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February 1878. No. 2.

What is happening concerning the progress of the modern Lutheran theology in the
doctrine?!
(continued)
IX.  inregard to the doctrine of the creation of man??
A. Thesis number 1
Hollaz: “Each one, who has emanated from the divine image, is according to the being of
God. Now, however, the soul of man is not according to the being of God. Thus and so forth.
The first sentence is clear because no one can emanate from the being of God without being God.
The Logos (the personal word) or the Son of God is according to the being of God because he
emanates from the being of God the Father through eternal begetting. The second sentence is
evident because if the human soul were according to the being of God, it would be almighty and
so forth. To think that is wicked and to say it is blasphemous. .. The Holy Spirit, the third person
of the godhead, is exhaled out of the being of God and proceeds from it; the final spirits, namely
the angels and the human soul, have been brought forth out of nothing... We are called the family
of God (Acts 17:28) not because of our participation in the divine being, but because we have

been brought forth by the same as the original cause. Thus Adam is called the son of God in

Luke 3:38 because he has been created according to the image of God...If the human soul would

' This is an article begun in the June issue of the 21% year of publication of this periodical and continued to the June
issue of the 22" year of publication, in which the answer of the modern Lutheran theologians has already been given
to the following questions: 1. What is theology? 2. What is the principle of theology? 3. What is inspiration? 4.
What are the attributes of Holy Scripture? 5. Do Christian teachings first begin little by little? 6. What is the correct
Christian belief about the true God? 7. What is creation? 8. What is the biblical teaching about the doctrine of
angels? Unfortunately, this is not the only article of Christian belief which the modern Lutheran theologians have
“built up” or rather transformed, adulterated, corrupted, and destroyed. Also, not one of them has been spared from
the boundary water of our developer. The result of their work is an entirely new religion, however with the retention
of the Christian name.

% One may also compare No. 4 of the 22™ year of publication in regard to the question: “What is creation?”



have flowed out of the substance of God, then it would be not only the reborn, but also the
unreborn soul out of God, which is not biblical and anti-scriptural. For, whoever sins is of the
devil (I Jn. 3:8).3

Calov: “God has not breathed into the soul from his being as the Stoics, Epictet, Seneca,
Cicero have called a little part of the divine breath, and as the Manicheans and Priscillianists
have asserted that the human soul might have originated out of the substance of God. Through
the Bracarensisch Council chapter five, therefore, these ones have been damned because the
substance of God cannot be shared (Is. 42:6) and is indivisible.”*

Buddeus: “If the souls have emanated out’ of the being of God, then either a certan
begetting of the souls out of God must be decreed, or one must assert that the divine being is able
to be divided into unending parts. As senseless as this may be, Cicero has already looked into
it....It is well and good that Pet. Poiret wants to know the extension from God which is not
decalred. However, whether this is able to be understood without extension if one says that the
soul may be a little part of the divine being, I doubt very much. And likewise, this is to be noted
against Bohme, Wiegel, and the rest who for that reason must divert the soul from the divine
being because they think that every created thing exists from the divine being through

emanation. For, either they know nothing at all, as they want to, or they must assent to

? “Quicunque ex essentia divina emanavit, is essentialiter Deus est. At animus humanus non est essentialiter Deus.

Ergo. Major liquet, quia nemo ex essentia Dei emanae potest, quin sit Deus. O Aoyos s. filius Dei ideo
essentialiter Deus est, quia ex essentia Dei Patris per aeternam generationem emanat. Minor patet, quia, si animus
humanus essentialiter Deus esset, foret omnipotens etc. ; quod cogitatu impium et dictu blasphemum est....Ex
substantia Dei spiratur et procedit Spiritus S., tertia divinitatis persona; ex nihilo producti sunt spiritus finiti, scl.
Angeli et anima humana....Dicimur genus Dei (Act. 17:28) non propter essentiae divinae participationem, sed
propter similem ad illam, tanquam causam exemplarem, productionedm. Sic Adamus dicitur Filius Dei Luc. 3:38,
quia in imagine Dei creatus est....Si anima humana fluxisset e substantia Dei, non tantum renata, sed et irregenita
anima ex Deo esset; quod est aypadov et avTiypadov; nam qui peccat, ex diablolo est. I Jn. 3:8” (Examen
thologic. P. 1. C. 5. Q. 10. P. 418. S.)

*«“Animam non de sua substantia inspiravit Deus, uti Stoici, Epictetus, Seneca, Cicero animam divinae particulam
3 bl
aurae dixere et Manichaei ac Priscillianistae animas humanas ex Dei substantia extitisse asseruere. Concilio



something that is not compatible with the concept of a spirit. Not to mention, how close this
opinion touches to (pantheism) Spinozismus.”

Gerhard: “The living breath has come from God, not out of God.”

B. Antithesis Number 1

Dr. von Hofmann: “On account of this, that the eternal Spirit of God dwells in man, the man
is a living being; he has his independent breath of life, which is his spirit as much as his
soul....the indwelling of the Spirit of God in man will now have to be held as a doctrine of
Scripture.” However, we have taught the same so closely that we likewise made the
distinction. For man, I, as well as the Spirit of God, may by the real, present basis of his self-
confidence and self-determination while he inwardly rules over the human nature with its
dependence and decides with the bodily world which keeps it (the nature) in mind....There
God pours out each spirit (in a deep sleep Is. 29:10) just as he promised to pour out on the
citizens of Jerusalem a spirit of gracious prayers. Thus, the one action as the other must be
led back in the last basis to God. Indeed, the first ( the sleep of sin), does not go back to

permission, but to an action of God (Ez. 14:9) who wants the evil there and the good here to

Bracarensi c. 5. Ideo damnati, quia Dei substantia communicari nequit (Es. 42,6.) et indivisibbilis est.” (System.
Locc. Th. Tom. III, p. 972)

% “Si animae ex essentia Dei emanarunt, aut generatio quaedam animaru ex Deo statuenda, aut asserendum,
essentiam divinam in partes infinitas posse dividi. Quod quam absonum sit, jam ipse Cicero intellexit....Bene
queidem, quod Petrus Poiretus extensionem a Deo removet, sed an sine extensione intelligi queat, quod dicitur,
animam divinae essentiae particulam esse, valde dubito....Atque hoc simul contra Boehmium, Weigelium ceerosque
notandum, qui ido animam ex essentia divina non derivare nequeunt, quod, res creatas omnes ex eadem per
emanationem esse, existimant. Aut enim nesciunt revera, quid sibi velint, qut ejusmodi quid admittendum, quod
cum notione spiritus nequit consistere. Ne dicam, quam prope haec sententia a Spinozismo absit.” (Institutiones th.
Dogmant. P. 376 s.)

% Spiraculum vitae a Deo factum, non ex Deo.” (Loc. De imagine D. 12.)

7 Dr. von Hofmann intentionally says “in man” not “in Christians.” — If he correctly rejects the trichotomy of body,
soul, and spirit, then he therefore loses with it this rejection of its worth in which it only has the purpose to serve his
pantheistic ideas.



come to appearance just so. Thus is goes back to an action which God uses through his Spirit
while inwardly in man.”® (Schriftbeweis, I, 260. 261. F. 265.f.)

Delitzsch: “It is not said that God created breath outside of himself and established it in
man as our elders believe it must be taken in order to hold onto the creation of the spirit of
man....God the creator creates out of himself. What the man should have in common in
spirit with him, he seized together in his own life and thus creates humanity.”™  (System der
bibl. Psychologie. S. 58)

A. Thesis number 2

Hollaz: “God (Father, Son and Holy Spirit) said to himself: ‘Let us make man, an image,
that may be like us,” Gen. 1:26. Thus the first man has been created according to the image
of God, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Augustine endorses the strength of the
following when he writes: ‘God the Father did not speak, addressing the Son: Let us make
man in your image, or make him in my image, but he spoke in the plural: in our image and
likeness, and who would separate the Holy Spirit from this plurality?’...The Son of God is
not, nor is he called anywhere in the Scripture, the image of the holy Trinity, for then he

would be an image of himself and of the Holy Spirit; but, he is the image of the person of the

¥ One sees that Dr. von Hofmann is serious about his doctrine, that the spirit of man may be the Spirit of God; even
the sinning, if also not the sin, he ascribes to the latter.

? Indeed Delitzsch adds: “This (spirit of man) is as little God as the breath of man is man. Nec tu enim —says
Tertullian adv. Marec. 11, 8 --, si in tibiam flaveris, hominem tibiam feceris, quamquam de anima (?) tua flaveris,
sicut et Deus de spiritu suo. And humanity is nevertheless like animals for it has originated temporally and is
limited as it originated through a free action of God. However, it did not develop like the origination of other
beings, through God’s ‘Fiat!,’ but it developed through a direct, personal action of God. Humanity is a breath from
God to the personal being, overflowing out into the bodily image and even person-forming for that reason. It is not
emanated from God if one connects with the emanation the signs of natural necessity and inactivity which oppose
the pure concept of creation. However, it can be called emanation if one discharges the signs. Thus teaches the
Scripture.”(?1) Indeed Delitzsch also further notes this against the theory of Dr. von Hofmann: “I do not find taught
in the Scripture any indwelling of the absolute Spirit of God, which in general distinguishes itself from all creation
in the godhead’s world-presence bearing its peculiarity.” (S. 67) Only according to Delitzsch is the spirit of man
created by God “out of himself.” Thus, it follows from that with necessity either that he is not able to be any
creation, or that God also seizes creation in himself. Delitzsch only speaks openly about an “origination” and the



Father, Heb. 1:3, on account of his eternal begetting from the Father. Therefore, Moses does
not understand the Son of God separately through the image of God.”!°

Quenstedt: “Indeed God says in Gen. 1:26, ‘Let us make man, an image, that may be like
us,” however in v.27 it is added: ‘And God created man in his image.” What he thus had
previously said in the plural, he now immediately repeats in the singular. Out of this we
correctly conclude that indeed the image may be more that an image, namely all three persons of
the godhead. However, in regard to what is in each of the three individual persons, namely in
regard to the completeness of being, that befits all persons in the same way.”!!

Quenstedt: “In the Scripture it is not revealed that the first man may have been built
according to the image of a future one, or one who should still come first at his time....The
image, according to which the first man has been built, is not the Son of God in the flesh, but
true righteousness and holiness, Eph. 4:23, or the innate uprightness, Ecc. 7:30. That, however,
the Son of God is called ‘the image of the invisible God,” Col. 1:15, and ‘the brightness of his
excellence and the image of his being,” Heb. 1:3, it is to be understood from the essential being.
Here, however, our accidental similarity with God is being spoken about....That Adam was

made according to the image of Christ, is a teaching of Osiander, not the Scripture, which simply

teaches that man was made according to the image of God....Osiander’s opinion does not agree

human spirit being like as animal in so far as the same first may have been the spirit of man through the divine
breathing although it emanated from God.

' “Dixit apud se Deus (Pater, Filius et Spiritus Sanctus): ‘Faciamus hominem in imagine nostra, secundum
similitudinem nostram,” Gen 1:26. Ergo primus homo ad exemplar Dei, Patris, Filii et Spiritus Sancti, conditus est.
Vim hujus consequentiae urget Augustinus ad lit. operis imperfecti: ‘Non ait Deus Pater, Filio loquens: Faciamus
hominen ad imaginem tuam, aut: ad imaginem meam, sed pluraliter ait: ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, a
qua pluralitate Spiritum Sanctum separare quis audeat?’...Filius Dei nec est, nec ullibi in scripturis dicitur imago
SS. Trinitatis; sic enim foret imago sui ipsius et Spiritus Sancti, quod est aTomov; sed est imago personae Patris,
Ebr. 1,3., ob aeternam a Patre generationem. Proinde Moses per imaginem Dei non praecise intelligit Filium Dei.”
(Examen th. P. IL. C. 1. Q. 9. P. 467)

" «Dicit quidem Elohim Gen. 1,, 26: ‘Faciamus hominem ad imaginem nostram;’ at in v. 27 subjicitur: ‘Et creavit
Deus hominem bezalmo, in imagine sua.” Quod itaque prius in plurali dixerat, mox in singulari repetit; unde recte
concludimus: imaginem quidem esse plurium h.e. omnium trium Deitatis personarum imaginem, sed juxta id, quod



with the designation of Christ, I Cor. 15:45, 47, that he may be ‘the other Adam.” For, if the
order of the creation of man according to the form placed before in divine intellect would have
preceded the human nature, then Christ must rather be called the first Adam that the other
Adam.”'? “Nowhere is it said, that the man may have been created according to the image of the
Son, but according to God is taken undefined; on the contrary it is said that, the Son, may have

been ‘in the form of sinful flesh,” Rom. 8:3, and has taken the form of a servant, Phil. 2:7.713

B. Antithesis Number 2

Dr. Phillipi: “The Son of God is the image of God. Man has been created according to
the image of God, thus according to the Son, to his similarity.” (Kirchl. Glaubenslehre. II, 361.)

Dr. Thomasius: “Mas was the creature image of the Son beholding, wanting, loving the
Father, wanted, seen, and loved by the Father—and therefore the pleasure of the Father even
rested in the Son upon him.” (Christi Person und Werk. I, 202. Aufl. 2.)

Vilmar: “The original image of the likeness is God the Son, and thus the Holy Scripture,
the New Testament completes the teaching about creation as the same was given in the Old
Testament.” (Dogmatik I, 237)

Dr. von Hofmann: “The second thing that we have said about the beginning of the self-

realization of the eternal will of God is this, that the relation to God, in which man on the one

in tribus istis personis unum est, essentiae nimirum perfectionem, quae aequaliter omnibus personis competit.” (L. c.
P.II.C.1.8.2.Q. 4.F. 858.)

2 “In scriptura non revelatum, hominem primum ad alieujus futuri vel suo tempore venturi imaginem fuisse
formatum....Imago, ad quam primus homo fuit formatus, non est Filius Dei in carne, sed justitia et sanctitas vera,
Eph. 4, 23, sive rectitudo concreata, Eccl. 7,30. Quod autem Filius Dei dicitur, imagio Dei invisibilis,” Col. 1,15, et
‘splendor gloriae et character substantiae ejus,’ Ebr. 1,3, illud de substantiali imagine intelligendum; hic vero agitur
de accidentali nostra similitudine cum Deo....Adamum factum esse in imagine Christi I Cor 15, 45, quod sit
secundus Adam. Nam si creationem hominis ordine praecessit forma humanae Christi naturae in mente divina
praeconcepta, ad cujus similitudinem Adam creatus fuerit, Christus primus potius Adam dicendus erat, quam
secundus.” (L. ¢. P. 1], ¢.2.q.1.£.166.f.)



hand is aware of the free I and on the other hand has been created as the means of his nature
serving himself, is the image of the divine inner-relation becoming different. Thus, mas is the

image of God’s original world goal.” (Schriftbeweis I, 248.)

A. Thesis Number 3

Quenstedt: “The image of God is taken either figuratively and thus as the being of the
soul itself endowed to recognize and to will with its capability, as some of the elders have taken
the image of God; or, it is taken as a certain universal uniformity and likeness on account of
which the soul of man expresses something of God, or it is a certain image of the godhead; or it
is taken as the lord of the animals, which the only meets the image of God by chance. Or it is
taken literally as every inner entirety and integrity of his strength innate in the first man.”'*

The same: “Before every and essential thing the image and likeness of God existed in
reference to the understanding in a distinguished recognition of God and divine things, just as in
an exact knowledge of creation and natural things; in reference to the spiritual ability to desire or
the will in a perfect inclination for the recognized, highest good and in a willing obedience
toward God, and therefore in a righteousness and holiness, which was perfectly uniform to the
law and excluded every sin; in reference to the reasonable ability to desire and the affects in an

undisturbed harmony with the highest abilities of the soul.”"

13 “Nullibi dicitur, hominem creatum ess kata Tov viov, sed kaTa Tov Beov, indefinite sumtum; e contrario Filius
Dei dicitur fuisse ev oprotwpaTl capkos apapTias, Rom 8,3, et accepisse popdny dovdov, Phil 2,7.”
(L.c.P.Il.c.1.5.2.q.4.)

" “Imago Dei accipitur vel improprie; atque sic quidem vel pro ipsa essentia animae, intelligendi et volendi facultate
praeditae, quomodo nonnulli veterum imaginem Dei acceperunt; vel pro generali quadam congruentia et analogia,
gua anima hominis quaedam BeLa exprimit seu exempplar quoddam divinitatis; vel pro doominio in animantia, quod
accidentaliter saltem imaginem Dei respicit. Vel sumitur proprie pro interiori illa virium integritate et rectitudine
primo homini concreata.” (L.c.P.II, c.1.s.1.th.7.£.837.)

'3 “Imago et similitudo Dei primario ac principaliter posita fuit respectu mentis seu intellectus in excellente Dei
rerumque divinarum cognitione, nec non exacta creaturarum rerumque naturalium scientia; respectu appetitus
rationalis sive voluntatis in plena ad summum bonum cognitum inclinatione et propensione atque spontanea erga
Deum obedientia, adeoque in justitia et sanctitate lege Dei perfecte conformi ac excludente omne peccatum;



Apology of the Augsburg Confession: “The old scholars...say, original sin may be a
defect of the first purity and righteousness in paradise. However, what is the justitia originalis or
the first righteousness in paradise? Righteousness and holiness in the Scripture are called not
only if I hold the second table of Moses, do good works, and serve my neighbors, but the
Scripture also calls those pious, holy and righteous who hold the first table, the first
commandment, that is, who fear God from the heart, love him, and trust in him. Therefore, the
purity of Adam and his steady being has been not only his perfect health and everywhere his
pure blood and uncorrupted strength of body, as they speak about it. But, the greatest thing in
the noble first creature has been a bright light in the heart to recognize God and his work, a
correct fear of God, a correct trust in God in the heart and everywhere an honest, certain
understanding, a fine, good and happy heart toward God, and all divine things. And that the holy
Scripture testifies to, when it says that man has been created according to the image and likeness
of God. For what is different other than the divine wisdom and righteousness, which is from
God, is built in man, whereby we recognize God, through which the clarity of God is reflected in
us; that is, that first these gifts have been given to the man as he has been created, correct and
clear recognition of God, correct fear, and correct trust and the like? For, thus Irenaus and
Ambrosius also interpret such things about the image and likeness of God, as he speaks his
opinion on all kinds of things, he says among other things: ‘the soul has not been created
according to the image of God, in which God is not always.” And Paul to the Ephesians and
Colossians points out enough that the image of God is called in the Scripture no different than

recognition of God and honest being and righteousness for God. And Longobardus certainly

respectu appetitus sensitivi et affectuum in amica cum superioribus animae facultatibus conspiratione.”
(L.c.5.2.q.5.£.867.)



speaks out that the first-created righteousness in Adam may be the image and likeness of God

which is built in man by God.” (Art. 2. S. 80 f.)

B. Antithesis Number 3
Dr. von Hofmann: “God has created man as his image, thus he has created him, that he is
like him; the words signify this, and it is only asked in where his image of God should exist....In
the similarity to God of a reasonable, holy being the dependence does not allow one to
think...Opposite to the animal world man is similar to God...Consequently, that is even what
enables him to rule the world here for him, also that is where his image of God exists; one aware
of the free I, to be a personal being, that one has been created. Therefore, a reasonable condition

does not signify the image of God, but a reasonable relationship.” (Schriftbeweis I 251 £.)

A. Thesis Number 4

Quenstedt: “The image of God has not only been darkened and deformed through the fall of
the first fallen man in himself and all of his descendants, but it has been entirely lost so that in
the corrupted nature hardly a single fragment of the same still exists. --- One must distinguish
between the figurative and improper so called image, namely when one takes it either as the
substance of the reasonable soul and the essential qualities of the same, the reason and will, or as
a certain conformity and similarity on account of which the human soul discharges something
divine. And thus we concede that the image of God may still be left over in Adam’s
descendants. And one must distinguish between that taken in the literal sense, namely as the
perfection and superiority of the soul and its capabilities, as much as the entirety and integrity of

all strength. And thus it has been entirely destroyed.---One must also distinguish between the



image of God when it is taken in the biblical manner and according to church use. That it may
be completely and entirely lost in every sense, we believe; that in this sense a few fragments of
the divine image may remain left over, we concede.---For the verdict of Scripture Gen. 9:6, Ps.
39:7, Prov. 2:23,1 Cor 11:7 and James 3:9. In these it appears to be taught that the image of God
is still remaining left over. It is to be answered that in the same it is not said that the fallen and
unregenerate man still has the image of God (the phrase image of God taken in the biblical not
the church manner). But it is said that the man may have originally been created according to the
image, that all men have received it in Adam, as in their leader and in their source, and that they
may still be able to receive it and that it may come to them in itself although it was lost at the
fall. And therefore, man is not to be murdered, nor to be cursed, as one whom God has deemed
worthy to be created according to his image; not as if he would still have it, but because it
belongs to him in itself”!®
B. Antithesis Number 4

Dr. von Hofmann: “Therefore the image of God is also reproduced by the first created

man who became sinful and not by the holy man, but by man; because he is man, it is

subsequently said that he bears the image of God. Gen. 9:5, James 3:9...The Scripture also

' “Imago Dei per protoplastorum lapsum in ipsis totaque posteritate non solum obscurata et deformata, sed plane
deperdita et amissa est, ut vix rudera quaedam ejus amplius supersint in natura corrupta. —Distinguendum inter
imaginem Dei improprie et abusive sumtam, vel pro ipsa substantia animae rationalis, ejusque facultatibus
essentialibus, intellectu et voluntate, vel pro generali quadam congruentia et avaloyLa, qua anima humana quaedam
divina exprimit. Et sic concedimus, imaginem Dei in posteris Adae adhuc superesse. Et acceptam proprie, pro
animae seu facultatum animae perfectionibus et virtutibus, i.e., pro concreata justitia et sanctitate, omniumque
virium integritate et rectitudine. Et sic penitus fuit deleta...Dist. Inter imaginem Dei acceptam stilo biblico et
sumtam in usu ecclesiastico. In illa acceptione totaliter amissam esse, statuimus; in hac sumtione aliqua rudera
imaginis divinae remansisse, concedimus... Ad dicta Scripturae, videl. Gen 9,6. Ps 39,7, Sap. 2,23.1 Cor 11,7. Et
Jac 3,9., in quibus imago Dei adhuc superstes statui videtur, respondendum, in illis non dici, hominem lapsum et
irregenitum adhuc habere divinam imaginem (sumto imaginis vocabulo juxta stilum biblicum, non ecclesiasticum),
sed hominem primitus ad eam esse creatum, omnesque homines eam in Adamo, tanquam in capite et fonte,
accepisse, ejus adhuc esse capaces, ipsisque illam per se competere, quamvis ex accidente sit amissa... Adeoque non
est homo occidendus, non est ei maledicendum, quippe quem Deus dignatus fuit ad suam imaginem condere; non
quasi adhuc habeat, sed quod per se ei competat.” (L.c.q.9.£.898. 901.s)



understands beneath man’s image of God not a reasonable relationship of the same, so that with

the beginning of sin the image of God was lost.” (Schriftbeweis I 252 f.)

A. Thesis Number 5

Quenstedt: “One need to distinguish between the divine image itself and those things
which were bound with it in a necessary way. About the image one says that it was natural for
man because it was innate in him, it clung to him entirely and it could pass over to his
descendants. However, one does not speak about that which was bound with the divine image as
the residence of the holiest Trinity was; for where the divine image always is, there is the holiest
Trinity. But, this residence is supernatural; in part because it is not by way of an innate quality
as the image; in part because it was a thing already created in its perfection and there assumed a
standing man (for according to order the house comes before its residents); in part because every
residence of the Trinity was not something so entirely connected or from such a condition that it
by virtue of testimony or by means of the same would have passed over to the descendants as in
the state of innocence the image would be passed on by means of testimony.”"”

B. Antithesis Number 5

Kahnis: “The question is, whether this harmony (with God) is the product of the

nature innate for man, as the Lutheran church teaches, or a supernatural gift of grace, as the

Roman church teaches.!® A development of this opposition lies in the doctrine of the fathers,

7 «Distinguendum inter imaginem divinam, et quae eidem necesario connexa sunt. Imago divina dicitur homini
naturalis, quia est concreata, penitus inlixa et transire potuit ad posteritatem, non autem connexa cum imagine
divina, qualis v.g. fuit inhabitatio SS. Trinitatis; nam ubi ubi est imago divina, ibi est SS. Trinitas. Sed inhabitatio
SS. Trinitatis est supernaturalis: tum quia se non habet per modum qualitatis concreatae, ut imago; tum quia
praesupponit hominem jam cratum et constitutum in sua perfectione (prior enim est domus ordine, quam illius
incola); tum quia illa inhabitatio Trinitatis non fuit ita penitus infixa aut sic comparata, ut etiam vi generationis vel
mediante illa transiisset ad posteros, uti mediante generatione in statu integritatis transiisset imago.” (L.c.q.6.£.891)
' The pelaginistic Roman church has in its doctrine that the image of God is a supernatural gift of grace and an
addition to the image of God. The advantage is being able to assert that the nature of man may also remain after the



namely Irenaus, who oppose us, that Adam, who was arisen in the Spirit of God as the Spirit
of life, had in the Spirit of God living in him the bond of communion with God. As John
says in his gospel (1:9), the Logos illuminates every man, thus the light of the Logos, that is,
the Holy Spirit, will have inhabited the first man. And if it is still the Spirit of God who
renews the sinner to the image of God (Eph. 4:24, Col. 3:10), which includes an eternal
residence of the Holy Spirit, then the presupposition of this renewal through the Spirit to the
Spirit appears to be an original residence of the Spirit of God. This, however, one will be

justified to call grace.” (Die Luth. Dogmatik. Leipzig. 1868. III, 290.)

A. Thesis Number 6

Calov: “Beneath the word V9% (rib) the Jews understand the side, and they tell stories
that God has created man as an Androgyn (hybrid), so that the man and his wife have indeed had
sexually different bodies. They, however, have been bound at the side, but God has separated
them afterward; also Eugubinus (Steuchus 1550) is not opposed to this opinion. However, as
Gen. 1:27 has openly said, God has created ‘them’ (the first man, not however each individual
man to the same degree), ‘man and woman.” Thus, in the following chapter each one is

described differently from both, namely that Adam was made from the earth, and Eve has been

built from Adam’s rib. Thus, the word Y%X in not to be understood as from a side, but as from a

rib, which as was pointed out, would infer a side.”"

loss of the image in its innate goodness. Therefore, it is said in the Apology of the Augsburg Confession: “It is still
in the day that the Sophists and shrews do not understand what the fathers mean with the words, ‘lack of the first
righteousness.” This piece, however, is to be taught literally and correctly and what the original sin may or may not
be is entirely high in need. No one can long for Christ, for the inexpressible treasure of divine favor and grace
which the Gospel brings forth or have desire for him, who does not recognize his misery and disease as Christ says
in Mt. 9:12 and MKk. 2:17: “The healthy do not need a doctor.”” (Art. 2 S. 83)

19 «“per yvocem Y9X Judaei latus intelligunt, et fabulantur, Deum primim hominem androgynum condidisse, ut mas et
femina esset corporibus sexu quidem distinctis, at lateribus conjunctis, postea vero separasse; quibus non abnuit
Eugubinus. Sed uti Gen. 1,27, ‘masculum et feminam illos’ (homines primos, non vero illum quasi unum
hominem) aperte condidisse Deus dicitur: its cap. sEq. Distincte utriusque creatio exponitur, quod Adam ex terra
productus, Eva ex Adami costa formata sit. Vox ergo YYX non de latere, sed costa accipienda, quae latere exemta



B. Antithesis Number 6

Dr. von Hofmann: “The man was created as one...He has been the man before he became
the husband of his wife....The man, we further say, is the husband of his wife and thus his wife
has come out of the man; with this it is said that the sexual difference was not originally suited to
the man neither so that the man was originally husband without wife nor so that he had been a
husband-wife...If the explanation about the creation of the wife rests upon the tradition of the
event, then one has to consider this event in this way: when he awoke from his sleep, not only
the wife recognized his as the same, but also he has found himself different, so that inwardly he
became the dependence between the difference of his body and the creation of his wife...The
difference, however, which preceded to the end with him, one should not think thus, that he
before just as after was built as the sexual suitability of dependence with the wife. Thus, only
without the wife, just as afterward, he had been husband. Still those in fact do not have it so
wrong who compare the biblical explanation of thé bodily sharing of the man taking it as the
building of the wife, who compare that with the legend of Gronlander, in consequence of which
the wife has arisen from the thumbs of man...?® The explanation says to us that as the god-
willing being longs after one like him, the fulfillment of this desire has come to him in part as
wife through the creation of one similar to him yet sexually different from him. Thus indeed, he

himself, in whom the wife was created from a part of his body, is a different one, namely he has

innuitur.” (System locc. Th. Tom. IV, p. 453. S.) Indeed this thesis is not directly opposed by the antithesis of Dr.
von Hofmann, where the latter in fact contains an entirely new hypothesis. Out of the thesis of Calov, nevertheless,
we think it is clear enough to be seen how every hypothesis would be criticized by our pure theologians if they
would be set before them.---Moreover, we are further removed from it to think that Calov’s explanation, outside of
correct doubt, is a fundamental article of faith, or that Hofimann’s hypothesis is heresy. Finally, we only inform first
to show upon what absolutely ridiculous peculiarities which stir up disgust such a serious man could come to love
his system. Secondly, we inform to show that while the hypothesis of Dr. von Hofimann is only one part of his
system it is important if not necessary.

) Hofmann intentionally bases this on the placing of this comparison to the ‘material, Komm. Uber die Gen.” S. 44,
It is difficult to understand why the biblical explanation of the building of the wife from a rib stimulates the
unbelieving reason more to every comparison.



become a man built for the suitability of dependence with his wife....If this is the meaning of the
explanation, then it will not oppose his reason that I have begun to determine the place from
where the bodily part has been taken for the building of the wife and in connection with this

thing, that through it the first-created man has been changed to the husband of the wife. And if
thereby the proof signifies that U9¥ is exactly taken neither as rib nor side, but as a redeemable

part of the whole, the it has entirely no success (as he asserts winner in his biblical Realw. S.

356). Here it can remain undecided.” (Schriftbeweis, I S. 357. ff)*!

2L Dr, Klietot notes here: “In the highest characteristic way and not in the least acknowledgement of our outspoken
judgment, the theosophy of Hofmann has remained hanging at one point, which regularly becomes the obstacle for
all theosophists. Von Hofmann (namely) gives in the conclusion to his second piece of teaching a debate over the
proceedings of the creation of man....After ‘prophecy and fulfillment’ (a writing of Hofmann) to which it is
referred, one wants to say: God took away from the man created sexless, after he had left him fall into sleep, not a
rib but that which sat in the place of his underbody. Out of it he made the wife and closed again the man’s sides
with flesh and with that which he made him from he now made it into man...If we perceive this from the lack of
scriptural basis, then this joins together well the theosophist to his system...As the second person of the Trinity
fulfills himself in the creation of the sexless man, thus the man created sexless now further opens up to husband and
wife, and thus to humanity. On the other hand, this anthropogony serves not a little about the fall into sin and what
depends on it to make a correct system. Therefore, Hofmann also concludes the second piece of doctrine with the
note: ‘As, however, in the biblical explanation the creation of the wife stands upon the boundary between the
creation and the sin of man, thus also in our entire doctrine.”” (Kirchliche Zeitschrift von Dr. Klietoth etc. Sechster
Jahr S. 319 f.) Whoever does not consider this can easily come to the thoughts to perceive the same theosophemy as
innocent sports which, although lacking all scriptural basis, still do not disturb the dependence of the doctrine of
salvation, Therefore, they should not be considered among the false doctrines which are dangerous under
circumstances, but they should be laughed at in the highest way.



32 RKivdhlich - Beitgefchichtliches.

sielmebr in ben affprifdhen Verichten Liden annimmt. Solde Liiden find von vorn Her-
ein febr ventbar. Denn dba nur die Affyrer nad) Eponymen recdhneten, wabhrend man in
Babylon und im fiivlicgen Chalvda die Jahre nady ben Jabhren der regievenben Kinige
beftimmte, fo feblten natiirlich, wenn ein babylonifher Rinig iiber Afyriea geherrict
batte, die Gponymen in ven Liften unbd fogar in den fiir Ninive gemacbten Tafeln audp
bie Rnigdnamen, ba bdie Ueberlieferung wufte, daf nad) bem ober bem Eponymus fo
und fo viel Sabre ausdgefallen feien. LWenn bemnach eine Unterbredhung ber Eponymen-
lifte von vorn herein alg venfbar unbd erfldrlic) erfheint, fo weifl’t nun Rebner im Folgen-
bent burdy angefiellte Rechnung nadh, vaf fie aucdh wirflich ftattgefunden baben
muf. €r gelangt ju diefem Nejultat, unter Betonung der Thatfache, daf ber Mame
Phu! wirtlidy ein babyplonijder fei, durd), Combinaiion verfdyievener Facta und befonbers
Herbefzichung ber beiven feftftchenven Sonnenfinfterniffe vom 15. Suni 763 und vom
13. Suni 809. €32 ift alfo grundloes, bie Eriften; bed Kbnigs Phul ju beyweifeln. —
Nodh ein anberer {heinbarer TWiverfprudy 3wifcen der Bibel und den affyrifden Keil-
{ebriften, ber fich an ben Mamen Adrija fritpft, wird vom Bortragenden durdy ridtige
Grildrung ber Keiljcoriften gehoben. E3 it ju bebauern, daf vortreffliche Bilcher, vie
big jept ben Keilfchriften gegeniiber fidh in einer refpectyollen unbd feinedwegs fiir bie
For{ber allein fhmeidelhafien Referve befunden baben, wie aud 3. B, bad fonft aus-
geseichnete TWerf von Mar Dunder dergleichen unveife Jveen alg hiftorifdy begriinvet an~
nehmen unb badurdy benfelben cinen Nadpdrucd verihafen, ven nur Thatfaden Haben
bitrfen.” @, Krining.
Darminiémus. Bei Selegenbeit ver 50. Verfammiung deutfeher Naturforficher
unbd Yerzte in Miinchen ift unerwarteter Weife felbjt Prof. Birdpow gegen die darwi-
niftife Affentheorie Prof. Jddel's, nadyvem dieftr einen BVortrag gebalten hatte, aufs
getreten,  @r erfldrte unter anderem: Wudh die Naturforfdung ift wie alles in der Welt
qus prei Stilden jufammengefest, aus objectivem und Jubjectivem DWiffen, wozu ald
eittelftitd ber Glaube fommt. Diefer leptere befteht {n der Naturwiffenidaft ebenfo
wie in per Religion. Tun i} nod nie alg objective Wabrheit bewiefen, daf eine Ent=
widelung vom Yffen jum Menfden burd) Fwifchengliever mbglich fei; fa es hat vielmedhr
die pofitive Forfhung auf bem Sebiet der Unthropolagic von bem Nadyweife eined Jue
famménf)angé smifdren beiden mebr und mebr abgefithrt. Dad haben alle Unterfuchungen
an &dyddeln evwiefen; nod nie ift ein Sadel gefunden, bHei dem man in Jweifel hat
fein Fonnen, ob er einem ffen oder einem Menfden angebbrt habe.
Spiritualismus, €3 ift yum Crftaunen, auf wie alberne Weife die Ungliubigen
~sum Theil nadzuweifen fuden, baf der Spiritualidmus nidté ald ein gemeiner Schwin-
bel fei. TWdre er dieg, odren in ihm nidht jugleid) dimonijde Krdfte wirfiam, o wilrde
er {o wenig wie ber Mubammedanidmus und Mormonigmus {o fdnell und o weit fid
ausgebreitet und fo lange erbalten baben, Gang ridhtig {dhreibt Dr. Mitnfel in feinem
,Jeuen Jeitblatt” vom 15. Moo, v. J.: ,, Wenn er (ver Spiritualidmus) aud erft 1848
feine falonfabige Geftalt gewonnen bat, fo ift er ber Sadbe nad) dod uralt, fo alt als bie
Bauberin 3u Enbor, bie bem Saul Samueld Geift herbefzauberte. Soll er eine Religion
fein, fo werben wir {hn mit der dhinefifchen Ubnenverehrung jufammenitellen nunen, welde
bag TWefen viejer RNeligion ausdmadt. TWenn audy nodh nidt audgebilbet, {hidgt cr vod
fdyon fenntlidh in ein moderned Heidenthum itber, und wird von dbem hiufig wieverfehren-
ben Worte ber Schrift getroffen, daf er den lebenbdigen Gott eerldft und bie Todten be-
fragt. Tadh dem Gefege Mofis follten bie Todtenbejdhwidrer aus dem Bolfe ausgerottet
werben, unb enn wir gleidy fein jolded Gefes mehr haben, fo zweifeln foir body gar
nidt, ba bie Seifterei ein avges Blendwerf beg bijen Seiftes i}, weldhes bie tiefern Be-
bitrfniffe ved Menfdhen in Falfher Weife befricdigt, inbem ed fie mit beraufdhenden und
betdubenden Mitteln abftumpft, Nady ver Crniichterung bleibt dbann nihts ald ver
Materialismus juriid,” m.

’
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- Wad ift ¢B um ven Fortjdritt der modernen lutherifden Theologic
‘ in der Lefre? ™)

(Tortfepung.)
IX ﬂu Betreff der Leljre von der Sdjspfung des Wlenfdjen. ¥¥)
A. Thetifdes. RNr. L

@oI,Iag: &in fever, welder aus dem gdttliden i’Befen 3] amrt tft,
ift vem Wefen nady Wott. RNun ift aber ved Menfdhen Seele nicht dem
Befen nachy Gott.  Alfo 2c.  Der erfte Sap ift Har, weil niemand aus vem -
Tefen Gottes emaniven fann, ohne Gott ju fein.  Der Logos (bas perfin-
lidye Wort) over ber Solhn Gottes ift vem MWefen nady Gott, weil er aus
bem TWefen @ottes ves BVaters durd) bdie ewige Seugung emanirt, Der
- jweite Gap ift einlenihtend, weil, wenn vie men{dliche Seele vem Wefen nady
®ott wive, fie allmadytig u. . w. fein wiirde, wasd ju venken, gottlos, und
3u fagen, [aftevlidy {ff. . . . Yusd vem Wefen Gottes wird ber Heilige Geift,
ole dritte Perfon dev Sottheit, ausgehaud)t und geht von vemfelben qus; vie
'en_‘olid)en Gcifter, nemlidy die Engel und die wenfdlide Seele, find aus
it bevoorgebradyt worden. . . . Gottes Gefdyledht werden wiv genannt

*) €3 ift bies ein im Suni- Heft ves 21, Jahrgangs viefer Seit{hrift begonnener
unb big jum Juni-Heft des 22. Sabrgangs fortgefithrier Wrtifel, in welhem die Wntwort
. ber modernen lutherifhen Theologie bereits auf folgende Fragen gegeben worden it
1, Was ift Theologie? 2. IWas ift bns Princip ber Theologie? 3. 2Bas (it vic Jn-
fpivation? * 4, Weldpes {ind " die Cigenfhaften ver heiligen Sdrift? 5. Gutftehen die
driftlicheniDogmen erft nadh und nach2 6. Weldpes ift der rechte hriftiche Glande vou
bem wabren=@ott? 7, Was ift vie Shpfung? 8. Was ift bie biblifhe Engellehre?
Seiver find diefes nicht die eingigen Wrtifel ded driftlidhen Glaubens, welde die moderne
futherijche Theologie , fortgebifbet’’ oder mc[mcbr umgebilvet, verfdljdt, verfehrt und 36t
fiort bat,  Audy nidst Einer berfelben it von vem Scheidemwaffer unferer Fortentwideler
verfgont geblieben. Dag Refultat ihrer Urbeit iff eine gang neue Religion, jevod) mit
Beibehaltung ves d;rlft igen NWamens.

*) Man vergleiche gur Eegdngung dad Jahrg. XXIL. Nr. 4. in Betreff der Frage:
#2308 it bie Shipfung 2 Mitgetheilte.
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(et, 17, 28.) nidht wegen unferer Theilnahme am g'dt.tiicf)en MWefen, fondern
weil wir emfelben, ald ver urbildlichen Urfache, abhnlich berborgebrlad)t moT=
pen find. ©o wird Uvam Lut. 3, 38. Gottes Cf.ioi)nl genan-nt,' weil er nad
pem Bilve Gottes gefhaffen worden ift. . . . Wire bze‘men]d)hd)e Seele aus
per Subftany Gottes gefloffen, jo wire nicdht nur die 'mt'ebergeborm?e, fD.IIb'El’Cn
audy die unmievergeborene Seele aus Gott, was unbiblijd) ulrltz wiverbiblifdy
ift, venn ,wer Siinde thut, ver it vom Teufel, Soh. 3, 8.4%) '

Galov: ,®ott hat die Seele nidt aud feinem Wefen mngc[)au”c.bt,
wie vie Stoifer, Epiftet, Seneca, Cicero die Seele ein i[)ei['cben Ded gotts
lichen Obems genannt, und die Manidyder und Pridcillianiften behauptet
haben, daf bie menfdlicgen Seelen aug ver Subjtang @)omii entjtanden
feien. Durdy das Bracavenfijdye Goncil find fie daher Cap. 5. verdammi
worden, weil @ottes Subftany nidt mitgetheilt werden Tann (Jef. 42, 6.)
und untheilbar ift.’ **)

Buddeus: ,Wenn die Seelen aug Gottes Wefen emam’r't find, fo
muf enimweder eine gewiffe Jeugung der Seelen aug Sott .ﬂatmrt.merben,
ober man muf behaupten, vaf vas gdttlicdhe Wefen in unendvlide KI)'etIe 3e’r=
thetlt werden finne. Llie wiverfinnig bies abet fei, hat {dyon Cicero ein=
gefeben. . . . €8 ift wohl gut, daf Pet. Poiret Q{u{sbei)'n ung b'on ®9tt
nidyt ausgefagt wiffen will, vb aber, wenn man fagt, daf die Seele ein Theil-
chen ves gbtilichen LWefensd jei, dies ohne Nusdehnung berﬂaﬂnben mwerden.
Bonne, begweifle ich fehr. . . . Und Diefed ift yugleidy gegen %o[)me,“%’eigel
und bie Uebrigen zu merlen, weldhe davum bie Seele qus I‘Hem gdttlidyen
MWefen ableiten mitffen, weil fle meinen, daf alle gcf&)aﬁctleliﬁ)tnge Ftué pem=
felben durcdy Emanation eriftiven. Denn entwever wiffen fie gar nidt, was

#) ,,Quicunque ex essentia divina emanavit, is essentiz}liter Degs est. At
animus humanus non est essentialiter Deus. Ergo. Major hquet., quia nemo ex
essentia Dei emanare potest, quin sit Deus. '0 Adyoc s. filius DBI. ideo essentia-
liter Deus est, quia ex essentia Dei Patris per acternam generationem emanaf‘,.
Minor patet, quia, si animus humanus essentialiter Deus esset, foret omni-
potens ete.; quod cogitatu impium et dictu blnsphfem?m est. , .. Bx s.uh'vstnmfm.
Dei spiratur et procedit Spiritus S., tertia divinitatis persona; ex nihilo pro-
ducti sunt spiritus finiti, scl. angeli et anima humuna: . .. Dicimur genus 'DF:‘,I
(Act. 17, 28.) non propter essentiae divinae participationem, .sed propter .51.m1—-
lem ad illam, tanquam causam exemplarem, productionem. Sic Adfxmus dicitur
Filius Dei Lue. 3, 38., quia in imagine Dei creatus est. . .. Si ann.nu. humana
fluxisset e substantia Dei, non tantum renata, sed et irregez}itn anima ex Deo
esset; quod est dypagov et dvriypagov; nam qui peccat, ex diabolo est. 1 Joh.
3,8.% (Examen theologic. P. I. c. 5. q. 10. p. 418. 5.) N B

#¥) ,,Animam non de sua substantia inspiravit' Deus, uti St?lCl, Eplctett?s,
Seneca, Cicero animam divinae particulam aurae dxxex.'e et Manichaei ac P.r1.s-
cillianistae animas humanas ex Dei substantia extitisse asseruere. Cfmclho
Bracarensi ¢, 5. ideo damnati, quia Dei substantia communicari nequit (Es
42, 6.) et indivisibilis est.** (System. loce. th. Tom. I1I, p. 972.)
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fie. wolfen, obev fie mitffen etwas bejaben, was mit dem Begriff eines Geijtes
nidt vereinbav ift.  Su gefchmeigen, wie nafe diefe Meinung an ven (pan-
theiftifdyen) Sypinozidmus freift.”*)

Gerfharv: |, Der lebendige Ovem ift von Gott geworden, nicdht aug
@th‘“**)

B. Untithetifdes. Ne. 1.

Dr.v. Hofmann: ,Bermdge veffen, daf ver ewige Geift Gottes
bem Menfdjen einwobhnt, ift der Menfdy ein lebendiges Wefen, fHat er feinen
felbfttindigen Qebensovem, weldyer ebenfomoh! fein Geift, als feine Seele ift.
+» . Cinwohnung des @eiftes Sottes im Menfdent) wird nun fitr
Sdyriftlchre gelten mitffen.  Aber mwiv Haben diefelbe ndber fo gelefrt, vaf
fir gugleih ven Unterfdhied madyten, dem Menfchen ald Sy fei ver Seift
@ottes wirffam gegenmdrtiger Grund feiner Gelbftbemwuftheit
und Gelbftbeftimmbarteit, wahrend er ber menfdhlihen Natur in
threm Sufammenbange mit der auf fie abzielenden Fdrperiiden
LWelt beftimmend innenwalte Da Gott jenen @eift (tiefen Schlafs
Jef. 29, 10.) ebenfowohl ausdgieft, als er auf die Birger Jerufalem’s einen
Geift bes Gnavenflehens ausjugiefen verheift (@ady. 13, 10.), fo muf die
eine wie die andere Wirfung im leften Grunde auf @ ott guritdgefiibre fein,
und gwar die evftere” (deg Sitndenf{dlafes) ,nidht auf eine Bu=
Taffung, fonvern auf eine Wirfung Gottes (Szedy. 14, 9.), welder will,
baf vort vag BEfe, hier vas Sute gerave fo jur Crfdeinung tomme, auf
eine Wirtung alfo, welde Gott, weil innerlid im Menfden, durd
| feinen Geift ibt."11) (Sdriftbeweis, I, 260, 261. f. 265. f.)

. *) ,,51 animae ex essentia Dei emanarunt, aut generatio quaedam animarum
‘ex Deo statuenda, aut asserendum, essentiam divinam in partes infinitas posse
ividi.- Quod quam absonum sit, jam ipse Cicero intellexit. . . . Bene quidem,
quod Petrus Poiretus . exteénsionem a Deo removet, sed an sine extensione in-
telligi queat, quod dicitur, animam divinae essentiae particulam esse, valde
i-dubito. . . . Atque hoc simul contra Boehminm, Weigelium ceterosque notan-
dum, qui ideo animam ex essentia divina non derivare nequeunt, quod, res
creatas omnes ex eadem per emanationem esse, existimant. Aut enim nesciunt
revers, quid sibi velint, aut ejusmodi quid admittendum, quod cum notione
spiritus nequit consistere. Ne dicam, quam prope haec sententia s Spinozismo
absit.’* (Institutiones th.' dogmat. p.- 376. s.)
: **) ,,Spiraculum vitae a Deo factum, non ex Deo."
D.§12)
t) Mit Ubficht fagt v, H.1 ,,im Menfdens, nidht: ,im Chriften”, — Wenn
er bie Dreitheilung in Leib, Seele und Geift mit Recht vermirft, fo verliert daher hei
ihm biefe Berwerfung Gren Lerth, inbem fie nur ben Jwed fat, feinen pantheiftifen
Steen 3u bienen, .
1) Man fieht, v. H. madyt Ernft mit feiner fehre, baf des Men{den Geift

{_Sﬁ_ot'teé Geift fei; felbft bas Siindigen, wenn audy niht bie Siinve, fhreidt er
thievem 3w, _ .

(Loc. de imagine
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Deligfd: ,E8 wird nidt gefagh, paf ®ott auferhalb feiner felbit
einen Ovem fdhuf und in ven Vienfdyen einfithrte, wie unfere Alten, un?' _bie
Gefchipflichteit ves Menfchengeiites feftyubalten, annehmen 3u mitfen
glauben. ... ©ott dev Sdopier {hopft aus fid felber, woas der
SMenich an @eift mit ihm gemein baben foll, faft er jum Selbftleben ju-
fammen und {dafft (%) fo Dben Menfchengeift.”*) (Syftem ver bibl

Plodyologie. &. 58.)
A. Thetifhes. Nv. 2. .
Hollay: ,Sott (Bater, Sohn und Hetliger Geift) fagte bel fidh )’elbft‘:
Rapt uns Menfden madyen, ein Bild, vas uns gleidy fei¢, Gen. 1, 26.
Uffo ift ver erfte Denfch nad dem Borbilve @otted, ves Vaters,
pes Sohnes und bpesg Heiligen ©eifted, gefchajfen worben.
Yuguftinug urgirt vie Kraft viefer Folgevung, wenn v fc{)}'cibt: ,@o.tt Der
Bater fpricyt nicht, den Solhn anrebend: Laft und Venjdyen ju deinem
Bifve, ober: ju meinem Bilve machen, fonbern revet in ver Mehrzahl: Bu
unferem Bilve und ®leichnif, und wer wollte von diefer Mehrheit Der} Hei=
ligen ®eift abfonvern?’ . .. Der Sohn Gottes ift nidyt, ?wtb '1)etﬁt £r
irgendwo in der Schrift vag BVild Der hetligen Dreieinigleit, I'Jcnn
pann wiirde et ein Bild feiner felbit und ves Heiligen Geiftes fein, was wivers
finnig ift; fontern er ift dag Bild der Perjon ves Baters, Ebr. 1,3, megen
feiner ewigen Jeugung vom Bater. Daher DMojes bur_d.) pag Bild
Gottes nidt infondevheit ven Sohn Sottes pevitelt. )

#) Bwar fest Delis{d hingu: ,Diefer (Geift des €D?en.fcf}m) it foﬁmuig' ®&ott,
alg ein Daud ves Menfchen ein DMenfd iff. Nec tu enim — fflgf Tertullian adv.
Mare. 1T, 8. —, si in tiblam flaveris, hominem tibiam feceris, quamquam de
gicut et Deus de spirita suo. Unb creatitvlidy ift ber
Menfdhengeift nidtsveftoweniger, benn ov ift jeitanfdanglid mtftau?cn .(?) uu’b
bedingt, weil er burd pine freie Wirfung Gottes entftanden, aber burdy eine mfl}t, tie
bie Enifchung anderer Wefen, durdy fein JFiaglt L\ennirte'ltc,’fonbern' burdy eine 1'm-
mittelbare perfiuliche Wirfung Gottes. Der chfcbfzngciff ift ein, unmittelbar von (§_Jvtt
vem verffnlichen aug, in bas Qeibedgebilde fibergegangener unb ehen bt§bn1b pcr\o.n=
bilenver Ginhaud. &vift nidyt von Gott emanirt, wenn man mit Gmaugk{oy
bie bem reinen Schbpfungsbegrifi wiverfireitenben Mertmale ber Naturnothwenbigfeit
unb Paffivitdt verbindet, aber ev fann pmanivt genannt werben, et man
biefe Tiertmale Bjdt. o lehrt pie ©drift.” (?1) IZwar 'b_cmle’rft ®'. weiter unten
gegen v. Hofmann’s Theorie audy dies: LS fnbe in ver Scrift feine Ginwobhnung X?eé
abfoluten @eiffes Gottes im Menfcben gelebrt, weldhe fich von "bcr alles Ge-
fgaffene in feiner Befonderheit tragenden ill‘wclfgcgcnmart‘ ber (S)L{Fkbc}t u[»crl)_a'upt unter=
fdpeive.” (S, 67.) Ulein ift nady D. ves Menfdyen Seift von Soit ,, au ¢ !td)”[e‘lbc'r
gefdyBpftr’, fo folgt baraus wmit Nothwenbigheit, entweber, baf er Tein @)cfd;?py fein
‘Fonne, oder daf Gott aud Gefdbpfliches in fich Taffe. . rebet offenbar nur’mfofcm
von einem , ntftanden’ - jein und einer Creatiivlidhteit Fcé Menfdhengeiftes, als
verfefbe, obwopl aus Gott emanirt, et duvch bie gbtiliche Einhauchung ved Men-
{gen Geift geworden fei. N .

++) | Dixit apud se Deus (Pater, Filius et Spiritus Sanctus) : ,Faclamus
hominem in imagine nostra, secundum similitudinem nostram¢, Gen. 1, 26.

anima (7) tua flaveris,

.
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Duenfrevt: ,Sott fagt gwar Gen, 1, 26.: Lafit und Menfdhen
machen, ein Bild, dad ung gleidy fel’, aber B. 27, wird hingugefest: ,Und
Gott {dyuf ven Menfdhen ihm jum Bilve.! Was ev alfo vorber in der
Mebriahl gefagt hatte, das wieverfolt er algbald in ber Cingahl; wovqus
iv it Redyt ven Shluf madben: daf ywar vas Bild ein Bild melrever,
nemlic) alfer drei Perfonen der Gottheit fei, aber in Begiehung auf vas, was
in jenen drei Perfonen Eines ijt, nemlidy in Bestehung auf die Bolfommen=
Beit bes Wefend, weldyes allen Perfonen in gleidher Weife jufommt.*)
Quenftedt: ,In der Scyrift ift nicht geoffendbart, daf ver erfte Menfdy
nady tem Bilbe eines Juliinftigen, ober eined, der ju feiner Jeit erft nody fom-
‘men {ollte, gebildet worden fei. . . . Das Bild, nady weldyem der erfte Wenfdh
gebilvet worben ift, ift nidyt Der Sohn Sottes im Fleifde, fondern walhre
Gevechtigleit und Heiligleit, Eph. £, 23, oder die anerfdhafene Redytidaffen-
beit, Prev. 7, 30, Daf aber der Sohn Gottes ,vag Shenbild ded unjidyt-
aren @ottes® genannt wird, Kol. 1, 15, und ,ver Glang feiner Hevrlicheit
b pas Ebenbild feines Wefene®, Ebr. 1, 3., vas ift von dem wefentliden
Cbenbild zu verftehen; BHier aber wird von unferer jufalligen Wehnlichleit
it ©@ott gevevet, . , . Daf Avam nady vem Bilbe ChHrifti gemadt fei, ift
in Dogma Ofiander’s, nidyt vev Schrift, weldye einfach lehrt, vaf ver Menfch
nath ®ottes Bilv gemadt fei. . . . Ofianver’s Meinung Fommt mit der
Benennung Chrift nidyt fiberein, 1 Kov. 15, 45. 47., daf er ,ber anbdere
Avam® fei. Denn mwenn ber Er{dhaffung des Menfdhen der Ordnung nach
die im gBttlichen Berftande vorgeftellte Form der menfhliden Matur vorher=
gegangen wire, o milfte Chriftus vielmehr der evfte, ald der anbderve,
Uvam genannt werbven,” ) Nirgends wird gefagt, daf ver Menfd) nad)

Ergo primus homo ad exemplar Dei, Patris, Filii et Spiritus Sancti, conditus
t. . Vim hujus consequentiae urget Augustinus ad lit. operis imperfecti:
on ait Deus Pater, Filio loquens: Faciamus hominen ad imaginem tuam,
: ad imaginem meam, sed pluraliter ait: ad imaginem et similitudinem
stram, a qua pluralitate Spiritum Sanctum separare quis andeat?* . . .
Filius Dei nec est, nec ullibi in scripturis dicitur imago SS. Trinitatis; sic
enim fort imago sui ipsius ef Spiritus Sancti, quod est drowov; sed estimago
ersonae Patris, Ebr. 1, 3., ob aeternam a Patre generationem. Proinde
oses per imaginem Dei non praeccise intelligit Filitm Dei.© (Examen th.
1L e, 1. q. 9. p. 467.) :
*) ,,Dicit quidem Elohim Gen. 1, 26.: ,Faciamus hominem ad imaginem
ostram¢; atin v. 27. subjicitur: ,Et creavit Deus hominem bezalmo, in
agine sua.* Quod itaque prius in plurali dixerat, mox in singulari repetit;
de recte concludimus: imaginem gunidem esse plurium h. e. omnium trium
eitatis- personarum imaginem, sed juxta id, quod in tribus istis personis
unum est, essentiae nimirum perfectionem, quae aequaliter omnibus personis
ompetit.* (L.c.P.IL c. 1. s. 2. q. 4. f. 838.)
*+) In scriptura non revelatum, hominem primum ad alicujus futuri vel
0 tempore venturi imaginem fuisse formatum. . .. Imago, ad quam primus
omo fuit formatus, non. est Filius Dei in carne, sed justitia et sanctitas vera,
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vem Sofhne gefdhaffen fei, fonvern nady Gott, unbefimmt genommens im
@egentbeil wird gefagt, daf er Sohn ,in ver GSeftalt ves fitnrliden
Fleifcheat gewefen fei, Rbm. 8, 3., und Knedhtégeftal t angenommen
Habe, PHIl. 2, T.10¥)

B. ntithetifdes. T 2.

Dr. Philippi: , Der Sohn Sotes ift bas Bilv Gottes, ver Men(dh
ift nacy vem Bilve Gottes, alfo nad) vem Sofhne, Ju feiner Uchnlichteit ge-
ihaffen.”  (Rird)l. Slaubenslehre. II, 361.)

Dr. Shomafiug: ,Der DMenfdh war vas creatiiviide AL ves den
Bater [dauenven, wollenden, liebenven, vom Bater gewollten, gefdyauten und
geliebten ©ohned — und eben dedhalb rubte vas Wobhigefallen ded BVaters
im Sobne auf ihm.”  (Chrifti Perfon und Werk. I, 202, Aufl. 2.)

Bilmar: ,Das Urbild viefes Ehenbilves ift Gott der Sohn, und
fo vervollftindigt bie Deilige Edrift Neven Teftamenid bic Lehre von ber
Sdyspfung, wie diefelbe tm Alten Teftament gegeben ift.” (Dogmatif. I, 237.)

Dr. v. Hofmann:
Gelbftverwittlidhung ves ewigen Gottedwillens gefagt Haben, ift vied, daf vas
Berhaltnif su ©ott, in weldes ver Menfd) einevfeits aléd bewuft freies
Sdy, anvererfeitd ald fid) jum Mrittel feiner felbft dienenve Naturv gefdaffen
worden, Ubbild ved ungleich gewordenen innergBitlichen BVerhaltniffes, alfo
per Menfd) AbLild Gottes des urbildvliden Weltziels iff.”
(Sdriftbemeis I, 248.)

A. Thetif des. Nu. 3.

Dvuenﬁebt: ,Das Bilo Gotted wird entweder nneigentlidy ge=
nommen, und fo gwar entweder fiir dag mit ver Fabigleit zu evfennen
und ju wollen begabte Wefen dev Seele felbt, wie einige von ven Wlten
pag Bilp Gotted gemommen Haben; over fitv eine gewiffe allgemeine
®leidformigieit und Aehulichleit, vermbge weldyer die Seele ved Men=
{dhen etmas ©ottlidied ausvriidt oder ein gewiffes AbLild vev @ottheit ift;

Eph. 4, 23., sive rectitudo concreata, Eccl. 7, 30. Quod autem Filius Dei
dicitur ,imago Dei invisibili , Col. 1, 15., et ,splendor gloriae et character
substantiae ejust, Ebr. 1, 3., 11111d de subsmntmh imagine intelligendum; hic
vero agitur de accxdenmh uo<t1a. similitudine cum Deo. ... Adamum factum
esse in imagine Christi, est dogma Osiandri, non scriptume, guae simpliciter
docet, hominem ad imaginem Dei esse factum. ... Sententia Osiandri, non
convenit appellationi Christi1 Cor. 15, 45., quod sit secundus Adam. Nam
si creationem hominis ordine praccessit forma humanae Christi naturae in
mente divina praeconcepta, ad cujus similitudinem Adam creatus fuerit,
Christus p rimu s potius Adam dicendus erat, quam secundus.’* (L.c.
P.III, c. 2. 8. 2. q. 1..£. 166. £.)

*) ,,Nullibi dicitur, hominem ereatum esse sard vov vidv, sed rard Tdv Fedv,
indefinite sumtum; e contrario Filius Dei dicitur fuisse év duorduare oaprdg
duapriag, Rom. 8, 3., et accepisse uopgsv doblov, Phil, 2 (L.c. P.IL c. 1.
5. 2.4Q. 4.)

-
7.6¢

AT ad zweite, was wir von dem Unfange dber
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ober fiir bie Hevrf{dyaft fber die Thirve, welde das Bild Gottes nur jus=
falligermeife betrifft. Ober ed wird eigentlid) genommen, fiir fene dem
erften Menfdhen anevfdhaffene. innerliche Unverfehrtheit und Redt{dhaFenheit
felner Krafte.”*) '

Derfelbe:r ,Bor allem und hauptfadlid beftand das Bild
und Gleichnif Gottes in Beyiehung auf den Berftand in einer ausdgeeich=
neten Crienntnif Gottes und ver gbttlicen Singe, {owie in einer genquen
RKenntnif dev Sefdyopfe und natirliden Dinge; in BVeziehung auf vas
- geiftige Begehrungdvermigen oder den Willen in einer villigen Hinnelgung
~auf dag erfannte Hochfte Gut und in einem freiwilligen Gehorfam gegen
Gott, und daher in einer Gevedhtigleit und Heiligfeit, welde dem
Gefels vollfommen gleidyférmig mar unbd jedbe Stinve audfdlof; in BVezichung
auf vag finunlide Begehrungsoermbgen und die Affecten in einer ungeftor-
ten Harmonie (berfelben) mit den Hoheren Faligleiten der Seele.’*¥)

Apologie vev Augsburgifden Confeffion: ,Die alten Sehoe
{aftici . . . fagen, dic Erbfiinde fei ein Mangel der erften Reinigleit
und Gevedytigleit im Parvadies. LRas ift aber justitia originalis
ober bie erfte Gevechtigheit im Pavabied? Gerechltigleit und Heiligheit in ber
Sdyrift heifit fe nicht allein, wenn id) die ander Tafel Mofi Halte, gute Wert
thue und dem Niheften diene, fondern denjenigen nennet die Sdyrift fromm,
Yeilig unbd gevedyt, Dev die erfte Tafel, ber das evfte @ebot Halt, das ift, der
®ott von Hergen firchtet, 1hn liebt und fich auf Gotf verldft. Darum ift
Avamg Reinigleit und unverviidt Wefen nidyt allein ein fein vollfommene
Gefundheit und allenthalben vein @eblitt, unverderbte Krdfte ves Leibs ge-
wefen, twie fie Pavon reven, {ondern dad Grifle an {oldher ebler erften Crea~
ctur it gewefen ein Gelled Richt im Hevzen @ott und fein Werk ju erfennen,
eine vedyte @ ottesfurdht, ein vecht Yerlishes Bertrauen gegen Gott und allent-
Halben ein vedht{haffen gewiffer Berftand, ein fein gut froflic Hery gegen
®ott und allen gottlidyen Sacien. Und bas begeuget audy die Keilige
Sdrift, va fle fagt, vaf der Men{d) nad) Gottes Bilve und Gleid-

*y ,,Jmago Dei accipitur vel improprie; atque sic quidem vel pro ipsa
essentia animae, intelligendi et volendi facultate praeditae, quomodo non-
nulli veterum imaginem Dei acceperunt; vel pro generali quadam congruentia
-et analogia, qua aninia hominis quaedam deia exprimtt sen exemplar quoddam
‘divinitatis; vel pro dominio in animantia, quod accidentaliter saltem imagi-

nem Dei respicit. Vel sumitur proprie prointeriori illa virium integrimte
et rectitudine primo homini concreata.* (L.c. P.II, c. 1. s. 1. th. 7. f. 837. )
~.*) ,Imago et similitudo Deiprimario acprincipaliter posita fu1t respectu
“mentls seu intellectus in excéllente Dei rerumque divinarum cognitione,
nec non exacta cr eaturarum rerumque naturalium scientia; respectu appe-
titus rationalis Bive voluntatis in plena ad summum bouum cognitum
“inclinatione et propensione atque spontanea erga Deum obedientia, adeoque
in justitia et sanctitite lege Dei perfecte conformi ac excludente omne
“peccatum; respectu appetitus sensitivi et affectuum in amica cum
-superioribus animae facultatibus conspiratione.®* (L.c.s. 2. q. 5. f. 867 D
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nif gefdaffen fel. Lenn wag ift dae anbers, denn daf gottliche Weis-
Deit und Gevechtigleit, die aus Sott ift, fich tm DMenfchen bilvet, davurdy wiv
@ott erfennen, durdy welde Soites Klavheit fid) in unsg fpiegelt, vasd ift, dak

pem Menfdhen erftlich, als ev gefchaifen, diefe Gaben gegeben fein, vecht Har

Erienntnif Gotted, redyte Furdyt, recht BVertrauen und dergleidhen? Denn
alfo legen aud folches aus vom Bild und Sleidnif Gottes Jrendug und
Umbrofius fo er allerlei auf die Meinung vedet, fagt unter anvern: Die
Seele ift nicht nady pem Bilve Sottes gefdyaffen, in welder
@ott nidgt allgeit ift. Und Paulus ju den Ephefern und Koloffern
seiget gnug an, daf Gotted Bild in der Sdyrift nidyté anders heife, denn
Crtenntnif Gottes und redytidhaffen Wefen unv Sevedhtigheit flir Sott. Und
Longobarbus fagt frei heraus, daf die evitgefdaffene Gevedhtigleit
in Adam fei vas Bilv und Wleidnifp Gottes, weldesd an dem
Menfden von Gott gebilvet ijt.” (Art. 2. &. 80. §.)

B. UAntithetifdesd. Nr. 3.

Dr. o. Hofmann: , Oott hat ven Menfdhen ge[thaFen als fein Bild,
ihn fo gefchaffen, vaf er ibm gleicht: died befagen die LWorte, und ed fragt
fidh nur, worin die Gotresbilolidteit vesjelben beftefen foll... n dle ott-
alhnlichfeit eined fittlich heiligen LWefens [aft ver Sufammenhang nidyt
penfen. .. @egenitber ver Thievwelt ift ber Menjdy gottahnlich. .. Dem-
nad) ift eben das, was thn befahigt, dle LWelt um thn her qu beberviden,
audy vag, worin feine Sottesbildlichteit befteht: ein bewuft freied Jeb, ein
perfdnlides TWefen gu fein, ijt ev gefchafen. TNidyt ein fittlidhes Bevhalten
beveutet Demnad) bie Gotresbilblichleit, fondern ein fittliches Bevhaltnif.
(Edyriftbeweis, I, 251. §.)

A, Thetifdes. M. 4.

Duenftevt: , Das Ebenbilv Gotted ift durd) den Fall der Erftgefallencn
in venfelben und in ihrer gangen Nadyfommenjdyaft nidyt nur verdunfelt und
entitellt, fondern ganlich vevrloven worben, fo baf in der ververbten Natur
Faum nod) einige Brudjtitcde deadfelben vorhanden find. — Man muf unter=
foheiden gwifden dem uneigentlid und migbraudlid fogenannten
Ebenbilve, wenn man e3 nemlidy entweder fitr die Subftang ver vernunftigen
Seele und dbie wefentlichen Cigenfdyaften derfelben, den Berftand und Willen,
ober fiir eine gemwifje Uebereinftimmung und Aebhnlidyleit, vermige welder bie
menfdylicdhe Seele etwad Gittliches abbritdt, nimmi.  Und o geben wiv ju,
vaf pas Ehenbild Gottes in Wvams Nadyfommen nody tbrig fei. Und
swifden bem tm eigentlidyen Sinne genommenen, nemlid) fitr die Boll-
fommenfyeiten und Borgiige vev Secle over ibrer Fabhigleiten, fowie flir die
Unverfehreheit und Redytidhaffenbeit aller Krafte. Und fo ift o8 ginglidy
sernidytet worden. — Man mup aud) unterfdeiden 3wifden dem Bilve
®ottes, wenn e3 im bibli{dyen Stil, und wenn ed dem FHrdylidhen Ge=
braudie gemdf genommen wird, Taf ed in jenem Sinne gany uud gar
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verloven fef, glauben wir; baf tn diefem Sinne einige Brudiftiide des
gbttlichen Cbenbilves iibrig geblieben feien, geben wir ju. — Auf vie Aus-
foritdye der Scrift Gen. 9, 6. Pf. 39, 7. Weish. 2, 23. 1 fKor. 11, 7. u.
Jal. 3, 9., in venen gelehrt ju werden {dyeint, paf das Bild Gottes nod
itbrig geblieben ift, ift ju antworten, baf in venfelben nicht gefagt werde, daf
ber gefallene und unwidergebovene Menfch vas gbttlidhe Ebenbild nody Habe
(baé Wort Bilo Gotted nady vem biblifdhen, nidyt nad vem fivdhlidhen Stile
genonumen), fondern daf der Menfd urfpritngtid nad pemjelben ge=
fhaffen worden fei, vaf es alle Menfdyen in Udam, alg in ihrem Haupte
und in ihrec Quelle, empfangen Haben, daf fic es ju erlangen nody immer
fabig felen und vaf s ihnen an fich jufomme, obwohl es sufallend verloren
fel.  Und davum ift ver Menfd) nidyt zu tédten, noch ihm su fludgen, als
. ‘weldjen Gott gewitrdigt hat, ihn nady feinem Cbenbilde zu {dyaffen; nidt
als ob er es nody hétte, fondern weil es ihm an {id gugehdrt, )

B. Untithetifdhes. Ne. 4.

Dr. o. Hofmann: ,Daher wird fie (die .CS)otteéBiIbI{dﬁeit) forts
_ geyflangt aud) von vem fiindig gewordenen Crftgefdyaffenen, und nidt von
‘bem Hetltgen Menfdyen, fondern von dem Menfden; darum bvaf er
gS’Ren‘fd) ift, heift es nacdymals, er trage Gottes Bilv. Gen. 9, 5. Jat,
3, 8... Die Schrift verfteht alfo unter ver Gottesbildlichteit ves Penfdhen
onidyt ein fittlidjed Berbalten desfelben, fo Daf mit bem Eintritte dev
" Siinde die Gotteshildlidhkeit verloren ginge.” (Sdyriftbeweis, I, 252, f.)

-¥) ,,Imago Dei per protoplastoram lapsum in fipsis totaque posteritate non
olum obscurats et deformata, sed plune deperdita et amissa est, ut vix rudera
quaedam ejus amplius supersint in natura corrupta. — Distinguendum inter
- imaginem Dei impropric et nbusive sumiany, vel pro ipsa substantia anime
ationalis, ejusque facultatibus essentialibus, intellectu et voluntate, vel pro
nerali quadam congruentia et dvaieyig, qua anima humana quaedani divina
xprimit. Bt sic concedimus, imaginem Dei in posteris Adae adhuc superesse.
Et acceptam proprie, pro animae seu facultatum animae perfectionibus et
virtutibus, 1. e., pro concreata justitia et sanctitate, omniumque virium integri-
tate et rectitudine. Et sic penitus fuit deleta. .. Dist. inter imaginem Dei
ceeptam stilo biblico et sumtam in usu ecclesiastico. Inilla acceptione
otaliter amissam esse, statuimus; in hac sumtione aliqua rudera imaginis divina
emansisse, concedimus.. . Ad dicta Seripturae, videl. Gen. 9, 6. Ps. 39, 7.
ap. 2,23. 1 Cor. 11, 7. et Jac: 3, 0., in quibus imago Dei adhue superstes statui
idetar, respondendum, in illis non diei, hominem lapsum et irregenitum adhue
abere divinam imaginen (sumto imaginis vocabulo juxta stilum biblicum, non
cclesiasticum), sed hominem primitus ad eam esse creatum, omnesque homi-
es eam in Adamo.tanquam in capite et fonte, accepisse, ejus adhuc esse capa-
25, ipsisque illam per se competere, qramvis ex accidente sit amissa. . . Adeo-
ue non est homo oceidendus, non est ef maledicendum, quippe quem Deus dig-
atus fuit ad suam imaginem condere; non quasi adhuc habeat, sed quod per
0 el competat. (L. c. q. 9. f. 898. 901. s.)

®
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A. Thetifdhes, TN 5.

Quenftedt: ,Smwifden vem gbttlichen Ehenbild felbft und 'Qems
fenigen, wag mit bemfelben nothwenbdiger LWeife verbunben mar,ntft u
unterfdyeiven. Bom Ebenbild fagt man, daf ed dem DMenfdyen natielid
war, weil es anerfdaffen war, {hm ganglidy anbaftete und auf bm SIZ.aci)s
fommenfdjaft fibergehen fonnte; nicht aber von dem, was mit dem gbttliden
Ehenbilbe verbunben war, dergleicdhen die Cinwohnung dev hod-
Heiligen Drefeinigleit war; denn wo nur immer vad gbttiide @bet'w
Bild ift, da ift be Hodhheilige Dreieinigleit. Aber diefe Cinwohnung ift
Tibernatitrlidy; theild weil fie nidht von der Urt einer aner[dhaffenen
Sualitat ift, wie das Chenbild; theils weil fie einen {don in feiner Vol
TommenGeit gefdhaffenen und davin ftehenven Menfdien vovausfebt (denn der
Ordnung nady ift vas Haus frither, als feine Bewohner); theils weil jene
Einwohnung der Drefeinigleit nidyt eine {o gdnzlidy anbhaftende oder vou
folcher BefdhafFenbeit war, daf fie audy fraft ver Jeugung oder vevmittelft
derfelben auf dte Machfommen iibergegangen wive, wie im @tanbe“ber Un=
fuld bas Ebenbild vermittelft Der Seugung {ibergegangen fein witrde.”*)

B. Untithetifdes. N 5.
fahnis: ,,Die Frage ift, vb diefe Harmonie (mit Sott) vas Product
per vem Denfdhen anerfdaffenen Natur i, wie dle lutherifde Kivde
lefrt, oder fibernatiivlide ®nadengabe, wie die vhmifdhe {?irc{)e
lehrt. 1) Gine Bermittelung diefes Gegenfapes liegt in ver bei ben BVatern,

#) ,,Distingnendum inter imaginem divinam, et quae eidem necessario
connexa sunt. Imago divina dicitur homini naturalis, quin est concrtaata,
penitus infixa et transire potuit ad posteritatem, non autem conr}exa‘ cum ima~
gine divina, qualis v. g. fuit inhabitatio S8S. Trinitatis; nam ubi ubi est imago
divina, ibi est SS. Trinitas. Sed inhabitatio 8S. Trinitatis est supernaturah?:
tum quia se non habet per modum qualitatis concreatae, ut imago.; tum quia
praesupponit hominem jam creatum et constitutum in sua perfectione (prior

enim est domus ordine, quam illius incola); tum quia illa inhabitatio Trinitatis

non fuit ita penitus infixa aut sic comparata, ut etiam vi generationis vel medi-
ante illa transiisset ad posteros, uti mediante generatione in statu integritatis
transiisset imago.©* (L. c. q. 6. . 891.)

1) Die pelagianifirende rémifdhe RKivche Yat bel ihrer Lebre, daf dbag Ebenbild Gutted
eine fibernatiirliche Gnadengabe und Sugabe yum Ehenbilde Gottes fei, das Intereffe,
Bebﬁupfm su fonnen, baf bes Menfdhen Natur and) nady vem Verlufte ves Ehenbilbes
inffeiner anerfdhaffenen Giite verblieben fef. Daber heift e8 in ber Apologie ber Nugs-
burgifdien Confeffion: ,,€8 ift fe am Tage, daf dle Sophiften und Sdulzdnter nidt ver-

ftanben baben, wag bie Bdater mit bem Wort ,Mangel der erfren Gevedtigfeits -

gemeinet, Died SHid aber eigentlih und richtig su lehren undb wad bie Erbfiinde fei
ober nidht fei, if gar Hodh voundthen, und faun niemand fich nady Chrifto, nad) dent
unaugfprechlichen Schap gbHlidier Huld und Guade, weldhe bad Cvangelium fiivtrdgl,
perslich febnen ober barnach Berlangen haben, ber nicht feinen Jammer und Seudpe er-
tennet, wie Chriftud fagt Matth, 9, 12, Mark, 2, 17.: ,Dic Gefunben bediirfen bes
Avztes nidht,  (Urt, 2. &. 83.)

L]
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namentlicy Jrendus, uns entgegentretenden Qelbre, daf Adam, der vem Seifte
®ottes als Geift ves Lebeng entfpr'ungen war, in dem ihm inwoebnenden
Geifte Gottes vag Band ver Gemeinfhaft mit Gott hatte. Erleudytet,
wie Johannes im Coangelium fagt (1, 9.), der Logos jeden Menfdyen (1),
fo wird das Lidyt ves Logos b. §., der Heilige Geift audy en erften Menfden
eingewohut faben. Und wenn e dodh ver Geift Gottes ift, ber ven Siinder
erneuert gum Bilve Gottes (Ephef. 4, 24. Kol. 3, 10.), weldes ein emwiged
Einwolnen ves DHeiligen Geiftes einfchlieft, o {dheint die Borausfepung diefer
Crneuerung durd) den @eift jum Geift ein wrfpriinglides Cinwolnen des
Geiftes Sottes ju fein. Dies aber wird man Gnabve ju nennen berechtigt
fein.”  (Die Luth, Dogmatit. Leipzig. 1868. III, 290.)

A. Thetifdes. Nr. 6.

Calos: ,Unter bem Wort Y7 (Rippe) verfehen die Suden die Seite,
unbd fabeln, ®ott Habe ven Menfdyen ju einem Androgyn (Bwitter) gefdsaffen,
fo vafi ver Mann und bas Weib war gefchlechtlich ver[chiedene Leiber gehabt
Babe, ie jeboch an einer Seite verbunben gewefen, daf fie aber Gott hernady
getvennt Gabe; weldyer Meinung andy Gugubinus (Steudyus + 1550) nidyt
entgegen ift.  Aber wie Sen. 1, 27, offenbar gefagt wird, Gott habe ,fie
- (bie evfen Menfdhen, nidyt abev jenen gewiffermafen Ginen Menfchen) ein
Minnlein und Fraulein® gefdyafen, fo wird im folgenden Eapitel bdie
 ©dybpfung eined jeben von beiden unterfdiedlidy befdyrieben, Daf nemlidy
Yvam aus Erde gemacht, Coa aus Avam’s Rippe gebilvet worden ift. Dag
- Wort V¥ it alfo nidyt von einer Seite, fondern von einer Rippe gu vers
fteben, weldse, wie angebeutet ift, einer Seite entnommen wurde,’*)

: *) ,,Per vocem ,U‘T?:f Judaei latus intelligunt, et fabulantur, Deum primum
~hominem androgynum condidisse, ul mas et femina esset corporibus sexu quidem
“distinctis, at lateribus conjunctis, - postea vero separasse; quibus non abnuit
- Bugubinus. Sed uti Gen. 1, 27. ;masculum et feminam illos* (homines primos,
~mon vero illum quasi tnam hominem) aperte condidisse Deus dicitur: ita cap.
eq. distinete utrinsque ‘creatio expénitur, quod Adam ex terra productus, Bva
x Adami costa formata sit. Vox ergo ,vby non de latere, sed costa accipienda,
uae latere. exemta innuitur.“  (System. locc. th. Tom. IV, p- 453. s.) Bwar
ft biefe Thefis der v, Hofmannfhen Antithefis nicht bivect entgegengefest, da lepteré in
er That eine villig neue Hypothefe enthilt; aug ver Calovfdhen Thefis ift feboch, meinen
ir, beutlich genug ju erfehen, wie von unferen reinen Theologen fene Hopothefe beur-
beilt worden twive, wenn fie benfelben vorgelegt tworben mwéve, — Uebrigens find wiv weit
avon entfernt, 3u meinen, daf Caloy’s, aufer Bweifel ridhtige, Darftellung ein funda-
entaler Glaubensariifel, ober baf v, Dofmann’s Hypothefe eine Reperel foi.  Leptere
Beilen wir nur mit, erftlicy qu seigen, auf welde faft 1dcheriiche und Efel erregende
ouberbarfeiten ein fonft evnfter Mann feinem Syftem au Liebe Fommen ¥nne, und jum
ubern darum, weil bie Hypothefe von v, Hofmann fitr einen, wenn nidht nofhmwendigen
b nidt unwidstigen Beftanbiheil feines ©yftems angefehen wird,
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B. Untithetifdyes. JNv. 6.

Dr. o, Hofmann: ,Der Menich it @iner gefdaffen. .. E€r it pev
Menfd gewefen, ehe er Der TMann ted Ieibed ware. ... Der Menfdy,
fagen wir weiter, it ann ves IWeibes und jo vagd LWeil aud dem Manue

geworben; womit gefagt it baf die gefchlechiliche Verfchiedenbeit vem Men=
fchen nicht urfpritnglich eigner, weder fo, vafver Menfd anfd ngtid
Mann obne Weib, nod fo, vaf ex Mannweih gewejen wive. . . Weun
pie Eryahlung oon ver Schivfung ved Teibes auf Uebertieferung eined Gr=
lebniffes berubt, fo baf man fidh viefes Erlebnif nothwendig fo 3u denfen,
paf der Erftgefchafene, als er aus feinem Saylafe erwadte, nicht nuv das
TWeib firv feines Gleichen ertanut, fondvern audy fich felbjt verdnvert gefunven
hat, o vaf er vem Sujammen hang jwifden ver Perdnverung feines
fbrpers und der Sehipfung ves Weibes inne ward. . . Die Vevandberung
aber, welche ju tem Enbe mit thm vorgegangen, foll man jich nicht fo venfen,
paf er worher eben fo, wie nadyfer, fitr vie gejchtechrliche Bufammengelhdrige
Teit mit Dem 2Deibe gebilvet, und alfo, nuv ohne pas 1Bcib, eben fo, wie nady=
her, Mann gewefen wire. Gonft hitten diefenigen in ver That fo Unvedyt
nidyt, weldye dle biblifche Erydhlung von vem juv Bildung des Weibes ents
nommenen férpertheile ves Mannes mit ver Sage dev @ronlanver vers
gleichen, ver jufolge vas Weib aus Dem Traumen ves YMannesd entjtanden
ift. . .*) Die Eryablung fagt und, vag vem Menichen, alg ibn gotrgewolter
Weife nach feines Gleichen verlangte, nipfed Verlangend Erfitllung purd
Cridhaifung des ihm gleichartigen, aber gefebtechtiich von ihm verjchicdenen
90eibes 3u Theil geworden, fo jwar, paf damit ex jetbit, inbew vad Weib
aus einem Theile feines forpers gefchaffen wurbe, ein anderer, nemlidy ein
fiir die Bujammengebbrigteit mit Dem Aeibe gebildeter Plann ward. . ..
9Renn dies die Meinung ves Erydbhlers ift, pann wivd es feinem Sinne nidyt
miderfprechen, vaf ich vem Ort, von wo per Sbvpertheil juv Bilvung ved
I0eibes entnommen worden, im Jufammenbange mit ver Thatfade, daf
ver Gritgefchaffene Dadurdy jum Manne ves TWeibes vevdndert worden, 3u
beftimmen mid) untevfangen Habe; und ob vabei ver Beweis, vaf »73 genau
genommen oever Rippe nod Seite, fonvern einen ablosharen Theil desd
Gangen beseidhne, fo gav fbel gelungen it (wie $Winer in feinem 010l
Realw. ©. 356 behaupte), , Fann hiev vahingeftelt bleiben.” (Sdyriftbeweis,
I. & 357. 1)
(Fortfepung foigh)

#) y. H. deyicht fich i Ubficht auf bie Unjtellung biefes BVergleiches auf udy,
Komm. itber bie ®en” .44 LWarum bie biOlifche Erydhlung vou ber Bildbung bes
TReibes aud einer Rivve die ungliubige Veruunijt mebr 3u jenem Vergleiche veize, ald
bie Phantajie v. H.7¢, ik {dwer albyufeben.

+) Dr. Rfiefoth bemevft hievau: L, Pt darafteriftifer Weife und 3u nidht gevinger
Befidtigung unjeres eben ausgelprodhenen Wribeils it oic Theofophie v, H.3 an rinem
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- “(Ueberfept von Prof. W Crdmer.)
Compendium der Theologie der Vdter
von

M. Feiuridy Ehlardt,

- (Jortjepung.)
IV. Die Theile bes Menfdhen.
Mus wie vielen Theilen befteht ter Menfdh ?
Huguftin: ,Der Menfch befteht aus jwet Subflangen, ausd Seele
und Leib: der Seele fammt ihrer Vernunft, dem Leid fammt felnen
@i?nen.‘il) Gufebiug: ,Diefen hat Gottein drittes Stud hinju-
gefitgt, ndmlicy ven Geift des Lebend, weldyer eine Krart ift, dadurdy ver

irdifche Leib und die nadh vem Bilve Gottes gefdaffene Seele verbunden
und veveinigt werbden.’” 2)

Bas ift ver Leid?
Chryfoltomug: ,Wie ein ivdened Gefdf nidhts anderes it ald ges
bra’nnter Thon, o it aud unfer Leib nidytd anvered ald Thon, durdy die
Wirme ver Seele gefeftigt.” 8) .

Puncte hngen geblieben, der rege(mdfig allen Theofophen jur Kippe wird., Bon Hof-
mann gibt (nemlic) am Schluffe feines yweiten Lehrftiicfs nody eine Erirterung iiber den

Hergang ber Schipfung ves Menidpen. . .. Nady , Weiffagung unbd Erfiillung’ (einer

Sdhrift v. H.°8), auf welde vermicfen wird, will vad fagen: Sobt nabm dem gefdledts-
Tos gefdaffenen Menichen, nadyvent er thn hatte in Sehlaf fallen laffen, (nicht rine Sﬁi\pe
foudern) Dag weg, wag ihm an der Stelle bed Unterleibes {af, madie baraus bas QBcib!
und {chlof vem WMenjchen die Stitte wiever ju mit Fleifdh und mit dem, wasd ihn ‘.\m;
nun an jum Danne madhte. . . Sehen wir vou dem Mangel bes @d;riftgrunbc@la[\, fo
fitgt fich auch diefes Theefophem bem Syftem gang gut ein. , . TWie die zweite Perjon
ber Trinitft fich in ber Sehbpfung bes gefchlecptslofen Menfchen felbft vollzicht, fo exjchlieft
fith nun weiter ver gefdlechtslod gewordene Venich ju Mann und Weib, und o jur
Menfdhheit. Uuf der anbern Seite dient diefe Anthropogonie nidht wenig, um bden
Sitndenfall, und was davan hngt, fyftemgeredt ju machen. €3 {ehlicht daber audy v, H,
bag gweite Rebrfitd mit ver Vemerfung: ,Wie aber in dev biblijhen Crydhlung die
Edbpfung ded TWeibes auf der Grengicheive wifchen der Erihafung wnd ber Sitnde
beg Menfchen freht, fo aud inunfevm Lehrgawzen.s” (Rivdlicge Jeitfdrift von
Dr. flicfoth 2. Sechdter Jabrg, &. 319. ) Wer das nidyt bebentt, fanu leidt auf
bie Gevanfen Fommen, bergleichen Theofopheme fitv unfduldige Spielereien anguiehen

bie, obiwobl alles Schriftgrunbes entbehrend, doch den Jufummenhang ver Lehre bcél
Heits nidpt ftbven und daher nicht unter bie unter Umitinven gefibrlich werbenben Lebr~
verfilihungen gevechnet, fondern hodhftens beldchelt werden follten. A

1) Duabus substantiis constat homo, anima et corpore: Anima cum
ratione sua, et JGorpore cum sensibus suis.  Aug. de Eccl. dogm. ¢. 19.

. Quibus tertiam partem addidit Deus Spiritum scilicet vitae qui

'vir.tus quacdam est, qua terrenum corpus et quae ad imaginem Dei crentz’u est
anima conjunguntur atque uniuntur.  Eus. L 7, de praep, ¢. 4.

3) Sicut vas fictile nihil est aliud, quam coctum lutum: ita et corpus no-

“strum nihil est alind, quam lutum animae calore solidatum. Chrys. in 2. Tim. 2




