writings of the fathers, but that
now they will only look into their compendiums, when he,
as we think, would lead them on a wild goose chase into the
Calvinistic elyseum. (For all which see last number of Lehre
und Wehre.) And last, but not least, the most Eastern for-
lorn outpost, the New York Zeuge, who always piques himself
on doing work thoroughly, drew up his forces at the
gates of paradise and made his objective point paradise
again, and who, in treating the subject, commenced with
original sin, going to the roots of matters, so that the whole,
when completed, promised to equal the Chinese encyclopedia
of 5000 volumes. But to his chagrin he found that he had
taken too long a start and that when he reached the jumping
point his strength was exhausted, and he simply leaped into
the ditch, where he still lies sprawling. Thus the whole
campaign has proved a fizzle which, in common parlance,
would be called « coming out at the little end of the horn. And
all the multitudes who #n sancta simplicitate had been carrying
bundles of wood to Worms to burn us all at the stake a
heretics, are disappointed and cannot be gratified. . Sic transit
gloria mundi, which, when rende'red into good Enghsh, means
that a king who makes war against another king should first

sit down and consult, whether he will be aple, w?th a thou-
sand to’ meet him who comes against him with twenty

thousand.

i i thod

1.—The Missourians have gbserved a strange me

in t]lloggfence of their new theol}c;g1cal‘:]fo;llr;d]}:lngf.;1 ysli‘girgqt]::
inni e s

beginning and all along they have Jealt in e oloc-

> When it was objected, that th of
z‘;ggl:::?lliiated against the order of salvation, they exclaimed,
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Mystery! When it was shown that it made God a respecter
of persons, by rejecting some on the ground of unbelief, whilst
He elected others, who were, when election took place, in the
same condition, they cried, Mystery/ When it was answered
that they made God act partially in removing wilful resist-
ance to converting grace in some, and not in others, thus al-
lowing them to perish, they said, Mystery! When it was
replied- that to set up a secret will of God to run counter to
His revealed will in His Word, was to upset the whole Gos-
pel, they vociferated, Mystery! You nasty Rationalists, don’t
you see the Mysteries! And thus they led a charmed life
and were invulnerable, whilst they handled the Bible proofs
of their opponents with the most palpable rationalism.

Of late, however, as the constant cry of mystery had be-
come insipid, they have resorted to a really desperate way of
defending their indefensible cause. It is that of impeaching
the moral character of their opponents, of throwing stones
whilst they themselves live in glass houses, in which Mr.
Kaehler, we suppose on account of his peculiar moral fitness,
took the lead and wore the bell. In the absence of argument,
in which they have always been very sparing throughout the
present controversy, and 1n which, like a good housewife, they
have made a very little go a great ways, and have virtually
acknowledged themselves bankrupt in this respect, they have
taken to throwing mud, setting themselves up as moral cen-
sors and pronouncing their opponents “a collection of unclean
spirits” of vain and puffed up men, who have an ax to grind
or a grudge to serve against these saintly innocents. This we
consider the testimonium paupertatis concerning themselves and
their “thoroughly educated faculties.” But if it is the best
they can do, we will have to be satisfied. An evil cause is
difficult of defence even in skillful hands, but when under-
taken by poor cobblers, such as have lately come to the front
and to the rescue, we can look for nothing else. Do the best
that you can, gentlemen, and no reasonable man can justly
ask any more.

Note 2.—Lehre und Wehre, October, 1881, has a transla-
tion of a very sensible and candid article from the pen of
Prof. Stub, in which he observes that he translates proegno
and prognosis by foreknew, foreknowledge. Nevertheless he
thinks t%at it is a foreknowledge which designates an act of
the divine will. But in this, we think, he is mistaken. Indeed,
if the word means foreknowledge, the other idea is excluded.
It is simply impossible that the word can mean both. A
state or a condition cannot be an act, and vice versa. The sub-
ject that foreknows of course has the faculty of volition, but
in foreknowledge itself there is no volition. Knowledge, no
matter how we twist it, can only take cognizance of objects
and facts, but it cannot make or change them. And this
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ecause He also knew it. So when Christ said to those
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His Father's will. As such He had never kn)m(vn "th'cm[ “00
would it answer to translate here, as Prof. Stub does the pusl:
John 10, 16—1I have mecer known you ~n ax to love yon ?
) e Savior have made Himsclf responsible then
for their perdition? And that their working of iniquity is
only another way of saying ye would mot, is a strange conceit
of Prof. Stubs. For the reason which Christ givgs, if Prof.
Stub is right, is not that they have not accepted Him—thix
he puts in here—but that He never knew them to love them, to
make them His own. No—He never knew them, as those who
do His Father’s will, as those who hecar these sayings of His
and do them (verse 24) and hence He tells them to depart.
And does not the Savior, aside from loving and caring and
lso simply know them.

Eroviding for His sheep or His own, a
now who they are and what they are and what they need.

sage,
Would not the



394 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

that namely He should lay down His life for them? And
why should not this also be said in the Bible?

The only passage which seems to favor Prof. Stub’s view
of ginoskein is John 17, 3, where it is said, And this 7s eternal
life that they might know Thee, the only true God, and Jesus
Christ whom Thow hast sent.  But it only seems so. Kternal life
is said to consist of knowing God and Christ, whom He sent.
Consequently this is a knowledge that shall prevail in the
life to come and of that knowledge we know very little here,
and consequently this passage can decide nothing. When
Paul 1 Cor. 13, 9-12 says, Now we know in part and prophesy
in part (verse 9), and then adds (verse 12), these I shall know
even also as I am known, we have an inkling as regards the dif-
ference of the degree of knowledge between here and there.
We see that ginoskein and cpignoskein are both used of the
knowledge prevailing in the life to come. That perfect
knowledge of God, there, even as we are known of God, is
life eternal. That those who have this knowledge will also
love God and live in blessed fellowship with Him, will see
God face to face, is certain. But why ginoskein must say and
express all this we cannot see. When Christ shall tell those
who have done good works to enter His kingdom (Matt. 25,
35-38) does it follow, that the good works there mentioned
also mean faith because we are saved by faith? True, they
presuppose faith, but do the terms or words signify it? As-
suredly not! And so here. .

And so when John (1 John 4, 8) says, He thaé loveth mot,
knoweth mot (God. In the preceding verse he says that every
one that loveth is born of God and knoweth God. Christian
love then springs from the new birth and from the knowledge
of God—from these two. But he also declares that he who 1s
destitute of the latter, will not love. Now, can any one have
Christian love who has no knowledge of God? Certainly not!
To love Him presupposes knowledge of Him, who is love.
But the opposite does not follow, as Prof. Stub supposes, that
he who has some knowledge of God, must necessarily love Him.
We would ask him, whether any man can love without
knowing God? And if ginoskein means also to love, as Prof.
Stub says of John 14. 15, how would he render the passage
under consideration?—He that does not love God, does not
know and love Him? And when in this same chapter, verse
6, John uses the same word and says, Hereby know we the
spirit of truth and the spirit of error, does he render the latter
clause know and love and live in fellowship with the spirit of
error? Can the verb ginoskein possibly mean anything else
and more, than simply to know? Or does it mean something
else in every passage in which it occurs? And besides can
it be said that any unconverted person has the true knowledge,
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simply as knowledge, of God as love? We do not believe i is
true knowledge, only as knowledge, comes through ‘tal‘)'g ]etilli'I‘ iltb
ening influence of the Holy Ghost. And this knowledg% is
followed by love, just as love follows faith, but they are not
identical, neither are they contained the one in the other
When Christ said to that woman, many sins are forgiven thes
because she loved much, must we conclude, that love here
means faith, because we obtain forgiveness of sins by faith
or must we not rather take love as a fruit of faith, and
which presupposes faith? And when it is said Matt. 6, ’14, If
ye forgive unto men their trespasses, my Father who s in heaven
will also forgive yours, must we understand the first clause to
mean faith 1n Christ, upon which forgiveness depends, or not
rather the two causes which are assigned in the Apology for
the Scripture using such language? And when we read, that if
we judge ourselves we will not be condemned, must we depart
from the natural meaning of the first clause and substitute
faith, because through faith only we escape condemnation?
-Faith is here everywhere presupposed, but that gives us no
right to depart from the natural meaning of the words. And
exactly so is it with ginoskein, where it is said that it is cter-
nal life, and that those who love not, know not God. It isa
synecdoche—a part taken for the whole—but that lies never
in the word itself, but in the form of speech. The word re-
tains its original meaning and never has any other.

Note 3.—Prof. Stub is mistaken, or rather fails to see
the point, when he says that the theologians of the 17th cen-
tury teach that in conversion God also removes the resistance
of man to His grace. This they do teach and the Bible
teaches and our church has always taught. But this is not
the point. The question is whether converting grace, in ad-
dition to removing natural resistance and enmity, also over-
comes and removes wilful resistance and pertinacity in some.
but not in others, or in any at all? And this the Bible and
our theologians as well as our Confessions deny, and hold that
in the ordinary way of grace God does not remove wilful and
pertinacious resistance. Natural resistance they hold ix.
strictly speaking, no hindrance to conversion, but wilful re-
sistance 15. Men are converted in and during natural restqtt
ance, grace overcoming it; but no man in the ordinary “t‘}l"
is converted in and during wilful resistance. And tln‘s' 1}.? } e
manner of resistance, from which they sa{; man can }\w nl?
natural powers desist, whereas he cannot by his own free \?]1' !
abstain from natural resistance. And this is the reason wh
some men are converted and o

thers not.
This solves the difficulty of which Prof. Stub speaks, but
of course it leaves one difficulty u

nsolved, but one which does
not not come in conflict with God’s universal mercy and the
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free grace of the Gospel. The unsolved problem is this, how
and why men with equally corrupt hearts, equally dead in
trespasses and sin, act so differently, some resisting wilfully
and others not, as all voluntary action requires a motive.
And where the motives are alike, it would seem the actions
would be alike. But this in a wider sense is the problem of
the relation of the divine providence and human free agency,
a problem that confronts us every day in the different actions
of men in mere outward morality, where the source and mo-
tives are equally bad. The St. Louis predestination solves
also this difficulty, but how ? By contradicting the Scrip-
tures and overturning the whole Gospel.

Nore 4.—Past. Stoeckhardt has strange crotchets in his
mind with regard to this passage. He thinks: If we trans-
late chosen through Christ apprehended by faith, we only obtain
an election through faith, and the idea of faith foreseen must
be supplied and put into the act of divine election. The
proposition, God has chosen us through faith—as election is an
act of God—only affords the conception, that God through
faith, which by election He created, has chosen us!! (L. u. W.
1881, p. 126).  What a schoolboy argument! Election being
a divine act and having taken place through faith, it must
have created faith! Then, if we were elected through Christ,
election must have created Christ! And if God caused His
Gospel to be preached to us through the Holy Ghost (1 Pet. 1,
13) He must thereby have created the Holy Ghost! And if
the declaratory act of personal justification is a divine act, it
must create that faith, through which the sinner is justified!
Does Past. Stoeckhardt really not know, that when God does
anything through instruments, that act does not imply the
creating of those instruments, but only their use, as already
on hand? The conversion of the individual sinner through
the Word is a divine act, but docs it imply, that in every in-
dividual conversion, God creates the Word anew, as His instru-
ment, or does He not rather only use the Word as a means,
which is already at hand? A licentiate of theology ought
not to blunder so grossly in his arguments.

WHAT, ACCORDING TO THE MISSOURIANS, IS
THE CAUSE OF ELECTION?

BY PROF. F. W. STELLHORN.

As is well known by all who are in any way conversant
with the principal features of the present controversy about
predestination, the Missourians strenuously deny that it is in
accordance with the Scriptures and the Confession of our
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Chl}rch when we toge.ther with our fathers say, that predesti-
na‘tlon. may be tak.en in so wide a sense that the eternal deter-
included s th st and rineipl s e LT
notion neither the écri t , b the Co AC.COI‘dmg fo thelr

ptures nor the Confession warrant such
a use of the term of predestination or election. When the
Missourians speak of election they only speak of the election
of persons to salvation, or of the selection of those individu-
als that are infallibly saved, combined, of course, with the
ordination that these individuals shall be led to heaven on
no other way than that eternally fixed for all men. Accord-
ing to their view, the kernel, so to say, the pith and heart of
election, is the selection of certain persons thatare infallibly to be
brought to repentance, faith and salvation. Election always
implies selection, nay, is itself selection for a certain purposc.
An election or selection of certain persons, is always and ncc-
essarily a disecrimination between persons, a “discretio per-
sonarum.” If I speak of what God has resolved to do regard-
ing me, without taking any reference to other persons, con-
cerning whom He has not resolved this, I do not and can not
speak of an election equivalent to a selection. For this
always nccessarily implies a singling or picking out among
a number. Nobody can deny this, and the Missourians them-
selves have oftentimes urged it.

Well, if this be the case, as it really is, what, then, do
the Missourians teach to be the cause of election? Very often
they say, for example in the Chicago Minutes pp. 67, 94, that
the.mercy of God and the merit of Christ are the only causex
of election also in the sense in which they take it; but, they
add, the merit of Christ not in so far as it is appr(:*henrlwl by
faith, but only in so far as it exists for all men ‘wntlmut any
But if you then say, How is it possible that t?n-
he merit of Christ, in so far as they exist
for all men, can be the cause why God does not infallibly or-
dain all men to heaven and salvation, but does el'ect or select
only a few—the Missourians answer: Well, why God makes a
selection between men who are 1n every respect the same be-
fore His all-seeing eyes, why He does elect one zmd. no.t .thc
other—the cause of this we do not know ; the cause of this is a

mystery, and has not been revealed to us.

exception.
mercy of God and t
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But if this cause be a mystery which has not been re-
vealed to us, except in so far as we know that it is not faith
.or Christ’s merit apprehended by faith, how can the Missou-
rians say, that the cause of election, in the sense in which
they take it, is the mercy of God and the merit of Christ, the
latter in so far as it exists for all men alike? How can they
.at one time say that the cause of election, which in their sense
is nothing but the selection of certain persons for the purpose
of bringing them to faith and salvation, is a mystery that will
not be revealed to us before we get to heaven, and at another
time, that this cause is the mercy of God and the merit of
Christ not apprehended by faith? Is not that again one of
the “mysteries” contained in such great numbers in the Mis-
souri theory of election? Or is it another one of the frequent
equivocations now in use among the Missourians? Do they,
perhaps, at one time give themselves the appearance as if
they really held that the mercy of God and the merit of
Christ are the causes of election, also in the sense in which
they take it, because the Formula of Concord says this ex-
plicitly, and then again, when it suits their purpose, say that
this cause is a mystery? Or do they, perhaps, at one time
say that election according to their acceptation is essentially
a selection and a singling out of certain persons for the pur-
pose of giving them faith and life eternal, and then again,
when it suits their purpose, act and talk as if this were not
the case, as if, on the contrary, clection consisted mainly and
principally in ordaining some to faith and salvation, without
any reference to other men who arc not-thus ordained? In
other words, is election, whenever it suits their purpose,
essentially a selection out of a number or mass, and then
again, whenever it serves another purpose, the very opposite
of this? We pause for a reply.

To all other men beside the Missourians it is perfectly
clear that the mercy of God and the merit of Christ can only
be the cause of an election, or a selection of certain persons
out of a great mass and number, if either this mercy of God
and this merit of Christ are from the beginning not intended
for all men, or are not the cause of such a selection in so far
as they exist for all men without any distinction. And as
the former assumption according to the clear and undeniable
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tqtateme.ni;s of Holy Writ is not true, much as the Calvinists
in consmten‘cy with their system claim it to be true, the lat-
ter assumption must necessarily be true, that is, that they are
nqt the cause of selection in so far as they exist for all men
alike, without any reference to their acceptance or rejection,
but only in so far as they are in God-given faith accepted
by some and in wilful and obstinate unbelief rejected by
others.

If, indeed, we conceive of election in the wider sense in
which Luther, Chemnitz, and the Formula of Concord speak
of it, so that it includes and comprises as an integrant part
the eternal determination and ordination of the means of
grace for all men, we must say that in regard to this principal
part of election in its wider sense the mercy of God and the
merits of Christ, as they exist for all men alike, are the cause.
For this part pertains to all men alike, though it does not
predestine all men to salvation, inasmuch as this part does
not predestine anybody. For by it God has predestined or
foreordained, that is, fixed and determined before all time, the
way and the means to heaven. And, humanly speaking—

.and otherwise we can not think or speak of God at all—only
.after God had seen that, in spite of all His grace and merey,
not all men would get to heaven on this way or by these
means, all-sufficient as they are for all men without any ex-
ception—only then He instituted an election of persons—
-only then He predestinated only a part of men to life eternal.
Had He not foreseen this, certainly no election or selection
would have taken place, though a predestination, viz. of all
men. For the word predestination does not in itself imply a
selection or a singling out, as the word clection, in as far as
it is equivalent to selection, always docs. Thus we could
speak of a possible predestination of all men, but not of an
election or a selection of all men.

The cause that God at all could predestine any man to
_salvation is, of course, nothing but the mercy of God and the
merit of Christ. Without these God could, so to say, not even
have thought of predestining any man .whatc\'vr. Bl-ltl '1.n
order to be able to predestinate any de:hmtc ]mr;t.n]l to .~f1 \l:]
tion, God had to see and know that this p;‘.{.j‘on ; h;:r ::(:il !
.accept Christ, and not obstinately reject riim. S owas o
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prerequisite to election. The mercy of God and the merit of
Christ are the only causes of clection, but they can not be
such causes, if they are not accepted by faith. If they are the
cause why He elects some persons whilst He does not elect
others, although they are intended and exist also for these,
it can be thus only because He sees that they are accepted by
some, whilst they are spurned and rejected by others. If He
did not see this, there would not be any election at all, but a
predestination of all men.

But does not the Formula of Concord, and do not all our
dogmaticians say that the mercy of God and the merits of
Christ are the canses of election? Most assuredly they do.
But both do not exclude faith as a factor in election, or, in
other words, they do not speak of the mercy of God and the
merit of Christ as being the cause of election or selection
aside from their acceptance by faith. The dogmaticians, as is
well known, teach explicitly that election has taken place in
view of the merit of Christ as being apprehended by faith,
and the Formula of Concord does so implicitly more than one
place,e. g. in the words of the Epitome (Mueller p. 556): “In
Christ we shall look for the eternal election of the Father who has
decreed in His e¢ternal divine counsel that He will not save anybody
except those who recognize Hiz Son Christ and truly believe in Him.”
This, thercfore, according to the Formula of Concord, 45 election,
as far as it concerns us at all, that God has decreed in all eter-
nity, that all those who belicve in Christ, and only those, will be
received and saved by Him. And thus the Formula of Con-
cord, and our dogmaticians, and we who believe and teach as
these do, are perfectly justified in saying that the mercy of
God and the merit of Christ are the cause of clection or selee-
tion of some men, because we do not exclude, but rather in-
clude faith as a factor, though not as a cause in the strict
sense of this word. But the Missourians can not consistently
do the same, though they sometimes do it, for what reasons,
God and they themselves must know. If they want to be
consistent, they must say, as they sometimes have said, that
the cause of clection, as they take it, can not be the grace of
God and the merit of Christ, but that it is unknown and a
mystery to us.
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