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PREFACE

There azre two ressons which justify an investigation
into the position of the seventeenth century Lutheran dog-
maticleneg regerding the inspirstion of Seripture., In the
first plece the dogmeticlans have had no small theologlcel
influence upon their Lutheran posterity even down to the
present day. Succeeding generations of Lutherans have always
studied thelr theology, though often superficlslly, unsym-
pethetically and unfortunately from secondary sources, Thelr
theologicel tenete and even thelr terminology and theological
method have persicted in certain quarters to this day. This
influence is an undeniable fact glthough meany Lutherans today
do not reelize it end many others would not care to sdmit 1it.
And thie influence has mnde iteelf felt not only in conser-

vetive Lutheren cireles but 2lso in the liberal branchee

of the Lutheran church, K, Hase's book, egrus redivivus
and Lutherdt'e Compendium der Dogmastik, which hae now gone

through fourteen editions, have both served to stimulate
interest in the theclogy of the dogmaticiens on the part

of liberel Lutheéranism in Germany. Among the conservatives
Philippl, who belleved in the verbal inspirstion of the Blble,
shows hls regard for and dependence on the dogmaticisns in
his Kirchliche Glsubenslehre and draws heavlily from then

in his prolegomena and conelderation of Seripture, In Ame
eérica Heinrich Schmid's very useful hook, Die Dogmatlk der
evengelisch-lutherischen Kirche, has been translsted into
Englieh and has received wide circulastion in libersl circles,
The tremendous Influence effected by the 0ld dogmeticians
upon the lerge conservative segment of the Lutheren church

in Americe 18 indicated in Franz Pleper's Christliche Dog=-
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natik, now being trensiated into Inglish, and Adolf Hoenecke's
Ev, Luth, Dogmstik, the two most exhaustive dogmatical works
written by Lutherans in America., Both Pleper and Hpeénecke
€évince a profound respect toward the seventeenth century
dogmaticians ae theologlane, and in thelr treatment of Serip-
ture they follow the dogmaticlans very closely.

In the second plece the attitude of the old dogmaticlans
toverd Soripture hee been the chief point where they, as
representatives of ceventeenth century Lutheran orthodoxy,
are remembered and Jjudged, No other era in Lutheéren church
history haes been depicted by historlans, even Lutheran his-
torians, with such a spirit of sntagoniem, no other era has
been described with such leck of sympethy and censured with
such lack of juntirieation,.aa the period which these mén
dominated, The seventeenth century hes too often been brushed
aslde by historisne as the period of dead orthodoxy 1in the
Lutheran church, although a cureory study of the ers will
revenl e genulne Chrietisn plety expressing 1tself in a weslth
of devotional 1iterature and hymns which are some of the
finest ever brought forth in the Lutheran church, The bit-
ternees and misery of thet century in which Europe experienced
only seven yeéars of peace, theimminent threat to orthodox
Luthersniem from Catholicism snd Calvinism from wlthout and
syneretiem from within, the fact that bitter invective was
the rule in all controverslisl issues, the fact that abhore
rence, hatred and intolersnce of false doetrine all of which
eegens to strange now was s gulding prineciple then, all these
important facte have been too often by-passed by church hise
torians; and thus the poselbllity of apprecisting the think-
ing and motives and desires of these dogmeticiens has been

all but destroyed. And why such slmost universel dlesapprovel
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of these men by posterity? The enswer to this question may
be found pertielly in their stubborn, unrelenting essaults
egainst Romaniem, Calvinism, unionlsm and everything not
strictly Lutheran, It may be found partislly in thelr de-
nuneiation of gsyneretiesm and doctrinasl indifferentism on the
part of their more liberal brethren in the Lutheran church.
But more than enything else, I believe, it ie to be found
in thelr rigld adherence to the Lutheran prineciple of ggla
seriptureg and in thelir doectrine of verbal inspliretion, tenets
which are not cherished by the majority of modern thecloglane
and historisns, Thet this 1s the polnt where they have been
remenbered and Jjudged will be brought out in the course of
thie discsertation,

In chooeing the theologiane to represent the seventeenth
century Lutheran poesition regerding the inspirstion of Serip-
ture I haeve restricted my selection to those mén who were and
are universslly regerded as exponents of strict seventeenth
century Lutheran orthodoxy, I have therefore not consldered
the worke of Calixt, important ee hie influence has been,
gelnce he wee opposed by the orthodox Lutherans in matters
of doctrine end presectice. Husaeue, too, becsuse of hie ayn=-
ergiam, hies weaknese ses over egzeinst certain aspecte of the
inepiration doectrine, and his mediating position between the
eyneretism of Celixt and the Helmstedt school and the cone
feseionalienm of Calov and the Wittenberg school, cennot be
coneldered a representative of the prevelling orthodoxy of
the age, On the other hend, I have included Baler in my in-
vestigation, It ie true that he wee e disciple of Husaeus
and never completely absndoned the eynerglsm of his master,
Neverthelese living and working es he did after the synecretis-
tic controversy he did much to heal the breach caused by



this strife, Moreover by his writings hé proved that he
deserves to be accorded a place as & champion of Lutheren

orthodoxy. The fact that s much enlerged edition of his

a6 by Co Fo W, Walther was until

the present generation used ge g textbook in more than one

of the larger coneervative Lutheran semlinaries in Amerieca
inflcates thet he is esteemed an advocate of the old orthodox
Lutheranism, end for thie resson aslone I could not disregerd hinm,
Chronologically my investigetion sterte with Aegidlus
Hunniue, who died e few years after the turn of the seven-
teenth century. The cholce of this man does not meen to
infer that he insugurested the sge of orthodoxy. The theology
of the dogmaticians 15 due to the influence of more than one
man and 1te roote extend far into the sixteenth century,
My reason for beginning with Hunnius ie that during his pro-
fessorship at Wittenberg & number of controversies arose
between the Lutherene and the Cethollcs regarding the per-
epicuity, suthority, inepirstion and suthenticity of Scrip-
ture, Bellermine, Temner, Gretzer, Stepleton and many other
Jesult controversiallste arrayed a maeee of polemical litera-
ture againet every Lutheran defence in these mattere so that
Hunniue and those who followed were driven to defend and
clarify their poesition on s number of issues which had herdly
been touched by their predecesesors, We find Hunnius defending
the authority end authentliclity end eclerity of Seripture in
alroet all hie writi ge agsinst the Jesults, and 1In support
of the divinity and inepiretion of Soripture we find him write

ing his celebreted tracts

Oritate *1de g0 er tud € angerase ac )

et apostolicse veteries & novi testamenti. Hunnlus was greatly
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respected by hie successors in Wittenberg, end hle authority
is esppesled to by Gerhard end especially Quenstedt to a re-
merkable extent, This fect, too, makes it imperative to
include hie works in a study of the old orthodox Lutheran
doctrine of “eripture, The sge of orthodoxy ends with David
Hollez snd any consideration of the theclogy of this era

must terminate with him,

In dealing with the tenets of the 0ld dogmaticlane cone
eerning Seripture I have not trested each of them individu-
glly ae a geparate representstive of a long era of Lutheran
gcholasticiem, but have considered them as s unit or school,
and heve taken up their doctrine of Scoripture point by point,
The resson for this is obvicus, ZLven the most cesual perusal
of the vorks of the dogmaticiane will revesl that 2 marvelous
unlty of doctrine obtaina betwesn them, slthough of course
gertein differencee exiet, Although they employed both syn-
thetic end enalytic method and although thelir terminology
wes 80 multifarious thet no two of them can be sald to agree
in outer mode of presentation, they all sgreed remsrkably
in doectrine, This doectrinal unity ie not due prinecipally
to the close intercourss snd mutusl respeot which exlsted
between these men, Nor 1ls 1t due mainly to the marked extent
tec which they drew from esch other's warka.1 It wes certeinly
not due to sany 1dea on thelr part thet the substance of the
doctrine which they had inherited could not be changed, as
I“E;“;;hy cases even the wording of the later dogmetliclans

wes ldentlicel with that of their farsrunncra. Ot. Eeile ths
statement of Quenstedt, theologlia dida D o J

o 00 un. Lipslaes 170 i i

L
18118444 with that of Gerhard %gg;wgggg%gglgl. denuo €8eses
Je Fo Cotta. Tubingae, 1762, II, Regula partialla..."
This example ie extreme but not unigus, Baler's dependence
on Husseue 1s evident on every page of his gompendium,
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Nitzech 1mp11es.a They would not heve hesltated to overthrow
the dootrine which they had inherited if they had thought
it contrery to feripture. The unlity of goctrine which was
present smong them wage due to something more fundamentsal
then all this, namely, to the fect that they made the Luth-
eren gols ecrinture prineiple the very slpha and omega of
all their theclogical endesvor, All Christlan docctrine must
‘be drawn from Seripture elone, HNot even an angel from heaven
can establish erticles of falth, This does not mean that
the close friendship and intercommunion between these men
contributed nothing te that doetrinal unity which perslsted
through the century. Just as Melanchthon wae an ardent dis-
ciple of Luther and wrote his loel communes as an €éxposition
of Luther's doctrine, so sleso the loci theologici of Chemnitz
and that of Hutter were both emplificetions of Melanchthon's
éminent work; and Gerherd's Jocl theglomiel le bamsed on Hute
ter's, ete., down to the time of Hollaz and beyond it into
the eighteenth century. 4And yet the gulding prineciple of
‘811 these theologiane and that which d1d moet to unify them
doctrinelly wes their unanimoue convietion that Seripture
was the source of theolosy.3 When we recognizeé the lmportance
of thie prineiple to the dogmeticisns we hsve the key which
unlocks the dopr to a true understending of thelr theology.

Hy purpocse in an investigation of this sort is not to
apologize for the dogmaticlans or to eriticize their teéach~-
ings (except when their mistakes ere of a technical nature
owing to the many limitations under which they labored or

when they are not consietent with their own prineciples, as

F—
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ie sometimes the cage), but to diecover what they sctuelly
teught conecerning Seripture and to shed light, if possibls,
on some of the misunderstandings which have risen withiln
the last three hundred ysars regarding these men and thelr
doetrine of Seripture, In earrying out this taek I feel con=-
strained at times to volee nmy hearty disagreement with some
of the conclusions drawn by vericus historians and theologlans
who have studied the theology of these nen, concluesione which
I feel bhetray ot times a superficial and uneriticel method
of investigatlion, WVelleneaning ag these gcholarsg may have
been, they have on ocgaslon glven a distorted plicture of
the dogmaticians and have not alweys been accurate in their
deseription of the position of theee men regarding Seripture,

With this eimple purpose in view 1 have thought it best
not to enter into an inveptigation of the baockground of the
016 Lutheran inspirastion doetrine, e subject over which there
has been wuch heated controversys Pleper, Hoenecke, Fhilippl
and others ere convineced thsat the dogmatiaians have derived
thelr doctrine of inepiration from Seripture itself and that
it 18 practically the same as thet of Luther, Sasse bellieves
thelr doectrine 1o be beeed upon & Celvinlstic-Augusetinian
opinion which wes e carry-over from Habbinic Judaism which
in turn hsd taken its doctrine from orilental-hellenistic
heathendom, It is the conjecture of K, Helm that their pos-
ition owes its origin to the scholastics of the later Middle
Agee, Cremer feels that their doctrine 1ls a complete inno-
vation, In all these theories, some of which sre too simple,
others too complioated, there 1s no doubt some truth. There
can be 1little doubt that in cach case the peracnal opinlons

of the sundry scholars regarding the nature of ianspiration

hes to some degree affected their views toward the doctrine
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held by the dogmaticlans. And this is inevitable since the
doctrine of inspiration 1s after all s wmetter of faith, For
ny pert I feel thet my purpcoee can best be served 1f I omit
any consideration of this controverted problem and allow the
reader to form hies own cpinion g8 teo how fer the doetrine
¢f the cld Lutherans ie correct, conslstent and Biblleal,
soméething the reamder would no doubt do in any case,

Where I thought it necessary I have included much of
the ergumentation employed by the dogmaticiene in support
of their views. Such a step, elthough 1t adds length end
tedium to the dismertation, 1s neceéssary lest thelr conten-
tiong seen to rest on nothingj it also shows how theése men
thought, I have tried not to become involved unneceéssarily
in the morase of technicel, exegeticel naterisl so laborious-
ly worked out in support of their opinione, But i1t 1s not
elweys esey to choose from this mess of nmaterial that which
beet expreesee and clarifies thelr position., The faet that
Gerherd, Celov end Queénstedt especially delve deeply into
the exegealie of pertinent Bible passages supporting thsif
views cannot be ignored, Some of their most lmportent argu-
ments are to be found in the exegetical seotione of their
worke. To0 neglect these long and often tiresome prssages
would proave disastrous to any attempt teo leern what they
really taught concerning Seripture, The same might be sald
in regard to thelir extensive polemicel eections, But to
inelude any protrscted survey of these sectione i@ neither
necessary nor of velus, 7The fect thet in his exegesls Gere
kerd in perticulsr answers praoticaliy gvery objeetion which
hies mdversaries csn hurl egeinst his Seripture proofe is

commendeble, but it pads his lcel with much materlel which
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is only indirectly relevant to the subject under consldera-
tion, end if anything makes too much of & good thing.

I have plso omitted any lengthy description of the here
meneutliosl rules and exegetical wethod employed by the doge-
matic¢iens and only when these rules snd method are pertinent
to the subject under discussion do I mention them in palginao

I heve refrained from a prolonged conslderation of can~
onicity. The question of the ganon, of the homologoumena
and entllegonena, is an historical problsem, not ;n article
of faith, It hes no beésring on the doctrine of inspirstion
iteel?, but only reises the queéestion of the inspiratlion and
euthority of certain disputed books, It is not deemed a
matter of doctrinel esignificance to any of the dogmatlicians,
They hold thet there are no doetrinal differences 1n the
verious books of the Bible.4 However it 1s not linopportune
at this point briefly to discuse their views concerning can=
onielty, and this for t{wo ressons, In the first plaﬁa the
viewe of the dogmaticiens regerding cenonicliy seem to mise
understend end therefore fell to meet the lssues of the ques~
tion a= they exieted in the ancient chureh, In the sscond
plece their views (stasrting with Gerhard) show a merked de-
perture from the position not only of Luther, but siso of
Chemnitz, Aegidiue Bunniue and Heffenreffer, The dogmati-
ciegns after CGerherd mede 1ittle or no mention of the antle
legomena, Anong the lster dogmaticliane Quenstedt mekes a
distinetion of & sort salthough he does not question the can-
onicity of the antilegomene, He aays,5 "We should diestine

Zulish between the protocencnicsl and deuterocsnonliesl books

I Guenstedt, op, cit., I,107.
S gpe olt., 1,235,
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of the New Testament, or in other words, between the books

of first snd of sccond rank, The former are thoae¢ books
concerning whose puthority and secondery authors thers vas
neveyr doubt in the church; the latter are thoee books whose
authority wes not 1n fact doubted, but whoge asecondery suthors
weére at certain times doubted by sone within the chureh,

fueh ere the letter to the Hebrews, Jeues, Jude, second Peter,
2 and 3 John and Reveletions The inquiry snd controversy
however in the metter of these booue 414 not perteln to gll,
but to & few books, and did net remaln forever but erose
oceaeionelly and for a time, ior éld the uncertalnty per-
tein to the eguthority of these books, to the primary author,
the Holy Spirit, sc much as to the secondary suthors." This
gtatenent indiceten thet Quenstedt does not consider the
problem of the antilegomens seriously, since he regards the
problem se one of suthorehip rsther than suthority. iHls

lest sentence reflects the opinlon of Geéerherd who aleoc appar-
ently 414 not understand that thie problem, 1f it was to be

& real problem, was definiteély a question of the divine auth-
ority of theee disputed booke ae well ae one of uuthorahip.6
It is c¢lesr here that Gerhsrd end Quenstedt, who ls quite
obviously following Gerhard'e lead, are not nmeeting the true
iesue Iinvolved in the question of the so-eelled deuterocanon-
icel books ms d1d Chemnitz bdefore them when he sald that the

whole controversy reduced 1teelf to the quéstlon whether

A T————

$ Gernara, dool theolosigh. 11,186: "Libri 1111 Omo Tivdv
avTidEgomtva minue commode voeantur apocryphl,..quia non
tan de guctoritate canonica, quam deé auctore llororum lete-
orum secundario in primitive ecclesia fult dubltatunm."
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the dlsputed books were 1nap1red.7 This fect ils Turther brought
out when the sbove statement of Juenstedt ies viewed in the con~
text of others of his stetemente in which he saye that the auth-
orship of any book iz not & matter which effects the status of
the book elther in peepect to our falth iIn 1t8 or in respsect

to ite canonicity.g The guestlon therefore is no longer one

ef csnonicity but hes descended to e purely scadenlc question

without eny dogmeticsl significence whatever.lo Pnilippill

7 ;x;gen ognci;%l xﬁggegjggi. Prancofurtl ad Moenum. 1707,
PeTHS ota igitur disputetio in hac quaestione consletit: An
certum & indubitetum sit, libros illos, de gquibus heec contro=-
uersle est, esse Seripturem diulnitus inapiratam a rophetis &
Apogtolle, qul diluinitue sutoritsetem illem habueérunt vel edl-
tam, vel approbatam? Tota antiquites respondet, non esge cere
tum, sed propter multorum contradictiones fulsse dubitetum,"”

8 fpﬁ_ggg., 1,84: "sive enim Philippue, sive Bartholomaeus
illv acripgerit Fvangelium, quoa sub Mgtthael nomine legitur,

nihil facit ad rldem galvifican,"

9 i1te, 1,235t "Nam etlasm pultorum lidbrorum Canonicorum
autores gnorantur. ut 1libri Josuse, Ruth, Judlcum, Regum,
Chronicorum, de quorun tsmen Qfomveusrria & Canonlca sutorle
tate constat." I take it that he would apply the same rule
to the books of the New Testanment,

10 Phie faot may elso be lesrned from snother diatlnction

of Quenatedt, gn‘_gli,, I,235: "Dieting. inter veritatem &
DeomrvEvdTiav lpaan, 1nter cognitionen elusden apudé homines,
Libri Deuterocanonicl N.T. non sunt in dubium voeati propter
veritaten & Ofomveudriav, sed quins non sequaliter cum cae-
terie fuyerunt cogniti ab hominibus, Sunt inguam aequalis
sutoritetis cum réllqulis, non euten a€qualls cognitlonis,
apud homines," If Quanatedt had written only the last sen-
tence In this paregreph he would heve bheen on safe ground
from his point of view, But he is wrong when he says that
the truthfulness and inspiration of Seripture didéd not enter
into the questlon of canonlcity for the early church fethers,
Many of the fathers of the church doubted beoke of the New
Testament becsuse of thelir aeplirituasl content, This was the
repson Oprigen doubted the Apocalypee, They did not think
that the content in comé cases was worthy of the lnepiration
of the Holy Spirit gnd therefore of canonicity. This was

oneé resacon why the authorship of the sntllaaomena Wes queées-
ticned, Thie wes also the mein reason for Luther's doubt
-concerning these books, Furthermore, beécause somé ancleént
churches and fatheras ¢id not uss gertein boocks and never

got sround to accepting them is not the only reason why thelir
canonicity wee 80 long dleputed, 28 Quenstedt sugzests,

11 iirechliche Glsubenslehre. Stuttgart. 1864. 1,145,
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has rightly pointed out that the later dogmaticlans by flrm-
ly adhering to the fect thet the Holy Spirit was the gutor
primariuas of all disputed books of the New Testament and
queéstioning only the gutores secundaril of these booke dropped
any reel distinction between the homologoumena and the anti-
legomena.la lle also correctly observes that the lster doge-
maticiang are not being true to history when theyessert theat
the question in reference to the antilegomena was one of
authorship rather then csnonical suthority. It ls true,
of course, that apostolicity was & mejor coneideration in
the eerly church in determining the canonicity of disputed
booke, but authorship and epostolicity could not be divorced
from internal and external evidence, DMoreover these church
fathers belleved that 1f a book was not apostolical it was
not canonicel. The later dogmaticlans therefore eore not re-
présenting the eerly church fathers correctly when they say
that they questioned only the authorship of the antilegomena.
Philippl also drawe attention to the fact that Gerhard's
and Quenstedt's view concerning the entilegomena had no "dog-
metic significence”, But thie would heve been true evathad

they seriously questioned the antilegomena. To them the

12 pieper, g%mumg St. Loule. 1924, I,406,
takes 1ssue with this judgment, He quotes 2 statement of
Gerhard which says, "Interim tamen cum in primitive ecclesla
aliquamdiu apud quosdam de hulus lib [ Apocalypeis] amuctore
dublitatum fuerit, ldeo ad secundl ardinis canonicos eum re-
ferimusi non quidem canonicem auctoritstem el detrashentes,
interim nec rellquie 1ibris caenonicls, de quibus nunquam
dubitetum fult, aimgliclter et par omnie ipsum conlungentee,"
Cf, Gerhard, J. dlepute a3 oplgarum,..pers segunda.
Jenae. 1625, p,1015, Cleper conocludes that thie statement
amounts to a distinction between homologoumena end antile-
gomena, It appeare that Pleper hes not undeérstood Gerhard's
etatement, Gerhard has slresdy said that he does not doubt
the canonlecity of Revelation. But Revelation wae a2 disputed
books Gerherd's lsat words reveel a certain 1nconaiateno¥
with what he esld before, and this may account for Pleper's
observation,
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canon wes not an article of raith.13 They dld not belleve
that there were dooctrinal differences in the New Teastament,
Nor 4id they bellieve that the antllegomena conteined doctrines
not taught in the undisputed books, The scceptance of the
antllegomena ae canonical begins with Gerherd, Before hls
time the gueestion of the antilegomena was definitely open.
Chemnitz doubted these books because of the conflicting teet~
imony of the esrly church and thought that they ehould be
understood only socording to the analogy of the undleputed

14 Aeglidlus Hunnius maeintained thst the antllegomena

were apocrypha1.15 Haffenreffer calle the antllegomens apo-

booke.

eryphal books of the New Testament which do not have the same
authority es the homologoumena and yet posseéss moré suthor=-
ity than the spoerypha of the 0Old Testamentols
According to the lster dogueticlens a bhook of the Blble
is canonical by virtue of its 1nspiration.17 But inaspire-
tion 1e not the only criterion of canonicity. Calov states
that & book, to be esnoniecsl, must also be written by pro-
phete or apostles, It muet contaln divine mysteries, not
mere fables, It must be writtennl}iebreu or Greek, It muet

have been used by the church at ell times., It 18 to enjoy

13 Gerherd, 122&.&9%2&2512&- 1,11: "Dogma de cenone proprie

loquendo non eat srticulue ridei, siquiden Mosee, propheteae,
Evangelistae & apostoll sua soriptione non fabricarunt novum
articulunm fidei. prbribus, quos viva veee docusrunt, de novo

superadditum,”
14 op, oite, P77
15 opera latins. Francofurti ed Hoenum, V,2,

16 3004 theolozicl. hittabergae. 1622, p.l#O.
17 Calav, A. & : :

Au &3 [ ilonem, Lipalse. 1 '  De 902373
anonicos opartet esce BEomved FTouUS 5 vel ab
i1ie auctoribus quos certum sit esse a DEO inapiratos,”
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the testimony of either the ancient Jewlsh or Christian ehurch.le
Celov mseskes no specific reference to the necessity of Chriete
ologleel content in discerning canoniecity. He 18 however not

19 Lromayer

uneware of Luther's strong emphesis on this point,
offers a list of eriteris which includes Luther's Christolo=-
glcal strese at leamst, He says & canonical book must be ine-
spired, it must be written in Hebrew or Greek, it muet be

0 and it must hsve the testimony of the ane

Christclogieal,
cient church which saw end resd and recoznized the sutographle
texte, It should be sald that all the dogmatlelene stressed
the Christocentricity of 211 the books of the Bible,

One more point might be made by way of introduction,
The term "Lutheran scholasticiam” has been commonly applied
to the period dominated by the old dogmaticlans, If this
tern means thet after the time of John Gerhard philosophy

was no longer dreasded by Lutherans ss the archeenemy of theo-

IE Calov. Ae & AXAE BrtiCUlOolNrum 1 10€1, LunGb.rSao 1684.
p«29: “"Requiritur sutem ad brum Canonicum (&) ut ratione
prineipii, a “pir, S8, 8it inspiratus, () ratione instrumen-
talis ceausase, ut Propheta vel Apostolo scriptus. (§) ratione
materiae, ut nysteria divins non fabulae comprshendat. (£)
retione formse internse, ut sit O&dwveudres, (F) ratione
externse, ut ebrasice in Ve, & graece in N.T, sit conseriptus,
(3) retione finis, ut eit testimonium Eccleslse vel Judaecae,
vel Chrietisnse antiquae peérhibestur, Notable autenm haec
requisita collectim esme sumenda.”

19 5211¥§353§3§§$, pe234, Cf, Luther, Seemmtliche Werke,

Erl. Aufl, 63, where he says, "Und darinne etimmen elle
rechtechaffene hellige Buecher ubereins, dese ele allesampt
Christum predigen und treiben, Auch lst das der rechte Fruefe-
stein elle Buecher zu tedeln, wenn man siehet, ob sle Christum
treiben oder nicht, sintemel alle Schrift Christum zeliget,
Rom.3 (V.21.), und 8, Paulue nichte denn Christum wimsen will,
1. Horinth, 2, (V.2.,)s V¥Was Christum nicht lehret, das ist
noeh nicht apostoliesch, wenns gleich °, Petrus oder Peulue
lehrete, Wiederumb, was Christum prediget,das weere epostolisch,
wenne gleich Judas, Hennas, Pillatus und Herodes thaet," Cf,
elso 65,115 and 51,337,

heg | _poaitiy plemiga., Fransofurtl & Lipslae, 1686,
Pe292 "Kptrypeov est, quod debest docere Jesus emse Chrlee
tum, Dei Fillum," He bases this test on Jn.20.31; Hatt.16.16;
and Acts 9.22,
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logy 1t ls Juatificd.al If it 12 mesnt to Indicate syllo~
gletie srgumente, Aristotelian terminology, preciee method
end elose dlstinctions employed by these doguatlciens (es-
peclally Beler, Hollaez, Celov, Luenstedt and Koenig), it ie
also Justified, even If advanced in the apirit of criticisu,
If, as in the case of Kahnia,aa it le meant to identify the
rigid orthodaoxy of these men, sn orthodoxy which was bﬁilt

@ foundetlon which needed no suthority outside itself,
there ean be no objection to the use of such a term, But
if it 12 meant to represent thelr theology, as if these men
sacrificed the interests of resulte for those of method in
thelr theology, it iz unjustified, HMethod wae the handmald
of theology with these dogmat:laiann.a3 Kimm 1s correct in
remerking that, although some preféer the pynthetic snd others
the snalytic method, ell the dogmeticians operste with essen=-
tilally the same meéthod in that Seripture determines the gon=
tent and form of dogustle propoaiticnu.z4 The only dogmatie-
clan who could be accused of letting his method run eway with

him is Koenig whose g is filled

with Arletotelien dietinctions and is too short, The schole-
astic méthod of the dogmaticlens is fraught with meny grave
dangers. Thelir whole idea of csussl nexus cannot be carried
out in meny ceses, and in many other cases it must be supple~
mented, CTometimes when pysteril fidel are forced to fit this

method serious inconsistencies result, It is aleo perhaps

3 Gaes, ¥W. Ceschl Dogm

22 pie Jutherisehe D gggggg“"Laspsig. 1874. T 21.'_
23 Cf, Wundt, 4, Dis jtache “ohy '
gg;gg;;i. Tuebingen, 19'9. p.llO.
24 gpryn 2 Y ANTE :

¢, 1,206£f,
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thils esuesal methodology which moves the dogmatliclans and eg-
peclielly Calov to indulge in the hablit of drawlng unneceszary
end unverrented conclumsicns from the steteméents of thelr ad-
vérsaries, a habit which 1e not only vslueless but also un=-
doubtedly 41d their cauee more hurt than that of thelr ad-
versaries, It is ironical that 1t 1s this same fault whilch
heeg been most often committed by later echolars in thelr
gtudy of the theology of the old dogmeatlclsns., But in all
Justlice to this Lutheran scholssticism which at times bLecones
very tiresome and invelved, 1t muet be =2id that 1t avolded
anblgulty end equivocation to & remerkable degree, It is
not eémsy to misunderatand the dogmaticiane unlees one is
completely out of sympathy with then, It 1a worth remenber-
ing thet scholeetic method was to some extent thrust upen
the Luthersn dogmaticisene of the seventeenth century. Thoe
1uck?®> nas pointed out that a scholsstle method wee first
used by the Wittenberg theologlians in an effort to fight

the Jesults with thelir own weapons,

A —

ey Cel
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CHAPTER ONE: SCRIPTURE AS THE SOURCE OF THEOLOGY

Juet es to Luther doctrine was one continuous and round
golden ring in which there ies no bresk, it was to the ortho-
dox Lutherans of the following century a unit® mo that if we
ere to gein 2 complete plcture of thelr conception of insplre
ation we muet not restrict ocurselves wmerely to those loel in
thelr works which deal epecificelly with Seripture., Insep=-
erebly connected to thelir views regerding inspiretion, and,
one might add, basic to thelr whole interest in thie doctrine,

ie the plaece they sesign to Seripture as the source of theo~

logy (prineipium cognoscendl, prineiplum theologise). By
this they meen thst Scripture lsg the only norm of Chrietien
dootrinej that ies to eey, the means, the geuss medis, by
which we learn to know God end hle willl ig hile revelatlon
vhich 18 contalined In .‘tcripture.2 This source of theology
ig more sure snd certain then heaven and earth, The soureces
of all other knowledge sre in s completely different category.
A1l other knowledge must be derived from empirio}p evidence,
from the light of nature and exparienea.3 Revealed, super=
netural theology 1e¢ to be drawn only from the revealed and
viritten word of God, Otherwise ocur theology 1e falze &nd

80 is our Christ. "The norm end standerd for portraying

4
[Chriet]," saye Dannhauer, "1s the revealed word, If one

I Tunnive, 2e. ggegg latina., II,458: "Atque sic habemus Jam
integrum et perfectum Systema, perfectum corpus Scripturee,
non modoc Propheticae, sed simu)l Apoastolicae at nuangelioael
et proinde doctrinam suis undique partibusz absolutam.”

2 Guenstedt, gn, eit., I1,12: "Nihi) enim de divinis Mysteriis
scimus, niei per aivinam "revelationem . Literis comprehensam,”

3 Gerhard, J, | dii theo . Jamipa. 16?9. p.4.
4 Xpie1odoPla seu snplentis 10 :
to, éJjus perscna, o '1010. benefieiia. exg;_c ta atqus !ggll!

gorruptells purzata. Argentorati, 1683, p.2.
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departs from this, he portrays not Christ, but hies own dresns,
Seripture is the prineipium cognosgendl of e theology which ‘
iz specifically called "revealed" theology, and thet not be=
cause it enlightene our minds with a supernatural Inowledge
of God, but becsuse all thinge which are neceésssry to know
about CGod and the worship of him heve been supernsturally
revealed through the wmeanes of inepired men In the written
word of God, Revenled theology is to be distinguished from
netursl theclogy whosee source 1s not supernaturel revelation,
but reseon and nsture, end which offers not a saving knowledge
of the Gospel, but only a knowledge of God's law, of his
exlstence and his justice,

The dogmeticlans 2180 epeak of divine erd supernastural
revelation g2 the source of thaalogy.s They can say this
with no contredliction because they regard Seripture se 2
specles of the genus yevelation, However the source of sup-
érnatural theclogy is nerrowed down to Soripture as revéle=~
tlons With the completion of the csnon immedlate revdation
eeased, Thersefore objective revelstion, that iz, revelation
viewed g8 thet which hes been revegled, is to be sought only

6 “"We conclude that

inSeripture today. #&nd so Gerhard says,
the correct and exclusive source of supernatursl theology
is divine revelation which does not exist today except as
found In ths holy Scriptures, that is, the books of the 014
Testenment prophets end Hew Testament apostles, Therefore
we say that the written ward of God, or in other words, the

holy Seripture, s the one snd the only sourece of theslogy."

> Calov, s 8 :
TT7e 1.2631 “Prineipium S2,

6 1004 theglomici, I1,8.

« Vilteberzae. 15554
divine revelatio,

Theologlae €8
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Quenstedt says that untll the time of loses revelation as

it wee hended down (propagata) by word of mouth was the socurce
of theology. Immediately efter the first canon was constltu-
ted which comprized the Pentateuch, the book of Job and Peslm
90, revelation as handed down (tredita) by word of mouth

wag no longer the norm of faith and 1ife, but only thst re-
velation which was recorded in books,! I do not think that
Quenstedt wishes to imply here thet revelatlon per se as it

assumed verlous forsme wes no longer & prin

after the formation of the firet cenon, Nor would he mean
to imply that the word of God ss it wes actually preached

by the inspired prophets and apostlee wae not normative in
the same sense pe the written word, although hie words seen

to say this., That would heve involved him in e compromise

of his firm position regarding the unity of the word of God,s

end would have condlitioned the old Lutheran rule, gulequid
everenter credend « In view of the

polenmical context of thie statement it 1s reacsonable to assume

that his reference to revelatio viva voce tradits does not

pertaln to objective resvelation as such, but to the account

i QQ&TQLL.. I,35: "Dietingu. inter tempore ante, & post Mosen;
glve Inter Revelatlonem, quae divinitus facta est Patrisrchis,
&esed initio mundi, ueque ad Mosen vive voce fult propagata;

& Revelationem, quae a “ose & Prophetis literis est consignata.
Ille Theologlee prineipium fuit usque ad Hosen, haec post
Mosen, “tatim enim post primum Canonem constitutum, qui ex
Pentateucho, 1llbro Jobl, & Centico Mosis constabat, non sm-
pliues revelatio viva voce tredita, sed solas 1lla, quae literie
erat consigneta, religionis norma fult ac principium,”

8 op, git., 1,32: "Unicun est, Verbum DEI, sive hoc, DOAINUS
DIXIT, lggﬁ_gll., 1,54: "Adeoque Verbum Del %x;pmibv seu
seriptum, a Verbo DEJ a¢pPau, non seripto seu tradito & pras-
dicatos.senon differt realitér, nec est divisio illa generils
in suee species, vel totlius in suas partee integrantes, sed
subjecti duntaxat in sus accidentis."
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of this revelstion as it wee glven oveér & period of time,
Polemicel interests may also account for the words, "sola
illa, quae literis erat coneigneta, revelationis norma fult
gc prineipium,” If Quenstedt is not to contradiet himself,
this statement which 18 not entirely cleer can only mean
thet the ordinery Hebrew of the Cld Testament who perhaps
had 1little contasct with the prophete and those to whom God
revesled himeelf immedintely would use only the fcoripture
a8 his norm in matters of felth and 1ife,

The dogmeticlens think of Scripture as the organic found-

9 Seripture 18 the source of theology

ation of our falth,
only in an instrumentel sense, It 18 not the cause of the
being of theology; thet would be a deification of feripture,
God is the so-called prineipium gesendi, the first cause of
theologys he ie its foundastion, its beglnning end ite end,
Thie important point ie brought out by Quenstedt in the fole
lowing manner, We must dlstinguleh, he says, between the
one who revesls truth, who ie CGod, and the truth which is
revenled,which is Seripture, The former 1s the principium
gssendl of theology, for theology has its bel ng from God;
the latter is its endi, for from Seripture
theology is known and understood.lo Seripture therefore

a8 the source of thcology le slnply a directive princlple.ll
It 18 nothing more then the norm by which we judgeé In docoe-

trinal metternala

T Hunnius, N. Atagxg

atge, Wittebergae,
10 ope git., I,32,

11 scherzer, J. A, gxg§gg§ mgmgg%gg. editilo ultime auctore
lor & correctior. Lipeise & Francofurti., 16968, p.3,

12 Calov, 4, consensus repetitus fidel vere Lutheranse, Witte-
bergae, 1666, p,12: "Frofitemur & docemus, unicenm & certis-
gimem regulem, & normam, seu princigium, secundum quod omnla
dogmata, omnesque Doctores mestimari, & judlcari oportect...
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Seripture is the source end noym of theology not only
in regerd to its letters end worde but also in regerd to
its sense underatood implicitly end expllcitly so that every~
thing which 12 contelned in Scripture or drawn from Scripture
through legltinate consequences is included in the word
"seripture”,}? Thie dces not mean that theological conclu-
sions, doctrines themselves, sre to be thought of aes a source
of theology, for these conclusions are based on Seripture,
Certasin echolastics, such ee Thomas Aquinee, had taught thst
the erticlee of felth were sources of theology. Gerhar614
criticizes this view and pointe out thet the erticies of felth
ere merely theologicel conclusions which are besed on the
word of CGod, They are not principlas, but principleta. Cere
hard, of course, reslizes only too well that such a conten~
tion ag thet of the 0ld scholastiecs would completely destroy
the Luthersn Seripture principle, since the Romaniets held
that sll doctrinee were not to be drawn from Scyipture alone,

In eupport of their poeition the dogmaticlans insist
that feripture iteself knows of no other source of theology.
There is no light in the person who doee not spesk according
to the word of Soripture, Iea.8,20, Christ and hils apoetles
alvays eppealed only to feripture in support of theological
truth, 4And we today ere to follow this precedent, Further-
more, eince Scripture containe everything we need know for
our salvetion, it muet be the source of reveasled doctrine,

Of utmost importance to all the Lutheren doguaticiens

is the proposition thet Seripture alone ig the source of

13 Quenstedt, gp. cite, I,33.
14 1004 theolomiol. 11,8,
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ell knowledge of supernatursl theologys Seripture as the

prinecipium comnoscendl stends slone, by itself, For God

15 gorip=

does not speak to ue axeept through the Seripture.
ture nust stand alone in this reapect or not at all. If

it 18 not the only nora of doctrine, 1t 1s not a norm in

the true sense of the word.16 As Chriestisne we accept Scoripe
ture and yield to ell its utterances as 1f God himself hed

made them, since Zcoripture ies God spsaking to us, Hor do

wé belleve the Serintures becauce of externsl evlidence or
anything outside them: we simply accept the Serliptures in
faith.17 Not to balleve in Soripture as the source of the-
ology whleh needs no proof ls heathenlish: a Christisn aska

for no praof.la Hutter contende thet God's word as the source
(Grund) of 211 falth end 1ife was the confeselon of Luther

and of all the confesslions, This faet, he maintains, dis~
tinguishes the Lutheran church from Catholics, Zwingllans, Cale-
viniste and Ansbaptiets es "dle reine rechtgleudige Kirchs.“lg

15 Dennhauer, C. pysterium syneretismi deieogi, proseripti,
& symphonismo eompensetl, Argentorati, 1 ¢ PeO81 "Bllet
Spiritue Sanctus cum in Zeripturae oraeculo non lequitur,
non mendat, non promittit, ncn inetituit,”

16 Celov, A. geripts philosophica. Lubecae, 1651. D465,
The nature of e prineip demande that i1t stend by itself,
according to Aristotle, "Prineipiunm est, guod est origo
procegsionie slterius,”

17 calov, syetema, 1,598,

18 gromayer, %2;.2&103 Dsl7: "Christiano quidem, ut Christ-
iano, principlum hoc eace debere avemddexTov .1, indemon=-
etrablile, allaes ne quidem esset principium; quod sl tenmen
ineciplat dubitsro, induere rationem Pagani, & lisdem argu=-
mcntie, quibue Paganue convinel debere,"
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Thie remerk of Hutter gives ue an idea of the importance
of this Serinture principls in Lutheran theology.

The etrong emphasis of the dosmaticlane on this fsot
that Sceripture glone was the means of knowlng revealed the-
0logy wee dus mainly to the continuasl attacks made by Cath-
olie controﬁcrsialiuta againset this position, Homan Catho-
lic theology held that beside Seripture there were other
gourees of theologlcal truth, namely, unwritien traditlion,
decrees of councils and of popee, This waes the cerux of all
the doetrinal differences betwean the two parties, At this
point all ergumentation and discusslion between the oppesing
aldes waa stalled, To be sure, the Cetholles 414 not deny
that reveletion was the only egourece of theology. They did
however include unwritten tradition end the decrees of popes
and church councils as revéelstion along with Seripture, It
was the Lutheran poasition that no unwritten tradition exlsts
today which sheds light on any artiele of raith.ao The church
le under cbligation to accept only an inerrant and lnsplired
word of God., C“uch attributés cannot be predicated of unwrit-
ten tredition, Nor can unwritten traditions be regarded acs
infalllible end be accepted with divine assurance along with
Seripture. The dootrine of the sufficliency of Seripture
will not allow tradltion to be considered revelatlion, 4ll
the counsel of God is set forth in ESeripture, Aeta 20,27,

There lie no need for more revelation, Horeover the origin

of 811 unwritten tradition is uncertain, Traditione often

contradiet thenmelves, And the memories of those who hand

20 calov, gystems. I,303£f,
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down treditions cannot alweye Le trusted, Christ himeelfl
rejected traditions se a source of theologlecal knowledge when
he constantly urged people to return to the Seriptures, LK.
16,293 24.27; J0he5439,46, He does not condemn these tredi-
tiong &8 bad¢ in themselves, but when they are plsced Leside
Serdpture end made a necestcary part of worship he rejecis
them, It followe thet the decrees of popeés sud church coune
¢ils cannot be considered principls along side Scripture.
Calov<l points out that in the Romen church the pope is d¢
facto not merely one of many asuthorities in metters of doce
trine and life, but ultimzetely becomea the one and the high-

est authority, the very pi if

Seripture ie sppesled to, the pope is its interpreter. If
councile ere appaaiad to, the pope alone can summon them and
he alone can ratify them, This faet 1e brought out even
wore cleéarly in the claims regarding papal 1nfailib111ty.
Kone of his public utterences can be {alse or heretical,.

All his public pronouncements, conclusions end definitions
ere inerrant., In fact, whatever he defines prec cathedrs

he deoes with the direct aceistance of the Holy Epirit., Thus
with oneé stroke the psplista have more than the fanatles with
all their vieions, revelations and sngelic conversations,
and more than the Fhotiniene and Calvinists with sll their
reéasorie Calov srgues that the pope must elther make hils
pronouncements in accordsnce with God's word or in opposi-
tion to i1t, If he tesches contrary to the word of Cod he

f»2lls under God's curse, If he tescchee in egreement with

21 10¢, cit., 1,376ff,
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God's word he differe in no way from any other minjeter of
the word, Of course, the numberiesgs examples of popés falling
into error and hereésy end contredicting themaelves in thelp
pudlic utterances e¢papletely dlucounts thelr extravagant
olaima, And what applies to traditlon and papel proglanmae
tione applles with equal foree to decrses of church counsils,
Chureh counclils and church fathersz are all bound by the word
of Gods Their authidity lie drawn from the word of God and
depends upon it, And they too, like traditlion and the pope,
are subleet to eérror. The frue church i1s the witness, guard-
1an end interpreter of Scoripture which ig the church'e source
of theology. The testimony of the fathere and of church
couneils 1s human, and no human testimony can bHé a source
In matters of divine truth,

It 12 the opinion of all the dognmaticiasns that the pap-
istes by adding to the Soriptures other prineinia ss sources
of theology do away with the gola serioturs prineiple entire-
1y« If sonething 1s added to a prineiplum, 1f something ls

made to Qondition it in any way, 1t cesses to e a principium,

To plege the suthority of tradition, the church and the pope
alongelde Scripture denles to Seripture go ipso the quality

of a2 prineliplium which in the very nature of the case 1a ine

dependent, end in effect reduces feripture to s norms norm-
ate, 2ince in practice the papists subjsct it to the Anter-
pretation end suthority of the church and the pope, In the

preface to his phi n Halthasar ﬁeianerza indi-

cates that the cause of the vast chasm separating Lutherane

22 pn11osoohia sobris. Hintelil ad Visurgim. 1626, editio
ssexta, psre secunda. D.Iff,
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ism and Homaenilem 1s to be found in this entithesis regarding
principlea?’ He begins by expressing his adherence to the
proposition 15 aM8is €v, 75 d¢ q)r.tfdos ToNuXdes, Omly the
divine mind cen messure truth, Begeuse the mezsure of truth

ie one, constant snd immutable, truth iteelf ls one and un-
chenginz, The stendard end norm of pll pure doectrine is the
inviolete snd divine book of Soripture which also is one

and offers only the orthodox feith, The countlesec aberra-

tions and heresies which are teught in the kingdom of Antichrist
heve erleen beceuse the pepacy hee forseken this cne dAorm of
truth, to such an extent that she now celles Scripture lmper-
fect, obscure znd flexible, & wex nose, & Leablan nora, a

couse of etrife and inesnity, » seed of heresy and controe
versy, e Gead letter, a Syblllan truth, end e dead goepel,

To Melsner the grest gulf between Lutheraniem end Catheolle

23 The syncretiste within the Luthersn church st this time
tock & medlating position in regerd to the velue of trsdle
tion, or sz they termed it the consensus of the church, in
sottling metters of doctrine, Celixt, Hornejue, Lattermann
end Dreier taught thet tredition wes a secondary source of
theology, but a principle slwa;s dependent upon Heripture.

Cf, Dreler, C, Gruendliche : 2tl 5

he B¢ : N Boenigabers. 1~'1. D25t "Die Cett-
liche Werheit wird erwelsen/ principeliter, und vornemlich/
eyss der Schrifft/ uné segunderio eues der Kirchen Zeugniss.es"
also ibid. "Und darum nehmen nun etliche dle traditionem
Eeclesipe, oder dee Zeugnles der Kirchen/ principium fidel
secundarium, nicht den vornehmeten Beweies/ sondern der nur
auff dem vornehmsten folget," The orthodox Lutherens cone
demned the syncretists, To set tradition up as e secondary
eource ig not only contrary to Serdpture; it is elso Yaln,
gince no indisputable conseénsue of the early church 1ls avalle-
able, Furthermore thie idea ge it workeéd out in prsctice

compromised the g%l&_&2£$913£l.principle. Celov, gxggg%g,
IX,6ff, attempte to echow thet Celixt ené hiez followere taught

a doctrine concerning tradition which was identical with that
of Romeniem, Like the papiets, I[reler, for instance, esrgued
that heretice could not be convinced by Scoripture alone,

but needed glzo the witnese of the church,
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cism i1c due primerily to the latter's setting aside Sceripture
ae the source of theology., It 12 as simple a@s that, Nels-
ner's contention is that felee doctrine gave rige to the ides
of unwritten tradition as a source of doctrine. They knew,
he says, thet their dogmes lacked the proper Seriptural found-
ation, and hence leat their humen dreams be rejected they
resorted to humen tradition, and, true to the words of Tere
tullisen,

It is important to besr in mind the great significance

of thies Seripture principle in the theolozy of the dogmetle
ciens., To uphold gole soriptura, to retain the authority

of Seripture, wee always a mejor conceérn of these theologlans,
The importence of this fect cannot be ovweremphacized, £ola
geripturag wae the basle and sterting polint of all thelr the-
ological endeavor whether they were eéngaged in polemlce or

in peeceful theological pursuite, Conetant fear and vigllance
leet anything epart from Seripture compromise or 1limit this
principle 18 a consideration which pervades thelir approach

to every problem connected with Seripture in perticular and
theology in genersl, and is a fector which must be borne in
mind constantly in eny study or anslysis of their position
goncerning Seripture 1f we are to draw a true picture of
their theology. Their position concerning the atiributes

of ferlipture will easily be recogniszsed as subordinate slways
to this, their firet concern, that Scripture meintain unade
ulterated its function as the only source of theclogy. It
might even be agked whether 1t was not the averslon of thelr
adveresaries to this principle which necessitsted a locus
congcerning Seripture in the writings of these men when treate

ment of 2uch a doetrine was scarcely enterteined in the pree
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ceeding century. To the seventeenth century dogmaticisns
Seripture as the source of theology and Seripture as the
true, inepired and ebsolutely suthoritative word of God are
two truthe which complement esch other, If one falls the
other nust follow sult., By ettecking the firet ol these
truthe the Jesuits were compelled to deny certaln elemente
of the second, end the Lutherans in turn were forced to deal
with the inspiration of Seripture in a wesy in which they
had never done before, except by way of passing, It 1z st
Juet thie point concerning Seripture as the prineinium cog-
noscendl that inadequate sttention hss heen pald their treat-
ment of fSeripture, and consequently there has resulted, I
believe, a failure on the part of many to epprehend the real
eésgéncé of their doctrine of “eripture, The following pages
of this dissertation will bring this fact out,

The dogmaticians with one volce deny to reseon the right
to 8it in judgment over mattere of dooctrine, Since human
reason and philosophy are ignorant of supernatural theology
and cen offer no informetlon about the way of salvation they

25

cannot aerve as sourceés of fsith.24 Quenstedt expounds

the Luthersn position more thorcughly then any of the others,
He begines hle discussion by asserting that he would never

wish to do away with resson sltogether. Reason used passlvely

ie necessary for galning and understanding 1nformation.26

24 Celov, 2le De26,

a5 92‘_311;;‘Im38f4.”

26 Cf. mlso Calov, gggg;xia axrtion) orym g;ge;. P«356. Calov
gsaye that man cen use his reason agprehnna vely before he
can belisve the nysteries contained in Seripture, But falth
muet precede any compreheénsive cognition, There ie no such

thing as patio propter quam craditur,
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In this sense it 12 a2 prineipium gquo, for only through his
reaeon, or intelleoct, does men undcrstand. Without reason
no one could occupy himeelf with theology which cannot be
presented to dumb animele which haveé no understandinge Reaw
son 18 the means employed with orgenic prineciplees such as

logle, lenguoge, gremmar e€te., which are essentlal to the

meésning of theology. But reacon as a principium gquod has
no place in theoliogical dieseipline, A ratio minigterialils

i never to be condemned: that ig necessery to all understand-
irg., Chriast taught according to reaeson when he employed
parablee and 1llustrations, Only e pratio masieteriglis which
sete ltsell sbove the word of God is to be condemned, Calov
also argues In great detall agasinst the abllity of reason

to judge in doetrinal eoncerna.27 He maintaine that reason
end theology belong in two entirely different spheres, For
the one worke with natural revelation, the sther with auper-
natural; if not confused they will not conflict with esch
other, Felth is ebove reason, HReeson therefore can and
ghould not sit in Jjudgment over fsith, Sines netursl reason
cannot sepire to a knowledge of supernatural revelstion,

it must, sccording to ite own rule, refrain from all Judgment
In gpiritual matters, 1 Cor, 214 proves this, If the nat-
ural man regards the thinges of the spirit of God as foollshe
nese he 1e ceértainly incapable of pessing Judgment on then,
The mysteries of our felth esn only be Jjudged spirituslly

by those who are led by the Spirit of God to understand the
neaning of the divine words, This fael deniees to cernel,

unregenerate resscn any euch power, As further proof Cslov

27 pystema, I,364ff,
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appésls t0o Fon.8.7« The carnasl mind with ite thoughts and
resson 18 not eble not to oppose Cod ("non potest ncn hos-
tiliter repugnere Deo") and consequently everythinhg which
is of Cod, hie wisdom and hie truth, £ince reazon cannot
underetand snd even desplees divine things it cennoct be &
prineivium fidel. Rather becsuse of thie fect reseon wmust
be talkten ocsptive in ohedience to Christ, 7To glve reason
2 plece In Judging theology would utterly cenfuse resson
and revelation,28 and would ceuse grest herm, Henge 1t le
the Christien's noblest skill in 211 trouble end temptotion
to follow the exemples of Abrsham snd Nssmen end trust 1in
the word of promiseé and not lean upon his résson which, as
Luther esays, ie s lier.

Thie bringe up the queetion, dlecuseed nore fully by
the earlier dogmaticisnsg, whether there ls any real contree
diection between theclozy ond resson, The dogmaticiens an-
ewer thet Christlsn truth i# rot contrary to resson, but
above reesan.ag 4 conflict occurs only when resgon transe
grespee its bounderies end presumes to judge Seripture by
philosophical end un«Seriptural prineiples. Then resson
confliets with ell the mysteries of our ralth.so Theologila

rationis us ged 8b . Braohman631 analyzee

28 loec, oit., I,366: "21 retio principium constitustur Theo-
loglae, rasslutio fidei noetrae in Judicium retionis flet,
confundentur principia dieciplinarum, ac pxrapammsoomuit-
tetur &s @Mo yévos "

29 Schrocder, Je §
’.': ‘ 2 i = L bt S ok
30 gerhsre, J. 1221.195912£L£L¢ 11,372: "Ratioc intras sphaee
rem suem ees¢ continens non est noripturaa contraris, sed
quande spheersnr suaz vult ﬂ.E‘rqﬁa,(v“y Kat urr:pﬁa.tv&tv s &
de summie fidel mysteriis ex sucrum principlorum dlctamine
Judlicsre, tunc per sccidens seripturse, d¢ fide! mysterils
non informanti, sdversatur,"

21 univerese theologiee systems, editic V. Ulmee, 1658, p«35ff,
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the reletion between theology end reason in the following
way, The articles of Christian faith are above reasson and
even contrery to unregenerate reasocn, Reason 18 & gift of
God, but since the fell it cannot comprehend divine things,
1 Cor.2.,14, Reeson is of course required to understend Scrip-
ture; it percelives and retelne what Seripture says. But
left to itself resacn would oppose all the divine mysteries
teught in Soripture, Reason 18 a light in thet 1t recelves
and understends the things of thie world, but 1f required
to comprehend hesvenly mysterles which ere the péa,, o5 O¢od
it ie utter darknese ps John says, Jn.l.l5. Gerhard points
out thet even regenerate resscn cannot serve se any ald to
the Seripture prineciple, because, in the very nature of the
caseé, regenerate resecon employs the Seripture principlﬂ.Ba
It is therefore impossible for regenerateé resson in so far
ea it Is regenerate to be at varlance with any article of
faith.53 Even regeénerate reason muet be taken captive in
obedience to Christ, for even though regenerate reason makes
Seripture and not iteelf the principle of knowledge in matters
of foith, it 49 nevertheless never completely enlightened end
perfectly sanctified, In reply to the opinlon that regen=
erate reason is to be nmade 2 prineliple of knowledge subore

dinate to Scripture Dannhauer 3335,54 "This argument would

32 1£¥A_£BEQIHELEL- 1,76: "Renata retio ex verbi principiis
disputat,.

33 ibid. "Ita renste ratio non sdversatur fidel articulls,
nimirum quetenus talies est, & quatenus ductum verbl sequie
tur; ei vero ex suls prineiplis verbum Del velit oppugnare,
errat & non amplius est renstae,"”

34 Quoted in Baler, J. G,

denuo edendum curavit C. F;'G.Jhalther. In urba “anoti Lud-
oviel, 1,85,
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be accepted if man's reason had remained incorrupt and if a
streem s8tlll polluted with 2in hed not flowed into it., But
the water has been tampered with; it is like sweet water
and yet it ls suspected of being poisonous, since every im-
agination of men'e heart is evil continuslly. 4nd was not
ferah born egein? And yet she ridiculed and derided the
promise of God as an sbsurdity." The dogmaticiasns will al~
low no subordinate source of Chrietisn knowledge to stand
beslde feripture, not even the reasson of the regenerste men,
Seripture stands glone as the

theolontse.

The o0l1d Lutheren dogmaticiene loved Seripture, Revealed

within this word of very God wee eéverything they need know
for salvation and right living. And Zcripture not merely
pointed the way to eternsl 1ife} it was an effective means

* 20l seripturs wes there-

fore a principle which they were anxious to observe and carry

of conversion end senctification,

out in practice st all timee, There ie a statement of Calov
touching the use of Jeripture which tells c¢léarly what this
prineiple meant to the dogmaticlane and how they thought It
ehould be upheld. Calov aays,36 "This article is to be used
in the following mennert l, We are to recognize snd accept

without reservetion the holy Seripture =« agll of it, th« J1d
Testament no lese than the New =~ as the word of slmighty

God, and we are to regerd and cherieh it a2 the most precious

Eg Cfy Dedekenn, G, thesaurl consiliorum et declsiocnum

1671, sppendix nova. Judicium facultsotis Theol., Wittebs Pp.
168: "Dann die Schrifft/ wie gemeldet/ 1st nicht ellein ein
eugserliches Zeugnisz/ sondern asuch eéln thaetiges Hittel/ /...
durch welche der H, Gelst kraefftiglich wircket/ welche zue-
gleich ein Mittel und Wirckung sind unserer Bekehrung und
Erleuchtung/ um welcher Instrumental Hitwirckung...uns beé-
kehre/ heilige und selig mache,"

36 gyatema, I,517.
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of treasures, 2, Ve are devoutly to give audlence to God
epeaking in the word, we are to refleet upon his word day
and night end we sre to explore it with true plety and ute
moet devotion. 3., %We are to turn neither to the right nor
to the left from Seripture, nor are vwe to suffer ourselves
to be moved to the slightest degree by the sollelitetion of
others or the deslires of our own flesh, lest In some way

we introduce something in doctrine or life which ls contrery
to better knowledge or againast our conscience, 4. “e are

to eccord faith to the'ﬁeriptures in a1l [their utterances]
and pleoe our truet only in the Seriptures, or the word of
God, and bravely fight with them es with the sword of the
Spirit ageinst whatever temptestions may arise, 5, %e are

to galin comfort from them slone in every necessity of body
snd esoul, and through patient consolation of the Seriptures
havé & sure hope of 1ife and remaln stesdfast to the end

of life,"



CHAPTER TWO3 SCRIPTURE A® THE WORD OF GOD

The dogmeticians unreservedly and unequlivecelly call
Seripture the word of God, To them it 4e the "vox Dei", 3
the "vox et verbum Del", * "das rechte reine vWort Gottcs" 3
"ipeissimun Dei verbum", 4 Seripture is the word of God be-
csuse God epesiks to us in “eripture, Seripture is Cod speak-
ing. "The Holy Spirit spesks to us in and through Seripture,
and so we must lookfor the word end will of the Holy Splrit

5

in these worde of feripture, Seripture 1ls the word of God

because its author is not e number of men, but very God,

n6 The Scriptures

"God 4s the supreme author of Scripture.
have been dellvered to ue from the very hend of God, Com=
menting on Rom,3.,2 regidius Hunnius7 says, "And so we rqsard
thet volume of prophetic writing as having originated for

our sake from the hand of God and from his heesvenly mansione,"”
The writers themselves speak of God es the suthor of thelr -
writinas.s To the dogmaticlans Scripture was en "eplstola

coelestis”, a letter ment us from our Fether in heaven, in-

1 Gerhara, J. 2onfessio catholica, Erfordise. 1679, 11,273,
2 Quenstedt, gp, cit., 1,93.

3 Hunniue, N, gpitome gredendorum. Franekfurt und Leipzig.
17024 pots

4 Calov, 4. Socinismus profiisatus. Wittebergee. 1668, p.60,
5 Gerhard, d ) ozicariim..pare seounda. pPs

1116, Cf. élao’ﬁunn'us; Ae, QDera latina, 113231= "Sed lo=
quitur in 11lo [volumen Bibliorum DBE ¢

6 Gerhard, mg;%;_. 11,174 "Ergo etlaim Deus est sum=
mus seoripturae autor, . aleo Calov. gxg;hgu; 1,543,
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gtructing us concerning his eéssence and will.g Gerhardlo
offers a definition of Seripture which i1s typieal: "Holy
Seripture is the ward of God, reduced to writing according
to hie will by the evangellasts and apostles, reveeling pere
fectly end cleesrly the teaching of God's nature end will,
in order that men might be instructed from it unto 1ife ev-
erlasting.” There is, therefore, no real difference between
Seripture and God's word,l! And, in & certeln sense, the word
of God can be found only in Seripture today, for all our pro=-
clamation and doetrine must be based upon Seripture alone.la

The meening of the o0ld dogmesticisns' conception of Seripe
ture ee the word of God 1z brought out most c¢leerly in thelr
discuasion concerning the so-called forma and gateria of
‘Seripture, The terminology of the doguatliciens as touching
the gateris and forms of Seripture differs slightly end bee-
comes quite involved at times, especlally smong the later
dogmeticisns, The gateris of Scripture 1s elther ex que
or girecs guam, The me

tere, ayllables, worde snd phrases which go together to cone-

g of Seripture is the let-

stitute Soripfure. In this sense Seripture differs in no

] Garhard, ocl theologiel., II,426, Cf, slso Haffenreffer,

the ie Duoll ‘ cripturae...quae nihll eliiud sunt,
quenm Lp ntolae, de patris geterns nobls transmiesse,quibus
Dominue et de voluntste sus et de omni nostro officio, ab-
unde clementerque nos erudit,”

10 2o¢l theolomigl. II,427.

11 Gerherd, ng;rglg.. 1I,15: "Inter verbum Del & seripturam
aaoram, matarinl ter acceptam, non esse realée aligquod dise
erimen,” uOTQOha Je Go gphorienmd theclogicl. Gryphleweldise,
(no date)s pJl: “Inter verbum Dei de salute hominis prola-
tum & secranm scripturan non esse differentiom reslémees’

12 Hunnius, N. QMS_WJM Pe5: ".eo.nusser den-bibe
lischen Buechern nichte fuer Gottes wort eriennt werden kenn,"
Hunnius 1s speaking of Seripture here only as oversgainst é

other writings which pose tg be ineplred revelation such as
the EKorsn end Catholie tradition,
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way from any other book, The paterlg circa guam of Serip-

ture is specifically the doctrinee and precepts contalined

in the Bible end in general everything which is contained

in Seripture, The forme le elther external or internsal.

The external forme ie the 1diom end style of writing. The
internel formg of Seripture is its inspired meaning, the thoughts
of the divine nind concerning divine mysteries, thoughts which
were cgoneelived in eternity for our sslvation and revegled in
time snd which are communlcated to ug in Seripture. The

forma, therefore, which is ite insplration, or inapifed gense,

is thst which makes Scripture what it is, nsmely, the word

of God, and is that which dletingulshes Scripture from all

other books.13 In his characteriatic way Quenstedt defines

his position in unmistakable terma, lie naya,la "we must
distingulsh betweéen the gremmatical and outer mesning of the
divine word end the spiritusl, inner and divine meaning of

the divine word, The former is the forue of the word of

God inecfer ee it 18 e word, the latter is ite forwa insofer

a8 it lg a divine word, The former can be grasped even by

any unregenerate men, the lster however csnnot be received

13 galov, A, M% Wittebergase, 1682, p.24,
Cf, aleo Celov, gyetema. I,454: "Forma dat espe rel; Serip=
turse putenm gacrae Qeovivevdta, seu divina inepiratio, sc
sensue divinue de rebus credendils & sgendis dat csse, con-
gtitult eandem, ac diseriminet & quavis allia Scriplura, a
guovis verbo humano, quum Seriptura 2. exhibeast ippissimum
aﬁnium givinum, vel in mente divine, ut ita loguamur, cone
CeplUume,

14 op, eit., I,56,
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exceépt by a2 mind which has been anlightunsd.“15 The dogna«
tielens, therefore, when they speak of ﬁoripiura g2 the word
of Cod, are thinking primarily of the divine meaning, the
inepired content, of Seripture, This fsct iz brought out
by a statement of Gerhsrd.16 "By the term Seripture,” he
says, "we do not mean the outer form or sign, that ia; the
particulsr letters, the get of writing end the worde wilth
which the divine revelation has been written down &o much
as the nmatter 1teelf and the thing signiflied, as that which
is meant and designated by the writing, namely, the word
of God which informes us about his essence exd will, OSome
people have expressed 1t this way: the word of God may be
vievwed egsentially ss the very thoughte which God expresses
or nonw~esgentlislly end asccidentslly ses presching and writing,
That is to say, ee in every writing brought asbout by an ine-
telligent and retionsl agent, g0 8180 in the pro-hetic and
apostolic Seripture two thinge should be borne in mind, first
the letters, syllablee and worde which are written and are
outer symbols indiceting end expreseing the ideas of the

ey el T

15 quenstedt, ibid., hes even more to say on this msttert
"frie hic spectanda, 1, sensus, 2, sensus dlvinus, 3, sene
aye divinue revelatusy quatenus Verbum Del eat Verbun, eate
enus ejus Tormale consistit ln seénsu, seu slignificatlone,
sensue enim verborum forma & quasl anima eetj Azt hie non
abeolvit formale Verbi Del quatenus verbum est, (& hae rate
ione ab s8liis senaus Verhl Del Grammatioua, in opooeitione
ad spiritualem; & externua, in oppositione ad internum &
divinum, dicl solet) in guentum ergo Verbum hoc est Del verbum,
eatenus formale ejus conslistit in sensu divino, qui est cone
ceptus in Deo, de salutate noatrs ab asterno formatus, &
Verbe divino inditus, A8t quia hio conceptus divinus nobils
non innotescit eline revelatione, tantumque abeolvit formele
verbi divinl, in quentum divinum eet, & in mente Del exlistit,
non quetenus est verbum revelatum; ideo addendum, quod S,
Seripturae, seu ¥erbi Dei seripti formale sit, sensus divinus
yevelatus, elve expresolo queedan & ExTuMwpua sensus dlvind
apXeTomov in mente divina ab aeterno coneepti, & sic eet
perceptibiliec soll regenito, sive intellectul 1lluminsto,”

16 Gerhard, locl theolosicie 11,14,
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mind; second the thoughte themselves which sre the things
signified, expreseed with the symbols of letters, syllables
and words, Accordingly in the term Seripture we include
both of these, but especially the latter.“17 The later dog=
matlclane are even more explicit, They nét only say that
it 1 the forma of Seripture which makes feripture what it
is, nemely, the word of God. They go so far as to say that
only the formg of Seripture can rightly be called the word
of God, caluv,la for inetence, saye that in g discusslon
regerding the word of Cod he ie not gpesking sbout the nate
erial principle, the letters snd words ete., but adbout the
formal principle, the divine content eéxpreesseéd by the let-
tere end worde., The so-cslled materisl principle of Serip-
ture can be called the word of God only improperly and in
a significative gsense, The formal prineciple of Scripture
however is properly called the word of God because 1t 1is

the wisdom of God end the counsel of God, the divine mean-

ing of those thinge which are revealed te us in Saripturoolg

17 czf. }eg, gite, XIII,74: "Verbum Dei ecriptum sive scriptura
sacra hie ab nobis acclipitur non tam formallter, prout llterarum
epleibus deseribitur vel nove erticulate minletri preofertur, quanm
matarialiter, prout consilium et voluntatem Del nobils proponitee.”

18 gysteme, 1,707, o
192 ¢r, + "observandum: quod sermo eit de verbo DEI wee(opikw
non retione materislis, quod sunt literae, apleces, Syllebae,
externe scriptio, sinus &c¢: sed ratione formelles, vel sensus
divini, voeibue seriptis, aut prolstis slgnificatl, Iesto modo
saltim Cpuavrikws & improprie dloitur verbum DEI, hoec vero modo
Kuplws & proprie est eaplentle DEI, mensDEI, goneilium DEI &ot
qufa eet sensus ipse DEI de rebus Sceripture 5, comprehensis, &
conceptus divinus, noble revelatus," Cf, also Quenztedt, gp.
gite, 1,169: "Disting, inter Verbum Dei, materialiter, pro
cheracteribue, aplicibus, literis & sylisbls, 1n charts slve
meabrans hserentibus, quibus Verbum sslutile signatur, vel etiam
pro sono & voolbue externls in sere formatis, transeuntibus &
evenescentibue, (quae Verdbi divinl dXnua sive vehiculum potius
gunt, per quod 11lud ad sures, & posteés in cor honminle trans-
fertur, quem ipeum Verbum Del,) med formeliter pro conceptu &
sensy divino, literis & eyllebls in seriptlione, & voolhbue in
praedieatigne expreess & exhibito, Isto modo tantgm improprie
& appavriikys dicltur Verbum Del, hoe verc molc mopws & proprie
eat Verbum Del, seplentie Del, mens Del, consilium Del,
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The dogmaticians therefore when they 1dentify Seripture es
the word of God are speéaking of the inspired content of Serip-
ture, if they are speaking properly. Thies 1 a2 feot which 1is
by no means Insignificant and one which has not sufficliently
been brought out by thoee who have offered eéxpositions of
the old dogmeticisns' tenete concerning Seripture.

Viewed In reference to 1te insplired and lutrinslec cone
tent €eripture iz never uninspired, It 1s the word of God}
it does not and, in the nature of the case, cannot becone
the word of God-ao_ It does not become the word of CGod when
the church recognizea it as such or when God asets upon a
pérson to accept it ae such, Just a2 the letter of 2 friend
expreeses his views, go the Seriptures preasent at ell times
God'sm plan coneerning our selvation. God 18 speaking, alwayse
speaking, to us In Soripture. Aind God doeés not speak to us
immediately today but only through his word as it 1s contained
in Seripture.2!

20 calov, gystema. I,711: "At Seriptura 2. intrinsece, ao
pér se nunquam non BfowveurTos , néc c¢itra inspirationem divie
nam, utpote, quae ad formale ejus pertinet, nusquam datur,
aut darl potest: quandoquidem per eandem a verbo humano dls-
eriminetur verbum DEI quatenus tale," Cf. Hutter, L. Joci

gonmunes theolosici. Ulmensi, 1619, ps3l,

21 Gerhard, 1gglxsggglgslg;. 11,3605 "Qul legit amield eple-
tolam, judicium & vocem amici 86 nudire coredit, qui sudit

recitarl ex seripto senténtism imperatoris, Judiclum ejusdenm
ee audire statult,s..Quod 21 enim in scripturie canonicls
proponitur noble Del verbum, utique etiam in seripturis &
pey scrinturass Deus nobles loguitur, unde ipse soriptursge trie
buitur loquels, nimirum quis est vox Del, ac sl Deus heodle
ad nos immediaste loqueretur, non slle uteretur vocé in tra-
dendie fldel dogmatibus, qusm quae in acripturles extat.cee
Deus, vel quod idem eat, Christus patrlis coelsastls Iinterpres
& Cplritus esnctus, quil profunditates Del serutetur, & con=-
e1lium Dei de aslute hominibus revelat, hodle non amplius
neblscunm immediste loquuntur, sed per verbum & in verbo pro-
phetiels 2t apostolieis 1ibris eomprehenso,”
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In keeping with this dootrine thet the forma of Serip-
ture makes it the word of God and gives Sceripture its being
the dogmaticiens maintain the unity and sameness of the word
of God regardlese of the mode of communicatlion attached to
it. They mean to say that the external word of God is always
the same, whether delivered to men by God ylve voce, or
through the mouthe of engels or through writings given by
inapiretion, Caesar is Ceesar whether represented on a can=
vas or a8 coln., S0 aleo the word of God whether preesched by
word of mouth or written remalns the same, The things which
pertsin to falith end 1ife sre not changed when spoken about
or put into writing.22 The preached snd written word of
the prophets and epostles differ only in respect to the met-
eriag, or outer mode of expresslon. Hence the difference
between the written and epoken word of God 1le only sccidental,
s8ineé the mode in which the word of God is communicated does

not effeot the esmence of the word in any uay.3 The ldentity

22 pennhauer, J. C, 04 : risti RO8~
dtiva. Lipeise, 1695, p.29: 'Ao ut Cacesr a o6 peo non differt,
repraesentetur licet a pictore in mappa, & chalcographo 1in
aeérej ita verbum ore nnnunciutum. a verbo scripto non dife
fert essentieliter: Tadra Yap, sc, quae ad fidem & cultus
apectant substentiem, (alloquin, quod scoripsit Apostolus ad
Philemonem, in Eeclesia Corinthiaca non pracdicasvit) scrip-
serunt Divini veri, quae ennunclarunt, & contra." Cf. also
Sehmidt, S, gg%gfgglgg_;g%glgglgg. Argentorati, 1697, pelSs

"Inter Verbum Dei & Geripturam Sacram naterisliter considera=
tam nullem est discrimen, Idem est, quod Chriletus ore suo
dixit eutoribus suisj...et quod Prophetae scripserunt, iden
est quod & loocutl suntese"”

23 Baler, J. G, gompendl ng poeitive
1704, p.ll?. Quenated : gt F: "Actus scribendi, ut

& praedlcandl secidit Verbo bgl, estque extrinsecum e jus
ﬂaeos, geu acceéssorius proponendl & communicendl modus, qul
ipeen eseentiem Verbl divinl nen mutat., Unum enim & idem

Del Verbum est, quod Prophetse & Apostoll, per divinam insplire
ationem edoctl, viva voce preedicarunt, & quod per literas

& charscteres in charte signarunt & expresserunt, Dlversle

ne, L1 €d, Jenae,
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of the divine word is Andicated in certaln passagee of Seripe
ture such a2 Phil.3.1: "Finelly, uy brethren, rejolice in the
Lord, To write the same things to you, to me indeed is not
grievous, but for you it is safe.,” Cf. also Acts 15,273 1

Jnsle3,4, The @UTa in this first passage designates the id-

entity of dootrinu.g4

The 1dentity of the word of God extende slso to the
inner word of God as 1t existe in CGod and to the word as it
ie concelved in the mind of man and as 1t produces godly

fruits, Thile is also true because there is only one word

of G0d.22 The so-called verbum fvdi2aDeToV, the word which

exists in Cod, 12 not e different but the same word which

he has revesled to us in Seripture. Calov atateu,as "This
word of CGod [Seripture] is not understood es the hypoétatzc
or personal word which is the Son of God, Pe.33.6; Jn.l.l,
or ae the mentel word, the mental, inner thoughts of God
which are and remain in God, elthough the word which is

in God and that which he makes known to ue 18 the seme,"

tae mood proponendl & communicandi, quil est vel scriptio, vel
oralies traditio, non infert diversitatem objecti vel uwateriae
1n verbo seripto & tradito contentas, Adeoque Verbum Del

?v seu scriptum, a verbo Del q'pof&u. non scripto seu
tradi 0 & praedicato (V.G. Oratio Petril’in dle Pentecostes
hablita, ab eéa, quae Act, 11, descripta est,) non differt resle
iter, nec est divisio 1lle generie in suas speciesy vel tote
ius in suee psrtes integrantes, sed subjectil duntexat in
sua eccidentia.”

24 3pid. "Hane Verbi divini presedicati & scripti identite~ |
ten clare demonstrant dicte Soripturse, Phil, 1ii,1l. 13.&0?&.
essPar gdTa non intelligitur idem communicendi modus, eed
identitas doctrinee,”

25 calov, 3959}2%35 ggg;;;vg. Pe23. Celov, gystema. I,454:
"Inter Verbum 1n ernum, quod in Deo est, & verbum externum,
quod Seriptura sacra exhibetur, vel vive voce profertur,
nullum est resle discorinen, nedum qua Verbum internum dlci-
tur, qued in hominie mente conecipitur & fructum producit sale

utsrems quum non eit niel unum Dei Verbi,"

26 gystema. I,451.
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There is a word in God which is different in a sense in that
it is hidden in him and we cannot know it, but the nature
of this word eimply cannot be probed. "We do not deny,"
says Celov sgain,2! "that there is a separate [diversum)
vord of God slnce many thinge lie¢ hidden inGod, but with
Luther we differentiate between the hidden and the reveal=-
ed God," The identity of the word of God extends elso to
the word as 1t existed in the minds of the prophete asnd apo=~
atl1e¢s before the sct of writing, Ilelsner calls the word
of God as it wae in the minds of the writers of Scripture
the Invieible word, but says it differs in no way from the
visidble word written by the apostles and prophete, that is,

it does not differ in substance (ratione substsntise). In

this sense, he says, there ig an unwritten word of God.za

No matter how the word of Cod is viewed it 12 the same, one,
identlical word of God, It may be viewed as in the mind of
God, a8 in the minde of the prophete end apcstles, as preach-
ed by the apostles and prophets, as written by thease men, or
as recclved into cur hearts, but it remeline the seme word of
God beceuse its meaning, 1te Lorma, ie always the same .22

%7 1pid.
28 Huttcr, Le €O ;;;g
] & n 2 de 2

p.160: “Hier Finden sioh'ruentrerley Welse dleses &ortona ’

denn es kan betrachtet werden im H, Gelste/ der es erstlich
bedacht; im Gemueth der Apoesteln/ denen es 1st eingegeben; in
der Rede der Aposteln/ die es susgesprochen; in den Schrifften
der Aposteln/ de es gelesen wird; in unsern Hertzen und Ce-
daechtnuess/ darinnen es behalten wird/ und demnach wird da-
hero gewisslich nismend schliessen/ Gas fuenfferley Vort sey
eigentllich zu reden; sondern es ist einerley hort dem Wesen nach/
well es uebersll eine ‘einung und Veratand hat," Quenstedt, gp.

1,186, views God'e word priginsliter in God, En=
.y ;

'1n Seripture, hebitua 8 X hé heerts 05 people,
and dis tive, 4n God's divine ordination end DUrpose .,
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The insistence of the 0ld Lutheran dogmatlclians upon
the identity of the word of God 1s in antithesis to the Roman
Cetholic doctrine of ynwritten tradition se the word of God
along side Seripture, but slso and especlally in oppoesition
to the opinion of Rathmenn who held thet the inner word, as
he c¢alled 1t, which was the wisdon of God, wes different
from the external word of God which was Seripture, =Rathmann
teught thet the inner word of God could not be put down in
writing except in & bellever's heart. Againet this gpinion
the orthodox Lutheran theologlans held that the word of Cod
is one end the ssme no matter whet outer form it may happen
to take, The word wes & genus snd Seripture was a specles
of this genus, Although there were different species of
this genus they 414 not oppose each ather.30 The word of
God is one becausge the content of that word 1s one regard-

leses of ite outer rom.31

The dogmaticlans sre csreful to distingulsh between
the written word of God and the everlesting, hypostatic word
of God who ims the second person in the Trinity and sccording
to his substence wass begotten from all eternity, This does
not meen that there iz no real relationship between the writ-

ten and the personsl word, The personal word, along with

30 Dedekenn, gn;_g%%.. appendix nova. pe327: "Diversse eninm
specles, quae non £ferunt re, non sunt oppositae specleet
Iet sber daes euscerliche Wort einerley mit dem innerliche
80 ist der angegebene Unterscheild ein blosses Hundwerckees

E28 o "In welcherley Wort elnerley Glaubens-Articul und
Lehre begriffen/ und une vorgehalten werden/ dle seynd rate-
lone materiaee cirece quam quoad rem, quae tractatur, essente
isliter, 'optaTixkds, nicht zuunterschelden: Sondern wenn sie
zu unterscheiden/ so ist nur ein accidentsle dlecrimen, quod
verbl unitetem, nec duplicat, neque eegsentlam variat,"
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the Father and the Holy Spirit, may be sald to be the real
suthor of the written word, 2 Therefore when we think of

U ) !
the yerbum wpoPopixov or the yerbum gvdeOEToy we are to
think of them only in the context of the )5605 GTrodTaTINGS

through whom God speaks and without whom he will nelither
8peak nor work.33 In other word, such an intimate relation=-

ship existe between the proohetic snd personal word of God
that no word of prophecy cen exist apert from the personal
word, Therefore when God saye, "Let there be 1ight," he
¢an only mean thet through his Son he commands that there
be 1ight, for he speaks and commands and crestes all things
through his coeternal and consubstantiel word.34 And God
will not epeak apart from thie word without which nothing

32 Catov 51%%15& 702: "Cum vero Filius dilcitur verbum,
longe alia obtinet aisniricatio, auia verbum est liypostaticum
ab aeterno a DEI patre genitur, ac peraona subsistens, inde~
que a verbe DEI tum weoopixy, tum v taetry maxine diversums
quippe cujus sutor Fillue DEI cum Patre, ac Spiritu S, est,."

33 calov, A. biblis rata. editio -
secunda, DUresdse & szaiae. 1710, I 223. Alao Calov, 4. gggr
e € « Wittebergae, 1671. Pel48s "per 111
i non solum ggg atl xigggg ngtatur, sed quie Deus non
mandat, sut opsratur, nisi per Aoyov umoértart(xov, REX guen
omnls facta sunt Johann, I.,3 i1deo verbum @ixit ita intelli-
gendum hilc, ubi de creatione rerum agitur, ut tum ye ’
Deus Peter, notetur, Verbum nempe illud ﬁiﬁggfggg-
per quod & loquitur, operatur Pater, & eine quo nec lo=

quitur, nec operatur: tum _ s Vel looutur est,
AGYOS TMpOTTAKT(KSS o rbu jussus, & motus divinus,"

34 Gealov, 2ug at_lux, etel
non verbum {nntum, eed e-. oum ! QI%Q&&E%&?
cum, Flllus ntelligetur, menet una voels eignificat 0,

quae planc 1ta explioatur. quad Peug pe V_rn 3

& consubstentisle, Filium o mandal X 21
cypnsta=:oum 11ud verbum dicendo nnnareata ur. quod nampe

ait dicens, & quo procedit vel oritur Verbum hyposta=-
ticum; ait | y Quod & Patre ab seterno procedit,
DEr qu oquendo, man ato & eoreendo (quia dicere Deil est
facere) ab ipso producte sunt omnia,
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was made,’® Furthermore the worde of God are in a certain
sense not words, but doeds.36 But the personsl word of God
is not merely the suthor of the prophetic word, he ie not mere-
ly the logos through which God epeake to manj he is more than
all thie: he 1s the heart and content snd weening of the

prophetic word, he is the messagée and purpoeé of all the

5ar1pturoe.37

There wae good repson why the old Luthersn dogmsticiens
ineleted upon ldentifying Seripture as the word of God, VWhen
they spoke of the word of God they ordinarily meant Scripe
ture, When Cathollie theologlens, however, gpoke of the word
of God they meant not only Seripture but slso what they called
the unwritten word of God, namely, tradition. Confusion
was therefore caused vhen both parties affirmed that the
word of God wee the norm of Christian doctrine, lMHoreover

Roman Catholie theclogy when speaking of Seripture understood

35 12%;1211- Pel49: “Non dixit Deue absque Verbo illo, sine
quo nihil Feotun est,” '

36 2 W

lns%_gll » PelBl: "Illa verda, E;g& lux, non verba, sed
res sunt, ut hic monet Lutherus, 'Déus vocat ea, quae non
sunt, ut eint, et loquitur non grammaticas vocabula, sed veras
et subaistentes, res, ut, quod epud nos vox sonat, 1d apud
Deum ree est, fic =01, luna, coelum, terra, Petrus, Paulus,
ego, tu, ete, summus voecabula Del, imo una syllaba vel litera
comparatione totlue ereaturase, Nos stiam loquimur, sed tane
tum gremmatice, hoe set, Jjam crestis rebus tribulmus appeél-
lationes, ¢£ed grammatica divina est ells, nempe, ut, cum
dieit: Sol splende, etatim adeit s0l, 6t splendeat, Sic
verba Del res sunt, non nuda vocasbulas," Cf. Martini Lutheri

exemetics opers latinae Erlangae. 1839.10429

3T Calov, o I1,457: "quia Christus & Legis finils est
RomeX,4, & Lvangelll nucleus Joh.XX,31., id6oc scopus ac ceén-
trum ad quod referuntur omnla in Serlpturis merito constle
tultur Christus Jesus, PeXL,8, Joh4V,39. Act.II1I,19.24,
cap«X,43. imo Epitome & summa unlversae Seripturee Lsa,LIiI,
ii‘ J‘r‘XXIII'GO 2 CBP.II,S...."
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glso the apoeryphal booke of the 014 Testsment, thereby holde
ing to the prineiple that the church and not God forme the
eenon, The attscke of the Jeeult theologiane egeinet the
elarity snd sufficiency of Seripture were actually directed
as well egainet the Lutheran doctrine of Serlpture as the
word of God, GCatholic theology held that Seripture was a
dead letter and a wax nose without the necessary interpreée
tetion and explenation of the chureh, Only when its contents
were understood according to the proper underatanding of
the church could Seripture be called the word of 606.38

By thelr insistence that Seripture wee the word of God
the o0ld Lutheran teschers also took a stand sgainst the op-
inione of Rethmsnn, #Andrew Csisnder snd the Echwenkfeldlans
&1l of whom held that Soripture, properly speaking, wae not
the word of CGod, that only Christ coculd properly be omlled
the word of God., In merked sntithesie to this view the dog~
meticlans taught thet Seripture was the word of God, not
improperly, not metonymically, but gilumplieciter, in ract.39
Thie ie true becsuse the Scriptures are celled the }6%44
ToO Otou, they were inspired and written by men who were
@epopevol == they spoke, Through the Seriptures God speaks
to us, LEele7; 2 Same23.,2, The worde which the apostles
spoke were to be regerded ps the worde of God, 1 Thess.2,13,
Seripture is the living word of CGod, 1 Pet.l.25, which works

faith unto life eternal, Fom,10,17, end regenerates and oreates

32 70 the ergument of Gretzer end other Jesults that foripe
ture wee 2 dead letter until it was received by the church,
Calov, gystema, I,531, anewers that just as s papel decree

is the word of & popé the moment it is is=sud so also Scripture
ie God's word without eny succeeding action,

39 ", ,.etlan 81 Eeclesla non accedat propesitio.”" Cf, Calov,

agg;gmgo I. 530Lf,
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spiritual 1ife, Jas.1,18, This in no way controverts the fact
that Christ ie oelled the word of God, There exlst siaply
two significations of the word )Jgos. Christ 1s the author
of the written word, Therefore Mojos denctes either the
hypodtatie or the prophetic word ss it occurs in Scripture,
but néever szométhlng between the tun.ao Nor can one dlgelalm
the proposition that Seripture is the word of God by esaying
that 1ts words and phrases ete, merely indicate the divine
meaning of Seripture which slone oan be celled the word of
God, The letterz and words of Seripture not only signify
the inapired content of the Soriptures but asctually lumpsrt
thie divine meaning and therefore cannot be separsted from 1t.#1

It ehould be esid at this poirt thst the terms ggterias
and formas ass they sre hendled by the dogmetlclans sre not
merely scholeetic and unneoessary Jargon, These terms beé-
cone importent implemente in their discussion of the lnepir-
ation and elso the properties of Seripture, Ve cennot under-
stand thelr views regarding these metters unless we knovw at
8ll times whether they are talking sbout the gateris or the
formg of Seripture, The 1deas behind such terminology have
prevallied down to the present dey, even in llbersl Lutheran
¢ireclea, This faot 12 elearly brought out by the uee of
the phrase "content and fitting word" as it ococurs in the
"Pittaburg Agreement" of the United Luthersn Church in Ame
erica and the Americen Lutheran Church, church bodlee which

50 loge cite, I,131: “,..qua vel notat verbum Dei Ewo¢7a1¢x3v ’
vel-npogopcn%v. ne¢ inter s2e, utl ait e fanatiecle, confundendae.”

4. Hollez, gn;_ggf., p.82: "8, seriptura sunpte materieliter
pro literie & syllebis est elgnunm verbl dlulnl, non ¢yuavr: =

wov, €U mere signens, sed p.rra.darmiv, eéxhibene seneunm Ofo=

TMvEudTov, Qul est formsle seripturse: complexe est verbum Del
goriptum, 1.8, sensus literis g Spiritu S, smenuensibus saec~-

rie in calamum dictatis expressus,”
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have not heeitated to condemn the scholastlciem of the old
Lutheran dogmeticiens., :

(ne more thing should be seid st thie point. From viat
hes been said it iz obvious that the dogmeticlans do not
équate Soripture and the word of Gods, Seripture ls the vord
of Godj but the word of Ged is not ZSeripture. To represent
thelir position as if they had narrowed the word of Godé down
to the point where it could be equeted with Zeripture does
violence to thely doctrine of Seripture and the word of God
and results in a caricature of their position.42 It is basic
in this connection to bear in mind thet the old Lutheran
teachers do not restriot the forma of Soripture to Seripture
alone, It 1s true that the dogmeticians say that after the
time of the apostles there wae no word of God except Scrip-
tur¢.43 By this they mean, in antithesis to the Cetheolice
and enthuslgsts, thet there ig todsy no inerrent, inspired
ard nornstive word of God apsrt from and in edditlon to Serip-
ture, They certalnly never denled that preaching was the
word of CGod when and becsuse 1t agreed with Scripture.44

Are the feriptures necessary for the church today?
¥Why vere the Seriptures written? These questions, which
are really only one queatlon, sre considered by the dogma=-
ticlans in opposition to the Foman Catholic theologlena of
thelr dpy who, in the interest of the supremacy of the church,

denled that there was sny simple necesalty of the Scriptures,

et mrer

42 syeh a distortion of thelr doctrine of the word is ofrcred

in the rether superficial analysis of thelr teechinﬁgby
Sittler, The Dootri: the Word, FPhilsdelphia, 19 ppo33£f.

43 Celov, pdix dels p.42, Huelsemann,
alvinisomus irre g 2, Wittebergae, 1667. pe423:
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The dogmaticisns point out first of 81l that feripture ie

not ebsolutely negessary for the church ses 1f the church could
not exist without the Seripturee, God cared for his churech
and seving dootrine wag preserved for millennlums befors

Seripture wes ruoarded.45

But it pleesed God to inepire
the writing of his word es a means of revesling himself,
ind Gol¢ does not indicete thet he wishes to make use of any
other method of reveasling hiseelf 2and hies will todey, Lk.
16,293 2 Tim,3.15-17; 2 PetelelSe o

induced God to cecase proclaming his word ylva voce end to

Ae poeelble causes which

recoxd it in writing the following azre listed: the brevity

of humsn life gfter the deye of the partiarchs, the diffusion
of the humen race and of the church, the weaine¢ss of the
humen meuwory, the possibility of doctrinal corruption while
people were taught yiva voge, the need of a norm in defending
the pure doctrine againat heretics, end the wickedness of all
meén and thelr need of a fixed source of doctrine, 411 thece
posslible ceuses lle in mane, In God the cause llies in his
benevolence and mercy toward fellen menkind, Quenatadt47
llste & fourfold use of Seripture es evidence that it le neo~
eseary for the church: 1) Soripture is the mesns wheéreby we
Gletinguish true from fslse doetrine; 2) through the promises
end fulfilwente of the Meszlah contalned 1n Sceripture we are
brought to felth in Christ by mesns of Seripture; 3) the pro=

miges in Seripture strengthen and confirm our falth, Fhil,

4 Calov, fheologis positiva. p.29.
46 cuenstedt, 9ps cit., 11,62,

4T ipia.
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3413 4) through Seripture the heathen slso are called and
seaved, Gerhard holde that the usefulnees of Seripture pre-
dicates 1te neceesity, mnot 1its sbsolute necessity, to be
sure, but ite hypotheticel neceszity, dueétc the sinfulness
of men, He egsye,*® "No Christian cen deny that the holy
Seriptures are useful elnce the spostle says €0 In no uncer-
tein words, 2 Tim.3.16., DNow the Scriptures inform us of things
gnknown neturally, =28 18 ¢lesr from the dootrine of the Gos-
pel: they preserve purity of doctrine sgainst error and cor-
ruption, Mett,22,%9: they keep us in gesursnce, Lk.).3; 2
Pet,l.,19: and I may say they ere profitable for doetrine,
for reproof, for correction, for inetruetlon iIn righteocus-
neas, which is the reasson we are invited to resd them with
é1ligence and devotion, Tn 5.3 1 Tim.4.,13; 2 Tim3.15.
This lende ue to the queetlion, whether with thelir usefulness
there l& not also a c¢ertain neceseity Joined on account of
which God wente the Seripturee in the church," Czlov asserte
that it wee the "Seripture hating pepiste" who made lnpera-
ive the discusslion of the nececslty of @crlpture.49 Pure
doctrine cen be meintalned by meens cof tradition uithou%

the ald of Scripture, they said.50 Like Gerhard, Calov wishes

10 uphold only the hypothetical neceselty of Jeriptures

Whatever God in hls wisdom and love hss ordalined to glve

%8 Gernaré, loci theolomiol. 11,28,
49 aystene, 13534ffo

20 Bellarminue, R, de verbo Del seripto et non seripty, Se~

denl, 1618, IV,IV: ",..Eceleslan sine Scripture consistere
posse, sine treditione non posse," Cf, Cslov, gystena. I,534.
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hils church is for this very resson necessary. Far from being
e ceuse of heresiee, mae the pepscy assserts, Sceripture ls
8 powerful means of preserving us In the pure aootrinc,51
and this in iteelf iz proof of its hypotheticel neceasity,
The purpose of Scripture which is our falth and salvation
presupposea 1te neceesity, Celov 1s quick to point ocut that

not all Catholic theologiasnsg denied the necessity of Sorips
ture, He remarks thst the whole controveéersy arose becauss

the Catholics and Lutherans did not agree on terme, the Luthe
granz speaking for the hypothetloel, the Catholles agaeinst
the simnle necessity of Seripture,

51 gelov ayatens. I1,536: At Seripturse 2, ignorantias est
cauBE ErrOTUN, !
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CHAPTER THREE: THE INSPIRATION OF SCRIPIURE

In hie yindicise 8, sorivturae John Huelaeuannl essexrte

that hked it not been for the rise of the Jesulits the inepire
ation and divinity of the Seriptures would not in hls day
heve been queaticned, Except for g few rether frec thinking
Catholiec theologians like Erasmus and Albert Pighlus moet
Catholice before the seventeenth centuryspoke of the origin
of Ceripture in terms very like thoeve employed by the seven=
teenth century Lutheren dogmatieiana.a The Jesuit order,
aceording tc Huelsemsnn, wished to render the dostrine of
inspiraticn doubtful in order that they might prove the nec-
éesity of unwritten tradition in formulating Chrietisn doce
trine, There is no reason to doubt the correctnese of Huelse~
mann's observation, Before the upsurge of the Jesuit con=
troversialiste in the lste sixteenth century Lutheren theolo=-
giane hed never conslidered the inspirastion of Sceripture eas

e seperste loocus, although Chemnitz, for instence, expended

a greet desl of effort In defending the Lutheren position
regerding cancnicity snd suthority of Seripture in his cele-

breted polemic, Huelsemann algo

adds the Interesting remark thet the Augsburg Confeselon,
although 1t does not specificelly treet of e doctrine of

ingpiretion, neverthelese presupposes thet Seripture wes the

1 yindicpe &, seripturge. Lipsise, 1679. p.208.

2 ¢cf, Quenstedt, on, 0it., 1,8l, GQuenstedt mentione a lete
ter from John Eck to Erssmusz, written in 1518, in which Eek
takes Ergsmue severely to taek for teaching that the evan-
gelists could err in their writings, as if they wrote ss
other men do.
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inspired word of God, Thie 18 sleo the Judgment of Leonhard

Hutter in the preface to hia
Hutter wes not unaquainted personally with the framers of
the Formule of Concord, He says that the gola soripturs
principle cannot be upheld unless the inspirstion of Sarip~
ture is predlcated, According to the dogmaticiens, the in=~
spiration of Seripture, as taken for grented in the ccnfes-
glong, becounes a confeésslional principle., The inapiration
of Seorlpture iz a dogctrine of Scripture, but it is alsc a
Lutheran confesslonal doetrine and divisive of church fele
lowships Tnis fact 1s clearly perceived in Calov's gonsene
gus repetitus fidel vere lLutheéranse which he had deslgned
g8 8 nevw Lutheéran confesslion, COCslov srgues that Seripture
ls sufficlent end 1a the sbesolutely certain rule of faith

g) simply begause 1t

18 3fcé'mr-ros-. It wae e canon with the dogmaticians that

Seripture ss the source of theology postulstes auromdr(a,
inspirstion and infallibility.5 All thie bringe up the ques-
tlon of the doguatliclians' guig subscription to the Lutheran
confepslons, Can such en unqualified acceptance be mpde

if one rejecis the inspliration and inerrasney of Soripture?
Can one consistently clalm that he irrevooably accepts the
confessione “because" they agree with Scripture while at

the same time he refuses tc accept the infallibility and in-

gpiration of Scripture? The dognmatliclans would, of course,

sus repetl fidei vere Luthe ¢ DeTo

S Celov, By PeTlW Calov, gysteuan. 135790-
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answer no, And it 1s 4ifficult to understand how an ldea
sa rigid and uncompromising as a guls subseriptlon to the
symbollesl books could arise unless the inerrancy and con=-
plete pelf-puthenticeting authority snd inspiration of Seoripe
ture were taken for granted.

Inspiration is generally defined by the dogmaticiaens
aas the pel whereby God conveyed to men both the conteént of
that which he wished to be written for nan'e sake and the
very words expressing that content, It connotes p Commune
jeation of the content of Seripture (guggestio rerum), a

ecomnmunication of the words (guxges verborum) and the urge

(impulsus), or, what is the same thing, the commend, to write
(mandatum soribendi)s Inspiretion is not a general action

ef Cod like {hat by which he ineites good works in sll men,
Nelther is inepiration & special or advanced action (egneursus
) of God like that by which he iz pree-

sent In believers, gulding end approving their sotions, Job
32.8, It 1& sn "absolutely unigue and extraordinery asction"
of God, according to Quenntedt,s which pertains only to ﬁerip-
ture. It embraces not only a supernatursl enlightenment of
the minds of the emenuenses, but "s unique impulse, urze, in-
gpiretion, inbreasthing, incitement and sugeeation to write
this [Ceripture] snd nothing olno."7 Quenstedt moes on to
explain hipself further, 1) The writers were incited by

God to spply their minds to the writinz of doctrine and to
move thelr pens with their hands, Acte 17.16, £2) They were

enlightened inwardly with e supernatursl light, 3) They ware

6 opy oite, 1,69,
T 3bid., "...peculisren motum, instinctum, afflatum, 1m€ulaum
& dictamen Spiritus 8, ad hoe et non aliud scribendum,
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inwardly supplied by the Holy Spirit with those thinge which
meke for writing, both in respect to content and in respect
to the very words. Dennhauer in his inimiteble way remarkss
that the an'trthns of Seripture is not only brought about
by the Spirit's asspiration, or generasl commsnd, such as the
command to make disciples of all nations, Nelther 1s it
effected merely by the Spirit's postspiration whieh would
resemble a teacher correcting and approving what his pupile
had written, It coneiste elso in his inspiration by which,
through his concomitant grace, he reveals things which ere
above human understending and certifies things whileh were
seen and hesrd by the amanuenges, And it includes finally
the respiration of the Spirit, since as s musical instrument
when 1t ie played comes to 1ife, so to speak, and makes sound,
the Hély Spirit also brings to life those who read Seripture
and meditate upon it ané teschee them 211 they need know
for salvation,

Inspiration is an act of the Trinity, of the Father
a8 the fountalin of wisdom, of the Son Christ and through
the Spirit who judges our hearts and by whose impulse men
of God were moved and spoke.9 Gerherd states that the author

of Seripture, the gausa efficle

is the true God in one essence and three persons, Father,
Son and Holy Spirit.lo He aaya.ll "As in the case of the
other worke of God, also in regerd to the revelation of his

word and promulgation of Sceripture order and dlstinction

& OACZOQIA christisna. 1713 ed. p.18£f.

2 . Of, also Schnidt, ©, compendlum theolomise., Argen=
torati, 1697. p.26, |

10 3001 theolomied. II,17.
11 log. clt., 11,25,
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must be observed,”" He then goee on to say that according
to Seripture the inepiration of Seripture is attributed to
the Father, LK,1.55; Heb,l.,13 to the Son, Jn.l.18, who is
called the word of God, Jn.l.1 and the wiedom of God, Frov.
84123 Matt,11.,19; and to the Holy Spirit, 2 Sam.23.2; Acts
28,25; 1 Pet,1l,11; 2 Pet,.l.21; Acote 15,28, The inspiration
of Seripture is an gpus ad extra of the Triune God, There
is & menner of speaking however whereby thst work which is
common to the whole Trinity is sseribed Iin a speclasl sense
to the Holy 8p1r1t.12 But inepiration cannot be attributed
to the Spirit exclusively. The dogmaticisns firmly hold

to the 0ld rule, gpers Trinitetis ad

To compromise thie rule would inveolve them in g sort ol tri-
theism which they very consclously wlehed to avoild, The
dogmaticiane are therefore almost wilfully careleses, one
might say, in the way in which they speak of the author of
inspirstion and of Seripture, They cell Seripture not only
the "vox Dei" but also the vox ipsius christi"™# end the
“yox supremi Iudiels Spiritus sanoti”.15 On the one hand
the Holy Spirit 1s designsted es thaqauthor of Soripturc.16

On the other hand Christ 18 eald to be the only author of

12 Baier,

13 Hollasz, gp,_%gg.. p.352: "Actioncs nd extra essentiales
sunt 1n61giaae « 8, communee omnibus tribue dlulnitatie
peresonis,

14 quenstedt, op, cit., I1,92.
15 Gerhard, mswmm I, E35«

16 Hunnius, Jle. gpera latina. I,64: "Quis vere ex his vati-

clnllie illustriseimo rerun even{u comprobatis non oppldo
cencludat universam hane seripturam Propheticam ad nullum

8lium, quam rerum omnium conscium praesciumque Del Spirltum
eutorem esse referendam?” Gerhard, loci theolomici. 11,13,
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Bcripturv.17 This free manner of speaking indlcetes thet the
dogmeticlens do not wish to eseribe inspirestlon exclusively
to the Spirit but regard inepirstion as an opsration gd extrs
of the Trinity.

The Lutheran teachers of the seventeenth century are
cereful to distinguish inspiration from revelation, Revela=
tion 1a defined generslly se an act of God by which he reveals
himgelf and hie will to man, It 1s glven not only to the
regenerate but slso to the reprobate se in the casé of Balsan,
Saul and Calphas, God is the author of revelstion not only
in the general sensé thet he le the truth and all truth and
good have thelr origin in him, but slso In & specific sense
in that revelestion ie immedinteély gliven by him, Revelatlon
is always to beé considered an externasl ect of God, ian is
only the instrument through which reveletion is madcola
The ultimete purpose of sll revelation is saslvation, Reve-
lation, then, may be sald to be the means by which God epeaks
to ue, == in encient times in a grest veriety of weys, but

19 The difference bhetwesen

20

in psrticular through his Son,

revelation and inepiration is explained by Quenstedt in

the folloving manners "The distinction between divine reve-

lation end inspiration must be observed, Revelation i& norm-

17 Hunnius, Ae, gpera latina. I,29: "Ex tot igitur tentise

que diversitatum oetensis rationibus, immotum sdhuc perstat

& inconvuleum 1d, quod supra rirmisaimis demonstrationibus
sstruxipue, videllicet Ulros Novi Testamentl, & in 1ls descrip-
tam religionem nulll elteri asutori, nisi Christo, nullis serip-
toribue, nisi Apostolis & Euaengelistis posse sttribui. Gere

nord, 1o¢i theolosigde 1,104
18 ca1ov, mwmmn Pe18s

19 Galov, bibli g+ Dresdse & Lipe

gise, 1719. ’- : NN

20 gpy git., T,68, Q )
'.‘«1&4‘“’
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ally and by virtue of 1ta‘name a nanifestatlion of something
unknown and hildden, end cen be made in many end verious ways,
namely, either through exteérnal speech or through dreams end
vielone (for 'to revesl' amoxaldmretv in Greek, is to uncover
thet which wes hidden,). Inepiration is en act of the Holy
Spirit whereby the actual knowledge of things ie coumunicated
supernaturally to the oreated intellect, or it ie an inner
guggestion or infuslion of concepts, whether the conecepts vere
known or unknown previous to the writing. The former (reve-
lation) could antedote writing, the latter was concomitant
with writing end was e part [confluebat] of the very writing
iteelf, However I do not deny that that sane 9&0!?%0‘1‘!’&
or éivine inspirstion cen be ealled revelatlion according
to this idea, namely, insofar as it ies e menifestation of
certein clrcumstences as well eg of the arrengement and method
by which facte were written and set down, and aleo when ree
velstion concursg and coincides with divine inspiration it~
ge¢lf, nemely, when divine nysteries are revesled by inspirae-
tion and inspired by revelation in the same writing.," From
thie statement of Quenstedt 1t would sppear that the dogmatie
clane think of inespiration as a mode of rsvulation.el How=
ever beceuseé revelation is alwaye a communicetion and theree
fore a word, & word which is inepired by God in the very
nature of the case, Calovee speake of insplration as the
form of revelation, ss that which makes revelation divine,
In making this statement Calov leg thinking ofScripture in
particular, All the dogmaticlans call Seripture revelation,

21 Gerhard, Joci theolomicl. II,7.
22 cglov, gystems. 1,280,
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Seripture was more than merely e record or history of Ged's
revelation;y 1t wee revelation, or, tc put it more accurstely,
is wae revelation put down in writing, Hence there was no
real difference between the revesled word of God and holy
soripture.23 However the dogmaticians never c¢slled revela=~
tion Seripture: the two terme were never equated ss 1f Serip-
ture was Cod's only revelation, God'e revelation has taken
place 1in a great varlety of weyss by personal encounter,
Gene.18.23 19,1 Ex,19,103by the Urim and the Thummim in the
breastplate of Aaron, Ex.28,30; by vielons, Dan.l0,15; Acts
10,103E2,1443 through dresms; through riddles ss in the csse
of Ezeklel and Johnj and finelly by lmmediste illuminetion
in the Iintellect without the use of dreeme or vielons, 2
Tim.3.16; 2 Pet.2,21,2%
in the person of the Son,Jegus Christ, Jn.l.18. Today ob=

2>
Cod revesled himself QUTOMpofwnws

Jective supernstural revelation hes ceased snd the record

of God's revelation to men is to be found only in Seripture,.
However subjectively the¢ee nysteries of the faith vwhich are
the contente of the revealed word of God are belng communie
cated and revesled to men todey through the word and the Holy
Spirit working in and through the word, For the holy Soripe
tures have been written end divine nmysteries hasve been ree

vealed therein in order that we might be instructed to etere

23 Gerherd, loci theolomlel. 11,183 "Seripturs nihil aliud
est quam divina revelatio in sscras literss reducta. Hanm
reveletum Del verbunm & sceripturs sscra realiter non 4ifferunt,
cum illes ipsas divinas reveletiones sanctl Dei homines in
seripturas redegerint." Dannhsuer, op. ¢it., P44, says

thet Seripture 1= not only divinely revesled things, but
reveletion itself,

24 Bglduin, Of, Dedekenn, gy,_g%;.. 1,383, llsts four sorts
of revelation} visible, vocel, imeglinary (dreams) and Intell-
eoctusls, Under intellectusl revelation he lists: a) casmes

in which God railses man to understand what could not other=
wise be known, b) ecstacy (Ezekiel), ¢) rapture (Paul).
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nal 11f¢.25 God speaks to us stil)l todsy, but only medlately
through his revealed word in Seripture, not through angels

or outward appearanocs.as After God had made known to man
what wae necesszary for his salvation and thle knowledge had
béen perfectly inepired in & canon, he cersed revéaling hime
self immedistely., Therefore the church today is to loock

for the supernsturel revelation of God only in Eoripturo.27
For outside Seripture and the preached word there ies today

28

no revelation, only felee enthusiassm, It hee been sald

that the dogmaticlians "by their etrong snd almoet éxclusive
emphasie upon the divine revelption as doctrine slmost com-
pletely forgot what 1s fundamentsl, namely, the revelatlon

by deed,"29 This 1s an overstastement, It 1s due, perhaps,
to the fact thet the old Luthersn dogmsticians do not clear-
ly and syetematlically express thelr viewe regerding the whole
ldea of revdation, Furthermore what theéy say conecerning
revelation in their sections desling specifically with Corip-
ture gives at times a rether incomplete plcture of thelr

viewe 1In regard to revelstion, In his 8 88
loglam Calov3° apeaks about revelation specifically. He

25 Gerhard, loci theolomiei. II,283ff,
25 100, oil., XIII,2,
27 Beler, goupen h

28 gerhsrd, disputationum theolos CarUm..opare 86CUNda. Pe245.
Calov, %zgigg%. 13 The dogmaticians do not deny natural
revelat hey apaak of g;%lggl&_§g;$_uhioh epye derived
cenly from Seripturse (such as the doctrine of the Trinity or
the incarnation) and 5;1133%1_g;;g; which are derived elso
from reason and philosophy (such &8 the providence of God)

but must be sccepted only in so far as they sgree with Serip=-
ture. Revelation therefore is not confined to Seripture, and
yet Seripture 1s the only sourge of theolegy; for resson and
phillosophy can err and know nothing of the Gospel and must

beé based on®eripture, Of, Cslov, gxg&gmg 1,773

29 Reu, ¥, Interes . Columbus, 1940,
DeS3e
30 i@ am. editio cecunde, Wittebergae,
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says that God revesled himself in many weye until the fulness
of the time when he revesled himeelf through hies Son, Then
through the presching snd writing of the apostles to whon
was given informetion of this revelation lumedletely end
upon whom the Hely ESpirit visibly descended God inforams the
world of his revelation in Chriet, Essentlally then preveé~
letion is en act whereby God reveale himeeif, But in thie
act he eplso reveals thinge sbout himeelf and his w111.31
One way in which God has reveeled himself ie in his word
whieh the apostles and prophets récorded under inspiration.
It ie incorrect to say that the old Lutheran dogmaeticians
slmest excluelvely emphaelized revelation as doetrine., Ace-
cording to Calov God reveasls not only dootrine,32 but he

reveegls himeelf to us,33 he revesls his Son Chrlet to u334

33 It is very true however

and heé revesls the Gospel to us,
that the Luthersn teachers of the seventesnth century did
not emphasigeé revelation as deed, It might be added here
thet the dogmaticiene not only regesrded Seripture se reve-
latliongy to them Seripture wes aleo prophecy., There wes no

real difference between Seripture and prnphscy.35

31 M- s p.lEE.

el 1.247.

33 109, it., I1,1107.1108s
34 200, git., 11,539,

edit o

: ' ' I,2: "Imo
universa goriptura Ganonioa nrophetia est 2 Pit.l 21, quae
definitur 13 esse," Celov, gomme ] :
Calov eriticizes ths 0ld Rabb niec 1»03 that propheoy game
in dresnmg end watchings, but Seripture vwee written by insplre
ation which was the moving of the will and enlightenment
of the Intelleet of the writers.
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Properly spesking inspiration perteins to the holy Seripe
tures themeelves, IlHowever it may be sald that the amanuenseés
too were inspired by God: they wrote by the illumination and
inspiration of the Hecly CGhost .37 The (Por?a. frvi.Jp.a.ros &;:’ou
designates not only & drive and enlightenment but also en
lnupiration.ss

Inepiration pertains to 2ll of Cferipture. There s
nothing in Scripture which ie not inspired. This ls what
Hollaz means when he saya,39 "The meaning [conceptus] of
ell things written by the apostles wae given thenm lamediete-
1y by the Holy Spirit,”" It was in opposition to the Jesuits,
Bellarmine, Huntlaeue and Bonfrere and eapecinlly to the
Lutheran, George Calixt, that the 0ld Jdogmeticiasns insisted
g0 stronzly that inspiration pertsined to sll the contents
of Seriptures, Although there 1s complete unanimity of opinion
anong £ll the orthodox dogmaticlens that everything is Serip-
ture wee glven by divine inepirstion, i1t wae not until after
the time of George Calixt thet the questlion was glven speclesl
consideration, It was also thé opinlon of the orthodox Luthe
eran theologlens that everything contelined in Secripture was
divinely revesled by God to the writers. True, not everye
thing in Seripture needed to bs revealed to the writersg, =
most of the contents of Seripture were known or at leasst
knowable to the penmen before they wrote == but all the cone

tents of Seripture wers actuslly revesled in the exsot manner

3 Gerhard, pethodus s gleie. p.8s Calov,
CErs De339¢ "Omnes libroa Lanonicua oportet gsse ecorryguq'rgs,

vel ab iis puctoribus quos certum slt esce a DEQ lnepiratos.

38 Quenstedt, gp, eit., I,70. Gerherd, loci theolomied. 1I,23,

39 «s P90, Celovy 341 B _NOY EE A _ IS
11, 0%? 555 toten scrip@ﬁram purtinet e ad omnea ejus :
75" tlvac Otonmveufrov: quia in €o Seripturae seserae qua talis
formale eltum est,"
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in which they were rsoardcd.“o If therefore it wae taught
thet some portlone of Seripture were not revesled to the
writers by God, this amounts gg ipeso to & denisl of the in-
apiration of these portions, fuch & conclusion is consistent
with Cslov's 1des thet inspirstion wes the Lorms of revela~
tion in the cese of Scristure andwith Quenstedt's opinion
thet God revenled the nmysteries of his hidden wiedom to the
smanuengeés through 1nnp1ration.41

Even those thinge which weére known by the apostles and
prophets before the sct of writing were divinely communiceted
and inspired by God, All the contents of Seripture may be
claesified pe follows: 1) those things which can be known
but are not becsuse they happeéned in a remote plsce or time
(such as the history of the flood or the destruction of the
Sodomites am described by Mosem); 2) those things which can=
not be known by nature beceuse of thelr exalted nature (such
a8 the mysteries of our fuith), becsuse of thelr non-exlistence
(such as events in the future), or because of their abeense
from cur senses (such &® the emotions of the hesrt)j 3) those
thinge which are knowableé neturslly (such as the exodus to
Moses and the hietory of the Jjudmes to famuel ), All these

things, whether knowable or not, were inspired and dictated

s Vo o
40 Celov, gyeteme, 1,551, ,
41 es I,70: "Revelsvit Deus ZApostolis hanc doQ(av

Oeod Ev pmudTnpiw reéconditem, non per slloquium externum,

neque per sowmnis & vielionee, hleg enin revelationum modis

Deus tune temporis vel non, vel saltem reriesime utebatur,
ged per locutionem internem, seu inspirationenm,"”
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by the Holy Spirit.42 It ie, of course, true that much of
that which the proshets snd apostles wrote they elready knew
from hletory end experience, and it le true that they wrote
auch which wee communicsted to them through thelr parents
end rulers snd through the testimony of the church. Never-
theless even these matters were furnished them by dlvine
revelation just ss thos2e things which were hidden from thenm
and unknown to them.43 The time snd circumstances and mane
neér in which these things were to be recorded were inspired
and dloteted and revealed by 906.44 Hollaz sayu.as "Although
the sacred writers were informed concerning certain tnzngs
of whieh they wrote before the aoct of writing, they 414 not
ktnow whether it was God's will thst they put these things
into writing, or under what circunstences, in what srresnge-
ment and with what words they were to write,"

fven thosge things in “Seripture which Hefe not of s spir-

ituel nature end 414 not perte!n directly to Christian doc-

Quenstcdt, oy 1,68, Baler, gom 1y
¢« DPaT38 on aalum suten rerun subl
rationis captunm excedentium, sed et caeterarun amnium, quas
Seriptura continet, tanquam in literss referendarua, concép=-
tus sorzpturibus aacria 2 Deo inapiratoz fulsse coredimus}
cum wWaga f tote Seripturs, non allquae tentum pars &jus,
divinitue n-pireta dieatur,”

43 neehmenn, F, nica. Jenae. 1719, DPaT9e

44 Calov, gxg;ggfp I, 555- Alsa 1,471 "eeereveletione proprie
ita dicta, ut et amaz aliquid antea 11leden cognitum exhlbeant,
temen ut hie, & nune €a, & non alla ratlone scriberentur,

ab ipsomet Spiritu Tancto ad istum finswm tunc revelets, mentie
que gangtorum Frophetarum & Apostolorum inditas, ausgea{a

& inspirata sunt, quendo serlbebantur, & seribl OQdcbant.
Ideirco hic eoden sensu prevelatlo, suggestlio, & lnsplratio
dicuntur,.”

45 gpe eit., D490,
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trine were inzpired by 006.46 It wae the contentlon of the
Jesuit, Francis Saurez, that those parts of Scripture which
414 not deal speecifically with the mysterles of our falth
were not communicated by Cod's inspiration., In writing of
guch matters, Zaurez thought, the wrlters were gulded by
the Spirit and preserved frou sny error. This wes sleo the
position of Calixt, The orthodox Lutherens took the contrary
view, lollez spesks for them when he says,47 "Ihere are
present in the holy Seripture matters pertalning to history,
chronology, genealogy, astronomy, physice and politlee which
ere obviously not neceseary to know for sslvation; and yet
they are divinely revealed because the knowledge of them
contributes in no small degree to the interpretation of the
holy Seripture, as well as to the elucidation of the doetrine
of the feith snd the demande of the law,"

Even commonplace matters In “cripture are inspired,
ne astter how unimportant they mey seem., There is a great
difference in respeet to the importance of the verious matters
recorded in Seripture, but there is no difference in respect
to the Anapiration of everything recorded in Seripture, If
consldered in itself according to the wisdom of men a thing
may be a leviewlum, but only 1f one refuses to take into
congideration the wise counssl of God, Huch in Seripture
may seenm of minor importance or of no consequence at 211

{1, 8¢ the mention of Paul's cloke being left in Troas) and

46 Guenstedt, Ope 8ites I,71t "Non tantum 111a, quae fidem
& saluten concérnent, sed gquaecungué in Soripturldes invenlun~
tur, Del verbum sunt,"

47 Ons C1t., D09,
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utterly unworthy 6f the inspiretion of the Holy Splrit, but
such matters sré of reel lmportance if viewed mg cver sgalinst
the whole purpoee of God, end in his wise couneel he hed good
régeon for recording them in Soripture, Rom, 15.4.‘8 Thus
the orthedox party denied not only the concluslon butl also
the minor premise of Calixt who felt thst 1t wee beneath
the dignity of the Holy Spirit teo ineplire Jeulculas The
very idea of leviculg wse impicus to the old Lutheran dog=
maticlsna. No one could truly worship God Iln & proper ssnner
end yet regerd as rvesningless and unworthy of the Zpirit that
whichh God himaelf had caused to be written In his worﬂ.“g

In ssserting thet everything in Eeripture was given
by inepiration the dogmaticisns are cereful te point out
that thie feot does not rule out what wse obviously taught
in Seripture, nemely, that the amsanuenseés studled before=
hand those things ebout which they wrote end in meny ceses
geined knowledge from suthoritative witnesmes, Lkeles3e The
gtudy of human scurces gntedated the act of inepirastion which
was concomitent with the writing of everything in Scripture,
with the result thet the cholce of things to be recorded

end the very order of the worde were given by inspiration

%8 quenstedt, gp, git., I,71.

49 celov, gxg;gg?, 1,560 "Nam utut levieulum viderl possit
111ué de penula [2 Tim.4,13], ninil tamen in Seripturis pre
1svl hebendum; quum nonnlsi saplentissimo Dei consllio etiam
telle inserts literls sint, quae Canon fldel & vitse nostrase
futuree erant," Quenstedt, gn‘_31§,. I,71: "HMulta in Seripe
turie levia videntur, (gquale est etiem 1l1lud de penulie, quen
Paulus in Troade spud Carpum religuerat, 2 Tim.IV.13) ad quae
éxistimant Indignum esce, ut deducanus Spiritus S, majlestatenm,
quae temen megni momentl sunt, sl finen spectemus, Rom.XV.4
& eeplentiscsimum Del conellium, quo etlam talie divinle 1lite-
eris ineserte sunt,"
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without the poselibility of eérror or lapse of memary.sc To
the argument of verious Romen Catholle theslogians thet the
lles, cureinze and Llasphemies recorded in Scripture vere
répugnent to the high mejesty of the Spirit of God and there~
fore could not have bheen 4ictated by hilnm Quanstedt51 repllees
thet incidente of this sort are recounted in Secripture in
certain lnstancee not to condone such practices but teo teach
us to avoid thems Tales of ein snd blasephemy sre relcted
in the Soriptures not that ve might inmitate them, but thet
we might gshun them, There is no sin in recording such events,

The dogmaticiens confirm thelr doctrine thet ell the

contents of Soripture ere inapired with en appeal to Seripe
ture, Acscording to 2 Tim.3,16 1t 1e not enough to say slimply
thet 211 doctrinel portions of Seripture ere inspired, Hor
will thie passege allow thetl certain sections of Soripture
were written only by divine guldence, Such guldance, even
though infaellible, 1s s fer cry from divine 1nap1ratian.59
If the prophets and apostles were not inspired in everything
which they wrote then ell Seripture 1as not inspired as this
passage statea.SB Additionel Seriptural evidence for thelr

T

50 Hollaz, one Gite, DeSls

51 gp, git., 1,71,

52 cplov, gystens. I,555: "lam etel eoripta dicatur per as-
clstentiom & directionem quandew Del infallibllem, mon tamen
©tomveulTos, seu inspirsts divinitus dicetur.”

53 Hollasm, g?&ngs,, p.90Llt "Differt heeo Ofomveudria, siue
inspiratio yine, & gubernsetione dluina. Nam haec tentum
cauetur, ne quldquenm seribatur, quod non sit ex vero, decoro,
congruo; illa autem a dictente Spiritu sencto coneeptus rerun
soribendarun suggeruntur. Illa praestare potest seripturam
sacran infallibilenm, sed non OfdmvEyudrTove EX Guo a&rgumen=
temurt £1 tantum nysteris fidel, guae in saocrie litterils
habentur, 2 4iuing inspiraticne, reliqus sutem, duetu luminis
naturee cognoscibilia, tentum & directione diulns pendent,
tota esore s, non est OednvevdToss”
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poeition s found in 2 Pet,l.21., On the baele of thle pas~-
sage Calovs4 argués that the writers of Seripture, lnasmuch
es they did not write of their own humen will but by dlvine
gctivation, were not merely preserved from sall error, but
were actually inecited and inspired to speak and write, Con~
tributively the writers of Seripture were mere hande and
penmen of the Holy Spirit and of Christ, As such they could
not impose their own thoughts upon Seripture, 4nd this,
Calov asserte, was the persuassion of the writers themselves,
Quenstedt's discussion of thig passage is Interesting, He
says,ss "The{hahté of the prophets and apostleées connotes
and impliee not only the great nyesteries of our falith, or
those things which pertain directly to saving felth, as if
the holy men of God spoke snd wrote only euch things by the
inepiration end activation of the Holy Spirit while other
things, such es historical, ethicsl end sclentiflc concerns,
were added after the urge of the Spirit had cessed by thelr
own free ection and instigetion; but the Nald pertains to
all thinge which are contained in Seripture, For the apostle
speaks generally when he says, omo fu:vs.JFa.ros i;c’ou Q.‘.‘pc:ft.i.vo(
thdNgave It 1o clear from the preceeding verses that this
indefinite stetement denotes & collective concept, This is
gseéen by the fact thaet the XA):J of the holy men of God, v.
21, the Aé;os -rrfvoporrmo’s. V.l9, the w’no@;’nc‘g, ve2l, and
the -rrpo?qrm'a. mu.@;,'s. vV«20, mean the same thing, but to this
concept the collective Traga 18 expressly added, Therefore

no prophecy ceme at any time by human will, with the result

5% Calov, systema, I,555ff,

55 QR Git., I,70.
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thaet no prophecy of Seripture 1s of private interpretation,
nor ought to be, but whatever the prophets and apostlees spoke
end wrote they spoke end wrote by divine sectivetion., And
there ies neither hint nor trace of limitetions or restric-
tions of any kind to certain paerts of Seripture in this mate
ter of asctivation," loreover there is the promise of Christ
that the H1y Spirit would teach the apostlee and bring to
thelr remembrance all thinge which he seid to them, Jn.l4,
26, From this genersl statement of Christ there 1s no reason
to assume that he iz speeking only of certain thinge which
he spoke to his dlsciples, eéspeclally since he says Tavra,
e eimov aﬁ?v ’E;u’) e« Finally Seripture knowe no dilstinction
between certalin of ite contente whilch were written by divine
inapliration end revelation and other sectlions which were
recorded merely by divine approval and asslstance, All of
geripture is simply called Ta )\o’gta. 700 Otob e

The position of Calixt and the Jesults wes sbsurd ac-
cording to the orthodox dogmaticlans, If it 1a true that
thoese matters which were before known to the writers were
not revealed and inspired, we become immedistely lnvolved
in the impossible tesk of ascertaining what was previocusly
known to the penmen, Thue the vwhole theory of Calixt be-
comeés unworkeble and meaningless, for who ean know preclsely
what the penmen knew before the act of writing? Undoubtedly
they were acquainted with a great amount of what they would
say prior to the time when they took up their pens to write,
And certeinly they alreedy understood much of the doetrine
which they recorded and explained in Scripture, And the
idea that only those parts of Seripture which pertain to
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salvetion are inspired is equally unworkable and arbitrary,
¥ho can say exactly what in the Bible pertains to doetrine?
.It is only begsing the question when the psplsts answer by
appeéaling to the church and Calixt to tradition, They have
8till not answered the quention.56 But the minor premise
of the adversaries cannot stand, There 1s nothing in Serip-
ture which dees not concern doctrine, 2 Tim.3.16. True,
much in Seripture is not of a dooctrinsl nature, «- weé may
be entirely ignorant of it and yet be faved -~ but every~
thing in Seripture is somehow related to Christian dootrinc.57
The rejection of the Lutheran doectrine of plenary inspilira-
tion, as the doctrine of the orthodox Lutherans of this per-
108 might be c¢alled, will eventusglly result, they claim, in
en imposeible search for whaet is humen and what is divine
in Seripture and will lead to uncertainty concerning the auth-
ority and reliability of whet is recorded 1n Seripture, If
the inepiration of only one verse is denled, then all Serip-
ture is not inspiredj the inspirstion, authority esnd infalle
ivility of Seripture asll fsll.se

The Lutheran dogmeticians belleved in verbal inepire=-
tion, This doctrine is confesced and taught in the writings

of all of them from first to last, but it is more preclsely

56 Omlov, gystens. 1.558.
57 Huelsemann, 2, Pe415. Calov,

aé nosEram doctrinen faciunt,"

58 Quenstedt, ops cit., I,71: "21 in 1ibris Cencnicis ell-
qua humano more sut industria, non inspiratione Spiritus

8. eacent scripte, periclitaretur Scripturse firmitas & cer-
titudo, periret sutoritess uniformiter divina, titubaret fides
noetra, ©1 eénim unicus Scripturase versiculus, cessante in-
medleto Spiritus €, influxu, conscriptus est, promtum erit
Setonse, idem de toto capite, de integro libro de universo
denique codice Biblico uxoipere& per consequeéns, omnen
Seripturse autoritatem elevere.
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defined and more tensclously defended by the later represén-
tatives of Lutheran orthodoxy, perticuleriy Calov, Quenstedt,
Dannhauer end Hollez, who devote speclal sectione of thelr
vworke to the question whether every vword of teripture wase
dictated and inspired by God, The denial of the strict doc-
trine of verbal inspiration as confessed by the orthodox
Lutherens, the negation of a guggestio verborum, which as
Calov remarkasg is usuelly coupled with a réjeotion of a
suggestio rerum, beceme more pronounced as the seventeenth
century wore on, especially in the ecanps of the Jesuitls and
Sociniens, Even Lutherans l1lke HMuseeus and Celixt could
not eccept the full implication of a gugreetioc verborum.
An incressing number of attacks was leveled againet the or-
thodox Lutheran position, precipitating in turm & more accure
ate and pointed formulation of the doctrine by the second
and third generation dogmaticians,

By verbal inspiration the dogmaticlans ~- actually they
never use the term "verbal inepiration" -- mean that every
word in Seripture wae inspired and dictated by God., With
his gharacteristic preciesion which has made his name a2 symbol
of scholestic Lutheran orthodoxy Quenstedt defines the Luth-
ersn poaition:so "The Holy Spirit not only inspired in the
prophete and apostles the content end sense contained in
Eéripture, or the meening of the words, so that they might
of thelr own free will clothe and furnish these thoughts
with thelr own style and worde, but the Holy Spirit actuslly

supplled, inspired and dictated the very words and esch and

59 gystema. 1,561,
60 op, cit., 1,72,



every term individuelly." In his colossal piblis i1llustrata

61 says much the same in commenting on 2 Tim,3,16: "lHe

Celov
[Paul] wrote this by the dlctation of the Holy Spirit who
inspired in the apostles not only the dogmatical portions

but also the historical portions, not only the thoughts but
aleo the worde, and he moved them to write even thoee things
which were not known, end he showed them how they were to

be written, Traca gra-?;} eao'wvwwos. There 18 no word of
Seripture, no jot excluded, which does not occur by divine
inepiration," W¥hen Calov says thst God showed the amanuenses
how the various things were to be written, he means that the
words and also the very order of the wordes In the text are
1nzpirad.62 Under his Ekabﬂs Quenstadt63 further defines
what ie meant by verbal inspirastion, From the fact that
feripture is inspired both in regerd to its formel and mat-
erial prineciple (quosd formsle & guoad meterisle) it follows
that only the originsl text and not any of the versions wss
inspired, Inspiratlion pertains to esch word separately and
individually end not einply to the words as they are grouped

together and glive meaning, It concerns those words which

61 pib1ie ymentd 111 a. 11,1034, Cf, Dannheuer,
A _chrd : "SuvoAws tota & totaliter, non

’ & verbis ac verborum voeelibue," Cf. Hollaz,

es De91: "Omnis & eingula verba, quae in sacro codlce

leguntur, a spiritu sencto prophetis & apoetolis inspirata,

& in calenum dictata sunt." Hutter, L. locl gggmu?es ;gaglg-

gicl, Ulmensi, 1619. pe.32: "Ipsa a Spiritu sancto inspirate,

& quodsmmodo verbatim dictata, ite ut nullum Jota & Prophe=-

tis & anontolia in isties 1libris sit exeratum, quod non sit

OtonveuaTovs "

11 __.- ata, II,1031: “"Non eolum
genten aa, sed & ptsa, sc verborum ordinem & dlepos=
itionem a Deo esce,” cr. Baler, oDs Cite, Pel26: ",..etien
ldiome, seu verba certaé¢ linguse eorumque dalectum, seriem

& contextum, esse ex inepiratione divina profectam,”

63 gp. git., I,73.
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express obvious morsl, historiecel or secientific matters as
well as those words which express the great doctrines and
mysteries of our faith, Inepiration 1s not merely a direction
of the Holy Spirit whereby the writers were preserved from
error in their use of worde while belng actually inspired
in reference only to the contents of theee words, Not only
the res but slso the yerbs omnies et sinzula were given by
inspiration, It ie therefore impossible thet the holy writers
would or could have intruded anything into Seripture de _suog
labore, since gll the words were dictated to them, 4And fin-
ally Quenstedt pointe out that it must be borne in mind that
the "Holy £pirit wrote and spoke with the proohets and apo-
stles in one and the same action, but in a different sense,
he a8 the first cause and they es the instrumental cause,"”

64 hag termed the dootrine of the 0ld dosmatiﬂ

Philippi
clens "Woerterinspiration" es if they held to the inspira-
tion of the individual words and syllables and letters of
the text even if separsted from their meaning and context,
Pieperﬁs remerks that Philippl's differentistion between
whet he calls "Wortinspiration™ and "Woerterinespiration"
ie a senselese distinction and adde that no sensible paf!on
ever taught "Woerterinepirstion", leset of all the 0ld Luth-
ergn dogmeticlens, Pleper is correct. So-cslled "Woertere
inspiration" is definitely not in keeping with the o0ld Luthe
eran view that the materis of Seripture, considered as such,

differs in no way from thst of any other book. Nor ls it

64 girechliche Glaubenslehre, I,251.
65 christiiche Dosmatik. I,270.
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consonant with the idea of a gugsestio rerum., The dogmati-
clens do not and eannot view the words themselves of EBerip~
ture gpart from their loglcal order snd thelr insplred sense,

Litera sine sensu non est verbum Dei vere et pggng;g.ss it
is true that Quenstedt says that not only the order and ar-

rengement of the words was inspired but also the vords them-

selves were 1nap1red,67 but he does not mean that the words

were inepired even 1f diseoclated from thelr meaning and context.
The dogmaticiens maike thelr appeal to Soripture in support

of thelr doctrine of inspiration, This ies in accordance with

gola soripturs prineiple, and the dogmatlclens inslst that

this is the proper way to prove their doctrine, One proves

God from God, the sun from the =sun, color from color, and

we must prove the divine origin of Seripture from Scripture

1taelr.58 Thelr locus clsssigus ie 2 Tim.3.16, Calov59

beégine his discuseion of this passage with the sssertion

that it 1es impossible to spesk of the iInspiration of Serip-

ture unlees we mean the inspirstion of words, slnce Scrip-

ture conslste of words, Because all Seripture, according

to 2 Time3.,16, was given by divine inspiration, each and

every word muet be inspired, His reassoning proceeds as fol=-

1owa:7° "The whole of Seripture is inspired, sccording to

the apostle's testimony in 2 Tim,3,16, not merely the meaning

66 Guenstedt, one cite, I,157.
ST ope eit., I,73.

68 Scherzer, J, A. gystenms logile donibus
gg,glgsg¥. editio ultime auctorior & pelee
& Frankofurti, 1698, p.S.

69 gystems. I,561.
7C 100, cit., 1,563. Of, aleo Calov, A
£idel, Pp.29-30, ’
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of Seoripture, but the very Seripture itself and whateéver
pertains to Scripture, Therefore if even a word iz found
in Seripture which 1s not inspired, it cannot beé sald that
i xpa.?s;, all Seoripturs, ls 9£o’m£v#’ros. Hot only the
formg or content inheres in Seripture, but also the paterias,
the words, syllables and symbols, In this passage Seripture
is viewed in this complex sense, in respect to its meterlal
and formel principles, since the reading of Seripture is
enjoined upon Timothy, who wses oblliged to observe bhoth the
meéaning of feripture and the Individual wordes with careful
gerutiny end with devotion to the Seripture which he as a
teacher was bound to explaln to others in respect to the
meening snd even the inferences of the words." These words
of Calov indicate thst he feels that 1f the worde of Serip-
ture are not insplred Scripture iteelf cennot be sald to be
inspired in & truc sense, The exegetical support which this
passage gives the orthodox doctrine is more clearly brought
out by Hollez, I[e offers three arguments why this passage
must be understood to support his positicn:Tl"l) The apostle
doee not merely say: every word of God is inepired, If that
were the cesse one could understand the divine word in a formasl

sense g8 the divine meaning, But he says: maca xfa.@q' all

71 0Dy Cite, Pe92, Quenstedt, gp, cit., I,74, argues along
the eame line ae Hollaz in his second point: fite ipsum sub~
Jectum ypef9, Scriptura, in ipsum gfggglg_gggg;ggm, gseu ac-
tum externum scribendi, adeoque in 1psos vocum characteéres
goriptog digitym intendit, Neque enim dieit Apostolus, Tdvra

v §po-Qn sunt QeomveulTa sed Tads 15&?«;; OeomveudTos, ut os-
tendat, non modo res scriptas, sed etlanm ipsam seriptionem
esse Otonveverov, Et quicquid de tota “eriptura dicitur,
ldem etliam de verbis, seu parte Scripturase non postrena,
neceacario intelligendum est, 54 enim vel verbulum InScerlip-
turis eccurret, non suggestum vel ineplratum divinitus, wica
3p>(PH BedmveyTTos dicl non posset,”
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Seripture which denotes not only the divine meaning but the
written words, 2) The apostle does not say: w&'um (t;pa#p&&
9£o’nvauar¢. but Wava ﬂa@é Bs.v"rrvzvﬁd* in order that he might
show that not only the content of the ssored Scripture 1s
divinely revesled but thet even the very words were dictated
to the penmen by the Holy Ghost, 3) In regard to those Sorip-
tures the spostle tells how Timothy as 2 boy read them and
how when he had been made bishop he wae in the hablt of re~
flecting on them diligently and expounding them to hils hesarers,
Now he read and expleined holy Seripture not only in terms
‘of 1te content but elso in terms of ite written words."

The second pascage used in support of their view of
verbel inspirestion 1sg 2 Pet.l.2l1. According to this pascage
the apostles and prophets were immediately activated and
moved by the Holy Spirit in their writing and speaking,

If Seripture ies not of privaete interpretation it 1e& inspired;
and everything, including worde, which 1e contained in Serip=-
72

ture 1es inepired, "We may conclude," saye Calov,73 "that
whatever in the secred writings is not of privste intQQpre-
tation hes been recorded in Scripture not by the will or
éloquence of men but by the divine ineplratlion of the Spirit,
Now nothing, not even the smellest word In the sacred writiags,
not even one letter, is of privete interpretstion, There~
fore nothing, not even the smellest word or symbol, came

by private will or utterance, but everything wes divinely

inspired." This may be seld because the asmanuénsés spoke

72 Dennhauer, 00! e DeBT7: "Id omne Spiritus
Sanetue inspirayit, quod non est vdras tmAUPsws ; at verba
etlem non esunt (dias rmiAodews " ©CFf. Calov, gpodixis artie

culorum fidei. p.31.
73 gystema. I,564.
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cnly as they were moved by the Spirit of God, The Aeded in
this verse implles worde and not thoughts.'r4 Conmenting on
thie pascege Calov submite that the @of’i includes, among
other things, 8 word for word dictstion to the penmen, IHe
says, > "The (popd embraces both en inner enlightenment of the
mind and communicetion of whaet wes to be sald and written and
an externsl urge of such a nature that the tongue and pen no
less then the intellect and mind acted by thet impulse, with
the result that not only wes the moteria, or contents, sug-
gested but the words also which were placed in their mouth
and dictated to their pen by the Holy Spirit were communie
cated to the individuel emanuenses or men of God,"

Meny other pesscages are bdbrought forth in aupbort of
their doetrine of verbel lnepirations In 1 Cor.2,12,13 the
apostle Peul 12 saying simply that he 1s verbally communicate
ing to the Corinthian congregation those mysterles of divine
wilgdom which were given him of God.76 Hatt 410420 12 pertinent:
if such a promise holds true in the cese of the apostles'
preaching, how much more does 1t apply in the case of thelr
writing those monumentsl worke which were to serve ag a meens
of inetructing future generstions in the wey of salv;tion.77
The repeated commands directed te the prophets to write the
word of God amlso substantiate the Lutheran claim. "Thus
saith the Lord," is a theme recurring in all the prophets,

David says hils tongue 1is the pen of a ready writer, P8.45.2,

76 Quenstedt, 9D, cit., I,74.
77191_-

L
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He meens thet s & pen he writes nothing but what the suthor
who 18 God 31113.78 Seripture is called the word of God,
Rome3.23;P84119.11, ené cannot be eslled such unlees not only
the thoughte but alse the words were given by inepiration,
If the individual words of Seripture are ozlled the oracles
of God, =~ everyone grants that the whole of Seripture ls the
word of God ==~ then no one can deny thet the indlvidual words

of Scripture were given by 1nspiration.79 God has promlsed
that his word would be in the mouths of his prophets.eo

This can only mean that God inspired the very words which
these men spoke and wrote, God governed the mouths end pens
of hie smanuenges not only in respeéct to 2 certain amount of
eloquence or in respect to the content of what they wrote

or epoke; he governed them completely and suggested the very

words which they were to speak and write.sl On the basis

78 Calov, 5*%%&51. I, 565: "Argumentum etiam praebant verba
Davidis Ps, s2e I ; i 8

xg?$§f° Cur enim lingua diaitur oalanua acrlbae, niel quod
velu calamus scribit, quse vult seriba, nec qulequanm de
8uo addit, sed verba scribae expremit, a2c merum tantum est
geriptionis organum, ita lingus Davidis ea quse Spiritus
sanctus volult, protulerit, nec nial orgenum linquee ipslius
ruerit, caetera “piritus sancti,”

tes I,564: "Quum itmque singuls verba Seripturae
sacrae Ba gint, & ¢ D + P8, CXIX,11, HRom.III,
idque in confesso sit apud omnes, universam Seripturam

sacram pro verbo Del haberi, quo pacto negari potest, sine-
gule scripturse verba a “piritu S, inspirate ecse sanctis
Del amanuensibue?

8c Ex.4.15: Hum.23,12; 2 Sam.23,2; Isa.5l.163 Acts 2,43 Jer,

: no”§-570 Calov, m.}!.!l“
$°5 on gatle pleéene exponl-

ur phrssis. Non en.n tantum elogquentise donum, sed verborum
etlam ©£00doTwv , quibue res divinae proponendse concesslo
probatur, a Deo neupe verba ipsa positum irl in ore Prophe-
tae, utpote qui non tentum sensus eorum, gquee proponeénda
sunt, sugserers, ged verba quoque 1lisdem promuldandis sufe
flcere velit,"
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of Jer.30.1 and Jer.36.,2 Calovo2

contends that Jeremiah,
inasmuch as he wrote sll the words which God spoke to him,
d18 not writs his own words, but the words of God, And
what 1s true in the case of Jeremlsh is equslly true in re-
gpect to the rest of Soripture, for all Seripture 1ls the
word of God in the ssme senseé, The only alternative to this
conclusion is that Seripture is partly the word of God and
pertly & humsn word which was written by the will of the
emanuenses themselves, Such an alternative 1is not conals~
tent with the 1dea that all Scripture ies the word of God.83
Aotuelly the content of Seripture cannot be séparsted
from i1ts worde, The meaning of God's self-communication
to us 18 inextricably bound to the words of Scrlpturc.B4
Content cannot be e#preaaad without worde; the very purnose
of words le to convey thoughts, or content, In the cease
of sométhling already written meaning cannot be known except
from the wordes which express that meaning, g Cunanqucntly.
unlese we can say thet the words of Seripture sre glven by
God, we cannot say that Seripture is inspired, for Scripture

consletes of worﬁs.as Letters end worde without mesnlng and

content are like a man's body without a aou1.87 Finelly,

Bz gystema, 1,566,

83 ivig. "s1 ergo OMNIA VERBA, quae locutus est Dominue Jere-
mlee, scribenda fuere in libro €us, non verbie euis, sed vere
bls Dominl pér omnia exprilmere, a¢ consignere debult vatlcinla
sug, Quee autem hujus voluminis est retioc, €a sine dublo est
totius Seripturae, quum universa Scriptura verbum Lominl sit,
nisl vells dicere, eam exhibere psrtim ipsius Del verba ex ore
é jus profecte, partim vero verbe humsna, quibus scriptures
sscri ex voluntete propria uti voluerunt, quod absonume"”

84 @erhera, J, e e de legitime serinturse ssorse ine
terpretatione. lenac, 1 o De¥s

85 Celov, gystema. I,561,

86 loc, cit., I,561.

€7 Quensteat, 22?3211.. 1,157% "Sicut enim corpus sine anima

rationalil, netqu ém corpus Hominie gat: aio litera eine
paliter Seripture divine
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we cen never be certaln of what the Spirit of God means 1n
Scripture unless we cen be sure that the words of Seripture
were exprescly given by him.ae

Among the Lutherans of the seventeenth century lusaeus
teaught that the content of Seripture was inspired, but the
vords were written only by divine directlon, It was in op-
position to him and the Jesuits that the more orthodox Luthe
érans strongly insisted that the very words of Scripture
were inspired, But there was another reason for their taking
their stand on the doctrine of verbal inspiretion. Rathmann,
the Swenckfeldiane snd many of the Anabaptiste held that
Seripture wes only the externsl word of God. The internal
word of God was not the content of Seripture, but Christ
who bringes ue to faith andsenctifies us completely apart
from the external word, 7This means that they denlied that
the prophetic word, that 1s, the written end preached word,
wae a mesne of grace, But what concerns ue at this point
is that 1t meant glso that they distinguileshed between the
words of Seoripture and the content of Seripture in such &
way as to seéparste them into two completely different cate-
gorles, The very idea of Inspiration therefore becomes un-
neceseary and mesninglese, since Christ works outside the
word., Secripture ils reduced to & desd letter, The dogmaetie
clans therefore, to safeguard the word g2 2 meane of grace

eand to vindicate the divine origin of Ceripture, were obliged

88 igo, cit., I,83: "Ut certiesse possimus in conscientia
nostra, Prophetas & Apostolos sensum ac mentenx Spiritus £,
de rebue divinis recte gesecutoe fulsse, & ea, qus par est
npdee. ac verbis expreselese, necessum eet, ut cum sensu
divino etigm verbs divina ipeie instillate, stque ita E£.
feripturanm cum retione formaslig, tum reticne ggggflngg
@278 2030, ypafiv Beod, seu suprenl Numinis weep gpepor
esse statuanus,”" Scherzer, gystema, p.8: "S1 enim Deus ine
spirasset 2o0loe conceptus rerumt wada ypPaPy non posset dicl

OLonvEVaTOoS 4,onec certi escemus de fidell & adaequata redi-
tione rerum revelatasrum per verba convenlentia,”
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to defend st great length the unity of Seripture according
to both its formel end masterisl principle. There 18 a state-
ment of Quenstedt which clearly expresses the Lutheran view
a? touching the inseparsbility of the pgateris and the formg
of Seripture, s statement which may profitably be quoted
in our present context, Quenstedt eaya,ag "It is to be grante
€d thet there 1s in the written end spoken word of God some=
thing internsl, nemely, the divine content s:d the meaning,
andsométhing external, namely, the worde, synbole and letters,
preaching, heering, reading etc, Of these the former is
called the formsl, the latter the material, prinecipleé of
the vword, And yet for this rescon the word of God 1is not
dlvided in essence, ae a clsss of things is dlvlided into
two different and separable and therefore sepsrate speclesn,
neneély, into the externasl and internal word of God. For
éverything internasl end external goes together to make up
oneé and the seme word of Cod as a complex wholeé, g0 to speak,
And thet ssme word is divine and efficeacious, Therefore the
apostle’s preaching which he eleo put in writing wee 1n demone
stretion of the Spirit and of power, 1 Cor.2.4, 4nd that
divine word which is in God from eternity but waes in tine
inspired immedlately into the minds of the prophets and apostles
and which todey is received into the hearts of the bellevers
and brings forth wholesome fruit in men, that divine word
is no different in form from the word which was preached fer
and wide by the prophets, Christ and the epostles and which
wag later put in writinges 4nd it 1s no different from the

word which ministers preach today. A= touching ite essence

g9 ope cit., I,183.
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it 18 one and the sane word of God, whether viewed in God
himeelf and in the mind of the Holy Spirilt, whether in the
mind of Peter, in the preaching of Peter, or in e letter
of Peter, whether in the mind and volce of those who procleimed
it or in the ears and heert and memory of those who heard
it." Thie statement of Quenstedt, etressing aes 1t doee the
unity of the word of God, indicates how lmpossible it was
for him to think of the content apart from the words of Serip-
ture or to speak of the inspiration of the content apart from
the inapiration of the worde, The only slternetive to vere
bal Inspiretion ie no inspirstion,

The Jesults objected to the verbal inepiration of Seripe
ture on the grounde that it was not necessary for God to
reveal to the penmen what they already inew, The amanuenses
knew the words which they would write before the asct of write
ing., The words they wrote and thelr various styles of writing
existed before they wrote Scripture, But the Jesuits are
confusing revelation and inepiration, VWords may be 1lnspired
whether they were previously in uee or not, All the words
in Seripture were not inspired gd sclendum, but only gd sori-
bendume, The inspiration of words in reguler usage was nec-
essary hecsuse apart from inspiration the writers of Serip-
ture could not Infsllibly express divine thinga, If left
to themselves to convey an inspired meaning with words of thelr
own choosing, even if God had kept them from all error, thelr
sutogranhic writings would differ in no wey from any good

veraion of Scriptureogo

90 no11az, ope cit., pO3£L.



“BT -

Are the apographic Seriptures which we possess today
inspired? The opinion of the dogmaticlisns on this question
might briefly be mentioned at thls point, although the ques~
tion bhelonga in thelr dilscussion of the authenticity of Serip-
ture, The question had to be answered by them since the
Jesulte claimed that the Seriptures had become corrupt after
many years of copying,. Hualaemanngl remarks that inspira-
tion mey be considered gbsolute, whether every word 1s in-
spired, or pelste, whether every word or psrticular words
in our present Seriptures are inapired, The second question,
h¢ eays, belonzs to a discusslion of the authentliclity eof Serip-
ture, Inspiration then is properly spoken of only in reference
to the original manuseripts, Bsier.92 following Musacus,
maintaine that the apographa can rightly be celled insplireéd
sinee they poseess the sameé forma, or content, as the asuto-
graphiec Seriptures, 4All the aspographa have'been elither med-
istely or immediately copied from the autographe. Hence
todey, in splte of the many codices extant with thelr many
material veoriations, the meaning or the lInspired sense of
the gutogranha 1¢ with us, Hollaz seems to go further.g3
He asserts that the very words as well ss the content of
the autogrsphlic texte sre todey in the apographa. & good
cepy of en inepired writing ie Iinspired like the original

94

writing, Quenstedt” argues along the same line as Hollaz.

He saye, "Our srgument runs ss follows: every holy Seripture

which existed at the time of Paul was ©€omveuaros (2 Time.

91 yindicime 8. scrioturac. D215,
92 op, cite, De83e
93 ODe lts, D155,

9% op, eit., I,206.
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3¢16) and authentic, Not the autographic (for they had pere
ished long before ), but the apographic writings existed at
the time of Pepul, Therefore the epographle Sceripture slao
ia GEo‘vrvtuﬁos and authentle, God, not the hand of Hoses,
gave authenticity to the Pentsteuch, For although Ingpire
etion and divine authority inhered origlnally in the suto-
grapha, these attributes belong to the apogrepha by virtue
of their derivetion [pedicaliter], since they were faithfule
1y trenscribed from them so thet not only fhe gense hut glso
the words were precisely the sams," Of course, neither Hol-
1z nor Quenztedt would mean to lmply that the very words of
the apographs were inspired in every csse, There were many
menuscripts with veriant readinge which had to be studled

95 Quenstedt'e statement above ought not to

and corrected,
be taken as If he were speaking in an absolute sense about
the apographa of his own day. It ls 8 question how far he
would wish to push the above argument., I do not belleve
that he would have Insisted on hig argument pertalining with
equal force to the epogrupha of hieg own dey. There is cer-
tainly no re.son to doubt thet he, like lollez, was sware
of the fset of varient resdings among the manuscripte then
acceseible, He would hardly hasve consldered the apographa
of hie time in the same cstegory s2 those which Peul and
Timothy used, However hie statement indicates that he 1s
not allve to the elgnificence of the fact of varlasnt read-

ings, Hie srgument that 2 copy of a document -~ like liole

95 Hollez, ops clte, p«155: "leque varisntes lectiones dub-
ipm reddere possunt auctoritetem canonicam scripturse; prope
terea quod genuinam lectionem e cohaerentia textus indagare
& eolligere procliuc est,”
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182z, he usee the snalogy of an imperisl edict -- 18 g2 re-
liable and suthoritative and, in the case of ESeripture, as
inspired as the original, is valid. But he never faces the
lsgue as 1t existed even in his time when he falls to take
into conelderation what will be the case 1f the copy is
not at 211 times mcocurste., The dogmaticians of the seven~
teenth eentury were scarcely Iinformed and were not especlale
ly interested In the whole subjeet of textual eriticism,
There 1s no resson to think, however, that their comparative
indifference towsrd this subject springs from thelr dootrine
of inspiration, The dogmatlicians malintein thst we do not
need the autographic Scriptures today in order to haveé an
authentic and inspired word of Cod, The care of the Jewish
copyiets and the providence of God have preserved a reliable

Bible, Dannhauer®®

saye that it 12 as needleas and foollsh
to suppose thet we must have the autographa today as to think
that we need the ocup from which Christ drank before the euch-
arist can be rightly celebrated, 7The dogmaticians do not
conaider the inepiration of the apographa excspt occasionally
in thelr discusslion of the authenticity of Seripture., This
faet perhape accounte for thelr rether limited and unsetlis-

fectory preéeseéentation of the whole question,

96 0a0zoblA_christisna. pe3le
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CHAPTER FOURs THE RELATION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT TO THE AMANUENSES

The dogmeticians teach that inspiraetion includes an
impulse and commend of God to write., They held this in con-
trast to the Roman Cathollc theologlens of their day who
taught that Scripture was written by God's willl end by his
inspiretion but denled that there was a commsnd to write,

It was In the intereest of unwritten tradition that the Cath~
olice denied a pgndatum sceribendi, They maintalned that

there wae no difference between the written word of God which
wae Seripture snd the unwritten word which wee trasdition,
Both derived thelir authority from the churchs According

to thies teaching the church and the pope were, in the last
analysie, placed above Seripture. The church could exist
without Scripture but not without the pope who wee divinely
appointed by Christ, Against these clalme of Home the Luth-
eérans held that Seripture was written by a command of God,
and that by virtue of ite inspiration. To the Lutherans

1s wae impossible to epeak of inspiration 1f the apostles
d1d not write by divine command.l In the act of inapiration
there was a2 divine and inner impulse according to 2 Pet.l.2l1.

Thies impulce of the Spirit ies itself a command which differs

in no way from an expressed externsl cnmmand.2 The dogma=

1 Brochmand, P mg. I,13: "Dicunt jam ingenue Fontificii,
an gpadh poecl g eese 9:0ﬂvw¢r-ros » 81 Evangelistae et Apostoll
8d scribendum accesserunt, non Jjusel, non impulsl a Deo?"

2 Gerhard, gonfeselocatholica., I1I,226: "Nem quid aliud est
divinue ille impulsue Iinterior, quam mandatum internum et
occultum, ejusdem omnino autoritatis, roboris ac ponderis
cum mandato externo et manifesto?" Calov, %xglggg, 1,543

"Culd enim #liud est interilor instinetus Spiritus eancti
quam excitatio guesedam divina imperans scriptionem, imo pro-
creans eandem,"”
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ticlians do not contend that there was necessarily sn exter-
nal command to write, According to the passege above holy
men of God wrote not of their own free will, but belng moved
by the Spirit of God they wrote according to hie divine will,
And thie will of God constitutes a divine command, not an
external commend, but 8 comnmand nevertheless, Thus the divine
ectivation in the act of inepiration is, in fact, an internsl,
hidden command of God to wrlte.3 And yet the gandatum scri-
bend] wes not merely & general commend to wrlte, Inspira-
tion rules out such an 1dea., Not only the thinge to be written,
but the Seriptures themselves weére commanded by 906.4 There
wes then s definite command given to the whole school of
epostles, & command to teach a8l netions, Matt.28,19. Thils
command to teach wes to be carried out by way of writing
ae well as preaching, That writing 12 included in this conme
mend lie indlcated by the following promise of verse 20,
Evengelization yiva voge without a written word would soon
be imposcible for the apoetles, A half century of preaohihg
could never reach the ends of the earth, Therefore a come
migsion of this neture to teech all nationes carries with 1t

a comnmend to write, even though this command is not specific,

S_E;I;;, gystema, I,545: "quia sermo ibi est de Scripturie
gacris, & quum Oppanatur illa of& Spiritus sanctl humanae
voluntatl, quid sliud indigitur, quam quod non humano placito,
arbitrio, seu voluntate, sed voluntate divins loqunti sint,

& serlpserint sencti Del hominee, adeoque divino mandato: Vol=-
untass enim Del mandatl inster obtinet. Et mandatum exterlus,
ec impulsus interior asequiperentur in senetis Del viris, Quid
2liud est inetinctue 1lle divinus, quam occultum Del mandatum,”

4 Hutter, dgcl communes theolosici. Pel62 "Ubl observandum,
quod Apost olug non dlelt wdvra tv ¥P atp sunt Oconveoera ;
sed wada ypePn cst Ofdmwvevaros; ut sic’ oatenﬂat non modo
res scriptas, sed ipsum seriptionem in se consideratam esgeé
©tonveylrov, hoc est, Jjuscu Del susceptem,”



-T2«
Wo der Apostolieche Fuese nicht hingelenget/ da ist der Apo=
stolieche Sendbrieff hinkommen.s The office of the apostles
to testify of Christ comprised writing ss well as preaching,
Acte 10,42, This is seen from the fact thet the apostles
regarded thelr writinge as testimonies of things which were
to be made known, Jn.21.24, It was for the benefit of future
generastions and for those in remote plsces that they wrote,
end for such people they wrote the same message as they preach-
ed to those about them while they were living, 1 Jn.1.1.6
The apostles would not have dared to speak without divine
authority; much less would they have written without a com-
mend from God, Peter thought it wrong to announce the Gose=-
pel to the Gentiles without a divine command, Acte 10.19.26.7
There are, of course, many speécial commends to write recorded
in Seripture, Ilowever, from the fact that these books were
written in reesponse to a specific commend it does not follow
that those books for the writing of which there wee no com-
man@ recorded in Sceripture were written without a divine
commend, In fact, the very opposite ie the oaae.B Actually
the papists involve themselves in & contradiction when they
gay that Seripture was written according to God's will but

not according to hie command, Quenntadtg pointe this fact

5 Quenstedt, gg;_g&;., 1,651 "quo non pervenit AmofToln,
€0 1Ntcrakq, ad quoe non penetravit sonus & pes Apostolorum,
ad eos manus, vel Seriptura eorum pervenit," Gerhsrd, loeci

theolomicl., II,31.

6 Gerhard, Mn' 11,33,
T Quenstedt, oRs g1t., I,65.
8 Gerherd, log¢ cit., II,33.
9 Quenstedt, 1oc, oit., I,66.
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out. He argues, "An expresszed command wes not needful beceause
the inepiration of thinge to be written and the inner urge
to write constitute a command, It 1involves a gontradictio
in sd jecto to maintain that the apostles wrote by the will,
inspiretion and suggestion of God but not by his commend o "
God not only approves the writing of Sceripture; he wille ,
Seripture to be written, And this will constitutes a com-

mend, Volunts gd _instar mandgtl eg 0 If the Seriptures

were not written by s divine command they ere neither divine
nor inspired, Could anyone, even an apostle, claim that

his writings are divinely inspired and st the same time lim-
ply that he writes without a divine conmand?ll The papistse
only confuse the issue by talking of an expressed externsl
command, No one hae ever contended that Scripture was written
in accordence wlth such a command, The Lutherans speak only
of an inner commend which ig Joined with the act of inspira-

tion, This "hidden command™ ie& nothing more than an gxcitatio

what about the external occasions which brought about the

booke of the Bible? Do they not argue asgainst e pgndatum
Dei? Not at 211, for the occasione which prompted the writings

were not accidentel, but were divinely directed according

10 Quenstedt, loc, g%g., 1,65, Gerherd, 1lo¢, eit., II,34:
"Quam seriptionem Spiritus sanctus diaa;ta comprobavit, ea
non potéest non esce divina & ex divino mandato profects,
eiquidem quod ESpiritus sanctus approbst, 11lud est divinae
voluntati & mendato conforme,"

11 Gerherd, nggrlnggégglgﬁo 11,33, Also II,311: "Si aposto-

11 non habulssent mendatum seribendi quomodo seripture 12-

sorum poseet csee Otonvevaros "  Quenstedt, o9 1,051
Aut seripserunt Apoetoli motu proprio, aut jusu divino,"

12 Quenstedt, op, cit., I,56. )
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to the wisdom of God, In like menner, atudy and research
on the part of the amenuenscee do not rule out a mgundatun
scribendl but argue for 1t inasmuch a8 such Inveatigstion
wae undertaken under the guldsnce of the Spirit of God.13

Whet was the relstion between the lHoly Spirit and the
writerg? Thaet they were inspired mesns that the holy writers
wrote by'an'inner revelation and suggsstion.l4 It means
that they underwent a peculisr Inbreathing, impulsc and urge
of the Holy Spirit,15 a certain supernatural and extraordinary

16

enlightenment of the nind, a unique urge upon the will

to write.17 The dogmatioians describe the writers as writing
by the __Ilﬁﬁﬂﬁ. !!Elllﬂ!;lg Jnngn;_i_aan_slnmJ duotus &

& instinectus™™ of the fpirit, The holy men are said to

be moved to write, that is, acti
gubernatl by the Holy spirit.23

13 loc, cit., I,66: "Haec occasio exteriue oblata non tollit
internum scribendi mandatum, & divinam inspiraticnenm, sed
111ud potius stablilit, cum de suavl divinse providentiae
diepositione testetur,"

14 10¢, cite, 1,58: "eueinterior revelatio & sugszeeticess”

15 1,65: ",,epeculierem motum, instinctum, affla=-
tum & dmpulsum Spiritue S.ee”

16 Hollaz, 9p. Qit., P+89.
17 1bid. "eeoimpulsum voluntstis ad scribendumess”

19 Gerherd, locl theolomicl. 11,249,
lgg&_glg.. 11,23, Gerhard, disputationum theologicorutieee

pars secunde. p.1593,
21 Guenstedt, 32‘_211.. i, 68.

22 Gﬁ!‘hard. SRR 11'30 Calov, A. W"
Roatochii., 1637 Do Ot Vese€X

Iatinete qniritus'gaﬁbt:."‘

23 Gernard, gonfeselo cathollga. II, 267: "essed scribendum
permoti," Gerhard, loci theglozici. II,26,



=Th-

All the words of Soripture vwere written by the dlecta-

24

tion of God, Although men toock part in the writing of

Seripture Cod 1e the real suthor of the Seriptures and the

one who has dictated them.25 The prophets and apostles were

subordinate authoru,26 they were nmerely the organs of God,27

the hands of Christ,2°

r1t,%9 tne enses, tabelllones, notarii end sotusrdi

of the Spirit of God. U They were simply the means God em-

the hands and penmen of the Holy Spi-

ployed in putting his word Into writing, In scholsstic ter-

minology, God 1s the gausa efrfieclens principalie secripturae
end the apostles and prophete the gausg efficlens instrumentslis.

What wes the pert these causae instrumentales played
in the writing of Seripture? Gerhard anawcrs,31 "The instru-

meéntal causeg of the holy Seripture were holy men of God,

25 Huelsemenn, vindicise a, & re 221,
oouseulun lozicy rincipioc theologiae

-

Sechroed
€% natu

er,

25 scnroeder, 1%2&_233,, Pe{t)7ve "Quod de sola librorum
Canonicorum seripturs vere dici posse, auctorem & dictatorenm

1114ue esse Deum,"

26 Calov, dlssertstiones 3geologlgga Rostogchiensges, p.129:
"Ite quum JEHOVAH dicit ad iigsen; 'Ego ero cum ore tuo et
docebo te, quid loquearie,' EX.ix.l, #osen tentum gecundarium
autorem vel ministrum Verbl, JEIQOVAH vero gutorem principslenm
fulsse, recte inde colligitur,"

27 cerhard, loel theolomicle. II,23.

54 loo, git., I1,26. Gerhard, J. gonnentarius guper posterior-
tri e 13{ editis altera, priori correctior,
Jenae, 1660, pe139: sespecullaria Spiritue s, orgena, quaeé

ad hoe praedicationlis & scriptionis ministerium sanctiflica-
vit & consecrevite.es"

29 Calov, Soeinismus profligatus. p.6l.

30 Quenetedt, op, cit., I,55. Calov, systema. I,5561 "ess
manus, ealenus, aut amanuenses Christi & Spiritus S,"

Al loel theologici. II,26,
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men called end chosen by God in a unique and immedlate man-
ner to this end, that they write divine revelations, Such
men were the prophets in the 01d Testament eand the evengellists
and apostles in the New Testament, men whom we therefore
correctly call God'es amenuensee, the hands of Chriet, the
secretaries and notaries of the Holy Spirit, slnce they did
not spesk or write according to their own human will but
were Qtpd'rtvm om0 Tob ﬂvsJ/u.-ros ‘a.yt'ou. prompted, moved,
incited, inspired and governed by the Holy Epirit, They
wrote not as men but as men of God, that is, ae servants of
God and special orgens of the Holy Spirit." This statement
expreesss the gentiments of all the dogmaticlisns in reference
to the reletion of the Spirit to the amanuenses, Scripturs
ie not the word of men, except in reference to 1te so-caelled
pateris ex gua, but the word of very God, so that 1t 1s per-
fectly proper to say, "The Holy Spirit speake to us in and
through Seripture, Therefore we are to look to the very words
of Teripture for the word snd thoughts of the Holy Spirit,">2
This conception of the relation between the Spirit and th11
penmen 1e monerglistie, Seoripture was not brought about by

the will of men, nor even by the cooperation of men.3 A8

32 Gerhard dile s CQ e eeDEYrE aecunda, Pe
1116, Hutfer, Lo6T connunes Theolorlel, De30: "Deus ipse
autor eat gerip urarum, & singule veroba singula Dei sunt
€loquia,” Gerharda e e gateriorem D
gplistolem. pel37: "Atque Splritus Sanctus est principalla
seripturae autor& qul eam promulgavit & sgnetis DEI homine-
ibus inepirevit,

33 In epesking of revelation Calov, the o Pel8,
says that he usually prefers to conslder n its narrow

sense a2 thet which is confined to the written word of God,

He insists that revelation is an externel act of God., It is
not an aet of man, but 1is dellivered to man, Man le only the
instrument through which reveélation is made, £ince inepiration
is g mode of revelation,inspirstion too must be monergistiec,
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instruments and amenuenseée of the Spirit the writers could
write nothing except what was dictated to them., Seripture
is God's book: he alone hass caused it to be written., Although
he employed men es tools, and although he chose to write his
word in no other way than by means of these¢ penmen, still
these tools played no principsl pert in writing God's word.
Seripture is not man'e, but God's word, To be sure, men
participated in writing Seripture, but not in such a way that
they becane co-authors with God.34 Seripture was not written

partly by God and partly by men so that a joint humen-dlivine

produet resulte, If such were the cese it could no longer
be celled the word of 606.35 As In the caese of the ten com=
mandments the Sceriptures were written, so to speak, with

the finger of CGod in that he used and posse¢ssed the hearts
and all the facultles of the amanuennes.36 And so the dog=
maticiane do not shrink from saying thet God himeself wrote
the Sariptures.” mutter’’ explains how this may be seid,
"God himself 1s the principal suthor of feripture, There=

fore even if God did not imrediately write the Scripture but

deigned to employ the pen and service of the prophets and

34 Quenstedt, ggg_ggg,, 1,55: "Solue ergo Deus, =i accurate
loqul velimus, eripturae sutor dicendus e¢st, Prophetae
vero & Apostoll autores dicl non posesunt, niel per quaaam
oatachrqsin: utpote qui potius Del autoris calami, & apX( =
SpappoTéws Spiritus 8, verbum dicantie, & iaspirantis, notarlil,
& esmanuenses fuerunt,”

35 calov, Sociniemus profligatus. p.62.
36 Dedekenn, op, cit,, appendix nova, p.212,

3T pannhsuer, Qmﬂﬁ christisne. p.33: "Quis soripsit?
DOMINUS ip=26...€%8Yr sed quod per viros divinos exarrasset,
ac eorum sibl scripturam approbriasset, tanquam supm, "

3 1901 comnunes theoloziol. Pe30s
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epostles, etill nothing is thereby subtracted from the auth-
ority of Seripture, Tor it is God and God elone who inspired
in the prophets and apostles both what they were to speak
and what they were to write, and he used their mouths, thelr
tongues, their hande end pens, In such a menner Scripture

28 such wae written by God himeelf; the prophets and apostles

were merely his organs.">°

When the dogmaticlana attribute the authorship of Serip-
ture exclusively to Cod and ¢ell the apostlées and prophets
amanuenses, letter writers and clerks of the Holy Spirit
they are merely attempting to mesinteln the instrumentality
of their office, Thie significant fect is pointed out by
Quenstedt when he says that the writers of Seripture regerded
themselves merely se inetrumente which could not work unlees
they were moved by Cod, as smanuenses who should write nothing
unlees it wes dictsted to them. Quenstedt meintains that
the prophete end spostles contribuged nothing in the writ-

4
ing of Seripture except their epeech and thelr pens, " Calov

39 Referring to the spoken apostoliec word Balduin comments that
God 1s the sguthor of thies too, Cf, Bulduin, F, gommentarius in
omnes eginto]%s peg%Q ggoaﬁolg Poaull, editio eltera priore longe
emseulatior, Frencofu ad Moenum, 1710, p.1140: "Vox quidem
audiebatur humena; sed ea vox erst vehiculum verbi divini,"

40 ey I,72: "Habebant sese Zeriptores saeri in concine
nanda Seripturs 8, ad modum instrumentorum, quae non operantur,
nisl mota a2 causa principsll, & instar amanuensium, quibus in-
tegrum non est, quicquam scribere, nisi guod in calemum ipsis
dlctatur, sl vel maxime 1llorum, quae ex dictantie ore, tanquam
emanuenses calamo exciplunt, non eint Inecll, ©lcut itaque
amanuyenel scribenda dictitentur, etiam quae ente fuerant ipsil
nota, its Spiritus 3. inspirando suggmessit eescris Seriptoribus,
queecunque calamo ersnt consignenda, eive janm ante fuerint
nota, 2ive minue Prophetae & apoetoll nihil de 2uQ contulerunt,
praeter linguam & calamum,“ Of, loc, ¢it., I,73: "Dinting.
inter feriptores qul aliquld de suo labore confarunt; consider-
endo, quibue rem scribendam verbis efferant; & Scriptores
quibue ipsa quoque verbs in celamum dictitantur, quique nihil.
praeter externum scribendl seu literss pingendl leborem con-
ferunt; non 111ie, sed his Seriptores sseri sunt ednumerandi,”
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ig even more insilstent in his emphasie upon the instrumentsl=-
ity of the writers of Seripture and upon the elimination of
every possibility of synergien in regard to inspiration,

In hle discertationes theolomicae Rostochienses he malntalns

that God @id not furnieh the holy writers with worde in such
8 way that they could speack and write, but in such a wey that
he might speak through them.41 They were no more than wmeans
through which he spoke and in whom he inspired hia word,
Activated and inspired by him they spoke, but he apoke in
the seme sct.’2 Calov vr1t¢3,43 "The Holy Spirit has inparted
the word to the prophete and apostles, Hence the nystery

of Christ i= sald to be 'revealed unto the holy apostles and
prophets by the Spirit,' Eph.3.5. and 'the Spirit of Chriat
which was in the prophets testifled beforehanéd the sufferings
of Christ, and the glsry that should follow, and the apostles
preached the Gospel through the Holy Spirit sent down from
heaven,' 1 Pet,1.11,12. Now he who revealed thie mystery to
the prophetes and spostles, he who dwelt in them and the an=-
nounced beforehand what would happen regarding Chriast, he
who through the spostles preached the Gospel by which they
evangelized, -~ certainly he impasrted and dictated, so to
gpeak, the word to the prophets end apostles and moved the
propheta and apostles by Inspiration eand setivation as Peter
teatifies, 2 Pet,1.,21., where he denies thet prophecy came

dissertatl 6o0logics _ ges. pe125: "Qui
Prophe AnO ' ind [, cosque ita egit, ut
non tam ipal 1oquercntura quen ille per os ipsorum, is est

ggtgr princiocalis Yerbil,

« "lem Prophetas & Apostoloe tantum sutores minister-
ialea ease constat, quibue ineplravit Verbum sutor Verbl
principslis, cujus impulsu & afflatu ipel, locutil sunt quli-
queé per eosdemr loquutus est,”

43 1vid.
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by the will of men, but on the contrary saye thst holy men
of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit, All
this means thet prophecies were not humen febles of human
fabrication but were oracles of the Holy Spirit. They were
not devised end invented by men, but inspired by the Holy
€plirit in the prophets who spoke not of thelr own will Dbut
from the free will and direction of the Holy Spirit,"

This monergistic doctrine of inspiration does nét imply
thet God dehumanized his smanuenses and reduced them to mere
meéchaniams, They spoke consciously and out of understandling
and experience and they wrotec in the sane uay.45 Quenstedt
very definitely aaye,46 "We must distinguish between those
who have been snstched eway and sre in a trence and do not
know what they are dolng end sayling snd between the apostles
whom the Holy Splrit activated in such a way that they under-
stood those things which they were epeaking and writing."
Again he writea,gq "The writers ere sald to be ¢Mpoptvol.
ectivated, incited, borne, by the Holy Cpirit not as 1f they
were unconscious ss the enthusliests say of themselves and as
the Gentlles imagine the ecstasy In thelr prophete, Nelther
is it to be teken as if the prophets d1d not underatand thelr

s Cfe 10C, cite, De127: "Hulla Prophetia eest ex proprioc &
priveto cujusdam ingenio & erbitric sllats. ¥Ex contra: omnls
Prophetia enat gllate & snnunciste per Prophetas s Spiritu

sanctl," Cf, Heffenreffer, locl thcolomicl. PellT7.
4 calov, dlessertationes theolozicae Fostochienses. p.130C,

46 op, oit., I,64.
&7 loc, ¢cite, I,57e On the baeis of Quenstedt Hoenecke, LV,.~
?g%g. gggmgﬁig, 1,343, comments that the old¢ dogmaticlans
efinitely not conceive of the writers as mere unconscious
machines, In support of his contentlon he quotes a statement
of Quenstedt, op, g;é.. 1,72: "lsbebent sese scriptores sseri
in conclnnende scriptura sascra ad modum instrumentorum, quae
non operantur, nisi mota a csusa principsli, &...81 vel maxime

11lorum, quae ex dictantics ore, tanquem amanuenseés calemo
exelipiunt, non sint invseli," Cf, Note 40,
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prophecies of the things which they were to write which was
the sberretion once taught by the lMontanlste, Phryglens,
or Catephrygiens, end Prisgeilianiets," But not only 414
the writers write consclously; they wéra enlightened intel~
lectuslly and epirituslly so that they underetood very well
what they wrote under 1nep1ration.4a To write by inapiretion
of God is to write "immediete 1lluminatione intellectus", 49
According to CQuenstedt inspiration eémbraces first of sll a
certain supernatursl and extraordinary enlightenment of the
minde of the writera.so Hollaz contende that the @op:. of
the Holy Spirit involves not merely sn urge to spesk end
write but slso an 1llumination of the Spirit to which 1s added
the so-ocalled deaFw :Epp’)vtv-nm;, that is, the gift of in-
terpreting end explaining clesrly the most lofty of dlvine

myutariea.SI

The amunuenses then not only write consclously
but posceessed a most complete underetanding of what they wrote,
Thus the penmen as they were led by the lioly Spirit had a

gpecial knowledge of the dlvine mysteries about which they

48 Dedekenn, gp, cit., apprendix nove. pP.181,

49 Bater, ODe cit., DBC,

50 Quenateat, gg,ngi., I1,69: ",..qul complectitur 1. EXXQk-
(vey B8lve supernsturslem quendsn & extrsordinsrian mentie
1luminationem, quae ineter coruscatlionies & irrsdiationis

elicujus fiebet, & quidem non ad modum habltus permentls,

ged actus traﬂsauntis.

51 iollam, %g. 5;1 DeB4: "Nam % tus impulsum ad lo-
quendun seriben un, tum llluminatiggg; Spiritus ssnetl no=-
tat: quan consequitur divapmes ‘eppIVEVT(K7, Tacultaes intere
pretandl, qua nysteria subliniecime perspicue énuclearunt,
ne¢ non donum infallibllitatis, ut ab errandil periculo fu~
erint immunes,”
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wrott.sa This exceptional comprehension of epiritual matters
would, of course, pertailn only to To Yrc, not to To TaSe ve
see that a mantiec, Montenist conception of the relation be-
tween the Holy Spirit end the writers of Seripture 1s foreign
to the dogmaticlens and by the leter Lutheren teachers of
this time and especielly by Quenstedt is consclously end
loudly condemned,

Thies monergistic doctrine of inapiratlion does not implﬁ
thet the emenuense= were forced to write Zeripture., They
wrote willingly, but not of their own free will., God made

53

then willing penmen, Ag Christisns whose willls were ruled

=
by the Spirit of God they wrote willlngly.’4 They theumselves

55 Therefore the apostles and

chose what they would write,
prophete had the ssmeé purpose in writing Seripture as did
God.ss God 414 not violate the wille and personaslities of

his penmen but conditlioned them ané mede them what they were,

52 gerherd, gommentarius super posteriorem D, Petrl epistolem.
Pel49s Gerhard saye smong other thinzs that the Qo ra of the
Spirit embreces an inner enllightenment of the mind and an ex=~

geptional comprehension of spiritual truths: "...complectitur
m {-.uw illvminationenm menties interiorem, quae eximlia rerum
divinerum & ccelestium m;steriorem notitia per Spiritus Sanc-
tum in 11113 scecenditur.,” Cf, Gerhard, gsghodus studil theologl~
el, p.8: "Prophetae & Apontoll per immediateém Spiritus sancti
EANapgev & extrasordineriem divinen 1nspirationem sine ullie
adminiculis vel laberibus humanis nrotitlism divinorum mystere
iorum perceperunt,"

53 Beler, gp. gite, DeT3: ".sevoluntaten eorus ad actuz seri-
bendl excitavits™ .

54 Hunnlue, 2e, geurys st 8¢ PelC56: “"Non enim
Prophetae per Enthusissmos Satanicos, nec ex proprioc sensu
& voluntate locutl sunt, sed ipese Spiritus sanctus 1psorum
pectus, & linguam in nrofersndis vaticiniis suis rexit,"
Thie yeminde one of Gerhard'es stetement, locl theolomici.
11,26, that the prophets =né apostles wrote not as men but
as men of God,

55 Gerhsrd, gphorismi sugelncti & selectle PeATr.
56 Gernherd, loci tgﬂalgqiog. 11, 378: "Deus & sanctli De! homin-
€8s scripturem omnibus 1st1narunt.
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He prepered their intellect and incited their will to write
what they 616.57 Quenstedt avcrasa that secording to 2 Pet.
1.18ff Seripture was written apart from the will of men wer’
prv Btl’;pnns avepufnou. He means that the will of man as
it functions in the natural domaln and even the regenerate
will of the believer ss it 1e incited toward good have noth-
ing to do with the writing of Seripture, But thias, says
Quenstedt, applies to the will ees it 18 considered in a con-
tributory eense, € iter. Subjectively
and meterislly the will is asctive in the sct of inspirstion,
In other words, the will of the amasnuenseés must not be excluded
in the act of inepiretion, seye Quenstedt, "ae though the
amgnuenseés hed written without and agelinst thelr will, withe-
out conecliousnegs and unwilllingly; for they wrote voluntarlly,
willingly and knowingly." Peychologieelly the wills of the
awenuenees were sctive when they wrote the Scriptures slthough
they contributed nothing of their own will to Soripture.>?
Thie monsergistic doctrine of inspiration does not luply
that the amenuenses lost their identity or that they 41d not

retain thelr various stylietic differences, The dognmsticians

o7 scherzer, systems theolozise. pa9.

5% gpe cit., I,57.

59 mven the mendstum scribendi doee not vioclate the wills or
personalities of the penmeéen, Such & dat occurred ouly

in the context of the varilous extsrns% occas%ona which prompted
the men to write, occasiong which were not secidentel but were
brought sbout by the providence of God, Cf. wuenatedt

1,65, Cfe Deu, We He T 'Mtohanical Inapiration the umblins-
block of Medern Theology"”, Theolosieal Gu Lerly. Xvii, (1913,
pelff, Dau says, p.6, that ths : } in the theo~
logy of ¢ uenetedf wWes A 1Y .

flet, hurlina itselfd with rresist bi€ torce upon the human
intellect and will, end by ,aheer glementary power coercing
ite vietim into obcdienoe.
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are all quick to note the dlselimllarity between the penmen

ee¢ touching thelir manner of writing. Baler aaye,so "The
point 1s well taken that the manner cf speaking in tﬁe Serip-
ture 1z in some pleces more celm and gentle, 1n other places
more severe end forcefulj again in some plsees it 1s rather
plain and lees ornate, in other plszces quite grand and orna-
nmented, Sometimee the use of a lenguege sceme to be purel

et other times there appesrs to be a2 mixture with the ldiom
of other lenguageés.” But if each of the amanuenees retained
kis own individuel etyle of writing how cen the Bible be vere
bally inspired? This was the question ssked by Erssmus, Ssuresz

61
and other Cstholiec theologziens. if Seripture is vérbally

: EM&. Pe8l,

6l Rathmann taught that the outer word wee en effect of the
inner word which was in man. Therefore nan, or at least some=~
thing in men, wes the cause of Seripture, He was consistent

for he held that Seripture, or the outer word, wes not in

any senseé divine, Such a view was, of course, synergistic

end wes not acceptable to the orthodox Lutherens, It wee
condezned by the faculty at Jena, Ci. Dedekenn, gn;_géj,.
eppendix nove., p.217: "Dagss die helligen Propheten und Apostel
Gle hellige Schrifft verfasset/ und in solchem respect causse
pinjeterisles, Mittel~Ureschen der Seschreibung des Goettlichen
Worte genennet werden koennen/ davon ist deine Frege/ eber solch
eusserliches beschrilebenes Wort ist nicht bloes und allelin

6in eusserliches Zeichen und Zeugnuess des innerlichen im
Hertzen der Propheten und Apoetel verbllebenen Worte/ sondern
séiner innerlichen Form und Weeen nach/ lete der Coettliche
9in/ Verstand und Meynung von Goettlichen Gehelmnuessen/ darum
ken man proprie loquendo nicht sagen/ das geschriebene Wort
Cottes sey eln effectus dee innerlichen im ilertzen der Fropheten
und Apostel zurueck verbliebenen Worts/ sondern es 1st sben
desgelhe innerliche Wort in dle bedeutende Buchstaben verfascet,
Seriptionis causa effeciens minleterislis fuesrunt Frophetae &
Apoatoll, sed non ipsius vervi guod scripeerunt, Dae Wort
Cottes in den Prophetischen und Apostolischen Schrifften vere
feseet/ hat seinen Ursprung und aAnfeng nicht von den Aposteln/
sondern von GOTT/ derselbe hat aus freywilliger Gnede diessn
Rathschluse von der ienschen Heil und Seligkeit.,"”
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inspired 1t must possess a uniform etyle, they ssild, The
dogmaticiens reply that in a sense Seripture haes a uniform
style, Its unity of subjlect matter makes 1t appesr ss if
it were written by one author., In regard to the obvlous
diversity of style between the vsrious books as they were
written by different authors, thles diversity ls explained by
the fact thet the Holy Spirit accommodated himself to the
circumstances and abilitlies and netural endowments of the
amanuenseés; just ae & musiclisn might adjust himself to the
varioue chords and tones of a musical instrument, and yet
the notes which all musicel instruments play are the sam!.éa
If Cicero can write in both a grend end a humble etyle the
Holy Spirit can do 11kew130.63 Feuatkings4 in hie typicelly
abrupt menner answers the objection of the Jesults againet
verbel inepiration with this argument of esccommodations "If
anyoné on sccount of the diversity of style and different man=-
ner of exprescion in phraseology end style disprrages the in-
spiration of the Scriptures, he neither knows nor rightly Judges
that firet of 211 this indisputable fact muet be considered,
that the Spirit when he dlctated the words of Scripture ac-

commodated himeself to the natural abllities of esch prophet,

62 pennhauer, SAQ«L"_"J&Q.?MLB&? Pe58: "g.mmmwu
quoad substantiam in utroque testamentl corpore,

ut unum oe omnium OfonmvedfTwv videatur, ut habulnmus paulo
ente: quanquam quoad accidentalem atyll conformatlionem, sin-
gularl cugxeraflaeee Sp, Sanctus se dimiserit ad ingenls,
studia, nationes OfonveUfrwv: quo fectum, ut Esias (reglus
sanguis ) nitidlus, Amos humiliue, Lucae literies greecis im-
butue, €legantius scripserit, sicut in orgeno nusico substantia
canticl, harmoniae, toni (Phrygil Lydiive,) una est, flstulls
autem acutloribus alils, slliis obtusloribus se spiritus,

qui inflet tiblas, accommodat,"

63 Hollez, gp, cit., P.93.
Hunniue, Ae. thesaurus spostoliocus. p«843.
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evangelist and spostle and to their scholershlp and ordinary
mode of espesnkingz." Quenstedt explains that the lioly Spirit
could only speak to us by accommodating himgelf to the human
mode of speaking and communication, He too malnteine that
there 1s no contradiction between a gugpestio verboruym and
an gcconmodatio ordin d d do. He snyu,65 "A dle~
tinetlon must be observed between the genus loguendl and the
phrases, words and terme themselves, The holy writers employ-
€d the genus loguendl in dally use sccording to the every
day custom and meésning, and hence diversity of style arose,
éspeoclielly smong the prophets, UHew insofar ae they were ine
structed in end accustomed to a lofty or mean style of speak-
ing and writing the Holy Spirit chose to adjust and accommo~
date himpself to the natural endowments of these men, end to
exprese the same thinge through some in a magnificent manner,
through otheérs in an iInferior manner. 7The Holy ESpirit accon-
modated himself to the understanding and naturasl endownents
of the holy writers in order that he might record the mys-
teries pccording to the usual mode of apeatins.”sﬁ

It has been pointed out®! that Calov does not embrace
this doetrine of sccommodation as it 1e preesented by Dann~
hauer end PBaier and Quenstedt, Calov recognizes the stylistiec

variatione in Scripture and he speesiks of sn accommodation

EE oDe cit., I,75.

66 }gg,_g;;,. 1,76: "Magna eat inter sacros Scriptores, quoad
stylum & genus dicendl, diversites, ut supra dictum, quae

eéx eo eeseé videtur, qulas Spiritus S, accommodavit se ordinario
dicendl modo, uniquique suum sermonis genus relinquens; prope-
terea tamen non negandum, Spiritus S, ipsa verbe in individuo
ipeis inspiresce,”

67 rnilapp1, Kirehliche Glsybenslehre, I,241.
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of the Spirit but he says that this sccommodation which 1s
an act of God's free will 1s not in reference to the person-
alities end genus loguendi of the emanuenses but to the pec~
ulieritiees of the varioue msterisl touched upon in the Serip=-
tures, The statement which setes forth Celov's viewe on this
metter and which seems at first glance to contradlct Quen-
gtedt's poesition reads se fallouassa "The Holy Spirit, the
supreémeé euthor of gagcred Seripture,vas not bound to the style
of anyone, but, as the absoclutely free master of languages,
he was able through anyone to employ the method, style and
mode of speech which he plessed, and he could communicate
dlivine orscles Just as eaéily through Jeremish 1in e highly
ornate style as through Isaliah in an ordinary style, lore-
over he regarded not so much the sptitude of the suthors to
spéak as the nsture of the contents which he wished to speak
ofe And throughout all he ueed hies own absolute authority
sccording to hieg unlinited wisdom," On the besesis of this
statement Hoenecke finde a digesgrecment between Calov and
Quanateﬁt.sg He ecriticizes Calov &nd points out that the
styles of the different writers are present even when the
contente of “cripture vary. Calov, however, does not state
that the style in Seripture Giffers in respect to its content,

Actually there is not so much difference between Calov and

68 gxg;ggg, 1,574: "Spiritus S, ecripturae S, sumnus sutor
non edstrictus fuit ad ullius stylum, eed, ceu liberrimus
linguarum Doctor chersctere, stylo ac sermonis genere utl
potuit per unumquemgue quo libusrit, ac tam vaclle per Jere=~
miam ornatu sermonis singulari, quam per Esalam stylo slm-
plicl Oraculs divine proponere: Qui vero non tam asutorum dile-
cendl facultstem, quam materierum, de quibue dicere volult,
indolen spectavit, suague per omnia aurgfochn usus est pro
immensa sapientia sua, *

- 89 ZuecLuth, Dogmatik. I,347.

PRy
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Quenstedt on this issue as one might at first suppose, LHOe~
necke's strong conjecture may be due to the fact thst he d4id
not sufficlently study the context of Calov's statement, but
more likely 1t is due to the fect that Quenstedt himeelf seenms
to think that Celov is at varilance with his own view regarde
ing the accommodation of the Spirit to hils organa.To Howe=
ever, Juenstedt doee not critlcize Calov's presentation of the
whole matter, but merely comments that Calov does not wholly
gshere hie own views, 1114 as he wsg, Quenstedt would hsve
expreseed himeelf in stronger languesge had he felt there
wasgs any basic disagreement between himeelf and his colleague,
But the context indicates, as Dau has aptly ahgwn,Tl thet
the divergence between these two representativee of the old
Lutheran orthodoxy is only apparent, Calov 18 replying to
an opponent who useés the doctrine of accommodstion to argue
ageinet the common Lutheran view that the Spirit communicated

to the writers the exact language in which they were to write
their Scerintures ("nec docere eos linguem, in qua Prophetienm

publicere debeant", Celov simply replies that the Spirit
was not bound tc use a gtyle which would have ruined the very
purpose of Seripture, namely, that 1t be understood, 4nd
he emphaeizes another kind of accommodatlion, an accommodation

to the contentes of Seripture and to the reader of Seripture,

70 Cuenstedt, 92+ 0it., I,74: “Verum hsec sententls, quod
gcll, Spiritus ©, sese accommodaverit &d organum suum, € Jjus-
que Iingenlum ac dleendl genus conseutum, non omnibus placet,

causenmqueé diverel sermonie egee existinment: ggi gggggggg Se
. unlculgue dat eloqul, prout iose vult, Act.li,4. qQuod non

ten auctorum dicendl facultatem, quem gg&g;&g%%ﬂ, de quibus
dicere sut ecribere voluit, indolem, respexerit, Ita Dn. D.
Celoviue Syetem, Tel, Code QUeSe DPeST4e"

Tl gp, cit., D.B3f.
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But from the above gtatement of Calov it ls wrong to conclude
that Celov does not teach an accommodetion of the Spirit Ao
the writers of the Seriptures, Celov teaches such an accom-
medetion. He cells it by the term quykaTd(3adis, condescen~
sion, He saya,72 "Finelly even though it 1z said that the
gtyle of Scripture ies clear sand well suited not only to the
intelllgence of the readers and hearers but also to the old
end accustomed menner of speech of the holy writere, still
we would have to scknowledge with tile admisslon(in eg] a
condeacension of the Holy Spirit in that he accommodated
himgelf at times to the ordinery manner of speaking, leave
ing to the writers their mode of speech, 4And yet we must
not deny thet the Holy Spirit inspired in them the very words.,"
Calov, then, teacheas the gsame with regerd to accommodation
e8 Quenatedt except that he fears that such a doctrine may
glve occaslon to a synergliatic 1dea of inspirstion, Quen=-
atedt apparently does not sheare hie fears, 4nd yet he 1s

Just as cereful to couch hils éil=zcuseion in terme which cane

72 systema, I1,575: "Denlque etlameil accommodatiue non ten-
tum lectorum, & suditorum genio dicatur & apertus Scripturee
stylus, ged etiam antiquo & unitato dicendl generl scriptorum
secrorum, agroecenda tamen in eo foret Spiritus sanctus Uy~
KaTtafagcS, quod ipse se accommodarit quandoque ordinario
dicendi modo, scriptoribus suum sermonis genus reliquens,

non vero negandum, quod Splritus sanctus inspirarit 1ledenm
verba: Annon enim in verborum inspiratione sese 1llis accon-
modare potuit?"
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73

not be taken in a synerglistic sense, Like Hoenecke, his

student, Tholuck has draswn wrong conclusions from Calov's
discusslion of asccommodation, He aays,'r4 thet Calov objected
to the doctrine of Musacue that the stylistic veriations in
Seripture were sccounted for by the different cherscteristics
of the various writera, Thie ie not true. Ceslov taught that
stylistic dlgeinileritlies obtained in Seripture, end he 414
not deny that these were due to the charscteristics of the
writers, 2lthough he 814 not, llke Quenstedt, emphesize this
idea. When Tholuck goee on to remerk that Celov ignored the
"leter subterfuge" of sccommodation of the Holy Spirit he is
also in error, &s his above statements show Celov was aware
of this doctrine, end even taught it in a reestricted manner,
That the Holy Spirit employed the differing styles of
the penmen in recording hies word in Eeripture does not imply
that there are barbarlsms or soleeclsms in Seripture, The
dogmaticiane unanimously reject the possibility of soleclsms
oceurring in Holy Writ. They grent that the Greek of the
New Testament 1s definitely Hellenlstic and differs from
the pure claessical style, They grant that there are count-

e

73 In the midst of his discussion of sccommodation Quenstedt
geye, QDe Cit., I,75: "...quod vero has & non slias phrases,
hes & non slias voces, vel aeéquipollentes acdhibuerunt Serip-
tores sacri, hoc unice gb instinctu & inspiratione dlvina
est.” Agein he esays, ibid. "Spiritus S, itsque qul per os
sanctorum prophetarum & Apostolorum loquutus est, atque etlem
illorum manu celamoque, quasi seripsit, uti in loquendo, ita
& in ascribendc, pro sua liberrima voluntate, suo cujusque
ingenlo & generl dilcendil consucto sé sccommedavit, & attem-
peravit{ ut ite velus eéx sua cujusgue naturaell Indcle ocum

u

germwo, tum Seriptura illorum flueret,"”
T4 Tholuek, 4. Der Geist de itherieche: heologen W En -
bergs inm Ve '€ 8 17 ahrhunderts Gotha,
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less Hebraisme in the Scriptures of the New Testament. To
be sure, the Greek of the New Testament is not polished or
elegant, but it 1s good CGreek, This they would eay, I am
sure, even of the book of Revelstion, although it certainly
deperte from the ordinary use of Creek syntax. To my know-
ledge they mske no mention of the egyntacticasl problems ralsed
in thies book, A deperture from the conventionel rule of
Greek etymology and syntax, they say, is one thing; a soleé-
clien 1g snother, The former 1is not necescarily based on
inconeietency or ignorsnce. Lven Augustine's definitlon of
2 goleciem as a use of a style differing from any method
which has previously been generally sccepted (de doctring
Christiena., 1I,13) will not meet with theilr approvel and
cannot be prediceted of Seripture, becsuse Seripture was not

75

written contrary to established linguistic usage, it was
malnly Breemus who had driven the dogmaticlene to defend
feripture againat the charge of esolecisms, [ie asserted that
the sermons of the apostles were not only unrefined and con-
fused but also incomplete and diesturbing and sometimes faulty

76 Quenstedt dissgrees, iie argueﬁ77 that

in construction,
Ersemue lebored under the fslse hypothesls that the gift of
the Holy Eplrit on Pentecost was only temporary, with the
result that the style of the spostles was ordlnsrily rude

end unlearned, Thies hypotheslis was untenable for three rea-

M T

75 Quenstedt, op, ¢it., 1,85.
76 Ersemue, D, in novum testamentum snnotationes, ab 1pso
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gons, 1) The very purpose of the gift of the Spirit was that
the apostles might preach and announce the wonderful worke
of God throughout the whole world, 2) The hypotheals frlls
to distinguleh between the vigible signs and the things sign-
ified, The vieible sign which 18 the dispveriee linsuae passes
av¥ay, but the thing signified which ic the gift of the Spirit
remaing, 3) The sorist :‘.'.m{atd’t ¢an only mesn that the out-
pouring of the Holy Spirit 1e permanent, Thus the gift of
tongues remeined with the apostlées as long as they held thelr
office., liollaz maintaina78 that the poeslbllity of solecisms
ie incompatible with the doctrine of verbsl inspiration,
Appenling to Matt,1C.,19 he remerks that 1f the Holy Spirit
inepired the extemporaneous preaching of the apcetles not
only 7o T¢s in regerd to content, but alsoc To wods, in regard
to thelr manner of spesking, certalnly he suggested to them
a manner of writing worke which was geenmly and ept in cone
veying meening.,

Nor are there barbhariems in Seripture, A foreign word
in Seripture 1z not necesearily e barbarism, Y u gre-
grine non statim berbsrismup efficliunt., Because the New Test-
ament contains many Hebreiems, Chaldalsms end Latinlsms does
not sutomatically mean thet it containe barbarisms; by such
e processg of argumentation any writer who uses s figure of
apeech drewn from another lesnguasge than hies own must suffer
his style to be branded berbsric., No, Hebraieme are eecentlal
In the writing of the New Testament, for the Cld Testament

is constently echoed in the New,

e it p—

T8 gpe cit., p.104,
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Nor does the fect that the spostles were called unlesrned
and ignorent mén infeér thet Seripture contsine eoleéclems and
barbarisme, They were unlesrned before Pentecost but not
after that day. But even hsd they been unlesrned they 414
not necesearlly spealk in aoleciama.79 Even ignorant people
can write coherently. PFinelly 1t 1s simply not worthy of
2 Chriestlsn to attribute solecisme and barbarisme to ZScrip=-
ture, It 1e nothing short of blasphemy to judge God's in-
epired woréd by the lawe of pesgan litersture., He who charges
Seripture with eolecieme and berberisme is imputing such
faults to God himself whe has inspired and dictated the very
wvorde and phrases of soripture.ao

It hee been sgld thet the scholestlic Luthersn dognati-
cleng teught e mechanical theory of 1nsp1rat10n.81 If this
deseription of thelir view == it 18 ususlly given in the form
of en Indictment -« meene that they held to a verbel ineplr-
ation sccording to which the amanuenses were g¢fflcienter and
origineliter passive instruments to whom God dicteted the

very vorde to be recorded in Seripture, it ig correct. If

it is meant to convey the i1dee thet the dogmeticliene wiehed

79 Oleerius, J, de st novl testementi, Suobaci. 1690,
Pe98s COlesarius says that a soleciem ig not merely something
unelesr or common but sométhing incongruous., lis book desls
quite thoroughly with the question of soleciswms in the New
Testament,

80 quenstedt, 20 cit., I,84: “Sene qui escros scriptores

Bap ap{fsw & Tolot m;z’w dicit, sive qul Apostolorum & Evane
gellsterum stylum turpl barbsrismorum & sscloecismorum nota
foedare & conspurcere susus fuerit, Deoc ipsi crimen illud
impingit, qui verba ipss & phrases 11lis infudlt, sltumque

& nexum verborum dictavit & inepirevit." To Judge Seripture
according to profene syntactlical laws would eleso haveé been
oppoged to the old Lutheren prineiple of gola seripturs and
the e.f:ome‘rm. of Seripture,

8l cf, the stotements made by Oettingen snd others in Hoen-

.Gkﬁ' W:!.*Lgt!}. QQ&!Q;;B. 133350
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to reduce the writers of Seripture to mere lifeless machlines
which experienced no mentsl =ctivity but only moved their
hands unconsciocusly in obedience to an irresietible impulee
of the Holy Spirit, it 1e not in =cecordence with the facts
in the cese, It i1z true that Cuenstedt, for lInstence, says
thet the prophets and apostles contributed nothing of thelr
own in writing Seripture except their pena.ea But from this
statement it cennot be concluded thet he wishes to reduce
the writere of Scripture to 2 state where they experlenced
nothing during the act of inspirstion, Suenstedt himself
mekes this fset cleer when he says in the eseme peragraph that
the writers took up their pens consciously, Actually the
mechanical idee of inepiration wee not only forelgn to the
dogmaticiens, 1t wae loudly end consclougly condemned by
them, They were opposed to every conception of inspirstion
vhich would degrade the writere to some sort of insnimete
objectes which neither thought nor felt in the sct of writing
but to which God imparted revelation se one might pour water
into e pell, Soherzer83 gsays 1t is absurd to think of the
inspired writers ge inenimete inetruments, The dogmaticlans
denied all cooperation on the pert of the writere, coopera=-
tlon which would make Seripture s divine~human product. BSut
with equel resolutlion they affirmeé that the amanuenses wrote

willlingly, conselously, from conviction and experience, and

e ————— -

g2 ODe Cit., I,72: "Prophetas & Apcstell nihil de suo cone
tulerunt, praeter linguam & cslamum,” Cf. Celov, biblls novl

saﬁsggsn!; 11192;;2:30 II.].SQ?t d : %

3 axg&%gg_iggglgalgg. PeBs Scherzer does not shrink from
seyling two pages later, "Spiritus 8, 1ipsis 70 DS kai Ti
suggeesit, ut non ceu hominee seriberent, séd Fpiritus &,

per illerum os logueretur, & ipsorum manibus sapcraes llterss
exararet,
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lpcmtaneounly.e4 That they called the writere pens and hsnds
doee not mean that they wieshed to de-humanize the wrlters.
These terme were employed only to emphasize their conviotion
thet CGod was in fact the guctor primariug of Seripture and
the apostlee end prophets the meens or Iinstruments through
whom God reduced his word to writing, It ia therefore strange
that Luthardt represents the 0ld Lutheran doctrine of inspira-~
tion &8 not considering the persoral mental scetivity of the
Bibliesl writers,®> Dorner renders & still more distorted
view of thelr position when he eayses that the scholastie
Lutherans regarded the writers of Scripture ss instruments
which were withdrawn from living reality. According to Dore
ner the doctrine of the dogmaticlans regarding inspiration
not only exeludes s8ll human coopsration (which is true),
but trests the holy writers es if Christisnity had effected
nothing in them., Dornasr describes thelir position as violat~
ing the personality snd destroying the individuality of the
holy writers., Concerning their doctrine he aaya,87 "If the
Holy Spirit worked in them [the emanuenses] in such é way
age to render them vold of individuality, A1f he contlnues 1o
be extranecus to thelr person, 1f Christlanity cannot become

the poesscaelion of msn without suffering an obscuration, then

thies same fact must also pertaln to posterity an thelr re-

eI Galav, A. geripts snti-Socinisna. Ulmae. 1684, pars ter
s, Voellige Indechkung de .c en ‘o inianischen hoechitsschad-
msh 1 56Cte 1A45=50, D203 "eesda88 dEr hail ge delst den
heiligen Cvangelleten eingegeben habe/ wie/ und was gle schreiben
sollen/ sondern das einjedweder von ihnen so gut schreiben/
als er etwas gewust/ gesehen/ oder erfahren,"”

85 Aomgegd;gg de; Dozpatik, Neunte verbesserte Auflage, Leip=
2ig. 1893, De

6 gesenicnte der proteatentischen Theologmle. Muenchen, 1867,
P«559,

87 1loc. cit., p.550.
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lation to Seripture and the whole inspiration theory ultlme
ately appears as sn unworkable and 18le expeénse." Whether
the conclusion Dorner drsws from this travesty of thelr doc-
trine 1s necessary 1s of no consequence, since he has mis~
understood and misrepresented their coneeption of the rela=
tion between the “nirit end the writers, To the dogmaticlens
1t wee unthinkable that God would by-pass the individuality
of the sscred writers in causing Seripture to be wrltten.
Thelr theory of accommodation teaches that the Spirit pure
posely employed the individuallty and naturel endowmente
(indoleg) of the wrztars.as Nor did they ever imply that
the Holy Epirit in the sct of inspirstion remained aloofl
from the personalities of the writers, If this is the idea
Dorner wishes to convey., A8 to the 1des iwmputed to thoﬁ
that Christisnity suffers an obacurstion the minute it be-
comeés the poesesslon of men, they would have rejected 1t
unecuivoeslly aes militating sgeinst the persplcuity of Serip-
ture, They were quite certein thet Christisnity had not been
obscured in themselves, Dorner himeelf elsewhere says that
they taught thst certainty regerding the truth of Christiene
ity wae both possible and neoessary.sg

It hee often been s2id that the scholastic doetrine of
inspiretion 414 sway with the human gide of Seripture, that
it denied the neceesity of self-preparation and the actuality

88 quenstedt, gn. cit., I,75: "Spiritus S, enim ad scriptorum
sacrorum ¢aptum ac indolem zese attemperavit, ut amysteria
secundun conseutum dicendi modum consignarentur,”

89 gpy cite, P.540.
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of the writers' human emotions and pereonal witnees in Serip-
ture, Cremergo e¢slle the deoctrine of the Lutheran dogmaticlans
e complete innovation, lascking only ecstasy to be a renewal
of the magic doctrine of Philo, He says that the dogreticlans
reduce the maglicel theory of Fhilo Into a mechanical one.
Self-preparation of the writers is nc longelr necessary.

Nor is there, he saye, sny plsce for personsl witnees in

such 8 theory. Sssse comes to much the same conclueicn.91
He findes in the monergism of the doguneticiens = lionophysite-
Docetic concept of Seripture which destroyed the human chare
aecter of the Bible, lie explaine himeelf by saying thst thils
destruction took plece when the holy writers were repréazented
as tools of the Holy Spirit who wrote without the use of thelr
will or character, At this point Sasse has gone too farj

the dogmaticiagns never teach thsat the human will was inac~-

tive or neutral paychologicelly (ms

(a
gerint divini smanue gggg). Sasse correctly obeerves that

Calov taught that the wrlters 4id not write from their own

prlvate opinlons, but thet what they wrote was supplied by
the Spirit. But when he goeés on to quote Calov's words "in

quibue nihil humani sit preeter organum oris"®? in reference

hernuagsgeben‘van Dre Je J;”;arzeg'und Ded, D1Ite Te PZige

1880, VI, 755,

91‘ QE' g;t.’ p-aU-
92 quenstedt, op. cit., 1,54,

9 gystemg. 1,565,
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to Ise.51.16 to support hies contention that & humen elément
in feripture is 80 lecking in Celov that Scripture to hinm wase
written apart from the will of the writeérs, Sasseé hag exag-
gersted the true impliestione of Celov's presentation. The
gtotoment of Celov referred to intende to esy merely that
Igseieh a8z & prophet epoke not his own words, but the words
of the Lord, The will of Issleh ie not mentioned, end there
is nothing 1n the context to Iindicate that Calov thought
thet the Spirit of Cod disregarded the will of hle prophet
when he insplred him to write.

But d1é not the dogmeticiens lgnore the humen eéleénmeént
in Seripture? According to the Lutheran dogmaticlians, what
vwes the relation between the human end the divine in Torlp-
ture, if any? In a certsln sense Calov end the other Luthe
ersn teschare of hie dey held that Soripture was not human,
but divine: they contended that Ceripture contasined no human
doectrine, speculation, or snimedversions, that human efforts
end free will did not econcur in bringing about Seripture in

94

eny contributory eense, Even the very words of Serlpture

vére In this sense nct the worde of the prophets and apostles,
but the words of God whioh were communiceted to the writers,
This 1g what Cslov mesns when hé says thet God put his words
into the mouth of the prophet Isaiah.gs And yet this does

nct mesn that the worde in Seripture were not humsn words,

9z Viewed formally as the Del Zcoripture is sovething
of God, Cf. Calov, . %.?i?a "Ideo dlcunt nonnulld,
verbum Del esse alliquid DEI, utl Psulue loqul amat 7Ta Too
©:00 1 Cor.i1,11 eene amoppocav quidem divinem,”

95 gystema. 1,565:"Dicitur enim Deus verbes sua ponere ia
ore Praophetge, ut dlscribatur ite officlium Prophetse, ut
oracule divins proferentur non verbis FProphetae, sed 1pslue
Domini, e Domino in ore ejus pesitie, in gquibus nihil humeni
sit, preeter orgenum orie,"
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words which expressed the feelings and desires of the writers,
For Cod used not only the genus loguendi of the writers, but
aleo thelr emotions end thelr wholé personslities in record-
ing his word for the benefit of the humsn rece, It is simply
taken for granted by ell the dogmatlicisns thst the will and
intelleet end emotion of the holy writers were active and
cooperative psychologicslly, They felt no need to emphasize
thie fact since it was accepted by everyone in thelir day.
ind in such e senee, then, Scripture was & human book, cén-
teining humen words and humen thoughts, humen sspirations and
humen emotions, If there wee no human sgide to Cforipture,
if there wes no personsl mentsl end volitionsl =zetivity on
the psrt of the writers, inspirastion would have become a
méchanical operastion which is enthusiesn and Montaniam.gé
One cannot help but feel thst Sasse, 1ike Dorner, hss been
sc ceught by the monergistic insplirstion doctrine of the
0ld dogmatliciens that he has neglected to consider what le
of equal importsnceé, nsmely, their doctrine of sccommodatlon,
It ie thls fallure to interpret their view of lnspirstion
in the light of their accommodation doctrine which has resulted
in & fslee anmslysis of their doctrine of inspliration itself,
¢ felee gnelyeis which le not uncommon today, Sasae says,
for instence, that to the doguaticianas everything in the
Blble whigh perteins te the personsl confession of the writers,
everything which perteing to the erying ocut of their troubled
and sin-lasden souls, even their prayers as reccorded in Scrip=-

ture, are unresl, =~ in the same sense a8 the suffering and

T S

96 Guenstedt, gp, olit., I,57.
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death of Chriet were unreal to the CGnoetles, larclonites and
Honophysites, Thus the dogmaticlans are plctured ss advanecing
an illusionary, mechanistic concept of inepiration, a con=
cept which they themselves were the first to denounce with
fully as much vigor as Saaao.g7 Thias hiatorical insccuracy
regarding the 0ld Lutheran inepiration dootrine, es typlfied
by ©asse, ies unfortunste not only because 1t 1s believed by
a large number of theologians today who should know better,
but ealsc because 1t really bars the wey to & true understand-
ing of the dootrine of Scriptureas taught by the dogmaticilans.

But do the dogmatliclsne not teach thaet the Splrit of
God dlectated each end every word of Soripture to tne pens
ﬁf his amenuenses? Iz this not mechanical inspiration?
It is true that they taught that the words of Scripturs
were written 5_1191513,98 Colov saye,”? "The individual
worde of the prophets and apostles weére dictated by the Holy
Spirit in the seme way es they are contained in Seripture.”
Cn the basle of hundreds of otheéer statementes jJust llke thii

100

Sagse and others term the orthodox Luthersn doctrine of

inspiration a "dietetion theory", Such a term is certainly

eppropriate if it iz megnt to convey the thought of a2 mone

97 cuenstedt, gni g%t.. 1,57,64, One need only resd Celov's
gxcuresus on the y=firat psalm to understand how he felt
thet the words of Seorinture exprensed the 1nﬂerwaat thJughta
and emotions ofthe writers, Cf. g testan steris
%Lligggggg, 1,1024, And how impossibie 1t wuulv heve been
or Calov to undsrstand this or any other psalm had he felt

otherwlee, The implications of Sasse'’s travestly are fere
reaching indeed,

98 Schroeder,

O

'omnia % eingula verba ananueénsious éacria n‘caiamum dic~
tsult,..qul epistolse ameruensi in ealamunm dictitantees”

99 apodixis erticulorun £idel. Pe29.
100 OCs Git.’ p.lO.
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ergletic suggestio verboruym. But Sasse means more than thi;l
he uses the term to connote an impersonagl, mechanistic theory
of inspirstion., 1Ie he justified in so doing? The dogmatl-
ciens often use the word "dicto" to meen "dlctate" in the
ordinery sense of the term, Words are slmply dictated to
e penman, Ol However, at other times "dicto" end "euggero"

102 Gerhard.lo3 for inetence aséaciatea.

ere often equated,
the word "sugsero" with the word "ocaslamus" slthough "dicto"

e ordinerily used, More often the two worde, "dicto™ and
"suggero", are used togetherand with the word "1nepire” to
denote 2 divine imparting or furnishing of the words of Secrip-
ture.lo4 In these cases the words =-- which sre very close

to being synonymous as used by the dogmaticlens -~ coample-

ment each other and together portray the ldea of inspirastion

in 2 way in which no eingle word could express the idea

101 pedekenn, gp, cit., sppendix nova. p.179: "Wir heslten
gle darum fuer hellig/ dsse sie vom Allerheiligeten ihren
Ursprung: vom Heil CGelste den Propheten und Aposteln aing@-
geben und in die Feder dictiret, 2 ©am.23,v.2. Psal,45,v.1."

102 gay0v, di cu del. pe30: "Observetur
enmphasls vocie OgomveueTes, Juae Infert, quod per seé non sint
locuti, sed quod ex inspiratione & suggeatione scripaerint.
idque nihll aliud eet, quam quod divinitus dictata sit,"

103 10ci theolomlei. I,7ff. Cf, slso Calov, gpodixis arti-
g],oru ;39330 Pe3le

104 Celov, gpystema, I,555: ",..credendum est,..ut ita omnia
& eingule quaeecunque in S, literis haoentur...aingulnri gpir-
itue sencti dictanzni, 1nspiration1 & sugpeetioni sccepta
ferends sint. Calov, gonsensus repetitus fidel vere Luthere
gnaé. p.8: "Profitemur, & doGemus, omnies scripta rropnetica,
& Apostollca dica dlvina, quia a Deo, ceu fonte, sunt, &
Givinitus tradits veritas: nihilque in 1l1lis invenirl, quod
Deum non habeat sutorem, vel Déo inspirante, sugzerente,

& dictante, non sit seriptum, testibus Peulo 1 Corinth.ii.
13. 2 Timoth, 111.16 & Petro, 2 Pet.1,20,21." Quenstedt,
Qni git., I1,72: "Verbs, & voces omnes ac aingulas indlividu-
eliter Sniritus 9. gacrie Seriptoribus suppeditavit, inspir-
avit & dictevit,"
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oompletely.lcs And even more worde are used to bring out
the full meaning of this divine act of inepiration: influ-
xug, afflstus, instinctus and suppeditatio. All these words
go together to express the divine lmparting of the worde
of Seripture, The best singlé¢ word to express what they de-
signate is perhsps the Cerman "Eingebung". What is impor-
tent, however, in our present discussion is the fact that
neither “"suggestio” nor "dictetio" meen what their modern
Englieh desrivatives imply. Both terms are best rendered by
the word "Eingebung". That the troublesome word "dictatio"
cannot possibly have a purely neéchanical connotation is 51;0
clearly seen from the faet that the dogmaticlians speak of
e dictatio reggg.los It hss alresdy been shown that the
contente of Scripture were, according to the dogmeticlians,
imparted to the holy writers in =uch a way that they understood
what they were to write sbout, Therefore when Luenstedt
aayslo? that the amsnuenses as instrumente of the Spirit could
write only what wes dictated to them he does not meen that
they wrote 28 1ifelese sutomata who exercised no emotional
or volitionasl sctivity, but he mesne thst they wrote only
those words which the Holy Spirit suggested snd sctuslly im=

parted to them,

ics It wee not an uncommon practlice, wheén no satlsfactory
equivelent could be found, to represent a Greek word with
two or more Latinwords, The Greek (Qepoutvot wae rendered

in Letin with the words acti, ductl, impulel, Cf, Gerhard,
locl theologici, II,26. cnggeg}gr;ga super posteriorem D,
retrl epistolam, p.138, Quenstedt, gp, cit., 1,68, The word
ovapmis wae rendered with the worde yilg & efficacia. And such
& practice wae carried on in Cleselesl tilmes. Clecero often,
in his philosophical works, rendered a_gingle Creek word with
two or more Latin equivelents, €.,8., vous with mens & ratlo

édﬁ sty de me 1,39,89), q'a@:'a. wit 1t ic sapientlis
%‘ EE. T§,15), and oppy with gongtue & 2
106 Hollez, ope cit., D.89: "a dictante

” dtic : LDLC e 1358)0
Spiritu eancto conceptus
rerum ecribendarum suggeruntur," Quenstedt, op. cit., I,67.
107 Guenstedt, gp, cit., I,72.
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It must not be thought thset all later theocloglans have
misconceived the 0ld Luthersn view pertaining to the rela-
tion between the Splrit and the writers of Seripture., Koel-
ling, Rohnert and Hoenecke have correctly understood the
01d orthodox Lutheran position, PFleper hee thoroughly dis-
cueseéd 1t and has contributed greastly to the ersdication of
many felse notions regerding it., Philippl, in spite of the
misnomer "Woerterinepirstion" which he hss applied to their
doetrine, hss correctly described the view of the dogmati~
ciens regarding the relaticn of the Holy Spirit to the pen-
meén when he remerks that they conceived of the apostles and
prophets not as blind and- charscterless but conecious end
gspontaneous orgsne of the Holy Spirit.loa

The formulestion of the doctrine of verbal insplration
88 1t wee presented by the o0ld Lutheran dogmaticiene under-
went s definite development which st the close of the century
culmineted in Calov, Quenstedt, Baler snd Hollez, Although
#ll the 0ld dogmeticisns held the ssme view concerning in-
spiration, the lster representatives of thie orthodox Luth-
eéran tredition go into the subject much more 1in detell.
For instsnce, they sre more explicit in teaching that the
very words of Scripturﬁninapircd, end they are quick to asvold
eénbracing a mechanical theory of inspiration, whereas the
earlier dogmsticiane, while certainly not teaching such a
dectrine, makeless conscious effort to reject it. This high
degree of doctrinal formulation haes its origin at lesst par-

tielly, ss Kshnie has polnted out,log in the pvlemical ten-

108 gironliohe Glaynenslehre. “tuttgsrt. 1854s p.179.
109 pie jutherische Dommatik. p.276.
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deney of the day and in the ever present threat of Romenlsm,
gynceretism, Socinienism, Arminieniswm snd myeticlsm, The
statement of Lutharﬂtllo that Gerhard wes the first in a
developed dogmatical menner to desl with Sceripture and its
inspiration to the point of meking it the source of theology
is not in accerd with historicel facts. Nicholas Selnecker
had deslt with the inspiretion of Scripture ss early as 1573
inst | 5 - In 1575 Heer-
brend}l? had specificslly considered the inspiration and

divinity of Seripture in his gompendium theologise. In 16C1
Metthlae Haffenreffer published the first edition of his

in hie

loel theoclomiel in whiech 2 speclel locus was devoted to a
discussion of holy Seripture., In 1605 John Schroeder very
definitely taught the verbal inspirstion of Secripture and llst-
€d 2 large number of arguments in support of this contention,
and he sald that Seripture is the scurce and foundation of

113 It 48 true that Cerhsrd's treatment

theological doectrine,
of Seripture is very original and more developed then that
of any of his predeceecors, He wee the firast to spesk in

any great detall of ineplration, But he was not the first

110 gompendium der Dommetik. Leipsig. 1865. p.36.

111 To my knowledge the earliest Lutheran work to include a
loous on Scripture is Wigend, J., & Judex, M. gyntagme s€u cor-
18 4w _ _ D ; L testsumen

Tue to the nature of the r subject matter the authors
do not s2lweys distinguieh between the written end unwritten
word, but they present bssically, although not in =0 devéloped
e menner, the tenets of the lster dogmeticisns,

112 Heerbrand said emong other thinge that God was the author
of Seripture and had dictated the worde to the prophets and

apoetles, Cf, g_gggnggygL;ggglgglgg Witebergae, 1582, pp.l19=-20,
113 QQL¥QLL.. pet"#8as "Dictum sutem est, principium & funde-
mentum theologlcse doctrinae esse verbum Del: QCuo sane rermiua
allquod, solidiue, certiue & loculentius ostendl non potest,"”

Cf. (3)7v where he ssys that God 18 the one who had dicteted-
Seripture and who 1s the suthor of Scripture.
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to desl specificelly with thie doctrine and give 1t bearing

on the principle of gols seripturas, Nor csn it be sald that
he wae the father of the so-cslled "Amanuenses Theory", 114
although ageln he employed the gmanuenses, potsrii, ggg_ll;gngg

terminology more than any Luthersn theologisn before him.lls

116

The intimation of Ritschl that the finel developnent of

the Lutheran teesching of verbsl inepiration appesred in Ger-
heré's loci theolomici i1e also misleading., As a matter of
fact, there was more development of the formulstlion of the
doctrine after Gerherd than there was before and during his
pericd of sctivity, The statement of Cremer, on the other
hend, that Calov was the originator of the rigid scholsstie
doctrine of insplration as we know it today is entirely with-
out foundation.ll? The terminclosy weas indeed highly devel-
oped by Cslov and even more so perhaps by Quenstedt, but

Calov taught nothing in reference to inspiration of the Scrip-

tures which had not been taught by Gerherd end Hutter before

118

him, Tholuck thinks that even after CGerherd a dogmetlic

114 xoe: Koelling, W. Die Lehre von der Theopneustie., Breslau,
1891 ° p.‘é‘%.

115 such terminology was employeé by the o0ld church fathers
and by the scholsstic theologians of the Middle Ages, Cf.

Gerhard, lggg_gnggégglg%. 11,26ff, It wss also used by Luth-
erans before Gerhs o Flacina, H, glavis seripturse sagc-
rgé. Lipsise, 1595, II 652,

116 Qgggggg gggiuhta der ?rggestgntglgga. Leipzig. 19C8, 1,166,
117

118 ¢f, the statement of Gerhard, J, 222%&2312&!575%.24_5&211

d Tim um epigto * editio tertia, Lipalae, 1712, pP.501
OLomvEVrTOS 3 v u ta, Spiritu sesncto dictante
~conseripta. Syrus JAINN .‘q;n'm per Spiritum ssnctum scripta,

ita ut noneolum sententiae, sed etiam verba 2ingula ae verborum
ordoc & tota dlspositio sit a Deo.," Koelling geens to be thinke-
ing of Cremer when he saye, 9D, git., P.244: "len irrt slso,
wenn man ennimmt, erst Quenstedt und Calov haetten dle acuss~
ereten Schlussfolgerungen der Verbelinspiration gezogen,”
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coneciousness of the dogma of holy Seripture first appear-
06.119 He goes on correctly to point out that only efter
Gerherd did a doctrine of Seripture reasch a conscious con-

fessional status, Such was definitely the csse with Calov's

While Gerhard

would most certainf%ai%resd with what Calov sald there about
Seripture, he in hils dey never felt any need to put the doc-
trine in such dogumetie form or to make it a metter of con-
fession,

119 0pe cite, Pe253¢ There wee, however, 8 Lutheran confeéssion
by Je. Mennius written in 1549 whioh taught verbal 1nsp1ra-
tion. Cf, Schmidt, H. Justu 8, der ) : Iringe
Gotha. 1867, 11,93,




CHAPTER FIVE: THE INERRANCY OF SCRIPTURE

The Seriptures have been divinely inspired. It follows,
therefore, thet these Soriptures possess certain divine chare
acterietics, or properties, 7These properties sre inerrancy,
euthority, sufficlency, clerity end efficacy. 7These proper-
ties 211 result directly from its inspirstion., This 18 en~
phatiecally maintained by all the dogmeticlans, All the dil-
vine ettributes of “eripture stand or fall with ite inspire-
tion, Thie etrese upon the reletion between the divine ori-
gin of Seripture snd ite divine properties is significant,

It helps to explain the vigor with which the dogmaticiens
sometimens expresaed themselvee In regerd to the inspiration
of Scripture, In defending their views concerning the in-
tegrity, authority, perfection snd clerity of Seripture they
eppeal over and over sgzain to ite singular origin,. One can=-
not help but feel when one gtudiee the theology of the old
Lutheran dogmaticlans thet their primary purpcse in expend-
ing 80 much ¢ere 1In the interest of proving the inepiration
of Seripture is not so much to substentiaste this doctrine
iteelf as to employ it in support of these divine properiﬁsn
of Seripture, and especinlly the principle of gola seriptura.
Such & stetement may sppesr bold, especielly in view of what
more then one scholsr hes =aid regsrding the theology of
these men concerning Seripture, but it is the ststement of

a feet which will be brought out in the course of the fol-
lowing cﬁapterﬂ. And it is the etestement of a fact which
12, I believe, essentisl to z true understanding of the dog-

maticlans snd thelir sttitude toward the word of God,
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1 discusses the inerrency of Seripture in hls sec-

Calov
tion on the plenary inepiration of Seripture, thus indicating
that he fecle the relationship between these two guestions
to be very close, The seventeenth century Lutheran dogme-
ticlene hold thet the prophets end espostles were sinners
1ike 211 other men, but in the act of writling Seripture they
were kept from aell error and preserved by the Spirit of Cod
from any lapse of memory.© Thie tesching which is embraced
by ell the dogmesticiene 1s emphasized and glven speclal con-
slcderation by the later dogmaticlens beginning with Calov,

It 1e & dogme vwhich le eimply taken for granted; it is ac-
cepted & priori., The possibility thet the prophete and apo-
stles could err in their writings 1s unthinkeble,? Accord-
ing to Dennhauer,“ Seripture iz plena, that is, alweys the
semeé end without eny contradietlon, It is never yes end no,
but alweys yee or no., It is infallible, It can never be
called into doubt, It was written for the very sske of our
certainty. Quanstodt,s true to form, states the orthodox

pogition In g menner which deflies misunderstending, He says,

1 gystema. I,551.

2 Baier, on, cit., p.77: "Allss equidem & pecceto non plane
immunes: non temen in actu seribendi, periculo errsndl ex-
positl: qulipre Spiritul S, tunc plane subjectli, ut neéc mem=
orise lapesum aut allium quemcunque errorem admltterent, nec
fallere velle nos=zent,

3 Huelsemenn, J. breviarius tcec ozicum= exhibens praecipuas
2t _novlesimas fidel controvy ae hodie inter christlianos
agetantur, hitebergae. 164 L. p.ll TCousen miniclerialls he=-
velationls Prophetase & Apostoli, fuerunt tam in perceptlone,
quam in relatione rerum revelatarum, slive verbo seu scripta
fecta fuerit, extra omne eérroris periculum, extra omnem doll,
geimulationia, & oblivionis praesumptionen Gal 1,11,12, Luc,
1.2,3,4, 1 COr.Xv,15., Apoc.I,2, Joh.XXI,24."

4 0n0FOPIA chiristiena. p.55.

5 9p, eite, I,7T.
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"The holy cenonical Seristures in their originel text are
the infellible truth end free from every error, that is to
eay, in the sscred canonical Seriptures there 1is no lie, no
degeit, no error, even the slighteet, elther in content or
worde, but every single word which is handed down in the
Seriptures 1s most true, whether it pertalns toc doctrine,
ethles, history, chronology, typography or onomesticaj and
no ignorance, lsck of understsnfing, forgetfulness or lepse
of mémory can or should bé attributed to the emanuenses of
the Holy Spirit in their writing of holy 3crlpturas."6 Serip-
ture, then, 1= the principlum veritatls from which all derived,
or revesled, theological truth is to be gained.T Inerrancy,
of course, pertains only to the csnonical Scriptures and only
to the originsl autographic texts, There 1s no preclusicn
of error 1ln coples and versions of the Bible, And inerrancy
does not apply to what is recorded in fSeripture recitative
in every cese, slthough the recording of what the devil or
gone wicked person said 1s glways true, But 1t does apply
to everything in Seripture which 1o stated apgsertive or gppro-
bativa, And the inerrsneoy of Seripture extends sleo to 21l
neceseery and obvious concluslons which mey be drawn from the
word of God, Come theologlens et the time of the orthodox
period had meintained a distinction between errore of the
inspired writers themselves and sceasional slips of the pen
on the part of their secretaries, opposing the poseiblility

of the former while grenting the poselbility of the latter.

6 celov, g;gg§%g. 1,551, says much the same, "Nullus error,
vel in leviculle, nullue merorise lepsus, nedum mendaclus
ullum locum habere potest In universa Seripturs 8,"

7 Dorsch, gynopsis theolomiae Zacharianaé€. PeTle
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But to the dogmeticiens neither possibility could be conceded,
Before Pentecost the epostlee were subject to error, but
after the gift of the Spirit on thst day they were unable to
err becsuse the Holy Epirit hed led them intoc ell truth.
This, of course, does not apply to thelr ordinary converse-
tion but to their preaching end writing. JInfirmitstes vitae
were slweys with them, but errores doctrinse were impoesible,

According to Quenstadt,s "The apostles could never err after
receiving the gift of the Holy Spirit. Thelr mind and epeech
were in a seénse the lyre and pen of the Holy Spirit who gave
them utterance and spoke in them, Matt.lC.19, end led them
into 211 truth, Jn.16.,13. Of course, in their ocuter lives
oand dally intercourse they were certainly oinners,"” But what
about Peter? Did he not err when he ate with the Gentiles

but ordered others not to do so? Peter erred., But thls vwase

@ mlstake in prectice, not in theoria fidei. It wes not

poselble for him to err in doetrine, His was a 8in of weak-
nese, He slimply did not prectice what he presched. Actuslly,
the prophete and spostlezs muet be viewed in a2 twofold manner:
first ses prophets and apostles who had the Spirit of God and
who epoke by immediate direction of that Spirit and who wvere
hence infellible, and second as men who had the spirit of

man end 8poke by thnt eplrit and who were hence felllble,
With his own epirit Nethan epproved David's building & tea=
ple, but the fpirit of God soon corrected him, Hethen 414

not err with respect to hie prophetic wministry when he favored
the bullding of the temple, for he made his spprobation with-

out consulting God,

& op, eit., 1,80,
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In support of the truthfulness and rellabllity of Serip-
ture the dogmaticians sppes)l to ite divine 1n5p1ration.9
Seripture is given by inepiration., Therefore it iz Infalli-
ble, aJrao\'r;Btvo's, end without contradiation.lo The writers
of Seripture wrote not of thelr own free will, but as hande
end penmen of the Holy Spirit who could not err. The inspire
ation of Scoripture rules out the possibllity of any falseé-
hood beinz present in it, -= unieces one would wish to lmpute
euch faleehood to God.11 And so we gre under no obligation
to prove thet what Soripture ceys 1t true, VYWe muet elmply
accept what it saye becauee it sayes so., The contents of
Seripture are eternslly and immutebly true, Inespliretion
precludes the poselibllity of asny error inSeripture because

Ged cannot lie himeelf, nor can he 1lie through someons elal.la

Quenstedt argues this point on the bacis of 2 Pat.2.21313
"The prophets and apostles spoke and wrote not from the de-
¢ision and impulee of their own free will, nor, as Scripture

saye, i?’ ElUTGV, of themselves, Jn.ll.51; 16.13, but oo

9 The dognaticians use the same srguments snd proof texts
o
n

for the Inerrancy of Scripture as for its inepiration, Cf,

€.8¢ Colov, 3heg;gggg poa;g;!g P.1%,

10 Gerherd, tractaty sgitine rae _gscrase inte
%M. PDe25: Deonvévgros 3 pro=
nde omnle in ea sunt 4uvaanenﬁ nihil hiec contrarium, nihil

repugnens sut secum diffidens,

11 gplov, systema, 1,551: "Quiguld divinitue inspiratum est,
¢ non potest fs1num, vel erroreum e€sse, nisi qule velit
lample Leo errorem sdscribere,”

12 Quenetedt, 9o oy 1,792 “Qu;cquid auten a Ueo insplra-
tum, 111ud eet a@uromierov & avumevOuvoy, perpetuse sc imuuta=-
bilie veritaetis, omnie errvories sut falslitatle expers. O¢o=
TVELITOS faleum ssse nequit, cum Deus nec per £¢ nec per
eliog mentiri possit, utpote aPewdns xal avTel@us mentirl
nésclue, lpseque prima & summa veritas,"

13 ipg,
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mzdﬁa-ros agt‘ou lptptf’ttvm, that 18, led and moved by the Holy
Spirit, or as QtoPopyror, If this is true then 1t follows
that they could under no condition make mistekeés in their
writing, and no faleificetion, no error, no danger of error,
no untruth existed or could exiet 1in their preaching or writ-
ing becauee the Holy @pirit who is the Spirit of truth and
the fountain of 211 wisdonr end who had ss his hend and pen
the hely writers cannot deceive or be decelved, neither can
he err or have a lapse of memory," Christ promised his dis-
clplee that hie Spirit would lead them into sll truth‘l’4 And
the Seriptures themeselvee witneee that the epostles wrote
these docotrineés which haed heen delivered to them by God hime
self through the revelation of Christ, Gel.2,12, If there
le 2 lepse of memory or misteke in Scripture, even in matters
which seem of little importance, we can no longer c¢sall Secrip-
ture the word of God, In such a case it would be only psrtly
the word of CGod and partly the fallible word of man.ls And
hence we can no longer be certaln of anything which Seripture
seys. If it can err on one point it can be mistaken on ano-
ther.ls Finelly, if Scripture 1z not entirely true it cen.

not be the organic foundation and source of theology. The
orgsnic norn of faith and 1ife¢ muet be subject to no doubt

whateoever, It s not only foollsh but wicked and blasphemous

1% 100, gite, I,00. ‘

15 Cslov, systena. 1,552: "©31 lapsus sliqui v povEUTIKOL

& errores etiam in rebue zsltim levioris momenti (quanquam

nlhil leve 21t in Seripturie) occurrunt in &, literies, utique
universa Scripture S, non erit verbum Dei, sed pertim Dei verbum,
partim & in quibusdam verbum humsnum, sed humeno ingenio proe-
latume Quod felsum," Cf., Bechmann, theglogzis volemice. pP«T6.

16 calov, loc, gite, "S1 enim in uno slterove errere potu-

erunt Sceriptures S, quis certos reddet nos, quod in zlils

non errarints"
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to charge the Holy Spirit with ellowing any error to enter
his baok.17 Quenstedt cannot hold back from pouring out
his indignation upon those who will sllow eérrors in Scrip-
ture, He says,la “Whetever fault or untruth, whatever error
or lapse of memory, is sttributed to the prophets and apostles
ie not imputed to them witheout blaspheming the Holy Spirit
who spoke end wrote through them, Through his infinite know-
ledge God the Holy Spirit ¢snnot be ignorsat of snything,
cen forget nothing; through his iInfinlite truthfulness and
infellibility it i1s impossible fﬁr him to err, deel falsely
or be misteken, not even in the smallest degree; and finelly,
through hie infinite goodness he ls unable to deceive anyone,
neither can he lead anyone into offence or error, With such
an opinion the authentlicity and authority of Seripturse are
overthrown and the certainty end assurence of our faith is
dcatroy;d. For 1f enything uncertain, doubtful, mistaken
or felese ig present in Seripture whet becomes of the a&thority.
ceértainty end integrity of the rest? Even Sgclinuas =aid, _
'If a2 pereson can doubt conesrning one passage, there is no
reasgon why he may not doubt concerning all of them' ipist,
3+ ad Fadec, f0l1,139ff, Unless we are made infsllibly certain
of the source of ocur falth, how can there be any Lmdfracis
to our feith, Heb.l.l, sny assurance of sslvation or even
any peace of coneclence?" Quenstedt 123 only echoing what
Aegidius Hunnlus had said almost a century before. Sald
Hunnius,lg "That the apostles and evangeliste who wrote the

history of the words and dceds of Jesue recorded everythlng

17 Gerhsrd, confesslo catholles. 11,199,
18 op, oit., I,80,
19 opers 1stina. 1,29,
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ae it heppened in a narrstive which wes holy snd incorrupt
in the memory of meén is so certain that 1t is a sacrilege
and a crime to dispute their veracity even in the minutest
detail,"

Among the opponeénts of the Luthersn doctrine of the
inerrency of Seripture waas the Catholic theologlan Albert
Pighius who held thet the evengeliests could forget and even
prevaricete vwhen they wrote Zeripture, Por they Gié not
geée vhat they wrote about Chriet, he argues, but merely fol=-
lowed the reports of cthere, Erasmus too hed tsught that the
memory of the evangellsts was not alweys accurate, But it
was meinly the Socinisng who proapted these outbursts on the
part of the dogmaticiens, The Soclinlans beliceved that it
wes not necessary for Scripture to be infallible or 1nerfant.
In hie Socinismus profligstus which was 2 polemic against
Z2ocinlenlisn in general Abrsham Calov bLitterly ettacks this
view ee utterly un-Christiasn and conducive to sceptlcisnm
and even ethelsm, Calov offers a number of ressons why we
must at a2ll coste uphold the inerrasncy of SOrlpture.ao Serip=-
ture 1z the source of sll our knowledge of revealed theology
end nust therefors remain infsllible or we can gain no cer-
tzinty of falth or assurance cf snlvatlon.al But our falth
is immovable and certain, and this fact alone shows that its
gourcé is alsg infallible, The Doclnlsns teach thet the
truth of Seripture iz only probable, The consequences of
guch a view are dlsastrous, That there is s Christ, thst

Jesug 1e the Mestiegh, thet we may hope for e life after death,

20 sociniemus proflisatus, pe5TELs

21 ibid. "Quomodo animi hominum qﬂeﬂwnTwrhw certi reddentur,
ut non dudblitent vitam suam profundere pro vera Reliﬁlone,
gl principium Religlonis 1psls non est ﬁﬂJTeruﬂbv?
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nay, that there 1s even a God, ie only probable, The conse=
quences of such a heresy are simple Pyrrhonlem, scepticism
end ultimstely athﬁiam.aa If Scripture is not certain there
can be no real certainty of forglvenese of sins or the grace
of God, God 1e mede responeible for men's unbellef or lack
of spiritual knowledge, and the efflicacy of the Gospel to
bring about feith In its own mescape is denled,

But the Socinlens not only admitted the possibility
of errore ereceping into Seripture; they taught that the evan-
gelistes and apostles on meny occasions hed lepsee of memory
and sctuslly fell into error. Agzeln Calov vente hle wrath
sgainet such 8 perniclous and false opinion, The writers
of Seripture did not write of humen volition, but ono TVES -
mavos al"b” @CP“F‘VN, e hends and penmen of the Holy Spirit,
Under his gctivetion they were incespable of error or forget-
fulness, Or, to put it more accurately, the Holy Splrit who
wrote through them was unable to forget or make mistakea.23
8ince the doctrines and even all the worde in Seripture are
not the doetrines and words of men, but of God, there can
be no poesibility of untruth in Seripture, for God cannot
lie, Heb,4,18, 4And 41d not Christ promise his disciples
that the Spirit would leed them into all truth?

The Socinlene, however, did not categoricslly efflrm
that Seripture wae unrelisble, They taught that those por-

tions of Seripture which deelt with doetrine were indeed

22 Cf. also Calov, -2 . III,28: "Dahin
gehet endlichen diese Teuffelische lLehyr/ dacs sle allen Gleu-
ben aufhebet/ slle Schrift verdaechtig/ oder zweiffelhaftig

machet "

23 cociniemus profligatus. p.60: "Quis literarum autorgs

& 8, seriptores non gscripserunt humana voluntate, sed O
Tvebparos agiov ptp pmevor  II Petr.l.21, fuerunt tentum manus
& calamus Sp, S, vero emanuenses ejusdeme. Spe So VEro fallere
& felli non potest, nec errare, aut labi memorias,"
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true and dependable, But thie wae not enocugh for Cslov.
Granting such en opinion for the sake of srgument, we would
then be forced to conclude thet there le e poseibility of
error in those parts of Scripture which d¢ not treat spec-
ifically with doctrine, But who can say that any glven per-
able or historicel incident recorded in Seripture does not
eand cannot pertain to doctrine? No, the fact of the matter
is this: everything in Soripture concerns doctrine and should
be believed by us, In his gystema Calov writu,a4 o o A €
is enough that we believe that to be true in Scriptﬁre which
pertaine to true doctrine, as Socinus would heve 1t, then
the holy Scripture contelns errors in many places, such as
historical portions, parables snd other mastters which are

contained in Seripture and which, secording to Socinus, do
not pertain to true doctrine, But if error, or even the in-

timation of error, 1e sdmitted in theese matters, then not
even thet which pertsins to true doeotrine is above the sus-
plelon of error, since both historicel sections and parablee
contribute greatly to the truth of doectrine, nay, ell thinge
which ere recorded in the sscred writings pertsin to our
doetrine end require our feaith, We are to believe not merely
some things or certain pasesgges in Scripture, but everything
which is conteined in the holy writinge." Thus the notion

thet only the doctrinal sections of “eripture are Infallible

24 gyatena, 1,552, The same iz =sld in hls Sgeinismus pro-
g8, p.62: "Rursus, 21 in his admittatur error, vel
érrorie suspiclo, tunc ne quidem 1d, quod ed veram doctrinam
In 8, literis pertinet, suspliclone erroris vacablt; quando
quidem & listorise, & Parabolae plurimum feclant ad veritatem
doctrinse; quin imo omnls, quae scripts sunt in €. literis
. @@ nostrem doctrinam feciunt, fldemque nostram poestulant,
Credendum eést non ellicul saltim particulse Scripturae, vel
quibuedam orsculis in ﬁcripturas sed omnibue in universum,
quae in €, literis continentur,
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caste suepicion upon the whole Bible, Agein, assuming that
Seripture erred in reespect to metters of minor lmportance,
how could it then be called God's word? But after all, what
right have we to assume that Scripture erred only in unessen-
tiel matters? If Seripture can be mistaken on oneé polint 1t
ie only sensible to mscsume that it can be mistaken on other
pointse too.25 No, thiz Socinilan sberration’'will only drive
us to doubt and will discourage our love and etudy of the
Seriptures.2® It 1s highly significsnt that Calov concelved
of everything in Seripture as pertalning at least indlirectly
to doctrine, This fsot indicates how utterly opposed and
1rreooncilsble were the viewe of the Lutheranes towerd Serip-
ture end those of the Sociniens, That there are no Jevicula
in Scripfure, that everything in Scripture pertains somehow
to Christisn doctrine, makes the inerrancy of Seripture an
importent considerestion, The opposite opinion will be little
concerned whether everything in Seripture is infallibly true,

Certain Arminiane in the seventeenth century taught
that the Holy Spirit, when he 1inspired Scripture, accommo=-
dated himself to common errors and misconceptions of the
6ay. Calov attacke thie opinion, too, in his gonsiderstio
gzgigigg;sm;g7 He submite that such a teaching is incompet-
ible with the doctrine thet Seripture is the word of God,

end 1t too leasds to Pyrrhonism., If the Epirit accommodated

25 ibid. "Is enim in uno elterove errare potuerunt Seriptures
8. quis certos nos reddet, quod in 21ils etiam non erraverint?"

26 « "Senmper etiem ita haerebit mens nostre, neque firmi-
ter innitetur i1s, quas in Scriptura reperiuntur, slquidem
ultima analysies fieri debest in scriptorum probitatem, dill=-
gentiam, fidem, eamgue errori obnoxiam,"

27 gideratio Arminienismi, editlo tertla, Witebergae,
16710 Pe Tf ®
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himeelf to errors in geograsphy, eclence, chronology etc. why
not to doctrine? The suthority end the very mesning of Sorip-
ture fall, if such_a view holds trul.28 Ageln Celov maine
taine that the religious content of Seripture cannot be dise
soclated from other 1ntereeta.29
Not only the Socinians and Arminians taught doctrines
regerding the inerrancy of the Bible which were consldered
unorthodox by thelr more conservative Luthersn contemporaries,
In 165C L. Cappellus wrote a book entitled griti »
ive de veriis e in secris vel V . currunt lec -
ibug 1n which he mainteined that the 01d Testament hed been
corrupted in those cases where New Testament writers quoted
only roughly from it: he held thaet the form glven in the
New Testement quotations was the original =2nd that the text
of the 014 Testement had been corrupted, His teaching there-
fore 414 not pertein to the doctrine of inerrancy specifi-
cally, but to the question of the authenticlity of the Hebrew
text of the 01d Testament, August Pfeliffer answered Cappel-
lue in hie own book, criticus sgger,Bo

1s of intereest in our presént discueesion, since the queéstion

end hie argumentation

of the New Testement quotetlions from the 0ld wae raised by

28 lg%%Tgll,. p.51: "Aut e1 in 11s eolum, quee ad religlonem
Non @ nent, Seripturse autoritse infellibllls non est, &
authentica, annon in primis Geneseos capitibus, & innumeris
locis a2liis, ubl chronologice, Hletorica, Yechanice, iathe-
metica, Physica, Politice occurrunt, hoc uno e€lidi poterit
Seripturse sententlia sophiemate, quod in 1llls :criptura tan=-
tum sccommodarit se vulgi captui, minusque accursta sit,"

23 Dannhuuer. S ene ra, Argentorati., 1654,
+4C9, seemes to tesac w [ eiov 12 rejecting. He says,

'Seriptura sscra ssepe non tem ed rel existentiasm ipsam, quam
ad hominum opinlonem sermonem sccommodat. quomodo Joseph pater
dicitur Christi, quia sic vulgo existimabstur: & stellae de
coelo cadere; qule imperitum vulgee putst stelles esse com-
€tas.,," Dennheuer does not eay how far he will go with this
theory, Calov perhape would not find fault with the two
above exsmples,

30 eriticus s8Cer....Dresdse et Lipsiae. 1721. D95,
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others in connection with the inerrancy of Seripture. Ffeiffer
belleved such loose transletions on the part of the New Testa-
ment wrilters ss oecurred soc often in the New Testament were
legitimate since these writers, llke the prophets before
them, were moved by the Holy Spirit, The Spirit, inssmuch
ag he is the true author of the 0ld end the New Testamente,
has the right to quote himself freely or llterslly, as he
chooses, That there cen be no real contradictlon as to mean-
ing between the originsl stetement and the quotation nmust
be sesumed g _priori, since all Serioture is 1nap1red.31
In regard to the many contradictions between statemente of
the 01d and the New Testaments, contradictions mentlioned
by Cappellue in support of his position, Pfeiffer answers
that they eimply do not exist, If Seripture seems to con=
tradiet itself we must confese our ignorsnce and say, gig
Dom ere (-] .

The dogmaeticiens affirmed that there wee a unity of
Seripture, a perfect and complete harmony between the 0ld
eand the New Testsment and between =211 the books of the Blble,
Thie does not mesn that there is no difference between the
014 end the New Testament, These two divislons of the Bcrip-

turee were written et different times and by different penmen,

51 locs ¢it., P.95: "In N, T, dicta V., T, non semperﬁgﬂ_gg;ﬁgg,
sed secpe gd se citantur, & libere jam ex Textu Ebraeo,
Jem ex ver=zione %%%, Interpp., Jjam ex utrisque, S1 nulla

hic deprehendstur contredictio, quid pluribus opus est,
Spiritus %asnctus & V, T, revelavit & reservavit sibl potes~
tatem 11lud in N, T. declarandl, Ubl id a LXX factum est,
€orum Versio retenta fult; Ubl minus, expressa sunt verba
Ebraea, Alicubl neque ad 1stem Versionem, neque ed verbe
Textus Spiritus Sanctus se glligavit, sed sensum novilse verbls
expreseit, Quicquid sit, 1dem Spiritus Sanctuz utrobigue
locutue ert, suorum verborum optimus interpres.," Again he
says in support of his point, p.108: "Par enim omnino est, ut
Spiritus €, ipse sit interpres optimus verborum suorum,”
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The 014 Testament points to the coming “essish, the New to
the Christ who hes glready come. HRevelatlon 1s more complete
in the New Testament than in the Old, The New Testament ls
clearer than the 014 in that 1t explains more fully the mys-
teries of our faith.32 And yet a marvelous unity prevalils
in Seripture, The content and the purpcse of 211 the books
ere the seme, And thnere 1ls e perfect sgreement doctrinally
and in every other respect between all the statements of
Scripture.33 Inconeletencles =nd contredlctions do not exlet,
but only seem to exlat.34 Vitiating this perfect unity of
Seripture 1s the Socinlan tenet that the 014 Testament Serip-
tures were not ss necessary for the Chriestiasn &2 the Hew,

35

Celov counters that the Seoriptures of the 0ld Testament

are the same insplred word of God as those of the New, God
i the author of 2ll the Scriptures, And the 0l4 Testament
no lese than the New is the foundation of our faith, 2 Pet,
3«2 The 014 Testament Scriptures sre profitable for doctrine,
reproof, correction end instruction in rightecusness, They
also proclaim the seme Chriet and announce the seme way of

galvation as the lew Testament, and they exhort us to worship

3% Dannhauer odIA e De4B4: "Revelatio sutem
ille sradual!a est, o acur or in Veteri Testamento, clarior
in Nove., Ibi Eﬂ'aﬂthu » hic goaggérie regnst, ibi proposita,
hiec expoeita,"

33 Celov, sitive. pe253 ".eo0mniunm in Sgriptura
contentorum mu%uua & perpetuus, sbsque ulla avri}ogle, con=-
8ensue, vetleiniorum & eventuum conformitas, promissionunm

& comminationum certitudo, historisrumque omnium fides al-
fatim teatatur,"

34 scherzer, J. A. golegii ~Sociniani, editio tertis,
Lipsiae & Frencofu e 1 e Do redendum enim est omnemn
Seriptursn OtowvevugToy esse 2 Tim.III.lﬁ. Aémiese falsitas
suspectenm & incertenm reddit veritatem, Quae ex Scriptura
obvgr‘tuntur, apparentes tantum contradictiones & -mapappqvtu.c
aunt,

35 Socinismus profligetus, p.79ff.
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and serve the ssme true God, Moreover, without the Old Test~-
ament there could be no true Christisn falth in or understand-
ing of the lew Testament, for the New Testament is vindicated
by the 0ld, As was 20 often seld by ell the dogmaticlans,

veteri testamento novy ] in nove ve et. The
meseiehship of Jesus of Nazareth can be proved only from
both Uld end New Testemente, icts 18,28, DNot only d4id Christ
himself urge ue to séarch the Scriptures, but both he and
hie dlseiples aought-to prove their authority from the 014
Testament Secriptures.

My survey of Calov's end the other dogmaticiens' stand
on the inerrancy of Zcripture has been protracted not merely
to show thet they regarded this doctrine s2 importsnt in
itsel f, but 2120 to demonstrate that their attitude towerd
the reliedbility enéd infellibllity of Seripture cennot be
isolated from thelr doctrine of inspiretion, To them a Serip-
ture which is not aJ'ro.)mOfw)' and &fccfmfros is sinmply not
consonent with a monerglstic 1dea of inspirstion, The words
of Quenstedt elresdy elluded to arée a postulste: "Quiequid
autem a Deo inspiratum, 11lud est a0TOMITTOV & &vuthquov.
pérpetuse ac immutebilis veritetis, omnis erroris sut felsi-

36

tatis exvers,” Inepiration per se precludes the poesibility
of error, It ls surpriesing thet Dorner37 gsays thet the fear

of human error entering Zeripture drove the dogmaticians to

36 fg,_gll., 1,79 Among those who deny the insplration of
Seripture Quenstedt liste those who admitted that there were
errors in Seripture, thereby indiceting thst he conesidered in-
errancy & pert of Inepliretion, To the point 1s slso the fact,
mentlioned sbove, that Celov discussed the lnerrancy of Scrip-
ture in his section on the plenary inspiration of Seripture,

37 geschichte der protestentischen Theologie. PP.549=550,
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thelir doctrine of a monergietie inspiretion, The very op-
poalite 18 the case, The dogmetliciene were perfectly esatlie~
fied thet the peseesgee in Scripture desling with inspiration
teught & monergiestic doetrine, It is unfair to state that
thelr fear of 2 fellible Bible drove them to thie concluslon.
Inerrancy wes always considereé what we might call 2 concomie-
tent consequence of inspiretion, a consequence which in no
vay conditions 1t, Dorner hee somehow interchanged cause
and effeot in this csse, 2 curlous mlatake in view of the
clearnees of the fecte in the case, lore to the point 18
the criticiem of Saaae’a that the dogmstliciens argue for
the inerrsncy of Seripture from the gola seripoturs prineiple.
Quanetedt,39 for instance, defends the inerrancy of Serip-
ture on the basis of the nature of a prineipium, Essse picks
on thie rathsr sophistic blt of argumentation -- he ¢alls
it rationelism == in an 2ttempt to demonstrate how the seven-
teenth century Lutherans departed from Luther's aiﬁple trust
in thetruthfulness of Seripture. Sassse's criticiem 1s velid,
But he omits mentioning the faet that the argument from the
nature of a princinium i1s not the main proof of Quenstedt
or of any other dogmaticien for the inerrancy of Seripture,
Quenstedt's first argument and thaet which he obviously cone
pldered besic to hie theeis was from Seripture, from the
teschings of a long 1ist of Seripture passsges which he felt
supported hie position. Hence not gols gerioturs, but the
application of gole seripturs wes Quenstedt's eppeel for
the rellabllity and Infallibility of Zeripture. The habit

SR cit., p.22,
59 gp, oit., I,80,
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of Sasse and other theologlans of compsaring the scholastic
dogmaticlisns with Luther is highly interesting and inetruc-
tive and often very necessary, but at times I bellieve it
degeneratee into a petitio principii of the questions in-
volved, DBecguse one does not happen to follow Luther does
not mesn thet one ies sutomatically wrong., Such a2 comparison,
moreover, sught tc be made with =some appreciation of the
great changes which had transpired in a century. Arrayed
against the dogmaticiane was s host of highly sikilled con-
troversisliste, srmed with ablility, scholarehip and persua=-
glvenese, the like of which lLuther had not encountered except
in the cese of Erassmus who wes not primarlly a theologlen

but a2 humenist snd who was not of a belllcose temperamsnt,
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CHAPTER SIX3 THE AUTHORITY COF SCRIPTURE

The suthority of Seripture is thet property by which
it demende faith and obedience to all ite declarations,
This suthority, or éivinity, of Seripture which ls the same
a8 the excellence and loftiness of Seripture msy be viewed
in two waye, absolutely and relatively. Consldered absol-
utely, it possesgses the independent mgjesty which 1& natural
and esesential to the word of God in view of its supernatural
origin, or, as Gerhard puts 1t.1 it has In and of itself
divine authenticity, stability and inspiration (aJG‘tvn’a.
qu)c{kcm. Gzonveucn'a) from which its so-called criteria re-
sult, Viewed reletively (ratione nostri), its suthority
consiste in this, that it is regerded by men as the true word
of God and the canon of falth and 1ife, By virtue of the
fact that Seripture is the word of God end derives ite auth-
ority from him alone, its suthority cannot be augmented or
diepersged by Christisns or the church., A Chrietien, becsuse
he 1s & Chrietian, oénnot doubt Seripture or its euthority.
A1l Christisns must agree on the principium of theology,
and must accept the suthority of Seripture, if they are to
merit the neme Chriatian.2 Gerhard writes,” “If the believer
in timee of temptstion begins to doubt the aufhority of Sorip=-
ture, we must desl with hiw se we would with those who deny

such suthority, since doubt is the next thing to deniel,"

1 gonfessio cetholics. I1,274.
2 Brochmand, universse theolosine ayetema, 1,13,
3 a0c! theoloziecl, I,9,
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The euthority of Scripture is intrinsic. It possezses
mp jesty 1ln _ge, apsrt from men, spert from the church and
gpart from anything in the amanuensas.4 Juat as the sun
is in 1teelf 1ight and the measure of light, even thougn
2 blind man or one& who hides himself from it may not seé
it, Seripture l1ls absclutely divine, even If there ls no one
to hear it, read it or meditate upon it. CSeripture 12 the
same and 1t§ euthority 1s the same no mstter what men may
think about%t For Sorlpture derives its authority from God

alone.s Its suthority is therefore hased upon its divine

4
origin, upon ita inspiration., Juctoritetem habet a Otomvév=-
p : .
gL . And the authority of Seripture does not differ ¢asen-

Y

tially from the authority of God himself, Quenstedt says,
"The authority of the holy Soriptures snd the authority of
God are one and the same thing slthough the one pertalns to
@God and the other to Soripture. The authority of God ls
by him and of him, The authority of Seripture 1s due to
the unique ordinstion of 30d snd to the fact that it was
written by divine inspiration,”

Bince Seoripture is 1nrallibls and authoritetive, it
goea wlithout saying that its testimony must be accepted g
priori. In other words, Seripture 1s aUTOMCTOSe Ite asuth-
ority is absolute, Thils view was in direct contrast to the

Sociniean doctrine that Seripture was to be accepted as re-

3 Huelsemann, brevierium theglogzicum. De2e
5 Baier, gpe Gite, Pe90s Hollaz, 9p, cit., P.112,
5 Dannhauer, 04 I rig + D99

7 ity 1,87, Of. also Dorsch, syngoeis theolomise Zaoh-
me, 1,I1I,11: "Auctoritas ejus est tanta, quantas Deil,
u e

q n ea & per eam dominium suum gratiosum exhibet.,"
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liable end authoritative only g posteriori, Socliniens be-
lieved that investigation was necessary before one should
put hie falth in what Seripture =2eid. The Lutherans, on
the other hend, held that scientific, historiecal, srcheoclo-
glcel or rationel inquiry could never dieprove the truthfule
méee of delimit the authority of Seripture, slthough such
investigation was interesting and beneficlsl aes gn exteérnal
eriterion by which heathens might be convinced, although
only intellectuslly, of the reliebility of Seripture, But
Seripture which derives ite asuthority from God alone needs
no other source to strengthen its authority.e In the very
nature of the csse Scripture which ies God's word is imomutably
true and can depend upon nothing spert from 1lteelf except
Gad.g Seripture is, to quote Dannhuuer,lo “"tanquam aJro¢Mk,
principlum indemonetrabile & revelatio ipsa, In quenm ultima
omnis veritetis divinse AUGIS terminstur." When the Luthe-
erens sey that Seripture is aJer?vTGS théy are emphasizing
that 1ts asuthority 1s sbsolute snd independent, In fact,

feripture must be aﬁrJnvcros, if it is authoritative, And

& cr. ! hilolozicus, € gylloge dig~

: rum _ad g (15!!??1[1!!Filﬂ]!ﬁ!??]‘ll -
ovi bca B theolozis protestontibuss Arnstelac—
demi, 17Cl, I,9 alov ,8ay8 here, "Ser pturs non eget teste

allio, ipsa in se ast &f:awerbs » sufficit si e proprietate
gsermonis pliisque locis hermeneuticis demonetretur, 1d quod
& noble jam preeetitum essce omnino speremus,”

9 Dorseh, synor eolozise Zachariense. I,II,116,

10 ng%gﬂlﬁ christisna, p.39. cr. Galov, griticus secer,
I,69: "Seriptura 8, eést summum, immediatum, primum, neces-
saraum, per ge flide dignum, omni exceptiona, & probatlone
auperius principium fidei nostree,” What doee this mean?

"Tale autem prineipium nullum 2liud est in theologiae, quenm
hocce, Quiecquid S, Seripturee docet, 14 verum est,"
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thie unconditioned authority, thie affo'm‘ﬂ’d-, is 2 nec~-
eseary coneequence of the inspiration of Ecrinturu.ll Celov
in hie Zociniemye proflisetus attempte to show the impos=
sible coneequences of the Socinian position, But first
he offers a etatement of the Lutheran position which is worth
quoting at this point, Calov wae never one to enuivoeate,
He saye,l? "ivery wora of God 1s &fto'mf'ros snd adTom T ToS
end muet be belleved per se mimply becnuse 1t is the word
of God, beonﬂnsogas declared it snd enid it, even though
our resson may not understend or greep it., Thie 1 demsnded
by the divine guthority anéd unfeiling truth of the divine
word, DBecsuce 1t is the word of very God it haes a divine
suthority which is under no obligetlion to give an account
of iteelf and 1t 18 above every l1imitetion end worthy of
faith per cse, It must be asccepted by faith per sa, not
on asccount of something elee, heceuse God cennot recelve
authority from snother, DBecsuse it is the infallidble truth
of God our feith must be grounded in 1t unqueetionedly,
Everything whiech 1e recorded in Sorinture i1s the word of
God, If 1t seys in Zeripture thet God beceme men, thst
Christ mede atonement for us, that the Son of God made
reconcilistion, we muet by sll meéans sccept that se the
word of God and put our feith in it beceuse it is conteined

in Seripture,” Calov then proceeds to show the sbsurdity

11 Gerhera, 1gci thealosiel, II,%4: "Quis enim scrinturs

S, Deum sutorem hebet, cujus immediste inspiratione prophetree,
evengeliastse & apostoll seripserunt, inde stque ideo divinem
sutoritstem obtinet: quia eot Ofomveudros divina ingpirstione

cdits ec promulgate, 1deo est QUTOM(CTOS 4 7O WITTOV a9’

teurhs *%xousa.' Cf. Gerhard, confea=ig ostholics, 11,279,

12 foeinianus profligatus. p.7%
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of denying thie poeition, The denis) or slightest 1imit-
ation of thie basic nrincinle reduces “cripture to & porms
neormate. If the suthority of Seripture or our scceptance
of Seripture depends on any opinion of humen judgnent,
even to the slightest degree, then humen jJjudgment ultimate-
ly becomeas the norm of articles of feith in plece of the

divine word, and that word 12 received only on asccount of

human opinion,

111ud magis tale est. 13 Of course, Caslov says, if one will

not sccept the clesr teastimony af Seripture, but prefers

hie own perverted and corrupt resson, he #111 not hesitate
to sccuse God's infellible word of lies, But resson cennot
comprehend the myeteries of our feith, 1 Cor.2,14. Revela-
tion is sbove reason, Therefore resson cennot eit in judg-
ment over Scripture, If Seripture had to conform to the
dlctates of reason,not one srticle of our felth would re-
maln, How, for iInatsnee¢, could we demonstrate per csusas
vel effectns the virgin birth or the resurrection or greatio
éx nihilo? Reason must be taken captive in asccordance with

Poul's sdmonition, 2 Cor.1C.5. It wae Cslov's opinion that
if the statemente of “cripture were to be Judged by g _post-
eriori evidence, Sceripture could no longer be congidered
the word of God, If rationel or empiricel investigastion

contributes enything towerd strengthening the truthfulnees

13 10c, eit., D.77: "At consequens est absurdum: ite enim
fldel srticuli, seu res credendae pro normes agnoscent Jjudi-
cium humenum potiue, quam Verbum dlvinum, itas verbo Dil
credendum foret propter suffregium humanum, & DEC propter
hominem, sdeoque humenl judlcil nmejor erit autoritaes, quam
Verbl divini, in rebues fideil nc reiigionis, quod impium,.
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or authority of Seripture, then feripture 1s no longer
aoTomaToS s in fact, it is no longzer suthoritative, and,
what 1s of infinitely greater concern, our Christisn faith
le undone.l4

Thisz attribute of a.Jromrr('a. g8 it sttaches itself to
Seripture is of far-reachibg éignlfioanoe. According to
the dogmaticiens, the faot that Seripture is ﬁv0ﬁt49bvas
end AUTOW(ITOS mesns that g posteriorl evidence on behalfl
of Seripture 1s simply not velld in a discussion of its
‘suthority end rellabllity, Otherwise gols fide and the very
neture of frith ie denied., This éexpleins the fact thet
the dogmaticlane pay =20 little heed to externsl consider-
atione in their discussion of the authority of Seripture,

It 1e needless to say thet gols seripturg end the doctrine
of verbal inspiration losge thelr foree if the auTomdT 0
of ferlipture 1s not upheld,

There 1s good resson why, immedlately followling his
trestment of the aﬁfanwrvfa of Scripiura, Calovls enter-
talns the question whether there are historicsl or math-
ematicael or scientific errors in feripture due to the lime
itations of t@e\tiwe:&n whieh 1t was written., The focin-
iens ‘were of the opinion thet Christ and his gpostles were
limited to thst which wes known in their day, snd that they
necegaanrily sccommodated themselves to many commonly held

errors of a sclentific, chronologicel and topographlcal

14 Celov, gystema. 1,605: "©21 credendum hia quse in scrip-
turie diserte perscripts sunt, heud est, ubl forte ratlo
cadam nen sssequitur, sut contradiait, sequwetur ultimam fidel
avaAuTey fleril debere nzn in verbum Del, sed in fudicium
noatree rationis, quod aNogov, w~al aBoroyove"

15 gvetems. 1,607
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nature, Naturally Cslov vehemently denied the poseslbility
of such errors appesring in Ceripture, and he offers the game
prguments ageinet thie opinion es he had tendered ageainst
the Arminiens, It becomes evident in hls discusszlion of
this question that to him the Socinien doctrine springs from
a rejection of the adrbnwvvwa of Seripture, Aeccording to
this Socinisn position the suthority of Seripture is not
infsl1ible, but only probable, snd hence theologlcal con-
‘clusions which are based on Seripture are only probeble,
for s conclusion cennot be more certein thsn thet on which
it is besed, And finelly Pyrrhonlem results, end thet 1e
always the result when the aorom¢eria of Seripture is ques=-
tioned, when 8ll of Seripture i1s not sccepted g opriori.
I quote s portion of Celov's ergumentation: "If Pyrrhonism
be granted in some thinge which heve been revesled, then
that s8lao which concerns falth and salvetion 1s sublect
to Pyrrhonic doubt, and ell theclogy lapses into acedenmic
probability, or rsther, uncertainty, Thet 1s to say, if
the source of theology is not at all times infsllible, trust~
worthy end entirely ebove humnn criticism [dvumedOuvev ],
but in certsin matters ie only probasble and of limited ap-
plicetion, then there are no theological conclusiones which
are Infellible end pbsclute, since it is unthinkeble that
a conclusion cen be more certalin then its own one authentliec
source, If this axiom, 'Whatever God has =aid 1s irrevoca-
bly true snd muet be sccepted with divine trust', were not
true in 21l ceses but only in certain instances, 1f it were
made to be doubtful to the extent thet some thinge have been

seld gnd made known by God which are'only probable and need



«131-

not be accepted with a divine truet which muet be abszolutely
eertain, then who would be sble to determine gnd decide with
certainty in matters of theology thet any of those things
which sre contsined in the word of God are incontrovertibly
true sand should be received with Christian certelnty? Sfuch
will be tﬁe result ss touching the reliebllity end suthor-
1ty of God's word, for when certein things asppear which ere
doubtful and of queestionable suthority, how shell one be
sure of the certainty and infellible suthority of what is
left?" This statement of Cglov 1s interecting, It reveals
to us how he thinke regerding the relation between the re-
14sbi1ity anéd the suthority, or adtomeeria, of Zeripture,
The infellible truthfulness of Seripture muet be acknowledged
a.priori, for Seripture's suthority is infsllible, “cripture
ie ajdromedres, The suthority of Seripture must be received
a priori, for feripture owee ite origin to God aloné snd
vwaes written under hie divine inepirstion. #nd the divine
origin of Seripture is accepted g priorls the witness of
the Holy Spirit convinces the hellever of this divinity of
Seripture. Due to the power of the Spirit and to the inher-
ent power of the word, acceptence of the infellibllity and
end gauthority snd divinity of thie word is not a mere intel-
lectus)l mssent, but 2 true snd real falth (fides divins).
Thie lest fact which is not mentioned by Calov in the state-
ment quoted will be dliscusseed in the course of this chapter,

The importance of the suthority of Seripture to the
orthodox Lutheran teachers of the geventeenth century can-

not be overestimsted, Thelr entire theologicsl position over

agalnst Home stood or fell with the doctrine of gola geripe-
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turs, snd thie principle postulated a etandard of doctrine

snd 1ife which wee in »11 reepects suthoritative, For funde-

mentel in Catholiec theology wes the proposition thst Serip-
ture derived ite suthority from the church., The gtetus con-

troversise between Luthersniem and Romaniem lay, az Gerherd

points out,l5 not so much in the authority of Seripture as

in the questlion whence Scripture derives its suthority,
The common Jesuit stendpoint expressly stated that the Seripe-

tures had no suthority so fer ss we are concerned (guosad

. 17
pes ) untll the testimony of the church was added, Une

notices in this tenet a2 close resemblance to the opinion
held by the Eoecinisns, To the focinlane the authority of
Seripture 1e conditioned by empiricael and rstionalistiec ob-
servation; to the Catholics it depends on the suthority of
the church, 1In e€ither case the suthority of “eripture 1s
not absolute and 1its adroncr?éa 1s denied. And consequently

neither “ocinians nor Cathollies could asccept the principle

of gola eeriptura, The Lutheran theologlans, on thé other

hand, by ineleting thet the puthority of feripture wae in-

18 loci theologmiei. II,36,

17 cr, Gretzer: "nis! Feclesise testiflicetio sccederet, ipsa
divine revelatio de 1ibris Cenoniels, stque adeo etlam lajJ-
estas ipes, & autorites, qus Canonlel 1libyil in se sunt prae-
diti, nunjuem nobls innctescerent,” quoted in Calov, zystenms.
1,582, with no reference glven, Cglov shows thst this 1s
elso the tesching of the so-called "lNovetores" (Syncretists).

Cf, 6,8+ Preler, Cruendliche Er er s Ds5: "Doss dlese
Episteln Psull an ﬁge Foemer/ Eala%ar% Epheaer goettliche
Sehrifften seyn/ die “pisteln Peulil an Senecenm keine goettliche
Sehriften seyn; dses iet nirgends geschrieben/ und wen es
echon -da stuende/ so were noch die Frage/ ob such dasselbe
Buch dee rechte were/ des solchee esgtej derowegen muge hie-
von die Zirche zeugen," Ferhaps o clearer stetement of the
nosition of the Novstores ls one of Hornejue, slso quoted
by Calov, "suctoritatem librorum Canonicorum non posse ali-
unde conetrere, rut demonstrsri, cuem e concorde & interrupta
cclesipe testificstione,"” diesput, 1I de Cenon. Secrint, p.l22.
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trinsic and sbeolute, denlied thet that authority depended
upon the authority of the early church or the church todasy
or upon the purely humen suthority of a hlersrchy or pope.
The authority snd testimony of the church is s cleer end
powerful medium through which we mey know that Seripture
ie the word of God, but th's testimony 1s not sbeolutly nec-
essary, much less doce it easteblish the suthority of Scrip-
ture, Experience has sbundently shown that many heve been
brought to s faith in Chriet without the sld or suthority
of the church, eimply by resding their Bible, The duty of
the church as over egeinst Scoripture 1s to teetify concern-
ing it, proteet it, preach it, Interpret it and study 1it,
but 211 this the church performs ss the handmeld of feripture,
not se the lord over Scripture, To be conceded is the fact
thet the dlvinity of Seripture mey be known g _posteriori
from the witness end arguments of the church, but this fact
doeg not 1mply that the authority of “cripture depende upon
the testimony of the church or ucon its suthority. As a
witnese to the guthority of “eripture the church testifies
to a fsct elready in exlestence:the church doeg not give ex-
istence to the fact. A goldsmith or Jeweler msy describe
truly and accurstely s preclous 1ltem; he does not thereby
meke thet object velueble, Ho, the witnees of the church
which is only humen can produce only & human felth, an ine
tellectus) aceent (fides humsne), o 231111;_3;29591111,18
e fides soguiaite,’? in the suthority of Seripture. But

of what velue ie such a feith? Reel feoith, Christien cer-

e e et

18 Quenstedt, op, ¢ite., I,91.
19 calov, griticue eacer. I,27c,
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tainty (fides divine), in the suthority of Sceripture is brought
ebout by Seripture itself which 1is aJrJnccTos and needs no
further proof of its authority.eo Putting 1t in snother
way, Christisn feith, or certainty, in the divinity anéd suth-
ority of Seripture le engendered onl?ythe Holy Spirit wvwho
works through Gcripture.gl These two thoughte touch upon
the very hesrt of the controversy., Cetholic theology dié
not contest the asuthority of “eripture, Homen Catholics
went so fer as to grant that Seripture was divine and owed
ite authority to God, but only on the conditlion thet this
eonces=ion wee understood guoed rem et secundum ge, that 1is,
1f Seripture ie viewed as over ageinet itgelf end in en ab-
golute sense, So far ee man 1le concerned, Scripture hes
no suthority exeept by the church, Iilence Bellarmine could

aay,22 "Non sliunde hasbemus, Seripturam esse divinem, et

20 100, oit., I1,278: "Porro greditur sliquid dupliciter:

vel g;og;gr pliud, ut conclusiones fidel creduntur propter
verbum Dii, vel quia DEUS 1d verbo revelavit: vel propter
gélipsunm, ut principium fidei, verbum DEI seu revelatlio divins

non propter sliud crsditur, sed per eej cum verhum DEI sit
a0TOM(dTOV, nec ulteriori probetione egest,” Thie twofold

aspect of fides divins is significant,

21 ey 1,280, Calov's whole statement ie worth quot-
ing: "Proinde ad 16 ut fide éivins cradsmua scripturan esee
verbum DEI requiritur, partim De tte

qua verbum DEI, Prophetis & Apostolis lInspiratum in geripture
proponi, testatur ecrivture O, adTOMCTOS Kal aftorTtad 705 ;

partins ipss Zpiritus g, gneratlio, que per sceripturem sese
exerit, efficacls Scripturase congenita od producendum in
noble fldem divinem, eandemque ngndum; yirumauye enim

medlente Verbo DEI seu Seripture £, praestat £, &, Producit
nempé fldem in nobis, et fidem productam interno suo testi-
monlo ghgiznet, quod utl de omnibue, juaccunque credenda sunt,
vel sub fidem osdunt, certum east, nec sdeo negere poasunt
edveranrii, ite & de €0, quod credimus, geripturan 5, esre
ipsum DEI verbum, negari non debet,”

e Bellsrminus, R, d€ verbg DEI seripto et non seri e Jed=
anl, 161Q IJ IJ,}I?.
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qui eint 1ibri sacri, quam ex traditione non sceripte.” Here
we seée thet the Lutheran-Csthollic controversy which centered
eround the suthority of Zeripture waes glso very much concern-
ed vwith the efficascy of the feriptures; to the Lutherans the
gsuthority of Seripture consieted in part in its abllity to
convince men of ites own suthority.

Becsuse 1t wae meinly the polemicel situstion of the
day which necesesitated a locus on the authority of “eripture,
nost of the dogmsticlans' argumentation is in opposition
to doetrine thet the authority of feripture depends upon
the church., 1In his ﬁtﬁm’wns of the suthority of Seripture
in genersl Cuenstedt offers only one Scripture paseege, 1
Thees.2.,13. Commenting on this pssssge he says,-> “Here
the 'hesselonlens asre praised becsuse they did not reject
the preeching they heard from the mouth of Paul and his com=-
penions «= and nothing could be more contemptible thsn they --
but accepted it, not ss humsn preaching or as a new doctrine
ingeniously invented by men, but ee the word of everlessting

God himeelf, even though 1t was presched by men," Quenstedt

goes on to say thst to regerd Paul's presching ss mercly e
humen messsge and to sccept it =28 the word of God which 1ls
absolutely certsin end infellible ord binding are two opposed
idees which cannot be reconclled, Psul describes hls preach-
ing in tvwo ways: first in reference to its author who ie God
not by signification or meétaphorically but in truth, and
second in reference to its effect which 1s faith in the hearts

of meny who hear 1t, Doth the suthor and the effect of Scripe-

23 op, oit., I,88.
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ture show thet it 1s authoritative. Quenetedt concludes by
saying thst what can be gsid of Psul's preasching caen be ssid
of a8l1 of Seripture, for he preached the same essentlisl mes~
sage as Moses and the prophets, Acte 26,22, To defend his
positlion thst the authority of Seripture d1d not depend on
the church cuenetedt goee more into detnil, He sppeéels to
the testimony of Christ himself, I!e remarks in reference
to Jn.5.34 that just as Christ necded the extrs witness of
no one, the Bihle needs no testimony beside ite own to prove
its suthority., Just ase John the Baptiest spoke of Chrlst,
the church spesks of Seripture, His argument is weak here,
Whet is true of Christ is not necesssrily true of Scripture,
wuenstedt gseeme to be assuming whet he is sttempting to prove,
He is on firmer ground when he appesls to Jn.4,.42, elthough
he still argues by way of snelogy. From the report of the
Samariten womsn her countrymen srrived only st en opinion
that Jesue wse the promieed Christ, But after hesring Jesus
and being enlightened by the Holy Spirit this humen oplnion
wes converted Into a Christisn certesinty that Jesue was truly
the Christ and the Sevior of the world, 1In tuls story the
woman represents the church which commende =snd recognizes
the guthority of Seripture and which invites and lesds meén

to sccept the same, After resding or hearing this word and
o¢ing enlightened by it they no longer sccept Seripture bee
¢ause of the church, but because of Seripture itseself, because

it is the word of God which is atfra.));@em. end aJTc'mf"ros ’

wuenstedt saye in concluaion.24 "By the witneess of the church

24 gp, oit., 1,92-93,
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aa by a2 gulde, one might esy, we are leéd to Christ who epeaks
in the Seriptures, Afterwerds thet voice of Christ so touches
our hearte that we pocept Seripture no more bscsuse of the
church's word, but by the operation of the Holy Spirit we
¢learly perceive in our hearts the mejesty and holiness and
~truth of the word,"

The dogmatielians sre slert to the fact thet asny cleln
which makes the divinity end suthority of Serioture depsndent
upon the church vitistes not only the suthority, but also
the inepiration of Seripture, Seripture oves ite being and
ite suthority to God 2lone by whom it wes divinely 1nspirud.25
Only by virtue of its inspiretion can Seripture be ssid to
be Inveeted with intrinsic suthority snd majesty.26 Serip-
ture wae written by the inspired penmen before snd apart
from sny judgment of the churéh.27 Dié Paul's epistles need
to welt for the imprimetur of the church before they were
accepted se Christisn end suthoritative?2C But whet do the
papiets mean by the church? Do they mesn the church today?
Then the pope ie the Jjudge over Seripture, But thousends
have mecepted the euthority of Seripture who heve never heard

of a pope. [0 they mesn the ancient church? Then let them

25 Celov, gystema. 1,583,
26 Gerherd, gonfessio catholiea, II,279.
a7 Calov, eriticus sacer. 1,275, Calov, gystema. 1,583.

28 Cplov saye, g*glggg, s583, that the letter to the Homans,
for exapple, ss it wae delivered through Fhoebe wes suthentlic

and adrou1fros Rer sese before the church sdded 1ts testimony,
In fact, "Scripturse Ofomvedf Tous semper in sese menere divinas,
etsl a nemine pro telibus agnoscantur..." lutter remerks,

loci communes theclomiel, p.25, that if Seripture neede the
suthority of the church today guoed nos, it must cleim lees
authority todasy then when it wee written which 1s imoossible,
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g0 back end find thet before £1l the church fatheérs snd coun=-

29

eile were the holy Seriptures, Furthermore, the suthority

of eny writing depehde on its suthor, not upon ite reviewer

or resder, =nd God, not the church, is the author of EHerip-
ture.30 The fact of the matter is thet the suthority of
Seripture egtablishes the suthority of the church, snd affords
us the only wéy of knowling the true church.51 in the nature
of the case, Seripture ie divine, That Ceripture is divinely
insplired and immediately dependent upon Cod csn only meéan

that te euthority 1es sbove and beyond thet of the church

and thet 1t 1s sbeolutely divine and euthoritative not only

in ge but slso M.32

The inspired chsracter of “eripture, to be sure, but
8le0 the very nsture of the church disproves the contention
that the suthority of Seripture desends on that of the church,
The church 18 the communion of ssinta, a certsin number of
believers., liow this fect ie known from Seripture., And thast

the suthority of the church restes on the suthority of Zerip-

i Gerherd, loecl theolomiel. II,40.
30 Hollaz, 9p, cit., P.129,

31 cyenetedt, gp. cit., 1,93

32 Gernhsrd's argumont from sbsurdity is interesting, loci
theo * 4, though 2 1little far-fetched ss is 30 often
the cese In thst method of srgumentestioni 1f the suthority
of feripture depends on the church there is no authority

for the suthority of the Seriptures other then the witnese

of the church, the sauthority of “ecripture rests on human
euthority, “cripture is no lonzer the source of theology,
doubt 1= caest over the whole Christisn religlion snd without
the church “eripture has no efficsey. Arguing in the sanme
veln in hie gonfessio cetholice. 11,280, he says that if

the authority of feripture depende on the suthority of the
church, there can be no other c¢riterls which witness to the
auﬁhority of Seripture, nor can the inner te timony of the
Spirit convince us of thie, nor cen we believe that God spesis
to us in and through Seripture,
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ture 1e elno known from Scripture, Tn.4.7ff; 3.29; 5.34.
Hollez deecribes the relstion between the ckurch and Sorip-
ture as follows:2> "The church is not the lord, but the ser-
vant of Scrioture, not the mother, but the dsughter, not
the suthor, but the guasrdian, witness and interpreter, not
the judge, but the one who testifies of end vindicstes Scorip-
ture," The testimony of the church cennot prove the auth-
ority of “eripture, much less esteblish thie suthority, because
thie testimony and 18 lisble to err, But the pope claims
thet the testimony of the church ie absolutely certain.
But, asks Gerherd,34 where doee he get this 1dea? The pope
replies in the Council of Trent that the Holy Spirit will
not allow the Judgments and decrees of the church to err.,
iow does he know this? From Matt.28,20. But thesze words ere
found in feripture, end they show thet the church derives its
suthority from Seripture, Here wes the reel point of con-
troversy between the two perties., The Lutherens bellsved

that the testimony of the church wge human, the Catholice
35

held that it wee divinely reveeled and inspired. it is
es this point thst Calov in hie critucusg sscer sttacks the

Romen position., iie cleims that the Jesults are arguling in

33 Ope cit., P.130: "Eccleesie non est magistra, sed ministrs
seripturse, non meter, sed filie; non sutor, sed custos, tes-
tie et interpres; non judex ped index et vindex."

34 1001 theolomiel. I,30.

35 cf, Gretzer, Je goera omnie. Fatisbonae, 1736, VIII,085,
Gretzer aaya 1n hia tractatug de ggagaL;gg_*gggg_ggig;_gggigr
tursm Lim, tum specletim : 2 ; i

. are ¢ cap.VII: Nam fides nostra
non nititur testimonio humano. ged divina revelstione; &
testimonio Leclesise, qume est conditio, sine qua fides non
sgceptaretur, non est humana solummodo, sed ut sliqul appel-
lent; hugane divinitue insplrats, seu, divina per perticlpe-
tionem, & in se prorsus infellibills,
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"& most vicious cirole"; they sre attenpting to prove two things
by esch ather.36 jdoreover, this Jesult doctrine is utterly
un-Seriptursls nowhere does Scripture aven hint thet unwritten
tradition should be sccepted as dlvinely ineplred., Caloy
proceedes shrewdly to argue that if something beslde Serip-
ture 1s needed to convince us of Scripture's suthority and
divine origin, then we slsoc need something €lse to convince
ug ef the suthority of that which convinces of the suthority

of feripture, and thus we become involved in en impoeeible

procesc-us in infinitums Or perheps we should eccept unwritten

tredition simply on eccount of itself, If we should do this,
why not then accept Seripture in the ssme nmenner? But the
paplete reply that the church distinguishee between true and
falee tradition, Cslov counters that even the Jesuite will

not go so far es to claim that the church estasbliches “Secrip-

ture a= a "new word of God";37 they say only thet the church
proves that Seripture i the word of Cod, Bellsrmine tesches

that Seripture le certsin snd true not becruse of humen suthe

38

ority, but becnuse it conteins the orecles of God, Calov

2 griticus escer. p.2%, Hutter says, locl conmuneg theo-
logicgls P30, that the adversesries have no right to eppeal
to att.16.12 in support of their position since they have

re lected Seripture's authority,

3T cf, Bellermine, de verbo DEI seripto et non seripto. 1V,
11,308, de oonciiiier TTXTT,60 o

38 Cf. Garhar—d, Je Le Bellarminus ".:'._‘_.'.' LEBLife Jﬂ_”laﬂ’
1658, p.f7. Bellermine grante that the church does not ine
vest Seripture with guthority but only witnesgses to this
suthority, Gerhard asks for no more, for, he snys, 1f Serip-
ture does not depend unon the church for itz suthority, cer-
teinly the suthority of the church ie not grester than thast
of Seripture,
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gaye he will be content if the cardinal will stop =t this
point, But he proteete sgsinst Bellarmine going on to say
thet, thoush the Seripture is divine, the testimony of the

39 Such &n

church is required to convince us of thie fact.
ides completely cancels the previous thought snd rendere the
whole Bible no more relieble then the etory of lohammed,

Calov then mnkee it clear thet he does not wish to do esway
with the testimony of the church g2 someéthing per quod the
suthority of “eripture mey be ascertsined, but only as the

one end only thing prooter guod the divinity of “eripture

ie esteoilished, The church, then, is 2 sort of medium through
which God can bring asbout feith in Scripture end its suthor-
ity. 22 guch the church enjoys a pedogogical office by which
it leads ue to the suthority of “cripture snd is asble to

work an occaslon whereby we secept Seripture in terms of
dlvinity enéd esuthority, =lthough only with sn Intellectusl
agsent, a fides humens, There 1s, however, esnother medium
through which God engencers feith in his word, e medlum which
1s csusetive and which iteelf works falth in the word., This
medium 1s the word iteelf which 18 @dTomdTos, 'e belleve

thet the word of God i1s the word of God, not on account of

9 Bellermine, de verho DEI goripto et nmon serinte. IV,IV,

317: "Querto, necesse est nosce extrare 1ibroe sliquos vere
divinos, temen non certo 1d credam, niel prius credidero,
Seripturem quae hoc diecit, cece divinam, Nam in Alcoreno
Mahumetl paseim legimue, ipsum Alcorsnum de coelo a Deo mis-
sum, & tamen el non credimue, Iitaque hoc dogme tem neces-
gssriam, quod scillicet alique sit aorintura divina, non potest
sufficienter heberi ex Seriptura,”
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40

gome other word, but on eccount of itself, It ie clear

from Cslov's whole discuselon thL.ot Leé 1s cousclous of defeund-
ing not simply the authority of fSerlpture, but the Lutheren
princliple of gola serinturs s well, It 1s quite clear that
he thinks of these two i1dees ess correlatives, Guenstedt

too 1s careful to avold sny poscible misunderstsndinz on

this point, thet the asuthority of Seripturs ls proved to ue

- (pespecty noetri) not propter sccleglem but per ecclesienm.
He freely mllowe thet through the ministry of the church

we are bhrought to felth in the divinity of Tcripture, but
thies is secomplished insofar as the church possesses the

minietry of the word, For Seripture is the chlef meesns not

only through which but on account of which (medium principsle
et or ugd ) we eccept. Scripture, GQuenstedt

ressons ses follows:%l "Although Phersoh once believed through
8 butler, the queen of fhebs through s rumor, Nasman the

Syrisn through a young Isrselitiesh maild, her fellow citizens

through 8 “pmaritan woman, these¢ people did not believe be-

cause of the butler, the rumor, the young maid or the woman,

40 Calov, gvatems. I,598: "DIietinguendum insuper inter medium
fidel divinae & infusse, quorum allud est ﬂMtfnxw;txav, quod

ad suctoritatem divinsm seripturaé nos manu ducere potest,

quod de ILeclesige test!iflcatione non diffitemur, quae occeslo
eredend]l es=ze potest, imo & srgumentum quoddem prasebere credendl,
quentum ed fidem acquisitem & humsnem, s&liud est ZmoTelEdua -~
T¢wdv, quod fidem divinam in nobis producit stque efficit:

quod utl solus Deus faclit ceu csu=a princepe, ite non lmmed-

iste vel nova qusdem revelatione, nec tantum per vocem Leoclesl-
ae, quaé humsena solum est, testimonium sutem humanum fldem
divinanm gigngre non potest, sed per ipesummet verbum soriptum,
quod est QuromeTOoV; credimus verbum Del esgese Del verbum, non
pronteér nliud verbum, sed propter sese: Nam ut omne revelatum
creditur propter verbum divinum, cuis eo ipso continetur, lts
revelatio ipsa & verbum Del proprie creditur non propter eliud
verbum, 8€d revelationem, ne proceccsus fiet in Infinlitunm,

sed propter se, & juia est veroum Del, eaque est ratlio form-
o11s objectl 11liue fidel, non sutem Leclesine auctoritss,”

4 op, cit., 1,95,
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In 1ike menner we schnowledge Ceripture through the church,
not becsuse of the church.," The Romen church, in faect, eum=
ploye Seripture in her efforts to persusde men of her guth-
ority end that of Scripture. 3y eso doing she denleaz in fact
what she mainteine in theory., It ieg true, of course, thst
“eripture would heve mo way of touching the hesrts of einners
end curing the 1lle of the present world 1f the church were
not in the world, In 2 sense, therefore, the church resides
inthe world sze & very precious treasure becsuse the oracles
of God were delivered to her, ené thus she cen leasd umen to
e knowledge of the truth, 3Sut with such a commission the
church does not contribute anything to feripture; she merely
bears witness to Sceripture.

Whet do the papists mean by the testimony of the church?
Quenatedthz eske this guestion snd 1lnsiste thet hie adver-
saries never give snswer, And consequently complete confusion
is imposed upon the controveray, If they mean the teetimony
of the universal church, no such testimony exlsts., If they
mean the testimony of a peculisr or particuler church, any
teatimony 1t might offer would obviously be =subject to doubt
end would be Insufficient, If they mean the testlmony of the
church in respect to the communion of sesints, it 1s super-
fluoug, for 211 believers alreedy accept Scripture, If they
mean the testimony of the church in reaspect to unbellievers,
such unbelievers will sccept the suthority of the church
no more then that of Zeripture,

The paplste confound the igeue 8till more when they

refuse to distingu!eh between g purely intellectus=l opinion,

42 op, cit., 1,93,
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a fides humana which i1g based on the opinion of the chureh,
and a Chrietlsn asssurance, or certsinty, which is brought
about by the teatimony of the Holy ©Zpirit working in end
through Scripture.43 Thie 48 the chief argument advanced
by Celov sgeinst the Roman Cathollc positlion, According
to Rom.1C.17 Christian certainty of the inspirstion snd the
authority of “eripture can be effected only by the word of
God 1teelf end the Holy Spirit working through that word,
Frith ie elwaye connected to the word of God in such s manner
that nothing, in fact, 1g belleved with Christien sessurance

44 It 18 ebsurd to sssume that

spart from the word of God,
we are to believe in the inspiration of Seripture becasuse
of humen tredition rather then beceuse of that inspired word

iteelf, The Holy fpirit vorks faith in us never through

men, but only through his word which ie the pedium 3llumine-
tionis & conversgionis simply beceuse it 1 God's end not

men's word, Properly epeesking, the teetimony of the church
is not 2 means of ‘neiting feith, for thie testimony 1e not
immedliete and per se fide dlznum, but 1es humen, ience, 1f
the witnese of the church were necessery before we could
believe in Scrinture, our falith would depend on men and not
God; such feith would be founded on something which is time-
bound, on something which is a "veritas cresta", ss Calov
puts 1t.45 This 1o imposelble, unless we wish to deny gols
Eratig, for Scrinture abundsntly testifies thet faith 1s g

e ey

43 «wenetedt, op, cit., 1,94,

" Calov, gvetems, 1,598: "Verbum enim & fides relsta sunt,
ut omne verbum sit fide diving amplectendum, & quiecquid flde
divine ereditur, sit Del verbum, Fom,X.17." Cf. Celov, eri-

ticus escer. 1,294,
43 in1a.
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work of God, Jn.6,29, and a frult of the Spirit, Gal.6.23;
Cols2,12., The church cen only urge us to belleve in EScripture,
it cennot work such raith.46 foripture, however, in snd of
iteelf has the povwer (becsuss God hes inepired it and spesks
through 1t ) to enlighten our intellect and move our will,
P8+18,8=9; Jn,6,.36; Fome1,16; 1 Corel.18; 2 Tim.3,15. 7The
church haes no such power, Furthermore, Scri ture not only
works falth; it hse the esecondary function of working felth
in 1tse1f.47

Catholic theologlans offered, in the main, three argu-
ments in support of their position, First they argued thst
the church wee o0lder than Seripture, The Lutheren dogmati-
cisne answered that 1f the church 1s o0lder then Seripture,
it is not older than God'e word of which Seripture is en gc-
gldens and on which the church 1s built end hss its founde~-
tion, V¥Whst 18 more, the paplats err when they fency that
whet 1s more ancient must posseses more suthority, for, assys
i—lluenstedt,48 “"the law is older than the Gospel, the prophete
and John the Baptliast then Christ, but they do not have greaster
authorltyf‘ wuenstedt's srzument i sound, but he could herdly

heve chosen less applieable examples to prove his point,

Gal.3.17; Jn.9.58.

48 Celov, griticus sacer, I,205: "Fides infuse dependet a
solo DE 0 wuanquem enim Locleaaa nos 1nv1tare poselt, ut
eredemus, fidem tsmen infundere non potest,”

47 X 1,296: "Habet enim Seripture henc efficeclam
8 Btorrvw 'rtqt geu W. adeoque per g¢, non
ent] s 2€u gliunde; tum in sensu gog-

nggklg, tum in _lglhg hoc est, non minus, quod gc
esm exeret, ut credemus, eidem, quem quod getu primo hebest

esandem, ut fidem producere poesit,”

48 op, oit., 1,93.
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Second the Catholice argued that the canon of Seripture
wog determined by the church. The dogmaticlens vehemently
oppose thie argument, They maintalned that e book of the
Bible is cenoniesl only by virtus of its divine Qrisin.#g
Roman theology held thet the canon wae en article of felth,
This erticle of feith was not to be found in Seripture but
was e€steblished by the church, Quenatcdtso states thet the
canon cen be coneldered in two ways. Viewed as nothing more
than the cenonicel booke themselves, the c¢anon is ldentical
with Seripture, Viewed se o number of canonical books (prg
n ris ¢ ) == the Catholice regerded the canon
in such e way, as & list of éanonical books == guch a2 catelog
ie not found in Scripture, but 1s based on tradition end the
writinge end witness of the church, Jewish as well as Christ-
len, which testliflies thet so many and no more books are can-
onicel, “uch s catelog, however, is definitely not an arti-
cle of belief but has been "superimposed upon Scripture”, 51
At thie point the whole controversy regsrding the besring of
the canonicity of Seripture upon its suthority comes to a
head, If the church has esteblished the canon, both the auth~
ority snd the inspiretion of ESeripture loege their importance
gand meaning, and, what 1s more, the principle of gols serip-
ture collepses, FHecognizing thie inescapable fact, Cerhard

ie very careful but firm in erticulating the Luthsren posi-~

49 Hutter, leod communes theglogiol. pe20, Celov, griticus
gacer biblicus, “itebergne, 1673, De4l. Vhatever is lmmed-

lately inepired oy God muat be regaraed ae hle word snd apo~-

atolle, Cf, Celov, gvncretisgmus Calixtinus, Wittebergse,
1653n Pe32C,

5C op, eit., 1,94,

51 ibid. "Negemue vero Librorum Cenonicorum cetalogum eese
srticulum fidel, reliquis in Seripturs contentis superadditum.”
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tion, He offers a thorough discusgion of the entire questlion
in hie lgg;_ﬁggglgg;glpsa The dogme of the canon is, pro-
perly spesking, not en srticle of falth, loges snd the pro=-
phets end epostle¢e éid not, by their act of writing, construct
s new dootrine., The holy writers wrote erticles of falth,
but the fsct thet they wrote 18 no erticle of feith, It ils
true that 8ll asrticles of bellef are based on thle foundatlon,
thet the booke in which they are contsined ere canonicsl,
Thie meane that the dogme of the canon 18 the source of doc-
trinee of frithj it does not mean that it ie en article of
faith itself, The church, therefore, by its testimony con-
cerning the csnon does not conetruct & new doctrine, but
only recognizeés 2 principium. The knowledge of Chriestian
doctrines is contingent upon the acceptsnce of thie nz;ng;pinm,53

&nd so it cannot simply be conceded that the doctrine cof

the cenon is not found in “eripture, for Seripture is the
canon. BHut doee not the church determine what bookes in the
Bibleé ere coanonicel? Ho, The church only witnesses to what
God hes already declded gnd established, And the internal
eriterie and the witnese of the Spirit aleo tecstify to this
feet, The church cen make & beginning in convincing us of
the cenonicity of certsin books, but ultimetely the Seripture
must testify of iteelf and the Holy Spirit must convince us

through E:‘%cn"b,::i:ur-a..5*;+ What long ego persuaded the hesrers

52 1oc¢l theoloalel. I,11.

53 ibid, R o s liR cognitione principil postes pendet cognitilo
erticulorum fidei,” Thie shows how Gerherd's opinion that

the formetion of the canon i1s dependent upon God is conslstent
with gole sgerioturs end how to him these two thoughts were
correletive,

54 1p14, "Feelecize testimonium nunquem sufficlens erit ad
fidel winfPoplav +"
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of the word to belleve the presching of the spoestles now
persuades us to believe thelr writings, Gerherd summerizes
his thoughte as followe: "We belleve the canonicel Scriptures
becsuse they ere the cenonical Seriptures, that 1s, because
they were brought about by God end written by the immedliote
inepiration of the Holy Spirit, Ve do not believe them be-
cause the church testifies concerning them....Theé canonicsal
books sre the source of ocur falth from which the chureh 1t-
gelf and its authority must be proved., A principium is be-
lieved on eecount of itself, not becsuse of smomething el=ae,
A principium can be demonstrated g _poateriori, but it can-
not bé proved by means of something clder. In such a caese
it would not be s prineipium. We believe the church inso-
far se 1t sdheres to Seripture, that is, the word of God,
We do not bellieve “cri ture becsuse of the church, thet 1s,
the witnees of men, but becnune of itself, because it 1is
the volce of God,"

It might be gdded ot thie point thet wherenes, accord-
ing to the dogmaticlang, the question of the cenonieclity of
the bhooks of “eripture definitely effecte seving felth, the
question of the suthorship of the vsriocue boois effects only
our historicel judament (ggsnl;;g_hl;;gzlgg).ss Our saving
faelith would not be effected if the Coepel esccording to lsthew
were written by someone else., The primitive church sccur-
ately besrs witnese to the suthorship of certain cononiesl
books becsuse she sctuslly sesw the autogrephed coplee of
feripture. But tle mere witness of the sneclient church can-
not esteblish the feot thet the Gospels of Mathew snd Luke
are cancnicel or the faset thet the Gospels which went under

the nemes of Thomese or Bartholomew were not.

53 Quenstedt, Qp. cit., 1,94, Hutter, gns cite, D73
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Third the Cathollice nrgued thet only the church could
testify with certeinty of the originel idiom of the autogra-
phic feriptures, ;uenatsdtss counteres that his contention
ig contrary to ell hictoricel evidence =»nd ile 2120 un-Serip-
tursl, He ssys, "The Holy Spirit beers witness to the fact
that 211 “oripture is inspired by God, 2 Tim,3.,16, 2nd that
not only in respect to ite formel prineiple, in respect to
its sense ond the divine mesning conveyed in the words and
gentences, but elso in respect to its meterisl prineiple,
in respect to the tittles, letters, worde, 1diom end speech
which were zet down by God; snd the holy Seriptures which
Timothy leerned from childhood were originelly written in
no othsr langusge than liebrew, St, Psul aleso says, Hom,3.2,
thet to the Jews were committed T& Aogta ToS O€ol, the ora-
celes of God (which with the holy fethers we understand as
the holy “erioturees of the 014 Testement )., DNow how could
these orscles be delivered except in Hebrewi" For, says
wuengtedt, these orecles of Cod muet have been dellivered and
entrueted to the Jewe in the seme lenguage as God originally
revesled himself to the patrisrche and provhets, #nd in & len-
guage thot they -ould understsnd, Although P-ul does not,
in 8o meny worde, say thet these orscles of God were written
in Hebrew, it 1 most reasonsble to sssume this fsot, since
this wae the lenguage in which the Seri tures were preserved,
5t111 elluding to 2 Tim,3.,15ff, Quenstedt concludes hig re-
buttel of the third Catholie ersument by writing, "If =11
the words contelinred in the Biblicsl codex in the originsl

lenguage [ Cuenetedt meene here the Hebrew 014 Testament to

. e v

56 9p, oit., I,96.
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which Peul hed sccese] were dictated end inepired indlvid-
ually by the Holy Epirit, it follows thet the 1diom itgelfl
wos immedistely set down by God." In other worde, Psul in
2 Tim.3.15 wee referring to a contemporery 014 Testament
text which wae written in Hebrew, It ieg worthy of note that
HMugaeus followed the line of argumentastion of the Ceatholle
theologiane on this question, He wee severely reprimanded
by hig more orthodox Luthersn contemporaries, According
to Calov,57 the denlel that the 01d Testement wes originally
written in Hebrew or the assseértion that only the church can
affirm with certainty the originel idlom of Seripture wealkens
not only the authority of Seripture but eleso its verbal inspir-
etion and mekes the latter doetrine unworkable and meaningless,

How een we know thst “crdoture is divine 1f the auth-
ority of the church cannot make us divinqu certein of thie
feet? The dogmeticiens £1) ansvwer that there sre a great
number of criteris, both externsl snd internal, which power-
fully epesi for the suthority and heavenly origin of Seripe
ture, Markedly less emphselie 18 placed on these coriteris
by the later dogmaticisna, These criteris are sble to convince
the unbellever who is not incorrigible thet Seripture ls
the Iinspired word of God, but however convincing they may be,
they cen bring about only & humnen conviction snd opinilon,
The so-celled externel criterla ere: 1) the antiquity of Serip-
ture, 2) the egpiritusl insight of the smsnuenses snd their
deep coneern for the truth, 3) the miracles performed by
Christ snd the erostlee end prophete, mirscles sccompenying

thelir prepchment and performed to prove the divine authority

57 Calov, gystems. IX,50, Calov, by the way, argued thst
Hebrew had to be the i1diom of the 014 Testament insemuch es

it gasetha.nsfigf tongue of the prophets, Cf, gommenteriug



151~
of their messege, 4) the stesdfest adherence of the church
to this mescege for hundrede of yesrs, 5) the constancy of
nyrieds of mertyre, 6) the testimoniees of many who have not
Enown the Seriptures, 7, the swl 't propagation of the Christian
feith throughout the whole world, 8) the severe punishment
wvhich hee =20 often been meted out to thoese who peresecute
the Chrietien faith, These externsl criterias are eble to
break down come of the barrliers which hinder the unbellever
from accepting the authority of Seripture, but thelr influe-
ence can extend no further, They cen only pave the way for
“eripture to testify conceérning itself. The internal eri-
terla of Sceripture which sre able to convince ug of its di-
vine guthority sre: 1) the majesty of God who epeaks of him=-
self in Seripture, 2) the truthfulness of Soripture, 3, the
sublimity of the myesteries revealed in Scripture, 4, the
perfection of the teachings and precepts in Seripture, 5)
the manner of epeaking in Sceripture, so profound, so simple,
g0 clear snd =0 brief, 6) the power of Scripture to move
the hesrte of gi~ful men, 7) the capacity of Scripture to
meintein its truthfulnees over sceinet alltime and opposi-
tion, 8) the remarksble harmony between the New and the 014
Testament and the perfect doctrinal agrecment betwesn all
the books, The dogmaticilens tesch that these internsl eri-
teria too ¢2n only beget a humen Intellectusl convietion
regarding the suthority of Seripture, 7They have no power
to create 2 Christisn certeinty in Scripture's divine ori-

58

gin and suthority. Hollaz, however, ssserts that the ine

ternal criteria of Seripture cen meke us divinely certain

B

58 Quenstedt, op, ecit., 1,94,
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of the euthority end inspiration of Seripture.”’ He doee
not hereby wieh to reject what 2ll the earllier dogmeticlans
8216 before him, 7To him the internsl criteria sre ldenticsal
with Seripture itself, Hence, to sry thet the internsl cri-
terie maske us divinely certe:n of the suthority of Seripture
1s enother wey of saying that Scripture itself convineee
us of its own sauthority. HHollaz quotes with approval the

80 %quoad est 1dem cum verbe divino,

statement of Adam Oslander,
111ué esndem fldewm generst, quam verbum divinum, Atqui con-
tenta dozmata abstrusa, vatleclnias divins, preecepta senctlis-
sima ident!fiesntur verbo divino," lollez ie not unaware

of the dlsagreemeént on this point. ~Ageinet thie latter pos-
ition of Hollag the Catholiocs srgued thaet it wes sn asttempt

to prove something by itself (lden per idem). Hollaz replied
that the internsl criteria sre ecsentially (pealiter) the

seme as Scripture, Decsuce they sre coineldent with Scoprip-
ture they are sble to engender a fldeg divina, However,
becsuse they differ with Seripture in form (formsliter,) they
¢an prove lts divine origin., Hollez 1s here indulging in

someé pretty close scholastic argumentation toc prove on ratione
elistic grounds whet, accerding to his own principle of gsg9la
seripturs, needed no g_posteriorl proof. Inasmuch as it had
even in hie day become a generslly eccepted practice of be-
coming certein of s thing by examinstion, he would have done
better if he hed refuted the objection of his sdversaries

by eimply eeying that the divine asttributes of Scripture sre

eble to convince us of ite divine origin, which he does 1n

59 op, eit., p.121,




«153-
the last eentence of hie rebuttal enywsy; end he would have
done still better I1f, sccording to his own prineiples, he
had remarked thet the Cethollc objection was invslld, that
it constituted a peTdBadis gis aMo jéves, ond that, in feet,
1t wae 2 usurpation of reasson over gerinturs, It does
no ecredit to the dogmeticlans nor to the congrulty of thelr
theologicel position that they feel constreslined at sll tlmes
to give ansvwer to all the objections of thelr sdverseries,
eéspecinlly thet they do so with the weapones of thelr adver-
saries,

But i1f we connot become certain of the divinity of Serip-
ture by its eriterie (es was tsught by 211 the dogmaticlsns
through Quenstedt ), how may we come to such & Chriastiesn cer-
talinty? The dogmaticisne all snewer that Seripture ltselfl
has the power to make us divinely certsin of its authorlty.sl
“oreover, the Spirit testifies through Scripture that Serip-
ture 1o divine, Thie internum Soniritue Sanctl testimonium
la to be regarded aes his supernaturel work by which, through

our reéading and hesring Godb word, he moves end enlightens
our heesrts to faith in hie word snd promises, In this action

of the Spirit the word of God perticipates as =2n orgeniec

cause (gause ormanics); that 1s to say, the witness of the

Spirit 1es never immediate but slwayse Rg;_gg;nnm§2 This
tectimonlum internum ie not something outside end epart from

man, &8 1f it were gnother !nternsl criterion of Ceripture

61 Thie 1o teught by even the esrlier dogmsticisns, Gf,
“ehroeder, gp, cite.,; p.Car.

62 Kromayer, theologsias pogitivoepolemicas, pe21. Calov, gye-
M' 13603-
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snd nothing more, but it 4z s living witneee in the believ-
er's heart,%>

In support of thise doctrine of the lnner testimony of
the Spirit the dogmsticlans appesl to 1 Jn.5,6, They under=-
gtand "apirit" in the second hslf of the verse to mean the
word of God, or Seripture, in a metonymical eensa.64 And
they point to other pssssges in Scripture where this ig the
case, Jn,.h,63, ?514, then, 1e not csusel but determinative,
go that the sense would bes the ODplrit testifies thet the
doctrine of tre Spirit ie true, since he works through thie
doetrine in the hearts of men, convinecing them that what
hes been set down by God in Seripture is truly divine, Verse
10 8dds welght, Here we lesrn that bellevers have the teest-

imony of the Spirit in them, becsuse falth which trusts in

Li Lil =€
e 3 ards s 8tates that
the 1nternum of the 8 i g t
refers to Seripture snd not to the believer in Cerhard’'s
theology. Ilie aeresle to & statement of Gerhard, loel theo-
Lga;*;. 11,43t ""ed testimonium 11lud, quo Spiritus sanctue
per interns geristurae Kptfhpta in corde nostrc de sutoritete
seripturae testatur, est mere divinum,"” Such evidence does
not stand up. The stptement may Just ss well mesn that the
tectimonium resides in the heerts of bellevers, But Gerhard

€lsewheére ssyes clesrly thet this witness of the Eplirit sbldes
in the bellever. Cf, loc, gite., VII,107: "...Spiritus sancti

in cordibue nostrie testificantis & promissionem obslignantis
veritas, Deus non solum exterius in verno testatur de sue
gratle credentibus in Christum promiessa, 2ed etiam donet 1llle
Spiritum sanctum, qui testimonlum reddit epliritul ipsorum,

quod sint £1113 Dei, sicgue interiues eoes confirmst de gratia
Lel, de beneficils Christl, amc de speclall eorum adplicatione,”
VII,108: "ideo idem 1lle Spiritus, per quem prius eﬂitaa sunt,
datur in cords eorum, sc promiscsiones divines interius obe
gignat,” Cf., II,37. Hesagglund says that Hollez wee the first
dogmetician to teach expressly that the "internum” pointed to
the inner subjectivity of man, But thie hed slways been taught
by the dogmeticiana. Calov, gxglgmg 1,603, expressly speaks
of "1 8a te-tifleatlo ~p1r1tus “gnetl, cuse sit in cordibus
hominis,” It ls true that the witneas of the Spirit is the
Witnege of the Seripture itself, but this witness residees in
the hesartz of bellevers, HRegerding this motter, I cannot see
that there is any resl difference emong the dogmeticiens,

64 Hollaz, gp, cit., p.126, CQuenatedt, gp, cit., I,100,
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the “on of God 1e 2 work of the Holy ©pirit through his wite-
nese in the hesrt of men, Another proof text is 1 Thess,
1.5«~6, Here 1t je tsught thet the Theesseloniasns received the
Gospel of Paul with grest joy bec-use hise Gospel wes not a
simple and meaningless message but s messave carrying with
it the power of the Spirit of God who enlightened and geve
falth to thoge who hesrd it, 1 Theas,2,13 le alao mentioned
in suppert of the Lutheran doctrine, Thet the Thessslonlisne
received the word from the mouth of Paul ee the ve:y word of
God mesnaz thet they regerded it aes an suthoritative word
presched by the suggestion and inepiretion of God. Finelly,
the tremendous effect upon the heerts of those repeding and
hegring the divine word of law and Gospel is indiceted ell
through “eripture. One need only think of the effect of
Peter'e “entecost sermon upon the three thoussnd, tre effect
of Iga.53 on the Ethiopisn eunuch and the effect of F-ul's
meeeageé on Lydie, The dogmeticlens insist thst this inner
tegtimony of the Spirit never operestes immedliately, for the
Holy Spirit does not work apart from the word of God.ss

The emphesies of the old Lutheran teschers upon the tegte

’
 end upon the Q0TOM(aT(a

ef Eeripture wes necessiteted by the Romen Cethollic dectrine
that only the testimony of the church could convinee us of
the authority of Seripture, The Jesuits who dlscserded the
vhole 1des of an inner witneee of the “pirit ettacked the
Lutheran pozitlen, insleting thet they were ergulng in a
eirele; on the one hsnd they prove the divinity of Scripture
by the witnesz of the Holy Spirit end on the other nand they

prove the divinity of the Spirit end hle testimony by Serip-

65 Hollez, 90 0ite, D.128.
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66 replies thet he i1e not operating with a soph-

ture, lHollaz
istic cirecle, In 2 sophistic circle the unknown 1s proved

by thet wirlch 1e equally unknown; the Lutherans, however, are
merely employing a perfectly legitimete remressug demongtra-
tivus which erguee from effect to cause, The divinity of
Serlpture 1es proved by its supernstural erfect.67 And no

one will dispute thet the Spirit who bears witness to Seorip-
ture ie divine., One need only look at the results of his
witneas.6g Celov does not teke refuge in & "regressus demon~
strativus" in defending the Luthersn position szelnst the
Jesuits, We sccept the word of God, he aaya,69 because of
itself, becsuse it 1s a576h1€7bv, not on eccount of something
ele¢ outslde the words Thle word of God ls avawddeckTov

and 1s i1tself the ratio credendil g;t;mg.To Seripture can
convince us of its own suthority because of 1ts own inherent

power end efficscy, becsuee it 1eg not only 2 prinecipium cog-
noscendi but & princlivium operandl, and because the Holy

fpirit workas alwsye through Scripture, e soys that this ls

not erguing in & e¢ircle and lete it go at thst,

: on, oit., p.126,

67 Bechmenn, t RO Er e .77, makes much of the

1dea that he witneses of the “pirit i1s proved by experience, --

eg 1f such s witneegr nec’ed sy h & proof,

68 Again Hollez' arg;mentatior saems ta bs borrowed fron Je
A. Uslender, lum ] 8t e '

69 Calov, gritucus 1blicus
velatio divine non propter aliud ereditur, sed per se; ocum
verbum DEI sit TJﬂccfas nec ulteriori probstione egeat,”

70 ibid. "Credimus ergo verbumBhI esse DEI verbum non preopter
eliud, sed propter sese: nam ut omne revelatum creditur prop-
ter verbum divinum, qulas eo cont!netur, ite revelstio ipea,

& verbum DLI proprie creditur non prop{er 8liud verbum seu
revelationem, ne precesszus fiat in Infinitum, sed propter

se, Nec 1deo 1dem per idem proberi dicendum est: liam prae-
terquam quod in Bliquo tandem oportest termineri fidem nos~
trem, juod sit avawodewkTov , & rotlo credendi ultims, quod
non est sliud quem ipsa divine revelatio."
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Becausge of Cnlov's emphesis upon the aJ%onwﬁfﬁm of Serip~
ture in suthenticating the suthority of “crirsture guoad nos,
KXo Heim hee remerked thet Celov, unlike Gerherd, completely
divorced the inner witnese of the Spirit from the axlomatic
self-authenticating propterty of Scripture, thereby reducing

the 1 to the gsecondary

funetion of vallidating what 1s slready objectively certein

from the fret of inspirstion, 2 fact which is ceparsted from
living cxperiencc.71 It is true thet Calov pleces lese eém=~

phaesis upon the witness of the Spirit in this matter than
Gerhard, but from this fact we have no right to conclude thnat
he hae deperted from the teeching of Gerhsrd end his other
theologicsl forerunners thet the aJroﬂ?ffﬁm of Seripture

and the witness of the Holy “pirit belong tocether in cer-
tifying to ue the divine origin end esuthority of Seripture.
Celov glves no indicetion of wishing to dissever gl) rele-
tion between the testimonium Spiritus Sencti internum snd

the efflicoacy and a.Jromc’-rc’a. of Seripture. Certeinly he never
would heQe eeld thet we become convinced of the authority

of fSeripture without the testimony of the Epirit working

in the word, Ceslov's words, however, which Heim himself
clites, ruggest rather thet he consciously wants to unite

the action of feripture and the sction of the Epirit in re-
ference to the suthority of Seripture into one sction, Calov

says that the witness of the Holy Splirit comes through the
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power of Fcripture.72 It 18 true that Cslov speaks of an
objective asuthority of Seripture which le aspert from our
attitude toward 1t, But he does not differ from Gerhard
on this point, Illeim says that Gerhard, in defense ageinst
Romeniem, seizeéd upon the ldentity of the objective certainty
and the subjective certainty of the axlomatic self-evidence
of the witness of the Spirit, snd that this blurring of the
two wne no longer posslible for Celov who tsught the suthor-
ity of Soripture ss a thing in itself, But i1s thie conjec~

ture correct in view of the fact that Gerhesrd, too, views

Seripture gbsglute as possessing divine suthority in se sc
per _gse snd sleo rcespectu nostri as belng recognized as suth-

oritetive by us%?75 leim beses hie surmise thet Celov mepar-
sted the testimony of the Spirlt from the adromtera of Seripe
ture snd reduced the latter to a stiff concept divorced from
humen experlence upon the fact thet Celov wae the first to
bring into view the idea of verbel inspiretion as & thing

by 1teelf and upon the fact that Celov insiested thst s8ll of
Seripture, whether pertaining to saslvation or not, was the
word of Cod in ths sameé senseé by virtue of its divine insplr-
ation, Whether Heim's opinion thet Calov was the first to
present verbsl insplirastion ee a thing in iteelf 1e8 question-

able, but the concluesion he draws from this opinlion ie etill

72 gvstema, I,460: "tandem obsignat Spiritus senctus Scripe
turam in cordibue hominum per Verbl efficeciesm, ac vivum
priorum sensum Rom,IIX,26, 1 Joh,V,6. Observa vsro, quod
glise quidem rstiones divinem sutoritetem Seripturse £, pro=-
babllem reddsnt: at divina solum testificetlo, ac efficacla
verbl dlvinl cum interna Spiritus °, per virbum attestatione
credentibue reddat esndem infsllibilem, ite ut ride divina
suscipietur, Eph,I,13., 1 Thees,1I,13, 1 Johan,V 9,10.

Cf. gpe cit., I 603. It should be admitted that balav s
emphssis favors deim g conjecture, but not his words,

73 1001 theolomicd. II,36,
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more open to question., I oaﬁnot see thet =such s conclueion
followe from such a premise, Furthermore, Helm's statement
that Celov reduced the witness of the Spirit to the merely
gecondary function of suthenticaticg subjectively thst which
wee already true objectively, if such & etstement means to
imply thet Cslov wighed tode-emphasize the importance of

the im, ie herdly in keep-

getimonium ©

ing with the fset thst Calov, in spite of his lack of empha-
giz upon thie doectrine, tesches that only this testimony work-
ing through the word cen engender in men a fidesg divinza in

the authority and inepiration of the written word of Cod,

Nor is 1t in keeping with the teaching, so often reiterasted

in Celov's theology, thet 211 spiritusl effecte in man are
resulte of the Holy Spirit's activity.74 Finelly, when Celov
and the other dogmaticlians spoke of Scripture as a prinelolum
gperendl they definitely did not meen every verse of Scripture,
nor d4id they mesan the materis of Scripture.75 According to
all the dogmeticisgne, the caugative suthority of Seripture
resides not in the words of Seripture, but in its inspired
sense, T8 Trenelations ere equslly efficscious and suthori-
tative with the originsl Scriptures, The testimony of the
Spirit works through the efficacy snd suthority of Seripture,
properties vhich inhere in the divine meaning of Scripturse.

It 1s therefore dif“icult to see what gpecific bearing ver-

bsl inepirastion hes on Calov's doctrine, inparticular, of

the

T4 gvetema. X,30ff,
75 calov, gystemas. I,7C7.
76 lollez, ope cit., D.134,
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It might have been kinder to the o0ld dogmaticians had
I omitted such g detelled examination of thelr scholestic
methodology in regerd to the suthority of ESeripture guoaé
nos, but such an examination, although 1t necescitated a
certain smount of repetition, is of value because 1t shows
their thought process in thls matter and indicates how greet
an influence their methodology exerted upon thelr dogmeticeal
position in certsin instsnces, There is resson why the dog-
meticisns' srgument for the suthority of Ceripture gugad noe
is more involved, more scholastic and perhepe more oblect-
lonsble than the arguments upon which they bssed their other
propositions concerning Seripture., They were contending
egeinst the Jesults and were using the toole of their adver-
saries, Although laffenreffer end Hunnius and the other
eerlier dogmeticlane concede the definite limitations of
both internal and external criterias, althourh they expleln
that these criteria can actuslly accomplish no spiritual
effects, slthough they tesch theoreticslly and consistently
that 811 spiritusl results in men ss over szainet Seripture
and in every respect are wrought by theogperation of the Spi-
rit through the word, the fact thet they devote such & Ddig
emount of space to this mstte? of eriteria sugsects that
they feel thelr position to be insecure, ss if added ration-
alistic apolegetics were required to boleter what le simply
sbove 211 retionalistic considerations, nomely, the testl -

In view of this doetrine

of the lnner witnese of the Spirit, intensified aes it is by
the earlier Lutheresn teachers, it is hard to get the point

of their equelly pronounced emphaels on the criteria of Zerip-
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ture, If it ie the Spirit of God sloneé who through the word
tensches us to bellieve the Sceriptures, why eo much talk about
thege criteria which 2t best cen only effect a f£ides humsna
which 48 reslly no faith at 2117 7This whole emphaeis reveals
e certaln concesslon to rationalism which i& lnherent in
thelir theologlical method unless carefully guerded esgainst,
and 1t betrays & certain inconalstency with thelir rigld ad-
herence to the aJromJﬂIa of Seripture and to thelr prinel-
ples of zols scrdnturs end gols fide. The witness of the
Spirit which 1s gola fideg snd whiceh 15 the result of gols
gratia simply rulee out the necessity and the velidity or
eny ocbservable criterla, Thle inconsistency between criteria
and the sction of the Spirit secms to be senced by the later
dogmaticlena beginning with Gerherd, slthough they do not
rid themselves of it, It remained for John Adem Oslander,
who a8 we have mentioned was closely followed by liollaz,
to attempt to reconcile this confliect, To the objection
that a pripeiplum wae not demonatrable he agrees if one triee

to prove 1t demonatratione proprle, but it can be proved
gensuseli exhibitione,! To the further objection that thie
mokes folth knowledge he replies thet something can be be=~
lieved gimplicd influxu ve)l operationg and can alec be known

€x retiooclnative deductione, for example, the resurrection,

Cfe dn.5.,28 with Hatt.22.32.78 Thie %8s true, of courss,

but 1t proves nothing, end the objection remains unsnswered,
Osiander hed become 30 osecuplied with giving reply to every

poseible objeetion to his argument from oriteria that he

7 e9llexium theologicun syetematicum. I,92.
78 10, olt., I,94.
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forgets in thie instance the implicatione of the Lutheran

formule of gole fide and of the nature of felth itself.
That he Ilntende to make “eripture as the principium cognoe-

¢endl reassonable and knowable through criteria compromises
s0ls seripture es well sas the proposition that Seripture

le QvamoditKTos and weakens the antithesie between falth

end knowledge, in spitec of what he says, rether sophlsticslly,
to the contrary. The samé inconglstency comes cut when he
and Hollaz reeort to & regresszus demongtretivug which ergues
from effect to cause in defense sgeinet the Jesuit indict-
ment that they sre srguing in a circle in proving the delty
of the ESpirit from Scripture snd the divinity of Seripturs
by the witness of the Epirit, Lven the earlier dogmaticlans
seem frightened of thie jdem per idem accusaetion hurled e-
geinast them by the Jesuits, but Gelov79 more wisely answers
the objection with en esppeal to the power of the word of

God end to the witness of the ioly Spirit,

The mamner in which the 0ld dogmaticians have trested

this testimonium Spiritues Sanctl internum is perhsps unfor-
tunete, They have taken t i1s doctrine into sccount almost
80

exclusively in reference to the suthority of Seripture,

and they epeak of it far leases often in reference to Christ

a8 the object of saving falth or in reference to the bellev~
er's peresonsl assursnce of fiith, Becsuse of this rather un-
balZsnced consideration of the doctrine they have, I belleve,
been misunderstood by more thsn one of the many theologiens

who have undertaken a study of thelr theology. Enrner,gl
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for instance, saye that Calov changed the religlious lmportance
of the testimony of the ©pirit into a purely intellectual
proceess of accepting the truth of theolozicsl propoesitions,
This Judgment 1e oversimplified and ovarstated,B2 but it g
a reproach which is not without some justification since it
is beeed on the dogmeticions' one-sided emphesis of the wit~
ness of the Epirit in respect to feripture, In sll justice
to the dogmsticiane, however, it must be pointed out that
they do not denl with the witness of the Spirit exclusively
in relastion to the suthority of Scripture. £ statement of
Gerherd 1s quite typlcal of all the dogmeticians, iie says,83
“God witnesses to believers concerning his promised grace
in Christ not only outwardl- in his word, but he also glves
his Holy Epirit to them, He gliveg witnese to thelr spirit
that they are the sons of God., And thus he strengthens them
inwardly concerning Cod's grace, the merits of Christ and
their personsl application of them."84 A later remerk of

DornerBB that the dogmaeticiens' concept of faith in its re-

&2 Celov, gystemp. 1,460, saye that the inner witneese of

the Spirit working through Seripture engenders in the belliev-
ér 8 Christian certesinty regarding the guthority snd origin
of Seripture, Such certainty 18, to Calov, a fer cry from
the purely intellectusl process of mocepting theologlcal proe-
positions which Dorner spesks of, == unless when Calov speaks

of zl%gg_ggggng he means fideg humena, it 18 significent
thet Calov here says that the witnes= of the Spirit is glven

to believera. Cf. also Gerhard, leci theolomici, II,37; VII,
% And so not a saving falth, to be sure, but still a

Chriatian certeinty” which 1e fer more than s mere intellec-
tual agsent is the result of thise witness,

®3 1001 theolomies. VII,1CT,.

84 Gerhard finds support for this etstement in the following

paasages: Fom,8,14,16,17; Gel.4. 6 2 Cor.2,12; 1. 21: Eph,
13 14; 4 3(. Cf. 8190 IlunniUB. i€, mm. ’100

8 nn icus. Pells

85 gp, eit., p.560.
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lation to the testimony of the Spirit is e "pathology of
juetifying feith" i1e unjustified. In the o0ld Lutheren theo~
lcgy the testimony of the Spirit wes elwaye given to believ-
érs, 4An unbellever cannot have the testimony of the Spirit.
Thie fact i1s clesrly shown in the above statement of Gerherd
end by the peassageg which he brings in support of his convic~
tion, Therefore the witness of the Spirit does not bring
ebout in the believer s saving fsith since that elready exlsts,
but rather s Christian certainty (fides divina) in the suth-
ority of feripture end in his own personal sonshlp, Etrictly
gpeaking, the testimony of the Holy Spirit a= 1t is put for-
ward in the theology of the dogmsticlens hass nothing to do

with fides Jlustificsng. Dorner has apparently misseéd the

86

point of thelr whele tesching regerding this metter, More

curioue 1s the observation of Heilm thet the estimonium Spir-

itus Sanetl in Cerherd's theology represents a depsrture from
Luther in thet Gerherd restricte it to the criteria of Serip-

ture whereas Luther is said to have taught that 1t waes glven
through the whole of Bcripture.87 In other words, Gerherd

confined the working of the Spirit in connection with Christe-
isan felth to Gospel portions of Eeripture or the word of God,

Helm le correct regerding Gerhsrd, 4lthough Gerheard often

886 It seeme thet Dorner hse not read the dogmeticlsne care-
fully enough, eespecieslly thelr locl on justificstion, le
vwould certeinly not wieh to impugn Quenstedt's definition of
saving feith ss that "qus Christum Redemptorem nostrum in
Verbo Lvengelil recte agroscimue," systems, 11,593, Cf., eleo
Quenstedt's stetement thet "fidel justificentis Objectum pro-
prium est Jjustitia Chrieti Redemptorie nostri, quam fides
Juetificans epprehendit, sibique apgliont." %2;_911.. 11,582,
Agaln Cuenstedt speaks of feith ge "meritum Christl spprehen-
dens," ibid, Cf, Celov, gyatems, X,349: "fidee justificans in
€c coneiastere dicetur, quod intuestur Christum Joh.III,15.
quodque epprehendat Christum, Jeh.,1,12," Cf, liollez, op. cit.,
Pe1164, Statements to the effect that the object of seving
feith 1s Christ could be grestly multiplied,

87 op, eit., p.30C4,
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says thet the witnessof the Spirit comes through Scripture,aa
he mesns to say that the witness of the Epirit works through
the lnner criterlia of Jeripture, or more exactly through
the promises of Scripture.89 And he doeec not differ with
Calov on thie point. Although Calov seys C thet the testi-
mony of the Epirit comes through the efficacy of Seripture
he meene the same ae Uerherd, becsusge the efficacy of Serip-
ture resides primerily esnéd properly apezking in the promises
of the divine word.91 Nor 1= there, I believe, any dlffercnce
betveen CGerhsrd end Luther in this matter., it is true that
Luther saye thet the Spirit works through all of icripture,g2
but he certeinly emphesizes thet it ie properly the word of
promige through which the Spirit of God testiflies in our

———T - ——— e

88 1001 theologiel. I,11,13.

89 1391_133919515}. 11,43: "Sed testimonjum 1llud, quo Spir-
itus eanctue per wterna scripturee kperppea in corde nostro
de autoritate scripturae testatur, es mere divinum," Cf,
this stotement with loc, ¢it., VII,1C8: "Certum est, promias-
eslones evengelicas editse emse per Epiritum sanctum, ut izgl-
tur credentes certl sint, ad se quoque pertinere promesion-

es 1lles, ldeo idem ille Spiritus, per quem prius editae sunt,
d;twrtin corde eorum, ac promissiones divinas Interlius ob-
slgnst.,

90 gystema. 1,460: ",..per Verbi efficaciam,,."
9 gyvetems. 1,7C9.

°° epers exesetios Jotine. Eriengac. XXI1,159. Iegnafliche
Werke. krl, Aufl. 12,227, Cf, also gp, git., 52,28: "Denn

die genze ESchrift 1st dehin gerichtet, dase sle uns yon un-
gsern Werken reisse und zum Glsuben bringe." 52,305: "Dae

18t des Helligen Celstes Buch, nsemlich dlse hcilige Schrift,
darin muse man Christum suchen und finden, nicht 21lein durch
die Verheigsung, sondern such durch dss Gesetz., DLenn auch
das Gesetz gusser Christo nicht kann verstenden werden, weil
neimand weiss, was ee will, und wie es zu erfuellen lst,”
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hearts.93 When Gerhard and the other dogmaticlans speai of
the Spirit witnessing to the bellever that Seripture is the
word of God, theyv say that thiec witness works thrauszh the
internsl criteris of Seripture., UWhen Gerhard speake of thse
Zpirit witneseing to the believer that he is a believer,
he sayz thet thle witness worke through the promlses of Sorip-
ture.g4 Certainly Luther would not have questioned thils
latter tesching: certainly he never could heve tsught thst
the precepts contalned in Scripture plasyed esny psert in inecit-
ing assursnce of falith in the believer.95 Whether Luther
gver envielons the testimony of the Epirit over egalnst the
authority and inspiretion of Seripture I cannot say, but

it 18 quite clear that the dogmaticlsns' emphasie upon the

o i it e

93 gfgmggélgge Verke, Eri, Aufl, 48,21C: "Denn das 1st des
Helligen Celstes eigenliches Werk und Amt, dass er Christum
ottanbaro und verklaere, predige uné gebe Zeugniss von ihm."
8,321s "Darum siehe je darauf,dass du Ja den Heiligen Gelet
niaht fuer einen Cesetzmacher halteet, sondern fuer den, der
dee Lvangelium Chrietl ing Hers predigt, und den Henschen so
frel mache, dass keéin bucbatabc ds blsibe, gder nur um des
Predigens willen bleibe.," 50,1663 "Denn dee 18t des Helligen
Geletes 2mt und VYerk, dass er durch das Evangelium offenbart,
wile gross und herrlieh Ding Gott durch Christum uns gethen,
ngemllich, von Suende, Tod und Teufels CGewalt erloest, in
geéine Cnede und “chutz genommen, und sich ganz und gar uns
gegeben hat,"

o4 Cf., footnote 92, Heim notices an anology between theae
parallel aspecte of the witneses of the Spirit snd the scholaes~
tic divielon of felith into knowledge, trust end sssent. He
pointe out that, eeccording to CGerheord, locl theojomicl., VII,
75, notitis and agsengus hsve aa thely object the whole Serip-
ture, but fiduycls whieh is a metter of the heert and will

lg grounded only in the promiees of the word of Chriat,

95 Thie cen be 8ald in epite of the faot that Luther repeats
the refrisn so often that Christ is the content of ell of
Seripture and that all Scripture teaches Christ, Cf. gaggggr

e W » brle Aufl, 33,213 37,88; 52,304; 26,183: "Denn
was will die Schrift von Anfang zum Ende aus anders, denn
dass 'essiss, CGottes “ohn, kommen sollt, und durch sein Opfer,
8ls eines unqchuld;gen Laemmleins Cottes, der Welt Suende
tragen und wegnehmen, und elso vom ewlgen Tode erloesen zur
evwigen “eligkeit, If 81l of Soripture pointe te Christ,
8till not ell of oripture is promise,
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testimony of the £pirit witnessing to the authority of Serip-
ture csnnot be found in Luther, ss Dorner has polnted out,

The dogmaticisne tesch that CSoripture ie the norm of
»11 doctrine end controversies in the church, It is such
e norm becpuse it 18 clear snd perfect znd sleo becsuse it
‘48 intrinsicelly sutheritative.”® That it is the mora in
mattere of controversy is proved by the fact that Seripture
in Ps,19,5 18 cslled a norm, as well as in Gol ,6.,16 where
Peul cells the doctrine he set forth in hie epiestle a rule,
Kavive It 18 proved by the fpct that God obligetes hie church
to go to Seripture slone to settle all controverelel lesues,
The reforme of Hezekiah and Josieh were both brought sbout
by & return to the word of God =e the only norm of doctrine
end 1ife, Both Christ and his diseiples eppealed to the
written word in timee of controverey, Matt.4.,4; 19.4; 22.,29;
MEeD4225 LR,1C.26; 24,265 Acte 3.22; T.23 13,333 26,72,
Cerherd end Uuenstedt go into grest deteil in their exegecis
of theee pascsasges in order that they might sghow the rightness
of their position, Thies place of “eripture gzs = nora in
controversies Hollez eslle "the canonicel authority of Zerip-
ture.”97 This so-called cenonieal suthority of feripture ls
the excellent dignity of Seripture which, by resson of 1ts
ginguler origin, rendere it according to both its content and

ingpired i1diom the norm of falth and 1ife and meues it the

96 Hutter enye that the only reesson the Augustsnsg can call
“eripture the only norm and rule of felth end 11fe by which
doctors and doctrines ought to be judged is that it presup-

posea the verbal 1nsp1ration of °crioture- llhal_“hnglm_Bai

97 M‘ '] p!l}‘qo
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judze iIn 211 theologleel controversies and of all writings
of 8 theological nature, Such authority must not be confused
with the so-called ca:sative authority of “Seripture whilch
incites folith and 1s not necesserily chenged 1n translation,
The real megsege of Soripture wnich converte the heart ls
found glso in translation., The canonicsl suthority of Sorip=-
ture ie eficotual only in the words given immediately by
God in the originel text of Seripture., Versions cen err,
They are only humsn. The canonicsl suthority of Sceripture
i employed end needed moet when controversies arice.

According to the dogmeticiens Seripture i1s slso the
Judge in 211 controversiee, which, so far ss I cen see, 18
the seme ge calling it the norm in controversies. ot merely
the word of CGod in the broad esense of the term, but Scrip-
ture is such & judge., The papiste grant thet the word of
God 1s Jjudge, But they divide this word into the written
and unwritten word, 7The unwritten word consists of tredi-
tion, papel decrees ete, “eripture, of course, is not a
personal Jjudge, Iroperly spesking, God is the jJjudge 1in ell
controversial matters and Scripture ie the volce of the judge,
the Jucdex dlrectivue, Gerhard explsins the relstion between
God, “eripture and the church in doctrinel 1ssues:?® "Deus
Judicst wpdtws, E}O)(tk&'is et a.c;Bavrtx&')s, seriptura Kavovikds,
ecclenis dianovikads,”" In Soripture God pronocunceés his judg-
ment regarding controversies of 8 doctrinal nature, There-
fore Seripture i1s the volce of the Jjudge and in a resl sense

the judge insuch matters, Just 2e the law in a republio is

98 1oei theolomied. 11,358,
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the volce of the highest tribunal sccording to which all
Judgment must be paseed, s0 Scripture ls the jJjudges snd nerm
ir all religious controversies., FEvery deciaslon in doctfinal
controversy nuat be sought from Ceripture, and in this sense
Soripture fs n Judge.%9 Scripture acte as s Jjudge in & three-
fold menner: first, es a touchetone which dirscts the church
80 thet she can render infellible udgment insofsr as she abldes
by Seripture; second, es the voloe of the supreme judge vho
gettles gll problems of doubt in religlon; and third, as
that which influences the heart to sccept the tesching of
Seripture, In divine nmatters Secripture acte as pleintiff,
witness and judge.lco In Judging doctrine the church is
subordinate to Coripture. A4Also doctors gnd teachers in the
church ere to be Judges in doetringl affairs, but thelr Judg-
ment 18 velld only if it follows Scripture whose Jjudgement
is infallible.

The srguments for the dootrine of Seripture a8 Judge
of all doetrine ere much the seme ae those worked out to
prove the normetive asuthority of ESeripture, The dogmetlcliane
end Quenstedt, in perticular, make much of the example of
the Bereens in Acte 17,11, Commenting on thie pasesge, Guen=-
stedt saye,101 "The Holy ©Spirit does not eey thet they looked
up only thoese testimonlies clited by Pesul, but that they csre-
fully sesrched the Scriptures in a generasl way not 'where'
but 'whether those things were so', Therefore they brought

together passages from Seripture in order thst they might

99 Gerhard, gonfessio catholica. I,85,

100 4psg, "In judicio humano nemo simul potest esse accusa-
tor, testls et judex simul; sed in judiclo divino, quypd per
serioturam exercetur, hac omnis simul sunt conjuncta,

1 o5, cite, 1,153,

-
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be proved correct in thie true interpretation, Our conclusion
ie thist the Bereszne exemined the doctrine of Pepul =2ccording
to the rule of Zeripture alone, and they judged thie doetrine
from no other point of view then from Seripture." Oerherd
pointe out that God no longer speeks to us immedlately, but
only througzh his word, Therefore Soripture is God's volce
in ell mnotters of controversy and may rightly be called e
judge.lC2 p1eo God attributes to his word = psrt in his
Ju@lieclel purpose, P8.l4G.9; DUen.7.1C; Jn.12.42%; Rom.2.163
Heb,4,12, The woréd therefore cannot be sepsrsted from God's
3udgment.103

From the fact thst Seripture alone 18 the norm and volce
of the Judge in 8ll deoetrinel controversies it follows, as
s matter of course, according to 211 the dogmaticlisns, that
nothing else ¢an have any plscé In such metters, nelther hu-
men rescgn, new revelatlions, the pope, church councllie or

104

the church fathers, Thias, of couree, means thst every-

one who denles gols soripturs will be opposed to the ldea
that Feristure ie the judge in contrcversiee, The most vio-
lent opponentes of this positlon were the Cetholics, led by
the Jesuite, The resscﬁfor thelr entagoniem wog neturelly
thelr interest in the abolute supremacy of the pops., They

protested that the Lutheren doctrine wae inadequate for the

ic2 loci theolomiel, 77,3601 "Christus eet iudex s Deo con-
etitutue, Atqu!l idem remittit nos ad scripturas Joh.V.3%9

& notanter dicit Joh,¥II.48, Qui non recipit verbe mes, habet

eum, Verbum, quod locutus su abit eum i
gl ubl in praegentl & in futuro sermo Chriesti
dieclitur ‘udiesre, ex gquo profluunt haec sxiometa., Christus
Judicet per verbum, Et verbum Chrietl judicst tanqguem vox
judicie,”

103 hutter, loci communes theolosicl. P.53, seye that God
who lg judge uses Seripture ae h'e means in bringing Judg-
ment., The -wpds #éhegfov in 2 Tim.3.16 proves this, he saye,
104 certerd, loci theolozici. 11,362,
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maintaining of pure dootrine as well as decency and order
in the church, ¥hat if 2 controversy regerding “cripture
itaelfl ghould arliase? IHow could Scripture judge in such a
cage? No one hse the right to judge himeelf, ,uenatodtles
angwers thls objection by reasoning that in divine matters
God 1g the accuser, the witness and the judge, Christ seld,
"I em one that bear witness of myself,” /n.8.18., 4nd he
séid, “Though I besr witness of myself, yet my rvecord is
true.” In,R,14, Quenstedt's whole srgument is worth quot-
ing. He says, "vhen s controversy concerning “eripture it-
self erleée, let ue say, regerding ite suthority, the canon
or ite interpretation,our quarrel is either with unbelievers
outelde the churech or with those whe ere in the chureh,
If gore unbelliever persistently deniee thst Seripture is
the word of God it becomes obvioue thst Scripture is not
en sdequate judge or norm in that controversy, since svery
disputetion muet proceed on the besis of principles common
to both parties, As the philosophere tesch, 'Thoee who wish
to errive at eny conclusion must first sgree on =zome sort
of principle,’ But such & dlepute ie not on sowe article
of faith, but on the very source of our felth, which in our
Glscusslion we gccept =8 true, known, of primery lmportance,
immutable anéd nesding no demonetratlon, lience unbelievere
cannot be convinced by the book of Seripture but must be
convinced by the bool of nature and must firet be led to
feripture by certein externel coriterie, I an srgument erlses
with one in the church regarding the suthority of Seripture,

he should be convinced by Oeripture itself, snd the contro-

S ——

105 gp, git., 1,154,
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versy ¢an be Judged on the bnsis of Zeripture, The point
of controversy need only be stated correctly, The name must
be saild of the cenon, nemely, that it 12 not =0 much an srt-
iele of falth as a source of falth which lesof necesslity,
taken for granted In ellolting srticles of felth. Iven 1n
ergumente on the interprstetion of “eripture, Scristure ocught
to enjoy the function of 2 norm and rule, For it ie obvigus
thaf_metaphraatlc interpretation must be based on the ori-
ginal text, But that Seripture iteclf is the norm of exe~
getiesl Interpretation 1e clear from the fset that “eripture
muat be Interpreted in the seme apirit in which it was dic-
tated, Furthermore, it is fslse thinking thset Ceripture
ia ite own Judge, It i# enough that 1t ie our Judge and
the Jjudge of our faith. For Seripture hes no other Jjudleleal
function thet to judge us,"”

Agein the Jesulte object that e judue wpust be able to
be consulted by all., Thie is n:t true of Seripture, because
eveérvonse ocannot read it. The éngmaticzans.reply that those
who cennot read “cripture cen listen when othere read it.
But & ‘udge muest be gble to condemn heretice; Seripture does
not heve thie pover, Answer: 1t 1s true thet Scripture 1is
not a personal Jjudge, but 1t is nevertheless a resl Judge,
Although 1t does not jJjudge persons Individually, it contains
meny sharp genersl Jjudgmente, Jn.3.,18; 1 Jn.2,22,

The principel oblection of the Cathollic thecloglans to
the Lutheren dogre of the Judiclisl authority of Serivture
was that a2 Jjudge in all doctrinal mattere must be perasonal
and vieible. The pops, of course, £it this description quite

well,106 7The Lutherene denied thet such a personagl Jjudge

18 Gretzer, gpers omnis. VII,579,
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wes necessary., The church needs only e Judex normalig. The

107 The pepiets

papacy substitutes the pope for Scrioture,
pretend that the church 1s the judge in controversisl lszcues,
but they reslly mean the pope, beceuse it 18 he who conveneés
all the church counclle in the nsme of the Komsn church and
interprets gll tradition. In s sense, it iz true that the
church is Infsllible and is the judge in epiritusl mstters,
gince ite felith ie end muet be grounded in Christ, But it

is quite another thing to cleim that & church counell or
Foman blshop eannot err, It is true slso that church coun-
cils have proved to be useful on many occesions, but they
are not abeolutely necenmssry nor csn they be considered s
Judge iIn controversles in the strict seénse of the word, The
fect that 2 church council muet be approved by the pope after
it hes been dissolved renders ite suthority innocuous anyhow,
In his polenie, a _con yers €Ner Rober B Ir-
mini tificise ecclesine co rbo Dei seori
Aegidius Hunniualo8 defines briefly the Luthersn position
regarding Serlpture ss the Jydéx controversiarum. Then he
procecds to defend thig position sgainet the attacks of the
Roman theologians, If some doctrinel dissgreement arises
within our midet, how, he asks, moy this metter be resolved
when we have no vieible judze to whom we may appeal? Ve
reéply that we have a judge in such controversy who is God
himself. 7o his church he has committed his prophetic and apo=-
stoliec Seriptures ae a sure canon in rendering judgment,

Thies judgment does not make void the judgment of doctors

107 Quenstedt, opn, cit., I,158ff.
108 goere 1etins, 11,232,
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and Chrietisne whose duty 1t 18, 1like the Bereans, to test
ell doctrine by Seripture, but it 1s understood that thelr
ludgment must alweye conform to that of feripture, BEellar-
nmine o=2ys that the interpretation of Seripture and the Judg-
ment in doctrinel dlsputes must be sought from one vislible
end universsl jJjudge mnd not left to the private whim of cer-
tain Individuele, @inee Scoripture iz unclesr, he srgues,
it is only reasonable and necessery that the authority to
Judge in disputed metters be placed in the hends of the Romen
pontiff, “uch sn exeggersted repregentation and indictment
of the Lutheran position incites the anger of Hunnius, "Who
has ssld, who hae written, who has taught,” he psks, "that
thie [judgment in cdntrcvcraiaa] should be hended over to
the opinion of each and everyone? With one voice we teach
that thie should not be committed to the will of anyons,
especielly not to the caprice of the pope, inasmuch as this
1s not & matter of privete interpretation, 2 ret.l. There-
fore the Jesult hee 1ied from the beginning. This 18 the
point which must be settled when the question of the Judge
in controversies arises: are the sacred Scriptures which
vwere dictated by God, or (to sesy the ssme thing in s differ-
ent way) 1s God epeaking to uz in the holy Zeripntures, to
be the judgze In controversie=s, or is i1t to be the Homen pope
and his councils?" Bellarmine's miestaken 1dea of the Luth-
eéren doctrine of privaete interpretaetion wes, of course, com-
mon in those days es well a8 today.

It wees in the interest of the primacy of the pope that
the Je-uite fought so dogmedly sszainet the judiciel suthor-
ity of Seripture, If they could destroy this one 1dea, the
Jesulte knew that ggls scrinturs would fall too and any ldea
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of verbel inepiretion would become meaningless, The Luthers
ang reslized thie too. Accordingly, they violently ettecked
the cleime of pepel asuthority snd infallibility. 7Thelr pol-
emics become quite severe snd gercestic st times. Echerzer
cennot underetand why, 1f the pope is infellible, he has not
long s#o put out &n infellible commentery on the Scriptures,
gince they sre so unclear thet we canrnot understand them with-
out hies ald, The argument of the adversaries that David
sought enlightenment Scherzer turns around and comments,
"Then understsnding is poesible for a bellever, cince it

esn be imperted by God in view of prayer,” Foor David,

He 414 not have a2 Roman pope to @!d him, If only he could
have consult-d the popelhe would not have needed to pray

to God.log Hunnlue attakes the wicked llves and glaring
contradictions of =0 meny of the popes, Vhen the Jesults
defend themee’ves by admitting thst the popes err, but only
as privete persons, never as popeés, Hunnius thinke he has
hies opening, It is a¢ 1f a judge steals something; he would
not then heve stolen it s2 & judge but as a thief, /‘ccord-
ing to such reasconing, says lunniue, & monk who violates =
chaste and innccent women brings no dishonor upon hig office
gince he commits euch a crime not as » monk but an en adul~-

11 40 argument of Hunnliue 19 clever and amusing,

terer,
but it might be asked whether 1t could not be eapplled also

with equal force to the Lutheran doctrine thet the epoatles

(8 cgherzer,

110 gpere 1stine, 11,232, He cannot £ind adjectives abusive
enough to deseribe tnis wicked opinlon: "Hpee ebsurds, inepte,
insulea stolide pronuncists obtruduntur mundo eb istis lat-
ronibue snimerum, pro certis & indubitetis oraculis, cum

?;Egiaiégfﬂ sint, quam merae pracstigiase & nugee gerris Siculle
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could err in their ordinery living but not in metters of
fnith?111 Hunnius would have done better if he had conflned
his atteciks to the contradictions between pepal decrees and
to the statemente of Seripture,

According to the Jesuit controversisllst, Gretzer, Scrip-
ture cennot be both 2 norm and a judge iz “octrinsl contro-
versies, To the dogmeticisnse there wre no difference between
fieripture ge 2 norm end as e ‘udge, Why then did they not,
for the sske of pesoe, eeésse using the latter expression?

The anewer to thls question le found et leemat partislly in

an incident which occurred in 1601 At that time a theolo-
gicel disputation took plece between the Luthersne and the
Jesulte, The occeslon of this meeting was an sttempt on the
part of Duke Haximilian of Beverie and Duke Philip Ludwig

of the Palatinate to alr their differences regerding thie
question, In 1599 these tvwo leaders who were slso good friends
hed vislited, end, as wes their wont, their conversatlion led

to theologlicael questions, It wae then thet they decided

upon a colloquy to meet at Hatlisbhon, It wees & long time
before this colloquy wes reslized, The Luthersns, under

the lesdership of Aegldius Hunniue, 1le2id down the conditions
that laymen should hsve & chere in judging the outcome of

the debate, that the queestione to be d2hsted should be decided
beforehsnd, snd thet “eripture alone cshculd decide doctrine,
Such conditlons were imposeible for the Jesuite to accept,

The Jesuite, on the other hand, mede even more stringent de-
mande before they would consent to the colloguy. <The Luthe

erens must prove that they had the Holy Spirit, and they

| e T e

111 Quenstedt, gn, eit., I,80C.
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muegt join the Catholic church before dlscuseion could come
mence, since only the Romsn church could rightly interpret
Seripture, They further inslsted that the subject of Serip-
ture as the princivium cosnogcendi be discussed firet, be-
cauege this blasphemous and implous tesching wes the fountein-
head end root of all heresies and confusion within Christen-
dom, Compromise wes finally resched end the colloouy con-
vened, Chief amonz the Luthersns to teke peirt in the dispu-
tation were Aegldlius Hunnius, and Jscob Hellbrunner, Among
the Jesuite were Albert Hunger, Jacob Gretzer, Adam Tanner
| and Johannees Zehender, Both sides had srrayed some of thelr
mo8t celebrated controversislistes for the battle, Accord-
ing to the reports of both Lutherans and Jesuitas regarding
the colloquy, nelther slde could be accused of understating
its cose, The Luthersne tenaciously inelsted thet “erinture
was in the true eense of the word » Judge in 8ll controver-
slel 1ssuse, The Jesults denied thlis, They denled slso thst
God wes sble to judge men through Seripture, They denled
that “eripture wes the word of God and that God spoke through
it, Tenner even went so far as to assert thst heresy could
never be refuted by Scripture alone.112 However nothing was
gettled, The debate was broken off when, in discuseing the
question of the pope's power Iin matters of controversies,
the Lutherene not only denied thet he was the heed of Chriet-
endom, but Ineisted thst he was the very Antichrlet prophe=~
cied in 2 Theeg,2, Hunnius, however, protests thet the Luth-

t
erans we#?’regpanaible for becoming slde-tracked on thils

112 Cf. Hum‘]ius, Ae, QQGZQ lﬁ!:‘ﬂﬂ' IIl375.
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aubjlct.113 Tanner had eppeasled to 2 Thess,.,2 in support of
the suthority of unwritten tradition, and the Lutherans were
forced to strte their views regarding the psscage, Hunnlius
aleo complaine that the whole effort wes doomed to fallure
from the start, becsuse the Jesuits, convinced thet the Luthe
eregng were heretles becnuse they denied doctrines taught by
the pope, coneldered everything they had to ssy as worse than
warthless.n4 Cf course, both sides thought they won the
debate.lls Both esldee wrote reports of the colloguy. And,

as we might expect, each eide condemned the reporte of the

other as being full of 1105.116 The meeting, however, ac~

complicshed something, DBoth Lutherans and Jesultes were forced
to state thelr respective positions c¢learly and boldly.

After thie colloquy practicelly every Lutheren to deel with
the subject of Seripture conesidered the judicisry function

of Seripture, It 18 guite evident thet what hsppened at

113 10c, cit., 11,338,

114 Hunnius, Ae. ,e_, ! 1
. 14 ustenge
ﬂ&ﬂio i enae. 1 02. 9.32\?.

115 ¢r, Hunnius, Ae. gpera latins, II,547. Cf. slso Gretzer,
goera omnle. VIII, 653,

116 liunniue and Hellbrunner wrote 2 trect, znti-Tepnerus,

hog est, serintum apolometigum, contrs turpissims wendecls
A Tan > CDER

o 11,3662F, They any that thay were forced to write
this becsuse of the mallcious end false report in Tenner's
n + Tanner hed hed the sudecity, they
aayé to cleim thet the Jesuits hed defended all their tenets
Seripture alone, Gretzer, on the other hend, hed written
a tract entitled, res sun_Jacob] G_:tz: sgcletat? ]

In this reqponse he sccuses dunnius of lying in hie report
of the colloquy. Eo the two sldes are even,



=179

thie colloquy made it imperetive thet the Lutherasne reteln

the term "Jjudex" as epplied to Seripture, lest they appesr

to leave or wesken thelr former position or compromise thelr
doectrine of the inspiretion of Seripture. This whole contro-
vergy which has ite amuelng side ie not inesignificaent in our
present inverstigation., “eripture as the judge of 2ll theo-
logical controversiee is relevent to the subject of the éivine

origin and suthority of Seripture and to the principle of

8o0le seriotura, According to the orthodox dogmsticiang, it
wae impoesible to deny that Scripture wes the judex contro=-

yerslarum and st the seme time uphold the inepirstion of
Seripture, Thie 18 evidenced by the fact thst the Jesguits
in t 12 debate at Ratlsbon were driven to deny thet Serip-
ture wes the word of God.117 It ls correct to say thst,

had it not been for the Jesult resctlion, the Lutherans would
not have insicted so strenuously thet the term "judex" be
predicsted of Scripture.lls The lesting influence of the
resulte of thies colloquy in the thinking of the dogmaticliens
may be scen from the many timee practicslly all of them,
especislly Gerhsrd end Guenetedt and, of course, Hunniuse,

refer to 1t in their writinge. Apperently they 21l considered
the resulte of the meeting, elthough negative, to be important,

117 Hunniue, gpers lstine. II1,226: "Id monstrum est execrabilis
1112 blesphemle Gretzer!i Iecsuitae, non modo in scripturesm, sed

in 1peum Spiritum Senctum jacta, quando blasphemavit, nec Scrip-
turam Sacrsm, UT EST VERBUM BE& NEC SPIRITUM SANCTUH per 3or1p-
turs 1aquentem, posee egse judicum controversierum relicionis,”

118 A1l the: dogmeticiens following lunnlus who deal fully
with Seripture take up thies juestion, But before 1601 Serip-
ture es a W& is not spoken of, Even Hun-
nlue in hie treets de_ anc) anets me & ritete,
fide ac certitudine sgcrgc ggg;g;gzgg written in 1594 does
not mention the subject, Nor does he spesk of Seripture as
@ Judge in hile thessurus evanselicus of 1584 which contains
much of & polemicsl nature snd would sfford hinm ample oppor-
tunity to speask in such terms,
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The disputationlat Ratisbon brought out enother important
élement in the 0ld Lutheren theclogy of Scripture, nsmely,
the conviction which wee not new that Christien union could

be achleved only on the basls of Seripture., The only prin-

cipium dleputandl to which the Lutheran party will submit
with Csatholics or anyone else is Scripture, end thet inter-
119

preted by itself, If Seripture is the norm of Christlen

dootrine, it ie the only edequate norm for the reunion of
Christendom, unleéss oneé belleveg that Terlpture iz uncertgin.lao
The pert which their dootrine of fSeripture played in all

union negotiations is clesrly seen i& s letter of John Con-

rad Dannhauer to the Scotsmen John Duraeua.]'21 Like Cellixt,
Durseue hed irenic tendencies, and devoted hie 11fe to the
effort of reconciling Lutheran and Reformed Christians, He
belleved that the fundementsl tenet of all Christiens wae

the same, nemely, thst Christ wes the only begotten Son of

God who in Seripture has been revesled 28 the Savior of the
vworléd end that through faith in his neme God leads regenerate
sinners to life, Thie fundamentsl article wsa enough to

bring Celviniets and Lutherans into fellowship. Dannhsuer
does not agree, He answere that at this rete not only Zwingli,
Calvin snd Besa, but even the Zocinians snd papists, by pel-
listing their views slightly, were brethren with the Luther-

sne, Durseus felt thet the communion of ssints waee the means

119 conerzer, anti-Delle uSe De35.

120 Calov, A. gyneretismus Celixtinus, Wittebergae., 1653,
p.221,
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through which concord between the two parties could be ef-
fected, Dannhauer replied thet Seripture slone was the only
norm whereby true unity could be attained.122 Curaeus' min-
imum foundetion 18 not enough for & Ged plessing Christisn

123 From thie letter of Uannhsuer it is evident that

union.
his attitude toward Seripture conditioned hie attitude towasrd
outward church union., Because Soripture 1s cleer ané author-
itetive everything contained therein is to be believed and

no one 1s to be admitted inte fellowship who denles a0 much

a8 one verse of Scripturg or teachés contrary to it. One

who sincerely believes thet Seripture 1s God's word will not
compromise one verse of Seripture. Such an sttitude toward
Seripture, an attitude which attributed to Scripture alone

the power to unify Christisns in the true doctrine, drove
Dannhauer end N, Hunnlus end Hutter to a decided stend agelnst
the union of Pareus too, But it was in opposition to the
Luthersns at Helmatedt that the orthodox Lutheran teschers
waged their most bitter attacks, for here was synoretism
within their own ranks, All the orthodox dogmaticiens, es~
peciglly Calov and Dennhsuer, condemned this syncretism in

the strongest terms, Calixt taught that ell Chrietians should
unite on the basis of the Apostles’' Creed, In 1642 Dannhsuer

wrote an interesting book, mysterium syncretismi detectd,

1, a violent polemie

egeingt the syneretliesm of Celixt, Parseus, Johan Sturm and
others, This book, the most effective of its kind to be

written, shows, llke his later letter to Duraeus, how his

122 loge cit., pe.363 "Allem normem veram ad unitstem procure
andam praeter Seripturam Secram, nesclo,”

123 ].QQ. ,Qs!t' pp.?ﬂ-qﬁ.
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poelition in regerd to Seripture forced him to sssume the
most conservative stend over sgninst g1l unionism gnd fret-
ernization with those whs held doeectrines contrary to his
own, If the Bible 18 Cod'sg worl and therefore authoritativs,
oneé who denles evén a non-fundamentsl teaching of Seripture
blasphemes God and c2n have no fellowship with orthodox Luth-
eérans, for thet very word forbides such fellowship, Tit.3.10C;
Rom,16,17,12% Synecretisn is g contradiction and deniel of
the authority of Soripture.125 Truth 1g one and 1s to be
found in Seripture, Thls truth muet never be ssorificed.
Like & meesure or number, I1f something 1ls taken from it or
edded to 1t, 1t 12 no longer the seme, There csn be no alx-
ture, no compromise, between truth end error, They are ir-
reconclileble oppoeites, as one can seée from the sad exsmple

of Solomon, Unly faleehood e2n arise from falsehood, There
126

18 nothing whieh is both true ond false. Truth cennot be
learned from falsehood, except per aggcidens, no more than

one cen gether grapes from thorne or figs from thlistles,

“uch & atrict view of external church fellowship was strongly
oppoged in thelr day me 1t would be in ours, In all falrnees
to them, however, we ought to remember thet this view wee

the result of theologicel consideretiocnsz, of thelr sttitude

erium syncretismi de

grpengatc . +%e DDeOB.0Y,
125 10c, @ite, Pe5T+ ., Hunnius had cslled syneretism "Cate
anse vehiculum pd Lploureismum & Atheismum," Cf, 1oge git.,
P+97. Celov celled it "nihil sliud quam Athelegue inchoatus:
€t per Syncretismum vis sternitur ad Athelsmum,

+ De366, IHere we see how very heated this contro-
versy within the Lutheran church wea,
126 ter re . De57.58: "Ex falso & falso
falsum tertium, perticipstionis ut fieril possit, tamen non
debet: productl tsle gquid, guod neque verum neque falsum

8it, interum impossiblle, cum verum & faleum immedlate &
contradictorie sint opposita. .

proseriptl, et symphonismo
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toward Seripture, of their goncern for purity of doctrine,
and not the result of plain stubbornneses, The Lutherans
wanted the reunion of Christendom, but on their own ternms,

on the bssls of unity in doetrine, «- Lutheran doctrlne.la?

And they were not unawere of the Charybdls cof separntism.laa
It wee e corforting doctrine to the Lutherane thet in spite

of divieions in the viazible church & resl spiritual union

end unlity existed hetween a@ll bellevers and thelr Hseter,
Ghrist.129 2uch & thought could prompt a Cerherd to flaunt
unconcern when Celhollice insisted that true Christien union
could obtain only under the Homan pontiff, Gerhsrd writea,ljc
"We grent that in a certain sense we sre schismetice becsuse
we heve left the Romen church gnd its head, the Loman pope,
but we heve not thereby separsted curselves from the unity

of the church cstholic and its hesd, Christ Jesus, O blessed
gchien through which we are united with Christ snd the true
catholic church." VWe learn to understand the actione of

the dogmaticians better when we recognize the influenceé thelr

doctirines of dlvine Inspiration and ggles scripturs hed on

127 iven Hoe who doces not enjoy e very zood reputation bee
cauee of the aévioc he save John George in the Thirty Years
Wer said in the eipzig Colloguy of 1631, as quoted in the
minutes, "Er were such willig gewcat/ mit selinem S5lut darzu
zuhelffen/ dase ein gaensslieh/ chriatlich unnd Cottee Wort
genaeasse/ Verglelchung zwiachen uns und den Cslvinisten ge-
gchen moechte,” Cf, mya yaretdaml de _
It might be gsid thst nueWanmann 3 Ca%g;g;gmyg ;g;gggngi1;~
a%ll&g 1s too pesesimictic in view of the strong conviction
the unifying power of the word,
128 4 piddle course must always be maintained Detween sgparas
tiem snd unioniem, myst 1_syners : ; le De3: "Caeter-
um ut semper Christus 1nter san 1Ftrones, 1ts purites v:rgin-
ee Inter duo externa remigat: hinc Furitanlismum, 1l1llinc Zyncree
tiemum, 1llum superstitionis filium, henc sthelsml pertem,
Tnuching unionism the wetenword was, loc, git., p.5%: "Eax _heb-
tup & ) bug, RoZ.2,15« 864 sslva aloria
Del, conacientia, totaque adeo tabula primaeé rellglone,

129 (uenstedt, gystemas. 1715 ed, Lipeise, 11,887,388,
130 10ci theolomicl. XI,224,
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their tesching regerding church fellowship. It is not strange
that the irenic inclinations of Celixt and even Musseus would
be coupled with & more libersl dootrine of ﬂcriptur@.131

It 18 apropos at this point to discuss briefly the ate
titude of these 0ld Lutheran theclogians toward tradition
and their own Lutheran confessions, The Lutheran church
has always haed a deep regsrd or her confessions; she has
always entertained a profound respect for her historical
doectrinal position, for her own tredition, 14 such a re-
gard towerd the confessions degenerate in the case of the
dognaticlene into nothing more than party spirit? I believe

132 tnat Huelsemsnn when professor at

not, Henks has 2818
Wittenberg end during his controversy with Calixt felt thst

he no longer neceded to investigste the proof for his theo-
logical poesition, but only demanded sgreement with his con-
feseion, This observstion, had it meant to lmply that Huel-
gsemann regarded hias poeltion snd that of the Lutheren con-
fesslone g8 the correct oneé, or had it been intended to point
out that Hueleemann was convinced that the Lutheran confesslons
agreed with Seripture and thst this was 8 faet which could

not be sltered, would have been sn observation well made,

But ienke meens more then this, He pletures Huelsemann as

no longeér seéarching for the truth, as having attalnedrﬁn the
Bggk of Concord elongside which hé scercely needed Scripture,

duelsemann asndé.ell the other dogmaticlans were striectly con-

faesnionsl Lutherans, Of 211 who would fellowship with then

e

131 7The dogmaticiens belicve that there are no lscunae in
Seripture, CGerherd's words sre axiomstic: "Periculosum est
vel minime ex perte a Del verbo diacadere. ¢ih11 pnrvum 1n
megnl Del verbls sestinmendum.” Cf. gomments 8 gug _
editio novissima & emendetior. Jenae,. 1*53. po»B-

132 Henke, E. Lo To Georz Colixtus und seine Zeit. idalle,
1983, I1I,II,1%2,
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they d1d not hesitate toc demand unconditional acceptanee of
211 the Lutheran eymbolicsl booke, And they were intolerant,
Hodern 1dea®s regarding religious freedom which were belng
incressinzly volced and even practiced in the Lurope of thelir
day were neither spprecisted nor underetood by the theolo-
glene of electorel Suxony. Texony was Luthersn and they
meant to preserve the gtatus qup, fHowever, they thought
of themgelves first of all as ferinturel theolegiens., They
were firaly convinced thet the gonfesesions in the Hogk of
Soncord were Seriptursl, #And for this resson, but only for
this rescon, they felt Jjustified indemesnding a gulg subsorip-
tion to their confessions, It might be sdded that thelr con-
fesslonal emphasis is not nesrly so pronounceéd or so tiresome
ag thelr constant sppesl to the 0ld church fathers, In fact,

in thelr purely doctrinsl worke one finds very few slluslons

to the confessions, OCerhsrd's

Calov's biblis 1llustrata se well as their meny other exe-

getical works eshould be witness encugh that they were alvays
seeking 2 more complete understanding of Blblical theology.
What wee speeificslly thelr sttitude towsrd thesir Luthe
eren symbola? Hutter msikeg 8 stastement regerding the con-
fesslione which 1e¢ surprizing and could no doubt be used ageinst

him.133 Le ¢oes not shrink from saying that the confessions

133 11p concordiase,,.prolegpuena, v.l: "Autorem

%68’%oS?HiB’si!auBﬁim&I%Hmrhsbi85357°§1v. soy e Fonat AT Baun
DEUM SPIRITUM SANCIUM, fontem & largitorem omnis bonli usque
sdeo, OtomveuaTov divinitus ineplirstum ipsum sppellare minime
dubitemus: €o temen servato discrimine, quod seripturis sance-
tis, & acriptla “yabolielis elve Ecclesimsticis invicem inter
cedit," He meane, ar course, only thet the teachings of the
confesaions are God's teschings, that they agree with Seripture,
The statement does not seem eo atrnnb when we note thet Huel-
semenn In the prefece te his brevierium theolsozlioun says that
Cod 1s the puthor of the doctrine he sets forth in that book,
which meane nathirg zore then thet he 12 teaching according
tc God's word, "Tutissimum igitur mihi visum est, eum propon-
eére doetringe ordinem, qul nihil incommedi, cum primus autem

piritum Senctum Autorem habet,"
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are inspired, thst their author ir God, He adde thst he can
moke such =2 statement becsucse the fundament of the confegsions
ere the "diviniassime oraculs SPTRITUS SANCTI" as contained
in Seripture by which all doctrine muet be jJjudged., But his
is g strong statement nonethelesa, Later, however, heé explains
himeelf more fully in regard to the confesszions by offering
whet he belleves to be the three fundementsl distinections
between “eripture snd the confessions, Filrst Seripturs is
the Infellible rule of truth; the confeesions nmust be Jjudged
by Serinture, Fecond Scripture is the judge in all natters
of controversy; the confes=ione act only as & witneas to
this Judpe. Third Seripture is adTomieyos =nd avawodcixTos
and needs ne further proof for lts divinity; the confesslons
eare to be belleved only In so far as they sgree with Serip-

ture.13* 1In nie exegems Ausuctrname Confessionis? Celov

says much the same gs Hutter concerning the relation between
Seripture end the confessions, although he employs more guard-
ed lengu=ge, The one rejulsite of 2 synbol is thst it agree
with Seripture 2nd contsin nothing which 1s not in Seripture
€either literslly or virtuelly. e then lists the diffsrences

between Zecrinture and the confess=lionse, l. The Scriptures

134 1ibrl Christianse concordise,..prolegomens, pe.5: "Culbus

sccuratius conslderatls triplex emerglt dlscrimen sscrsrum
geriptursrums: & seriptorum Symbolicorum sive Ecclesissticorum,
Frigsun enim seripturs sacrs est immota & prorsus infsllibllis
Regula veritstie: “eripte vero Symbolice ad henc solam Regu-
larm examinarl asc dijudiceri debent, Diende scripturs, tan-
quanr Fundementum coelestie veritetis, est Judex omnium con-
troveraiarum: Seripte verc Symbolice testium loco funguntur,
& tentum de Fundamento 1llo testantur. Tandem: Scriptura
sacra e€st GUTOMIOTOS Kai avarmodi(KTos, per sé fldem meretur,
neque ulls ulteriore demonstratione opus hnbstj acriote vero
Symbolica sive Leclesisstica, seccunderio sive Emopévas fidem
merentur, quatenus nimirum cum seripturis consentiunt.” Cf.
Cannhauer, pvaterium a et 1 detecti. p.157. Cf, Hutter,

L. lrenicum vere Christisnum. ¥Wittebergase., 1641, p.126,

135 MEE%%_&EMM editio slters., Witte-
bergae. 16565, p«.Blr. )
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come to us immediately from God and inepired in every respect;
the confessions =re brought about mediastely on the basis of
Seripture. 2. In respsct to form, Seripture ls the counsel
end meaning (gengus ) of God; the confes=zione sre the consensus
of the church. For this resson, not the symbols, but only
Seripture is aJraqu{s, alTON(aTOS And ivuntJauvos. 3« In
regpect to pateria, “cripture contains thée sources of dlvine
truth: the symbols contaln only conclusiones derived from
Seripture, Ilence the authority of “cripture 1a-np&fwsand
KaT® adTo; the suthority of the confesaions 1s JEUTEpwS and
kar®> d\\e. Sources (prineipis) sre simply sccepted; conclusions
ere sccepted on account of sourcee., Cglov then eddes that
Seripture containes everything one must know to be saved.
4, Zeripture ie 2 rule or norm of faith; the symbols are e
witness of the faith of the church, ©till Celov feels he
hes the right te sz2y thet the confeselons are infallible,
not because of the suffrege of the church, but because of
the Seripturgl doectrines which they confessj not because
they themselves are Inspired, but because they are baased
on Inspired Seripture. Thelr forma, not thelr pateria,
l1s Insplred. The purpose of eymbols 1le to test orthodoxye.
Therefors opposinzg doctrinee must be stated in order that
they may be dietinguished from each other.135

Polemical intercste alone prevented the Luthersne of
the seventeenth century from felling into any kind of trad-
1tionallism. For a century they had been bsttling asgsinst
the Roman doetrine that unwritten tradition was the word

of God., 1In fact, not only their gols scrictura prineciple

136 loce clt., P.B2r: "Symholum sit tesceres dignoscendl het-
erodoxos, LUebet ergo confesaslo cont:nere srticulos fidel,
in qulbus una pers gb slters dissentis, ut hsec &b 1lla dls-
cerni quest,”
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but sleo thelr confeseslional nrincipnle wee oppocsed to every
form of traditionalism. The iIntroduction to the Formula
gf Concord hesd atated thet no writings could be regarded as
heving equal sutheority with Scripture. But with the advent
of the Syncretlsts there wes 2d3ed reason why the orthodox
theolozlane should oppose any suthority beinz given to tradi-
tion, Calixt tsught thst esrly and reputsble Christian trad-
ition c¢ould be considered Apostollie, Hornejus held that
tradition cculd rightly be called the word of God., ODCreiler
made tradition s secondary source of theology. Such a2 view
which they branded the "double~-source theory" wae intolerable

137 Seripture 1a the source

to the orthodox dogmaticisans.
of a1l true tredition and of all church confession, Scripture
is the porme normane of doctrine, the symbols and tradition

£ gg;gg_gg;gggﬁ.138 The poeltion ofthe Syncretists destroyed
both sols scripturg and the perfection and clerity of Serip-
ture. Calov grant3139 thet the testimony of the fethers of
the ghurch msy be & source of theologicel coneluslions, but
never s esource of true feith, At best such tectimony can

only beget probsble concluslons. The!r enemies, the Homan-
lete end Syneréliasts, were constant warninge agesinst regard-
ing eny tredition se eny more than a norma normsta, The em-
phasias of the Yater Lutheran teachers was definitely less

confescsionsel than their predecessore. Thelr empheeis on

the testimony of the early church fsthers wes g8lso less pro-

137 cf, Huelsemenn, diglysis apo] e ica _problemstis X
tini m mysterium senctissimse t @ divind 8

anz t1 e go]o V.T, Qgg it eg;ggg g: gmgiggg ejus temporie
4deld £ 8 : rium. Lipsise,
1690 Cfc HEDRG, QE. 01;., II’I '1 CI
138 gyncretismus Celixtinue. p.318ff.
129 10C,e g;i %12+ Cfe D

«s De . e Lannhauer, erium neretis
detecti. p. PUnde 2 symbolis ad Seripturam, a symbolorum
sensu ed acrioturae (queﬂ ex>onit Spiritus Senctue in Serip-
tura) sensum datur provocatio."”
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nounced. John Gerhsrd made much more of the testimony of
the fathers then any of the other dogmeticiens. iuch spsce
ie given in hile loecl theclomici to the testimony of the church
fethers, even the acholastics, slwaye with the purpose of
besting the Catholice with thelr own theologlans. His gon-
feealo cathollice which has Just this purpose in mind is elmost
one long cetena of quotatlions from the fathers. Gerhard was
elvaye coreful to explain why he resorted to this procedure
whiech we today would csll laborious sné practically useless,

In thelr defenge of the sutherity of Scripture the dog-
maticlene were obliged to enter upon an involved discuszslon
of the suthenticity of the Hebrew and Greek textas of Scrip-
ture, It was their conviction, as opposed to the Catholiecs
and Seclinlans, that there hed been no general corruptlion of
the Seriptures. Not only the csnonical books themselves,
but also the sentences end words end Tetters of these books
are puthentlic. They have not been corrupted by Jews or Christ-
iane, r by the erroras or negligence or ignorance of copylsts,
but by divine providence they have been preseérved Intact and
incorrunt. There are, of course, Innumerable individusl errors
in the thouenands of codices just as there zre in copiez of
other books and these errors msy even hnve been inserted
intentionally by Jews or heretlics, but there has been no

genersal corruption of Saripture.lao Most of the individusl

2d nostram santentiam dist’nguendum prioum & nos censemus
inter particulerem Codicum Juorumdsm corruptionem, & univer-
gelem omnium Ebraeorum Codlcum deprasvationem, DNam ut in
omnlum librorum descriptlione solet contingere, ut nonnullse
mendase Irrepant; 1ta potulsse in codicum Lbraeorum descrip=-
tione quoque lapszus & errores designsri e guibusdem serip-
torlbue vel librarii=s, hesud quasuam inficiemur. Universalem
autem Codicum Lbraseorum corruptionem factem esse¢ adeo ut qua
mendae hune vel illum codicem occuparint, ese omneés tandem
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errors in “eripture sre veriant readinge of a technicasl nat-
ure snd of little importance, such as omissiona, s»etlings,

transpositions =nd the like, and ean be 7ulte esally correct=-

ed.141 uch varistions along with diversiticee ln polinting

and secent cannot be called corruptlone. It goes without

infecerint, ut nullil relictl fuerint 1is in locls 1lucorruptl,
e quibue deprehendl * emendsri possent £ jusmodl lsapeus vel
errores; 14 eat, quod pernegsm. -uMod sl ergo in uUno slterove
loco culbusden scrintoribue obrepere potuerint errores jpa-
tkdt, non tamen in 1lisdem etatim locile reliquos cmnes deg=-
cribendo lepsos fulese credendum est, nec¢ eundem 1lico casum,

eandemque fortem omnes expertos esse verisimile est, nullo
relicto extra corruptionis sleam,” Cf. (uenstedt, op. cit.,
I,194: ' 1sting. inter part’cularem guorunden uod cum “@cro-
rum corruptlc % universalem omnium vedlcum seu Lxemplsrium
dewravvtionev. Licet in hoc vel illo Ekxemplari, 1n hee vel
illa Bibliorum ed’tione jumedsm €¢h) ate, erreta & vitla,
vel Descriptorum imperitia, vel Tyooaraphorum lncuria, vel
Carrectorum ascltantle, vel etliar Judecorum malit! sut
haereticorum fraude, in puncto, siva accentu, alve 11tera,
silve etlan Integra dletlone lrrepserint, vel Iinszerts sint,
inde tamen non est inferendum; Textum iiebrseum V, & Graecum
NeTe universeliter in omn!bue Tod cibues ite curruptum esce,
ut ex nullo 2110 exemplarl mendum 1llud corrigl quest, vel ut
nulle hoe tenpore reperiantur Exenpleris ebhrse vel Grseca,
eosnue purs, ut ex collstlone Veritan laectionis, quam “pirtus
‘e 8uls dictavit & inspiravit /Amanuensibus, deprehendl possit,
Nogs utl particulerem quorundsm Codicum lebraeorum V. & Graeco-
rum N.5l. corrupticnem non Inflclamur, 1lts unlvereelcn owniun
Codicum seu Lxemplarium deprevatio-nem nejuaquen admittimus,”

141 10¢, cit., "Disting. inter Lectionis verictatem & diver=-
giteten, & textus orlginsliis felsationem universsien. Il-
verges & verientes diverssrum editlionum lectiones, in plus-
culle loeclis fontlum, dari concedirus, praesertim in He Testem.
& concedunt nobiscum textus originslie Vindlices mscerrimi,

non tantum guned dlctlones, ned etism cuoad intezgras senten-
tisge sive omlsses, sive lmmutstes, sive tremspositas., 4ast
inde perpersm Faplicilse universalem omnium Codicum felaatlionem
& deprevetlonen inferunt, cum inter variasntez illss Lectlones
etimnm verse & genuinee mgeerventur. 1Illa guogue lectlonum
dlscrepantlias ex cocllatione probstissimorum Codicum emenderl
potest, penal hebitie contextus circumstentila, ¥idei ane~
logis, allisiue Zeripturae locis & Veterum lectlione, Lec-
tines verlac & diverasse non corrumppunt Seri;tursm, =ed in-
citent sd lesborem." Cuenstedt, gp, oit., 1,201, el=o distin-
gulshes between corruption of the text, which pccurs at times, and
corruption of the mepanmge or meaning of “eristure, Huslsemann,
vindicine s, scriptursec, p.221, however, srgucs tnet words are
symbole of mesn'nz., ‘herafore if the worde in “ecrloture have
been changed due to the whime or evil degipgns of copylete

the oontent too msy have bheen changed snd msy even confllict
with the truth of Cod,.
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gaying thet the dogmstlclens srgue for thne suthenticitly of
only the original Creek and liebrew texte, not for transle-
tiona.

It was chiefly In reference tc the Uld Testament {nat
the Catholics clsimed that there were corruptions. 7The dog=-
maticlans go into great detall in meeting this chargl.lQQ
They argue thet “cripture must heve been corrupted eithexr
belore or after Christ. Assuming that the corruption took
place before Chriet, and sssuming that it was due to the
melice of the Jews @8 the Catholice sugnested, why did not
Christ snd hie disciples mentlicn such & crime when they con-
demned =o meny others? Dut Christ dirscted his followers
to the 9eriptures gnd himeelf resd Lcriptures in the syno-
gog, And rFeul commends the Thessslonisne becsuee they judged
his teschlinge by the Cld Testament Zeriptures, Le commends
Timothy for resdiing Seripture and urges him to coontlinue resd-
ing it. 4Ané doeg not Feul sey that to the Jews were committed
the orscles of Ged? If Scriptures hsd been corrupted he
never could have nmade such a statement., #And what resson would
the Jewe have hsé for corrupting “eripture before the advent
of Christ? But meybe the 0ld Testament wes corrupted after
Christ, The Luthersn teschers sesy that such s contention
is likewise impoceeible, The Jews hed = grest reverence tovard
Seripture, They never would have purpcsely falsified it.
Horesover, they were so scsesttered in every land thst they

never could heve efficiently perverted the text., 4nd could

they have sgreed smong themselves In such sn underteking?

142 ¢, Quenstedt, go, glt., I,194ff. Calov, S = -
fligetuc. p.54fr.' Girhard,'loa; tgag;ag;gg: 1I,258ff. alov,
critlous sacer...I,3°C-438, FErochmand, uyniversee¢ theolomiae
aystens. p.16TT,
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Furthermore, the Christisns were watching, and they nsd scho-
lers well equainted with the lebrew langusge so that the Jews
would not have dared to faleify the Seriptures., If they had
taupered with Scripture after Chriest, they certeinly would
have chengeéd or tsken out those provhetical sections of the
Cld Testament which point to Chriet, JAugustine and Jeroae
remark thet even the Jews of thelr dey pralse the transla-
tion of Jerome.

The Cetholic theolozlisne glz2o srgued thst ths careless-
nesa of the copyiste was responalble for perversions in the
Seriptures, The dogmaticlians tesch that such csrelessness
could not account for universal corruptions. They sppesl
to the providence of God and to the authority of Scripture
which 1g proved by the very words of Christ, datt.5.18; Lke.
16.,17. 4nd how could general corruptions enter Scripture .
when we recell the ecare of the !dasoretes who counted the
very vwords and letters of each copy of the Scori tures and
noted every error? A comparison of the extant 455 will Dbear
out the diligence of these copyists. Finslly, if corruptions
are present in Seripture, we have no firm foundation for
our falth, no divine word upon which to rely. Z=ither God
was unable or unwilling to pregerve the Scriptures 1nviolate.143
But after sll, the burden of proof lies with the paplste, and

144
they offer no evidence for the!r position.

153 Celov, gystems. I,732: "S1 DEus & voluit & potult tex-
tum originelem 1lnviclatum servare, nullum dublum est, eun-
der conservatum esse." Gerhsrd, Jloci theglogici. 11,261,

144 yeon Morin argued that because the New Testament writ-
ers quoted from the LXX the Hebrew text must have been cor-
rupt, and the LXX was to be preferred to the Hebrew text,
“uenstedt, op, eit., 1,201, replied that the lew Testament
writers were under no obligation to render the Hebrew 1it-
erally. It wez enough that they gave the sense.
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It is aspparent why the Cathollic theologiens would in=-
gist that the Scriptures had been corrupted snd why the Luth-
eren teaschers would defend the iIntegrity of the texts of
feripture so paseionstely. It was Catholic doctrine that
the Vulgate version was the authentic text of Seripture,
and thet it owed ites authenticity to the suthority of the
church, The controversy, therefore, centered not so much
eround the question of the integrity of the Greek and lieb-
rew “criptures as sround the question wheéther the origlinsl
Greek end Hebrew writinge or the Latin Vulgate was authen-
tie. The Lutherans teught that beceuse the Uld Testament
wes written in Hebrew snd the New Testament in Greek, these
originel Sceriptures were authentlec and must be the only basls
of all versiona.145 Transletions, because they are produced
by men, ar< not authentic nor of infallible authority. They
must slways be Judged according to the originel text, The
question does not pertaln to the relation between sutogrsphs
and apogrepha, but eoncerns the texts of Scripture se they
exist today sccording to the original ¥88., OUnly the spographea
ere extant, but these sre authentlc and are so in contradle-
tinetion to 811 versions. Inspiration and divine suthority
whiech inhered originally in the sutographic texts pertaln
also to the apographa by virtue of derivation (radicaliter),
Just 22 & copy of a constitution is ss valld &nd suthentic

as the original. The spographas sre suthentic because they

145 <ome of the dogmaticiens thought that Hebrew wse the

originel langusge, Cf, Calov, griticus saceére...i,311; Hun-
nlus, Ae, gpera lsatina, I,6; Cslov, gommenterius in Genesin.

gélﬁo Calov sasys that Hebrew wss the languege God spoke in
€n.
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retein not merely the contents hut slso the very words of the
originel insplired “ecriptures; translations heve precerved only

the divine meaning of Scripture.146

True, a trasnslstion
offers both the original mesning snd the words of Seripture,
but slweye transferred into a different idiom. 4 transcrip-
tion, on the other hand, offers the exsct words of the ori-
ginel (ipsissima éﬁ!t?éﬁou verba) in the same idiom in which
it wes originslly written., Therefore Quenstedt can make the
ata’ceurmsn'l:,l'!"7 "Versions of the Bible sre the word of God in
content and words, but the a ographa sre the word of God in
content, words and very idiom."

Gerhard advances four esrguments in support of the opin-
ion that only the original Hebrew snd Greek Scriptures can

o
148 l. In the case of 811 public

be conslidered suthentic.
documents the lenguesge in which the document wee originally
written must be consldered authentic snd all translations
must be judged and compared with it., If a controversy arose,
for instence, concerning some point in 2 French decree which
hed slao been transleted into other tongues, all appesl would
have to be mede to the origzinal French text. This rule ap-
rlies in 211 controverslsl matters. Even the papacy wlll

gllow no appenl to be mede to transletione of papsl decrees.

2. Unly the apostles snd prophets were instructed by the im-

138 “uenstedt, es I1,207: "Ipsa quidem Prophetarum &
Apoatolorum au-ro pa.? o proprilesime suthentica sunt, utpote
quae immedliate a °© ritu s. dictata & inepirsta, imo ab eo
per 1llos exsrate qunt, anoypaPa vero eive transeripta et-
iam suthentica sunt in ooposft one ad versiones, quias sunt
exemplaria, quse continent non tentum sensum divinum, sed

etlem 1lla 1ipsa verba, queae piritus e Mosl, Prophetis &

Apostolils inspirsvit & diectavit."

147 3p14,
148 loci theolomici. 1I,251ff,
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mediste iInspirstion of the Holy Spirit and were able there-
fore to produce an inspired snd suthentic Scripture. OUnly
they were given s command to write the words of Cod end were
moved to do so by God's Spirit. ©ince these men wrote in
Hebrew and Greek, the puthentic Seriptures must be the Heb-
rew and Greek writings of these men. 3. That which is the
norm of religion is suthentic. Only Seripture in the ori-
ginal lenguegees is the porma normans of theology and hence
only thie Scripture cen be considered authentic. 4. Those
€ditlioneg of Scripture which were accepted by the Jewish church
in the 014 Testament and by the primitive apostolie church
in the lYew Testament are to be considered authentic.

Most Catholic teaschers would have granted that the an-
clent Greek end Hebrew sutogrspha were suthentic. They ar-
gued that the MSS which we have today, however, cannot be
regrrded se suthentle becauce, after many yesre of copylng,
they heve become corrupt snd impure., This thought nasturally
led back to g 4! scusesion regarding the integrity of the con-
temporery text, and was no doubt the main resson for the
prolonged discussion concerning this point. The Lutherans
answered thet thelr sdverssries could not prove thelr point.
cuenstedt ssserts that it i1s unthinkable that God in his
providence would preserve intset g certsin humen ver=ion of
Seripture but sllow the original inepired texte to become
mutilated. He writes,l1%9 "ie believe, as is our duty, that
the providentisl care of God hss alwaye wetched over the
originel end primitive texta of the canonlicel Scriptures

in such ¢ way thet we con be certalin that the secred codlces

149 ODe Git.’ 1,2060
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which we now have in our handgs are thoge which exlsted at
the time of Jerome and Augustﬁnc, nay, at the time of Christ
himself snd hie apostles.' Thie was the Lutheran position
in & nutshell, Quenstedt arguesl5c that, if the copyilists
made mistekes of such a nature that the Scriptures in thelr
originel idiom are no longer authentlic, certainly the Vulgate
which 1s based on these corrupted Scriptures can haerdly be
consldered authentic. Hie sdverseries would have had a reeady
engwer for such an srgument. The Vulgate 1s authentic because
of a declsion of 2 church whose asuthority 1s over that of
Seripture. Thus we see how this antithesie regsrding princi-
ples between Lutheran= and Cathollce recure sgaln and agaln
in all their theologlcel controversy.

The Greek end Hebrew Scriptures were inspired 1n respect
to both materis and forms. Thelr a:thenticity ils due to
thie divine 1nap1ration.151 The Vulgate cannot be suthentlc
becausge it 1s not inspired, but ls 2 humasn accompllicshment
which conteins, in fact, msny errors. Bellarmine contended
that the Vulgete cou'd not err because 1t enjoyed the appro-
bation of the church.ls2 Quenstedt replies thaet by denying
such an indlesputable fact the Jesuit Cardinsl arrives at the
impossible conslusion that "errors approved by the church
are not errora."153 He then proceeds to remind the Jesult
Cardinel, "Error is error, Bellarmine, even if it hes been
epproved a thousand times by the church,”" Agein we see the
antithesis concerning prineciples, If the Vulgate ls authen-
150 10c, eit., I,201.

151 Cuenstedt, gp, cit., I,210: "ecomon enim, sive divine
inepiratio est sols & unicas cause a0Bevias «"

152 de verbo Del scripto et non scripto. I1I,II,12¢: “Admitti-
mus e€nim, interpretastem non esseé prophetam, et errsesre potulssed
tamen dicimus, eum non errasseé in 1lls versione, quam Ecclesla
epprobevit,"

153 op, cit., I,211.
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tic, Quenstedt says, it must be authentic either 1.) because
of the trenslator, Jerome, or 2.) because of the approbatlon
of the church, or 3.,) beceusc it 1s in perfect agreement with
the Greek and Hebrew texts, 1. Jerome himself did not regard
his translation as authentic. In meny ceses he frankly doubted
whether he hasd rendered the originel langueges correctly.
Concerning thetrue meaning of many psesages he found it nec=-
eéssary to elaborate in hig commenteries. Horeover, 1f the
guthentleity of the Vulgate 1g esteblished because of Jerome,
guch authority should slec make his comméntaries suthentlic.
2. o decree was ever made by the church concerning the auth-
enticity of the Vulgete untll the infamoue Council of Trent.
The church can only acknowledge, it cannot decree thst a
certain version of Seripture is suthentic. 3. The Vulgate
doee not agree perfectly with the originsl texts of Scripture
but contsing many bad trsnslations and errors. it was around
the second point thaet the controversy between the two partiles
centered,

Closely akin to the suthenticity of the 0ld Testament
Hebrew text wee another controversy, equally intense and
drawn out, between the Luthersns and Jesults., This contro-
versy, too, arogse shout the turn of the seventeenth century.
Were the Hebrew vowel points guthentic? Vere they coeval
with the originsl Hebrew writings? Thies wae a dispute which
was alreedy reging with even more fury in the camp of the
Reformed between Cappellus snd the Buxtorfs. The Jesuit
theologliens contended that the vowel polinte were inserted
at s much later date thsn the original 01d Testament Zcrip-
tures were written., Thile wes also the persuesion of Cappel-
lus. But the purpose of the Jesulites in defending such =

thesis waa Tar different from thst of Ceppellus, He was
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only trying to get a2t the truth of the matter, The Jesults
argued thet the later insertion of vowel points wss proof
of the fact that the 01d Testament liebrew text could no long-
er be considered suthentic; thelr motives were controversisl,

154 observes that they argue ageinst the =2uthenticity

Calov
of the Hebrew vowel points in order that they might destroy
the clarity of Seripture and theredby enhance thelir doctrine

of eccleslastical tradition and interpretation. The dogma-
ticians follow the argumentation of the Buxtorfs quite close-
1y, but their contention is with the Jesulte more than with
Cappellue, In iteelf the lmportance of a queation of this
nature merits only pessing sttentlon in g dissertation of

this nature, Iiowever, the grest importance sttached to this
queetlon by students of the history of dogms, the excesslve
criticism lodged ageinst the dogmaticiasns for their sdherence
to the authenticity of the liebrew polinting and the conten-
tion of some critiecs thet their views on insoirastion drove

the seventecenth century Lutheren teacheérs to such 2 conclusion
necegeitnte an investigation into their tenete regerding

this metter. It might be e2sl1d at the outeet thet the vilews
of Cappellus, although scholerly snd plsusible, could at

that time only be regerded s= an hypothesis, since finsl
evidence to support them was lacking. Almoet gll the dog-
meticians, in fact, almost 211 theologlene of that day, er-
gued for the authenticity of the Hebrew vowel points. Because
Gerherd has borne the brunt of the eriticiem directed sgainst
the dogmeticisns end because he went into grest detsil in

defense of his positicon, I shell sttempt to offer 2 short

154 aystemsa. 1,728,
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resumé of his stand concerning the authenticity of the vowel
pointg, He begine hie discuseion by remsrking that the pap-
iste denied the suthenticity of the vowel pointe snd egeld
they were =2dded by Jews out of hatred toward Chriatiana.lSs
Hence the meening of the text wee changed and the Iintegrity
of the text was mede to be doubtful., Gerherd masintesins thet
vowél points were coeval with the originel writings of Serlp=-
ture. He offers the following erguments in support of his
position, 1. Christ refers to Hebrew vowel points, Matt.
5.18. The Ktpt{ﬁs in thle passsge meané "eminentime & apices,
hoc est, npunctes, quse vocalium vicem in lingua hebrses obtin-
ent." There were many opinions about whst thie hapaxlego-
menon meant. Againet those who felt that it referred to
ceértaln extremities of the Hebrew symbols Gerhard, in hie
thorough manner, counters, "If those who hold the opposite
opinion can understend Ktpuﬁt metaphoricelly as little cross
linee which esre not horn shoped, certsinly xtpaxa mey be un=-
derstood metephorically as vowel polints many of which are
designated with smsll points and therefore celled kepa&t in
2 gynecdochical sence."156 2, Vowels are the very soul and
gpirit of writ'ng and speaking end could not have been omitted
therefore when Moses snd prophets wrote “eripture. Writing
conalete of words; words of syllebles; syllcbles of conson-
ente and vowels. WVWithout vowels there csn be no syllacles
eand hence neither worde nor speech. Consonents are forms which
have no sound without vowels, If vowels ere withdraswn from

speech, 1ts meening csnnot be Lnown., And when the real mean-

155 loci theologicl 11,265. Calov and August Pfeiffer go
into this matter 1In great detsll.

156 ¢f, Cslov, biblia novi testawentl 1llustrsta. I,186ff,
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ing of speech 1s unknown the meaning of thoughts 1s unknown
ee well., Gerhesrd concludes, "If some wieh to argue that
polinte sre indeed necessory for reading but not for writing,
I reply that t'e purpose of wrliting 1s resding and understand-
ing." This whole argument which represente a c:crtesin theory
of lenguege 1g, I belleve, Cerherd's meln resson for teking
the posfition he does. 3. If vowel pointe were added by the
Jews, “eripture becomes smbiguous and uncertain. Veriations
in vowel pointing often change the mesning of Hebrew appre-
ciably. 7The LXX contsins many bed mistaskes because its tran-
slators used an unpointed text. 4., Without points the Cld
Testament 1= obscure. If vowel pointe were added to the
Cld T€stament, Seripture 1s mede clear by humen efforts,
If Scripture ig mede more understandable by the additions
of FRabbls, we wéuld do better to resd and use an unpointed
text, But was ot the true pronunciation handed down by
vord of mouth and presc¢rved in the synagog? No. The true
sense of Seripture would depend on the church, 1f such were

the cece, !No memory ls good enough to remember the myriads

of vowel polnte in the whole 01ld Testament. At the time

of Menasssh gnd Ammon befﬁre Joslah the book of the law was
neglected for ebout sixty-seven yesrs. The best medium through
which the purity and integrity of the Scriptures could be
maintalned 1n the church 1s the system of pointing. 5. The
perfection of Scripture 1ls overthrown, 1f pointe were added

to the 013 Testament. Seripture ieg perfect, and will brook

no addlitlion or subtrasction . Often the resl mesning of Serip-
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ture csn only be known by means of vowel pointa.157 In this
argument Cerhard's major premise does not agree with what he
eélsevhere seys about the perfection of Seripture, namely,
thet i1t Inheres not in the express words of Scripture, but
in 1ts sufficiency of everything necessery to know for sasl=-

158 The sz2me observstion might be made in regard to

his third and fourth arguments.15g 6. The reverence of the

vatlon.

Jews toward Scripture would have kept them from =2dding even
vovwel polnte to the sacred text. Even when strange construce

tlone were found they never tampered with the text but put

notes in the margins, 7. Flnelly Gerhard srgues from absurd-

v 4 i B, makes much of the
arg,ment that our faith ig srouﬁdeg 1n humsn tradition if the
Jews after Jerome sdded polinting to the liebrew text. He be=
lleves that, although Jerome mesy not have usged a painted text,
he ot lesst hed sccess to 2 text with some sort of "vowel
lettere" (literse vocamlase) since Jerome makxes mention of
ths fact. Cf. Jerome, operg omnig, per D, Erasmum, Basilese,
1565, Tome.III,fol.4Cs *wTec refert utrum Salem, &n Salim nom=
inetur, cum vooallbua in medioc literis perrsro utasntur Heb-
rael, & pro voluntate lectorum, atgue varletate regzonumﬁ
eadem verba diversie sonls atque eccentibus proferantur.
Thias pessage proves nothing. Jerome is orly compsring Heb-
rev script with alphabetical systeme of writing. From an-
other quotatlion of Jerome Calov attempte to prove that a
sysetexr of pointing existed at the time even though Jerome
d1d not use e pointed text. Cf. gperes omnis. Tom.V.fol«2873
"Verbum Hebraicum quod tribus literis scribuntur AT vocales
enim in medlo non habet: pro consequentia & legentis arbltrio
sl legatur 1J7T eermonem significet; el "lg_'l‘ mortem: el 137
loguere. Unde & LXX & Theodotio iunxerunt 11lud prasterito
capituleo, ut dicerent, disperdent parvuloe de forls, 1unenaa
de pletels morte., Asulle vero & Symachue transtulerunt Xakn-
dov, 10 ec=t loquere." Cmlov Tinally ndmite thet we cennot
know with certainty from Jerome whether he used a pointed
text or no. Even i1f Calov hsd proved this point, his mein
thesis would not have been strengthened appreciably.

158 locl theolosicl, 1I,286: "rerfectionem scripturse aesti-
mandem e€gsa€,..ex gulficientia dogmetum ad sslutem scitu nec-
essariorum.”

159 10ci theologicl. II,33C: "Multa scripturse loca, quoed

verborum & sententivrum involuera sunt obscurs, nullum autemn
dogms est obscurum,”
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ity. If the vowel points were inserted into the Hebrew Scrip-
tures long after they were written, then the contents of Cerip-
ture vere not complete originally, Scripture has its certesin-
ty snd clarity from men, Scripture wes not given to men by
God in respect to every word since worde cennot exist with-
out vowele (21l Seripture 1s not inspired), the true reading
of Scripture depends on the judgment of men, the meaning of
Seripture may slwsye be changed by changing pointing, no
one ie obliged to belleve Scripturé since ite sense csnnot
elways be known. This les esgsentlslly the position which
almost 811 the dogmeticlsns take,

It hee been stated thest their doctrine of verbasl inspire-

ation necessasrily drove the dogmaticlane to the sssumptlon
thet t'e vowel pointe were 1nsp1red.160 This conjecture

is without foundation, It 1s true, as Ritschl has mentloned,
that Cerhsrd argues that a1l Seripture cannot be insplired

if the pointing was not originally 1nspired.161 riowever,
this argument of Gerhard does not support hLitschl's theory

that Cerhsrd'es supposition regerding pointe is the logical
consequence of his inspireticon doctrine., This statement of

Gerherd ls only one of meny srguments from sbeurdity. He
would never have meant to prove the asuthenticity and inspir-
etlion of polnte from thie or any other srgument from sbeurd-

itv. It will be remembered that Gerherd hed already advanced

160 nitzech,

Cremer, gg‘_gli., VI,TSS. nitachl, D meschichte des
irotestantismus. I,171.
161 loci theologmici. II,272: "Seripturem non €ss=e a Deo per

proohetas traditsm quosd singule verba, cum sine punctlas
vocallbus verba constrare, nullo modn poesint, proinde non
totem seripturen esae OfOMvEUTTOV."
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gix srgumente in support of hie position. Cerhard'e chlef

interest in hie discussion of the Hebrew vowel polints is

not thelr inspiration, but thelir suthentlicity. He felt

that the Jesult asttack sgaingt the suthenticity, and con-
gequently the clarity and perfection, of the Hebrew 0ld Test-

ament would heve to be met by saserting thet the vowel point-
ing waes coevel with the originel Hebrew writinge. None of
the dogmeticlens mske any mention of vowel points in their
sectlions on 1lnspiration.

The whole conj)ecture of Cremer and the others breaks

down when we dlascover thet st least one of the dogmatliclans,

Hutter, a model of orthodoxy, denied the authenticity of

the Hebrevw vowel pointa.162 Also Dannhsuer, who personally

held to the suthenticity of the pointing, definitely felt
thet it wes an open questlon, He sgld that the authenticl-
ty of the vowel points hsd nothing to do wilth their Inspir-

etion, When Pepul seld that sll Scripture wes inspired he
meant =211 Scripture, Including vowels, whether or no those

vowels were sctually written in the gutogrspha. GLven 1f
polinting itselfl was not coevel with the originsl writlng,

the vowele themselves which sre understood gnd implied in

163

the Hebrew script are inepired. Even August Pfeiffer

162 cr, Cf. triumph, de reznog pon 3;;199 l.i,c.6, quoted in A.
Pfeiffer, critice ssera. p.71: "Ut ad Puncta ipgs, & liter=-
arum apices vel accentus srticulorum fldel veritatem sdetrin-
21 patiasmur, 111ud certe tancuam Indignae servitutis jJugum,
s8tudio quo possumus maximo, recusamus., Constat enim puncta-
tionem Bibliorum non ejusdem esse antiquitetis cum 1pso textu
Ebraeo, sed multis seculis posteriorem,”

163 pannhauer e« Co herme 8¢ 63 "Qu ié hie
assumesa, namgnefait verufl 111 ,-u'ac’:.l{fi- 5;" %gg? e jﬁ
°os ,

perfecta constans enima & corpore) gat Qsowvev Si aliquam--
diu eive punctie fuerunt, formesliter; numqusan tamen gine fue=-
runt virtueliter, qula gusevls consona susm vocalem virtute



~204~
does not deny that the Rabbls, versed as they were in Serip-

ture, reed their Scriptures without 2 pointed text and did

g0 accurately and with aafaty.164

It wae not thelr doectrine of verbel 1nspiretion which
forced them to the conclusion that the vowel pointes were in-
spired snd suthentic, but rather a false linguistic principle
which wag bessed on rationeliem snd ignorsnce. 7The dogmati-
ciang could not understasnd how there could be written a cor-
rect representation of wordes without some sort of vowel sym=-

bola.165 The Jesults claimed that an unpointed text cculd

eadem, gua permlssae suam conclusionem, etsi'%vTQS:non EXDIE 8=
sem, continet, Ficut qui scribit S,P.Q.F. vel I,N.H.I. vel
I.UsDe 13 non solas literss, sed quae iladem szignificantur
voces simul scribit, nimirum, Senatus Populusque Homsnus: Je-
sus Nazarenus, Rex Judaeorum; Iuris Utriusque Loctor. Iita cum
Spiritus “anctus scripsit consonas, scripsit simul iie debl-
tss voecales., OSlcut centari potult olim ante inventas notules
U, re, mi, fa, sol, la; Ita et legl hebraeus textus ante in-
vents puncta. Omnia igitur Scriptura etiam virtute contenta
cet Qeomveurros., Unde, si vel mexime nulli lssorethse fulssent,
gul puncta leta addidliesent, quo modo tamen 2b 1Ingenio =glerte
& dvokadTik& mensus sliquatenus indigsr!l potulsset virtute
l1stenge..+51 punctate sunt Biblle ab Eaedro & viries synsgogae
magnae, Jjam denuo orlgo est Gedwveueros peér viros dlvinos
prodita. ©1 recentiue post Chriestum a Massorethis Judseorunm
inventum est, tsmen istlusmodi punctetioc non potult alliena
fulsse =b e€s guse sensul debebatur, sed ille ipea fult, quam
habuerunt Gr.owvzud'foe per -rra-rpowa.podod'cv. The mpame words

ere found inDennhauer's QA ZQQ! chrigtisna. p.S6Cff,

164 9Rs cit., P73, Haegglund, gp, cit., p.8C, has correctly
pointed out thet the question with CGerhard and with the other
dogmeticlens wss not whether the vowel points were insplired,
but whether they were present in the original texts of Corip-
ture. He then sddée thet any gquestion sbout the ineplrstion
of the vowel pointgs is senseless 80 long as the origin of
Seripture 1s viewed se being in the orel preaching of the
prophets, snd that such 2 question arises only if a purely
mechenlcel conception of Inepirastion which ignores the mentsal

activity of the writers is thought of. I cannot see the
point of his lsst cobservetion, Je it sny more mechanicsl to

inspire vowel pocinte in one who 18 writing than to Insplre
worde which conslet of chonemee In cne who 1le speaking?
After all, worde, whether spoken or written, sre combinations

of phonemes which sreé made up of consonents and vowels,

165 cr, Hoepfuer, H. lgel theolomicl. Francofurtl & Lipsise.
1573 p.40, Pfeiffer, critica sacrg. P.Tl.
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not have clesr and unequivocal mesning. Apparently it never
occurred to sny of the Lutheren theologlans to question this
premige of the Jesults, Like the Jesuite, the Lutheran dog-
maticlana, with the one exeception of Dannheuer, jumped to
the sbgurd conclueseion that vowels could not be implied, but
must be represented 14ﬂr1tin5. They ¢id not resllize thst
wordas, and consequently thoughte, could be truly repreczent-
6¢ otherwlse then by aslphsbeticel symbole, They did not
reglize that the Hebrew writing system was, strictly spesk-
ing, nct sn slphabet, but 2 conscnsnt syllabary which, in
the nsture of the case, did not represent snd hsd no need
to represent voweles with specific symbols. Their false con-
clusion wae abetted by s background In and sdherence to an

Aristotelisn philosophy of lengusge.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: THE SUFFICIENCY OF SCRIPTURE

€ince it 1s the purpoge of God, who 1ls the author of
Seripture, to inform men of his nature and willl end instruct
them regarding feith and 1life, it i1s his willl also that Cerip-
ture be sufficlent and clear. An amblguous and imperfect

Serlpture would frustrete the very end to which Scripture

wes written.1 The very purpose of inspirstion 1es the per-

fectlion of Scripture.2 And what doeg it mesn thst Scripture

le sufficient? It mesns that everything a belliever must

know to be saved end everything he must do to 1ive & life

pleaeing to God 1s contalned 1n“cr1pture.3 The Lutheran

4 “eripture sufflc-

roslition 1s explicitly stated by Calov.

lently snd adgaustely containes everything necesssry for falth
r

and life, and that either expressly (aﬁrakt}tc) with vwords

conveying the intended mesning (guosd verbe xard Tav didvoraV )

or by implicetion with clesr consequences drswn from what ls
expresely written, Dorachs points out thst the sufficlency

of Seripture 1s not absolute; that 1s to say, Scripture does

1 Gerherd, . 11,236, Gerhard, gonfessio cath-
glics. I,3C: "Tallis csusa scripturae est Deus, guippe qui

eo fine seripturass exsrerl et extrere voluit, ut de sua es-
sentis et voluntate ad sslutem plene noes instruerent, neque
ullsm impedimentum huic effectibus productioni intervenit

vel intervenire potuit,"

2 Schroeder, 9Ds Clte, De5%.

3 Hunniue, N. eplitome credendorum. p.3: "Alles, was ein Christ
zu seiner Selligkelt wissen und glsuben muss, soll €inig und
2llein gue der Blbel,dae 1st, sue den Prophetischen und Apo-
stolischen Schrifften gelernet werden," p.4: "Wir, die wir
den christlichen lahmen fuehren, gleuben und bekennen, dass
die Schrifften...das einige ¥ittel sey, dadurch die Henschen
von Cott gelehret werden, was sle zu ihrer “eligkelt und
ewigen Wohlfart zu wiseen von ncethen haben.”

4 gvstems. 1,610,
5 glssertationum theolozicarum...Argentorati. 1638. p.Ylv.
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not contain s8ll theological truth, There exlets a theolomla
EkTomos which ia in God and hes never been revesled. The
sufficiency of Seripture le reetricted; Seripture ls suffl-
clent only in reference to 1ts end, namely foith in Christ
and eternal aalvation.s Nor 1e Scripture perfect in such a
way thet it presents a thecloglical system which is perfectly
logicel and of egual valldlity for all ages. There are doc-
trinal and historicel gaps (lscunae) in Scripture, Nor does
the perfection of ESeripture imply that everything Christ and
his spostles spoke and did 1s recorded 1in Scripture. The
cereful gnd thorough discuseion of this whole guestion by
the dogmaticiens was provoked by the FRomen Cethollc dogma
that unwritten tradition enjoyed equal authority in doctrinal
metters with Scripture. It ies for this reason thst the Luth-
eren teachers speak of & gufficientias exclusiva. Hothing
except Sceripture csn teach or prove what ls necessary for
ealvation. Therefore it lis not enough eimply to say that
the word of God is sufficient for falth and 1ife, for the
papiste do not 1dentify Sceripture with the word of God, but
tesch thet unwritten traditlion and decrees of counclls are
also Cod's word, It != to be expected thest, in view of this
fact, both Dorsch and Melsner note the closeness between the
perfection of Seripture end the gole serioturg principle end
argue that anything which le added to Seripture as a source
of theology, even though it may not contradict Seripture,

will not only compromise the perfection of Seripture, but

e e

6 Beler, compendium theolosise positivee. p.151.
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will also vitiste the principle of gole ac;}gﬁggg.T Quen=

stedta further expleins the Luthersn position. The sufflc-
lency of Seripture resides in Scripture as a whole. All

the articles of our fsith are not necesserily set forth in

eny one given book of the Seriptures., Furthermore, it 1s
not the Lutheran position thst gll important articles of
faith are set forth in Seripture in concreto, in so many
words, Meny fundementel doctrines of feith sre tsught in
Seripture in sbstractg, in words which convéy an indlsputable
meaning but do not do so expreeesly, thet 1s to say, guosd
phrases gecuipollentes, €.8. the Trinity snd the incarnatlon.
In their dispute with the Catholics concerning the suf-
ficlency of Seripture the Catholics confuse the whole lssue,
20 the Lutherean theocloglens ch=rged, by misrepresenting the
Lutheran position. ¥%hen Bellermine sayag that everything -
necegsary for felth end life 1= not expres=sly taught 1in Secrip-
ture, he is playing with worde and avoldling the issue, ac-

10

cording te Gerherd, gsince no Lutheran ever taught that

everything necesszery for falth and 1life was taught in Serip-
3 ’ < 1

ture in =o meny worde (auToNefé( sive wkaTa P7TOV), The Luth-

eran position ies thia: of those things necescasry for doctrine

and Christlen 11fe certain things ere taught 1ln Secripture

7 Dorsch, dissertationum theglomicarum.e..peZ3r. Hutter,
oversise dupe theolomicae: 1. de Verbo Deil geripto

& non seripto. 2, de¢ persona Christl Jesu Cervatorls nostri

uniii...praeside Leonharto Huttero. p.b5. Beaier, op

Pel40,

8 op, oit., I,109.

2 df verbe DEI serivto et pon §g§;g;¥. 1V,111,2¢2: "Nos pon=-
ti asgerimus, non continérl Insc nturis bxpresse totam
doctrinsm necescariem sive de fide, sive de moribus."

10 1oci theolomiel. 1I1,286: "Guod g1 enim per To expresse

hoe intelligit, omnia necesceria adtoAe el in seripturis ex-
trare, non rec{e formavit controversiase statum, cum nemo

nostrum hoc asserat.”
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explicitly (gecundum literam,) end other things are tsught
only implicitly (gecundum rem) end must be drewn from Scrip-
ture through legitimate deduction. .uensteatll too thinks
thet Pellermine is fighting windmills, He says, "Bellarmine
geys, 'Ve effirm that all necessary tesching concerning faith
end life le not contelined expressly in Seripture. 3Sut the
Evengelicrle tench thet 81l thinge neceescary for faith and
11fs sre contained in Scripture.' How if by 'expressiy’

he mesne thet all things necessary ere present in Scripture

in 8o msny worﬁa_[aﬁvokc}ef] he has not correctly presented
the peint of controversy, since none of us teach this, Ie
gaye that the edverb 'expresely' refers only tc the mode of
pregentation, to the presentment of the things to be bellieved
e8e expressed 1In 80 msny clear syllables and words, not to
the sufficiency of these things toc be belleved, arouné which
the controversy centers., Whatever articles of fesith hsve
not been expregsly recorded in holy %rit in so meny letters
and syll=bles ¢en neverthelese be educed through right and
lawful consequences in such a way that unwritten tradition
ie not sdded to Seripture, This is our position: all things
necesesery to g saving knovledge and woreship of God snd to

en attainment of everlasting Hesgsednese sre sufficlently

conteined In the written word of God, elther expressly and

in so msny worde or Kaf’;dbdqu#{av, in worde with the same
meaning and teken from thst same founteln of holy Seripture

through good, legitimate, necessery and certain consequences,"”

13

The paplats confuse the lssue stlll more, says Kuenstedt,

11 op, eit., I,203.

1z Scherzer, snti-Rellarminue. pl.l149: "Guestio enim egt de
ocbjecto proposite, non vero de proponentl modo.'

2 gp. oit., I,202,
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by teaching thst Scripture is sufficient implicite, in other
words, thet Scripture conteins 211 that 1l necesssry for sel-
vation and right living in the same way s a seed contslns

everything necessary for e meture tree., It is the position

of Rome that Seripture ls perfect becsause 1t directes us to

the church which lesds us to salvation.l4 But this, Quen-

stedt ergues, actuslly denles the sufficlency of “cripture.

Either Seripture ls perfect in itselfl or it is 1mperfact;15

Norme remlesiva non est norms.

The Lutheéran theologlens also taught that Scripture
wees sufficient Jmplicite, but they did not measn what the
Fomen Cetholics meant, The Lutherans held that certaln le-

gitimate conclusione drawn from Serlipture werc al=c neces-

16 gig was affivesd in antithesis %o

sary for eslvation.
the “ocinlans, Christ him=elf appesled to consequences 1in
demonstrating fundaments]l srticlee of falth, He proved that

he was the promised eagish by his mirscles snd urged men

to believe in him on the bessia of his woriks, He proved the
regsurrection of the desd from s stetement of Hoses which
doez not explicitly speak of the resurrection, HMk,12.25,
Again he told hils disciples thset it wae written thst Christ
must rise from the deed, but thie 18 never stested expllicitly
in the Cld Testament, Peter says, Acts 1C.23, that all the
prophets testified thet everyone who believed in Christ would

receive rem! gslon of sins. But a1l the prophets do not teach

14 o DEI 3 e v TV X, 236,

15 gRe cit., I,202: "Hoc ipso Eeoclesla redditur perfects
& sufficiens ad cmnis salutlie dogmste, feripturs vero im-
perfectiselims, utpote quae, ut & se ad eliam doctorem nos
auzndet, necesse habet,"

16 calov, gystema. I,653ff,
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this explicitly. Jesus cannot be shown to be the ieselsh
except through legitimate concluslons dreawn from the Cld
Testament. Nor can we today be certsin of Jesus' messenic
office without drawing certasin inferences from Scripture.
Calov attempts to expose the absurdity of the Sccinian pos=-
ition by c=aying thet their opinlion thst we need meccest no-
thing In Seripture except what is steoted explicltly denies
the very exlstence of fides svecislis, personel falth, A
person cennot, i1f such an opinion 1s to stend, be certain
of his persconsl sslvation, sinee Seripture does not sey ex-
pliecitly that Goé wishes to be gracious to him, A sinner
cen be sure of his saivetion only I1f he draws conelusions
from pasesges which tesch that God wishes to save 211 men.
Finally, the Socinians do not observe their own rule when
they teech that Christ wes crested by the Father snd that
the Holy Spirit is only the power (yirtus) of God.17

Catholliec theology distinguished between a complete and
2 partial norm of feith. €eripture was s norm, but only a
partiesl norm, It must besupnlemented by tredition to be
complete, The dogmeticisne insisted thet such an opinien
mgde Seripture depend upon tredition, at least in prsctices,
and shattered the whole concept of the sufficienecy of Serip-
ture,18

The locus clmssicus for the Lutheran doctrine of the

sufficlency of Scripture is 2 Tim.3.15,16. The divamts which

17 cf. scherzer, golemil enti-Sociniegni. p.25.

12 Cyenstedt, op. eit., I,104: "At rezula pertislie encomium
regulae sustinere nequit, asut ergo plsne negendum Scripturan

egse fldel regulam, aut concedendum eésse regulam totalem,
plenam &t 1Integranm.



-212-
the apostle Peul attributes to Scerioture brings forth three
fruite according to this psessge: 1, ) true and lasting wisdom,
2,) feith whose object ig the one lMedlator between God end
men, snd 3,) eternsl sslvation which is the end of our faith
and to which we sre 1ed through the wisdom which Seripture
terches., The inevitable conclusion from these observetlions
is this: thet which makes a men wige unto sslvatlon must
contain the doetrine necessary for sslvetion and in that
respect be sufficient., In other words, whstever is useful
for doctrine and reproof asnd instruction to the end that we
are mede wiece unto sslvation is parfect.lg Whatever furn-
ishes a2 men perfectly equipped to perform good worke is per-
rect.20 In this passsege Paul speaks of the origln of Serip-
ture, He saye it is ﬁagrwwc'ros. We must conclude from
thie simple statement thet Scripture is aufficient.al The
result of the 4ivine origin of Seripture, the very purpose
of Seripture, is thie, thet 1t is "profitable for doctrine,

for reproof, for correctlon, for instruction in righteoug-

19 Celov, biblie novi testamenti iljustrats. II,1031: "Quod
1te utile est, ut nos eapientes reddat ad salutem per fldem,
1@ sufficere ad se%utem, certo certius est." Gerhsrd,

« I,16: "Ulterius, quicquid sufficienter utile est
ed doctrinam, ad confutstlonem errorum, ed informatlionem morum,
ad consolationem, 111lud etiam est perfectum,"

20 Hutter %gg% gggmgnes ;ggglgﬁégg. pe.66: "Cuicquid enim
hominem PLR instrul OMb opus bonum, 11llud utique
sufficiens etiem eit, necesse est.”

21 Quenstedt, op, cite., 1,106: "A ceuse enim perfecta vol=-
unterie, perfactum effectum producsre volente & non imped=-

ita, perfectus procedit effectus." Calov, biblie novi test-
n usg e« I11,1037: "Nem et Scrictura tots est div-

initus inepirsts atque utilis ad docendum, redarguendum etc,
nihilque in seriptura est, quod non sit inspiratum divinitus,
quod "on sit utile, sl non ad omnes illas fines, 8d aliquem
certe eorundem,"
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nese,”" Doectrine end reproof pertsins to falth. Correction

end instruction in righteousness pertsins to life. That
these actions, or influences (gctus), of Seripture upon men
sre spoken of in reference to selvetion indicstes that these
asctione are sufficlient, or, in other words, that Scripture
is sufficlent.,

622 that 2 Tin.3%.15 used as 8 proof pas-

Bellarmine sal
sage of the sufficlency of Scrinture wes the Achilles' heel
of the Luthersn doctrine. Ie declared that what could be
2aid of the whole Bible could be szid of any pert of it.
Accordingly, if this passage 18 to stand ss a proof text,
every book of the Blble must be perfect by itself. These,
he sgays, are the sbsurd consequences to which the Lutheran
doctrine leads., Adam Tanner also tekes 1ssue with the Luth-
eran exegesis of this pesesge. Iie mentions that raul here
d1d not eay "the whole Seripture"” but "all Seripture". The
waca in this verse must be taken distributively. The dog-
meticians rep1y23 that waga in this case is to be understood
collectively, since 5Pm?ﬂria not & genue consisting of specles,
(totum universsle), but = perfect whole consisting of parts

(totum intesrsle). wara gpady, then, ie to be taken as signi-

fying the whole of Seripture, es gkq gfm@'{. Calov 88!324

thet even if ware needed to be understocd distributively
in connection with the first predicate an'rrvsud*ras. it need
not be taken dietributively in reference to the second pre-~

’
dicate, f:343£l¢;4.05. wada. often takes on the meaning of tots

22 ge yerbo DEI serivto et non seripts. IV,X,359.

23 Melsner, philosoph! ig, pars secunda. p.425. Quen-
stedt, op. clIt,., 1,106,

24 gystemp. I,618.
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or universs, 1ike the Hebrew 7D, In his biblis 1llustrats

he probes more deeply into the meening of this pessage end
offers 2 thorough exposition of it. As touching the 1inter-
pretation of vvaga he has this to say:as ingpiration pertsins
to the whole of Scristure and to all its parts. 1In like
manner the J;@z’htfms pertaings to gll the parts of Seripture
as welles to Scripture s & whole, for Scripture which is
divinely inspired 1s not able not to be profitsble. This

can be s21d becsuse the parts of Scripture cannot be dissoc-

1ated from the whole., “eripture 1s a unit. Passsges must

glways be understood in thelr context snd in the context of
26

the general purpose of Eceripture, Furthermore, the suf-

ficliency and perfection of Serinture in tesching everything
necegeery for salvetlion 1s not inferred merely on the basis
of the fact that Seripture is called w@éhmos, certainly
not on the basis of the Interpretation that-naum‘fmpf glgni-
fies Seripture as & whole, but it is establlished mainly on

2
the basls of the whole context of the passage. T Calov con-

ovl testsmenti ustr « 33,1057¢L,

26 1pia. "Omnes conjunctim totius sunt Seripturase: Partium
Seripturee sutem, ita, ut nullas sit esrum, quae non ad elil-
quem aut 2zliquos horum usus facist & conducat."

27 3pid. "Cum sutem ex utilitate iste Scripturse infertur

e jusdem sufficlentla & perfectlo, quoad €n, quae ad saluten
gcitu necess=aris sunt, non tantum vox wp )n os apectatur,
neéque praecliae inhaereamus, opus est, 1nterpretation1 vocls
ni&@, quod explliecari debeat TOTA, sed imprimis respiclendam
TUvE KEWY | taxtus gensemus; quod probet atque explicet Apos-
tolus 1a tepa ypdppata Seripturss S. saplentes nos reddare
pcsae ed sslutem per fidem in Christum: quia omnis Seriptura
Sacre divinitus 1insplirata est, & utilis ad doctrinam, ad re-
dargutionem, 8d correctionem, ad institutlionem in Jugtitia
& quidem ite, ut perfectus sit homo DEI ad omne opus bonum
instructus. GQuum hoc fine a DEO inspirsta sit Sceriptura,
eoque utilitses “cripturae tendst, stque 1stud tem perfectum
aworzhtﬁmm, Seriotura sit, quomodo Seripturs ipsa non erit
perfecta.”
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oludes,aa "since Seripture 1s inspired by God to this end

[that man might be made wise unto sslvation] snd since its

usefulness 1s directed to this same end and aince the effect

of Seripture 1s perfect, how can Scripture itself not be
perfect and sufficlent?"

Another pesssage which the dogmaticlsns sey supportis
their position 1s Deut.4.2. This passeasge argues for the
sufficlency of Seripture by forbidding anyone from adding
to it or diminishing from it. The prohibition perteins not
only to the word of God which was handed down by word of
mouth, but =1so0 to the written vword. And 1t does not per-

taln only to the Pentateuch, for the seme warning 1s uttered

in Prov.30.,5,6 and Rev,.22.,18,19. The prohibition does not
apply to God inasmuch as he is not bound by his decrees.

f2uch 2 lew God has establlished for mén. He reserves for him-

gelf the right to add to these books when he plesses. [Hence,
when certain spostles affirm that certzin books are suthor-

itative and inspired, they do not by their own Jjudgment de-
termine what 1s canonicsl and inspired, -- a Jjudgment God has
strictly forbidden them -- but they are moved by the Holy

Spirit to present Cod's word regerding these books, There-

28 ibid. Cf. Cslov, gystems. I,619: "Cui ecripturae autem
tribuuntur omnes sctus necesseril ad geternam salutem, ex
qua haberl potest perfecta ad justitlem inetructlo, 1lls non
tentum utilis est, sed sufficliens ad sslutem, & salutarem
Informationem in fide & vita Christiena. Adde, gquod Jubeat
Paulus menere Timotheum, in ils quae didicit, gquae € sacrie
literie hausit, ut ipse interpretetur: ac proinde non agnos-

cat guicquem sliud necesserium: & quod duuip¢v adscribat 8,
Seripturee, vim & efficeciem divinam esplentee nos reddendl
ad selutem, Nihil ergo, gquod ad sppientiam hanc requiritur,
desiderari potest in seripturis, sed duvamt: lnstructis:
elloqulin, non essent 1llae vere duvepivac co@iTar &(s TwWTN =
piave ©1 e Seripturs s. homo Deil, minieter verbl perfecte
instructus eit, oportet esndem non tantum aliquell ratlone
utllem, sed prorsue sufficientem esse.”
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fore the prohibition 1= not directed ageinst adding canoni-
cal booke to Scripture but sgainst placing foreign doctrines
beepide “eripture. Strictly epezking, the other csnonlcal
bookg of Seripture sre not sdditione to the Pentateuch, since
their dogmatic content 1g espentially the same as thst of
the Pentateuch.29 But the peapletes contend that this divine
interdict zpplies only to privete individusls, not to the
chruch, GQuenstedt replies>C 1,) that the worde of the text
de net lené themeselves to such a distinction, 2, ) that the
whole church hs2e been called to account for Just such 2 trans-
gression, 1 Ki.22,24; Jer.l18,18, 3.) that the church csnnot
be permitted to do whet 1e forbidden individugle becsuse the
church 1s made up of individuels, 4,) thet the commend was
given to 211 people, leaders and followers, clergy and leity,
for the Lord seid, "Hesrken, ¢ Isrsel."

Cslov points out thst apart fromScripture there is today

no divine revelation. Therefore nothing can be added to
Seripture, The practice of Christ and his apostles of proving
8ll docirine from “cripture upholds the Lutheran doctrine

thet Seripture is sufficlent. Psul does not hezitate to s=say,
“For I have not shunned to declare unto you 21l the counsel

of God." Aets 20.27, Cf. Actes 26,22, Iilere Peul has defin-
itely pledged himself to the Seripture principle which post-

ulateg the perfection of Scripture.31 Thies srgument of Celov

29 Quenstedt, es 1,107, 1s employing the Thomistiec
definition of eddere" here as 2dding something which was

not previously present or which is contrary to the previous
sense. Aguinse, T. summe vzlise, harietti. 1948, 111 60.
8,1. p.373. Cf. Uerech, tationum theol AT UM e « s Do Z 3T

30 100, cit., I,108,
31 gystems. 1,615,
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is importent. In arguing for the sufficiency of Seripture
the Lutheran teachers were sctuaslly dolng little more than
upholding the gols scripturs princlple, as one can see¢ from
their presentation of the teeching, Csalov elso mekes much
of the fact, se I have slresdy implied, thst the purpose of
Seripture, that sinners come to seving faith end eternsl
life, postulstes the sufficlency of Scripture, Kom.l5.4;
Jn.20.21.32

It was inevitable thet Cathollc theology would deny
the perfectlon of Scripture. It was the position of FRome
thet doctrines based on unwrlitten tradition were necessary
to accept for sslvation. 1In the fourth ces=ion of the Coun=-
cll of Trent the Foman church placed Ecripture and tradition
side by =1de as 2 basis of doctrine. Thues Rome not only
does away with the Scripture prinelple, but, saccording to

Qucnatedt,33 she places tradition above Scripture, inssmuch

a8 tradition interprete Scripture and in many cases has super-
geded Scripture. As proof of this one need only read a state-
ment of Baronius in which he says thet traditions esre above

Seripture, since Seripture cannot exist without treditions,

34

but treditions can remain without Eeripture. The Luther~

ens refute their sdverssries' claim with Gal.l.8. Here Paul
is epesking in & general wey about the word which was presched
by him. W%Whet he preached he 2180 wrote, 2 Cor.l.l3; 1C.11;

13.2. 4And he presched nothing which was not included in the

32 Quenstedt, gp, e¢it., I,112. Calov, gystema. I,616: "Quae
€0 fine ecripts sunt, ut & fidem esalulficam & vitam aeternsm
inde habeemues €2 continere necessum e€st omnlie, ad fidem &
vitem seternam necesssria.”

23 go. olt., I,112.

34 cr, ibid. "Traditiones excellere supra Seripturse, gquendo
Seripturae hon subsistunt, nisl traditgone firmentur, tradi-
ticnes vero sine seriptis susm retinere firmitatem.” annal.
tom.I, Anno 53, num.T.



Seriptures of the 01d Testement, Zcts 26.22. No Christiesn
will deny that what Prul presched was written in the New
Testament. But the peplsts, led by Bellsrmine, maintsin
thst nu§k signifies avri in this pegseage. They say that

only teachings against the Gospel sre condemned. Thle may
be true in the case of some passsges of the lew Testament,

says CQuenstedt, but it is Imposslble in this verse because

of the context. Nothling cen be tolerated even slongslde

the Gospel of Christ. Actuslly, to add something to Ecrip-
ture as necegsary for esalvetlion 1lsg to teach contrary to Serip-
ture. The curse ie directed sg=inst doctrines taught in add-
ition to the Gospel ss well as thoze promulgested contrary to
the Gospel. To 284 to the Geepel is to oppose the Gospel,
But what if the papists are right sbout this passsze? They
have gtill geined nothing, says Quenstedt. He writes, “The
traditions of the pasplsts sre not only un-=Seriptursl but
anti-Seriptursl, dlametriceslly opposed and repugnant to the
written word of God, partly becrusgé they oppose the suffic-
iency of Scripture and ite perfection snd partly because they
centein teachings directly contrary to the infalllble word

of Gode." Tradition slways usurps the suthority of Christ

end the apoetles, and opposes the very source of revealed
theologyes Traditions have their orizin in the sect of the
Pharisees, They ere the wespong of heretics, They props-
gate countlees llss end false doctrines snd, when madée to be
eéqusl with Scripture, they destroy the whole organic founda-
tion of our feithe The origin of traditions is often unknown.
They often contradict easch other. Their perniclous effects

have been cleésrly seen in the abuses of the homan churche
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CHAPTER EIGHT: THE CLARITY OF SCRIPTURE

The dogmaticliane tesch that the divine origin, the suf-

ficlency and the clarity of Seripture are articlies of feith

which ocught to be accepted with faith becsuse they sre re-
1
vealed in Teripture. Seripture ie clear and sufficlent

because it ie Cod's word to men. Unlese Seripture iz clear,
it cannot be eald to be sufficlient, How can we be esved
through fzith in the message of Seripture if that message

2

i1z not clesr?™ Rome taught that the witneses of the church

wae needed to make Beripture clear, Thie waes also the per-
suyasion of the Luthersn syncretlets, The orthodox teachers
hold that tﬁe church ig the interpreter of Scripture, but
insuch & way thst each Christian seasrches and interprets
Seripture himself. The Bible does not reguire the interpre-
tation of othera. It is not clear merecly implicitliy: it
clesrly setes forth 81l we need know to be saved. The per-
spicuity of Seripture consists not merely in the fact thst
it enlightens the person who alresdy understands its literal
meaning; Scripture is itself a light, it is inherently clear,
making wise the simple, namely, those who ellow themselves
to be persusded, The apostle ealls thls prophetic woréd a
AvXvov (pa.t'vovra. v alepnpu‘é T;Tﬂt’. It is 8 medium through
which Cod enlightens us,and hence it 1s called nct only a
(p;‘.‘as but also =2 (pwrw)ué's, 2 Cor.4t, If Scripture were lucid

only because 1t gave enlightenment after 1t wes underetood,

1 Calov, systems. I,875.

= loce cit., I,634: "Quod sl em non perspicue tradit ills,
queé ad sslutem cognitas necessarla sunt, quo modo ex illarum
lectione hsberi potest vite seterna?"
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it would not differ from the most obscure enlgmas or Sibyllen

orascle, But it sctuslly 1llumines our understending and

leede us to Christ, and when he iz found we heve everything

3 “hat 12 not cleerly revegled in

necessery fTor sslvetlion,
Serlpture is not necessary for aalvation.4 Luenstedt explalns
the Luthersn position very expllaitly.s The Lutheran thesis

does not pertaln to the clarity or understandebility of the

contents of Scripture (evidentis rerum), but to the clarity
of the words (glaritas verborum) with which the revesled con-

tent of “eripture ics mede known. There are many impenetrable
mysteries in Seripture which are unclesr in thst they cannot

be grasped by humnn intellect, but these mysteries have not
been recorded in Zcripture in obscure or ambigzuous language,

The Lutheran thesis does not pertsin to the things of God
(reg Dei) but to the things of Seripture (res seripturse ).

The things of God are unknown oftentimes snd obscure to us,
but the things of Seripture sre clear.6 It is enough that
vwe pecept the 3}( of the mysteries contalined in Seripture

without sttempting to sesrch out the doTi . The things of
God are obscure in themselvee, but they sre recorded clearly
inSeripture. The Lutheran theesle does not pertalin to every
verse of Scripture. There is much in Seripture which s
obscure snd difficult to understand not only becsuse of the

rerum sublimltes but because of the Holy Spirit's wording

3 Gerhard, lgel theolozicl. I,27.
4 Gerherd, confessio cstholies. II,209: "Cuse in Seripturis

nuapism diserte et perepicue exposita habenanr, ecorum cogni-
tio non eat ad salutem absolute necesearis,.

> gp. git., I,117.
6 Quenstedt 1s following Luther at this point, Cf, Luther,
gpera latina., Francofurti ad M. 1873. VII,124,
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in Seripture. However, the fact that srticles of felth and
precepte are steted in certaln peessges in & manner obscure
to us doee not lmply that they srs derk and chscure whenever
they are spoten of in Seripture., In other words, it ls the
Lutheren position thet, although meny passegeés in “cripture
gre not clesr, all neceseary doctrines anéd preceptes are clesr-

ly reversled In ?cripture.T The perspicuity inhering in Serip-

ture doee not comprehend onomsstics, chronolegy, typographny,
allegory or unfulfilled prophecy, but mattere pertaining to
history, doctrine end morsls. Difficult pessesges in Serlp-

ture can often be clarified by referring te lucid persllel
pegsapges end observing the snalogy of fzith. The hermencuticel

rule that Seripture interprete Scripture is based on the

clarity of “eripture,

7 Quenstedt, e 117: "Disting inter universum S,
“eripturarum EﬁﬁIcéﬁ, & fidei dosmata s¢ morum praecepta,
Von dicimus unlversem Scripturam & quasvis cjus perticules
€sceé clsras, & persplicuss....Articull enim fidel & praseccepta

morum in propriie suis sedlbus non obscuris, sut smbiguls,
sed perseplculs, proprils, £ ab omnl smbiguitate ellenls verbis
in Seripturs proponuntur, ut guilibet sedulus Scripturse Lec-
tor, qul devote & pie Scerliptursm legit, €2 possit intelligere."
True to type, Hunnius violently attacks the Cstholics because
of thelr stand regarding this metter. In his polemic, prims
controversi«“srera is Ra%axti uellarmini ontificiae ecc‘ea-

2 - - & - ¢ . L o
he aays, p.205, that the Lutherans cleim only thrt the artioles
of feith are =zet forth clesrly in Seripture, but they do so
with Intrepidity. To the psplsts who refuse to recognize thils
fact the °criptures are no? only obscure but “obscurissims, in
superlativo”. 3But this 1s not the fault of Seripture. The
fault lies with the paplists who close thelr eyes to the sun,
who prefer the darkness of error to the clesr light of truth
and whom therefore God, according to hls word, hss sent a
atrong delusion, thet they should bellieve & lie, thet they
might be damned who loved not the truth, but had plessure in
unrighteousness. nunnius 1e not too bitter to state the Luther-
an position clesriy, "Certum est, et per inductionem demonstrari
potest, Umnium s8¢ singulorum coplitum doctrinse, quorum quidem
notitia noble est 2d salutem neceszaria, extrare in divinls
gcripturis indubltats fundamenta et testimonip, € qulibus illa
vel ad literasm oatsndia vel per bonam, firmem et Iinmotam conse-
quentiam educi gqueant."” One might think Hunnlue 1s srgulng for
the sufficlency of “eripture here, We see how closely the two

thoughts ere linked in the thinking of the dogmatlicians.
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If read sccording to its litersl aensea

Serdpture is
clear to anyone, whether regenerste or unregenerate., LEven

gn unbelliever is sble to comprehend the literal snd histore
1cel mesning of Seriosture., LSven an unbellever is able to
aocqulire what Gerherd calls = notitils Liteggg.g But a true
spiritusl understanding, a potitlia Spiritue, of Scripture

la sttalned only by the regenerste and only by means of the
illumination which the Holy Spirit bestows through Scripture.

Seripture itself is clesr, and it becomes dark and difficult

only per gecidens through the blindnees and apirituel per-
veraslty of men., If the Gospel is obscure, it 1s obscure to
those whoae minde Satan has blinded, 2 Cor.4.3. Of course,

1f the perspiculity of Scripture 1s taken ss Inferring that

the mysteries conteined therein comply with human resson,
then, cays Gerherd, "we reply without scruple, nothing is

more cbacure then Seripture," 4nd the fact that our dsrkened
intellect must be enlightened by the Spirit of God before
we cen understand Seripture does not miiitete againet the

clearness of “eripture. 7The sun 1is not less bright becaucse

a blind man eannot see 1t.1

8 The ¢larity of Seripture demends that 1t be resd according
to 1ts litersl sense, Cf, Scherzer, gystems theolomige. p.25:

"4d perspicuiteten istam pertinet omnino Sensus literalis seu
Loglel 1.e. quem Spiritus S, per se primo ac proxime Intendit,
sive flgurasto sersonis genere efferatur,"”

9 1oci theolosiel. 1I,329.

10 gonfesaio catholica. 11,210,

11 Gerharad, € « I,52: "21¢ intellectus noster
adeo tenebricosus est, ut fide{ myeteria verhis clarie &
perspicuis 1in scriptura proposita non perciplet, quis vero
propteres ipel ecripturse tenebres hasce tribuere velit?"

Dennheuer, hermeneutics secra. p.513 "Sol clarissimus ob-

scurusg est CEECO.
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To substantliste their doetrine of the perespleuity of
feripture the dogmeticlsne sppeel to Deut.30.,11-14 and Rom.
10,8, where the word of Cod 1s szld to be nigh to those who
read 1t., It was the Hebrew habit to plcecture snything which
wee difficult to comprehend gs being far awey, fcc,T7,24,25.
And it 1 absurd to say that the spoken word of God is clesr,
but n 't the written word., 7The purpose of wrlting ls the same
g8 the purpose aof epesking.

The msin proof for their doetrine wss to be found in

the many Bible pesseges which spesk of Scripture eg e light,

Prov, ©.23; Ps.,19.9. In 2 Pet,1.,19 the gpostle says that
Seripture 1s 1llke a light shining in a derk place, in other
words, thet it enlightens the minde of men, Therefore 1t

must be cleer., If it 414 not i1llumine men's minds, it was

a2 Bellermine argued thst Scripture 1s ealled

writtenirtlmin.
e light not because 1t is esally understood, but because it
enlightens the intellect. Iie meant that Zeripture wes not
clear in itself, thst the interpretation of the church was
needed to mee it clesr to ua.13 Gretzer wae more explieit,
e 281d that “cripture was a lemp which wss lighted by the

ohuruh.14 Dennhauer replies thst, according tc such & sup-

poeition, Seripture is no more clesr thean a forelgn language,

than a Delphic orscle. Serdpture becomes as dark as the dark-

neéss of Epypt. Quenstedt seys}5“0ur enlightenment cones

12 Guenstedt discusses thls passage in great detall, an.
9.1.3.- ¥ Islzlt

Loinig..

14 Hisnwarda are quoted In Dannhauer, Qﬁgg%gpﬂﬁggjgiggng.
p.82: "Seriptum lucerna, non quod per s€ nobie luceat; sed
quis, quandc sb Ecclesis expliecetur, tum demum nobls lucetl

15 op, cit., I,124.
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either from the inherent light of Seripture or from the for-
gign end Iinconsigtent llght of interpretation and unwritten
tradition., If [it 1s based] upon the inherent 1ight [of
Seripture, Scripture is] lucid and not obscure, if [it ie
based] upon something else, then [Soripture] 1z obscurs in
1tzelf and doez not dsserve to be called s lamp, zuch less

g light "

The clarity of Scripture ie demanded by its inspiration.
God 1s asble to mpeak clesrly, for he 1s the master of lan-
guege and words. To say that the divine suthor of Scripture
epeaks Iin en obscure mgnner is to perpetrste b) ssphemy. What
is more, Scripture tells us thet it brings forth wisdom end
understanding in children snd unlearned people, F8.19.,9; 2
Tim.3.15. It reveals hidden mysteries, Rom.16.25; 1 Cor.
2.9; C0l.1.26,27. The purpose of Scripture is that men might
be brought to eternsl 1ife, fom.15.4; Jn.20.31. %hy are all
commanded to read Scripture if it is not clesr?

The Romasn theologlens advenced many reasons why Serip-
ture was not clear. W%hy did the Ethlopian eunuch require
the help of Philip before he could understand Isa.53%7 Wwhy

does Paul say that we see through a gless darkly? uhy doss

Peter sey ihat the epistlea of Paul contaln some things which

are hard to underatand?16 Yoreover, why do the Lutherans

16 Cuenstedt, op. elt., I,124ff, expleins that none of these
references militates against the clarity of Scripture. The
eunuch wae only one man and Isa.53 was only one passage from
Seripture, It was not the words which he did not understand,
but the fulfilment of the prophecy. The év alyguart in 1 Cor,
13.12 pertsing not to the words of Seripture but to the often
incemprehensible content of these words which will onli be un=-
derstood In eternity. Peter does not say that everything Faul
wrote was difficult to greep, nor did he speak about the words
of Paul, but he referred to Paul's teachings which were above
rationsl comprehension, Ve see that C“uenstedt thinks that 1in
all these poasages hls adverseries are srguing from the incom-
prehensibllity of the mysteries of Seripture to the obscurity
of the vwords of Seripture which they have no right to do.
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goaupy themselvee with writing eanéd reszding commentarles if

the Ecriptures ere cleer? 7o thle objection the Lutherans
reply thst the Seriptures csn be understocd without commen-
teries or tredition, Commentaries egre written for the simple
eand unlesrned. They attemnpt to clarify, if poesible, certain
difficult pacessges. They are not merely written to explain

Seripture, but to spply what Seripture clearly taacheu.17

Finelly, an interpreter of Scripture drewe from Scripture

nothing else than whet the clear words say.t  If tredition

is esbsolutely needed to interpret Scripture, then tradlition
must be more clear then Seripture. But there is herdly any-
thing more obscure than tradition.lg The Homan theologians
attacked the perspliculty of feripture in order to clesr the
way for their dogme of papal supremscy. If the interpreta-
tion of the church was essentisl to a true understsnding of

Seripture, they had gained their point. There was reaslly only
one digpute between Lutherenism snd Homanism: 1s the suth-

ority of Ceripture grester than that of the church, or is

the church abaove Zceripture?

Aegidlius Hunniuggalert to the fact that it 1s thelr

dogma of ecclesimstlicel suthority which prompted Roman Csthe-

elic theologisns to oppose the clarity of Seripture and to

the
becloud lassue with every menner of lrrelevant objectian.20

No one will dispute, he says, that there sre pregent in Serip-

ture meny difficult and cbscure pessssges., The guestion is

gimply thie: gre the deoetrines which we must belleve for

salvation cleerly set forth in Seripture? Lutheresn theology

7 ibig.

18 Bechmenn, theologie polemice. p.104,

19 Celov, syncretismus Cslixtinue. pe.326. Calov says, gon-
eng; € t p.1o% that Scrifture, if it 1s not clear,

586 8 exp.afz onIgngU sfinsuffic ent,
m_j ! . F ] L
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snawers with e declded yee, The delity of Chriet csn be up-
held gnd Ariue cen be proved a heretic by Jn.l, Col.l, Heb.l
and Jn.5 wlthout cutside ccrroboration. 7The adversaries have
good reeson for obscuring the isgsue, It 1s done in the in-
tercst of their own privaste interpretatlon which the homan
Antichrist srrogstes to himself. iere ls the resl difference

between the Luthersns and the papletes. Bellsrmine contends
thet Seripture must be obscure becsuse it conveys mysteries

which surpasss sll humsan understending. This cbjection which
has nothing to do with the controversy serves only to confuse
the issue., Pertaining to doctrines of Scripture the wos is

often uncleer, but never the 0r¢. Hunnius saya,21 "It is

beet to 1llustrate this truth by an example, That Christ

is men snd God st the seme time is a mystery which utterly
transcends not only metsphysicasl knowledge (about which the
Jesuit prattles ) but absolutely all philosophy and humsn
reason. This is 2 simple matter of confession. But now

it 18 ssked whether God hse revesled thies mystery in Serip-
ture obscurely or cleariy. I answer, 1t is clearly set forth
In the holy Seripturees not cnly when John proclaims that the
the Word was made flesh (where the context indicates what is
meant by the term *Word'), but s2leo when the prophet Jere-
migh says that the se¢ed of David 1e2 the Lord himeself, when
Gabriel cslls the zon of Mery the Son of the doet iiigh, when
Pater gsys thet the Son of HMan 1s coevel with the Son of God,
and when Paul =aye thst Christ sprang fron the fathers to be
over all, God blessed for ever, Rom.9, and when he proclalms

that the second 2dam is the Lord from heaven, 1 Cor.15."

21 10c. eit., 11,209,
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Hunniue then proceeds to speak of the virgln birth of Christ
which, although sbove resson snd incredible tc hesthen phil-
osophy, 1: nevertheless taught cleasrly as 2 fsct in Scrip-
ture and needs no 1llucidation from the fathere or the church.
He concludes, "If the Jesuit still insists thst even such
cleer tesachinge stend in need of the interpretation of the
fathers, thinking Christisnse cen only Jjudge hlm to be an

lmpudent sophlst who should be thrown ocutside like rotten

egze." The egbove argument of Bellarmine scems to have both-
ered the dogmaticiens or at least made them engry, (as we

gee from the quotation of Hunnius ), although they sre con-
vinced it was only 2 blind to uphold the zovereignty of the

Foman pspacye. -uenstedt feeles that it reveals more than a
clever attempt to confuse matters: it indicstes an utterly
mieteken conception of the neture of fsith. He says, "It

ie poseible to write clesrly of obscure thinges, to wriie in
an humble Tsshlion of sublime things, to write in a slaple
manner of difficult things, end to write openly of hidden
things. The incarnstion is a great mystery, 1 Tim.3.16,

end yet there are many passssgés pertaining to it which are
cleerer then the sun lteelf. The justification of a sinner
before God end the resurrection sre numbered as nysteries,
Could you wish for enything clesrer than what the aposile
writes of the former Iin hie letter to the Romané and of the
latter in 1 Cor.157% As touching mysteries we must distingulsh
between the that and the how. The former 1= clesrly declared
in Seripture; the latter, i1f not declsred, 1s not necessary

to know for sglvatlon. For instance, I read in Seripture

clearly thet Cod is one and yet three persons, that the Son
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of God wes conceived of the loly Epirit and born of the vir-
gin Mery. DNow 1f & person i1s not content with this, but in
an officious manner sesrches into the how andé why of it, he

has no reason to espouse the obscurity of Cferipture, but every
reaconto condemn hisz own effrontery. Felth does not reet upon
proofs from reeson, but upon divine testimony,"22

The Soelinlansg, l1ike the Jesults, belleved thrt the Serip-
tures were not clesr, They tsught thet Christ and hle apostles

purposely spoke ambiguously. iIn his Socinismus profligstus

Calov combate this view, lie sasys it violates the very pur-

poge of Scripture snd of the prophetic office of Christ.
Chrriet ceme end hie epoctles were commlesloned not to confuse,
but to inform end enlighten sinners. Otherwlse why should

he be called the light of the world? The contents ené full
import of ﬁis uttersnces mey well have transcended human com-
prehension, but his words were never obscure or ambiguaua.23
Christ msde use of parsbles and s2llegories to clarify what

he wae sayling, not to bewllder people. Often we read that

he convinced and silenced the Jewas, Lk.14.5; latt.22.341f;
this was sccomplished only by mesns of plain language. #nd
the effect of his lucld preaching is Indicated by the testi-
mony of his hearers, /n.T.%6; Hatt.22,16; Jn.3.2. If nmeny
&ad not understand Christ,1t was not his fault. 4And if many
dc not understend or sppreclate the Seriptures, the blame
mugt be plsced where 1t belongs, in the blindnese and per-

versity of thelr own sinful hesrts, not in the Scriptures

which were written for the seke of their edificstion and

22 op, cit., 1,128,

23 coeinism iz « po26: "Nulls yerborum obgeruiteas,
etiamel rerum su mitetem non caplat ratio humena,” Cf.

Celov, gystemes. I,66C.
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ealvation.24 Christ would have made himself responaible
for thelr slns, if he had spoken purpoasely ambiguously to
the Jews., Soclnus taught thet God purpoeely made nmuch of
the Bible unclear; this, seys Celov, denies gratis univer-
sal1s.®?
“ut why did God sllew any pessesges in Scripture to re-

maln unclear? The dogmaticlans mske no sttempt to snewer

thie queation categoricelly, but they do offer certel. res-
sons which they think may be plausible: 1. thet we mignt

the more diligently search the Scriptures, 2, thet we might
be given no occasion for contennlng the sacred writings be-
cause of their simplicity, 3. that all humasn pride znd arro-
gance might be guenched, 4, thst we might be reminded of
our congenitel blindneee in gpiritusl nattere, 5. thet we
might spprosch Sceripture with reverence and with & prayer
that we grow in =anctification, 6. thst we might etrive the

more zeglously for e fuller knowledge of ﬁcriptur$.26

The Roman church In the seventeenth century forbad the
laity to resd the Seriotures; this was perfectly consistent

with their doctrine that Seripture was unclesr and did not

28 Calov, ¥ der Neuen &
fgc .

gchpedlichen Sect. = ts - 111,27: "Da ver-
nehmen wir/ dees die Ursach/ dass nicht 2ll dae helle Liecht
dese Evangelll sehen/ oder Schriften dess Neuen Testaments/
nlcht zusuchen oder zu setzen sey in COtt/ oder 1n der helll-
gen Schrift/ (so wenilg sles die Ursach/ dass das helle Liecht
der “onnen von dem Blinden nicht gesehen wird/ zu-zuechreiben
l1st der “onnenliecht ) sondern dees sie herkommen von dem GOtt
dileser ¥elt, dem Gelat der Finsternuess/ und zum Thell von
den Ungleublgen selbeten/ die ihre Augen selbst blenden/

dass sie nicht sehen dss helle Liecht des Lvengelli."

25 dbide Celov meintelins thsat the Soclnlans also deng :
§;glggiwhen they deny that the enlightenment of the Spiri

8 necessary for a saving knowledge of Scripture. systems.
I,656ff, Ané this sc-called Gnadenlicht does not conflict
with the clerity of Seripture. The trouble with the Socin-

lans 1s thet they do not grasp the perversity of nstursl man,

26 Gerhard, com
lag. p.459.
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offer all teschinge necesssry for emlvatlon. And this was
the precticel conclusion to which thelr doctrine of Scrip-
ture led them. If Serinture 48 not the only source of the-
ology, if the suthority of Seripture ls derived from the

church, i1f “cripture 1z inperfect, obscure, smblguous and

unneceasery, there ia little resson Tfor enccursging the laity
to read gnd study it. The Lutherans, or the other hand,
would most nsturelly submit thet there is <very good reesson
why all who can resd should atudy Sceriptures. Thelr whole
doctrine of “eripture -- 1f 1t vers not to degenerate into
i1dle theorizing -- demended guch = conelusion, Seripture

waz written for 211 psople to resd snd meditete, Deut,.6.6;
Ize,.34,15; Jn.5.39., Everyone whe resds Serioture 1e spproved
by God, 2 Tim.3.15. The epistles of the lew Tectament were
written usuelly to whole congregetlonsz, not merely clergymen,

And it hea slways been the presctice of Christlen lay people
to resd the Seriptures, Acts 8.30; 1T.ll. OUn the basis of

guch passages ps 1 Cor.1.2; Col.%.,15; 1 Theéss.l.4; 2 Thess.
1.1 and Phil.l.l Brachmnnﬁ27 contends that the Scriptures

wers nddressed to 211 Christisns. He saye, "As many there-
fore ss sre beloved of God, as many a@es are cslled to be sgints,
as many 28 are gsnctified in Christ, as meny 2s sre falthful
brethren Iin Chriet, can and by =11 means should be allowed

to rsed the sacred writings. Or 2hould we ssy thet only

thoge who sre orde’ned priests and not of the common people
eare the beloved of God and the falthful brethren of Christ?

But notice what John writee in his epistle, 'I write unto
you, little children, because your sins are forglven you

for his name's sake, I write unto you, fathers, because

27 yniversse theolomise systems, 1,25.
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ye have known him that 1s fror the beginning., I write unto
you, young men, becsuse ye have overcomé the wlcked ocne, 1
write unte you, little children, because ye¢ have known the
Father.' 1 Jn.2.12,13. 4&nd so no man, =0 sge, walch ig cap-
able of devout reading, ls to be stopped from resding Serip-
ture," ¥When the Seriptures sre withheld from the lsity the
verv purpoee c¢f Scripture 1e vioclated, Everyone whe can
ree¢ le to reed the Seripturss, It is the height of presump-
tion, ney, the devil himeelf, which has 1nepired the pspacy
to wreat from bellevers whet God hae glven them, How strongly
the dogmaticigne felt reserding thie matter is evinced in
e stetement of Cslov, "What evil spirit has ordered the pope
to plece among the prohibited booke the holy Scripture which
heg been committed to e2ll men to reed? Who gave him the
pover to graent one end not ancther the right to resd the books
ef the Bible? FHow cen he ecay thet the divinely inspired
Seriptures which sre sble to msie us wiee unto sslvaticon can
bring damnation on anyone, without hespling shemeful sbuse on
Seripture, nsy, blesphemy upon God, the author of Seripture?
IThe goodé which God wishes 811 to enjoy the church has no
right by some legel ensctment to teke from most people snd

regerve for & certsin number, %whoever does this sets him-
eelf sbove Cod, snd by thle very deed he proves himself to
be the Antichrist."20

&nd the paplste reve in vein that the Scriptures are
oh=cure, thet leymen cennot understend them, that the church

le required to iInterpret them for the leity. Anyone who cen

understend can understend Seripture when it spesks of his

28 Cglov, biblie novi testementl 3]lustrets. 11,1C35.
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selvation in Chriat.zg It ie wrong to abstaln from readling

the Bible simply becsuse there are msny pesseges which went
interpretation. To every Christian has been given the gift
of resding egnd interpreting Scripture and the duty of Judg-
ing 211 thinge by it. This does not mean that Christlans
mey Jjudge Scripture according to human standards. It wess

a stock proposition of the Jesulte that Scripture wes a wax
nose which could be twisted by any heretic to fit his own
preconceived secterisn tenets; thus Seripture could be used
as & cloke to cover fslse doctrines. The dogmsticlans reply
that to bresk a lew does not mske the law vold. Abugus enim
ngn_&glll;_gggg,3o ind leymen are no more gullty of this

offence than the clergy. When Bellarmine cleims thet all

gorte of heresies arise when the uneducated reasd Scripture,
he 18 wrong, saye Quenstedt, and denies Eph.3.4. GQuenstedt

aaya,31 "If the laity are to be forbidden reading the Scrip-
tures becsuse of the danger of heresy, how much more the
clergy, the blehops end presbyters., Experlence hss proved
this, and Bellesrmine himself confcases, de Fom. Pontif. 1,8,

'There has been herdly eny erchheresy, even smong the less

29 A statement of Dannhauer is interesting in this connection,
€ . Pe2: "Ideoneus scripturse S, Interpres
] atlenus omnise, certec tamen ordine, mocdo, gradu ec
telent! mensura, Cicut elegentissime sliqua Alberti Dilreri
imago, €.g2. Irojee incendium depictum, incurrit in oculum vel
vulgarem, vel plctoriaz arte imbutum: 1lle colores, figurss,
lumine, umdras, historiem ipssm snimadvertit; hic insuper
affectus, mores, genlum artls, decorum, symmetriasm; ille vidit
~uantum ssatls est; hic plus videt, plenlue, clerius, Jem
quild est universa scripturs €. nisl plcturas rerum divinsrum?
Quld S, Codex nisi speculum in quo se Numen depinzit? Nemo
Christisncrum estﬁ qul non hic videre poesit, quentum ad ssl-
uter el =ufficit,

ag
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notorioue heretice, which hee not sprung from the clergy.'"
énd Luthersns have not taught thet every Christien hee a
right to impose hls own privseste interpretation upon Scrip-
ture, It 1s the papists, not the Lutherans, who degrade
Seripture to = gg;ggg_ngggg,32

Certein Jesuits in the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies took an extreme position in this controversy. They
taught thet it wse dengerous, even injurious, for a leyman
to resd the Bible., Chief among the protagonistse of thils
extravagent view were Bellarmine snd two notable LInglish
controversiallete of the sixteenth century, Thomea Stapleton
and Thomas llerding, who fled Englend during the reign of
wueen Ellzabeth, Bellarmine and lisrding gzo so far as to
submit thet Bible reading is harmful to faith and morals.
The Lutheran theologlisns point out thet such & tesching makes
Seripture & bad thing, It is due to their own rashness and
evil nsture, not to Seripture, that the laity sometimes take
offence et sgome of the frank and open stories recorded in
scripture.33 Quenstedt says,34 "The prophetic end spostolic
“eripture ig holy, Jjust, good and sslutery. In itself 1t
harme no one, leads no one into error, and is not the cause

of any heresy. It showe men hls depraved nature, it reveels

32 Gﬁl‘hﬂf‘d QM & < L F _ ]
pP.164: "Calumnic 1gitur noe onerat Bellarninus, quando nobia
tribuit, guod ad privatum cujusgue spiritum homines in Scrip=-
€ expositione re t e 51 privatus glliquls ex clarls
& perspicuis Scripturse locls de quadam religlonis controver-
gla Judicat, hoc non proficiscitur ex sgpirltu priveto, sed est
publicum Sniritua senectl in Seripturie loquentls judicium.

33 Quenstedt, ope eit., I,224: "21 quae corruptio doctrinaé
& vitase ex Seripturase lectione, a gulibusdam decsumitur, 1d
non oritur ex Scriptura per se, (alloquin =pud omnes orire-
tur, & Spiritus €, Seripturae sutor, csusg esset mali per
se ) sed sit per accidens, ex legentium vitlo & temeritate."

34 1n1a. .
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his fallinge snd sccomplishments, It deters him from whet

ies evil end urges him toward whst is good. If the ccecasslion

of errors or unorthodox opinions ls brsught sbout whén one
reads certsin passages from Scripture that is purely asccl-
dental." Cuenstedt ssys thst by reading the Bible the laity
i1s given the right to check on what is publicly presched and
taught. Bellarmine protests that lay people have no such
rights They are in duty bound to follow thelir psstor even

if he 18 known to be in error. If they had the right to Jjudge

thelr pastor, they would not need & pastore. In his locus

on the minietry Gerhard csrefully end thoroughly rc<futes
these oblectio s of Bellsrmine. His whole long srgument
is interesting end merits being quoted as thlis point, He

writee,35 "Bellermine objects: 'because the common people

are unleerned they are unable to Jjudge the doctrine of their
pastors in any other manner then by comparing it with the
teaching of former psetors.,' Ve reply that this 1s proved
falee by the example of the Beresns who dally searched the
feriptures, inquiring cerefully whether these things were

g0 which Paul esnd Bernabug presched, Acte 17.1ll. They set

up a2 norm of Judgment not the doctrine of thelr ordinary

pastors, but the holy Seriptures, and they were commended

for this by the Holy Spirit. 7The fgnorance of the people
under the papacy sbout which Zellarmine speaks, arose because
they were forbidéen to read the holy Scriptures. For thils
gecrilege ite authors will one dsy give strict sccount. B3ut
we turn Bellesrmine’s argument around: if the ignorsnce of
the people does not prevent them from comparing the doctrine

of thelr pestors with the doctrine of their predecessors or

35 locl theolozici. de vocatione mediate, XIII, 89,



=230~
regulsar pastors, certainly it will not keep them from com-
paring the doctrine of thelr psstors with the doctrine of
Christ, the prophets and spostles which is presented In Serip-
ture and from Judging according to this norm a2 true prophet
from & false one, If the former is true, so is the lastter,

The inference of the msjor premise 12 proved by the fact that

Christ, the prophets and apostles could and did teach clearly
as did the reguler pastors. When Christ, the prophets end
gpostles performed thelr minlstry of tesching on thie esrth,
they preceched not only to the learned but to the ignorant
people and In such a2 way thet they were sble to be understcod,
How then gre the writinge of the pro-hets and spostles so
obscure and complicsted thot simple people are unsble to

Judge doctrine from them? Certainly the prophets and spostles
dié¢ not write anything else than what they presched with their
mouths. 'But', says Bellarmine, 'if the people could by them-

selves Judge the temching of thelr psstore they would not need
preachers,’ Ve rcply: that conclusion ie illogicsl. Both

things hsve been commanded by Ged, namely, that the people
prove the doctrine of their pastors -- Bellsrmine himsgelf
granted this sbove in express words =-- pnd that there be
nevertheless certslin ordeined miniciers in the church, for
'they are not sll teschers.' 1 Cor.12.29., Eph.4,11. It is
one thing to sesrch into the truth of doctrine and to know
the difference between here=sy end orthodoxy, between fslse
prophets and true teachers; this ie a generel call which 1=

extended to sll Christisne. It 18 another thing to teach
publicly in the church; this 18 a specisl call. We do not

make shepherds of the sheéep but insist that they be and re-
maln sheep., Ilowever, we do not went them to be brute sheep,

who ¢an and should not tell the difference between shepherds
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and wolves, The papiste make thelr hearers brute sheep, who
without any sense follow their pestor, even if he leade them
into polsonous psstures or turns into & wolf., They make out
of thelr hesrers parrote who hang on the nod of the prelates,
end of the preletes they make sngels who ere infsllible and
reeponsible to no one, Luther esays, 'If a man appesrs who
teaches doctrine contrary to that of other passtors, his doc-

trine should be subjlect to doubt.,' Later he seys we should
find out whether his cell ies legitimete, The conclusion which

Bellermine edde le dlmply ridiculous: 'When the regular pastor
and one who has not been c¢alled teach things which conflict
with esch other, the people ocught to follow their pastor rather
than the one whc 1e not their pesstor, even though it may chence
that the pestor hes erred.' But this is wronge Luther was

not a legitimately celled psator.36 And 1t 1s wrong to fol-
low & reguler pestor even when he errs., Thie leg nothing else
than to order sheep to follow thelr shepherdes into noxious
psetures, to sek Chrietlsne to prefer derkness to light,

érror to truth, human regulations to divine suthority. DBSel-
larmine submite, "It ig incredible that God would sllow =
regular pestor to err so thet simple people sre decelved,'

But he dlsputes in valn about whether s thing csn happen when
it 18 plein that it has happened., Not without brezen impu-
dence can he deny that esppointed pastors hesve often erred

end led the unlesrned people astray."

36 Luther would certainly heve disagreed with such a verdict.
Saemtliche VWerke. Erl, Aufil, 26,231; 26,183ff. Luther would
not have preached s word in public unless he thought he had

e ¢8ll to do so. Cf, Augsburs Confession. Art.XIV, Gerhard

is probably grantinz for the moment the Romsn dogmes regard-
ing the call and ordination into the min!estry.
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CHAPTER NINE: THE EFFICACY CF SCRIPTURE

There 1s an urgency on the part of all the orthodox
Lutheren theologiens of the seventeenth century to uphold
the principle that “cripture is the only source of revesled
theoclogy. Certsinly thies wae thelr chlef interest in sll
their discussions of Seripture. The necessity, suthority,
perfection, truthfulnese ané clarity of Secripture 211 dire-
ectly support the prineiple of gola seripturs., But thelr
doctrine of Seripture, or the word of God, is utterly incom-

plete, 1f viewed exclusively in the 1light of thies principle.
Thelr doctrine of the word of God essumeés its true signifi-

cance only when viewed soterlologically, when consldered
22 en operstive factor in God's plan of sslvation. This
eaepect of their doetrine has not been relegated into the
background by the dogmsticisne es some have implied when
they say thst the Scriosture principle was to the old Luth-

eérsn teaschers the fundamentsl doctrine of the Christisn faith

upon which their whole theologicel system wes built (if they

can be s2id to have hed a system at alll), ac if sgla fide
hed been effeced by gola scripturs. On thecontrary, the

concept of the word of God as & gracious meens whereby God
bringe the sinner to feith iIn Christ is in no way subordin-

ated to the suthority of Seripture. In fact, only one who
has been touched, yes, converted by this word of 1life will
accept its suthority. For this resson the dogmaticisns teach

that the word of God must not only be viewed ratione ménw

i
a8 a princivium cognoscendi, but also wpajfws, =28 &
~
principlum opersndi, vel efficiendl seu womprixov , vel efiect-
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énus est med convertencli, re ge d | -
candl, gg]vggd;.l In other words, the written end preached

vword of God hes the intrinsle power to convert 21l méen in-
giseriminetely.2 In brief, the Luthersn doctrine of the

divine efficacy of the word of God is this, sccording to
Quenatedt:3 the word of Cod (Quenstedt is spesking of Serip-

ture here, but slso of the yerbun wpoQoptkév in s11 its ver-

ious forme) by virtue of the ordinstion and will of very

God postesgés s certain intrinsie, divine power which is
elso gufficient 2nd indiscriminate. Thls word worke grac-
ious results by effecting enlightenment, conversion, regen-
eration end salvetlon, and elso punitlve results, punishment,

death end damnation. BSuch resulte the word sccomplishes

immediste, vere sc proorie, but also =-- ané this is impor-

tent -- orgasnicelly end 1lnstrumentelly. This measns that
the word of God does not act as the moving cause in man's
converslon and regeneration and selvation, but only a2 the
means or orgen by mesns of which God chaoaagt%ring ebout

his graclous purpose.4 The Holy ESpirlt does not ordinarily

1 Celov, gystems. IX,2.
2 Huelsemsnn, J., extensio brev % gi. Heilbronnae.

1667. p.6.

3 op. oit., I,169,

? loc, ¢it., I,172: "Verbum Del vim & efficacism suam exerit
op¥avt Kws, organice seu Instrumentelliter, Hegue enim dlvinuam
Verbum est ggene Frincipasle, 1n conversasionls, regenerstlionls
& sslvationies negotio, sed tantum ldoneum medium sive organon,
qus Deus in producendis effectibus spirituslibus ordinarie
utitur, non quidem ex necessitste quadem, & indigentia, quasi
efficecianr suam homines cgnvertendl its 2lligaverit Verdo
suo, ut non possit vel amédws, & absque ullo medio, vel etiam
oer aliud organon sut medlium, cguam per Verbum suum homlnes
convertere, 1lluminare, ealvare, si vellet, sed ex llbera
sua voluntate, qus Deo ita placult, dea pwpias 100 KnplypaTos ,
fe§13£U1t1t15m praedicationies sslvoe facere credentes, 1 Cor.
'3 .
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work conversion snd bestow falth without means, but with
and through the word as the usual means of working spirit-

usl effects.s This truth is brought cut by those passages

of Scripture which teesch thet God works feith asnd regener-

ation &nd conversion through the word, Hom.1Ce,17; 1 Cor.4.

1,5; Acts 11.21. Thegift of the Holy Spirit is bestowed

s/,
through the word ss through a mesns or conveyence (oX7npma,
vehiculum}.6 Christ dwells in the hearte of those who re-

ceive and keep his word, Jn.l14.23; Lphe3.16,17.

The word of God ss a means of grece is not & pesssive

instrument (instrumentum pessivum, €in leldendes und emphah-

endes Verckzeug) which muet be used before it hss power, as

2 men would use & hemmer to pound & nsil, It is, according

to Baier,7 an instrumentum cooverstivum, "ein kreefitiges

mitwirkendes VWerckzeug" 1ike the hand or the eye of a liv~

ing being,® Gerhard cells it & esuss instrumentsliter szeng.”

5 Celov, gystema. 1,704,
6 ibid. "F1 Spiritus 5. sese peér ipsum verbum-wpapopcxav
inagguat in cordas nostra, & per minlsterium verbl tanguam
peEYr oXypma & vehiculum quoddem, ut in 1lledem operetur, utique
non ferit tentum sures verbum externum, nec sine 1110 ap€dws
in cords 11labitur Splritus., At verum prius Cel,.lll.2 inne
eptist Spirit e€x audltu fidel? Act.X.44 sdhuc loguente
€ a cecidit Spiritus S, SUper omnes gudlenteg
yerbums Conf. Eph.I1.,13. 1 Thess.ll.13.

T Baler, compendium theolomise oositivoe. p.léd.

2 redekenn, op, cit., 2ppendix nova, p.272: "Des Wort GOttes
iet nicht ein inetrumentum psssivum, ein leldendes uné emp-
fehendes Werckzeug/ welches erest im Gebrsuch zur Ersfft und
Wirckung erhoben wird/ sie die Art von deme/ sc damit hauen
will/ erhoben/ und die Hsuunge-Krafft ihr von sussen zu=-und
beygefueget wird/ wie Rathmann und ovius immerder dahinsus
wollen/ sendern ee 18t ein lebendiges und krsefftiges Wort/
und demnach €in instrumentum sctivum & cooperativum, ein
kraefftiges mitwirckendes terckzeug/ vile eines lebendigen
lengchen Hand oder AUZ€eee"

2 loci theologicl. XIII,T4,(253: "...Deo placuit ad Givinum
il1lum effectum conversionis sc sslutis hominum verbum exter-
nuzm tanquem casusem instrumentsliter sgentem eveheree..."
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The dogmaticisng mean to bring out that it is not only the
objeet or purpcse of the gg;gggjﬂ?o¢kgtx3v to bring sbout

gpiritusl effects, but it ie ite sctuel work to sccomplish
such worke in mant the word of CGod 1t not a mere glgnum, &
sign pointing the ssy to eternsl life, but 2 gracious medium
ordained to exert spiritusl effects end efficeclous to that

10

end, The Cospel not merely offere us righteocusness snd

salvetion, it not only invites us to sccept Christ snd enter
his kingdom; 1t sectuaslly confers such great blessinge on us,
it quickens ue snd makes us pertakere of Christ's kingdom.

This is the concluelon Gerhsrd comes toc on the basis of 1
Pet. 1.23, He writas,ll "[The word] regenerstes us not merely

theoretically in that it enlightens the mind with a Rnowledge
of the divine will and indicates to us what we must believe
end do, but 1t doees so actuslly in that it reslly turns the

willl to sccept the divine witnege and movee and trensforms
and awekens the heart to belleve in it so that we cling to
this grece which 1e offered in Christ and find hepplness in
it, and through this faith we become children of God and
neirs of everlseting 1ife. [The word] quickens us not only
in that 1t invites us to enjoy Cod's favor towerd us and en-
coursges ue with a 1living comfort, but it also mskes us par-
tekers of thet epiritusl 1ife." It ie chiefly on the basis
of Jn.6.63 that the 0ld Lutheran teschers hold that the power

of the word is not symbolical or theoreticesl, but resl and
true. Calov ressons on the basis of this psssage that the

word of God, because 1t le Indued with spirit and life, has

10 calov, gystema. 1,706,
11 Gerhsrd, J. comments : re :
editio altera priori correctior, Jenae. 166L. 9-145.
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the power to enlighten s sinner and is, moreover, graclous
and efficecious insuch 8 wsy that 1t actually confers spirit
end 1i1fe upon e sinner by virtue of God's ordination ond the

union of the Spirit of God with 1t.12 Quenstedt 1= more pre-

ciee in his interpretstion of this paaaage.13 The words of
Chriet vhich were afterward put in writing sre spirit, l.e,
enimated with the Spirit of God, in such s way that Faul cen
gay thst the spirit, or Goepel, glves 1life, 2 Cor.3.6. 4&nd
they sre 1ife not only becsuse they work spiritusl 1ife in

men and confer eterns) life upon bellevers; they are 1living

words endowed with the power end faculty (vis et facultas)
of conferring 1ife, Becsuse the power of the word ls reasl
pover ite effects mre real effecta., The power of the word
penetrates to the very heart of man, converts, regenerates

and completely changes hilm 1nwardly.1# That the word of

God 1e iteelf efficascious 18 shown in Hom.l.16. According

to guanstedt,ls the deasz in thie verse can only connote

12 gystemag. I,707: "Guodcunque enim verbum Spiritu & vita
instructum est, 1d non destituitur lumine gratiae principall,
gs€d quum ?1b1 unitum habest spiritum, lumine 11lo instructunm
est, nec aspxov, aut signum mere ThpovTikov heberl potest,
ced medium est tvepynTikdV, Kal meradorikdv, divinitus or-
dinetur ad effectus spirituslens, & efflcaex ad 1d, ut apiritUm
& vitans nobis conferst, vi divinse ordinationis." The "lumen
gretise" (anaésnliecht} is the gift whereby we spiritually
understand eplritual things, & gift bestowed by the Spirit
through the word,

13 gp, oit.,1,176.

14 Gerherd, gommenteriue super prio: st atols
De14Ct "Verbo DEI non solum trivultur -vapx:ca 5mmwotnle
actlio vivificendl, eed etianm dovapxs potentle salvandl, Rom.
1,v.16, Dicitur ergo verbum DEI vivum, quie ut DEI vivi
verbum internur vim vivificandi obtinet, quesm in hominibus
epiritusliter vivificendis efficecliter exerit,"”

15 op, oit., I,177.
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the power and faculty Inhering in the CGospel through which

God converts, regenerates, enlightens and savee men, ¥For

this resson it is c=lled the "power of God unto sslvetion,”

which meens the same gs the Gospel of salvation, Eph.l.13.

Thie power 1leg not signi ficatlive or representative like s
statue of Herocury, but 1t le resl and brings converslon end
selvation, In the words of Quenstedt, "This Goapel 1s called
the deo./.us 8tol €ls o‘mrqpt'w in the same way =g the 'weapons

of our werfsre' sre cslled duvark 7@ 0ed to the pulling down

of the strongholde of Saten, 2 Cor.l10.4 and 1t does not mean
.

%Yo eignify' but 'to exert power'," And thls power does not
come to the Gospel from without bﬁt l1a 2lways in the Gospel
1tegelf. Psul le not speaking here of the objeect of the Gos-
pel or its content, namely, Christ, as the Schwenkfeldians
taught, or of the mysteries of the Gospel, namely, the in-
carnetion and passion of Christ etc., as Bellesrmine taught,
but of the preaching of the Gospel. Finelly, the meny pas-
sages in Seripture which spesk of the effecte of the word

of Goéd prove that this word hss the power to work and act-
uelly does work spiritusl effectes. To the word 1s attributed
the power to convert and rﬁgenerete, Pg.19.8,9; Jer.23.29;

2 Tim,2.,25; 1 Pet.1.23; Jas.1l.18; 1 Cor.4.15; Gal.4.19, to
bestow faith, Jn.1.7; 17.20; Roml0.17; 1 Cor.3.5; Col.l.5,6;
2 Pet.l.19, to purify, Jn.15.3,4, to quicken, 2 Cor.3.6;
Eph.2.53Ph1l1.2.16; Actas 5.20, to justify, Rom.3.27,28, to
sanctify, 1 Pet.1l.22; to renew, Eph.4.23, to preserve in
grace end faith, 1 Pet.5.1C, and to save, Jn.5.24,39; 6.69;
1 Cor.l.21; Acte 11.14, The law 1s gald to herden, kill

end dgmn. Now whatever bringe sbout such supernstursl ef=-
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fects nmust have the power to produce these accompliahments.ls

For thie resson the word of God 1e likened to things which
have intrineic power, to a aeed, to food, to medlcine, to
rsin and snow, to wine, flre etc.,

The efficecy of the word of God does not inhere in the
letters =nd syllebles =2nd worde as they are written; These
are merely symbole, the vehicle (vehiculum) of the divine
content, the forms, of the word which alcne 1s the word of

17

God, properly spesking. IThe dogmaticisnrg will hsave no

part of that ancient superstitlion which supposed that the

worde of the Blble as worde cculd cure sickness and exorclese

18 In wedieval times it waes the practice of some

devils.
te carry the Bible from their shouldere inthe hope thet it
would ward off evil spirits =2nd cslsmities. Only the inspir-
€d content of the word which 1s the mind end counsel of God
has the power to work converslion and other spiritusl reell-
ties in man. It 12 extremely importent to besr in miné that
the dogmaticiane sre never speaking of the Bible as a book,
of the paterig of Seripture, or of the pgsterig of the word
of God in general, when they say that the word of God 1s
efficacious,.

Ls elrendy intimated the orthodox Lutheérans held that
the word of God hae power in 1tself (per se). No outside

influence must enter the word before it can exert 1ts power

end regenerate man. Thet the word of God 1s powerful means

15 Cslov, gygtema. I,7C8: "quod gutem ¢ Jusmodl effectus sup-
ernsturalee producit, 1d virtute intrinsice a¢ producenda

€ jusmodi and‘tht(yara divine pollere oportet, quum sctus
secundus prsesupponst primum," Cf. Quenstedt, gp, ecit., I,169.

17 Hollez, exmmen theologmicum scrosmaticum, €d.1750. P«99%.
Dedgkenn, op, cit.,appendix nova. p.23§. wuenstedt, gop, ecit.,
1.169,

18 cf. Quenstedt, loc, cit., 1,169, Baler, gp. cit., p.l4l.
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that 1t is powerful intrlnaically.lg This is what Luenstedt

is driving st when he saye thet power does not enter the
Goapel from without before it can act upon man, but power

ie slweye in the Goapcl.20 And it 1e whet he and Calov are

driving st when they cleim thst the effects which Seripture

ettributee to the word of God postulste ite intrinclis effic-

scy, or power. Act €c S €g n lm.al How=-

ever, from the fset that the word 1= powerful inherently it
does not foliow thet Scripture has this power jindependenter

or "urspruenglich" =8 i1f the word were the only or even the
chief ensuse of regenerstion or ss if the word a2loné possess-
ed this power. It 1s the Holy Spirit who converts man through
the word. Nor is the power in the word of God of absolute
neceselty 28 1f God could not work without it. God has sim-
ply willed thst his word have this power, The power of the
Spirit hees been communiceted to the word so thet it can be

called the word of 1ife; the word hes power "sus freywilliger

Goettlicher Ordnung”, 1 Cor.1.21.22

Consinstent with the 1des thet the word of God ls power-

ful intrinsicslly 1s the profession that the word possesses

this power spert from its useé 2nd before it iz read and used

19 Quenstedt, gg, git., I,177: "Nem quodeungue Verbum est
potentis Deil ad sslutem, 1d intrinseca potentla ac virtute

in se ac per se preeditum sltees”

20 ibid. "Heec potentie non sdvenit Evangello ab extrinseco,
sed i1pel semper inest." I,17C: "Haeec [verbum Del] vero =
prims institutione & productione sufficienti, h.e. divina

& summe vl sc efficacla presedita sunt, nec indigent nova &

peculleri allqus elevatione ultre efficecism ordinerisa,
Jam dum ifipsle inditsm ed producendum spiritualem effectum.

21 pgdekenn, ope cit., appendix nove. D.273: "...cle [die
Sehrifft] such sctu primo eine Lebens-und Liechtes-Krafft
in eich habe/ cum actus secundus prsesupponat primum, oper-
stio virtutem,"

22 1oc, cit., p.168,264,
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by men. Starting with Gerherd the dogmaticiasne tesch in
unnlstakable terms that Scripture or the word of God, by

virtue of Goé's ordiratlion, possessée 2 certein ccmmunicated

divine power (yls, virtus) even wﬂ.?}

The tenscity with which they held to this doctrine and the
unyielding ineistence with whilch they retaineshgaaily mig=-
understood phrese "ante & extre usun" wee due to the infilu-
ence of the renegede Luthersn, Rethmann, who flourished dur-

ing the firet quearter of the seventeenth century. HRsthmann
taught thet Cod converted sinners without the word of God,

that Seripture vwas g desc letter, & powerless thing. ke
distinguished between the inner end the outer word of God.
The outer word which was Seripture was only & picture or
witnese (Zeugnis) of the inner word which wes Christ. This
guter word 1ln anéd of ltself 13 only the natural mesning of
the words (this meesns that Hethmenn denled thst therec was

an internsl forma of Seripture); it is no more than a'weg-
zelgner”", Even when viewed over against its appointed use
(ip sctu secundg) the outer word hes no power; it is the
Holy Spirit slone who converts men. Such views were branded

by Calov and others as Schwenkfeldianism., In harmony with
the Formuls of Concord the Lutherans of the period of ortho-

doxy believed thet there were two causes of wen's converslon,
the Holy €pirit snd the woré of God, and thst in thie ccnnec-

tion the word scted ss & powerful wmeans of grece. Such a

23 of. Gelov, aystems. 1,710t "feriptum S. virtute divine
pollet intrinsice, ac per se, ex ordinstione & communicetione
divine, etlam ente, & extre usum,”
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doectrine waes expresely denled by Rsthmann.24 In 1621 Reth=-

mann publiehed & book expressing his idess, ceslled VomGnaden-
reich Christi, which esused a great furor smong the orthodox

Lutherens. le wees opposed most vehemently by John Corvinus
who condemnéd him from nls pulplt and sgitsted agalnst him
contlinually. In & book he urged the suthoritles to take
sction sgalinat Rethmann. The conitroversy was brought before
the universitliea, snd the faculty at wWittenberg, followed

by the feculties st Jena, Helmestedt and hostoch, condemned
Fethmenn. The controversy ended with Rathmesnn'es cdeeth in

1623,

Calov offers the following argumente in defence of the
doctrine thet the word of God ls powerful even gglg_gggasas
le Scripture, by virtue of its divine origin must be invest-
€d with divine efficacy, and thie efficacy is intrinsic end
present extra usum because Fferipture 1s never not lnspired,
it 1s never merely s humen word. 2. Seripture, the word
of God, asccording to ite neture, 1g spirit and 1ife and there-
fore endowed with divine efficacy elso before and spart from

1te use. The power of the word is, in the nature of the

caseé, manifested in its ume, but this use 18 accldent=2l to

the word, it doesz not conditlon the inheérent properties of

24 Ratnmenn seid, "Wir werden nicht selig durch VWorte/ son-

dern durch wesendliche Dinge/ und zwser nicht durch irdische/
gondern durch himmlische/ das ist recht geredet.," Cf. Hart-

knoch, C. Preggeigche Zirchen-Historia. Franckfurt am Hayn
und Lelpzig. 1524, 804, Hartknoch offers & minute descrip-
tion of the whole controversy with Rsthmann,

25 M. I,?llffl
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the word, 3. the word ie the power of God end is to be un-
derstood 2= having this power in 1tself, It 1e true that
the power of God 1s only in God essentinlly (Qg’wgdﬁg & eo-
gentieliter ), but through communication this divine power
inhere elso in the word and the sacraments which, sccording
to the unique dispensation of God, work ss orgens which are not
impotent but efficient, Calov then follows with the same
passages upon which he based his other conjectures concern-
ing the efficacy of the word, e.,g. those pessages where the
word ie likened to snow, rain, wine, food etc, 4., The word
hae been designsted by God to achleve certain spiritusl re-
sulte, nemely, 1lluminastion and regeneration, If the word
eénjoys thls power only 'n usu, the power to effect these
results depends upon the contingency that the word 1s uged,

and coneequently the word i1teelf hsas no such power et sll.

If the word of God does not have the power intrinelcelly

to produce conversion and regenerastions, 1t follows that the
word of God is s dead letter intrinsicelly, end conversion

and regenerstion occur only vwhen the word, or Seripture,
1e eleveted to this espacity by an outside influence ip usu
legitimo., But thle ugus lesitimuys, as before said, is only
accidentel to the word,

Celov has been severely criticized for the way he hes

gone ebout proving hie contention that the word of God is

powerful gxtre ugum., It may certainly be sald that, in a

certa'n senec, the 0ld dogmaticlens' dlscussion of this ques~

tion 19 vain, since the Seriotures and the word of Cod can

hardly be thought of abetrectly as if completely divorced

from thelr appointed use and since, eccording to the ressone
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offered for their poesition regarding the hypothetical nec-
eseglty of Scripture, the dogmaticisns themselves 1imply thst

the existence of Scripture 1s due to its purpose which is

God's purpose. Against Calov, Movius and others protested
that there vwes no word of God extra usup just as there wes

no sscrement extrs usum., Cslov anawered,26 "The essence

of the sacrsmente consists in thelir gdminletretion and cannot
exist except in use. But the word of God does not conelst
egssentlally in the sct of meditation, resding and preaching;
thege sre accidentsl to the word. Wwhen these have passsed

away, the word will endure forever," Thies ides of Calov27

thet the reading snd presching of the word of God ere only
sccldentel to it is bitterly denounced by Gruetzmacher as
loglical nonesenge, szs 8 thoroughly unreligious, un-Lutheran

proposition which entirely forgets the "for us" of Scripture
which deserves utmost emphasis.eg I wonder if Gruetzmacher

has not misunderstood Calov st thie point. VWhen Calov says
that preasching end reading are sccidental to the word of
God, he does not mesn that these activities are purely in-

cldentsl or fortuitous: he meanes only that the same proper-

ties inhere in God's word gnte usum es in usu, the word of
God does not become the word of God or change in usu. The

26 gystems. I,718.
27 ¢cf. also liollaz, examen theolozicum scrosmaticum. €d.175C.

P«9%4: "Sacramentas enim formaliter in sctione consistunt:
E, extre usum nulls gaudent efficias. At quis diceret, ver-
bum Dei formaliter esse actionem; guippe cul actue praedi-
cstionia, lectionie & meditationie tentum eccidit."

28 Gruetzmecher, K. H. ¥ort und Gelst, eine hietorfische und
d he Untersuch: m Cnadenmittel des wortes, Lelp-
zig. 1902. p.266.
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context of Calov's stetement beers this out, Calov 1s answer-

ing the objection thet there 1s no word of God extrs usum,.
He replies thet the word of God is present extre usum. It
exists in God poriginsjiter; it exiests in the Bible reprae-
gentetive; 1t exists in the minds of men subjectively (it
ig in 2 men's heart although he mey not be thinking of it ).
The fact that he says that resding and preaching sre ascci-
dental to the word of God means here only thet there is a
word of God before it 1s put into use, and elsewhere-> 1t

means only thet this word 1is divine and powerful intrinsi-

celly. If Celov's terminology in this matter is bed, it

1s of little consequenceé. QGruetzmecher's remasrk thst Calov
here hse completely forgotten the personel "for us" purpose
of God's word would have been quite pertinent,hsd it been
couched In less superlative terms. It is wrong to dissoec-
iate Seripture from its purpose, But Calov, as &2 matter

of fect, does not ignore the purpose of Soripture in the
present dlscussion. He points to the purpose of the word

of God as evidence that inherent efficacy obteins in this

word . C

The controversy with Rathmenn settled the problem of
the word and its efficecy in Lutheran circles, but thls mat-
ter wes stlll hendled in different ways by different theo-

logisns. Strangely enough, Dannhauer's treatment of the

question 1s carried out in 2 much different spirit from that

29 eystema. I,711: "4 verbum DEI nstura & proprietate sus
Spiritus est, & vitas, ac divinas efficecls prseditum, utlque

non demum in usu Inciplt esse efficax, sed efficax etiem est
extra usum, quippre qui accidit solum elden, & ab eodem gbesse
potest. Eo ergo abesente, quld erit verbum. Hum 21iud in
eese evadet, quam erat in usu? Accidens recte naturam &
proprieteter rei non mutat."

30 gystema. I,712.
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of Calov, Guenstedt, iiollaz and the other dogmatlicians after
Gerherd., It sppesre ss 1f Dannhauer has no fear wvhatever

of Rethmenn's opinions, IHe say331 that Seripture is effi-
cacious "in its appointed use", that 1e, when it i1s heard

end mediteted upon end presched, Viewed ss deposited in
the peges of the Bible, it 1s powerless to exert asny super-
natursl action. Seripture can be ssid to be & powerful organ

of God only in its us€+22 On the besls of these and other

statements’ it might sppesr thet there is e basic doctrinal
disegreement between Dannhauer end hie brethren in Witten-
berg. Gruetzmaoher’4 le convinced thet there ie such s 4if-
ference., He says that Dennhauer, like Luther, taught theat
Seripture was powerful ("krseftig") only in its use. He

saye that, according toc Dannhauer, Seceripture derives 1its

pover from the Holy Spirit who comes upon it from without

and who ls always present In 1t when it 1= being used 1n

any wey. He says that Dannheuer's thoughts on this guestion
are the ssme as thoge expressed by Chemnitz end the Forauls
of Concord and are witness to the fact that Luther's doctrine
of the word hsed persisted down to thst day. But 1es there

2 resl differcnce between Dannhauer and the other theologiasne

of the orthodox school? Quenstedt,35 like the other dogma-

31 oaozodiA_christisne. 1713 ed. p.48,

32 ibid. "Denique efficax in suoc debitc usu, suditionls lec-
tionie, meditatlionis, praedicationis constitutse...itenim
quoties scriptura presedicat ful efficaciam, seamper connotat
usum; orgsnum e€st Del (non causs principelis) cujus totum

esse in usu consistit,"

33 loc, cit., p.49: "Its & Scripturas Sacra in debito suo usu
conetitute ge udet virtute promisslonun, gratlosn Spirit. &,
praeésentia, animentis Ta Aoyca Ogod , ut sint 3Svva, & oracula
coelestis fundentie; ac efflietu suo € dlvinae mentls adyto
mentem humenam ineffsblll modo afficit, trahit, transfigurst."

35 oD cit., 1,171. Cf, also Gerhard's stetement, note 14.
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ticlane, distingulshes between the.power of the word before
its potion on man, in iteelf (in gctu primeo), and during or
in ite sction on men, (in sctu secundo)e The =o-cslled getus
primus ie not en sctlion at 811, but only the cspacity of the
word to accompllieh spiritual results (deap‘s ivcr;qrm;}.
potentis opersndi); it is the duvams Tod Otod which Paul
spesks of in ‘om.,1.16. The petus secundug is the sctusl
working of the word upon men which Paul calle the ;.‘vslp‘t‘ta.v
-rﬁs dwafﬁews aJ70{ in Ehpe3.7. The word of God, because 1t
1a the word of God, has power even in gcty primo. Speesking
of the word of God, ﬁallaz36 remerks that the power (uis)
of san instrument consists in the fact that 1t is eppointed
to be used (in ordinetione ad usum), even though it is not
sctuslly in use, Just 25 an eye hes the power to see, €ven
though it sees nothling st some glven moment. VYould Dsnnhauer
find fault with these remarks of Quenetedt asnd Hollaz? Not
at s11. He himself remerks>! thet s distinection must be

observed between the power to work and the sctusl working

of the word, Dannhsuer here means the same ss doeg liollaz
when he later says that although the word of God esccomplishes

nothing apart from its use and exerts no power, its power

iz nevertheless not purposeless and it is not thereby a desd

38

letter. Gruetzmecher is not correct when he says that

DCennhauer tsught thet Sceripture was powerful only 1in its

36 examen 3neglg§1cgm acroameticum. 1750 e€d. p.993. Cf, Calov,
gysteme, 1,716: "DEI verbum instrumentum est retlione exter-
nae dispenestionis,”

37 9Dy cit., 1713 €d, p.430: "aAdvertendas hic differentia Iinter
efficlendi potentism in actu primo; efficscism in actu secundo."

38 oD git., 1750 ed, p.994: "Quamule verbum Del extra usum
nil efficlat, sut operetur; sd sslutarem temen effectum &
operationem destinatum est, adeogue vie e€lus non est frust-
ranes, nec 11lud mortuum dicendum est."
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uge., lor 12 there any basle for his ssying thet Seripture,
or the word of God, sccording to Dannhsuer, received its

power from the Spirit who comes upon it when it is in use.

All the dogmeticlisns, aes we shall see, be' leved that the
word derived lts power from ite union with the Holy Spirit,
And there 1s no resson to think that Dannhsuer, unllike the
other dogmaticiasns, concelved of this unlon as sporsdic,
Gruetzmacher 1e right when he states thst Dannhsuer's views
concerning the e£iiicacy of the word correspond closely to
those of Chemnitz, but neither dié Chemnitz hold thet Scrip-
ture wes Impotent in se, thst 1t had povwer in ite use only.
Chemnitz saye,>? "The word of God has in 1teelf [in_se] the
the epiritusl and life-giving power to regenerste man,"
That these words of Chemnitz alsc express Dannhauer's con-

viction 1s shown by the fact that Dennhauer quot3340 this

39 Martini Chemniti! hermonis gustuor evenselistarum. quem
ab eodem feliciter inchoatam theclogus uterque non minus
celebrie, D, Polycsrpus Lyserus, et U, Johennes Gerherdus,
felicieeime 1o quidem continuevit. Hemburzi. 1704. I,648,

40 ops cit., 1713 ed. Chemnitz goes on to say, "Sicut suten
semen non fructificat cistese inclusum, sut in horreum recon-
ditum, sed in terrsm projectum; ita nisi Del verbum in asures
& snimos hominum diseeminetur, sterile relinguitur, nec hom=-
ines regenerst, ncc ficei fructus profert. Sub Papatu ad-
modum parcl fuerunt in spsrgendo hoc gemine, orodlgl autem
suerum traditionum, ac proinde etlam exiguum fructum, qul
Deo gratus esce potulsset, protulerunt. Sicut in seminando
requiritur benedlectio Lel, nisl scmen fruetras sbjeclsse vell-
mug; its in preedicanco verboc Del, nihll est qul plantat,
neque etlem qul rigat: sed Deus qul dst incrementum."” There
is nothing here with which the leter Luthersn theologlans
would not wholehesrtedly sgree, lor does Chemnitz go beyond
Luther sho saye, Erl, Aufl. 4,307 that "des Wort und die
Predigt recht und gut und an sich selbst fruchtbar ist,"

Cf. elso 8,288; 18,215; 33,21 end especlally 51,377-388.
Koestlin saye that Luther does not answer whether the word
hes power o Ihe Theologmy of Luther, trenslated

by C. He Ha%,lrhiladelphie. 1893, 11,403, HNeither doces the

Yormuls of Concord.
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etatement of Chemnitz. Now it cannot be denled thst Uannhau-
er's whole emphasie in his treatment of the efficascy of the
word differs noticeably from that of the other dogmsticians.
He eays that Seripture gxtrs usum has no abllity to produce
supernstursl results; but here he ls speaklng of Zeripture
a8 a book, according to its materis (in membrens sut charts ).
I believe thaet the difference between Dannhsuer and the other

orthodox Lutheran teéachers on this point lles in the fact
that Dennhauer refuses, even hypothetically, to consider

or think of Seripture or the word of God apsrt from its use

and work., One must suppose that Dannhauer did this consciocus-
ly, whereas Luther gnd Chemnitz before him probably d1d so
unconsciously. And Dsnnheuer did this no doubt zlso to pre-
gerve in its proper emphssis and setting the "for us" pur-
pose of Seripture which Gruetzmacher talks sgbout, end per-

heps also to svold much of the needleses snd endless schol-

estlic srgumentatlion which the other Lutherans, especlally
Calov, had engaged in in thelr writinges. But had Dannhauer
or any of the other orthodox theologisns of the day supposed
for a moment thet there was not full doctrinsl hsrmony on
this point, they would surely have mentioned such a fact
in the'r writings; these men were incapable of palliating
or ignoring doctrinal differcnces.

Another factor which confuses this issue is the way
in whizh the 010 Lutheran teschers use the word "efficacia".
One would ordinarilly think of thle word se connoting actlive
power, the power of a thing in operation, Now 1f the dog-
maticlane had used the word with such a meening, they would

be promoting an 15ea that the word of God ectes gnte usum,
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which is gbsurd. But to the dogmatlcisns, and even to Dann-
hauer st times, gfficaclg 1 merely a synonym of ¥is or pot-
entie. Hollsz seys™ that the word hse en inner yis, or ef-
ficeagis, even extre usum. But then he goes on to say that
this efficocia is exerted only when Scripture is rightly
uged, when 1t 1e resd or presched or hesrd., Calov aay542

that the power of the word 1z of such & neture that in actu

pripo 1t is sble to work. This, by the wey, ls sll he or
eany of the dogmstliciane mean when they spesk of an efficaclis

extre usum. Cslov slso spesks of "intrinsecs efficacia"™3
end equetes 1t with 1Intrinsecs potentls.
44

it iz unfortunste that licllaz hee likened the power
of the word to the power of the sun which has the power to
give light even during an eclipse, insesmuch as this anslogy,
when pressed, does not express his views. The sun is actu-
8l1ly genersting heset and light in an eclipse; the word 1is
ingetive when it 1s not in use. The analogy with a seed
which 1s used by all the dogmaticlans 1le better, There lis

e precedent for this snslogy in Seripture. Barthhﬁ disap~-

proves of any snalogy being employed in this comnection, ==
s 1f analogy with the physiesl had to or needed to exist

in this case, But the dogmaticisns never imply that these

analoglies were egsentiasl to the discussion. It was the pol-

emical situstion over against Rethmenn snd Movius which brought

amaticum. 1750 ed. p.992.

43 100, ecit., I,708.

44 00, eit., 1750 ed. p.993: "...slcut soli vis illuminendi
constet, llcet, obiecta lunae umbra, nemo ipsum conspieist,”
Kotlice that Hollaz doee not talk of the sun shining here

but of ites power to give light.

45 Borth, K. Die Kirehliche Dogmatik. 1,I,113. Zuerich. 1947.
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them to make use of these snalogles in the way they did --

end they employed these asnslogies not to prove snything,

but only to 1llustrste thelr doctrine =-- gnd to term the

power of the word e ylg hyperphygice. If one mears 1ln nind

the dogmaticiens' teasching thst there is a constant union
of the word (which 1= aleo end slways in Seripture, and ths

Spirit of God so thet the word which 1s et agll times 1In ex-

istence (even gnte usum) 1s inherently snd perpetuslly pow=-
erful, snd consequently reguires no pove elevetig, ee if

somé outelide influence needed to be sdded, enslogles like
those employed are not irrelevant, end their whole doctrine
glvee the gppearance of belng coneistent and impressive, as
Barth says. If 1t 12 denled thet the word of God exists
eéxtrs usum of that the Spirit is at a2ll times In union with
the word, the whole structure of thelr doectrine falls,

An@ now we consider the reason why, according to sll

the orthodox Lutheran theologlens, the word of God ls pow-
erful. There i1z g perpetusl union of the Spirit and the
word.46 Every spiritual accomplishment 1n man 1c brought

about by the Holy Spirit who works only through the word,

The senctifying work of the Spirit cannot be separsted from

the efficacy of the word. The Epirit does not choose to

48

workz apart from the word of God.47 Quenstedt eays, "God

éoes not work sepsrately without the word, nor the word eep-

46 ¥, Hunnius 1ne letter to C. ‘iyslents dated Sept, 12, 1623
wrote, "Unic Verbi & Spiritus S, est perpetues, & ublcunoue
Verbum eet, i11ic Spiritues €, est." Cf. Quenctedt, gp, cit.,
1,183, This aphorism was often quoted,

&7 Dedekenn, 9D t., 2ppendix nova. p.194: "Denn sugeer
und ohne den ﬁorta% koent Ja der H., Gelst nlmmermehr/ mit
seinen seligmachenden Gnadenliecht in e¢ines Henschen Hertz:
Verbum est vehilculum Spiritus Sancti, ssgten die alten,”

%8 Guenstedt, gp, cit., 1715 ed. II,7C4.
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aretely without God, but God works with the word and through
the word, and the word works with Godéd and from power dlvine-
1y beatowed." The work of conversion and ell =piritusl work
muat properly be sttributed to the Spirit, but this fect
does not reduce the word to an inanimate instrument which

has no intrinsic power., The word 18 ¢=2ll¢d = hammer, Jer.

23,29, & shepherd's staff, Pe.25.4, and & sceptor, 2s.45.7
21l of which sare paceive instruments, but it 1es elso csalled
g living and incorruptible seed, 1 ret.l.23, a fire, Jer.
23.29, rein end due, Peut.32.2, 8 lamp giving light, Ps.l19.
105, and honey, P8.119.103. Hence by virtue of divine or-
dination and communicstion Seripture and the word of God eare
intrineicelly endowed with power to regenerste and convert.
iné@ yet thie power of the word 1s subordinate and dependent
on the moving cause of all spiritusl 1ife, Jjuet ss the eye

is not inanimate and yet 18 dependent on the mind to see,

Ig Quenstedt, gg;_%%g . 1702 ed., 1,184-5, Dedekenn, 9p, cit.,
appendix ncva. pe2 %Wle auch eine wWirckung ist, welche

vom He Celet und vom Vort herrucshret/ also 1st such eine Krafift
der Erleuchtung/ Bekehrung und Seligmaschung in H, Gelst/ und

im Yort/ well der H. Gelet vom Wort/ und das Vort vom H.

Geist nicht ken noch s0ll getrennet werden/ nur sllein iet

dies der Unterscheld/ dess dem H, Gelst die Krafft &er Erleuch-
tung/ Bekehrung und Seligmechung zustehet urspruenglich/ els
der Heupt-Urssche/ dem Wort sher Mitthellungs-velse/ als der
“ittel~-Urseschen aue Goettlicher Ordnung zum kraerftiaea Hittel~-
der Erleuchtung/ Dekehrung und Jeligmachung verordnet. Cf.
Hollaz, gp, eit., 1750 €d. p.992: "Est hasec efficacla vere
diuina, eundem cum Spiritu ., qul perpetuoc cum verbo uni-

tus est, producens effectum, in quem Spiritus influit una

cum verbo per vim dlulinem, cuae Spiritui €, originsllter &
independenter, verbo Lel, communicstiue & dependenter, prop-
ter mysticem verbl cum Spiritu S, unionem intimam & Indiul-
duar, competit." Baler, gp., eit., p.139 &nd Dannhauer, QAO-

ZOPIA chris » 1713 ed. p.49 and even Calov, 919113_3%_L
enstament pta, 11,25, underastand the dovnpxs in Rom.
l.16 metanymically a8 the orgen through which God exerts his

power in bellevers unto gelvation, The Gospel then 1s the

povwer of Cod not substentielly, but as sn grgsnum potens.
Cf, also Dedekenn, op, cit., appendix nova. p.308,
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In thies connection the dogmeticlans polint out thet the work
of the Holy Spirit and the work of the word of God are not
two works, nor sre they merely a union of two distinect op-
erations, but they are one work, they are a unity of effect

/
(unitas amoTENECmaTes) and a unity of operation (Ll_nu_a_ﬂ\f_fﬁ-
xet'L.Sj. The Holy Spirit does not do one thing and the word

another in working out God's saving purpose in man, but by
the ssme actiorn they perform one work and eccomplish one

effect, jJust gs the mind and eyes see by one and not by dif-

ferent acticna.SO And it is only by virtue of the fact that

God ie In the word thet thie word has the power to asccomplish

anything spiritua1.51 The word is powerless, 1f God is not

52

present in 1it. Any word which proceeds from God brings

God with it. All thie i1s very importent. If the Spirit

ie sepsroted from the word of God, 1t 1s no longer the word

of God.53 And because God is alwaye with his word, the power

50 Quenstedt, gp. git., 1702 ed. I,183. 198. 0it., 1715 ed.
11,7C4-5: "dNon est hic tentum unlo distincterum sctlonum,
vel etjem effectus & evepfnmaToes statuende, sed etlasm unitss
tvepyelas & operationie: Spiritus S. enim non agit & opera-
tur distincte & seorsim sine Verbo, nec Verbum distincte &

seorsim sine Deo seu Spiritu . in hominie EmcerpoPp.”

51 Hollez, 0p, git., 1750 €d. p.992. Gcuenstedt, gp, Git.,
1702 ed. 1,184: "Verbum Del, quatenus Verbum Del est, sem=-
per & indefinenter efficax est, quentum ad actum primum.
Unio enim Verbi & Spiritus S, est perpetua, ut ubicunque
verbum est, 11lic % Spiritus S,"

52 Celov, gystema. IX,3: "Ex ore DEI egriditur; non its,

ut 2 DLO sepearetur, gic enim non heberet divinam virtutem,
quae ldem realiter est cum ipss DEI natura; sed juod ad extra
sege prodat, hom:nis’non tantum sures feriendo, sed etlam
virtutem i1llam xur’tfu: gecum ferende, esndemqué in corda

nostra inferendo, & ineerendo, al KETa WPaOTATOS sysciplatur,
utpote quod egt Qd'ros Aoyos , verbum 1nsltum, duvapuevos

gace. TaS WYouXas AIRDV o

33 Celov, gystema. I,713. Hollaz, 9De €it., 175C ed. p.,993:
Nam el a verbo Del sepsretur Cpiritus S, non esset 1d Del
verbum, vel verbum Spiritus, eed esset verbum humanum,
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of the word 1s the power of God.54 Filnslly, the word ls
powerful eimply becsuse it 1s the word of very God, becasuse
ite suthor 1s God himeelf and not men, and because it is
inspired by him.ss Because it 1s God's word, God csnnot

be sepersted from it.

It was only after the controversy with Rathmenn thst
the union of the Spirit end the word of God wee emphesized
end epoken of in cleer terme by the Lutheran teachers, iHut-
ter, for instsnce, who wrote before this controversy, never
epeake of such 8 union, and he mekes, in fact, a number of
statements which appeer to suggest that he would not favor

such a tesching, He says, for exsmple, that the power of

54 Quenetedt, oo, eit., 1715 ed, II,704: "Voce enim duvéﬁtws
Ocod intelligitur virtus & efficacis, seu vis divina ordinata,
Verbo Evangelll indite, per quam Deus constitulit homines con-
vertere, regenersere, illiuminere, ssnctificere &c. Haec vero
efficacia divinae Verbl non differt quoad rem & virtute Spiritus
€. operentis in cordibue hominum, h.e., Gratioss Spiritus S,
virtus & operatio &b hoc sanctissimo organo suo nunguem abest,
sed eidem indivulso nexu est conjuncte, imo vis & efficacis
Verbl el non differt ouoed rem & virtute Spiritus ©, sed

est uns ac eadem vis ac efficacis convertendi, illuminsndi,
regenerandl, aquae competit Spiritul S, ex se, a se, & per se,
ut ceusese principell, verbo vero Del participetive, ut causae

organicae, eive est in Epiritu &, essentiasliter, origingliter
& ndepenaenter, in Verbo Del grastiose & communlcative.

55 Dedekenn, op, cit., eppendix nove. D.271: "vWie die H.,
“chrifft vor unsern lesen und meditiren ist Scripturs Oto-
TVvEUTTOS, €lne von Gott eingegebene Echrifft 2 Timoth.3. v.

16 Also iet sie such vor unsern leseén und meditiren eine
Krefft GOttes/ sie ds ken selig machen/ wen sie wird gelesen/
betrachtet 7 und mit Gleuben angenommen, Rom.,l., v.16. Ursach
ist dlest/ denn die H., Schrifft wird eine von Gott eingegebene
Schrifft genennet..." Calov, bibll novi testamentl illuetrata,
I1,25: "Eet temen vere potentia Dei, non quldem materialiter
ratione litererum, apicum, & externl soni, sed formsllter,
ratione divini sensue intecllectum, guia est OedmveveTov, &
pPer feonmveveTiav Givine virtute animatum ad 1lluvinationen,
convergionem, viviflcatlonem & sslutem, qula per verbum non
docetur tantum, sed illuminatur animue; non afficitur tantum
solatlo vitse, sed revera vivificatur, nec tantum in vitam
gpirituslem revocamur per verbl virtutem, sed conservsmur
etioem 8d seternsm vitaem,"
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Seripture cesnnot effect conversion and felth without the ad-

56

ded power esnd operation of the Holy Spirit. He ssys that

the whole operstion of conversion must be sttributed to the
Holy Spirit alone.57 He says that the doctrine of the Goe-
pel in iteelf can esccomplish nothing; the Holy Spirit must
be sdded who employs this Gospel to bring fsith about.SB

He says thst the word of God cannot be grasped or accepted
unlese enlightenment of the Spirit 1is added.sg On the basis

60
of these lsst three statements Gruetzmacher obaerves that

Hutter teaches much which is found in the later tenets of
Rathmsnn. He remarke thst, sccording to Hutter's presenta-
tion, the Bible in iteelf i1s not a means of grece, but the
Epirlt must be edded to it. It would be & simple matter

to conclude on the basis of these statements of Hutter thst

56 m g the . Ulmensi. 1619, p.31: "Nam ad

co um conversionen m, scristurse non sunt efficgees,
nisl interns Spiritus Senctl vie & operstio sccesserit,

57 unes . Wittebergae, 1661, p.2°5: "Con-

veérsionle in =olldum ex sese est adscribends soll Spiritul
Sancto, qul in Homine audiente Verbum non est otlosus, sed
movet & impellit voluntatemess'

58 loce cit., P.920: "Quod Evangelium hoc non preestet aut
efficiat per se, & & se, Nam doctrina etlasm Evengelll per
gse 1te nude acceptes & considersts, nisl e2liud sccedat, tan-
tum ennunciat fidem in Christum, & vitam pollicetur creden-
tibus: & preseterez nihil efflcit. Qule sic nude tantum rat-
lone doctrina & presedicstionis, neque fidem largitur, neque
vitem, Alloculn omnes, qui sudiunt Evengellum, reclperent
fidem, & per fldem vitam seterrnam. Lrgo allud sccedat ne-
cesgse, nempe Spiritus fanctus, qul preedlcatione & doctrine
Evengelil, tenquem orgeno, & quasl 0Xnmere utitur, in sccen-
dende fide, & efficlenda vita seterna, in illis omnibus,

qui ipsius operstioni non contumsciter resistunt.”

59 10c, cit., p.285: "Verbum temen ealutis vel snplecti,
vel Intelligere nullo modo potest, adeo ut atultitia ipel
git, nlsi Spiritus Sanctl 1lluminetio supervenist,"

6C wort und Geist. p.95.
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there is 2 fundsmental difference between his tesching end
that of the later dogmaticisns on this point, but such a
Judgment might be premsture. Let us examine thece rather

un~-Lutheran stetements of Hutter in thelr wider context,

ir the 1light of other etatements which he mskes regerding

the relation between vword end Spirit., As mentioned sbove
he saye that the word cannot convert unless the power of
the Spirit is added. Does he wish to teach here thet the
word hae no power to convert, that it has no power jn _se
to work spiritusl results? DNot necesserily. Ilie teaches
clearly thet the word of God begets faith, that the church
as 8 number of bellevers owes ite very belng to the word

61

of CGod, He tesches that the word is always en organ which

is able to create falth and which the Spirit employs to this

end.62 And he tescheg thet the word hes power in itself to

63
produce spirituel effects in man, Again, as polinted out
2bove, Hutter holds thst men's whole conversion must be at-
tributed toc the Holy Spirit alone. Does such an ldea glve

the word any place in man's grdo sslutis? Does i1t not deny
all power to the word? DNot st ell. Hot only does the For-

mula of Concord tesch that the Spirit zlone is responsible

61 gp, cit., 1619 ed. p.26: "Ecclesia nihil est sliud, quam
coetus fidelium: Fides vero nsscitur ex sudito verboi: Ergo
verbum Dei, sive escripturs sacre non modo e€st notas, sed etliam
caussa efficiens,?sive princeipium constitutivum Eeclesiasi

i1ta ut suum 10 &var non nisl ex sols Serioturs hsbeat."

62 loc, cit., pe31: "Scriptura enim semper est medium etque
organum, quo Spiritus Sanctus utitur ad renovandas mentls

nostras, & excitaendsm fidem: quandoquldem Seripturs semper

eet verbum Del, ideoque etlsm verum semper & aptum fidei
proecreandse, nostrisque renovendlis mentibus organum.

63 oD, cit., 1661 ed, pp.25,929,
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for man'e conversion, but the later dogmaticiens, even Calov,

gay 80 as well. But neither the Formula of Concord nor Hutter

nor Celov mean that the word of God is inherently impotent

or thet it is not a cause along with the Spirit in men's con-

version. Horeover the Formuls of Concord says,65 "Therefore,
before the conversion of man, there sre only two efficlent

cguses, namely, the Holy Spirit gnd the word of God, as the
instrument of the Holy Spirit, whereby he works conversion."”
And Hutter, consistent with his own rigid confessional posi-

6
tion, dutifully follows the confesceion on this point,

Neither Hutter nor the Formule of Concord nor any of the

later Luthersn theologiane intimated that the word was a
csuse of conversion coordinete with the Holy Spirit. And

yet, in spite of these many similerities between liutter's

doectrine and that of his followers, the conclusion on the
basls of at least one of hils statements already alluded to

is Inevitsble thet a difference exista, The statement reads
se follows: "The Gospel does not perform or accomplish this
[convereion] in and of itself. Unless sowething else 1s added
to it, the CGospel 1in itself, viewed and regerded alone, only
tells about feith in Christ and only offers life to believers,

54 gysteza. Xﬁ14= "Causa utriusque conversionis non est, nisil
DEus,” X,3C: "Seripturs Secra uni & soll Spiritul S, totum

conversionle nostree opus, quod ad Inlitium, medlus, & comple-
mentum.” X,57: "...8enuo repetitum volumus ex supre dicte ex-
plicetione, quod conversio ad Deum £it solius Epiritus Ssncti
opus, qul solus est egregius ille artifex, hsec in nobls ef-

ficiens." Cf. X,19.79. ILormula of Concord. II,5C.

65 epltome,19,

66 oo, cit., 1661 ed. p.285: "Proinde si Homo infldelis &
nunquanm renatus convertl debest, suas tantum cauasas concur-
rere statuinus: Sed sub diversiseimo csusarum genere: Unam
nimirum efficientem, quse est, gsolus & unus Spiritus Sasnctuss
Alteram verc Orgsnicam sive instrumentslem, quae est, Verbum
Dei praedicetum auditumque.”
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and beyond this accomplicshes nothing, Considered slone as
doctrine snd proclamation it confers nelther faith nor 1life.
Ctherwise everyone who hesrs the Gospel would come tp faith
ané through faith to 1ife. But somethling else muet be added,
nemely, the Holy Spirit who employs the dootrine snd the
preecning of the Gospel as an organ and sort of mesnsg of

incliting falth ond be=towing 1life upon ell those who do not

w67

persictently resist his operation, The inescapsble in-

ference of thece words i that tha-Spirit must come upon the
word from without before it can exert any influence, This
statement implies that even the preaching of the word, even
the word in gctu secundg, is not at 211 times accompanlied

by the Spirit of God. It certainly teaches that the efflicacia
of the Cospel 18 not a potentls exlisting even gnte usum, but
at most g salutary gperatio iIn the elcct.GB Zuch a teaching,
end in particuler the inference that the Splirit could be

absent from the preached word, would definitely not have

been geceptable to the later Lutherans, snd 1t seems strenge

that they did not criticize 1t.69 Hutter is more careless

in his treatment of the efficecy of the word, and¢ this is

understandable becausé he wrote before Rathmeann. Controvsrsy

67 ODs cite, P.920, Cf. note 58,

68 cr. ibid. "...Et hoc est, quod Apostolue Lvengelium non
simpliciter voluit anominere doctrinam vivificentem: sed Cpl-
ritum vivificentem: quia videllicet hsec doctrins Spiritunm
Sanctum sibl hebet adjunctum, & per hunc est efficex in cre-
dentibus Electls, non modo &d fidem, sed etiaﬂ ad vitam aet-
ernam: secundum 11lud Apostoll, CGal.3.2."

69 The lack of censure may be due to the foet that this ie

an lspolsted statement and to the sdded fact that Hutter does
utter other statements which closely apr-roach the stand of
the later Lutherans, Cf. gp, cit., 1619 ed. p.293: "Evangelium
vero laetificat & vivificat.,” Cf. note 61.
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hee & peculisr way of meking statements which to one age
geem perfectly hermless appesr dengerous and even heretical
to a later and more circumspect sge, Hutter would, of course,
have rejected much of what Rathmenn taught. But it is an
undeniable fact, as Gruetzmacher hes pointed out, that his
doctrine approeches that of Rothmann at times; Rathmsnn 414
not hegltete to support scome of hile theses with guotstions
from Hutter, This msy account for the fact thet Gerherd was
reluctant to condemn Hathmesnn, 2nd for & long while thought
thet the controversy was merely due to misunderstanding over
terminology. The difference between Hutter and the later
dogmaticisns seems to be basically thiss: to Hutter it wae
not only hypotheticelly possible but actuslly true thast the
vword of God could at timee be without the Spirit, to the
later Lutherans of this periocd even the hypotheticsl posel-
bllity of such & circumstance was unthinkeble. it ls true
that Celov, for instance, spesks of the word as powerless
if 1t is alone. But the word is never aglone., 7Taoke the Spl-
rit from God's word and 1t is no longer God's word; 1t has

70 And this is true of the word of God

become a human word.
whether viewed as existing in himself or inspired in men of
Uod, whether recorded in Seripture, preached or tressured
in the heart of the bellever, Calov le unable to visualige
the word of God without the Spirit. God's word, simply be-
cause it is God's word, is associsted with the Spirit end

popeesses divine Iz‘cnnauer..?l1 Here we gee the blg difference

70 n*glgma. I,713: "lam el 2 verbo DEI seperetur Spiritus
Sanetus, non esset 14 Del verbum, vel verbum Spiritus, sed
esset humenum solum verbum."

Tlivig. "uid, quod verbum Dei, qua tele, non possit fingl
glne divins virtute: aut =ine Spiritu S, qul 2 verbo suo
est inseperasbilis,”
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between Cslov and Hathmann, namely, their conceptlion of the
word of God., To Celov Scripture was Déus locuens in the
gasme way es he gpoke at Sinsl or the wount of transfigura-
tion, #nd Cslov understood the word of Cod in a much more
comprehensive sense then did Rethmsmn. But in this Celov
and Hutter ere one,

Why di1d4 Hutter spesk g2 he di1d%? Gruetzmeacher susgestaTz

that Hutter, like FRathmann, is attempting to =clve the pro-
blem why the word does not alwasys accompllish 1ts desired

effect upon 211 men, The words of Hutter quoted above, "oth-

erwliage everyone who hears the Cospel would come to fsith and
through feith to 1ife," seem to support thies ideaz. The bur-
den of these wordes is that the Spirit entering upon the word
accounta for the fsct thst some accept the word and are con=-
verted and others not., Thus the gur 2111 slil non guestion
is solved, it is gnewered in God., But sccording to Luther-
en theology the guestion cannot asnd nust not be answered

at s8ll. /Any snswer will result either in a denlel of gratis
upnlverselle, as is the case here, or of gole gratla, and
both these principles must be upheld. The orthodox dogma=-

ticlene, therefore, in accordesnce with the second article

of the Formuls of Concoxd, tesch and confess thst God elone

is responelible for mgn's conversion end sslvation, but men and
men slone 18 responslible for hls own perdition. Hence, 1if
the word of God is not sccepted, the fault does not lie ln
the word of God or in the Spirit who works through the word,

72 wort und Geist. p.S5.
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but only inthe stubborn resistance of man.73 The efficacy
of the word extends to 211 nen averywhere.74 it is elways
the purpose of God end his word thst sll men should be con=-
verted and Baved.75 But the efficacy of the word is not ir-

76

resistible, Hutter's words sbove can only be explained by

saying that he has in this case become very careless, for

later in the same paregraph he ssys thet man's resistance is

the cause of hle not secepting the werd and of his non-con-

versian.77
(] Calov, scr! -85 « 11I1,28: "S0 ist eben darumb
s’ ?

die heilige Schrift/ das Wort des Lebens/ uns lenschen gegeben/
dae wir dadurch bekehret werden moegen: Und da jemasnt nicht
bekehret wird/ so ist dle Schuld nicht en der heiligen Schrift/
gls were das VWort GOttes darzu nicht genug nach Goettlichem
Raeth/ und sonderberer disposition, dass Gott dess Wort so klar
uné hell/ so kuendlicn gewise und unsehlber nicht fuerstellen
wollen/ sondern die Schuld 1st ander verkehrten gottlosen VWelt/
die wiederstrebet dem helligen Gelet/ wslcher durch das VWort
GOttes unser Heyl und Bekehrung suchet." Dedekenn, gp, git.,
appendix nova. p.189: "Die Gottlosen aber/ dese sle nicht e~
kahret werden/ ist nicht die Schuld dar Schrifft/ noch des H,
Gelstes/ gleich ale wenn dleser nicht willig/ die Schrifft
nicht meechtlg und tuechtig waere/ selbige zu bekehren/ Son-
dern dsher bleiben sile unbekehret und unerleuchtet/ dass sle
dem H. Gelgte widerstreben.,”

T4 Guenstedt, gpe clit., 1702 ed. 1,171,

75 celov, systema. IX,4.

76 Hollez, examen theslosic acrosmaticum. 1735 ed, 1I1,458:
"Virtus quippe divine Spiritus S. cum verbo conjuncta non est
abaolute, =ed ordinsts, cul oZ voluntarias hominls repugnantia

impedimentum objici potest."

77 this 1e hie reel stand in the mstter and i2 brought ocut in
21l his writings, Cf. 1libril Christisnee Concordise. p.152:
"Wuibue ita stentibue, promtum Jjam est ex adverso colligers,
quse caugs =9it, suod pluriml non convertantur ad Deum, ne-
que fidem concipiant? Cujus certe rel culps non hseret in
Deo, ut qui nedium hoc salutie, nempe verbum suum omnibus
6x sequo offert: imoerio vult, ut omnes 11ljud dlligenter
audisnt: Quo fecto promisit etism se certo opseraturum con=-
vergionem & fidem: ged culpa hseret in ipsis hominlibus, guil
neque verbum Del sudire, neque legere volunt: sed potlius
dinieterium Verbil, & Ecclesism Deil contumaciter negligunt
ac contemnunt: & sic in pececatis fuilt moriuntur sc pereunt.
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The dogmaticians were opposed to every kind of enthus-
issm, to every ides of an immediste illuminstion or an im-
mediate conversion. In accord with the fifth srticle of the

Aygsburg Confession they held that the Holy Spirit does not

cone to men execept through the external word.78 Hutter speaks
for s11 the dogmeticiens when he says, ° "In every conver-
eion, whether violent or gentle, the divine word 1s the one
meane through which the Holy Spirit wishee toc be effectusl

in our conversiocn," Enlightenment, conversicn and ssncti-
Ticatlon from beginning to end are brought sbout through

8
the word of God.”o The church lives by the word of God,

o
and where there 1s no word there ls no church.“l vhen Rath-

mann contende thet the nsked Serinture left to itself esan
accomplish nothing,he 1s fighting a battle without an edver-
eary, for the Luthersns denled th:st Ecripture was ever left
to 1tself; the Zpirit wae elweys in the word, s2nd In its every
form, o2 God willl not dezl with men apert from hils word.
One will not fz11 to see¢ the importance of this fact in the
0ld Luthersn doctrine of the efficecy of the word of God.

It 1s the conviction of 211 the dogmeticlans that only

the Gospel, properly speaking, is a memnes of grace., They

78 Dedekenn, gp, cit., appendlx nova. p.l194.
79 Hutter, SDe g;;o. 1619 €d. p-151-

o Dedekenn, gp, cit., sppendix nova. p.252: "iWider solche
irrige falsche Lehren hat dle rechtgleublge Hirche jederzelt
gelehret und bekennet/ dess die Erleuchtigung/ Bekehrung

und Selligmechung von Anfesng bise zu Ende GOTT der HERK alleln
durche VWort/ und kelne hierzu gehoerige gelstliche Wirckung
ohne des Wort/ oder such vor dem %ort wolle verrichten,”

81 Gerherd, gommenterius super Genesin, p.B2: “Fldes Det
verbo adhserens est cor Leclesise, Satanas igltur in exl-
tium hominem perducturus, primo omnium verbum Del hominil
éripere & fidem in lpso extinguere conatur, sicut venenum
primo omnium cor occupst & asggreditur.”

82 Dedekenn, gp, cit., appendix nova. D169,
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often speask generally of the word being s mezns of grace,
but they mean the Gogpel. When the Silble says thet we sre
born again by the word of God it 1s spesking only of the

word of the Gospe1.83 The law 18 not & mesns of grace; 1t

84

cannot incite faith; 1t can only kill. if the law leads

2 sinner to Christ, it does so only indirectly by showing

him his lost condition, driving him to despair and thereby
showlng him a good resson for seeking Ghriet.85 Seripture

is often spoken of as a means of grace, but this may be sald
by virtue of the f=sect that Seripture contsins the Gospel,

thet the redemption in Christ 1s the hesrt and meszage of

211 the Seriptures; Sceripture ss such ies not # meane of grace,

86

for 211 of fcoripture 1e not Gospel, And why is the Gospel

g means of grace? Becsuge Christ crucified ies 1ts message,

Becsusge Chriet 18 1ts essence, scul and center, DBecause

83 Gerhard, commentsrius super priorem D, Petri epistolsm.
Peldl: “Verbum Evangelii est medlum regenerationie & vivifi-

cationis.” p.163: "Verbum Evengelil est semen, €x quo regen-
eranur; ac enimese nostree cibus & potue, guo nutrimur.”

B84 Calov, epodixies srticulorum ficel, pe.341: "Lex enim nihil
tradit horum, quae sd fidem iaciunt. Hutter, locl communes
theologici, 1619 ed. p.920: "Ergo de lege etiam effirmeri
neqult, quod sit Spiritue vivificene: ged est & menetl Litera
cocidens," Cf, Quenstedt, ope cit., I,17C: "Licet enim Lex
effectus graticece directe & per se non producet, hoec est,
fidem in Christum accendat, & conversionem operetur, hoc enlm
potius Evencello adscribitur: non tamen propterea liters
mortus est, ut felso Schvvenckfeldlenl & pesplestee contendunt,
ge€d & in suo genere efflcax est, dum occldit...operatur iram...
There i1e no difference between Hutter and .uenstedt here, o
Hutter celle the lavw & desd letter, not beceuse it 18 power-
less, but becsuse 1t works no selutary results in men,

85 Calov, gystema. V,41%,

©6 Danrhauer, QAOZOGIA christiens. 1695 €d. p.48SLT; pel327:
"Iota Seripturee historis utique credenda, sed non tots sol-
aties suppetit in circo fustificationias, Nem fulmins legls,
mince, & exenpla quppliciorum terrent potius consclentliss,
quam ut erigesnt,”
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only that messsge of Christ csn restore hope and the very
imege of Gnd.B7 The Gospel 12 a mesns of grace because it
brings Christ himeself to those who heer 1t. Calov aaysBB
that the word of Cod s it is written and proclsimed is pow-
erful and accomplishes great things by virtue of its union
with the personsl word who 18 one in eseence with the Father
and the Holy Spirit, In their dlscussion of the power of
the word the 0ld Lutherans emphasized its Christologlesl
content, They emphssized the fect thest Christ wae in the
Seriptures or the word of God not only xeéTxkws (giznificetive,
s ) ae if he could

not come to us in Seripture, but that Christ confronts us
inthe word, that the word of God truly brings Christ. The
faculties of Jene and Wittenberg wrote the followlng regard-

ing thie point:89 "Until the present time we have been taught

&7 ibig. "Atque hic thegaurus Evangellcus “hristus ipse, ut
QUI vel ut QUOD, 1o avr(Auvpov est 1d, quod justificat: Chris-
tus ipse ut trahene ad se & apprehendens salvificat; Christus

ipse, ut Fleemosyna coelestis ditgt." Dannhauer, g@gggg[gggﬁ.
gey geplentiarunm saplentis. pol: "arti plctoriae inter alla
“inisterium verbl comparare amat gentium Doctor Apostolus, in
gravi 11ls sue in CGeletss invective, c.3.ul, C stultl Celatee,
quia voq faselnavit, ut non erederetis verltatl? acs ,Kat?
290al ous Inaols Xptaros mpocypa @y , &v Uulv EgTavpw, Evos o

& cao. .19 filioli mel quos iterum parturio, o.)(pts o0 uopPuwbpn
Xpwgros gv upw- Pictoree sunt Apostoli & horum successcree,
Ubjectum pingendum, sunt non commenta & somnls, non dona min-
istrorum in animos suditorum sc sppleusus inferends, sed CHLIS=-
TUS crucifixus omnium seripturarum, caput, scopus, centrum,
nucleue, thesaurus, mercarita, ut per primum Adamum deperdita
imago ex Christi charscterie hypostetici imsgine restauretur,"

88 systemp. IX,2: "Effectus autem 1111 eteal ¥r0ptar unlonen
cum Verbo hygastaticc, quod cum patre epiritu s. unum est
escentla, 1 Joh.V.7. verbo wpoQoptkip convenient, non tamen
ite Aogw vindlcendl sunt, ut Verbo denegentur, cum Schwenk-

feldio, eed ut Verbo propter unionem illam tribustur."”
89 Dedekenn, gp, cit., appendix nova. p.332,
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in the churches gnd in the schools that Chriest wes the pur-
pose for God recording Scripture, Jn.5.39, that he is the
foundation, Eph.2.,2C, the kernel, the star, the treasure
and shrine of Scripture, the one man of whom Seripture test-
ifies, to whom it directs us, whom at one time 1t proclaimed
and promised and whom later according to his person and work
and merits it mekes known and explaeins and bestows upon us
in such a way that we receive Christ with his sufferinge
and death from the Seriptures." Who does not find Christ
in the Scriptures may Jjust se well not read them, For Scrip-
ture not only speske of Christ; it brings Christ. And "was
Gott und Christum mitbringet/ dae bringet ihn mit Zvepgnrexds
effective.” The word, then, i1s s means of grace because it
brings Christ, beceuse 1t 1eg the proclamation of the coun-

90

g€l of Cod concerning our redemptlion and salvatlon, becsause

God confronte us in the word snd revesls himeelf in the word, 1
There are, therefore, as I have intimated above, basically
three reassone for the o0ld Lutheren teachers attributing ef-
ficecy to the word of God: l. the fact that its esuthor is

very God, 2. the fact that there exlsts a permanent unlon

of word snd Spirit, snd 3. the fact thet the word proclaims
and actually bringe asnd bestows Christ,

90 100, cit., p.206.
a lgec, ecit., p.221.



CHAPTER TEN: CONCLUSION

It i= surprising how many confused ldeas have been clr-
culated concerning the 0ld Lutheran doctrine of Seripture by
scholars who are otherwise eminently dlscerning and competent,
Two mistakes have heen made generally by these scholers in
thelr manner of investligatlion, mlistskee which are certasinly
unintentional snd yet are fundamentsl and far-reaching 1in
secope, First the Luthersn theologians who represent the pre-
valling orthodoxy of the seventeenth century have been studied
as dogmaticians and nothing more: they have been portrayed
as hidebound systematists who were uninterested in Biblical
theology and sound Scriptursl exegesls, Consequently their
exegetical vorks have been quite neglected. Now it 1= an

undenieble fact that these theocloglens, conservative to the

point of zeslotry in some cases snd irrevocably committed

to their theological confessional heritage, were concerned
primarily with polemice =2nd dogmatics, They would not have
been chlldren of thelr age had these not been thelr first
concern, But this ls 811 the more reason why their exegetical
writings which in many ceses sre their finest writings ehould
be studied. The influence of polemlcel motives upon their
dogmaticel worke csnnot be emphasized too strongly. 4 spirit
of polemice colored and dominated practically all their doc-
trinal discussion which meant thet thelr doctrinal writinge

were necessarily unbalenced, A classic exasmple of thls fact

is thelir treastment of Scripture., Iliow different their whole

presentetion of this subject would heve been, had there been
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no Rethmenn or no Jesult order. Many aspecte of this doctrine,
for instance, their views on reveletion, the efficacy and the
uniqueness of the word, cannot be known from thelr writlings

in the fileld of svetematic theology; they had no occasion to
gepeak their mind in these matters., Only when we repair to
thelr exegetical writings which ususlly offer a far more dis-
pesslonate and objective presentation of their theology do

we get 2 glimmer of their views in these matters, but even
then oftentimee only a glimmer, But 1t is untrue to say that
they were not concerned with Biblical exegesis., The Lutheran

teachers of the seventeenth century occupled themselves to

no emall degree with exegetical cstudy., Consider the lengthy

commentariee of Sebestisn Schmidt on 811 the books gof the

014 Testament, Consider Balduin's enormous commentarius in
) 8 be st 2 « Consider the four im-

mense follo volumes comprising Calov's biblia 1llustrata which
may correctly be celled his gpys magnum end which ls far more
exsct and carefully written then his gystema which, except

for the firet volume, seeme to hesve been produced in a great
hurry. Consider Gerhard's meny exegetlical works on practicslly
2ll the books of the New Testament and especially his contin-
uation of Chemnitz' ha tuor evangelie o A&nd
consider Aegidius Hunnius who, in spite of the violent con-
troversies in which he was engagel, still found time to write
commentaries on a2ll the Gospels snd moet of the epistles of
the Hew Testement, Such exegetical achlevements represent

en almost unbelievable amount of labor, s2lthough they too
become excessively controversisl ot timee, and contaln much
independent and original investigetion and usually reveal a

higher level of scholarship than the dogmetical works of these
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men == gnother resson why they should be studied in connec-
tion with their doctrine of Seripture. Their exegetical works
contain much vhich eannot be found in any of thelr other writings.

fecond the theclogy of the orthodox dogmeticiens has been
often astudled plecemeal or locally which is perhaps Justified
but at times unwise when inquiring into the theology of those
who used a2 locsl method of presentation. For instance, the
relevance of the Seripture principle upon the inspiration of
Seripture is often completely overlooked. Thelr doctrine of
inspiration 1e studied ss 1f detached from other aspects of
their doctrine of the word, as a thing in Iiteelf, Such en
atomistic method of research mey well result in a grotesgque
exaggeration of this doctrine. The sesme result may occur
when scholars confine thelr Iinvestigation to the sectlions
of thelr worke dealling specifically with Seripture; restrict-
ing his study in this wey, how could Joseph Sittler cone to
any other conclusion than that their doctrine of the word
wee "static"? A study of Seripture cannot be divorced from
the doctrine of the means of grace, The very purpose of the

divine origin of Scripture, of ite clarity, its pexrfection,
its authority, is soteriological. The word of God must be

viewed therefore in ite proper soteriologlcsl context, in

the context of golas gratis and gratls universalis -- and it

muet be done so seriously.

As a8 result of these two mistakes of lster scholars serious
misrepresentations of the 0ld Lutheren doectrine of Scripture
have been made, snd false estimations of thelr positlon naeturally
follow., It ie particulsrly in reference to inspiration, to

the relation between the Spirit and the writers of Seripture,
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that the orthodox Lutheren position has been singled out for
sttack and quite drasstically distorted by the majority of
scholars end theologlsns of the last century. In the first
place, the importance of this doctrine which the earlier dog-
maticiane never discussed specifieally and which the orthodox
teachers after Calixt treat more or less briefly is overemphe-
gized to the extreme, In the second place, as 1 have zlready
mentioned, verbal Inspirastlon has been falsely deplcted as
"mechanical inspiration", mae & "dictastion theory" of inspira-
tion. That the dictatlio which the dogmatlciane epeak of &0
often, llke guggestio, denotes no more then a divine supplying
or furniehing of words in Scripture, that thie glctatio does
not indicate the menner in which the impsrtstion of the words
of Seripture took place, that no attempt 1s made by any of

the dogmaticlens to explain the how of the guggestio verborum,--
these highly significent factes are very seldom taken into con-

slderation by their crities. The question to be answered in
this connection is eimply thie: does 2 sugsestio verborum, a
divine communicetion of the very wordes of Scripture, obviste
2ll requirement and eignificance of s doctrine of accommodation
whereby (God adapted himeelf and his message to man to the
normal speech of ordinary men, to their intellect, their emo-
tions and their natursl endowments? The answer of the orthodox
dogmaticlane 18 an unqualified no, They confess both verbsal

inspirstion and accommodation.l Those who have made studies

1 Many will not agree with the dogmeticlisns at this point.

9t111 they cannot say that a mechenicsl theory of inspiration
was taught during the period of orthodoxy. Richard Rothe thinks
that verbal inspiration and accommodation are irreconcilable,
Zyr Dogmatik, zweite Auflage. Gotha. 1869, I.135. lie says the
dogmatlclans explained the stylistic differences in Scripture

by accommodation, not the characteristices of the writers. This
is self-contrsdictory since accommodation postulates thet the
personalities and endowmente of the writers account for the
veriations in style in Seripture,
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of thelr positlon on inepiration hsve, by ignoring thelr doc-
trine of sccommodetion, too often interpreted their coneept
of the relstion between the Splrit snd the writers as mech-
enistic 2nd coercive. It is, I bellieve the conslietent mon-
ergiem of thelr doctrine of inepiration which hes confucsed
Cremer, Luthardt, Sasse end so meany others and blinded them
to the true fscts in the cese. These men heve made the mistake
of drawing conclusions from the teechings of the dogmaticians,

conclusions which seem reassonasble snd necesgssry to them, but

which never would have been granted by the dogmatlclens them-
selves, The orthodox Lutheran theologlans teach on the one
hand thet Scripture is God's book, that it wse verbslly dic-
tated and inspired by him end that no humen cooperastion con-
curred efficienter in bringing it sbout. On the other hand
they tesch with eqgual clerity that the amsnuenses retained
thelir individusl styles, that they wrote consclously, will-
ingly, spontanecusly and from experlence and conviction, that
peychologicelly and subjectively (materisjiter & subiective)
they coopersted in writing Scripture. If these two parallel
thoughtes seem parsdoxical, If they seem to contradict esch
other, the orthodox teachers make no effort to harmonlze them,
Such & lgecune in their theology wlll of course trouble those
who study them, but the minute the dogmaticlans are represent-
ed as crossing this lzcuna they sre certalin to be misrepre-
gented. This hebit of blandly refrsining from drawling what
seen to be the logical consequences of their tensts was not
unconmon among the Lutheran theocloglsne of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centurles; in fasct, 1t was a principle with them,
inalogous to their position concerning inspiration was thelr

doctrine of conversion. They tasught in sccordence with the

second article of the Formules of Concord that converelon wase



was monergistic, thet it wes effected by the grace of God
slone, thet the human willl was completely psssive in conver-

2

gion,” and yet they did not thereby conclude that men 28 the

gubiectum copvertend] wss & mere robot or thest God converted
men egeinst his will or that he did not in the fullest sense
experience his converelon.3 Lacunse of this nsture are com-
mon In the theology of all the dogmsticlens snd the dogmati-

ciane s2re not unswaere of them. Thelr refusal to snswer the

cur £131 8111 pon question, their firm adherence to both gola
gratias and universells gretla, is other evidence of this fact.
And other exsmples could be multiplied. This willingness

on the part of these theologisns to sbstelin from drawing con-
clusions to which their doctrines seem irrevocsbly to poilnt,
irritating ee it may be, must slways be borne in mind, if we
ere correctly to understand thelr theology and avoeld the pit-
fal of fabricating s straw (Quenstedt or Calov,

This brings up the question whether the very idea of
lacunge 1s not opposed to their theological method, or st
least whether thelr circumscribed causel methodology didéd not
in the neture of the case wrongly attempt to synthesize what

was paradoxlcel in thelr theology, whether 1t 4id not at times

point to theological conclusions which, though logicslly nec-

2 Calov, Sceinismys profligstue. p.673: "Quandoquidem voluntas

humena a Spiritu S, convertends sit, adeoque pure passive hic
sese hsbest, nec gulcquem cooperstur ad sul conversionem,"

3 ¢f, Celov, systema. X,15. Calov does not hesitate to discard
the terms "‘r’)'.!_rmﬁsi and "étgne" and “nlotzbutza which had been
epplied to the unregenerate men by the sixteenth century Luth-
eran theologiens in their controversy with the synergists, He
disgecarde them a8 miecleeding and unnecegsery elthough he has no
personal objection to them if properly understood. 4And yet Celov
was & monergist: unregenerate men 1s not able not to resst God,
man's will in conversion is pure passsive, God is the beginning,
piddle snd end of conversion, In other wordes Calov held that
man, although spiritually dead and impotent before conveérslon,
was nevertheleses psychologicslly conscious and active (this
latter fact which was obvious neither he nor the earlier Luth-
ersne felt any constraint to emphasizej.
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essary, were theologically unwaerranted. Thet thelr method

did involve them in such inconelistsnclies is seen 1In thelr dis-

cussion of the criteris of Seripture which was a frultlese
attempt to put into smooth and ccherent logical formulse whsat
could only be accepted with faith., Putting it bluntly, it

wae en ettenmpt to meke falth ressonsble which was a contradlc-
tion of everything these theologlens stood for., 4n even nmore
flagrant exsmple of this weakness in thelr method vas the
regressusg demonstrgtivus argument of liollez which I have al-
ready mentioned and in which hepplly the esrlier Lutheran
teachers 414 not take recourseé. The most kind criticism which
can be mede of this contradiction between their theology and
thelr method is to ssy that it is jJjust thet, a contrasdiction
between theology end method., When they refrain from the use
of their restricted methodology or from the concluslons to

which it seems to point and epply gole serioturas, lacunse
eppear and their theology becomes consistent with the prin-
ciples of gols fide snd gols seripturs.

It might be mentioned at this point that the orthodoxy
end the scholasticlam of the dogmeticlans do not necessarily
g0 hand In hand, any more than in the theology of the medleval
scholaseties. Much of thelr theologicel method wes teken from
Calixt who was certeinly not orthodox in their opinion. Hore-
over, during the period of pietiem an even more rigid acholss-
ticlem reigned in the fleld of systematic theclogys Buddeus
and Breithaupt who were opposed to the orthodoxy of the seven-
teenth century outdid their predecessore in this respect,

The 2nslogy between a monergistic conception of inspir-
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ation and thelir doctrine of conversion leade to the question,
what is the relatlion between anthropology and inspiration in
the theology of the Lutheran dogmetiecians? Dld thelr snthro-
pology, their profound sense of the spiritusl perversity snd
moral corruptlion and positive concupiscence of the natural
man, thelr deep-seated bellef that men, eéven in a regenerate
etate, was unable to accomplish anythigéf¥%18%d without the
Spirit of God, thelr persuasion that the Holy Spirit wae the

cause of every good work performed by the believer,“ did such

an anthropology have sny bearing on their doctrine of insplres-
tion? The proximity of these two thoughts, even in respect
to the terminology employed by the dogmeticlans, 1s striking,
end they unquestionably recognized its existence., But due
to their local and analytical method of development it is
difficult to determine whether their anthropology effected
their ldes of inspiration. It strongly appears that it did
not. The monergistic doctrine of inspirstion wss doubtlessly
worked out independently of their doctrine of man., HNeverthe-
lees, it 12 undenlisbly true thst with such an enthropology
it would have been impossible for them to adopt eny other
conception of Inspiration than the monergistlic doctrine which
they taught.

It 12 apropoe in this connection to mention 2 mistaken
idea which Dorner and others have circulated sbout the theo-
logy of the dogmaticiens. Dorner has represented these theo-

logiane es teaching that feith in the truth of Seripture must

: Quenstedt, op, cit., 1702 ed. IV,306: "Causa efficlens bonorum
operum est Spiritus S, (unde & fructue Spiritus dicuntur Gal.
V,22) & per ejus gretiem, 1psi quoque renatil & justificati,

qui non ex sule neturelibus viribue, sed per gratism inhabltan-
tis Spiritus ©, slve ex viribus supernaturslibus 1n regeners-
tione scceptie, bona opers fsciunt. Rom,VII,22 VIII.14 Eph.lI,lo,'
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oreceed gaving feith in Christ.? This is untrue. 411 the
dogmaticiens snd perticularly Caslov who 1s Dorner's chief
object of reprocf tesch that before conversion man csnnot
comprehend the epiritual truths revesled in Seripture, much
less accept them. Calov takes speclal pains to emphssize Just
this point in opposition to the Sociniene who denied that
spiritual enlightenment was necessary for a spiritusl under-
standing and saving knowledge of the teachlings of Seripture,
Calov clearly epeaks his opinlon in this mattsr,7 "The unre-
generate men is =0 destitute of 211 spiritusl light thst he
cannot understand enything profitably 1In spiritusl matters
without the grece of the Holy Spirit, no metter how it 1s
externally revesled snd presented, becsuse he hes a darkened

understanding." It seeme needless to repeat that the dogma-

ticiens are unanimously in accord with the teaching of the

second article of the Formuls of Concord that the unregenerate

men not only falle to comprehend the divine mysterlies revesled

in Seripture, but thet he sctively contends sgainst this hea-
venly wisdom end regerds it g8 foolishness and falsehood.

Faith In the divinity of the word of God is a fruilt of the

5 Ceschichte der protestantischen Theologie. p.547. Cf. also
De537

6 systena. I,656: "Nos vero distinguendum censemus inter scrip-
tursge eensum Grammaticum & externum nec non eslvificum & in-
ternum: Cuanquem enim externus forte scripturae sensus g non
renatie habeatur, non temen absque Spiritus S, 1lluminatione,
gelutsris & internus haberl potest cum plenc essensu conjunc-
tue, tentum gbest ut sine 1lls fide selvifica verbum DEI ap-
prehendamus," Cf, also I,658ffF.

7 Sociniemus profligetus. p.89. Cf. also Celov, gvetemg. 1,658,
8 or. e.z. 1bid.



Goapel.g Only a belliever will receive this apostolic witnesa.lo
Gospel presching works faith, but it slsc bringes ebout an ac-
ceptance of the word of the apostles a d prophets ga the very

word of God., Thie 1s of grest significance. The o0ld Lutheran
teachers know of no seperation of gaving falth in Christ and

e bellief in the suthority snd inepiratlon of the written word

of God.}l Part of Dorner's trouble ie that he falls to un-
derstend what the dogmaticiens mean by faith as potitia, gs-

gensus and fiduclg. e describes their positlion as 1f they
divide faith Into these three elements as a man might cut an
epple intoc three sepsrate pleces, as 1if according to thelr
notion notitia could be present before true falth, or at least
could heve being spart from falth, It is true that the dog-
maticiane spesk of historical felith as lacking only 2113913,12

but usually they spesk of potitie e an essential element of

9 ¢f. Belduin, gommentarius in ompes epistolss beatl spostoll
Paull. p.1137. Commenting on 1 Thess.2.13 Balduln says, Fruc-
tum sul Evengelil apud Thessaloricenses 1n hoc versu expre-
mit triplicum: (1.) quod verbum Apostolil exceperint, ita nim-
irum, ut exeminerint 1llud, an avdlogov esset scripturis;
slcut, Act.17.11. explicatur: quod multae a2liame Gentes non
fecerint, quse respuerint verbum, & ludibrio habuerunt, quem=-
eadmodum Athenis factum est, Act.17.18. (2.) quod exceperint

ut verbum Del, licet ab homine praedicatum, agnoscentes Del

verbum virtutem in ministerilo. (3.) quod fidem ex verbo aud-
ito scceperint: eit enim, verbum 1llud operari in 1psls, quil

crediderunt, DReferendum enim est relstivum os non ad Deum,

sed sermonem seu Aoyov, ut ostendit particuls s Kol EvepgeEicac o

qui et operstur in vobis, g.,d. non tantum praedicavl vobls

;erbum Dei; sed & ite prasedicavl, ut 1illud operstur in vobls
16313.

1C Gerhard, loci theologici. I1I,37; VII,1UT; Hollez, gp. eit.,
175C ed. p.116. Calov, systema. I,460C,

11 Gerherd, loei theolomici. VII,75. Calov, gystema. I,579.

12 Cyensteat, ope cit., 1702 ed. I1,593: "...Fidem histori-
cam, cuae in =ols notitils & pssensu constitit..."
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saving faith.13 It 1= not a prerequisite of faith, nor 1s

it @ potitis higtorice or jimplicita. It is supernstursl and
personal and it 1s the gift of God in conversion.l4 The dog-

maticiesne do not heslitate to equate 1t with saving raith.15
Before converslion there can be no true knowledge of Christlisn
doctrine nor any acceptance of apirituesl truth, This is the
definite conviction of 811 the dogmaticisns, Brunnerls hase
followed the lesad of Dorner: he says that the suthority of
Serinsture, according to the orthodox Lutheran theclogisns,
preceesde all faith, It is,of course, imposeible that they
could have tesught whst Brunner and Dorner say they taught
without overthrowing the whole structure of their anthropologye.
To the 0ld dogmaticians any spiritusl sction sttributed to

the nstursl men, such as accepting the authority of Scripture,

was synergism,

13 Hollez, gp. cit., 1741 ed. p.1171: "Notitiem fidel accen-
senden ess¢ actibus, pertibusque fideil, constat...”

14 op, git., p.1170: "Notitis fidel est notitia supernatur-
alis, euangelica, explicitae, & Spiritu £, per gratism 1llumin-
entem accenss de omnibue credendis, in primis de Christo,
elusque merito & graties Lel, de remissione peccatorum & sal-
ute seterna per medistorem Chrietum obtinends."”

15 ¢ce, ODs E;t. D.1171: "Fides est notitia." Dorner says
thet Chemnitz sﬁwed the secd of this leter view that an gc-

ceptance of the truth of the Bible must preceed feith, But
that Chemnitz could not have taught such a doctrine eny more
than the later dogmaticlans ies anply shown in his loci theolo-
glel, editia nova, Witebergae, 1623, I1I,26C: "Status autem
hic est, ut probetur, fidem esce talem notitlsm in mente, &é
quam, =1 vers fides ect, sequatur sesencsue in voluntete, &
notus cordie, desiderio & fiducla spprehendens & spplicans
eibl objesctum, quod bonum esse monstratum est ite ut in eo
scqulescat." Again he says, II ,261: "Diende edjicienda sunt
exemple €x novo Testamento., Et 1l1la guidem, quod fides signi-
ficet notitiem..." Hed Chemnitz held the view thst Dorner im-
putes to him he would have denied the very heart of whst he
himeelf on behsalf of the Lutheran church ststed so clearly
and unequivocally in the second article of the Formuls of
Concord., Like the other dogmsticisns he at times equates

notitis with faith.

16 Revg]iégag gnd Resson. translisted by Clive Wyon. Fhiladel-
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An enslogy has been observed between Christoclogy znd

inspiration se the two teachings sre presented by the old

Luthersn teachers, &n analogy which 1s the more pronounced

17

because of thelr fixed Arlstotelian terminclogy. The term~

inology ueed 1n reference to these two teschlngs las indeed
2imiler. 7The dogmaticliane, however, make no mentlon of euch
en snalogy, end with good reason. 7To press this anslogy would
elmost certesinly 8o violence to the doctrine of the personsl
union as 1t waes confessed by Lutheresn theology. Although

the Lutheran symbole employ the snalogy of iron glowing with

18
fire in epeaking of the personal unilon, Lutheran theologleans

of the sixteenth and seventeenth century recognize the utter
inedequacy of analogy in describing the hypostastic union,

For 1t wes their flrm conviection that this unlon, properly

gpeeking, wes unique gnd without analogy, inssmuch ea it was

a unlon between God and men, a2 union between dlsparsta which

were mutually exclusive.lg Also their stand regarding the

> 4 > ] ,
avimodyadla. gnd ¢yywoelTadia. of the humen nature of Christ,

17 Hasagglund, op, clt., p.l1lCS9. Hasgglund eppesls to the ana-
logy of Gerherd's doetrine of the forms snd the pmateris of
Seripture and the genug malestasticym of the gommunicatio 1dlo-
matum. Then followe a discussion of Gerhsrdian Christology
and ite relation to his doctrine of Scripture.

18 Formule of Concord. epitome., VIII,9.

19 Quenstedt, oD, cit., 1715 ed. II,132: "Sicut enim ipss

unlo personslis...res est singularissime, & cujus nullum sliud
exemplum in naturas reperitur; Itas etism prsedicationes 1llse
extrs sortem caetersrum Boaitae geunt & eine exemplo slinguleres
& 1nusitatae. II 1213 Forma specifica Unitlonle plesne sin-
gulaeris est, eFa: :vos, Kal ﬁnva?p¢wos, prae caeteris unionum
formis eximis, & ab omnibus slils exemta." Cf. also Cundls-
ius, G, D, Le . Hitteri tis 11-
me Jenase, 1652. p,189: "Est enim unio personalis
eétiam sb unionﬂ' ‘scramentall numlum quartum distat; plane
JAOVOTpOWOS Kal tfalpeTos, Uwip Qdacv, uwsp VooV Katunep
wadav kaTalpyuy , ut logquitur Iustinue,
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nemely, that Christ's humen nature has no personslity of it-

gelf but subsiete in the personslity of the thos,ec would

prevent them from using the anslogy of the unio personelils
with the human and the dlvine factor in Seripture, since in

the case of inspiretion the human personallity, =0 to say,

the genug locuendl, the words, the personal wltness ete,.,
thet 1e,the human element in Seripture, existed before the
divine gct of inepiration and 1s alweys present in the Scrip-
tures,

There 1s only one ststement which I have found in all
the dogmaticlens to indlcate any ewareneses of such an analogy;
the reference is found in Celov's gvestemg where he says thst
efficescy, or more properly power, hes been communiceted to
Seripture in the same manner g8 divine attrlibutes were com-

municated to the humsn nature of Christ.21 Hovever, when

he speaks here of & communlicated yirtug, he means thst "oower"
ls communicated only to the forus of Seripture which is not

human but divine, This is seen clearly from the fact that
he previouely stated thet the divine power end efficacy of

Seripture resides not in its pgsteris, the written words end

documente, but only in its inner forme, its divine and inspired

2C Gerherd, loci theologici. III,427: "Quie wypoatasis'hogou
facta est carnis owo¢71¢15, ideo cero Chrlstl est EvowerraTos .
Neque enim est adBunmdarates xal 1dcoricTates , propriem hsbens
gsubsistentism, neque avun?qwutosproraus nullem habens subsis- ;
tentiam, utique ergo est ‘tvumddrevos gy n,.wna T® ).J;m subeslstens,
ibid. hypoataais Nogov facta est carnis hypoetasis ideo car- -
ni hypostasis Ndgyov est communicata. Adgos Owecrraqv illam 3
hadbet In se proprism, caro ner snionem sar habet communicatam,

21 gysatema., I,711: " ..DET rowvwveiavy Givina virtue DmocraTinds
etiam humsnse Christi nsturse convenit; est eaden comaunlca-
tive quoque verbo DEI, & sscramentis, secundum dispanaatlonam
pecul iarem ut esdenm agant OPYAVIK®DS , vel ita, ut sint ea orga.va.
non depya, 2¢d tvEpYNTING, & efficecia,”
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meaning, which 1e theé mind =and the counsel of God,22 end which
is common to the word of God in whatever form it may take.
The enslogy eeems to be this: gs divine attributes sre com=-
municeted to the humen neture of Christ, sc the divine power
is communiceted to the dlvine in Scripture. At this point
there seems to be an inconsliestency. What need 18 there for
pover being communicated to the forma of Seripture which 1is
already divine (eince it is the mens Del snd the ggplentia
Del) in ite very nature? Celov might reply thet the analogy
ought not be pressed so far. 4And there might be some justi-
fication for such 2 reply when we note thet he previocusly
gaid thet the word of God, viewed formally, in the nature of
the case, because it is the word of God, is divine and power-
fu1.23 Thie, by the way, wse his first argument for the ef-
ficacy of the word.

Actually there 1le no clesr-cut dilstinction by the dog-
maticieane between the divine gnd the human element in Ecrip-
ture, And for thie reacon it 1s dangerous and almost Insup-
eérsbly difficult to apply any Christologicel analogy to thelr
doctrine., For want of a better way to give expresslion to
their position in this mstter, let us assume that the human
gide of Scripture ies the so-caslled pateris ex gus which they
talk sbout and the divine side is the inner forma of Serip-
ture. According to all the orthodox Lutheren teachers, in-
gpiration and inerrsncy (which is really s pasrt of insplra-
22 gyetema. I,7C7. CP. Baier, o ., Dol4l. Guenstedt, 9p.

ey 17C2 e€d, I,169: "Non 1115§‘r%%%éraa, syllebse], sed hule
forma] vim & efficaclam divinam sdscribimus. Neque enim stat-

ulmue; 1psis literis, cherecteribus, syllabis aut voclbue, qua

tellbus, vim quendem divinam conversivam, regenerstricem, 1l-
luminetricen &c. subjective inesse aut inhserere," |

23 systemnpa. I,71l.
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tion) are predicated of both the content of Scripture and its
zeteris, the letters, worde ete., (human eide )., The proper-
ties of Scrinture, however, esre predicated only of the forue
of Scripture. The authority of Sceripture does not reside in
the words, but in the content, the doctrines of the word. A
tranelation poscesces the srme causstive authority as the
Greek end Hebrew ME8, The seme may be 88id in refercnce to
the sufficliency and clarity of Seripture: not gll the words

of Seripture esre clesr, but all doctrines necessery for salva-

tion are clearly revesled in Soripture.24 Thet the efflcacy

of the word inheres only in the divine forms has already been
ghown, In fsct, in hls discussion of the efficsey of Serip-
tureCalov goes so fer ss to state that only the forma of Scrip-
ture, properly spesking, can be celled the word of God.25

€t111 asssuming that the human side of Seripture is the materia
sand the divine side the formag, we see that it would be wrong

to think of the reletion between the two in terms of a genus

maiesteticum. There is never sny yls or gfficesclia in the
materlia of Scripture: nothing in this respect has been com-

municated to the so-celled human side of Scripture. 4And al-

though the pmeterig of Scripture 1s given by inspirestion and

23 Thie important point is, in effect, denlied by the dogmati-
cians iIn their srgument for the authenticity of the iHebrew
vowel pointe; they deny that the originel Hebrew Scriotures
could be cleer and sufficient if the vowel pointe hed not
been present, But vowel polints are materis.

25 gyetema. I,7C7: "observandum: quod sermo sit de verbo DEI
TeoQopexkw non retione materiasllis, quod sunt lliterse, aplces,
ayllabaa, externas sceriptio, sinus &c: sed ratione formells,
vel sensus divinl, voclbus scriptle, eut prolatle significati.
Ieto modo saltim ¢qanrcxus & improprie dicitur verbum DEI,
hoec verc mode Kupuds & proprle est saspienties DEI, mens DLEI,
consilium DEI &c: qula est sensus ipse DEI de rsbus Scriptura
S. comprehensie % conceptus divinus, nobis revelstue," Cf.
queggtedt op, cit., I,169. Dedekenn, Qp, cit., eppendix nova,
Pel
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divine direction, this is not due to any communication from
the forms. Even speakling of a genug apotelesmaticum would
be fraught with difficulties, True, Scripture as a whole,
according to both its formel and material prineciple, was in-
epired, but efficacy and ceusative authority reeside only in
1ts forms.

Another analogy with Christology might easlily present
itself: the snalogy of the word, considered formally, &8 an
inetrument (yehiculum, instrumentum) of the Spirit in his
soterlological activity and the humen nature of Christ ss
the instrument of the AJyos in his medistorial office. In
both ceses there is 2 xolvwvia :‘-""-'PX“‘:’V' 1 quote =2 state-
ment of CQuenstedt regarding the instrumentslity of the humen

26 .

nature of Christ in his work of redemption: e must dis-

tinguish between a separated lnstrument snd & united instru-

ment, between an inetrument which ls insctive and one which
is cooperstive. In [carrying out] the worke of the med¥torial

office the humsn nature of Christ is, in truth, the organ of
the ngos; however, not 2 separated orgen, but one which 1is

personally united with the Aoges. It 1s not inactive like
the rod of Moses, but a2 cooperative orgsn, namely, an instru-
ment of such s nature that the subsistence and majeety of

the \ogyos , or primary cause, was imperted to it." Thie state-
ment could describe in every respect the union of the word

end the “pirit in bringing sbout conversion, except for one
very important point, the latter union is not personal. It

2 Iinteresting how close their terminclogy is on these two

counts. ZAn snaslogy of the reletion of the eye to the mlind

26 op, cit., 17C2 ed. III,208.
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wae used to 1llustrate thelr point in both cases., But we
must never forget in thie connection what the dogmaticlens
never forgot, thaet the incarnation wagz a union which wes un-
ique 2nd without psrallel. Ve must not forget their reverence
toward this event.

Much criticism has been directed egainst the dogmaticlans
becasuse of thelr doctrine of the divine efflcacy of the word
of God, DMoviues accused them of 1doletry becsuee they taught
that the word possesses power even apsrt from its use., And
in modern times Dormer has cslled the doctrine s "deification"
of the holy Scrintures.27 Thie iz strong criticism, Calov
and Hollez anawer the objlection of Movius by saylng thst they
do not wish to sttribute power to the Scriptures griglipsliter
and independenter -- that would be idolatry -- but only by
virtue of divine communication and ordinstlion and by virtue
of the union of the Holy Spirit with the word.-C Then they
go on to say that the word, viewed formally as the divinely
inspired meaning, is not 2 cresture, but is the gens et cop-
gilium Del., Some == Calov doee not say who ~=- have preferred
to c211 1t something of God, 1 Cor.2.,11, a sort of divine

outflow or emination (5nJggoaa guaden divina). Be that as

it may, divine power is not communicsted to a2 crestlon of God,

to & creature., One wishes tc ask at this point: if the word

27 op, cit., 554. This exaggerated judgment is based on hie
former observation: "Jetzt wer dle Mitthellung der goettlichen
Elgenschaften (communic. idiom.) von der Christologie auch
auf die hellige Schrift uebertragen.”

28 Calov, eystema. I,71T7: "NHon elligemue virtutem divinam
verbo, sed communicetsm €l per mysticem Spiritus cum verbo
unionem." Hollez, gp, cit., 1741 ed. p.988: "Culcunque rel
crestee pttribuunt virtutem diuinem, perinde sc s1 el competeret
originsliter & independenter, 1111 sunt 1dololatrse, concedo.

At doctores euangelicl statuunt, virtutem 1lluminsndl, regener-
andi, renousndi, competere S, scri turse dependenter, communi-
catiue & ex ordinatione diuina,"
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(viewed formelly) is something of God, how can end why 2hould
povwer be communlcsted to it? Celov never tsught that power
wae communicated to the materig of the word. /nd under these
semé circumstances, If the formg of the word is alreedy divine,
what need ig there for 2 union of the Holy Spirit with it?
Calov would have snswered thet the forms of the word 1s divine,
that it 1= the gens Del by virtue of communication, by virtue
of the union of the Spirit with it; otherwise 1t is only human.
But if thie is the csse, what need is there for his first
point in hie reply to HMovius? If the word of God is the pens
Del, why should it not possese power independenter? Calov
end Hollez would have done better 1f they had offered one

rather then two replies to Hovius, Calov goee on in his re-
ply to Movius to add that if it is 1dolstry to ascribe power

to the divine word, it is equally idolatrous to confess that

Christ exerted divine power also according to his human nature.

Such reesoning would hardly heave sllenced Movius who would

have hed no scruples sbout rejecting the second genus of the
communlicetio Jdlomatum end sccusing the Lutherans of delfying
the human nsture of Christ., At this point the opposing Christ-
ology of HMoviues and Calov would shere in determining what side
they would take in this controversy over the efficecy of the

viord.
An sdditlonal observation might be made in reference to

the efficacy of Scripture: if Seripture sccording to its forms
ie the word of God, not metonymlcally or significatively, but
realiter, that is to say, if it is, strictly speaking, not

a creéature, but rether the gens et sspientiz Del, it cannot
be an hypostatization to attribute divine power to it, Those
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who would criticize the Luthersn doctrine a2t thie point must
attack them further bsck in their theology of the word of God,
they must part ways with the dogmaticlens when they tesch that
Seriopture 1s in truth the very word of God, It is apparent

29

that, when Dorner says -~ thet in the o0ld Luthersn theology

God slmply abdicated his seving setivity to Scripture, he
ie meking no attempt to understand their position.

A slmiler but far less justiflied cherge of blbliclasm and
acripturelism has been leveled sgainst the old Luthersn theo-
logiane becsuse of their devotlon to the Seripture principle.
Ag early as 1525, long before eny of the seventeenth century

“bibliciets” hed errived on the scene, Eck had called the

Lutherans "theologl strsmenteles” because they believed that

gll Christien doctrine should be derived fron Scripture.30

Henry Lsncellestus in his trect Hunnius' Helter (gcapistrum

Hunnierum! eslle the Lutherans of his day "deifiers of the
word" (verbi degs;ge).31 Cabriel Prateolus calle the Luth-

erane blblicists snd seripturalists iIn his glenchus hgereti-

ggrnm.32 At the colloquy st Retisbon the Lutherans were called

29 gp, cit., p.554.

30 Eck, J. enchiridion locorum communium sdversus Lutherum,

t g eccle €. Perisiis, 1572. p.32,36: "Luther-
eni reeipiunt scripturss sicut Judesel vetus testamentum, quia
ingistunt solum seneul literall, et quse sunt els contrarla

ipel torquent, unde sunt theolosl strementsles, secundum cor-
ticem et superficiem.

31 ¢r, Gerherd, confessio catholica. II,318ff,

32 ﬁ] enchus hﬁeregigomm gunium. Colonise. 1605. I1I,101l. The
Lutherans in W enberg even golng back s fer as Melanchthon
were called "Biblistse" because they insisted that "nihil
reciniendum, legendumque, aut proponendum populo in écclesle,
vel 1n acholis inuentuti, praseter solum =z¢ nudum Bibliorum
textum." Thie was of course an exsggerated description of the
Seripture principle. Cf., elso loc. cit., XVII, 437.
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"Wortsknechte" and "scripturarii" for holding to golg serip-

11;5,33 And these same accusatione ere brought todey ageinst

the Lutherens of the seventeenth century and their Seripture
princicle. They are accusetions which are not meant to be
complimentary and yet they ere not entirely insccurste, Cer-
tsinly the Lutherans of the seventeenth centurf hed what sonme
heve called & "peper pope™. But the dogmsticiasns do not re-
sent beling called such nesmes., To all such charges Csrhard
mildly rep11e3,34 "So long s2 Cod sllows them [the papiste]

to be rulers s-d lords over the word, msnhandling it snd wrest-
ing it according to their own whims, we shell be servants and
estudents of thet word, Let them be traditionslists and wve
ghell be biblicists snd sceripturalists." Today he would not
answer differently those who deny the authority asnd inspiration
of Seripture.

Finally, one more point should be re-emphasized in re-
trospect, even at the risk of becoming repetitious: their
main theeis in their doctrine of Seripture is to maintailn
unadultersted the orinciple of gols scrioturas. This highly
important faet besrs constent repition and cannot be over-
atressed. Thelir laborious efforts to vindicate the inspir-
stion of Serinture, the necessity, the perfection, the elarity
and suthority of Scripture, were directed to this one end,
that Seripture reign invioclate as the principnium unicum cog-
noscendl, the onliy norm of Christisn doctrine and conduct .0

To the orthodox Lutheran teschers Iinspirstion wass subordinate

33 Cf. anti-Tennerus... in Hunniue, Ae. gpers latins. II,369.
34 gonfessio eatholica., II,320.
35 Cf., e.z. Calov, gystema. I,579.
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to the Seripture principle and, if considered slone, apart

from golae scrinturg and the efficacy and graclous purpocse
of Seripture, inspirstion wes simply mesningless., This em-
pheels which 18 more than sn emphssis sets the 0ld Luthersn
teschers apart from much of whset goes by the name of funda-
mentalism today.

Perhaps the mogfrgégglfn?he most unkind criticism which
hes been leveled ageinst the o0ld Lutheren doctrine of Serip-

ture is the indictment of Sseseé and Dorner and others thst
these theologiens substituted gols scripturs for gols fide.

Both Sasse and Dorner charge that the period of orthodoxy
manifeated g different spirit from the Reformation in that

the Lutheran theologlans of that day no longer regerded Jjustl-
ficetlion by falth g3 e principle coordinate with the Scrip-
ture principle. Sasse compares these theologians of the seven=-
teenth century with Luther, He ssys that Luther believed in
the Bible because he bellieved In Christ: the later orthodox

dogmaticiens belleved in Chriest beczuse they believed in Scrip-

ture. VWith them goles fide wae thé resuit of W_BG

37 goes 8o far as to assert that the =material principle

Dorner
of Christisnity wes gradually extinguished by the dogmeticians
who mede 1t depend entirely on the Seripture principle., These
criticisms 2re 2o sweeping thet one ie tempted to brush them

agide and discount them entirely. But there iz much truth in
them., There is a spirit manifesting iteelf during the perilod
of Lutheran orthodoxy which 18 quite different from that of

Luther. The intensity and besuty of Luther's unbroken, ring-

36 on. Cit., D27,
37 ORe Clt., pP.541. Cf. sls0 D.554.
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ing refrain of juetification by faith is miesing in much of
the theological litersture of the following century, Luther's
fresch and exciting approach to thenlogy, always in the light
of forgivenese for Chriest's seke through faith, gives over
to & rether dry, matter-of-fact presentation of doctrine (ex-
cept perhap2 in the cases of Gerhard and Dennhauer whose writ-
inge become stimulating end truly beautiful at times), One
cannot aporoach the ponderous tomes of the dogmaticlene with-
out some apprehens=ion and ss one opens them and reade one ls
often repelled by the scholasticism and impersonel objectivity
which he finds therein, Yes, the powerful emphasie of a Luther
upon the centrality of Jjustification is wanting in the theo-
logy of the seventeenth century teachsers, But s lsck of em-
phasle, Importent and far-reasching as i1t may be, ie not nec-
esserily a deviatlon in doctrine. What do the dogmetiecians
teach gbout faith and its relation to Christ end to Sceripture?

According to the dogmaticiaens saving faith is s personsl trust

38

in and spplication of the merits of Christ 60 that the be-

liever seys, I believe thet Christ suffered and died for me

and offers me aalvation.39 faving falith is elways and only

in Christ, in his person and his work.40 It is true that &

38 Celov, systema. X,322: "Nam 111ud EGC CREDO est actus fidel
farmalis“ qud consistit in individusll applicatione meriti
Christi., faving feith 1= the "fiducislis epplicetio gratiae
DEI in Chrieto, vel meriti Christi." Sociniemus profligstus. D.
729, Justification is elways through faith in the estisfac-
tion wrought by Christ. loc, cit.,p«373.

39 Calov, gystems. X,322: "Fundamentum [fidei salvificae] in
apprehensione fiduclsll meriti Christi consistit, ut quis in
indlividuo dicere poseit, ERGO CHEDO, Christum PRC HE pasesum,

& mortum, MIFIgque vitem seternum promeritum eese.”

40 celov, Zocinismus proflimetus. p.725¢ "...ut quivie qui in
Christum credit neceseario credat Christum pro suls peccatlis
mortuum eese, guodque fides salvifica in hec cognitione Christl

conetet.” Cf. Calov, systemm. X,348. Gerhard, loci theologici.
v1I,®1,84,95.
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41
believer accepte all of Seripture, there are certain grti-

cull sntecedentes et conseguentes which the Christisn must

42
and will believe, But resl, Jjustifying faith 1s always

and only in the grace of God which is promised in Chriat.43

In view of these observetlions 1t 12 nonsense to submit thst
the materisl principle of Christianity was extinguished by
the Lutherans of the seventeenth century?4 It is true, thelr
treatment of the gole scrioturs princliple is more detached

from the article of Justification by faith than it might have
been == such a fault is inherent in thelr systematic method --

but they did not do awsey with the erticle of Justification
as the foundetlon of 1iving and personel Christienity, as

4
the above observations show. 5 They will not even epeak of

inepiration or the suthority of Scripture ss 2 fundamental

41 ¢r. agein Gerhard, loel theolomiei. VII,®1,84,95,
42 calov, gystems. X,337.

43 Calov, systems. X,348: "Juamquam vero fidem rstione assen-
sus omne & solum verbum DEl respicere fateamur, attamen gqua
fiducie est, respicere esm dicimus specisliter promissiones
gratlice DEI, qua omnes credentes propter Christum se in gratliam
recepturanm promlsit, vel meritum Chrietl, qua sglutem acqui-
givit omnibue." Cf. 2l20 DPpP.350-351.

44 1t 1e interesting that Hoenecke, gp, cit., 1,269, prelses
the dogmeticiens for the very resson that Dorner censures
them, namely, that they so admirsblyuphold this so-called
materiel principle of theclogye.

45 or, Hollaz, op, cit., 1741 ed. p.48: "Fundementum fidel

est vel resle, sive substantisle: vel dogmeticum, sive doc-
trinale. Fundamentum fidel & selutis substantisle est Christus,
quatenus est causese meritoris consequendae a Deo remisesionis
peccatorum & vitse seternae, promissase in euangello omnibus

per efficacem spiritue sanctl influxum in ipsum credentlbus,
Fundamentum fidei & msalutis dogmsticum est complexus dogmatum
diulnitus reuelatorum, qulbus Christus fundamentum fidel sub-~
stantlale, & cum eo necesssrio connexa principls medlaque
sglutis explicentur,
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grticle of falth, People have been 8aved who have never heard
thet there 1s such a thing as a Bible. The dogmeltcians re-
gard Scrilpture g2 the source of Christisn theology, ss the
infgllible norm of faith and life, but never as the source

of Christisnity itself, Like Luther they belleved thet Just-

ificatlion vwas the artie n e entis ececle €.

One can only presume thst Cagee ie indulging 1n sstire when
he says that the 0ld Luthersn teacherse mede the inspirstion
of Seripture the fundamentel erticle of the Christian falth
upon which sli other doctrines must follow,

Ageln we must ask, was it, st least partiaslly, their
theological method which prevented the dogmeticiane from bring-
ing out Luther's importesnt emphesis upon the centrality of
Justificaetion in 2ll thecloglcal thought? And sgein the answer

willl be yes., Lutheran theology in the seventeenth century was
geasrching for an adequate means of expressing itself in terms
of both proclametlion ané apologetics. Unfortunately they em-
braced sn Arigstotelian-scholastic mode of presentetion which,
although exact and clesr, wae definitely limited. Set in

the framework of a2 causal methodology their theologlcal pos-
1tion often glves the sppesrance of belng logical and impres-
sive 2nd wass srticulated in a manner which wes clear and un-
derstendable., One will not often have toLtault the dogmati-~-
cisng for inconsistency in this respect. But this strength
of thelr theologicel method wae also its weakness., Lutheran

theology could not always be expressed In the fixed categories

of such a method, snd in many cases 1ites exponents either had

to refrain from applying their method or were compelled to

46 Brochmand, universse theologlise systema.Il,27.
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augment 1t.aamehow. When they felled in this, they falled
to present true Luthersn theology as we hove seen in their
trestment of the eriteris of Seripture as over agaslinst the
witnese of the Spirit snd gola seriptura. When Gerhard, fol-
lowed by Hollsz, Baler snd others, partly in conformity with
the dictates of thie causal methodology and partly to defend
the Lutheran doctrine from the charge of Calviniam, taught a
predestination jintulty fidel oraevisge, he depsrted from the
teaching of Luther end the Formule of Concord and set in mot-
lon a2 controversy which even to this dey hae not been settled
in Lutheran circles, =-- a good exsmplée of the influence apo-
logetice and theologlcal method could exert on thelir theclogye.
The sim of 211 the orthodox dogmaticlasns wee to be falthful
to the principles and the theology of the Reformetlon, I
believe thet, in the msin, they succeeded in thie gim, even
though their treatment of Jjustification by faith alone lacks
gome of Luther's urgency ané warmth and even though they by
no meane avolded 211 the pitfalls of thelr Aristotelisn meth-

0logy.
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