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NOTE: In the January 1948 issue of the Quartalschrift Prof. Joh. P. Meyer published the Introduction
(Prolegomena) of his projected work on Dogmatics, which the Wisconsin Synod had requested him to write. In
it he discussed the nature of Dogmatics and presented a five-part outline of the entire projected work. Because
of fears which Prof. Meyer expressed in the Preface to his Introduction that publishing his “material on
dogmatics” as a “textbook” would prove unsatisfactory, and because of the danger which he anticipated that
such formulation of doctrinal propositions might lead eventually to a “dead orthodoxy” rather than to individual
intensified study of the Scriptures themselves, he never completed the project.

However, among his effects in his study after his demise the manuscript of the first portion of this project was
discovered, completely elaborated and carefully typewritten, ready for the printer. It is the section entitled “Of
God, the Author of Salvation” or as it is commonly known, the doctrine of Theology Proper. The Editorial Staff
of the Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly resolved to preserve this valuable manuscript for posterity by publishing it
serially in the Quarterly. The first instalment on The Revelation of God is included in this issue. Others on The
Essence of God, Attributes of God, The Will of God, and The Holy Trinity are to follow in subsequent issues of
the Quarterly.

—Ed.

[All five installments mentioned above are included in this online version. — WLS Library Staff]

Theology

The wealth of material which the Scriptures present to us concerning God, the Author of our salvation,
we may conveniently group under the following heads:
I.  The Revelation of God.
II. The Essence of God.
III. The Attributes of God.
IV. The Will of God.
V. The Holy Trinity.

. The Revelation of God
A. The Fact

1. If God had not graciously revealed Himself to us, a knowledge of Him would be impossible: not
merely incomplete, indistinct, inadequate, tinged with error, but utterly impossible. God is a hidden God,
“dwelling in a light which no man can approach unto, whom no man hath seen nor can see” (I Tim. 6:16). If He
had not revealed Himself, we should ever be groping for Him in vain. “Behold, I go forward, but he is not there;
and backward, but I cannot perceive him; on the left hand, where he doth work, but I cannot behold him; he
hideth himself on the right hand, that I cannot see him” (Job 23:8, 9).

When God reveals Himself to us we can know Him just so far as He pleases to show Himself. Zophar was
right when he dared Job: “Canst thou by searching find out God? canst thou find out the Almighty unto
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perfection?” (chap. 11:7). Not even “can the number of his years be searched out” (chap. 36:26). When Moses
desired to see the glory of God, he was denied his request: “Thou shalt see my back parts, but my face shall not
be seen” (Exod. 33:18-23).

2. We have a revelation of God, sufficient for our salvation, in the Scriptures. The Scriptures never,
under no circumstances, undertake to prove the existence of God. Scripture, rather, throughout proceeds on the
assumption that God is, He is a reality, He is dealing with us, He is speaking to us. It is folly to question the
existence of some one, or to demand proof of his existence, when you find it impossible to evade his powerful
influence. The very first verse of the Bible posits God’s existence: “In the beginning God created the heaven
and the earth.” There is a powerful, awe-inspiring activity recorded: creation. On the active end, antedating,
originating, planning, carrying out this act, is God. The world is passive in this matter, on the receptive end of
the transaction. Shall the world question the existence of a God without whose creative activity it itself would
be nonexistent? So throughout the entire Scriptures, the existence of God is presupposed.

3. A picture of the existence of God is given occasionally. Moses asked for the name of God, and He

stated it as 712X WX 70N, [ am that [ am (Exod. 3:14). Of no created being can such a statement be made.
Every created being is what God made it, unable to add to its own stature, or even to change the color of a
single hair. But God is, in the sense that He “hath life in himself” (John 5:26).

God reveals Himself as the only being which has this kind of existence. He claims a position above that
of every other being: “Among the gods there is none like unto thee, O Lord” (Ps. 86:8). “For the Lord is a great
God, and a great King above all gods” (Ps. 95:3). “The Lord is the true God, he is the living God, and an
everlasting King” (Jer. 10:10). “Before me there was no God formed, neither shall there be after me. I, even I,
am the Lord: and beside me there is no Savior” (Isa. 43:10, 11).

The Gentiles had a faint idea of the situation when they spoke about an “absolute being,” 70 dv,
sometimes ascribing personality to it: 6 &v. They also felt that the existence of God was of an altogether
different kind from ours, or that of any creature. They called Him 7o u# dv. Yet note the vagueness of these
terms when compared with the vivid statements of Scripture. It is no improvement over the philosophical term
to un 6v when modern theologians call God den ganz anderen.

4. Although the Scriptures never attempt to prove the existence of God, they at times set forth the folly
of idolatry in bold relief by using the magnificent deeds of God as a foil, showing the glaring impotence of
idols; vice versa. This is a warning against idolatry, and a comfort to all believers in the true God. “God is in the
heavens: he hath done whatsoever he hath pleased. Their idols are silver and gold, the work of men’s hands.
They have mouths, but they speak not.... They that make them are like unto them; so is every one that trusteth
in them” (Ps. 115:3-8). See also Isaiah 44:6-20 (“They that make a graven image are all of them vanity.... He
will take thereof—cedar, cypress, oak, ash—and warm himself ... baketh bread; yea, he maketh a god and
worshippeth it ... a lie... ”); Isaiah 45:21 (“Let them take counsel together: who hath declared this from ancient
times? ...have not I the Lord?”); Isaiah 46:5-11 (“To whom will ye liken me?... he maketh it a god.... They
bear him upon the shoulder ... and set him in a place ... from his place shall he not remove: yea, one shall cry
unto him, yet can he not answer, nor save him... ).

B. The Purpose

1. The craving to know something about God is natural to the human mind. Greek philosophers with
their speculations tried to satisfy this craving by developing an acceptable concept of God. When God reveals
Himself in the Scriptures His aim is higher. Our intellect, even in its most highly developed form, is not able to
grasp God. He remains a hidden God. The fact cannot be changed that God is the powerful Creator, and we are
impotent creatures. There is a gap between us and God that cannot be bridged. God is in a class by Himself, and
we on our side lack all the prerequisite organs, physical or mental, to apperceive Him. It remains forever true
that “the world by wisdom knew not God” (I Cor. 1:21).

2. When God, therefore, reveals Himself to us in the Scriptures, He does so, not in order to satisfy our
curiosity, nor to give us a correct and comprehensive idea of Himself—He knows that we are not capable of
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it—but to enable us to enjoy His blessings and to be happy in union and communion with Him. He aims at our
salvation, and He reveals Himself sufficiently for our salvation. In fact, His revelation of Himself is the basis of
our salvation and carries salvation with itself. “This is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God,
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent” (John 17:3). A yvé@aic of God, an experiential knowledge of Him, a
“tasting” of Him, is the essence of real life, begun here on earth, surviving death, and lasting throughout
eternity. This is not a revelation to be grasped by the intellect. To the “wise and prudent” these things will
forever remain “hidden” (Matt. 11:25). A different organ is required to receive it.

3. In Matthew 11:27 Jesus declares that “no man knoweth the Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any
man the Father, save the Son; and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him.” A revelation of God takes place
through the mediation of the Son. Jesus is “the way, the truth, and the life.” To know Him is to know the Father.
“He that hath seen me hath seen the Father” (John 14:6-9). “No man hath seen God at any time; the only
begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him” (John 1:18). Jesus is the “Word of
God” (John 1:1, 2). He is “the express image of his person” (Heb. 1:3). He is the sum and substance of all the
thoughts of God; in Him they become personified. Through His appearance and work on earth they become
manifest to us.

This is not an independent revelation of God, parallel to that in the Scriptures. It is the quintessence of
God’s revelation of Himself in the Scriptures. “Search the Scriptures; ... they are they which testify of me”
(John 5:39). Take Christ out of the Scriptures, and they become a dark and incoherent book, and likewise Christ
without the Scriptures is a figure in history unintelligible. Christ and the Scriptures belong together.

4. This is not yet the highest revelation of God, but it is the highest to be expected here on earth. A fuller
revelation is to follow in heaven. “Now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face; now I know in
part, but then shall I know even as also I am known” (I Cor. 13:12). See also I John 3:2 (“Now are we the sons
of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be ... for we shall see him as he is”). The revelation which God
will grant us in heaven is not suitable for us on earth. Paul in a trance heard dppnra prjuara in Paradise, which is
not £yov for man to utter. On earth we have God’s revelation of Himself in the Scriptures.

5. The proper organ for receiving this revelation is faith. Jesus ever demanded that people should believe
in Him. “He that believeth on me hath everlasting life” (John 6:47). “If ye believe not that I am he, ye shall die
in your sins” (John 8:24). He pleaded: “Though ye believe not me, believe the works” (John 10:38; 14:11). He
never offered Himself to be grasped with the intellect. When the people in Capernaum asked for explanations,
eg., “How is it that he saith, | am come down from heaven?” or: “How can this man give us his flesh to eat?”
(John 6:42, 52), He did not accede to their wishes, but all the more earnestly demanded faith. He told Peter that
it is not necessary to understand everything that He did, but it is necessary to yield to Him (John 13:7). To
doubting Thomas He gave the assurance: “Blessed are they that have not seen and yet have believed” (John
20:29).

Such believing includes a conscious and deliberate entering upon the will of the Father that through the
sacrifice of His Son, without any merit or worthiness on our part, we have everlasting life. Jesus says that such
faith is the proper organ for receiving the revelation of God and for attaining a knowledge of it. “If any man will
(6¢é4n) do his will, he shall know of the doctrine whether it be of God, or whether I speak of myself” (John
7:17).

6. We briefly add two facts concerning this faith. The first is that it is a gift of God. “No man speaking
by the Spirit of God calleth Jesus accursed; and no man can say that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Ghost” (I
Cor. 12:3). The second is that God incites this faith by His very revelation of Himself in the Word. “How shall
they believe in him of whom they have not heard? ... So then faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the Word
of God” (Rom. 10:14, 17). More of this in the chapters on Soteriology.

C. Natural Knowledge of God
1. Its Nature



There are those who deny that man is endowed by nature with a connate knowledge of some divine
being, by whose power all things in the world are controlled. Socinus says: “We on our part consider this
opinion to be false.”' Even the staunch Lutheran Flacius Illyricus says: “It cannot be conceded that there still
are in man some true elements or remnants of knowledge of the one God and of His government.”* While
Socinians declare the human soul to be fabula rasa, in agreement with their rationalistic standpoint, the denial
of the natural knowledge of God was with Flacius a corollary of his peculiar views on original sin (substance of
man).

Yet the fact that all Gentiles try to serve God in some form indicates that they are aware of His
existence. Cicero, who made use of this fact when he argued for the existence of God e consensu gentium, said,
“One does not see God, nevertheless one recognizes Him from His works,” thus expressing in Latin Aristotle’s
thought that “Although He is by nature invisible to every mortal being, He is observed from His works.*

The Scriptures confirm this view by saying that “the invisible things of him (God) from the creation of
the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead”
(Rom. 1:20). Yes, “the heavens declare the glory of God, and the firmament showeth his handiwork™ (Ps. 19:1).
When Paul addressed Gentiles, he could assume that they were convinced of the existence of God; cf. Acts
14:17 (in Lystra); 17:24-28 (on Areopagus in Athens).

Yet this knowledge, based on an observation of nature and developed by a meditation on the observed
facts (which form was admitted also by Flacius), is not the whole natural knowledge. Paul, in speaking of the
origin of it, does not trace it purely to observation, but says 6 fcog épavépwaev. Men’s knowledge of what is
morally good or bad he traces to a law ypanzov év taic kapdiais. This testimony concerning God as the author of
the inscribed law is corroborated by the testimony of conscience, which also points to a coming day of
judgment (Rom. 1:19; 2:15, 16). If the knowledge of God were based merely on observation, and the moral
code on convention, it could hardly be called ainfeia 00 Oeod (Rom. 1:25), and men could not be said to be
EMyvovTeG 10 dkaimpa tod Oeod (Rom. 1:32), since man in his observations and deductions is always subject to
error.

This natural knowledge of God we should not consider, as e.g. Quenstedt does, as a remnant of God’s
image in man. The image was lost through the fall and is restored in Christians through the activity of the Holy
Spirit on the basis of Christ’s redemption; the natural knowledge of God is an indestructible endowment of the
human soul, which was affected, distorted, by the fall just like all other natural endowments of man. Calov is
more guarded in his description of both the implanted and the cultivated natural knowledge: “The natural
knowledge of God is partly innate, partly acquired. The former is that whereby man by nature perceives God,
by reason of the remnants of the aptitude for wisdom implanted in the mind of man in the first creation. The
latter is that whereby from a consideration of creation and from the universal control of the world it is
concluded by a process of discursive thinking that God is the creator, preserver, and ruler of creation.””

2. Its Use

The value of the natural knowledge of God is unduly overestimated when, eg., the Jesuit Maldonatus
says on Matthew 11:21: “Since, as is admitted by all, the law of nature has been preserved, the Gentiles could

1 Praelect. theol., cap. 11, p. 3. Hanc sententiam falsam nos esse arbitramur.

2 Clav. scrip., sub voce “legis,” p. 374. Quod aliqua vera principia aut notitiae unius Dei ejusque gubernationis sint adhuc in homine,
concedi non potest.

3 Tuscul. Disputt. I, 28. Deum non vides, tamen Deum agnoscis ex operibus ejus.

4 De Mundo, cap. V1. ndot] Ovnri] pvcel yevopevog aedpatog arn’ adt@dv v Epyv Bewmeital.

5 Theol. pos., cap. 1, thes. 11, p. 48. Naturalis Dei notitia est partim insita, partim acquisita. Illa, qua homo per naturam Deum
cognoscit, vi reliquiarum habitus sapientiae in prima creatione menti hominis implantatae. Haec, qua e consideratione rerum
creatarum ac universali gubernatione mundi discursus beneficio colligitur, Deum creatorem, conservatorem ac moderatorem esse
rerum creatarum.



be saved, and, to be sure, apart from the written law.”® Bellarmin says: “Add to this the fact that the fathers

teach that the Gentiles, although in public they worshiped more gods, nevertheless were able to perceive the one
God by nature, just as in fact the philosophers recognized the one God and from that point of view were, so to
speak, Christians by nature.”’

This militates against such statements of the Scriptures as that not even “the princes of this world” could
grasp the wisdom of God, which “eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man.”
Even when the natural knowledge is developed to the highest degree possible, “natural man receiveth not the
things of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness unto him” (I Cor. 2:8, 9, 14). Chemnitz says correctly:
“Rightly speaking, it (the natural knowledge of God) is either nil, or imperfect, or weak; nil, because the whole
of philosophy knows nothing about the free promise of the forgiveness of sins; imperfect, because the heathen
know only some small part of the law, but about the innermost acts of worship of the first table reason neither
knows nor believes anything certain; weak, because, although it has been impressed on human minds that God
exists and prescribes obedience in accordance with the distinction between things which are honorable and
things which are base, nevertheless the assent is not only weak but is often shaken off because of fearful
uncertainties.”®

When not stifled by the unrighteousness of men (Rom. 1:18), the natural knowledge of God will
stimulate a search after God, that they “seek the Lord, if haply they might feel after him and find him” (Acts
17:27). But under the existing condition of sin it can serve only the secondary purpose of rendering man without
excuse” (Rom. 1:20). “For the Apostle indicates what through attendant circumstances the consequences of
those concepts were on account of the abuse and neglect of men, namely, that they are without excuse; and he
wishes to convict all nations of not having glorified God as God, although the knowledge of God was manifest
in them.... For although those concepts are not sufficient for a perfect cognition of God, nor are by themselves
efficacious for conversion, they are, nevertheless, sufficient to prove conclusively the impiety of men, namely,
that they did not even do that which those concepts dictated, but rather abused them” (Quenstedt).’

It is often acclaimed as a notable mark of spiritual excellence if some one outside the Church
acknowledges the existence of God and His world government. He is considered as much superior to an atheist.
Because of the fact of the natural knowledge Scripture approaches the situation from the opposite angle and
calls him a fool who “hath said in his heart, There is no God” (Ps. 14:1). God did not create any atheists.
Atheists are such by self-mutilation. “There are atheists in theory only, not by nature, but through a just
withdrawal of God and a blinding action of the devil; not through a total eradication of the light of nature as far
as it is something which man has, but through a suffocation as far as its activity and exercise are concerned; not
through the whole span of life and permanently, but only during a transient paroxysm for a certain period of
time. For neither does the law of nature permit the opinion to inhere in any one as being valid and confirmed:
God does not exist. For although the mind of an impious man is, as it were, doped by lethargy so that he does

6 Quoted by Joh. Gerhard in Loci Theologici, Tom. I, Loc. II, cap. IV, p. 280. Gentiles poterant servata lege naturae omnium
confessione salvi esse, absque scripta lege.

7 Disp., tom. L, de Christo, loc. 1., cap. 111, 14, p. 139. Adde, quod Patres docent gentiles, etsi vulgo plures deos colerent, tamen unum
Deum naturaliter cognoscere potuisse, sicut reipsa philosophi unum Deum recognoverunt, et ea ex parte quasi naturaliter Christiani
fuerunt.

8 Loci, pars I, De Deo, cap. 1, 11, p. 20. Vere loquendo. aut nulla aut imperfecta, aut languida est (notitia Dei naturalis). Nulla, quia
de gratuita promissione remissionis peccatorum nihil novit tota philosophia. Imperfecta, quia gentes aliquam tantum particulam legis
noverunt, de interioribus vero cultibus primae tabulae nihil certi vel novit vel statuit ratio. ... Languida, quia, etiamsi impressum est
humanis mentibus esse Deum et praecipere obedientiam juxta discrimen honestorum et turpium, tamen assensio non tantum languida
est, sed horrendis dubitationibus saepe excutitur.

9 Theol. did. pol., pars 1, cap. VI, thes. III, obs. 3, p. 251. Indicat enim apostolus, quid per accidens ad notitias istas ob hominum
abusum et neglectum consecutum sit, scil. ut sint inexcusabiles; vultque omnes gentes convincere, quod Deum non glorificarint ut
Deum, etsi yvootov 100 0e0d manifestum in illis fuerit.... Licet enim notitiae illae naturales non sint sufficientes ad perfectam Dei
cognitionem, neque per se sint efficaces ad conversionem, sunt tamen sufficientes ad convincendam hominum impietatem, quod, scil.,
ne id quidem, quod notitiae illae dictitabant, fecerint, sed potius illis abusi fuerint.
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not think about God, there can, nevertheless, be no one in whom conscience does not finally vindicate itself and,
at least in the very hour of death, accuse him of the neglect of God” (Hollaz)."

The value of the natural knowledge then lies in this, not that it brings a man nearer to the kingdom of
God, so that the Church can take over where the natural knowledge leaves off, but that it accuses and condemns
the natural man, and in this way provides a point of contact for the Gospel. “But if the natural law were not
written and given into (man’s) heart by God, one would have to preach for a long time, before the consciences
would be stricken. One would have to preach a hundred thousand years to a donkey, a horse, an ox, or a cow,
before they would perceive the Law, although they have ears, eyes, and a heart as man has; they can hear it, but
it does not enter into the heart. Why? Where is the defect? The soul is not fashioned and created in such a
manner that it can receive such things. But when man is confronted with the Law, he says immediately, Yes, it
is so, I cannot deny it. It would not be possible to persuade him of this so easily, if it were not previously written
in his heart” (Luther, St. L., IIL, 1053)."

D. Philosophical Arguments for the Existence of God

1. An evidence of the presence in man of the natural knowledge of God are the many attempts to prove
the existence of God scientifically. A brief consideration of the fact referred to above (that God is the
independent Creator of the universe) will make it evident that no cogent argument for the existence of God may
be expected. Were the existence of God capable of demonstration, then His independence would be limited to
that extent, i.e., it would cease. God would no longer be dwelling in a “light which no man can approach unto”
(I Tim. 6:16).

A priori it must be conceded that no argument for the existence of God can be conclusive, silencing all
doubts. The doctrine concerning God remains an article of faith.

2. An argument that attained great fame in theology is the so-called ontological argument presented by
Anselm of Canterbury in his Proslogium. Briefly stated it is this: Our mind harbors the concept of a supreme
being perfect in every respect, i.e., God. This being must exist, else it would lack one attribute, and hence would
no longer be perfect. Another being might be found which in addition to the other perfections would possess
also that of existence.

The weakness of the argument is apparent at once. It is a uetafoois eic diro yévog, concluding from the
sphere of thinking to that of being. God must be thought of as existing; but whether He exists in reality is
another question. Existence is not an attribute of a thing but the position of it in reality. Thus the argument
involves a logical quaternio; it is begging the question.

We can readily understand why Descartes, whose great principle was: Cogito, ergo sum, should favor
the ontological argument. He presented it in the following form: The concept of a perfect being cannot have
originated in me, an imperfect, finite being. Hence there must exist a God who implanted it.

At first blush this argument, in either form, appears to be about the weakest that could be advanced for
the existence of God; yet in reality it carries great weight, as a little reflection will show.

10 Examen Theol. Acroam., pars 1, cap. 1, qu. 5, ant. VIII, p. 216. Possunt dari athei speculative (This is a euphemism.) tales, non per
naturam, sed per justam Dei desertionem et diaboli excaecationem,; non per totalem eradicationem luminis naturae quoad habitum,
sed per suffocationem quoad actum et exercitium,; non per totum vitae spatium et permanenter, sed tantum per paroxysmum
transeuntem ad aliquod tempus. Neque enim lex naturae patitur, ut rata et firma sententia alicui inhaereat: non esse Deum.
Quamquam enim mens hominis impii lethargo quasi sopiatur, ut de Deo non cogitet, nullus tamen potest dari, in quo tandem
conscientia se non vindicet et vel in ipsa morte neglecti Dei ipsum accuset.

11 Luther, St. L., 111, 1053. Wenn abet das natuerliche Gesetz nicht von Gott in das Herz geschrieben und gegeben waere, so muesste
man lange predigen, ehe die Gewissen getroffen wuerden. Man muesste einem Esel, Pferde, Ochsen, Rinde hunderttausend Jahre
predigen, ehe sie das Gesetz annaehmen, wiewohl sie Ohren, Augen und Herz haben wie ein Mensch; sie koennen es auch hoeren, es
faellt aber nicht in das Herz. Warum? Was ist der Fehler? Die Seele ist nicht darnach gebildet und geschaffen, dass solches darein
falle. Aber ein Mensch, so ihm das Gesetz vorgehalten wird, spricht er bald: Ja, es ist also, ich kann es nicht leugnen. Des koennte
man ihn so bald nicht ueberreden, es waere denn zuvor in seinem Hezren geschrieben.



7

There are certain ideas that inevitably come into our consciousness as our mind develops in its reaction
to the world in which we live, Such ideas are, eg., those of time, space, causality, and others. If we adjust our
conduct to these ideas, we fare comparatively well; anybody who ignores them will get himself into trouble.
Hence these ideas must be objectively valid, and actually correspond to the world in which we live, vice versa.
Else our minds would be so constituted that we were compelled to think falsehoods. In other words, rationality
would become irrational.

Besides the metaphysical ideas mentioned above, we have also those of the beautiful, the true, the
good—ethical and esthetical ideas. By observing them we fare well. There must then be somewhere an
absolutely valid standard, conceivable only as existing in an absolutely perfect personal being. In other words,
God Himself becomes one of the inevitable concepts with all the implications of such concepts.

Yet the flaws mentioned above are not removed. To which must be added the following consideration:
These inevitable concepts, whether metaphysical or ethical, apply only to our natural life and dare not be
transferred to the field of theology. What would become of the doctrine of Christology if we admitted the two
ideas: “Every true body occupies space; the finite can not contain the infinite”?'? Either Calvinism or Synergism
would result, if we admitted the idea of the excluded third in the doctrines of conversion and election. And what
would become of the Gospel itself if it had to submit to our inborn opinio legis?

3. It will be sufficient to state the other arguments briefly.

The historical argument (e consensu gentium): All nations believe in a supreme being. Hence it must
exist.

The cosmological argument: Everything in this world has an adequate cause, which in turn is the effect
of a previous cause. The chain of cause and effect cannot reach back indefinitely our mind will not tolerate that.
Hence we must ultimately reach a prime cause of everything, a primum movens, mpédtov Kivoov.

Granting the presupposed causality, this argument is weighty. We reproduce it as Carpov presented it:
“Even the world can be nonexistent; the world has a conditioned existence. Inasmuch as it is contingent, it does
not have within itself the cause of its own existence.... But since, because this would be an absurdity, the
regression of causes can not take place into infinity so that that one has the cause of its antecedence in this in
and own one thing, one another, so on in turn, and since, nevertheless, nothing exists without a cause, that
entity, essentially different from the world, has the cause of its own existence in its own self; it is called the
‘Being from itself.” Therefore that entity in which is found the sufficient cause of the whole universe is the
‘Being from itself.” ... And since we call this “God,” the existence of God must be conceded.”"

The teleological argument appears in two forms. The physico-theological: All things unmistakably serve
some purpose. Hence there must be a supreme intelligence which arranged nature systematically. —The
historico-theological: History evidently takes its course according to certain ethical principles. There must, then,
be a supreme being which laid down these principles. — Yet is suitableness, purposefulness, something
objective and absolute?

The moral argument does not carry us beyond a postulate, and being based on the opinio legis is
dangerous to Christianity. No man, not even the most debased, can rid himself entirely of conscience and the
inscribed law. Hence there must be a supreme author of this law. —This form of the argument is permissible. —
Im. Kant gave it the following form: The categorical imperative pays no regard to happiness. Practical reason,
however (that is the reason of man as blinded by Satan through the opinio legis), demands a compensation, for
good deeds as well as for evil. Hence there must be a supreme lawgiver and judge.

4. Although these arguments are not conclusive and do not lead to a true knowledge of God, yet they
have some value, as Gerhard points out: “It could seem to some one that that question is superfluous in the

12 Omne corpus verum in loco est, and Finitum non est capax infiniti.

13 Theol. rev., 1, §498. Mundus etiam non-esse potest, mundus est ens contingens. Dum est contingens, rationem existentiae suae non
habet in se.... Cum vero propter absurditatem regressus causarum in infinitum fieri nequeat, ut illud rationem sui ulterius in alio, hoc
in alio et ita porro habeant, et nihil tamen sine ratione sit, ens illud, essentialiter a mundo diversum, rationem existentiae suae in se
ipso habet, dicitur ens a se. Ergo ens illud, in quo ratio sufficiens totius universi deprehenditur, ens a se est.... Et quia hoc vocamus
Deum, Dei existentia est concedenda.



Church, since it is known to all and conceded that there is a God; nor is there any nation so barbarian which
denies that God exists and that the same ought to be worshiped, although it may not know how He is to be
worshiped.... But nevertheless we must maintain that zo dtz, or, the fact that God exists, is to be proved 1) for
the confutation of those who deny the existence of God.... 2) for the confirmation of our faith.... But this faith
must be drawn from the Word of God and must be confirmed by a meditation on the same. In grave and serious
temptations, says Chemnitz, we are all either Epicureans or Stoics; therefore the heart must be strengthened by a
consideration of the statements which testify that God exists and that as such He carries out His provident
administration of human affairs; 3) for the perfection of the natural knowledge.”"*

I1. The Essence of God

A. Since, as was pointed out above, God is altogether different from any being we know on earth, also
from any being about which we have information as living in the spirit world, it will be impossible to formulate
a definition of God’s essence. In a proper definition a statement of the genus proximum would be given first,
and then by stating a differentia specifica the thing under discussion would be distinguished from other objects
belonging to the same genus. But God is in a class by Himself: He is the Creator, while all other beings have
only a created existence.

The rhetorical question which Moses asks in his song of praise to the Lord requires no answer: “Who is
like unto thee, O Lord, among the gods? Who is like thee, glorious in holiness, fearful in praises, doing
wonders?” (Exod. 15:11). The evident answer is voiced by David when he was overwhelmed by the wonderful
promise of a Son in whom his “throne shall be established for ever” (Il Sam. 7:16); “Wherefore thou art great,
O Lord God: for there is none like thee, neither is there any God beside thee, according to all that we have heard
with our ears” (vs. 22). —The rhetorical question of Moses is frequently repeated; cf., eg., Psalm 89:6; Isaiah
40:18, 25.—One purpose of God’s dealing with Pharaoh in the plagues was to impress this fact upon him, and
upon all the people, striking terror into the hearts of the Egyptians and reviving the faith of fainthearted
Israelites. Pharaoh having challenged God: “Who is the Lord that I should obey his voice?” (Exod. 5:2), Moses
hammered in the truth: “That thou mayest know that there is none like unto the Lord our God” (Exod. 8:10).

B. When the Psalmists and other holy writers call God a “rock,” as in Deuteronomy 32:3, 4: “Ascribe ye
greatness unto our God. He is the Rock™ (see also Ps. 18:2; 31:2, 3; 42:9; 71:3; Isa. 26:4, “rock of ages™): no
one will make the mistake of considering this as stating a genus proximum. It is a metaphor, to impress on our
hearts the strong protection which our God provides for us.

Similar statements, however, containing other figurative expressions, have been mistaken for proper
definitions.

God is called Life. John says of Christ: “This is the true God, and eternal life” (I John 5:20). God appeals
to Himself in confirming His Word because He is the living God: “As truly as I live” (Num. 14:21). He was
recognized by Hagar as the Living One, when she named the well “Beerla-hai-roi” (Gen. 16:14). “As the Father
hath life in himself, so hath he given to the Son to have life in himself” (John 5:26). And “in him was life”
(John 1:4). God is simply “the living God” (Josh. 3:10; Ps. 42:2; 84:2).

It is evident that Life in the proposition that God is Life does not denote some general class of beings of
which God is a species or an individual member, but life is an outstanding characteristic of God. Viewed from a
certain angle, God simply appears as vitality, as indestructible life, as lifegiving and life-preserving energy. We
quote a word of Jesus in this connection, which refers to the restoration of life: “I am the resurrection and the

14 Loci, loc. 11, cap. 1V, §58, p. 266. Videri alicui poterat, questionem illam in ecclesia esse otiosam, cum omnibus notum et
concessum sit, esse Deum, nec ulla gens tam barbara sit, quae Deum esse eundemque colendum esse, neget, licet, quomodo colendus
sit, ignoret. ... Sed nihilominus statuendum 10 81\, sive quod sit Deus, probandum esse: 1) ad eorum, qui Deum esse negant,
confutationem. ... 2) ad fidei nostrae confirmationem. ... At haec fides ex verbo Dei haurienda, et ejusdem meditatione confirmanda. In
gravibus et seriis tentationibus, inquit Chemnitius, omnes sumus vel Epicuraei, vel Stoici; confirmandus igitur animus consideratione
dictorum, quae testantur esse Deum, et providam rerum humanarum curam eundem gerere; 3) ad naturalis notitiae perfectionem.
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life” (John 11:25). In a way, the proposition, God is Life, may be called a metonomy of causa pro effectu: God
is the source and author of all life.

What has been said about Life applies mutatis mutandis also to such statements as that God is Love (I
John 4:8, 16) and that God is Light. When Ezekiel saw the glory of God in a vision, it was “as the appearance of
fire round about within it, from the appearance of his loins even upward, and from the appearance of his loins
even downward, I saw as it were the appearance of fire, and it had brightness round about” (Ezek. 1:27).
Compare with this the statement of Paul that God is “dwelling in the light which no man can approach unto” (I
Tim. 6:16). John says concerning the Son of God: “In him was life; and the life was the light of men” (John
1:4); and he continues: “The light shineth in darkness.”

The metaphorical meaning of Light in the Scriptures is not so much knowledge and understanding as
rather hope and cheer. The opposite, outer darkness, is an expression, not for ignorance, but for utter despair.
The Psalmist sings: “The Lord is my light and my salvation: whom shall I fear? The Lord is the strength of my
life: of whom shall I be afraid?” (Ps. 27:1). Note the highly poetic language of Malachi 4:2: “But unto you that
fear my name shall the Sun of righteousness arise with healing in his wings” and the drastic figure for exuberant
joy in the continuation: “and ye shall go forth and grow up as calves of the stall.” A fuller discussion of the
spiritual meaning of light in the Scriptures must be deferred to the paragraph on lllumination (Enlightenment);
but compare at this time also Job 29:3; 33:28; Micah 7:8; I John 1:4, 5; James 1:17.

C. While a definition of God cannot be given, yet such terms as mentioned above (rock, life, light, love)
serve to describe Him and thus to bring Him closer to our heart and mind. They represent states or conditions in
the created world of which God is the Creator. Although they do not adequately express the state of God, yet
they reflect His nature and serve to give us a correct, though limited, conception of His Being.

We remind ourselves once more that an exhaustive description of God is impossible. “Canst thou by
searching find out God? Canst thou find out the Almighty unto perfection?” (Job 11:7). “Touching the
Almighty, we cannot find him out” (Job 37:23). “Behold, God is great, and we know him not, neither can the
number of his years be searched out” (Job 36:26). If we do not even know what is going on in the heart of a
man, “even so the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God, ... For who hath known the mind of the
Lord, that he may instruct him?” (I Cor. 2:11, 16).

Yet a certain knowledge of God’s essence and attributes is necessary. We are to fear God; we are to
serve Him; we are to call upon Him, even to the extent of swearing by His name. “Thou shalt fear the Lord thy
God, and serve him, and shalt swear by his name” (Deut. 6:13. Compare also Deut. 10:20; Josh. 24:14). In the
great temptation in the wilderness Jesus repulsed the devil by referring to the passages just quoted. “Then saith
Jesus unto him, Get thee hence, Satan: for it is written, Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt
thou serve” (Matt. 4:10). With this compare the pointed question of Paul: “How then shall they call on him in
whom they have not believed? and how shall they believe in him of whom they have not heard? and how shall
they hear without a preacher?” (Rom. 10:14). And remember the sharp rebuke Jesus gave the Samaritan
woman: “Ye worship ye know not what: we know what we worship; for salvation is of the Jews” (John 4:22). It
is not a matter of indifference whom we worship as God and how we try to worship Him. Life and death hang
in the balance. Paul chid the Athenians, whose sincere devotion he acknowledged, that they worshiped God
“ignorantly,” and he called them “to repent” (Acts 17:23, 30).

A certain knowledge of God’s essence is possible. God had revealed Himself in His Son in whom “all
the fulness of the Godhead dwelleth bodily” (Col. 2:9), “in whom we have redemption through his blood, even
the forgiveness of our sins” (Col. 1:14). That is the way in which God promised to give us a taste of Himself.
“They shall teach no more every man his neighbor, and every man his brother, saying, Know the Lord; for they
shall all know me, from the least of them unto the greatest of them, saith the Lord: for I will forgive their
iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more” (Jer. 31:34).

D. Since very much concerning the essence and characteristics of God is revealed in expressive names
which God adopts for Himself, a brief survey of such names may serve to prepare for a later brief summary of
what can be said concerning God’s essence.
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1. When Moses was called to lead the children of Israel out of the bondage they suffered in Egypt, he
asked of God by what name He desired to be called. God had given wonderful promises to Abraham that his
seed should possess the land of Canaan, a very desirable country flowing with milk and honey; but now
centuries had passed, and Israel was still dwelling in a foreign country where they were made to slave and were
threatened with extermination. Through Israel, blessing was promised to all the families of the earth, the
redemption, which was to be procured by the Seed of the woman. Now the blessing seemed more remote than
ever. God apparently had forgotten, or had changed His mind. By what name was Moses to call Him before the
Israelites, who felt frustrated in their hopes?

On this occasion God chose the name 177>, (We need not bother about the pointing, nor about the
pronunciation.) This name was the most reassuring under the circumstances. “And God said unto Moses 1208

AN WK, And he said, Thus shalt thou say unto the children of Israel 7127% hath sent me unto you. And God

said moreover unto Moses, Thus shalt thou say unto the children of Israel, 117> the God of your fathers, the
God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, hath sent me unto you. This is my name for ever, and
this is my memorial unto all generations” (Exod. 3:14, 15). God is what He is and what He wants to be; He
wants to be what He is. He is dependent on nothing; time means nothing to Him; to Him a thousand years and a
single day amount to the same; the same applies to space. He is supreme, immutable, the author and master of
all things. To us, whose thinking and working is confined by time, space, and causality, a Being such as
Jehovah is beyond conception. But as to Moses and the Israelites, so to all that trust in Him this aspect of His
Being is most assuring (cf. Exod. 6:2-8).

When God told Moses (in the last named passage) that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob did not know Him by
His name Jehovah, He did not mean to say that the word itself was unknown to them, but that they did not get to
taste Him as the faithful Savior in the same measure as they experienced His power. Note that He says, “I
appeared unto them.”

The same thought which is contained in the name Jehovah is expressed in the Book of Revelation in
these words: He “which is, and which was, and which is to come”; or “Alpha and Omega, the first and the last”
(chaps. 1:4, 8, 11, 17; 22:13). Similarly by Isaiah (chaps. 44:6; 48:12).

As Moses was instructed to comfort Israel with this name of God, so he used it to stimulate assurance in
all hearts of men: “Lord, thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations. Before the mountains were
brought forth, or ever thou hadst formed the earth and the world, even from everlasting to everlasting thou art
God” (Ps. 90:1, 2). He is “God of gods and Lord of lords” (Deut. 10:17), “the blessed and only Potentate” (I
Tim. 6:15, 16).

2. %% (singular 7978 ) both according to its number and its widely accepted derivation from ?IX(to
be strong) indicates greatness and power. [saiah 44:8, using the singular, brings out the same idea by
substituting X (rock) for God: “Is there a God beside me? Yea, there is no God (rock): I know not any.”—
“See now that I, even I, am he, and there is no god (pl.) with me: I kill, and I make alive; I wound, and I heal;
neither is there any that can deliver out of my hand” (Deut 32:39). —The same idea of greatness is set forth
when judges and magistrates are called gods metaphorically. See Psalm 82:6; Exodus 22:8.

3. In °J7X note the artificial lengthening of the vowel in the pronominal suffix, distinguishing this name
for God from an ordinary “my lord.” In Genesis 18:3 and 27 the form might be translated “My Lord,” but in I
Kings 3:10, and particularly Ezekiel 13:9, the force of the original pronominal suffix is lost altogether: “Ye
shall know that I am the Lord God” (“I am my Lord God” would be absurd).

4. The simple name 7 has the nature of a class name, distinguishing God from other beings,
particularly humans. “Son of man, say unto the prince of Tyrus, Thus saith the Lord (*J7X) God (777°): Because
thine heart is lifted up and thou hast said, I am 5X, I sit in the seat of D’U’??ﬁ, in the midst of the seas; yet thou art
a man and not ¥, though thou set thine heart as the heart of D°77X” (Ezek. 28:2). A similar contrast is found in
Hosea 11:9, while Job 5:8, contains 7% and 0°7&in synonymous parallelism.

In the great majority of cases ?X is found coupled with some adjective or genitive modifier:



11

1 9% —f. Joshua 3:10; Psalm 42:3(2); 84:3 (2).

99y 8 —cf. Genesis 14:18-20, 22; Psalm 78:35.

"W 98 —cf. Genesis 17:1 (to “walk before God, means to trust in His unlimited ability to bless and to
protect); 28:3; 35:11; Exodus 6:3; Ezekiel 10:5.—7% and ﬁ’?i__] appear substantivized, e.g., in Genesis 49:25;
Numbers 24:4, 16; Psalm 91:1; Isaiah 13:6.

D?‘IU 98 occurs, e.g., in Genesis 21:33; while D?W is found also in other combinations that refer to
God.—Cf. Isaiah 40:28 (07 *728); Daniel 12:7 (D739 °1); Jeremiah 10:10 (“everlasting king”).

We finally note the expression 2°7X ?X, Daniel 11:36.

E. To God must be ascribed, according to His Essence, absolute independence. He is not only under no
restraint in His volitions and actions as to space, time, and causality, His very Being is independent of any
causes outside of God. Our teachers call this independence the aseitas Dei.

This term must not be understood in the positive sense, as though God were engaged in a continuous
process of producing Himself out of nonexistence into existence. It must be understood in a purely negative
sense, warding off the error as though God’s Essence came into being by the action of some outside cause or
causes. Hence terms that might be understood as describing positively the inscrutable mystery of God’s
independent existence must be used with great care, such as, when God is called causa sui.

Origen was right when he spoke of an “eternal birth” of the Son out of the Essence of the Father. The
opus ad intra which distinguishes the Son from the Father is yevvyoia, to the Father being ascribed generatio
activa and to the Son generatio passiva. This is not an act which once took place in the dim past of eternity, nor
is it an incomplete process, but it is the timeless actus personalis which distinguishes the Son from the Father. It
was proper to call it an “eternal birth.”—But it is altogether different when Luthardt defines the aseitas Dei as
an ewige Geburt: God’s Essence does not come into being by means of a birth.

It is well to note here some powerful words of Luther: “He (God) has His essence from no one, nor has
He beginning or end, but exists from eternity in and of Himself, so that of His essence it cannot be said that He
‘was’ or ‘became,’ for He never had a beginning, and cannot begin to become; He has never ended and cannot
cease to exist, but of Him it must ever be said, ‘He is’ or ‘He exists,’ that is, Jehovah.”"

That God is not dependent on anything outside Himself, neither for His being nor for His wellbeing, is
underscored in the Scriptures by pointing to the fact that He is the Creator and Preserver of all things. Paul
chides the Athenian philosophers for ignoring this truth: “God that made the world and all things therein, seeing
that he is Lord of heaven and earth, dwelleth not in temples made with hands, neither is worshipped with men’s
hands, as though he needed anything, seeing he giveth to all life and breath and all things” (Acts 17:24, 25).
Speaking of Christ Paul emphasizes that 