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THE ANALOGY OF FAITH AND ROM. 12, 6.

The “analogy of faith” may be defined as the full and
perfect agreement with one another, and especially with the
central doctrine of the Christian religion, of all the various
articles of the Christian faith as revealed to us in the Bible.

Certain of our opponents have declared, and stoutly main-
tain, that this harmonious relation between the various teach-
ings of the Gospel is apparent to human reason, and that the
enlightened intellect of the trained theologian, at least, can
perceive the same. Dut this is an error. For while the Bible
teaches, plainly and unmistakably, that therc neither is nor
can be any real antagonism between its various statements,
since “all) Seripture is given by inspiration of God,” 2 Tim.
3, 16, and since “the Scripture,” therefore, “cannot be broken,”
John 10, 35, not even in a single word,2 yea, not in a single
letter:%) yet this selfsame Bible teaches with equal clearness
and positiveness that hauman reason, in ifs present fallen slate,
is by no means able to discern in every instance the aforesaid
harmony, not though it may boast an enlightenment equal to
that of the Chureh’s most learned apostle.  “We know in part,”
says that distinguished man of God, 1 Cor. 13, 8. Our knowl-
edge is fragmentary. And the way in which he arrived at
the knowledge he did possess of things divine he deseribes in
the following manner: “Casting down imaginations” (or vea-
sonings, Aoyiopobc) “and every high thing that exalteth itself

1) Lit.: every seripture, ‘2) Sce the context. '

3) Bee Gal. 3, 16: aveduan — avedpaot.
13



194 TIE ANALOGY OF TAITIH AND ROM. 12, 6.

against the knowledge of God, and bringing into captivity every
thought” (wdy Adyeope, every product of human reason, how-
ever enlightened!) “to the obedience of Christ,” 2 Cor. 10, 5.
We don’t think it likely that any of us will soar any higher in
theological learning and understanding than did Paul, espe-
cially since the Lord Himself has said to all the world: “My
thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways,
saith the Lord. For as the heavens are higher than the earth,
so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than
your thoughts,” Is. 55, 8. 9. If the Lord’s thoughts are as
high above our thoughts as the heavens are above the earth,
~we can no more reach the Lord’s thoughts with our thoughts
than the carth can reach the heavens. Now God’s thoughts
and ways are declared to us nowhere if not in the Bible. And
while it is incumbent upon us to seek to know Ilis thoughts
and understand His ways in as far as He has revealed them
to us, and while, to this end, we are commanded to “search the
Scriptures,” John 5, 89, and encouraged to “meditate in the
Law of the Lord day and night,” Ps. 1, 2, yet we must not
presume to go beyond God’s revelation and try to search and
find out what God has seen fit to conceal from us. God’s
thoughts and ways are not all declared to us in the Bible, and
those that are declared are not fully explained. Ifence we
cannot fully comprehend them, we cannot sec how all the
various parts of Ilis fragmentary revelation harmonize with
once another. We must acknowledge a mystery here and adore
it, not seck to search and find it out; as says the Apostle:
“O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge
of God! How unsearchable are Iis judgments, and Iis ways
past finding out! Tor who hath known the mind of the Lord?
Or who hath been His counselor? Or who hath first given to
Him, and it shall be recompensed unto Him again? Tor of
Him, and through Him, and to Him, are all things: to whom
be glory forever! Amen.” Rom. 11, 33—36. The doctrine
of the analogy of faith is itself an article of faith; it must be
- apprehended by faith, not comprehended by reason.
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But does not the Bible itself admonish us: “Having . . .
prophecy, let us prophesy according to the proportion of faith”
— &yovtes . . . mpogytetay, xara Y dvaloyiay Tic miotews, Rom.
12, 6% Does not God expressly declare in this text that the
various articles of the Christian faith, or doctrine, are in per-
fect harmony with one another, and that they whose business
it is to interpret the Seriptures must be carveful not to so in-
terpret any part thereof as to destroy this harmony? And
docs it not follow from this, that a theologian, whose business
it 1s to declare all the eounsel of God, must be able in every
instance to discern this harmonious relation? We shall have
to answer this question in the affirmative, 1v — it can be shown
that “faith” is here equivalent to doctrine, that “prophecy”
means interprelation, and that “analogy” denotes a harmony
whach reason, the human 2oyog, 1s able wn every instance to dis-
cern.— We are well aware of the fact that eminent Lutheran
theologians have assumed that “faith” is here equivalent to doc-
trine of faith, and that “prophecy” is synonymous with inter-
pretation; but we do not know of one genuine Lutheran theo-
logian that gives or accepts the above definition of analogy.
Gerhard defines the “rule of faith” as follows: “By ‘rule of
faith’ we mean the plain passages of Scriplure in which the ar-
ticles of faith are set forth in plain and express terms.” Gerhard
further admonishes “that the rule of faith must be taken in its
entirety, and that its various parts must not be placed in oppo-
sition to one another.” (Gerhard’s Loci: 1. de interpretatione
Script. sacr., § 75. Quoted in Lehre und Wehre, vol. 49, p. 322.)
Compare the caution quoted in the same place: “Human reason
must not be permitted to judge whether there be any contradie-
tion in the articles of faith.” Is not this a tacit admission,
to say the very least, that human reason is not able to discern
in every instanco the harmony that prevails among the various
teachings of the Gospel; that human reason is prone to find
contradictions in the articles of faith? And the Book of Concord
defines the “analogy of faith” thus: “The examples must be
interpreted according to the rule, 1. e., according to the certain
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and clear Seriplures, not against the rule, or against the Serip-
tures.” (Mueller, p. 284, § 60.) Genuine Lutheran theology
takes no cognizance of a rational harmony, or unity, of the
Seriptures. © According to Lutheran theology, he who would
know whether a certain doctrine be analogous to the faith
must compare it with the several sedes doctrinae of that doc-
trine, . e., with all those passages of Holy Seripture in which
that doctrine is set forth in clear and express terms; for these
are the rule of faith. '

But what is the meaning of our passage, Rom. 12, 6?
What is the meaning of its prinecipal terms: “faith,” “proph-
ecy,” “proportion” — mégrec, mpogyreta, dvaloyia? Does this
dictum really treat of what theologians call the “analogy of
faith”? Ilas it any special bearing on the interpretation of the
Seriptures, and does it set up a rule caleulated to guard against
false interpretations? — “Seriptura scripturam interpretatur.”
To properly interpret the Seriptures we must view them in
the light of the Seriptures. So with this present dietwm.
I. What, accorvine To Soriprure usacr, is the meaning of
miotes, of mpogyreta, of dvadopia? II. What light does the cox-
TEXT shed upon this verse?

"Tet us inquire into this matter.
loquendi of méorec in the New Testament, we shall look up and
examine all thoge passages in which wéorec occurs. This is not
so arduous a task as it may scem at first sight. For though
mioree oceurs several hundred times in the New Testament,
there are extremely fow eases in which there can be any doubt
about its exact meaning. In 95 cases out of 100 miorec mani-
festly denotes personal, subjective faith. And in the remaining
five—mell, to put it mildly, the subjective meaning of wtore
is entitled to the benefit of the doubt. To put it more strongly,
we may say: It is a well-established principle of theological
exegesis that words used in the Seriptures must be taken in
their proper literal sense as long as we are not compelled by
cogent reasons to depart from such sense and assume a fignre
of speech. Now, no one will dare dispute that “faith,” in its

To determine the wusus
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proper sense, denotes a personal hebitus, and that, when the

word is used in the sense of doctrine, 4. ¢., doctrine of faith,

a figure of speech is employed. Now, does the New Testament

ever employ this figure of speeeh in its use of the word méorec?

Is there anywhere in the canonical books of the New Testament

where the word méatec oceurs any cogent reason for taking méore
in the sense of doctrine? If not, we have no right to assume

that such a figure is used, but must abide by the literal sense,

or, at least, ‘dopzu't no farther from it than the Seriptures, the A
real regula fidei, compel us.

In pointing out the places where méotec oceurs in the New
Testament we shall follow pretty closely the order observed in

CWahl’s Clavis Novi Testamentt, sub voce zlarzc. In order to
save time and space, passages in which the subjective meaning
is obvious will merely be indicated; others will be printed in
full,—or be indicated,—and accompanied by explanatory
notes, references, ete. ’ ‘

1) Iebr. 11, 1 (we place this verse at the head of the list,
because it gives a definition of “faith” as the word is generally
understood) ; 2) Mark 11, 22; 8) Col. 2, 12; 4) 1 Pet. 1, 21;
5) Hebr. 6, 1; 6) 1 Thess. 1, 8; 7) Rom. 4, 5; 8) v. 9;
9) v. 11; 10) v. 12; 11) v. 13; 12) v. 14; 13) v. 16 (bis);
14) v. 195 15) v. 20; 16) Gal 3, 7 (compare the preceding
verse) ; 17) v. 83 18) v. 9; 19) v. 11; 20) v. 12; 21) v. 14;
22) v. 22; 23) v. 23: “But before faith came, we were kept
under the Law, shut up unto the faith which should afterwards
be revealed.” Here, and likewise in v. 25, one is tempted, at
first, to take miorec figuratively, in the senso of gospel, or
doetrine of faith. THowever, on mature deliberation, it will
be seen that there is no cogent reason for so doing. a) In all
the verses of this chapter already considered méozec manifestly
denotes personal faith. In vv. 24 and 26 such is again its
obvious meaning. This being the case, we naturally assume
that the apostle does mot depart from what is his established
custom in this chapter, in vv. 28 and 25; and we cling to this
assumption as long as we are not compelled by other more.
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weighty considerations to relinquish it. Now, there are no
such considerations; for b) in v. 28 mierec occurs twice, and
in the second instance it, or rather the thing designated by it,
is represented as the object of revelation. Now, faith, as the
object of revelation, is not the Glospel; for the Gospel is that
revelation itself. Ifaith, as the object of revelation, is that
personal, subjective thing which the objective Gospel incul-
cates. “Before faith came,” and “the faith which should after-
~wards be revealed,” are parallel expressions denoting the same
thing. Taith came when it was revealed, when it was set forth
in the Gospel revelation, when it was made the object of that
clear, full revelation which we have in the Gospel of the New
Testament. —24) Gal. 8, 24; 25) v. 25 (see the above ad
v. 23); 26) v. 26; 27) Hebr. 4, 2; 28) 6, 12; 29) 10, 23;

30) v. 89; 31) 12, 2; 32) 13, 7 (see Greek text); 33) 11, 3
(see context) ; 34) v. 4; 85) v. 5; 86):-v. 6; 37) v. 7 (bis);
38) v.8; 89) v. 9; 40) v. 11; 41) v. 18; 42) v. 17; 48)v. 20;
44) v. 21; 45) v. 22; 46) v. 23; 47) v. 24; 48) v. 27;
49) v. 28; 50) v. 29; 51) v. 80; 52) v. 31; 53) v. 89;
54) Matt. 17, 205 55) Luke 17, 55 56) v. 6; 57) Matt. 21, 21;
58) James 1, 6; 59) 5, 15; 60) Gal. 2, 16; 61) Eph. 4, 13;
62) Phil. 3, 9; 63) James 2, 1; 64) Rev. 2, 13: “Thou holdest
fast my name, and hast not denied my faith.”. Here it is not
mpossible, of course, to interpret: hast not denied my doc-
trine, which is the doctrine of faith. But it is not necessary.
Mov may be taken as the objective genitive, making the sense:
thou hast not denied the faith (which is) in me. Cf. Gal.
2, 16: dw miorews Xpeotob *Ipoob (cf. also John 15, 10 for
this same genitive). 65) 14, 12; 66) Phil. 1, 27 (compare
vv. 20. 30); 67) 2 Thess. 2, 18; 68) Col. 2, 5; 69) Acts 20,
21; 70) 24, 24; 71) 26, 18; 72) Philem., v. 5; 73) v. 6;
74) Col. 1, 4; 75) Eph. 1, 15; 76) 1 Tim. 8, 18; 77) 2 Tim.
3, 15; 78) Luke 18, 8; 79) 22, 82; 80) Acts 8, 16 (bis);
81) 14, 22; 82) 15, 9; 83) 6, 5; 84) 11, 24; 85) 14, 27:
“opened the door of faith unto the Gentiles,” thus giving them
an opportunity to enter the faith, 7. e., to believe; 86) Acts
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17, 81: miotw mapasydy ndow dvastijoac adroy éx vexp@y. The
Lnglish Bible has: “whereof” (4. e., of the future judgment)
“He hath given assurance unto all men, in that Ie raised Him
(Christ) from the dead.” TLuther translates: “und jedermann
vorhaell DN Gravsey, nachdem,” ete. Luther’s translation
is more literal, since mapéyew means to offer, darreichen, hin-
halten, vorhalten, and méotec means faith, Glaube. The sense
of Luther’s translation is: God offers all men faith, personal
assurance of the truth of the Gospel, which they ought all the
more to accept, since. God has already raised up Jesus from
the dead. This translation being literal and agreeing very
well with the context (see v. 80), is preferable to the English
version. There certainly is no cogent reason for departing
from the literal sense of miorec. 87) Rom. 1, 8; 88) 1, 12;
89) 9, 80; 90) v. 32; 91) 10, 6; 92) v. 8; 93) v. 17;
94) 12, 8; 95) 1, 5: “for obedience to the faith among all
nations.” THere faith would seem to denote the Gospel, which
demands faith as an act of obedience. But the Greck text
reads: el Smaxoyy miorews & mdow xrl., and the most natural
translation would be: “unto faith— obedience among all na-
tions,” @isrewc being gen. epexeg. Thus Luther translates:
“den Gehorsam pus Gravsess aufzurichien,” cte. Compare:
96) 16, 26; 97) 1, 17 (tris); 98) Hebr. 10, 38; 99) 1 Cor.
2, 5; 100) 1 Cor. 12, 9; 101) 1 Cor. 13, 2; 102) v. 13;
103) 2 Cor. 1, 24; 104) 4, 13; 105) 5, 7; 106) 8, 7; 107) 10,
155 108) 13, 5; 109) Gal. 6, 10. (The Christians are said
to be “of the household of faith,” because they are most closely
related, spiritually related, . e., they not only profess a com-
mon doctrine, but have and hold such doctrine in a common
personal faith. The same blood of faith courses through the
spiritual veins of them all. Compare Rom. 1, 12.) 110) Gal.
3, 2: “This only would I learn of you, Received ye the Spirit
by the works of the Law or by the hearing of faith?’ The
“English translators seem to have taken miorewe as the gen. oby.
dependent upon dxofjc, which they rendered: “hearing,” and
to have assumed that mésrewc here means the doctrine of faith;,
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the Gospel, as opposed to the Law. Grammatically this would
not be incorreet, and theologically it would not be against “the
analogy of faith,” it would not be heresy. But considering it
from the viewpoint of theological exegesis, we have an objection
to offer. ’dxoj, which properly denotes cither the act, or the
sense, of hearing, clearly a personal, subjective thing, and is
so used in the Scriptures (e. g., 1 Cor. 12, 17; 2 Pet. 2, 8), —
dxoy also denotes in the Bible, and elsewhere, ¢hat which is
Leard, 1. e., ramor, report; e. ¢g. John 12, 38; Rom. 10, 16;
Matt. 4, 245 14, 1; 24, 6 ¢f al. llence it would be in keeping
with Seripture usage to take it thus in the present instance:
We have detected no

dxoyj = vepott, preaching, or teaching.
Hence we should

such manifest usage with regard to méorec.
prefer. to assume with Luther?) that dxo7 is here used in an
objective sense, in the sense of report, Predigt, while méorews
denotes the subjective faith which that report or Predigt incul-
cates. Thus Wahl defines dxoy miorews here: nuntwus, i. e.,
institutio de fide. 111) Gal. 8, 5; 112) 5, 5; 118) v. 6;
114) Eph. 2, 8; 115) 3,17; 116) 4, 5; 117) 6, 16; 118) v. 23;
119) Phil 2, 17; 120) Col. 1, 23; 121) 2, 75 122) 1 Thess.
1,35 123) 8,2; 124) v. 5; 125) v. 6; 126) v. 7; 127) v. 10;
128) 5, 85 120) 2 Thess. 1, 8; 130) v. 4; 131) v. 11; 132)
1 Tim. 1, 4; 138) v. 5; 134) 2, 15; 135) 1 Tim. 1, 2;
136) James 2, 5; 137) 1 Tim. 4, 1 (compare 2 Tim. 3, 1—S8,
especially v. 8, in which the description culminates); 138)
2 Tim. 3, 8; 139) 1 Tim. 6,12; 140) 2 Tim. 1,5; 141) 2 Tim.
2,18; 142) Tit. 1,13; 143) 1,4; 144) James 1,3; 145) 1 Pet.
1,5; 146) v. 7; 147) v. 9; 148) 2 Pet. 1, 15 149) v. 5; 150)
1 John 5, 4; 151) Rom. 11, 20; 152) Acts 16, 5; 1538) 2 Cor.
1, 24 (bis); 154) Tit. 2, 2; 155) 1 Pet. 5, 9; 156) 1 Tim.
1,14; 157) 2 Tim. 1, 13; 158) 1 Tim. 1, 19 (bis) ; 159) 1 Tim.
6,10; 160) v. 21; 161) 2 Thess. 3, 2;-162) Jude, v. 3: “Ex-
horting you to contend carnestly for the faith which was once
for all delivered unto the saints.” We admit that the wording
of this passage, especially in the relative clause, constitutes a

4) See Luther’s translation: “durch die PrepIGT vOoM GLAUBEN.”
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strong argument in favor of the objective meaning of #iorec in
this place. Ilowever, we don’t think it a conclusive proof. See
v. 5 and the entire letter, which is a warning, not so much
against heterodoxy as against wunbelief and wungodly living.
168) Jude, v. 20; 164) 1 Tim. 3, 9; 165) 4, 6; 166) Acts
6, 759 167) Gal. 1, 23; 168) Phil. 1, 25; 169) James 2,
14 (bis); 170) v. 17; 171) v. 18 (iris); 172) v. 20; 173)
v. 22 (bis); 174) v. 24; 175) v. 26; 176) Gal. 2, 20; 177)
Eph. 3, 12; 178) Rom. 5, 1; 179) v. 2; 180) Rom. 3, 25;
181) v. 26; 182) v. 27. (Observe that “faith” and “works”
are here contrasted, just as they are v. 28, and likewise “law”
and “law.” If anything here denotes the GO'\spel, it is “law”
in the sccond instance, not faith.) 183) v. 28; 184) v. 30;
185) v. 81 (faith is the only source of real obedience to the
Law); 186) Matt. 9, 2; 187) Mark 2, 5; 188) Luke 5, 20;
189) Matt. 9, 22; 190) Mark 5, 84; 191) 10, 52; 192) Luke
7,505 198) 8, 48; 194) 17, 19; 195) 18, 42; 196) Matt. 9,
29; 197) 15, 28; 198) Luke 8, 25; 199) Matt. 8, 10; 200)
Luke 7, 95 201) Mark 4, 40; 202) Acts 14, 9; 203) Rom.
14, 1; 204) v. 22; 205) v. 23; 206) Matt. 23, 28 (the “faith”
here spoken of is faithfulness in keeping one’s vows, clearly
a subjective personal thing; compare the preceding context) ;
207) 1 Tim. 2,7 (the meaning of migric here is fully brought
‘out by the English translation); 208) Tit. 2, 10 (“fidelity”);
209) Rom. 3, 8 (the “faith of God” is one of God’s attributes;
see the following context); 210) 2 Thess. 3, 10; 211) Rev.
2, 19; 212) 18, 10; 213) Gal. 5, 22; 214) 1 Tim. 4, 12;
215) 6, 11; 216) 2 Tim. 2, 22; 217) 1 Tim. 5, 12. —

Thus we have examined every passage in the New Testa-
ment in which the word mfarsc oceurs, with one solitary ex-
coption, that of Rom. 12, 6, the passage we are secking to under-
stand. 'We have seen that in a very great majority of cases
wiareg obviously denotes, and, if the afore-stated rule of excgesis
counts for aught (that, in interpreting the Scriptures, words
must be taken in their proper sense, unless there be cogent

. 5) In this and the two following passages faith is personified.
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reasons for assuming that a figure of specch is employed), wéorc
invariably denotes in the canonical books of the New Testament
not the objective Gospel, or doctrine of faith, but subjective,
personal faith. Such is the usus loquendi generales of the New
Testament, yea,— barring Rom. 12, 6 until its exact meaning
shall have been determined,—the wsus loquendi untversalis.
The usus loguendsi, then, certainly does not compel us to assume
a figurative meaning in the only remaining place where miorec
occurs. On the contrary, it speaks very loudly for the proper
meaning. Let us therefore examine nfotec in this place in the
light of its context. —

Rom. 12—16 is made up largely of exhortations and rules
of conduct for Christians. Ch. 12, 8 ff. the Christian is told
how to conduct himself toward the Church and toward his
fellow-Christians, as may be scen from vv. 4. 5; also from the
nature of the exhortations, vv. 6 ff. TFrom vv. 3—6a it will
be seen, furthermore, that Christians ought, with becoming
humility and modesty, to serve one another, every man with
the gift he has reccived. This is the general scope of all these
exhortations.  Now, one such gift is the gift of prophecy, and
thus we read v. 6: “IHaving then . . . prophecy, let us prophesy
according to the proportion of faith.” Ile truly serves his
brethren with his gift of prophecy who prophesies according
to the proportion, or analogy, of faith. Now what does “proph-
ecy” mean? And what is the meaning of the phrase: “accord-
ing to the proportion, or dvaloyia, of faith” ?

Leaving the meaning of mpogyreia out of consideration for
the present and bearing only in mind that in no other passage
of the canonical books of the New Testament can méotes be con-
clusively shown to have the meaning of doctrine, and that in
this particular connection the Christians are exhorted to serve
one another in all humility and modesty with their respective
gifts, among which is the gift of prophecy, is it not more than
likely that also in this place méorec means, not doctrine of faith,

~but faulh, personal, subjective faith? The thought seems some-
what strange and far-fetched: In order to serve the brethren,




THE ANALOGY OF FAITH AND ROM. 12, 6, 203

let your prophesying be in harmony with the doctrine of faith,
let it agrec with the Scriptures. This thought suggests itself
far more readily: In order to serve the brethren, prophesy
unto their edification in the faith.

Now, what does mpogyreia mean, and what is the import of
dvadoria?  Theologians of no mean repute have said that in
~ the New Testament mpogyreia frequently denotes interprela-
tion, especially interpretation of what the prophets have written,
and hence interpretation of the Secriptures in general; and
they have so explained the word here: Having the gift of
prophecy, 4. e., of interpretation, let us prophesy, 4. e., inter-
pret, according to the proportion of faith. To support this
assumption they appeal, e. g., to 1 Cor. 14, where the words
npogyreia and wpogyrebw ave used quite frequently. See vv. 1.
8. 4. 5. 6. 22. 24, 81. 39. Thus Calov writes in the Biblia
Illustrata, commenting on Rom. 12, 6: “Not those prophets
arc meant that have immediate revelations, but those that inter-
pret the Seriptures, as the word is taken 1 Cor. 14, 1. 8. 29. 32;
1 Tim. 4, 14; 2 Pet. 1, 20. TFor though it is not the business
of these men to set forth new prophecies, or revelations, yet it
is their business to investigate, bring out, and set forth the
prophecies or revelations contained in the sacred writings. For
* there could be no rule laid down for those (first-named) proph-
ets how they should prophesy, since they performed what they
performed by immediate action of the Holy Spirit; but to
these (= latter) prophets a norm is prescribed, to-wit, that
they shall so interpret the Scriptures that their interpretation
will be analogous to the faith.”

Calov here assumes that the apostle’s intention is, in Rom.
12, 6, to regulate the contents of the utterances of the “proph-
ets,” not the Zow and the wherefore, but the what. Proceeding
on this assumption, he argues that prophets who have immediate
revelations need no norm, or rule, to teach them how they shall
prophesy, 4. e., what they shall say, since they speak by in-
spiration of the Holy Ghost. But they who wnferpret the
Seriptures and whose business it, therefore, is to set forth the
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‘meaning of what the prophets have written, and who may,
therefore, themsclves be called, in a sense, prophets — these
people need a norm, or rule, to guide them n what they say,
and to them such a rule is given, to-wit, that they prophesy
according to the proportion of faith. This is Calov’s assump-
tion and argument. And this whole assumption and argument
-and all is based upon the further assumption that 7éorec here
means an objeetive statement of the faith, or doctrine, which
may serve as a guide, or rule, for interpreters of the Bible.
But we question the correctness of both of these assumptions,
especially of the latter one, and hence the validity of the

argument.

- There is still another assumption in Calov’s words, to-wit,
that in the passage which hLe refers to, 1 Cor. 14, mpogyrein
1s taken in the sense of interpretation. We question the cor-
rectness of this assumption also. We shall presently examine
all the various passages in which the word mpogyreia occurs,
and see whether they furnish any conclusive evidence for such
assumption. But first we would say this. The idea of inter-
pretation is not foreign to the train of thought imbedded in
1 Cor. 14. It is referred to expressly no less than five times.
The word interpretation oceurs once (v. 26); enterpreter, once
(v. 28); anterpret, thrice (vv. 5. 18. 27). But the original
terms here used are not mpogyrela, mpogytye, and mpogyredw,
they are Eppmyeia, deeppnebrye, and two forms of Geepppedey.
No one disputes the correctuess of the translations of these
terms in the English Bible. True, the apostle does not in
these places speak of the interpretation of the Scriptures, but
of longues, of foreign languages; but the same word is em-
ployed in the New Testament to denote interpretation of the
Secriptures and particularly interpretation of the writings of
the prophets: Luke 24, 47. Compare also Hebr. 5, 11. These
considerations make it appear very doubtful whether mpogyreia,
anywhere in the Scriptures, and cspecially in 1 Cor. 14, has
the meaning of interpretation. The Seriptures have a different
word to express that idea. — But let us take up mpogyreia itself.
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The word mpogyrelu oceurs in the New Testament nine-
teen times. 1) Matt. 13, 14 we read: “And in them is ful-
filled the prophecy of Lsaias, which saith, By hearing ye shall
hear, and shall not understand; and sceing ye shall sce, and
shall not perceive.” That mpogyreta does not here mean infer-
pretation is self-evident. 2) Rev. 11, 6: “These have power
to shut heaven, that it rain not in the days of their prophecy.”
Compare v. 7: “And when they shall have finished their
testimony,” ete., and v. 3: “And I will give power unto my
two wilnesses, and they shall prophesy.” It is manifest that
mpogyreia here does not mean interpretation. These “prophets”
are engaged, not in interpreting the Seriptures, but in bearing
witness, in giving testimony, of Christ. 8) Rev. 1, 3: “Blessed
is he that readeth, and they that hear, the words of this
prophecy, and keep those things which are written therein:
for the time is at hand.” Read this verse in connection with
vv. 1. 2, and it will never occur to you that wpogyreia here
means anlerpretation. 4) Rev. 19, 10: “The testimony of
Jesus is the spirit of prophecy.” Ilere the idea of interpre-
tation is no more in evidence thau it is in c¢h. 1, 3. 5) Rev.
22, 71 “Behold, I come quickly: blessed is he that keepeth
the sayings of the prophecy of this hook.” Another parallel
to ch. 1, 8. Compare also ch. 22, 6. 6) Rev. 22, 10: “And
he saith unto me, Seal not the sayiugs of the prophecy of
this book; for the time is at hand.” - Comment unnecessary.
7. 8) Rev. 22, 18. 19. No comment necessary. The predomi-
nant notion of wpogyrein in all these places, with the possible
exception of 11, 6, is that of the foretelling of future events.
The Book of Revelation was written to show the servants of
God “things which must shortly,” 7. ¢., in the near future,
“come to pass,” ch. 1, 1. Therefore the words which are written
in this book ave “words of propheey.” 9. 10) 2 Pet. 1, 20. 21:
“Knowing this first, that no prophecy of the Seripture is of
any private interpretation. Tor the prophecy came not in old
time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake as they
were moved by the Holy Ghost.”  Calov, in the quotation given
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above, appeals to 2 Pet. 1, 20 to show that mpogyreta in the
New Testament sometimes has the meaning of interpretation.
Why, we fail to understand. In v. 19 the apostle speaks of
“the more sure word of propheey,” tov mpogyrexoy Adyov. This
surely means: the word which the prophets have written in
the Scriptures; it means the Old Testament. The Old Testa-
ment is here characterized as a word of prophecy. Compare
v. 19 with vv. 20. 21. Now the Old Testament is a book of
considerable size. The “word of prophecy” is made wup of
quite a number of individual prophetic utterances. Hence the
apostle, v. 20, speaks of 7wdoa mpogyrela = cvery prophecy,
i. e., every prophetic utterance of Scripture. The only dif-
ference between TpogyTexdy Aoyov in v. 19 and mpogyreta ypagis,
v. 20, Is that the former refers to the word of prophecy as a
whole, while the latter refers to its several parts.

Now, what does the apostle say about the Old Testament
prophecy ? e says that “every prophecy of Seripture is not
of any private interpretation;”’ Greck: 8¢ mioa mpogyreia
TPaygic fdlas dmddoews ob yiverar; literally: that every proph-
ecy of Seripture is not of one’s own intel‘pretatibn, %. €., one
cannot of one’s self interpret any prophetic utterance of Serip-
ture.  Why not? e tells us that v. 21: “For the prophecy
came not in old time by the will of man: but holy men of
God spake as they were moved by the IToly Ghost.” As
l)r()}?}ICCY; every propheqy, came not by the will of man, but
by inspiration of the IToly Ghost, so prophecy, every prophecy,
cannot be interpreted by the will of man, but only by illumina-
tion of the IToly Ghost. The Holy Ghost, being the sole Author
of the Scriptures, 1s likewise the sole authentic wnderpreter of
the Seriptures. See Gerhard’s Loct, vol. I, p. 237: “Argu-
mentum apostoli tale est: Quod ab humana voluntate sive ab
arbitrio humano non est profectum, illud etiam humano sive
privato arbitrio non est explicandum. Seriptura sacra non ost
ab arbitrio humano profecta. Ergo non debet humano sive
privato arbitrio explicari. Ulterius: Qui est Scripturae auctor
principalis ac summus, qui sacras divinae veritatis tabulas per
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prophetas et apostolos olim promulgavit ac publicavit, is ctiam
earum est interpres summus et authenticus. Jam vero Spiritus
sanctus est auctor Scripturae principalis summus. Ergo etiam
est ejusdem interpres authenticus.” )

Now it is true, this same fruth will be arrived at, if we
take mpopyreia, v. 20, in the sense of inferpretation. But what
compels us to put, or what justifies us in putting, that queer
construction upon an innocent word? What sin has wpogyreta
committed that it should merit such a punishment? Look at
the exegetical process one must go through in order to explain
a few verses of Seripture which are in themselves so plain as
not to require any explanation. Commenting on v. 20, the
exegete tells us: “No propheey of the Seripture,” 4. e., no
wterprelation of the Seripture, “is of any private interpreta-
tion.”  “Hold!” you exclaim. “No interpretation of Seripture
is of any private interpretation!” “What docs that mean? Am
I to understand that when a passage of Scripture has been inter-
preted, this interprefation must also be interpreted, though
not by any private interpretation, and so on ad infinitum?”
“No,” the exegete explains, “this statement merely means that
whoso would interpret the Scriptures cannot interpret them by
himself.”  “Why not?’ “Because ‘the prophecy came not in
old time by the will of man, but holy men of God spake as
they were moved by the Tloly Ghost;” therefore it cannot be
wlerpreled by the will of man, 4. e., by any private interpre-
tation, but solely by illumination of the Ioly Ghost.” “Well,
what does that mean?’ you ask again. “Does that mean the
interpretation ‘came not in old time by the will of man, but
holy men of God spake, 4. e., inferpreted, ‘as they were moved

6)- The Apostle argues thus: What was not brought forth by the will,
or judgment, of man, must not be interpreted by man’s private judgment.
The Holy Seriptures were not brought forth by the judgment of man.
Therefore they must not be interpreted by man’s private judgment. Fur-
ther: He who is the principal and supreme Author of the Scriptures, who
of old promulgated and published the holy tables of divine truth by the
prophets and apostles, e is also their supreme and authentic interpreter.
But now the Holy Spirit is the principal and supreme Author of the Serip-
tures; consequently He is also their authentic interpreter.”
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by the Tloly Ghost’#” “No,” says the exegete, “it means, the
prophecy came not,” ete.  “Well,” you ask, “if ‘prophecy,’
zpogyretu, means prophecy in v. 21 and “word of prophecy
means word of prophecy in v. 19, why does it mean interpre-
tation in v. 207’ How the exegete will answer this question
we do not know. Tt will take considerable exegetical acumen,
in our opinion, to find a satisfactory answer. The whole process
reminds us of David trymff to walk in Saul’s armor, when
a staff, a sling, and five' smooth stones from the brook will
answer the purpose full well and prove far more expedient to
David.  Besides, the rule of exegesis which we quoted at the
beginning of this paper and on which Lutheran theologians
“have always laid the greatest stress, to-wit, that a word must
be taken in its proper, native sense, unless there be cogent
reasons for assuming a figurative scnse, this rule applies to
mpogyreta as well as it does to misrec or any other word; and
the proper, native sense of npogyreia surely is not inferpreta-
tion of the Scriptures. '
11) 1 Thess. 5, 20: “Despise not prophesyings.” We have
scen this passage pomted to as an instance in which mpogyreia
Is equivalent to interpretation, . e., of the Scriptures. According
to the confession of such as advocate this meaning of TpogyTELL,
the word would here be used in an improper sense, a thing we
ought not to assume, unless there be stringent reasons for so
doing.  The analogin fidei does not compel us. We know of
no exact parallel to this passage. And we see nothing in the
context that would compel us. In the verse immediately pre-
ceding it says: “Quench not the Spirit;” and in the one im-
mediately following we read: “Prove all things; hold fast
that which is good.” Now as for the “Spirit,” v. 19, Ile is
indeed a Spirit of prophecy. Compare Rev. 19, 10 with Aects
1, 8 and 2 Pet. 1, 19—21. DBut here prophecy manifestly does
not denote interpretation of the Seriptures. See the list of
passages from the Book of Revelation given above.—As for
v. 21: “Prove all things; hold fast that which is good,” this
docs not compel us to interpret mpogyreta (v. 20) as meaning
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interpretation. Tor, granting that this injunction refers to
mpogyreia, v. 20, still it will not do to argue: “If mpogpyreia
here signified speech inspired by the Holy Spirit, there would
be no need of this caution: ‘Prove all things; hold fast that
which is good;’ for all would then be good and must a priors
be so cons1dered ” 'We must bear in mlnd that the injunction
is not given here to the prophets but to the hearers: Now the
Christians in Berea, who heard the inspired apostles, are landed
in the Bible for searching the Scriptures whether these things
were so, Acts 17, 11. We know that the divinely inspired
apostles could not err in their teachings, neither could the di-
vinely inspired prophets, as such. But we know that “many
false prophets are gone out into the world,” and even true
prophets are known to have given false counsel. See 2 Sam.
7, 8 ff. Under such circumstances it surely was not superfluous
to caution the Thessalonians to prove all things, even mpopyreia,
properly so called, and to hold fast that which was good. —
Besides, interpretation of the Secriptures, real interpretation,
as distinguished from misinterpretation, is a gift of the Holy
Ghost no less than prophecy is. And if Christians need to be
cautioned to prove interpretations before aceepting them, why
not exercise the same caution with regard to prophecy? We
see no cogent reason for waiving the proper sense of mpogrreta
for a figurative onc.

Now let us consider the passages most commonly referred
to as speaking of mpogyreia in the sense of interpretation. They
are 1 Cor. 12, 10; 18, 2. 8; 14, 6. 22. Is there any real need
of abandomn«r the proper sense of mpogyreia in these places
and assuming the confessedly figurative meaning of inter-
pretation ? ’

In 1 Cor. 12 the apostle starts out by declaring that he is
going to enlighten the Corinthians concerning spiritual gifts.
In v. 4 he says: “There are diversities of gifts.” In v. 7 he
says these diverse gifts are “manifestations of the Spirit,”
% e., the Holy Spirit manifests Himself by these gifts, He is

known and recognized by these gifts. Ience they must have
14
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been extraordinary, miraculous gifts. And he that reads
vv. 8—11, where these gifts arc enumerated, is at once imbued
with the notion that they were indeed miraculous gifts. Tha
gift of prophecy is mentioned among them. The inference
therefore is that mpogyrela was a miraculous gift of the Spirit.
Thus far, we believe, all are agreed. — But now, what sort of
gift was prophecy? What did the exercise of this gift consist
in? In the miraculous interpretation of the Secriptures, say
some. Gerhard writes: “Quidam singulari Spiritus dono et
illustratione Scripturas sacras interpretabantur, reconditos et
abstrusos earum sensus proferendo, qui vaticinandi potestate
interim non erant instructi. ‘Act. 13, 1: ‘Erant in ccelesia,
‘quac crat Antiochiae, prophetae et doctores,”.in quibus Barna-
bas ¢t Simon ete., ubi prophetae a doctoribus ordinariis dis-
tinguuntur ac proinde peculiarem ab illis ordinem constituisse
intelliguntur. Hue referri potest 1 Cor. 14, 24, ubi prople-
tare significat speciali quadam Spiritus sancti revelatione Serip-
turas interpretari ac ‘prophetarum spiritus’ dicuntur ‘prophe-
tis subjecti,” v. 82, quia doctrina, quam adferunt prophetae
Spiritu Dei afflati, ita debet institui ac proferri, ut serviat
aedificationi fidelium.” (Gerhard’s Loci VI, p. 148.)7)
Matthew Ilenry writes, commenting on 1 Cor. 14: “As
to prophesying, he orders, (1) That two or three only should
speak at one meeting, v. 20, and this succossively, not all at
once: and the others should examine and judge what he de-
livered, that is, discern and determine concerning it, whether

7) “Some, by a singular gift and illumination of the Spirit, inter-
preted the Seriptures, setting forth their hidden and abstruse meanings,
who, meanwhile, were not gifted with the ability to vaticinate. Aets 13,1:
‘Now there were in the church that was at Antioch certain prophets and -
teachers; as Barnabas and Simeon,’ ete., where the prophets are distin-
guished from the ordinary teachers and are thersfore understood to have
constituted a peculiar order, separate from the latter. Here we may also
consider 1 Cor. 14, 24, where the verb to prophesy means, by a special reve-
lation of the Holy.Spirit to interpret the Seriptures, and ‘the spirits of the
prophets’ are said to be ‘subject to the prophets,” v. 32, because the doc-
trine which the prophets adduce, under the afllatus of the Spirit, must be
so instituted and set forth as to serve to edify the believers.”

'
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it were of divine inspiration or mot. There might be false
prophets, mere pretenders to divine inspiration; and the true
prophets were to judge of these, and discern and discover who
was divinely inspired, and by such inspiration interpreted
Scripture ) and taught the churel, and who was not; what was
of divine inspiration and what was not. This seems to be the
meaning of this rule. Tor where a prophet was known to be
such and under the divine afflatus, he could not be judged; for
this were to subject even the Tloly Spirit to the judgment of
men.” (M. Henry, vol. VI, p. 1059.) Again ad v. 1 ff. Henry
writes: “He dircets them which spiritual gift to prefer, from
a principle of charity: ‘Desire spiritual gifts, but rather that
ye may prophesy,” or chiefly that you may prophesy. While
they were in close pursuit of charity, and made this Christian
disposition their chief scope, they might be zealous of spiritual
gifts, be ambitious of them in some measure, but espeeially of
prophesying, that is, of interpreting Scripture.” (L. e., p. 1056.)
But where do these splendid men get this notion that mpogyreia
means inspired inferpretation? TFrom the text? From the con-
text? We don’t see how. Gerhard writes: “Nomen mpogrtye
deducitur vel dzd 7ol gdvas, quia arcana per visiones illi
apparebant, vel mapa 7o gaivew, quia eventus insolitos po-
pulo denuntiabant, vel simpliciter a mpbgyp, praedico, quia’
prophetaec non solum capita coelestis doctrinac proponchant,
sed etiam de futuris vatieinia proferchant. Plato in Timaeo,
f. 544, discernit prophetam a vate. De vate dicit, quod
aw'aptus numine oracula edat ¢t futura denuntict, qui tamen
quid loquatur, non' intelligat; prophetam constituit ovais
wlerpretem, qua ratione prophetis Veteris Testamenti non
competeret appellatio vatwin proprie accepta, cum ipsi quid
loquerentur, probe intelligerint ct aliis explicarent. Sed quod
prophetae dicuntur vatum interpretes, illud accommodari potest
ad significationem huius vocabuli apostolo Paulo usitatam, qua
etiam il dicuntur prophetac, qui prophetarum et apostolorum

8) Italics our own.
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scripta explicant, quamvis futurorum revelatione et praedie-
tione destituantur.” (Loct VI, p. 12.)?)

But this last assertion, the all-important one, as regards
our present purpose, Gerhard does not prove. It seems to us
that they who define mpogyreia as an extraordinary, miraculous
gift of interpreting the Seriptures, as inspired interpretation,
go a step too far in seeking to specialize where a more general
statement would be better: not inspired inferpretation, but in-
spired speaking, whether interpretative or otherwise, would
seem to come nearer the mark. We are not sure that the several
functions of the New Testament “prophets” can be exactly
specified, but we respectfully submit the following as shedding
some light on our subject.

That “prophecy” was indeed a miraculous gift of the Holy
Spirit is fairly beyond dispute. In addition to what we have

said on this score, compare 1 Cor. 13, 2. 8; 14, 1. 22. 29. 30;
also Acts 2, 17.  According to 1 Cor. 14, 80 the prophet spealxs
by revelatlon, and accprdlng to v. 22 propheey is a sign, oyueioy,
oven as tongues. (Compare the Greek text.) TUnder the extra-
ordinary influence of the Spirit — ajflatus — the prophet would
speak what the Spirit revealed to him.- The Spirit moved him
to speak it. What did the Spirit reveal and move the prophet
to speak? “Mysteries” and “knowledge,” 1 Cor. 18, 2, the

9) The name prophet is- derived either from @pdvai, because hidden
things appeared to him in visions, or from palvsw, because they foretold
unwonted events to the people, or simply from mpdpnu, I predict, beeause
the prophets mot only propounded the chief articles of the heavenly doc-
trine, but also uttered predictions (concerning the future). Plato in
Timacus, f. 544, distinguishes the prophet from tle vates. Of the vates he
says that, carried away by the Deity, he speaks oracles and foretells the
future, although he does not understand what he is saying; the prophet
he makes the interpreler of the vates. According to this theory the name
vates would not properly apply to the prophets of the 01d Testament, since
they understood full well what they said, and explained it to others. But
that the prophets are called interpreters') of the wvates, this agrees with
the meaning of this word that is common in the writings of Paul, where
also they are called prophets who explain®) the writings of the prophets
and apostles, though they be destitute of revelations and predictions re-
garding the future.” [*) Italics our own,]
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knowledge of hidden things. Where were these things hidden ?
In the Scriptures? We doubt not that some were hidden in
the Seriptures, and that the prophets in speaking them inter-
preted the Scriptures; though we see no special statement any-
where to that effect. Much less do we find it recorded that these
were the only mysteries they spoke. Nor do we sec any reason
to believe that the speaking of mysteries was the sole occupation
. of the prophets as such. For 1 Cor. 14, 8 it says: “IHe that
prophesieth speaketh unto men to edification, and exhortation,
and comfort.” The prophets were not occupied with the clear-
ing away of mysteries only, the prophets spoke the Word of
God, both the written and the unwritten word. (Compare Acts
11, 27. 28; 21, 10. 11.) And it was as much their office to
comfort and exhort as it was to enlighten and edify. Tuose
PROPUETS WERE INSPIRED PREACIERS. We believe this defini-
tion covers the whole ground. Wahl defines mpogyrefa thus:
1) sermo vel oratio afflatum divinum prodens, 1. e., sermo sacro
ardore prolatus et spectans ad alios nunc edocendos de rebus
divinis, nune adhortandos, nunc consolandos, hoher Geistes-
vortrag, begeisterter Ausspruch; 2) facullas sermones habendi
afflatum divinum prodentes, dic Fachigkeil, begeisterte Vor-
traege 2u.halten; 3) waticintum, pracdictio rerum fulurarwm:
a) proprie; b) pro: augurium, lacta spes quam concepimus
ént twva, 1. e., de aliquo.” 19

We find no statement, suggestion, or hint in the Seriptures
that would lead us to identify mpogyrelu anywhere with inter-
pretation. The fact that Plato defines mpogyjryc as vates inler-
pres, does not justify us in saying that the wpogirar of the New

10) 1) Speech or discourse betraying a divine afllatus (inspiration),
t. €., discourse delivered with holy ardor and looking now to the enlighten-
ment, now to the exhortation, now to the consolation, of others with regard
to things divine, hoher Geistesvortrag, inspired utterance; 2) the faculty
of delivering discourses betraying a divine afflatus, the ability to deliver
inspired discourses; 8) vaticination, prediction of future cvents: a) prop-
erly so taken; b) instead of: augury, cheerful hope which we have con-
ceived éni mva, 4. €., concerning someonc. ~— As instances where mpogpnrein
occurs in this third meaning Wahl points to 1 Tim. 1, 18; 4, 14; and we
see no reasons to take exception.
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i
Testament were inferpretes of the Old Testament vafes. For
1) the definition Plato gives of wates does not apply without
limitation to the Old Testament prophets, and 2) the prophets
of the New Testament have the title mpogirae in common with
those of the Old. —

Now what is the meaning of proportion, dvaloria’?
lopia is a dma§ Aeyopevoy with respect to the New Testament,
‘occurring in this place only. Iowever, the word is familiar
enough in the classics both of Greece and of Rome. Julius
Caesar wrote a book, or treatise, entitled De Analogia, in which
he demanded in the interest of sound oratory and good Latin
style that a systematic, theoretical study of grammar should
form the basis of the study of oratory, that men should learn
to speak and write correctly according to the established rules
of grammar, and not, as Cicero and other orators would have it,
by the reading of good hooks and the hearing of pure speakers.
Cicero paraphrased the title of Caesar’s work thus: De ratione
Latine loquendi, “On the theory of speaking Latin” In an-
other place he calls Caesar’s method ratio aut scientia, “theory
or science,” as contrasted with his own practical method of
consuctudo. In grammar analogy denoted uniformity or agree-
ment in the formation of words attained by means of rational
study and logical thinking, and in rhetoric and style it denoted
uniformity in the presentation of ideas, acquired in the same
manner.  Georges in his Latin Dictionary defines analogia:
exact proportion, the proportion between two or more things.
In pure Latin: comparatio proportiove. Schenkl in his Greek
Dictionary: corresponding or right relation, proportion, anal-
ogy, Pl-Dem.-Cic.,, who would translate it comparatio, pro-
portio. —dvaloyiopar: to compute, consider, ponder, especially,
to estimate or judge after making a comparison,’) to under-
stand upon deliberation, — dvaloyeapés: deliberation, considera-
tion. — Kat’ dvaloyiopdy = xur’ dvaioytav.  (Dem.) dvaldpopd
tevog mpog té: the act of holding one thing next to another to-
determine their mutual relation.— In a word: dvadoyie, in the

> Ava-

11) TItalics our own.
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language of the classics, denotes conformity, proper relation,
proportion.

In the New Testament ‘dvaloyia is, as we have said, a
dnaé Aeybpevov.  IHowever, the verb dvadoyifopar occurs Hebr.
12, 3 in the sense of : consider, contemplate; and, according to
the context, this considering or contemplating is to be done
with a view to establishing the right relation between the
Christian and Christ; the idea of relation, conformity, is im-
plicd. Then we find mapaloyiopar Col. 2, 4: to deceive, to be-
guile by means of false reasoning. James 1, 22 we read: “Be
ye doers of the Word and not hearers only, deceiving your own-
selves.” Ile, then, who reasons: I am a hearer of the Word,
therefore I shall be saved, rcasons falsely and thus deceives
himself. The simple verb doyiopar, to reason, occurs in a mul-
titude of places. ’Advalopie, from dvd and Adyoc or Aoyifopa,
denotes the act (of the human mind, or Adyoc) of contemplating,
considering, weighing, deliberating, estimating, caleulating,
holding things that bear, or arc intended to bear, a certain re-
lation to cach other, together, in order to compare them and
ascertain their relation, or give them the proper relation, eon-
formity, or proportion, one to another, so shape the one as to
make it meet the requirements of the other.

Now let us recapitulate and draw the conclusions. Harec,
in its proper native sense and according to Scripture usage,
denotes, not objective doctrine, but subjective faith. Ipogyreta,
to all intents and purposes, denotes inspired speech, speech eon-
ceived and uttered under the special wonderful influence or
afflatus of the Holy Spirit. And dvaloria denotes conformity
to a given standard; hence dvaloyla miorew¢ = conformity to
faith. Accordingly, the simplest, most natural, and most Serip-
tural interpretation of Rom. 12, 6, and especially, the one most
agreeable to the context, would be: If any man have the gift
of prophecy, 4. e., of speaking by inspiration or under the
afflatus of the Holy Ghost, let him use this gift so as to meet
the requirements of faith; let his prophecy be caleulated to
edify his heavers, to build them up, in the faith. —This intor-
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pretation agrees with the context. V. 3 the Christian is told
not to think more highly of himself than he ought to think;
but to think soberly, according as God hath dealt to every man
the measure of faith; not to make a vainglorious display of his
gifts, but rather to be humble and modest and serve his brethren
with his gifts, vv. 4. 5. Now the greatest service that one can
possibly render his brethren, yea, the only real and lasting
service, is to edify them in the faith. Thither all our efforts
should be directed, that should be our standard and our goal in
all that we do, or forbear to do, in our dealings with the
brethren, that we edify them in the faith. So it was specially
inculeated upon the prophets of the primitive Church to use
their gift of prophecy for the edification of the brethren in the
faith. (Compare 1 Cor. 14, 8. 20—381.) That was the purpose
which prophecy was intended to serve, that ‘was its divinely
appointed use, and the apostle would have the prophets use
their gift so that God’s purpose would be achieved; he would
not have them abuse their gift, but use it right.

The claim that this passage teaches that there is a rational
harmony among the various articles of the Christian faith or
doctrine, and that they whose business it is to interpret the
Scriptures must be careful to so interpret as not to destroy this
harmony —this claim cannot be substantiated by Scripture.
It cannot be shown that mpogyreia, anywhere in the Scriptures,
denotes interpretation; neither can it be shown that niorc,
anywhere in the canonical books of the Bible, denotes doctrine;
and as for the claim that dvaloylu miorewc denotes a harmony
among the articles of faith that rcason can discern, the Scrip-
tures expressly deny that reason can see their harmony. Is. 55,
8. 9; 2 Cor. 10, 5; Col. 2, 4 (compare Luther’s translation)
v. 8. The Scriptures are not a logical unit. There is no Lehr-
ganzes of Holy Writ that we can perceive; éx uépovg yeyvdaxopey,
our knowledge is fragmentary, even as the Bible itself is frag-
mentary. The Bible admonishes us very frequently not to
speak or teach anything contrary to the Word of God. DBut in
so doing it never employs such words as these: See that your

-every doctrine harmonize with the Lehrganzes; but thus it



THE ANALOGY OF ¥AITH AND ROM. 12, 6. 217

speaks: “Hold fast the form of sound words, which thou hast
heard of me,” ete. — thus Paul to the preacher Timothy, 2 Tim.
1, 13. Again, 1 Tim. 6, 3: “If any man teach otherwise, and
consent not to wholesome words, even the words of our Lord
Jesus Christ,” ete. —1 Pet. 4, 11: “If any man speak, let him
speak as the oracles of God.” The Seriptures are here charac-
terized as being a collection of individual divine utterances,
A0yea, not one continuous utterance. The very name Secriptures
(plural) seems to indicate the same thing. See 2 Tim. 3, 15;
John 5, 89; Acts 18, 24. 28 ¢t al. The singular number ypagy
denotes a verse or passage of Scripture: Luke 24, 27; John
20, 9; Acts 8, 32; coll. v. 35. The Scriptures are not ypa¢y,
they arc ypagai. We meet with wdou roagy, every Scripture,’®
and with ndoar af ypagai, all the Scriptures,® but with #doa
7 rpagy, in the sense of the whole Bible, das Schriftganze,
never. The Bible is a collection of fragmentary revelations of
the truth; the whole truth will be revealed to us in heaven.
And while these fragments never contradict one another,—
for in that case they could not be truth,—but are in profound
harmony in the sight of God, yet this harmony is not every-
where apparent to human reason. Even what is revealed we
know only in part, by reason of our sinful depravity; how,
then, shall we have any knowledge of what is not revealed?
Wo close with the words of him to whom, under God, we
are most indebted for the text these pages have sought to ex-
pound and who, even aside from the fact that he was an inspired
apostle of the Lord Jesus Christ, probably had more knowledge
of things sacred and things secular than any or all of our
modern theologians: “O the depth of the riches both of the
wisdom and knowledge of God! How wunsearchable are His
judgments, and His ways past finding out! For who hath
known the mind of the Lord? Or who hath been Iis counselor ?
Or who hath first given to Him, and it shall be recompensed
unto him again? TFor of Him, and through Him, and to Him,
are all things: to whom be glory for ever. Amen.”
Portland, Oreg. J. A. RimpacH.

12) 2 Tim. 3, 16. 13) Luke 24, 27,



