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Pref ace by Lutheran Li brar ian

In re pub lish ing this book, we seek to in tro duce this au thor to a new gen- 
er a tion of those seek ing spir i tual truth.

LE AN DER SYLVESTER KEYSER (1856-1937) was ed u cated at Wit ten berg Col- 
lege Sem i nary, Spring field, Ohio, and served pas torates in In di ana, Kan sas
and Ohio. In 1911 he be came pro fes sor of Sys tem atic The ol ogy at Hamma
Di vin ity School, and was con sid ered one of the lead ing the olo gians of the
Gen eral Synod. Prof. Keyser’s books in clude The Con flict Be tween Fun da- 
men tal ism and Mod ernism, The Ra tio nal Test, A Sys tem of Chris tian Ev i- 
dence (Apolo get ics), A Sys tem of Gen eral Ethics, A Sys tem of Nat u ral The- 
ism, and In The Re deemer’s Foot steps.

The Lutheran Li brary Pub lish ing Min istry finds, re stores and re pub lishes
good, read able books from Lutheran au thors and those of other sound
Chris tian tra di tions. All ti tles are avail able at lit tle to no cost in proof read
and freshly type set edi tions. Many free e-books are avail able at our web site
Luther an Li brary.org. Please en joy this book and let oth ers know about this
com pletely vol un teer ser vice to God’s peo ple. May the Lord bless you and
bring you peace.
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1. Mis souri’s Pre cise Po si tion

A NO TABLE BOOK LET, BY PRO FES SOR PIEPER, D. D., of Con cor dia Lutheran
Sem i nary, St. Louis, Mo., was is sued in 1913. It bears the ti tle, “Con ver sion
and Elec tion,” and the sig nif i cant sub-ti tle, “A Plea for a United
Lutheranism in Amer ica.” The book has at tracted much at ten tion in all
branches of the Lutheran Church, and is be ing widely cir cu lated both by
sale and gift copies. It is writ ten in a clear and flu ent style, and an ex cel lent
spirit per vades it all; in deed, it could not dis play a more irenic and com- 
plaisant tem per, and at the same time main tain the au thor’s stal wart the o- 
log i cal po si tions. For the fine spirit evinced the whole Lutheran Church
should feel grate ful. A few brief replies have been made to the book let by
men in the Ohio and Iowa Syn ods, to whom Dr. Pieper has re sponded in a
sup ple men tal chap ter.1

The au thor’s sub-ti tle would in di cate that he in tends his pro duc tion to
ap peal to all Luther ans in Amer ica, not merely to the Nor we gian Luther ans,
whose ef fort at union was the oc ca sion for the is sue of his book.

There fore, we feel that the Gen eral Synod must be in cluded in this “plea
for a United Lutheranism in Amer ica.” True, we can not quite agree with the
au thor that his work is a “plea;” it is rather an ar gu ment for Mis souri’s po si- 
tion, an earnest and pow er ful one, and an in vi ta tion for all other Luther ans
to go over upon that plat form; yet the con cil ia tory spirit and the ev i dent de- 
sire for Lutheran union dis played in the book are most win some, and the
gen eral tone and man ner do not stir re sent ment.

The im me di ate oc ca sion for the pub li ca tion of the book was the union of
the Nor we gian Lutheran Synod and the United Nor we gian Lutheran
Church, by the adop tion of Ar ti cles of Agree ment at Madi son, Wis. These
ar ti cles are printed in full in the book, so that those who wish may read
them for them selves; and they are of great im por tance from ev ery view- 
point, and should be read with care. It ap pears to Dr. Pieper – and to us as
well – that the ar ti cles are some what in de ter mi nate on the doc trine of elec- 
tion, be ing a kind of com pro mise be tween the stiff pre des ti nar i an ism of
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Mis souri and the milder views of Pon top p i dan, Ger hard and Scriver. To put
it as pre cisely as we know how, some of the ar ti cles en dorse the po si tion of
Mis souri in the plainest and most pos i tive terms, but af ter ward cer tain para- 
graphs are in serted that mod ify it in such a way that the fol low ers of the
other view might be tol er ated. In short, the ar ti cles do not seem to be quite
con sis tent through out. There fore Dr. Pieper thinks that the Nor we gians
should elim i nate, or at least qual ify, the com pro mis ing sec tions.

How ever, in this work we shall not un der take to dis cuss, much less crit i- 
cize, the Nor we gian Ar ti cles of Agree ment. Our pur pose is to deal with the
doc tri nal po si tion of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence as set forth by Dr. Pieper in
his im pres sive book let. We would sim ply add that per haps the Madi son
Agree ment is the best pos si ble state ment the Nor we gians are able to make
to suit all par ties, es pe cially in view of the pro found and in sol u ble mys ter ies
of the eter nal de crees of the God head – a sub ject, as we shall try to show
later, on which no body of men should pre sume to dog ma tize in such a way
as to ex clude from church-fel low ship any of their Lutheran brethren. We
may be wrong, but just now we think it would be best for the Nor we gian
Luther ans to “let well enough alone,” and go on their way with one ac cord
as brethren, and help to do the work of the Lutheran Church in the ex ten- 
sion of God’s king dom in Amer ica, with out pre sum ing to set tle those mat- 
ters which are be yond hu man com pre hen sion. Think ing and writ ing on
these mys te ri ous sub jects are of value in their place; and, more over, it is na- 
tive to the minds which God has given us to delve as deeply as we can into
these great and holy mys ter ies; but we do think our the ol o giz ing and spec u- 
lat ing on them ought not to be made the ground of di vi sion among Luther- 
ans who truly ac cept the Word of God and the Lutheran Con fes sions, even
though they can not un der stand all things in the same way. More of this
later.

Dr. Pieper’s book is of great value; in deed, it will be an “eye-opener” to
many peo ple out side of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence who have not taken the
pains to in form them selves as to that body’s pre cise doc tri nal po si tion. For
in stance, this book ought from now on to pre clude the charge of Calvin ism
against Mis souri. No more ought that al le ga tion to be made, be cause Mis- 
souri de nies the charge in toto et ex an imo. We Luther ans ought to know by
ex pe ri ence how try ing it is to be charged with a doc trine which we have al- 
ways re jected with all our vigor, namely, the er ror of Con sub stan ti a tion in
the Lord’s Sup per; for, in spite of our oft-re peated de nials, there are men
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even to day who al lege this er ror to be ours.2 Not only be cause Mis souri re- 
pu di ates Calvin ism should all cease from charg ing her with it, but also be- 
cause, as we shall show, she ex plains her po si tion in such a way as to dis- 
claim the cen tral doc trine of the Calvin is tic view of pre des ti na tion. Now we
humbly hope, too, that we shall be able to show that our Mis souri brethren
should cease to charge Syn er gism and Pela gian ism against their fel low-
Luther ans who can not fully ac cept their view-point.

What is the pre cise Mis souri doc trine of elec tion? Let it be dis tinctly un- 
der stood that she hon estly be lieves she is ad her ing strictly to the teach ings
of the Bible and of the For mula of Con cord, and also thinks that her op po- 
nents are not cor rectly in ter pret ing them. Of her sin cer ity no one should for
a mo ment en ter tain any doubts. In a se ries of plain propo si tions we be lieve
we can pre cisely set forth her po si tion, which is as fol lows:

1. God from eter nity elected some to be saved and did not elect oth ers.
(Do not charge Calvin ism here, but wait for the rest of the state ment.)

2. God’s eter nal elec tion of those who are saved is in no wise de pen dent
on or con di tioned by any thing that is in man or that man can do, but
be longs only to His own in scrutable coun sel, will and pur pose. Why
God elected those who are fi nally saved is a mys tery which he has not
re vealed, and there fore we should not seek any ex pla na tion of it. Both
the Syn er gists and the Calvin ists try to ex plain it, and that is where
they are wrong.

3. The elect are elected and saved solely by grace. Sola gra tia is the
watch word of Mis souri when speak ing of the elect. There fore they are
not elected “in view of faith” (in tu itu fidei) or “good con duct,” but
wholly and solely through the gra cious will and pur pose of God. To try
to ex plain God’s rea sons for elect ing cer tain ones, ei ther by in tu itu
fidei or “good con duct,” is go ing be yond Scrip tural teach ing, and is
there fore not only syn er gis tic, but pre sump tu ous; for it is pry ing into
the in ex pli ca ble mys ter ies of God’s eter nal de cree.

4. While the Bible and the Con fes sion do not re veal and ex plain why
those who are fi nally saved were elected out of the mass of mankind,
they do clearly tell us why the non-elect are con demned; it is solely be- 
cause of their will ful sin and guilt, es pe cially in re ject ing Christ and re- 
sist ing the Holy Spirit. They get only what they de serve; on this point
the Bible is per fectly clear:
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“He is not will ing that any should per ish, but that all should come to re pen tance;”

“Ho, ev ery one that thirsteth;”

“Ye will not come to me that ye might have life;”

“And this is the con dem na tion that light is come into the world, and men love dark ness
rather than light, be cause their deeds are evil.”

God is per fectly in earnest in of fer ing sal va tion to all alike, and de sires all
to be saved, and so it is not His fault if some are not saved. This is the slo- 
gan of uni ver salis gra tia which Mis souri pro claims with all her might.
Hence she is not Calvin is tic, but ut terly re pu di ates the Calvin is tic for mula
of a lim ited atone ment and a lim ited prof fer of sal va tion. The Calvin ist tries
to ac count for the dif fer ence be tween the sal va tion of the elect and the non-
sal va tion of the non-elect, on the ground that God makes His call ef fec tual
with the for mer, but leaves the oth ers to their fate, be cause He has pre des ti- 
nated the lat ter to be lost. If He ex ter nally calls the non-elect He does not
mean to make the call ef fec tual. This Calvin is tic view is ut terly re pug nant
to Mis souri.

5. So far as con cerns their moral and spir i tual con di tion, both the elect
and the non-elect are in the same case; both alike guilty; both alike un- 
able to de liver them selves; the faith or con duct of the one does not de- 
cide the mat ter of their elec tion. Why did God then elect the one class
and not the other? That is the mys tery of the eter nal di vine de cree into
which we have no busi ness to pry, be cause it has not been re vealed in
God’s Word. This is Mis souri’s po si tion, then, in a few words: The
elect are pre des tined from eter nity, but what the ground or de ter min ing
cause of their elec tion is, we do not and can not know. God has not told
us. The fol low ing is Dr. Pieper’s clear and ad mirable state ment of the
case (page 21):
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“Let us as cer tain briefly in what re spect we are fac ing a mys tery at this point. The Scrip- 
tures teach, on the one hand, that the grace of God in Christ is ex tended to all alike, and, on
the other, that there is no dif fer ence among men, since all are in the same state of to tal de- 
prav ity and in the same guilt be fore God, and their con duct over against the sav ing grace of
God is equally evil. Such be ing the case, we might con clude, ei ther that all men would be
saved by the grace of God, or that all would be lost by their own guilt. In stead, the Scrip- 
tures teach that some are saved merely by the grace of God, and the rest are lost solely by
their own guilt. Why this dif fer ent re sult when the un der ly ing con di tions are the same?
This is the mys tery which no man has ever prop erly solved, and no man ever will prop erly
solve in this life, be cause the Word of God of fers no so lu tion.”

We break the long para graph, for Dr. Pieper con tin ues:

"We should bear in mind that no mys tery ap pears when each of the classes, those who are
saved and those who are lost, are con sid ered sep a rately. In this sep a rate view of the two
classes ev ery thing is ex plained by the Word of God. The Word of God names only one
cause of the con ver sion and fi nal sal va tion of those who are ac tu ally con verted and fi nally
saved; it is in each and ev ery case the grace of God in Christ. Like wise it names only one
cause of the non-con ver sion, and fail ure to be saved, of those who are not con verted and
are not fi nally saved; it is in each and ev ery case the fault of man; it is ow ing, in par tic u lar,
to his re sis tance against the con vert ing op er a tions of the Holy Spirit. The hard en ing of
man’s heart, too, pro ceeds only on the ba sis of hu man guilt.

“But the mys tery ap pears when the classes are com pared with one an other. The ques tion
then arises: If grace is uni ver sal and to tal de prav ity gen eral, then why are not all con verted
and fi nally saved? Cur alii prae al lis? It is this ques tion that the Word of God does not an- 
swer. At this point we must, with the For mula of Con cord, ac knowl edge a mys tery in sol u- 
ble in this life. If a man so much as strives to solve this dif fi culty, he proves him self a poor
the olo gian, be cause he does not know the lim i ta tions of the o log i cal knowl edge: he pre- 
sumes to know more in mat ters spir i tual than is re vealed in the Word of God; while he who
ac tu ally solves this mys tery is forth with proved a false teacher; for he de nies ei ther sola
gra tia, that is, that those who are saved are saved solely by the grace of God, or he de nies
uni ver salis gra tia, i.e., that all who are lost are lost by their own fault.”

Surely the above is an ex plicit state ment of Mis souri’s po si tion. Ev ery
thinker can clearly see wherein it dif fers from Calvin ism, which teaches
that by an ab so lute de cree God pre des tined some to be saved and oth ers to
be lost. Mis souri will have noth ing to do with fore-or di na tion unto repro ba- 
tion; she stoutly up holds the doc trine of uni ver salis gra tia. She stops in the
face of the mys tery, and bows humbly to what she be lieves is the teach ing
of God’s Word. So far as we have seen, she does not even ven ture the state- 
ment that God, for good and right rea sons, elected those who will be fi nally
saved, while oth ers are not saved. That, how ever, might be im plied when
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Dr. Pieper says this mys tery will never be solved “in this life;” for such a
state ment con notes the fact that in the next life all will be made plain, and
we shall all be sat is fied that God acted gra ciously and justly, and not ar bi- 
trar ily. Dr. Pieper would have suf fi cient Bib li cal ground to qual ify with
such a state ment, for “will not the Judge of all the earth do right?” “Right- 
eous ness and jus tice are the foun da tion of His throne” (Ps. 97:2).

We think now that Dr. Pieper’s doc tri nal po si tion, which is ev i dently that
of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, has been pre sented with suf fi cient full ness
and ex plic it ness. Our next duty will be to at tempt to dis cuss the mer its of
his book.

1. Since this was writ ten, a com mit tee of the Joint Synod of Ohio has
pub lished a re ply in pam phlet form.↩ 

2. Even so pro found a writer as Dr. A. M. Fair bairn charges Luther and
Lutheran the olo gians with “con sub stan ti a tion.” (See his “The Place of
Christ in Mod ern The ol ogy,” p. 161.)↩ 
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2. A Note On Lutheran Union

FIRST, OB SERVE THAT THIS PRO DUC TION IS A “plea for a united Lutheranism
in Amer ica.” To say it as gra ciously as we know how, it does not seem to us
to be a “plea.” It is rather a pow er ful ar gu ment for all Luther ans in Amer ica
to adopt the Mis souri plat form; a polemic (in the good sense) rather than a
plea. Of course, if the pre sen ta tion were con vinc ing to all of us, all would
be very easy; we would sim ply go over to Mis souri. We want it un der stood
that we are not say ing this with the least de gree of sar casm. How ever, we in
the Gen eral Synod might put up a strong ar gu ment for our con fes sional po- 
si tion, and then in vite all other Luther ans to come and unite with us. If we
did that, we would not call our polemic a “plea,” but would give it its
proper ti tle. Both the Dis ci ples and the Epis co palians are mak ing the same
kind of a propo si tion to all the Protes tant Churches:

“Come over to our po si tion, and then we shall all be lov ingly united.”

To be per fectly can did, we are per suaded that there is lit tle hope of Lutheran
unity un til the var i ous Lutheran bod ies are will ing to grant some lib erty of
opin ion on those great and ab struse ques tions about which there is, al ways
has been, and al ways will be, a dif fer ence among good and spir i tu ally
minded Luther ans. Dr. Pieper and his fel low-church men all de clare that
there is an in sol u ble mys tery about God’s eter nal de cree of elec tion. If so,
why make it a source of di vi sion among us? Why make it a shib bo leth?
Why ex clude other Luther ans who ac cept the Scrip tures just as heartily and
hold just as tena ciously to the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion, even though
they may have a some what dif fer ent un der stand ing of what oc curred in the
mind of God away back in eter nity? Re ally if we all ac cept the Bible, the
Au gus tana, jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone, sal va tion by grace alone (sola gra- 
tia), the uni ver sal and se ri ous of fer of sal va tion (uni ver salis gra tia), to- 
gether with the Lutheran doc trines of the per son of Christ, the atone ment,
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the sacra ments, etc., does it mat ter so much about our par tic u lar is tic ideas
of God’s eter nal sovereignty and de crees? And we all do ac cept the above
named pre cious doc trines, ev ery one of them, as we shall show in a later
chap ter.

Af ter read ing Dr. Pieper’s book let, we read over again, for per haps the
fifth time, Dr. Ja cobs’ ex cel lent dis cus sion of the sub ject of pre des ti na tion
in his book, “A Sum mary of the Chris tian Faith.” What a plea sure it has
been to read and com pare the views of these two ex pert and sin cere
Lutheran the olo gians! Both of them are thor oughly Bib li cal, ap peal ing to
and in ter pret ing the same pas sages of Scrip ture; both of them are stal wart
Luther ans, ac cept ing con fes sion ally the whole Book of Con cord; both of
them quote lib er ally from the same ar ti cles of the For mula of Con cord; both
of them are in tensely in earnest, and pos sessed of great schol ar ship; both of
them are equally co gent and sin cere ad vo cates of sola gra tia and uni ver- 
salis gra tia; both of them with like vigor re pu di ate Syn er gism and Calvin- 
ism; and yet Dr. Pieper point edly re jects the doc trine of elec tion in tu itu
fidei, while Dr. Ja cobs ac cepts and strongly de fends it! Surely in such a
case, this mooted doc trine ought not to be made the ground of ec cle si as ti cal
strife and mu tual ex clu sion. Surely there are some doc trines that the dog- 
mati cians may leave in the sphere of Lutheran lib erty, with out en dan ger ing
“die reine Lehre” or the wel fare of our Lutheran Zion.

It is our pur pose to dwell at some length on the ques tion of Lutheran
unity in our last chap ter, and so we will not de velop that sub ject any fur ther
at this time. How ever, it is per ti nent here to make a con fes sion. We have
passed through a stren u ous men tal wrestling match be fore ven tur ing to sub- 
mit this work for pub li ca tion. The ques tion over which we have strug gled
for weeks has been, “Shall we, or shall we not?” It was by no means an
easy ques tion to de cide.

First, it would be so much eas ier, so much more com fort able, to go along
qui etly, make no dis tur bance, stir no crit i cism and no fur ther de bate, and
just let mat ters ec cle si as ti cal and doc tri nal go their own way. Why chal- 
lenge Dr. Pieper’s work? Would it not be just as well to let it have free
course among our Lutheran peo ple?

Then, there is the ques tion of Lutheran comity [ci vil ity] and good will,
with some prospect of or ganic union by and by. And Lutheran unity is a
con sum ma tion so de voutly to be wished that we may truly say it has been a
“hobby” with us for many years. And now here is an irenic and kindly pre- 

https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/109-jacobs-summary-christian-faith/
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sen ta tion of Mis souri’s view-point that has charmed many peo ple of the
Lutheran Church, and that seems on the sur face to be a real plea and over- 
ture for Lutheran uni fi ca tion. Some quite fa vor able re views and ed i to ri als
on the pro duc tion have ap peared in sev eral Lutheran pe ri od i cals that have
hith erto been rather stoutly and frankly op posed to Mis souri’s doc tri nal po- 
si tion. It re ally ap pears, on the sur face, at least, as if the book might be
adapted to pro mote the glo ri ous cause of Lutheran union. Might not a crit i- 
cism of Dr. Pieper’s book just at this crit i cal time sim ply stir more de bate,
un set tle the minds of some who have been al most won over, and thus post- 
pone the day of Lutheran con cil i a tion and peace? In the face of these con- 
sid er a tions, we have more than once been tempted to put the lid on our
type writer, refuse to write an other line, and con sign the man u script al ready
pre pared to the quiet se cu rity of the waste-bas ket.

And yet! There is al ways that “and yet.” When ever the temp ta tion came
to hold our peace, and the de sire for a com fort able time al lured us, our con- 
science started up and gave us dis qui etude. This state ment may cre ate a
smile, even a smile of con de scen sion; nev er the less, it is the truth. And why?
Be cause in read ing and study ing Dr. Pieper’s book, we be came more and
more con vinced of cer tain se ri ous faults and weak nesses in the au thor’s
method of cit ing the Scrip tures, in some of the premises as sumed, and in the
con clu sions drawn there from. Largely the charm of the book is its kind and
gen tle spirit. Be sides, the au thor has an in ge nious way of cit ing proof-texts,
and col lat ing and as sem bling them, so that read ers who do not ex am ine
them care fully in the light of their con tex tual set tings and re la tions, will be
in clined to think the ar gu ment con clu sive. His logic, too, is of ten or dered in
such a way as to carry con vic tion. And when he as sumes a premise, he
pushes on re lent lessly to the con clu sion. Still more, there is much dis play of
eru di tion in the work; many peo ple, there fore, will be dis posed to think that
a man who has com mand of such large stores of learn ing must be able to
say the fi nal word. All these el e ments make the book fas ci nat ing and all but
con vinc ing to per sons who read, but do not stop to an a lyze, sift and in ves ti- 
gate for them selves.

And yet, spite of it all, we can not bring our selves to be lieve that the au- 
thor’s main propo si tions are well taken, or that his con clu sions are cor rectly
drawn, ei ther from a Bib li cal or a Lutheran view-point. In deed, we think the
er rors of the book are quite se ri ous, as we shall try to show. So the ques tion
that rose in our mind, and would not down, was this: What a pity it would
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be – in deed, what a mis for tune – if some of the great branches of our
Lutheran Church should be drawn into a union on a wrong ba sis, or, at
least, a ba sis that should af ter wards be found to be far from sat is fac tory!
Are any of us, who have hith erto had a dif fer ent con cep tion of con ver sion
and elec tion, ready to go into a union on the Mis souri ba sis? Have we given
the sub ject suf fi cient study? We think not; the sub ject needs still more dis- 
cus sion. A union on the pro posed ba sis at this time would be hasty, pre ma- 
ture. The other side should be fully pre sented, and in a new form, at this
strate gic point. We are per suaded that a union ef fected on the Mis souri ba sis
would not be last ing. The mis take would soon be de tected, for you can not
keep men from think ing and in ves ti gat ing.

All the more nec es sary does it seem to be to present the other side, from
the fact that some men ap pear to think that Dr. Pieper has said the fi nal
word; that the ques tion is now a closed one, and that no fur ther dis cus sion is
needed. This, we are con vinced by our in ves ti ga tions, is a mis take. While
we are ex tremely anx ious for peace, we do not want peace on a wrong ba- 
sis; nor are we will ing that all the con ces sions should have to be made by
one side – the side, too, which, we are sin cerely con vinced, has the stronger
Bib li cal teach ing in its fa vor.

If any one should ac cuse us of stir ring up feel ing, we would re ply that
Dr. Pieper did not spare the feel ings of his op po nents. Of course, as we have
said, he showed a com par a tively gen tle and irenic spirit; yet he did not re- 
cede one hair’s breadth from the rigid Mis souri po si tion. He de mands that
all the yield ing be done by those who dif fer with him and his Synod. Nor is
that all. He again and again ac cuses his op po nents of Syn er gism, which is a
term of re proach in the Lutheran Church. If you want to blacken a man’s
good name the o log i cally, just call him a Syn er gist. Worse yet, Dr. Pieper
calls his the o log i cal op po nents Pela gians, which is a very op pro bri ous term
in the Lutheran Church. At the same time he de mands that the charge of
Calvin ism against Mis souri be with drawn. To call a Mis sourian a Calvin ist
is also re garded a se ri ous blot on his rep u ta tion. How ever, our friend does
not seem to re al ize that it hurts oth ers just as much to be called Syn er gists
and Pela gians as it does our Mis souri brethren to be called Calvin ists. You
see, all through this polemic there is not one iota of yield ing on the Mis- 
souri side, but ev ery con ces sion is to be made by those who dif fer from her.

Still more, Dr. Pieper from be gin ning to end charges his op po nents with
teach ing hu man merit and work-right eous ness. This in dict ment must by all
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means be dis claimed and dis proved. It would stul tify the rest of us as
Luther ans to let it go un chal lenged. Ev ery true Lutheran knows that he dis- 
cards such a doc trine with all his might. If Lutheran con cord is to be ef- 
fected, as we hope and pray it may, the charge of Syn er gism and hu man
merit must be with drawn, just as the ac cu sa tion of Calvin ism against Mis- 
souri must be with drawn.

In view of the vo lu mi nous replies that have been made to the Mis souri
con tentions, it may seem su per flu ous to add an other polemic on the sub ject.
There is Dr. Stell horn’s great work in Ger man, which we re gret to say we
have not been able to read. How ever, we have had the priv i lege of read ing
the large book (802 oc tavo pages) edited by Dr. E. L. S. Tres sel, en ti- 
tled,“The Er ror of Mis souri.” (Ac cord ing to the ti tle page, it was edited by
Dr. Schodde; per haps Dr. Tres sel stood spon sor for its pub li ca tion.) This
work is in Eng lish, and con tains the pow er ful ar gu ment of Drs. Stell horn
and Schmidt and of Revs. All wardt and Ernst. There is also Dr. Ja cobs’
com pact and lu cid chap ter on the di vine pur pose in his work, “A Sum mary
of the Chris tian Faith.” Be sides, many mag a zine ar ti cles have ap peared set- 
ting forth the anti-Mis souri views. These can be se cured and ex am ined by
those who are in ter ested in the whole con tro versy.

Still, we do not think ev ery thing has been said on the sub ject. This lit tle
work, we ven ture to think, will give the ar gu ments in suc cinct form. In
many re spects, too, they are put in a dif fer ent way, per haps in sim pler lan- 
guage and in shorter and more sim ply con structed sen tences. There are sev- 
eral points which, in our hum ble judg ment, have not been made suf fi ciently
clear by the op po nents of the Mis souri dog mat ics: namely, the im por tance
and or ganic re la tion of the Call and Il lu mi na tion in the Or der of Sal va tion;
the eth i cal and psy chi cal char ac ter of con ver sion; the real na ture of a free
will; the Holy Spirit’s move ments in cre at ing and im plant ing spir i tual life in
the soul, and thus en abling free dom and faith; the dan ger of mis un der stand- 
ing the for mula, “elec tion in view of faith.” More over, the books above
men tioned, hav ing been is sued some years ago, could not an tic i pate all the
ar gu ments of Dr. Pieper in his last work.1

The fore go ing are our rea sons for com pos ing this the sis. In the clos ing
chap ter we shall try to out line a broader and more sat is fac tory plat form for
fra ter nal fel low ship and co op er a tion in the Lutheran Church of Amer ica.
On the ba sis there pro posed we be lieve all true Luther ans can unite and
work, un til the time comes when, un der the guid ance of the Holy Spirit, we
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may be able to ad just our con fes sional and doc tri nal dif fer ences; and then
or ganic union may be in sight. We shall now pro ceed to re view Dr. Pieper’s
book with as much can dor, fair ness, cour tesy and thor ough ness as we can
com mand.

1. At this writ ing (or rather proof-read ing) the Eng lish edi tion of this
brochure by Dr. Schuette and his com mit tee, is sued for the Joint Synod
of Ohio, has not yet ap peared, and there fore we can not say how fully
all the points have been de vel oped. There is lit tle doubt, how ever, that
the re ply is mas terly.↩ 



19

3. The Lutheran Reg u la tive
Doc trine

A SE RI OUS DOC TRI NAL BLEM ISH in the book un der re view is this: It puts
into a mi nor place the ma te rial, chief and reg u la tive prin ci ple of the Ref or- 
ma tion, namely, jus ti fi ca tion by faith. This was the doc trine which Luther
made cen tral and piv otal, and by which he judged and de cided all other
doc trines in the Bib li cal sys tem. He con tended ever that jus ti fi ca tion by
faith alone was “the sign of a stand ing or a fall ing Church.” He would not
sub or di nate this doc trine to any other doc trine, or to all other doc trines
com bined, but judged all by it, and as sem bled and co or di nated all around it.
This is also the view-point of the Au gus tana. To our mind it is the view- 
point of the For mula of Con cord. If the eleventh chap ter is read and stud ied
in the search light of this car di nal prin ci ple, it will be much more eas ily
com pre hended and eval u ated.

But what is the im pres sion made upon one who care fully reads
Dr. Pieper’s book? That an other doc trine has been in tro duced, not only as
the chief one, but also as the reg u la tive one; as it were, the ma jor premise.
That doc trine is the doc trine of the di vine de crees, the di vine sovereignty,
elec tion, pre des ti na tion. This is the be gin ning and the end, the prin ci pal
view-point; it con trols ev ery thing; it never for a mo ment slips out of sight;
all other doc trines must take a sec ondary place. Even faith is treated mea- 
gerly, is sub jected to elec tion, is taken quite out of the sphere of free dom,
and is so mis con ceived as to be made a me chan i cal thing, in stead of the eth- 
i cal and spir i tual act it is al ways rep re sented to be in the Bible and the
Lutheran Con fes sions. Ac cord ing to this dis ser ta tion, man is not elected in
view of the fact that he ac cepts Christ by faith, but he both has faith and is
jus ti fied be cause he has been elected unto sal va tion from eter nity by a mys- 
te ri ous de cree. If we mis take not, this is re vers ing the Lutheran or der, mak- 
ing di vine sovereignty cen tral, and crowd ing jus ti fi ca tion by faith off to one
side. Luther and his co-la bor ers did not be gin with an in sol u ble mys tery
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per tain ing to the God head be fore the world was, but with the plain and sim- 
ple rev e la tion of Christ and His way of jus ti fi ca tion by faith; and then, if
they wanted to work back to the mys ter ies, they would judge them all in the
light of the sim ple rev e la tion. It was the Calvin ists who be gan with the div- 
ina dec reta, and made ev ery thing else sub servient to God’s ab so lute
sovereignty. We beg par don for hav ing to say it, but just in this one re spect
the Mis souri view-point is more like that of the Calvin ists and less like that
of the Luther ans. We has ten to say, how ever, for fear of mis un der stand ing,
that Mis souri’s ex pla na tion of the doc trine of elec tion it self is far from be- 
ing Calvin is tic; is, in fact, anti-Calvin is tic, as has been shown. Are we not
cor rect in say ing that the cen tral and reg u la tive prin ci ple of our Mis souri
friends is elec tion, not jus ti fi ca tion by faith? Just note how lit tle faith is dis- 
cussed in this trea tise; how lit tle it is urged; what a small and in signif i cant
place it oc cu pies in com par i son with elec tion; how it must ever step aside to
make room for pre des ti na tion; how be lit tlingly the in tu itu fidei is rep re- 
sented, as if faith were a mat ter of small im por tance; note, too, that jus ti fi- 
ca tion is scarcely men tioned in the en tire pro duc tion; and yet with Paul the
great ques tion was how a man could be ac counted right eous be fore God.
This is the doc trine, too, that saved Luther and made him the re former he
was; the doc trine to which he al ways gave the pri macy in his the o log i cal
sys tem. Does any one sup pose that he ever would have made Rome trem ble,
that he ever would have changed the cur rents of re li gious and civil his tory,
if he had spent much of his time in de bat ing the or der of God’s de crees in
eter nity? In deed, he al ways dep re cated con tro ver sies on this very sub ject, as
any one may see by read ing the quo ta tions pre sented in Ja cobs’ “Sum mary
of the Chris tian Faith” (pp. 576-580).

Per chance the re ply will be made that our Mis souri friends do not mean
to ne glect or de pre ci ate faith and jus ti fi ca tion, but that just now the doc trine
of elec tion is the one in dis pute, and for that rea son it oc cu pies the fore most
place in the con tro versy. That point we might read ily ad mit, if it were not
for the fact that our Con cor dia friends deal with ev ery pas sage of Scrip ture,
even the pas sages that re fer to faith and jus ti fi ca tion, from the view-point of
elec tion. Note their the o log i cal method: If faith seems to come in the way
of elec tion, then faith must step aside, never elec tion. Thus did not Paul;
thus did not Luther, who quotes ap prov ingly the salient ad vice of Staupitz:
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“Be gin with the wounds of Christ; then all ar gu ing con cern ing Pre des ti na tion will come to
an end” (Ja cobs, ut supra, 578).

Again in Dr. Pieper’s dis po si tion to ward in tu itu fidei, he seems to treat faith
as if it were so in signif i cant a thing that it would be ab surd to think that it
could in the least have af fected God’s eter nal self-de ter mi na tions. This
surely is not the servile place given to faith in John 3:16; nor in Paul’s
preach ing to the Philip pian jailor; nor in Christ’s words when He said:

“Let not your heart be trou bled; be lieve in God, and be lieve in me;”

Nor when He said:

“As Moses lifted up the ser pent in the wilder ness, even so must the Son of man be lifted
up, that whoso ever be lieveth on Him may have eter nal life.”

How much the Bible makes of faith! How lit tle, com par a tively, of elec tion!
Ev ery where Christ in sisted on faith and be lief, while scarcely more than
half a dozen times does He re fer to “the elect,” and al most al ways in pas- 
sages whose in ter pre ta tion is more or less dif fi cult. Note how of ten faith is
men tioned in the epis tles. Two of Paul’s epis tles – Ro mans and Gala tians –
were ex pressly writ ten to prove that men are jus ti fied by faith, and not by
the deeds of the law or their own right eous ness. The let ter to the He brews
de votes a whole chap ter – the 11th – to a pan e gyric on the he roes of faith. It
de clares that “with out faith it is im pos si ble to please Him; for he that
cometh to God must be lieve that He is, and that He is a re warder of all them
that dili gently seek Him.” Our point is that faith is the out stand ing doc trine
of the New Tes ta ment, and there fore should take prece dence of a doc trine
like elec tion, which is treated more in ci den tally.

An other mis take of the book is the con stant as sump tion that faith is a
mat ter of merit. That this is made a ma jor premise is ob vi ous from the fact
that Dr. Pieper al most al ways joins the two terms, “in view of faith” and
man’s “good con duct,” thus putting them in to the same cat e gory; also the
fact that he con stantly charges those who ac cept the doc trine of in tu itu fidei
with Syn er gism – that is, with think ing that God elects men on ac count of
some merit in them selves, some nat u ral good ness.
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No true Lutheran has ever taught that there is merit in faith. The fact is,
Paul, for this very rea son, says we are jus ti fied through faith and not by
works or the deeds of the law. Note how clearly Paul puts it (Rom. 3:27,
28):

“Where is boast ing then? It is ex cluded. By what law? of works? Nay, but by the law of
faith. There fore we con clude that man is jus ti fied by faith with out the deeds of the law.”

Again (Rom. 4:16):

“For this cause it is of faith that it may be ac cord ing to grace.”

In the pre ced ing chap ter, verses 24 and 25, he says:

“Be ing jus ti fied freely by His grace through the re demp tion that is in Christ Je sus, whom
God set forth to be a pro pi ti a tion, through faith, in His blood,” etc.

In one place he says we are jus ti fied by faith, in an other by grace, show ing
that in ei ther case it is God’s grace that jus ti fies. And here is a clas si cal pas- 
sage, and a de ci sive one (Eph. 2:8, 9):

“For by grace have ye been saved through faith; and that not of your selves; it is the gift of
God; not of works, lest any man should boast.”

Thus it is seen that faith has been made, in Scrip ture, the chan nel through
which jus ti fi ca tion comes to man for the very rea son that it will ex clude all
hu man merit, and make man’s sal va tion a pure work of God’s grace. Sola
gra tia – it is the teach ing of God’s Holy Word. Pre cisely the same is the
teach ing of our Lutheran the olo gies that firmly up hold the ma te rial prin ci- 
ple of the Ref or ma tion and the reg u la tive doc trine of Lutheran the ol ogy. We
al ways say, Jus ti fi ca tio propter Chris tum per fi dem, never propter fi dem per
Chris tum. Sal va tion comes to the be liever on ac count of the mer its of Christ
through faith, not the re verse. It is not faith it self, but only its ob ject –
Christ and His vi car i ous work – that has merit, and is the ground of sal va- 
tion. (See Ja cobs, ut supra, page 190.)
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From the very na ture of faith it can have no merit. Faith is sim ply the act
of the soul by which it ac cepts God’s gift of sal va tion. There surely can be
no merit in a poor, un wor thy, guilty sin ner ac cept ing the grace which God
gra tu itously of fers him. No; he feels so un wor thy that it seems to be even a
shame to ac cept sal va tion at the hands of a justly of fended God. The fact is,
the ne ces sity of sim ply ac cept ing the gra tu ity, with out the abil ity to do any- 
thing to make him de serv ing, ac cen tu ates and en hances his un wor thi ness. If
it were forced upon him nolens volens, he would not feel half so un wor thy.
If a beg gar, who has never served you in any way, but has rather been a par- 
a site on so ci ety, comes hun gry to your door, and you prof fer him food, there
is no merit in his sim ply reach ing out his hand and tak ing the bene fac tion.
No more is there any merit in the un wor thy, but pen i tent, sin ner tak ing the
gift of sal va tion.

Nei ther does such a sin ner feel that he de serves any thing on ac count of
his faith. There is noth ing in the act of faith that min is ters to pride or that
gives room for boast ing. It is rather the im pen i tent sin ner who boasts of his
mer its, and shows a self-right eous spirit, and says he needs noth ing from
God, and does not care for his prof fered par don and sal va tion.

Now, what is the con nec tion be tween this dis cus sion and the doc trine of
elec tion? It is this: Even if God did, by virtue of his fore knowl edge, elect
be liev ers unto sal va tion, in view of their faith, it would not de stroy the
heav enly doc trine of sola gra tia, be cause faith sim ply ac cepts the gra tu ity
from the hands of the God of love and mercy. In view of the fact, there fore,
that jus ti fi ca tion by faith con notes sal va tion by grace alone, we would not
deem it un wor thy of the wise and holy God to pre des tine unto eter nal life
those who He fore saw from eter nity would be lieve on the Re deemer whom
He fore or dained from eter nity to send to them. If He fore or dained that men
should be saved at all, if they fell into sin, and if He fore or dained that they
should be saved through faith in Christ (as He did), surely it would not be
out of ac cord with His whole won der ful and gra cious scheme, if He should
have fore or dained that those who He fore saw would ex er cise such faith
should be cho sen and kept unto eter nal life. So we think that the eth i cal ob- 
jec tion to the in tu itu fidei doc trine has been re moved. Surely, if God hon ors
faith so much as to make it the ve hi cle of jus ti fi ca tion in time, it would not
dero gate from His honor for Him to have taken it into con sid er a tion in the
coun sels of eter nity. God must have thought a good deal of faith, or He
would not have elected from eter nity that men should be jus ti fied and saved
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through faith. The Bib li cal grounds for this doc trine will be shown in a later
chap ter.

Let us put the mat ter in an other way. What was it that pre de ter mined
God to send His Son into the world? Was it not the fact that he fore saw that
man would sin? Thus we read of “the Lamb that was slain from the foun da- 
tion of the world.” So it is plain that God must have fore or dained the whole
plan of re demp tion in view of sin. Then why might He not pre de ter mine sal- 
va tion in view of faith? If He could fore know that Adam would sin, could
He not also fore know ev ery per son who would be lieve and con tinue in
Christ to the end? And if fore-or di na tion in view of sin would not dis honor
Him, why would fore-or di na tion in view of faith dis honor Him? All the
more so, since sin is some thing en tirely ob nox ious to Him and con trary to
His will, while faith is a holy prin ci ple, an ac tiv ity be got ten in the soul of
the be liever by His Spirit.

In proof that we have cor rectly rep re sented Mis souri’s po si tion in say ing
that God fore or dained the plan of re demp tion through Christ in view of sin,
we quote from Dr. A. L. Graeb ner’s “Doc tri nal The ol ogy,” page 43, un der
the lo cus, “De cree of Re demp tion:”

“The de cree of re demp tion is an eter nal act of God, whereby He gra ciously, and with di- 
vine wis dom, pur posed to work, in the full ness of time, through the Son made man i fest in
the flesh, a re demp tion of mankind, and to pre pare a way of sal va tion for the whole hu man
race, whose fall He had fore seen, but not de creed.”

What could be more lu cidly stated than that? So, since God foreknew the
fall of man, and, in view of it, fore or dained a plan of re demp tion, He must
have fore or dained all the ar tic u la tions and move ments of that plan; there- 
fore He could also fore see the faith and per se ver ance of the elect, and
choose them in view of their ac cep tance of His mercy. The weak ness of the
above def i ni tion by Dr. Graeb ner is, it fails to say how God eter nally pur- 
posed to save men – namely, through faith.

We re gret to say that faith is not even men tioned. Does not this fact
prove our ear lier con tention – that the pre des ti nar i ans al ways make elec tion,
in stead of jus ti fi ca tion by faith, the rul ing doc trine? Is it not a pe cu liar over- 
sight that an elab o rate def i ni tion of “the de cree of re demp tion” should ig- 
nore faith, which is in cluded in the “gospel in nuce” as Luther called John
3:16?
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Dr. Pieper is so jeal ous of his fa vorite doc trine that he will not ad mit for
a mo ment that faith might have been an tecedent to elec tion. That view, he
thinks, would dis honor God. Yet, if he in sists on speak ing of eter nal things
in the terms of time, he must ad mit that the fall of man into sin was an- 
tecedent to the fore-or di na tion of the whole gra cious plan of re demp tion. If
the one does not de tract from God’s glory, nei ther does the other. But the
very fact that he will not per mit faith to pre cede elec tion proves what we
have said be fore – that elec tion, not jus ti fy ing faith, is the reg nant doc trine
in his the o log i cal sys tem.
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4. Lo cat ing The Mys tery

NEXT WE MUST CON SIDER THE LO CUS, so clearly stated by Pro fes sor Pieper,
as to just where the mys tery of elec tion lies. He lo cates it in God’s di verse
ways of treat ing men – elect ing some and leav ing oth ers to their fate. It is
not that God does not want the fi nally ob du rate to be saved; that Dr. Pieper
as serts and re asserts many times. We are thank ful that our Mis souri brethren
take this view, and in sist upon it so strongly. It is the chief thing that dif fer- 
en ti ates them from the Calvin ists. How ever, the mys tery is, why some are
saved and oth ers are not, see ing all are alike guilty and all alike un der spir i- 
tual dis abil ity. That, ac cord ing to our Mis souri brethren, is the in ex pli ca ble
mys tery of the di vine elec tion. God alone knows why some are elected and
oth ers are not, and He has kept the se cret in the in ner cham ber of His own
coun sels.

Now we ven ture to say, humbly and hon estly, that by their spec u la tions
on the eter nal de cree, our good brethren have con fused mat ters, and have
placed the mys tery where the Bible does not place it, but where, on the con- 
trary, the Bible gives the very clear est rea son why some peo ple are saved
and oth ers lost. For a time let us try to for get what God may have done in
eter nity, and let us see what He has said and done in time through His gra- 
cious rev e la tion. Thus we may be able to de ter mine the ground of His dis- 
crim i na tions be tween the fi nally saved and the fi nally lost. What does the
Bible say? We might cite hun dreds of proof-texts, but a few of the out stand- 
ing ones will suf fice.

Note, first, how Je sus Christ Him self makes the dis tinc tion in John 3:16-
19:

“God so loved the world that He gave His only be got ten Son that whoso ever be lieveth on
Him should not per ish, but have ev er last ing life…. He that be lieveth on Him is not judged;
he that be lieveth not hath been judged al ready, be cause he hath not be lieved on the only be- 
got ten Son of God. And this is the judg ment, that light is come into the world, and men
loved the dark ness rather than the light, be cause their deeds were evil.”
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Here Christ makes it very clear why some are saved and oth ers lost; the for- 
mer be lieve on Christ; the lat ter do not be lieve on Him. So our Lord does
not seem to make any mys tery over the dif fer ence of treat ment that God ac- 
cords to the two classes of men. Why, then, should men go back to some- 
thing that oc curred in the eter nal coun sels of God, and find a mys tery?

Let us note some other pas sages. We know that faith and re pen tance al- 
ways go to gether; one con notes the other. At the be gin ning of Christ’s min- 
istry He said:

“Re pent ye; for the king dom of heaven is at hand.”

In Mark’s gospel it is put in this way:

“Now af ter John was de liv ered up, Je sus came into Galilee, preach ing the gospel of God,
and say ing, The time is ful filled, and the king dom of God is at hand: re pent ye, and be lieve
the gospel.”

So again the con di tions of sal va tion are made re pen tance and faith. Why
can not we preach this truth in all its sim plic ity just as Je sus did? At an other
place our Saviour said:

“Ex cept ye re pent, ye shall all like wise per ish.”

So those who per ish are those who do not re pent, im ply ing clearly that
those who do re pent shall be saved. Here is an other clas si cal pas sage (Mark
16:15, 16):

“And He said unto them, Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to the whole cre- 
ation.”

Then what?
“He that be lieveth, and is bap tized shall be saved; but he that be lieveth

not shall be con demned.”
Here again it is faith and un faith that make the dif fer ence. Our point is

that Christ does not posit the dif fer ence in the des tiny of saints and sin ners
in God’s eter nal de cree, but in man’s ac cep tance or re jec tion of the gospel.
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When the Philip pian jailer ex claimed in his ter ror, “Sirs, what must I do
to be saved?” Paul and Silas took no time to spec u late about the mys ter ies
ei ther of faith or of elec tion, but sim ply an swered:

“Be lieve on the Lord Je sus Christ, and thou shalt be saved, thou and thy house.”

And we know the se quel. Oh! we need more sim ple, child like faith, and less
re fined spec u la tion.

Let us look at an other clas si cal pas sage, a ver i ta ble sedes doc tri nae, in
the lan guage of the ol ogy. It is found in Paul’s fa mous fore or di na tion the sis,
on which the ad vo cates of elec tion de pend for many of their ar gu ments,
Rom. 8-11. One should read all these chap ters, not only the eighth and
ninth; in deed, it is best to be gin at Rom. 1, and read on through Rom. 11.
Paul’s ar gu ment here refers to the re jec tion of Is rael and the ac cep tance of
the Gen tiles. Af ter all he says about the elec tion of some and the re jec tion
of oth ers, he closes the dis cus sion of his great theme in Rom. 11:17-36, a
part of which we will quote ac cord ing to the beau ti ful ver sion of the Twen- 
ti eth Cen tury New Tes ta ment. We should note that the “cul ti vated olive”
refers to the Jews, and the “wild olive” to the Gen tiles. Says Paul:

“Some, how ever, of the branches were bro ken off, and you, who were only a wild olive,
were grafted in among them, and came to share with them the root which is the source of
the rich ness of the cul ti vated olive. Yet do not ex ult over the other branches. But, if you do
ex ult over them, re mem ber that you do not sup port the root, but the root sup ports you. But
some branches, you will say, were bro ken off, so that I might be grafted in. True; it was be- 
cause of their want of faith that they were bro ken off, and it is be cause of your faith that
you are stand ing. Do not think too highly of your self, but be ware. For if God did not spare
the nat u ral branches, nei ther will He spare you. See, then, both the good ness and the sever- 
ity of God – his sever ity to ward those who fell, and his good ness to ward you, pro vided you
con tinue to con fide in that good ness; oth er wise you also will be cut off. And they, too, if
they do not con tinue in their un be lief, will be grafted in; for God has it in His power to
graft them in again.”

So, af ter all Paul’s dis cus sion of fore-or di na tion, he con cludes that it was Is- 
rael’s un be lief that cut them off, and it was through faith that the Gen tiles
were grafted in. Paul’s rea son for turn ing from the Jews to the Gen tiles is
given plainly in Acts 13:46. “See ing ye thrust it (the Word) from you… lo,
we turn to the Gen tiles.”
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So our point is that the Bible does not make a mys tery out of the fact that
some peo ple are saved. It re veals that just as clearly as it re veals why the
repro bate are fi nally con demned. Why should the Mis souri ans say that one
is clearly re vealed and the other is a pro found mys tery, when the Bible tells
us just as clearly why some are saved as why oth ers are lost? “He that be- 
lieveth and is bap tized shall be saved; he that be lieveth not shall be con- 
demned.” Pon der the two state ments; is not one just as ex plicit as the other?
Again:

“He that be lieveth on Him is not con demned; he that be lieveth not is con demned al ready.”

Com pare the two state ments. Is not the one as un mis tak able as the other?
Why lo cate the mys tery here where God speaks plainly.1 It is be cause, in- 
stead of ac cept ing the Bible’s sim ple teach ing, we have tried to ci pher out
some things that are too deep for our lim ited ca pac i ties. We have tried to
posit mys tery at a cer tain point, as if, in the ul ti mate anal y sis, the whole
world of both na ture and grace were not be yond our un der stand ing. Who
can un der stand the eter nal de crees of the ab so lute God? Ah, yes, true
enough! But you need not go so far afield to find the in scrutable. Who
knows what mat ter is? Who knows what mind is? Who can fig ure out the
mys te ri ous con nec tion be tween the mind and the brain? Who can tell how
the mind can de ter mine it self in lib erty, how it can ini ti ate mo tion and ac- 
tion? So in re gard to faith. Who can tell how we can lay hold on Christ by
faith? Who can de fine the pre cise point where grace and free dom meet and
co a lesce, and where faith is suf fi ciently en abled by the power of God to be- 
come self-ac tive? Yes, there are mys ter ies all along the line.2

And yet how plain some things are – the things that are prac ti cal and that
we need to know. We know that we have bod ies and that we have souls; that
we feel with our nerves of sen sa tion; that we cog nize, feel and will with our
minds; that, if we are Chris tians, we have ac cepted sal va tion by faith, and
that not in our strength, and yet that we were not com pelled to be lieve; that,
if we had not ac cepted God’s gift, we could not have had it: that it was all
by grace, even the en abling of our faith. Some dia lec ti cian may come along
and chal lenge us thus: “Prove all these things.” We re ply, we can not prove
them; we know them; they are part of our con scious ness and ex pe ri ence. So
it is with the plan of sal va tion; God has clearly taught in His word that the
di vid ing line be tween the jus ti fied and the lost is faith and un be lief. What
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He has re vealed in time must have been pre de ter mined in eter nity. If God in
time makes faith – or, at least, the will ing ness to have faith, as we shall
show later – the turn ing-point in the sin ner’s ca reer, He must have fore seen
this con tin gency in eter nity and cho sen ac cord ingly. This would not be in- 
con sis tent with His ex alted char ac ter, nor de tract from His glory, nor nul lify
sola gra tia.

Why should it dero gate from God’s glory and grace for Him to elect in
fore sight of faith? Is faith so small and in signif i cant a thing in God’s eyes?
Not ac cord ing to the Bible:

“With out faith it is im pos si ble to please Him;”

“Be ing jus ti fied by faith;”

“That whoso ever be lieveth on Him might not per ish;”

“This is the work of God, that ye be lieve on Him whom He hath sent;”

“Nei ther cir cum ci sion nor un cir cum ci sion, but faith, which wor keth by love;”

“This is the vic tory that over cometh the world, even our faith;”

“Faith is the sub stance of things hoped for, the ev i dence of things not seen;”

“By faith” Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abra ham, Moses, and all the rest were sus- 
tained and per formed their mighty works. The Lutheran Church also gives
to faith this ex alted place. It is not be lit tling to God to elect in view of faith.
In any case He must have had faith in mind in eter nity, for He elected to
jus tify and save sin ners through faith.

Fur ther, if elec tion is an in scrutable mys tery, kept se cret in God’s eter nal
coun sel, how does Mis souri know that it was not made in view of faith?
That would im ply a good deal of knowl edge about an in scrutable mys tery.
Again, ac cord ing to Mis souri, each in di vid ual who is fi nally saved was pre- 
des tined unto faith, which must mean that when he was elected, his faith
was elected with him. That view elim i nates ev ery ves tige of free dom from
faith, and there fore spells “ir re sistible grace.” Mis souri also teaches – at
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least, she did some years ago – that “God gives richer grace to the elect than
to the non-elect” (see Tres sel’s work, page 600). The con clu sion must be
un con di tional elec tion.

The St. Louis the olo gians are, we think, in er ror when they set up an an- 
tin omy be tween elec tion and free dom; for since God in eter nity elected to
cre ate free be ings, He must have also in eter nity elected to re spect their
free dom, and re late Him self thereto. This prin ci ple does not sub tract from
His glory, grace and power; it only ex alts them, for a God who can re spect
and per mit a moral agent’s au ton omy, and at the same time carry out his
own vast plans, must be in fi nite in all His per fec tions.

There is al ways an el e ment of free dom in faith. Oth er wise it would not
be the gift of God, but would be some thing forcibly im posed. While no man
can be lieve on Christ by his own nat u ral pow ers (for man is dead in tres- 
passes and sins), yet when faith is en abled by God’s grace in re gen er a tion, it
must lay hold upon Christ freely. God will not force any man to ac cept
Christ by faith; nor will God do man’s be liev ing for him. When faith is em- 
pow ered by God’s Spirit, man must ex er cise that power. Even Dr. Wal ter
once said:

“He who op poses not merely his nat u ral re sis tance to the op er a tion of the Holy Spirit, but
also ob sti nate and ob du rate re sis tance, him God Him self can not then help; for God will
force no one to con ver sion; a forced con ver sion is no con ver sion.” (Tres sel’s work, page
171, quoted from Wal ter’s “Pos tille,” p. 91.)

Look ing upon faith as a mat ter of merit is the fa tal er ror of Mis souri. It col- 
ors her whole the ol ogy. How a body of Luther ans, study ing the Bible, the
con fes sions and the Lutheran dog mati cians, could get such a mis taken con- 
cep tion of sim ple sav ing faith is in deed a mys tery to us. We need not go
back to the eter nal di vine de crees to find mys ter ies. If faith is the free gift of
God, as the Bible main tains, how can it be a mat ter of merit? And if, af ter it
has been di vinely be stowed or en abled, it sim ply takes God’s gra tu ity, it
surely can claim no desert.

Whether we have gath ered up all the links in our ar gu ment or not, this is
sure: we have made faith in Christ the cen tral and reg u la tive prin ci ple, just
as Paul did, just as Luther did, just as the Au gus tana and all other Lutheran
Sym bols do. If any thing in our Lutheran sys tem of doc trine must bend, or
step aside, it can not be faith in Christ; for He is the ex press im age of God’s
per son, His per fect rev e la tion, and faith in Him is our only hope.
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At this point, and while we think of it, we wish to com mend a gra cious
state ment by Dr. Pieper. He says that his op po nents are not as self-right eous
as their the o ries would seem to im ply; that their hearts are bet ter than their
heads. Down in their Chris tian hearts, he says, they are not Phar i saical, say- 
ing: “We thank thee, Lord, that we are not as other men are.”

They do not think that they have been elected and saved be cause they
are bet ter than oth ers ei ther by na ture or prac tice, but solely on ac count of
the good ness and grace of God and the mer its of Je sus Christ.

Dr. Pieper has es ti mated his fel low-Chris tians cor rectly, and is to be
com mended for his gen tle and gen er ous judg ment. How ever, while he
thinks their hearts are right, though their heads are wrong, we think both
their heads and hearts are right. First, they know that they have been saved
by grace through faith; and that not of them selves; it is the gift of God; sec- 
ond, they would not want God to elect them out of the mass of mankind by
an ar bi trary de ci sion, whether in time or eter nity; but if he gave the oth ers
also an equal and suf fi cient chance (gra tia suf fi ciens), the re deemed can
have all the more faith in Him, be cause of the very fact that He is just and
im par tial, as well as plen teous in mercy and grace.

1. Mis souri ac cepts the Apol ogy of the Augs burg Con fes sion as part of
her creed. This is what the Apol ogy says (Ja cobs’ edi tion, page 150):
’And this faith makes a dis tinc tion be tween those by whom sal va tion is
at tained, and those by whom it is not at tained. Faith makes the dis tinc- 
tion be tween the wor thy and the un wor thy, be cause eter nal life has
been promised to the jus ti fied; and faith jus ti fies." The For mula of
Con cord says (page 527):

“In Him (Christ), there fore, we should seek the eter nal elec tion of
the Fa ther, who, in His eter nal di vine coun sel, de ter mined that He
would save no one ex cept those who ac knowl edge His Son, Christ, and
truly be lieve on Him.”↩ 

2. At one place Dr. Pieper de clares that no man is a “good the olo gian”
who tries to ex plain the mys tery of the de crees rel a tive to elec tion. We
main tain that we have at tempted to ex plain no mys tery in the fore go- 
ing ar gu ment, but have sim ply stated what is the plain teach ing of
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God’s Word. How God can fore know con tin gent events, and yet leave
a moral agent free, is a mat ter we leave to His om ni science.↩ 
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5. The Heart Of The Ques tion

IT MAY BE THOUGHT that we have not yet reached the heart of the ques tion,
be cause we have not de fined faith, nor shown how it is be got ten, and why
some per sons ex er cise faith while oth ers do not. If there is any mys tery
about the im plant ing of faith in the sin ner’s heart, we do see why it need be
re ferred back to God’s eter nal de crees. Of course, mys tery in heres in all the
op er a tions of di vine grace upon the soul.

At this junc ture we want to have one thing dis tinctly un der stood; we do
not be lieve that God ever elected any one in view of “good con duct.” The
ex pres sion may have been used by some polemi cists in an in no cent way,
but it con notes the idea of hu man desert, and of that we will have none. We
de cline to use the phrase “good con duct” in con nec tion with elec tion, or to
be re spon si ble for it in any way or in any de gree.1 But with faith it is dif fer- 
ent, for Paul says, “It is by faith that it might be by grace.”

In dis cussing the na ture and of fice of faith we must think clearly and dis- 
crim i nate sharply, if we would avoid er ror – the er ror of Pela gian ism, on the
one hand, and of Calvin ism, on the other.

At this point we wish to say em phat i cally that we re ject, in toto, the
Pela gian view, be cause it does not agree with the un mis tak able teach ing of
God’s Word, which says:

“Ex cept any one be born anew, he can not see the king dom of God;”

“With out me ye can do noth ing;”

“No man cometh to me, ex cept the Fa ther draw him;”

“That which is born of the flesh is flesh; that which is born of the Spirit is spirit;”

“The nat u ral man re ceiveth not the things of the Spirit of God; for they are fool ish ness unto
him; nei ther can he know them, for they are spir i tu ally dis cerned;”
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“The mind of the flesh is en mity against God, for it is not sub ject to the law of God, nei ther
in deed can be; and they that are in the flesh can not please God;”

“And ye, when ye were dead in tres passes and sins… but God, be ing rich in mercy, for His
great love where with He loved us, even when we were dead through our tres passes, made
us alive to gether with Christ;”

“And you, be ing dead through your tres passes and the un cir cum ci sion of your flesh,” etc.;

“For I know that in me, that is, in my flesh, dwelleth no good thing: for to will is present
with me, but to do that which is good is not;”

“By na ture the chil dren of wrath;”

“For the flesh lus teth against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh; for these are con- 
trary the one to the other, so that ye can not do the things that ye would;”

“Be hold, I was brought forth in in iq uity, and in sin did my mother con ceive me” (Ps. 51:5);

“Can the Ethiopian change his skin, or the leop ard his spots? Then may ye also do good
who are ac cus tomed to do evil” (Jer. 13:23).

Many more texts might be cited. Those that have been given are, we be- 
lieve, quoted in their true con tex tual re la tion, and mean just what the words
say.2

Thus the Bible teaches that a fa tal moral dis abil ity lies upon man’s spir i- 
tual pow ers. In a spir i tual sense man is said to be “blind,” “in dark ness,”
“car nally minded,” “con ceived in sin,” “dead in sin,” “in the gall of bit ter- 
ness and the bonds of in iq uity,” “the slave of sin.” Man cer tainly is by na- 
ture in a sad state. How, then, can man be saved through faith when he has
by na ture not even a moi ety of abil ity to ex er cise sav ing faith? “Dead in
tres passes and sins” – how can a “dead” man be lieve on Christ and ac cept
His gift of sal va tion? We are try ing to state the dif fi culty just as strongly as
we can; and it is a dif fi culty that the Bible it self makes.

More over, the dif fi culty is made still greater by the fact that, wher ever in
the Bible the of fer of grace is made to man, he is not treated as if he were a
dead man, but as if he were a liv ing one, and even a free and re spon si ble
moral agent. Note that Christ be gan to preach to un re gen er ate men by say- 
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ing, “Re pent ye, and be lieve the gospel.” Why com mand them to do what
they were ut terly un able to do? Nicode mus was an un re gen er ate man; yet
Christ talked to him about the new birth, told him not to mar vel about it,
then went on to tell him about God so lov ing the world that He gave His
only be got ten Son that men might be lieve on Him and be saved. What in- 
con gruity to talk to a “dead” man about faith and the new birth! The woman
at the well was still an un re gen er ate per son when Christ told her about the
wa ter of life. In His last com mis sion to His apos tles our Lord bade them
preach to un re gen er ate men, and, strangely enough, added that those who
would be lieve their mes sage would be saved; those who re jected it would
be con demned. The fright ened Philip pian jailer was an un re gen er ate man
when he cried out for help; yet Paul said to him, “Be lieve on the Lord Je sus
Christ, and thou shalt be saved.” Why bid a man be lieve when he couldn’t?

So we might go through the whole New Tes ta ment. But the same
method ob tains in the Old Tes ta ment. Isa iah was preach ing to rank sin ners
when he said:

“Come now, saith the Lord, and let us rea son to gether; though your sins be as scar let,” etc.

The idea of God’s propos ing to rea son with such crass, deep-dyed sin ners in
their un con verted state! The idea of ask ing “dead” peo ple to rea son! and to
rea son with Him, the all-wise and eter nal God! The in vi ta tion, “Ho, ev ery
one that thirsteth, come ye to the wa ters,” was ex tended to un con verted
peo ple. To the same un con verted lot of peo ple God said through the prophet
(Isa. 55:6,7):

“Seek ye the Lord while He may be found; call ye upon Him while He is near: let the
wicked for sake his way, and the un righ teous man his thoughts; and let him re turn unto the
Lord, and He will have mercy upon him; and to our God, for He will abun dantly par don.”

Is this an other in sol u ble mys tery? If so, it is not a mys tery, this time, of
God’s sov er eign de crees in eter nity, but a mys tery of con ver sion, faith,
grace and free dom right here be fore our eyes ev ery day. So we need not go
back to eter nity to find mys ter ies. But is it re ally a mys tery, or only a dif fi- 
culty of hu man spec u la tion? The plain man, if a Chris tian, ac cepts all these
var ied and seem ingly di verse state ments of the Bible, and never thinks of
them as be ing con tra dic tory. Why? Be cause he thinks prac ti cally, and the
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Bible is a prac ti cal book, and ex presses it self in a prac ti cal way. But when
we get to pry ing and spec u lat ing, we at once get into con fu sion, es pe cially
if we do not hold all the facts in mind.

Let us re state the dif fi culty in a sim ple and con cise way, so that our
propo si tion may stand out clearcut be fore our thought: On the one hand, the
Bible plainly teaches that the un con verted man is dead in sin, to tally un able
to be lieve on Christ; on the other hand, it com mands, urges and en treats
him, while still un con verted, to be lieve on Christ, and threat ens him with
dire pun ish ment if he re fuses. Shall we stop here, throw up our hands, and
call it an in scrutable mys tery, as the Syn od i cal Con fer ence brethren do rel a- 
tive to elec tion, and thus rep re sent the Bible as a bun dle of con tra dic tions,
and so put a club into the hands of the skep tics and scoffers? Or shall we
think more acutely and ex alt edly, and see whether we will not find the Bible
through out to be a book of won drous beauty, of per fect har mony, of or ganic
unity? We shall try to pur sue the lat ter path way; it will not be easy, not so
easy, per haps, as the other way would be, but we hope and pray that it may
be worth while. We think we shall be able to steer clear of the Scylla of
Pela gian ism and Syn er gism, on the one hand, and of the Charyb dis of un- 
con di tional elec tion, on the other; but shall up hold and mag nify the blessed,
holy and com fort ing doc trines of jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone and sal va tion
by grace alone, which are the car di nal and cor re lat ing doc trines of the
Lutheran Church. Let us walk slowly and think pa tiently.

First, then, the un con verted sin ner is “dead in tres passes and sins.” We
take the strong est Bib li cal state ment of his con di tion. Be ing spir i tu ally
dead, he can do noth ing to ward his sal va tion; can orig i nate no spir i tual mo- 
tions. But worse yet: though spir i tu ally dead, he is car nally very much
alive, and so is vi o lently op posed to God. Yes, the “dead” sin ner is full of
eth i cal and spir i tual con tra dic tions, just as a vile sin ner would nat u rally be;
just as Paul de scribes the woman who fol lows sin ful plea sure as be ing
“dead while she liveth” (1 Tim. 5:6). Dead as to spir i tual things, alive as to
car nal things.

But now is this ter ri ble and para dox i cal con di tion to con tinue al ways,
wax ing worse and worse? Is there no eye to pity? no arm to save? “Is there
no balm in Gilead? Is there no physi cian there?” Does God know? Does He
care? Does He pity? Will He in ter vene? Yes, we know He will; we know
He has. He says as Je sus did:
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“I have com pas sion on the mul ti tude;”

“And He had com pas sion on them, be cause they were as sheep not hav ing a shep herd; and
He be gan to teach them.”

“God so loved the world that He gave His only-be got ten Son;”

“The Son of man came to seek and to save that which was lost.”

This must have been His eter nal pur pose, but it was en tirely a gra cious one,
and in no wise ar bi trary. Now, hav ing de vised and per fected a mer ci ful and
gra cious plan of re demp tion through Je sus Christ, what does God do to and
for those sin ners who are so dead to spir i tual things and so alive to car nal
things?

He sends His Holy Spirit to ap ply the re demp tion through the holy
means of grace. And what is the Spirit’s ini tial move ment in per form ing this
func tion? He calls sin ners; through the Word He calls them to re pen tance.
Thanks be to God for His gra cious Vo ca tion! What a clar ion call it is!

“Ho, ev ery one that thirsteth; come ye to the wa ters;”

“Re pent ye, and be lieve the gospel;”

“Come unto me, all ye that la bor and are heavy laden;”

“Him that cometh unto me I will in no wise cast out;”

“The Spirit and the Bride say, Come; and he that heareth, let him say, Come; and he that is
athirst, let him come; and whoso ever will, let him take of the wa ter of life freely.”

Hear the call ring ing out clear and sweet, line upon line, pre cept upon pre- 
cept.

And here comes in our pre cious Lutheran doc trine of the Word of God as
the means of grace, which the Holy Spirit al ways ac com pa nies and through
which He al ways op er ates.
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“My Word shall not re turn unto me void, but shall ac com plish that which I please, and
pros per in the thing where unto I have sent it” (Isa. 55:11).

Now, what does the di vine call through the law and the gospel do for the
“dead” sin ner? Noth ing? Ab so lutely noth ing? Does it leave him just as he
was? To say that, would be to deny both the sin cer ity and the ef fi cacy of the
Spirit’s Call. What does the heav enly Call do for the “dead” sin ner? It stirs
him to wake ful ness; it brings him to a con scious ness of his con di tion. That
is its very pur pose. Will not God ac com plish His pur pose? Is He go ing to
call on dead men to wake up and ac cept sal va tion, and yet leave them ut- 
terly dead? We fear some men have the ol o gized so much about re gen er a- 
tion, con ver sion and eter nal elec tion that they have over looked and un der- 
val ued the im por tance, grace, power and ef fi cacy of the di vine Call, which,
we main tain, is just as vi tal a link or move ment in the or der of sal va tion as
any other part; and it is a mat ter of pure grace, too, just as faith, jus ti fi ca tion
and con ver sion are. Let us find an il lus tra tion in the life of Christ. He once
stood be fore the grave of Lazarus, and sim ply called to the dead man,
“Lazarus, come forth.” What was the use of call ing to a dead man? Why,
Christ’s call was ac com pa nied with power, as His Word al ways is, and so
Lazarus was awak ened by it, and as soon as he was aroused, he be gan some
kind of move ment, not by virtue of any nat u ral power he had, but solely by
virtue of the power im parted to him by the call of Christ. So when God calls
sin ners to re pen tance and faith, He does not leave them just as they were,
wrapped in the un con scious sleep of spir i tual death. Is this mere spec u la- 
tion? It is the gospel. Hear Paul’s way of pro claim ing the gra cious Call:

“Awake, thou that sleep est, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall shine upon thee” (Eph.
5:14).

What ever the calls and in vi ta tions of God do or do not ef fect, they surely do
not leave the “dead” sin ner just as he was be fore, else they would be both
idle and ab surd. Some kind of move ment is al ways ef fected by God’s Word
and Spirit. Let no one ac cuse us of say ing that this move ment is a nat u ral
move ment, that is, a move ment of the nat u ral man; no, it is ef fected solely
by the Spirit of God; there fore sola gra tia is pre served, and all Syn er gism
and hu man merit are ex cluded. The Call may have to be re peated many
times be fore the dead sin ner is fully aroused to his con di tion and need; in- 



40

deed, on ac count of his per ver sity, he may re sist it for a time; yes, even
through out his whole life, and thus be fi nally lost; and that, as we shall
show presently, en tirely through his own fault. Here our il lus tra tion about
the rais ing of Lazarus would be de fec tive, be cause in his case the whole
process was in stan ta neous, whereas what is known in the purely spir i tual
realm as “pre ve nient grace” op er ates grad u ally.

But now we must con sider an other of fice of the Spirit in the or der of sal- 
va tion. Si mul ta ne ously with the Call, or straight way fol low ing it, no mat ter
which, there goes an other most gra cious work of God – Il lu mi na tion.
Thanks be to God for this won der ful func tion of His grace! The Call of God
al ways car ries light with it:

“The en trance of thy words giveth light;”

“I am the light of the world;”

“This is the con dem na tion, that light is come into the world, and men love dark ness rather
than light;”

“Whereby the Dayspring from on high shall visit us, to shine upon them that sit in dark ness
and the shadow of death; to guide our feet in the way of peace;”

“To open their eyes that they may turn from dark ness to light;” “God hath shined into our
hearts, to give the light of the knowl edge of the glory of God in the face of Je sus Christ.”

The Il lu mi na tion comes by God’s grace in two ways: First, by the law; sec- 
ond, by the gospel:

“Through the law cometh the knowl edge of sin” (Rom. 3:20); through the gospel comes the
knowl edge of sal va tion from sin:

“Christ hath brought life and im mor tal ity to light through the gospel” (2 Tim. 1:10).

Again we ask whether the “dead” sin ner is left in pre cisely the same con di- 
tion af ter the Call and Il lu mi na tion as he was be fore? Surely not, else all
these gra cious move ments of the Holy Spirit would be idle and vain. He
must now have some knowl edge of his lost and ru ined con di tion; also some
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knowl edge of the way of sal va tion through Christ; there fore some sense of
guilt, of re spon si bil ity, of free dom, of power to re late him self to God’s prof- 
fer of sal va tion. And is not “pre ve nient grace” grace just as well as con vert- 
ing grace? Is it not just as pure, sim ple, pow er ful and pre cious? Dr. Ja cobs
very prop erly de votes two long chap ters to Vo ca tion and Il lu mi na tion in his
ex cel lent work, “A Sum mary of the Chris tian Faith.” He at tributes both to
the pure grace and mercy of God, just as he does Jus ti fi ca tion, Re gen er a tion
and Con ver sion.3

Even Dr. Pieper gives a some what lengthy chap ter to the “prepa ra tion
for con ver sion,” the “acts prepara tory” (ac tus praepara torii); but he is so
wrapped up in his pe cu liar view of elec tion and con ver sion that he treats
these func tions of the Spirit grudg ingly, lamely, as if they were prac ti cally
in ef fec tive, al most neg li gi ble fac tors in the process of con ver sion. He and
oth ers even com pare the mo tus ef fected by prepara tory grace on the sin ner’s
soul to the in den ta tions made on a rub ber ball by some ex ter nal im pact: the
in den ta tions made, the rub ber im me di ately springs back to its orig i nal form.
Is not that a me chan i cal and ma te ri al is tic way of look ing upon the acts and
ef fects of the Holy Ghost? What is the use of prepara tory acts at all, then, if
they cre ate no feel ing of re spon si bil ity, and ef fect no abil ity what ever for
the sin ner to re late him self to the gra cious over tures of sal va tion? That view
makes con ver sion a purely me chan i cal thing; it makes God force sal va tion
on some peo ple, while it leaves oth ers to their aw ful fate. The Bible never
rep re sents sal va tion that way, never! See how well-bal anced and all-sided
Paul is:

“The wages of sin is is death; but the gift of God is eter nal life.”

And a “gift” must be ac cepted, and ac cepted freely, or it is not a gift. Some- 
thing that is forced upon you is not a gift. We must, there fore, dif fer from
Mis souri’s po si tion, be cause its teach ings slight and minify God’s gra cious
work in the prepara tory move ments lead ing to con ver sion.

In con form ity with the Bible, we have ex cel lent Lutheran au thor ity for
this view. We quote an ad mirable para graph from Dr. Ja cobs’ work, ut
supra, page 229:
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“How is it (Re gen er a tion) re lated to Il lu mi na tion? By il lu mi na tion man is brought to see
his lost con di tion and to learn of the pro vi sion made in Christ for his sal va tion. This act, as
it pro gresses, in cludes a cer tain dis po si tion of the will to ward the of fered grace. Re gen er a- 
tion oc curs when the act of self-sur ren der to God’s will and prom ise is ac com plished by the
in ner work ings of the Holy Spirit in Word or Sacra ment. Il lu mi na tion in flu ences the will,
but it be longs to re gen er a tion to de ter mine the de ci sion.”

Ad mirable, for it hon ors God’s grace and power in the pre ve nient op er a- 
tions of His Spirit, and makes room for some real ef fect upon the will of the
un saved sin ner. It also makes con ver sion an eth i cal and spir i tual move ment,
not a me chan i cal and co erced one.

Even Dr. A. L. Graeb ner, in his “Out lines of Doc tri nal The ol ogy” (a
work that we es teem very highly, and use for ref er ence in the class room),
was al most forced to veer over to this view (stal wart Mis sourian though he
was), when he came to the lo cus, “Con ver sion and Prepara tory Op er a tions”:

“Re gen er a tion, or Con ver sion in the stricter sense, be ing es sen tially the pro cre ation of the
true and sav ing faith, is an in stan ta neous act or process, but is in adults pre ceded by
prepara tory op er a tions, whereby the sin ner is con victed of his sin ful state and help less con- 
di tion un der di vine wrath by means of the Law, and led to a log i cal or his tor i cal un der- 
stand ing of the con tents of the Gospel, and which, with the outer use of the means of grace,
in a mea sure, lie within the power and reach of the ir re gen er ate man.”

Al to gether ad mirable, and true as well; but it is not in ac cord with Mis- 
souri’s po si tion; for if “the con tents of the Gospel,” “in a mea sure lie within
the power and reach of the ir re gen er ate man,” then prepara tory grace must
have done some thing in that un re gen er ate man’s will, so that he has the
“power” in some way to let him self be dis posed to the of fer of sal va tion. If
he has a cer tain “power and reach” in spir i tual mat ters, he is not in quite the
help less con di tion he was be fore the Call and Il lu mi na tion came, for then he
was wholly" dead;" now he has a kind of “power and reach.” There fore he
is re spon si ble for the proper use of the “power and reach” that God’s Spirit
has con ferred upon him. If he uses that con ferred “power and reach” ac- 
cord ing to God’s will and pre or dained plan, he will be saved; if he re fuses,
he will be lost. Why must we go back, then, to God’s eter nal elec tion to find
a mys tery as to why some men are saved and oth ers lost, when we have the
rea son given right here be fore our eyes, proved by a Mis souri Lutheran
him self, and that by nu mer ous quo ta tions from the Bible? Why make a
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mys tery of it when the Bible tells us just why the elect are jus ti fied and the
oth ers con demned?

While we are deal ing with this in ter est ing sub ject, we wish to show how
a Con cor dia the olo gian of blessed mem ory in volved him self in con tra dic- 
tion, just be cause, in stead of tak ing jus ti fi ca tion by faith as the de ter min ing
prin ci ple, he looked at ev ery thing through the eye glass of elec tion. On
page 172 of his “Doc tri nal The ol ogy” Dr. Graeb ner de fines Vo ca tion. See
how ad mirable his state ment is:

“Vo ca tion is the act of God by which He, through the means of grace, earnestly of fers to all
who hear or read the Gospel, or to whom the sacra ments are ad min is tered, the ben e fits of
Christ’s re demp tion, truly and earnestly in vites and ex horts them to ac cept and en joy what
is thus of fered, and en deav ors to move and lead them by the power in her ent in the means of
grace to such ac cep tance and en joy ment of the ben e fits of the re demp tion.”

Could any thing be more clearly stated? Here is the to tal re jec tion of the
Calvin is tic doc trine of di vine elec tion to preteri tion4 and repro ba tion, and of
the “will of the sign” over against the “will of the pur pose.” But now let us
turn over to page 175, where our au thor de fines the “ef fects of the call”:

“By the di vine power re sid ing in the means of grace, and work ing through the same, the
call ing grace of God ef fects re gen er a tion or con ver sion. Where these ef fects are not at- 
tained, this is due to ob sti nate re sis tance on the part of man.”

Note the con tra dic tion: In the first para graph quoted, the Call is sim ply the
earnest “of fer” of sal va tion; in the sec ond para graph it ac tu ally “ef fects re- 
gen er a tion or con ver sion.” That must be a cu ri ous act of the Holy Spirit that
both of fers a boon and forcibly be stows it. An of fer is some thing to be ac- 
cepted or re jected; when you ac cept it, you have it; if you re ject it, you can- 
not have it. If, on the one hand, we can not ac cept the of fer (re fer ring to the
saved), and, on the other, we can not help but re ject it (the lost), then how
could the of fer have been made sin cerely and earnestly? More over, if man
has no free dom what ever to ac cept the of fered grace, then, if it does come
to him, it must have been forced upon him, nolens volens; which is con trary
to all Scrip tural rep re sen ta tion and all ex pe ri ence in con ver sion.

True, our Mis souri brethren will re ply:
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“We have said again and again that this is the mys tery of elec tion; we do not try to solve it;
we leave it with the eter nal coun sels of the Almighty to be re vealed in the next life.”

But why should we, in our the ol o giz ing, make the Bible a book of con tra- 
dic tions and in con sis ten cies by a method of set ting proof text over against
proof text? Why not study it more deeply, and see whether we can not co or- 
di nate its teach ings and find their in ner har mony? Surely if God is the al to- 
gether ex cel lent One, He must be har mo nious in His own be ing, and when
He gives His chil dren a rev e la tion, it surely can not be so full of con tra dic- 
tions as to turn them into in fi dels. We be lieve in “the di vine unity of the
Scrip tures.” By col lat ing Scrip ture with Scrip ture, we can, more and more,
find the beau ti ful and higher har mony of its teach ings. We like Dr. Ja cobs’
view point here (page 9, ut supra); he de fines the proper hermeneu ti cal prin- 
ci ple as be ing an ob ser vance of “the or ganic re la tion of the var i ous parts of
Holy Scrip ture to one an other.” True, we con fess to some doubt about what
is known as the doc trine of “the anal ogy of faith,” for it seems to set up a
hu man stan dard of in ter pre ta tion out side of the Bible, while we be lieve in
tak ing the Bible teach ing just as it stands. But then ev ery text ought to be
in ter preted in its true con tex tual set ting and ac cord ing to the mean ing of the
writer, with due at ten tion to the cor rect ex e ge sis. Mere phrases and brief
sen tences should not be treated in an in su lated way, nor wrenched from
their con text, nor in ter preted merely ac cord ing to the sound of the words,
when the real sense may be some thing quite dif fer ent. You can not truly and
fairly in ter pret any writ ing in that way – that is, by sim ply quot ing a de- 
tached sen tence here and there; for some times a pre ced ing or suc ceed ing
state ment of the au thor may qual ify the quoted state ment. Take, for in- 
stance, 1 Cor. 2:9. Sup pose a dog mati cian should try to for mu late from that
pas sage the doc trine that the glo ries of heaven are far be yond hu man con- 
cep tion and imag i na tion, be cause Paul says: “Eye hath not seen, nor ear
heard,” etc.

The true in ter preter of Scrip ture would sim ply tell him to read the next
verse, when he would see that Paul was not re fer ring to heaven at all, but to
the rev e la tions Chris tians now have through the Spirit of God. We shall
have oc ca sion more than once, in suc ceed ing chap ters, to show how our
Con cor dia brethren miss the mark in draw ing their pe cu liar doc trines from
the Scrip tures by a too in fin i tes i mal treat ment of the Bible.
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Again, if there are cer tain pas sages of Scrip ture that are dif fi cult and
seem ingly ob scure, we ought not to seize upon them as the norm of doc- 
trine, and try to reg u late and gauge ev ery thing by them, but should take the
plain and clear pas sages as our guide to lead us into the oth ers, which may
by and by, through prayer, study and the lead ing of the Spirit, also be come
ex plicit. And if there are ap par ent con tra dic tions, we ought not to stop pray- 
ing and study ing, and de cide hastily that the con tra dic tions are in the Bible.
We would bet ter go on the prin ci ple that, as God is a unity in Him self, and
there can be no in con sis ten cies in His be ing and char ac ter, so His rev e la tion
must be con sis tent with it self. Would it not be ir rev er ent to think or say that
one part of Scrip ture con tra dicts an other? or that God has said one thing in
one place and a dif fer ent thing in an other? To our mind, it would be more
hum ble and rev er ent to think that God would not con tra dict Him self, and
that, there fore, if we are pa tient and prayer ful, we will presently dis cover
the sa cred har mony that per vades His en tire rev e la tion. A good rule is to
com pare Scrip ture with Scrip ture. Per haps that is what Paul means when he
says, “com par ing spir i tual things with spir i tual,” for the Bible is a spir i tual
book.

If we wished to be so un kind, we might drive the Mis souri ad vo cates
into a log i cal cul-de-sac by their own piece meal method of han dling the
Scrip tures. They stoutly dis claim teach ing and hold ing the Calvin is tic doc- 
trine of eter nal elec tion to repro ba tion; sin ners are not elected to be con- 
demned, but are con demned solely on ac count of their own fault. Now read
1 Pet. 2:8:

“A stone of stum bling and a rock of of fense; for they stum ble at the Word, be ing dis obe di- 
ent; where unto also they were ap pointed.”

Take that pas sage by it self, as the Mis souri ans take the elec tion pas sages,
and it teaches the baldest Calvin is tic doc trine – namely, that God “ap- 
pointed” the “dis obe di ent” to “stum ble at the Word,” and even to be “dis- 
obe di ent.” And, ac cord ing to the Mis souri view, you would not dare to “in- 
ter pret” this pas sage, nor ex plain it by any other. And so here would be an- 
other in sol u ble mys tery – namely, that, in one place, the Bible teaches that
sin ners are con demned on ac count of their own fault, and, in an other, that
they are “ap pointed” to stum ble into con dem na tion. How many mys ter ies
you could cre ate in that way! But take the bet ter way of in ter pret ing Scrip- 
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ture, and all is clear. By read ing the con text, es pe cially verses 6 and 7, you
will see who the peo ple are that stum ble at Christ and his Word – those who
“dis be lieve.” And, of course, peo ple who re ject Christ are “ap pointed” to
stum ble over many things in God’s Word. We have seen them stum ble over
the most sim ple and pre cious doc trines. Such is God’s in evitable law – that
spir i tual blind ness comes upon peo ple who re ject His Word and His of fer of
sal va tion.

Af ter writ ing the fore go ing, we read over again Dr. J. L. Neve’s graphic
re port of the Mis souri-Ohio-Iowa free con fer ences at Mil wau kee and De- 
troit in 1903-4. It would ap pear that they spent a large part of their time in
wrestling over meth ods of Bib li cal in ter pre ta tion. Mis souri was against the
doc trine of the “Anal ogy of Faith;” the oth ers for it. We have no time to am- 
plify on this mat ter now. For our part, we do not hold up any ob jec tive rule
by which to in ter pret Scrip ture, nor do we feel obliged to “har mo nize” the
var i ous parts of the Bible; we be lieve they do not need to be har mo nized;
they need sim ply to be un der stood, and then they will be seen to be har mo- 
nious. If God is a unity, His rev e la tion will be like Him self. There fore our
sim ple hermeneu ti cal rule is to take each pas sage ac cord ing to its nat u ral
and lit eral mean ing in con nec tion with the con text, al ways read ing enough
to be sure of the au thor’s main propo si tion. By ap ply ing this sim ple rule – it
is the rule of all true lit er ary ex po si tion – we do not find one pas sage of
Scrip ture teach ing one thing, and an other some thing else. Of course, no
brief Scrip ture verse teaches all the doc trines of re demp tion. John 3:16,
though called the “gospel in nuce” says noth ing about vi car i ous atone ment
or the res ur rec tion. You must go to other parts of the Bible to find those
doc trines. But all por tions of the Scrip ture are com ple men tary. One of the
strong est ev i dences of the di vine au thor ity and in spi ra tion of the Bible is its
or ganic unity.

Ac cord ing to the Bible, the way of sal va tion is so plain that “the way far- 
ing man, though a fool, need not err therein.” It is not likely, there fore, that
God, in re veal ing that way in His Word, would set it forth in a self-con tra- 
dic tory man ner. Let us give a few ex am ples of how text may be set up
against text by the piece meal method. In John 14:27 Christ said:

“Peace I leave with you; my peace I give unto you.”

The an gels over Beth le hem’s plains sang (Matt. 2:14):
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“Glory to God in the high est, and on earth peace, good will to men” (old ver sion).

But in Matt. 10:34 Christ said the op po site:

“Think not that I am come to send peace on earth: I came not to send peace, but a sword.”

The Con cor dia Luther ans do not throw up their hands and say: “Here is a
plain con tra dic tion, and there fore an in ex pli ca ble mys tery, which we must
sim ply ac cept, but must not try to har mo nize.” No; they know that the in ter- 
pre ta tion is very sim ple – that to the sin ner in his sins the Word of God is a
sword, while to the true be liever it im parts peace. Take an other in stance.
John 16:7:

“Nev er the less I tell you the truth: it is ex pe di ent for you that I go away; for if I go not away
the Com forter will not come.”

Set over against it Matt. 28:20:

“And lo, I am with you al ways, even unto the end of the world.”

Do the Mis souri ex pos i tors say this is an other con tra dic tion, an in sol u ble
mys tery? No; they sim ply in ter pret the two pas sages in the larger light of
the as cen sion, glo ri fi ca tion, tran scen dence and con se quent im ma nence of
Christ’s hu man na ture – that is, by means of the glo ri ous Lutheran doc trine
of the com mu ni ca tio id ioma tum, just as the For mula of Con cord does in
Chap ter VIII of the Epit ome and Solid Dec la ra tion.

Thus we must com pare Scrip ture with Scrip ture in the in ves ti ga tion of
other doc trines in or der to get the whole truth. The same in ter pre ta tive rule
should hold with ref er ence to elec tion and con ver sion.

1. It must be ad mit ted, how ever, that Luther him self af fords some ground
for us ing the word “con duct.” He says: “Few are cho sen, that is, few
so de port them selves to ward the gospel that God has plea sure in
them.” The words “con duct” and “de port ment” are syn ony mous. We
note too, that Pro fes sor R. C. H. Lenski, of Cap i tal Uni ver sity, Colum- 
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bus, Ohio, de fends the word “con duct” in a re cent ed i to rial in re ply to
Dr. Pieper. With the ex pla na tion given by Pro fes sor Lenski, who at- 
tributes the said “con duct” solely to the grace of God, there can be no
ob jec tion to the word. How ever, for our self we de cline to use it, be- 
cause it may be so eas ily mis in ter preted. It seems to us, too, to as sign
too much ac tiv ity and pos i tive co op er a tion to man be fore re gen er a tion.
At this point it may be well to point out that Luther was not very much
afraid of us ing ap par ently syn er gis tic ex pres sions, for he says: “Let ev- 
ery man sweep be fore his own door; then we will all be saved; then it
will not re quire much brood ing on what God has de ter mined in His
coun sel, as to who shall and who shall not be saved.” (Tres sel’s work,
page 219).↩ 

2. Pela gian ism also oblit er ates the dis tinc tion be tween na ture and grace,
and for that rea son, too, we re ject it.↩ 

3. An enigma to us has been how Dr. Pieper could en tirely ig nore such a
mas terly pre sen ta tion as that of Dr. Ja cobs in the work al ready ad- 
verted to, “A Sum mary of Chris tian Faith.” Dr. Ja cobs’ book bears
copy right date, 1905, while Dr. Pieper wrote in 1913; yet Dr. Pieper
writes as if Dr. Ja cobs had never writ ten a line on the sub ject of the di- 
vine pur pose. Had he read and stud ied his com peer in the ol ogy, we
doubt whether he would have writ ten with so much as sur ance. Here is
an other puz zle: How could he charge the ad vo cates of in tu itu fidei
with Syn er gism, Pela gian ism, work-right eous ness and hu man merit, in
view of Dr. Ja cobs’ most com plete and al most clas si cal chap ter, in
which he re pu di ates all these er rors, and ad vo cates sal va tion solely on
ac count of the merit of Je sus Christ? All who want to read both sides
of the ques tion are re ferred to Dr. Ja cobs’ work. It is no less a puz zle to
us that Dr. Pieper could re peat his charge of Syn er gism and Pela gian- 
ism against his op po nents, in view of the hun dreds of de nials and dis- 
claimers made by them in Tres sel’s great work, “The Er ror of Mis- 
souri,” con tain ing the ar gu ments of Drs. Stell horn and Schmidt and
Revs. All wardt and Ernst. These the olo gians, while they up hold the
doc trine of in tu itu fidei, also up hold sola gra tia just as stoutly and un- 
com pro mis ingly as does Dr. Pieper him self. To our mind, they have
per formed their task with in vin ci ble logic and on a sound Bib li cal and
con fes sional ba sis. Of course, this com men da tion does not mean to in- 
clude an en dorse ment of the dras tic ex pres sions they some times used

https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/109tc-jacobs-summary-christian-faith/
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in the heat of con tro versy. But these can eas ily be sep a rated from the
mas terly ar gu ments of these brethren.↩ 

4. Preteri tion: The pass ing over of the non-elect as in Calvin ism.↩ 
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6. Re gen er a tion Work ing Faith

HAV ING SEEN THAT VO CA TION AND IL LU MI NA TION, be ing the work of the
Holy Spirit whereby He pro duces awak en ing, en light en ment, knowl edge of
sin and the way of sal va tion, and also ef fects a cer tain en able ment of the
will, thus mak ing the sin ner a re spon si ble agent re spect ing his per sonal sal- 
va tion, we shall next treat of re gen er a tion and faith and their re la tions to
each other. For we have not yet ar rived at these move ments in our anal y sis
of the Or der of Grace. No; the called and awak ened sin ner can not yet be- 
lieve. He sim ply has a knowl edge of sin and of the way of sal va tion through
Christ. He says:

“I can not be lieve; the more I try the more I fail.”

More than once he adds Paul’s plain tive cry:

“O wretched man that I am, who shall de liver me from the body of this death?”

Yes; he re al izes that his eth i cal cor rup tion and spir i tual dis abil ity are still ly- 
ing like a corpse in his soul. So far as self-help is con cerned, he feels more
keenly than ever that he is “dead in sin.” What can he do? The elec tion ist
says, “Noth ing, ab so lutely noth ing!” Then what was the use of the Vo ca tion
and Il lu mi na tion? But he can do some thing, for God by His pre ve nient
grace has given him the abil ity: he can pray; very lamely and halt ingly, it is
true; still, with all his doubt and de spair, he can pray. That is what Paul did
on his way to Dam as cus:

“Lord, what wilt thou have me to do?”

and af ter he reached Dam as cus:
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“Be hold, he prayeth.”

That is what the sin-stricken Pub li can did:

“God be mer ci ful to me a sin ner.”

That is what Pe ter did, when sink ing in the waves:

“Lord, save me or I per ish.”

So the pen i tent thief:

“Lord, re mem ber me when thou comest into thy king dom.”

Our Lord said:

“Men ought al ways to pray and not to faint.”

In Dr. Pieper’s book of 151 pages, dis cussing con ver sion and elec tion with
great la bor and learn ing, there is not a word said about the sin ner pray ing
for mercy and par don. Per haps the elec tion ad vo cates think that the un con- 
verted sin ner can not pray. If so, that is merely an aca demic the ory; it con tra- 
dicts the ex pe ri ence of mil lions of Chris tians, who prayed be fore they were
con verted and for con ver sion, even though they could only say with one of
old:

“Lord, I be lieve; help thou mine un be lief.”

In deed, we have won dered much why the Con cor dia dog mati cians give no
place to prayer in the acts prepara tory to con ver sion. The Bible so of ten
rep re sents the un re gen er ate as pray ing for par don and sal va tion. (See the in- 
stances cited above.) Might this slight ing of prayer be due to the fact that
the dog mati cians have had lit tle ex pe ri ence in win ning adult sin ners to
Christ? The writer of this book was a pas tor for many years, and has had
much ex pe ri ence in di rect ing adult sin ners of all kinds and classes in the
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way of sal va tion. He has never known an adult con ver sion to oc cur with out
prayer. More than one de spon dent in quirer has said, “I can’t be lieve!” We
have replied: “I know you can not in your own strength; but you can pray
for faith; and God will re move your doubt and give you the power to be- 
lieve.” In ev ery case, so far as we can re mem ber, faith was be stowed in
God’s good time. If Ja cob wres tled all night with the an gel for a bless ing,
should not the awak ened sin ner also pray for sal va tion? In deed, this is one
of God’s great pur poses in the prepara tory acts – namely, to bring the sin ner
to his knees in hum ble con fes sion and sup pli ca tion. (It should be re mem- 
bered that we are here speak ing only of the con ver sion or re gen er a tion of
adults, not of re gen er a tion in child bap tism.)

Now, if the sin ner will pray to God for help, God will, through added
pre ve nient grace, en able him freely to cease his re sis tance, freely to sur ren- 
der him self to God alone; yes, even to cease try ing to save him self, and
sim ply let God, and God alone, save him.

Hav ing led him thus far, so that he ut terly de spairs of self-help, and
gives him self up en tirely to God, God flies to his res cue, breathes into his
soul the new spir i tual life, which is re gen er a tion, in and by which the abil ity
of faith is con ferred upon him; then, by this di vinely en abled faith, he lays
hold upon Christ as His Saviour and Re deemer; and this ex er cise of faith, a
power given purely by grace, brings jus ti fi ca tion and all the salu tary bless- 
ings which ac crue there from. Re gen er a tion or con ver sion also ef fects the
mys ti cal union (unio mys tica) be tween the sin ner and Christ, and thus sets
him on the way of pro gres sive sanc ti fi ca tion. The whole process is vi tal,
eth i cal and spir i tual; at no point merely me chan i cal; at no mo ment is the
sin ner co erced. In re view ing his ex pe ri ence, he knows that all the way he
was drawn, not by force, but by the cords of love. The whole trans ac tion
was the work of God’s grace. What free dom he had and used was not ac tive
and co op er at ing, but only con sent ing free dom; and even the abil ity to con- 
sent was be stowed by pre ve nient grace.

But how about those who are not saved? With our Mis souri brethren, we
say that they are lost solely be cause they stub bornly re sisted the Holy Ghost
and re jected the over tures of mercy. But we go this much fur ther than Mis- 
souri; we add, they had their chance, line upon line, but they did not im- 
prove it. Through God’s call and gra cious in vi ta tion and oft-re peated prof- 
fer of sal va tion, they knew well enough that God would gladly give them
faith, con ver sion and sal va tion if they would let Him; but they would not al- 
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low Him to save them. They were able to re ject God by their own sin ful
choice; but God also told them through the gospel that He would make
them free from the bondage of sin, if they would sur ren der to Him. Can
any one liv ing in a gospel land deny this? Just hear Christ’s words:

“The Son of man came to seek and to save that which was lost;”

“If the Son shall make you free, ye shall be free in deed;”

“He hath sent me to pro claim de liv er ance to the cap tives, and re cov ery of sight to the blind,
and to set at lib erty them that are bruised, to pro claim the ac cept able year of the Lord.”

Why, that is pre cisely why Christ came:

“Thou shalt call His name Je sus, for He shall save His peo ple from their sins.”

So all may be en abled if they will. If some choose the bondage of sin, when
de liv er ance is so freely and ur gently of fered, with abil ity to ac cept the of fer,
we know not what God could do for them and with them but leave them to
their own de vices. If oth ers, rec og niz ing through the gospel call their lost
con di tion and ut ter in abil ity, are will ing to let Christ eman ci pate them, they
will be saved. God de sires to en able all to ac cept de liv er ance, but He can
save only those who, af ter He has aroused them by His call and pointed
them to the Saviour, are will ing to let Him res cue and en able them. To our
mind, this is the gra cious or der of the Spirit’s ap pli ca tion of re demp tion
(which has al ready been wrought out by Christ’s ac tive and pas sive obe di- 
ence): Pre ve nient grace gives all a chance, and there fore lo cates the re spon- 
si bil ity; re gen er at ing grace be stows the new life and en ables sav ing faith;
faith ac cepts jus ti fi ca tion, by which all Christ’s mer its are im puted to the
be liever, which is the sole ground of his sal va tion; pro gres sive sanc ti fi ca- 
tion de vel ops and un folds the in her ent right eous ness en abled by re gen er a- 
tion or con ver sion. It is all of grace – sola gra tia. The work of sanc ti fi ca- 
tion, even, where Mis souri and all the rest of us say that the be liever’s
eman ci pated will co op er ates with God’s will, is all of grace, just as the
work of pre ve nient en due ment is all of grace. There is not one par ti cle of
hu man merit in the whole process from Vo ca tion to Glory. Even the saints
in heaven do not praise them selves or boast of any merit, but give all the
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glory to “Him that sit teth upon the throne and to the Lamb for ever and
ever” (Rev. 5:13).

We are won der ing now whether any of our brethren will try to find some
“cryp tic syn er gism” here, be cause we as sign some de gree of en abling
power to grace prior to con ver sion. If so, we shall have to deny the al le ga- 
tion. What we un der stand by Syn er gism is this, that man by his nat u ral
pow ers is able to con cur with God’s grace. This idea we re pu di ate with all
our might. So far as re gards spir i tual en er gies, true right eous ness to ward
God, and abil ity to be lieve on a spir i tual Re deemer, the un saved sin ner is
“dead in tres passes and sins.” How can a dead man do any thing? How can a
man who is spir i tu ally dead do any thing spir i tual? Even if the Bible did not
teach it plainly, it would still be psy chi cally im pos si ble for an un spir i tual
mind to per form spir i tual func tions. More over, a soul that is in the bondage
of sin and cor rup tion can not act as if it were free. The fact is, if man could,
by his nat u ral abil ity, do any thing truly and spir i tu ally good with out Christ,
he might do ev ery thing that is spir i tu ally good with out Him, for then he
might sim ply de velop the spir i tual pow ers within him. No, so far as do ing
any thing spir i tual and truly right eous be fore God is con cerned, man, in his
state of nat u ral de prav ity, is ut terly un able. And, mark you, no man is ever
com manded to be lieve on Christ un til he is called through the gospel, just
as Paul says:

“How shall they be lieve on Him of whom they have not heard? And how shall they hear
with out a preacher? … So faith cometh by hear ing, and hear ing by the Word of Christ.”

Christ’s teach ing is just the same (John 15:22):

“If I had not come and spo ken unto them, they had not had sin, but now they have no ex- 
cuse for their sin.”

Also Paul again (Rom. 4:15):

“For the law wor keth wrath; but where there is no law, nei ther is there trans gres sion.”

It is all very sim ple and plain and rea son able, if we just ac cept the clear
Bible state ments. In a state of na ture, there fore, man has no spir i tual abil ity;
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but so soon as the gospel Call and Il lu mi na tion reach him, he has been
touched by a spir i tual power, and is not quite the same as be fore.

Af ter God has pre pared re demp tion through Christ, af ter He awak ens
and il lu mines sin ners, and af ter He gra ciously of fers them the sal va tion thus
pro vided, then, and then only, is their own choice de ci sive; but it is de ci sive
then, for at that point their free moral agency re spect ing the gra cious over- 
ture comes into play. If this is not true, we re peat again that the grace be- 
stowed in con ver sion must be “ir re sistible grace,” and that is Calvin ism, not
Lutheranism. More over, there is not one pas sage of Scrip ture that teaches
that grace is ir re sistibly be stowed. In deed, if it were, it would not be grace,
what ever else it might be called.

There is still an other point in the process of Vo ca tion, Il lu mi na tion and
Con ver sion that re quires elu ci da tion: How is it that the sin ner can, on the
one hand, re sist God’s Spirit, while, on the other, he can not do any thing to
save him self? How can he be free if he can not act both ways, if he has not
the power of al ter nate choice? Let us use an il lus tra tion. Sup pose a man
who is ut terly un able to swim should fall into a deep lake. He is “dead,” so
far as swim ming is con cerned. At once a man in a ca noe, near at hand, hur- 
ries to his res cue, Now, while the man would be ut terly un able to save him- 
self, he still might re sist his would-be res cuer, might fight him away, might
pre fer to drown. The un happy man might do an other thing; he might strug- 
gle, and fling his arms, and try to save him self, and thus in ter fere with his
de liv erer, and make it im pos si ble for him to save him. But his bene fac tor
might speak to him, plead with him to let him self be saved, in struct him not
to strug gle or try at all to save him self, but sim ply to leave him self qui es- 
cent in his hands; thus by and by the des per ate man might be so soothed as
to cease all ef forts of his own, and sur ren der him self en tirely into the hands
of his res cuer. If he did, he would be saved; if he did not, he would be lost.
This is a para ble, but its mean ing lies on the sur face; it needs no in ter pre ta- 
tion.1

We shall humbly do our best to il lu mine an other mat ter. Ev ery Bible stu- 
dent, whether a the olo gian or not, must re al ize that spir i tual death is not in
all re spects like phys i cal death. In the spir i tual realm the word “death”
means the most cor rupt and un done con di tion pos si ble in that sphere. When
a ma te rial body is dead, it is un con scious, but when a soul is dead to spir i- 
tual re al i ties, it is not dead like that; it is not un con scious. The olo gians usu- 
ally dis tin guish three kinds of death – tem po ral, spir i tual and eter nal. The
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sin ner is in some re spects very con scious and very much alive, though dead
in other ways. Those who go down to eter nal death – called in Scrip ture the
“sec ond death” – are nei ther un con scious nor qui es cent, but rec og nize their
doom, and suf fer its pangs. The apos tle Paul in di cates this truth in the pas- 
sage so of ten quoted by all of us who be lieve in to tal de prav ity (Eph. 2:1-3).
We give the pas sage ac cord ing to what we think the clear est trans la tion:

“And you were dead (nekrous) in (or as to) your tres passes and sins, in which ye once
walked (Greek, periepate sate, walked or trod about) ac cord ing to the ways of this world,
ac cord ing to the prince of the pow ers of the air, of the spirit that now wor keth in the sons of
dis obe di ence; among whom we also once lived in the lusts of our flesh,” etc.

You will ob serve that those “dead” peo ple “walked about” and “lived,”
even while they were dead. So Paul says in 1 Tim. 5:6:

“But she that giveth her self to plea sure is dead while she liveth.”

Then what is the mean ing of “dead in sin?” This: the spir i tual pow ers of the
soul have be come at ro phied, par a lyzed, or dead ened by sin, while the other
psy chi cal pow ers re tain their abil ity to func tion, though of course all of
them are sadly af fected. When man sinned in the gar den of Eden, he lost his
orig i nal right eous ness, his spir i tual qual ity, his faith and love in and for
God, and be came alien ated from Him; but we know from the Bible it self
that he did not lose his per son al ity, his men tal pow ers, his self-con scious- 
ness, his free dom in earthly af fairs, his psy chi cal emo tion, nor even his con- 
science en tirely. More over, he still re tained his sight, hear ing, and other
senses. All these were per mit ted to re main through the in ter ven ing mercy of
God, for He might justly have per mit ted man to be wholly de stroyed.
Strangely enough, Adam, though spir i tu ally dead, was still, by virtue of his
re main ing psy chi cal pow ers, even con scious that he had sinned, for he was
ashamed, hid from God, and was afraid to meet Him. When God called
him, he could hear the di vine voice, could un der stand the words, and could
make re ply. How ever, he showed the depth of the in famy into which he had
fallen – that is, his spir i tual death-stroke – by re fus ing to re pent and plead
for par don, but, on the con trary, even tried to jus tify him self by putting the
blame upon the woman; while she, be ing in the same spir i tual con di tion,
tried to fix the blame upon the ser pent. They were both dead and alive,
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those two, and their pos ter ity has ever since in her ited the same ab nor mal
and para dox i cal na ture.

What, then, is this liv ing death of the un con verted sin ner? It is that dead- 
ened di vine im age that is within him; it is those cor rupted and par a lyzed
spir i tual pow ers. It is as if he were bear ing a corpse about with him in his
soul. It casts its ter ri ble blight upon all his psy chi cal fac ul ties, the in tel lect,
the sus cep ti bil ity, the will. Even in his nat u ral state he must of ten be con- 
scious of the schism within, and of the dead weight he car ries about; but he
be comes poignantly con scious of his blight and bur den when the call of
God sounds in his ears, and the blaz ing light of the law re veals the hideous
obliq uity of his be ing. It is at this point that Paul ex claims in his de spair:

“Oh, wretched man that I am! Who shall de liver me from the body of this death?”

No sooner does the sin ner ut ter this cry for help than God sheds upon him
the sweet, mel low ra di ance of the gospel, which re veals Christ to him as the
only source of help; and so he again cries with Paul:

“I thank God through our Lord Je sus Christ.”

But while the sin ner has a nat u ral will, so that he is ca pa ble of a kind of
“civil right eous ness” (Augs burg Con fes sion, Art. 18; Apol ogy, page 78),
yet in the higher, the spir i tual mat ters it avails noth ing; it is ut terly help less.
As the Augs burg Con fes sion puts it (Art. 18):

“It has no power, with out the Holy Ghost, to work the right eous ness of God, that is, spir i- 
tual right eous ness; since the nat u ral man re ceiveth not the things of the Spirit of God; but
this right eous ness is wrought in the heart when the Holy Ghost is re ceived through the
Word.”

The For mula of Con cord (page 557, Ja cob’s edi tion) in sists on the same
truth:

“The rea son and free will have the power, to a cer tain ex tent, to live an out wardly de cent
life; but to be born anew, and to ob tain in wardly an other heart, sense and dis po si tion, this
only the Holy Ghost ef fects. He opens the un der stand ing and heart to un der stand the Scrip- 
tures, and to give heed to the Word, as it is writ ten (Luke 24:25): ‘Then opened He their
un der stand ing, that they might un der stand the Scrip tures.’”
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There fore, we main tain that, when the will has at tained any power or dis po- 
si tion to ward spir i tual things by means of the Vo ca tion and Il lu mi na tion,
such dis po si tion or power is in no wise res i dent in the nat u ral will, but per- 
tains wholly and solely to the spir i tual abil ity that has been im parted by the
Holy Spirit. The nat u ral will is cor rupted by in her ited de prav ity and ac tual
sin, and there fore can nei ther choose nor ini ti ate any thing good, but is set
against it. All these things must be true, for if man were not a will ful sin ner,
he would not be a real sin ner at all; and, on the other hand, if he could save
him self, there would be no need of Christ and His gospel. And yet again, if
God would con vert him af ter the Call and Il lu mi na tion with out his con sent,
then God would force sal va tion upon him, and there fore it would not be an
eth i cal and spir i tual sal va tion, but a co erced and me chan i cal one, which
would be no sal va tion at all, in the true sense of the term. There fore, from
the very na ture of an eth i cal sal va tion, there must be an ac tion of pre ve nient
grace prior to con ver sion, which en ables man in some way to ex er cise his
will to the ex tent that he is will ing to be con verted. This agrees with the
Scrip tures, as we have shown again and again, and it also agrees with our
Chris tian ex pe ri ence; for ev ery con verted man knows that, on the one hand,
he did not and could not con vert him self, and, on the other, that God did not
con vert him against his will and with out his con sent. “Whoso ever will, let
him take of the wa ter of life freely.” Why not see in the Bible a beau ti ful
con sis tency? It is not a book of real or seem ing con tra dic tions. Mys ter ies
there are, and we gladly ad mit it; but no in con gruities, no ab sur di ties, noth- 
ing that shocks the spir i tu ally en light ened and sanc ti fied rea son.

1. An other apt com par i son might be that of a man in fet ters in the dun- 
geon of a prison. When his de liv erer comes to an nounce par don and
re lease, the pris oner could not un lock his prison door, or re move his
chains, or even do a thing to ef fect his own lib er a tion; but he might re- 
sist, fight, refuse to be for given and freed. His de liv erer might over- 
come his ob sti nacy by per sua sion, so that by and by he would be will- 
ing to let his bene fac tor set him free. So with the sin ner.↩ 
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7. Salient Scrip ture Teach ing

LET US EX AM INE a few rel e vant pas sages of Scrip ture to see how con sis- 
tent and har mo nious, how vi tally or ga nized, how di vinely uni fied, the
whole process of con ver sion is rep re sented to be. First, take John 7:17:

“If any one (tis) wil leth (thele, ac tive, sub junc tive) to do (poiein) His will (thelema, same
root as that of thele), he shall know con cern ing the teach ing, whether it is from God, or
whether I speak from my self.”

This is a cru cial pas sage. It would seem that our Lord was not so much
afraid to men tion the hu man will as some the olo gians are. Why? Be cause
He was prac ti cal, took man as he is, and knew that it would de tract noth ing
from God’s honor and grace for Him to re spect the will which He Him self
had put into man’s be ing and en dued with its won der ful power of al ter nate
choice. How ever, let us pro ceed to the anal y sis of this great pas sage. The
fol low ing is Dr. A. Spaeth’s ex po si tion (Lutheran Com men tary, in loco,
page 101):

“And the ev i dence of the di vine char ac ter and au thor ity of His teach ing is to be found by
all those who hon estly will to do the Fa ther’s will, wher ever that will may be found,
whether in the law, or in the prophets, or in the con science of man. The moral char ac ter of
Chris tian ity is the tes ti mony of its di vine power and au thor ity. It is the Old Tes ta ment prin- 
ci ple: ‘The fear of the Lord – the be gin ning of wis dom,’ which is here by the Lord Him self
ap plied to the New Tes ta ment rev e la tion of the Gospel. The heart, the con science, the will
of man are in volved in his search af ter truth. Wher ever there is an hon est will, an up right,
sin cere res o lu tion, not the ac tual do ing or per fec tion in do ing the will of God (which is im- 
pos si ble), men will be drawn to Christ; they will ap pre ci ate the gift of God in the Gospel,
hav ing made an hon est ef fort to do the will of God as they know it.”

This is quite ad mirable and true. Let us make the ex pli ca tion of the pas sage
a lit tle more ger mane to the present dis cus sion, for of course Dr. Spaeth did
not have the Mis souri view of con ver sion in mind. “If any one wil leth to do
His will.” Christ was here speak ing to un con verted peo ple, as the whole
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con text shows. Yet He said, “If any one wil leth.” Would He have used such
lan guage if the peo ple whom He was ad dress ing had no vo li tional power
what ever? We do not be lieve it is treat ing Christ with due honor to make
Him guilty of act ing and speak ing ab surdly, just be cause we hold some par- 
tic u lar is tic the ory of con ver sion and elec tion. But how about the “will ing”
of those un re gen er ate peo ple? As Paul says, in the nat u ral state they were
“dead in tres passes and sins.” Is not this a glar ing in con sis tency? Not at all,
but a beau ti ful or gan ism. Why had Christ come into the world, and why
was He speak ing to those peo ple just then? For the very pur pose of wak ing
them from their death-sleep. “The words that I speak unto you, they are
spirit and they are life.” His blessed words were not dead words. So He was
try ing to stir them into life by His preach ing of the gospel to them. Did
noth ing stir within them? Did no en able ment come to them while He “spake
as never man spake?” What a dero ga tion of Christ’s mes sage that view
would be! No, He was stir ring their wills into ac tion by the spir i tual power
that ac com pa nied His gra cious words. Herein lies the gra cious power of the
Call.

Now, note care fully: He does not say or mean to say that sin ners can do
God’s will, but merely that they shall will or be will ing. And what was
God’s will just at that crit i cal junc ture in the life of those Jews? Ac cord ing
to the whole tenor of Bib li cal teach ing, it sim ply was this: that they should
be will ing to let God save them through Christ. If they had been will ing to
do just that much – to let God even over come the op po si tion of their sin ful
hearts and wills, He would have saved them, yes, saved them even from
them selves; and then they would have known that Je sus was the Mes siah of
God, the Saviour of the world. Then He would have con verted them; and
then, af ter ward, as they con tin ued to be will ing to do God’s will, they
would have known more and more of His di vine and gra cious doc trine.
“The path of the just shineth more and more unto the per fect day.” There is
not a gospel preacher on earth who, if he were speak ing to un saved men,
would not say pre cisely the same thing to them. He would never be gin by
telling them of the di vine de crees in eter nity. He would never preach to
them about their ut ter in abil ity and con se quent ir re spon si bil ity. How do our
Mis souri brethren preach to un con verted sin ners? As if they were logs and
stones, or as if they were men, ca pa ble of re ceiv ing, through God’s en abling
grace, an eth i cal sal va tion? God never works on man, a per son al ity, in a me- 
chan i cal way; al ways in a vi tal and eth i cal way. The fact is, man even in his



61

sin ful state, still has ears and eyes and self-con scious ness, through which
God, by the gospel, is able to reach that dead spir i tual corpse within him
and bring it back to life. There fore Christ said:

“Take heed how ye hear and what ye hear.”

The act of im part ing the new life, en abling faith, is re gen er a tion or con ver- 
sion; the process of reach ing man to make him con scious of his cor rup tion
and in abil ity and to make him will ing to be saved, is Vo ca tion and Il lu mi na- 
tion. It is all of grace, but it is also eth i cal and spir i tual, not ma te rial or me- 
chan i cal.

It is a plea sure to ex am ine an other cru cial pas sage of the Word – Phil.
2:12, 13:

“So then, my beloved, even as ye have al ways obeyed, not as in my pres ence only, but now
much more in my ab sence, work out your own sal va tion with fear and trem bling; for it is
God who wor keth in you both to will and to work for His good plea sure.” Twen ti eth Cen- 
tury New Tes ta ment, verse 13:

“Re mem ber it is God who, in His kind ness, is at work within you, en abling you both to
will and to work.”

How beau ti ful and eth i cal it all is! True, these words were writ ten to con- 
verted men, but we quote them to show that the same gen eral prin ci ples ap- 
ply to the work of sanc ti fi ca tion that ob tain in con ver sion, prov ing again
that Bib li cal teach ing is a con sis tent unity.

If God in sanc ti fi ca tion works in us both to will and to do, one would
think that the Mis souri brethren would deny all hu man abil ity and con cur- 
rence then as well as in re gen er a tion; but, no, they teach the con cur rence of
the di vine and hu man wills in sanc ti fi ca tion, and there fore teach Syn er gism
at this point. Why are they not afraid of nul li fy ing sola gra tia here? If man
af ter con ver sion can use his will, is there not dan ger that the idea of hu man
merit might creep into his mind? But this match less pas sage does not com- 
pro mise God’s grace, be cause the power to will comes from God’s quick en- 
ing Spirit, and that is the very high est in cen tive for will ing and do ing and
work ing out our sal va tion with fear and trem bling. Note this point care fully:
God en ables the will ing, but He does not do the will ing for man. He (man)
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must use the abil ity given him by di vine grace. This is the pe cu liar func tion
and pre rog a tive of that high en due ment of man – a free will, a will in lib- 
erty. Surely when God deals with man, he has re gard for His own hand i- 
work. Inas much He made him a moral per son al ity, He will not treat him as
if he were a piece of clay or an ir ra tional an i mal, to which He would never
say, “Re pent ye, and be lieve the gospel.”

Ob serve, now, that the same gen eral prin ci ple that pre vails in ef fect ing
con ver sion is em ployed here in sanc ti fi ca tion:

“If any one wil leth to do His will, he shall know,” etc.;

“Ye will not come unto me that ye might have life;”

“How of ten would I have gath ered you… and ye would not;”

“The spirit is will ing, but the flesh is weak;”

“If ye know these things, happy are ye if ye do them;”

“He that heareth my words and doeth them;”

“Whoso ever will, let him take of the wa ter of life freely.”

Just as the will is en abled by con vert ing and sanc ti fy ing grace to per form its
func tion in those mo ments, so it is en abled by prepara tory grace to per form
its rel e vant func tion in that mo ment. Its func tion in the lat ter case is that of
pas siv ity or sur ren der to ward God’s grace; in the for mer, that of ac tiv ity,
con cur rence and co op er a tion.

At this point the in quiry may be raised: How can the will have any spir i- 
tual abil ity to func tion be fore the sin ner is con verted? It would be more per- 
ti nent to ask: How can God con vert a man against his will? If he did that, it
would not be a spir i tual and eth i cal trans ac tion, but merely a co erced and
ma chine-like one. It would make con ver sion a ma te ri al is tic in stead of a
spir i tual trans ac tion. If man were saved with out his con sent, he would not
be saved at all, for sin would still be re tained by him in his will. Re mem ber,
too, this vi tal fact – that when the spir i tual will is en abled, or ef fected, or
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cre ated, as you please, by pre ve nient grace, the sin ner is still not saved from
his sin and cor rup tion; that body of death still lies within him like a blight
and hideous de for mity; his will can not re move it; but he can be seech God to
de liver him, and when ever he comes to the point when he is will ing to let
God save him, and God alone, God will do His part; He will de liver him
from Sa tan’s thrall; He will pu rify him from de file ment; He will draw him
from the mire and the clay, and place his feet upon a rock; He will breathe
the new life into him.

Per haps some one will ob ject that there can be no spir i tual move ment in
the soul be fore con ver sion. Then why speak at all of the Holy Spirit’s
prepara tory acts? Is not the Spirit’s work al ways spir i tual? or does He
some times act like a ma te rial force? More over, does not the Spirit in the
“acts prepara tory” pro duce con vic tion of sin? Is not con vic tion a spir i tual
mo tus or con di tion of the soul? A proper es ti mate of God’s holy pre ve nient
grace will save our the ol ogy from much con fu sion; will keep it from be- 
com ing life less and pro crustean.

A most in ter est ing ques tion is that of the in ner na ture of free dom and
faith. Of course, there is much about their na ture and func tion ing that we do
not un der stand; but it is not all mys tery. The Mis souri brethren so of ten rep- 
re sent faith as if it were an en tity, in stead of a power, qual ity or ac tiv ity of
the soul. Dr. Pieper will not have it that the Holy Spirit makes us able to be- 
lieve; he con tends that He does not con fer the abil ity, but the ac tual be lief
it self. With all our re spect for his acute ness and sin cer ity, this seems to us a
mar velous psy cho log i cal con cep tion. Then the Holy Spirit must do our be- 
liev ing for us! Why not call it the Holy Spirit’s faith, then, in stead of ours?
When Christ said to the im pa tient Jews, “Be lieve the gospel,” He made a
mis take; He should have said, “The Holy Spirit will be lieve for you!” So
with ev ery Bib li cal com mand to be lieve. John 3:16 is not ex pressed cor- 
rectly; it should be – but we re frain. In the same me chan i cal way Dr. Pieper
treats the will. Free dom is not an en abled power or en ergy; it is a some thing
be stowed; not a prin ci ple of life, but a some thing af fixed. But does the Holy
Spirit do our will ing for us? Then He should have in spired John oth er wise;
not to say, “Whoso ever will, let him take of the wa ter of life freely,” but, “If
the Spirit does your will ing for you.” The same way with re pen tance; ac- 
cord ing to their view, it is not some thing en abled, but some thing be stowed.
Then God must re pent for man; man can not do his own re pent ing. Ac cord- 
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ing to that logic, God does not give man the abil ity to walk, but be stows the
ac tual walk ing upon him. So God would have to do our walk ing for us.

Take a pas sage cited by Dr. Pieper in de fense of his view, Phil. 1:29:

“Be cause unto you it is given in the be half of Christ, not only to be lieve on Him, but also to
suf fer in His be half.”

(We quote the whole verse; our friend did not.) Here is his gloss:

“To eis au ton pis teuein, not merely the abil ity to be lieve on Him.”

This is al most the let ter that kil leth. But if “it is given unto us to be lieve,”
surely we must do the be liev ing, must ex er cise the power that has been
given us. He does not say, “It was given to the Holy Spirit to be lieve for
us,” but it was “given unto us to be lieve.” More than that, the part that our
friend left out is im por tant:

“It is given unto you… also to suf fer in His be half.”

Ac cord ing to his ex e ge sis of “be lief,” the Philip pi ans should not suf fer at
all, but the Spirit ought to do their suf fer ing for them. But see how beau ti- 
fully con sis tent Paul is: just as the Philip pi ans had been en abled by di vine
grace to be lieve on Christ, so now they were en abled to suf fer in His be half.
There are no log i cal gaps nor or ganic breaks in the di vine modus operandi.

Hav ing dwelt at some length on two clas si cal pas sages, we can tarry to
ex am ine just one more – that which de picts the three thou sand con ver sions
on the day of Pen te cost. Pe ter preached a pow er ful ser mon to the mul ti tude.
He spoke both the law and the gospel to them, and con nected the Mes siah
of the New Tes ta ment with the his tory and prophecy of the Old. His words
were not in ef fec tive, for his hear ers were smit ten in their hearts, and cried
out, “Brethren, what shall we do?” See how pow er fully they were con- 
victed; yet it was still only prepara tory grace, not con vert ing grace. Was that
con vic tion an in ner spir i tual mo tus, or was it only the in den ta tion made on a
rub ber ball? Pe ter did not hag gle about the word “do” which they had used,
and say, “You can not do any thing un til you are con verted.” It was no time
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to in ter ject the doc trine of elec tion, ei ther. He sim ply did the prac ti cal thing,
as he was led by the Spirit; he replied:

“Re pent, and be bap tized ev ery one of you in the name of Je sus Christ unto the re mis sion
of sins; and ye shall re ceive the gift of the Holy Spirit. For the prom ise is unto you and
your chil dren, and to all that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call unto
Him.”

By more ex hor ta tion (see the next verses) he brought many of them to the
yield ing point, and the record goes on:

“Then they that re ceived his word were bap tized; and there were added on that day about
three thou sand souls.”

Ob serve that Pe ter does not show much re gard for our beau ti fully schema- 
tized the o log i cal sys tems. Per haps he was not a very good the olo gian! He
even com mands un re gen er ate men to re pent, bids them be bap tized, and
then adds, “Ye shall re ceive the gift of the Holy Ghost.” Here it might even
seem that re gen er a tion came af ter re pen tance and bap tism. Pe ter, be care ful!
We are on the look out for Syn er gism!

But is there dis or der here? Was God the au thor of con fu sion on that
epoch-mak ing day? Ver ily not. He ob served His reg u lar or der, though He
did not la bel the var i ous steps as we do in our the olo gies. Let us an a lyze:
First, Pe ter him self was filled with the Holy Ghost; next, he preached the
law to the sin ful mul ti tude, and vividly pointed out their ter ri ble sin in cru- 
ci fy ing the Lord of glory; the Holy Spirit was there, and per formed His
func tion through the words of Pe ter – He wrought con vic tion; this was the
call and the il lu mi na tion of the Holy Spirit through the law. But Pe ter min- 
gled a great deal of the gospel in his ser mon. Read it over and see how of ten
he spoke of Christ as the Lord and Saviour and Mes siah. Thus when he
reached the end of his ser mon – or this part of it – his hear ers, though pow- 
er fully con victed, were not wholly in de spair, or they would not have cried
out, “Brethren, what shall we do?” There is at least a gleam of hope there –
some thing of the call and il lu mi na tion of the gospel, with their ac com pa ny- 
ing grace. Pe ter now knew that they were ready for the next step. Pre ve nient
grace had made them con scious of that dead weight of sin within them, and
had also made them will ing to be saved from its fell blight and poi son.
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There fore he said, “Re pent.” Now re pen tance does not mean mere sor row
for sin; it re ally means, as Luther found out at a most crit i cal time, “a
change of mind” – metanoia – the very word Pe ter used here in the verb
form. There fore it means a change of mind re spect ing sin and sal va tion or
Christ; and so it con sists of con tri tion and faith (Augs burg Con fes sion, Art.
XI). So the in ner mean ing of Pe ter’s com mand was, “Turn from sin and turn
to Christ.” Faith is also im plied in be ing “bap tized in the name of Je sus
Christ unto the re mis sion of your sins.” So Pe ter’s ex hor ta tion was vir tu ally
the same as that with which Christ be gan His min istry:

“Re pent ye, and be lieve the gospel.”

And now comes the crux: How, ac cord ing to Mis souri’s view and our own,
could those three thou sand peo ple re pent and be lieve be fore they were re- 
gen er ated or con verted? For Dr. Pieper we can see no es cape, for he will
have it that be fore con ver sion man can do, will, wish ab so lutely noth ing. He
is like a block or a stone or, per chance, a rub ber ball. But, ac cord ing to our
view, the ex pla na tion is quite sim ple: as pre ve nient grace had aroused those
sin ners, con victed them, and made them will ing to sur ren der to God and to
let Him save them, Pe ter knew, be ing guided by God’s Spirit, that, if he told
them to re pent and be lieve, and they were will ing to do so, not by their own
nat u ral strength, but by the strength im parted to them by grace, then the
Holy Spirit would con tinue His gra cious work, would breathe the new life
into them, and that would give them re pen tance and faith, or, in other
words, would en able them to re pent and be lieve. Then, if they went still fur- 
ther, and sub mit ted to the sacra ment of bap tism, He would be stow a spe cial
gift or en due ment upon them, just as many an other man has re ceived a spe- 
cial bless ing in bap tism. Thus the liv ing, or ganic or der of sal va tion was fol- 
lowed; they were re gen er ated, jus ti fied and saved in a spir i tual and eth i cal
way. Sal va tion was not forced upon them, and yet the whole process was
solely by the grace of God. Not a joint or crevice, how ever fine, where hu- 
man merit or pride or boast ing could creep in.

The ques tion may be asked why God so of ten com mands men to do
what they by na ture are un able to do. For ex am ple, why does He com mand
them to re pent and be lieve, when they can do nei ther in their own strength?
The se cret is an open one. God never com mands with out con fer ring the
abil ity to obey, “if there first be a will ing mind.” The very com mand is spir- 
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i tual, and car ries with it the en abling power. Take two ex am ples from the
life of Christ. In the pres ence of a vast mul ti tude of hun gry peo ple, and with
only a few loaves and fishes avail able, Je sus said to His dis ci ples, “Give ye
them to eat.” How could they carry out such a com mand? But in faith they
obeyed Him at ev ery step, and we know the re sult – they ac tu ally fed the
whole mul ti tude, and had much more food left than they be gan with.

Again, a palsied, bed-rid den man, en tirely un able to walk, was brought
to Je sus (Matt. 9:1-8). Af ter some con ver sa tion, He said to the sick of the
palsy:

“Arise, and take up thy bed, and go to thy house.” The com mand with out the con ferred
abil ity would have been ab surd; but the man had a will ing mind, and so Christ gave him
strength to walk and even to carry his couch. “So is ev ery one that is born of the Spirit.”

One thing that we have sorely missed in the Con cor dia dog matic – noth ing
has been said about the re gen er a tion of in fants in bap tism; noth ing about
bap tismal grace in adult bap tism. The whole treat ment seems to go on the
as sump tion that re gen er a tion or con ver sion per tains only to adults. Do not
our Mis souri brethren be lieve in re gen er at ing grace in and through bap tism?
The Lutheran Church makes so much of the vi tal re la tion be tween bap tism
and re gen er a tion, just as the New Tes ta ment does, that we won der a whole
book can be writ ten by a Lutheran the olo gian on the sub ject of re gen er a tion
with out any men tion of bap tism. Surely most of our chil dren of the Church
re ceive in bap tism the seeds of re gen er a tion; then when they are taught
about Christ and His love, these sem i nal prin ci ples un fold and ac tive faith is
pro duced, lay ing hold on the mer its of Christ. In her prac tice Mis souri is
faith ful in the mat ters of bap tism and cat e chiza tion, but, some how, in her
dog matic dis cus sions of elec tion and con ver sion she seems to over look
these im por tant and vi tal steps in the Or der of Sal va tion. If chil dren are po- 
ten tially re gen er ated in bap tism, how would that fit into Mis souri’s doc trine
of elec tion? Luther taught us al ways to look back to our bap tism for as sur- 
ance of sal va tion; he never once, so far as we know, ad mon ished us to look
for as sur ance to God’s eter nal de crees.
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8. Prepara tory Acts Of Grace

IN THE NEXT PLACE, we must no tice some things in Dr. Pieper’s chap ter on
“Prepa ra tion for Con ver sion.” If we mis take not, he never calls this prepa ra- 
tion “grace,” but only “acts,” “ac tus,” “mo tus,” “praepa ra tio,” etc. Just as if
the gospel call were not of grace! This, it seems to us, is cast ing slight upon
a most vi tal move ment of the Holy Spirit in the ap pli ca tion of re demp tion.
How ever, there is prob a bly rea son for this care ful re straint about call ing the
prepara tory work a work of grace; for it were called grace, and were grace,
that would in tro duce grace be fore con ver sion, and that would never do, as it
would over throw this par tic u lar dogma of con ver sion and elec tion.

In a pre vi ous chap ter the au thor seems to us to tor ture lan guage in or der
to make it ap pear that those the olo gians who be lieve in “new pow ers im- 
parted by grace” be fore con ver sion, al ways mean nat u ral pow ers. Note how
he puts it (page 36):

“What is in tended by the phrase, ‘pow ers im parted by grace,’ never de notes, in re al ity,
pow ers of grace, but nat u ral pow ers.”

We won der whether this is re ally gen er ous. How could men of sin cer ity and
schol ar ship say one thing and mean an other? Nor do we see how any man
could be guilty of such a men tal hia tus as to mean that “im parted pow ers of
grace” are “nat u ral pow ers.” Men do not gen er ally think in para doxes like
that. They might al most as well call white black and good evil. But what- 
ever may be said of oth ers, when we speak of the ef fects of pre ve nient
grace, we do not mean the nat u ral pow ers of the will, but the new pow ers
im parted by God’s Spirit. We mean what we say, and will not per mit a false
mean ing to be put into our words.

But let us no tice some of Dr. Pieper’s state ments. On page 37 he says:
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“Keep this in mind: pre vi ous to his con ver sion, or be fore the light of faith is kin dled in his
heart, man is spir i tu ally dead, and can, pre vi ous to his con ver sion, em ploy the spir i tual
pow ers of fered in God’s gra cious call as lit tle as one who is phys i cally dead can em ploy the
phys i cal vi tal ity, if it were of fered to him.”

This is most re mark able. If “spir i tual pow ers” can not be em ployed by the
sin ner, why in the world does God of fer them to him? That is one of the
strangest things you could imag ine – God of fer ing spir i tual pow ers to a
dead man who can in no wise em ploy them. And why does God call the sin- 
ner if He does not in tend to arouse him? Oh! let us not rep re sent God as act- 
ing in an ir ra tional way. Does the reader be gin to see now why the present
writer felt in con science bound to take up this sub ject for dis cus sion? We
sim ply could not let such ideas of God’s gra cious deal ings with men go un- 
cor rected, for surely we would not want to try to ce ment the Lutheran
Church into a union on such a ba sis of the ol ogy.

Dr. Pieper says rightly (page 104):

“Very prop erly, there fore, the For mula of Con cord re jects the teach ing that man, when
grace is of fered to him, in any way ‘can qual ify and pre pare him self for grace.’ On the
other hand, it is cor rect to say that God pre pares man for con ver sion.”

So we all say. But when man has been awak ened by the call and il lu mi na- 
tion to his con di tion, then he surely can, by his newly ac quired power, let
God pre pare him for con ver sion. The idea that God could “pre pare him for
con ver sion,” and yet leave him as dead as he was be fore, is, to our mind, an
in con sis tent one. In that case God would work over him pre cisely as an un- 
der taker works over a corpse. This is just as poor an thro pol ogy as the ol ogy.

But Dr. Pieper can not al ways be con sis tent with his pre con ceived the o- 
ries, even when he quotes Luther to cor rob o rate his views. On page 105 he
says:

“Luther was ac cus tomed to ex press this mat ter thus: ‘Man will not flee to Christ un less he
has first tasted hell.’”

The ital ics are ours ex cept the word “first.” How can a dead man “flee to
Christ” or “taste” any thing? Oh, brethren, brethren, when we are deal ing
with man’s sal va tion, we must re mem ber that we are deal ing with spir i tual
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and psy chi cal facts, not with ma te rial blocks and stones and corpses! Af ter- 
ward Dr. Pieper quotes Luther as say ing:

“The law pre pares for grace (ad gra tiam praeparat) by re veal ing and aug ment ing sin and
by hu mil i at ing the proud, in or der that they may de sire help from Christ.” This quo ta tion is
very un for tu nate for Dr. Pieper’s the ory, for a “dead” man could not “de sire help from
Christ.” Luther was right, for even in con vict ing men of sin by the law, God never fails to
ac com pany the law by the gospel, and thus cre ate a “de sire for help from Christ,” which
de sire must be the re sult of grace. Thus “the law is a school mas ter to lead us to Christ.”

Dr. Pieper con tin ues:

“Chem nitz stig ma tizes as slan der the Ro man ist charge that the Luther ans taught no ‘prepa- 
ra tion’ for the ac cep tance of jus ti fy ing grace. He says: ’It is un true when they charge in the
Ninth Canon that we deny that any mo tions of the will, im parted and quick ened by God,
pre cede the ac cep tance of jus ti fi ca tion. For we do teach that re pen tance or con tri tion
comes first, and these can not ex ist with out great, sin cere, and earnest mo tions of the will.
But we do not say that pen i tence or con tri tion pre cede as some thing mer i to ri ous.”

By not ing the words and phrases which we have ital i cized above, it will be
seen that Chem nitz over throws Dr. Pieper’s cen tral po si tion. He would
make the “dead” sin ner even more ac tive be fore con ver sion than we would
our self, for we would not go so far as to say that “re pen tance” goes be fore
re gen er a tion, be cause re pen tance has its faith side as well as its con tri tion
side. With Chem nitz we also deny that there is any thing mer i to ri ous in pen- 
i tence and con tri tion.

Dr. Pieper fre quently refers to and quotes from Lat er mann and Musaeus.
We must con fess frankly that we have no di rect ac quain tance with the writ- 
ings of these the olo gians; but, if Dr. Pieper quotes them cor rectly – and we
have no doubt he does – they surely went too far to ward syn er gism. If they
say that, be fore con ver sion, the sin ner is ca pa ble of “good con duct” to ward
grace and of “co op er a tion unto con ver sion,” we would ob ject; for that
would im ply, first, some merit in man (“good con duct”), and, sec ond, a pos- 
i tive ac tiv ity of the hu man will be fore con ver sion (“co op er a tion”), and thus
would en able the sin ner partly to con vert him self; whereas we hold that the
pre ve nient will is purely pas sive at this point, and can only say:

“Lord, have mercy upon me a sin ner; I can do noth ing; Thou, and Thou alone, must save
me!”
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Just as Pe ter cried, when sink ing in the waves:

“Lord, save me, or I per ish;”

He could not do a thing to save him self; he could sim ply let Christ save
him. As he did let Christ save him, he was saved; but if he had not left
Christ save him, he would have per ished – un less, per chance, Christ had
saved him by phys i cal force, which He will never do for the sin ner. So we
refuse to be put into the com pany of Lat er mann and Musaeus, if they taught
what has been at trib uted to them.

At this point Dr. Pieper again tries to put his op po nents into a log i cal
cul-de-sac (pages 108-9). He quotes from the Strass burg Fac ulty. We give
the gist of it: How could a will cre ated by grace – in other words, the new
power im parted by the Spirit – ex er cise any choice be tween good and evil?
If it is a spir i tu ally en abled will, it surely could choose only in ac cord with
the will of God.

This, we re ply, is sim ply an other ex am ple of the ma te ri al is tic and me- 
chan i cal way of look ing at eth i cal and spir i tual re al i ties. It comes from a
mis con cep tion of an eth i cal will. More study of the deep prin ci ples of
Chris tian ethics would be help ful. A will – that is, a good will – is not
some thing that must choose one way, and only one, but a fac ulty that has
the power of al ter nate choice. Oth er wise it is not a will, in the true sense of
the term, but an en slaved will. The cor rupt will of the un saved sin ner is not
truly a will, for it can choose only one way. Not so with a good will, a spir i- 
tu ally en abled will; it is good by the very to ken that it is free from bondage,
and can elect. We prove this state ment from Christ Him self (John 8:34-37):

“Ev ery one that com mit teth sin is the slave of sin. And the slave abideth not in the house
for ever; the son abideth for ever. If there fore the Son shall make you free, ye shall be free
in deed.”

When Adam came from the cre ative hand of God, was his will a good will
or an evil one? A good will, surely, for God never cre ated evil; and yet he
had the power of al ter nate choice, and, sadly enough, made a mis use of it.

Mis souri teaches that, af ter con ver sion, the will is made free by di vine
grace. If so, ac cord ing to her own logic, this will could choose only one
way, be cause it is a will es tab lished by grace; yet Mis souri teaches that
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those who have been con verted can back slide. But how can a will es tab- 
lished by God’s grace ever de cide against that grace? This would seem to be
an other “mys tery,” this time a psy cho log i cal one. How ever, ac cord ing to
our view, that a good will is one that has the power of al ter nate choice, there
is no dif fi culty.

But even tak ing Mis souri’s me chan i cal view of the will, there might be
said to be two wills in man af ter the call and prior to his con ver sion – the
old evil one and the good en abled one. They would cer tainly op pose each
other. The evil will would try to over come and de stroy the good one that
God has stirred into ac tiv ity; and that would ac count for the schism that oc- 
curs in ev ery sin ner’s soul when the Holy Spirit con victs him through the
law and of fers him par don through the gospel. Note Paul’s graphic por trayal
of the two wills within him, the one lust ing against the other (Rom. 7:13-
25). Also Christ:

“The spirit in deed is will ing, but the flesh is weak.”

The rest of our Con cor dia friend’s dis ser ta tion on prepara tory work is not
only full of con tra dic tions, strained rea son ing and ex parte in ter pre ta tions of
Scrip ture, but also re duces the prepara tory work of the Spirit through the
call and il lu mi na tion to ni hil. The idea that all these pre ve nient im pres sions
are only “from with out” is, in our opin ion, wide of the mark. That would be
an anoma lous work of the Holy Spirit that would sim ply make out side im- 
pres sions, with out in the least af fect ing the in side of the sin ner’s soul. Why,
even the “rub ber-ball” il lus tra tion would show more than that, for you could
not make the least im pres sion upon the ball’s sur face with out caus ing a
move ment of all the atoms within! Much less a hu man soul where the op er- 
a tions are not me chan i cal, but psy chi cal and spir i tual. But even here our
earnest friend can not pre serve his con sis tency, for in re fer ring to Paul’s dis- 
course be fore Fes tus and Agrippa (page 114), he says:

“The con text shows that the whole com pany were lis ten ing at ten tively, and that Fes tus and
Agrippa were re ally in wardly moved and pow er fully ag i tated.”

Yet, so far as we know, they never were con verted. This shows how dif fi- 
cult it is for any man, how ever learned and sin cere, to sus tain an in con sis- 
tent the ory. If this sounds too se vere, it is meant kindly.
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It is all but im pos si ble for our brethren across the line to keep their
modes of ex pres sion in ac cord with their own views: they are con stantly
over step ping the line. Even good Dr. Wal ter had this fail ing. See this quo ta- 
tion on page 109:

“Con ver sion, in deed, does not oc cur or di nar ily with out sev eral prepara tory phe nom ena
(Vor gaenge) within man, and in this sense con ver sion is ac com plished by de grees, grad u- 
ally; but con ver sion it self in ev ery case oc curs in an in stant.”

No tice “within man,” not merely “out side.”
Take one of Dr. Wal ter’s fa vorite il lus tra tions (pages 113, 114) – that of a

be sieged fortress. “The fortress re ceives im pres sions from with out; it is
bom barded and at tacked. The be sieged, how ever, do not make com mon
cause with the be sieg ing force, but try to pre vent the tak ing of the fortress.”

To our mind, this is a very in ef fec tive il lus tra tion; but let us ad mit it for
the sake of ar gu ment. If the walls were vi o lently bom barded from with out,
and were be gin ning to top ple, it is likely that the peo ple within the fortress
would be a good deal im pressed, a good deal ag i tated, just as the hu man
heart is when it is as saulted by the law. Again, if the be sieg ing forces did
not suc ceed in tak ing the fortress, it would be be cause the army within were
too strong for them, and so they were fi nally driven away by su pe rior force
and skill. Here again the il lus tra tion fails, for the Holy Spirit can not be
over come by force; nor does He act upon the soul by co er cion. But sup pose
the peo ple within the walls fi nally ca pit u late; this must have oc curred in
one of two ways: ei ther be cause they were forcibly over come while yet re- 
sist ing, or be cause they at length be came will ing to sur ren der. In which way
do our Mis souri brethren think the trans ac tion takes place in the case of a
sin ner’s con ver sion?

We must pause here to re mark on this mat ter of the sin ner be ing con- 
verted with out his con sent, or, in other words, by force. If he is pos i tively
dead, like a corpse, be fore his con ver sion, he must be con verted by co er- 
cion. If so, how can it be by grace? Could a con ver sion that was forced
upon an un will ing sin ner be called a work of grace? Would not that method
nul lify sola gra tia? We ask the ques tion kindly, not for the pur pose of driv- 
ing our brethren into a cor ner; merely as a mat ter to be se ri ously pon dered.
But if the call awak ens the sin ner to his con di tion, and pre ve nient grace en- 
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ables him to be will ing to let God save him, and he so con sents, then the
whole process is eth i cal and spir i tual, and there fore – sola gra tia.

An other of Dr. Wal ter’s re marks is found on page 117:

“When the Lord says, ‘Thou art not far from the king dom of God,’ Mark 12:34, He would
say, ‘There are in thee even now prepara tory ef fects of the Spirit;’ for the scribe here ad- 
dressed had al ready yielded to a bet ter un der stand ing of the law.”

Note the words, “in,” “ef fects,” and “had al ready yielded;” and yet all of it
had taken place in the man’s soul be fore his con ver sion, for we do not know
even to day whether he was ever con verted or not. Yet our au thor says:

“In the same con nec tion Wal ter re jects ev ery sta tus medius. He says: ‘Who ever teaches that
a man may be con verted, and yet not be en tirely con verted, con tra dicts the Scrip tures,
which know but two states, death and life. Who ever is not un der grace is un der wrath; who- 
ever is not in life is still in death; who ever is not on the way to heaven is on the way to hell;
who ever is an un saved per son is a damned per son. There is no twi light stage, no mid dle
state be tween light and dark ness.’”

How do these rad i cal state ments com port with what he says above about the
scribe hav ing “al ready yielded to a bet ter un der stand ing of the law?” How
could a man ut terly “dead” and in ut ter “dark ness” com mend the lofty spir i- 
tual im port of the law, as Christ had in ter preted it to him? This state ment
en tirely ig nores both God’s call and il lu mi na tion be fore con ver sion, mak ing
them in ef fec tive. Be sides, if there is no “twi light” stage, God’s method in
na ture and His method in grace are ut terly di verse: for in na ture there is al- 
ways a twi light stage (or, rather, dawn) be fore the sun comes up in its full
glory. Why, the Bible it self rec og nizes a pe riod of dawn in spir i tual mat ters
(2 Pet. 1:19):

“Un til the day dawn, and the day-star arise in your hearts.”

Still an other quo ta tion from Wal ter is given on pages 117 and 118:

“It sounds very fine when mod ern the olo gians say: ‘When God gives strength to un con- 
verted man, he is able to co op er ate to ward his con ver sion.’”
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We pause, lest we be mis un der stood, to say we re ject the view that the un- 
con verted man can “co op er ate to ward his con ver sion;” the word “co op er- 
ate” is, to our mind, too strong a word at that stage; the called and il lu mined
sin ner can do noth ing to ward his con ver sion; he can sim ply let God save
him; that much abil ity God gives in the call and il lu mi na tion – to be pas sive
in God’s hands; even as long as he tries to save him self, he will balk God’s
ef forts to save him. This lies at the very heart of moral and spir i tual re al i- 
ties: a sin ner can not con vert him self, nor for give him self, nor cleanse away
his own sins.

Dr. Wal ter pur sues:

“But that is wrong; for a dead per son can not make use of im parted pow ers as long as he
lacks the strength nec es sary for the em ploy ment of such pow ers, that is to say, as long as he
lacks life. You may roll a dead body back and forth, and by ap ply ing elec tric ity cause him
to open his eyes or his mouth, and so on, but all this re mains a re sult of forces af fect ing
him from with out. Only he who has be come sub jec tively a pos ses sor of power can move
him self.”

Oh! no! no! the Holy Spirit does not work in that me chan i cal way on the
hu man heart. Elec tric ity is a dead force, a purely me chan i cal en ergy, but
Paul says (1 Cor. 15:45):

“The last Adam (Christ) be came a life-giv ing spirit;”

and (2 Cor. 3:6):

“The let ter kil leth, but the Spirit giveth life.”

We main tain once more that, when the Holy Spirit calls the sin ner to grace
and sal va tion, He does not as sault him like a dead force, but with a liv ing
power and per sua sion; He awak ens him to his un done and de filed con di tion
and shows him Christ as his Saviour. If the Spirit can do that much through
the call and il lu mi na tion, He can also quicken the will, or con fer a new will,
to the ex tent that the sin ner will be will ing to let God par don and save him.
Ob serve also the con tra dic tion in the above quo ta tion from Wal ter:

“A dead per son can not make use of im parted pow ers,” etc.
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Then how can they be im parted, or if they can be, what good does it do for
God to im part them? And also what good would it do to ap ply elec tric ity to
a dead body – un less it would be merely for sci en tific and ex per i men tal pur- 
poses, or per chance to sat isfy idle cu rios ity?

Apol ogy is made to Dr. Pieper for our hav ing to say that his chap ter on
“The ‘Pos si bil ity’ of Con ver sion” is a species of hair-split ting that ought to
be left en tirely in the do main of dog matic lib erty, and should never for a
mo ment be per mit ted to cause schism in our great and beloved Lutheran
Zion. It is some what in ge nious, but far from con vinc ing. It con tains con tra- 
dic tions. Com ment ing on Isa. 55:6, “Seek ye the Lord while He may be
found,” he quotes Os ian der as fol lows:

“The Lord is near and can be found when, through the preach ing of the gospel, He of fers
sal va tion to us. But when He takes away His Word, so that it no longer is cor rectly un der- 
stood, He can be nei ther found nor prop erly wor shiped. Let us, then, grate fully seize the
op por tu nity by means of which the Lord in His grace ap proaches us.”

But a “dead” man could not “grate fully seize the op por tu nity.” You see, it is
im pos si ble for our dear friends, the elec tion ists, to main tain their con sis- 
tency. We hope they will not re ply that such is the teach ing of the Bible, and
thus try to fix the re spon si bil ity for dog matic in con sis tency upon the in- 
spired vol ume. And when does God take away His Word? He never does
this ar bi trar ily. When He says (Gen. 6:3): “My Spirit shall not al ways strive
with man,” it is be cause, as the con text shows, they have, by their ter ri ble
sins and stub born re sis tance, “grieved the Holy Spirit of God” (Eph. 4:30);
or as is said in Gen. 6:6:

“And it re pented Je ho vah that He had made man on the earth, and it grieved Him at the
heart.”

No, the Bible never rep re sents God as act ing in an ar bi trary or capri cious
way.

Fur ther on (page 120), Dr. Pieper him self says:
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“The ex pres sions, ‘pos si bil ity of con ver sion,’ ‘op por tu nity’ of con ver sion, ‘pos si bil ity of
be ing con verted,’ should then be re tained in the sense, viz., that the sav ing grace of God
com prises all men, and that the Holy Spirit op er ates in all hear ers unto con ver sion, and
that the cause of non-con ver sion is to be sought solely in man’s re sis tance. This is summed
up in the terms gra tia suf fi ciens. The Scrip tures teach gra tia suf fi ciens, that is to say, that
God op er ates through the call in such a man ner and to such an ex tent that all hear ers of the
Word may be ‘en light ened, con verted and saved,’ and that no hearer re mains un con verted
by rea son of some de fi ciency in the op er a tions of di vine grace or by rea son of a lack of gra- 
cious in tent on the part of God.”

We do not want to be hy per crit i cal, but since Mis souri con stantly makes all
her fa vorite fig ures of speech “go on all fours,” as the say ing is, we would
kindly ask, How can “dead” sin ners be “hear ers of the Word?” If they are
“dead” like logs or corpses, how can it be said that “the Holy Spirit op er ates
in all hear ers unto con ver sion?” Our brethren ought to re mem ber that ev ery
sim ile is de fec tive in some points, while en tirely per ti nent in oth ers, that is,
the points in which the par al lel ism is in tended. “Omne sim ile clau di cat.”

What Dr. Pieper says on pages 121-123 on Syn er gism does not con cern
us, for, as we have so of ten said be fore, we re ject Syn er gism, which means
that the un con verted sin ner, in his nat u ral state, can co op er ate with God in
his sal va tion, or that, by means of spir i tual abil i ties im parted in the Call, he
can ac tively co op er ate or in any way help to con vert and save him self. Most
pos i tively do we re ject Melanchthon’s for mula in the last edi tion of his
Loci, when he enu mer ated “three causes of con ver sion, viz., the Holy
Spirit, the Word, and the will of man” (Ja cobs, id., page 224). If, af ter the
sin ner’s awak en ing through the Call, he would be saved, he must sim ply
sur ren der to God’s sav ing power, must be qui es cent in God’s hand, must let
God save him; and this He can do, be cause God’s Call to him has been a
liv ing, en er giz ing Call.

A word now as to what Dr. Wal ter called mo tus in evitabiles. This is the
scholas tic term which he ap plied to the mo tions or acts of the Holy Spirit
prior to con ver sion. They are sim ply in evitable mo tions, so far as the sin- 
ner’s will is con cerned. In re join der we would say that the only mo tus of
that kind in the process are the first prof fers of grace through the Call. Of
course, the sin ner must first hear the Word of God. Just how long such mo- 
tus are con tin ued by our heav enly Fa ther we need not try to de ter mine; for
He alone knows how to fit His over tures to ev ery per son’s case. From the
very na ture of the process there must be such ini tial move ments on God’s
part: if God did not first give the Call, no one would ever be saved; no one
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would ever know about Christ and His re demp tion. “How shall they be lieve
on Him of whom they have not heard?” God al ways ini ti ates the process:

“Ye have not cho sen me, but I have cho sen you” (Matt. 15:16);

“We love Him, be cause He first loved us” (1 John 4:19; also John 3:16).

Yes, the ini tia tive in sal va tion al ways comes from God. But af ter God, by
His gra cious Call and Il lu mi na tion, has suf fi ciently aroused the sin ner to
pro duce con vic tion and the sense of re spon si bil ity, the mo tus in vitabiles
must cease, and acts in volv ing man’s moral and spir i tual free dom must be- 
gin and con tinue. Not to be out done by our learned friends in the use of
scholas tic terms, these acts might be called mo tus morales et vol un tarü.

An in stance of treat ing an op po nent un fairly and im pos ing upon him
views that he does not hold, is found on page 123, where a quo ta tion is
made from the Strass burg Fac ulty as fol lows:

“Does not God on His part grant that we will? Does He merely grant that we are able to
will, able to con vert our selves, able to be lieve?”

We won der whether there ever has been a Lutheran who said or thought that
we poor, un done sin ners are “able to con vert our selves?” By run ning that
dam ag ing phrase into the sen tence, the writ ers did not fairly rep re sent their
op po nents’ view. God cer tainly does con fer the abil ity to will and be lieve.
Surely He does not do our will ing and be liev ing for us, any more than He
does our walk ing, breath ing, eat ing, or even our think ing for us; but that is
con ti nents away from say ing that a man is able to con vert him self. To will
and be lieve be long to a dif fer ent cat e gory from to con vert, for God en ables
will ing and be liev ing, and then men must use the pow ers con ferred; but as
for con vert ing, God alone can and must do that, just as He alone must for- 
give and save. We have con tended all along that, through pre ve nient grace,
the sin ner is sim ply en abled to let God con vert and save him.

“Then,” we fancy Dr. Pieper will re ply, “it all de pends, af ter all, on
man’s choice.” Not so. It all de pends on God’s grace and power, and, of
course, on His eter nal fore-or di na tion; for the whole process of sal va tion
must have been pre de ter mined in eter nity. But there must come a time in
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the process when God’s Spirit en ables the sin ner to choose to let him self be
saved or not, as the Scrip ture teaches:

“Choose ye this day whom ye will serve” (Josh. 24:15);

“How long halt ye be tween two opin ions? If God be God, fol low Him; if Baal, then fol low
him” (1 Kings 18:21, spo ken to un re gen er ate men).

If such a mo ment of op tion does not come to the sin ner be fore con ver sion,
then con ver sion is forced upon him. Will the the olo gian, or, for that mat ter,
any one else, try to think of a man be ing con verted with out his con sent or
against his con sent? What kind of a con ver sion would that be? Fig ure it out
as you will, there must be a point, prior to con ver sion, when God deals with
the sin ner’s will, which He has called into ac tion. From a psy cho log i cal
view-point this must be true; for God’s Call and Il lu mi na tion give the sin ner
the knowl edge of sin and sal va tion, as the Mis souri ans them selves ad mit;
so, as the mind is a unit, the cog niz ing power could not be called into ac tion
with out pro duc ing some ef fect upon the sus cep ti bil ity and the will. If this is
not true, God acts con trary to the psy chi cal laws which He Him self has
fore or dained and es tab lished.

A few more ob ser va tions are needed to com plete this part of the sub ject.
If Mis souri means by con ver sion the whole process of grace from awak en- 
ing to jus ti fi ca tion, she should say so pos i tively and clearly, and should not
in sist on ac tus praepara torae; then we could agree with her; then, too,
much con fu sion and con tro versy would be avoided in the Church. That re- 
ally is what should be called con ver sion (con ver sio, a com plete turn ing),
while the ac tual be stowal of the new life and of faith should be called re- 
gen er a tion (from re gener are, to beget again). In that case, how ever, Mis- 
souri should not call con ver sion in stan ta neous. Re ally we have some times
sus pected that what the rest of us term the Call and the Il lu mi na tion, the
Mis souri ad vo cates call con ver sion; for when Dr. Pieper on page 111 speaks
about the ex pe ri ence of con ver sion he makes it such a gen tle, zephyr-like
trans ac tion that one won ders what all the the o log i cal ag i ta tion is about.
Con ver sion, he says, oc curs “in a way im per cep ti ble to hu man feel ing, and
so di vinely gen tle that few con verted per sons are able to state the hour of
their con ver sion.” Beau ti ful, in deed! While many adults are not con verted
in that quiet way, many are, and al most all prop erly reared chil dren of
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Chris tian par ents are. It is the nor mal way. But, some how, it does not com- 
port well with Mis souri’s po si tion, for dur ing the in tro duc tory stage
(praepa ra tio) the “dead” sin ner seems to be more ac tive, alive and con- 
scious of what is tran spir ing than he is in the mo ment of ac tual con ver sion.
Is our de bate a lo go machy [de bate about words]?

Our next para graph is about a good will, a free will, a will dis en thralled
to the ex tent needed at the given mo ment in God’s econ omy of grace. Mis- 
souri al ways treats the will as if it were a kind of ma te rial thing or a ma- 
chine. There fore, in the in ter est of Chris tian ethics, we de sire to say that a
free will is not some thing that is pulled down by force on one side or the
other, but that is placed in equi lib rium, so that it can elect for it self. That
was the will in lib erty with which Adam and Eve were orig i nally en dowed.
Now, in the process of di vine mercy and grace in restor ing man to his orig i- 
nal es tate, there must come mo ments when man is ca pa ble of ex er cis ing this
orig i nal en due ment. It is re stored sola gra tia just as it was orig i nally be- 
stowed sola gra tia.

There is one sig nif i cant phrase in the Madi son Agree ment of the Nor we- 
gians to which Dr. Pieper ob jects. It is in Sec. 4 (page 8) where the Nor we- 
gians say:

“In other words, we re ject ev ery doc trine which… would weaken man’s sense of re spon si- 
bil ity in re spect of the ac cep tance or re jec tion of God’s grace.”

So alert is Dr. Pieper con stantly in his de fense of his fa vorite doc trines that
he scents dan ger here. There might be the least hint of Syn er gism in such
lan guage. He says (page 35):

“The phrase, ‘feel ing of re spon si bil ity over against1 the ac cep tance or re jec tion of grace,’
cre ates the im pres sion as if there ex isted in man be fore his con ver sion a con di tion or mo- 
ment of time in which he may de cide, as well whether he will ac cept, as whether he will re- 
ject, the grace of fered him.”

Do our Mis souri brethren ever preach the gospel to the un con verted? If they
do, do they tell them they have and can have no “feel ing of re spon si bil ity”
in re gard to the sal va tion of fered them? If they do tell them this, how can
they ever ex pect any sin ner to re pent and come to God? If they do not tell
them this frankly, but talk to them as if they were re spon si ble be ings since
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they have heard the gospel, then the Mis souri ans are not preach ing their
own doc trine, but an other doc trine. How do they preach to the un con verted,
any way? If the preach ing of the law to the un saved pro duces con vic tion –
and surely that is its of fice – then it must stir a “feel ing of re spon si bil ity.”
Why do our brethren preach the law? And when they do preach it to the un- 
con verted, do they ex pect it to pro duce no other ef fect than that of an im- 
pact on a rub ber ball or of an elec tric shock on a dead body? You can not
build an op er a tive Church on this doc trine of elec tion. It is too aca demic
and scholas tic. It is not a prac ti cal or a preach able the ol ogy. It may be a the- 
ol ogy for the pro fes sor’s chair, but not for the prac ti cal preacher and pas tor
out in the field, deal ing with liv ing, think ing, sin ning men and women.
Even most of the Pres by te rian min is ters with whom we have con versed
have ac cepted elec tion in view of faith per se vered in to the end of life. They
could not make the the ol ogy of their creed ap pli ca tory in their work.

Oh, brethren, we must have a the ol ogy that we can preach to all classes
of men and that will make a truth ful ap peal to them. Again we must raise
the rel e vant ques tion, Can the Lutheran Church of Amer ica ac cept the elec- 
tion ist the ol ogy as the only ba sis of union?

Not to in ject too much of the per sonal el e ment into this dis cus sion, the
present writer, who was a pas tor for many years, was blessed of God with
the joy of win ning many un con verted per sons to Christ. He had a the ol ogy
that he could preach, and preach with all his heart; and he al ways tried to
arouse a feel ing of re spon si bil ity in the sin ner’s mind, telling him that he
could have sal va tion if he would, and that, if he did not, it would be his own
fault. Whether this was the cor rect the ol ogy or not, it worked. To day there
are many faith ful and loyal Luther ans in the churches he served that were
brought to Christ by that kind of preach ing. Do we want to ac cept a sys tem
of dog mat ics that we can not preach right out with ut ter frank ness and full- 
ness to all classes of peo ple? And, above all, do we want to make such a
sys tem the ba sis of union?

And where did our Lord Je sus Christ try to posit the “feel ing of re spon- 
si bil ity?” Pre cisely with the un con verted peo ple to whom He preached. He
said to the Phar isees:

“Ye will not come to me that ye may have life.”
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Was He not try ing to stir a “feel ing of re spon si bil ity” in them, or was he
sim ply try ing to make in den ta tions on rub ber balls? Our Lord se verely up- 
braided the cities of Galilee, Chorazin, Ca per naum and Beth saida, say ing it
would be more tol er a ble for Tyre, Sidon and Sodom than for them in the
day of judg ment (Matt. 11:20-24). And why this stern re buke? Be cause of
the mighty works He had done among them. Was He not fix ing the re spon- 
si bil ity upon those sin ners to whom He was preach ing? The fact is, He was
mak ing their own choice the very thing that de ter mined their eter nal des- 
tiny. And re mem ber they were un con verted sin ners, too. Why, brethren, ev- 
ery com mand of God, ev ery pre cept, ev ery in vi ta tion, ev ery threat of pun- 
ish ment – ev ery one con notes hu man re spon si bil ity. When Pe ter, on the day
of Pen te cost, ac cused his hear ers of their wicked ness in hav ing cru ci fied Je- 
sus, he was try ing to stir within them the “feel ing of re spon si bil ity;” and he
suc ceeded, too, for they “were pricked in their heart,” and cried out,
“Brethren, what shall we do?” When Isa iah said:

“Come now, saith the Lord, and let us rea son to gether; though your sins be as scar let,”

he was try ing to make those sin ners con scious of their “re spon si bil ity.” So
we hope the Nor we gian brethren will re tain the afore said clause.

If there is no “con di tion or mo ment” be fore con ver sion when the sin ner
can de cide whether he will let God save him or not, then, if he is con verted,
he must be con verted by force, just as we have proved again and again.
Such a the ol ogy makes all the gra cious in vi ta tions of the Bible to the un- 
con verted nu ga tory, not to say in sin cere. Again, this idea that sin ners be fore
con ver sion have no re spon si bil ity, and even no feel ing of re spon si bil ity, is
not true to the facts of ev ery-day ex pe ri ence, for thou sands of them do have
that feel ing, as you will dis cover if you have a heart-to-heart talk with them.
Worst of all, these stiff, im mo bile, pro crustean doc trines of elec tion and
con ver sion would log i cally lead to fa tal ism; also the de struc tion of all sense
of moral obli ga tion on the part of un con verted peo ple. What state of so ci ety
would that bring about? The sav ing fea ture about the whole mat ter is that
nei ther the Mis souri ans nor the Calvin ists con sis tently push their logic to
the fa tal con clu sion. In ev ery-day prac tice they treat sin ners just as if they
were re spon si ble hu man be ings. The con clu sion is that they have a the ol ogy
that is not prac ti cal, but the o ret i cal, aca demic and spec u la tive.
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An other dif fi culty about this pe cu liar doc trine of con ver sion and elec tion
is this: In the first place, Mis souri teaches that un saved sin ners are con- 
demned solely through their own fault; in other words, it is their own fault
that they are non-elect; yet she teaches, in the next breath, that they could
not do oth er wise than they do, even though God calls them to re pen tance.
Then how can the blame be theirs? They could not do oth er wise than they
do. If God calls them, and they can only re sist, and God does not even make
them will ing to al low them selves to be saved, then God fails to make the
call ef fec tual in their case, while He does make it ef fec tual in the case of the
elect. Then who is to blame if the non-elect are not saved? Of course, Mis- 
souri will say, “Right there is the mys tery!” But it is a mys tery cre ated by
Mis souri, not by the Bible. The Bible says in ring ing tones, “Whoso ever
will! whoso ever will!”

Our friends may ob ject to hav ing this re morse less logic ap plied to their
the ol ogy; but we re ply that men will think; you can not pre vent that; and if
the olo gians will take an in con sis tent po si tion, they can not blame think ing
men for draw ing the log i cal con clu sions from their premises. We chal lenge
any gospel preacher to preach this doc trine of the ir re spon si bil ity of the sin- 
ner to the sin ner him self! For our part, we do not care for a sys tem of the ol- 
ogy that you must keep in the class room, but dare not pro claim from the
house-top.

All peo ple in tu itively think and speak of men as free moral agents. An
old Pres by te rian farmer was once declar ing stoutly that he be lieved in the
gen uine old-fash ioned doc trine of elec tion. Some one asked him why it
was, then, that so many peo ple are not elected. He replied:

“Have you ever known a per son to be elected who re fused to be a can di date?”

He sim ply could not be con sis tent with his the ory. A well-known Pres by te- 
rian di vine, now gone to his re ward, was wont to say:

“I be lieve in the per se ver ance of saints – if the saints per se vere!”

All men who are not in the thrall of a the ory think and act in that prac ti cal
way. We be lieve in both a the ol ogy and phi los o phy that can be lived and ap- 
plied. The the ol ogy of the Bible is just such a the ol ogy. In some places it
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prop erly em pha sizes God’s sov er eign rule; at other places man’s free moral
agency and re spon si bil ity. Both prin ci ples are true, and there is no con flict
be tween them. In deed, it mag ni fies the power and glory of God to know
that He is so great and om ni scient that He can make free agents and yet pre- 
serve His per fect ruler ship. If He could not do that, He would not be in fi nite
in wis dom and power.

A mis take that Con cor dia makes is to try to prove, by a di alec ti cal
process, that their doc trine of elec tion gives to be liev ers as sur ance of fi nal
sal va tion, while the op pos ing doc trine leaves them in un cer tainty. Here we
be lieve there has been some er ror on both sides, or, per haps, lack of clear- 
ness. Such a thing as ab so lute and un con di tional as sur ance of fi nal sal va tion
is not taught in the Sa cred Scrip tures. Such as sur ance would lead to car nal
se cu rity. There would then be no need for Christ to say:

“Watch and pray, lest ye en ter into temp ta tion;”

“What I say unto you I say unto all, Watch;”

“Abide in me, and I in you;”

“If a man abide not in me, he is cast forth as a branch and is with ered.”

Other warn ings are:

“Let him that thin keth he standeth take heed lest he fall;”

“Ex am ine your selves, whether ye be in the faith;”

“Blessed is the man that en dureth temp ta tion;”

“Be thou faith ful unto death, and I will give a crown of life.”

God’s way is right. He gives us enough as sur ance to keep us from worry
and anx i ety, yet not so much as to cause us to be “at ease in Zion.” Even
Paul ex pressed some con cern for his fi nal sal va tion (1 Cor. 9:27):



85

“But I buf fet my body, and bring it into bondage: lest by any means, af ter that I have
preached to oth ers, I my self should be re jected.”

The Mis souri po si tion can never give un con di tional as sur ance, for no one
can be sure in this life just what took place in the coun sels of eter nity (un- 
less God re veals it in time, and Mis souri holds that he has not made such a
rev e la tion re spect ing elec tion). True, it might be said, if a man has ac cepted
Christ as his Lord and Re deemer, that ought to be a sure to ken of his elec- 
tion. Ah! the trou ble is, so many be lieve on Christ for a time, then lose their
faith, and so do not per se vere to the end. So faith in Christ is not, af ter all, a
sure cri te rion of elec tion unto eter nal life. Any way, if elec tion is a closed
se cret with God, no one can ever know un til he dies and goes to heaven
whether he has been elected or not.

No less can the ad vo cates of elec tion in tu itu fidei give ab so lute cer ti tude
of fi nal per se ver ance and sal va tion. Why? Be cause the be liever may fail to
keep on to the end. Many con verted per sons have back slid den. Even Mis- 
souri does not hold to the Calvin is tic doc trine, “once in grace al ways in
grace.”

So there is small need of bandy ing ar gu ment on this point. For our part,
we be lieve the ad van tage lies on the side of the in tu itu fidei doc trine. It will
prove a spur to con tin u ance in faith, whereas the Mis souri doc trine, if
pushed to its con clu sion, would be likely to lead ei ther to false se cu rity or to
de spair. We would state our po si tion in this way: In view of all the peace,
com fort and joy of faith in Je sus Christ; of the dark ness and sor row of a life
of sin and doubt; of the many pre cious prom ises of eter nal bliss to those
who are faith ful to the end; of the many as sur ances that God will be faith ful
to his part of the bap tismal covenant; that He will not, if we trust Him, suf- 
fer us to be tempted above our abil ity; that both Christ and the Fa ther will
hold us in their all-pow er ful hands – in view, we say, of all these things,
there surely is small in duce ment for be liev ers ever to de sire to turn back to
“the beg gary el e ments of the world.” Should they give up their birthright, it
would be against ev ery in cen tive that heaven can place be fore them. If God-
in-Christ holds us in His hands, so that no en emy can pluck us from His
grasp, it cer tainly would be very fool ish for us to want to squirm out of His
gra cious and om nipo tent pro tec tion. If we did so, we would de serve no fur- 
ther con sid er a tion at His hands. We con fess that we feel more se cure with
such as sur ance than we would if we thought a mys te ri ous de cree were
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hang ing over us. At the same time, we would have more heart to per se vere
in faith. Thus, on the one hand, the be liever is im mune from anx i ety; on the
other, he is saved from car nal se cu rity.

1. The phrase “over against” is not used in the Madi son Agree ment, but
“in re spect of.” This is per haps only a tech ni cal over sight.↩ 
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9. Mis souri’s Fa vorite Scrip ture
Pas sages

A PLEAS ANT PRIV I LEGE IS NOW OURS – that of ex am in ing our Mis souri
brethren’s fa vorite pas sages of Scrip ture bear ing on the doc trine of elec tion.
We say a “priv i lege,” for the study of God’s Word is the great est de light.
Af ter all our rea son ing, we must fi nally de cide ac cord ing to God’s holy or a- 
cles; they are the last court of ap peal. “To the law and to the tes ti mony! if
they speak not ac cord ing to this word, it is be cause there is no light in
them.” (Isa. 8:20).1 In this con tro versy, we have no hes i tancy in mak ing the
ap peal to the Bible. “The tes ti mony of the Lord is sure, mak ing wise the
sim ple… . The com mand ment of the Lord is pure, en light en ing the eyes”
(Ps. 19:7, 8).

The first pas sage to claim our at ten tion is Rom. 8:28-30 (Amer i can Re- 
vised Ver sion):

“And we know that to them that love God all things work to gether for good, even to them
that are called ac cord ing to His pur pose. For whom He foreknew, He also fore or dained to
be con formed to the im age of His Son, that He might be the first-born among many
brethren: and whom He fore or dained, them He also called: and whom He called, them He
also jus ti fied: and whom He jus ti fied, them He also glo ri fied.”

We be gin with verse 29:

“For whom He foreknew” (oti ous proegno).

The Greek verb here used is a form of pro-gig noskein, mean ing, by its very
et y mol ogy, to know be fore. Dr. Pieper (page 73) tries to break the force of
this verb by iden ti fy ing it with elect or pre des ti nate. Yet else where in his
book he says we should not in ter pret God’s Word, but take it just as it says.
Here, how ever, when the plain words do not suit his the ol ogy, he gives
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them an in ter pre ta tion to fit. Thus we all have our sub jec tive bi ases; we are
all very hu man. But we fear he can not main tain his in ter pre ta tion. It would
make Paul a very poor rhetori cian for him to say, “For whom he did pre des- 
ti nate, them He did pre des ti nate to be con formed,” etc. The Holy Spirit,
who in spired Paul, would hardly have moved him to use such mean ing less
tau tol ogy. Be sides, the word trans lated “fore or dain” or “pre des ti nate” is
proorisen (sec ond “o” is omega), aorist of pro-orizein, to de ter mine be fore- 
hand. So Dr. Pieper’s ex pli ca tion is in ad mis si ble. There fore, tak ing the
plain mean ing of the words just as they stand, they must sig nify that God
foreknew cer tain per sons; fore know ing them, He fore or dained them to be
made like Christ – that is, to be saved; hav ing thus de ter mined in eter nity,
He pro ceeded to carry out the de cree in time by call ing, jus ti fy ing and glo ri- 
fy ing them. What needs to be set tled now is, who are the per sons whom He
foreknew?

Let us re mem ber that Paul is speak ing about those who are saved ac- 
cord ing to the gospel of Christ. Now, when we look into the plan of re- 
demp tion as it has been plainly set forth in the Bible, we find that the terms
or con di tions of sal va tion al ways are faith, or re pen tance and faith (John
3:14-21; John 20:31; Luke 13:3, 5; Acts 2:38; 3:19, 20; 13:38, 39; 16:31;
Rom. 5:1, 2, and a hun dred oth ers). There fore, if in time He has re vealed
per se ver ing faith to be the con di tion of sal va tion, He must have fore or- 
dained it to be so from eter nity; surely, then, for those who He foreknew
would com ply with His plainly an nounced con di tion, He would make his
pre de ter mi na tion ef fec tive.2 Thus the elec tion must have been “in view of
faith” (of course per se vered in to the end). And re mem ber, “it is by faith
that it might be by grace.” So we have es tab lished our glo ri ous Lutheran
doc trine of jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone, con not ing sal va tion by grace alone.
And all has been in ac cord with God’s gra cious eter nal de cree, based upon
His in fi nite fore sight or om ni science. We praise God for His ab so lute
knowl edge; it gives a solid ba sis for all His pre de ter mi na tions, so that none
of them can mis carry, and yet all of them are just, right, gra cious and kind.

Here it is proper to de fine still more closely the doc trine of elec tion “in
view of faith.” Per haps we should have made the proper dis tinc tions ear lier
in this dis cus sion. The phrase is li able to mis un der stand ing from the fact
that it seems to the op po nent as if we meant that men can be lieve on Christ
be fore they are con verted. On the other hand, if we in sist that faith is the
gift of God, and is an abil ity be stowed sim ply and solely by God’s grace
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first in re gen er a tion, then why might we not just as well fall in with Mis- 
souri, and say that men are “elected unto faith?” So we be lieve that some of
the ex po nents of in tu itu fidei have not made quite all the dis tinc tions that
should have been made at this point. To put it just as ac cu rately as we can,
we would say: God has elected sin ners in view of the use they will make of
di vinely im parted and en abled free dom at ev ery point in the Or der of Sal va- 
tion, from the first mo ment of the Call to the fi nal trans fer to glory in
heaven. In this process faith plays a large and de ter min ing part; yet it does
not en ter into the pre ve nient acts, but is im planted in re gen er a tion. Thus in- 
tu itu fidei is an ex pres sion that can be re tained for con ve nience, if it is re- 
mem bered how it is pro duced, and what acts of the Holy Spirit pre cede it.
The fol low ing is Dr. Ja cobs’ care fully phrased and finely dis crim i nat ing
def i ni tion of “Pre des ti na tion or Elec tion” (“A Sum mary of the Chris tian
Faith,” page 554):

“It is the eter nal de cree, pur pose or de ci sion of God, ac cord ing to which, out of pure grace,
He de ter mined to save, out of the fallen, con demned and help less hu man race, each in di- 
vid ual who He fore saw from eter nity would, by His grace, be in Christ unto the end of
life.”

We must go a step far ther. All who hear the gospel Call un til they un der- 
stand its heav enly pur port have a suf fi cient chance (gra tia suf fi ciens) to be
made will ing, to know that God will con vert and save them if they will let
Him. There God’s re spon si bil ity ends and the sin ner’s be gins. If God would
go far ther than to awaken, con vict, en lighten and stir the sin ner’s will into
the abil ity to con sent to be ing saved, He would force sal va tion upon him;
which God will never do; for He al ways says, “Whoso ever will, let him
come.”

Let us add that God al ways deals with man as man, that is, as a moral
agent, not as a block or ma chine or an ir ra tional an i mal. Some times we get
the im pres sion – and we mean it kindly and only as a sug ges tion – that our
Mis souri brethren em pha size God’s power more than they do His grace.
Sev eral times we have been tempted to think that, in stead of sola gra tia,
they ought to say sola vis.

Now we come to the crux of the the olo gians rel a tive to our main theme –
Rom. IX to XI in clu sive. Here both the Calvin ists and the Mis souri Luther- 
ans find their chief Bib li cal sup port for their pe cu liar views. With both alike
the doc trine of elec tion as drawn from this pas sage is reg u la tive in their the- 
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ol ogy, ev ery thing else be ing made to con form; ev ery thing be ing dealt with
from this view-point; whereas the rest of us Luther ans, as did Paul and
Luther, make jus ti fi ca tion by faith the fun da men tal and reg u lat ing prin ci ple.
Did we say Paul? Yes, for in this very epis tle he first treats of jus ti fy ing
faith, then of elec tion.3 In the ex am i na tion of this cru cial pas sage we must
move slowly and care fully, and must not al low pre con ceived no tions to ex- 
er cise an un due in flu ence upon us.

First of all, we must find out what was Paul’s main pur pose in the doc tri- 
nal por tion of this epis tle, com pris ing, af ter the in tro duc tion, the first eleven
chap ters. This pur pose is to prove to both his Jew ish and Gen tile read ers
that jus ti fi ca tion comes by faith alone, or rather, by grace through faith in
Je sus Christ; this doc trine and fact he main tains over against the er ror that
jus ti fi ca tion comes by the deeds of the law and works of hu man merit.
There was need for this pre sen ta tion, for, on the one hand, there were Jews
who in sisted on the law; on the other, Gen tiles who be lieved in the merit of
good char ac ter and con duct. His polemic is pre sented in good homilet i cal
or der. Af ter stat ing his main theme (1:16, 17), where he de clares that the
right eous ness of God is be stowed through faith, he deals first with the hea- 
then world, and shows that it is al to gether steeped in sin, and there fore can- 
not save it self (1:18-32); sec ondly, he shows that both Jews and Gen tiles,
on ac count of their sins, are un der the same con dem na tion and dis abil ity
(2:1-29); thirdly, he turns to the Jews, and, by a most clean-cut ar gu ment,
shows them that, while they have been highly fa vored of God as His cho sen
peo ple and in be ing en trusted with the “or a cles of God,” yet they can not be
saved by the deeds of the law, sim ply be cause they are too much in the
bondage of sin to keep it (chap ters 3 and 4); then comes his match less ar gu- 
ment (chap ters 5 to 8 in clu sive) for jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone as op posed to
all work-right eous ness, whether of Jew or Gen tile, end ing with the won der- 
ful apos tro phe to sav ing and pre serv ing love in the con clud ing verses of the
eighth chap ter.

This brings us to chap ters 9 to 11, where God’s sovereignty is so
strongly em pha sized. But it is God’s sovereignty ex er cised in ac cor dance
with His pre de ter mined or der of sal va tion, as set forth in the pre vi ous chap- 
ters, namely, sal va tion by grace through faith. If not, Paul would be a very
in con sis tent writer and the olo gian; yet he was in spired by the Holy Spirit.
What does he mean to show in these chap ters? The re la tion be tween the
Jews and the Gen tiles; that both are saved by grace through faith, not with- 
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stand ing God’s var ied prov i den tial deal ings with them; that God’s sov er eign
will and grace to save them in this way can not be frus trated by any thing
that man can do, and that for car ry ing out this sov er eign pur pose He raises
up both men and na tions by a spe cial dis pen sa tion and ex er cise of His
power and grace. That this is the gist and point of his whole polemic is
clearly set forth in 11:19-23, where it is said that the Jews (or those of them
who re jected Christ) were bro ken off “by their un be lief,” while the saved
Gen tiles stand “by their faith” (11:20). In the next verses he teaches that, if
the Gen tiles con tinue not in God’s good ness, they also will “be cut off;” but
if the Jews “con tinue not in their un be lief” they shall again “be grafted in;
for God is able to graft them in again.” Can not any one see that Paul is log i- 
cally and con sis tently car ry ing out his car di nal prin ci ple of jus ti fi ca tion by
faith alone, and show ing that all God’s pre de ter mi na tions in eter nity and
His prov i den tial and gra cious deal ings in time are bent on mak ing this prin- 
ci ple ef fec tive?

Now, what is the ex act idea of elec tion so pow er fully pre sented in these
chap ters? It is that God pre des tines and elects and raises up cer tain na tions
and rep re sen ta tive in di vid u als to carry out His sov er eign plans, His pur pose
to save by grace through faith, be cause that is the only right way to save the
race. We main tain, there fore, that in these chap ters no ref er ence is made to
the un con di tional elec tion of in di vid u als unto eter nal sal va tion or unto eter- 
nal repro ba tion. For that Paul al ways makes con di tional on faith. That God
does raise up cer tain rep re sen ta tive in di vid u als to be the in stru ments of His
sov er eign pur poses, who can doubt? There were Abra ham, Moses, David,
Paul, Luther. And why He elected these men and not oth ers for their great
work, who knows? That He also elected and chose Is rael to be the spe cial
bear ers of sal va tion to the world, the race from whom Christ should come
ac cord ing to the flesh, ad mits of no ques tion ing. Just why He chose Is rael
and not some other na tion we are will ing to leave to Him. It cer tainly was
not on ac count of Is rael’s su pe rior “good con duct.” Here the di vine Pot ter
had per fect power over the clay. But our faith is sim ple enough, since God
has saved us by grace through faith, to be lieve that He elected those in di- 
vid u als and the Jew ish na tion for a wise and gra cious pur pose, and not in an
ab so lute and ar bi trary way. God has His in scrutable meth ods and pur poses,
for His ways are higher than our ways and His thoughts higher than our
thoughts. It is just as easy, and a good deal more rea son able, to be lieve, for
ex am ple, that He, by His di vine fore sight, knew that Abra ham would be the



92

in stru ment best fit ted for His pur pose, and there fore He chose him, as it is
to be lieve that He did just as He pleased with out a good and suf fi cient rea- 
son, and just be cause He had the power; for the Scrip ture teaches that “by
faith Abra ham, when he was called, obeyed to go out unto a place,” etc.
(Heb 11:8). The same prin ci ple will hold in re spect to God’s other agents
who were raised up for a spe cial mis sion.

Now, with Paul’s great prin ci ple in mind – sal va tion by grace through
faith – let us seek the mean ing of the most dif fi cult sec tions. In 9:6-9 Paul
teaches that not all the seed of Abra ham was elected to be the bear ers of
God’s sav ing plan; not Ish mael, a child of the flesh, but Isaac, the child of
prom ise, whom Abra ham and Sarah looked for by faith. Beau ti ful! Ev ery- 
thing is de ter mined and wrought out along God’s plan of sal va tion through
faith. Then there is the case of Ja cob and Esau, 9:10-13, which we will give
in the beau ti ful ver sion of the Twen ti eth Cen tury New Tes ta ment (in this
place a true trans la tion, not a gloss):

“There is also the case of Re becca, when she was about to bear chil dren to our an ces tor
Isaac. For in or der that the pur pose of God, work ing through se lec tion, might not fail – a
se lec tion de pend ing not on obe di ence, but on His Call – Re becca was told, be fore her chil- 
dren were born, and be fore they had done any thing ei ther right or wrong, that ‘the el der
would be a ser vant to the younger.’ The words of Scrip ture are, ‘I loved Ja cob, but I hated
Esau.’”

You will ob serve that this ver sion does not tone down the elec tion part at
all, for “se lec tion” must mean the same thing. Does this prove that God un- 
con di tion ally elected Ja cob unto sal va tion and passed Esau by? Not at all. It
has ref er ence solely to what Paul set out to show, namely, that God was
elect ing the one who would be the fit ter to be the an ces tor of the peo ple of
God and of the Christ who was to be given through them. Why do we say
this? Be cause if it refers to in di vid ual sal va tion, then Esau must have been
lost, and that sim ply be cause he was not elected, and we have no ev i dence
that he was lost. More over, it would im ply that all of Esau’s de scen dants
must have been lost, for of course these two men, as we have shown, were
treated as the rep re sen ta tives of their re spec tive pos ter i ties. That God’s eter- 
nal fore sight and se lec tion were cor rect is ver i fied by the se quel, for Ja cob
proved to be by far the fit ter in stru ment for God’s re deem ing plan. With all
his faults, he was spir i tual, he had vi sions of God, and grew more spir i tual
to ward the end of his life; while Esau was al ways crass, worldly and sen su- 
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ous. Just try to imag ine God’s hav ing cho sen Esau in stead of Ja cob for the
di vine pur pose, and you will in tu itively see how in tol er a ble is the thought.
There fore, even in choos ing His spe cial agents to carry out His larger, His
world wide pur pose, He does not elect them in an ab so lute and ar bi trary
way.

With ref er ence to God’s lov ing Ja cob and hat ing Esau, we will de fer to
Dr. Ja cobs (Lutheran Com men tary, in loco, p. 190):

“The word ha tred here does not mean to dis like or ab hor. It sim ply ex presses the pref er- 
ence shown to one who is loved when his claims or in ter ests come in con flict with the
other… ‘When a He brew com pares a less with a greater love, he is wont to call the for mer
ha tred’ (Tholuck).” Ref er ences to Gen. 29:30, 31; Deut. 21:15.

“That the pur pose of God ac cord ing to elec tion” (Amer. Rev.) – the pre cise
or der here can not be de ter mined from the Greek. It is, iva e kat’ ek lo gen
proth e sis, but the prepo si tion kata may be trans lated “ac cord ing to” or “by
means of” (see any Greek lex i con). Dr. Ja cobs prefers the for mer, and thus
puts “elec tion first, the pur pose af ter ward,” while the Twen ti eth Cen tury
ver sion makes it “through.” We think the lat ter the more sim ple and con sis- 
tent, for surely the or der in ev ery men tal process would be, the pur pose
first, then the elec tion of the means for car ry ing out the pur pose.

The next pas sage is verses 14-16:

“What shall we say then? Is there un righ teous ness with God? God for bid. For He saith to
Moses, I will have mercy on whom I have mercy, and I will have com pas sion on whom I
have com pas sion. So then it is not of him that wil leth, nor of him that run neth, but of God
that hath mercy.”

Let us re mem ber what Paul was prov ing – that God had not elected the
Jews on ac count of any work or le gal right eous ness; for they could claim no
such mer its; there fore in their self-right eous ness they had no right to pro- 
nounce judg ment upon God’s meth ods and ways. So He told them that His
mercy was in His own hands to be shown as He pleased. But on whom does
He al ways clearly show in the New Tes ta ment that He wills to have mercy?
Right here it is, in an other writ ing of Paul (1 Tim. 1:16):
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“How beit for this cause I ob tained mercy that in me as chief might Je sus Christ show forth
all His long-suf fer ing, for an en sam ple of them that should there after be lieve on Him unto
eter nal life.”

Hun dreds of pas sages to the same ef fect might be cited. Thus we in ter pret
Scrip ture by Scrip ture, not by some sub jec tive the o log i cal dogma. “So then
it is not of him that wil leth, nor of him that run neth, but of God that showeth
mercy.” Just as we have shown all along – God is the en abling source of all
good, of the will ing and the run ning. But re mem ber He will not do our will- 
ing and run ning for us, af ter He has con ferred the abil ity upon us through
His mercy and grace.

Vs. 17, 18:

“In Scrip ture again it is said to Pharaoh: ‘It was for this very pur pose that I raised thee to
the throne, to show my power by my deal ings with thee, and to make my name known
through out the world.’ So, then, where God wills He takes pity, and where He wills He
hard ens the heart.”

All is clear if our minds are not too much pos sessed by the idea of a mys te- 
ri ous un con di tional elec tion. It does not say that God cre ated Pharaoh for
the pur pose of hard en ing and fi nally con demn ing him, but He “raised him
up” – that is, gave him an ex alted po si tion in the world – in or der that He
might show His power and grace through him. Sup pose God fore saw that
Pharaoh would harden his own heart against God (the Old Tes ta ment says
five times that he did this be fore it says God hard ened his heart, Ex. 7-9),
then how just it would be to lift him up and make him the con spic u ous in- 
stru ment through whom God would ex hibit His power! If God had not done
this, we never would have had the won der ful his tory of God’s de liv er ance
of Is rael from their bondage in Egypt. Why God raised up Pharaoh for this
spe cial pur pose, and not some other great ruler, we leave to God Him self.
We may some time see that He raised up ev ery great man for some spe cial
pur pose.

We should re mem ber, too, that, such is God’s econ omy of na ture and
grace, that what is in tended to soften the heart ac tu ally hard ens it, if God’s
over tures are re jected. The sun melts the wax, but hard ens the clay. This is
God’s law, and so there is a sense in which God Him self may be said to
harden men’s hearts. Let us bear in mind, too, that in this place Paul is not
deal ing with the ques tion of in di vid ual elec tion to sal va tion, but with such
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con spic u ous per son ages as He chooses to ef fect great steps and epochs in
His scheme of re demp tive grace. When we look at Pharaoh in this way, we
can read ily see that He was as clay in the hands of God’s sov er eign power,
and, all un wit tingly, aided in car ry ing out His pur pose, just as Sa tan and Ju- 
das did when they brought about the cru ci fix ion of Christ. No one can get
ahead of God, or balk His great pur poses, no mat ter how much he may
abuse his free moral agency. This is the great com fort of elec tive grace.
How of ten in times of trial we throw our selves back on God’s sovereignty!

Vs. 19-24:

“Per haps you will say to me: ‘How can any one still be blamed? For who with stands His
pur pose?’ I might rather ask, ‘Who are you that are ar gu ing with God?’ Does a thing which
a man has molded say to him who molded it, ‘Why did you make me like this?’ Has not the
pot ter ab so lute power over his clay, so that out of the same lump he makes one thing for
bet ter, and an other for com mon, use? And what if God, in tend ing to re veal His dis plea sure
and make His power known, bore most pa tiently with the ob jects of His dis plea sure,
though they were fit only to be de stroyed, so as to make known His sur pass ing glory in
deal ing with the ob jects of His mercy, whom He pre pared be fore hand for glory, and whom
He called – even us – not only from among the Jews, but from among the Gen tiles also!”

It does not say that the pot ter cre ated the clay, but sim ply molded it; so it
does not say that God cre ated the “ob jects of His dis plea sure,” es pe cially
not for eter nal ret ri bu tion; it does say that He “bore most pa tiently with”
them, “though they were fit only to be de stroyed.” Here it is all plain. God
bore pa tiently with men like Pharaoh and oth ers for awhile, even much
longer than they de served, un til He saw that they were repro bate; then He
used them to carry out His re demp tive pur pose in sav ing Is rael, and to show
His glory and power, and thus make them the bear ers of sal va tion in Christ.
Thus God makes the wrath of man to praise Him (Ps. 76:10). Even
Dr. Pieper jus ti fies God’s deal ing with Pharaoh, say ing the wicked ruler got
what he de served.

We have now dealt with the dif fi cult pas sages in these chap ters; and yet
we won der whether it was nec es sary to ex pend so much la bor on them,
when Paul him self af ter ward makes ev ery thing plain (9:30-32):

“What shall we say then?”

Note his own an swer:
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“That the Gen tiles who fol lowed not af ter right eous ness, at tained to right eous ness, even the
right eous ness which is of faith; but Is rael, fol low ing af ter a law of right eous ness, did not
ar rive at that law. Where fore? be cause they sought it not by faith, but as it were, by works.
They stum bled at the stone of stum bling, even as it is writ ten: Be hold, I lay in Zion a stone
of stum bling and a rock of of fense; and he that be lieveth on Him shall not be put to
shame.”

There it all is, just as clear as crys tal – just why God elects some and does
not elect oth ers. If we walk in this rich gar den of truth in the light of jus ti fy- 
ing faith, which God has re vealed to us in His Word, we shall not walk in
dark ness. If there is any thing which God has not re vealed, we must search
for it, if we search at all, in the light re vealed, not the re verse.

If it were nec es sary, we should take plea sure in go ing through chap ters
ten and eleven, to show how Paul again and again main tains that Is rael was
re jected for a time on ac count of their lack of faith, while many of the Gen- 
tiles were grafted in be cause they did not de pend on their good works, but
solely on faith; but we sim ply in vite the reader to ex am ine these lu mi nous
pas sages for him self. At this point we de sire to quote some co gent and flu- 
ent sen tences from one of the best the olo gians of our coun try who is not a
Lutheran – one who has most stoutly de fended the evan gel i cal faith against
the “new” the ol ogy and the ra tio nal ism of the times – Dr. Henry C. Shel- 
don, pro fes sor of the ol ogy in Bos ton Uni ver sity. Our se lec tions are taken
from his work, en ti tled “A Sys tem of Chris tian Doc trine.” He says:

"It is not to be de nied that the idea of elec tion or pre des ti na tion is awarded con sid er able
promi nence in the Scrip tures. It could not have been oth er wise, if their pages were to re- 
flect the vast sweep of the di vine agency nec es sar ily op er a tive in found ing and con sum mat- 
ing the king dom of right eous ness. As the work ing out of this supreme en ter prise is im mea- 
sur ably above crea turely abil i ties, it would be a glar ing in con gruity not to rep re sent the far-
reach ing fore sight and pow er ful di rec tion of God as fun da men tal to it all. In any rea son able
view His sovereignty, con sid ered not in deed as ar bi trari ness, but as wise au thor ity, must be
re garded as de ter min ing very much ac cord ing to its own be hests. The ex is tence of the
econ omy of grace is al to gether by the choice of God, not of men. The stages of that econ- 
omy from the first over tures to sin ners to their in vest ment with the glory of a su per nat u ral
des tiny, are prop erly char ac ter ized as His choice. In the ad just ment of na tions and in di vid u- 
als to the econ omy His agency is of vast con se quence. Free will in man does not an nul the
ne ces sity of prov i den tial or der ing in this mat ter. To get His gra cious pur pose ef fec tively be- 
fore the con tem pla tion of man, God must have bear ers and in ter preters of the same. The
fittest in ter preters for a given time and place need to be se lected, and fit ness for this vo ca- 
tion is not in de pen dent of fore go ing dis ci pline. Is rael could never have ful filled its mis sion
in bring ing the di vine tes ti mony to the na tions with out spe cial dis ci pline. Apart from the
light shed by suit able an tecedents, the world would not have known what to make of the
gospel mes sage as it fell from the lips of Christ and the apos tles.
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"Thus the di vine pro ce dure has of ne ces sity the ap pear ance of se lec tion or pre des ti na tion,
and is such very largely in fact. The con junc tion of the pre pared sub ject with the mes sage
of grace, what ever else may con trib ute thereto, falls pre em i nently un der the cat e gory of di- 
vine or der ing.

“But how is the di vine su per in ten dence man aged? Is it so man aged as to se cure the fittest
in stru ments for the great est ad vance of the king dom of grace and sal va tion that is prac ti ca- 
ble in a world of free agents? or is it the sole care to bring into the di vine house hold a cer- 
tain num ber, un con di tion ally cho sen, to the ev er last ing ne glect or ex clu sion of all oth ers?
The fault of the Au gus tinian or Calvin is tic pre des ti nar ian is that he fas tens upon this ul tra
sense of pre des ti na tion, and reads it into the Scrip tures. Not con tent with the ma jes tic of fice
which is open to di vine sovereignty in or der ing the progress of the dis pen sa tion to ward the
grand est at tain able re sult, he will have it that the ab so lute choice of God fixes the eter nal
des tiny of all souls.”

Let us in ves ti gate an other cru cial pas sage, Eph. 1:3-7; but do not stop there;
read on through to 12-14, 19; 2:7-9; 3:11, 12. As the sen tences in the other
ver sions are very long and com pli cated, we will use the Twen ti eth Cen tury
New Tes ta ment (a few glosses we will cor rect):

“Blessed be the God and Fa ther of Je sus Christ, our Lord, who has blessed us on high with
ev ery spir i tual bless ing in Christ: for He chose us in Him be fore (pro) the foun da tion of the
world (kos mos), that we might be holy and blame less in His sight, liv ing in the spirit of
love. He fore or dained us, in His good will to ward us, to be adopted as sons through Je sus
Christ, and so to en hance that glo ri ous man i fes ta tion of His lov ing-kind ness which He gave
us in the Beloved; for in Him and through the shed ding of His blood, we have re demp tion
in the par don of our of fenses . . . (Vs. 11-13): In Him, I say, for by our union with Him we
be came God’s her itage, hav ing been fore or dained for this in the in ten tion of Him who, in
all that hap pens, is car ry ing out His own fixed pur pose; that we should en hance His glory –
we who have been the first to rest our hopes in Christ (Amer. Rev.: ‘we who had be fore
hoped in Christ’). And you, too, hav ing heard the Word of truth, the gospel of your sal va- 
tion, and hav ing also be lieved, were sealed as His by the Holy Spirit which He had
promised.”

The ital i cized words in verses 12 and 13 will show that God’s fore-or di na- 
tion and choos ing were all made in view of sin ners hop ing and be liev ing in
Je sus Christ. Note also verse 19.

Eph. 3:9-12. One dog mati cian, in or der to prove his elec tion doc trine,
quoted only this much of verse 11:

“Ac cord ing to the eter nal pur pose.”
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But you can not es tab lish a doc trine by such frag men tary ci ta tions from the
Bible. Us ing the Bible in that way sim ply puts a club into the hands of the
ra tio nal ists and neg a tive crit ics. In the pre vi ous verses Paul de clares that the
“hid den mys tery has now been made known through the gospel;” then he
adds:

“…ac cord ing to the eter nal pur pose which He pur posed in Christ Je sus our Lord, in whom
we have bold ness and ac cess in con fi dence through our faith in Him.”

The “eter nal pur pose” sim ply comes back to faith once more. Paul sticks
right to his theme.

An other text is 2 Tim. 1:9:

“Who saved us, and called us with a holy call ing, not ac cord ing to our works, but ac cord- 
ing to His own pur pose and grace, which were given us be fore times eter nal” (old ver.: “be- 
fore the world be gan”).

There is no dif fi culty here, for the an tithe sis is not be tween God’s pur pose
and faith, but be tween His pur pose and works. Here He says God’s “pur- 
pose and grace.” All we need to do is to re mem ber that Paul says, “It is by
faith that it might be by grace,” and then we shall know what are God’s
eter nal pur pose and grace – sim ply to save all who will ac cept sal va tion by
faith. The elec tion ad vo cates ought al ways to read the whole pas sage, and
not to treat the Bible piece-meal; for here, if they would have read on to the
12th verse, they would have found this sub lime state ment:

“For I know Him whom I have be lieved, and am per suaded that He is able to guard that
which I have com mit ted unto Him against that day.”

Con sider 1 Pet. 1:1, 2:

“Pe ter, an apos tle of Je sus Christ, to the elect, who are so journ ers… ac cord ing to the fore- 
knowl edge of God the Fa ther, in sanc ti fi ca tion of the Spirit, unto obe di ence and sprin kling
of the blood of Je sus Christ.” The apos tle even says here the “elect ac cord ing to the fore- 
knowl edge of God,” which shows that God’s elec tion is de ter mined by His fore knowl edge.
Then He could have fore known those who would hum ble them selves and ac cept His grace
by sim ple faith and self-sur ren der. The fact is, Pe ter does not give much sup port to the doc- 
trine of un con di tional elec tion, for he says (2 Pet. 1:10):
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“Where fore, brethren, give the more dili gence to make your call ing and elec tion sure; for if
ye do these things, ye shall never stum ble.”

Acts 13:48:

“And as the Gen tiles heard this, they were glad, and glo ri fied the Word of God; and as
many as were or dained to eter nal life be lieved.”

This pas sage is quoted with much con fi dence by Mis souri ans and Calvin ists
alike; and we con fess that, when we first read it, we could not help feel ing
that here, at last, was one pas sage that clearly teaches the di vine elec tion to
be the cause and an tecedent of faith. And we de cided that, if this were true,
we would lay down our pen, and let Dr. Pieper’s book go unan swered. But
it is never safe to jump at con clu sions. So we de cided to look up the Greek
for the word “or dained.” Not a lit tle was our sur prise to find that it is not the
word used in Rom. 8:29, 30. There the word em ployed is pro-orizein, which
re ally means to pre de ter mine or to mark out be fore hand; but here the word
is tetag menoi, the per fect pas sive par tici ple of tas sein, which has var i ous
mean ings; but our clas si cal dic tio nary (Lid dell and Scott) does not give “or- 
dain” or “fore or dain” among them. The fact is, there is no pre fix here as
there is in pro-orizein. Among the many mean ings given to the word tas sein
are “to ar range or put in or der,” “to post, sta tion,” “to or der, com mand, give
in struc tions,” “to fix, set tle;” not once “to or dain” or “fore or dain.” Our New
Tes ta ment dic tio nary gives only the fol low ing mean ings to the par tici ple
used in this verse: >“ar ranged, com pact, firm, steady.” Now let us give a lit- 
eral trans la tion of this part of the verse, putting the words in the pre cise or- 
der of the orig i nal:

“And they be lieved, as many as were (esan, im per fect) ar ranged, set tled, or made steady
unto life eter nal.”

Faith comes first, and then the qual i fy ing clause, and the mean ing might
eas ily be that God had made them steady unto eter nal life through their
faith. There may not be the least ref er ence here to an eter nal de cree, for
there is noth ing that so stead ies the soul unto eter nal life as faith in Je sus
Christ. “And this is the vic tory that hath over come the world, even our



100

faith.” Again, in verse 46 we see why Paul and Barn abas turned to the Gen- 
tiles at An ti och of Pi sidia; for they said to the un be liev ing Jews:

“It was nec es sary that the Word of God should first be spo ken to you. See ing ye thrust it
from you, and judge your selves un wor thy of eter nal life, lo, we turn to the Gen tiles.”

Now we do not in sist on our in ter pre ta tion of this cru cial verse, but we have
at least shown that the mean ing is at present too un cer tain for the olo gians to
found a dogma upon, es pe cially one that rends our Lutheran Church asun- 
der.

Next we ad vert to 2 Tim. 2:18-21. We note that a Mis souri dog mati cian,
in try ing to es tab lish his fa vorite doc trine, quotes only a part of verse 19. If
we are go ing to learn just what the Bible teaches, we must cease this “atom- 
istic” use of proof texts. Only then can we be work men who “need not be
ashamed, han dling aright the Word of God.” We be lieve in us ing proof texts
to es tab lish doc trines. Only ra tio nal ists, neg a tive crit ics and “new” the ol ogy
men scoff at their use. But the olo gians must use them cor rectly, not tor ture
them, nor dis join them from their con texts.

Paul was here speak ing of two er ror ists of his time, Hy menaeus and
Phile tus:

“men who con cern ing the truth have erred, say ing that the res ur rec tion is passed al ready,
and over throw the faith of some. How beit the firm foun da tion of God standeth, hav ing this
seal, ‘The Lord knoweth them that are His,’ and, ‘Let ev ery one that nameth the name of
the Lord de part from in iq uity.’”

See how the two parts of the seal com ple ment each other, the lat ter show ing
that those whom the Lord knows to be His are those who de part from in iq- 
uity; and who are they? All those who sur ren der to God and let Him save
them by faith, as is taught all through the gospel. The dog mati cian above re- 
ferred to should have read on through the next two verses, 20, 21:

“Now in a great house there are not only ves sels of gold and sil ver, but also of wood and of
earth; and some unto honor and some unto dis honor. If a man there fore purge him self from
these, he shall be a ves sel unto honor, sanc ti fied, meet for the Mas ter’s use, pre pared unto
ev ery good work.”
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And how shall he purge him self? By wash ing in the “foun tain opened in the
house of David for all sin and un clean ness.” “Purge me with hys sop, and I
shall be clean; wash me, and I shall be whiter than snow” (Ps. 51:7).

An other sam ple of frag men tary Bib li cal quo ta tion oc curs when pre des ti- 
nar i ans cite Mark 13:20 and 22, and even omit verse 21, to say noth ing of
fail ing to re fer to the en tire con text. We will re frain from that method of us- 
ing God’s Word; we will cite enough of the con text to show the ex act set- 
ting and re la tion, be gin ning with verse 14:

“But when ye see the abom i na tion of des o la tion stand ing where he ought not (let him that
read eth un der stand), then let them that are in Judea flee unto the moun tains; and let him
that is on the house-top not go down nor en ter in to take any thing out of his house… And
pray ye that it be not in the win ter.”

Re mark able that even God’s eter nal pur pose takes into ac count man’s free
moral agency in both ac tion and prayer! Oh, the won der ful om ni science of
God! Then verse 19 de scribes the great tribu la tions of those days, fol lowed
by verses 20-23:

“And ex cept the Lord had short ened the days, no flesh would have been saved; but for the
elect’s sake, whom He chose, He short ened the days. And if any man shall say unto you,
‘Lo, here is Christ,’ or, ‘Lo, there,’ be lieve him not; for there shall arise false Christ and
false prophets, and shall show signs and won ders, that they may lead astray, if pos si ble, the
elect. But take ye heed: be hold, I have told you all things be fore hand.”

Then in verses 33-37:

“Take ye heed; watch and pray, for ye know not when the time is… lest com ing sud denly,
He find you asleep. And what I say unto you, I say unto all, Watch!”

Does not this make per fectly clear who the “elect” are? Those who watch
and pray, who will not be lieve the false Christs and prophets; then God will
keep them amid all their tribu la tions, and will even shorten the days so that
their faith may not be over borne. A most beau ti ful com men tary this on 1
Cor. 10:13:

“But God is faith ful, who will not suf fer you to be tempted above that ye are able; but will
with the temp ta tion make also the way of es cape, that ye may be able to en dure it.”
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The Bible is a won der ful har mony, not a jum ble of con tra dic tions. With
God there is no de cre tum ab so lu tum, but He or dains and or ders ev ery thing
to fit into the con sti tu tion and need of the moral agents whom He has cre- 
ated and whom, when they fall into sin, He gra ciously de ter mines to save.

The great pas sage, John 6:43-51, has also been treated in the same frag- 
men tal way, only this part be ing quoted:

“No man can come to me, ex cept the Fa ther that sent me draw him;”

but the whole pas sage fol low ing should be read, which runs:

“And I will raise him up at the last day. It is writ ten in the Prophets, ‘And they shall all be
taught of God.’ Ev ery one that hath heard from the Fa ther, and hath learned, cometh unto
me. Not that any man hath seen the Fa ther, save He that is from God; He hath seen the Fa- 
ther. Ver ily, ver ily, I say unto you, he that be lieveth hath eter nal life … if any man shall eat
of this bread, he shall live for ever: yea, and the bread which I shall give is my flesh, for the
life of the world.”

It is plain here how the Fa ther draws peo ple to Christ, namely, by send ing
His Spirit with His Call: see “taught,” “heard,” “hath learned,” in the above
pas sage, lead ing to “be lieveth” and “shall eat.” Re mem ber, too, the Fa ther
“draws;” He does not “push,” “pull,” or “force;” just as Je sus once said:

“And I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto my self.”

Thanks be to Christ for the mag netic power of His per son and His aton ing
grace!

John 10:25-30, which we will not treat piece meal, as is too of ten done:

“And Je sus an swered them, I told you, and ye be lieved not; the works that I do in my Fa- 
ther’s name, these bear wit ness of me. But ye be lieve not be cause ye are not of my sheep.”

Who are His sheep? Verse 9 of this same chap ter:

“I am the door; by me, if any man en ter in, he shall be saved, and shall go in and out, and
shall find pas ture.”
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Con tin u ing, verse 27:

“My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they fol low me: and I give unto them eter- 
nal life; and they shall never per ish, and no one shall snatch them out of my hand. My Fa- 
ther, who hath given them unto me, is greater than all; and no one is able to snatch them out
of the Fa ther’s hand. I and the Fa ther are one.”

Thanks be to God for His gra cious and eter nal elec tion! For thereby He
makes ab so lutely se cure those who put their trust in Him:

“I know Him whom I have be lieved, and am per suaded that He is able to keep that which I
have com mit ted unto Him against that day” (2 Tim. 1:14);

“Nay, in all these things we are more than con querors through Him that loved us” (Rom.
8:37).

We need not dwell upon Matt. 13:13-15 and Mark 4:10-12, for ev ery one
knows that, when peo ple ob sti nately re ject the over tures of God’s mercy
and grace, He will harden their hearts, dull their ears and blind their eyes,
through the in evitable law of moral and spir i tual de gen er a tion, just as He
hard ened Pharaoh’s heart af ter the wicked king had first five times hard ened
his own heart. We think now we have dealt with all the im por tant pas sages
re lied on by the pre des ti nar i ans. We think we have fought shy of none of
them; if we have, it was an over sight; and we have tried to be fair, first to
God’s Word, then to all par ties con cerned.

It will be seen that we have not re ferred a great deal to ei ther the For- 
mula of Con cord or the dog mati cians. We could not do so ex cept in a thor- 
ough-go ing way, and that would carry us far be yond the pro posed lim its of
this work. Be sides, they are quoted on both sides by Lutheran the olo gians
of great abil ity, who ac cept the en tire Book of Con cord con fes sion ally. The
mat ter of what the Con fes sions teach may well be left to such em i nent the- 
olo gians as Dr. Pieper, on the one side, and such stal wart and ca pa ble
Luther ans as Drs. Stell horn and Ja cobs, on the other. The Gen eral Synod, of
which the writer is a mem ber, es teems very highly the Sec ondary Sym bols,
and has of fi cially de clared them to be “ex po si tions of Lutheran doc trine of
great his tor i cal and in ter pre ta tive value” (see Min utes of 1909, pages 57,
60, and of 1913, page 126); yet she does not re ceive them in the con fes- 
sional sense, as she does the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion. There fore we
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are all the more will ing to leave it to those who ac cept them con fes sion ally
to set tle their mean ing. Our main pur pose in this the sis has been to dis cover
and de ter mine the teach ing of God’s in spired Word rel a tive to the ques tions
at is sue.

Per son ally, we ap pre ci ate the For mula of Con cord more than we can
ever tell. We ac knowl edge our great in debt ed ness to it in help ing us to a
bet ter un der stand ing of more than one Bib li cal doc trine and more than one
doc trine of our Lutheran sys tem of faith. Hav ing stud ied it not a lit tle, we
would mod estly sug gest a thor ough read ing of its il lu mi nat ing chap ters on
“The Right eous ness of Faith Be fore God,” for there will be found the co or- 
di nat ing doc trine of Lutheran the ol ogy.

Some Ad di tional Thoughts

We add here a few nuggets of thought that have come to our mind while
this work has been pass ing through the press, and which there fore could not
be in serted in their proper places:

All God’s pre de ter mi na tions must be gov erned by His fore knowl edge, be- 
cause if He should de ter mine any thing with out per fect pre science of all pos- 
si ble ex i gen cies, He might make a mis take, and so might meet with some- 
thing for which He had not pro vided and which would balk His will; but
since His fore knowl edge is per fect, He is able to make pro vi sion for ev ery
pos si ble con tin gency. This be ing so, He must have known by His in evitable
fore sight who would be lieve in Christ to the end, and could there fore elect
them for eter nal sal va tion, and so dis pose ev ery con di tion and cir cum stance
that noth ing but their own free will would pre vent their sal va tion. This, we
be lieve, is Paul’s idea of the as sur ance and com fort of elec tion.

The Mis souri teach ing con fuses God’s gen eral and spe cial de crees. By His
gen eral de cree He pro vides sal va tion in Christ for all mankind, and freely
of fers it to all, while by His spe cial de cree He de cides ac tu ally to be stow
sal va tion upon those only who will freely ac cept the ben e fits of fered. The
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two de crees blend in an eth i cal har mony. A wealthy man might set aside a
fund for the poor of his com mu nity; but he might very prop erly stip u late
that he would give help only to those who would ac cept it.

A proper dis tinc tion should be made in the will of God. In some cases in
Scrip ture it means His de sire; in oth ers His ex e cuted pur pose. For ex am ple,
when the Bible teaches that He wills that all men shall be saved (2 Pet. 3:9),
it clearly means that His earnest de sire is that all shall be saved. How ever,
when it teaches that He wills to save those who will ac cept the prof fered
sal va tion, then His de sire be comes an ab so lute pur pose which He will
surely ex e cute. We are wont to use the word “will” in the same twofold
way, some times to ex press only our de sire, at other times to ex press our de- 
ter mined pur pose. Here is where the true Lutheran view of in di vid ual elec- 
tion has its com fort and value – we know that God’s pur pose or will to save
those who be lieve on Christ and per se vere in their faith can not be frus- 
trated, no mat ter who or what as sails them, for God has ab so lutely willed to
keep them safe so long as they abide in Him. God’s will of pur pose can
never be balked; His will of de sire may be frus trated by the wrong choice of
His moral agents, be cause He Him self has con sti tuted them with such a
power.

Anent Mis souri’s er ror that faith is a mat ter of merit, note this: She holds,
with all other Luther ans, that men are jus ti fied solely through faith. Now if
faith is a mat ter of merit, men must be jus ti fied on ac count of some merit of
their own; which is the di rect op po site of Paul’s teach ing and of all
Lutheran the ol ogy.

When our Mis souri brethren quote Rom. 9:18:

“So then He hath mercy on whom He will, and whom He will He hard eneth,”

To prove that God elects by an in scrutable de cree, we re ply that the Bible
teaches clearly on whom He wills to have mercy, namely, those who be lieve
on Christ (John 3:16; Mark 16:16); also just as clearly whom He wills to
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harden, namely, such wicked men like Pharaoh, of whom the Bible says
five times he hard ened his own heart be fore it says God hard ened it.

Let it al ways be un der stood that true Lutheran the olo gians never teach that
God elected any one on ac count of faith, that is, be cause of any merit in
faith, but solely on ac count of the mer its of Christ ap pro pri ated by faith.
Faith is not a cause of elec tion; it is a con di tion of elec tion.

While, as has been said, we re frain from us ing the word “con duct” in con- 
nec tion with the de cree of elec tion, we must con fess that Luther him self
was not so chary. Af ter say ing that the of fer of the gospel is for all, he adds:

“But what is the ac tual re sult? We are told af ter ward in the gospel, ‘Few are cho sen;’ few
so con duct them selves to ward the gospel that God is well pleased with them; for some hear
it and do not es teem it; some hear it, and do not hold fast to it, re fus ing to do or suf fer any- 
thing for the sake of it. Some hear it, but pay more at ten tion to money and goods and sen- 
su ous plea sures. But that does not please God, and He does not take plea sure in such peo- 
ple. That is what Christ calls not to be ‘cho sen,’ namely, not to con duct one self so that God
could take plea sure in him.”

Now note whom Luther des ig nates as the elect:

“But these are the elect, in whom God takes plea sure, who dili gently hear the gospel, be- 
lieve in Christ, prove their faith by their fruits, and suf fer on ac count of it what Prov i dence
has or dained.” No trou ble about an in scrutable de cree here. We fear Mis souri can not claim
Luther.

The Mis souri Luther ans may ask:

“Why can not men be sat is fied merely with a mys te ri ous di vine de cree unto in di vid ual sal- 
va tion? Why will they ques tion fur ther?”

The re ply is ev i dent: Eter nal sal va tion and eter nal ret ri bu tion are mat ters of
the great est and most vi tal per sonal con cern to each in di vid ual. Men may
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read ily leave some things to God’s un re vealed will, but not those mat ters
that per tain to their ev er last ing weal or woe. What God de ter mined in eter- 
nity should be the con sti tu tion of mat ter, whether it should be made up of
atoms or elec trons or vor tices, or of one or sixty pri mary el e ments – that
makes very lit tle dif fer ence to any of us; it is merely a mat ter of sci en tific
cu rios ity; but, ah! when a de cree in volves a per son’s eter nal blessed ness or
suf fer ing, then the heart de sires a “sure word of prophecy,” a clearly re- 
vealed pur pose and plan. Thanks be to God He has not left us to grope our
way in dark ness here:

“He that be lieveth and is bap tized shall be saved;”

“The wages of sin are death, but the gift of God is eter nal life.”

Ac cord ing to the For mula of Con cord (which the Mis souri Synod ac cepts
con fes sion ally), elec tion is not to be rel e gated to the realm of mys tery, for it
says:

“This (elec tion) is not to be in ves ti gated in the se cret coun sel of God, but is to be sought in
the Word of God, where it is also re vealed” (Ja cobs’ edi tion, p. 525).

Also:

“But the true judg ment con cern ing pre des ti na tion must be learned alone from the holy
gospel con cern ing Christ, in which it is clearly tes ti fied that ‘God hath con cluded them all
in un be lief that He might have mercy upon all/ and that ’He is not will ing that any should
per ish, but that all should come to re pen tance’” (p. 526).

Again:

“In Him there fore we should seek the eter nal elec tion of the Fa ther, who, in His eter nal di- 
vine coun sel, de ter mined that He would save no one ex cept those who ac knowl edge His
Son, Christ, and truly be lieve on Him” (p. 527).

All of which is so plain we won der any one could have ever mis un der stood
it.
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It has been ob jected that we have no right to read any thing into the pas sage
(Rom. 8:29):

“For whom He foreknew, He also fore or dained to be con formed to the im age of His Son,”
etc.

We are for bid den, so say elec tion ists, to read it thus:

“For whom He foreknew would have per se ver ing faith in Christ.”

Re ply: You must sup ply some thing. If you do not read it as above in di cated,
you must read it thus:

“For whom He foreknew that He would fore or dain, them He fore or dained to be con- 
formed,” etc.,

Which would be tan ta mount to say ing:

“Whom He fore or dained them He fore or dained;”

And that would make Paul a va pid writer. It would be like say ing, “What I
know I know,” or, “What I see I see.” If Paul meant by “foreknew” “fore or- 
dained,” why did he not use the right word?

“With out faith it is im pos si ble to please God.”

Then when God in eter nity re viewed the mul ti tude of sin ners still with out
faith, how could any of them “please” Him so well that He elected them to
eter nal res i dence with Him, with out fore see ing that they would ex er cise
faith?
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With their strange, me chan i cal and unpsy cho log i cal ideas of free will, the
Con cor dia dog mati cians can not un der stand how one man can, by his own
op tion, choose to let God save him, while an other, also by his own op tion,
re jects God’s mercy. Hence they posit a mys tery in God’s eter nal de cree to
ex plain the dif fer ence. With their me chan i cal and un eth i cal views of faith,
from which they ex cise ev ery el e ment of free dom, they do not see how one
man can (though en abled by pre ve nient grace) freely and sav ingly be lieve
on Christ, while an other man, even though sim i larly called, re fuses to be- 
lieve. Hence again they go back to God’s eter nal coun sel for the so lu tion.
Yet they de clare that he is not “a good the olo gian” who seeks an ex pla na- 
tion! And the strange thing is, they try to ac count for a psy cho log i cal mys- 
tery by cre at ing a the o log i cal one. Now the Bible sim ply takes the prac ti cal,
com mon-sense view of man’s psy chi cal con sti tu tion, treats him as a moral
and re spon si ble agent, and of fers him the great boon of sal va tion on the
sim ple terms of re pen tance and faith. The abil ity to re pent and be lieve He
con fers as soon as man, af ter his awak en ing, is will ing to let God save him
from his dire es tate. Just so we who ac cept the plain and sim ple gospel
preach to sin ners to “come and take of the wa ter of life freely,” with out
trou bling our selves about the psy cho log i cal mys ter ies in volved; just as we
see with out both er ing much about the mys ter ies of op tics, and breathe with- 
out un der stand ing all the mys ter ies of res pi ra tion, and eat with out try ing to
fig ure out all the un solved prob lems of di ges tion and as sim i la tion.

1. Orig i nally quoted as "…there is no morn ing in them.↩ 

2. “What is the force of the words, ‘who from eter nity He fore saw?’” . .
Sec ondly, that Pre des ti na tion is not iden ti cal with fore knowl edge; and,
thirdly, that, speak ing of course an thro po mor phi cally, but nev er the less
in ac cor dance with Holy Scrip ture, and there fore with ab so lute truth,
fore knowl edge is not de pen dent upon pre des ti na tion, but pre des ti na- 
tion upon fore knowl edge" (Ja cobs, idem, page 555).↩ 

3. In this re spect Dr. Ja cobs, in the work so of ten cited, fol lows the
Pauline and Lutheran or der. First he treats the whole or der of re demp- 
tion through Je sus Christ, then, at the close of his work, deals with the
doc trine of the di vine de crees.↩ 
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10. Does The Bible Teach Sep a‐ 
ratism?

OUR PURELY DOC TRI NAL DIS CUS SION IS NOW FIN ISHED. BUT we have still more
in view in the pub li ca tion of this book. We want to see whether we can not
help along the cause of Lutheran fel low ship, comity and co op er a tion. The
Syn od i cal Con fer ence is sep a ratis tic. It will not fel low ship with any other
body of Luther ans, and that mainly be cause of its par tic u lar is tic dog mas of
elec tion and con ver sion, which other Lutheran bod ies can not ac cept. The
Mis souri ans even re fused to have pub lic prayer with the brethren of Ohio
and Iowa at the Free Con fer ence at De troit. To en gage in pub lic prayer with
their brethren they thought would, in some way, com pro mise their prin ci- 
ples. In our clos ing chap ter we shall try to show that Luther ans can, if they
will, have spir i tual fel low ship and en gage in united prac ti cal work for
Christ and His king dom, with out in sist ing on ab so lute agree ment on all
doc trines, es pe cially those that be long to the de part ment of dif fi cult and re- 
fined dog matic dis tinc tions. How ever, be fore we come to our fi nal chap ter,
we must try to re move a dif fi culty.

In or der to up hold their ec cle si as ti cal ex clu sive ness, our Mis souri
brethren cite a num ber of Scrip ture pas sages. They are given in Dr. J. L.
Neve’s ac count of the Free Con fer ence of Mis souri, Ohio and Iowa at De- 
troit in 1904, where the Mis souri ans de clined to en gage in pub lic prayer
with their brethren. Dr. Neve has taken them from a writ ing of Rev. J.
Grosse, a rep re sen ta tive of the Mis souri Synod. We shall ex am ine them, to
see whether they are rel e vant.

First, Matt. 7:15:

“Be ware of false prophets, who come to you in sheep’s cloth ing, but in wardly they are
raven ing wolves.”
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How ever, the pas sage is not apro pos, be cause the Ohio and Iowa brethren
and the rest of us Luther ans are not “wolves in sheep’s cloth ing,” nor are we
“in wardly raven ing wolves.” That ap plies only to the “cor rupt trees,” “to be
hewn down and cast into the fire,” and to those “that work in iq uity,” re- 
ferred to in the suc ceed ing verses. The pas sage is not rel e vant.

The next pas sage: Rom. 16:17:

“Now I be seech you, brethren, mark them that are caus ing di vi sions and oc ca sions of stum- 
bling, con trary to the doc trine which ye have learned: and turn away from them.”

Here is an other spec i men of the dis con nected use of Scrip ture which has
caused so much sep a ratism and strife in the Chris tian Church. If the Mis- 
souri brethren had read the next verse, they would have seen the kind of
char ac ters to whom Paul re ferred:

“For they that are such serve not our Lord Christ, but their own belly; and by their smooth
and fair speech they be guile the hearts of the in no cent.”

Such gross ness, self ish ness and guile can not be ap plied to the Luther ans
whom our Mis souri friends ex clude from pul pit and al tar fel low ship. If the
Mis souri brethren had read the pre vi ous verses, they would have found Paul
say ing:

“All the churches of Christ salute you.”

It does not seem from this lov ing salu ta tion that Paul wanted to build up a
wall of sep a ra tion among the churches of his day. But Rom. 16:17 (see
above) might just as well be used by other Luther ans against the Mis souri
brethren:

“Mark them that are caus ing di vi sions and oc ca sions of stum bling, con trary to the doc trine
which ye have learned; and turn away from them.”

Well might other Luther ans say, if they wished to do so, that it is Mis souri
that is “caus ing di vi sions and oc ca sions of stum bling;” they are the ones
who are sep a rat ing them selves from oth ers by their pe cu liar doc trines. They
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might also say that it is Mis souri that is teach ing doc trines “con trary to the
doc trine which ye have learned;” for, if we un der stand his tory, the Mis souri
Synod did not al ways teach this strange doc trine of pre des ti na tion, but it
was in tro duced later by Dr. Wal ter and his coad ju tors. This is what made the
trou ble; this was why some ex cel lent men now in the Ohio Synod could not
re main with it; this is why men like All wardt, Ernst, Do er mann, Holter- 
mann, and oth ers were driven from the Mis souri Synod and formed the
North west ern Dis trict, which united with the Joint Synod. So, you see, ev- 
ery thing de pends on who the per sons are to whom the words of Paul can
prop erly be ap plied. To our way of think ing, they can not be ap plied to ei- 
ther party by the other. When Chris tian men, who be lieve the Bible, ac cept
Christ by faith, and try to fol low Him in sin cer ity and truth, get into a dis- 
pute, they ought not to fling Scrip ture pas sages that would ap ply only to
heretics, rank lib er al ists and out right un be liev ers and sin ners. Mis ap ply ing
Bib li cal pas sages of Scrip ture is the method of sec tar i ans, not of true and
loyal Chris tian Luther ans.

An other fa vorite pas sage of ex clu sivism is 1 Cor. 1:10:

“Now I be seech you, brethren, through the name of our Lord Je sus Christ, that ye all speak
the same thing, and that there be no di vi sions among you; but that ye be per fected to gether
in the same mind and in the same judg ment.”

In this in stance we again see the harm that is done to the body of Christ by
the piece meal method of han dling the Word of God, as if it were com posed
of dis jecta mem bra, in stead of be ing a har mo nious and or ganic unity. Read
on a few verses and you will see the kind of strife and di vi sions in the
Corinthian Church which Paul was re buk ing: In verse 12 he tells them that
he had been told that there were con tentions among them; then he goes on:

“Now this I mean, that each one of you saith, I am of Paul; and I of Cephas; and I of Apol- 
los; and I of Christ. Is Christ di vided? Was Paul cru ci fied for you? Or were ye bap tized into
the name of Paul?”

And then he pro ceeds to show the Corinthi ans that Christ and the gospel are
the all-im por tant mat ters, and not the mere hu man in stru ments through
whom they are given and pro claimed. The sim ple fact is, the Corinthi ans
were do ing what churches so of ten do to day – they were quar rel ing about
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their preach ers, think ing more of them than of Christ. This was what Paul
was re buk ing, not a dif fer ence of opin ion on some such dif fi cult doc trines
as the eter nal di vine de crees or the re la tion of grace to hu man re spon si bil ity.
Be sides, the pas sage might just as eas ily be ap plied by other Luther ans to
the Mis souri brethren as the op po site, for they ought to try just as much as
the rest of us to “be per fected to gether in the same mind and in the same
judg ment.” One party in the con tro versy should not claim all these pas sages
in their fa vor. They may be quoted by both par ties with equal rel e vancy, if
they are to be used at all.

Our next ci ta tion is 2 Cor. 6:17, 18:

“Where fore, come ye out from among them, and be ye sep a rate, saith the Lord, and touch
no un clean thing, and I will re ceive you, and will be to you a Fa ther, and ye shall be to me
sons and daugh ters, saith the Almighty.”

No less in ept is this se lec tion. Even the pas sage it self would pre clude its ap- 
pli ca tion to Mis souri’s fel low Luther ans, for it says, “Touch no un clean
thing.” Are other Luther ans to be re garded as an “un clean thing?” But the
pre ced ing verses de fine pre cisely the kind of peo ple from whom the
Corinthian Church was to “be sep a rate” (verses 14-16):

“Be not un equally yoked with un be liev ers.”

Are the rest of us Luther ans “un be liev ers?” If so, why are we spend ing our
days and of ten our nights in fight ing in fi delity, ra tio nal ism and neg a tive
crit i cism? “For what fel low ship have right eous ness and in iq uity?” We know
that Mis souri is too char i ta ble to ap ply the term “in iq uity” to the Luther ans
from whom she dif fers. “Or what com mu nion hath light with dark ness?”
Would Mis souri class all Luther ans out side of her own ec cle si as ti cal fold as
“dark ness?” “And what con cord hath Christ with Be lial?” Who is “Be lial”
in the present con tro versy? “Or what por tion hath a be liever with an un be- 
liever? And what agree ment hath a tem ple of God with idols?” The rest of
us Luther ans surely are not idol aters. Thus you see that the above ci ta tion is
not per ti nent.

And this re minds us of an in ci dent. Years ago we hap pened to go into a
tent in which one of the rank est sects of the day was hold ing a meet ing, one
of the noisy, shout ing kind. They were the so-called “ho li ness” peo ple, such
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as thought they were per fectly sanc ti fied. How they did boast of their su pe- 
rior spir i tual at tain ments! One of them de clared that they had got ten so far
“be yond all other so-called Chris tians that they couldn’t see them any more
with a spy-glass!” An ex pres sion that seemed to please and amuse the sanc- 
ti fi ca tion ists greatly. And we re mem ber that one of their fa vorite Bible ci ta- 
tions was this very one, “Come ye out from among them, and be ye sep a- 
rate, saith the Lord.” It was their sedes doc tri nae. In our early min istry we
were forced into more or less con tro versy with an other fa nat i cal sect called
“Come-out ers.” This same pas sage was also their stock in trade.

An other much-used pas sage among Mis souri Luther ans is Eph. 4:3-6:

“Giv ing dili gence to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.”

Our Mis souri brethren should try to obey this in junc tion, just as all of us
should. “There is one body and one Spirit, even as also ye were called in
one hope of your call ing, one Lord, one faith, one bap tism, one God and Fa- 
ther of all, who is over all, and through all, and in all.”

Here is an ur gent en join der upon all be liev ers to be united, and we hope
that all Luther ans, Mis sourian and the rest, will heed it. One party needs it
just as much as the oth ers. In stead of be ing an ar gu ment for sep a ratism, it is
the strong est kind of an ar gu ment for union and con cord. We all have “one
hope,” namely, hope in the Lord Christ; “one Lord,” the same Christ; “one
faith,” posited in the same Christ; “one bap tism,” for the re mis sion of sins
in the name of Christ; “one God and Fa ther of us all.” In His blessed name,
then, why are we not all one body? If all Luther ans who are dis posed to be
di vi sive would read what Paul says in the verse pre ced ing the above quo ta- 
tion, they would see how unity is to be con served:

“With all low li ness and meek ness, with long suf fer ing, for bear ing one an other in love;”
(then,) “giv ing dili gence to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.”

A good preach ment, and needed by all par ties.
The next ci ta tion is 1 Tim. 5:22:

“Lay hands hastily on no man, nei ther be par taker of other man’s sins; keep thy self pure.”
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Like the rest, this pas sage is not ap pli ca ble. It refers to as so ci a tion with sin- 
ners in a sin ful way, not with dis ci ples who trust and love the Lord Je sus
and try to fol low Him in ho li ness of life. It is not likely that our good Mis- 
souri brethren would be come con tam i nated by hav ing fel low ship with other
Luther ans, for when it comes to pu rity of life, one branch of the Lutheran
Church has no oc ca sion for say ing of the rest, “Lord, we thank thee that we
are not as other men are.”

We give still an other sam ple of the frag men tary use of Scrip ture: Ti tus
3:10:

“A fac tious man, af ter a first and sec ond ad mo ni tion, refuse.”

First, it all de pends on who is the fac tious man, whether he is the sep a ratist
or the one who is will ing to fel low ship. One might be per mit ted to think
that the man who does not in sist so much on his own views, but is will ing to
ac cord to oth ers some lib erty of opin ion, would be the less fac tious, not to
put it any stronger. But the pas sage is torn from its con nec tion, and is there- 
fore not per ti nent to the sit u a tion; for the next verse, sep a rated from the
tenth by only a semi colon, reads:

“know ing that such a one is per verted, and sin neth, be ing self-con demned.”

In the days of dis cus sion at Wa ter town, Mil wau kee and De troit, we do not
think that the Ohio and Iowa brethren were sin ners above oth ers, or that
they were “self-con demned.” All that we have ever spo ken with, or whose
writ ings we have pe rused, seemed to think that they had main tained their
own po si tion with a fair de gree of suc cess. But read the pre ced ing verses,
be gin ning with the 8th:

“Faith ful is the say ing, and con cern ing these things I de sire that thou af firm con fi dently, to
the end that they who have be lieved God may be care ful to main tain good works. These
things are good and prof itable unto you; but shun fool ish ques tion ings, and ge nealo gies,
and strifes, and fight ings about the law; for they are un prof itable and vain.”

Now how would Mis souri like it if we were to ap ply these tren chant say ings
to them and their dis po si tion to di vide the Church on ques tions that cre ate
schism? She would say we were quot ing Scrip ture ir rel e vantly. So we will
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not be so un gen er ous, for she is in earnest, and does not be lieve the doc- 
trines for which she is con tend ing are “fool ish ques tion ings,” etc. No more
do we be lieve that the whole pas sage has any ref er ence to other Luther ans
who are just as sin cere, in tel li gent and loyal.

The last pas sage cited by Mr. Grosse is Exod. 12:43-48:

“And Je ho vah said unto Moses and Aaron, This is the or di nance of the Passover: there
shall not a for eigner eat thereof… And when a stranger shall so journ with thee, and will
keep the Passover to Je ho vah, let all his males be cir cum cised, and then let him come near
and keep it; and he shall be as one that is born in the land: but no un cir cum cised per son
shall eat thereof. One law shall be unto him that is home-born, and unto the stranger that
so jour neth among you.”

It seems al most like le gal ism to go back to the old cer e mo nial law to find a
proof text for ex clu sive ness among Luther ans, but we sup pose the Mis souri
brethren would say that the same prin ci ple would ap ply to the Lord’s Sup- 
per and other forms of Chris tian fel low ship as ap plied to the He brew feast
of the Passover. Let us go on that sup po si tion. Would the Mis souri ans say
all the Luther ans who do not agree with them are un cir cum cised? Well,
then, we ought not to go to the Lord’s Sup per at all, not even in our own
churches. Of course, we are speak ing of the spir i tual cir cum ci sion, for Paul
says (Rom. 2:28, 29):

“For he is not a Jew who is one out wardly; nei ther is that cir cum ci sion which is out ward in
the flesh: but he is a Jew who is one in wardly; and cir cum ci sion is that of the heart, in the
spirit, not in the let ter; whose praise is not of men, but of God.”

Now what is it to be cir cum cised in heart? Paul teaches it in his let ter to the
Ro mans, whose doc tri nal por tion, the first eleven chap ters, is de voted to an
ex po si tion and de fense of jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone. There fore to have true
faith in Christ is to have the cir cum ci sion of the heart. We main tain that all
true Luther ans ac cept Christ by faith; there fore, be ing of the true spir i tual
cir cum ci sion, they have a right to the Lord’s ta ble. Luther’s Cat e chisms, the
Augs burg Con fes sion and the For mula of Con cord teach the same doc trine.
More than that, all true Luther ans be lieve that they re ceive Christ’s body
and blood in the Eu charist, and this gives them ad di tional right to come to
the blessed sacra ment.
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Thus we have seen that none of the Scrip ture pas sages quoted to up hold
Lutheran sep a ratism and di vi sion are rel e vant. A large num ber of pas sages,
we be lieve, might be cited to prove that di vi sion and strife are wrong, and
that mu tual love, for bear ance and con cord are the de sire of Je sus Christ.
Those proof texts our friends of the Mis souri camp never quote. Let us note
a few: John 10:16:

“And other sheep I have which are not of this fold: them also I must bring, and they shall
hear my voice; and there shall be one flock and one shep herd.”

It would ap pear as if Christ said this ex pressly to pre vent the dis ci ples be- 
fore Him from think ing that they were the only true sheep – that is, to pre- 
clude their be com ing ex clu sive. Does one part of the Lutheran Church com- 
prise all the sheep who hear the Good Shep herd’s voice?

Luke 9:49, 50 (cf. Mark 9:38-40):

“And John an swered and said, Mas ter, we saw one cast ing out dev ils in thy name; and we
for bade him, be cause he fol loweth not with us. But Je sus said unto him. For bid him not: for
he that is not against you is for you.”

Here John’s nar row ness, his sec tar i an ism, was up braided; for he seemed to
think that the chief char ac ter is tic of a dis ci ple was to “fol low” in the im me- 
di ate com pany of Christ and His apos tles; but Je sus in re buk ing him taught
all of us that the chief thing is to be able to cast out dev ils in His name. We
leave it to the judg ment of ev ery reader whether all the branches of the
Lutheran Church in this coun try (Mis souri in cluded) have not been do ing
such work in bap tiz ing chil dren, teach ing them af ter ward the way of sal va- 
tion, and in bring ing thou sands of adult sin ners to Christ.

Let us note some pas sages in Christ’s in ter ces sory prayer (John 17:20-
23):

“Nei ther for these only do I pray, but for them also that be lieve on me through their word;
that they may all be one; even as thou, Fa ther, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be
one in us; that the world may be lieve that thou didst send me. And the glory which thou
hast given me I have given unto them; that they may be one, even as we are one; I in them
and thou in me, that they may be per fected into one; that the world may know that thou
didst send me, and lovedst them, even as thou lovedst me.”



118

In view of the fact that Christ has mil lions of Lutheran dis ci ples in this
coun try, we think the above prayer ought to be ful filled among them; and if
it were, what a power for Christ and His truth they would be! One of the
cry ing crit i cisms of the Lutheran Church to day is her man i fold and mu tu- 
ally ex clu sive di vi sions.

In Matt. 23:8-12 our Lord says:

“But be not called Rabbi; for one is your Teacher, and all ye are brethren. And call no man
your fa ther on the earth; for one is your Fa ther, even He who is in heaven. Nei ther be ye
called mas ters, for one is your Mas ter, even Christ. But he that is great est among you shall
be your ser vant. And whoso ever shall ex alt him self shall be hum bled; and whoso ever shall
hum ble him self shall be ex alted.”

Will not all this ap ply to the Lutheran Church in Amer ica? We all ac knowl- 
edge Christ, and Him alone, as our Mas ter; then are we not all brethren?

There are a num ber of pas sages like 1 Tim. 1:4, 6:4, 2 Tim. 2:23 and Ti- 
tus 3:9, which warn against “fool ish and ig no rant ques tion ings that gen der
strife;” but by read ing the en tire con text it will be seen that they can not be
ap plied ei ther to our Mis souri brethren or to those who dif fer from them,
be cause the great doc trines in dis pute, while they may be said, in a sense, to
“gen der strife,” are not to be classed among the “fool ish and un learned
ques tion ings.” There fore we can not make use of them on ei ther side of the
de bate. How ever, we be lieve that such pas sages as the fol low ing are im me- 
di ately ap pli ca ble to the Lutheran sit u a tion in Amer ica. Rom. 12:4, 5:

“For even as we have many mem bers in one body, and all mem bers have not the same of- 
fice: so we, who are many, are one body in Christ, and sev er ally mem bers one of an other.”

The whole of 1 Cor. 12 is ex tremely per ti nent, es pe cially verses 12 and 13:

“For as the body is one, and hath many mem bers, and all the mem bers of the body, be ing
many, are one body; so also is Christ. For in one Spirit were we all bap tized into one body,
whether Jews or Greeks, whether bond or free; and were all made to drink of one Spirit.”
Rom. 15:5-7:

“Now the God of pa tience and of com fort grant you to be of the same mind one with an- 
other ac cord ing to Christ Je sus; that with one ac cord ye may with one mouth glo rify the
God and Fa ther of our Lord Je sus Christ. Where fore re ceive ye one an other, even as Christ
also re ceived you, to the glory of God the Fa ther.”
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An in junc tion like this can not be set aside with out vir tu ally un-Chris tian iz- 
ing those who are ex cluded; for we Luther ans all do with one mouth glo rify
God, giv ing Him and Him alone the praise for our sal va tion. 2 Cor. 13:11:

“Fi nally, brethren, farewell. Be per fected; be com forted; be of the same mind; live in peace,
and the God of love and peace shall be with you.”

Eph. 4:1-6 has al ready been quoted, but here we call at ten tion to this:

“Giv ing dili gence to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.” Note Phil. 2:2-4:

“Make full my joy that ye be of the same mind, hav ing the same love, be ing of one ac cord,
of one mind; do ing noth ing through fac tion or vain glory, but in low li ness of mind, each
count ing other bet ter than him self; not look ing each of you to his own things, but each of
you also to the things of oth ers.” This is most im pres sive, and should be well pon dered. 1
Pet. 3:8:

“Fi nally be ye all like-minded, com pas sion ate, lov ing as brethren, ten der-hearted, hum ble-
minded.”

Con sider a few pas sages that en join peace among God’s peo ple:

“So then let us fol low af ter things that make for peace, and things whereby we may ed ify
one an other” (Rom. 14:19).

While this refers specif i cally to the wran gles over meats of fered to idols, it
still may stand as a good gen eral motto for the Church.

“But we be seech you, brethren, to know them that la bor among you, and are over you in
the Lord, and ad mon ish you, and to es teem them ex ceed ing highly in love for their works’
sake. Be at peace among your selves” (1 Thess. 5:12, 13).

“But flee youth ful lusts, and fol low af ter right eous ness, faith, love, peace, with them that
call on the Lord out of a pure heart. But fool ish and ig no rant ques tions refuse, know ing that
they gen der strife; and the Lord’s ser vant must not strive, but be gen tle to ward all, apt to
teach, for bear ing,” etc. (2 Tim. 2:22-26).

“Fol low af ter peace with all men, and the sanc ti fi ca tion with out which no man shall see the
Lord” (Heb. 12:14).
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“If it be pos si ble, as much as in you li eth, be at peace with all men” (Rom. 12:18).

This is a cap i tal pas sage, for while it does not ask of us im pos si bil i ties, and
in di cates that we must not be in dif fer ent to the truth, it also shows clearly
that we should let the idea of peace be a po tent mo tive in our lives; that we
should be just as irenic as it is pos si ble for us to be; that we should love
peace bet ter than polemics.

“The wis dom that is from above is first pure, then peace able, gen tle, easy to be en treated,”
etc. (Jas. 3:17).

While pu rity is put first, peace able ness is put sec ond. How of ten the apos- 
tles dep re cated con tentions, di vi sions and un nec es sary dis putes! In 1 Cor.
1:10, 11, 3:3, 11:18, and Rom. 16:17 Paul re bukes the fac tious spirit. Of
course, all par ties may ap ply these pas sages to their op po nents, but that
would not be fair; we should all con sci en tiously con sider whether they will
not ap ply to our selves; per haps, af ter all, some of us may have been more
anx ious to vin di cate our views than to show forth the glory of God. The
whole of Rom. 14 might well be read in this con nec tion. Take a few verses
(1-5):

“But him that is weak in faith re ceive ye, yet not for de ci sion of scru ples (mar gin, to doubt- 
ful dis pu ta tions). One man hath faith to eat all things; but he that is weak eateth herbs. Let
not him that eateth set at naught him that eateth not; and let not him that eateth not judge
him that eateth; for God hath re ceived him. Who art thou that judgest the ser vant of an- 
other? To his own lord he standeth or fal l eth… One man es teemeth one day above an other:
an other es teemeth ev ery day alike. Let each man be fully as sured in his own mind.”

Vs. 10-13:

“But thou, why dost thou judge thy brother? or thou again, why dost thou set at naught thy
brother? For we shall all stand be fore the judg ment seat of God… So then each one of us
shall give ac count of him self to God. Let us not there fore judge one an other any more; but
judge ye this rather, that no man put a stum bling-block in his brother’s way, or an oc ca sion
of fall ing.” Paul was here speak ing about meats and drinks and cer e mo nial ob ser vances,
but the gen eral prin ci ple should be taken to heart by us Luther ans, to see whether we have
not been more given to judg ing, crit i ciz ing and ex clud ing than look ing for the things that
make for peace and good will.
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Those who are in ter ested in our Lutheran polemics will not need many Bib- 
li cal ci ta tions on Chris tian love. They are scat tered all through the New Tes- 
ta ment, much more be ing said about love among brethren than about con- 
tend ing for the faith, even though that is very, very im por tant. Note just a
few lead ing pas sages to re fresh our mem o ries. John 15:12:

“This is my com mand ment, that ye love one an other, even as I have loved you;” also 17:

“These things I com mand you, that ye may love one an other.” Rom. 13:8:

“Owe no man any thing save to love one an other; for he that loveth his neigh bor hath ful- 
filled the whole law.” 1 Pet. 2:17:

“Honor all men. Love the broth er hood. Fear God. Honor the king.” 1 Pet. 3:8: . . . “Lov ing
as brethren, ten der-hearted, hum ble-minded.” 1 John 1:11:

“For this is the mes sage which ye heard from the be gin ning, that we should love one an- 
other;” 14:

“We know that we have passed out of death into life, be cause we love the brethren;” 4:7:

“Beloved, let us love one an other; for love is of God; and ev ery one that loveth is be got ten
of God, and knoweth God;” 11:

“Beloved, if God so loved us, we ought also to love one an other;” 12:

“No man hath be held God at any time: if we love one an other, God abideth in us, and His
love is per fected in us.” Here be longs the whole of 1 Cor. 13.

Look at Psalm 133:

“Be hold, how good and how pleas ant it is for brethren to dwell to gether in unity… For
there Je ho vah com man deth the bless ing, even life forever more.” Par al lel pas sages,
Gen. 13:8; Heb. 13:1.

We hope the fore go ing will not be looked upon as sen ti men tal ity and
preach ment. It is meant for our self as much as for our brethren. Well are we
aware that love, which is an emo tion, can not de cide the truth in mat ters of
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doc trine, for that func tion be longs to the in tel lect; yet there can be no doubt
that if the prin ci ple of love were al ways po tent in the hearts of men, there
would be much less dis pu ta tion, and that which be comes ab so lutely nec es- 
sary for the sake of truth, would be con ducted in a much kindlier spirit than
has marked many of the con tro ver sies of the Chris tian Church. This part of
our dis cus sion will be closed with sev eral preg nant se lec tions from 1 Cor.
13, ac cord ing to the beau ti ful Old Ver sion:

“Char ity suf fer eth long, and is kind;… is not eas ily pro voked, thin keth no evill . . . And
now abideth faith, hope, char ity, these three; and the great est of these is char ity.”

To clinch and fin ish the whole Bib li cal ar gu ment: since such Chris tian
virtues as faith, hope, love, broth erly kind ness, for bear ance, unity and peace
are en joined so much more fre quently in the Holy Scrip tures than con tend- 
ing for doc trine, they ought to oc cupy a much higher place than they do in
our Lutheran Church; they ought to make us more gen er ous and less crit i- 
cal; they ought to make us more anx ious to find com mon ground than
grounds of dif fer ence; and in cases where dis cus sion be comes ab so lutely
nec es sary, they should per vade it all with their gen tle and mag nan i mous
spirit.
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11. The Ques tion Of Lutheran
Unity

THIS BOOK HAS BEEN WRIT TEN WITH TWO PRI MARY OB JECTS IN VIEW: First, to
see if any new light might be shed on the doc trines in de bate; sec ond, to
lead up to some hum ble, and we hope help ful, sug ges tions on the burn ing
ques tion of Lutheran unity.

It may be thought by some that, to en gage first in a doc tri nal dis cus sion,
is a poor way to pro mote Lutheran fel low ship and co op er a tion. That ob jec- 
tion, how ever, would not be well taken. We Luther ans are too much con- 
cerned for “the pure doc trine” (die reine Lehre), and rightly so, to imag ine
we can ever get to gether with out a full and frank dis cus sion of our doc tri nal
dif fer ences. To ig nore what we hold to be the truth, and make com pro mises
be fore we see a good and sub stan tial ba sis for union, would be en tirely for- 
eign to the ge nius of the Lutheran Church. From a Lutheran view point it
would be pre ma ture and ill-ad vised. Such a plan may do for that doc tri nally
in de ter mi nate and in dif fer ent move ment known as the “Fed eral Coun cil of
Churches of Christ in Amer ica,” but it is not fea si ble for Luther ans. By the
can did dis cus sion of doc trine, as well as other vi tal mat ters, we hope the at- 
mos phere will be come more and more clar i fied, so that we may be brought
to see eye to eye. At all events, a me chan i cal and forced union will not sat- 
isfy us Luther ans.

Still an other mo tive im pelled us to take up this dis cus sion: we could not,
in all good con science, let Dr. Pieper’s book go un chal lenged, as if it were
the only view that could be tol er ated in the Lutheran Church. Sup pose the
whole Lutheran Church should, for the sake of union, or for any other rea- 
son or rea sons, go over to that view, and should put it in a creed or plat- 
form; then sup pose that by and by, af ter more thor ough in ves ti ga tion of the
Scrip tures, that view should be found to be er ro neous – what then? No; it is
bet ter not to try to force a union on these deep and dif fi cult doc trines. In the
present state of the dis cus sion they should be left in the sphere of Lutheran
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lib erty for still fur ther study. We al ready agree on all the vi tal doc trines, as
we shall point out a lit tle later, and so can af ford to leave some re con dite
mat ters to in di vid ual judg ment.

Our pre sen ta tion shows, we think, that the truth is not all on one side;
that much Scrip ture can be cited and many sound ar gu ments ad duced for
the views of elec tion that are held by most Luther ans out side of the Syn od i- 
cal Con fer ence. This proves that it is use less to talk about Lutheran union
solely on that body’s con cep tion of the doc trines of elec tion and con ver sion.
And why should our Mis souri brethren in sist upon their views as the only
terms of union? Do not the rest of us have ac cess to the Bible and the Con- 
fes sions as well as they? We are sure that such in sis tence on Mis souri’s part
will in def i nitely post pone the day of Lutheran union. Is there not “a more
ex cel lent way?”

Take a sur vey of the sit u a tion: The Syn od i cal Con fer ence, the Iowa
Synod, the Gen eral Coun cil, the Joint Synod of Ohio, the Nor we gian
Synod, and the United Synod of the South, all ac cept con fes sion ally the
whole Book of Con cord; and they do so sin cerely. “What doth hin der” their
be ing united? What do they sep a rate on? Very largely on the doc trine of
elec tion and con ver sion. The Con fer ence in sists that her view is the only
true and pos si ble one. Her un mov able stand on these mat ters leads her to
ex clu sive ness and iso la tion. Why this con stant in sis tence on these re fined
the o log i cal dis tinc tions? We be lieve that the Lutheran bod ies named would
be will ing to al low Mis souri to be lieve as she pleased on these doc trines,
pro vid ing she would not make them the con di tion of fel low ship and co op er- 
a tion. There fore we fear that the re spon si bil ity for the di vided state of the
bod ies named lies largely at the door of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. In view
of all that can be said and has been said on the other side, is she will ing
longer to carry the bur den of re spon si bil ity? If Christ wants all His dis ci ples
to be one, does He not want His mil lions of Lutheran dis ci ples to be one?

And why should Luther ans be di vided on par tic u lar is tic views of the
doc trines of elec tion and con ver sion, so long as they all hold to jus ti fi ca tion
by faith alone, sola gra tia and uni ver salis gra tia? The mooted doc trines are
pro found and dif fi cult. By their very na ture they are so. Elec tion goes back
into eter nity, and tries to work out the na ture of the di vine de crees. Is it right
for poor, fi nite mor tals to think that they can so de fine what God did be fore
the foun da tion of the world as to ex clude and un-Lutheranize other Chris- 
tians who can not see pre cisely as they do? The same is true of con ver sion.
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All of us be lieve that men must be con verted; that God alone can and must
con vert them; that they are saved purely by grace. All of us re pu di ate both
Syn er gism and Pela gian ism. Then what causes schism? Why, the at tempt to
de ter mine that fine line where di vine causal ity and hu man free dom meet – a
line that no man, how ever in ci sive, can def i nitely mark out to the sat is fac- 
tion of all oth ers. Thus it will be seen that we are caus ing schism in the
body of Christ by wran gling over ques tions that are too deep for us. From
the time of Luther, Brenz, Chem nitz down to the present, the keen est Chris- 
tian minds have been try ing to fig ure out these pro found doc trines; yet they
could not in the past, and they can not now, see alike. Think of the days that
were spent by the Mis souri ans and the anti-Mis souri ans at the con fer ences
at Wa ter town, Mil wau kee and De troit, in 1903-4, in con tend ing over these
mooted doc trines, with the o log i cal gi ants on both sides, and yet no agree- 
ment could be reached. Why con tinue to in sist on a par tic u lar is tic view?
Must ev ery ques tion be a closed ques tion be fore we can come to gether in
the unity of the spirit and the bond of peace? Even some of the Mis souri
the olo gians have had shades of dif fer ence among them selves, yet they tol er- 
ated one an other. Why not just slightly in crease the bound aries of Lutheran
tol er a tion?

Let us see why it is nei ther right nor nec es sary to di vide the Church on
these the o log i cal sub tleties. Both par ties are equally sin cere and earnest in
ac cept ing the Bible as the in spired Word of God. They would make com- 
mon cause against ra tio nal ism and the neg a tive crit i cism. Both par ties are
equally de voted to all the Sym bol i cal Books; both quote them again and
again to sub stan ti ate their dif fer ent views. In read ing Stell horn, Ja cobs and
Pieper we have been much im pressed with the fact that all of them quote
from the same ar ti cles of the For mula. And again there is about equal schol- 
ar ship on both sides. All you need to do is to note their lav ish quo ta tions
from the He brew, Greek, Latin, Ger man, and other lan guages, and their co- 
pi ous ref er ences to many mat ters that be long to the do main of schol ar ship,
to be con vinced that in the way of cul tural train ing and skill they are pro tag- 
o nists wor thy of one an other’s steel. Now, un der these cir cum stances, can
they not see that the doc trines about which they con tend are of too ab struse
and aca demic a char ac ter to be made the grava man of di vi sion? Why not
agree to dif fer as brethren of the same house hold of faith?

Note an other mat ter – how la bored and ex tended are the ar gu ments that
each side em ploys to up hold its views; how wind ing and in tri cate are the
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log i cal pro cesses, with more than one ef fort to hang an op po nent on the
horns of a dilemma; how much fine and schol arly ex e ge sis must be used;
how many quo ta tions from the learned lan guages; pages upon pages of the
finest dis tinc tions, amount ing in some cases al most to hair-split ting! Is it
right, we re peat, for the dog mati cians to di vide the Church, and keep her di- 
vided, on such dif fi cult and eru dite ques tions? If the Mis souri ans should say
that their the ol ogy is very sim ple; that they just ac cept the pure, plain Word
of God; our re ply is: Then why all this la bored ar gu ment, all these scholas- 
tic terms, all these re fined dis tinc tions, in or der to try to con vince the other
party? And still they have not con vinced their op po nents, who ac cept the
Word of God with just as im plicit faith as they – the Mis souri ans – do. This
very fact proves that these doc trines be long to the sub tleties of dog mat ics.
We do not ask Mis souri to give up her views, but sim ply not to make their
ac cep tance by oth ers the terms of fel low ship and union. Can not Mis souri be
as gen er ous as the rest of us?

An other mat ter worth con sid er ing: So many peo ple stum ble over what is
called ra bies the o logi co rum, the anger of the the olo gians. Many good peo- 
ple think that the the olo gians are mostly to blame for our di vi sions. They
can not un der stand what all the con tro versy is about. We have heard more
than one lay man say that the Lutheran Church could be united but for the
the o log i cal pro fes sors, who, they con tend, are en gaged in hair-split ting, in
try ing to make dis tinc tions where there are no dif fer ences. Of course, they
do not un der stand our sin cere con cern for the truth, nor can they al ways dis- 
cern the sharp edge of dan ger ous heresy; just as, not long ago, a prom i nent
uni ver sity pro fes sor scoffed at the Nicene Coun cil for “wast ing weeks over
the dis cus sion of a word!” He was un able to see that the very heart of the
Chris tian re li gion was then and there in volved. How ever, we main tain that
our Lutheran the olo gians should give as lit tle oc ca sion as pos si ble for such
crit i cism, and should be more anx ious for unity than for par tic u lar is tic
views of doc trine that do not in volve the foun da tions of the evan gel i cal and
Lutheran faith.

Anent the present dis cus sion we are sure this crit i cism will be passed by
many sin cere and earnest peo ple in the Lutheran Church: that while we
Luther ans are spend ing our time and strength in con tro versy over the old
and al ways di vi sive doc trines of elec tion and con ver sion, some of the de- 
nom i na tions are busy do ing prac ti cal work, gath er ing peo ple into their
folds, and even steal ing some of our sheep. Whether the crit i cism will be
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just or not, let us re duce to the min i mum the oc ca sion for mak ing it. Ev ery
time there is a quar rel in the Lutheran Church the pros e lyt ing sects re joice
and take ad van tage of it.

Do not think for a mo ment that we would want to shut off the o log i cal in- 
ves ti ga tion and dis cus sion. That would be inane. When ever a Church gets
to the point that it is in dif fer ent to pure doc trine, gives up depth of think ing,
and lightly re gards thor ough-go ing schol ar ship, it will soon be come su per fi- 
cial and con se quently deca dent. Trees that root shal lowly are not en dur ing.
Rev er ent re search and ex change of views will lead to still deeper un der- 
stand ing and ap pre ci a tion of the vast mines of Bib li cal truth. How ever,
polemics, ac com pa nied by more or less stress of feel ing, is not so apt to be
ju di cial and un bi ased. There fore we be lieve that, if these di vi sive ques tions
could be left to in di vid ual lib erty, and were not placed in the list of es sen- 
tials, they could be dis cussed with greater calm ness, less heat of con tro- 
versy, less con cern for sec tar ian vic tory, and thus the truth it self would have
freer course.

In the in ter est of Lutheran comity, we de sire here to in sert a re mark,
which we hope will prove help ful. On page 146 Dr. Pieper says:

“To state the mat ter con cretely, that part of the Lutheran Church which has hith erto taught
that the con vert ing and sav ing grace of God is gov erned by the cor rect or good con duct of
man, and has in such con duct dis cov ered the ground of ex pla na tion for the dis cre tio per- 
son arum, must sur ren der that teach ing with out any reser va tion what ever. If this is not done,
all unity be tween the par ties to the con tro versy is spe cious.”

This sounds very like an ul ti ma tum. But we hope Dr. Pieper will not be too
rigid and in sis tent. How ever, on this par tic u lar point he has much truth on
his side. There fore we would ven ture to sug gest and ad vise some yield ing
on the part of some of the anti-Mis souri ans. It cer tainly does seem to be a
dan ger ous mode of ex pres sion to say that God has elected any man in view
of “cor rect or good con duct,” or that “good con duct” in any way pre pares
him for con ver sion. What ever the par ties who have used this mode of ex- 
pres sion may have meant by it, ev ery one can see, af ter a mo ment’s at ten- 
tion, that it squints to ward work-right eous ness and hu man merit – a heresy
that should be rigidly ex cluded from the Lutheran Church. So let us all
agree to avoid and re ject this “good con duct” method of ex pres sion, and
also the thought that it con notes. It is dif fer ent, how ever, when you say
elec tio in tu itu fidei, for, as we have shown, in faith there is no merit, and it
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ex cludes all ideas of merit; and there fore the doc trine of sola gra tia is sa- 
credly pre served. Now, if the one party will give up the term “good con- 
duct,” could not Dr. Pieper and his syn od i cal brethren join them in fel low- 
ship on the ba sis of jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone, sal va tion by grace alone,
and the gen uine of fer of grace and sal va tion to all, with lib erty on any pe cu- 
liar view of elec tion and con ver sion? Why not hoist the white flag and de- 
clare peace?

But there are some branches of the Lutheran Church that do not stand on
quite the same con fes sional ba sis as the bod ies pre vi ously named. We re fer
to the Gen eral Synod and some of the Scan di na vian bod ies. What is to be
our share and po si tion in the pro posed plan for Lutheran unity? We should
like to be in cluded in the project. We ought not to be left out in the cold. We
might help the good cause along. (Re mem ber, just now we are think ing
more of unity, fel low ship and co op er a tion than of or ganic union). All of us
ac cept, ex an imo, the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion as our creed – quia,
not quatenus – and Luther’s Small Cat e chism as a book of in struc tion. Now,
since all gen uine Luther ans in this coun try ac cept the Au gus tana, would not
that be the most sat is fac tory ba sis for Lutheran comity and co op er a tion?
There all could stand. And, af ter all, the Augs burg Con fes sion con tains the
seed and essence of the Lutheran faith, all con cisely and lu cidly set forth;
the other Sym bols are only the de vel op ment of these sem i nal prin ci ples.
Why would it not be fea si ble for all Luther ans to ac knowl edge all other
Luther ans on that plat form, and hold fel low ship with them? We do not
mean that the Con cor dia Luther ans should give up their con fes sional ba sis,
nor, in deed, that any branch of the Lutheran Church should sur ren der her
creed or her au ton omy; but how ex cel lent it would be if we could all work
to gether am i ca bly in fel low ship and ef fort on the above ba sis! Should the
time ever come when, by means of friendly dis cus sion and ne go ti a tion, we
could ad just our con fes sional dif fer ences, an or ganic union might then be
ef fected, and all Luther ans could march abreast against the com mon foe un- 
der one flag.

You see, brethren, that the Gen eral Synod and the Scan di na vian Syn ods,
in ac cept ing from the heart the Augs burg Con fes sion, nec es sar ily ac cept the
true doc trine of jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone, which car ries with it, pure and
un de filed, the pre cious doc trine of sal va tion by grace alone. If our Mis souri
brethren could hear the teach ers in our Gen eral Synod sem i nar ies in sist ing
on the doc trines of grace, and con demn ing all hu man merit and work-right- 
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eous ness, they could not help feel ing that we stand solidly on those great
basal doc trines. The doc trine most in sis tently taught by ev ery mem ber of
the Wit ten berg the o log i cal fac ulty is that the mer its of Christ are the sole
ground of our sal va tion, and that those mer its are ap pre hended and ap pro- 
pri ated by faith alone. We are sure that all the Gen eral Synod sem i nar ies
teach the same kind of the ol ogy.

Just to ven ture a lit tle fur ther, hop ing we will not be thought guilty of
temer ity, we think that some thing like the fol low ing might be se ri ously con- 
sid ered as a fea si ble plat form for Lutheran uni fi ca tion in Amer ica: To hold
and ac cept the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion as our creed, and Luther’s
Small Cat e chism as our book of in struc tion; then to ac knowl edge the abid- 
ing his tor i cal, doc tri nal, and spir i tual value of the Sec ondary Sym bols of the
Book of Con cord, and to main tain that a thor ough mas tery of their con tents
is nec es sary in or der prop erly to un der stand and ap pre ci ate the Lutheran
sys tem of faith. This would give us a fixed and fun da men tal Lutheran creed
on which all Luther ans could stand, and yet would place the de vel op ment
and the o log i cal re fine ments of the sup ple men tal Con fes sions in the do main
of lib erty and free dis cus sion. We be lieve, too, that this plat form would not
keep be fore the Church so many ques tions that gen der di vi sion.

A supreme ar gu ment for Lutheran unity and co op er a tion in Amer ica is
the won der ful doc tri nal agree ment that al ready ex ists among. See how we
hold in com mon ev ery thing that is fun da men tal to pu rity of doc trine and de- 
vel op ment in life. There is not an ec cle si as ti cal body in Amer ica that is
such a com pact doc tri nal sol i dar ity as is the Lutheran Church. Let us see
how true this is.

First, all of us ac cept the whole Bible as the in spired Word of God. We
know of only two men among us who are in the least tainted with the so-
called “new” the ol ogy and the mu ti lat ing Bib li cal crit i cism, and they oc- 
cupy no com mand ing the o log i cal po si tions in the Church. There is only one
other branch of the Chris tian Church here in Amer ica that stands thus
united on the Bible; for it is an out stand ing fact that most of the de nom i na- 
tions are in fected, and some of them fairly hon ey combed, with the neg a tive
higher crit i cism and the nat u ral is tic views of re li gion. The Lutheran Church
has ev i dently “come to the king dom for such a time as this” – to save the
Bible and the evan gel i cal faith from the hands of crit i cal van dal ism. Oh,
that we might cease to op pose one an other! Oh, that we might mo bi lize our
forces against the com mon foe!
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A fur ther bond of unity among us is our un di vided al le giance to the Un- 
al tered Augs burg Con fes sion. What a solid front that gives us! No need of
fur ther de bate about our fun da men tal and generic creed. Nowhere else will
you find such con fes sional una nim ity.

Nor is that all: ev ery Lutheran body in this coun try joins all other
Luther ans in hold ing the other Sym bols in the high est re gard, even where
they are not adopted of fi cially in the credal sense. In view of so much unity
among us, why should we not cease to fight among our selves? Why not join
hands and hearts in ad vanc ing the king dom of God? Why set up al tar
against al tar? We pray that we may all whet our swords, gird on the whole
ar mor of God, unite our forces, and march in solid pha lanx against the com- 
mon foes of our re li gion. We be lieve such a sight would be pleas ing to Him
who said:

“One is your Mas ter, even Christ; and all ye are brethren.”

The sec tary might raise a fine, tech ni cal point just here, namely: You have
tried to show that the Mis souri Synod has mis con ceived some parts of
God’s Word, and has put the Lutheran reg u la tive doc trine in a sub or di nate
place. Would not these facts log i cally make you ex clu sive to ward Mis souri?
How can you still be will ing to hold fel low ship with her? Our re ply is: First,
by love. Love is “the great est thing in the world” (1 Cor. 13:13). “Love suf- 
fer eth long, and is kind… love vaun teth not it self, is not puffed up… thin- 
keth no evil… be lieveth all things; hopeth all things; en dureth all things;
love never faileth.”

Sec ondly, by log i cal con sis tency. We agree on all the fun da men tal mat- 
ters, Mis souri and the rest of us. We are equally sin cere and earnest; with
equal fer vor we ac cept the whole Bible as the in spired Word of God; with
no reser va tions we ac cept the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion and Luther’s
Small Cat e chism; we hold the whole sys tem of evan gel i cal truth, in clud ing
the doc trines of the Trin ity, the in car na tion of the Son of God, the di vine-
hu man per son of Christ, the vi car i ous atone ment, etc.; no less heartily do all
of us ac cept our dis tinc tive Lutheran doc trines: jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone;
sal va tion by grace alone; the uni ver sal of fer of sal va tion; the com mu ni ca tio
id ioma tum re spect ing the na tures of Christ; the real pres ence of His body
and blood in the Holy Sup per; the Word and the sacra ments as the means of
grace; the re gen er at ing ef fi cacy of child bap tism; pri vate con fes sion and ab- 
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so lu tion (of course not in the sac er do tal sense); the uni ver sal priest hood of
be liev ers. And these are the es sen tial doc trines. A par tic u lar is tic view of
elec tion and con ver sion is not fun da men tal in the Lutheran Church, for
from the start some of our best and most loyal the olo gians have held di verse
opin ions re spect ing them. The doc trines on which we agree are so much
more nu mer ous and vi tal than those about which we dif fer that we could
eas ily fel low ship with our Mis souri brethren, with out ask ing them to ac cept
all our views re spect ing the mat ters at is sue. This, we main tain, is a con sis- 
tent po si tion.

An ob jec tion may be sprung: All that has been said in fa vor of Lutheran
union might also be said in fa vor of union with other branches of the Chris- 
tian Church. The caveat, how ever, would not be well taken. First, we
Luther ans are much nearer to gether doc tri nally than we are with the de nom- 
i na tions. Some of the doc trines that we hold most dear they re pu di ate. If
you think they do not, just spring those doc trines in the pres ence of their
the olo gians. It would be a long, long time be fore we could come to an
agree ment doc tri nally with other com mu nions; and per haps it could never
be ac com plished, for we Luther ans could never con sent to sur ren der or
com pro mise our pre cious doc trines of the ubiq uity of Christ’s glo ri fied hu- 
man na ture, of His real pres ence in the Holy Com mu nion, of bap tismal
grace, nor could we sub scribe to a plat form of in dif fer en tism to ward these
doc trines. Doc tri nally, there fore, a gen eral union is not fea si ble. Let us con- 
fine our at ten tion to what is much more prac ti ca ble, the pos si bil ity of
Lutheran unity.

Then, the de nom i na tions dif fer so much from us in prac tice that union
with them is out of the ques tion. Per haps most se ri ous of all is the fact that,
with one or two ex cep tions, the de nom i na tions are honey-combed with lib- 
er al iz ing ten den cies in the ol ogy and with ex tremely loose ideas of the in spi- 
ra tion, au thor ity and his toric ity of the Bible. These lat i tu di nar ian views are
taught in many of their the o log i cal schools, and preached in many of their
pul pits. There fore any thing like a real sym pa thetic union and fel low ship
with them un der these cir cum stances is im pos si ble. With us Luther ans in
Amer ica it is dif fer ent. We can say that we are a unit on the doc trine of the
Bible. Here we ought to stand to gether and present a solid front to ra tio nal- 
ism, neg a tive crit i cism and lib er al is tic the ol ogy. Again we say, the Lutheran
Church has “come to the king dom for such a time as this.”
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Once more, and this time more of a plea than an ar gu ment. Luther ans
ought to be will ing to over look some fault in one an other. They ought not to
be hy per crit i cal. This is not a world of per fec tion. They should cul ti vate the
char ity that “thin keth no evil.” As far as pos si ble, they should put the best
con struc tion on one an other’s ac tions. There are some meth ods and prac- 
tices in all branches of our Zion that are not quite to the lik ing of the other
bod ies. Most of us can even see things in our own ec cle si as ti cal com mu- 
nions that we should like to see changed. But all of us must re frain from be- 
ing too se vere in our judg ments. Nor should we in sist on too rigid a dis ci- 
pline in other bod ies. For ex am ple, to be per fectly frank, it has of ten puz- 
zled us how sa loon keep ers and liquor-deal ers could be tol er ated in any
Lutheran Church of Amer ica; but even here we are not ready to be too con- 
dem na tory in our judg ment, for we can not per haps quite “put our self in the
place” of those who must put up with such men. If a Gen eral Synod min is- 
ter were to go be fore a State leg is la ture, or a com mit tee of it, and ad vo cate
Sun day base-ball, we be lieve he would be called to ac count by the Dis trict
Synod to which he be longed. We know of such a case in one branch of the
Lutheran Church; yet the of fender never re ceived a word of syn od i cal re- 
buke!

Just so other branches of the Lutheran Church should re mem ber the pe- 
cu liar sit u a tion in the Gen eral Synod with re gard to cer tain mat ters – for in- 
stance, the lodge ques tion and a lit tle lib er al ism – that oth ers think ought to
call for stren u ous dis ci pline. In our branch of the Lutheran Church this gen- 
tle prin ci ple largely pre vails:

“Brethren, if a man be over taken in any tres pass, ye who are spir i tual re store such a one in
the spirit of gen tle ness; look ing to thy self, lest thou also be tempted. Bear ye one an other’s
bur dens, and so ful fill the law of Christ.” True, this mild method may be abused; but it may
also be trans gressed.

For years the Gen eral Synod seems to have been the ob ject of spe cial crit i- 
cism. Per haps it has, in a way, turned out for our good. It has lead our the- 
olo gians and min is ters to ex am ine Lutheran doc trine and prac tice more
thor oughly, and thus make sure that they stood for the pure truth as our
Church holds it. How ever, our crit ics have usu ally for got ten the pe cu liar
make-up of the Gen eral Synod. Ours is the old est Gen eral body of Luther- 
ans in this coun try, un less the Joint Synod of Ohio should hold that place of
honor. The Gen eral Synod was or ga nized in 1820. From the start it used the
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Eng lish lan guage al most ex clu sively. From the start it was nec es sar ily
thrown into con tact with the nu mer ous Re formed Churches around it. The
Gen eral Synod there fore, has not been able to build up her con stituency as
most of the other branches of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica have done –
very largely out of im mi grants from Lutheran coun tries be yond the sea and
from the chil dren of the Church. On the other hand, we have largely gone to
the un con verted peo ple of all classes around us, and have tried to win them
from the power of Sa tan unto God, just as we should have done and just as
all branches of the Lutheran Church should do. In this way we have gath- 
ered much spir i tu ally un formed ma te rial into our churches; many of these
re cruits had no re li gious train ing what ever; oth ers were brought up in the
var i ous de nom i na tions around us, but had lapsed into sin. Thus, while we
have sim ply done our duty in bring ing sin ners from the world to Christ and
into the Church, it has given us a het ero ge neous con stituency; and it takes
time and un weary ing pa tience to mold all this ma te rial into a ho mo ge neous
Lutheran unity. This is our pe cu liar sit u a tion in the Gen eral Synod, and has
been all along. It will read ily ac count for the fact that some of our con gre- 
ga tions and min is ters are not and have not been quite as per pen dic u lar in
their Lutheranism as they should have been. If the other Lutheran bod ies
had been started in the same way, and had set for them selves the same spir i- 
tual task, they would have had pre cisely the same prob lems to wres tle with,
and would have suf fered from the same em bar rass ment. While the Gen eral
Synod has been strug gling with her prob lems, and do ing so in all sin cer ity
and de vo tion, some of the other bod ies, not trou bled with the same ques- 
tions, have looked on and have crit i cized us. For this we do not blame them,
for mem bers of the Gen eral Synod of ten did some fault-find ing with oth ers,
too. But now that we are com ing to know one an other bet ter, and to un der- 
stand bet ter the pe cu liar sit u a tion in each Lutheran body, we be lieve that the
time has come for char i ta ble judg ment and sym pa thetic treat ment.

The time has come when the whole Lutheran Church must do more
home mis sion ary work; when she must not be sat is fied only with “gath er ing
Luther ans” and nur tur ing the chil dren of the Church (no ble and para mount
a work as this is); but when she must go out into “the high ways and hedges,
the lanes and the al leys,” and bring in the un saved of all classes and con di- 
tions. These peo ple be fore con ver sion will not be Luther ans, and many of
them will not have Lutheran an tecedents; but they need Christ and the
Church; and af ter they have been con verted, they must be in doc tri nated and
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molded into good and true Luther ans. When some of our sis ter Lutheran
bod ies do this kind of work on a large scale, as the Gen eral Synod has done
all along, they will have some of the dif fi cult prob lems to deal with that
have tested the Gen eral Synod’s skill, pa tience and strength.

Let it be un der stood that the mis sion work which we urge must not be
done by the so-called “re vival” method. God for bid! It must be done ac- 
cord ing to our sober and solid Lutheran meth ods – quiet per sonal work on
the part of pas tors and peo ple, care ful cat e chiza tion af ter con ver sion, and
the true preach ing of the law and the gospel. When the whole Lutheran
Church of Amer ica en ters this work with sa cred earnest ness and prayer,
much of our con tro versy will be laid aside.

The Gen eral Synod has learned some valu able lessons through her long
years of mis sion work among the un saved and unchurched. She has learned,
and that by not a lit tle bit ter ex pe ri ence, that the so-called “re vival” sys tem
is not the best way to make good and sub stan tial Chris tians and church
mem bers. She has also learned that the only proper way to bring up the chil- 
dren of the church, and as many other chil dren as pos si ble, is by care ful in- 
struc tion in the home, the Sun day-school and the cat e chet i cal class. Of
course, many of our pas tors were sound in their prac tices along this line
from the be gin ning, but a good many oth ers had to learn by ex pe ri ence and
ob ser va tion. The Gen eral Synod has learned, in ad di tion to the fore go ing,
that even adults should not be re ceived into the church in a pro mis cu ous
way, af ter they have con fessed Christ in con ver sion, but that they, as well as
chil dren, should first pur sue a course of care ful in doc tri na tion in the cat e- 
chism un der the pas tor, be fore they are ad mit ted into full mem ber ship. It
has not been our fault that we did not know these things by mere in tu ition,
nor has it been to their credit that some other branches of the Lutheran
Church have not had to wres tle with these prob lems; the whole mat ter has
been due to the pe cu liar con di tions and en vi ron ments here in this new land
of Amer ica, where work along so many lines had to be ex per i men tal and
ten ta tive for a time.

Our task is done. No other feel ing than that of love and ad mi ra tion for
our Con cor dia brethren has ac tu ated us in this un der tak ing. We have been
frank, per haps a lit tle polem i cal at times, but al ways friendly. Our hope and
prayer have been that this pre sen ta tion might ac com plish this one ob ject, if
noth ing more: to make it clear to all par ties that no one should be too dog- 
matic re gard ing the doc trines in dis pute, and es pe cially should not make
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them the cause of sep a ra tion and ex clu sion. May even this hum ble ef fort
help to make for Lutheran unity and good will! And may Christ reign in all
our hearts and His Holy Spirit guide our Lutheran Zion into the ways of
truth and peace!

Fi nis
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How Can You Find Peace With
God?

The most im por tant thing to grasp is that no one is made right with God
by the good things he or she might do. Jus ti fi ca tion is by faith only, and that
faith rest ing on what Je sus Christ did. It is by be liev ing and trust ing in His
one-time sub sti tu tion ary death for your sins.

Read your Bible steadily. God works His power in hu man be ings
through His Word. Where the Word is, God the Holy Spirit is al ways
present.

Sug gested Read ing: New Tes ta ment Con ver sions by Pas tor George Ger- 
berd ing

Bene dic tion

Now unto him that is able to keep you from fall ing, and to present you fault less be fore the
pres ence of his glory with ex ceed ing joy, To the only wise God our Sav ior, be glory and
majesty, do min ion and power, both now and ever. Amen. (Jude 1:24-25)
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