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CHAPT R 1

INTRODUCTICH

This investigaticn has been motivated by twc factors,
The first is a disappointment on the part of the writer with
present-day Cld Testament study. The modern critical inves-
tigation of the 01d Testament has, toc be sure, mede a great
wany important discoveéiea and has contributed much %o the
understanding of the 0ld Testament, Archaeological studies
have substantiated the histcricity of portions of the 0lé
Testament and filled in gaps in our knowledge ¢f its histor-
ical setting. Comparative religion has dlscovered that Is-
rael wes not alone in possessing many institutions. Socio-
loglcal study has revealed much about encient Semitic ways of
thinking, Literary analysis has classified the kinds of wri-
ting employed in the 0ld Testament.l All these contributions
are veluable., Yet there is a definite 1mpressicn that Cld
Testament atudy is not vitally related to Christian faith and
life., 3uch an impressicn is nct pecullar to this writer, but
has been rsceived also by many others. KXarl Barth has called
for a new lock at the Seripture, saying that we must see the

Christ everywhere, andi that the 01d Testament saints looked

lHerbert F, Hahn, (0ld Testament in Hodern Ressarch
(Philadelphia: Mauhlenbarg Press, 1954), pp. 1ff. provides a
good introduction to the contributions and weaknesses ol the
various schools of (0ld Testament study.
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forward to a consummation,? Wilhelm Visscher has also felt
the lack of relevance of most Cld Testament study and set
about to demonstrate the witness of the ancient Seriptures
to Christ,’ iven contemporary corthodox Iutheranism finds it
necessary to speak of a "problem” of the 0ld Testament, The
feeling among meny scholars today is that if the 0ld Testa-
ment is nothing more than history or literature, then there
is nc need to retain 1it.

The other factor was the wrlter's discovery that the
Lutheran dogmaticlans ol the seventeenth century displayed
wany valuable lnsights Intc the doctrine of 3cripture and in-
te theologlcal prolegemena. They have been accused of being
literalistic Blblicists,4 but a reading cf their statements
cn Seripture ahowed that this was not quite true te fact,
Similarly, they have been said to consider Seripture a beok
of proof-texts to support doctrine, and tec have read New Tes-
tament.docctrine back into the (Old Testament without taking
the historical circumstances of the latter intc account:l
This charge becume suspect cn twe counts. First, il their
position on Scripture has been caricatured, perhéps thelr po-
sition on the interpretation of Seripture has alsc been inac-

curately described, Second, the New Testament 1tself appears

2imi1l G. Kraeling, The 0ld Testament Since the Reforma-
tion (New York: Harper and Bros., 1955), pp. 108f.

31bid., pp. 2197f.
hivid., p. L41.
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to view the 0ld &s substantially in sgreement with ivs own

teachings,

It therefore became apparent that it would be worthwhile
to investigate tho hermeneutlical prineciples of the seven-
teenth~cendury Lutherans, and Lo diseover what prineiples
they employed in thelr ccrmentaries and degmeties., The aim

of thls investigatlon, then, 18 to discover these principles

and to evaluate their validity. The questions that naturally
arise are such as these: Are the methods ¢f the ¢ld Lutherans
consistent? Are they still valid tcday? 1Is the Bible used

a8 little more tuan a source ol proof-texts? Did the dogma-
ticians of that period go too far in seeing Christian doc-
trines in the 0ld lestement? Did they wake any slignificant
centributions that have been overlocked? It is the aim of
this study to attempt to answer these questions,

The velume oi literature avallable from the hands of the
writera of the seventeenth century has imposed certalin limi-
tations on the scope o this investigation. To be completely
thorough it would be necessary to study every text on hnerme-
neutics and every com:uentary from the time of Luther tec well
into the eighteenth century. But lack of time has obvizted
such an investigation. Complete thoroughness would also call
for a survey of the tools of the interpretor avallable in the
period in question, Lexlecons, grammers, concordances, and
study of the verslons played a large part in the exegesis of

Biblical texts. But such a survey 1s beyond the scope of



I

this study, as is erlsc a survey «I' the general rules of in-
terpretation, such as those desling with context, etymology
and usage, {figures of specech, nand parables. Such rules meke
up the bulk of the hermeneutics of the seventeenth century,
and they are a Wworthy object of study. Our sttenticn, how-

ever, 1s directed teward prineiples rather than rules.

During the sixteenth century many commentsries and sonme

@

tudleos of the principles of Interpretetion were written,gbut
few of them were detsiled enough to command our attenticn.

It was at the tlme of John Gerhard, about the beginning of
the seventeenth century, that the metholology of Seripture
interpretation recelved some serious attention. Within a
half-century nearly everything had been zaeid that was golng
to be sald on the subjsct of hermeneutics by the Luthoran
dogmaticians, 1t 48 this formative pericd that should re-
ceive cur gttention., Gerhard straddles, as it were, two
erags: the end of the Teformatlcen era and the beglnning of
the era of codificaticn of doctrine. Hence Gerhard will
recelve cur chiefl attention, & further reason for csntering
cur chief attentlon on Gerhard is the fact that he is gener-
ally ackncwledged as an cutstanding representative of Lutheran
orthndoxy. But it 1s necessary to study ancther individual

to represent a terminus ad guem: Abrsham Calov, He wrote in

the latter half of the same century, at the tiie when the
subject of hermeneutics had been very fully discussed and

cocdified. And he 18 quite generally recognized as cne of the
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most scholastic of the Lutherans of that age. If we find

that both Gerhard and Calov are in general agreement on the
essentials of the interpretation of Scripture, then we may
be fairly certsin that the views of Lutheran orthodoxy are
beinf represented.

The procedure followed in this study is that of descrip-
tion, illustration, and evaluation. The principles of in-
terpretation 2re set forth as they are stated in the wri-
tings of the Lutheran dogmaticisns. Then examples of the
application of these principles fellow, soc that the discus-
gion does net remain merely in the realm of theory, and so
that it may be shown how the principles worked themselves
out in practice in the commenteries. Such a procedure will
engble us to evaluate the velidity of the prineciples.

i note concerning terminology may be in place here. 1In
order to avoid repetition it has seemed advisable to use the
terms "hermeneutics," "interpretation,” "exegesis," znd "ex-
position” almost interchangesbly. The specific meaning of
each term as distinguished from the others is only occasion-
ally intended, and in those places where it is intended the
context makes clear what meaning the term carries. There is
another group of terms that are used interchangeably for the
same reason. This group includes "the Lutherans," "the or-
thodox Lutherans," "Lutheran orthodoxy," and "the seventeenth-
century Lutherans." Again, the distinctive meaning of any of
these terms is not to be pressed unless the context demands

it.
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There has heretofore been little investigation of this

0
L 23
[&]

area tudy, and for this reason only & few secondary

-

sources are referred to in this study. The reader is reler-
red, however, to Haegglund's investigaticn of John Gerhard's
doctrine of ﬁcripture,s which has served as a very useful
source of reference.

The scurces employed in this investigation are mazinly
the commentaries and hermeneuticzl writings of CGerhard and
Calov. There are occzsional sdditions from other writers of
the approximate pericd under investigation. These are limi-
ted, however, to exceptionally well-stated ideas., Of such
ure are the appendices at the 2nd of this study.

The investigation iz organized nunder five main headings.
The first of these is 2 historiczl introduction, in which
the development of the szudy of hermeneutics is trsced up to

the ©

pde

me when it became fully codified by the Lutherans.
This development indicates a shift of emphasis from thes at-
titude of the interpreter to the methodology he must employ,
ard it indicates the reasons for this shift., The second

heading deals with the regula fidei, or consensus of Serip-

ture teaching taken from the clear passages of Scripture.

The idea of the rerula fidei, as mizht be expscted, is a

natural expression of the doctrine of the perspicuity of

5Bengt Haegglund, Die Heilige Schrift und Ihre Deutung

in der Theologie Johann Gerhards: Eine Untersuchung ueber
das altlutherische Schriftverstaendnis Ifunﬁ: Berlingska

Boktryckeriet, 19517, pp. L1ff.
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Seripture. It was also belisved that there is only one
sense of Seripture, #nd that wzs the esnse intended by the
Holy Spirit. The use of clear pooseres is limited by the

infirmities of humen resson sznd the sublimity of the subject-

E
5
ct
ct
o
-
3
'3"

1¢ third headine includes three other aids used

in interpretation by the orthodox Lutherans. One is the
distinction between Law and Geospel, a distinction that was
of great importance in the theology of Luther. Another is
the use of sumrary rules codified by dogmatics., FPassages
ghould be kept in the oroper frame of reference to svoid
contradiction with other passages. The third aid is the use

of valid deductions

oy

rom passaz2s. The Lutherans maintained
that not everything need be explicitly expressed in the
Pible, but that implieations and inferences cof a passage are
z21so intznded by the psssagze, The fourth major heading is
conzarned with the principlsess of Messianic prophecy. The
seneral principie is that the New Testament is a fuller re-
velation, but the 0ld Testament is not devoid of a doctrine
of Christ. Tha Bible knows of Measianic prophecy which, the
iutherans maintained, can refer to nothing else than Christ
and His benefits. There is also typology. Scripture some-
times speaks of one thing and at the same time has reference
o the New Testament fulfillment. This is especially true
of the Old Testament sacrificial system. The final major

heading treats, after the manner of case studies, three doc-

trines which the Lutherans clgimed were taught in the Old
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Testament.: the Trinity, the Messizh, and the soul of man
and its final fate. The trestment is & represaentation of
the treatment applied by ths Luthersns %o ths 014 T

) reati ML

passages, so that the reader may judza for himself the vali-

gelf
dity of thsir appreach,

Quotations from the works c¢ited sre usuelly summarized
or paraphrased, except where it is necessary to translate
axactly., Tn meny placea, howaver, none of these taree me-
thods of representation is completely adegquate. There the
auotations are furnished in tha original in footnotes.

Nearly all the works clted are given according tc the
short title cnly. This is done to conserve space, since

many of the titles are =o long 25 to bte unwieldy. The com=-

plete titles are suppliecd in the biblicgraphy.

All emphases In the footnoctes are my own.




CHAPTER 1II
THE DEVELOPMENT OF HERMENEUTICS

The prcblem of the interpretation of Scripture is not
a new one. It goee back to before the time of Christ. The
first codification of narmeneuticesl rules appesars to be that

},1 where four

f Fabbi Xillel (circa 75 B, C., to 10 &
main categories are zenticned: the simple or literzl mean-
ing; the dialectiecal epprozch, or leogicsl study of words and
ideas in comparison with one ancther; the philological ap-
prozch; and sllegory. L1l four cof these csztegories have been
recognized and used extensively throughout the history of the
Church, To these & fifth wzs added, & cstegory
present in Philo,? znd zrticulated in the New Testament:
typelogy.

In the early Church was 2 running debate betwsen Anti-
ach znd Alexandris sg to whether Scripture should be inter-
preted literslly or allegorically.3 Thz debate was revived
by Jercme and Augustine znd was won, for 211 practical pur-

poses, by Augustine.* He is gquoted quite sxtensively in the

1%, c. Blackman, Biblical Interpretation (London: Duck=-
worth and Co., Ltd., 19

2Ibid., pp. 77f.

3Jjames D. Wood, The Interpretation of the Bible (FPhila-
delphiat Vestminster Press, 1557), PP. 52=51.

“'Ibido’ ppo 62"700
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hermeneutical works of the seventeenth century wh

diescussed in this study. Augustine favored tue allego

approach in interpretation, but he did not ign

L oy o o~ 1 - - ? 2 s %
meaning of a passage. Generally we might say ths
2

During thes Middle Ages zlle2gory was developed into the

o - A s A -~ P 2 res ) -

four-fold method of exsgesis: 1literal, allegorical, moral,

24d anzeorical & Perhana fas steused commentarics of o
¢ @geozTical. 2ArN&ps Tag MOsSL~used comuentarices ot ine

Middle Ages were the glosss ordinaria, whieh quoted the opin-

1 - -~ 4 -~ - -y s o - P e -l . e 3 - -
ions of the fathers on a varse and tried to resach & verdiet,

itten hotween the vorses, much like a pop-

an ) o8 P y o rn Prolr o . - - -~ 5 o vy s oy - P

ular commentasry today. OGlossaries were also prevalent, which
. ) b o N e v  ail e @ - B IR < < e o<

cave one the sllegorical meanings of words in Seripture, and

which were intended o e used as lexicons or Bible diction=-

Another vhenomenon of the NMiddle iAges was the rise of a
new form of Jewish exezesis. Up to about the eleventh cen=
tury the Rabbinie metheds were still in common use anong the
Jews. Put inspired by the mrammatical study of the Arabs,

Jewish exepetes bezan to challenge the older mathed in favor

5Aurustine, On Christian Doctrine, transliated with an
introduction by D. W, . Robertson, Jr., in The Library of Lib-
§g%% irts (New York: The Liberal Arts Press, 1952), LEIXK,
7

6Beryl Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the Middle
Ages (Naw York: Phiiosophical Librery, 1052), P. L2.

7Blackmsn, op. git., p. 112.
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of the new literal-grammatical method.8

With the Reformation came a more thoroughgolng revolu-
tion, elevating the literal sense. Humanism had succeeded

in restoring grammar and rhetoric to a high position and saw

the value of uncovering the original meanings of anclent
writings. The new methods included lingulistic and stylistic
analysis, attention to relationship between the parts of a
composition, and consideration of the cultural and thought-
background.9 With Luther theclogical methodology underwent
a change. Scripture was not malnly a collection of proof=-
passages, but raw materlial, It wss to be cocllected, gath-
ered, syntheslzed, and applied to the present situation and
the universal needs of men, Not only was Scripture used as
a source of-theology, but theoleogy was brought to bear on
the interpretation of Scripture, Iuther's Commentary on
Galatians, for example, 1s an interpretation in the light of
the distinction between Law and Gospel, Alsc the Bondage of
the Will is a treatment based on the consensus of Scripture
teaching, It may be true that this method would better be
called expocsition than exegesis, but Luther does, wherever
it is necessary, appeal to the definition of a word, to the

grammatical point, to a relaticnship within the text, such

8p., W, Farrar, History of Interpretation (New York:
Dutton, 1886), pp.'hEI_EEEI- iy

9Bernard Remm, Protestant Biblicasl Interpretation: A
Textbook of Hermeneutics for Conservative Protestants (Bos-
ton: W, A, Wilde Co., 1950), pp. 31ff.
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as parallelism, or to the clear literal meaning of the text,

In general, however, hermeneutics proper was not a live
topic in the days of Luther or in the early days of Lutheran
orthodoxy. At least it was nct much dcbated., Fost of the
hermeneutical material thet appears is found in such works
as lntroductions to the study of theclogy, designed as guldes
for beginning theological students.l0 Even when prolegomena
began to appear on a large scale, hermensutics seems to have
been considered a side 1ssues, a purely exegetical subject,
lloenecke, in his dogmatics,ll does not even menticon the word
in his historicsl survey of the develorment of prolegomena.
There was at tlmes some discussion of the rules of exegesis
in the commentaries of the period, usually in the prefaces.
There were also some wWorks that dlscussed a number of the
guestionsg raised in the area of interpretation., But the
subject did not become one of great interest until about the
1620's, as is indicated by the many volumes that appeared
after that time dedicated entirely to the subject of herme-
neutics, and discussing it in scientilfic detail.

The beginnings seem to have been made by Melanchthon

in two early works on language in general, The first of

10cf, infra, pp. l4-17.

11Adolf Hoenecke, Evangelische-ILutherische Dogmatik,
zum Druck bearbeltet von seinen Sohnen Walter und Otto Hoe-
necke (Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1909-1917),
I’ 1“31-
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these, HElementorum Rhetorlices,}2 does not deal specifically

with hermeneutics, but 1s primarlly a textboock on rhetoric.
Since rhetoric and sacred rhetoriec, howsver, cannot be di=-
vorced, the latter recelves some discusslion. Melanchthon
classifles the normal phenomena of languagze as a means of
communication of ideas, Rnetorical devices are means through
which ldeas are communicated., Language, therefore, 1s logical
in nature, Wnile Melanchthon refers mcre often to pagan au-
thors than to Sceripture in this work, he still 'inds it neces-
sary to include a discussion of the four-fold sense of Scrip-
ture, 13

The seccnd work, hils [rotematum Jialectices,lh ccnslists

of definitions of logical terminology. It 1s bullt on the
assumption that logie is clear and is inherent in language.
But the proper use of language, especially lor argumentation,
requires scientific study of its nature and cepabilities,
Axloms and illustrations abound, although again only & few
are taken from Scripture. It is language that is under dis-
cussion, languasge in which people must speak to be understood
and in terms of which pecple think. Alsc Scripture obeys

the rules of language.

12philipp Melanchthon, Elementorum Rhetorices, in Cor-
nus Reformatorum (Halis Saxonum: C. A, Schwetschke et Filllum,
1846), XIil, L16-506, First edition, 1519,

13The discussicn covers seven pages (L66-474) in this
edition.

1iiPhilipp Melanchthon, Erotematum Dialectices, Ibid.,
ppy 512-751. First edition, 1520.
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This is the way we are accustomed to speak and urite so
that we do not pour forth ambiguitles tc others in our
speech and in our writing; but we gulde cur speech along
the lines of certaln definite propositions and clear
statements. From such a viewpoint we also read not only
the profane writers but also the writings cf the apostles
and prophets, and that with the intention of investigat-
ing the statements in these writings just as we might
investigate the decislons of jJjudges; and we consider
what they actually say and we do not attach diverse
Interpretations to the single verses zs many have done
with the Psalws and with Paul,l5

It is significant that Luther had ncthing but favorable com-
ments to make oconcerning this work of Melan,chthon.16

In a later workl? Melanchthon noted the importance of
exegesis and professional interpreters, because simple people
do not always understand the languege and arrangement cf the
things discussed, and false Interpretations must be refuted.

He aays,la

and let them attach themselves to the interpretations
and testimonies of the pure Church (such as the Apostles!
and Nicene Creeds), that they might retain the light
of the Gospel.
He also says that any “ecorrect and skilful interpretations®
must be made by pious believers. DBut he does not involve

himself in the actual rules of interpretation.

15Tbid., p. 578, translated by R. Preus, "The Rise and
Development of Prolegomena in Lutheran Dogmatica, " unpub-
1ished essay, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1959, pp. 7f.

16preus, loc. cit.

17Tertia Aetas Locorum Theologlcorum ab ipso Melanchthone
Bditorum, 1in Corpus Reformatorum, XXi, 560-1106,

181bid., pp. 606f.
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Not many years after the death of Luther a few indivi-
duals bsgan to codlfly the canons of inbesrpretation., Ous
such was Andrea Hyperius. In his book on the study ol the-
0logyi? he tries to set forth a thsological methodology.
About wone~fourth of the book is devoted Lo the Interprstation
of Seripture, ie mentions only seven slimple rules for the

-

reading of the Bible., (1) The mind should be free from all

vain and sarthly thoughts =nd concerns, (2; We should at-
tempt to draw out the simple and nscessary meaning of the
Wwords, #hoever looks for a hidden or second meaning will
never arrive at the truth. (3) We should read the Serip-
tures always with the concern thet practical Truits might
come f'rom our reading. And such fruits are manifold. (i)
de vmst pray for the gift of the Holy Ghost Who alone rekes
us theologians (1 Corinthians 1:11). (5) We should 'explore
the Seriptures ccntinualily; then what is unclear may often
be cleared up in time, (6) We must employ patience in cur
study. when it someiimes takes sc long for us Lo percsive
things pertaining tc human philosophy and earthly matters,
we nust rediize that we will never fully understand ths
things which are of God. (7) We cught to employ doxology,
and humbly thank God for those thiugs we have learned in

His Word.20 After these suggestions Hyperius enters upon

19anarea Hyperius, De Theologo seu de Ratione Studil
Theologici (Basiliae: Joannis Operinus, 1556), pp. 1ff.

201bid., ppy 80ff. Summary adapted from Preus, op. cit.,
PP« 15f.
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a long discussion ¢f speclfic difficulties and pecularities
in the Bible. Here he deals eapecially with problems that
bothered or confused people in thelr reading. e offers
hints to help aveid problems and errors that arise.. Hls ob-
servations may seem rather obvious to the reader of today.
He reminds us, for example, of the importance of comparing
the criginal languages and of the nsture and use of proper
names, But he also has some observations that socund very
modsrn and are emphaslized by recent exegesis and Biblical
theology. He tells us to make note ¢f tihe literary units
and parts of writings and their types (Gattungen); to cone-
sider the clircumstances surrcunding the event or passage;
and to gather and compare all passages thet speak to the
oassage under consideraticn., This last polnt was the basis
fer the whole dlscipline of dogmaties. liyperius adds two
appendices to his discussion, pointing ocub common errors or
sources of obscurities that can arise in reading Scripture,
and supplying helps for the student in reading Hebraisms, 2l
The first of these is reproduced in translation in APPENDIX
A at the end of thls paper. Figures of spesech are stressed
several times in the book, perhaps indicating that they were

s problem at the time.<@

21Ibidc 2 p?- 101-119!

22¢0f, also the "Apology to the Augsburg Confession, "
Triglot Concordia: The Symbolical Books of the Evangelical
Tutheran Ohurch (St., Louis: Concordla Publishing House,
1921), 111, 163.

1
i
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In snother work published six years later,<3 fiyperius
went on to describe the phenomena of Scriptural language in

more detail, 1n a fashion resembling Melanehthon's rlementorum

Fhetorices referred to above, except that he restricts the
discussion to the Bible. 1In the prefacedl tc this werk he
deseribes the nature of Scripture, It was revsealed for mends
salvatlon, and was therefore given in the language of men.
Since Christians depend on this Word they must be able to
understand it and know eternal 1ife. Some things are given
cpenly in the Bible, while others z2re eclothed in flpurative
language; still cthers are hidden in parables anc the like

and require the Holy Spirit to give understanding,

stresszses ¢

Eyperius
he fact that mere inowledge, or wisdom, is not
enough, but that interpretation of Seripture must lead also

te the fear of God,25
In 1558, in the preface to his short comientary on Mat-
thew,25 NDavid Chytraeus offers some brief rules for the in-

terpretation of Moly Writ, We need only list them here.

23Andreas Hyperius, De Tormandis concicnibus sacris, seu
de interpretatione seripturarum populari. Libri I1. (Mar-
purgi: Andreas Golibus, 1562), pp. 1:if.

2lor ipistola Muncupstoria. The pages are unnmumbered,

25“ « « omnium adeo vicincrum Vederaviam incolentum
utilitatam, constitueretis, Quod opus vel solum pariter
saphentiam ac Dei timorem ostentat.

26navid Chytraeus, Comwentarius in Matthaeum cvangelis-
tam ex Fraelectlonibus Davidus Chyt®ael collectus (Viteber-
gae: lohannes Crato, 1558), pp. 1frf.
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(1) Refer single passages (partes) to specific loci communes.

In this way docctrines are confirmed to faith and consclences
aided., (2) Loglecally separate the members of a series so as
to rfacilitate teaching. (3) Grammatically interpret, watch-
ing for fipures and illustrations used., (L) Refute corrupt
interpretations. Chytraeus apparently believed that hilstor-
ical background 1ls also important for exegesis, since he
furnishes an overview cf the llew Testament era in a chrono-
logical table, This is then follcowed by a twenty~page dlis-
cussion of the difference between Law and Gospel, including
8ix rules for discerning them 1ln Scripture. His entire dia-
cussion of the subject is reviewsd below in Chapter III,
Included in Chytraeus' discussion is a brief list of Hessi-
anic prophecies and the various causes of Law and Gospel.
from this discuasicn 1t is clear that hermeneutlcs as a
science is still only latent in Chytraeus. It is developing
more along theological lines than along scientiflc lines.
The next important writer to deal with the subject of
interpretation was Martin Chemnitz in his §£§322b27 His pur-
pose here 1s obviously apclogetic. He discusses the restric-
tion of the right of interpretation to the bishops, saylng
that the bishops do not, for one thing, have the only true

interpretation handed down to them, but mere tradition.:

27Martin Chemnitz, Fxamen Concilii Tridentini (Pranco-
furti ad Moenum: apud Georgium Corulnum, impensis S8igis-
mndi Peyerabend, 1566-1573), pp. <80ff,
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Marthermore, the glft of interpretation is not restricted
tc tho Pope and hla bishops. There are rather certain rules
of interpretation that must be followed, The Popes ignore
them and thus show that they do not have the gift at all.28
“hen the Pope imposes a corrupt interpretation on the Church
he seeks justificatlion from the Fathers, and he overrides
the meost clear and simple passages of Seripture merely on
the basis of his own authority. Chemnitz drives home the
point that it 1s the slmple pecple who are clten better able
to iInterpret Scripturc because they do not come with human
persuasicns, but listen to the clesar wWord of God, €9

From all this it 1s clesr that Chemnitz believed, in
general, that exegeslis is a task of which any Christlan 1s
capable, and that learning is sometimes a drawback, unless
it be learning almost exclusively in the Scripture. Tradi-
tion is of little value in the task of interpretaticn. On
the surface it may seem that there is here a contradiction
between Chemnitz and Melanchthon on two issues. Melanchthon
sets great store by the traditional interpretation of the
Church, while Chemnitz says tradition has little value, if
any. But the contradicticn is only apparent, since Chemnitz

is referring to tradition as perverted by the Roman Church,

280n this point compare the discussion by Jaroslav
Pelikan, "Tradition in Confessional Lutheranism,™ Lutheran
World, III.(December, 1956), <li-222.

29%Chemnitz, loc, cit.
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made a governing and rigid rule. The other point of con-
trast 1s on the need for skilled interpreters. This con-
trast is In kesping with Lutheran traditicn, namely that
Sceripture 1s clear enough to be sulficient for sslvetion
for anyone, but it ls also necessary to have men skilled in
the Scriptures for the sake of resolving difficultiea, con-
Tlrming ceonsciences, and refutlng the poerverters of Scrip-
ture.

In his Loci30 Chemnitz deals more spescifically with
hermeneutics. In his discussion de Deo he reproduces and
explains nine rules which the scholastlcs had established
for legitimately {inding passages abcut the Trinity in the
01ld Testament and interpreting these passages.3L The rules
are profound in their simplicity. There are no exegetical
handsprings to ge through te discover the sense of such pas-
sages., Other hermensutleal observations are scattered

throughout the Loecl, under the categories opera Trinitatis

ad extra and ad intra, under the divinity and the humenlty
of Christ, ete.31

Chennitz and his contemporaries were more concerned
with helping the Christian interpret Scripture lor himself

than in interpreting it for him and in making exegesis a

30Martin Chemnitz, Loei Theologieci (Francofurti ad
Moenum: Ioannes Sples, 1591), Vols. I-III.

311bid., I, 38-40; 53-60. BSome of these rules are
summarized in APPEXDIX B at the end cf this paper,
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scholarly discipline, Ixegsesis 1s practical. This conclu-
sion is mupported by the fact that Chemnlitz began, although
he never llved to finish it; a harmony cof the four Gospels.
The express purpese of tnils work, aceording te the introduc-
tlon which is prohably by Gerhard, was to set down the words
and works of Carist in chronological order, so that Chris-

tians might not be confused and dlsguleted by errorista,32

In 1567 Flacius published his Clavis Scripturae Sacrae,33

a wory that might seem to contradicet what has just been sald
above, that hermeneutlics was not a scientific discipline un-
til later timegs, But Flacius was a precocious individual.
It was not only in hermeneutics Gthat he anticlpated the ap-
proach of later “#riters, He also anticipated the analytie
method in dogmatics, the origin of wnich has been credited
to Calixt, whe lived sbout cne nundred years alfter him.y-L

1a the second volume of his (lavis he outlines the synthetic
(local) method, the analytic method, and a third, the defin-
itive method.35

Nevertheless, the Clavis is not gquifte as scientific in

32parsin Chemnitz, Polycarp Leyser, Joan Gerhard, Har-
monie Quatuor Evangelistarum (franccfurtl et Hemburgl: Za=-
choria Hertelius Bibliopola, 1652), HEpistola Dedlecatoria.

33p¥atthiua Flacius Illyricus, Clavis Sceripturae Sacrae
(Lipsiae: Johannis Justi Erythropilil, 1695; editlo prima,
1867), Vols. I~II.

3hHeenecke, op. cit., p. 326: "Dle amnalytische Hethode
ward bekanntlieh zuerst von Calixt in seinem lpitome theo-
logiae eingefushri,”

35Flacius, op. cit., II, opposite p. 56.
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method as 1t may appear at first glance, Volume one is &

lexliconn of Biblical torms based on the Latin Bible. 1In cone

u

talns definitlcns and discussion of the Hebrew and Cres
terms. There are also two indices, one dealing with the
torms dlescussed, listed in alphabetical ordsr, snd the cther
iisting the Scripturc verses quoted. «e are reminded of the
ledieval glossaries., Volume two contains tractabes on the
phencwena ol Scripture, with charts on varicus topies inter-
spersed, and two large indices, In this volume he deals
mainly with difficuities in Seripturs, Hs lists {ifty-one
causes of difficulty (characteristics and phencmena ¢f Serip=-
ture), with eight remedics, sixty rales, and twenty-seven
preccpts; then follow twenty more specific causes of 4diffi-
culty, with thlr{y-rour soluticns. {or reccnciling contra=-
dictions he offers twenty-three rules, He also has discus-
sions on the parts of spesch and rheterical devices, and

even a series of dlstinctlons tc be made te attain coherence
in the reading of the prophets. These last are reproduced

in translatiocn in APPENDIX C, to indicate the practical na-

ture of Ilaclus't rulss.36

36w, Gasz, Geschichte der Protestantischen Dogmatik in
ihrem Zusemmenhange mit der Theologle ucbarhaupt Berlin:
Georg aeimer, 10854), I, 160f, comes tc the same ccneclusien.
He seys that according tc Piaoiua, one mugt investigate the
circumstances of every Scripture locus: the readers, pur-
pose and context, doctrinal and practical sections, habits
and pecullarities cf the suthor. Analysis and notice of
rhetorical flgures, rules of spesoh, and explanations of
names are frulitful beginnings for s histerical interpretation

:1
I
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From this outline we can see thet Placius has tried to
cover everything, but his approach to the subject is still
less than systematle. e has not done anything really new.
fuch of his materlal is very similer to that of Melanchthon,
which has beon discussed above.37 Nevertheless, Flacius
peved the way for an adequate Biblical hermeneutics.3%

The concern over exegesis and hermeneutics did not arise
In 2 vacuum., It was motivated largely by the attacks against
weripture from the Homan camp, especially from Bellarmine
(1542-1621). John Gerhard, in the first presentation of her-
meneutics since Flacius,3? his tractate on the legitimate
Interpretation of Holy SGPipture,ho directs his arguments
against Bellarmine. In the foreword he accuses Bellarmine
of meking Scripture of ne eff’ect on the basis that it is un-

clesr and insufficient, Gerhard compares the then current

Thus c¢ne would overcome mecnanism and atomism in interpreta-
ticn. "Flacius," he says, "alao knew the differsncc bestween
popular and Learned interpretation,®

37Supra, pp. 12-1l.

38casz, op, cit., I, 160: "Seine Regeln verrathen her-
meneutischen Takt und Scharfainn; er hat der lsbendigeren An-
schauung, wélche dile ?efarmation in die Bibel trug, thecre-
tlachen Ausdruck gegebsn und sich arhcoben usber die zbtomis-
tische Behandlung eines unterschiedslos inspirirten Textes,"

39so Bengt Haegglund, Die Hellige Schrift und Ihre Deu-
tung in der Theonlogis Johann Gerhards: Rine Untersucshung
ueber aas altlutherische Schriftverstaendnis (lund: Berling-
SK8 Boktryokeriet, 1951), P 207.

LOJohn Gerhard, Tractatus de Legitima Scripturae Sacrae
Interpretatione (Ienme: Johannis Jakobl Bauhofferi, 1663;
editioc prima, 1610), pp. 1ff,
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3tate o alflfalrs with that cf the time ol Irenssus, who
Cought the heretiecs whe were perverting the cloar Sceriptures.

Bellarmine argusd that we csnnol tell the sense of Scripturs,

slace 1t has many senzes, ‘YWhich is the true one? 3¢ Gerhard

(S

ffound Lt necessary to nolnt out Yhs common-sense rules {op

exegeslis. He deals walnly with the question of the authority

™

of tne Church

e

] e s s e ' s - Tom Y 2 ;
n Interpreting, and spends over hall the book

on this gueation, But he also

{...l
e

sta sories of canons, rules
and axioms to be employed., These rules have nnt been worked
bt Into a logleal structure, but are coften just a series of
observations, Gerhard deals also with the questions of alle-
gory and type. This i3 surprlsingly early {or such a "so-
pnigticated" consideration among the Lutherans, But Gerhard
ls motivated by his antl-foman concerns snd atterpts to show
the 1llegitimacy of the use of esllegory by ZFore and Bellar-
Nine yesrs later, ln 1619, there sppeared an unusual
book by Wolflgang Franz. bl According to the title-page it
was quite populsr ameng the students, and went through three
editions. 2 This book presents only two simple rules, and
then goes on to illuatrate their application in a host of
passages, all thoroughly discussed. In 1623 Solowmon Glas-

sius, a student cf Gerhard at Jena, published his Philologia

Llywelfgang “rans, ractatus theclogicus novus st per-
spicuus (Wittebergae: Matthael Seelflsch, 1619), pp. 1ff,

42Rditio tertia, 1668,
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Sacra, s claasic catalog of the linguistic phenomena of the

Bible and defense of the sola Scriptura principle.’3

It was not until 165l that there appeared a definitive

work on the subject. Thls was Dannhauer's Hermeneutica

sacra,lt In the first half of this book Danrhauer describes
the purpcses, uses, and ends of Interpretaticon. He maintains
that its purpese is to render falthfully the clezr sense of
the Blble by the application of sll the faculties (encyclo-

pediae, philosophiae, et philologiae). We may observe a

slisht change in approach here, iHe does not make a strong

case {or oratio, meditatio, 2nd tentatio, nor for the need

o
faor

or the Holy Spirit, ner {or pcrseverance, as the earller
men hed done, ixegesis hed by then begun tc become a science
in its own right. The interpreter came bringing skillls.
while he dozs menticn falth as a prereguisite for interpre-
tation, methedology seems more important., GCasz declares,

"If one had learned the phases (scope, subject, means, etec.)
with all the definitions and some abstract rules with exam-

ples, then one had compiled a hermensutica sacra. "5 It 1is

for this reason that we shall not concern ocurselves much
with the books of this period, but shall but brisfly summar-

ize thls.one as a typical example.

13Salomon Glassius, Philologia Sacra (Lipsiae: Jo., Fri-
derici Gleditschii B. FilTum, 1725; editie prima, 1623}, pp.
1L,

Ll Johann Conrad Dannhauer, H@rmapeutica Sacra (Argentor-
ati: Josiae Staedelii, 1654), pp. Iil.

45Gasz, op. cit., p. 162
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As Dannhauer moves intc the categories cof hermeneutics
proper, gram7ar becomes a necessity. Then the sections of
the text must be noted and distinguished., Other versions
should be consulted. Solecisms and barbarlsms must be vin-
dicated. After this, one must be sure to consult the Jewish
comuentators, although eritically, sinece they have many
idiotismi. Hebralsms and Hellenisms must be noted. As for
Greek, grammar, syntax, and logical precgressicn sre the im-
portent factors. Flgures of speech are ccnsidered, as well
as antiquities, geography, pclitics, etc., or the general
environment, When all this 1s done, one must ccllate other
Seripture on the same subject. With Chytrasus this was the
first step. While it would be unfalr to say that doctrine,
or the analogy of Scripture, has become less important, 1t
is nevertheless true that exegesls has become iscolated as a
separate discipline. No longer does dogmatica stand at the
serviecs of the interpreter. He trusts his findings first
and only secondarlily the formulated doctrine. Perhaps thls
is because dogmatics has by this time become so burdened
Wwith necessary categories and distinctions that the inter-
preter has had to start all over and ccllect his own pas-
sapges, At any rate, the two discliplines have become largely
divorced by this time.

Pannhauer's next rule is to consult the commentators.
It is interesting to notice that this 1s placed next to last

in the task of exegesis, but not altogether eliminated.
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Finally, the interpreter may launch into his polemics. e
may observe that this seems a safec and sensible methodology.
We alsc notice the lack of any mentlon of lexicons or con-
cordances, This is not because such were not avallable at
the time, but they do seem to have beecn comparatively scarce.
iven Calovit® in 1681 1ists a lack of concordances as one of
the causes of error in interpretation. But the lack of eany
stress on such worksa gives the impressicn tle t words in them-
selves were not considered of primary importance, Instead,
iogical structure, context, and enviromment recelve the
accent,

Leat we Jjump to the coneclusion that exegesis has become
an entirely sclentific, able, and self-confident discipline,
we should take note of a covmmenteary on Nehum and Habakkuk
published by Matthaeus Hafenreffer (d. 1619) and reprinted
in 1663.“7 In the foreword he discusses the value of study-
ing the prophets. He notes that there will always be unsolved
problems, especially in the prophets, who can sometimes be
very obscure. One difficulty he notes is with the types,
which are not always obvious, and are sometimes confusing.
Sometimes we can only stop and pralse the mystery that 1s

beyond our comprehension. Thus the study of hermeneutics

Léabraham Calov, Biblia Illustrata (Dresdas et Lipsiae:
Johannis Christcphorl Zimmermanni, 1719; editioc prima 1681-2),
p. 15. :

L 7Matthaeus Halenreffer, Commentaria in Prophetam Nahum
et Habacue (Stuttgardiae: Joannls W. Roesslini, 1663), pp. 157,
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has not produced an a8y coptimism; nor has the enlightenment
of the Holy Splirit been forgotten.
After Danvhauer's work & number of books on the subject
appeasroed, It was ccnsidered at length by Calov in his com-

mentary on Genesis, S his Biblia Illustrats, snd his dopma-

tics, August Pfeiffer in 1680 published his volume,4? uhich
was very mush llke that of Dannhauer, iarly in the
eighteenth century a rash of titles appeared, authored by
fracke, Rambach, and others.

In the sixtesnth century exegesis was nobt a2 speclalized
task. Any intelligent Christian could interpret the Scrip=-
tures with the aid of the Holy 3pirit., Interpretation was
practical and spiritual 1ln nature. But the attacks of fHome
onn the clarity of the Bible brought replles and codlified
hermenoutics, so that the need was rocognized fepr definite
rules of interpretation. The spiritual nature of the bask,
while not fergotten, was not emphasized in ths latter part

of the seventesenth century; exegosls beonme a leak that

required skill and learning.

L8abraham Calov, Gommentarius in Genesin (Wittebergae:
¥ichaells Meyeri, 1671), pp. 1ff.

49August Preiffer, Critlca Seerg {1ipsize: Mart. Gabri-
elli Huebnerl, 1688) editio prima, 1580), pp. 1ff.




CHAPTER III

THE REGULA FIDE

Definition

In the perlod of high corthodoxy there was one factor
which was considered moat lwportant of all in interpreting

Jeripture. That was the regula fidel, the rule of faith,

Thig f{actor made Lutheran exegesis distinetive. 1t was the

practlical expression of the scla Scriptura prineciple, as

propounded by ILuther. Because of the application of the

regula fidei, the 0ld Testarent was saved from the hands of

those who wished to abolish it or make it of little effect.
On the cone hand the Roman Catholiecs wished to allegorize it
and subject it tc the inclinations of the Pope, and on the
nther hand the sects wished to make it merely a law-book,

or Worse yet, a heathen book. Orthodoxy had to defend it-
self egalinst both attacks and uphold the integrity of the
6ld Testawent. This was not merely done in the realm of
theory, in dogmatics and polemics, but the commentarles alsc

evidence the application of the regula fidel in exeyesis,

The prineciple of the regula fidei was nct new with the
Lutherans. It had been set forth by the Roman Catholie
Chureh long before Luther ever appeared on the scene. But
1t meant something different for the Lutherans that 1t had

before. The Papists had urged four means of interpretation:
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the regula fidei, the praxis ecclesiae, the consensus of the

interpretation of the fathers, and the deerees ol the coun-
cils.l Gerhard takes up these four polnts and shows the
weakness in the argument of Rome and the diflferences in un-
derstanding between the two partles.

As to the regula fidel Gerhard says that we (the lLuther-

aens ) understand by it clear passages of Scripture and the
fipostles! Creed, but the Papists preparse another rule of
faith: . traditions., But traditions can only be accepted if

they agree with Seripture. If not, they must be rejected.l

By praxis ecclesiece the Papists meant those things which the
Pope proclaimed ex cathedra, while the ILutherans understocd
it a8 thet which the Holy Shost spoke in Seripture. Gerhard
does not reject the consensus of the fathers or the decrees

™

of couneils, but he does subject them to the Scriptures. He
says that the Lutherans do not spurn these lour means, but
magnifly them; yot only after testing thelr truth with Serip-

ture.3

lJjohn Gerhard, Tractatus de Legltima Scripturese Sacrae
Interpretatione (Ienae: Johannis Jacobl Bauhofferi, 1563;
editio prima, 1610), p. 30. Hereafter this work will be re-
ferred to as De Legitima Interpretatione.

2Ibid., p. 31: ", ., , proindc sl traditicnes consentiunt
cum Seriptura, eas acceptamus: si vero dissentiunt, jure eas
repudiamus, "

31bid., p. 32: "Hon improbamus haec medla, sed quemad-
medum 1111 addunt, regulam fidel, quam Papa probat; praxin
Ecclesiae, quam Papa servat: Patrum interprotationes eas
demum sequendas, quas Papa non repudiat: illorum Conciliorum
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The Roman objJectlons te the Lutheran use c¢f the rule of
falth was based on the belief that Seripture 1s cbscure,
whlch in turn was essentlel to the dcectrine of the authority
of the Church., The polnt that was really at lssus, says
Prous, was whoether the Chureh 1s above Sceripture or Scrip-
ture sbove the Church.lt

The Lutherans 1lnsisted on the perspiculty of the Bible.
It was not necoessary, therefors, to appeal to a multitude of
interpreters on a given pazsage, but to Seripture 1tself,5
Nor did exegesis requlre any externel light or far-fetched

1nt07pretutifn.5 It required only the ccllation of passages

o e e

e o a—————

Neersta amplectanda, quae Papa confirmat; ita patiantur, a

ncobis itidem sddil, veram fidei regulam esse, gquam sScriptura
proponit: veram Hccleslae praxin esse, quam Scriptura ap-

probat, veram Patrum interpretationem esse, quas Scripturae
ncn adverssatur; vers esse Concllliorum Decreta, guae Scerip-

turis sunt conformia."

li Robert Preus, The Inspiration of Scripture: 4 Study of
the Theology c¢f the Seventeenth Century Lutheran Dogmaticlans
{idinburcgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1957 ), Pp. 160f,.

SBengt Haegrglund, Die Helllge 3Schrift und Ihre Deutung
in der Theologie Johann Gerhards: Hine Untersuchung ueber
das altlutherische Schriftverstaendnls (Lund: Berlingska
Boktryckeriet, 1951), p. 17l, footnote 3!, quoting Gerhard,
Commentarius super Genesin: "Verltatem in fidel articulis
non esse pestimendam ex Confessorum multitudine vel paucitate,
ged ex degmatis alicujus cum fidsl regula, hoc est, cum
Seripturis sacris conformitate.™

6gerhard, op. elt., pe 42 ", . . 2d illa igitur intel-
ligenda et interpretanda non requiritur externum gqueddam
lumen, sut interpretationlonge petita." Cf. Salomon Glas-
sius, Philologia Sacra (Lipsiae: Jo. Frideriei Gleditschii
B' E‘ili'um’ 2 » pp' 391'—399‘
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that speak clezrly cn the issue in question. Calov werns,
howsver, epgalnst making such a collation from passages too
diverse, 1, e., out of context or ocn s different subject, as
is often the case when a concordance is used unaritically.T

The regula fidel may be defined as the tctal ceontent of

Seripture tesching or a summary thereof, It is a ccllecticn
of the clearest passases of Scripture.a An example of 1t
from Scripture itself occurs in the temptation of Charlat,
whare He collects passages to »efute the Davil. 9

The reguls has two parts: that whlch deals with felth,
and that whieh deals with love. The filrst is summarized in
the Apostolle Creed; the second in the Dacalogua.lo Gerhard
often ldentifies the Crecd with Scripture, and makes it nor-
mative for Iinterpretation., It might appear th2at he is sdding

s second prineciple to the sola BSeriptura, or 2t least mmking

a concesslon to the tradition-principle despite his anti-
Romanism. But this iz not the case. Tho Creed is only
identical with the basic content of Seripture, Thus the

Seripture principle and the regula fidei are not two

prineiples, but two expressions of the same gola Seriptura

7Abraham Calov, Biblia Illustrata (Dresdae et Lipaiae:
Johannls Christophori Zimmermanni, 1719), I, 20.

8cerhard, op. cit., p. 25: "Ex perspicuis illis loecis
colligitur regula fidel, quae est summa quaedam coelestis
doctrinae, ex apertissimis Scripturae locls collecta.

9Ibid., p. 128,

10Ibid., p. 25.




principle.ll

The repule fidel coneists primarily of the articles of

feith, and secondarily of the rast of Scripture which sup-

ports these articles. Thus the rsgula 1s everything that

et mrreranss

1s revesled In Seripture, and at the same time only the are

ticles of faith.12 Tt may alsc be delined as Law and Joa-

rel.13 In any case, the rsguls fidei is th

¥y
¢t

6]

@azsential con=

Seripture, and can therefore be identified there-
with, It can and must be applled as a norm for the exposi-
tion of Seripture.ll With this identification in mind we

A -
may
o

say that Seripture ls at onee its own norma normans and

norme normata., Since ths regula is neot a gensralized total-

o

(4]

1ty of Seripture, but consists of elear passages, it can be
the one valid norm of interpretation, It has valldity, we
should nots, only when it corrssponds exactly with Seripturs
and summarizes its chiefl contents, 15

An 1llustration or twe may profitably be used to clar-

ify further the definition of the regula fidei. 1In 1 Petsr

2:2k the elause appesrs, "4ho hils cwn self bare our sine in

&

1lupegplund, op. git., p. 183,

12John Gerhard, Locl Theologici (Edidit Cotta; Tublngae:
n, p., 1767-1781), 1I, 3551 "Scriptura et rides nostra sunt
asqualis latitudinis, Fides nec plura nec minus debst am-
pleecti, quam est in Seripturis revalatum,"”

13Haegzlund, op., ¢it., p. 182,
1“'Ibido, p' ]-79!
151bid., pp. 184, 209.
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his own body on the tree , . , ," The question arises whe=-
ther it wses only the body that bore the sins, Jerhard, come
menting on this passage, says that the phrase "in hils body"®
is a synechdoche ior the whole humen nature, bouay and swul,
He proves this from Isalsh 53:10, "iHe shall make his svul an
offering," and 53:12, "le gpoured out his soul unto death,"
The bedy is mentliconed by Peter because thet is what was visi-
ble cn the cross.l® We see here thet Usrhard is assuning
that Seripture must agree witi: ltself. One cleer passage
cannot contradict ancther, In this case the two passages
complemsant one ancther,

A second illustraticen is in Gerhiard's comment on 1 FPo-
ter 1:2, ", + « unto obedience and sprinkiing of the blood

of Jesus Christ.” ile saye thet the gprinkling of the blood

of Christ iz the application of His benelits; by faith ocur
hearts ere sprinkled and cleansed Irom sin, Romans 3:<5. The
same verb, rentizein, is used in Psalm 51:9 ("Turge me with
hysscp. "), where it stende for the Hebrew word chitte!, to
expiate or absoclve. Lxpiation was made by the sprinkling of
the saserificisl blood. Isaieh £2315 says that the Hessieh

ul7

"shall sprinkle many natiocus, The kigh priest was also

16john Gerhsrd, Commentarius super priorem D. Fetri
epistolam (Jenae: Johannis Reifienbergeri, loLl), p. £97.

1750t all 0ld Testament scholars today agrec that
"sprinkle” is the meaning here, but this is ultimately imma-
terisl. dorhard's corcordance study ls cften vast and in-
cludes every possibility. He sometimes has too much of a
good thing.

PE————
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sprinklied with bleood, Leviticus 8:30. 4nd the sprinkling
vwes ordained and consecrated by God, HExodus £9:21; 2138,
Since Charist is the matitype of the high priest (Hebreoua 9:
a0), the aprinkling refers to our absclutlion befere Cod by
the blood of Christ, the scurce ¢f ocur royal priesthood,
Revelaticn 1:6; Romans ‘::1.18 Two things are clear frc

I

Gerhard's expositicn here., ile has made uase of a concordance

-

bo eluclidate the passage ln the light of the whole 2ible.

iy

Yore Impartent, he uses beth the 013 and Kew Testament pasw
sages as on a par wlth ocne snother teo shed light on the pas-
sape in questlieon; yet he is cognizant of the 4differences in
time and clreumstance., lie does not base any interpretation

8 tenucus or theorectical exegesis, but relies on a host

0
=

Tne regula fldel 1s then normstive for the interpreta-
tion of Seripture. 't ls not mesrely an sxpression of

1s belleved, but 1s slsc 2 reguls ersdendl. Its contents

mast be believed for salvatlon, not only with historlcal,
but alsc with justifying feith.l9 Therefore 1t wust be nor-

mative for all whe wish to understznd or interpret Seripture.
Relation to Perspiculty of 3ecripture

The principle of the regula fldei may slsc be sxpressed

181bid., pp. 35f.

19Heegglund, op. ¢it., p. 180.




36

in another wey: Scripturs sul ipsius interpres (Scripture

1s 1ts ovm interpreter.). This means trat darker or more
obscure passares in the Bible are to be interpreted by clear=

er ones, drawn [rom the regula fidei. Thus every correct

expositicn can become a part of the regula. In this way
Scripture comes to interpret 1te=1r,<0

This prineciple, that Seripture Iinterprots itself, rests
on the persplcuity of Holy ¥rit, just as the Homar tradition-
principle rests on its darkness and obscurity.al Bellarmine
had said thst Scripture is nct sable to say what is its true
sense, It must be interpreted by the Church, which alone
knows its true sense.“c To this the Lutherans answered that
all interpretation must be literal and proper, It cunnot de-
part from the words, especlally in articles of falth, unless
Seripture itself shows the literal grammatical sense io be
improper.33

The Papists further objected that the methods of the
Lutherans were faulty because they were the mcthods of all
heretics, Jews, and psgans, and that such metheds csn reach

only human probability. Gerhard granted the former because

zoIbido’ p. 183'
21Tbid., pp. 209f.

22Gerhard, De Legitima Interpretatione, pp. 19f.

23Ibid., p. 56: "A litera, praesertim in fidei articu-
14s nen esse discedendum, nisi ipsa Scripturs improprietatem
ostendat et exponat."
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God gave Holy Wrlt for all te resd and know. But he insis-
ted that the same methods actuslly refuted the herctiecs,
Jews and payans.zﬂ To the second charge Gerhard snswered
that the Lutherans only investigate what the Holy Spirit has
g8ajd and the way He sald it, Thus the Holy CGhost Himsgelf is
the ju:}_q\;ﬂ.ag The expoesition of the lutherans, on which their
doctrine 1s grounded, is not mere interpretstion, but posses-

es dlvine authoerlity.

The repula fidel has twe importantwcharacteristics: it
is clear and 1t 1s oconsistent., o article of faith fails of
apt and cleer words in Scripture.aﬁ And the regula must not
be taken to be used apainst itself, but in hermony with it-
self.€l If e passage remains obscure, it can be interpreted
in any way not out of harmony with the rﬂgula.25

Gerhard's [aith in the perspicuity of tie Bible and hnis
confidence in the regula, or the whole of Scripture teaching,
is evident from his suggested curriculum ror the study of
theology. For the [irst year he recommends a curscry read-

ing of the Bible, with no analysis, comments, or

itbid., p. LO.
251bid. ;" p.. 1.

26Ibid., P. 56: "Rullum esse [idel dogma, quod non ali-
cubl propriis et perspicuis verbls 1n Seriptura proponatur, "

271b3d.: "Regulam fidel acceptendam esse 1nte ram, ne-
que ejus purtes sibi invicem opponendas esse.'

28£E§§-: 34 in loei obscurloribus genuinam sensum non
possimus assequi, tamen a reguls fidel nen ease discedsndum, "
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interprotation.29 He wants the atudent to 1live with the Bi-

ble so that, among other thinsas, 1t will have an effect on

him threoughout the year, But he alsc wants the student to

e’

v

1ave a grasp of what the Blble is saying ia general, so that

”

he can Tit a passage lnte the context of the whole revela-

w

tlon of fod, Tetalleld sxepesis can come later, How can any-
cne 1lnterpret ths Bible if he hasn't even read 167

This is not tc say that Cerhard sllowed fer the “Schrift-

genz® of modern posltlive theology. He will not allow cate=-

gories to be imposed on the Bible unless they are derived

A

from & clesr statement of the Blble 1tsell, Lvelnr the title

¢

"Hew Teatament" is permlissible only because it derived

&
ot
j =
t4

“‘ 2
rom such passages ag Jeremliah 31:3&.)C
Because¢ seripture 1s perlectly clear it can be under-
stecod by anyone. Cerhard often eppeals to The Habbls of an-

cient and modern times alike t¢ support his exposition of an

0ld Testament text. Commenting on Deubercromy 18:15 he con-

w

iders it obvious that the vrepnet o come is noi Joshua or
the other prophets, but Christ.S1 He points cut thaet not

only the clder Rabbis so understood it, but that even the

29Johe Gerhard, Hethodus Studii Theologici {(Lipsiae:
Johann Glueck, 1617), p. 147,

30john Gerhard, innotationes Posthumse in Evin%elium
D, Mettheel, Apostoll ot Lvangelistl (Jena: Georgl 3Songe-
walii’ IESE)’ P- RS

31John Gerhard, Commentsrius super Deutercnomium (Je-
nae: Joh, ludovicl KNeuennanil, 1657), p. 11&0.
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Turks adwmit that the passage is best undorstced ol Christ,32

5
"

wifth suech a flirm confidGence in the clarity of Beripture
anid tne villdley of the regula Iidel, Cerhard cen spesk
about the more cbscure passages of the Bible and establish
canons lor the rssclution ol difficulties, He finds it ne-

cessary to distingulsh the nsture or cause of the obacurity.
There are, he snys, twoe kinds of more obscure passages?
tiricse obscure in themselves and those colser in themselves,

but obscure when comparsd with othery pessages. The latter

can be resolved by the application of the revnla fidei.33

rassages thst sre obscure in themselves are so either be=-
cause of the subject or because of the words, If 1t is the
subjeet © .2t 1s obscure, the Holy Ghost will give 1llumina-
tion, unliess it is a mystery of faith.24 If it is the words
that arve obscure, then they are so either becsuse their pro-
per sense is not understood or because they are {igurative.
If the dilficulty iies in the proper sense, grammar and

usage will heip. If these are studied and the passage still

321ipid.

330erhard, De Legitima Interpretatiome, p. 26. Cf. p.
54t "Weterss Rebinl dixerant: In guccungue loco 3cripturae
invenis pro haeveticis objectionem, statim invenles medlca-
mentum In latere ejus. Etenim Seriptura, ubl cbscurius lo-
quitur, semet 1p sam explicat, aliguando statim in ecdem lo-
co, #liguands in locls alils uberriune. Mosis leripta i%lu-
strant Frophetse et Vetus Testamsntum in Novo aperitur.

3hibid., p. 263 of. Gerhard, Disputationes Isagogicae
(Jenae: Joh. Ludoviel Heuenhatns Bibliop., 168&3), k. 212:
"Res Dei sunt obscurae, res Scrip turae sunt persplcuae.
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makes no sense, it must be metavhorisc or sgmbolic.35
Relation to the Holy 3pirit

In Gerhard's mind two thoughts wWers basic for intsrpre-

tation: the enlightenment of %he Holy Soirvit ]

and the use of

D4 s e e

P R | oy i cade 4 -
e Zidcli. Sinee the loly Ghost was the supreme au-

thor of Seripture, He is also its authentic interprﬁtcr.36
Since He dees not speak to us today, except in the Bible, it
fellewa for Gerherd that legltimate laterpretation 1s to be
scught froem Seripture itself, 37

The regula ls ncthing else then a collection of cleap
pessages Iin which we meet the msaning of tne Holy Ghost, and
therefcre it must be used 23 a rule in interpreting the dark
passages.35

Lik¥e Iunther, CGerhard recognized that Scripture has an

externzl clarity that orings s fides historlea, but for a

3STbid. : "guls enim dextra lnterpretablitur illas Salva-
cris pasrabolas de fermsnto, zizanlis, granc sliapis, vinea,
ete. nizi proprietates ecrum naturales exacte vel ad minimum
nopulariter perapectss habusprit?®

L-r

36Haeﬁglund op, oit., p. 208; Gerhard, Loecl Theologled
(ed. Cotta), 1I, 422: "Ad Spiritum ergc sanctum pertinet in-
ternoretatic Scripturae, qul eum non nisi in aeripturls et
per scripturas hodle nobiscum loguitur, consegusens est, legi-
timam seripturas interpretaticnem ox ipsa scriptura esse
petendarn, "

37Gernard, Do Leglitima Interprctatione, p. 3.

38Gerhard, Loei Theolozici (ed. Cotta), 1I, 369: "Sen-
tentliem suam in locis no“sn*ruin at elarioribuz manifesste
exposuit, ex guibus colligltur fidel analogia ad quam obsecur-
lorum interpretatio exigendl . . «
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8aving knowledge of the articles of faith the inner witness
of the Spirit is nceded,39 To those whc are enlightened by
the Spirit, Scripture 1s clear (Proverbs 6:23; Psalm 19:9),&0
But thls comes only with dilligent handling and use of ths
dord, for the Spirit dces nct witness to anyone directly,
but slwsys enlightens through the word of Scripture. It is
there and there alone that His light is to be scught. Ul as
reasons for diligent Bible reading Gerhard off'ers the fecl-
lowing: Wilthout revelation there is no saving knowledge of
God; that comes only through the Word, In that Word God

speaits to ua and from it we derive wisdom. Secripture is the

394aegplund, op. cit., p. 211, quoting Gerhard, Loci
Theoloriei (ed. Cotta), I, 26f.: "Claritatem verbl externam
non excludere necessitatem interioris illuminaticnis et
claritatis 2 Spiritu S. petendee ot impetrandse,”

LOThe Lutherans insisted. that only the regenerate uere
able to understand Scripture. To the guastion, "Doecs re-
gencrate man oppose the literal senae according to regener-
ate reason?" Gerhard answered, De Lepitima Interpretatione,
p. 82, "¥inime verc, etliamsl enim talis hominis rastio rena-
ta sit, tamen guatenus ex suis principiis wvult disputare
contra fidei articulos, eatenus non amplius est renata, guia
renata ratio ex verbl prineipiis disputat. Qui ex raticnis
principiis contra mysteria fideil disputat, facit id non qua
Christlianus, sed qua homo abutens Philosophia, Ut ergo, gquil
ex Deo natus est, peccatum non facit 1 Joh. 3. v. 9 nimirum
quatenus talis est et guatenus regenersticnis gratiam rsti-
net; si verc concupiscentias carnis sequi velit, peccat st
fit mortl obnoxius, Rom. 8. v. 13. ita renata ratic non ad-
versatur fidei articulis, nimirum quatenus talls est, et
quatenus ductum verbl seqguitur, sl vero ex suls prineipilis
verbum DEI velit oppugnare, errat et non amplius est renata."

blTbid., pp. 23f.: "Non ergo cogitandum est, prius a
Spiritu sancto immediatem e supernls illuminatlionem expec-
tandam esse, quam sd Scripturas legendas, meditandas et
perserutandas accedsmus: sed in et per Scripturas lux 1illa
Spiritus sancti quaerenda et impetranda . « o o"
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principium of all theology. It 1s perfect. Zven the royal
prophet commends reading and meditation in it for cur exam-
ple.ua In shert, one must be a Christlan %o underatand and
interpret the Bible. He must have saving faith, drawn from
the Word. It is not a matter of the eonfluence of the
Spirit-filled Word and the spirit of man, but the Holy Spirit
deces all the moving in a straight line. A2 much as Garhard
stressed the Inner enlightenment of the Spirlt, he never
gave that enlightenment any power of itself, Always 1t was
the Spirit working through the Word 43

Because the regula fideil is put in flirst place as the

means of expcsition, one necessarily arrives at both the

sensus Spiritus sanctl and the scnsus literalis at the sanme

time.th In point of fact, the twe are identical. -- Thisldees

Lhe2gerhard, Methodus Studii Theologilcei, pp. 140-142.

hBHaegglund, op. ¢it., p. 217.

hhlbid., p. 223. Gerhard, De Legitima Interprstatione,
p. 58 maintains that the Holy CGhest intendsd one proper and
genuine sense [cr each passage. The allegorieal, tropole-
gicel and anagogical are not various senses, but collections
and accomodations of the cne sense. If these stand, then
we could also establish other senses, such as a sacramental
sernse. Cf, abraham Calov, "De Scripturae 8, sensu et Inter-
pretatione," Commentarius in Genesin, p. 47: “. . . unicus
ille nativus, ac germanus, quam intendit Spiritus S. in quo-
vis textu unice adversatur, ac vindicetur.™ Pp. 79-84:
"There I8 ©6niy one sense of Scripture, for (1) The nature of
e sense is in the form of the words. They can denote only
one thing. It may be true that the mystic sense is an ac-
cidens, but then it is not a distinct sense. {2) The na-
ture of a word is thut of a coneeptual sign. OCne sign is
equivalent to one concept, not several. The Holy Ghost does
not speak equivocally like the Delphic cracle spoie of old.
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not mean, however, that only the literal-grammatical sense
is intended by the Holy Ghost.U5 One must distinguish be-

2
tween sensus literalis snd sensus literae,ho leat he be

bound tc mere grammatlcal exegesis and fall to produce the
Intended sense., fignificantly enough, it was after the de-
cline of orthodoxy that exegesls became analytic, with philo-
loplcal study and analysis of detsil, rather than synthetlec

and with a view to the whole Scripturc.hT The literal

(3) To speak of a proper and improper use of a term is a
contradiction. (l) Seripture is certasin. I it has several
senses, then it cannot be so, (5) Truth is a unity., It
cannet have disparate parts. (&) Seripture is eclear., If
there are meny senses, then it must be obscurse., (7) The aim
of leripture is tc lead us to wisdom, But if there are many
senses, then 1t must propogete error. (8) No passage can be
shown to have such multiple senses. (%) It was the Jews who
invented this fable. (10) It is a canon of theclogy that
arguments can only be based con the litersal ssnse, for if
there are several valld senses, which is the cne intended

by the Holy Ghost? And as Thomas sald, 'Solum sensum liter-
alem esse argumentativum.! If the objection be ralsed that
the Apostles themselves did not always use ths literal sense,
we answer thalt they did not so much wish to argue as tc show
us by the Spifit “ho filled them, the divine mysteries de-
pilcted even in the 0ld Testament., It is too great a risk

to have too many senses, for then opposite statements could
be proved from the same verse," (The foregoing is a summary
selection of gueotations.) Cf. also Cerhard, op. eit., p. 8:
"Proton pseudes totius structura est, quod Spiritus S, sen-
sum a verbis Scripturse separart, gquae tamen non separanda
et deatrahenda, sed conjugenda sunt arctissime. Spiritus
sanctus in Scripturls et per Scripturas ad nos loguitur, er-
go in 1l11is ipsis Soripturae verbls scnat Spiritus 3, vox

et sententia ., « . « Verba Seripturee sunt verba Spiritus
S., 8jus ergo mentem nobis exponunt."

usHaegglund, op. cit., p. 224.

66 b61wid., p. 240. Cf, Selomon Glassius, op. oit., p.
366,

L71bid., p. 241.
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meaning of & text 1s also 1ts spiritnal mezning, not just
an external historlcal deseription., There iz no resl dif- -
forense betwsan the twoe questions, "what does the text say?™
and "What does 1t mean?"
-

Thare are other names that Gerhard uses for the ssnsus

Spiritus saneti., He calls it the sensus proprius to dis-

tinguish 1t from the types invelved in & passage., Thus the
214 Teztement speaks of Christ not only in types, but also

in sensu proprict8  Another term he uses is sensus mysti-

cus. Thils sense is identicel with the literal sense when
doctrinal or moral content la expressed in direct language.
Where the intention of the Holy Ghost was expressed in non-
direct langusge {ss for exsmple, types or parables), then
the passage contsined both an externzl and an internal mean-
ing in the same words,49 Thus Gerhard could speak of a du-

plex sensus in Seripture. Iiis student, Glassius, made it

clear, however, that this was to be distinguishéd {rom the
Roman {our-fold sense,SO even though this approach was part-

ly & return to the pre-Reformation spirituslizing exegesis.

The difference lay in the fsct that Gerhard's mystical senase

was based on the literal sense and was not allowed to be

made normative for theology. It was 1little more than simple

I81bid,, p. 229.
491014, , p. 238.
50Glassius, op. cit., pp. Laar., 406,

I
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application.51 It is from Scripture itself thut we learn
where we can toke a passage in & mystical sense, the sense
internded by tho Holy CGhcat. The brazen sergent of Humbors
21:8f, is an ecxample: Scripture tells us in John 3:1ly that
i1t ie the 1lifting up of Christ that is intended. The mys=-
Tical sense ig derived from the literal sense, not from al-
legory or figurative 5p3uch.52 Therefore Gerhzrd wmey speak
of two senses of Soripturs, but he dces not allow for a
deuble sense, for both are onme end the sams, The literal
sense ls the sgpiritual sense, mysiical sense, proper sense,
and sense of the Holy Ghost.

Kot every lew Testament citation of an 0ld Testament
passage haz the nature of a direct guotation; nor are such
passsges always used to prove exactly what they say. The
New Testament quotes passages in varlous senses, Sometimes
they can be hermonlized with the literal sense. Sometines
they are used because of & ccncluslion validly drawn from the
passage. Somebtimes the passage is figuratively applied. A
distinction nust therefore be made between the llteral sense
itself and the use that is made of 1t.53 &n example ol this

distinction is found in the use of the passage, Isalah 53:l,

Sliaegglund, ocp. eit., p. 240.

52Ibid., p. 230. The Rabbis elso held this, according
to Gerhard, De Legitima Interpretatione, p. Sk.

531bid., p. 226.
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"Surely he hath borne our griefs and ecarried cur sorrows,"
It 1s alluded to in 1 Peter 2:Zl where, allowing for the
change of a word, 1t 1s the literal sense that 1s quoted.
The same passage is quoted in lMatthew 0:17, but is there
applied to a conclusion validly drawn {rom the passage. The
application differs from the meaning directly expressed by
the words of the passage. But even though scme passages ars
merely applied or accomodated Iin the lew Testament, that
sense 1s still intended by the Holy Ghost and 1s included

in the sensus llteralis., How far we may carry the meaning

of any passage is determined by the Bible itself, iIxtra-
Serlptural uses of passages have no authority, except inso-
far as they agree with Seripture.”t Gerhard is here strug-
gling with a matter that should be sc self-evident as not
tc need any explsnation, The procedure he attempts to de=-
fine 1s the same as applies to any writing. It 1s ccmmon
and correct procedure to use & quotation to prove or 1lllus-
trate a point, even though the guotation used dces neot in
sc many words say what is concluded from it. If this were
not the case, there would be little use for bocks or guota=-
ticns at all.

The prophecies of the 01ld Testament have prived to be
troublesome to Christiens for a long time. Chillasts take

them literally., For CGerhard, however, the literal sense

ShIbid., pp. 231ff.
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could not be limited to the external words. lence he made
no rules about whether or when prophecles should be taken
literally or figuratively, The circumstances and context
must determine in each case,55

Another polnt sheould be mentlioned here in connection
with the literal sense, JFor Gerhard the Bible was histori-
cally accurate. DBut this did not mean that the things de-
scribed in the Bible were msctually as deascribed, Among the
orthodex Lutherans the non-saymbelic, literalistic meaning
not only did not seccord with the mocdern, but also not with
the snclent world-view, Hence they would never agrec thaet
the literal meaning of Scrlpturse i1z bound to an antique
uorld-view.sé

According to Gerhard, then, and by implication also the

later orthodox dogmaticlans, the rsgula fidel, the sensus

literalis, and the gensus Spiritus ssncti are identical in

content, but this deoes not bind us tc mere grammatical exe-

gesis,

Limitations

That Scripture contains obscurities at all is an im-

portant concession for the Lutherans to have made. But

55Ibid., p. 228,

561bid,, p. 227: "Die'historische Wahrheit! der Schrift
bedeutet In der Schriftauslegung Gerhards nicht, dass dle
darin beschriebenen Tatsachen der Natur und Geschichte immer
mit dem allgemeinem Weltbild und Geschichtsbild der Vernunft
zusammenfallen, "
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¢bzeurity is not because of Scripture i1tself, but because
of man's blindness and infirmity, which are duc to his sin-
ful eondition,57 Despite the appllicetion of the regula ri-
dei, there will stlll remain obscurities and difficulties
in the Bible.

According to Aristotelian epilistemology, with which Gep-
hard's view of interpretaticn was connected, it was under=-
stood that truth consisted 1in correspondence of the intel-

lect and the res, or materia signata.bs Thias cannct be

¥known in itself, but requirez an enlightemment of the intel-
lect to be known., A thing has to be made known to the in-
telleet. It camnot be grasped without some medium, though
a natural one, of revelation. The mind does not determine
the thing known, but is determined by it.sg But the inter=
pretation of the Bible is not Just a matter of epistemology;
it is also connected with original sin, Thus, since the
mysterles of faith in Scripture are from immediate revela-
tion of Cod, they ezcsed ocur sin-ccrrupted intellects that
cannot in themselves comprehend the things of God, Divine
illumination is required to underastsnd these mysteries.éo

And this illumination comes from the word of Scripture

STIbdd. o s 2114
581bid., p. 19.

59Ibid., Pe 17: "Mens nostra non mensurat res, sed men-
suratur a rebus.,"

60 Gerhard, gp. cit., p. 20.
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1tself, as has been pointed out above.
Gerhard therefore points out the limitations of inter-
pretation in the followlng manner. Our minds are blind

without the light of the Holy Shost., To those who resist

O

Him the Bible will remain an obscure book. Therelors we
rmast firat pray for Hla light,él This light is not confer-
red immediately, but through the Word which is heard snd me-
ditated upen., The things neceasary for salvation are set

forth In the worda propriis. From these light iz cast on

G

the remsinder of Seripture. The reguls fidei, gethered from

clear Seripture passages, 18 the nerm to which the exposi-
tion of the rest of Scripture rust be conformed, If we do
not thus reech the genuine sense of every passage, then it
suffices 1f thoy are not Interpreted centrary to the regula
fidel. Any convenlent selution of an cbscure passege is
helpfu1.62 The unclear passsges can elither be cleared up

by following the proper means of Iinterpretation or the

61on this subject see AFTPEEDIX D, Dannhauer's diagram
of the causes of false interpretution,

621b1d., p. 28; ¢f. p. 25: "Quaesunque ergc necessaria,
manifests sunt in sacris literis, ait Chryscst. hom 2 super
2 Thessal, 81 guae in i111is sunrt obscurlora, illorum cogni-
tio non est perinde ed sslutem omnlbus necessaria, ac pro-
inde etiamsi propriam et genuinam eorum interpretationem non
semper assequarur, sufficit tamen in 1llis interpretandis
nihil proferre, gquod fidei regulae adversatur., qom. l2 v, 6.
Cavendum 1gltur, ne in obscuriorum lccorum lnterpretatiocne
quicquam Qroferatur, quod pugnet cum constantia perpetua
sententia . Withln these limits Gerhard wculd allow
for open questions and exegetlecal differences.
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50
regula, or they contain nothing necessary for selvation that
is not eloarly expressed cleewhore, 03
In any event, the regula fidel must be followed and not
expleined away or taken fipuratively, even where it disa-

grees wlih reason,®l The locus elassicus of a doctr»ine

stande, wlth other passapges on the same subject interpreted
in its ljmht.éﬁ Hor may one artiele of falth bes opposed to
énother, sinee the YMoly Chost never contradicts H mself.éé

Humen reason hag ne jurisdletion in this fleld. It may not

pess judgement on Seripture, saying thet there 18 a contra-

el

etion in artielss of faith,®T TIf there are apnarent cone

~
AP

5

ok

dletionas they must stand and not be reconciled if Serip-
ture dees not reconelile them.

Parther limitetlons on the use of the repula are
brought tc our sttention by the objeections of the Papists
te its use., They imsisted that if we Collow the Lutheran
system, then dissimilar passages are broucht together at

the whim of the interpreter. Teo this Gerhard answered that

63Gerhard, Loci Theoleogici {(ed., Cotte), II, 329: "Quae
in seripturis nusplam dlserte et perspicue exposita hsbentur,
eorunn cognitio non est ad salutem abzolute necessaria.®

6HGarhard, De Lezitima Interpretatione, p. 653 "Propter
absurdum raticnis humanae non esse discedendum a regula fidei.®

65ibid., p. 100.
66Ibid., p. 67.

671ibid., p. 76: "Wlelrum judicium de vera contradicti-
one in articulls fidei non est permittendem humanae raticni,
elias Scripturae Magistra statueretur, cum tamen nec volun-
tatis nec potestatis divinae pernoscendse regula sit idonea,”



51

an lnterpreter is regyuired toc be Tree frer prejudices and
net to infer hils precencelved opinions, They also obiected
that the some word or phrase does not everywhere menn the
same. C(erhard apreed, bubt sald the use of the repula pre-
supposee thet passages be exemined in their context. The
Paplsta further sald that scme passages occur only once, and
hence the analogy of Seripture does nst apply. But where

ne words cceur only once, the aubject ia repeated else-
where, replied Cerhard, 68

2]

As an example of the limitations of the regnla we may

take Cerhard's exposition of Psalm 2:9, "“Thouz shalt break

them with & reod of i?nn°"69 He quotes tuno

L)

5
L's ]
2

agible inter-

pretations. Some aay thst thils is a

3

eference to spiritual

contrition, humiliztion

» and tribulation, Others say that
it means that the ungodly will be cast inte eternsl munish-
ment. Dither of these 13 possible, he says, but the latter
sonforms better to the context. Both would be in accord
with the regula fidei, but 1t is not the only means for
deciding.

The practical purpose of obscourities was a problem for
many, If God's Word is c¢lear, then why did #He allow them

to be in His Word? Gerhard answers that they are present

to move us to ardent prayer, exeite us to careful study,

681bid., pp. LBEL,

69John Gerhard, Annotationes Posthumae in Psalmos pri-
ores (Jenae: Zacharice jlertelll, 1563), Ds 27.

:
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commend us to more truth, deprive us of our arrogamce and
profane thinking, and move us to reverence, /0

The regula fidel does not solve all problems; but with-

out 1t we cannot solve any problems,

70gerhard, De Legitima Interpretatione, pp. 1f.

-
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CHAPTER 1V

OTHER AIDS POR LHTERPRETATION

Lew and Gospel

If a center of Seripture must be found, then Gerhard
would find it in Law and Gospel,l These twe doctrines con-
stitute the materia of Seripture, the two chiel heads of di-
vine revelstion in Seripture.® The Law is the doctrine of
works, including promises made to the obedient, and the Cos-
pel is tle¢ doctrine of faith, including the prophesies of
the Messlah's person, work, and benefits., Under these two
doetrines everything in Seripture can be included.3 Even
gencalogies are included under Gospel to show from what line
the lMessiah came,l

The terms Law and Gospel are defired for us by David

Chytraeue.s The term "Law" can mean the whole of Biblieal

1Bengt Haegglund, Die Heilige Schrift und Ihre Deutung
in der Theologie Johann Gerhards: Zine Untersuchung ueber
das altlutherische 3chriftverstaendnis (Lund: Berlingska
Boktryckeriet, 1951), p. 10Z.

2John Gerhard, Loei Theologici (Preuss edition; Bero-
linil: Gust. Schlawitz, 1853}, P. 33.

3John Gerhard, Exegesis (Jenae: Toblae Steinmanni,
1625), p. T2.

ltJohn Gerhard, Commentarius super Genesin (Jenae: Er-
nesti Steinmanni, 1637), p. >.

Spavid Chytraeus, Commentarius in Hatthacum Evangelis-
tam (Vitebergae: Iohannes Crato, 1550), PPe L4=19,
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teaching, includlng both Law and Gospel in the strict sense,
The Hebrew term Torah means "teaching! and is often used in
thls wide sense, as in Psalms 1 and 18; and Isalah 2 uses it
in the sense of Cospel. "Law" can also refer tc the liosale
rites and ceremonies, as in Hebrews 7. ©Or 1t can reler to
the books of lioses and the prophets. And finally, it refers
especially to the Decalogue, or moral Law, which Chriszt came
to fulfili, This Law was written in the hecarts of Adam and
Eve in the CGarden of Lden and was repeated et Sinai. This
is the Lew thsat gilves 1ife if obeyed perfectly.

The term "Cospel® (Evangelion) i1s taken {rom classical
Greek, where it meant a good or pleasant anncuncemsnt, an
advantage gained from suech an amncuncoement, or a sacrifice
offered to a gond,or gains that have been recelved from such
an announcemont., In the llew Testament it{ means the cpposite
of Law, Christ, the prophets, and the apostles distinguished
between Law and promises. The Law ia an evll messagze of God,
or a curse, but the Gospel deals with remission of sins by
the graoce of God, To all who repent and believe it 1s the
power of God, justification, and remissicn of sins., 1In the
titles of the four Gospels, the term means the history of
the 1life and teaching of Jesus.

According to Gerhard, both Law and Gospel derlve from
the same will of God for man, for God's justice is more than
His legalism, It is the Gospel that is the chief doctrine,

even in passages that speak of the law (as in the Psalms).
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But the (Gospel docs net ceancel or abelish the Law; it de-~
pends on the Law and gives tihe JLaw itg maaning.é Law and
Gospel arc e2like in that beth promise eternal life. The
diflerence lies in the {act that the promises of the Law are
useless, since no one can keep it, Yet both aim at the same
rightecusnoss and the loly Chost works equally in botn, 7

In the 0ld Testement, as distinguished from the Hew,
the Law has its [lorce primsrily as something that condcwmns.
It foreces =an and produces an external righteousness. Ia-
tornal rightecusness does not automatically ({cllow. The
funetion of the Law is to produce the external wWorks, but
1t does nct achieve true rightecusness. The Hew Testament
dovs away with thls loreed plety and glves men rightecusness
by graco.ﬁ

There arc no various species or subdivisions of lLaw or
Gospel, but there is one and the same Law and one and the
gsame Gospel. ‘Thus the 014 Testament promises of the person
and benefits of Christ are noc less Gospel than the liew Tes-
tament discussions.?

Tow shall we distinguish Law end Gospel in the Bible?

Chytraeus gives us six principles. They can be dlstinguished

bHaegglund, op. ¢it., pp. 2011,
Tibid., p. 200.
81wia., p. 198.
9Chytrasus, op., cit., pp. 26=-28.
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(1) from the form of the message. The Law is revealed by
nature, the Gospel by Seripture. (2) from the [orm of the
promise, The Lawls promlises are conditional, the Gospel's
uncenditional, (3) from the threats., The LawWw dencunces all
men; the Gospel denocunces none but the unbeliever, (i) from
the effect., Thoe Law is the power of sin; the CGospel the
power of God to save. (5) from the cbject. The law refoers
to the arrogant; the Gospel to the huwmble znd contrite. {(H)
from the material {content). The Law consists of precepts,

the Cospel of promises.lO Chytraeus adds the cautlon that
parts of the Gospel are sometimes enly improperly called
“"Cospel, " as for insbtance, penitence or new obedience (good
Works ). These can be called Gospel only in its broad defi-
nition, 1t

Gerhard Iinds it necessary to sdd still more observa-
tions sbout the Law that must be noted when interpreting
Seripture, 2 Whatever accuses snd damns sin, he says, per-
tains to the Law, whether 1t be 1n the 0ld Testament or the
New, In tre ilew Testament the [fcrensic and ceremonial laws
are abrogated. The regenerate man i1s not under the curse of

the Law} yet he is nct f{ree [rom obedience either. The

loIbi"SQ’ pp. 21"25-
111bid., p. 29.

12John Gerhard, Tractatus de legitime Seripturae Sacras
Interpretatione (Ienae: Johannis Jacobi Bauhofferi, 1663),
p. 91, Hecreafter to be referred to as De Legitima Interpre-
tatione,

e
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moral Law was not flrst set forth at 8inai, but in Adam and
Lve before the Fell. The rule of obedience in all laws is
tc love Ged with the whole hoart; negatively stated, 1t 1s
not to lust., The promises and threats of the Law are to be
understcod witl: the condltion of cbhedience; the promises
with the conditicn of perfect cbedience, and the threats
with the condltion of repentance, The promises given to
the pious for this 1life are also to be understeod with a lim-
itation: they alsc have crosses to bear,

An example of the application of the distinetion be-
tween Lau and (tospel may be found in Calov's discussion of
Gld Teatament sacrifice., The Socinians doubted that they
reelly explated for sins. Calov answers that they did, be-
cause it iz false that God was only propitiatsd by the ex-
ternsl observance of sacrifices. It is not our obedlence,
but Christ's that justifies (Romans 5:19), It was not the
observance cof sacrifices that cobtained romission of sins,
but faith in the Messiah (Acts 15:11; Romans 3:25; l:6;
Ephesians 1:7).13 If one looks at the 0ld Testament sacri-
fices from the standpoint of law, then cne sees them only as
the Soeinians did, as mere signs that signified the forglve-
ness of sins, and not as prophetic sacrifices that offered
and gave forgiveness of sins by virtue of the Sacrifice

which they foreshadowed.

13abreham Calov, Socinismus Profligatus (Wittenbergae:
Joh., Borckard, 14668), pp. 60L-806.

P — | 1 || |1
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Spocific sxamples of the applieatlon of the distincticn
between Law and Gospel are not frequent in the comuentaries
of the orthodox Lutherans as long as we look fer the terms
"Law" and "Gospel." But the prineiple is in practice through-
out the commentarles, as in the above examplie, The reason
for lack of refsrence to i1t may be found in the fact that it
was rarely, 1 ever, challenged as a principle. It was only
confounded in the exposltion of particular texts. The an-
swers the Lutherans gave were then couched in terms of the

objections raised, again as in the above illustration.
sumpae

The charge has been laid against the orthodox Lutherans
that they had no sense of history. Diestelllt complains that
August Flfeiffer tried to demonatrate the doctrines of the
Augsburg Confession iraom Gan.esia.lS Diestel thinks that
this is evidence of a bizarre combination and an unhistorical
sense in orthodoxy. Gass complains that the peculiarities
of the 014 Testament faith were not taken intc account, ex-
cept by Calixt and a few of the Reformed teachers. He says
that Calov assumed too many dogmatic distinctlions in Serip-

ture, and that he found the Trinity in Job 26:13 end then

1&Ludwig Diestel, Geschichte des Alten Testaments in
der christlichen Xirche (Jena: HMasuke's Verlag, 186G), Ds U477

15Ibid. He refers to August Pfeiffer, Pansophila HMosa-
ica e Genesl Delineata (Leipsie: n. p., 16é57:
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took Grotius to task for not finding immortality or resur-

vectlon in the Cld Testament.l® Are thess charges againat
the Luthcrans justified? Let us examine the evidence.

The reassn for the intreduciion of dogmatic rules, or
sumee, into the study of Seripture 1s that Seripture may

be made clear, Yasseges will often confliet with cone ano-

1 180 Il

ther when we apply them to the wreng freame of reference.
Gerhard says that when a passage is obscure because of the
sub ject, then Scriptural axioms will oi'ten help rssolve it 17
Two such axioms are: works of the Trinlty ad extra are in-
divisible; properties of cne naturse become common to the
person (of Christ). Calvin had commented on Matthew 22:43rf.,
where Psalm 2 is quotod (“"The Lord sald unto my Lord, '3it
theu 2t my right hand.'"), that Devid calle Christ Lord ac-
cording to the divine nature, which sat at the right hand

of God., But Gerhard responds thaet Christ 1s Lord according
to both natures personelly, or according tc the perscnal
union., Therefore thie is not a case of Lord speaking te
Lord, for He was able tc receive glory onl: accerding to the
human nature, which was raised to session at God's right

hand.l® Although it may be questioned that the Uld Testament

16y, Gass, Geschichte der Protestantischen Dogmatik in
ihrem Zusammenhange mit der Theologle usberhaupt (Berlin:
ecrg Reimer, 105L), I, 1%e.

17¢erhard, De Legitima Interpretatione, (p. 90.

18John Gerhard, Annctationes Posthumae irn Lvangelium D.
Matthael (Jena: Georgl Sengewaldl, 1663), p. 977.
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falthful rmade this distinctlion, we can see why it wWwas neceg-
sary for Cerhard to make it here. Calvin had tried tc prove
something from the verse that was not in it.

On the sixth versse of the same Psalm ("ThHou art my son,
this day have I begotten thee,"), Gerhard finds it necessary
to refer to the eternity of fod, before whem there is no
time, He quetes Aupuatine, who said that "today® siénifies
the present. In etcranlty there is no preterite or future
whatever, for what is eternal always 1s. "Today have I be-
gotten thee” lg taken to predicate the eternsl generation
of the Son,19

If the charge is to be laid against the Iuntherans that
they read thinges intoc the 0ld Testament, then the same charge
must be levelled at Scripture itself. Among the prooefs for
the Trinity in the Cld Testament, Gerherd includes the neces-
8ity of this doctrine for salvaticn and the divine prchibi-
tion of Fsalm 81:10. The jlew Testament would be introducing
a new or atrange god if the Trinlty were not taught, albelt
in a less clear manner, in the 0ld Testament,20

OCther dectrines will fall by the wayslde 1f proper dis-
tincticne and Scriptural axioms are not allowed to be ap-
plled where necessary. Sucn an axiom is the doctrine of

original sin. Teachers like Hackspann, Calixt, Romanists,

19John Gerhard, Annotationes Fosthuma in Psalmos pri-
ores (Jenae: Zachariae Hertelil, 1663), DP. 20.

S ]
20@gerhard, fIxemesis, p. 931.
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the Arminians, Socinlans, and others held that Genesis 5:24
(the translation of Enoch) taught that man can satisfy the
divine lLaw, Calov answered that the cause of Enoch's trans-
lation was not in his generation, but in his regeneration;
not holiness of life, but faith, as Hebrews 11:5 tells us,ol L

Another typical example 1s Calov's treatment of James h
2:23, where many ccmmentators have again tried to introduce
works as a cause of salvetion., Calov objects that works are
the fruit of falth, not a cause of salvation, as even James
shows, He points out that James is gucting Genesis 15:6
here, even though he has just spokoen of the sacrifice of
Isaac. The latter is merely exemplified as the conseguence
of and testimony to Abraham's falth. James does not treat
cf Abraham's justification before God, but the demonstration
before men, 2

The most important axiom of 2ll 1s that there 1s no sal-
vation except by faith in Christ. DNot only is this a Serip-
tural axiom, but if it falls, then the whole Christian faith
will fall with i1t, The Sceinians had said that the Cld Tes-
tament saints were saved by faith in God, but not faith in
Christ. Calov strenuously objected., He sald that it is
false that faith in the Messiah was not required in the 0l1ld

Testament, He appeals to several passages like Isalah 53:11

2lpbraham Calov, Conmentarius in Genesin (Wittebergae:
Michselis Meyeri, 1671), pp. 6l6f.

221bid., pp. 850, 855.
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and domans 3:<£1. He says that 1f the means of salvation
is different, then no apostle can prove our justification
from the 01d Testament. The witness of the New Testament

(Hebrews 11, Romans L, Galatlans 3) tells us that Christ 1is

the only way of salvation,@3

The Iatherans were not saying any more than Scripture
itself says, Practlcally every argument they employ is ta-
ken directly from 3eripture, It 1s true that not every dis-
tinetlion they pointed out necessarily ccecurred to the read-
ers and writers of the 0ld Testamsnt, that their knowladge
of some doctrines was more obscure tnan ours 1s, but this
does not mean that they were entirely ignorant of the doce-
trines or distincticns.

The diatinctions and Scriptural axioms must be main-
talned on the one hand over against those who try to prove
from a text something that is not found in it, and on the
other hand over against those who without precof assert that
the 0ld Testament saints knew nothing of Christian doctrine.
To put it more bluntly, one must attribute to the Jews a
colossal ignorance of anything spiritual if he intends to
maintain the invalidity of these axioms. These axioms are
drawn from Scripture, some of them even from the 0ld Testa-

ment., How they are drawn will next ococupy our atitentloen.

23calov, Socinismus Profligatus, pp. 701-703.
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Iogical Inferences

Gerhard recommends to us his fcur-volume commentary on
the whole Bible which contains, amcng other things, doc-
trines and observstiions not immediately evident, 2t Is this
legitimete? Does 1t not contredict the doctrine of the per-
spiculty of the Blble? The Lutherans held that 1t did not,
since pecple constantly say things that have implicstions
not always evident in the words, or at least not immediately
evident,

The Socinians held the cpposite view, sayling that
Seripture must contain the things necessary for sslvatlon
expressly (é'qt&$).25 /ntever is not so stated is not
necessary to be known for salvation, even if 1t can be shown
by legitimate logical demonatration. Calov insisted thmt
such an extreme positicn is not necessary. If it is plain
and clear, why should CGod have to say it expressly? And
deces not Seripture itself use deductions frem other passages
of Seripture? In Mark 12:26 Jesus claims that "Moses said,"
but what does e meen except the cecnsequences of what Moses

sald? If we insist on the positicn the Socinians held, the

2l John Gerhard, Methodus Studii Theoclogici (Lipsiae:
Johann Glueck, 1617), p. 159.

25Calov, op. eit., p. 70: ". . . quicquid non exprimi-
turgm*®sin S, literls, 1d ad salutem cognitu necessarium
esse inficientur, etiamsi per legitimam consequentiam e
Scripturis demonstretur.”
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spcstles become ridiculous when they prove things from fhe
0ld Testament, for hardly a single artiecle of the Christilan
religion is found expressgly stated in the 0ld Testament. So
even Christ argues wrongly sgsinst the Seaddueeecs. If legi~

timvate inferences are disellowed, then Christisns cannot be

sure the Jesus is the Messiah. What assurence 1s there of
anything thet treats ¢l grace cr faith? Seripture does not
literally say that God wishes tc lorgive my sins, or for me
to receive grace and eternsl salvation., These couclusions
are gathered Irom the general Gospel promises, Besldes,
even the Socinlens have dogmatics, Iin which they speak words
and deductions not found cxpressly in the Bible.26

Calov says laeter that the words of Seripture are to be
taken according to the underlying content, i, e,, that sense
which the context allows, and which dces not contradict the
analogy of faith, for the words are not used outside the
context of the analogy of faith.&7

Calov will even admit of using figures of spesch or
parables tc prove certaln doctrines. At first sight this
seems like a contradiction of the cardinal prineciple that

deoctrines can ounly be derived from the sensus literalls.

261b1do' ppo 70‘73‘

271bid., p. 99: "Verba enim accipienda sunt secundum
substratum materiam, vel ec sensu, quem contextus admittit,
ne¢c reprobat analogia ridei.”
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But if we look at hla reasonz for saying this, we (ind that
1t 13 leglitimate. Scripture i1tsel! uses figures of apesch

to tesch corteln doctrlines like the sesszion of Chrlist gt the

right hend cof the Father. An extraordinaery amount of the

- fa

e

material in Seripture ia figurative, eapeclally the diseceour-
ses of Christ, «hich we can by ne meong dlseard, Chrlst aid

not use figurative langusge to obscure matitera, but Lo ilu-

v

mn

form poople, The Uigures and parsbles werce ussd for greater

clarity. 1If, as St. Peul seys, 2ll Seripturs is useful for
doctrine, reprcof, ete., then also the Tigures aﬁd parsbles
of the Bible are useful., And Tinally, Christ and the
sepostles concluded deoetrines from symbels, figures, and par-
ebles in the 0id Testament, as well as types {(John 3:15; Mat-
thew 22:2G9). Of course there are certaln limitetions on
thelr usc, We obviously cennot use them 1f they are obscure
or 1f the purpose of the figure or parsble is dubious. Nor
cen we uee anything that 1s beside the point of the parsble.

So it is not only acceptable, but even desirable and neces-

(&)

ary tc use figures and parablos ae sources and supports of
doctrines.28 Of course, allegory is entirely inadmissible,
unlees Seripture itself so employs 15.29 This wes the error
of Roman exegesia, A passage may have lmplications that

should be noted, but it has only one intended sense.

281b1d,, p. 97.

29Gerhard, De Legitima Interpretaticne, p. 57.
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Errora therefore arise in many cases not from Seripture
itself, but from the faulty logle by which conclusions
drawn from i1t. The coneclugions rust be velid ones, Tf the
truth of Seripture rests on only probzbly arruments, then
nothing 1s certain, If men rezist the chvious consec
it ia not becaus- they are not cortain thet it 1s the
of Cod, but because they are malicious men,30

If we look et some specific examples of legicel infer-
ence as they sre omploved by the corthodox Iutherans in in-
terpreting Scripture, we shall better be able te pase jJudg-
ment cn the validity of this methed.

Gerherd, in dealing with the subject of the Trinlty in
the 0ld Testament, sﬁys31 that wheocever acknowledges the Mes-
glsh to be true snd eternal Cod, to be & persor before Fis
nativity from eternity, tec be a distinect person frem the Pa-
ther, and tc be Him upon whom the Holy Ghost 1s t¢ come, slso
acknowledges the plurelity of perscns in cne divine essence,
If one grants each of these propositions tc be true, then cne
cannot escape the conclusion, Whether Cerhard hes proved
each of the propositione is ancther guestion thet would take
us too far afield st the present. The reader is referred to

the later chapnters on this gqusstion.

A more cbvicus illustraticn can be found in Gerhsrd's

30calov, op. cit., p. 59.
3lgerhard, Exegesis, pp. 1084f,
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observaticns derived from Senesis 1:1., He notices that this

passage nhowa that the world i:
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a8 sartaln time; that it bagan to exlst at that certaln time;
that only God is seternsl; and that we must not love the

world nor rest our hearts In 1t.32  Hang
that the verge proves thesa propesitions (excsp’? psrha

lagt), provid

Another illustrotion 1s in his comrent on Romans 3:21,
Buat now the righteocusness of God has been manifested
apart from the Law and the prophets, althmgh the Law
and the prophets hesr wiltness to it.

Here the word "monifested™ indicates three things. Flrst,
rightecusness i3 2 nmystery to human reason, 3Seceond, 1t was
present in the 0ld Testament, but manifested In the New, Lop

1f 1t was nect present In the Gld, it csnnot be sald to be

¢t

manifested (so Augustine). 4nd third, the light of doctrine

bl

is greater in the low Testament £,23 Ae far as their 1 glc 1s
coencerned, the Inferences are valid, and we must agrec that
the verse indeed says these things,

5 more complex example of the same procedure is svident
in ferherd's exposition of Romans L :6, where the ajostle

quoteg Paalm 32:1:

So also David pronounces a blessing upon the man to

3gGerhard, Commwentarius super Genesin, p. 8.

33John derhard, Adnotaiiones ad Prlora capita epistols
D. Pauli ad Romanos (Jenae: Christiani von Saher, Eﬁg}, Pp.
5f.
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wherm Cod reckons rightocusnese apert frem works:

'Blessed are those whose iniquities are forgiven,

end whose ¢lne are ccvered; bleaced is the man sgeinst

whom the lLord will not reckon his ain,!
Gerhard observes that the apestle argues that whatever is
the makarismos of a man, that is also his justification,
8ince "blessing™ and "righteousness™ are of egual force in
thls passage, 1t shows that there 1s but cone cause of justi-
fication and salvation, The Papists argued that the righte
eousness of the Christian is here meant, but Gerhard answer-
ed: Man must be wholly rightecus before Cod, but our right-
eocusness is imperfect; Paul seys righteousness is imputed
tc us, but inherent rightecusness is infused., Romans 10
tells us that rightecusness comes f{rom God by grace. It 1s
not menifested Ly the Law (Romans 3:21). It ilnheres in
Christ, not in us; it is imputed to us. Righteousness is
defined as fergiveness cof sins, but this definltion does not
fit inherent righteousness., And finally, our righteousness
is not by works. Therefore this passage does not refer to
our inherent righteousness, but to the rightecusness of
Christ which is imputed %o us,34 The reader may judge fer
himself the vallidity of Gerhard's treatment of the passage.

In this same connection we may make reference to the

orthodox Iutheran view of the vowel points, which is often

pointed to as a ludicrous extreme, indicative of a narrow

3410id., pp. 132f.
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view of inapiration. Junnhnuer3~ 82ys that the vewel points
were nocessary, They may have been missing formally, but

they were nec sary virtually, 1. e,, they had te be under-
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erred 1in meny pl

aces,

On the whole question of valid conclusions @ word of
caution must be added. The Iutherans insisted that Serip-
Ture must be read with ceptive intellect, for the words of
God cften secem sbsurdéd end Inceng:ucus te our iLtellect.36
We dere not draw concluslons thal are contrery tc the reguls
fidel or deny mysterlss of felth simply because they are
not logical, The use of regson 18 miunlsterial, not regils-

terigl,

2

25Jchann Conrad Daznnhauer, Dermeneutica Socra (Argen-
torati: Joslae Staedelii, 1654), p. 16.

36Gerhard, Methodus Studil Theclegici, p. 1Lk,




CHAPTER V
MESSIANIGC PROPHECY
reneral Principles

Lutheran orthodoxy did not deny th:t there is a differ-
ence between the 0ld and the New Testawent., But neither did
1t £ix 8o great a gulf between them as has been fixed by the
modern critics of the 014 Testament. Ths position of ortho-
doxy is epitomized by the old couplet:

sovum Testamentum in Vetere latet,
Vetus Testamentum in Novo patet,

This, of course, requires some explonation. For Gerhard the
difference between the 0ld and the HNew Testamcnt lay mainly
in the act that we of the New Testament era are no longer
under the yoke of the Law., The Law has been fulfilled in
Christ. UHe was revealed in the lNew Testament, not for the
first time, but in a new form: 1in the flesh, shat was once
promised has been made apparent.l The Hew Testament reveals
the same teechings as the 0ld, but more clearly.2

The emphasis was not on the differences, howsever, but

o the aimilarities of the Testaments, Thias 1s to be

1Bengt Haegglund, Dic Heilige Schrift und Ihre Deutung
in der Theologie Johann Gerhards: ilne Untersuchung ueber
das “eitlutherische Schriftverstaendnis (Lund: Berlingska
Boktryckeriet, 1951), pp. 20L-206.

2Ib1d.’ Pe 197-
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expected, since both are the Word of fod, The 01d Testament
1s not just past history, but still the living Word of God,
containing the whele truth of faith, The 0ld Testament peo-
Ple were a Christien Church, for they believed in the same
Christ the New Testament Church worshipa., They were justi-
fied by virtue of the same vicarious satisfaction and re-
celved justification by faith in the Messlah, In one case
it was the promised Messlah, In the other the apparent HMes-
siah Who wus the objeet of faith, 1t is the sawme God Who is
revealed in either case.3 >hrist did net preach a new mes-
sage thet had nsver befere been known, but the same message
that the prophets had preached. what made the liew Testgment
new wss not the content, but the fulfillment of the prophecy,
the appearance of Christ in the flesh.h The unity of the
Testaments did not lie only in types, but essentially in the
presence of direct evangelical promises in the Cld Testament.
were it not for these promises, there would be no unity be-
tween the Testaments,>

It would have been folly for the Lutherans te insist on
maintaining an equal clarity of knowledge in the (ld Tegta-

ment, contrary to 1 Peter 1:10f,, where the prophets are

-

Ibi

bivid., p. 204.

i —

o

5Ibid,, p. 197.




72
sald to have enqulred earnestly asbout the person and the
time they foretold., The Lutherans did not make such an error.
Dannhauer points out that the Church, having ths Spirit, en-
lightens the spiritually dull mind., 3ome things are first
expounded in the New Testament.6 The prephets did not always
know all abecut what they prophesisd, FProphecy can sometimes
be withcout the knowledge of the prcphet. Balaam's ass ani
Calaphas are examples.7 Gorhard alsc shows that FPaul applies
the ssme mode of justification to the 0ld Testamcnt Jews and
the New Testament Gentlles, but he doaé so {rom a congidera-
tlon of the circumstances of the time (Romans 4:9). 8 e
should be careful to note, hcwever, that the circumstances
of the tlmes do not wean that the (ld Testament believers
had & confused knowledge., According te Diestel, Calov harsh-
ly reprimanded Thecdor Hackspann for saying that thelr know-

ledge wos only a confusa Christi cognitiec.? The 0ld

6 Johann Conrad Dannhauer, Hermeneuticsa Sacra (Argen-
torati: Josiae Staedelii, 1654), p. 36.

Tmoid., p. 28.

8John Gerhard, Adnotaticnes ad Priora caplta epistolae

D.bPauli ad Remanos (Jenee: Ghristianl von Saher, 16L45), pp.
13611

9Tudwig Diestel, Gesechichte des Alten Testaments in der

christlichen Kirche (Jena: Mauke's verlag, 1060), p. LO2.
But Johann Andrea Juenstedt, Thcologia Didacto-Polemica sive

Systema Theologieorum (VVitteberyae: Matthael Henckelll,
iSBBS p. 26 18 willing to admit that a confusa oognitia
can still be saving falth. "Fides implicita non suffiecit
ad salutem. . . ., Notitiam explicitam . . . complectitur
1., cognitionem confusam, 2. distinctam, 3. magls distinctem,
quae gradualem differentiam notant,"
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Diestel unfortunately does not cite the reference to the quo-
tation from Calov, but the ssme conclusion may be inlerrcd
from elsewhere in Calovis writings. In his Systematis Locor-
um Theolpglcorum («“ltebergae: Christiani Schroedteri, 1777),
Xy, 301 he says, "Fides justificans est doctrinse salvificae
¢ sacris literis rite cognitme, solidoque assensu approbatae;
fiducielis et individualls applicatic.” He spprovingly
?uotes Luther on the antediluvian Church (Ibid., VIII, 11):
'So is such Gottes Wort noch Weise nicht/ dass sein euser-
liches Wort/ (wo dies ist) sclle vergeblich geredet/ und ven
niemande verstanden werden/ wie ir spricht Es. 55. Meln Wort
soll nicht leer wieder zu mir kommen/ scndern ausrichten/
darzu ichs sende. Murn warsn hier alleln zwey Menschen/ Adam
und iBve/ dic es verstehen kunten/ darumb haben sle es muessen
fruchtbarliich/ seliglich/ und recht versianden heben/ aller
Ding/ wie wir Christen/ und zuvor all Propheten/ verstanden
haben," And Calov himself lster comments, VIII, &5, "Gogni-
tionem Dei habebant; Deum Patrum agnoacebant; Mlium; Sanctus
3,3 Deum absclvere a psceato intslligebant,” Cerhard also
rejects a cognitio confusa, Locli Theologicl (editio Freussi;
Berolini: Gust. <ehlawita, 1066), ¥, BHE: "Dlstinguendun in-
ter cognitionem confusam, rudlmentarieam at inchoatam, ac in=-
ter ccegnitionem distinctam, perfectem et exquisitam; item in-
ter Scriptura: acceptam materialiter pro verbo Uel in Sorip-
turas redacto, et formeliter pro agleibue literarum et com-
page 1illa librorum canonicorum, in guibus continstur Del ver-
bum, “x testimonlo ecclesiae cognesei primum pokest, quae
sit vera Geriptura et guls verus Scriptursae sensus, scilicet
cogniticne confusa, rudimenteriaz et inchcoata; sed distincta
et scientifica hujus rel cognitlc nen pegndet ex testimonio
ecclesiace externc, sed ex internis KE(TRE(o(s et &X Tavaguovia
doctrinae st interpretationis cum Seripturis sacrls. Testl-
monio ecclosiae permoverl guidem hcomlnes poasunt, et credant,
hos libros esae divinos et canonicos, sed ad hane confusam
notitiam et ad hoec fidel prinecipium, ut scilicet Seripturs
ipsae in manus sumitur, legatur et evolvatur, tunc enim Spir-
itus s. verbls suis testimonium reddit ac mentem legentis de
veritate convineit., . . . Possumus quidem cognitlone incerta,
obscura et dubla susplecarl . . . "
Probably both sides were saying the same thing in different
terms, and both meant that any faith xust take some shape.
It is not possible to give the name "Taith" to thalt which
believes "what the Chureh believes,” "what the Bible says,"
or evenr "what God promises," without knowing the content
thereof, albeit incompletely. Joh, Guilielmus Balerus, Com-
endium Theologlae Positivae (editlo Waltheri; Sancti Lado-
viel: Tuath., Concordia V-.rlsg, 1879), III, 136: "Credere enim
non possumus, nisi quae mente apprehendimus aut_iigzggiggiggg
simplici ccgnovimus.," Quenstedt, op. gcit., p. 2406: "Fides
ejusmodl implicita nominetenus tantum fides eat, reipsa pura,
puta rerum, credsndarum ignorantia, quum nihil sliud credsat,
quem qued credit Ecclesla, quid auten Ecclesia credat, ignor-
at. 1]




Ti
Testement prophecics were clear b themselves, sc that the
Bvancelists eould oxpound them historleally, yet more clear-
1y.10  alsc Gsrhard deplores the cenfusicn of the Socinlans,

who econfounded thse distinetion bsiween obscure end ¢clear

Gerhard, op. cit., ITI, 56t "(Bellarminus ait) S. Apprehen-
sio non est fides, sed s2liguid fldem praecedens. Pgssunt_
enim etiam infideles apprehendere mysteria fldel. esponde-

ensu non est

$3e o3 imo vero id
€X €0 sequitur, quod fides non sit nuds epprehzsnsic sive no-
titia, sed 1Lsunnw :tiom assensus, cui nos iansuper addinmus
fiduclam. 6. w“ﬁrencnsio prouvie non diCith nctit*a, sl
sit rudus et confusa, quslis ad fidem sufficit Tespond =
mus: Concedimus, esse gradus nctitise, iutevim nen est fldes,
licet ait temuls et langulda, quae non aligusme reguirst no-
titiam, assensus enim neces=aric praereguirit “wtitiam, CulG
non possimus nisi rel cognitae assensum prashere. Such a
cegnitio confusa wns also known a3 fides implicita, and was
rejected by all the Lmtherans, ®. g., Calov, op.reclt., X,
30l;.
dhat ‘uenstedt ssems te have had in mind, therelore, wes a
knowledge like cur Rnowledge of the Last Things, which has
some confused elements, but 1z nevertheless the basis of cur
falith in our finsl deliverance and reward. Quenstedt and
Celov, then, did not dissgree in substance, bub cnly in
choice of terms.
Under nc circumstances, however, wee it grented that Seripg-
ture deoes not contaln the articles of faith, or thzt it con-
tains them only germinally or implicitly. oOuenstedt, op.
elt., p. 102, on the guesticn of whether Scripture contains
everything neceassary for Christian faith and 1lile: "Non est
quaestio . . . III. Non de perfecticne implicita, quod secil.
Sceriptura contineat omnia velut in radice, in semine, et in
principinr univeregall, sed de tall poerfectione, gua 3. 3erip-
tura omnia necessaria sufflcienter, immediate, eXplicite et
aedequate contineat in se, non ostendat extra se," Ibid,,
P. 117: "aArticull enim fidei et praecepta morum in propriis
suis sedibus non obscurls, sut ambiguis, sed perspleculs,
propriis, et ab omni amblguitate alienis verbis in Scriptura
proponuntur, ut quilibet sedulus Scripturae Lector, gui de-
vote et ple Scripturam legit, ea possit intelligere,"

mus: vitiosa collectlo., Apprehensio sine ass=
3 4 MR g
fides. irgc ad fidsm non pertinet apprelen

b r‘ (¢
H Qe
-

10ibreham Galov, Biblis Tllustrats (Dresdse et Lipsiae:
Johannis Christophori Zimrermanni, 1719), p. 2.

B ——
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knowledge, b FProbably tho line botween an cbseure knowledge,

which the Imtherans ascribed to the 01d Testamen

oLy -

ot

saintse,
and a conlfused knowlddge, which they rejeceted, will cscape
the modorn reader. Jhat seems to be meant 13 that the 014

m > ’
testarent sainta lknew of the porson, work, and benefits of

the Mossiah, but sthoy did net know who or when Ho was to be.

Tan e 1e s 4 B s ks o st ey P Y
Hsat what 1s not meant by thoe Lutherans

s B - - 3 N -~ BYam PR . e oy e i o Ty £ e
did not know of the Messiah, That they rejected this n»osi-
o W iy e - ~ e o e P =% E =

tion 1s Indicsted by ths fact thaet Classius was sble to
write o Ch»istolopia Mesalcesn 12

WwIDLLE I 58 5 bagd .:t(,l 2 a8 -;'.-'-J-,-il.n.a.'

M oo ol wage TP acdela e = e = - e
The orthodox Lutherans sted that the 0lé Teztament

iz surfislont to convincs the Jews., CBlov argues this point
a useful, since the Jews
do not accept the Hew Testament. HNHor will the divine worss
or nature of Christ convince them, since they deny these,
But it can be shown that Christ left the (01d Taestament in-
viclate. This iz proof for them. Celov then goes on tc ar-
gue that 1t is fzlse to say the 01d Testament must be tsken
differently than 1t is used in the HNew Testament. Many pro-

3

phecies san be understeod in the litersl sense from the ¢ld

_ Algonn Gyrhards piEEg8siscEPa®scIohiAALSY O LRF B run-
Aéﬁﬁ)aiﬁbigé%ivnnm inter ecognitlo obscuram =t claram, illam
docemus. "

12piegtel, op. 8lt., pe 477,

13 3brahan Calov, Socinismus Profilgatus (Wittenbergae:
Joh. Boreckard, 1%68), pp. 82f,
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Teztamont itgelf., Trom theass the Jewaza can be crsnvinced con-
cerning faith in Christ., Surthermore, hs says, 1t can be
shoun from the 014 Testament that there 13 no other Messiszh
2, for thils 12 exactly whet Jeauns and the apostles
dld. 1In fact, it iz blasphemnus to say the 01ld Testament

cannct convinee the Joaws

s Or cen convince them only in part

2 Peter 1119 savs 3juat the o

3116, where it is oble to inform one suf ficiently to

f nt produce
o o A ol ™ - o e & L » - X
saving Tfalth, And finally, he argues, why d¢ the Sceinians

themselves dispute with thoe Jews if their own Seripture can-
not convince them?

Again Gerhard agrees. In hia comments on ¥atthew 223

22
W3f., where Christ quotes Paalm 110 as of His divinity,
Gerhard remarks that Thrlizt docs not srgue with th: eppella-
tion "Son of David,” but the Pharisess should ha¥e under-
stood that Chrlst was beth Cod and man, il

Gerhard noted several types of fulfilment of prophecy.
In his commentary cn ¥atthew-? he follsus Chemnitz in saying
that there are four types. (1) Whaet is simply and precisely
understeod in the proepheey, as in Matthew 1:227. (Isalah 7:

1), (2) when the fulfilment is simila>» &nd related to the

subject of the prophecy, like Matthew 2:17 (Jeremiah 31:15).

1 John Gerhard, Adnotaticres Posthumae in Lvangelium D.
Matthaei (Jena: Oeori 3Sengewaldl, 1663}, p. 976. Hereafter
to be referred tc simply as Adnotationes in Hattheum,

15Tpid., p. 227.
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(3) Mhen o propheey ls genersl and csn be applied to any simi-
lar emample, like Matthew 15:7: 13:14; Romens 11:8. (L} When
a propheey is fulfilled in ths mombere and the head, o» the
type and the entitype, as in Matthew 2:15 (Hosen 11:1).
These Torur types rmey be called univocsl), andlogical, specifie,
and tipleal or nmyvatieal,

Gerherdts sermens reveel on even hroader idea of prophe-
CYy, 82 he employs other classificationa. Something in the
01d Testewment rmay sfnply be asserted to be & prepheey of
Christ

and iz kingder;, or an example for Christisns. Some- -

3

times 7 worlk o Thrilst ia gsserted to heve redemptive or
subetituticnary meaning for Christians. OGerhard alaso applied
the allagnsricel, typological, and spiritusl (applicaticn)

-

methods of exposition in his pﬂeaching.lé Cf course allepory

and applicatioc

,_.

hed no velue for adding tc knowledge, and so
wers net needed for theology, but were msrely useful devices
Cor irstruetion, -7

Iathsran orthodoxy, then, eccnsliderdd Nesslanle prophecy
to be self~evident in the 01ld Testament, One 4l1d not need

to go locking fer 1t., If anyone falled to ses 1, it was

Jta

nly becsuse of the blindncss of hie own heart, The twe bes-
taments were nct simply equsted, but separated by the msnis

featation of the Messiah In the flesh,

16Haegglund, op. cit., p. 237, footnote 9Z.
171Ibid.; pe« 232s
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Rectilinear Prophecy

Since Christ is the end of the Law, the heart of the
prophets, and the center of the CGospel, it is self-undar-
steood that He 1s also the alm of intsrpretation. This atti-
tude, says Diestel, resulted in finding Christ everywhere in
the 0ld Testament by applying typology to the Law and Christ-
ology to the prophets.l8 It was considered better to find
Christ there toco often than too seldom.19 (nly two methods
werc generally applied: direct, rectilinear prophecy, and
typology. Allegory was also used, but slnce it was not valid
for dogmatics, its value was primarily for teaching and
preaching.

The Lutherans could hardly undsrstand hew anyone could
fail to see direct lMessienlc prophecies in the 0ld Testament.
fhe Chureh had always seen them. They play an important role
in the Ne¢w Testament. T1he fathsrs saw them, Luther saw tham.
zven the #Hsbbis saw them, and in many pleces also the Tar-

gums.ao In commenting on CGenesis 1l:2, Calovy says that the

18niestel, op. eit., p. 369: "Christus is}, als finis
legis, prophetarum nucleus, evangelli centrum, weniger das
Hellsprinzip als scopus interpretandi. Ole Ausfuehrung
dleses Gedankens richtet sich vorzueglich auf das Alte Tes-
tament und enthaelt die Weisung, ueberall Christum zu fin-
den: sis laeft auf dle durchgaengige Typlsierung des Gesctz~
es und Christologisierung der Prophetie hinaus,"

197vid., p. 374.

20John Gerhard, Commuentarius super Deuteronomium (Jenae:
Joh, Imdoviei Neuenhanli, 1657), p. 1108.
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Trinity 1s taught in thls verse because ruach camnct be tak-
en as lmpersonal. He appeals to the Moslems, who reccgnized
this fact, even though they called it a corruption‘al.tlt is
taken Tor granted that Christian teachings are round in the
0ld Testament, In many places the prcofs for the Messianie
import of a passape includes the testimony ol the ancient or
recent Rabbis.22 Yet even Diestel, who is ordinarily criti-
cal of Calov, 1s feorced tc say that he did not go nearly as
far as the tradition he sought to uphold.23

It wes the contention of Maustus 3Zocinus that the New
Tastament authors accomodated themselves tc the spirit and
mental abllity of the times., He even says they may have
misquoted at times.2t It was the contenticn of the ILuther-

ans that this wss not the case, that the New Testawmwent wri-

ters found nothing more than the 0ld Testament actuzlly con-

tained., They appesleil sanetimes to the regula fidei, but

even more often to the literal meaning of the words of the

01d Testament.

2lpbrgham Calov, Commentarius in Genesin (Wittebergae:
Michaelis Meyeri, 1671), p. 1LO.

22John Gerhard, Annotationes Fosthuma in Psalmos priores
(Jenae: Zacharime Hertelil, 16063), Pe. 23.

23piestel, op. eit., p. 403: ". . . er in dieser Chris-
tologisierung des A, T. nicht ganz so welt geht als die bis-
herige Traditicn, welche er im Allgemeinen mit aller Harte
und grossem Eifer zu stuetzen sucht.”

21bid., p. 391.



8o

In the srea of Messianic orophecy the orthodox Luther-
ans did not waste much space laying down principles whereby
the prophecies ar: to be interpreted. This is periectly
consistent with thelr position. They believed that the in-
terpreter had o.l1ly to polnt to the passage and show tnat the
words must refer to the promised HMessiah., Therefore it wculd
be prcfitable te revisw how they approached soms of the xey
passagecs and see how much they derived from the passages and
by whet methods,

The secnnd Psalm 1s trested as Messianic 1in the New Tes-
tament and also by the Lutherana, Febrews 1:5 guotes verse
7, which, says Gerhard, deals with Christ in the literal
sense.25 The objection pesed by the Jansenists and others
is that the passage: deals with David. But Gerhard disa-
greed, He says that the scope and argument i the Psalm
treats of a person and his prophetic-royal cfiice and his
fortunes in this world, The nations do not conspire against
Devid, but against the Messiah., Not David, but Christ is
deseribed in the 0ld Testament as kirg of Zlon (Zechariah
9:9; Psalm 110:2; 1k:7; Isalah 52:7; 59:20; et al.). The
promise of inheriting the whole earth 1s made tc Christ, not
to David (Psalm 8:7; 72:5; Isaish }S:6). No man, not even

pavid, has the power of life and death described 1n verse 11,

25John Gerhard, Commentarius super epistolam ad Zbraeos
(Jenae: Christiani Guth, 1661), p. 29.
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Much less can trust in David be meant in the last verse.20
There 1s no salvation in believing in Devid. furthermore,
David was not the natural essentisl 3Son of CGod; nor was his
inheritance to the end 8f the world.&l

Calvin had sald that this Psalm deals not literally
with Christ, but typically, QCerhard insisted that it deals
literally, immediately, and directly with Christ and His
rale. His reason is the testimony of the apostles. If the
Psalm 1s accomodated in a mystic or typical sense, then the
apcstles could not use it for proof, since the Jews would
not have sccepted that sermse, ‘The Jews did, however, accept
it as Messlanliec, =s Mabbls Salomon, Ibn Hzra, and Ximchi
testiry,20

Other possibilities exlisted, Some sa2id that verse 7
speske of the temporal generation of Christ, but Gerhard
hardly finds this to be apt., Others say it deals with the
resurrection, but Gerhard snswered thet the entire Psalm
treats of Christ's mission in the fleah, Augustine was cor-
rect when he said this passage dealt with the eternal genera-

tion of the Son, for "today" before Ged means "always.”29

26Cerhard, Ixegesis, pp. 1095f.

27cerhard, Annotationes Posthuma in Psalmos priores,
P. 21.

281b14., pp. 21°F.

29¢erherd, Commenterius super epistolam ad Ebraccs,
P. 29.




while Gerhard ccnsiders +ho How Testamont testimony the last
e s dos ) e it

word in the interprotation of Lthe passage, ne doss not us

to find the content. That is devived directly from the Psalm

itasell.

; eldoped 8 locus claszicus
Another paszags thab was eongldered 3

»

Tagla)l . whieh is quoted in
for Messianic prophecy ia Isalan 7:1l, whieh 1s gquote
i z v on Matthew,30 first
Matthew 1:23. Gerhard, 1in his comsentary on lMatthew,
i hot ©l shecy meant for Ahaz,
of all tries to deteriins what the propluecy no
to whoem 15 was C[irst uttered. 7 reminds us that sone basic
considsrations must be xept in mind., Freguently the prophets
. ; . - A
junp fromtthe flgurse tr the thing it signifies. The preser
vation of the state =f Israel belongs Io ¥easlanic prophe=

cies, for the Messiah w

o

s to come {rom the ramily of David,
And this sign is a slgn of God, Who is falthful to keep His

npemises; hence it 1s no less certain than 1f the thing pro-

mised were itsclf preszent., Apparently Gorhard assumes that

Ahzz knew these things. The passage then meant tc Ahaz that

befcre he and tho line of David are exterminated, a virgin

from the king's own bloed will bring forth his son, Immanuel.

Gerhard then goes into the meaniungs c¢ff the various

words used in the text, B0 as to ascertaln whether it is in-

deed Messianiec in the literal sense, He notes thet the word

"wirgin® is preceded both in the Greek and in the Hebrew by

30Gernard, Adnotsticnes in Mattheum, pp. 86ff.
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the article., This gives it emphasis. It refsrs to a aspeci-
fic, speclal virgin, He also notes that the Hebrew word
properly meons "an adolescent (girl)," and that it 1s not

the common Hebrew word for "virginld" But usage, he says, de-
termines the meaning, and ths word in the text la used seven
times in 3eripture, in esch case refercring to an unimpaired
virgin, On the basis of textual evidence he rejects a pre-
sent tense Tor "concwive," but notes thet ths Hebrew verb
eould denote « present teuse. The word Yor "sign" is used
in Seripture to signify a mirscle. Therefore the prophecy
mast be tvaken as Tuture, The name Imaanuel of course does
not refer to the name Christ received at His circumecision,
but to the thing thset is to be predicated of Him; “This

Wword most beautifully expresgses Bis perscn, office, and bene-

o

fits, It expresses tne personal uanlty of Jod with man, His
human nature consorting with us and Hls dlviane nature con-
sorting with God. 'God with us' relers tc the reconclilia-
tien of God to us and us to God, threough His [{ighting for
us with power., Thus the name agress completely with 'Jesus,'!
Sevicr, For none but He who 1s God and man can galn salva-
ticn from sin for us."31

Hardly anyone woculd deny that Matthew understood the

passage in such a way, but one wight not agree that Ahaz

would have sc understocd it. Perhaps Gerhard is assuming

311b1do’ pp. 85-880
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that he knew more than he did, perhaps not, We can more
enslly judge if we cxemine tho t roatment of some other Mes-
sianic propheciea,

Genesis 3:15 has for centuries been considered the Frot-
evangel, also by the Lutherana, Ther: are many proolems that
hove besen pused in the laterpretatlon of thils verse. The
orthodox Lutherans decalt with moat of them. Pirst of all 1is
thie problem of the serpent. @8 1t thes samoc kind of ssppent
that is xnown btocday? shy was the serpent punished? Gerhard
asserts that the serpsnt was the sawe kind that 1s xnown to-
today, but wlth sowme differsnces. At first 1t was Beautiful,
blessed, and amlable to man and beast. It walked upright om
legs and ate frult like the¢ other animala. After the Mall
it becams abomliable and horrid t¢ every man and beast,
crawling on 1ts belly in the dust.32 The serpent was cursed
tor several reascns. For one, it had besn such an effective
instrument of temptation pracisely bscause of its familiar-
ity to man, so God made it an abomination.33 The servent
was not punished because 1t sinned, for there was no law
given to the brutes and they therefore dec not bear guilt,3u

but 1t wasg punished to indlcate the serlousness of sin and

32John Gerhard, Commentarlius super Gsnssin {Jenae:
Ernesti Steinmenni, 1637), p. 102.

331b1d., p. 106.

34Toid., p. 450. The Socinians actually attributed sin
te the serpent,
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Bhe meverity ol the divine wralh agrinet sin. The serpent
wes forever to remain & symbel and memoriel of the Fall, of
originel 2in, 'nd of the divine wrath., Just as we know the
gerpent's form to be ebeminable, we should also think on the
pestilent natvre of sin and ¢n the ssvere judgment of God.35

Put this docs not mes

A
—

1 thet the "emmity" pleced between
Eve sni. thec serpent 1s tc¢ be understocd only of the revul-
slon of men for serpents, for then only the organ of sin
would be punished, znd ncot lts principal author. Then no-
thing would be acscmplished by the prophecy. Cslov says that
verse 15 contalns ancther curse,-Y and Gerhard maintains that
there wag an crmity established betuween men and se-pents, dbut
1t wes not of the same hestile, ilmplsecable kind., The insers
tion of the ccpulatiVe pariicle, he gces on, both distingulsh-
g and emphsslzes the cne who apoke through the serpent.37
It must pertain to the inlernal serpent, If we grant, ahead
of the argument, that the sced of the woman is Christ, then
the oppositicn botween ssed and serpent demanda that 1t re-
present the author of the temptaticn.38

But if the serpent in verse 15 1s the devil, then who

is his seed? Cazlov answers that the Devil obvicusly dows not

351bid,, p. 451.

36Calov, Commentarius in Genesin, p. L4OOC.

37Gerhard, Commentarius super Genesin, p. 106.

381bid., p. 102.
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have offspring by natural gneration. But he does have imi-
tators of his apostasy., <This does not mesn the reprobate.
Christ did not oppose the reprobate, for He died for them.
If this passage did mean the reprobate, there would be no
confort in the passage. Eve'!s own seed wuild be opposed to
itself. CGod did not place enmity between the elect and the
reprobate. The seed of the serpent, therefore, can only
mean the Devil's host of angels, who are of the same sub-
stance with him and one with him in apnetasy.39 They are
speclally mentioned here to¢ show that Christ was to conguer
all the devils at once.uo

The woman's seed does not refor to all men descended
from sSve, DNor dozs 1t mean, as Calvin supposed, thet 1t has
to do with all the falthful who battle Satan's hordes, or
the Church. For then only the heel, and not the head (viz,,
Chrigt) would be crushed. The Head would still be whole.
Thus Christ would not have suffered and been afflicted, but
only the Church, and the Devil would then prevsil. Nor
would the heel rise from the dead, '"Heel" is singular, and
hence a metaphoric description of Christ and Hls death and

resurrection.tl Gerhard argusd that "seed" must mean none

39Calov, Ob. .c_;-_t_o’ PP )4.05'“.07.
Lorbid., p. LOS.
4lgeigs, p. 42l.
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other than Christ., The two "seeds" are spoken of as individ-
ugls. while they can be taken as collective, FPaul argues
from the number in Galatians 3:16, The work attributed to
the seed 18 not a mere work of men, but a work of God. It
1s Ood who places the enmity between the seeds. Therefore
1f we take "seed" collectively we oppose the consensus of
Seripture that calls it a work of God, and alsc the other
Messlenic prophecies. FRFurthermore, the aim of the passage
is to comfort the first parents, and Genesis l;:1 shows theat
Eve so understeod it. In additlcn, the ancient interpreters,
the Targume, and the fethers all teke t-1s as a prophecy of
the Messiah.l42 Calov has the same general arguments.u3

Crushing the head of the serpent (Satan) means, accor-
ding to Calov, to remove all the power he has in man by re=-
moving the sin of all maruec.’x.ml.L"'-L This requires that the Mes-
siah be God. To overcoms the whole power of S:tan is no
mere human work, but divine, for there is no infinite power
except God's., Therefore from this very Protevangel the
first parents were eble to belisve nct only in the wOmgn's
seed, but alsc necessarily in true and eternal God.45 The

faithful, the Church, are not the combatants in this battle

Li2¢erherd, op. cit., pp. 107-109.
L3calov, op. elt., pp. LO9-L13.
Wi Ibid., pp. LSLS.

LS1bid., p. L57.
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with Seten, but are the ones who recelve the Lfrult of the
victory of Christ.hé

Calov concludes his dliscuasslion of the verse with 2 sum-
mary of the doctrines taught in this verse: the mystery of
the incarnation end the personal unlon; the power to ralse
bodles from the dead; the virgin birth (The sced of the wo=-
man ls mentlconed, not that of the men., The man played no
part in the generetion of Christ.); the humenity of Christ;
Fis medlatorship; His passion snd resurrecction; the reason
for the incarpation; Justification by faith; the merit of
Christ and its efi'icacy; the viearious satisfaction; and the
doctrine of the Church. U7 If nothing else, the 1list is im-
pressive. Frobably not everyone will agree thot sll these
things e¢sn be found in this one short verse, Many will ine-
sist thet the first parents coulé not have had so clear and
deteiled a knowledze of the Messlah, Gerhard end Calov
wo2ld agree thst their krowledge may have been cbscure or
vague, but they would insist that the kuowledge cf the Iirst
parents certsinly conteined mest of these elements. Again
1 Peter 1:10f. ccmes into consideration, The first parents,
like the prophets, diligently inguired about the salvation
that was promised them, asking when and in whem this would

take place, Genesls L:1 was lmportant for the Lutherans to

461bigd., p. L56.
471vid., pp. LS9-470.
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the understanding of the passage, Jor it shows thalt Lve ex~
pected God to be born of her to be her 3avior.

Another Important pascage “or the seventsenth-contury
Tutherans wesg Genesis 12:3: "I will blesas those who bless
you, and him who curses you I wlll curse; and in you will
all the naticns of the earth be blessed."” Calov dividss his
discussion o the passage into subject, predicats, and ob=-
Ject. The subjoct of the passage le the Messiah, for sever-
al roascns. The Protevangel has already offered the procmise
Eo the whole human race. By believing thia promise (12:3)
Abraham weg justifisd. The promise is rspeated several times
in the succesding choptera., A comparison of the rassages
shows that "in you" is equated with "in your seed." Other
pPassages, such as Psalm 2:8; Isaiah 9:2; and Psalm 72:17 ap-
ply the seme promiss to all nations., This reguires that the
subject of the promise be Christ, for only He can be a bles-
sing to all neticns. Peul (Galatians 3:16) and Peter (Asts
3:257,) show that Jesus is the intended blessing, And fimsl-
ly, even ths Rabbis agree that the Messiah iz referred to
here,U48

The predicate of the pessege 1s a splritual blessing.
There wea no curse of such great magnitufle that it reguired
God's blessing, except the curse of sin. The blesasing de-

stroys the curse, which 1ls the wrath of Ged, the acocusation

LBIbid., pp. 798f.
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of the Law, and the condemnation of ain. The apposite bles-
sing conalsts of righteousness, 11fe, and eternal salvation.
Only the satiafactiaﬁ of Christ wse able tc destroy the curase
of the Law and satisfy -Adivine juastice, Therefore tho passage
speaks of Chriat.t?

The cbject of the promise 1s 2ll the nations of the
earth. They are n>t only tc be called, bubt also to be glven
universal grace. Thls i1a not only for the ¢lect, but for
all nations, Marthermore, the blessing 1s prouissd for the
future. Therefore ibraham undersbood the promiss as a Mes-
sisnic prophecy.50 WYith thie expositlicen Gerhard agrees.sl

Again it is evident that the Luthorans are drawing on

the reguls fidel in expounding the passapge. This, they fesl,

o

1s legitimate besause the prephecy sposks »f futurc things.
They do not say that Abrahem had 2 elsar, detalled knowledge
of the perscn and work of Christ., They say only that he
knew the benefits of thet worlk closrly enough to have a sav-
ing knowledge

There were those in the seventeenth century who did net
understand the prophecies in the same way. Bellarmine was
one of these. He sald thst Cenesis 15:6 speaks cof the mul-

tiplication of Abraham's sesd, not of the Messiah. Gerhard

L9Ibid., pp. 799f.
50Ibid., pp. 800F.
5lgerhard, op. ¢it., p. 18k
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declares that Bellarmine 1s wrong for the following reascns,

Genesis 15:06 is not the first mention of the promise, That

F-‘

camo in

o}
P

213, where Christ is manifestly meant, since the

all nations. Both the number <f descendants

G

promise is ¢

3

and the land had respect to Christ as their end, for the
8sed is gpirituasl soced, taken also from among bthe Jentiles,

-

The land was given as ths placs where Christ was to adminis-

ter His office. Psul cites Abrshan's falth as exemplary for

0

Christians. By it they are blessed and justified. And Ro-

mans li:6 econnects the passage inseparably with Psalm 32:1
“"Blessed 1s the msn whose sin is forgiven." Therefore
Christ is the¢ Medlastor, the principle and proper object of
the pasaage.sa

Even though Gerherd draws on the later portions of
Seripture, he uses the text of CGeneals itself. By it he
makes BSellarmine's ccoutention lock foelish, alcng with any

cther unspiritual interpretaticns of the passage.
01d Testament Sacrifices

Lecording to GerrardS3 the Levitical sacrifices of the

0ld Testament were rendered unnecessary by Christ, At no

time were the atonement sacriflces effective ex cpere ogpera-

to, but they depsnded on falth in Christ, to whom they

521bid., pp. 327f.

53Heecglund, op. cit., pp. 202f.
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pointed. Because they wers types they were officacilous
means by which justification and forgiveness of sins were
glven, for they were offered in faith in Christ. But if the
sacrifices were just signs and not types, then they were only
Law and did not derive their power from the sufferings of
Christ, Wor did they then have any ef’icacy. But they were
types, promises, and therefore Gospel. They served for the
strengthening of the Gospel promises and of faith., The word
of promigse was of thelr very essence. 4hen the sacrifices
were sbolished in the New Testament, it was only the exter-
nal rites that were abolished. The content of the sscrifie
clel system, regeneration and forgiveness of sins, remained,
Thus Gerherd can coll eircumeision end the rlite of the Pass-
over lamb "sacraments" of the (ld Testament,

Calov,5k too, finds it necessary to presuppose the work
of Christ to make the (0ld Testamsnt atonement sacrifices un-
derstandable and ofiective. #With a weealth of Seripture ref-
erences he proves that the szcrifices pointed to and con-
firmed the satisfaction of Christ. "Whatever was represented
to the people of (God in the 0ld Testament," he says, "also
deals with our satigsfaction,™ He appeals to Colossians 2:17;
Hebrews l:ll; 9:9; 9:23f.; and 16:1, and adds that the same
idea 1s implied elsewhere in the New Testament, as 1in Ephe-

sians 5:2; 1 Corinthians 5:7; and 1 Peter 2:2, anda 3:18.

S4Calov, Soecinismus Profligatus, pp. 611-61i.
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Our satisfaction is explained in the New Testsment by refer-
ences to the sacrifices of the 0ld Testament. In Danilel 9:
2ly ths work cof Christ 1s not only prefigured, but elsc cal-
led satigfactory, Isalah 53 expleins the annual sacrifice
of Leviticus 15 when it calls Christ & lamb. Hebrews 10:5
and 13 tell us thet what is prefigured in Psalm [,0:7f, 1is
the oblatlon of Christ's body. Leviticus 6:2 tells us that
God is plecated by sacrifice; but sacrifices cannot per se
make propitiaticn, so it must be 2 figure of something to
come. The term "sweet-smelling savor®™ in Genesis 8:21 can
only mean that Ged is placated; and since the remission of
sins i3 onlv in Christ, it must prefigure Him, Leviticus 16
says cleanrly that Christ wass chosen in ocur ploce, bore the
sins of the wh~le world, and made preopitlaticn. And finally
Leviticus 17:11 shows the blood of znimals to be only a

type, as Matthew 20:28; 1 Timothy 2:6; and Romans 5:10 also

testify., Most of Calov's proof-passages, it will be nocticed,

are derived from the New Testament. But he has sald no more
here than that the 01& Testament atonement sacrifices must
peint to Christ or they are uselesa, His practice in em-
pounding the (1d Testament is another matter. 3Sometimes he
relies entirely on the testimony <« the 0ld Testament. Omn
the question of whether the satisfactlion of Christ was pre-
figured in the 0ld Testament high priest he answers in the
following manner. The high priest made propitiation (expla-

bat) for sins through sacrifices (Leviticus 4:21). This is




pL!
not to be taksn as a mera declaration of propitiatlion, for

1t says that he made propitlation, alac for his own sins.

Also other similar passages use the word cxplare, not expi-

ationem dzelarcre. Levitleus 1LL:20 says, "The priest shall

make atonement for them and they shall be forgiven," A dsc=-
laration cannot be a cause of explation or proplitiation,

Loviticus 5:7 assys that atonement shall be made "before the

Lord," This doss not mean merely 2 declaration. Th: "sweet
smelling =avor® of Leviticus 5:12 does not mean to declarse,
but to offer what propitiates Ged. Leviticus 15:10 says the
high priest propltiates God, 1In Leviticus 13:6 purification
1s not wede by declaration, but by sascrifices. Thus expilare
4083 not mean only s deeclaration of grace, but signifies our
raconciliation with God. In this there 1s certainty, but
not in a mere deeclaration.5

Let us hear Calov on just cne more guestion hers: wWhe-
ther the 014 Testament sscrifices propltiated per se. Ile
Insists that they did net., The opinicn that they did rests
on the false principle that not all sins were atonsd for in
the 0ld Testament., But beaide this, the Holy Ghost says in
Hebrews 10:l thst it is impossible that the blood of bulls
and goats should atone or be eble to purge the conscience of
sin. The bulls and goats were slaughtered only in remem-

brance of the coming sserifice, Colossians 2:7 tells us

551bid., pp. 614-616.
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that the skhadow draws all its force Trom the bedy. The sac-
rifices were thus types, for only Christ sould atone for sin,

~
i

geerificas conld

4

reccncile God, and cleanse censclences,
do this, then righteousneas was through the Law, which 1s

falee, What then would we do with the work of Chrlst? Dan-

r

lel 9:27 tells us that they had efflcacy only from the sac-

C

rifice of Christ.56 1n general, then, Calov maintained that
the entire 3acrificlal systen typified Christ because it had
the same offect. And since Scripture says that there is no
means of salvation other than Chriat, the sacrifilces must
prefilgure and point to Him. He does not specify hew bthe 014
Testament pecple undsrstood the sacrifices as typieal of
Christ, nor how clearly. Bubt that they se understood them,
he wes certein. OGorh:rd is a little more specific. On Ro-
mans 3:25 hs points out the typology involved in the verse,
whers the morey-seat is referrsd to. He shows that access
to the Ark wes resirleted, but prayers were directed to it,
Prayer in the New Testsment 1ls nlan directed to Christ, but
access to Him 1s free. The blood on the mercy-seat was un-
derstood in the 0ld Testament as that which reconclled Isra-
el to %od., Israel also recognized that thers is ne way of
reconciliation except propiltistlcn., But there ls no propi-
tintion except our Mediator., With gratltude Israel acknow-

ledged the benefits exhlibited in the propltiatlon, Just as

56Ibid., pp. 6031,
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We are bournd to eternal gratitude by ths same atonenont, 57

T™ia seems to be as near a2s anyone came Lo explaining
hew the Tarselites understood thelr sacrifices. None took
1% wpon himself to psychoanalyze the Hebrew wind and show
how they locked upen the rites. The Tutherans simply relied
on the cloar statements of Seripture and went ne further,
The rites are descrlbad in the 0ld Tastamsnt, snd there are

flelent passages in the Old Testement Lo show that the

ey
on to God (e. ge., Psalm 51

~

conld ncet render full) satlsfact

e
.

167, ): in addition to this the Fow Testament says the rites
pointed to Cheist., ‘Tat 13 all that 3eripture says. That
ia 2lao all tha%t the orthodox Iutherans said. Thsy cannot
be accused of lmposing enything on the 01d Teatament, for
whatever they "impose" on it, the Hew Testament gives 1i-
cense to "impose," The Iutherans ceuld perhaps be accused
of reading New Teatanent ldeas into the 014 Testament, but
again, the New Testament givaes them license, The ilew Teata-
ment interprets the 0ld, but even mere does the Cld lunter-

pret the liew.

foud
o
m
o]
.

57cerhard, Adnotatliones ad Priors cspita episte
Peull ad Romanos, pp. 114f.
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CHAPTER VI
CASl: STUDISS 1IN CLD TESTAMLNT DOCTRINE
The Trinity

The Lutherans ol the seventeenth century were iu gener-
al agreement that the dootrine of the Trinity is taught in
the 014 Testament., The most thorough presecutation of the
doetrine is found in CGerhard's writings, bui suck presenta-
tlons are nct Lacking in the other wrivers ol tas perioed.
Therefore the discussion that Collows will be taken malnly
from Gerhard and supplemented with acditions from Calov and
Sebastian Schmidt. This procedure has two advantsgesa. It
shows that the crthodox Lutherans wero in gensral agreement
on the subject and on the way in which it is proved. and
secondly, such a procedure eliminates nsedless repotition,

Fcr the orthodox Lutherans there was hardly & doctrine
in the Hew Testament that had no polnts of contact with the
01ld Testament, since all the fundamental doctrines are necee-
sary for sslvatlion. Hence all who deny that the cardinal
doctrine of the Trinity 1s found in the 0ld Testament must
be oppoaed.1 Had there been no one to deny it, the doctrine

would have been taken for granted, but thers were many who

limdwily Dicstel, Geschichte des Alten Testaments in
der christlichen Kirche (Jena: Mauke's Verlag, 18697, P
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dla deny it, such as the Soeinians and Calixtus. Ths In-

therens therelcre felt compelled to defend the doctrine.
Calov even devoted an entire beok te the subject, Assertlo

pluralitatis personsrum ex Vetere Tegtumsnto, @

Calov lists for uc the sources from which the doetrine

s
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ol the Trinity is derived from the 0ld Testament. ‘They are
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the seccounts of the creatien, the exodus, messienic prople-
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ceies, the reveletions of (God, the prayers end benedictions
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of the 01d Testament, our own regenersticn, the Indwel
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oL God in us, HNew Testament testimonles, the baptliam of
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Christ, the New Testament invocations, and ths nemes and at-
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tributes o God used in gc;ipturu.3 A3 we shall gee, Gep=

hard employs approximately the same sourcss. 3u% we shall

1imit the dlscussion to the 212 Testamsnt sourcea as much as

possible,

Gerhardt's best discussion cof the subject iz found in
his Exepeslis, a fullsr diascussion of the articles of Holy

Writ than that of his Loei Thaolqgici.h In a series of the-

ses he outiinea his discussion for us, Thesis 5: "The mys-
tery of the Trinity can and should be confirmed not only

from the New, bubt also from the (ld Testament. "D Theses

2Ibid., p. 478.

3Abraham Calov, Socinismus Profligatus (wWittenbergse:
Joh. Borckard, 1668), pp. 167=177.

ltjohn Gerhard, kxegesis (Jenae: Tobiae Steinmanni,
1625), pp. 1ff, Y

SIbid., p. 19,
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Prom the 71-4 Tostament four prineiple arguments Eo‘:'
the TrinityJ are urged. The first is from the article
of ere-tion, The second from the bensfits of the liber-
ation Trom the igyptian bondage. The third from the
promigse »f the Mesz1ah. The fourth {rom the henedic-
tlon ot the Church in Numbers 6:22, ‘These four princi-
ple erpuments are divided into twe elasses of 01d Tes-
tament passases in whiech the mystery of the Trinity is
zet forth, of which the first is the plurality, the
Second the trinity of the perscns in CGod, which also

the fo:r eclssnes ~f Xew Tesha~ent passages prove

3
P S

While he psserts thet the Trinity can be proved from

the 014 Testarent., he also reminds us of the Limitetiong of
sueh proor:7

1. Ye do not say thet the testimonies are of egual
clarity with the New Testament testimonies. The doc-
trine 1s taucht implieltly (implicite), not explicitly
{explicite)., 1t was resgrved to be fully revealed at
the time of the Measslah.
2. We do not wigh to prove anything against the adver-
garies by obscure 014 Testarment quontes, hut we maintaein
thaet 0ld Testament testimonies can be used to support
tte doctrire of ths Tririty, since God slways revecaled
Himsel{ and the Church always acknecwledgsd Him and
eelled on Him &8 the cone dlvine essence, yet three dig-
tinct persons.

Each of Gerhard'e arguments 1s a sylloglsm, both premis-
es of which must be cither self-evident or proved. His

first argument for the Trinity is as follows.?

6Ibid., p. <0.
TIbid., pp. 930f.

8This appears to be contrary to what was sald supra,
p. 73, footnote 9, cortinued on p. TLTL.

9We here reproduce the first argument in some detail
sc 88 tc better represent Gerhard's procedure. The other
erguments will be sumuarized as much as possible,
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A8 many divine persons as the work of creation is attris
buted to, so many persons were recognized in one divine
essence,

Creation is attributed to three distinot persons.

I i
wnreo,

The major premiac, he says

R a7

s proved by passages ascrib-

s

ing ereaticn to Cod alone. The miner premise ls proved by
three faetora in genersl.

(1) Prom the Mossic phrese bara'! elohin, where the plur-

al noun tekes s singular verb. This is not werely "sacred
langusge," ss the Photinisns object, for even the pronouns
are used in the plursl. Nor can the divine nsme be con-
strued as a merc singular, for it alec has & singular Torm,
which !s used in Seripture. It must be taken as plural,
¥elther cun the divine nere be ccnsldersd eas & plural of
honer, for the singulser Eleah ccours instead =f the name

il

fahweli., JHNor would the use of s plural of honor in other
languages affoct this one f: Hebrew., Some pcint to the use
of the plural forms with s singular meaning in the 0ld Tes-
tament, but Rebbl Ibn Bzrs bas shown thot these csmnet be
vzed as parsllels. We must be careful, hawever, not to at-
tribute plurelity to eseh persen ofihe Trirlty. This would
commingle the Tririty snd cause endless confusicn. In it-
gelf the plursl divine nasme dces not signify three, but
other Scripture indicates triplicity.

(2) Prom Cenesis 1:27, where we find plural noun, pro-
noun, and verb., The Jews and Photinlens object to the use

of thiz verse, but they are wrong. They say that it refers
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to the powers in man, but 2:7 and 3:22 militate againat this
interpretation. Or they say that God is using the msjestic
Plural. But there are no parallels for tiuis in 3eripture.
Or they say that He is speaking with the angels, but our
first premise rules this out; they would then be of the one
divine essence. Or they say ile is speaking to the four ele-
ments. But these di1d not create; they were created, Or
they even say that le is speaking to the irrvational creation,
as In Isaiah 1:¢2. But God never communicates to creation.
He just says, "Hear!"

(3) From the prophetic menner of speaking, in which
pPlural pronouns and participles are used in speaking of God.

The minor premise 1s proved mcre specifically in three
ways. (1) In Genesis 1l:1 reshith refers to the Son of God
(compare Genesis 19:3 and Deuteronomy 21:17). ‘'Amar in the
Same verse has roference to the Word of God, Who 1s personal
and proceecds from the Pather, This is evident from John 1:1
and Proverbs 8:22, as well as other New Testament explana-
tions, and from the Chaldaic paraphrases (Targums), whecre
the Messiah is ealled memrah, from the same verb.,

The Spirit 1s proved here from the name, the attributes,
the description of Him as a wind, the use cf the participle

merachepheth, the time of the event (thera was as yet no air),

from other Seripture passages, from the divine character of
the work, from the Targums (Spirit of mercy), and from the

consensus of interpreters., There is no other Spirit of God,
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and this cannot refer to angels or merely the power of God,

(2) Psalm 33:6 shows thet the Word is the Son of God,
and the Spirit is distinguished as proceeding through the
Son, as also other Scripture passages testify. The works
of creation are attributed to the Son in Proverbs 8:22, where
He is called "wisdom.," Besides creation this verse attrib-
utes to Him eternity, sonship, personal subsistence, and
distinction from the Father, Furthermore, the Septuagint
of Zechariah 13:5 has eggenese me for the same verb used in
Proverbs 8. Some wpiters objected that this verse does not
call Him wisdom of God, but just "wisdom." Gerhard replies
that this is just "inane subterfuge."

Wisdom of Solomon 9:1 also attributes creation to the
Word, And creation is sald to be "through me" (Isaiah Ll:
2h), "with me" (Proverbs 8:30), and "through my word" (Zech-
arigsh 13:7) in the 0ld Testament.

Finelly, the minor premise is proved by those passages
which attribute creation to the Holy Spirit: Job 26:13 and
33:4; and Psalm 104:30. He 1s said to renovate and decorate
the earth in Isaiah }j0:12 and 42:16; and in wisdom of Solo=-
mon 12:1,

Therefore the work of creation shows that three persons

are recognized in the one divine essence.l0

It will be well for us, before proceeding to Gerhard's

10Gerhard, Exegesis, pp. 1037-1062,
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other arguaents, to look at the arguments of 3ebastian
Sehmidt, Hs places mors reliance on propor distinctions, by
Whieh he shows that the dectrine of the Trinlty can be proved

from Genesis 1:3, wayyomer elohim.

There are seversl thingshe says we must remcmber. ivery

word and work of God ad extre is indlvisible. The whole

Trinity is their subject. Also, all persons of the Trinity
are fully God. [Furthermors, we must distinguish between a
word by which an assertion i: understood, and a word that
God spoaks,

Then he presents his eight reasons for concluding the
Trinity from wayyomer. (1) Slnce God created by spesking,
1t mey be assumed thet there was scme kind of word thirough
whick He spcke. The Word wae the medium of creetion., There-
for the Son of Cod is not the word spoken by the Fsther, but
the Word through which the Father spoke and ereated. (2)
This word wze in the beginning end wae from all eternity, as
John 1:1 says. (3) This word was with God in the beginning
and from all eternity, hence it belonged to the Trinity.

(L) This Mosaie Word was God Himself, for there can be noth-
ing in the divinity that is not divine, nor can anyone slse
create. (5) without Him was nothing made. The word was not
merely an instrument of Cod, but cne with Him in power. (6)
This vord derived His divine personality from Ged #ho spoke
through Him, for the word follows from the speaker, and no-

where does it say that two perscns are spesking, but the



104
Word is the word of a person. (7) The origin of the Word is
1nGOMDr0h0nsiblc, but it commanicates the essence and nobure
of God, for Cod ercated through His essence. (8) Since the
Hord originated by generation, it 1s called the Son of God.ll

Sehmidt assorts thet the werb in thls verse cannot sig-

«

nify Just a divine wish or desire, for Cod wlshed the crea-~

|

tion from all eternity, lNelthsr was it merely a command, for
then Moses would have used the word fop "cownand," taswsh,
Bor dees it refer tc human-like specch, for Cod doss not have
organs of spewcch., Therefors it must refer to the hypcstatie
Hord,

W& might peint cut here that while Schmidt's presenta-
tion may appear yhilosophieal end filled with fine distine~
tions, the enount of gremm-tical detail he presents is just
a8 lmpresgsive, There ere also freguent references to both
Christisn and Jewish commentobors,t@

We mey now proceed with Gerhard's second srgument for
supporting the doctrine of the Trinity from the 0ld Testament.
Thls argument is based on the benefits of the liberaticn from
Bgypt.

“hoever led the Jows out of Egypt, geve them manna, ete.,

wie acinowledged and called upon as the true God.

The three perscns of the Godhead led them out, ste.
Ergo.

PP. 1"37-
1271bi4,

llsebastian Sehmidt, Disputationum TheologicopPhilologi-
gorum Pascioulus (Argentoratls Alberti Ottonis rFabri, 1675;,
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The major premize 1s proved by the benefits of the pro-
mise, as deseribed in Gonesis 15:14 et al., bR the comple-
tion of these pronlscs, by the prophstlc deseription of God
("I am tha Lorg your God who led you up out of the land of
Egypt."), and from the msnifest exeluslon in Deuteronomy 323
12 ("Mhe Lord slome did lead him, and there wes no foreign
g0d with him.").
The minor premise 1lg proved ln general because CGod is
& Trinity, It %s proved spoeiflc ally by many passeges. In
Déutercnomy :25 the volee of the living God speaks [{rom the f
flre, The ncun glohim indiertes plurality of perscus. Come
Pare algo 2 3mmel 7:23 and 1 Chronicles 17:21, where the
verdb is used in the singular, and then in the plural. That
the Pathor lihe-ated fronm Izypt thers is no doubt.
inas the Son libersted the Jews 1s proved first by Gen-
68is 20:14, whers the Angel of the Lord promised the land to
Jacob, OGenesis [,5:15f, shows that thls does not refer to a
ereated amgel, bul the Jon of God, Tor in this passage the
article lndlcates that He is someone superlor; Jacob seeks a
bonediction from Him snd thus associates Him with God; and
Jacob gave Him honor which is due only to God.
Libsration frem HBgypt by the Son 13 alsc proved by Exo-
dus 3:2, whers the Angel of the Lord appears in the bush,
This was not a created angel., He 1s called Jshweh., He cazlls

Himself the God cof Abraham, Isaae, and Jacob, an’ says that
He has heard the cry of His people. Deuteronomy 33:13 shows
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thut Moses asied a blessing of Him, just as Jacob did, This
@pparition is & majestic one and & type of tae incarnatlon,
for ths wholc light of the divians majesty was assumed in
the human nature and 4.4 not co..sume it. Ths fathers and
the Rabbis, and oven the adversaries agree that this angel

#a8 uncroeuio,

8 aposen ol as separats from God in ixodus 11:1,

(o

e
ahoere Lod Spcaus concerulog God and separate persons sust be
assumed. ho same ls true of fxodus 16:10£f. But .xodus
231200, 3

Beheld, I send an angsl before you, to guard you o

the way and to bring you to the place which I have pre-

Pared. Uive hosd to him snd hesrksn to his veice, do

not rebel against him, for he will not pardon y&ur

transgrossion; ror my name is 1n him,

"""l" ~ & - e & - e e e o o £ ._ o % .. | e -
Here the angel is spoken o as distinet freom God. e 1is the
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led Jshweh in fxodus 13:21. "My name
i in hin® judicates the substantial image and character of

n any other sngel (compare HsDOrews
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1igf.). To him are attributed divine works end divine wor=
8hip. And ia Zxodus 33:2f7, e is also called Jahweh. There=
Tere the 8on delivered the Jews from Lgypt, and is one of the
three persons of the Trinity,

That the Holy Ghost liberated them from ILgypt slso 1s
evident from Isaish 63:10. 4Yhe context, versss 7-11, names
three distinet persons (panim). His work is that of a medi-
ator, fthrough whom the Ffather spoaks. horeforse alsc the

Holy Ghost delivered the Jews {rom the Egyptian bondage and
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1s alao true Qod. It was, then, the Trinity that did the de-
livering,13
Gerhard's third nwoof 1z ths Messianle prophecles of the
i's third proof 1s a P oL
0ld Tastament, He ravys:
Ther: were two heavenly doctrines In the 0ld Tostament:
Law and lMessianiec promise, There 1s nc doubt that both
Wwers raepeated at Isrselite cultic gatherings.
Messiznie promise included the mystery of the Trinity.
Zrgo, whenover the promises were repeated, =zo was the
mystery publicly confessed,
The meJor premise 1s assumed. The mlnor premise 1s proved
in four ways, Firat, the Messiah 1s called true m:n and true
God in the 014 Testament. He roceives divine names, such as

4donai (Pssalm 110:1), Zlohim (Psalm 45:6), Bl (Isaish 9:6),

dahweh (Jercmiah 23:5), and Jahweh Zebaoth (Isaihb Lili:6).

He has divine abtributes, such as eternity (Proverbs 8:22)
and omnipotence (Is=iah 9:6)., He does divine works: crea-
tion (Isaiah 35:l), redemption (Isalah 63:3), salvatisn (Isa-
iah 35:), justification (Isaish 53:11), end others. And he
roeceives divine worship and glory (Psalm 2:11; 72:11; etc.).
Secondly, he was a subsistent person in the 01d Testament,
For if He was true God, then He existed from all eternity.
Third, He was considered distinet from the Father., This is
clear from His beins called ®Son" in Pselm 2:7. dlso from
His personal properties (Psalm 89:28f.) and from the repeti-
tion of the name Jahweh in Genesis 19:2l; and Exodus 34:5.

Fourth, He was sent by the Holy Ghost (Isalah L&:16).

13Gerhard, lixegesis, pp. 1065-1076.
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Thersfore the Mossianle promises shov that Cod was Triune,ll

a

Gerherdts fourth proof for the Trinity 1n the 014 Testa-

mont 1= from the blessing of th

£5]

Church, or thae saronie bene-
dletion 14 Sarber:

3 H:22-27. Yz does not use a syllogism

TC Ty Risan . o = o ua
here, but simply polnts o aix peasons iy this pssszze has

)

+
S
-

reference Trinlity. The divine neme 1ls repeated three

tlmes. The v ~i1cnus beneflits of ssoh person uvs listed, The

gnrlogy of faith (ros-uls fidel) domands it, Other passages

Prove it. The Chri-tian intorpreters have slweys agreed
thet this {s thc sonss of tn passaze. And finally, the cer-
ich 1ts utterance was to be observed indicates

@t 1t has refo-ence to the Trinity. derhard also points

out tiat this pacsace indientes the unity of the “odhead as

well. It usez sinrular verbs, singnular pronouns, and the

singular divine name, QEHEEH-IS Therofore the Godhead 1s

not only threc, but it is also one,

These are the four main proofs for the TPinity in the
0ld Testament., Gerh:rd also lists several others, but does
not develop thsem in dstail. Rather than "proofs" we might
Wwant o calllthem "testimonies” or "indications™ pointing to
the seme truth. He says the Trinity 1s indicated wherever
the Bible speaks cf 3od with a plural, whether that be a

noun, pronoun, verb, or participle. God scmetimes speaks of

h1bid,., pp. 1080-1082,
151b1d., pp. 1085%.
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Himself in the plural, =8 in Genesis 1:26. 3ometimes Jahweh
SPeaks of Jahweh; this, too, polnts to a plurallty of per-
30ns, Wherever mention 1s made of the Jon of God, as in
Psalm 2:7, it indicetes a distinetion of personsa. QGenesis
1:1 also 1ists three divine persons. ‘“Where the name Jahweh
8Ppears with three of His powers, there the three persons
@re hinted at, as in Kumbers 6:3. herever the word "holy"
ls triply repeated, there also the Trinity is hinted at,
Wherever God apeaks of Himsell 1s znother indication, 4nd
8till ancther is in Genesis 18, where three men ap.car to
Abraham and are called gggggg.lﬁ

dith all of these Calov agrees, and adds still a few
more. One other Ls Genesis 19:2l, where the Lord rained
fire snd brimstone from ths Lord. Other cases cecur when
God sends and is sent, as in Isaiah hB8:19: Jeremieh 23:6;
and Zechariah 2:8, and where God anolnts and is anointed, as
in Psalms },5:8 and 110:1.17

The Lutherans, it seems, have here followed sound pro-

cedure. They have not depsrted from the regula fidei, the

clear passages of Scripture. Kor have they proved their
pPoint ex post fecto, from the New Testament. The great ma-
Jority of passages used are from the Cld Testament itself,

The number of passapges referred to is overwhelming. HMany

161bid., pp. 1086-1102,
17calov, Socinismus Profligatus, pp. 16Lf.
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More are listed in their discussicns, but have been omitted
here for the sake of brevity. Only in & small number of
cases can they be eccused of argulng in & elrclie, or proving
Something in one passage by assuming it in another, and then
using the first to prove the second, In a2ll but & few cases
1% 18 & clear passage thet is veferred to, Hot everyone, 1t
is granted, wilj agree th:t every passage moans what Gerhard,
for ¢cxample, takes it to mean. But the sheer welpht of the
evidence is cverwhelming as well as elear. The orthodox

Lutherang, therefore, heve proved their point.

THA . < - 2 ah n o sl o e
The Person and dork of Christ

The orthcdex Iutherans also found the doctrine of
Christ in the 014 Testament, Je have seen in the previous
chapter how they went about doing so, It was their conten-
tlon that the 0ld Testament not only gives us the Law and
Prophecies of the Messlah, but that it also explained clear-
1y His person and work., We will see now just how much the
Lutherans derived from the 0ld Testament sbout His person
2nd Work, or in other terms, just how clearly this doctrine
Was revealed in the 0ld Testament.

Gerhard decals with this subject in hils comments on Deu-
teronomy 18:15-19. In relsting the pericope to 1ts context,
he says thst the passage deals not with the prophets to come,
but with the Prophet, The polint of the passage 1ls to show

Israel that mapgic and the like are of nc help before God.
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Only the Messiah avalls aenything before God, Therefore they
Should trust Him and nothing else,

Gerhard then analyzes the text and contemt. In verses
15f. 1s a repetition made cf the promise given at Horeb.
The divine opacle in this pevicope confirms the promise and
Speaks oi the person ani office of the Messish. He will be
true man (verses 15 and 18) and true God, born of a virgin,
for the office of mediator (verse 16) requires divinity.

The promise is furthermore joined with a command to hear
Him, and those who reject Him will be punished (verse 19).18
This Passage proves, Gerhard goes on to say, that Christ has
Mulfilled all the prophecies we have shown in this passage
88 well as all othors also, Thersfore lie 18 the true Messi-
ah, even though le was opposed by the Jews, It also proves
that the Socinlan error rmust be opposed. The Socinlans said
that Christ did not satisfy the Law for us and reconcile the
Father to us, This passage shows that Christ wes to ke a
mediator, for fie is like unto leses, whc was alsc a media-
tor, Furtnermore, the passage shows that Christ did not
drep from heaven, but wes born of the virgin Mary, a true
Mman. And finally, verse 19, "I myself will reguire it (his
soul) of him," shows thet whoever does not believe in Christ
1s not a member of the Church militant, &nd cannct be a

nmember of the Church triumphant, We should thercfore oppose

18J0nn Gerhard, Comrmentarius super Deuteronomium (Jenae:
Joh, Ludovicl Neuenhanii, 1657), pp. 1107f.
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all those who dare to promise the kingdom of heaven to those
gentle souls +ho are destitute of knowledge of and faith in
Christ,19

mven more interesting are Gerhard's observations, or
applications, i'rom this pericope, perhaps intended for ser-
monic use, He notiees that the passage shows that Christ
is alsc a prephet as well as a priest and king. He adminis-
ters the propunetic ofrice through the apostles. iHe was sent
both tc preach and to redeem. Christ and Moses are both
8imilar #nd dissimilar. Christ 1s the greater of the two,
e need a mediator like Moses. Verse 16 shows that in pray-
er God hesr»s the internal desires of the heart, the dssires
that are nct even expressed. The passage also shows that a
new decetor and mediator of the Law was nec¢ded, and this had
toc be no less than Christ, whose werds are from the Father's
oWwn breath, Christ took over the coffice of Moses in a great-
er manner, e applied the Law to Himself, The Word of
Christ is the Gospel, as John 1:17 also shows. Those who
desplse Christ are always punished. Examples of such pun=-
ishment were the Jews, who in 70 A, D, were destroyed along
with the eity of Jerusalem. A4nd finally, this passage also
shows that all prophecises of Shrist were hidden and con-

cealed, for they were not yet revealed in their fulfilment. <0

19Tbid., pp. 1119f.
201bid., pp. 1130-1132,
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It 1s quite svident that Gerhard has gotten & great
deal cut of thi: short text, But it rust be remembered that
this i1s nct an example of hls exegesis, It is rather an il-
lustration of his use of a passage. Following Gerherdlg
cues we have a rich source of homiletical material, But
more than this, from a New Testament point of view we cen
éven use this passage for doctrine, FHerdly a point thet Ger-
hard hes made is not supported from this text, even though
it 1s doubtlul thet the Israelites understcod all of 1t from
thie one text.

A good example of Gerhard's exegesis of a Messianie
rassare 18 nvailable in his commentary on 1 Peter. Again
We mustl ncbe that it ig o New Testament passage that he is
Interpreting, but it is useful fcr our purpose nevertheless.
There is no nsed to repeat what has been explored in the
previous chapter.

The passage is 1 Peter 2:2l,

He himself bore our 2ins in his bedy on the tree, that

we might die to sin and live to righteocusness, by whose

stripes we are healed,
Gerhard shows that the apostle is quoting Isaiah 53:4, 6, 11,
and 12, He points out thet the words the apostle uses are
teken from these passages. In Isalah 53: the Septuagint
uses ¢G_/QE[ , and in verse 18 it uses :WOL,@EL , and av WIVE’KEV
in verse 12, which Peter alsc uses. The final phrase, "by
whose stripes we are healed," harks back to Isaiah 53:5 and

almost matches the Septuagint, especlally bscause Peter uses
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the reletive proncun twice in the fashion of Hebrew pleonasm.
But he changes the perscn for purposes of application, since
the Jews tock this passage (Isaiah 53) to refer to their own
sufferings.21 Thig menner of interpreting reminds cne very
much of the present-day methods of Biblical theology.,

Gernerd's practical bent in exegesis may be seen from
his comments on Romans 3:25, "through the passing over of
former sins . . . ." Gerhard remarks,22

Not only Cod's mercy but also His justice come to light
in forgliving sin, for He does not do sc¢ casually or
unjustly or ignorantly or with a false estimation, but
in light of the full satisfaction ¢f Christ.

To the question of why the "former sins™ are mentiocned,
Gorhard answerps,22

1t 1s not to teach that Christ died ohly for original
8in, but 1., to show that the virtue of Christ's merit
extended also to sins committed in the 0ld Testament
and that Christ did not make satisfactlon only for sins
to follow His erucifixion, but also for those perpe-
trated by the first parents. For His passion was
effective before it took place, and His benefits were
both antroactive end retroactive. 2. To show that it
was lmpossible for the blood of anlmals to take away
8in, Hebrews 10:4. The lawb, sacrilices, and the Cld
Testament propitiations were shadows of Christ's satis-
faction, 3. To obviate the Zpicurean cpinion that He
was gilving license tc sin, Romans 6:6. L. To give us
a solid consolation that also our present infirmity
will be forgiven, since all past sin was remitted by
grace,

2ljohn Gerhard, Commentarius super priorem D. Petri
epistolam (Jenase: Johannis Reiffenbergeri, 1641), pp. 295~

B

22John Gerhard, Adnotationes ad Priora capita epistolae
%,6Pauli ad Romanos (Jenae: Christiani von Saher, 1%E§i, P.
16,
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It 1s the last two points especlally that merit our consid-
ration. They shou thalt the Lutheran teaching about the Mes-
slah was not Just theoretical, or based entirely on the
“proof‘-t--' St et Gl S v
I=text” view of 8Bceripture, buft that the Lutheran doc-

trine 1s intimately releted to saving faith and the Gospel

1tself., It s not only o logical, but also a theological ne-

The same may be seld of Calov, Just to 1llustrate, we
might point - hig answer to the question, whether justifi-
cation by falth was first revealed by Christ, He insists
that it was not, Mirst of 2ll, such an opinion jis unserip-
tural., Romans 3:21 says that 1t was revealed by the Law and
tlie Prophets that salvation is without the Taw. Alsc Jchn
the Baptist teught the doetrine, as in John 3:36. Aets 10:
L3 says that all the prophets taught 1t. Habakiuk 2:4 is
used in the New Testament to confirm the doectrine, snd Heb-
rews 10:38 says it wes handed down., The 014 Testament tes-
tifies likewise, FEzekiel 33:2 tells us that a sinner may
escape through repentance. The confessloeong of the faithful
abeut the Msssish point to the same conclusion, as in Jere-
miah 53:6.. Zapecially Isalah 53:11 18 an snnunciation of
Justification by faith, as 1s also Psalm 32:1, which is quo-
ted in the New Testament several times., Mcses speaks of
gracicus forgiveness in Hxodus 3L:6f. And finally, the
faith of Abreham 1s poeinted to as an example for um in Ro-

msns lt:5., Hence justification by faith 1g a doetrins taught
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throughout the Bible,23 Ve have shown in the preovious chap-
ter that Calov believed that falth must be falth in Christ,

elther premised or manifest.2d 30 we observe that for beth

Gerhard and Calov the doctrine of the Massiah's perscn an

ant,

dork had te be taught and belleved in the 01d Testam

This wes not merely e Lutheran prejudice or logleal construe-

tion, but a Jdoctrinal and exegetical necossity.

D--‘- Y”J(}?f.

L

23Gelov, Soelnismua Profligatus,

2hsupra, pp. 72, 75f.




CHAPT=R VII

COMCLUSIOH

o

The study of hermeneutles as a separate diseipline grew

maluly out of the solas Seriptura principle of Lutheranism,

On the one hand the clarity of Scripture was being attacked
by the Papists and enthusiasts. The Lutherans answered by
showing thet Zeripture could be clearly understood. On the
other hand, Seripture was being falsely interpreted in meny
different weys by the sectarians of the seventeenth century,
®specially the Soclinians. Against them the Lutherans had to
show that there is only one correct way to interpret Scrip-
ture, and they had to show what that one way is.

The methodology of the orthodox Lutherans stemmed from

v40 sources, Again, it was the sola Scriptura principle.

Only Scripture could interpret Scripture, Yet it was also
true that reason played a part; but the part it played was
ministerial, net mapgisterlal. The methodology of humanism
could validly be employed in mnderstanding ancient writings.
Melanchthon, for example, included the interpretation of

the Bible in his works on rhetoric and dialectics. Zthis did
not mean, however, thet one had to be a rhetorician to un-
derstand the Bible., That coculd be done by any reascnably
intelligent Christian with the help of the Holy Ghost., The

emphasis &n the sixteenth century was on the attitude of the
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reader of fSeripture and on spiritual aids, such as oratic,

e AL o b e g ' : i :
meditatio, tentatlo. Az hermeneutlies grew into o sclentifie
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did receds somewhat Into the background as 1t became necss~

B2ry fto explicate the nature and Importsnee of context, grame
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matlecal study, ani figurative language. This development

reached o peak with Tlassine! Philologlas 3scra, an encyele-

~

pedic entalog of all imoun phencmena of Blblleel langusge, |
iy 2 Y . - - .
This was the analytie eppresch to Zeripture.
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2at the seventeenthecentury Iutherens nainteined that

the interpretation of the Bible i3 zlse a synthetie process,

Yo

lic pagsage can be taken alone, oat of its immediate context,

o

or out of the ccontext of the entire testimony of Soripture,

The repuls fidei, a2 collection of clear psasages of Scrip-

ture, i: normetive for the inserpretation of of!

er passages,
There may be u veriety of weys to Interpret a glven posssge,
but none of then can stand 17 it contradlcts a clear pas-

ule fidel may slsc summerize or syntheslze the

clear pascages of Seripture. Thus it con be ifientified with

any or all of the ecumenical fOrceds, oT with the Luthersen

Confessions, or even with dogmratics. Such identifications

are possible because the regula consists of the articles of

faith, And these, it 1s assumed, are set forth in clear

words of Scripture,

l3alomon Glassins, Fhilologia Sacrs {iipsise: Jo, Fri-
deriel Gleditschili, 1725), pp. 1if.
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types

nQ allegoriee to express idsas. Tt may also imply something

that the words do not expressly say. Thersfore, exposition

-

ef Serlpture 1s not bound to mere grammaticel anelysis or de-

eription., There is, of course = diffieulty when the subject
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ol typology ls touched on. On the one side is the testlmony
n £ L Lo 3 58 R L} 22 T = - -

ol the Tew Teatamsut, demanding that certaln passages be un-

dersteod of Christ, the Chursh, ete. On the other side 1s
tie context of such passages, indicating that they speek of
certain events st ecortein times. They 4o not spesk directly
of Christ, the Church, ete,, i.e.,, they are not direet pre-
pheeles., They sre wmerely types, The Iuthersns of the seven-
teenth century sccourted for this by saying that scme pes-
sages have a2 "double" sense; yet they inslsted that the sense
of Seripture is one. 7Thls may seem to be ar eguivecation,
but it is nc more egulvocal than the Xew Testament, which
88y8 cn the one hand thst the passeses in question speak of
Christ, arnd even thaet the 014 Testament salnts knew that they
did; and on the other hand it says that such teachings were
first wade menifest in the New Testament (Romans 16:25f.).
"ne must at lesst give crsdit to the Lutherans for rejecting
neither the sense which the context demands, nor the New

Testament use of the passsges,
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At eny rate, a1l interpretotion of 3eripture reguires
the enligntenmont of the Hely 3pirit, mediated through no-
thing eslse thah the Bible i1tegelf. Thus enliprhtened, »eascn
will be eble t~ resclve many difficulties ir Seripture;: but
not all of them., In seme pleces hhe subject-matter 1= be-
vond the ken of even enlishtened roasen; in others seversl
Intevpretations may be possible; in still others, none are
completely gatisfactery, Thare will always be preblems,

But se lorne as we de not depaprt frem the elecr testimonies

O

of Seripture, these problems will be of little ccnseguence
te our faith,

The dlstinetion between Lew and Gospel, brourht to the
forefront of theolopy by Inther, was rlso considered imper-
tant for the expogltlion of Serlipture by the seventeenth-cen-
tury ILutherans, Tt is only very rarely that they make an
eXplicit distineticn in their ecommentaries, saying, "This
passape is law," or "This is Geepel." But ths distinectien
underlies the whole approach te meny passaces, a2nd ls ex-
pressed in indirect termme. The Lutherans are careiul to
keep promises and threets, rewards and punishments in the
proper frame of reference,

The ILutherans aflso admitted valid Iinferences as a means

of Interpretation, It was self-evident that such inferences

must be in hermony with the regula fideil, end that the logie

employed must be fsultless, They were not adding to the

80la Scriptura prineiple thereby, but living up te it. Many
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inferences are necessary in the reading of Seripture, With-
out them it weuld remain a dark and useless beook, unrelated
to any human situation, Witheut valid inference people ean
only read Scripture "llke a cow," as Luther sald.

Lutheran orthodoxy asserted that the 01d Testament con-
tains M:ssianic propheclies which can be understood of nothing
clse than a coming Messiah who will save men from sin, This
idea 18 derived from lew Testamsnt passages like Hebrews 11.
In their expositions of the prophecies the Lutherans employed
threes approaches. They analyzed the grammar and vocabulary
of the passapes and compared them with other 0ld Testament
passages. They drew Inferences from the passages. And they
made use of the testimony of the lew Testament. The first
of these thrse approachss is unguestionably valid. The sec-
ond has been cslled intc question. It has been declared
doubtful that the people of the 0ld Testament could have
drawn these inferences from the passages. There is a prob-
lem of epistemology involved in this respect. The inferences
may be validly drawn from the passages, but it cannot be
mathematically proved that the passages were so understood
by the 0ld Testament saints., The objection, of course, is
not new, but goes back to the Socinlans., The third method,
the use of the Wew Testament, is today considered simply un-
fair, for we must go brok beyord the New Testament and see
how the passagzes were undsratood before the "official" in-

terprotation was imposed upon them. This view, too, can be
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traced back to the Socinlans.

The ILutherans were again only reprcducing the testimony
of the Ncw Testament, which says that the (ld Testament speke
of Christ (John 5:39; Luke 2h:Ll) and that He was the object
of faith in the 0ld Testament (Hebrews 11; Romans 16:25f, ).
In many pleces it expounds the prcphecies, It does nct say
how the passages wers underatood, end Indeed can hardly do
80, HNor do the Iutherans. They show what the passage says
and what 1ts lwmplications are, but cannot describe the cog-
nitive processes of the aneient Jew., If thare is a lacuna,
the blame must be laid on the New Testament, and ultimately
on the Holy Spirit, for the ILutherans de not go beyond His
testimony,

4ith typology and allegory it was a different matter,
There i3 nc nced te prove that a type exists. One need only
point to the siwmilarity. The book of Hebrews has cpened the
door for the mwme of types, The interpreter can go on from
there, MHebrews has shown that the whele sacrificial system
of the (14 Testament pdinted to Christ as its antitype. This
much is doctrine. The interpreter may now examine every as-
pect of the sacrificial system tc discover how it explains
thie saserifice of Christ. Fe may not, however, completely ig-
nore the place of the sacrificial system in Cld Testament re-
ligion. Nor may any findings derived from typology be made

binding for doetrine. They are merely alds to teaching and
preaching.
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Again the questlon enters ths pleture, How did the Jows
understand the types? That they pointed tc Christ is clear
from the New Tostament, It is also clesr thuk they had no
valldity except in'view of the Antitype., But how they were
Understood is impossible to aay. 4Whether ths Lutherans were
discussing ¥ecssianie propheey, cr the Trinity in the 084 Tes-
tament, or typology, or the sacrifices of the Cld Testament,
there alweys came the angwer that the knowledge <f thess
things may have besen comparatively obscure, but it was pre-
sent; that the doctrines were taught sufficlently, though
lwplieitly. fThe teachings were not explleit, and the know-
ledge was not photographically c¢lear; but that they were pre-
sent in the Old Testament cannot be denied.

In the previous chapter we examined two Christian doc=
trines as the seventeenth-century Lutherans claimsd them to
be in the 014 Testament. Thelr interpretaticns, we noticed,
are bzsed on grammatical exegesls of the 0ld Testament pas-
sages, not on the New Testament., In many cases logic wes
utilized to arrive at the conclusions., But even meore often
Wwe saw that polnts of grommar or lexicography were pcinted
to, and that other (¢ld Testemenit passages were referred to.
We ¢annot deny thet the general proeesdure is valid, even
though we wmay point to a particular instence wher¢ a passage
was wmisapplied or a grammatical point overlooked. Nor csan
we accuse the Luthersns of merely projeocting Christian dco-

trines backward becasuse it seems to them a loglcal necessity.



12k
The passages used to prove these doetrines do at least imply
and admit of sueh iluberpretetions, even if the doetriunes are
n2t stated in sc many words,

The present-day scientific scholars in the (1d Testamemt
do nct in general agree with the metheds of the ¢ld Iutherans.
They consider these methods dishonest, especlally when the
Nsa Testument 13 used to interpret 014 Testament passages.
Eut thelr cun methods are equally dishcnest when they con-
clude that the New Testament has “"re-interpreted” a psssage,
s8ince a reinterpretation s not a litererl, prcper interpre-
tation, ‘lodern scholars also disagres with the proposition
that legitimate inferences can be used in interpretation,
for they maintain thet the people of the 0l1d Testament did
net think in modern logleal patterns., But the evidence does
not support this econtention. The Hew Testament and the Rgb-
binie litersture show that meny Jews did reach the cocnelu-
sions esserted by the Luthersns. Marthermore, mcdern 0ld
Testament scholarship is itself fend of drawing inferences,
with the difference thut they sre not same ones that have
alWays becn drawn by the Church. A third point on which they
disagree with the 614 Lutherans 1s the use of the summae, or
Seriptural axiocms. They do nct wish to be bound by any doc-
trinal or eonfessional presuppositions, but wieh rather to
be left free to draw their own conclusions. Yet they are
bound by the alternative: philosophical presuppositions.

Hardly any of the oriticisms of the position of the eold




Lutherans is orlginal, exzcep: in scme of the detalls. Lear-
1y every criticism, whether of methodology or of the conclu-
slcns of theirp excizonls, was maintained by either Bellarmine
Or the Joecinlans, and was dealt with by the Lutherans at the

tims, GSome of the eriticisms even date back to the Saddu-

W

cees, and others wers asserted by the Medleval Jews, The
results of this investigation indicate, thorefore, that it
would be well (opr prescnt-day students cof the Uld Testament
to reconsider the contributions of seventesnth-contury Lu-
theranism, to mssimilate these contributions, and then to
correlate them with the discoverles of ths last csntury.
Unless scmething of this neture is done, we are in danger
of progressing only backward tc the position of the seven-
teenth-contury skeptics. Thners is no need to duplicate the
work that was done for us by the old Lutherans three hundred

years agpo. e cannct move forward by side-stepplng them.




APPHNDIX A

Obscurities, or hesitations, arise in the reading of

the sacred books:

1-
ac
3.

L

(03]

Because of ignorance of the argument.

Secause ol an error in writing.
Because a proper distinctlen is not mede in the passage.
oocause of an uncomwon mannsr of oxpressicn.

from a passage whose meaning is unknown, either
8., In Its proper and nutive mennlng, or
b, the translation and the brope invelved,
from many psssages which confuse becausc of
2. the liebrew phrase or cnnstruction, or
C., some hildden uorm,
rom a whole sentence, because of
8, & flgure of speech,
b, ignuranca of the matter discussed or fzilure to pay
sufflieicnt attention to the matter, or
c¢. ignorance of an unusual 3deriptural usage, either
aa. common to all of Scripture, or
bb. peculiar te some books only.

lAndrsa iyperius, De Theologo seu de Ratione Studii
Theclopici {(Baslliae: Joaunis Operinus, 1556), PP. 101-119,.



AFPENDIX B
TESTIMONIES FOR THZ TRINITYL

We piously Iimitate the old practice of ccllecting tes=-
timonies for the Irinity from the 0ld Testament. What rules
are to be followed in such a ccllection? The scholastics
86t forth elght rules, to which we add a ninth., The Trinity
1s found in the 0ld Testament by virtue of:

1. The significaticn itself, as when all three persons
are named.

2. bdumerical evidence, as the plural form elohim.

3. Tha sttribution of works, such zs the cresticn
through the dord,

Ly Clear berms like "I have begobtten thee,”

5. A triple iteration like the Trisaglon of Isaiah six,
&, Tha order of bthe words in cases where the name of
God is repeated: "God, our God."

7. Confluonce in the asct of sending. Isslah 48:16,

8. Apparitions such as Genesis 18.

9. Hobitual constructions like “"from Him, through Hinm,
and in Him." Romans 11:36.

These rules huve since needed some clarification:

dhere Seripture uses the plural, plurality is intended.
In Genesis 1:1 elchim does not neceesarily specify the
Trinity, for in 3:5 the devil uses it in the sense cof
"divine persons.," Adjectives zre slsc used plurally of
God. This is not an idiom of the language, for the
anclent Rebbls also perceived the plurality. Also,
whenever God speaks of Himself in the plural, the
Trinity is hinted et, Genesis 1:26; ef. 3:22; 11:7.

Inther gave us the rule that where God speaks of Him-
self as a person, the three persons are signified. The
Spirit is spoken of with two names at ths samc time
when He speaks in Seripture, viz., the Holy Spirit and
holy men, prophets, ete, 2 Peter 1:21.

13ummariged from Martin Chemnitz, Locli Theologici (Fran-
cofurtl ad Moenum: loannes 3pies, 1591), I, 38=10.
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“here YHYH 1s used in repstltion, whethor two or thrse
times, the persons are distinguished., Psalm 66:8;
Deutercnomy 6:l; Taalah 6:3; 23:22: rbsrs 6123,

Manifestatlons distincuish the pepsons, Exodus 23:203
Jeremlah 32:5,9; 33:15f.; Psalm 33:6; Danlel 9:19;
Psalm 2:7; 110:1,3,5,

Rales on the works of God ad extre and ad intras
Augustine has set forth the following rules: (1) Qpera

8d exira sunt indlvisa, dhen one person does a work, it is

the work orf s11 three, indiatinet. “hen there iIs a contrast
of God te the cresture, or when He opposes idols, it speaks

of the one eternal esaenc {(2) Cpera ad intra sunt divisa,

dorks lutra sese 2re not communicated to the three persons,
but one does thom., Vhen the divinity 1s described intra se,
Perscns aro digtinguished and ordsr and properties are as-
signed to the persons,

Useful and necessary cbservations:

l. When one person 1s nsmed in a work ad extra, all
threz are understcoed,

£, Sometimes all are mentioned, as in ¢ Corinthians 13.
3. Serlpture stbtributed one and ths same operation to
each person in diffeeent places,

ke Arians object that some passspes limit sttributes

te one person. But when God opposes idols or creatures
it speaks of the cne divine sszence,

5. Sometlmes the Church names some or all the persons,
but directs its prager tc the one essence and at the
same time to 211 the persons, (Luther)

6. The persons are distingulshed not cnly interiorally,
but also externally, according to their beneficial
works,

7. Some divine names are essentisl, some personal, as
"The Father 18 Cod, "




APPERDIX C

dhere do tney abtack vieces and where do they prailse virtues?
Where is precept, where exhortation?

#dhere is promiss, where consolation?

7here do they speak of religlcus metters, where of clivil?
dhere dc they spsak of magistrates, where of subjects?

#nere do they dispute, whers give mexims?

Where 4o they predict thy future, where merély narrate
beffore the act?

. ~ ;s i L a7
dhere d¢ thay speax of Christ, where of ths Church?

dhere 1o thae

- i speak of the rejection of the Jews, where of
the esll of

e Gentiles?
where is Law, whers Gospel?
shere do they speak with God, where dc they argue?
Whoever will rightly distinguish must apply diligence,

not mediocrity.

lrranslated from Fatthius Flecius Illyrlcus, Clavis
Seripturse Sacrae {Lipsias: Johanuis Justi srythroplli,
1695; editio prime, 15678, II, 95.
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Zvery hallupineticn opposed to sound interpretation is

Trom

o}

ne of the followlug causes,

A. In the subject
1. Intellect
a, Tnability
ag., natural
bb. due to neogligence
b. Freoccupation
2. Maliclous will, whieh the Hcly Chost calls

B, In thr obiect
1, Too preat a splendor and perspicuity
<. Yenkness in the symbols, due to
a. Complexity, from
ag. Senege
aaa,. Terseness
bbh. Length ;
cce. Ambiguity: real or apparent
bbh. Literature
ce. Style
dd, Order
ee, Connection
', Apparent contradiction
b. Incomplexity
aa. Obscurity
bb. Equivoecation

lidapted from Johann Conrad Dannhauer, Idea Boni Inter-
pretatis (Areentorati: Josiae Staedelii, 1670), p. 32.
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I, Th

¢ preophets often use the words of their own time in
Speaking: -
L 8% ] ~

e things,

of futur

<s They delight in using tropes and figures.

- " 1

Js« Sometinmes they ‘ump from one metaphor tc anoLhier, and
return to tie first.

L. The nawe of the figure is often attributed to the thing
Tepresented, e. g., Chrlist was ocalled 2avid,

2+ Prouer €2 of nationg are transferred. For example,
the faithful ere called the true Israel,

£ e
Q. Iroper names are scmetlmes used to allude to words
derived from the szme root.

7. The ten tribes are called Isrsel, Jacob, Sawaria, Joseph,
O Lphvaim; the cther two are called the kingdom of Judsah,

the hcuse of David, Jsrusalenm, or Zlon,

1 Verbs of thinking or speaking are often used for verbs eof
action, and vice versa,

:

« The prephets scmetimes speak of Christ and sslvaticn
hrough Him as a batitle and victory,

10, Provinces ani cilties arc spoken of as though they were
men, or even women,

11, The prophets sometimes employ dlalogue,

12, Sometines they omit words which ought to be understood
from the context.

13. Scmetimes they de net call attention to a point of com-
parison that is intended.

1. For the genus they often substitute a caert:in species.

labridged from Abraham Calov, Biblia EQ.&P_I‘.@E% (Dres-
dee et Lipslae: Johannis Christophori Zimmermanni, 1719),
II’ 6f.
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15. The prophets e not always cbssrve the precise order of
time as histories do.

16. The propﬂets often passsfrom the type to the antitype,
from thelr ocwn il co the time of the Hew Tesbament, [rom
hlatury or Words ﬁ? the Law to an oracle of the Hesslah and
His kingdom or words of the tospel, or pefer to Hew Testa-
ment things with docds, phreses, allusions, or similarities,

17. The propheis usuall v oppose the rieh, and then coplfort
Lva-.'u)l '.5'}'31‘4 fal

o
P sy
al’e 168aridl,

18. ny o = it

LY. By "Zien" aud "Jerusslew" tu. prophets socumetlmes mean
theae who dwell thero who are not convertsd to Christ, gouig=
times those who are converted to Him, and soweti ies Lhey

ump from $the one to the otheo.

19. Spiritusl promises pertsin to the faithful

0. The prophsts sometimes promiss things that will not Dbe
8¢en by the pgensrabion to whom they are promised, butbt oY
t

€ J
heir descsesndants,

2l. leny prophecles are no doubt fulfilled, but how and when
they are [ullillcd cannot 2lways be referred to sacred or
secular history.

Sh e v

2. Wnen prophesying sgainst che Jews, the prophets do not

deal with the convursion ¢f bhe enemies of the Jews, that
the Jews might be consovled.

43 The }_’)-Opu' ts ofton lhtb!"upb she Pjt'u'." o thelr pr}etry
%™

Uoyr the sake of emphasis.
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