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Did Jesus Believe in the Biblical Account of Creatin?
Paul Tiefel, Jr.

Numerous articles have been written on variousasye what the Bible teaches about creation.
Those that are unbiased in stating what the Biigp@nts will note that the scriptural testimony give a
united presentation. From Genesis 1 to Exodus 20 tAroughout the book of Psalms, from the
prophetical books of the Old Testament to the lgssf the New Testament, even down to the lask boo
of the Bible, the Revelation of Jesus Christ—a#tiqant the same teaching: that God created the world
and everything in it in six 24-hour days.

The purpose of this study, then, is to explore wlesus believed and taught on the doctrine of
creation, especially as reported in the four Gaspel

A. What did Jesus teach?

The Savior made several references to the Bikdicabunt of creation, which are noted below.

Just as in every age, so also in the times of Jéwmre were questions about marriage and
divorce. One such occasion is recorded in Matth@8:1'The Pharisees also came to Him, testing Him,
and saying to Him, ‘Is it lawful for a man to diwer his wife for just any reason?The Savior began His
reply by going back to the very beginning:

And He answered and said to them, “Have you notdehat He who made them at the beginning
‘made them male and female,” and said, ‘For thisasbn a man shall leave his father and mother
and be joined to his wife, and the two shall becoore flesh’? So then, they are no longer two but
one flesh. Therefore what God has joined togetHet,not man separate.”
In the parallel account in Mark 10:6-8 we note anteular the Lord’s words in verse siBut from the
beginning of the creation, God ‘made them male afednale.”

There is more to His answer on the matter of diepof course, but it is enough for our purposes
here to recognize Jesus teaching authoritatively iGenesis 1 and 2.

Genesis 1:27So God created man in His own image; in the imdgead He created him; male and
female He created them.

Genesis 2:2& herefore a man shall leave his father and mothret be joined to his wife, and they
shall become one flesh.

In a very different situation Jesus spoke the failtg to those who did not believe in Him.

“Why do you not understand My speech? Because yairat able to listen to My word. You are
of your father the devil, and the desires of youatlier you want to do. He was a murderer from the
beginning, and does not stand in the truth, becadkere is no truth in him. When he speaks a lie,
he speaks from his own resources, for he is a kaud the father of it.”(John 8:43-44)

Here the Savior has recognized as a true evemtctwint of the first temptation in Genesis 3.

Jesus was consistent in His teaching of the Bibéicaount of creation and the history of events
shortly thereafter. He presented Genesis 1-3 aslaevents that took place, and He used the facts
reported as a truth basis for the applicationsHeaiade with His contemporaries.

On Tuesday of Holy Week, when discussing the sapwut the destruction of Jerusalem and the
end of the world, Jesus made the following commeatd pray that your flight may not be in winter.
For in those days there will be tribulation, suchséhas not been since the beginning of the creation
which God created until this time, nor ever shal€b(Mark 13:18-19). Cf. also the parallel account in
Matthew 24:20-21. We note again how the Saviorhteadsod’'s creation of the world and connects it
with the “beginning,” this time in the context ofyat-to-be future event.

We turn next to the Savior’s words in Mark 16:1Gp into all the world and preach the gospel
to every creature.’Here, when the Head of the Church gives His follenbe work they are to do in His
name, He uses the word “creature,” which ties thekwof the Christian Church to the foundationalrdgve
of God's creation of the world.

Did Jesus believe in creation? It does appearHbatught this doctrine on several occasions and
in various contexts. But some have suggested samgettse in explaining the worldview of Jesus dgrin
His ministry. About forty years ago, in the waketloé Seminex controversy in the LC-MS, thaurnal



touched on this topic in a series, “Thy Word is thrt written by Prof. Clifford Kuehne. Under the
section “Christ and Inerrancy” Kuehne notes “an amdssing situation for those who wish to deny the
aforementioned passages [which include the acadfuthie six-day creation], and who yet wish to prese
Christ as a believable object for Christian faitidarust. For at this point they simply cannot @tce
Christ's words as they stand. To save face, Christite, they have suggested either 1) that Christ
accommodated Himself to the faulty theological ao@ntific views of His day, or 2) that in His stadf
humiliatiog (the kenosis) He refrained from knowmngy better. Both suggestions ... are subjectrioise
criticism.”

In the same article Kuehne goes on to state a fitiwigms to be made of the “Accommodation
Theory” and the “Kenotic Argument”:

What about the argument that Christ accommodateasélf to the errant viewpoints of His day,
the so-called “accommodation theory”? It is hardb&ieve. For in the aforementioned passages
[Matt. 19:4, Matt. 24:37ff., John 8:56, Luke 17:3R]is not Jesus’ friends or foes who have injdcte
into the discussion such topics as the creatiodooh. No, it is Jesus Himself who brings these
subjects up and comments on them. According toattdmmodation theory, we would have to
charge Jesus with thereby furtherthgir faulty ideas. ...

Is the kenotic argument any better? On the aontit is worse, for it is fraught with even grave
dangers. For if Jesus in His state of humiliatiasvallible when He spoke of the events of the Old
Testament, might He not have been fallible also nwhie spoke of the events relating to our
salvation? Perhaps we must set aside, then, atdopassages as John 3:16! The kenotic argument
invariably leads to a questioning of the truth eérythingthat Jesus said.

We need to add, furthermore, that this argumeneaisva failure to make a rather obvious
distinction. There is a vast difference between usihg His knowledge on certain occasions (the
kenosis) on the one hand, and speaking falsehodideosther. Scripture affirms the first of theset b
emphatically denies the second. Christ specificsdlys: “To this end was | born, and for this cause
came | into the world, that | should bear witnestouthe truth. Every one that is of the truth hdare
my voice” (John 18:37.

B. “If it were not so, | would have told you.”

We will not now name those who discount the Sasitestimony by claiming that Jesus was just
a child of His day and was merely accommodating tideeching to the popular notions of that time.
Rather, we will heed the great Prophet of the Ghundio Himself is the Truth (John 14:6). As such He
could not and would not accept popular but falgasdso as to gain or maintain a following.

In John 14 the Savior plainly and truthfully statés My Father’'s house are many mansions;
if it were not so, | would have told you ..(14:2). Jesus was not in the habit of perpetuatingan
opinion. In fact, it was His habit to correct misienstandings and errors, even those of religicaddes,
with the divine authority of Biblical truth. Recafbr example, the format Jesus used in the Selondhe
Mount:

“You have heard it said to those of long agb. ..
“But | say to you. ..."

Using this formula, Jesus corrected six differemsamnceptions. In the appendix the reader can find
Matthew 5:21-22 on murder, 5:27-28 on adultery,1832 on divorce, 5:33-34 on the taking of oaths,
5:38-39 on revenge, and 5:43-44 on love and halneall of these examples we should recognize Jesus
speaking on His own authority—not as a competifdpravith those in disagreement, not even as a pasto
would today who can only say, “Thus says the Lotu)t rather as Lord God who always knows and
speaks the truth.

We can have every confidence that Jesus would tiane the very same thing with the doctrine
of the origins of life. Had origins by divine craat been a misconception of the day, would not_tbrel,
the Teacher with “authority” (Matt. 7:29), have@ldeclared: “You have heard it said to those oftbéd
God created the world in six days, but | say to yoi? Of course, He did not say this or anythiike |



this. The teaching of Jesus did not adopt or confty the perceived thinking of that time. It always
spoke the timeless truth of God and exposed theapirgg falsehood of man.

Jesus surely taught the Biblical account of creatind would not have done so if that account
were in some way a myth.

C. “Your Word is Truth”

In addition to the statements Jesus made abouiameand also the lack of any statements that
reject creation, the Savior made many assertioogtdbe Bible being true.

- In His high-priestly prayer He said in John 17:13anctify them by Your truth. Your word is
truth.”

- Jesus applied this principle to His own worddHesstated in John 8:31-32THen Jesus said to
those Jews who believed Him, ‘If you abide in My wal, you are My disciples indeed. And
you shall know the truth, and the truth shall makeyou free.”

- How would an Old Testament containing some tratme myth be any kind of a reliable guide?
Jesus certainly believed that the Old Testamenttotally reliable and said as muciou search
the Scriptures, for in them you think you have etenal life; and these are they which testify of
Me” (John 5:39). The first such Scripture to testifyGhrist was Genesis 3:15And will put
enmity between you and the woman, and betweensgmar and her Seed; He shall bruise your
head, and you shall bruise His heel.”

- Let's also remember the Biblical principle spokeyn Jesus in John 10:3%And the Scripture
cannot be broken.”

It is not possible to tear out the pages of Genksisid 2 without doing injustice to the rest of
Scripture. Furthermore, where does any man getubacity, let alone the authority, to sit in judginef
the Word of God, as if he in his finite wisdom adetide what word of the infinite God is true? Tiwas
not the approach of the Savior. On the Tuesdayredfics head-crushing defeat of Satan, Jesus ddclare
in Matthew 24:35: Heaven and earth will pass away, but My words wilby no means pass away”
(cf. the parallels in Mark 13:31 and Luke 21:33heTact that we can read these words today is eeale
that Jesus made this promise—and a timeless cheasdict of Scripture—come true.

What Jesus said about the permanence of His owdswiails right in line with what He said
about the smallest detail conveyed in the Old Tests:

“And it is easier for heaven and earth to pass awayan for one tittle of the law to fail” (Luke

16:17).

Based on the Lord’'s own testimony, let it be usttyd that Jesus clearly taught the account of
creation. He did so not only as a student of thet Tstament Scriptures, but also as the Prophetitbi,
who would have corrected any false teaching and evhphasized the immutable, timeless truth of God's
Word.

D. Related Passages about Jesus and Creation

So far we have considered the words of Jesus redandthe Gospels; a brief look at a few other
passages proves to be rather revealing as well.

In the genealogy of Jesus recorded by Luke, that$iGod traces the Messiah’s ancestry all
the way back to AdanfNow Jesus Himself began His ministry at about thiy years of age, being (as
was supposed) the son of Joseph, the son of Heli,the son of Enosh, the son of Seth, the son of
Adam, the son of God”(Luke 3:23, 38). This genealogy testifies to thality of Adam as well as to
Jesus, David, and the rest.

The next four passages were not directly spokeddsys, as is the case with all the passages in
our first three parts. But all four speak diredtiythe work of Jesus in the creation of all things.

John 1:1-3n the beginning was the Word, and the Word wasw@od, and the Word was God. He
was in the beginning with God. All things were matteough Him, and without Him nothing was
made that was made.



Hebrews 1:1-3God, who at various times and in various ways spokéime past to the fathers by
the prophets, has in these last days spoken to yi$lls Son, whom He has appointed heir of all
things, through whom also He made the worlds; wheig the brightness of His glory and the
express image of His person, and upholding all thg;by the word of His power, when He had by
Himself purged our sins, sat down at the right hanflthe Majesty on high.

Colossians 1:15-1He is the image of the invisible God, the firstboaver all creation. For by Him
all things were created that are in heaven and thate on earth, visible and invisible, whether
thrones or dominions or principalities or powers.llIAhings were created through Him and for
Him. And He is before all things, and in Him all ihgs consist.

Ephesians 3:8nd to make all see what is the fellowship of thestery, which from the beginning
of the ages has been hidden in God who createdhafigs through Jesus Christ.

These passages clearly demonstrate that Jesuspzded actively in the creation of all things. It
is therefore more than a matter of Jesus teachmgraith of it. He was there—but not in the roldeing
an observer or a silent partner. He was one ofthhitects and general contractors and labofédk.
things were made through Him, and without Him nothng was made that was made.Note carefully
the Bible’s distinction that Jesus was not pathat creation, but was the firstborn over all aea(Col.
1:15) and before all things in creation (Col. 1:17)

How should we answer the questi@nd Jesus believe in creati@n

On the one hand, we could say “Yes,” for He clegalyght it. On the other hand, we should say
“No” in this respect that Jesus as Creator of it have tdelievein creation. Helid it and thus knew
it firsthand from experience! While we need to wstend by faiththat “theworlds were framed by the
word of God, so that the things which are seen weteanade of things which are visible” (Heb. 11i8),
did not require faith for Jesus to understand tlemeof or the fact of creation.

Whichever way the question is answered, it is dleat the theory of evolution is an attack on the
word and work of Jesus Christ. The same holdsvtuen the theory of evolution is dressed uphasstic
evolution. In either form such an attack on JesusCeeator can easily lead to an attack on Jesus as
Redeemer.

The Nicene Creed makes a clear and Bible-base@ssioh when it declares: | believe “in one
Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of Godptien of His Father before all worlds, God of God,
Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten, moade, being of one substance with the Father, by
whom all things were made; who for us men and éorsalvation came down from heaven’

Endnotes
! Most of the passages used in this article, espec¢hadse in boldface, are presented again in ceifiimm at the
end to exemplify a simple format for use in Bibla$3. See the following appendix on pages 9-12.
2Kuehne, Clifford. “Thy Word is Truth.Journal of Theology3:1 (Mar. 1973) 11 emph. orig.
3Kuehne 11-12 emph. orig.

What did Jesus teach about the origins of life?
A Bible Study for “Evolution Weekend” (1% in Feb.)

A. “Have you not read?”

1. Matthew 19:4-6And He answered and said to them, “Have you red tbat He who made
them at the beginning ‘made them male and femaed said, ‘For this reason a man shall
leave his father and mother and be joined to hie,vaind the two shall become one flesh’?
®So then, they are no longer two but one flesh. &lee what God has joined together, let
not man separate.”




2. Mark 10:6-8[Jesus replied] “But from the beginning of theatren, God ‘made them male
and female.”'For this reason a man shall leave his father anther and be joined to his
wife, ®and the two shall become one flesh’; so then theya longer two, but one flesh.”

3. John 8:43-44Why do you not understand My speech? Becauseayewnot able to listen
to My word.**You are of your father the devil, and the desiregour father you want to
do. He was a murderer from the beginning, and doéstand in the truth, because there is
no truth in him. When he speaks a lie, he speaks fiis own resources, for he is a liar and
the father of it.”

4. Mark 13:18-19“And pray that your flight may not be in wintéfFor in those days there
will be tribulation, such as has not been since libginning of the creation which God
created until this time, nor ever shall be.”

5. Mark 16:15And He said to them, “Go into all the world and@ch the gospel to every
creature.”

6. Luke 3:23, 38Now Jesus Himself began His ministry at aboutyhiears of age, being (as
was supposed) the son of Joseph, the son of Héfithe son of Enosh, the son of Seth, the
son of Adam, the son of God.

B. “If it were not so, | would have told you”

7. John 14:2%In My Father’'s house are many mansions; if irevaot so, | would have
told you....”

8. Matthew 5:21-22"You have heard that it was said to those of otahu shall not
murder, and whoever murders will be in danger efjtdigment.??But | say to you.

9. Matthew 5:27-28“You have heard that it was said to those of ddu shall not
commit adultery.?®But | say to you. ...”

10. Matthew 5:31-32'Furthermore it has been said, ‘Whoever divorcsswife, let him
give her a certificate of divorce’?But | say to you. ...”

11.Matthew 5:33-34“Again you have heard that it was said to thoSeld, ‘You shall
not swear falsely, but shall perform your oathth®Lord.’**But | say to you. ...”

12. Matthew 5:38-39“You have heard that it was said, ‘An eye forege and a tooth for
a tooth.”*But I tell you. ...”

13. Matthew 5:43-44You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall lopeeir neighbor and
hate your enemy®But | say to you. ...”

C. “Your Word is truth”

14.John 17:17“Sanctify them by Your truth. Your word is truth.



15.John 8:31-31 Then Jesus said to those Jews who believed in Hingou abide in
My word, you are My disciples indeetfAnd you shall know the truth, and the truth
shall make you free.”

16.John 5:39 “You search the Scriptures, for in them you thydu have eternal life;
and these are they which testify of Me.”

17.John 10:35“... and the Scripture cannot be broken. ...”

18. Matthew 24:35 “Heaven and earth will pass away, but My wordB by no means
pass away.”

19.Mark 13:31“Heaven and earth will pass away, but My wordd tyl no means pass
away.”

20.Luke 16:17 “And it is easier for heaven and earth to pasayathian for one tittle of
the law to fail.”

21.Luke 21:33 "Heaven and earth will pass away, but My words bylino means pass
away.”

D. Related Passages about Jesus and Creation

22. John 1:1-3 In the beginning was the Word, and the Word wdh ®od, and the Word was
God. ?He was in the beginning with Gothll things were made through Him, and without
Him nothing was made that was made.

23. Hebrews 1:1-3 God, who at various times and in various wayskepia time past to the
fathers by the prophetdhas in these last days spoken to us by His SonymwHe has
appointed heir of all things, through whom also kiade the worlds’who being the
brightness of His glory and the express image of péirson, and upholding all things by the
word of His power, when He had by Himsglfrged our sins, sat down at the right hand of
the Majesty on high.

24. Colossians 1:15-1'He is the image of the invisible God, the firstbover all creation°For
by Him all things were created that are in heavesh that are on earth, visible and invisible,
whether thrones or dominions or principalities ompers. All things were created through
Him and for Him.*’And He is before all things, and in Him all thingsnsist.

25. Ephesians 3:9And to make all see what is the fellowship of thgstery, which from the
beginning of the ages has been hidden in God wéeted all things through Jesus Christ.

Conclusion
Jesus made it clear. He accepted Genesis 1 andrleaand taught that God created the
world. Furthermore, other parts of the Bible revibalt Jesus participated as God in the creation
of all things in heaven and on earth.
The theory of evolution contradicts the teachinfgesus and is an attack on the Word of
God and specifically on the word and work of Jesus.




The Danger of Emphasizing FAITH at the
Expense of the OBJECT of Faith, CHRIST

Robert Mackensen

* The reprint below, here offered in memoriam oé thriter, Robert Mackensen (1920-2012), first
appeared in the February 1964 issue ofdinernal of Theology4:1, pp. 1-16). Original footnotes

have been converted to endnotes. The citation otegu material is here provided per MLA
guidelines. All Scripture quotations are from thedgJames Version.

The information contained in this paper divideglitsnto three sections: I. What this serious
danger is, Il. The danger truly exists, and lll.nowarning signs that indicate the presence of this
danger.

I. There is only one real Savior. He is the Lordu$eChrist. Only because of HIS holy life and
sin-atoning death is God a Frieafipoor sinners. Jesus Christ has done it all.

Satan, the world, and our flesh are constantlyngryto take away this one real Savior by
substituting some false redeemer in the place oisChThese enemies urge sinners to trust thati&od
reconciled because of other reasons than Chrissores such as mighty deeds, gifts of money, church
attendance, daily Bible reading, rich prayer liiggh morality, respect to parents and other autiesti
love for the children, and other deeds of kindn&sch works, beneficial in themselves, become false
Christs when they, instead of Jesus, are madeatie bf certainty that God has forgiven all sins.

A more deceptive attempt to destroy the true Cligishade when sinners are urged to combine
the work of Jesus with some human effort, so tiyasurh a package deal God becomes gracious in His
heart toward poor sinners. The false teachers witered Paul's congregations in Galatia urged
circumcision and keeping of Sabbath days upon duople as necessary to salvation. These works plus
Christ’'s works would save the Galatians from Godlsse of sin. They made Jesus into a savior who
needed help from humans in order to pay for a$i.slius Paul wrote in Galatians 1: “I marvel thaye
so soon removed from him that called you into theecg of CHRIST unto another gospel: which is not
another;” (that is, which cannot save you) “butréhbe some that trouble you, and would pervert the
gospel of Christ

Three years before Luther’s death, the synergisaitaithon brought in this same false Christ by
teaching that in conversion (and thus salvatioajdhs also “the human will assentittggand_notresisting
the Word of God” (gtd. in Bente 129, emph. rm)15648 he wrote, “The merciful God does not deal with
man as with a block, but draws him in such a way his will, too, cooperaté¢qtd. in Bente 129, emph.
rm). Again he wrote, “There must of necessity beaase of difference ios why a Saul is rejected, a
David received” (gtd. in Bente 130, emph. ridelanchthon thus taught that David added something
which enabled Jesus to save him and Saul did meit i$ a false-Christ doctrine. The tr@brist needs no
help from us humans to save us. Just as He cradedorld without our help, so He also saved thdavo
without our help. The only name whereby we are das@ot “Jesus plus some human effort” but “Jesus”
alone.

At Luther’s time people heard very little abouttlfain Christ alone for salvation. Poor sinners
were urged to their beads, pilgrimages, fasts,ggjo saints, indulgences, and the like as sodores
certainty that their sins were forgiven. LutherdenGod, preached that faith only_in Chdssussaves
and not faith in beads, pilgrimages, indulgenced #re like. “What Luther thus saw was a church
enmeshed in a type of activism that tortured ratiien comforted the sensitive and distressed cencei
and that found it more profitable to encourage esslldoing than confident being” (Bachmann 6).



Against the crude, blunt preaching of works and &nreffort for salvation, Luther preached the grafce
God and faith in JESUS. His books are full of therdv“faith” and rightly so, for he learned from the
Apostle Paul, whose letter to the Romans alone tleediord “faith” at least thirty-four times. Theotto
of our Lutheran Church has become: “Salvation tacegy for Christ's sake, through faith
Here it is important to state how the New Testamesgs the word “to believe.” According to
Thayer's lexicon, the New Testament uses the istti@a form of “to believe” a few times in its urgksal
or wide sense and many, many times in its speaifitarrow sense. In its wide sense “believing” nsean
trusting or placing one’s confidence in somethiBgamples from the New Testament of this universal
meaning of the word are:
2 Thessalonians 2:11: “And for this cause God sbatld them strong delusion, that they should
believealie.”
James 2:19: “... the deviddsobelieve,andtremble”
1 Corinthians 13:7: (Charity) “beareth all thing®lievethall things hopeth all things, endureth all
things.”
Acts 9:26: “When Saul was come to Jerusalem, hayasisto join himself to the disciples: but they

1 Corinthians 11:18: “... | hear that there be dmis among you; and | parthelieveit”
Matthew 24:23, 26: “Lo, here is Christ, ... beligvaot”

If we use the word “to believe” in this wide or versal sense, then we can say that everyone in
the world is a believer, because every person oih éms faith in something. Some put confidence in
their reason, others in their strength, richegnfils, or possessions. Scripture warns, “Cursetiedoenén
that trusteth in man, and maketh flesh his arm(Jet. 17:5). “He that trusteth in his riches sfalll ...”
(Prov. 11:28).

But the New Testament uses the word “to believatdrspecific or narrow sense at least 98% of
the time. In this narrow sense the word “to belianeans a conviction full of joyful trust that Jesis the
Messiah, the divinely appointed Author of eterral/ation. In this narrow sense we must say thay onl
Christians can be called believers. The miracl€lfstian faith is not that Christians are givea #bility
to trust in some object, but that they are givemdbhility to turn from trusting vain works and ieatl to
trust_Christand His work alone for their salvation. The attrusting in something is not miraculous, but
the act of trusting in Christs the Savior is miraculous, because no man gathagtJesuss the Lord but
by the Holy Ghost.

The human tendency to intermingle the universalspetific meanings of the word “to believe”
as it is used in the New Testament is the basisoreavhy it is dangerous to emphasize faith at the
expense of faith’s object, Christ.

Therefore, one must be careful not to concludeahatho confess, “Faith alone saves,” have the
same true doctrine of salvation which Luther ledritem Paul. Thesgodly men used the phrase, “being
justified by faith,” in the narrow or specific sensnly. A case in point is Luther's explanationtioé
Third Article in his catechism: “I believe that &inot by my own reason or strength believe in Jesus
Christmy Lord, nor come to Himbut the Holy Ghost has called me by the Gospeigletened me with
His gifts, sanctified and kept me the true faith; in like manner as He calls, gathers, enlightems]

This one true faith of Paul and Luther meant théhfanly in Christ Faith in any other object
would be a false faith. When Paul wrote in Romaris S herefore being justified by faith ... ,” hakies
it for granted that his readers will understand tihe sole object of such a justifying faith is ukesin
verse 9 of the same chapter, the apostle justsily @aote, “... being now justified biis blood” Paul
did not have two saviors: one named “faith” and ttleer named “the blood of Christ.” One was his
Savior—even_ChristIn his second letter to the Corinthians, Paul terdGod was in CHRIST,
reconciling the world unto himself.”

Luther preached this same one Savior. In his vgsti@gainst Latomus, Luther carefully points his
readers away from the aaf faith and toward the objedChrist. He writes:




They do not consider it worthwhile to remember hadten | have adduced what Paul says [Rom. 8:1]
to the effect that, although there is sin—for hd peeviously said much about sin—still there is now
no condemnation [for those in Christ Jesus]. Thswoa why there is no condemnation is not that men
do not sin, as Latomus in lying fashion suggesis because—as Paul says—they are in Jesus Christ;
that is, they repose under the shadow of his raglress as do chicks under a hen. Or as is sa& mor
clearly in Rom. 5 [:15], they have grace and thie tirough his grace. So they do not walk in
accordance with sin and sinful flesh; that is, tkhleynot consent to the sin which they in fact have.
God has provided them with two immensely strong semlire foundations so that the sin which is in
them should not lead to their condemnation. Fifgtllo Christ is himself the expiation (as in Ro&n.
[:25]). They are safe in his grace, not becausg bledieve or possess faith and the gift, but beedius

is in Christ’s grace that they have these things.oNe’s faith endures unless he relies upon Cérist’
own righteousness, and is preserved by his proteckor, as | have said, true faith is not whay the
invented, an absolute—nay, rather, obsolete—quadithe soul, but it is something which does not
allow itself to be torn away from Christ, and relienly on the One whom it knows is in God'’s grace.
Christ cannot be condemned, nor can anyone whavghnimself upon him. This means that so grave
a matter is the sin which remains, and so intolerebGod’s judgment, that you will not be able to
stand unless you shield yourself with him whom %oow to be without any sin. This is what true
faith does. (Luther 239)

By emphasizing the adf faith at the expense of faith’s obje€hrist, there is real danger that
faith is made the savior instead of our dear L@su3. This is an agonizing situation for poor,rdsged
sinners, but a most comfortable one for hypociiteark-saints. When poor sinners who have not been
consistently directed to the objeot true faith hear the words: “Thy faiteth saved thee,” “He that
believeth... shall be saved,” “Believen the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be satlesly are tempted
to turn away from the sin-atoning cross of Jesuklaaok instead into their own hearts to see whetier
not they have such a saving faith. They searchh®mbasis of certainty of God’s friendship in theiwn
feelings and emotions rather than looking unto CHRIthe Author and Finisher of our faith. God
receives us not because of our faith, but becafuSérist

The proud sinner who wants to be accepted in Gdmistircles knows that it is unpopular to
claim any worksas the reason for his salvation; but he has fabhat“faith” is not classified as a work,
and he therefore makes a secret work out of hisfdmelieving and credits his salvation to the fhett he
believesin Jesus.

Pastors, perhaps unconsciously, urge this falg@-¢hrist on their people because it “gets
results.” The uncertainty of salvation for poorrsrs and the sating of the hardened sinner’s gpdeks
a congregation into a group of seemingly activeistian workers. In reality it is only a mixed grquyart
of which is made up of poor, tortured souls everkks®y the proffered but never quite given true Sgvi
and the other of proud sinners who are satisfiesufgport a church which will permit them to rely on
their own efforts at believing as a ticket into '@ Thus like Luther we see a church enmeshedyipea
of activism that tortures rather than comfortsglasitive and distressed conscience and thatitimasre
profitable to encourage endless doing rather tloafident being.

Poorly indoctrinated persons have said, “It dogsnmatter what you believe, just so that you are
sincere in your faith. Believing will save you.” dthis like saying, “Going, yes, going will cure a
toothache.” Going where? To a movie? Or to a catdye? Of course not! Going to the dentstes the
toothache. So also “believing justifies,” not asaan in itself, but because of the objéctakes hold of,
namely, Christ. Luther writes: “To free myself fraegarding the Law and works ... | make it my habit
to conceive of the thing as though there were inhgrt no such quality called faith or love, buitg
place | put Christ Himself and say: This is my tiggusness” (qtd. in Pieper/Albrecht 258)nless the
objectrather than the adf faith is emphasized, the poor sinner’s gazélvéldirectly away from Christ
and toward himself. Faith will have been made mt@alse Christ. This is the danger which existswhe
faith is emphasized at the expense of the objefith: Christ.



II. Nor is this danger of which we are here speglan imaginary one. It actually exists and has
existed for many years. Nearly sixty years ago@éo (Lutheran) Synod flatly rejectatie truth that
God already declared the whole world justified fralihsins in the death and resurrection of Chiiibiey
called this correct teaching “a sin against holiie&nsanity,” “night of error,” a “miserable figamt of
man’s own invention.” Ohio defined its wrong pasitithis way: “Through the reconciliation of Christ
the holy and gracious God has made advances soubat forgiveness of sin and justification haeer
made possible on His part; justification itself wewer, does nobccur until through God’s grace the
spark of faith has been kindled in the heart ofpber sinner” (qgtd. in Wendland 23, emph. rm).
As the years went by, this wrong position has r@nged in the American Lutheran Church
(now a member of TALC). In 1938 the ALC declareff;6d) purposes to justify those who have come to
faith.” The heretical teaching of their Dr. R. Ceriski on Romans 4:5 is: “God declares the ungodly
righteous by reckoning his faith for righteousnessBut for faith there would be no justificatidnmust
ever say: | believe, therefore am | justified. Bheength of my faith is the degree of my certair{ytd. in
Wendland 235.
Compare such horrible doctrine with the true teaglas presented long ago by Dr. Stoeckhardt
of Missouri Synod. He wrote:
God has in Christ already forgiven the sins of tiele world. The entire Pauline doctrine of
justification, and also all comfort derived fromgtdoctrine, stands and falls with this speciaictet
of objective justification. For thus alone doebdéicome unmistakably clear that justification iy
way dependent upon man’s conduct. And thus alonetloa individual become certain of his own
justification. For it is a compelling conclusiori: God has already in Christ justified all men and
forgiven them their sins, so | also must have &igtes God and the forgiveness of all my sins. (qtd.
in Wendland 22)

And [Stoeckhardt] again:
Never in this sense do we hear it presented: ébelil am conscious of the fact that | believe gn m
Savior. Therefore | am justified in the sight ofds@ believing Christian does not make the pulse of
his faith-life the criterion of his state of grace.The believer rather makes this conclusion: i@ty
godless | still am! Out of my heart godless thosglantinue to arise. There is no doubt but tham | a
a poor, unworthy sinner. My sin is ever before Bat now God's Word tells me that God has
already declared godless sinners righteous. Thheldng without any doubt whatsoever in the
number of those whom God justifies. (gtd. in Wendl22-23)

In spite of this wonderfully clear, correct teaahirMissouri Synod in 1950 declared that the
“Common Confession” was a settlemeftsuch past differences with the American Luthe@hurch.
Since the ALC did not retract its false doctrine@erning faith, it is little wonder that many pastm the
Missouri Synod have left the true position and WithLC are now emphasizing faith at the expense of
the object of faith, Christ.

Certainly such a history should put all faithfuspars on guard so that they realize that the danger
we speak of in this paper really exists and thay thill strive to keep this error from creeping kastill
further into groups having the true doctrine.

lll. Fortunately, there are warning signs whichigade the presence of this danger. When the
words “faith,” “believing,” and “accepting” are udever and over again without synonyms, then it is
possible that the adaf faith is being given too great a position ofpontance. The use of these words
tends to become a magical formula, a mysteriousnitation which must be expressed in certain special
never-changing syllables, or else the magic sgdiemg saved will be broken. These phrases be@me
amulet which aged and dying cling to for comforll. their lives they have been told, “Don’t worry ah
you die. Just believen Jesus.” They may not understand what the phreesns, but somehow one can
enter heaven'’s bliss by mumbling the open sesameute, “I believe in Jesus.” Compare such hesitancy
to use synonyms and other expressions for “faitid gelieving” with the way Luther speaks of the
matter. He speaks of “certainty,” “sure confidehc@irm reliance,” “refusing to be torn away from,”
“casting one’s entire self on,” just as easily asiBes the words “faith” and “believing.”




Another indication of this tendency to treat theevfaith” as though it were a magical formula
to insure the correctness of a given statementaappenen this word is paired with some synonym,rwhe
it is quite obvious that no such pairing is needadr current Lutheran literature is full of suchaexles,
supplied quite unconsciously and no doubt uninbexatlly by the respective authors. But when we speak
of one “who by faith accepts Christ as his pers@alior,” we have weakened the statement rather tha
strengthened it. Let it stand in all its strong @iicity: “one who accepts Christ as his personali@d’

The same thing happens when we automatically (aedefore thoughtlessly) pair “believing” with
“children of God,” or “unbelieving” with rejecteref Christ’—as though there could be unbelieving
children of God, or believing rejecters of ChriBhere are indeed times when emphasis on the thatdight
belief or unbelief is needed. And such synonymssguply it, and should be given when it is in order
But let us use this device intelligently, alwayssmbering that thoughtless use weakens a stateareht,
the constant repetition can create an unscripemgdhasis on the act of faith rather than on iteadbj
Christ.

An easily recognized indication of the presencehas over-emphasis-of-faith danger is to note
which words we emphasize when we read Scripturegags which contain both the act of faith and its
object, Christ. The verse John 3:16 is a good elanipest yourself with it. Read the verse aloud and
note carefully which words of the verse you empt@siThe dangerous emphasis is: “whosoever
believethin him should not perish. ...” The correct empbasi “whosoever believeth in Hishould not
perish. ...” In a similar manner the passage frats A6:31 is frequently abused. The dangerous esigpha
is made: “Believeon the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saV¥éa: correct emphasis is: “Believe
on the_LordJesusChrist and thou shalt be saved.” From this one can eeeihcorrect it is to say that
mere Bible reading without any comment in the puldchools would not teach false or sectarian
doctrines. By emphasizing faith rather than thescbpf faith, Christ, even a mere reading of theli
could lead one to make a false savior out of faith.

One of the most serious warning signs that a pastorreceive in this matter is when he finds
that one of his members has been asking himselthghef he should die right at this instant, heudo
be positively sure of his going to heaven and tiedla himself, “1 guess so; | hope so; | surely tnax
Such a poor person is uncertain about his salvgtiobably because he is looking at the weaknesssof
act of believing rather than fixing his gaze on thet&@ia objectof his faith: Christ Jesus, the same
yesterday, today, and forever. Such a situatiofs dal the highest degree of pastoral wisdom and
counseling.

Another warning sign in this matter shows itselfemimembers of a congregation hear a Christ-
centered sermon and react to the doctrine of usevgustification by asking, “If our salvation i® s
certain, then why do we need the Lord’'s Supper?’pBbing deeper, one finds that such members have
been under the impression that each time they gihd¢osacrament, they receive another portion of
forgiveness to cover their sins for the periodiwfet since they last had the Lord’s Supper. God aogs
forgive sins by the month like a mortgage paymé&he complete payment was made for all sins of all
people, past, present, and future, over 1900 yagwswvhen Christ cried from the cross, “It is firesly
The Lord's Supper is one of the ways God has chtzsenderline and emphasize His words: “Because of
Christ, | love you. | accept you. You are my dehilcc” The sinner who is under the impression that
some personal conduct, such as sorrow for sinefoieliJesus, willingness to amend, has punched the
right button and God like a vending machine willwsnssue another monthly ration of forgiveness is in
grave danger of beingfaithianinstead of a Christian.

The closing part of this paper is made up [ent]relfy several quotations from Dr. C. F. W.
Walther’s book;The Proper Distinction between Law and Gospel
A preacher must be able to preach a sermon on vattiout ever using the terraith. It is not
important that he din the worfdith into the ears of his audience, but it is necessarfyame his
address so as to arouse in every poor sinner gieede lay the burden of his sins at the feethef t
Lord Jesus Christ and say to Him: “Thou art mimg ham Thine.”



Here is where Luther reveals his true greatnessartty appeals to his hearers to believe, but he
preaches concerning the work of Christ, salvatigrgtace, and the riches of God’s mercy in Jesus
Christ in such a manner that the hearers get tipeession that all they have to do is take what is
being offered them and find a resting place inléipeof divine grace. That is the great act which yo
must seek to learn—to make your hearers reasonithahat you preach is true, they are blessed
men; all their anguish and unrest has been usdlesg;have been redeemed perfectly, reconciled
with God, and are numbered with the saved and tlmosavhom God has made His gracious
countenance to shine. The moment a person thieke tithoughts, he attains to faith. (Walther 260)

On the other hand, you may spend a lot of timénelinen that they must believe if they wish to be
saved, and your hearers may get the impressiorstimgthing is required of them which they must
do. They will begin to worry whether they will béla to do it, and when they have tried to do it,
whether it is exactly the thing that is requiredtlvém. Thus you may have preached a great deal
about faith without delivering a real sermon ortifai..

| do not mean to say that you must not preach afatit. Our time particularly lacks a proper
understanding of this matter. The best preacheagime they have accomplished a great deal when
they have rammed into their hearers the axiom:ttFalbne saves.” But by their preaching they have
merely made their hearers sigh: “Oh, that | hathfdéraith must be something very difficult; for |
have not obtained it.” These unfortunate hearellsg@wihome from church with a sad heart. The word
faith is echoing in their ears, but gives them no comfiéxen Luther complained that many in his
day were preaching about faith without showingrtiheiarers what faith really signifies and how to
attain it. A preacher of this sort may labor foageand preach to a dead congregation. That esplain
why people talk in uncertain strains about thelva#on. You can tell that they are driven to anal f
with doubts and become awfully frightened and d&ted when they are told that they are at death’s
door. Whose fault is it? The preacher’s, becaugwéached wrong about faith. (Walther 261)

[Next is Walther's stating and explaining of The3f/]: “The Word of God is not rightly
divided when faith is required as a condition ddtjfication and salvation, as if a person were tegus
in the sight of God and saved, not only by faitlt,dso on account of his faith, for the sake &f faith,
and in view of his faith(268 ital. orig.).

There are not a few people who imagine that a meinisho constantly preaches that man is made
righteous in the sight of God and saved by faitimanifestly a genuine evangelical preacher. For
what else is to be required of him when everyboadgws that salvation by faith is the marrow and
essence of the Gospel and the entire Word of Gdd#t & true. A minister who preaches that
doctrine is certainly a genuine evangelical preacBat that fact is not established merely from his
use of these words: “Man is made righteous in tgktf God and saved by faith alone,” but from
the proper sense that must be connected with tvesds. The preacher must mean by faith what
Scripture means when it employs that term. But Ieenehere many preachers are at fault. By faith
they understand something different from what th@ppets, the apostles, and our Lord and Savior
understood by faith. | pass by the rationalistspwbhed to preach that man is indeed saved by faith;
but by faith in Jesus Christ they understand ngtlalse than the acceptance of the excellent moral
teachings which Christ proclaimed. By acceptingémoral teachings, they held, a person becomes
a true disciple of the Lord and is made righteond saved. Take up any rationalistic book of the
radical type that was published in the age of Rafiem, and you will see that such was the
preaching of vulgar Rationalism.

Nor are the papists averse to saying that faithesmak person righteous in the sight of God and
saves him. ... But by faith they understditiés formata faith that is joined with love. Accordingly,
they manage to say many excellent things abouh;famt by faith they always mean something
different from what Scripture teaches concernintpfa

Moreover, in the postils and devotional writings af modern theologians you may find the
doctrine that man is made righteous in the sightGofd and saved by faith. But by faith they
understand nothing but what man himself achievespraduces. Their faith is a product of human
energy and resolution. Such teaching, however,estdbthe entire Gospel.



What God’'s Word really means when it says that nsajustified and saved by faith alone is
nothing else than this: Man m®t saved by his own actsutsolelyby the doing and dying of his Lord
and Savior Jesus Christ, the Redeemer of the wivoldd. Over against this teaching modern
theologians assert that in the salvation of mankimds of activity must be noted: in the first mac
there is something that God must do. His partestiest difficult, for He must accomplish the tagk o
redeeming men. But in the second place, somethingguired that man must do. For it will not do to
admit persons to heaven, after they have been megtbewithout further parley. Man must do
something really great—he has to believe. Thishieacoverthrows the Gospel completely. It is a
pity that many beautiful sermons of modern theaaogi ultimately reveal the fact that they mean
something entirely different from the plain andagléeaching of Scripture that man is saved, not by
what he himself does or achieves, but by what G dnd achieves. (Walther 268-69 ital. orig.)

Therein lies the danger of emphasizing faith atetgense of the object of faith: CHRIST.
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Endnotes

! Volume 2 ofChristian Dogmaticsas published by Concordia, St. Louis (1951), efféis translation of the
Luther quotation in question on pages 440-441:
“I am accustomed, for the better understandindpisfpoint, to divest myself of the idea that thisra quality in
my heart at all, call it either faith or love, buottheir place | put Christ and say: ‘He is my Rigusness’ (St.
L. XXla: 1669).”
2The information in these two paragraphs and alemtixt paragraph was taken from a doctrinal essesepted
to the Synodical Conference assembled August 10t234, at Detroit, MIl. Entitled “The Inadequacy thie
‘Common Confession’ as a Settlement of Past Diffees,” this essay was written by E. H. Wendlandn tof
Benton Harbor, MI.
3 Generally speaking, Bible readers can get a mushret understanding of Scripture by emphasizingvbrels
“God” and “Lord” and the pronouns referring to Hiithis is especially helpful in the Psalms.




ANTINOMIANISM:
The Danger to the Gospel in Luther's @y and Today
Vance Fossum

* The writer's 2011 pastoral conference essay ise heffered to readers of théournal in two
installments. Parts | and Il below trace the impEoAntinomianism on the opposing confessional s¢an
taken by Luther and thBook of ConcordMost of part lll, the danger of Antinomianism ttte Gospel
today, will appear in the upcoming September isddecumentation of quoted material is given
parenthetically per MLA guidelines. For publishimgormation see Works Cited on page 49.

Martin Luther knew that while the Reformation wadvancing, the wiles of the devil eve
worming their way into the hearts and minds of tearnedmen who surrounded him, as we can hear
from the last sermon he preached in Wittenbergth@rbasis of Romans 12:3-16 he said the followimg o
January 17, 1546:

Heretics are forever seeking tricks to trap us iigdding and making concessions to them; but,
with the help of God, we will not do so. Then tleay: You are proud, sorry fellows. | will gladly
suffer all sorts of bad names, but | will not budgBngerbreadth from the directions from the mouth
of Him who says: Mear ye Him” (Matt. 17:5) | clearly see that if God will not grant us fdith
preachers and servants of the church, the deviktedl our church asunder through sectarian spirits
and will not stop or cease until he has completedab. ... If he cannot carry out his plan throtig
pope and the emperor, he will do it through those wtill agree with us in doctrine ... .Now we feel
secure and do not see what terrible designs thiehges/on us through the pope, the emperor, and eve
our own learned men here, who say: What harm ig tgrsurrendering this? No! We are not to yield
a hairbreadth. ... |1 have not received my doctfioen them, but by divine grace from God. ...
Therefore earnestly pray God to let us keep thed\Mor matters will take a terrible turn in theduo.
(gtd. in Plass 869)

To Luther therewas nothing weak about the doctrine he had reddiyethe grace of God. The
Law and the Gospel were spiritual—of God. Both doets were given by God, the one to tear down and
kill and the other to lift up and make alive! Blieyy must be used as God intended for the salvafion
sinners. Early on, Luther had to deal with Carlstand the Iconoclasts, who preferred to destroy the
external icons of the church in heartless, legalistshion rather than instruct and build up thepte
through the Gospel. On the other hand, Luther fatinécessary to rebuke the people who, freed by th
Gospel, treated their faithful pastors worse tlimay thad under the yoke of the Romanists.

The winds of false doctrine were threatening theepospel from every direction. The
Munzerites, the Sacramentarians, the Anabaptistspthers had required his attention in the eaebry
(c. 1522-27). How disappointing it was when evernlif?’HMelancthon, Luther’'s right arm in the
formulation of the Augustana, suggested that nonhaas done to the doctrine of the real presence by
allowing a spiritual understanding of these woMhat began as the breeze of compromise would iserea
to hurricane level and threaten the Lutheran doetof the Reformation in the years after Luthegatd.

From 1527 onward, however, strong winds of errareneot so much in the Reformer’s face as
at the back of his head. An evangelical Luther baen pushing hard from within the Lutheran camp
against the winds of Roman and pietistic legali8at Johann Agricola (c. 1494-1566), who
appeared at first to stand with Luther’s “salvationgrace alone apart from the woodkshe Law,” was
really blowing against Luther’s doctrine at his klaleor while Luther had consistently taught thattoihne
Law and the Gospel were to be preached in the bhidgricola held that there was no need whatever fo
the preaching of the Law.

As Luther then turned around to deal with this camt wind, he stood between two great
errors—not on theman-madefence of compromise, but on the firm ground of Go@ord. Thus
anchored, his testimony against the Antinomianned and set forth in the Formula of Concord
and its Apology, continues to serve us well. Wenagst maintain our balance against the winds airerr



(Eph. 4:14). Otherwise, while we push back agamstwinds of legalism in our faces today, we owesl
are blown down from the back side by Antinomianism.

Many in our day are foolishly concerned about drignavorldwide climate change, while those
who have been given wisdom and the “mind of Chi&tCor. 1:30-2:16) know that the real danger és th
change in the religious climate of these last d@®gmnesis 8:22 forbids the former from happenindpile
2 Timothy 4:3 forecasts the latter as a warning Raote to Timothy:

For the time will come when they will not endurers®d doctrine, but according to their own desires,
because they have itching ears, they will heapanghemselves teachers; and they will turn their
ears away from the truth, and be turned aside bbef

While the “sound doctrine” of which Paul speaks nteysummarily stated as the outcome of
“rightly dividing the word of truth,” which the agtle encouraged Timothy to do (2 Tim. 2:15), the
“itching ears” syndrome has drastically changedrgiigious climate, particularly since the pure @als
had been restored by the Lutheran Reformation. Wygest that both legalis@nd antinomianism
continue their devilish tickling of the “itching e in modern Christianity.

We know that there are ears still longing for tlegalism Lutherfought against at the
beginning of the Reformatioithe opinio legisthat fills the hearts of unconverted men and reswith
the flesh of the converted will always relate te ttmphasis on the “do’s” and “don’ts” of Papists,
Romanists, Calvinists, Arminians, and the like. Hwoer, the civilized, Christianized nations of therkd
have been overtaken by the prevailing wind curreftsationalism, atheistic humanism, and matemaylis
which all proclaim the freedom of man from the Gafdhe Bible to pursue whatever pleases one’s human
nature. Given this religious climate in which we #old that there “are no absolute religious or ahor
truths,” and that there is “good in every humais,it not possible that the itching ears may hageoaving
preference for the preaching of the Antinomiansunday?

I. The theological definition of Antinomianism

In order to give a proper definition @dntinomianismas this term has been used since the
Reformation, we begin with a definition of thewand the&Sospel

The student of Scripturecognizes that the teriraw is often used in a wide sengespeak of
the whole revelation oword of God (e.g., Ps. 1, 19, 119, Isa. 2:3, John 10B3€or. 14:21). The
Gospel is also understood in a wider sense fothallteachings of Christ and the Apostles in the New
Testament. For example, Mark 1:14-15 tell us tlesud was “preaching the gospel of the kingdom of
God, and saying, ‘The time is fulfilled, and thenx¢gdom of God is at hand. Repent, and believe in the
gospel.” So also Mark 16:15, where our Lord tdid eleven: “Go into all the world and preach thepgd
to every creature.” However, as Franz Pieper pauats“the term ‘Gospel’ is never used to desigriage
Law in the proper sense” (111:223). In fact, Piepdong with the Formula of Concord cites Mark 14%
expressing the proper senseGispelas “only the preaching of the grace of God, .emelChrist says:
‘Repent,_andelieve the Gospel™ (111:224 emph. vf).

We have known from our youth that both the Law &imel Gospel are the Word Giod, the
two great doctrines of Holy Scripturelowever, the Law “was given through Moses,” whiggd’ce and
truth came through Jesus Christ,” as John celebnatée first chapter of his Gospel (John 1:1Hug the
apostle makes it clear that the Law is not of graoe only the Gospel is. And “truth,” that is, tinath of
salvation comes not through the Law, but through®ospel of Christ, which declares and reveals &od’
grace to man so that man may “know the truth” whiedkes the sinner “free” (John 8). This is the same
“truth” that Abraham heard and in which he rejoi¢@éohn 8:56; Gal. 3:6ff.).

Thus the Law and the Gospel, in the proper sendheseterms, are as distinct irthar
purpose and function akarknessand light, as the heavens and the earth, even lthooity were given
by God and both are made to serve Him. The Lawitsriman, but the Gospel brings comfort and pedce
conscience before God. The Law, like a fist toltkad and heart, knocks us down, while the Gospel is
the open hand extended to lift us up. The Law Kilig the Gospel gives life.

In answvering the Antinomian error, the authors of the FormodaConcord acknowledgethe



wider use of these terms Bicripture,while also defining thgroperuse of each. Frorhe Epitome
we read in Article V
... [W]e believe, teach, and confess that if by téren Gospelis understood the entire doctrine of
Christ which He proposed in His ministry, as alsth iis apostles (in which sense it is employed,
Mark 1, 15; Acts 20, 21), it is correctly said amdtten that the Gospel is a preaching of reperganc
and of the forgiveness of sins.

6. But if the Law and the Gospel, likewise also Eo$imself [as] a teacher of the Law and Christ
as a preacher of the Gospel are contrasted withanother, we believe, teach, and confess that the
Gospel is not a preaching of repentance or repitmaif,properly nothing else than a preaching of
consolation, and a joyful message which does moxe or terrify, but comforts consciences against
the terrors of the Law, points alone to the mefitChrist, and raises them up again by the lovely
preaching of the grace and favor of God, obtaiheoltgh Christ’s merit. Goncordia803:5-6%

The Solid Detaration of the Formula of Concord, Article V, also quotksese clear words of
Luther. “Anything that preaches concerning our sins and's&wadath, let it be done how or when it will,
that is all a preaching of the Law. Again, the Gagp such a preaching as shows and gives notliseg e
than grace and forgiveness in Christ, althoughk irue and right that the apostles and preachetiseof
Gospel (as Christ Himself also did) confirm thegmt@ng of the Law, and begin it with those who @b n
yet acknowledge their sins nor are terrified attfiy sense of] God’'s wrath ..Céncordia955:12).
Again in the words of the Epitome, Article V:
... [Tlhe LAW is properlya divine doctrine,which teaches what ight and pleasng to God,
and reproves everythirthat is sin and contrary to God’s will. 3. For tmesasonthen, everything
that reproves sin is, and belongs to, greachingof the Law. 4. But the GOSPELis properly
such a doctrine as teaches what man who hasbssrvedhe Law, andthereforeis condemned
by it, is to believe, namely, that Christ has etgdaand made satisfactiorfor all sins, and has
obtained andacquiredfor him, without any merit ohis [no merit of the sinner interveninjy
forgiveness of sins, righteousness that availsrbefnd, and eternal life.Goncordia801, 803:2-4
emph. vf).

Although the termAntinomianismmay appear etymologically to relate only to thevLat also
relates to and has a bearing on the Gospel. Thsade clear at the beginning of Article V of the
Formula of Concord, in which treatus controversia€The Principal Question in This Controversy”) is
stated thus:

Whether the preaching of the Holy Gospel is prgperbt only a preaching of grace, which
announces the forgiveness of sins, but also a Ipregpof repentance and reproof, rebuking
unbelief, which, they say, is rebuked not in thevLbut alone through the Gospel.dncordia801)

ANTINOMIANISM (Gk. anti, “against” + nomos “law”), simply put, is the teaching that the
Law has no place in thgreachingof the church, that the Gospel is to accomplish tvtha Law was
intended to do, namely, to reveal and rebuke inasto replace the Law of God @vangelical
preaching.

Il. The danger of Antinomianism to the
Gospel in Luther's day

Thetestimony of the Brmula of Concord, Article V

Article V of the Formula of Concoradvarnsagainst thedangerof Antinomianism tothe
Gospel when it is taught that “the Gospel is prdpewot only apreachingof grace, but at the same
time also apreachingof repentancewhich rebukes the greatest sin, namely, unbeldfée cite the
following at length:



As the distinction between the Law and the Gospaldpecial brilliant light, which serves to thel en
that God’s Word may be rightly divided, and theifitres and the holy prophets and apostles may be
properly explained and understosee must guard it with especial care, in order that these two
doctrines may not be mingled with oneanother, or a law be made out of the Gospewhereby
the merit of Christ is obscured and troubled caersmes are robbed of their comfort, which they
otherwise have in the holy Gospel when it is predofenuinely and in its purity, and by which they
can support themselves in their most grievousstaghinst the terrors of the Law.

Now, here likewise there has occurred a dissentngmsome theologians of the Augsburg
Confession;for the one side asserted that the Gospel groperly not only a preaching of
grace, but at the same time also g@reaching of repentance, whichrebukes the greatest sin,
namely, unbelief But the other side held and contended that trep&las not properly a preaching of
repentance or of reproof [preaching of repentacoayicting of sin], as that properly belongs to
God's Law, which reproves all sins, and therefanbelief alsobut that the Gospel isproperly
a preaching of the grace and favor of God for Christ's sake, through which the unbelief
of the converted,which perilously inhered in them, and which the Law of Godreproved,
is pardoned andforgiven. (Concordia951, 953:1-2 emph. vf)

Now, in order that both doctrines, that of the Land that of the Gospel, be not mingled and
confounded with one another, and what belongsstotie may not be ascribed to the other, whereby the
merit and benefits of Christ are easily obscured e Gospel is again turned into a doctrine of the
Law, as has occurred in the Papacy, and thus @mssare deprived of the true comfort which they
have in the Gospel against the terrors of the Lawherefore the true and proper distinction betwe
the Law and the Gospel must with all diligence beulcated and preserved, and whatever gives
occasion for confusiointer legem et evangeliufbetween the Law and the Gospel), that is, whereby
the two doctrines, Law and Gospel, may be confodraied mingled into one doctrine, should be
diligently preventedit is, therefore, dangerousand wrong to convert the Gospelproperly
so called, as distinguishedfrom the Law, into a preaching of repentanceor reproof. ...
(Concordia961:27 emph. vf)

The formulators of the LutheradBook of Concordsaw that without the proper distinction between
Law and Gospel or if the Law were to be removedhfevangelical preaching, great harm would come to
Christians and to the pure teaching of the Godpelfi The Gospel would be made into a friendly new
law. God's grace and the merits of Christ would hetseen as the great and complete treasure God
intended for the comfort of sinners.

Thetestimony of Luther againstgkicoa

By the time the Formula of Concord was adopted580] Antinomianism had been a festering
sore within Lutheranisnfor nearly sixty years. In fact, by all accountdher was more frustrated and
worn by the arrogance, dishonesty, and dogged rdetation of Johann Agricola and his fellow
Antinomians than by any other enemies of the Gogjitdlin the Lutheran camp! This, of course, is no
surprise, given the wiles of the devil in attemptio make a mockery of salvation by grace alonethad
Church’s rediscovered freedom from the rigors @ligtéc legalism and work-righteousness.

The spirit of Antinomianism was breathed out byidgla already in 1525, when he wrote in his
notes on the Gospel of Luke: “The Decalog belomgthe courthouse, not in the pulpit. All those who
are occupied with Moses are bound to go to thel.d€ai the gallows with Moses!” (gtd. in Bente
163:185)? Perhaps one could explain such a statement, ¢iveepersonality of the man, in the context of
Rome’s error regarding justification by works okethaw. Agricola appears to have thought he was
defending the Gospel, or as some suggest, he algghhave been picking a fight with Melanchthon.

However,in 1527 PhilipMelanchthonwrote his“Instructionsto the Visitors of he Churches
of Saxony” in which he expressed the concern th&teatain carnal security” was being fostered by
pastors unless they first preached “the Law tortisgiritually callous people in order to produce
repentance (contrition), and thus to prepare themséving faith in the Gospel, the only sourcerofyt



good works.” Reacting to what he considered to bm&nizing and a corruption of evangelical doctrine,
Agricola publicly taught that “genuine repentancentrition) is wrought not by the Law,” but is tierk
of “the Gospel only” (Bente 163:185).

The danger to the Gospel set forth by Agricola atiter pastors at the time is evident in the
concern expressed by Melanchthon as stated inrbigqus instructions to pastors: “‘At present it is
common to vociferate concerning faith, and yet caenot understand what faith is, unless repentance
preachetl (qtd. in Bente 163:185 emph. vf). Melanchthoretéby has implied that without the
preaching of the Law, the sinner cannot undersaadknow that faith is a despairing of one’s owmkso
and a child-like clinging to the Gospel alone.

Luther became involved at Torgau in November of7/L5% issue was the question: Does faith
presuppose contrition? Melanchthon said Yes; Atmicgaid No. Luther explained that repentance
(contrition), indeed, presupposes a general faitBad, but that justifying faith presupposes theots of
conscience (contrition) worked by the Law. This hoped, would put an end to the controversy. But te
years later Agricola began again, “secretly andhgimmusly,” to circulate propositions against Lutaed
Melanchthon, whom he called “contortors [sic] bktwords of Christ” (qtd. in Bente 163:186). In
response Luther wrote the first of hS8iX Disputations against the Antinomians,” beginnindpecember
of 1537 and continuing through 1540.

We cannot present all of Luther’s concerns as heepally countered Antinomianism in great
detail in these disputations. However, we do wangrioup them into two categories as best as we are
able, given the concern for brevity. These categare:

1) A summary of Luther’'s answer to the questiowHy is the Law to be taughtaspresented in
his secondlisputaton.

2) A summary of Luther's remarks that show his cagn that Antinomian error threatens the
presentation and understanding of the Gospel. Waipropose below under an unlikely heading:

“No Law, No Christ

1. Why is the Law to be taught?

Bente conveysLuther's answer to the question abowe a summation of his second
disputationagainstthe Antinomians. We have taken the liberty of adding thikebgibelow

* “The Law is to be taught on account of discipliaccording to the word of Paul, 1 Tim. 1, 9: ‘The
Law is made for the lawless,” and that by this gedy men might come to Christ as Paul says to
the Galatians (3, 24): ‘The Law was our schoolm@astéring us to Christ.’

* “In the second place, the Law is to be taughtedweeal sin, to accuse, terrify, and damn the
consciences, Rom. 3, 20: ‘By the Law is the knogtedf sin’; again, chapter 4, 15: ‘The Law
worketh wrath.’

* “In the third place, the Law is to be retain&dttthe saints may know what kind of works God
requires in which they may exercise their obedietmeard God” (Drews, 4184erzog R1,
588). (qtd. in Bente 164-65:187)

2. No Law, No Christ!

Under this heading we group the following thesesnfiLuther’s second disputation as they are
recorded by Bente:

20. Law and revelation of sin or of wrath are catilbée terms.
24. Sothat it is impossible for sin to be, or éokmown, without the Law, written or inscribed fhre
heart].
27. And since the Law of God requires our obedigoeard God, these Antinomiansofnomach)i
abolish also obedience toward God.
28. Fromthis it is manifest that Satan througlséhieis instruments teaches about sin, repentande, a
Christ in words onlyyerbaliter tantum



29. Butin reality he takes away Christ, repentasite and the entire Scripture, together with Gt=d,
Author.

45. For the Law, as it was before Christ, did imtlaecuse us; but under Christ it is appeased throug
the forgiveness of sins, and thereafter it is téutfdled through the Spirit.

47. Therefore the Law will never, in all eternitye abolished, but will remain, either to be fudfdl

by the damned, or already fulfilled by the blessed.

48. These pupils of the devil, however, seem tokthihat the Law is temporary only, which ceased
under Christ even as circumcision did. (qtd. in &eh64:187)

In the above we note Luther’'s emphasis along tnesli

- Since sin may be truly known only by the Law @he Antinomians will not preach the Law, they
abolish the obedience toward God required by thve La

- Also, since Christ came to fulfill the Law thatcased us, and the Law is appeased through the
forgiveness of sins that He won, and the Chrisigro fulfill it “through the Spirit,” the
Antinomians serve as Satan’s instruments to takaya@hrist, repentance, sin, and the entire
Scripture, together with God! No Law, no Christ

When Agricola declared his initial agreement withtther's second disputation, Luther did not
follow through with a discussion of a third and ffibuseries of theses that he had prepared. From the
“fourth series of 41 theses” we note the following:

22. Although the Law helps nothing toward justifioa, it does not follow therefrom that it ought to
be abolished and not to be taught.

26. Everywhere in Paul [the phrase] “without thevlanust be understood (as Augustine correctly
explains) “without the assistance of the Law,” @&shave always done.

27. For the Law demands fulfilment, but helps nogttioward its own fulfilment.

35. But faith in Christ alone justifies, alone fldfthe Law, alone does good works, without the Law
37. ltis true that after justification good workslow spontaneously, without the Lawe., without
the help or coercion of the Law.

38. In brief, the Law is neither useful nor necegsar justification, nor for any good works, muldss

for salvation.

39. On the contrary, justification, good works, eadvation are necessary for the fulfilment of the
Law.

40. For Christ came to save that which was loskfL 19, 10], and for the restitution of all things,St.
Peter says [Acts 3, 21].

41. Therefore the Law is not destroyed by Christ, éstablished, in order that Adam may become
such as he was, and even better. (qtd. in Bentd 886

We may summarize Luther’'s argumerdlong these lines. Although the Law and the
preachingof it does nothingwhateveito bring about the obedience it demands, nornedessary for
good works, justification, and salvation, Christ came to fulfill the Law for the salvation tife
“lost"— those condemned by the LalherebyHe did notdestroythe Law, but established it. To
understand anadppreciatevhat Christ did for our salvation, the Law that fddfilled to the letter in
our places must be taught. No Law, @brist

After it became evident that Agricola had returrtedhis errors, Luther denouncethe
Antinomians as “deceivers” in his third public disgtion (fifth series of theses). We give the following
theses quoted by Bente to show the danger of énesk to Christ and His Gospel.

40. Now, in as far as Christ is raised in us, ifesave are without Law, sin, and death.

41. Butin as far as He is not yet raised in uspifar we are under the Law, sin, and death.

42. Therefore the Law (as also the Gospel) mugireached, without discrimination, to the righteous
as well as to the wicked.

44. To the pious, that they may thereby be remintdextucify their flesh with its affections and tss



lest they become secure. [Gal. 5, 24.]

45. For security abolishes faith and the fear odGand renders the latter end worse than the
beginning. [2 Pet. 2, 20.]

46. It appears very clearly that the Antinomianggne sin to have been removed through Christ
essentially and philosophically or juridicallp(maliter et philosophice seu iuridige

47. And that they do not at all know that sin iso&ed only inasmuch as the merciful God does not
impute it [Ps. 32, 2], and forgives gdlum reputatione et ignoscentia Dei misergntis

61. For if the Law is removed, no one knows what<tls, or what He did when He fulfilled the Law
for us.

66. The doctrine of the Law, therefore, is necgssathe churches, and by all means is to be rethin
as without it Christ cannot be retained.

67. For what will you retain of Christ when (theWw.having been removed which He fulfilled) you do
not know what He has fulfilled?

69. In brief, to remove the Law and to let sin aedth remain, is to hide the disease of sin anthdea
men unto their perdition.

70. When death and sin are abolished (as was dddbrist), then the Law would be removed happily;
moreover, it would be established, Rom. 3, 31..(gtdBente 166:189)

Again, we summarize Lutheragrgumentlt is a great deception to “hide the disease ofasid
death” byrefusingto preach the Law to theghteousas well as to the wickedpr thusthe remedy
that is Christ, who fulfilled the Law for us, issalhidden! No Law, n&hrist

Fearing that his position at the University of Witberg was in jeopardy, Agricotanceagain
submitted. When a public retraction of his errosveiemanded, he asked Luther to write it for him. In
January of 1539 Luther sent a public letter toftiend Caspar Guettel, pastor in Eisleben, whiath tie
title “Wider die Antinomet An English translation of this powerful indictmieof the Antinomians comes
in Volume 47 ofLuther’'s WorkgThe Christian in Society )ya portion of which follows below.

When Isaiah 53 [:8] declares that God has “stridkiemfor the transgression of my people,” tell me,
my dear fellow, does this proclamation of Christsfering and of his being stricken for our sin Iynp
that the law is cast away? What does this expnessior the transgression of my people,” mean?
Does it not mean “because my people sinned agaigdaw and did not keep my law”? Or does
anyone imagine that there can be sin where themoitaw? Whoever abolishes the law must
simultaneously abolish sin. If he permits sin tans, he must most certainly permit the law to stand
for according to Romans 5 [:13], where there idaw there is no sin. And if there is no sin, then
Christ is nothing. Why should he die if there weeesin or law for which he must die? It is apparent
from this that the devil's purpose in this fanatiiis not to remove the law but to remove Chrisg, t
fulfiller of the law.

For he is well aware that Christ can quickly anadily be removed, but that the law is written in
the depth of the heart and cannot be erased. hisarly seen in the psalms of lamentation. Foe he
the dear saints are unable to bear the wrath of Gad is nothing but the law’'s perceptible preachi
in man’s conscience. The devil knows very well that it is impossible to remove the law from the
heart. In Romans 2 [:14-15] St. Paul testifies that Gentiles who did not receive the law from
Moses and thus have no law are nevertheless adathiemmselves, being obliged to witness that
what the law requires is written in their hearts, &ut the devil devotes himself to making men

secure, teaching them to heed neither law norssitihat if sometime they are suddenly overtaken by
death or by a bad conscience, they have grown@gsstmmed to nothing but sweet security that they
sink helplessly into hell. For they have learnedpwceive nothing in Christ but sweet security.
Therefore such terror must be a sure sign thats€Cfwhom they understand as sheer sweetness) has
rejected and forsaken them. That is what the dexies for, and that is what he would like to see.
(Luther 110-11)

In summation we note what Luther argues in the m#iat the purpose of the devil, who cannot



succeedn removingthe Law from the heart, is to remove Chiist means of théntinomianerror.

For if the ckevil is permittedto teach that the Law has been entirely removed sin is of no
consequencethen Christ is nothing but “sweet” (fleshlygecurity.” Then, when a badonscience
terrorizesthem, Christ, whdruly died as as total paymeiffior their sins, becomes nothing tbem.

Piepemwrites: “Luther therefore rightly assertsat by their demand that tigreachingof the Law

be banished from the Churthe Antinomians aredoing all they can taob the Church also of the
Gospel andChrist” (111:236). No Law, noChristl

The testimony of the Formula of Concord in Artickl
regarding the later Antinomianism

After the struggle between Agricola and Luther aaldo Luther’'s death in 1546,
Antinomianism morphecut only slightly. We recall from the above that riggla had no time for the
Law, which, he said, “merely rebukes sin, and thab, without the Holy Spirit” and only “to
damnation.” He wanted to proclaim only the Gospé&ivhich does not only condemn with great
efficacy, but which saves at the same time™ (gtdBente 169:193). Thus Agricola denied that thevLa
was necessary to bring about contrition and prepeagts for the Gospel, and therefore it shouldbeot
preached in the church. The Philippists in Wittegbaso taught that the sin of unbelief is condetnne
by the Gospel, not the Law. As we shall see, Luilier not succeed in wiping out the threat of
Antinomianismto the Gospel.

In the early yeard uther had trouble reconciling the Episti@sPauland the Epistle of James,
calling the latter an “epistle of straw” becauses#emed to contradict Paul's words regarding
justification “by faith apart from the worksof the Law.” So also, in the heat of his debate with t
Romanists, Luther had maintained that good worksaahindrance to justification. We know from his
writings, notably his catechisms and his commentaralatians, that Luther understood the relatign
between faith and the works that flow from faith.

However, when the newfound Gospel freedom in Christ becamiicense to sin (ashe
Romanists had falsely accused Luthed®ctrine of salvation by gracethrough faith aloné,
Melanchthon and George Major (1552) declared thaddgworks are “necessary fadvation.”
Neither of them were espousing the Romanist vievspmaking against Luther. They sought only to
establish the scriptural relationship between faittd works, even as Paul and James do when taken
togetherFaith alone saves, but saving faith is never alétmd 556 at the Synod &isenachNicholas
Amsdorf (Flacius too at first) took exception. Arosl thinking that he was defending Luther’s
doctrine, went beyond Luther to say that “good kgoare injurious to salvation™ and “God does nate
for good works.” He proposed the following thesi&ood works are, even in the forum of the law and
the abstractde ideg, not necessary to salvation™ (qtd. in Seebergph).

Andreas Poach added hasipportof these statements, maintainitizat “it is the office of the
law only to accuse and condemn, and that the gedpeé leads to the doing of good: ‘After grace has
been obtained and remission of sins and salvattmephed, we cease to do evil and begin to obey
God™ (gtd. in Seeberg 11:365). In completing hisnsmary of “The Antinomistic Controversy,” Reinhold
Seeberg writes: “ANTON OTTO advanced to crass Amtinism, affirming that there is no ‘third use
of the law;’ that the new obedience belongs nahwkingdom of Christ, but to the world, as to Mose
and the supremacy of the pope; that the Chrisgdaliove all obedience.” We should pray God that we
may remain steadfast to our end in faith withoytanorks (cf. PLANCK, V. I. 62 f.). It was the oldieas
of Agricola which were thus continually reappeariaihough Luther had refused to countenance them”
(366).

Thusthelaterand particular formof Antinomianismaddresseth Article VI ofthe Formula of
Concord was not a rejection of the Lawpeepardor the Gospel, but a rejection of theird use of
the Law, as it pertains to the function of the Lash regard to the good works of the Christian. The
later Antinomians maintained that the Law is néémtled for the regenerate Christian and is notssecg
in any way with respect to the good works of theigian, since the Holy Spirit in the believer krow



nothing of the Law. Men like Andrew Poach, Antort@and others sought also to justify their errpr b
quoting from Luther's arguments against the Ronmtanigheir zeal for the Gospel, however, was
misguided because it was not held in check by &mep Paying no heed to the Law-Gospel paradox set
forth in Scripture, they were thrust into the Awtmian ditch along with Agricola—surely a timeless
warning for us all!

We quote at length a portion of Article Mealing with theChristian’sneed of theLaw
because he is not completely renewed in thes lif

... [W]e unanimously believe, teach, and confeas @fthough the truly believing and truly converted
to God and justified Christians are liberated artlenfree from theurse of the Lawyet they should
daily exercise themselves in the Law of the Losljtas written, Ps. 1, 2; 119, Blessed is the man
whose delight is in the Lag¥the Lord, and in His Law doth he meditate day amghih For the Law
is a mirror in which the will of God, and what pses Him, are exactly portrayed, and which should
[therefore] be constantly held up to the believserd be diligently urged upon them without ceasing.

For althoughtheLaw is not made for a righteous maas the apostle testifies 1 Tim. 1, 9, but for the
unrighteous, yet this is not to be understood eldare meaning, that the justified are to live wuih
law. ... But the meaning of St. Paul is that the/laannot burden with its curse those who have been
reconciled to God through Christ; nor must it vieg tegenerate with its coercion, because they have
pleasure in God's Law after the inner man.

And, indeed, if the believing and elect childrénGd were completely renewed in this life by
the indwelling Spirit, so that in their nature aall its powers they were entirely free from sin,
they would need no law, and hence no one to dheeteither, but they would do of themselves, and
altogether voluntarily, without any instructionpaahition, urging or driving of the Law, what thayan
duty bound to do according to God'’s will; just de tsun, the moon, and all the constellations of
heaven have their regular course of themselvedystneted, without admonition, urging, driving
force, or compulsion, according to the order of ®ddch God once appointed for them, yea, just as
the holy angels render an entirely voluntary obecke

However, believers are not renewed in this lifefgaztty or completely, ... for although their sin is
covered by the perfect obedience of Christ, soithatnot imputed to believers for condemnation,
and also the mortification of the old Adam and tkeeewal in the spirit of their mind is begun
through the Holy Ghost, nevertheless the old Addings to them still in their nature and all its
internal and external powers. ...

Therefore, because of these lusts of the fleshirthg believing, elect, and regenerate children of
God need in this life not only the daily instructiand admonition, warning, and threatening of the
Law, but also frequently punishments, that they tmayoused [the old man driven out of them] and
follow the Spirit of God. ...Goncordia963, 965:4-9 ital. orig.)

Article VI of the Formula of Concord also speaksfallows @ncerning the Holy Spirit’'s use
of the Gospel anthe Law with respect to the good works of the Christian

But we must also explain distinctively what the @elsdoes, produces, and works towards the new
obedience of believers, and what is the officenefltaw in this matter, as regards the good works of
believers.

For the Law says indeed that it is God's will aldnenand that we should walk in a new life, but it
does not give the power and ability to begin and;daut the Holy Ghost, who is given and received,
not through the Law, but through the preachinghefGospel, Gal. 3, 14, renews the heart. Thereafter
the Holy Ghost employs the Law so as to teachefemerate from it, and to point out and show them
in the Ten Commandments what is tikegd and acceptable will of GodRom. 12, 2, in what
good works God hath before ordained ttiatyshouldwalk, Eph. 2, 10. He exhorts them thereto, and
when they are idle, negligent, and rebellious is tinatter because of the flesh, He reproves them
on that account through the Law, so that He cawiedoth offices together: He slays and makes
alive; He leads into hell and brings up again.Therefore, as often as believers stumble, they are



reproved by the Holy Spirit from the Law, and bg tkame Spirit are raised up and comforted again
with the preaching of the Holy GospeCdncordia965, 967:11-14 ital. orig.)

Luther and the Confessions recognized that the &mwd most insidious characterist€ historic
Antinomianism is that while both in theory and apation it purports to establisand exalt the
Gospel,by removing the Law, it actually diminishes the |@bs

Theoretically,to argue that thegreachingof the Law is not necessary to effeobntrition
(Agricola) or to teach good works (Poach, Otto)—esithe Gospel alone is sufficient in both cases and
the Church is commissioned to preach the Evanggeetee the testimony of Holy Scripture, the
ministries of the prophets and the apostles, amth &hrist Himself, who commissioned His Church to
“make disciples of all nations ... , teaching themobserve all things that | have commanded you&t(M
28:18-20).

The theory of the Antinomianists severely diminshihe effect of the Gospel, much in the
same way that a farmer would greatly reduce orgarethe seed he plants from bringing forth fruibé
decided to prove the power of the seed by leaviregsbil hard and uncwiated.When the seed that
is powerful and contains life within itself is npermitted to enter the soil, it is rendered ineffex
Birds come and take the seed away, and it is ptegdnom doing what it was empowered by God to do!
When the Antinomians apply their false theory te kiard ground of the sinner’s heart, refusing akiit
up by the preaching of the Law, the Gospel is motrtited to work its life-giving, transforming powim
man, because it is not welcomed and received l@ag that is broken anautrite.

Our Confession remains unchanged

Regardingthe Antinomian gors hat 1) the Law is deficient and ought to be replaog the
Gospel, as Agricola taught, or that 2) the Lawas mecessary for the regenerate Christian, as Paath
Otto taught, wetsll believe as theScriptureteaches:

First, that the Law is “good”; and second, that flleeh, also in the Christian, is not and never will
be good, even as Pasthates “Therefore the Law is holy, and the commandmehbiy and just and
good. ... For we know that the law is spiritualf bam carnal, sold under sifRom. 712, 14).

Regardingthe need to preach the Law as distinct from thep@8lp®oth to the unconverted and
the converted, we still believe what tBeriptures, Lutherand the Lutheran Confessiodeclare in
the points below:

* The Law and the Gospel are both the Word of;®ad they are always to be clearly distinguished
in theory and application. The purpose and functibtihhe Law is to reveal, magnify, and condemn
sin as worthy of God’s temporal and eternal punistis in every person. The purpose of the
Gospel is to bring comfort and peace to every rigpersinner through the working of faith in
Jesus Christ.

» True Christians are entirely free from the cuasd punishment of the Law, as Paul says (Gal.; 3:13
4:1-7); and

» They are indeed the temples of the Holy Spirad®as put His Law in their hearts by means of the
Gospel of forgiveness (Jer. 31:31-34), and theyighein the law of God according to the inward
man”(Rom. 7:22;

» But the Law, which is not intended for the “righus, but for the unrighteous,” must be preached
also to Christians because they are not fully rexkin this life; they retain the sinful flesh.

» Since in this life the Christians retain the airffesh, which unceasingly tempts them to sin asfai
God (Rom. 7:14-25), the Ten Commandments, a summaryafsGholy Law, are needed to
threaten and condemn the flesh and to serve agla go that the believer is not led astray by the
flesh to devise his own works, but is taught by $prit according to the will of his Savior God
(Rom. 7:7).

» Therefore the Law is used by the Holy Spirit @decessary to mirror and magnify the sins of the
unbeliever as well as the believer and to drivéa lbotdespair of self so that they may only be ked b



the Gospel alone to find forgiveness and righteessim Christ alone (Rom. 7:9-11, 24-25).

I1l. T he danger of Antinomianism to the Gospel in ourday

During the past 500 years Antinomianism has mesasd in the body of Christianity. The
spidery legs of this cancer are insidious and geavisible to the naked eye and must be identitiader
the microscope of God’'s Word, which defines thepprdunction of Law and Gospel so that the Gospel i
proclaimed as thiree and unmerited grace of God for the salvatibeimners as God has revealed it.

Our concern for the Gospel: Because of the Gospelewpreach the Law

We begin with what thiswvriter believes should be ounnderlyingpurpose in preaching the
Law from start to finish. In order to avoid the denof Antinomianism to the Gospel, we must befchre
in our ministry to preach the Law because of theg&b—in the same way that Christian parents should
exercise care in the way they discipline theirdriaih, that is, because they have a higher, morthywgoal
than merely controlling their behavior or helpirigetn to be good, responsible, productive citizens in
life. They want their children to know just how nhuthey are forgiven by God’s grace so that they may
cling to their Savior alone and live eternally ref&God in heaven.

For example, suppose a father learns that hisasshoplifted. The Christian father must not be
satisfied to remind his son of the shame he hasethbis family and the punishment that he musesuff
for his thievery. This may be sufficient for thetfar whose chief desire is that his son grow updoa
respectable, law-abiding citizen. And the son mayagvay thinking that he has weathered his father’s
sermon and made satisfaction for his wrong-doing.ntay think, “I must try harder to be the son nthéa
wants me to be,” or he may even think to himselfyifl be more careful not to get caught next tife!

But the Christian father desires much more, nanflos son, but fohis son. He wants him to
inherit eternal life through faith in his only Sawifrom sin. Because of the Gospel such a fathibnwant
to sound a clear trumpet warning for his son’sretewell-being before God. He will remind his shatt
his sin is first and foremost against God (Ps. hH4in against the Seventh Commandment that bhagan
a covetous heart, which God also forbids in thaiNand Tenth Commandments.

“My son,” he will say, “You deserve far moggunishmenthan you could ever receive from
me;you deserve eterngdunishmentor your sins!” The father’s hope and the goal isfltaw-speech is
that the Holy Spirit will strike his son with theeért-felt conviction that he has offended God and
deserves His eternal wrath and punishment. Bubas as the father senses that the Law has strsick it
blow and convicted his son’s conscience before Gbd, father rejoices to assure his son of total
forgiveness through the shed blood of His Saviesud Christ! In this way, by a proper use of thesLa
because of the Gospel, “godly sorrow produces teper leading to salvation, not to be regrettéd ...
(2 Cor. 7:10). The Christian pastor’s goal for people ought to be the same as the Christian father
goal for his children.

Walther touches on this subject in connection whik Twenty-second and Twenty-third
EveningLecturesregarding gly sorrow and effectivpreaching:

In his Vindiciae Sacrae Scripturad|79, p. 125Huelsemanncommenting on 2 Cor. 7, 10, writes:
“Paul does not say: You have roused sorrow in yeues from love of God, but you have been given
by me a godly sorrow, that is, a sorrow which i@atord with the will or commandment of God. ...
Accordingly, Paul interprets godly sorrow to sigraf sorrow which had been roused in the Corinthians
by the power and the command of God. ...”

This passage, then, refers to a sorrow in the pcesef God on the part of the person who has
become alarmed because of his sins. When | anfiedridy the thought of my sins, hell, death, and
damnation and perceive that God is angry with ntetaat, being under His wrath, | am damned on
account of my sins, —that is godly sorrow, evenutiiol may be in the same condition in which



Luther was before he got the right knowledge of @aspel. Such sorrow comes from God. On the
other hand, ... [wlhen a vain person is thrown gdorow over his sins because he has lost somewhat
of his prestige; when a thief sorrows over his\timg because it has landed him in jail; — that is
worldly sorrow. However, when a person grieves dusrsins because he sees hell before him, where
he will be punished for having insulted the modyitaod, that is godly sorrow, provided that it hast

been produced by imagination through a person’s effiort. Genuine godly sorrow can be produced
by God alone. May God grant us all such sorrow! I{li¢a 246)

What is to be effected by preaching? Bear in mivad the preacher is to arouse secure souls from
their sleep in sin; next, to lead those who haemlaoused to faith; next, to give believers assigraf
their state of grace and salvation; next, to lead¢ who have become assured of this to sanditficat
their lives; and lastly, to confirm the sanctifiadd to keep them in their holy and blessed stat@ un
the end. What a task!

A preeminent point that we must not forget is tfie:achieve this task, it is especially necessary
rightly to divide the truth, as the apostle saygroperly to divide the Law and the Gospel frorctea
other. When a person does not understand how thisiand always mingles either doctrine into the
other, his preaching is utterly futile, in vain. Mdhan this, a preacher of this kind does harnmieauds
the souls of men astray; he leads them to a falde f false hope, a false contrition, makes theme
hypocrites, and frequently hurls them into desphdr.divide Law and Gospel properly is a very,
very difficult task. As Luther says, all preacheesinot but remain mere apprentices in this art unti
death. Nevertheless, a young theologian must be &blrecite at least the first lesson in this
curriculum. _He must know the goal that he is t@heaand he must have made a start in reaching the
goal. (Walther 248-49 emph. vf)

We realize that theunderlinedwords of Walther in their context mean that a wog
preacher'ggoal must be the proper division of Law and Gospmiard which he mushavemade a
startin his preaching. Perhaps, then, we may be fordgmeapplying Walther’s words in these lectures to
our discussion of the dangers of Antinomianisnh®®ospel, specifically to assert that we mustgiréae
Law becauseof the Gospel. That is, in order to reach thed"dggoal of bringing the Gospel's peace and
comfort to the sinner’s heart, he must be cruslyettid Law.

When Paul says that the Law “was added becausmamggressions{Gal. 3:19), he does not
mean to suggest that God gave the Law to Israeder that they might rid themselves of their diggheir
obedience to it. There was no “law given which doahve given life” (Gal. 3:21). On the contraryeyh
were given the Law so that their sins might becamagnified in their consciences and their own
righteousness blasted. It was because of the Gitgri¢he Law was added, for the goal of their &atiod
was that they be led to despair of any righteousbgshe Law and seek it only in the Gospel promise
concerning Christ and “given to those who belie{@al. 3:22-24).

We believe that the following wdsof Paul to Timothy also havepplicationin our day to the
dangerof Antinomianism to theGospel:

But know this, that in the last days perilous timeél come: for men will be lovers of themselves,
lovers of money, boasters, proud, blasphemers, disobedigparents, unthankful, unholy, unloving,
unforgiving, slanderers, without self-control, hkalt despisersof good, traitors, headstrong,
haughty, lovers of pleasure rather than lovefs€sod, having a form of godlinessit denying its
power. And from such turn away. For of this soré ahose who creep into households and make
captives of gullible women loaded down with siesl, &way by various lusts, always learning and
never able to come to the knowledge of the trihitwas Jannes and JambressistedMoses, so do
these also resist the truth: men of corrupt mirdisapproved concerning the faitf2 Tim. 31-8)

We note above especially these words: “in the tests ... having a form of godliness, but
denying its power.” The “power” that actually workee “godliness,” rather than the mere “form” pfis
not the Law, but the Gospel. Those who fit Paulesadiption in Luther's day were chiefly the
Romanists, of course. But we must include also @lmelgious sects that chose their own forms tovegn
to the post-Reformation world thileyknew God better than others because they baptised,aor because
they were more enthusiastic, or because they heehgup everything that might be connected to




Catholicism (e.g., the Iconoclasts un@arlstadt).

In many cases those who had a “form of godlinesg’were “denying its power” were those
who claimed to know and worship God in one way mother, but who lived their lives as if the Gospel
of forgiveness, uncovered by Luther, was a licanskve as they pleased. Having been released from
church law, they had little regard for any law,liming God's! They weréalways learning” but “never
able to come to the knowledge of the truth”; tlgtno matter how much they heard and learned about
“godliness,” they were never able to come to thevledge of‘the truth” as proclaimed in the Gospel
of grace that “came by Jesus Christ” (John 1:17) mnwhich God desires all “to be saved and to come
to the knowledge of the truth” (1 Tim. 2:4).

We have been “in the last days” since Pentecostl (A28-32,Acts 2:16ff.). We know that
Paul's warning to young Timothy applies until thedeof time. But Paul speaks similarly in his
exhortation to Titus that a “bishop” is to “holdstahe faithful word as he has been taught, thah&g be
able,by saund doctrine, both to exhort and convict those whoiadditt. For there armanyinsubordinate,
both idle talkers and deceivers, especially of ¢meumcision.” Paul says that their “mouths must be
stopped, who subvert whole households, teachinggshiwhich they ought not, for the sake of
dishonest gain.” Paul commands Titus to “rebukergfia those who teach “Jewish fablesnd
commandments of men who turn from the truth” (T 14).

In sum, Paul says to Titus, “They profess to knavd@ut in works they deny Him. ... But &s
you, speak the things that are proper for soundride¢ (Titus 1:16-2:1). In combining Paul’'s worts
Timothy and to Titus, do we not see the applicatmmour own day? Why is it that so many profess a
“form of godliness” and yet “deny the power” of i&it not because while the deceivers are teliivegn
what “godliness” is, they are not preaching the ltaweveal true godliness and especially to cornfictin
in need of repentance, and are thus denying thesppotvthe Gospel to convert and bring about true
godliness in heart and life? Are these not ald® lannes and Jambres, men who resist the truth, me
of corrupt minds, disapproved concerning fifith” (i.e., not subjective faitlbut the doctrinef Christ)?

“The faith” is the doctrine of God—Law and Gospglrely all those who “resist the truth” of
the Gospel of grace are “disapproved” because dtloeyot preach the “soundoctrine” of Law and
Gospel; they do not “rightlgivide (distinguish) the word of truth{2 Tim. 2:15)! Does this not apply to all
who refuse to preach the negative of the Law st $ésy waste the pride of the self-made man (whatev
“form of godliness” he may espouse), and thus ttheyy the power of the Gospel of grace and
forgiveness to do its life-creating work? May weawe grace and courage in these last days tolpreac
the Law because of the Gospel, for without the loélod we shall all utterly fail to have and mainta
truly evangelical ministry.

(To be continued)
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Endnotes

! Genesis 8:22:While the earth remains, seedtime and harvest, aolti heat, winter and summer, and day
and night shall not cease

2 The number preceding the colon indicates the pageber inConcordia Triglotta The number(s) after the
colon indicates the paragraph number(s).

% For all Bente quotations the second number ineictiie section number(s) in his “Historical Intraiilons to
the Symbolical Books.”

BOOK REVIEW

Martin Luther: Luther's Works Prefaces Il (Vol. 60), edited by Christopher Boyd Brown.
Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo., 2011 andcover, 385 pages.

Prefaces Ilis the third volume to be published in Concordipi®ject to add twenty more
volumes to the American Edition dfuther's Works Besides writing many books of his own, Luther
wrote brief prefaces to books and pamphlets wribigrhis friends and associates, men such as Johann
Brenz, Lazarus Spengler, Urbanus Rhegius, JustusiusleRobert Barnes, George Spalatin, and of
course, Philip Melanchthon. The printers of theseks loved to have Luther write the prefaces bexaus
they tended to increase the sales of the booksla8imquests are made of popular authors in ooe fior
the very same reason.

In order to have the readers better understane thefaces, the editors have provided helpful
introductions that supply the context to what Lutiveote. In many cases the editorial introductians
longer than the prefaces themselves and indicatgeheral content of the writing for which Lutherdh
written a preface.

Prefaces llcovers the last years of Luther’'s life (1532-154&)d so the content indicates his
concern for the future of Germany and the Christangregations in his part of the world. Just three
years after the reading of the Augsburg Confessidib30, Luther wrote: “[N]early the entire crowdsh
lost God’'s Word in its heart and holds it in uttgsregard. ... But when the pulpit no longer gieey
light, then the world will have what it deservesldras earned, namely, that it be forsaken andaseesy
by God and given over into the power of the devi] who will lead them from one error to the naxrt
fill them with all sorts of lies, idolatry, and tesy; after that he will drive and chase them teelan,
war, murder, greed—in sum, to all immorality anded” (p. 14). Could we not say the same today about
our own country and its churches?

Sometimes Luther is depicted in his later yeardeing stubborn, ornery, and unyielding on
nearly everything. Well, on a more positive notenead what he had to say about the followers ofhJoh
Hus in Bohemia: “I know ... that one ought not tspaite about words and expressions where there is n
conflict otherwise in their sense and intentionl would like to see all the world living in conzbwith
us and us with the world in the same faith in Ghris| will not ... pressure them or force themspeak
exactly the way | do, as long as we otherwise ctomand remain in agreement concerning the substance
... | ask that they, together with us, would prayGiod our Father for unanimity of doctrine andHait.

[Ilt is only fair that they should be acknowledgesithe broken reed and smoldering wick [Isa. 4208],
we ourselves are not yet entirely complete andepedither” (pp. 21-23).

To be sure, Luther did remain unyielding with rebsor doctrine, for in one brief preface he says:
“But conscience and the truth itself cannot toletthis plan for peace. For the unity of faith i dhing,
and love is another. So far as love is concernethimg has ever been omitted on our part or féiele
offered with the greatest goodwill in order eitlhermaintain peace and harmony or to mend them. We
always have been fully ready to do, to suffer, smdetain everything the opponents might command,
enjoin, and inflict upon us, provided that thereswa injury to the faith” (p. 61). “But it is aldmecause



we ourselves are unable to approve things thatfasily conflict with the divine Scriptures and whjc
as it is said, ‘allow no middle ground™ (p. 62).

For the cause of God's truth Luther wrote strongrds against the papists, the enthusiasts
(radical Anabaptists), and the followers of MohardmEor this reason Luther was the target for much
criticism. In one preface Luther had this to sagudlihe radicals: “For this is what they write: tthiaere
are two false prophets, the pope and Luther, bthdrus worse than the pope. ... Truly, | am thegda
that God has set up, at which everyone must takshot” (p. 87).

There is no doubt that to the end of his life lauttvas convinced that the papacy was the foretold
Antichrist. And thus he wrote: “For next to theslief Satan himself, the father of lies ... , nohées been
put forth under the sun more shameless and vile ttia claim that the Roman bishop is the shepherd o
the entire Church” (p. 142). “But to accept thdseads [decrees of the pope] as articles of faittessary
to salvation and to trust and to die in them asuith obedience were salutary unto life—this is the
ultimate evil of the last times ...” (p. 143).

Luther lived in a time of religious turmoil. Thekeere many that were claiming to speak the
truth. In that time of such great confusion Lutlgave this advice that we can certainly make use of
today: “There is no counsel or help in such matégrart from looking ... to God’s Word, relying dn i
and disposing everything in accordance with it."dGdoes not want people to look to human beings or
human affairs, but rather to His Word, and to hoarod esteem it below, above, and beyond everything.
For when a person is dying or is in some otheresmitty, he must forget heaven and earth, sun ancdymoo
father and mother, money and property, honor ameepoand must cling solely to God's Word, stake his
life on it alone, and so depart.” “[D]o not look whether there are many or few of them, whethirtihe
Turk or the pope, but rather to where God's Wordnsd with whom. Cling to that Word and be certain
that there ... God’s children—the holy Church—amespnt. ... For it is written: ‘God’s Word remafios
eternity’ [Ps. 119:89]. ‘Heaven and earth pass away My Word does not pass away’ [Matt. 24:35].
Amen. That is true” (pp. 212-213).

I am convinced that these writings of the maturéhku are worth reading. We are happy that
Concordia Publishing House has undertaken thiseptopnd we hope that our pastors and teachers and
others as well can read these books previouslyailadle in English. Most of the prefacesHrefaces Il
were written for the common man, and the editantdoductions are helpful in providing the histaric
context. The price of the volumes per book is mesk if one subscribes to the whole set in advance.

- David Lau



