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CHAPIER 1
LB FLOBLEM OF HATURAL THEOLOGY

Une of the docitrines cof the Lutheran Church that has
been comnented on pretty frequently of late in conservative
Lutheran theological literature is the doctrine of the
Hatural novledge of God (lotitis Dei Habturslis.,) These
comments, in thoe main, have been occasioned by the doubt
that some theologlians have cast upon this doetrine and by its
cubright rejoction by others, One writer comments, for
examples

hove Sound 1k nesecoery bo Mors, SEeinst theological |

opinicns viich . « o ave tried to veaken the

e AT e i e
Another writor, who is quoted in the sams article, is even
more outspoken when ho says: "Ihe denial of every form of
thoolopia naturalis . - « 15 current today also in Lutheran
theology « « o o -

1t is, of course, not only in recent times that the
doctrines of tho Ha-tural Enowledge of God and of the Divine

Law have been the subjoet of debate and criticism within the

il Hamann, “The Natural Knowledge of God (ghovlopia
i-l%- w_ﬁ;is) Upheld," Australian Theological Reoview, \']
[§2 - m°,19533a De 3

2Helrmt Echternach, quoted by H.Hamann, Ibid.
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Lutheran Church, Dr, Pieper has pointed out how the older
Lutheran theologions "spared neither friend nor foe" in
vigorously condemning those wiio denied or nisinterpreted
this docirine in their tiumes, and in this connexion quotes
John Gerhard, who, in his Logi, under De fiatura Dei, lists
those wiho erred in defectu and jin gxcessu in teaching the
doe l;rine.3 ligither has this so-called "Frobleom of liatural
fheology," as Jaroslav Pelikan ealls it,!* been restricted to
within the Lutheran Church, for this writer holds that,"the
past century in the history of rrotestant theology has seen
a heightening of the concern with 'natural 1'.119(:101;',:;”";5 and
Hobert Hoeferiamp writing in 1952 says:
The presenteday ocunenical movement 1s wrestling with
the problen of international disorder., IThis discussion
inevitably leads the various churches to coasider the
question of latural Law, the Biblical basis for Hatural
Law, and the responsibility of the Church to proelaim
the Hatural Law to a modern distraught world. in fact,
this evaluation of the Biblical and theologlcal basis
for Hatural Law is one of the most crucial m-gus of
debate in the current ecumenical discussions.

While it is not our purpose within the limited compass

3Fr f P o "
‘rancis rlieper Christ._‘li-m__ jaati {(5t. Louis: Con-
cordiag P .blishing Hm’xse, 9950),; 1, D370

%jaroslav Pelilen, From Luther to Kierkegaard (St.
Louis: Concordia Fublisiding liousa, 19950), pe.2l.

J3aroslav Feliken, “Natural Theology in David lHollaz,"
Concordia Theolopical lHonthly, XVIil (April, 1947), pe 253.

Giobert Hoeferkamp, “iatural Law and the Hew Testament,”
Concordia Theclogical iHonthly, XX111 (September, 1952 ),

DPe °




£
of this paper to gather together the various philosophical
and theological opinions of the past and the present held by
those who doubt or reject tho validlty of the doctrine in
question, it will be necessary briefly to refer to some of
the nost iuportant of these opinions inasmmuch as they have
somc bearing on shaping the attitude of some Lutheran theo=
logians of more recent times in regavd to the matter of
Hatural Theclogy and Hatural Law, First, there is the
position of the philosopher, lmmanuel Zant, who,'not only
doidinated the philoscophical schools for decadss, but also
affceted at least a generation of theologians comuonly cone
sidered Lu:;imram.'? Dr, lamann has suwaarized Xant's posi-~
tion thuss:
Lont, in the wvork wiich is usually regarded as his
5rua£ast, viz., the Uritigue of Puve iiggsch, denied tine
possibllity of proving ¢ existence of uod, and
demolished Toc his satisfaction and that of many others
the proofs comuonly adduced for the existence of God,
the ontological, the cosmological, and the physio-
teleological deuonstraticnS « « « « Hant coumes to the
conclusion that the suer-sensucus or the super=
phenomenal is beyond humon cogition or knowledgos
hence neither the world as the sum of all phenomena,
nor the soul as a thinking entity, nor God as the
suprane cause of all possible existence, lis demgnstr—
able by logical, rational processes of {'.houf;ht.
However, in his second great wori, Critique of Practical

Reason, EKant vindicated the existence of God as a postulate

7H.1£a1.m1, "iont, Heine, and Theology on the Froofs for the
Existence oi God," Australian iheoloplcal Review, XX111
(Goptember, 19523, Le 53e

bibid., e 53.
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of practicel reeoson, Thus Kant arrived at the conclusion
tiiat the frecdom of the will, the immortality of the soul,
the existence of God, are not theoretical dogmns, but
practical postuloates., Dr. ilamann, therefors, shous how Eant
epparently contradicts himself because,

iant by a mental process denigs the possibility of

proving the existence of God, and then by a mental pro-

cess esbablishas the existenco of God as a postulate,
that is, as something claimed or assuided as truec.

Kant has been regarded here gnd there in Lutheran

circles as one ulioy by helping Lutheran theology to »id it-

self £ Avistotelisnisi, has vendered it a great service,l0
Thot at lecast socems to be the view of Jaroslav Pelikan, who
states:

(ne by ono, Kont's Critigue does auvay with the elabor-

ate prcofs for the existence of God which Lutheran

Aristotelisnism shared with medievel scholasticiam,.

For tihis fact, scholasticism has naver forgivon fant,

end neither has Ratiocnalism, But Lutheran theology can

be grateful to hin for freeing it from the onercus
responsibility of provingﬁy msans of reason that which
is knoun by faith « . « «

Over agzainst this view on fant, is the view of Dr,
Hamann, who contends that Hantianism is a greater danger to
Christian theology and faith than Aristotelianism, that the
imputation of Aristotelianism itself to the work of the
Lutheran theologians in question is not completely Justified

since it apilies merely to the form and not to the content of

91b&.' p. 5"".
10ipid., p. 52
Ayaroslav Pelikan, irom Luther to Lierkegaard, p. 92.
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their theology, and that Kant's influence upon theology
goenerally was far froom good.12 awith regard tov Kont's view
on the existence of God he writes:

The Christian will wonder why EKant did not rather base
the postulote of God upon the fact of that moral law,
upon the absolute authority of which he dwells so
strongly and insistently! +hat would have brought hin,
by way of his practical rigson, close tu the moral proof
for the existence of Uod,

Horeover, “There is absolutely no foundation in Seripture
for the argumentation or speculation by which Eant vindicated
oL

L ]

the existence of God as a postulate of pracilical rasson

The sccond position to wivich we drawv attention is the
positicn of Karl Borth, According to Dr, Sasse, uho devotes
a chapter to the theuvlogy of Barth In his liore We §§§E§f}’
Dorth reojects all notions of llatural Theology and Hatural Lawv,
Dr, Sasse writes:

On his legitimate desire to oppose the false theologia
naturalis which Catholicisn holds in comson with wodern
rpctestantism, nnd woich is the prineipal source of
false conceptions of the Christian falth, BDarth
launched into a violent attack not only on the theology
of his former friend and associato, Bail Drumer, but
also on svery theology uwhich acimf;ledges a reveiation
of God apart from the Jeriptures.-Y

12 Jlamann, Kant, igine, and Zheology on iths Proofs for
the Existence of Uod, De. %2,
Libid., pe She

Mibid., p. 5.
15 - 3 8 . } ? N c > L]
Hormann Sasse, I We Stpnd: Hature gnd Character of
the Lutheran Faith, translated from the uwormnan byr_meoqore
G. lappert (lew York: Harper Brothers,1930), pp.l53--170.

161pid., pe 1576

FTEE -2 |
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Robert Hoeferk y in the article already mentioned, states
Barth's position thuss:

Karl Barth « « « passionately rejects all notions of
natural theology and liatural Lave. Out of his Christ-
ocentric dialectlcal theolugy, Barth has develcped a
Chrilstian ethics groving out from the center of the
Biblical message. Christ is Lord also over the world
and the state, Thus the Christian Churci: proclaims the
Lordship of Jesus to the world vwhen it wishes to

address it on ethical issues., This practical application
has boen worked out in Barth's mchediscussed iﬁcant

pamphlet Christengemainde und Buergergemeinde
And anyone who has read Barth's Epistle to the Romans,i®
ulll have noted how the author, vhen treating the traditional
deei elassicl for Halural Theology, Romans 1:19f7., and
liatural Law, Houmns 2:314ff., assiduously refrains from making
any refereuce to the fact that these passages teach,or even
arc held to teach a nmatural knouwledge of Uod,

Although DBarth ropresents modern Reformed rather than
Lutheran theology, yet his rejection of the tihecolozip natur-
glis brings hin into conflict with Lutheran end with Xeform-
ed GUrthodoxy, and with the Heformors, including Iuther. Dre
Sasse shows how Barth, avare of the fact that Luther and
Calvin teach a natural revelation from the works of creation
apart from the deriptural revelation of God in Chrlst, on the
cne hand tries to excuse this defect, and on the other hand

voproaches them for their fallure to rid themselvas

17‘-:‘.01}01*1: lHooforkoup, ope. Site, PRe ShD,0450.
:i.u = v, 1’1 o
Kal Bavth, The Hpistle to the or translated froum
the Sixth ‘r:aiticm’oi‘ "t aran by Sduyn C,. sigms (Londons
Ozford University Press, 1950. ) This is the work here
roforred GO
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compleotely of iomon Thomisu, According to Barth, "the
Reformers did not see this question so clearly as we have
come to sec it today. They spoke of inowing God through
nature as if it were an altogether hermless idean. w9  pp,
Sasso estimates tho position of Barth with regard to the Ro-
formers as follows:
Barth avolds speaking of it as a coriection of the fle-
foriors, Biit that is what it really is. Consequently,
it is not ignorance of Thomas so much as it is a i‘alse
oxposition of the pertinent passages of Seripture
ulileh led Luther and Calvin astray. Al so the signif-
icanee of the Darthian thoeology lles In 1ts oxuosure of
a 4...1:..1 orror of the Heformotion and in its prograa for
compl atinh the Reformation in Chis important point of
doetring, <Y
Barth's theology, unfortunateiy ather than fortunately,
lias not ceased to affect the entire rrotestant world of our
day, and its influence, also in the matter of the theolopgia
nacuralis, has not foiled to win support and to have some

influcnce wpon Lutheran theology here and there,

“he third view toc which wo direct attention is held by
a number of Lutherans, of whon tho Swedish theolozian Anders
lygren may bo talten as the chief spokesman, Hooforkaup, in
Liig ..a. vicle menbioned earlier draws attenticn to this view,
" which he describes as follous:

This tandmcy also firmly rejects any traditional
concepts of natural theology and Jatural Lau as

19jiormnnn Sasso, op. Glte, Be.158

CONC(""‘\H\ cs ;,
201_.@.@--.» PeliCe L I \ib I\ _\N: AL

"ll

ST. LC 3, MO.
—K
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deistic in character., it holds fast tuv the distinectlon

botwsen the Uld and the liew Aeons, which Barth's posit-

ion seeus to obliterate, and stresses that the Christian

Gospel camnot control politics. These men spoak of the

double role of the Christian in society, although they

recognize that this position, whon carried to the
extreme, can lead to the dangerous "comparvtuentolization"
betweon Church and hunan 1ife wihich wes evident in some

Lutherans in Germany during tho var, Finally, the now

impulses set in motion by lyzren have not yot been

developed systomaticaliyeal _

Finnlly, we mention the positicn apparently taken by
Hoeforkamp himself in raegard to this probles of Hatural Theoe
logye This view does not rejoot idtural Theology and Hatural
Law as do Eant end Barthy but the histoerlc Lutheran teaching
on Che doetrine is subjected To soue doubb. And thls doubt
is oceasioned not only because it is felt that the Lutheran
doetrine smacks too mch of philosophy,particularly of
Aristotle,both in form ond content,?? but because it is held
that the Sceripture texts addueed by the Lutheran theologians
to support this doctrine are not really applicable, Thus,
although Robert Hoeferksmp in his article, igtural Law and
tho ey '.‘-I‘estam-mt,23 refrains from maidng any clear-cub

decisicn how he stands in the matter, it is apparent that he

i obert Hoofeorkomp, Ope Cibey Pe 650,

- 2213 ss PeOhb, where reference is mads to Jaroslav
Palikan, Fron luther Lo hiovkegasrd, p. 6C. The relevant
passagze is: “What is important to noie in Hollaz' entire dis-
sussicn of natural theclogy, wiiich is Just a sample of similar
discussions in aluwost all tho prominent theologians of the Age
uf Opthodoxy, is the fact that not only the metiod, but the con=-
tent aud the significance of tihe natural inouvledge of God are
derivaed from Arvistotelianism philoscphye"

23n0bort Hooforkorp, ODe 2iles DDe 632==00U,
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has his grave doubbs whethor any of the traditional loci
elassici, Acts Lhsli--17, Acts 17:22--31, Homans 1:lj=—20
and Romens 2:1li--16 really teach a Hatural Theologzy and a
Hatural Low in the treditionnl notions of these torms., ihile
more specific reflierences Lo his investigation of those pass-—
ages will be maile laver, 1t is sufficient %o say here that -
Hoeferkanp bolieves insufficient attention hes boen given to
the contexts in which these passzges occur, znd that thay
have boen made to toach more gbout lHutursl Theology and Hate
urel baw than they do, albtiwouzh it is admitted that they do
teach o natural revelation of Gode MHe writes, in conecludin
the exopgetical part of his article:
“Hus the Stoic concept of Natural Law and natuval theo-
logy is not to be found in Homens 1 and 2, Zhis is not
o deny with Larl Barth any revelation of God at all oube
silg Jeosus Gliriste For these choplers assert ouphatic-
ally that God is ever=living ond active, and confronts
uen with lils truth and His wali ab a1l {imes. However,
thece poassogos in Hompns 1 and 2 ove intagrol steps in
the uniflied structure of this {fiest greal section of
Homans, lsli--3:20, DSoth dews and Genltlles are undcr
the judgment of God  because they have made His revelate
ion an intellectunalistic deduction from tine nature of
the universe and have not understood it obediontly as
His word directed personally to thouls « « « Thus the
purnose of l:lo=-=-3:20 is to show that 1t is tho revelal
ion of God in creaticn which condams the wiolo world.
These, thon, arc soma of the current opinions held re-
garding the concept of Hatura:l.‘ Theologye. lihile other opinions
could be cited, those sre sulficient to show, first, that the

doctrine of Hatural +heology Aisyindead, rejected by some

all‘j.blgc’ Be 66,

RS 7
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and subjected to growve doubts by obthers in the theological
world, and sccondly, that the concent, "Natural :"31100108!! "is
varicusly undorstood, Uith regard to the first mattor, it

s not our purpose in this poper to examine critically any
ong ol Tha opinlongs eited, although references nay be made to
some of thel from time to time; neither is 1L our intention
to assess vhal influence any one of thase opinions,or others,
has exarted,or is exerting, in world Protestantlism, or more
rarticulariy, in the Imtheran Church today, BHut since the
validity ol the historic Lutheran position in regurd to Hat- |
urel *heology has heen challenged, it will be our purposeo in
Chap¥er 1l of this paper briefly to define that positicn, and
then in Chapter 111 to examine the Seriptural foundation on
wileh it 1s said to rest. This will involve o study of the
relevant possages uvsunlly adduced to support the docbrine of
Hatural Theology, Acts 14tlje-17, Aots 17:2hff,, =and Romens
1:16£f, and Hatural Law, Homans 2:1Y--~15. 7Then, in the final
Chaptor, some atbem.t will bo made to evaluate thwe historie
LIuthoran position on the basis of the findings produced by
thls investigation,

Secondly, with regard to defining the concept "latural
Theology", it is evident, as the above opinions reveal, the
torm is not always used in the same sense, Hoeferkamp
dravs atitontion to this when he couments:

Phroughout history the theory of latural bLaw bas taken

on meny different interpretetions and has been put to

pany different uses. IThe reason for this confusion in
interpretation and use of Hatural Law lies in the
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confusion in meaning of the words "nature” and "law" and
in tho ambiguity involved in coubining theso tWo ¢ « ¢
"What natural law is at any porticular tine depan%'-
» o o Upon Vo is using it and for what purpose,™ 5
He gives his own definition as follows:
Haturel Law is the tenet waich posits the existence of
an objective order of ethical stendards of right and
wrong, rooted in the naturc of the universe. lign can
discover this objective standard and apply it to his
individual needs, A theory of liatural Law is very often
assoclaled withh the belief in natural theology or
natural religion, i.@., that mon on his ouwn initiative
can avtain lmowledge of Liod.a"
The Lutheran Cyclopedia, in its discussion on “Hatural Law',2/
also inforns us that the torm has heon used in o number of
sanses, andi ot the same time endeavours to show how the
torn has definite judicial and political or social, as well
as theclogical implicaticns, 4t writes thus in connexion
wilir Chio moeaning of the term in Lutheran theologys:
45 Ludheran theology naturel law is o remant of the
Imouledge with vhich man was created. DBeocaunse man's .
avareness of natural law had beeone obscured by_sin? God
guve the Decalopy tTo :um}a:.md elaborsted upon it in the
Holy woriplturesSe « o «*
ihat definition, hovever, is too brief for owr prescnt
purposa, and is also unsatisfactory for other rensons,ubich
nead not be elaborated here, In this paper, however, by
Wintural Theology®, we include both what is commonly

raferrod o in Lutheran theology as the Hatural Knowledge of

2l)J-LJ-’|.1‘. ] He {lli':)’.

Wibide, pe OUTe

.)7 =, " & SE - o P T " Wi

“{Iutheran Cyclonedig, edited by Erwin L.J..a.ek':_a_ (5t.

Louis: Concordic rublisbing House,l99W), ppe 730--731.
Zﬁg_big-, l)- 731.
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God, that is, the teaching that there is an innate knowledge
of God in man, and Hatural Law, that is, that natural man
has some knovledge of the Divino Law, We are not so concerned,
t hen , with the How or the When and the Where of this
liatural inowledge of God and this innate knowledge of the
Divine Law, but rather with the fact and the content of
Hatural Theology as we have defined it, and to what extent
this Hatural Theology figures in historic Lutheran Theology.
That is our first matter for investigation and to which we

nov direct attention,




CHAFZER II
HATURAL THEOLOGY IN HISTORIC LURHERAN THREOLOGY

in presenting the historic Lutheran position in the
duetrine of Hatural Theology it is proposed, first, to
ascertain what the Lutheran Confessions have to say on this
teaching, un:.i secondly, to cite a few relevant pronouncenents
on it by some of the Church's most representative theologians

from Luther to Pigper,
A, latural Theology in the Confessions

As well might be expected in the circumstances, none of
the Lutheran Confessions has a specific article on this doc-
trine, since it was not disputed at the time., Yet, there are
sufficlont statements made, particularly in connexion with
the doctrines of Original 8in, Free Will, and Justification,
to establish the position taken by the Confessions with re-
gard to Habtural Theclogy. This already suggests that the
Confessions do teach liatural Theology; that there is in man
a certain innate knovledge of God and of His Divine Law. Thus,
in Article 1V, Of Justification, the Apology, speaking of the
two prineipal divisions of Seripture, thé Law and the Gospel,

sayss:

Of these two parts the adversaries select the Law,
bocause human reason naturally understands, in soue way,
the Law (for it has the saue judgment divinely written
in the mind)j; [tho natural law agrees with the law of
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Hoses, or the Ten Commandmentsg] and by the Law I.hey
saeak the renission of sins and Justif.’i.catiun.

Zhe Formula of Concord, Ihorouigh Declaration, Article V¥,

Of the .]_‘.._zg._:. and the Gospel, says much the same thing in this
passage: “Lven tho heathen to a certain extent had a Inowv-
ledge of God from the natural law, although they neither
know Him aright nor glorified Him aright, Rom, 1:208."%

Hot quite so specific, but nevertheless clear enough in their
teaching of a natural knovledge of God and what this leads to
are these passages: "“ilo people has ever besoir so roprobate as
not to institute aond observe some divine vorship," (Large
Catochism, The First Commandment.)3  “Also the heathen had
certain expiations for oi'fenses through which they imagined
to be reconciled to hod," (Apolopy, érticle .'I.V.)l"

wiille man by noture is able to perform the outward wori, his

However,

natural pouers are unable to produce the inwvard moticns, such_
as the foor of Uod, trust in God, and the ability to worship
God as He douands and to keep iis Commandments as ile would
have them kept,.

Porhaps the most lucid passage of all, however, is found

in the Thorocugh Declaration, irticle 1l, Of Free iill, or
Human Powers. Here this statement is mades

1 i
r:l.' 1 t Concordian: Ihg Symbolical Books oi‘ the Ev.
Lutheran Church (St. Louigs Concordia rublishing House,1921),
Pel2l,
21-_&-: P=9959,
31bide, PeJS5e
I1bid., Pe53.
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Althiough man's reason or natural intellect indeed has
5till a dim spark of the knowledge that there is a God,
as also of the docirine of the Law, Hom. 1:19ff., yet
it is so ignorant, blind, and perverted that when even
the most ingenlous and learned men upon earth read or
hear the Gospel and the promise of eternel salvation,
they cannot from their oun powers percelve, agprehend,
understand, or believe and regard it as true.

it is apparent, then, that while the Confessions admit
the existence of a natural knowledge of God and of the Divine
Law, yet this lknowledge 1s a mere faint spark, And the reason
for this is the intensity of man's original sin. 7Thus the
dpology, Awticle Ll, Of Original Sin, says:

lherefore the anclient definition, when it sazys that sin
is the lack of righteocusness, not only denies obediehce
with respect to man's povers , « « but also denies the

imovledge of God, cunfidence in God, the fear and love O
God, or certainly the pover to produce these affections,

Fory "God camnot be treated with, God cannot be apprehended,

except through the Word," (Apology, Article ﬂ.)8

The teaching of the Confessions on Hatural Theology has
beon well summarized by Dr, Hayer thus:

Stricetly speaking, man i: ignorant of God, and at best he
has only a faint spark of knowledge that there is a God.
lio ecannot Imow God's wrath nor liis grace, bscause
original sin is essentially ignorance of God., When the
Confessions state that human reason understands the Law

. in a certain way, they refer to the external work of the
Law, not to the reul meaning of the Law, which implies
fear and love of Him above all things and trusting iiinm in
all afflictions, lMan recognizes that there is a divine
low, but he fails to understend the real meaning of the

6lbigg, DPae ‘.JGB.
7ipbid., p. 111.
Ulbidey Pe 139
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fact that it is God's Law which confronts him,?

in short, while the Confessions clearly teach the reality of
Hatural Theology, they just as clearly emphasize the limita-
timms of this Theology becausc of man's sinfulness, and the
wide difference botweon the natural and the revealed knove
ledge of God, a difference so great that the natural knov-
lodge of God sinks glwmost into nothingness,

Le liatural Theology in Luther

As Philip Watsom- iiugh Thomson Kerr, 11 Jaroslav Pel-
ikan 2 and others have vointed out, there is no doubt about
Luther's view on Hatural Thec.ogye. Pelikan maintains that

Luther's ecarlier writings contein l1little systematic discusse
ion of the subject, and that it was wlith tie passing of the

yoars and the growth of the Reformation that Luther becams

inercasingly interested in the questim.l3 Be that as it may,
there is nothing in Luther to show that at any time he doubts
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the existence of man's natural knowledge of God and of the
Divine Law written in the heart, 1t is true that Luther’s
lintural Theology, particularly his teaching congcerning lat-
ural Low, has been varicusly interpreted end often completely
nisrepresented, as Watson points out in countering the view

1l
of Troeltsch,” ' But it is Luther himself, not his interprot-
ers, that ve are decaling with at the moment,

Luther holds that there is a twofold lmowledge of God:
deneral and Particular. in his Coumentary on Galatians he
writess

1f all men knew God,wherefore then doth Paul say, that

uh-’ Galatians knew uot God before the preaching of the

ospel? 1 _ansuer, there is a double knouwledge of Uod,

"morql ond particulare All men have the general lknou-

1odge, m.mly, that there is g God, that He created

heaven and sarth, that lie is just, ‘.:lmt ilo punisheti: the
wicked. bubt what God thinketh of us, whatl lils will is
touard us, vhat lie will give or \!hdt llo will do to the
end that we may be delivered from sin and death, and be
saved (uwhich 2’1 the true knovledge of God indeac’l), this

they Imow not, 2
Luther then shows in the sequel of this passage how man,
because of his natural Imowledge of God, worships idols
becouse, inasmuch as man knows that there is a God, he is

consbrained te wership Himg but since he does not lmow the

16

true Gody he follows his vain and wickod imaginations of God.
Commenting on tiis, Watson conveys Luther's thought thuss

1‘*watsan, Ope Cite,; DP.110-~116.
*oibide, po 73.
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For wvant of the particular knowledge, the true signifie-
canice of the general inowledge they possess 1s lost upon
theu, From this point of view, it is hardly ah oxagger-
ation to soy that without the particular lnowledge,
"uhich is the true lmouledge of God indeed”, men do not
really lmow God at all-- just as "that man does not know
a prince wiio knovws his power and his wealth, but he who
understands the affeetions and all the counsels of the
prince’, Mihoerefore", Luther can say without inconsist-
ency, Christ is the only mean, and as ye would say, the
5}_&35_2{ t'&lltla which we see God, that 1s to say, we know
his will,

ext, in investigating Luther's view on man's natural
Imovladge of God we ask: What is the content of Luther's
geneoral or notural knovledge of God? UWatscn belleves that
Luther tecaches considerably more than the bare fact of God's
existence, that Luther finds quite a number of the charactor-
istlic atiributes of divinity knowm by the heathen, and that
the two most importont of these, in Hoatson's opinion, are
Ssoverelgnty and Rightecusnass, Therefore,

The essence of the general knowledge, a2ccording to

Luther's own definition of it, is t there is a God

that lie created heaven and gartn, that He is just, thal

He punisheth the wicked.* &

i1t is in connexion with the second of these attributes
that Watson draws attention to Luther's position in regard to
fatural Law. IHe quotes Luther as saying:

God wishes the law to be taught (Luther assorts) and le

reveals it divinely,nay He inscribes it on the minds, as

Paul proves in Homans 2, And from just this natural

mowledge all the books of the sounder philosophers have

been born, as.of Aesop, Aristotle, Plato, Xeuophon,
Cicero, Cato.t:

1?11)19. 9 Pe ?5.
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o this Watson adds:

Although the Gentiles did not receive the written law of
Hoses, "yot they received the spiritual law . « « which
is iwpressed upon all, both Jews and Gentiles, to which
also all are undsr obligation, The essence of this law
is contained in the Golden Rule (latthew 7:12); for

men Yneturally Judge that a man ought to do untc another
as he would another should do unto him", lere the
ontire meaning of the traditiocnal law ( lex g_rﬁgg.s_g) is
s(,mmned ups it is nothigﬁ else but ]‘;this natural law

dex naturalis) of which none can be ignorant", Honce
Luther cean claiim that the Ten Commandments themselves,
at least in their essential sipgnificance, are written
on the hearts of all men, and that Moses was not the
author, but only the interpreter of these natural laws,20

dan's natural lmowledge of the Law of God, to be sure, is
very weak and faltering, for 1t is obscured by sin, 7This is
vy God gave [His writien law and published it through lioses,
¥et Luthor maintains that some measurs of the natural law
remeins in man's nature, for,

1t is certain that the law might be preached to us for

a hundred years in vein, as to some ass, if 1t were not

written on cur hoarts so that wain we are admonished we

instently say: Yesy that is so.

Luther, therefore, in his Hatural Theology, includés both
the natural Imowledge of God and the natural imouwledge of the
Divine Law, One further question, however, still needs to be
answered before we leave Luther's Hatural Theology, That iss
From where did Luther got his Hatural Theology? Or, in other

words, on uhat did he base it?

2031bide, e O3
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According to Watson,®2 and also to Pelikan,23 who refers
to Watson, "Luther shunned the usual proofs for the existence
of God,"2% although it is admitted that he quotes with high
approval an example from Cicero of the teleological argument
for the exlstence of God. ilugh Thomson Kerr gives the
relevant passaoges

Aristotle « « « do@s not believe that God presides over
hunon affalrs, or if he does, he thinks that God governs
the world mucfl as a sleepy noid rocks the baby. Bub
Cicero got much further. I believe that he gathered
together whatever of good he found in all the Greck
writars. lie proves the existence of God Troin the gener=
ation of species, o wary strong argument, which has
ofton moved me: g cow always beurs o cow, & horse a
horse; a cow never bears a horse, nor a horse a cow, nor
a goldfineh o siskin, 1t follows therfore that there
mst be some pover which regulates all this. UWe have
very obvious proof that God oxists, In the gxact and
perpetual movement of the hzavenly bodios.2

iet, as UWatson points out, Iuther had little time for the
philosophical proofs of the existence of God as well as for
the Thoumistic typoe of natural theology. tatson wrltes:

Luther would entirecly approve the view 'that our know=
ledgo of Cod is not inferentizl in character and that
the attempt to reach God by msans of argument is there-
fore wrong in principle'!. He condemns the inferential
mothod in scores of passages, where he warns us against
trying to f£ind God in the scholastic manner by means of
"reason’ and :speculation'.<0

“Zibide, DPe76ITs
23pelikan, On. Gite; De22.
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in short, ™ihat Luther calls the general knowledge of God,
then, is not the result of any human quest for God, but is
prior $o all uan's seeking and is given by God Himselif,"2/
And the Biblical passage that Luther has in mind is particulare
ly the first two chaplers of Romans, Tims, he writes:

Lven the heathen have this awareness (gsgnsum) by a nat-
wral instinet, that there is some supreme deity (numen)
» o o a3 Paul says in Zomans 1, that the Gentiles W

God by nature, For this knowledge is divinely implanted
in tie minds of Meil « ¢« « OVen if they aftervards err in
tiiis, who that God is and how ile wilis to be '.arvcmsh:i.z:.ped.28
And reference hns already been made o his comment on Romons
2 in connexion with tho natural law where he ocmphasizes that
God "reveals it divinely, nay Hle inscribes it on the minds of
all mene"<Y Uatson,occordingly, rightly cuments on Luther's
Dible-bused Hatural theology in these words:

lie had, afver all, read his Hew Testaments and the first

tuo chapters of the Hpistle to Uhe ilomans, along with

other passages dear o the natural theologians, could
not escupe his notice. lie had, furthermore, too mch
roverance for tho sacred text o ignore such pessuges,

or 4o dismiss them as unimportant,.-

Luther's view on latural Theology, then, in all essential
respoets, is the same as the Lutheran Confessions., There is
in man a natural knouledge of God and of the Divine Law, and
this truth mey be obtained by conteuwplatiocn of the universe
and its government, but above all it must be accepted because

the UWord toaches ite. At the saume time, Luther, with the

271bide, pe COe
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Confessiovns, stresses tho utter wealmess of man's natural
Imovledge because of sin, and because of this, natural man
is really in dariness concerning God's essential character,
His inuost purpose and will., Han can only know Cod aright
through Christ, who is brought to us in the Divins Word.

Ce Iliatural Theology in chpmn:.tz

The next Lutheran theologian whose ';riews on lHatural
iheclogy we propose to ascortain is Martin Chemnitz, 1522 -
1556, the man whom Dr. Walther called, "the instrument that
God selectod for the reconstruction of an alwost ruined
Lutheran Chuvch, w3l por Chemnitz's Hatural Theology e
shall be guided by Dre Piopor, vho, in his Christian Dogmatics,
in elaborating the Docizine of God refors to song statomonta

from Chermitz's Logidd Whowe, Iin nusws- to tha guestions:

-

fhat iz the natuval knovwledge, what is its charpoter, its

Lo, ahd 4%8 efficacy? Chemnitz gives this answers
Strictly spocking, it is non-existent, or imperfect, or
inactives it is non-existent, bocouse in the entire
rooln of philosophy there is no knowledge uhatsoever of
the gracious pronmise of the forgivenoss of sin, This
hac beoan revealed to the Church by the Son 0f God « ¢ o
Itis imperfect, because the Gentiles knew only &
of the Lawv, Concerning the worship of the heart coli=
nonded in the First Table, reason lmows nothing definite;
at best the hoathan philosophers can give sone instruct-
ions concerning cutward conduct. It is inactive, for

31?@15.1:53!1’ Ol Q_j_-i- ) p.l+3..
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although the lnowledge that there is a God, and that He

proeseribes an obedience wiich ecarefully distinguishes

between good and evil, is inscribed in the human heoart,

nevertpe:_l.ess man's assent to this knowledge is not only

gﬁglg_, gtsu. is frequently suppressed ontirely by horrible
[

Hith regard to Hatural Law, Dr. Fieper reveals this fron
Chamnitz:

speaking of the value of the Hatural Law and warning
against identifying it absoclubtely with the written Law,
the Decalog, Chemnitz enumerates the folilowing points:
(L) Faul discusses this matter ex professo in Romens 1
aind 2 and ascribes honorable terms to the Hatural Law,

lie ealls is God's Gruth (Rom, 1l:lu); God's manifeostat—
icn (v.19); God's judgment (v.32)3 the work of the Law
written into the heart at man's very crsation (Rom, 2:15).
And even the term lex naturae 1s taken from the
veriptures ¢ '"The deutiles do by mature the things of the
Low" (Rome 2:14)e And we grateiully acinowledge the
wlassing toat God dld 106 perlt the light of the lLaw To
be totally extinguished through the Fall, but wanted
certain remants Lo remnain, sc that aumon, men there
dight be a political society in which God thyough the
Guspel cculd gather llis Church, The terns ampioyed by
Foul show that these remants sre indeed to be considered
nighlye, (2) ik comparisci between tihe naturcl end the
written Law has the useful purpose of teaching us to
respect and preise all tliose proncuncewcnis wirich philo-
sophers, poets, historians, leglislators, etc., wade on
moral issues and which agree with the NHavtural Law, for
they are the divine right and the divinely ravealed

srullh of God o « » o(3) It is also helpiul to the end
that wa recognize the testiuony of the consclence in the
uaregenorate as a genuine testimony, lest men deaden the
accusing thoughts (o, 2:195) under the pretense that the
testimony of the ¢ouscience is an suply farr.tasy_, cousing
woryry only to wounen, wiereas iln reality it is tlie
judgment of God convianceing wan of his sin. (L) The com-
parison of the wnwritten with the writicn Law enables us
Yo observe in which points the naturel Imouledge of the
Lav is obscured, where the Judgment is corrupt, and
wnich acts, both good and g_vil, are uuknown to reason and
rovealed oaly in the TaWes

33.Lbiﬂ o3 De 375
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It is ovident from these proncuncements of Chemnitz that
he follows Luther and the Confessicns, particularly the
Foummia of Concord, which is, of course, largely his work, He
holds that man has an imnate lmowledge of God and of tho
Divine law; that this Ikmowvledge of God and of the Law is not
an achlevement of man through the exercise of his reason, but
it has been placed in man's heart by God Himself; that this
hnovledge is,novertheless, iuperfect and weak, and that the
naturel Law 1s but a mere romnont of the Divine Law, Yet,
despite these severe limitations, the natural knouledge of
God and of the Divine Law is to be regarded highly and grato=-
fully for it is the gift of God. Finally, we note how
Chemitz, in establishing his toeaching on Hatural Theology,
relies upon the traditional gedes doctrinae, Homans 1 and 2,
viiero, according to him, Paul discusses the matter gx professo.
Thus, even if he did, in his Loci, retain many of the philo=-
sophical terms and theologlcal formulations of Helanchthon,
as has been cluimod,35 it can scarcely be denled that Chemnitz
aims to present the Scriptures rather than philosophy, #And if,
in doing so, he usaes philosophical terms and formulations as
o means to an end, that is surely insufficient evidence to
conviet hium of Aristotelianism,

De ilatural Theology in Hollaz

David liollaz, 16k4v - 1713, who, according to Jaroslav

3%elikan, op. cite., P46
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Pelikan, whose article, Hotural Theology in David Hollaz, 30
is the chief source of these comments, "stands at the close
of the classic period of orthodox Lutheran dogmatics,"37 and
is Iindesponsible for an evaluation of the continuity and the
stand of Lutheran orthodoxy on the eve of the controversial
eighteenth eentury.38 Pelikon summarizes lollaz' natural
theology in the following paragraphs
The natural knovledge of God is that by wiich a man
partially recognizes the oxistence, essence, attributes,
and actions of God from princlples known by nature; it
is divided into the innate snd the acquired. The 1nnata
natural knowledge of God is the perfection with which a
man ls born, similar to a habitusy with its assistance
the human intellect understands the truth of evident
prepositions about God without pondering them, having
grasped their results, and grants them undoub%ing assent,
The acguired natural wledge is that vhich is gained
through pondering, on the basis of the testimony of
others, as well as of an observation of creation3?
in dealing with thoe problems Did not the depravify of
man forbid his having any knowledge of God? the problematics
of vhich issue had forced Flacius into a denial of the
notitia Dei innata, lollaz finds no conflict between the
depravity of man and the natural knowledge of God, He holds
that the remants of the divine image and of the divine lLaw
are natural, and thaty, while it is true that the human

inteliect cannot comprehend purely spiritual matters, nor

36jarosiav Felikan, "Hatural Theology in David liollaz, ¥
Concordia Theological Monthly, XVILII (April, 1947)pp. 253-263.
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transnit thom to the will, yet these remants of the divine
image of God and of the divine Law are innate in the minds
of manoll'o

But why, then, are there atheists in the world? Hollag
ansvers that this is not because man has no innate lmowledge
of Liod; for this camnot be eradicated; rather, anyone who
deniegs the existonce of God does so because he does not want
to believe that, "thore exists a God who is the omipresent
omiscient, and most Jjust Punisher of ﬁrosmsses. nltl

Poliken records that Hollaz' discussiocn of the natural
Law is conventicnal but brief, The statements that are pro=-
duced give some ldea of the function of this natural Law, but
do not state specifically on what liollaz bases his teaching.
1f it is "conventional", it may mean that Hollaz has derived
nethod, content and significance of his Natural Theology from
Aristotelian philosophy, a featurs of discussions of this kind
in almost all the prominent theologians of the age of Orthoe-
doxy, as Felikan maintains <-:lse'url:zm-e;""2 but it is more
likeoly that "conventional®™ Jimplies that Hollaz, with Luther
and other orthodox Lutheran theologians, based his ilatural
fheology on Seripture revelation, for Hollaz held fast to
Biblical rovelation.3 At any rate, Hollaz certainly believes

'-IOLM., DPie 253g 259,

!EI'M-’ Pe 260

42palikan, From Luther o Kierkegaard, pe GG
W3pelikan, jatursl Theolosy in David Hollaz, p. 262,




27
in a natural lmouledge of God and of the Divine Law apert
from the reovealed knowledge of God and of the Law., It is
true, the naturel lnowledge of God is fragmentary, erring,and
quite insufiicient for ascertaining God's plan of salvation;
yety, those who deny this natural knouwledge do so against
their oun betier judgement, for the natural lmovledge of God

caninoct be eradicatled.
Be ligburel Theology in Fieper

Finplly, we propose to look briefly at the IHatural
Theology of the greatest Lutheran dogmatician of more reeent
years, Franz Piepor, 1052 - 1931; Fieper, in his Christian
Doguatics, M distinguishes botween a natural and o Christian
imouledge of God, The natural knovledge of God is derived,
first, from the works of creatlon, as Romans 1:20 clearly
teaches, a teaching that is corroborated by certailn heathen
philosophers who, employing their reason, use almost identi-
cal language vhen speaking of the existence of God, Secondly,
man lmows that there is a God from God's continuous opoerat=-
ion both in the realm of nature and in human history, as wve
learn from Acts 14: 15-17, and from Acts 17: 26-20, Ihirdly,
Pieper on the basis of Romans 22 1li=15, teaches the so-called
loral argument for the existence of CGod, nawmely, from the
Divine Law written into the heart of all men, by which moans

Wipiepar, ope glites Dpe 371~376.
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God econfronts man directly from within man's natnre."‘s

As to the content and extent of man's natural inovledge
of God, Pieper holds:

HMan lnous by nature not only that thore is a personal

ebernal, and almighty God, the Creator, Preserver and ’

Ruler of the universe, but also that this God is holy |

and just, who demands ?2‘1 rewvards the good cnd condemns

and punishes the evil,'
in its sphere, the natural knowledge of God is “ the truth®,
as Homens l:ic assceris. Atheism of all forms is uneither
rational nor scientific. And,although man, because of his
love for immorality, suppresses cnd denies this natural knove
ledge of Gody yet it is true, as Hollaz maintains:

1t is possible that in theory men become atheists. By

aature they are not athelists, but they become such when

god in [lis Justice forsakes them and the dovil blinds

thew; not by a total eradicaiion of the light of

nature, but by the suppression of its function and

OXOYCiSe ¢ ¢ o ¢ The lav of nature will never permit any-

one to entortain as his deliberate and settled convict-

ion the conelusion that there is 10 God 4 ¢ « ¢ it 1s

inpossible to conceive of anyonae whose consclence will

not finally assert ltself and in the vew hour of

death accusge man of having ignored Gode

With Quenstedt, Ploper belicves that the natural Inow-
ledge of God is both inmnate and acquired, innate because God
has by nature impressed certain fragments of the divine image
upon the ninds of men, and acquired inasmuch as man, through
a process of roasoning and accurate contemplation of ereated

Ethings is able to f£ind troces of the divinily behind the

%5Lbidesphe 3714372,
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works of creation,hd

Plepery, who always " kept the practical purpose of
theology in tho foreground,so that the doetrines presented
appeal not only to the mind but also to the heart,"™9 finda,
from the Scriptures, these practical results of man's natural
knowledge of Gods Un the one hond, it is entirely insuffic-
lent Vo attain salvation:

LT arouses the conscionce of men, but it canot quiet

the avakened conscicence; i1t shows man that there is a

vod and a divine law, but it does nct enabls man to keep

this Lawe The natural lmowledge of God leaves man with

on ovil conscience and under the curse (Home 1:19,213

1:32;5 2:14=-15), Without faith in the Gospel, man

remalns ko ecelesian gnd in a state of hopelessness
and despair (Lph. 2:12%.90

llevertholess, the natural lmowiedge of God has this positive

value: it is the foundation of civil rightoousness, which is
indispensoble for the maintenance of all soclal relationsj
it is of value for the Church, for the Church has its tempore
ary home in the body politie, and civil righteousness, which
maintains order ami poace, thus indirectly serves f,he Churchs
and, as Luther poinfed out, if the Hatural Law had not been
inscribed and placed by God into the hsart, one wculd have to
preach a lonz time before the consciences are touched-sl

In gvaluating Pieper's Hatural Theology, apart from the
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perspicuity of his presentation, two points stand out, One
is this,that Pleper aims to present the Biblical doctrine,
for, although he uses the philosophical proofs - the cosiol-
Ogicaly the historico-theological and the moral arguments -
he refors to these because thoy confirm the Seriptures,
widch affirm that this ability to Imow something of God, His
works and liis nature, is innate, and is placed in man's mind
by God liimself., Secondly, by quoting with approval the
Lutheran Confessions and a number of sarlier ILutheran theo-
logions ~ Luther, Chomnitz, Gerhard, Illollaz and Quenstedt =
it is evident that Pieper's intention is to present the
genuine historic Lutheran teaching on this doctrine, and that
ho has done what he says these earlier theologlans did,
nanelys:

Our Luthoran theologlans are very caveful wihen they dise

cuss the naturaol inovledge of God, On the one hand

they set forth its value in great detail; and on the
other, they stress its Inadequacy and utter insufiicien=
¢y in bringing man to salvation, <They condemn those who
deny that theore is a natural lnouledge of God as well as
the great nuuber of those who admit men to heaven on the
basis of their natural knowledge of God. Ang.aiu this
criticism they spare neither friend nor foe,.

This brings to an end our hasty review of Hatural Theo-
logy in Historie ILmtheran Theology from Luther to Fleper.
While it is apparent that there is a certain development of
the doetrine as far as form and presentation are concerned,
it is equally obvious that the content znd the significance

of the doctrine have undergone no essential change. Iin

521bides PPa 375=376.
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other. words, the works that have been examined here show in
every instance that llatural Theology is to them a Scripture
doetrine; and it is evident, from their insistence upon
this, that they would have taught latural Theology whether
it could or could not have been confirmed by philosophical
argunents and proofs. To these Lutheran theologians it
is basically a case of Seripturg locute, res finita. 4And
for wvorking with this prineciple we cannoft fault them; rather,
ve must admire and commend them, for this is Lutheranisnm in
its truest and noblest sense; it is the exhibition of the
sola Scriptura of the Reformation as the one princivium cog=-
noscoendi. Thesc men knew philosophy; they lmew Aristotle,
thiey lmew Thomas and othersy and thoy certainly employed
philosophical teras and formulations as well as philosophical
proofs for latural 'El."heoloe;y. but these are always a means to
an end, for these men also knew their Seriptures. And their
aim with respect to Natural Theology, and other doctrines
too, for that matter, was to present the Seripture content
of the doctrine,

Ve have no doubt, then, that the historic Lutheran doc-
trine on Natural Theology is intendcd to be Scriptural, The
question that now confronts us in investigating this Lutheran
teaching further is whether the Seripture passages tradition=-
ally used to support the doctrine are legitimate or not, In
other words, the question is: Is the natural knowlsdge of
God and of the Divine Law taught in the Sceriptures as the
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Lutheran thecloglans cited above claim it is? As indicated
earlier in this paper, there are some, quite apart from Xarl
Barth and others outside the Lutheran Church, who question
this in all seriousness, Accordingly, we nowv address our-

selves to an investigation of the relevant passages.




CHAXTER 111
HATURAL THEOLCGY 10 THE SCRIPTURES

in seeking to ascertain the Sceriptural position in the
matter of latural Theology wo propose to conecentrate on the
four passages usually regarded as the sgdes doctrinae for

this teaching: Acts 1h: 15-17; Acts 17: 24=26; Romans 1:16£f.,

and fomuns 2sih-l5, It might be mentioned again in passing
that first three passages are usually taken to refer to the
doctrine of illatural Theology, and the last one to Hatural
Law,

A. Aets 14: 15=17

These words were spoken by f’aul and Barnabas at Lystra.
ATGor their arrival at this toun from iconium, S&, Luke re-
cords how they continued to preach the Gospel here (A4:7).
lle then records one important episode in _thair ministry at
Lystra., A cortain eripple, who had been unable to walk from
birth, was healod by S5t. Paul. UWhen the Lystrans recognized
the miracle thoy imagined that the gods had come down to
earth in human fornm, Barnabas, they called Zeus, and Paul,
since he was the chief speaker, they called Hermes. Then the
priest of Zeus, which god apparently had a temple erected to
his honour in this town, urged on by the crowd, made ready to
offer sacrifices to the supposed gods, ihen the Apostles
heoard this news, they rent their garmonts in dismay and
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consternation, and rushed out into the crowd,crying out:

Hen, vy ave you doing this? Ve also are men of like

nature with you, and bring you good news that you should

turn frou these vain things to a living God who made the

heaven and the earth and the sea and all that is in them,l

fhus tho two Apostles, probably with 3t, Poul as spokes-
man, Jin this verse point out to the Lystrans that they = the
Apostles - arve only men, smoconaBels ,Mof like feelings or
affections, of like natures," with other men. Therefore, they
are not to be worshipped. Then at once the Apostles begin to
oreach the true God, This is the "good news they are at
present proclaiming,"ejayyeAifomsvor (here followed by the
infinitive, the only cccurrence of this constructiocn in the
Hew Testamentz), with this intention that the Lystrans should
turn "from these vain things,"drd ToiTwv Tav mdraiwy o"to the
living God." This expression, Dwmdv Lovr« o is thus cone
trasted with Todtwy Tov MoTdlwvy  ,and has an almost exact
parallel in 1 Thessalonions 1:9, as the marginal reference
in Hestle3 indicates. This passage reads: "For theoy themselves
shew of us vhat manner of entering in we had unto yocu, and
hiow ye turned tc God from idols to sorve the living and true

dod. " Tnis uliving God," is further defined as the One "who

lpible,Holy, Revised Standard Version, Acts 1k:l5.

2 3 nyge a

Robert iloeferic latural Law and the llew Testanent
Goncordia Theolosinel. Ko . XX111 (Septembery1952), Deb5ie

3Eberhard llestle, i

e (2] ¢ S 8 Auilap
barpische belanstalt, 1921,) This is )
used in this paper, ereaftei' it will be referred to as iHestle,

‘!ﬁ;ﬂg, lioly. Authorized Version, 1 Thes, 1:9.
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made tho heaven and the earth and sea and all that is in

themy" a quotation from Exodus 20:11 or Psalm 146:6,

The .Apostlm continue thelr sermon on the true God by re-
vealing to their heathen hearers that ile,"in the generations
that have passed, allowed all the nations to walk in their
own ways." The plural,Ta ¥6vn 4 1like the Hebrew 03 71,
usually refors to foreign nations that do not worship the
true God, honece, '"pagens," “lentiles." Paul, however, uses
the forn scmetines when reforyring to Gentile Christians.5
The dative, Tals ©50ls o implies ways that are wrong, wick-
ed ways that are opposed to the ways of the true God. Bub
apart from stating the simple fact that in bygone times God
pernitied this state of affairs to continue, no attempt is
::lzuio to show wiy God permitied ite The speakers hurry on, in
their impassicned address, to add,however, that God in these
past ages,"did not leave Himsolf without witness, for He did
good and gave you rain from heaven and fruitful seasons, and
£illed your heerts with food and gladness." The consiruction
of this vorse is interesting for each of the three particliples
used is subordinate to the one preceding it, The ssnse is
that God did not turn away from the Gentiles because of their
continuance in‘ their wicked ways, but He continued to tostify
to Himself in doing good by giving rain end fruitful seasons,
and by £illing thoir hearts with Joy through this bountiful

53 Ji.Thayer,. A Greel-Eaglish Lexicon of tho lioy Testament
(llew York: Ameri’aﬁ' Dook Company, Jlut9)y De 5'5?'
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provision of their temporal needs.

in this address of the Apostles, therefore, two matters
stand out, First, it is clear that the Apostles proclain a
revelation of God in creation, God has given ample testime
ony of llimself in the acts ennumerated by the speakers., <The
Second matter that is perfectly obvicus is that the hearers,
ulio were Gentiles, did not learn to lnow the true God through

P

1iis self-manifestation in naoture. The situation is well cxe-
pressed by lloefericamp:

Acts 14%:106 does not state that men infer the Creator froa
the creaturc, but that God witnesscs to iiimself by giv-
ing rain and fruitful seasons, sGecond, this speech does
not at all say that men received the wltness of God in
creation, 1t rather says the very opposite. <en had
turned to udrdd o The fact that ths Apostles preached
to them the good neys that thoy should turn (enstpidey
131K ) from the udrdis to the living God is ‘the
clearest possible indication that a »ift exists between
Creator and creature., In faect, all tho statements of
the taxt ~- that the Gentiles worshipped variocus
deities (Jupiter and Mercury), that God hed up to that
tlme porimitted them to walk in their oun ways, that lie
nevertheloss had not left Himself without witness, and
that thsy were now to turn to the living God == irrefut-
ably proclaim that the revelation in creation had been
spurned, Then why did the Apostles oven mention the
fact that God had not J.ei"l;- Himself without witness? To
show them what the ,g.;p Topld wWas which they had not
accapted, as a basis for telling them now who theo
true God is,

Accordingly, this passage,in itself, can hardly be accepl-
ed as a Seripture proof that there is in man an innate Imow-
ledge of God, or that man is able to f£ind the true God by ine-
ferring lils oxistence and lils works from the creation. He
ought to be able to,but he does noi, is whalt this text toaches.

. A @

6Hoeferkam. OPDe Ciley pp-551'552-
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Ds Acts 17: 22-31

In Aets 17: 15, St. Luke records the arrival of Paul in
Athens, In the following verses the inspired historian tells
how the Apostle inspected this famous city and saw the many
idols and the many temples dedicated to their worship, a
sight that both distressed and irritated him, Accordingly,
he did not wait for Silas and Timothy before he commenced
nission work in Athens, but at once he began to reason with
the Jews in the synagogue there. As welly, he spent some time
in the renouned Athenian Agora talking to the pagan Greeks
vhio happened to be there, The Agora was also the meeting
blace for the philosophers and their disciples, thus it came
about that Paul met some Epicureans and some Stoics and
had discussions with them, These discussions gave Paul the
opportunity to preach the Gospel of Jesus Christ and the res-
urrection, a preaching that was despised by some of the hear-
ers, who referred to Paul as a oweépmoddyos j others commente
ed that the Apostle seemed to be a preacher of foreign
divinities, The inordinate desire of the hearers for new and
strange religious matters,however, caused them to take hold
of Paul and bring him before the Areopagus, the supreme
Council of Athens., Thils St., Paul appeared before this
famous assembly and obtained a grand opportunity to give a
full exposition of his teaching concerning the true God and
the Gospel of Jesus, 1t is this famous address of the
Apostle's to which we now direct attention,
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Paul commences his address by stating how very religious,
or how unusually devoted to deitlies he finds the Athenians,
The word scocdacovestipossy although a comparative, has the
Sense of a superlative. While some lexicographers, Souter
for example, hold that the Authorized Version's "superstit-
ious", is not uron&7 nevertheless the basic meaning of the
word is,"respectful of what is divine, religious.”™ Then the
Apostle tells his hearers, how, in passing through their city
and in observing their objects of worship, he found an altar
on which had been inscribed,"Io the Unknown God." This altar
inscription, ATNN ST ©ES2, Hoeferkamp notes, has caused
a great deal of investigation and discussion,and, although no
altar with this inscription on it has been discovered, that
does not prove that this exact inscription did not exist,®
Heither 4is it within the scope of this present paper to
investigate who this unlmown god was, Lenski is to the point
vhen he sayss - 3

It was wholly immaterial to the apostle as to how and why

this altar had been erected in A y Or what polytheis-

this Moot e intended to regard tuls altar and $t8

inscription only as a confession on the part of the

Athcnians thati‘;a despite their multitude of divinities

one God exis of whom they themselves said that, e
theylmaworhm,tpeydidnotm»anywmmﬁ

sone yexender Souter, A Pockel lgxiesn jg, the Greg liew Joe-

SHoeferkamp, gD. Gitss Pe 652¢

sonna” Cobenan e Tojeeptaticn g the (438,06 Sog. .,
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This unlmoun God, the Apostle continues, "What you do not
know but do worship, I am proclaiming to you.®™ The Apostle
then procesds to describe this God, With an allusion to
Isaiah 42:5 he tells how this God, & Pecs , the true God,
"who made the world and everything in it, He, the Lord of
heaven and carth, does not dwell in shrines that are rade by
- kuman hands, nor is MHe served by human hands as if He needed
anything, since He Himself gives to all life and breati and
all things," Thus, the Apostle points out to his illustriocus
audience that the true God is the omnipotent Creator and Pre=-
server who is absolute and sufficient in Himseli‘.lo With
these words,then, 5t, Paul sweeps aslide the whole system of
ideclatrous Greek religion by showing that there is one God,
not many, and that He does not require for liis own benefit
thic mltitudinous offerings and sacrifices that characterized
pagan Greek worship,

Hext, the Apostle speaks about anthropology. He says:
"And He made from one every nation of men to dwell upon all
the face of the earth, having fixed their allotted periods
and the boundsaries of thelr dwelling that they should seek
God, if, indeed, they might touch Him and find Him, even
though He is not far from any one of us, for in Him we live
and move and are, as also some of your poets have said: 'For
we are also of His offspring.'" -

10ipid.; pe 725e
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In verse 26 a textual variant is £F &3ds oluaTos 5
"from one man's blood." But the better stfested text reads,
€§ €vés , "from one man," that is, from Adam, Thus the
Apostle teaches the unity of the human race and 1ts develop=
ment from a common progenitor, Once again, ocne of the pet
theories of the Athenians was swept aside, for they held that
the Greeks were «vTdxOoves ,'matives of the soil,"

Ste Paul's reference to the fact that God allotbted per—
icds and boundaries to the wvaricus nations scattered over the
face of the earth is undoubtedly meant to reveal that God
directs and guides the destiny of nationsj le appoints the
rise and the fall of nations, and the time and space of their
duration. But, while God is the Author of world history, the
text does not say that man can explain every mystery of
notions, neither l1s man infaellible in his judgemsnt of
various nagtions on the basis of tholr rise and fall as though
this testified God's approval or disapproval,

God's purpose in so manifesting Himself in world his-
tory is i;hat men should seek Him. This luplies, on the one
hand, that men by nature have lost Him, and, on the other
hand, that men ought to be able to find Him, The object of
men's secking Him is that they ™" might touch Him and find
Him, for He is not far from any one of us, for in Him we live
and move and are." Lenski comments appropriately:

foit, 1o ervias, to en, the sfon of Uhe Pagens (o e

existence in the midst of endless benificence, their
nation in its development in a grand location on the
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earth with all that thus made Greece and especially

Athens greate. God has svery right to expect that men

such as those of Athens would long ago have arrived at

a true and an adequate natural concsption of their

Creator, Ruler, and Benefactor, A silent, s

question ruas through the spostle's words: ".Why had

the Athenians not done so, they who even regargid thems-

selves as standing so high auong the natiocng?"

Whether the Apostle is quoting some Greek poet, possibly
Epimenides, when he says, "In liim we live and move and are,"
will not concern us. In the next statement Paul makes, how=
ever, h2 does refer definitely to some Greek poects, one of
wiom he quotes. Tils poet is believed tc have baen the
stole, Aratus, who lived about the year 300 B.C., and uho
couposed a poeml o astroncnmy, ﬂgm:gz_xg.lz Faul's purpose
is to substantiate all that ke has said in verses 26 to 20,
lleyer remarks how Paul thus adduces a parallel to his own
assertion, which stands thus:

As the offspring of God, we men stand in such homogeneity

to God%_and thus in such necessary and essential

conuection with God, that ws ot have life, cltce
vithout Him, but only in Him.3 "

In the third section of his address, versaes 29 to 31,
we are reminded jarticularly of what was probably said by the
same Apostle in Acts 14:16. 5t. Paul continues: “Accordingly,

1lipid., pe 731.
121pid,, p. 732.

13H.AW.Moyer, Critical and g_x_egg%g ok to
Acts of the Apostlés, translatod from the rcr%%m%n )
the German by Paton - Gloag, the translation revised and
edited by William 2, Dickson (Zdinburgh: T. & 1, Clark, 1578),
1l. 120,
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since we are the offspring of God, we cught not to think that
the divine nature is like gold or silver or stone, the product
of human art and imagination. The times of ignorance, there-
fore, God overlooked, but now He announces to men that every-
where all are to repent, because le has fixed a day in which
lle is about to judge the world in righteousness by the iian
whon ille ordained, having given proof of this to all men by
having raised Him from the dead,"

Paul shows that, because men are the ysvos of God, there-
fore the PBetov 4 the divine nature that is peculiar to God,
cannot be like gold or silver or sculpture, vhich are the
products of human skill and belong to a different y<vos .14
DBocause they made gods of this kind the Greeks had shown that
they had not found the true God; they had not done what they
were capable of doing,and what God expected them to do = to
find Hin, But God "overlooked the times of ignorance by look=
ing at Christ and the plan of salvation for the coming ages."15
How, however, God was announcing to men everywhere, through '
His appointed heralds, one of whom was the Apostle Paul, that
all should turn from their wicked ways, that they should
repent and turn to the true God, And what ma.kes it lmperative
for man to heed this call to repentance and acceptance of the
true God and His salvation is that a Day of Judgement is
coming when the whole world will be judged by Jesus Christ,

1hjoeferkamp, ope. gite; Pe 693
151-91131:1, OpPe Cites; De 736e
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the Man whom God has set apart for this purpose; and the
Judgement will be &v Sikatocdvyy 9 @8 long ago prophesied in
Psalm 96t 13 and Psalm 98: 9,

Unce againg, as in Acets 1lh4s 15-17, we draw attention to
the two matters that appear to dominate the thought of this
passage, Acts 17: 22-31, These are, first, that God clearly
revecls Himself as tho true God through His works of Creaticn,
Preservation, and more particularly, in the history of nations
and of mankind in generalj that He made all men from one
comuon progenitor that they should seek Him and find Him, and
that this is within their power inasmich as "we live and move
abd are" in Him or by His power., Yet, secondly, the Apostle
does not give any evidence that men have found the true God
through these natural phenomena. On the contrary, man has
done precisely the opposite. He has turned away from God, He
worships idols and imoges, the product of human art and
invention.

Uur conclusions, therefore, after considering this pas-
sage for its natural theology content are these: Natural man
ought to seek and find the true God through the natural means
here ennumerated, but he does note. There ought to be in him a
natural knowledge of the true God, but man does not give any
evidence of this, And this is the same state of affairs
we found in the earlier passage studied, Acts 1k:15-17.




Ly
Ce Romans 1l: lu=31

We now turn to the most important passage for the
Hatural inowledge of God, Romans 1l: lé=31. 1in the theme of
his letter, stated in 1:16, 17, Ste. Paul has emphasized the
GiwcaLosuvn O207 , Luther's famous, “die Gerechtigkeit,
die vor Gott gilt, nl6 which Lenski explains as, "the status
of righteousness into wiaich faith and the believer are
placed by the Judicial verdict of Gode"l7 This irighteousness”,
vhich alone avalls for man before God, " is being revealed"
(namely, by God, who is the agent behind the passive
AMOKANUT T Tal ) in the Gospel, for zv «ird clearly refers
to TS zuayyiheov, verse 16.

liowy, contrasted with this revelation of God's rightecus-

ness in the Gospel is the revelation of God's wrath and the
unrighteousness of man, Gifford comments appropriately,
"There is a twofold revelation: in the one is seen a 'pouer
of God unto salvation,' in the other, the destroying power of
God's wrath: there the righteousness of God,here the unright-

ecusness of man."li"'

16guoted by ReC.H.Lenski, The Interpretation of St. Paul's
Epistle b the homans (Golunbhss Ghios VArShars Presestois)
Pe GYa

171bide, pe 79s

18 i, Gifford, T tle of Ste. Paul to the Romans
(London: John Mrﬁyﬁdﬁg, De 5%.
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Apart fron stating the fact, "an exordium terrible as
lightning,"19 the Apostle does not say specifically in what
vay the cpy3 ©z05 "is being revealed." The vorbgimord\inTzTdL 4
however, as above in verse 17, is the present passive and
implies that the revelation is being made continually. On
the other hand, upon what, enl , the JSpyh 6700 is baing re-
vealed is plainly stated: it is upon "all ungodliness and une
rightecusness of men," While it is apparent from this that
evary form of oioé sk Kot AS(kid ofy BpciTwV, and that every
impious man brings down from heaven the opy® ©=ol . the
Apostle here singles out especially those men,™who suppress
the truth in unrighteousness."

The importont question iss whet is the AAnDzitd  that
these non hold back, hinder, or suppress? EKEarl Barth is at
one time of the opinion that 1t is the righteousness of God.
e writes:

¥aon have imprisoned and encesed the truth —- the right-

eousness of God; they have trimmed it to their oun

neasure, and thereby robbed it both of its earnestness

e L BT

mtruth.éo
A little later the same cormentator gives the iupression that

oAvy Oetel  means something else, for he sayss

19P..Malanch‘bhon, quoted by Gifford, lbides Pe62.

20Karl Barth, The Epistle to the R s, translated by
Ed C. Hoskyns '( ons Oxforggum.varsi% Fress, 1950),

Pe 45e
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The truth concerning the limiting and dissolving of men
by the unknoun God, which breaks forth in the resurrecte
ion, is a knoun truth: this is the_traglec factor in the
story of the passion of the truth,2l
Barth, however, appears to be deliberately side-stepping the
issue that is involved when «M6<t« is associated with
what both the construction and the context of the whole
passage require, namely, ™ yvwetwv o0 0208 o This is the
"truth" that men wiifully "hold back." ZIhayer is right when
he says that T yvwo®v w6 Oecol may mean either,that
wiidch may be known of God, or that wiich is known of God, n22
for both are implied here. Certain truths regarding God are
both lmowable and known to men, Hot everything concerning
God is inown or Inowable, Thus Gifford's comment is to the
points
ihat widch may be known must not, however, be pressed to
nean all that can possibly be Imc’mn- but,'a.s the next
verse plainly shews, iU means that fmowledge of God
which is or which may be gained by man's natural
Tfaculties exggcised upon God'!s manifestation of Iiimself
in creation.
Hen lnow certain truths regarding God for this reason,
ydp » that God Himself has revealed the information £v A0TOTS o
Grammatically, this could mean,"in their midst, among them,"
but Gifford's view has much to ccumend 1%s

"In them" does not mean "among them," as though this
Inowledge were limited to a few of the wise ana learned,

21}.2&*! Pe 45
22Thﬂ.y@1"' ODe Cites Pe 120,
23&iff ords Ops Cltey Pe 62,
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nor "in their consciousness" (ieyer), but "in them" as

being what they are, in their very nature and constitute
ion as men, If men had not a faculty to receive "that

\é.lh%_eell, m%n%f%%t% '?r_%g 5‘%'}3’_;%5400“1‘1 not be said to
In verse 20 the latter part of the preceding verse, "for
God manifested it to them," is fully explained, We are told,
first, what God makes known to man in this manifestations:
To FOPATA  AUTOD »"the invisible things of Him," namely
His attributes, of which His eternal power, 5vaues , and
His divinity, 01.Svns  gare specified. Secondly, Wo are
told fron vhat this lmowledge of God is to be galned: from,
or better, by mecans of " the things that ere made," since
Tols Mo maoeV  is best taken as a dative of means, which
evidently refors to the works of God's ereation,ineluding man
himself, Thirdly, Sts. Paul says thet God has been manifesting
this knowledge of Himself, mo kTesws rkdouou suhere amo
nay indicate source, that is, the place from where man
derives a lmowledge of the invisible God, or it may be taken
as a temporal proposition indicating the time since God has
been manifesting Himself in this mamner,namely, ever since
the ersation of the world, While the former interpretation
£its well into tho eontext, the latter view seems preferable
inasmuch as the phrase,cms KTiciws KosMou gSeens to modify
vooluwive  rather than @ ddper« o™i o Lenski, whose view

this is, says in support of its

24 pid., PRe 62, 630



48

“From the world's ereation on" is a temporal modifier of
this perceiving and yet inclwies all men who have ever
1;.ved and brings out the thought that in the things
wihich God made all men have ever had a great revelation
concerning God, ian's mind is bound to reflect on "the
made things," Iie has had a long time tc do it. All
that is mind in the human race has contemplated the made
things, All of them proc%g,im Gody have proclaimed him
from the ereation onvard.

llext, this verse reveals how it comes about that man is
able to attain to such Imowledge of the invisible God through
the creation, Man has a vous by means of which he perceives

this, Gifford oxplains the function thus:

The invisible lying behind the visible as its cause, the
unchangeable upholding all the changes of the world, the
wisdon whose thoughts are writien in heavan, and carth,
andl sea, the power which makes those though{:s realities,=
these and other Divine atiributes are conceived in the
mind {vooduiva ), and so discerned by means of the
things that are made. The spontansous act of reason by
wiiich the mind grasps in creation the idea of a Divine
Author, oSte Paul assumes and asseorts as an admitted and
this fact is indeed the true

unquestionable facts;
intellectual basis, a%conscience is the moral basis, of

all natural religion.
Hext, God's manifestation of Himself in the creation and

in man himself, and man's ability to comprehend the invisible
divine omnipotence and the eternal existence of the Creator
thorein revealed has this result that man's suppression of
this knowledge is not only unrightecusness that brings down
the wrath of Uod, but makes it so that he is without excuse,
Whether els ™  with the infinitive here conveys purpose or
result or both does not vitally affect the great truths

2JLenski, Romans, p. 97.
%Gifford, ODe citey Do 63
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man's natural knowledge of God is of such extent that it
renders him before God dvafohoy fovs o "without defence o
excuse," Lensii says:

o man is able to offer the excuse that he could not see,

Gt it o0 s Pl o st o L

excuse would at once be silenced by the overwhelming

tastimony of the whole world of ereated things including

h:l.g oun wonderful being, especially also his ouwn nind

and his soul.</

+he 4Lpostle now goes on, in verses 21if,, to give
additional proof why men are without excuse, it is because,
"although they lmew God, they did not glorify liim as God nor
give thanks, but becams vain in thelr reasonings, and their
uaintelligent heart was darkeoned, FPretending to be wise they
becawe foolish and changed the glory of the immortal God for
an image in the likeness of mortal man, and of birds and
aninals and reptiles,® There are two important matters
stated here. FFirst, Faul reaffirms that nagtural man knew
God, lle refors to this fact in the concessive clause, &téTL
YVovris v Biov o The question iss How did he gain this lnow-
ledge? Ildeyer says:"They had attained the knowledge from the
revelation of nature » . . ."2° Gifford holds much the same
view, for he maintains that,"Ste. Paul here clearly teachas
that men knew enough of God from iHis works to glorify Him in

a way befitting His Divine Hature."2? But it is doubtful if

%/5Lenskci, Romans, pe 99
28

lleyer, Op. cite.; Ps G3.
29G1£ford, op. cite, De Gl
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this is really taught here, unless we understand it this ways
"Hen do not ascquire this knowledge by themselves, by their oun
povers of speculation. It is Uod liimself who reveals liis
i Slos Sdvous Kal eﬂ-éms to nmen," 30 1n fact, there is much
in favour of liceferkamp's view when he adds to thc above
statements

Paul does not at all concern himself with the question

of how this lmowledge comos into being. ile does not

find the reason for thexsyelation of thae Creator in this,

that tho cosmos is the E&(k&v of God lHimself, but in

that God has so willed its 6 B16s yop ciTols iPovspwriv

Ve 19« The fact that God's invisible qualities are

clearly preceived in the things that are rade does not

point to a speculative deduction on man's part,but

only ths recognlition by man of God!s power a.tg&l. deity,

vhich are mediated through tho Toi{uaTd o

inother question that arises in connexion with yvovTs
®v Btov  is this: When did man have this knowledge of God?
Does 1t still exist today? The aorist participle yvovTtss
points to o« certain point in past time. Bubt it will herdly
do to argue from this that a present Inouledge of God 1s
ruled out. The Apostle is pointing to a certain point in
past time, AL that time,"although they knew God," they did
not let this lmowledge of God control them and shape their
conduct as God intended thereby. Rather, they deliberately
refused to use this knowledge of God to His honour and glory;
they turned away from Him, The effect of this was that they

became ewpty, wvain, in their reasonings, What Paul is

3O5oeforkamn, ops Gitey De 656
311p1g., pR. 659,660.
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stressing is what they did with this natural knowledge of
God. 4And while there is nothing in the passage to indicate
that men today have lost this Imowledge, it is also reason-
able to assume that man's innate lknowledge of God is very -
wealk, a mere spark, for'ma,n has continued in his downward

course of sin and ungodliness, Man has indeed become vain in

his reasonings, and his unintelligent sinful heart is dark,
2ince the remaining versesof this section merely
elaborate what has already been said, we shall mention them

with little comnent., After stating in verse 23 how perverse
natural man glorifies the creature instead of the Creator, the

Apostle reveals in verses 24 to 27 how God gave them up and

abandoned them ovor to perversions and unnatural vices, and

to all manner of perscnal and social wickedness, verses 28 to
31,32

in recapitulating this section, we use Hoeferkamp's fine

sunmarys

l. God's wrath is revealed from heaven against the ungod-
liness and wickedness of men, V.l9d. y

2. This action of God is justified because men have the
truth but suppress it by their wlckedness,v.lSbe

3. This truth, T yvwomv T8 Osxod, God Himself has
revealed to them, V.l9

L4, This revelatory process is nmediated by the Trow{ MATA
the things which God has mades Through these TotnMATR
men can grasp ( Vooo usva ) God's eternal power and

dei‘b_v, Va20 Qg De

32.[1);@. 9 9-6560
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5« God has unmistakably revealed liimself in the creat-
ion for this express purpose, that men might be with-
out excuse, V.20 ce.

6. That men are without excuse is shown by the fact that

although they lnew God (from liis Uror%) ’
they did not glorify and thank Him as God (the pre=
supposition being that to know God is to acknowledge
Him as sovereign Lord). On the contrary, although
they had God's 1light, they deliberately darkened
their minds and made themselves foolish, vv,21=22,

7+ ihey showed this by giving the glory they owe to
immortal God to images representing creatures,v.23.

Ce Therefore God's wrath delivers them over to pervers-
ions,w:_?.lr to 22, and to 311 rﬁnmr of personal and
social wickednesses, Vve.26-31l.

This passage, with the Acts passages already considered,
clearly teaches a natural revelation of God, But it differs
from the Acts passages in two important matters. First, it
implies that natural man has this innate knowledge of God,
not merely that he ought to have it., And while the passage
does not state specifically that man has acquired this know-
ledge through his oun powers of speculation and contemplat-
ion of the natural phenomena mentioned = rather, the darkened
state of man, brought about by his own senselessness, suggests
that this is impossible - nevertheless, it is true that God
is known by natural man because God Himself has given him
this lnowledge through #is ereated works. And the extent of
this lmowledge is such that it is sufficient to render man
inexcusable when that knowledge of God is lost or abused,.

Secondly, whereas the Acts passages merely reveal that

33%;, DPe 656.
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netural man has failod to find the true God inasmuch as he
continues to wall in 2is wickod ways, which are not God's
ways, and in his ignorance worships idols, this Romans
passage shows why this state of affairs exists., 1t is
because mon deliberately took a course away fronm God and
refused to put to correct use the knowledge God gave him of
lHimself, an action which brought down upon him the wrath of
God and llis handing man over to frightful perversions and
excesses of all kinds., Thus man in his natural state is 1
totally lost and has no hope of ﬂ.nding the true God or His |
wonderful plan of salvation, which requires another revelat-|
ion qui.te apart from God'smavelation of Himsélf in nature am!i

r

elsevhere. /
/

Taken together, therefore, these three Hatural Knowledge
of God passages in the Now Testament teachs

l. God expects man to have some natural knowledge of Himself,
particularly His eternal power,His deity and His goodness,

2, He expects man to gain this knowledge through Hls works,
the creation and the preservation of the world and man=-
kind, and through His direction and government of the
nations of the world.

3. He expects man to have this lmowledge of Himself because
He Himself has revealed it to him, and therefore natural
man is without excuse.

Y, Hatural man, although he has followed various forms of
worship, whj.eh suggests that he recognizes a divine
power to whom he is responsible, nevertheless has not
learned to know the true God through His self-revelation
in natural phenomenaj rather, he has turned away from Him
in following his own ways and in worshipping and
glorifying his own human creations.

. He has done this because he deliberately darkened his mind
2 and shut himself away from God, therefore God in His wrath
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has delivered him over to all mauner of horrible crimes
and vices, ;
6, ilan has one way,and onc way only, to escape the coming
Judgement that will be in righteousness by Jesus Christ,
the Judge, and that 1s to accept God's written revelat-

ion of Himself and His works and to return to Him in
repentance and faith.

D. Homans 2: 116

We turn, finally, to the great ilatural Law passage in
the lew Testanent, Romans 2: ly-~16. In the first part of this
second chapter of his Letter to the Romans, S5t. Paul, in pur=
suing his " proof of the universal need as is contained in
the revelation of the righteousness of God by faith, u3% shows
that all men, whether they are guilty of the gross sins
mentioned in the latter part of the previocus chapter, or
whether they are moralists who pr.‘l.de' themselves in thelir so-
called good conduct,and on the basis of this sit in judgement
on others,thereby condemning themselves, are guilty of God's
condematory judgement, for there is no partiality with God,
who judges tho heart and life and will render to every man
according to his works, This applies to the Jews, who will
be judged by Law, and only Law-doers, not mere Law-hearers,
will be pronounced righteous., And the same prineciple is
applicable to the Gentiles. Paul now proceeds to show why the
Gentiles ean be included under the category of ™ doers of Law."
Gifford, accordingly, summarizes verses li to 16 thus:

34Giff01‘d, ODe &o’ Pa 71. 1
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vte Paul shows that the principle stated in v. 13 is a
fact universal,-and that the formal distinection between
Gentile and Jew, v. 12, does not involve any essential
difference between them in reference to Divine Judgment.
The real existence of the invard law in the Gentiles
adwits a double proof, the one derived from outward

acts (v. %!"-), the other from the working of conscience
(v. 15).3

tihile the Apostle's purpose in these verses, thereforae,
is clear enough, they areynevertheless, difficult from an
exosaetical point of view, The passage is connected to the
foregoing with vdp , " for." “Ovav does not only set
forth a possibility, but often something that actually happens,
thus, "whenever, as often as." The anarthrous ;qu has
caused consilderable comment, but the suggestion that the
omission of tho article impllies that Paul is not making a
categorical stateument about all Gentiles36 has something in
its favour, although we hesitate to place too much emphasis
on the use or the omission of the article in the EFoing. 4
problem of greater importance is, however: What does the
anarthrous véﬂos refer to? Hoeferkamp writess:

A number of examples show that for Paul there was no

distinction between vémos and & <vomos o In Rom.

5:113,20 anarthrous véxos must refer to the Hosalc Law,

mu.cl’x entered the world at a particular time. in Gal.
3:23=2L first véumos is used and then ¢ vduos , with
no distinetion in meaning. The same phenomena occurs
in Rom, 2:23. The lack of distinction between the two
is perhaps most readily apparent in Roil 2=13-1::ﬁowhera

those who are v ~dig are obqious? Jews, have
the Mosalc Law, whereas T& Mm% voumov sxovre~ are the

39 1bidey DRe 75,760
361106fe':‘kamp, ODe Cites Pe 661.
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or

;Oeb; :l\atur:: 113%:-_1;.3?1@33},& ot;m s? ;ﬁalgldgagogoﬁvgrecedent

traJI?laat,?d § vduos e« But vduos occurs in many

places.d
We feel inclined to accept this view, then, that Paul is
speaking of the losalec Law, the whole lMosale Law, for it
has been pointed out that the Apostle does not distinguish
in his use of vduos between the Decalogue and the
remaining Old Testament law material, or between the ethical
core and the ceremonial hua'-ks.‘a8

fhere are Gentiles, therefore, who have not the Mosaiec
Law, yet who do the things that this Law requires. They do
so duerst , an instrumental dative, "by mature.,” They are
not told to do so by someone elss, but thelr oun instinect
tells them to do so, 4An innate urge compels them to such
Law~doing. Thus these Gentiles spoken of ( for the masculine
o%¥To. , although we should have expected TdUTs , undoubte
edly rofers to 3. ®vv) ), are the Law for themselves. And they
are the Law for themselves because the work of the lLaw is
engraven in their hearts, for®they are such, Ol TivsS , as
show the work of the Law written in their hearts."™ Their
deeds done by nature without the written Law show they have
the work of the Law written in their hearts by God, uwho is the

Agent behind the passive verbal adjective, y]»wn TOV e

371bide, PPe 6546554

38;29_.., Pe 655.
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It should be noted that the Apostle does not say that the Law
is written in their hearts (which would be true), but the
E’H ov 3 the ™work" of the Low, that is, " the concreote,
specific worlk demanded by the Law in a particular situation. n39
And it is written "in their hearts", for in Biblieal usage,
Kap SUs  iS "the inmost part of man and the point from
which springs his action, ukO

A two-fold witness, therefore, testifies to the truth
that Gentiles have the Laws the actions in doing the work of
the Law, and thelir conscience. lie translate the genitive
absolute, sovusprpPolsn s oitay THs SuvstSqsiws ,"while their
consclence at the same tiume bears witness." The idea is that
the conscience thus joins in the witness of the actions to
the truth that the Gentiles spoken of have a natural knowledge
of vwhat the Law requires, 1t should be observed, then, that
"conscience" isnot identical with the Laws it bears witness
of this Law, This 1s expressed very clearly by Prof, Herzer
in his fine article, On Conscience, where he makes these
observations:

Gonssionce 15,50 onage,wotitule of Sresy Peh S ma.

Ste. Paul here says of the Gentiles that their conscience

bears witness." This is an important passage for us

Shasclencec o oo here that the testimony of man's

conscience must be distinguished from the "work of the
Lav written in his heart" or soul, Consclence,

391pid., p. 663.
%01pid., p. 663.
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therefore, is not identical with the moral norm, the

divine Law, or any other law, 1t bears witness to the

divine Law and its demands, its authoritativeness and
sternness, Conscience in man, then, must be defined

as the natural aptitude and faculty of the human soul

whereby the ethical relation between his disposition

or conduct and an acknovledged moral norm is

spontaneously suggested to man's consciousness, The

primary function of conscience is this, that it applies
the Law in its statements concemingu)jﬁe moral quality
of an act contemplated or committed.

The Apostle,therefore, maokes it clear enough that_ man
by nature has some Inowledge of the Divine Law, for to this
testify actions in doing the works of that Law, and consclence,
The extent of that Law is not stressed; but its existence
is,

The next clause, u_quFG R amlre o?ﬂo)\oyculuéVuV 9 has also
caused commentators some difficulty. The two main views are
these: first, that the clause is morely an explanatory des—
eription of the process of conscience in which the thoughts
accuse or vindicate one another., IThus &A)\ﬁ)suv is referred
to thoughts, The other view is this that oAnAwv refers
to ¥6vn , 2nd the idea is that the Uentiles are disputing
with each other, or rather, betweem themselves; the Gentiles
this give voice to their thoughts by accusing or excusing
one ::mc:-t:he:'.’+2 Although most commentators appear to favour
the first view, the latter has this in its fawour that it is

difficult to work out how the conrliétmg thoughts of one

"*1.7. Herzer, "On Consecience", Iheological Honthly,
V1l (February, 1927)s De 33»

%2ii0yery obs Cilies De 12Le
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conseience can act "betwecn ons another." U3 Hoefericamp
thus gives this as his meaning of verse 15:

my

Last Dayy in the JudktoAb. thb Gentilos will show that
Moo thalr cnsisnde Stenss OVer Seslnct thai= i den
tho Santiles acouss or Blac exoncrave ans anotharoTt
The interpretation of verse 16 also poses a difficult

problen, for it is not clear with which preceding verse this

description of the final Judgment by Christ is to be taken,

The Authorized Version of the Bible connects verse 16 with

verse 12, and makes verse 13 to 15 a kind of parenthesis, a

view that is taken by a number of commentators. Others deny

any connexion between verses 15 and 16, and maintain that the
latter verse begins a new section, It should be noted, too,
that verse 15 refers to things going on continually, as the
tenses indicate, uhile verse 16 points to Judgement Day.

There does not seem to be any close connexion between these

two verses, for this reason, e shall pass over the other

problems that beset the expositor in interpreting this verse,
for example, the establishment of the correct text, the

tense of kpivw , @tc., because we do not believe the real

meaning of the passage is seriously affected by these consid=

erations, Ve believe it best to connect verse 15 with verse

16, despite the difficulties mentioned above., And as Lenski

’*’31ioafo'rkamp, OPe Citey De 66k,

Wpig., p. 664
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advocates, the opparent difficulties thot beset this inter-

pretation largely disappeor whsn we gilve ev the meaning it
often has in the joing, "in comnexion with." The idea of
the verse, then, is thist The "accusing and excusing" of
verse 15 does not only concern the heathen for the moment,
but it is ® in connexion with the day." Even the heathen,
then, feel that the great Day of Judgement is coming., 4And
the "judging® of verse 16 will not only take place on Judge-
hiant Day, but is going on all the time "in connexion with
that Day."l"s in connexion with that great Day, God judges the
Secrets of men; and whon the Day itself arrives, God will
Judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ, who is the Judgo,
according to Paul's gospel, which, of course; is the Gospel
of Jesus Christ that Paul was commissioned to preach,

In reconstructing the teaching of Romans 2: 14-16, then,
We observe these points:

l. There are Gentiles that have not the written Mosaic Law,
yet who do the things that the Law requires.

2+ They do so by nature, for natural man finds in himself a
inowledge of tho Divine daw,

3. They reveal this innate lnowledge of tho Lav because they
go tlée work of the Law, which God has written in their
SeTlUSe

%, In addition, man's conscience Jjudges his actions with
respect to tnat Law, and bears furthor witness to the Law

and its demands,

"Wiensii, one clbe, DPe 172 If.
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9« On the Day of Judgement these Gentiles will show that
vhat the Law requires has been written on their hearts

vhen their conscience passes judgement on what they have

done, and when the Gentliles accuse or else excuse one
another,

6. That the Gentiles too, have some lnowledge of that Great
Day and what it will bring.

Accordingly, we have no doubt that this passage clearly
teaches that natural man has some lmowledge of the Divine
Law, Just to wvhat oxtent he lnows that Law we are not told.
But it is ovident from the three passages already studied
that this lmowledge of God and of His Law is weak and
falterings that it is a mere faint echo or a tiny spark of
the heavenly lmowledge possessed by man before the fallj
that it is in no wise a spiritual power; that it is ignored,
neglected, corrupted and debased by man. Yet, we cannot
get away from the fact that these Romans passages insist
that it is in man, and that natural man is without excuse.

At the same time, we cannot help noting the connexion in which
Paul t.eaches his doetrine of Hatural Theology : it is to

show how desperately natural man needs God's revelation of
Himself in the written Word. Whereas if man is left merely
with his natural Imovledge of God he will surely be under

the wrath of God eternally, only with the Christian revelat-
ion of God, accopted in faith, can man find God and live

with Him,




CHAPTER 1V
All EVALUATION OF NATURAL THEROLOGY 1IN LUTHERAN THEOLOGY

in bringing this peper to a clcse we observe in retroe-
spect that, although not every aspect of our subject has
been investigated, sufficient evidence has been produced to
substantiatc these observations: First, in answer to our
question whether there is such a doctrine in Lutheran theo=-
logy that claims for men an immate lmowledge of God and of
the Divine Law, tho answer is: Yes! It 1s found in the
Lutheran Confesslions, and it has been consistently taught by
the Church's most eminent theologians from Luther to Pieper.

Secondly, aithough we find that some of the Luthsran
theologiasns have implemented a certain amount of philosophical
terminology in the formulation of their respective teachings
on Katural Theology, yet the basis of their teaching is
Sceriptural rather than philosophical. In other words, they
taught Hatural Theology because they found it taught in the
Scriptures and not beecause they found it in Aristotle,
Aquinas and others, 3

Thirdly, with regard to the most important question
vhother the content of Hatural Theology in Lutheran Theology
is soundly Scriptural, our study bas shoun that with the
Seriptures the Lutheran Confessions and the Church's theo-
logians consulted point both to the existence of ilatural
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Theology in man, and at the same time to its severe linmite-
tions, HNever is it claimed that this Natural Knowledge of
God and of His Law is clear, full, adequatey rather, it is
emphasized again and again that it is the very opposites
Obscure, fragmentary, and wholly inadequate to reveal who
the true God is in His essence and His nature, His will and
His works, particulavly what He has done for man's salva-
tione 411 this can be learned only through God's revelation
of Himself in iis Yord,

If the historic Lutheran doctrine of Natural Theology
is, therefore, so securely founded, one might ask, in
conclusiont khy, then, is the validity of the doetrine
challenged teday? While a careful analysis of his question
is without the scope of this paper, and while one can draw
attention to a nuaber of tendencies that might have a
bearing on the issue, we believe that only one view
varrants any serious consideration, This is the view that
aclmowledgas the validity of the historic Lutheran teaching
in this respect that it teaches an imnate knowledge of God
and of the Divine Law, and that this lnowledge is iumplanted
in the humen breast by God Himself, but which rejects the
thoory that man on his own initiative ean galn this Inowus
ledge througn his contomplation of the works of oreatlon wand
his perception of God's pellvity in world aftalras,

How, 4t 2z truc that, while lather and the Gonfensluns,
as our zurvey of thas hoat showng glve o Indloation of Lhis
tendency, it does appese An suine of Lhe latier lakheren
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theologians, who taught an "acquired" as well as an "innate"

knowledge of Gog and of the Divine Law, On this account the
theologians concerned have been accused of drawing their
baterial from philosophic sources, since it is maintained
that the Seriptures teach no "acquired” Natural Theologye
Uur view is that the "error" of the Lutheran theolog-
ians concerned is not so great as some make it appear,
because they cortainly aimed at presenting Seripture truth,
and because they alvays, to our knowledge, associated the
"acquired" as proceecding from the "innate" lmowledge of Godj
hever did thoy maintain that mon's natural Imowledge of
God and lils Law is derived solely through perscnal inference

and acquisition, Thus Pieper, whom we may take as spokesman

for the accused theologians scys:
Is tho natural Inouledge of God innate or
acquired (acquisita)? It is both, That it is innate /
is evident from Rom, 2:15. . « « But man can exercise
and increase his innate Iknouwledge by contemplating the
universe, and thus it becomei notitia Del acguilsita
(acquired kuowladge of Cod). .
lievertheless, we feel that this is possibly an over- ‘
: |
stetement of the Seripture teaching on Hatural Yheology. As i
our investigation of the loci glassici for the doetrine in .
the Hew Testament revealed, it cannot be claimed with any
degrae of certainty that man ¢S elther wholly or partly, by

his owun efforts, find God. Rather, the position seems to be

lppancis Pieper, Chris tics (St. Louiss
Goncordia Publishing Boaase o P v 7




65
the very opposite: he ought to, but he does not; God oxpects
it,and will surely hold man without excuse. And yet, there
is something unsatisfying and perplexing about the whole
matter, no natter how one views it.

Accordingly, we set our mind at rest, and at the same
time round off our discussion with these elocuent words of
one of the outstanding theologians in the Lutheran Church to-
day, words that are soundly ~criptural and Iutherans

fhe Christian believes, then, that there is a natural
lmowledge of God, implanted in the human breast by God
Hingeli. Just how that was and is done he can afford
to leave in ebeyance, The theologian, t00, who has some
philosophlcal and psychological kmowledge, looks down
from the lofty citadel of Uod's Word upon the welter of
epistemologlcal and psychological theories that are
brought Into play at this juncture without distress and
without too much perplexityes o o« « He knows that the
ldeas of God and of God's Law are somehow in man, how-
ever blurred and vague, because God put them there
even though the How escapes his exact cognition anc'l
definition. Nor is the theologian nonplussed by the
scepticism and the amusement with which many modern
psychologists treat the suggestion of intuitive, innate,
inborn ideas; for that is the explaenation which many
Christians who meditate upon this guestion will be
inelined to accept as probably true, All who really
believe the Bible to be Divine Iruth believe what it
teaches on the corruption of man's nature since the Fall.
dhey believe thet sin . « « the Yradical evil,” to
speal with Kant, is born with man and is in him. e « «
Leglieving this, we experience nc groater psychological
difficulty in believing the Seripture teaching of the
naturel kncwledge of God and of Cod's Law which remains
in sinful man after the Fall. « « ¢ it is there; and the
writer lmovs of no better explanation = if indeed any
human explanation can be adequate = than to regard it as
en imnate,intuitive idea implanted by God,no matter when
and vherc. Some may prefer to waive every attempt at exe-
planation and to say of this matter as of tha eatire

mystery of the humen soul: iznoramms et ignorabimms.?

2] Hamann, "Kant,Heins,and Theolozy on the Proofs for the
Bxistonce of God," Australion Theological Rsview, XX11l
(Septembor, 1952, DPe SUs50s
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