Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis

Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Master of Sacred Theology Thesis Concordia Seminary Scholarship
6-1-1958

Some Representative Contemporary Concepts of the
Manifestation of God in History and Creation

Herman Otten

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/stm

b Part of the Practical Theology Commons

Recommended Citation

Otten, Herman, "Some Representative Contemporary Concepts of the Manifestation of God in History and
Creation" (1958). Master of Sacred Theology Thesis. 124.

https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/124

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Master of Sacred Theology Thesis by an
authorized administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact
seitzw(@csl.edu.


https://scholar.csl.edu/
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm
https://scholar.csl.edu/css
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F124&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1186?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F124&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/124?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F124&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:seitzw@csl.edu

Short Title
THE MANIFKSTATION OF GOD




SOME REPRESENTATIV: CONTEMPORARY CONCEPTS
OF THE MANIF&SSTATION OF GOD

IN HISTORY AND CRuATION

A Thesis Presented to the Faculty
of Concordia Seminary, St. Louls,
venartment of Practical Theology
in pvartlal fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
waster of Sacred Theology

by
Herman Otten

June 1958

@t
Approvad bv: éééz;%fzgiz47f§zf’

~dvisor
oo 1 7
/N /3
£ 1ot A [/ 00U

g Reader

51864







TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter
Ko o INERODUGTT-ONEER T o sie e le
'[- i ° 1’\.ARL Brri R:P}-i e o o = 0 s e v e

Divine Present . . . « + &
Christomoniam . « « . . .

Toxens of Revelation . :
The "&inmalig" Bvent . . .
V14 Testament Revelation .
Place of Hevelation . . . .
Uffenbarung der Yersoehnung
Religion--A Denial of Grace
Analagtle Bntdla ol b o T T,

THelL tmage O LI God s oo R .

The Bible and Natural Theology

III, EMIL BRUNNER . o o o o o o o
LN o BADLATELT,TCHY o bt i, Soilciues e
Voost tPAUL GALTHADS, . Wb . Bupfoasaiinl

VIi. OTHER CONTEMPORARY THEOLOGIAKS
VIIop (CONCLUSTON . oot <iushikelifontiel onisl o
BIBLIOGRAPHY ¢ o« o o o o o ¢ o o o o« &

- e o Ll o L]

e o & o o

e ° L] °

e 6 ©® o o & e

e & e & e e e e e & @

4. 9 8 o o €. 6 o & o @

101
108



CHAPTER I
INTRODUSTION

The Christian Church confesses on the one hand that God
is the Incomprenensible Une, but also on the other hand, that
e can be known and that knowledge of Him 1s an absolute reg-
uisite unto salvation. The early Church Fathers spoke of the
invisible God as both the unbegotten, namelsss, incomorehen-
;ible, unchangeable Being and also as the God who can be
known unto salvatlon since He has revealed Himaelf in Mis
“#ord, Although the Scholaitics maintained that man does not
know God in lis essential Belng, they did affirm that man
can know asomethinpg of God's nature as He reveals Himself in
His divine attributes. The Reformers dld not denv that man
can learn something from the nature of Cod as He manifests
fAlmszelf 1n history and creation, but thev clearlv warned that
man can acqulre true knowledge of God only from specizl reve-
lation. Under the influence of the theologv of lmmanencs,
inspired br Hegel and Schleiermacher, the transcendent God
was ignored, and special revelation in the sense of a direct
communicstion of God to man was ignored. A trend soon de-
veloped in nineteenth-centurv theology vhich claimed that
God had sufficlentlv revealed iiimself in historv and creation
to make Himself known.

Several decades have now nassed since the voung nastor

of Safenwil, Karl Barth, inadvertentlv rang the church bell,
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as he said, by the publication of his commentarv on Homans,
and thus attempted sgain to bring back theologlans %o a
theology of the Word. Barth directed nart of his attack
against what he considered a trend towsrd natural theology
in Protestantism. He attempted to demonstrate that God is
not to be found in nature, 1n history, or in human experience
of anv kind, but onlv in the 3neclal revelatlion that has
reached man in the Bible, Barth bezan an energetic endeavor
to assert and lav bare the exclusive nature of Biblical

religious truth as wholly sul generis. He stated the pnroblem

of revelation as a matter of 1life and deatn for Christianity
and theology, He believed that the fundamentallvy relativist
rend of modzrn thinking, particularly the school of compar-
ative religzion, had excluded the ides of tsking svecial reve-
1stion seriquslv. Barth reminded the world that revelation
13 an act of God, an act of divine grace for a lost world.
Afraid of the pltfall into which Aquinas had fallen with his
harronious svstem of natural snd sunernatural theologv, Earth
mainteined the discontinuity of "nature" and "grace” or
"reaszon" with "revelation" bv rejecting all natural theology.
ihis entire problem of %the manifestation of God in
nistory and creation and the doctrine of natural theology is
of importance not only for the theological world but it 1s
also of utmost political and economlc significance. & current

trend among political theorists denles any concent of natural

law. The concept of human rights, which 1s at the base of
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tha United Hations Ueclaratlon of Human Rights, is far re-

moved from the theorwy of natural rights and natural law

upon which the founding fathers depended when they formu-

1

lated the beclaration of indepsndence. Tphis basic distinc-

tion can also be detected among economists. Those economists
who deny a theory of natural law generally sdvocnte some form

of state controlled economy, whereaa the advocates of natural

o

law Is

0

vor the free market system.g

This thesis does not nretend to be an 2xhaustive study
of the entire lasue of God's manifestations and natural the-
ologv. ¥ew Hlssouri Synod Lutherans have concerned them=-
selves with the problem. Jaroslav Peliken rsfers %o the

"nroblem of natural theology" in his From Luther to
g3 AD

nlefkegaard.é e believes that Kant has rendered a grest
service to Lutheran theologv bv ridding it of &rilatotelian-
= e

lam,

_Une by one, Kant's Critique does away with the elzboratse
proofs for the existence of God which Lutheran Aristo-
telianiam shared with medleval scheolasticism. For this
fact, scholasticism has never forziven Kant, and neither
has rationalism, 5But Lutheran theology can bz grateful

lsdmund Opitz, The Perspective of Natursl Law (Phila- .
delphias Intercollepgiate “ociety of Individualists, 1957), p. 17.

n zﬁgward F, Barret, The Natural Law and the Lawyver's
Search For a Philosophy of Law (FPhiladelphia: LIntercollegiate
Society of individualists, 1957), pn. 24-43.

“Jaroslav Pelikan, From Luther to Kierkesssrd (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1950), n. 21. Sse 4185 Jaroslav
Peliken, "Natural Theology in David Hollaz," Concordia
Theolopical Monthly, XVIII (april, 1947), 649,
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to him for freeing 1t from the onerous responsibility of ,
nproving bv means of reason that which 1z known by faith.”
Pelikan believes that 1t iz important to note that the prom-

inent theologians of the Aze of Orthodoxy derlved thelr nat-

ural knowledge of God Trom Ariatotelian aﬁllosoobv.s

driting in the Uoncordia Theological konthlw, Robert

doeferkamp expresses hia doubts whether azny of the traditionsal

locl classici, Acts 14:15-17, Acts 17:22-31, Homans 1:15-2C

and Homans 2; 4-.6, really teach a natural theology and &
natural law In the tradlitional notions of these terms,

“ince the nresent-day ecumenicael movement i3 wrestling
ith the problem of international disorder, the Church must

examine the Blblicel basis for natural law and natural the-

ology. The entire issue of God's manifestation in history

o
i
[o]
Q
i
-.‘J
6]
ot

ion alsc has important missionary implications

which must be taken into consideration.7

.

4J,moslav Peliksn, ¥rom Luther to iaraagaard {St, Louisse
Uoncordia Puktlishing House 1850 De . 92

SIb1d. ». 8.

Grobert Hoeferkamn, "Natural Law and the liew Testament,”
Joncordia Theologlcal montnlv, XXIII (-Jemtembcr, 1902) 6b4.

7d=ndrik fraemer, The Christian Kessaze in a Non Christian
World (New York: International lissionary Council, 19397, pe 122,
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CHAPTER II

XARL BARTH

Article LI of the vonfessio Belsica states that man knows

Gog by the.creation, preservation, and government of the
universe, and that God has 2lso revealed hims2lf more clearly

and fullv by tHis holvy and divine ‘ord. For many vears srticle

-
o

II wos éonsidered the Scrintural 1dea concerninz God's reve-
lation. Harl Barth, however, observed that numcrous other
sources beasides Holy Scripture were belng acceptad as means
of revelation.t e soon bhec:ume opnossd to any such two-

apurces~theorv,. fde feared that doly Scrinture would in-

evlitably Le oushed into the background in fﬂvor of a second
source. &uch %o bis dlsmay, Barth discovered the fatal
aanect of nstural theologv within Article IL of the Belgic
Gonfession. In spite of theilr emphasis upon the "aola
aeriptura,® according to Barth, even Augustine and the
Heformers failed to terminate declsively the problem of
enother ravelation and knowledze of God,
Sie konnte sich (und das war vielleicht ihr bishe
groesztes lieis sterstusck) vor den im uebrigen 30 scharfen
Augen der Reformatorsn in der leiss verborgen halten
oder =ls harmlos hinstellen, dasz es wohl zu sinem
neuen, den Autustinlsmus noch uebertrefienden Bekenntnils
zu der freien Gnade nach der soteriologzischen, inhsltlichen

Seite dieses Begriffes, und positiv, in der wiederaufrichtung
des Scriftorinzips, wohl auch zu einem neusn Bekenntnis zu

lgarl Barth, Xirchliche Jogmatik (Zurich: Verlag der

wvangelischen 9uchhand1unﬂ, 1940), 1L, 1, p. 141. Hereafter
clted as &, DU,
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der Linheit der Offenbarung Gottes in Jdesus Christus--
leider sber nicht in derselben Klarhelt nezstlv zu einer
grundsaetzlichen Ausscheldung der Frage nach einer
snderen Uffenbarung and Srkenntnls Cottes gekommen 1st,
so dasz Unsicherheiten und auch nicht zu leugnende
tatasechliche Inkonsecusnzen in disser Hinslcht achon
bei innen seltst moeplich geworden aind.
According to Barth, the Church has slwavs been seduced 1into
not telng completely satisfied with the revelaetion of Jesus
Christ, the only revelation in God's dora .2
Barth 2laims that modern theologians continu«llw and
gulte naturally ask how man can know about God 2t all. Kodern

thsology has been greastly concerned with the srounds of the

self-consciousness as a ziven something. #With that as the
ons pole, 1t esks whether there 1s another pole thst is
senvthing more than an illusion. Wobbermin has snswered thils
cuestion, says Sarth, by saylng that we must vostulate the
idea of God as the other nole of revaslation.? D. L. Ihmels,
too, starts out w#ith the idea of the human s321f as a ziven
certalnty. For him, as well as for #obbermin, the ldea of
God ia really nothing more than the idea of man's certainty
about himself., LEven Zprich Schaeder, that champlon of a

"theocentric theology," is sald to offer nothing but the product

2ibid., p. 140.
ELN DA Th s pe 79
4Kc Dok 1, De 52,
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of the buman consclousness.® Barth similarly dismiszses Xarl
Heim's efforts st finding a solution for the problem of man's
knowledgze, as ending, in the final analysls, in such a way
aa to make them a lsughing-astock for a modern Feuerbach,
fccording to deim, man %nows God because he particlpates in

P

the consciousness of Cod. arth clalms that lieim is a
consciousness theologlan after the pattern of Dsscartes,
and that all consciousness thecloglana nave forgottsn that
i1t 1Lz impossible by eny intsllsctuzl constructlon to come
to the knowledge of God,®

when we soeak of God, Bsarth says, we speak not only of
that of which we know nothing intellectually, but also of
¢4

that of which we have no experience, The preacher is unable

to speak of God even when God himself commands him to do 30,
He does not know God, and ns will not know God at any future
time, vet he must speak of CGod since he i3 under a divine
comma nd.B

Since men cannot know God through nature, Barth has
consistently centered his attack upon natural theology as
the great enemy of the Christian falth. Barth was faced
with 2 unicue predicament when he wsas invited to deliver the

Gifford lecturss, since Gifford had stipulated that the

EES T T pl 52.
6Ip1d.; p. 53
T1bid., n. 895"
8}9;@;, p. 61.
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lectures were to be ziven on the subject of nstural theology

ng, cen cni,_’]g snd

e

and should sarve ihe “promoting, =2dvanc
diffusinz” of the studv of notural theolozv. Barth accented
the invitation, explaining that ..rhsps he could serve the
interest of natural theology by clearly d=finin

Barth mainteins that both Home and modern Protesiantiasm
hsve an erronesous view of rsvelation. The central gueation
in Barth's opnosition toward Rome and modarn Yrotaatantism
directly concerns the rezlity and nature of God's revelation.
Although, unfortunat ly, luther and Cslvin slso made use of
natural theology, their unigue signifilc-nce lles in the fact
that they recognized that the church and our salvation are
based cxclusivelv unon the revelation of God in Jesus Jhrist.lo
Earth considers natural theology to be one of the mest danger-

owus &nd

Q
J
@

rsistent enemies of church and theologv.
God's Revelstion in Christ

Barth's rejection of natural theolozv 15 motivated by
his concepntion of God's rsvelation in Uhrist as the unlaue
gnd exclusive revelation in the world. Barth claims that,
according to the Wew Testament witness, the "einfache und

airklichkeit Jesus Christus” is to be defined as the Word of

°garl Barth, Cottsserkenntnis und Gottesdienst nach
Reformatorischer Lehre (Zurich: Zollikon Verlag, 1938), o. 43..

10“0 U, I- 1, Po 140,
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God becoming man. 8 war also disser Mensch Jesus von
Nazereth Gottes Wort oder Gottes Sohn,"tl

Der Inhalt des NHeuen Testamsntes ist 2llein der Name
Jesus Christus, dor allerdings such und vor allem die
dahrhelt seiner Gottmenachheit in sich schlieszt.
LUleser dame ganz allein bezelchnet die objecktive
#iriklichkelt der Uffenbarung. aAuch die iishrheit der
Gottmenschhelt Chrlsti k%eann ilhrerseits wieder nur
diesen namen begeichnen und 30, alsc indirekt (indiraskt
auch da, wo sie direkt ausgesorochan wird!) die
“irklichkelt der Uffenbarung. . . . #Wir wenden uns nun
jenem doppelten Satz zus CGottes Sohn helszt Jesus von
Nazereth; Jesus von Nazereth ist Gottes Schn. Wir
haben dﬁmit in fuerzesten Jorten die GOﬁnelte iinie

das cnﬂlatolo%ischrn Bekenntnisses im Neusn Testament
bezeichne

sccording to Barth, the Christian apvnrehension of reve-
lation is the resnonse of man to the Word of God whose name
ia Jesus vhrist. it 1s the Word of God who creatas the

Christian apnrehenslion of revelation. Hrom ths Word of God

=}

Laristisn revelation pgains its content, its form and its

it.lo

+ne Ynplstian annrehension of revelation is thst
gpprehension which is bound up with the nsme of Jdesus
Christ. . « « The name Jesus Christ, upon which the
Christiasn apnrehension is depsandent, affirms that the
Uhristian avzrnhension has already been found bv the
rovelation.t

11, v, 1, 2, ». 15,

13A- Dol 2, Do 1877 T 1, De 422,

13gam1 Barth, Revelation, edited by John Baille and
tingh Eartin (Hew York: Hacmillan, 1937), n. 42.

14Lbid., . 43,
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Barth cleims that before one c¢sn now anvthing at all sbout
ravelstion one must first kaow Jesus Carist.t® Revelation
1s &n historiczl occurrence, L1t is a matter of imoartation
to man and of God's velnz revealsd. Without thiz historicsal
being revesled of God, revelation wonld not be revelation.

In his entirno discusalon of r=velation DBarth does not
intend to negate the doctrine of the Holy Trinity bv his
emohesiec unon Jesus Christ as the onlv true revelation.
The doctrine of the Trinity is, for Barth, a necessarvy and
correct snslysis of ravelation, and revelation is for him
throughout rightlvy interar=ted nrecisely by this doctrine.
There i3 no other way tfor him to the doctrine of the Trinity
than just the way of an anslysis of revelation. Revelation,
in order to be rightlv intervreted, must be interprsted as
the doctrine of the Holy Trinlty..t® Only i n the light of
Borth's Trinitariesn emphasis c¢=zn his strasss upon Jhrist as
the only revelstion be eveluated.

According to Barth, revelstion 1s something entirely
different from snything that has previously been known. “In

Jdesus Christ, and in Him =zlone, there enters unon ths stags

of human 1life that which 13 reallv new, and which is hitherto

unknown, because velled and niaden."*t?

A5Th1ds, p. 44.
16g 0. B 1, pe326; 128; -318%
17%ar1 Barth, HRevelation, ». 45.
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The revelstion of God in Jesus Christ i3 "einmalig” in
an absolute sense; apart from that revelation thore mav be
signs and witnesses, but there cannot be a repctition of the

unlcue reslitv of that revelation.

Ttads, as the Now i‘estqmert says, Epama. There are
indeed tokens of this realit there are witnessses and
1esulmoninq to lt but 1t has no un;logiea and is
nowhere §ﬂ;¢uv it stands alone and 1t speaks for
it3elf .t

when Christisnity refers to God's revelation as the
dord of God, 1t means Jesus Christ.l® Just because God's
Wword is God's rsvelatlon, 1t must be understood as identilcal

with God nimself. The personalizing of the concent "uderd

L

of Cod"' does not mean a denial of its "wordness.” Preciselyw

in Lbis dord, savs Barth, God 1s a vwerson. This means,
- ; a
furthermore, that #le is Lord of iis own Word , 20

Revelation in the Christian sense 1s the Gord of God,

the dord snoken in divine lia jestvy, He to whom man
belongs, to whom man cunnot refuse tc listen without
calling himself into question, who calls man to decision,
svmmons us to make common cazuse with idim. Neutrality
towards the #Word of God 1s impossible: we cannet savy

Yos snd do at the ssme time. Obedlence to the iiord of
God is not merelwv one of several »Hossibilities. We

do not confront this Word like Hercules a2t the cross-
roads. This 13 a cese where there is only one possibil-
ity, the possibility of obedience. . . . Becsuse
revelation in the Christiasn sense 1s the iicrd of God,

it is impnossible to adonpt the attitude of =& mere onloocker
towards it. « . « ‘s cannot think and talk avout the
revelation of God; we caen only r=flect on what the Word

la-‘-bidc, De 48,

1
9x(arl Barth Loninat the Stream (New York: Philosophical
Livbrary, 1954), p. 214,

20,
Peter lionsma, Larl Barth's ldea of Revelation (Somerville:
Somerset Press, 1927), p. 115,
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itself says to us., We can only speak out of the reve-
lation itself: otherwise we sp$ll be thinking and
talking about scmething elss, 2L

Barth repeatedly insists In almost 211 of hilis writings
that onlvy Jesus i3 the Word become flesh. According to hin,

only Jesus Uhrist cen be called revelation in the originsl,

22 desus Christ. the

true and strict neaning of the concept.

<
immanvel, is the comnlste content of revelation.go Through
this Jesus, the #ord of Cod, msn can apeak of the God who
bE PR o e # . ’ e . 24
swakens him to faith in himself through hils revelation.
cben in seiner Uffenbarung, eben in Jesus Christus, hat
sich der verborgene Gott faszbar gsmacht. ©HNicht direkt,
sondern indirekt. HNicht fuer daz Schauen, scndern fuer
das Glauben., . « . Das Wort ward Fleisch: das ist
das erste, urspruengliche und reglerende Zelchen aller
Zeilchen .25
unlv in Jesus, the Word made flesh, and not in the Bible as
such does divine revelation take nlace. The Bible 13 merely
the concrete mesns by which the Church 1s raeminded of the
aivine revelation which has occurred. %he revelation which
produces and attests scrinture has taken place. %he event,
in virtue of which the Zlble is heard todav as a valld witness
end in virtue of whicn it is therefore God's word, is the

"fulfilled time," *which 1s identlcal with Jesus Christ."28

2li&arl Barth, Against the Stream, p. 215.

22Karl berth, Hevelation, »n. £9.

B L] . 110
24K. '
25,

i 1 i U T

o 1, De 223.

286- a
K DT S 51
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Wenn in der christliche Kirche von Offenbarung gesprochen
wird, dann ist ebsn nicht von solchen irdischen oder
himmelischen Offenbarungen die Rede, sondern von der
Macht, dle ueber allen Maechten 1st, dann handelt es
sich nicht um die O0ffenbarungen eines goettlichen Oben
oder Unten, sondern um die Offenbarung Gottesselber.27

Only in Christ are all things, the earthly and the heavenly,
comprehended,28 Evervthing that deserves tc be called
knowledge in the Christian sense lives from the knowledge
of Jesus Cmr ist,.
flenn wir den Namen Jesus Christus aussprechen, dann
reden wir nicht von einer Idee. Der Name Jesus Christus
i3t nicnt die durchsichtige Huelle, durch die hindurch
wir auf ein Hoeheres blickten-fuer Platonismus ist
hier kein Raum. . . .- In seinem Lichte sehen wir das
Licht unsere eigene Finsternis. Von der Erkenntnis

Jesu Christi lebt alles, was im ghristlichen Sinne
Erkenntnis gu helszen verdient.?

Divine Present

Together with Barth's claim that revelation can only be
the act of God's incarnation in Jesus Christ, it must be
emphasized that for Barth the whole doctrine of revelation
must be regarded from the point of view of this divine
present.90 In revelation God is present to us.

Der Satz: "Gott offenbart sich" ist, wenn dile in der
Heiligen Schrift bezeugte Offenbarungen gemeint ist, die

27Karl Barth, Dogmatik im Grundrisz (Muenchen: Kalser
Verlag, 1947), p. 98.

28Karl Barth, The Word of God and the Word of Han, trans-
lated by Douglas Horton (London: Pilgrim Press, 1928), p. 94.

29%arl Barth, Dogmatik im Grundrisz, op. 75=75.
S0k, D. I. 2, p. 5s8.
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Aussage ueber das Geschehen eines Erelgnisses, Damit
ist gesagt: er enthaelt auch dle Angabe ueber eine

der Offenbarung eigene Zeit., Wit Ruecksicht darauf
gesagt, 1st er gleichbedeuten mit dem Satz: "CGott hat
Zeit fuer uns." Die Zeit, die Gott fuer uns hat, ist
eben dlese Zeit seilner Offenbarung, die Zelt, dle in
seiner Offenbarung wirklich ist, dile Offenbarungzeit. . .
Ernstlich nach der Zeit der Offenbarung fragend, werden
wir ja sofort wisssn, 1. Dasz wir gar keine andere Zelt
haben als die Zeit, dle Gott fuer uns hat, und 2. dasz
Gott keine anders Zelt fuer uns als eben dls Zeit selner
Of fenba rung 9L

Ged's revelation does not take »nlace in the history of Jesus
Christ. The incarnation cennot be directlwy identified with
what took nlace in the 1life of Jesus of Nazareth in our
historical nast,

Diese andere Zeit ist aber die neue, dle dritte Zeit,
dle dadurch entsteht und Bestsnd hat, dasz Gott sich
offenbart, dasz er fuer uns frei 1st, dasz er bel uns
und mitten unter uns ist, ja, dasz er selber, ohne
aufzuhoeren zu sein, was er 1ist, auch das wird, was
wir sind. Gottes Offenbarung ist das Ersignis Jesus
Cnristus. Wir wuerden es nicht als Gottes Offenbarung
verstehen, wenn wir vorbehaltlos sagen wuerden, dasz
es in unsere Zeit stattfand., Verstehen wir es als
Gottes Offenbsrung, dann worden wir vielmehr sagen
muessen: dieses Zreignis hatts seines eigene Zeit: in
diesem Ereignis geschah es, dasz, waehrend wir unsere
Zelt fuer uns hatten wie nur je, Gott Zeit fuer uns,
seine eipgnene Zsit fuer uns hatte.52

Barth, however, makes it quite clear that the Son of God is
the man Jesus of Nazareth and that the man Jdesus of Nazareth

is the Son of God or the Word,

Dasz Gottes Sohn oder f#ort der Mensch Jesus von Nazareth
ist, das is die eine--dasz der Mensch Jesus von Nazareth
Gottes Sohn oder Wort ist, das ist die andere neu-
teatamentlich--christolische These., Gibt es eine Synthese

Sllvid., p. 50.
52-&0 Do It 2’ Pe 54.
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beilden Theasen? Wir muessen o~uf dlese Frage mit elnem

runden deln sntworten. Gewlsz, es glbt elnen Urt, wo

dlese_beiden Thesen nicht zwel, sondern sine elnzlpge
A e W B

sind.

Christomonilsm

becruse of Barth's nosition that onlw in the incarnation

revelation comes to us, his view has frequentlv besen referred

ndH4

to as "Christomonism. Baprth elsims that his onlv motive

w

has bean to hold fast at all cost to the Vhristological trend
throughout, and he asks whether a Unristlan theologian may do
enything else than think of "Ghrigt only,"9?

in splte of ais spparent "christomonism,” Barth continuslly

empheaalizes:

snd therefore the fact to which the ascond artlicle bears
witness, namely that God baecam= man, must bs absclutely
determinative Tor ua for the intersretztion of the firast
and third. As there is no snecial and direct revelstion
of the rather and oreator as such, 30 =130 there 13 no
special and direct revelation of the Spirit. But the
revelation of the Son 1s as such _at once the revslation
of the rather 'and of the Spirit.”°

In the incarnation, revelation comes to us as revelation
of God's grace and reconciliation. According to Barth, man
cannot conceive of himself, either as one who receives and

discovers even 1ndirsct ravelation other than the revelation

551"‘- U- '[o 2, Poe 250

SSRan ST ool 230, 235.

Sogwe, Serl.s lpile)

363a?1 Barth, Oredo, translated bv J. Strathearn liclab
(London: Hodder Stoughton, 1938), pn. 40-41,
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vhich 1=z in Jeaus Christ.37 It 13 onlv througzh this recon-
cilliation which conquers and destroys radicsal enmlty that a
man learns to know God. Apart from this revelation, apart

from this self-revealing sctivity of God, man only walks in

darkness and csnnot know God. %his revelatlon 1s but onse,

4

p—l

but it has not taken plece In valn: 1t has taken place once
and for all. It concerns the whols world, it concerns all
men. 4n that God bec-me2 man the worid had been given a new

10052(0
fokens of Hevelaticn

The revelation has imprinted itself upon the naturs and
the hlstory of this world in guite differsnt forms, and
thiz 1t does ever snew. <These forms are not revelation
itself. ‘lhey are no multiplications of the incarnation!
fney belong entirely to created things, =s do sll other
forms, As tnkeng of revelation thevy can be misunderstood
and cverlooked.®”

‘hese tokens of revelation are mersly testimonles and witnesses
to Jesus vhrist, not by virtue of sany power within them or
proceeding from them, but by virtue of the power of Jesus
Christ, the instrument in whose hands they are. The power

of Jesus Christ is not oper=zfive save through these secondsry
end therefore conditicned means of revelation.sg The fixed
forms in which rev2lation reveals 1tself in nature and history

are not revelation. God provea that he 1s Lord in this

S7sarl Bsrth, Revelation, p. 50.

58Bibid., v. 64.
3¥1pi4.
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revelation, in that thls revelation 1s plailnlv an event,.
However, i1t 1s not a historical svent nsrcentible to the
neutral observer, but an event of contingent unlcuensss,
"s fact beyvond which there 1s no recourse."4V The words
and deeds of Jesus, the virgin birth and the empty tomb,
the propnetic and apostolic testimony and the ifoly Scriptures

belong to these signs of the revelstion,

{0 the tokens of revelatlion belong in an sspscial wav

the existence of the Pronhets and of the Apostles, or,

to put it another wav, the witness of the 0ld Testament
and the witness of the New., liere too we {ind both dlffer-
ence and correspondence., <+‘he event of revslation has a
definite time which »recedes it and 2 definite time

whlch {0llows it. There 1s an exnectation and there

is a recollection of revelation. The subject of both

ls the same: namely, Jesus dhrist--the time fuliilled

in the midst of the times. The Prophets and the Apoatles
are therefore 2like elso in thls respect, that they are
men directly called to wltness to the fullness of the
times.41

Septh claims that Holy Scripture is the revelation in so
far as Jesus Christ speaks to us through the witness of His
prophets and anostles. Countless people would huve To admit
that there are large portions of Holy Scripture in which they
heve not vet heard the volce of Jesus Christ. Because of
Holy Seripture, Proclemation end Sacrament exist in the
vhurch gs further tokens of revelation. Helther prsachlng
nor sacrament con be dlspensed with, but they sre effectivs

onlv through the power of the revelation which they atteat

400tt0 Weber, Larl Barth's Shurch Dosmatics, translated
by Arthur Jochrane (Philadelphis: Westminster Press, 1953), p. 34.

4lgary Barth, Revelstlon, pn. 86-7.
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and through that alons.42 Jegus alone i3 the revelation.
The "Einmalig" Event

Throughout his writings Barth intends to emphaslize the
absolute unigueness and unrepeatableness of God's revelation
in Jesus Christ.

Erkenntnis von Offenbarung kenn unterbrochen werden.
Sie kann sogar aufhoerzn. Sis kann vertauscht werden
mit falscher Erkenntnies, nichtiger Q0ffenbarung. Sie
hat eber, wo sle stattfindet, den Charakter der
Einmaligkeit. #Wie der lensibh nur einsn Vater haben,
wie er nur elnem anderen Memschen zugleich in die Augen
scheuen, nur eines Menschen Wort zugleich hoersen kann,
wie er nur einmal geboren ist and aur =2inmal sterben
wird, 30 kann er auch nur eine Offenbarung glauben und
Erkenne, llann kann elne Mehrzahl von Religionen
nebeneinander stellen und vergleichen, aber nicht eine
lienrzahl von Offenbarungen, Wer Offenbsrung sagt, sagt:
eine einzige Offenbarung ein fuer allemal geschehen,
unwiderruflich und unwiderholbar,.43

The 1incarnation of the VYord of God is an absolute and once=and=-
for-all reslity. Thls reality has never happened in history
before and will never happen again. "Dieser einfache

Wirklichkelt 1st aber welter: eline schlechtsesrdings sinmalige

Wirklichkeit."44 It 1s a once and for sll event just as God

is once and for all. There will be no renetitions of this

event.

Die Wirklichkeit der Offenbarung ist nicht eine Bestimmung
aller Geschichte oder doch eines Teils, eines Ausschnitts

421p1d4., p. 69.

43Kar1l Barth, "Offenbarung, Kirche, Theologie,"
Theologische Existenzheute, Heft 9, »n. 19,

44g. D. I. 2. p. 132
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der ganzen Gesachichte. “ondern sie 1ls dlese ganz
beastimmte CGeachichte, vohar nicht und =uch nachher
nicht wiederfeschshen, ein fuer allemal geschehen,
sber =ben ein fu=r allemal nichtretwa =inmal in sllen
oder in vielen ialen ceschehen.,%
If thls event was not once snd for all, man wounld remain
. P - 3 e 463
forever blind and God would orever hidden.*® God cannot
be free for us excent in the reslity of this once and lor
all event, Jesus Christ. ..wen though the 1incarnsticn
concsrns especlallv the “on, God, even the whcle God, Father,
@ & Sl s 1 » 3 47 3 1 - 3
von and “plrit, has become flesh.® On the other hand
Jesus Christ 1s the onlv man who can be sald to be flesn.48
By emphaslzing this "eimmalig" event of the Incarnsation

Sarth would aveld the analogia entis 1dsa of ilome and the

0

"netural theology" of Brunner. We are not to think of God
&s reveelsd in the cosmos before Christ or of an original
man who was able to read this revelation aright,
Uleser Bescheid lautet zber: Unter den Wirklichkelten
dleses fosmos glibt es keine, in der Gott fuer den
denschen frel waere. In dissem Aosmos ist Gotut
vielmehr verborgen und der liensch blind. HNochmslss
Z3 ist Gottes Offenbarungen, dle ihm diesen Bescheld
gibt,49
thether and to what extent our humanity may as such by the

risdom and goodness of the Creator be a fit medium for the

451p1g. |

461bid., p. B1.
Y1v1a., . a7,
48Ip1d., p. 49.

491p1d., p. 33.
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revelation of God 1s a matter that is simply hidden from us.90
Yor thia reason men 13 to have nothing to do with a general
anthropology. “The time of God's revelation to Adam 1s
simnly hildden time. Iin 1£ there 1is no freedom of God for

men, God does not reveel himself throush sny speciel neriod
of ©{ historical continultv, Such a revelatiocon, Berth fears,
#ould be subject to the manloulations of the conscilousness
theologlans, and would be repeatable. if_God i3 to he free

for man, ie must come to him in redemption time,Dl
01d Testament Revelation

According to Barth, the Uld Testament 1s the Jitness
of the pure expectation of the'ﬁavelntlon.sz "Diese Vorzeit
lst die Zeit des Alten Testamentes oder die Zeit des Zeugnlsses
der Zrwartung der Offenbarung."53 The 014 Testament is not
itself revelation, but is pointed toward the revelation.
in the VUld Testament Jesus Christ is revealed as the expected
one. W“nen in countless nassages the Hew Testament ipeaks
about Jesus of Nazareth, who goes through the cities and towns

of Gelilee and wanders to Jderusalem, who 1s thers accused

and condemned and crucified is the Jdehovah of the 0ld

50;2;@., p. 49.
°libid., pn. 53-6.
52;9&g., Dt i
551p1a.
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Testament: He 1s the Upreator and God Himself,

21
H4
The time of witness to the expectation of revelatlion 1s
the time of the 014 Testament, snd the time of the New Test-
sment 1s correspondingly the time of the "Zeusnis der Lrinnerung

nds

der Otfenbarung. In this formulation one is struck by the

fact that, unlike the view which hss been br far the most
common, the tlime of the Hew Testament 1ltseli 1s not charactsr-
ized as the time of fulfllilment or as fulfillled time. DBarth
emphasizes the opposite, namely, that Jesus Chriazt as the
expected one ls actually manifested in the 0l1ld Teatament as
well., 4in this connecticn he mentions Augustline, Cslvin,
Luther and even tutheran Urthodoxy as supnort for his nosition.ss
@ir koennen also zur Begruendung des Satzes, dasz im
4lten Testament Uffenbaruns, naemlich echte Lrwartung
der VUfienbarung stattfinde, letzliﬂh und 7rU1ﬁqa9tzlich
auf keine sndere Inatanz varwelsen sls auf die Uffenbarung
selbst, d.h. a2ber auf Jesus Christus selber. Saein
Areuzestod bewelst;. dasz jener Satz wshr 1st, und er
bewelst es durcn dle Kpaft seiner Auferstehung. Ist
der Satz wahr, dann 1lst e3 derum well Jesus Christus 2l1s
der srwartete tatsaechlich auch im Alten Tests-ment offenbar
ist.97
In this "Hinweis" of the Old Testament to the revelation, the
true nzature of the Uld Testament 1s expressed.
In his interpretation of Genesis 1, Sarth clsims that

man can know creation only in terms of revelation in Jesus

54isrl Harth, Uogmatik im Grundrisz, pp. 95-7.
55

K, Do I- 2, Pe 112.

56deber op. cit., p. 44,
S?KI D- I. 2, p! 79'
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Christ. The point at lssus here i3 not just a noetic relation-
shin. '"he noetic interconnsction betwecn Jesus Christ and
creation hes 1ts ontologlcal foundatlon in the fact that the
purpcse and meaning of creation i3 the formation of a plat-
form for the hlstory of the covenant which hes its beginning,
middle, and end in Christ,®® Barth attempts to remain
consistently Christocentric in hils exzegesis of the first few
chepters of Genesis. The christologlical nrinciple reouires
us, argues Darth, to revlace the orthodox rnotion of an
independent humen nature onerating 1ln ordinarwy hlstory =ith
the ides of men's participation in Christ in resl history,

in Cesachichte rather than Hdistorie.

Barth claims that when the Bible sveaks of creation it
cces not refer to history as such., “Geschichte, die wir
nicht zu sehen und zu begreifen vermoegen, 1st =ber jedenfalls

keine historilsche Geschichte.“59

Creation is a "geschichtlicha®
reality and belongs to the successlon of time-Lilling events.so
It is not, however, “"historische Geschichte." That i3, it is
outside the reach of all hilstorical obsservetion and revort.

The relationzhip that obtains between object and subject in
ordinary history does not obtain in the Gesnesis account,

Therefore we have to sneair of unhistoricsl historv. "=Zben

darum 1s sle keins Historie und kann e3a von ihy =auch ka2ine

98¢, », IIi, 1, p. 28.
S91pid., p. 4.
%01pid., v. 64.



-

23
Hiatorie geben, Eben dsrum kann sie nur unhistorische
Geschichte sein, und kann es von ihr nur unhistoriache

Geschichteschreibung geben,"®2 Barth terms Tenesis 1 a

saga but not a myth. £Lv saga he mean:
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plecture of a concrete once-for-all pre-historical Geschichts-

wirkiichkeit subject to temporal-spatial lilmitations.®3 liyth

1s & mere historical nresentation of non-historiesl sisculation.®?
Saga, however, enables us to penetrate into the radical time
of primal history. Regarding the creation sccount as pure
sage enables us to see 1t in 1ts true relation to the reve-
latian,>the dord of God. Barth affirms th-t crestion takas
plece in time, in true genuine history. Howsever, ocur ordinary
calendar time 13 not true time. L1t has virtuallvy become non-
exlitent through grace. Through grace man becomes a part-
icipsnt in true, creation time, 5%

Barth's attitude toward the rels=tionshin betweaen the 0ld
snd New Testaments i3 also affectad by his concept of time.
23 was oreviously noted, Barth claims that the 0ld Testament
deals with the promise and the Hew with the fulfillment. DBut

the difference is not to be taken as dealing with calendar

yvears. <JThe fulness of time does not refer to the passage of

631p1d., o. 88,
841p1d., p. 91.
%8ipig., p. a2.
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centuries. 4#11 history 1s, strictlv apeaking, no more than
a promise, The anostles wers sctually no closer %o the
fulfillment of ravelation than the ﬂroohets.ss The witnesses
of the resurrasction still deal with the »romises onlv.67
True witness alwavs and evervwhere points to a view bevond

history. A true faith will not bulld its falth upon the

cuilcksands of ordinary hisforw.ﬁa
Place of Revelation

Onlv in the "reiner Gegzenwart Gottes™ has revelation taken
place, =ccording to Barth. This divine revelation 1s the
reconciling revelation of desus Christ. Only in the oure
exiztence of Jesus Christ can ravelation occur.°9 Barth is
consigtently opnosed to the ldea of the normelitv of the
religlous a2 priorl as posed by Troeltsch. Barth's fear that
anthropology might become an entrance for natural theology
exercises & large influsnce upon his conception of God's
revelation, Barth continually qualifies religion as unbelief.
He poses the auestion:

Werum also ist gerade das, was hier CGottes Uffenbsarung

genannt wlrd, dss Goschehen 1n der :=xistenz Jesu Christi,

in hervorgehobener, in elnmallgsr sieise Uffenbarungi--

Die slligemeine Antwort auf diese Frage (nach der

"Abaolutheit" des Christentums, Yroel -tsch!) zunaechst

zu gehen 1st, lautet dehin: Es ist zuzugeben, wir sind
umgeben von weithin zwingenden und weithin mit Recht

DO D P T e 45

67
Ibid., p. 247.

88114, p,.257.
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anspruchvollen anderen “Uffenbarungen." uir werden aber

vom christlichen Glauben =us zu dlesen Uffsnbarungsen

sagen muessens: €3 fghlt ibnen sine letgie, schlechthin

bindende aAutoritact.
¥gn can go through this world of revelations: he can be
illumined here and convinced there sand overpowsrsd zomewhere
else. MHowever, revelations do not have the »nower of the
first and last thing which would hinder man from enjoving
and being Intoxicated by such reveletions, =nd then golng
further, like a man who benolds his face in a mirror =nd
passes on and forgets wnat he hes sesn. All these reve-
lations are devold of any f'inal binding force.':

Nicht darum, well sie nleht gewaltis, nicht dsrum, weil

¢ie nicht sinnvoll und ergreifend wseren, aber mell es

sich in ibnen sllen--sco werden wir vom christlichen

Glauben aus bekennan mues:en--doch nur um Of fenbarung

der Oroesze, der Guete, der Schoenheit der von Gott

geschaffenen &rde handelt. Ule wrde 1s volier wunder
und Herplichkeit.’?

According to Barth, the earth could not be God's
creature 1f 1t were not full of revelationa. Fhilosophers,
poets znd musicians are all aware of these rcvelations, but
thease revelations of the earth 2nd the esrthly spirit lack
the suthoritv which binds man conclusivelwv. lon mavT pass
through this earth without belnz ultimstely bound., But

there could zls30 be heavenly revelations of that invisible

and inconceivable reality of creation, »ith which we are

-

70kar1 Barth, Yoomatik im Grundrisz.p. 97

7lﬁapl Barth, Dogsmatics in Outline, translated bv G. T,
Thomson (Wew York: Philosophical usibrary), p. 83.

72Kar1 Barth, Uogmsatik im Grundrisz, p. 97.




26
surrounded. There are indeed occasions of wonder in the
world. But these hsavenly revelations are in reality
creaturely revelations. Thev can 30lve no ultimate problems,
Ls kann uns begzegnen wie der Bote elnes groszen Koenigs,
den wir als groszen und maschtigen Mann bestaunen moegsen,
dem gegenueber wir aber doch wissen: es 1st nicht der
Xoenig selber, es ist nur seine Bote. So =ind wir allen
Gewal ten des Himmels und der Erde und allen ihren
Of fenbarungen_gegenueber dran, Wir wisaen es gibt noch
ein toeheres,
Hegardless how powerful these revelations may ve, and even
though they attain the size of an atom bomb, thev do not
compel us and cannot finally impose upon us, "Wenn der
Lrdkrels zerbricht, so werden den Unverzagten nur die
Truemmer treffen.” Man has experienced many frightful
things during the war, but man is not broken by the lords
wno are not the Lord. Intrepidly he nasses through the

4
ruins and asserts himself against the sartnly nowers.v*

Of fenbarung der Versoehnung

God comes to Man in his Son through grace and reconciliation,
Barth claims that it 1s a denial of grace to assert .that God
is known outzide of His revelation in the Incarnate Word.

The Reconciler isbod the Lord in man's fallen world., The
#Work of the %ord i1s God's presencse in which he makes himself

known. 9ince it 18 a miraculous ossurrence in the midst of

"SIbig., p. 98.
741v1d., p. 96.
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darkness, 1t can only be designated as revelation. Recon-
ciliatlon 1s merely snother word for the sam2 thing, Barth
asserts that "revelation™ snd "raconcilistlon” are svnonvmous
terms, but he emphaslzes that according to the Hew “estament
“prademption” doea not colncide with "revelation"” and "recon-

no

ciliation.® "Redemption® seen from the stendnoint of reve-

latlon or reconcilistion, is rather God's action which 1a
still outstsnding, future, and to be aonsummated.75

Sarth continuallv insists that revelation 1s to be
spoken of us f£inel comolate grace in the world.’? Through
thiz grace end reconciliatlon God sncounters us in sucn a
vay thnzt we can understand him.’® It 4s maen's rejection of
free grace which c=us>3 hin to accept natural theology and
io minimlize the mesning of ©he Incarnation.79 In his dis-
cussion of natural theology Barth asks why it is that, in
spite of all the evldence agelnst natursl theologv, it

a8till continues to Dersist.so

He concludes that natural
theology persists simplv because of man's natural enmity

toward free grace. GLatural theology 13 the unavold=ble

761pig., p. 430.

Tl e Iitg), op an
"8ip1d., pu 43,
"9ibid., p. 167.

80K, D, LI, 1, p. 141.
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thaological expression for the fact of man's rejection of
free snd complete grace. It bears witness to man belng
closed to grace. It attests man's religlous self-sufiilciency
and enmlty to grace. And sfter all, Barth asserts, there
is nothing remarkable about that,. :

serkwuerdlg, wunderlich und erklaerungsbedusritiz 1st
also nicht das Phaenomen der nacuerlichen Theologie als
solecher, sondern das Phaenomen, das darin besteht, daagz
dle natuerliche Theologle lm iHium der christlichen

airche (wle uebrigs such im Raum anderer Religionen)

nun doch wenlgstens scheinbar elne anders Theologie,

eine Theologie der Uffenbarung, neben sich dulden kenn,B1

n

secording to Barth, man's natural emmity to grace ciuses him
to zbsorb snd domesticate revelation itself. "Der =als
Absorbier ung und Yomestlzierung der Uffenbarung beschriebens
Triumph der nstuerlichen Theologie im Raum der Lirche ist
gsehr schlicht der Froszesz der Verbuergerlichung des
svengeliums, ase
Barth claima that natural theology stands for the
pcsalblility of knowing God 1n such a wav thet the khowledge
of his grace =nd mercy 13 not vet included. HNatural theology

assumes the possibllity of a certsin Vorherwissen which is

not yet the knowledge of the merciful Father of Jesus Christ.
muon's sin is his self-assertion agalnst God, his turning
away from the divine grace, hils exsltation of the self into
the place of God. Iden's truth is distorted becuusc he

idolatrously erects his finite verapective into a universal

81vid., p. 152.

“ibid., p. 157.
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end insists thot Yd and man ought to 3es life throush his
eyes. Llut in reality 1t 1s impossible for msn to think
snything thet 1s pleasing to Him. UCur creaturehood and our
sin mean thst when we reason about God, our thought is
vitlated by pride «nd bv subhtle nratenaion that hy its

reasoning would control (God znd use Him for our human

purposdes. 4o attech religioua valuse to even oupr loftiest

- 3 s ¥ &
S8 gilscuss—-

thinking about God 1s » kind of 1ldolatry. In h!

ion of the relationship vetween free grace snd natural
theolopgy Larth becomes particulsrly vencment in his oppo-
sition to natural theology.

shen a man 1s occuplied with genuine theology, he will
always regard the so-c¢zlled natural theology 23 an
bvas. Lf he does not want to f£4l11 into it he will
not zo nesr it. In horror and indignetion he will
turn his back on it as the great temptation -nd
fountain of errors. He does not meddle with 1t. . . .
in the comnlete renudiation of natural theologv, one
does not firzst stere 2t a snake, In order to continue
to stere, until he is hypnotized and 1s really bitten
by 1t. When he filrst seez it he sazikes it wlth his
walking stick and strikes it dead.®?

Darth continually smphasizes that the faith bv which
we receive the #ord is not our own doing., e dare not be
proud of our faith. &Human pride 1s so persistent, 3o
subtle, that it must be left no ground on which to stand.
“e cen think only of God's grace when we say that God is

knowsable.

83%arl Barth end Emil Brunner, Hatural Theology (London,
Geoffrey Bles, The Usntenary Press, 1948), n. 13,
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“ir gedenken an Gottes Gnade, wenn wir gagens Oott ist
erkennbsr, «ir gedenken on Gottes Gnade, wenn wip
unsor sanzes Fragen nach Gottes spkennbarkeit nur als
9ln Zusrusckkommen auf dlese schon gefallene intscheldung
bezeicihinen und verstehen. Denn eat geachieht durch
Gottes Cnade--und ganz allein durch Gottes Gnade--dasz
Gott uns erkennbar 1st. . . . CGottes Offenbsrung

steht nicht in unserer #scht und zlso nicht zu unserer
Verfuegung. OGottes Uffenbarung geschleht unter una

and fuer uns, im bLerseich unserer Apfahrung und unseres
Yenkenss aber nun musz s srnat damlt gelten, dasz

sie .von Gott her geschieht.B4

Religion--4 Denlal of Grace

Sarth deflnes religlon az an affsir of the godless man
and aa unbeliefl becsuse in 1t man i3 attempting to find God
for himsell lnstead of sesking God in His revelation of the

1= .
Incarnate word.®2 'In religion an image of God which

e

nan has

Cu

evised for himself takes the place of divine reality,
religlon man no longer continues in the spirit of Samuel who
asked the Lord %o sopeak %o him, but in religlion man demands
that the Lord remain silent, since man will now do the speak-
ing. In religion man denies free grace =snd agaln attempts

to justify himself, hut this is precisely what God doss not
tolerate 1n revelation.87 Iin religion man talkes the in-
itiative, and the grscious decision is made for us as a

divine spproach.

842{- b, l, Pe T4,

85
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861p14., p. 329.
87Ibid., p. 338.
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In seinem Wohlpgefallen ist Cott Cott unter uns und fuer
uns: in dem gaznz 2lleln von ihm 2usgehenden und voll
zogenen Yeberariff, in welchem er sich zu dem Unsrigen
macht, In selnem wohlgefallen 1st or una offen in der
Uffenheit, in der er slch selbst offen iast. Seln
wohlgefallen ist dig dahrhelit, durch dls wir dile
wshrhait erkennen,®

ihe only way to know God 13 to be iknown of God. In religion
man cannot know God. VUnly by returning to the central
l

position of the HReformatlion will man ever know God. "uir

haben kelnen Weg, uns der srkennbarkeit Gottes und =lso

der Oewlszhelt unserer Gotteserkenntnls zu versichern, der

sn der Gnade und ﬁarmherﬁigkeit des goettlichen Johlgefallens |
vorbelfuehren wuerde,"®?

Berth is consistently onnosed to the idea of the normal-
ity of the religious g priori as posed by Trosletsch. He
conzludes that the subjective pole of the divine-human
relstionship ia a condltion of lostness. Berth does not want
to think of the v:lue of religion from the viewncint of man

and especlally not as the exnresslon of the life and zctivity

of man on his way tcward God. "Rellgion ist elne

fngelegenhelt, man musz geradezu sagen: die Angelsgenheit

des gottlosen Menscnen,"90

Nach der prinziplellen Bedeutung dez reoliglossen Vorgangs
neben den andern Lebensvorgsengen haben wir gefragt,

nach dem Sinn der Religion, und als irstes gefunden,

dasz in der Religlon die Susende zur Sklavenzufstand des

saKo D.O.II.‘I’LIPPO'BO"lU i
Sglbido, ppo 81"2.
99&. D Tl son
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Menschen gegen Cott zum anschaulichen Ausbruch kommt,
und bedenken den Slnn der Frelheit Gottes und unserer
Freiheit--wie sle Jenselts défser Gegebenheit und
Anschaulichkelt stattfindet.

According to Barth, religlon is nothing but the attsmpt to
know God bv way of man's own abilities. There is no

92

continuous line between rellgion and revelaticn. but in

the context of true feith, religion is no longer a human

-

isposition, but a dlaavowal of all human capablility; 1t
1s thus trus religion in the event of the grace of God in
Jesus Christ.?® Barth asserts that if man would believe,
ns would listen rather than speak; he would lst something
be gilven nim instead of insisting on taking something.,

"Well die religion dieses Greifen ist, darum ist die

Rellglon %widerspruch gegen die Offenbarung, der konzentrierte

fusdruck des menschlichen Unglaubans.94

Analogia Entis

Darth comss to terms with the Homan Cathollic doctrine

of the snaloglia entis. According to this doctrins, there
95

exlsts something in common between God and man.

of analogy it is thought possible to arrive st the knowledgs

Wiar Barth, Der Roemerbrief (iuenchen: Kalssr Verlag,

1924), p. 228,

92-&0 D- Io 2, Pe 329.

98K, D. I. 2, p. 3582

D
K. wDonlis 2, Do 330
D
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of bthe existence of God, withont wvet knowing anything of

the grace and mercy of God. According to ZBarth, the analogla

entis Injures the unity of God because it abstracts the being

aspect in Cod from the fullnes: of God's activity and thus

comes to an indeoendent theology of the first article. Such

an attempt to reach a certain and true knowledge of God

wlthout acknowledging God's grace, Barth refers toc as an

assault upon the Christian concent of God.
Diskussionlos darum, well sie Ja, wie unsere Aussinanderset-
zung mit der roemisch-katholischen Lshre gezeigt hat, nur
moeglich werden kann auf Grund eines Attentats =auf chrilat-
lichen Cottesbegriff und well es doch elgentlich =zusgeschlos-
sen sein sollte, dasz die christliche Gotteslehre und mit

ihr die Uogmatik und also dis Frage nach der reinen Lehre
mit dlesem Attentat beginnt.”®

=

Wnile attacking the gnalogia entis, Barth emphasizes

that the caourch should never attempt to nrove the existence
and knowabilitv of CGod on general philosophical grounds. He
admite thet in his earlier Dogmatics he had been unatle to
cut himself loose sltogether from philosophical consatruction.
Yop that‘reason, he says, men were able to read into his
system a philosophicael svystem. That a Roman CUatholic like
&rich Przywara could find in his theology a system of cor-
relationism, that Cogarten could think of hia theology as
even concerned with anthropology, and that others could
relate his thinking to the fxistenz vhilosophers of that
day, called his attentlon to a possible lack of clarity

on his own part.

96K, D. ITi 1. p: 95,
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Since then Barth has set off his position more sharply

then ever against the natursl theology and anslogla entis

of the Homsn Church, in a study of 4nszelm's method of nro-
c@dure.97 Contrary to popular opinion, Barth contends,
£nselm dild not seek to establish the existence of God by

an apriori argument. First Anselm believes, and then he
seeks to underat=nd. Throughout his work Anselm is concerned
only wlth a necesslﬁv of faith. 4#nselm seeks for nroof

because he wants to understand, .and he wants to understand

be

[&]

guse ha belisvea.
Glauben heiszt naemlich bel 4Ans=lm nicht nur ein
Hinstreben des menschlichen #illens zu Gott nin, sondern
ein idineinstreben des menschlichen #illensz 1n Gott und
als0 auch ein wenn auch gescnoepilich begrenztas
iellnehmen an der Aseliaet, der Selbst--und
4lleinheprrlichkelit und also sn der Beduerfnislosigkelit
Gottes.”

‘heology then must not attempt to nrove the existence of God

but simply take God's existence for granted.gg Thecloglisens

should not concern themselves with any effort to nresent

theology as a sclence. The postulates of ordinarv science

should not interest the true theologian. #“ven the minlmum

Tar1 Barth, Fides wuszerens Intellectum: Anselms Beweis
der axistengz Gottes im Zusammenhangz seines theologlschen
Programmg  (Zurich: Verlag der ovangelischen suchhandlung,

19307,

2Bmtases, . g,

99K, b, I. 1, p. 225.
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regulirement of uclence, freedom from contradletion, must

be ignored. Lvangellcal theology nreaents a God who deals

and acts in freedom.loo

By inslsting on an sb:olute contrast between belng and
consciousness, Barth intends to reach a God who 13 not under
the control of the human consclousness. From the point of

view of thought, Barth argues, God's existence must be

concidered entirely imnosalble.lcl

As transcendent, Cod is man's creator. le fresly gives
Being to, or withholds 1t from, a creaturs who 1s wholly
aependent upon the will of God. As immsnent, God maintains
the cresture He has made wholly withlin Himself. God 1is
nearer to the cresture than the creature is to itselif. God
can therefore wholly hide Himself and wholly reveal Himself
in His creature.

Gott ist frei, seine Ulistanz a2ls Gott ihr gegenueber

zu wahren und ebenso frei, mit ihr ins Buendnis zu
treten, ja noch mehr: die Kreatur selbst im strengsten
vollkommensten Sinn in die Zinhelt mlt seinem eigenen
goettlichen 3ein, in die “inheit mit sich selbst zu
erheben., Gott ist frei, ueber die Welt zu herrschen

in vollkommenster Hajestaet, aber ebenszo frei, in der
#elt zu dienen als der geringste und schlechteste aller
Knechte, frei auch dazu, der in der Welt und von der
#elt Verstossen:  und Verworfene zu sein. . . . Bott
ist frei, der Kreatur genz innerlich und zugleich als
Zr selbst asuszerlich zu sﬂégz totus intra et totus
sxtra, und wohlverstanden !t

1OOK. D. I. l’ 'D. 7.
1011p34,, p. 24.
202K “D.°TT, 1, p. 3B4.
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Throughout his writings, Barth has consistently main-
tained that any knowladpme of the bzing of God anart from
grace 1z absolutelv 1lmpossible., The unity of CGod would be
deatroyed, and Barth claims that this 1s precisely what The
Roman Church accomplished when 1%t spoke of the knowledge of
God as Creator. Grace becomes nature for Roman Catholiczism.
God's =ctivity dissp-sars in =nd marges with the activity of
men who h=ave experienced grace, and the perasonal act of
God chenges immedlately into & constantly present relation-

ship. An gnalogia entls, that isa, the occurrence of a God-

likeness of the creature =lso in the fallen world, ia affirmed,
and toerewlth the pos»lbility is opened of using the profane

es glbt" ulso with reference to God and divine things and
the crlisis-charscter of revelation snd faith is dﬂanied.]‘C"'5
Barth believes that the Christian ldea of God 1s 3nlit

up by the anslozia entis. He sees in this concept the

essence of natural theology. %he result of the analozia
entls 1s that man does not come into contact with the trus
God of revelatlon but with an Aristotelian concepnt of abatract

being. 4According to Barth, the anslogia entis is the cardinsl

doctrine of the Roman vhurch and the invention of the anti-
christ.

I can see no third nosaibility between plav with the
ansalogia entis, legltimate only on Homan Cathollc
ground, between the greatnsss and the miserv of 2 so-
called natural knowledge of CGod in the sense of the
Vaticanum, and e Protestant theology self-nourishad

IOSK. Dc Io 1, De 39.
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at 1ts own source, standing upon 1its own fe-t, and
finally libersted from such sscalar misery. . . .

I regard the gnalogia entis as the invention of .nti-
christ, end think that becanse of 1t one can not become
Catholic., #hereupon I at the sams time allow myaelf

to regard all other possible reasons for not baecoming
Cathollc, as shortsipbted and lecking in seriousness,t04

The Image of God

Intimately assoclated with Bartn's opposition

towarda the anslogia entis is his concent of the imego Deil.

Berth affirms that man had once been crested ad lmsginem

et similitudem Del, but he holds that this imare and like-

ness of God has been 30 totally defaced by the Fall as to
leave not a trace behind., HNothing but 2 wholly new sct

of creastion will suffice. Man still remalns human, but hils
numenlty has been so totally corrupted bv sin that he is
nc longer able to hear God's volce until, through falth in
Christ, the imaege and similitude of God are created in him
again.los Zarth opposed Brunner for making a distinction
between the formal snd material imsgo Uel in man. Brunner
cleaimed that in the formal sense man 1s both & subject of
experience and responsible, sven though a sinner. In the
formal sense, according to Brunner, the lmage of CGod is

intact, while in the materlal sense the image of God has

104, ; - .
fapl Barth, The Doctrine of the dord of God, translated
by G. 7. Thomson (New York: Charles Scribner's sons, 1936), p. x.

losﬁarl Barth, “Nein, Antwort os 2mil Erunner,” Theologische
sxistenz Heute, Heft 14, o. 25,
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Leen deformed by sin and nothing hss escaped the defilement
of sin., It is possible, BErunner believes, for God to apeak
to men even though msn i3 a sinnﬁr.los
osrih sgrees with Brunner thet man is snd remalns a

Jub ject of experience. But he senses denger when this fact
is extended to include man's capacity for revelation. Barth
belleves that such a concept of the 1lmago Uel would event-

uallvy lead to a denlal of grace.
The Bible and Natural Theology

bBarth admits that there is a "line" running through
Hdoly Scripture which forces one to ask whether the Bible
Goes not snesak of natural theologv.

“ipr haben una zu fregen: Spricht das #lles darum fuer
die Berechtligung und Hotwendigkeit siner natuerlichen
iheologie, well @s fuer 2ine von der Blbel selbat
benauptete srkennbarkeit Gottes unabhaenzig von seiner
Uffenbarung spricht? DVas wsere offenbar dsnn der Fsll,
wenn sich das, wus die Bihel auf dleser .inle sagt,

von dem, was die ueber Gottes Uffenbarung selber sagt,
in der felse trennen liesze, desz des auf dieser Linle
Gesagte 389 Charakter 2iner seblstaendigen sussagenrsailhe
belaeme.

Besides the main line of revelation, the incarnats Word, Darth
speaks of a subsidisry line, but claims that this subsidlary
line has no independent status. He zsserts that there iz no

doubt as to what is the main line of revelation in the Bible.

106:mi1 Brunner, Natur und Gnade (Tuebingen: J. C. B.
liohr, 1935), p. 18.

40%x, D. II, 1, .pp..108, 110.
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Also: dasz die entscheldende Llnie, die Hsuptlinie

der biblischen Botachaft, euf die Zrkennbarkeit Gottes

in seiner VUffenbarung und nicht anf eine fuer den

Wenschen im fosmos als szo0lchen bDestehende Lrkennbsrkelt

Sottes zurueck geht, darusber braucht hier nicht

geatritten zu werden,

In the light of this m+#ln line Barth claims that is is
impossible for man to know God from anv other aubsidiarvy
line. it is impossible to know God outside of his divine
grece., Ihe Bible cannot mesn to indicate that man can

know God from thls subsldiarv 1ine.t09 Tnils subsidiarv line
is not an independent revelation next to Christ: 1t i3 not

2 prior revelation of God in the cosmos, but it concerns a
light which has 1ts source in the revel=tion from Christ and
shines upon the world.

Barth zgreea that Psslm 12 atates that the Heavens
declare the glory of Cod, but continues by claiming that
whetever the Bible says concerninag the glory of God in His
works, i1s 1itselfl read into the text of the cosmos.

4n sich und els @ lcher waere der Text des Hoamos jJa

stumm, wie es im Psalm 13, 4 susdruecklich heiszt:

“Ohne Sprache, ohne ¥orts, mit unhoerbere 5timme" sagt

¢s ein Tsg dem anderen und tut es eine Nacht des anderen

kund. Und dasselbe duerfte dann mutatis mutandis auch

von den literarischen Vorla§en zu sagen sein, die hier
in EBetrscht komumsn moegen.l 0

Lecording to Barth, there 1ia no original revselation of God
through the work of His handa. Sod does not revesl himself

in history as such. At this point Barth i3 particularly

lOSKo -u- II. l, De 112,
109ip14., p. 121.
1101p14., p. 123.
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flrm in hls opposition of the consciouaness theoloslanas.
He argues that these theologlans seek for the identification
of historyvy with revel.tion. Thevy are prepared to 22y not
only that revelatlion is history but 2lso that history is
revelstion. Ln this thev are definitelv mistaken.lll Barth
contends that their debste as to the nistoricity of this or
that is in reality foolish, slnce the documents of hlstory
about which they are strugeling pretend to offer nothing
more then a witnesa to nrimal history. Such an arsument sbout
the historicity of certain facts will never be settled, In
history as such all things may be intervreted diverselv.112

Barth similarly esserts that Somens 1:17-21 must be
read in the light.of its context.t19 Poul 1s not here speak-
ing of the heathen as such 1n general but =2z:ln in the light

of the revelation in Ghrist.l14 In his Hoemsrbrief Barth

commented on these verses in Romanss

“ir wissen, desz Cott der 1st, den wir nicht wilssan,
und dasz eben dieses Nicht-¥Wissen dss Problem und der
Ursprung unseres +issena 1st., %Wir wissen, dasz Gott
die Persoenlichkeit 1st, die wir nicht sind, und dassz
eben dieses unser Nicht-Seln unsers Perscenlichiteit
aufhebt und begruendet, DUiseser Gottesged=nks, die
Zinsicht in die absolute Hetoronomie, unter der wir
stehen, ist autonom: Wir widerstehen nicht etwas

11lg, D. I, 1, p. 232,
Sl L) g e e ] kDl z s
1158, D. IT. 1, p: 445,

: 114y % Lackmann, Von Gshelmnis Uer Schoepfung (Stuttgart;
wvangelisches Verlagswerk, 19525, P2. 180-2,
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fremden, sondern unserem £igensten, nicht etwss Fernen,
sondern dem Nepechatliegenden, wenn wir ihm widerstehen.

Barth asserts that 1%t is onlv in the light of Golgatha that

the heathen are without excuse, and that there 1s no doubt

that Zaul was referring even in these pzascges to the grace

of God in Unhriat Jesus.
s fann kein <weifel sein, dasz Paulus damlt dile
Uffenbarung der Gnade Gottes in Jesus Christus gem=int
het. &Hben dlese Uffenvarung der Gcrachtigkelt Gottes
het nun sber fuer ihn zunaechst ~ino 3chattenseite,
auf der sie dile Uffenbarung deroran des Zornes Gottes
ist.1186

In his interpretation of Paul's thought in Romsans 1, Barth

claims that God is essentially the Unknown and that the

created order shonld have made man aware of that fact.

Unly the fact thet God 11 Unknown can be dlscovered from

the things that are mede. The created universe should

have induced in men the only attltude which truly befits

bim, namelv, that in which he recognizes his crestureliness

115

over sgainst God, who is the tholly Uther. Yhen Paul asserts

that man has failed to know God through the created order,
wnat he means 1s that man has feiled to acknowledgs his
crestureliness, not that he has missed what we wmsy call a
positive revelation of God through the natural world.
#hen Pzul savs (Rom. 1. 1¢) thet what can be known of
God is manifest to them, ior 3od manifested 1t unto

them, the whole context as well as the ilmmediately
oreceding statement (Rom. 1. 18; shows that Paul sees

115Kar1 Barth, Der Roemerbrief, n. 21.
A OR DT S e
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the truth about God "held down” among men, made in-
effective, unfruitful., what comes of it in their
hands is idolatry. #nd with Pgul, as with =211 the
prophets and apoatles,; idolsatry is not a nreparatory
form of service of the true God, but its perversion

In the very opnosite, to which therefore they, with
their witness to God, do not sttack but opnose their
witness, The single noint of contact--one that, 1t
sesms to me, 13 employed very 1ironlcallv--1s reckoned
by Paul the sltar of the unknown God (Acts zvii. 23.)
e« « o « Ythe "unknown God" of the Athenisnsm, the God
of the agnostics was, to Paul's view, an idol 1lke =1l
the rest, Only God's revelation, not our rsaszon
despalring of 1itself, gan carry us over from God's
incomurehenaibllity.i

Earth's entire interpretation of Romans 1 13 conditioned
by his fear that men will accept another source of know-
ledge of God outside of the revelstion in Yhrist. He repsat-
edly states that such a second source would e in conflict with
the redemptive character of God's revelatlion. Throughout
Lis sesrch for a second source of the knowledge of Cod,
man demonstrates hls natural enmlty toward zrace.

Barth's opnosltion to the second article of the Belgic
Confession 13 more than 2 matter of semanties. TYor Barth
indirect or genersl revelstion and natural theology sre in-
separebly united. The basic idea of Barth's violent attack
1ies in the fact that he considers them to bes on the same

plane.

117gar1 Barth, Credo, pp. 11-2.




CHAPTER IIX
EMIL BRUNHER

ihe doctrine of revelatlon nlays an important role in
Brunner's‘theologv. The revelation of Cod is trulv His
self-communlication. Jesus Christ is the personal presence
of God. He who revesls to us the true God 13 indesd fully
God, but even this revelation doss not exhaust the whole
mvstery of God. 4According to SBrunnsr, the revelation does
not remove the mystery of God but actually deepens the
mystery of God.tl The revelation issves from the mvstery
of God: it reveals to us the heart of God. 4ll that can
be sa8id about God, all that the ion can diaclose to us of
the Nature of God, still leaves a residue of mvstery--some=-
thing which c¢=n never be sald; something unfathomably myster-
lous.

Auch der offenbarte Gott blelbt ein verborgener Gott

und e111 als der unerpruendllcb-verborwene verehrt

sein. "Gott wochnt in einem Licht, da niemsnd zukommt"--

das gilt nicht nur vor, sondern nuch s3eit, durch und

trotz der Christusoffenbarung. Pater est "fons totius

Trinitatis. Das Geheimn%s Gottes steht am &nfang und
em =nde der Offenbsrung.

Brunner claims that the irrationsl) element is dominant

in revelation., In dealing with the reaction th=at God sustains

limi1 Brunner, Dle Uhristllche Lehre von Gott (Zurich:
Zwingli Verlag, 1946’ p. 23

21p1d.
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to the entrance of gin into the world, brunner says that
communication mgat sonform to the breach of ain, "Diesse
sundgebung muss geschehen sie wuss historisch sein: dem
irrationalen =inbruch der Suende musz sln ebenso irrationsler

Rundgebungsakt Gottes zntsorechen oder aber ea gibt keline
e

Antwort. Brunner claims that God ecan revesl Himself only

es one who is in contradiction to the present world and as
one who bresks through its immanent order or law.® Because
revelation is not an immsnent possibility, it comes as a
miracle and paradox, contrary to nature end regaon., The
content of revelation is the incomprenensible fact of the

forgiveness of puilt, Hevelatlon means always and sverywhere

I

¢ knowledpge th=t 1s unexpected, something that has not been
geined by our own efforts but, in ons wayv or anothner, is

slways & gift, an "Aufschluss,” which we could not have

LI 4

.expccted.5

Lie biblische Uffenbarung zber meint das unbedingt
Unerwartete, ja das schlechthin nicht zu srwartende.
Sie meint nicht nur das, was man nicht erwarten konnte,
sondern das, was man nicht e2inmal erwarten durfte,

weil es cdas Gegenteill dessen i1st, was rechtmsessiger--
cder vernuenftigerweise zu erwarten war: das Gott den
liebt und dem seine Liebe schenkt, der ihm cie Treue
gebrochen und den Gehorsam aufgekuendet hatte. Das
schlechthin Unerwartefe und nismals zu Zrwartende ist
die vergebende Gnade.

®ipbid., p. 295.

~ %umil Brunner, Theology of Crises (New York: Charles
Scribner's Sona, 1929), pe. 93.

5. : ;
Zmll Brunner, Offenbarung und Vernunft (Zurich: Zwingli
Verlag, 1941), p. 30.

sibido 9 'OD. 31“2.
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In the lew Testament senss, revelation 1s a "logische
Ungeheuerlichkeit."7 Throushout his writings Brunner aaserts
that the irrational element 1s dominant in revelation.

Hevertheless, Srunner admits that knowledge of God is
possible only 1in so far as there 1s a self-disclosure, a
self-manifestation of God, thst 1s, in so fsor as there is a
“revelation." There is a doctrine of God, in the legitimate
sense of the words, only in so far as God Himself imparts
ft. Christlen doctrine poilnts away from itself to its
actual subject, i.e2. to that which GCod Limself manifests

1£, 8 "Ua3s dabei nicht nur Ursprung

and teaches sbout Himse
und innalt dileser goettlichen Lehre, sondern auch die art
und Weise des 'Lehrens,' der Xundgebung oder Selbstmitt-
&ilung eine besondere sein muss, ist avident."?

The thought of revelation for Brunner mav be stated
simply bvlnersonal ravelation. ©Basic to Brunner's concept
of the personal 13Ithe notion of the communication of the
incommunicable. Revelation alwavys means that something
hidden is made knowa. The Biblical revelstion is the absolute
manifestation of something.that had been concealed. It is
2 way of acquiring knowledge that is absolutely and esasen-

tially--and not only relatively--onpposite the usuasl method

7imil Brunner, Der Mittler (Zurich: Zwingll Verlag, 1941), ».30.
8zam.tl Brunner Die Christllohe Lehre von Gott (Zurich:
Zwingli Verlag, 19465 De %7 translated bv Olive Wyon, The
Christian Doctrine of God Phillsdelphia: Westminster Press
19503, D. 14,

9Ibid., p. 17.




46
of accuiring knowledze, bv means of obaervation, research
and thought.
Uffenbarung meint die uebernatuerlich, wuncerbar gagebene
spkenntnis desasen, wes der Mensch schlechthin nicht wsissen
kann. Uffenbarung stammt also ans einer Reglon, die als
solche dsm ienschen nlcht zugaenglich ist. Das unbedingt
Geheimnisvolle 1st nicht nur teilwelse, his zu elnem
ge?issen Grad! sondern unbgdingt ganz&und gafodem
natuerlichen Zrkennen des #enschen entzogen.
The unconditioned mystery does not belonz to this world; it
is supremundane. %o say thet it 1s supramundane and that
it cen be known only through revelatlon really mean the same
thing. ©Oecause 1t is supramundane, 1t can be known only
through revelation. The mere fact that we cannot perceive
1t of ourselves and that we can recelve knowledge of 1t only
through revelation, indlcates that 1t is something altogether
above and beyond this world,
+n the Eilble we are not confronted by an impersonal .
supernetural Absolute, but by one who transcends this searthly
life; God, the Creator and Lord, is the absolute Nystary.
In the Bible, God =nd revel=tion are so intimately connected
that there 1s no other revelstion than that which comes to
us from God, and there i3 "kein andere: Wissen von Gott als
dss durch Offenbarung."tl
Der eigentliche Inhalt der Yffanbarung 1n der Bibel ist

nicht Ztwas, sondern Gott selbat, Uffenbarung ist Gottes
Selbstkundgebung. Uie eigentliche Uffenbarung, das helsst

lonmil Erunner, Yffenbarunz und Vernunft, p. 24.

1lipsa,, p. 25.
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die Uffenbarung, um dle es im ganzen der Bibel geht,
ist Gottes Selbstkundgebung. Uneigentlich 1st diejenige
Off enbarung, wo auf geheimnisvolle, "okkulte” Weise
"irgend etwas” kundgegeben wird, zum EBeisplel, wo
verlorene Zselinnen zu finden selnen, slso etwas, das
der Natur der Sache nach auch auf natuerlichem Wege im
drfehrung gebracht werden koennte. VYon solcher unelgent-
licher “vifenbarunz" ist sozusagen nur sm Hande der Bibel
die Hede; in ihrer Hitte geht es immer um dile Uffenbarung

12

Gottes selbst, selnes Wesens und Willens,"t=

God in #1s revelation 13 none cthers than the mvaterious
Cod who is from everlasting to everlasting. Wven in His
revelaiion God does not cease to be clothed in mysterys. God's
revelation never exhausts the mysterious fulness of iis
nature. The love of God which is rsvealed to us in His
Incarnate 3on 13 the nature of God; but this very love is

unfathomable.ls

The gods of “hilosophy #nd mvthology are
dfrinities which can be thought of as in sbstraction. However-
the God of the Bible is the very God who rules and who wills
to reveal Himself, The Christian God not onlv reveals Him-
self sccording to Brunner, but de is the God of revelation,
whose very nature it is to revesl Himself.

In spite of Brunner's assertion that even in His reve-
lation God does not cease to be clothed 1n mvystery and that
the irrational element 1s dominant 1n revelation, he still
believes that revelation 1s a communication of truth. Reve-

lation communicates the truth which is personal truth. A

nersonal faith and a personal God are not possible when our

127014 Spmne.
131bid., p. 48.
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knowledge of God is the result of an interpretation of the
world and the ego. #& unowledge of a personal God can be
galned only wnen God reveals Himself personallv.

Las inoechsat, das wir kennen, ist nlcht das Ding, das

w8, die wache, sondern die Psrson. Ile Person kennen

wir als das in Anrede sich uns kundgebende, das sich

selbstreboend Offenbarende. Darum 1zt fuer Gott, der

s;ch uns'SHIbSEr??EEQ kundgibt, der Personbegriff der

einzlg sachgamaeas,
The origin of the vnrilstian knowledze of God is different from
that of any other religion. Thes Christisn's use of ths word
"revelation” has a totally different mesning from that which
1t has 1n =211 other religions, in metaphysics or in sthics,
By "revelation" the Christian means the Word of God as a
humsn person, i.e., such knowledge of the divine will as cannot
te found through submersion in onesaslf or in the secret of
the world, but comes through an act of communication, an
act of aself-impartation from outside of our own range, in
which God gilves dimaself to us,. 19

Revelation 1s not onlv perasonszl 1ln its convsvsnce of
the message, but it is also glven to zerson. Revelation is
eddress and "truth as encounter." Here it is important to
recognize the dimensional distinetions which Brunner makes
in regerd to the truth. %There is an "it" truth and there is

L

a "Thou" truth. There is truth thast can be expressed in

14

ke, 185m11 Brunner, The Word and the ¥World (Hew York: Charles
Seribner's Sons, 19317, p. 21.

&mil Brunner, PVie Christliche Lehre von Gott, p. 144,
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the third person; that is truth of thls world:; and There is
the truth about qu tnat can be expressed only in the second
person. ‘ihe Bible &s 2 human record falls into the dimesn-
sion of “rs Wanrheit.® But the revelation of God 13 %to be
found in the dimension of "Du Wshrheit." Orthodoxy errs
since it malntains that revelation is the communlcation of
doctrine and because it refuses to dlastinguish between the

-

word of God and doctrina.ls Brunner 1is culte firm in nis

(=

inslistence that no doctrinal formulation can bs equated

zith scriptural truth. 7The correctness of theologilcal
doctrine 1s determined by its direction to the Son of God.

in opuosition to the ioman Catholic view, the Heformstion

view of revelation 1s not a doctrine which 13 the object of
falth, out Jesus Uhrlst Himself. "Die Lehre 1st nur dienendes
Mlttel, nur Fessung, und darum niemals unfshlbar."1?

voctrine can never be the resl matter of revelation, for

every doctrine alwavs oariicipates in the error of theorizing.
Lven though doctrine slways reguires aorrection, Christians
need not despailr, for God can also reveal His Jord through
false doctrines.l®

Spunner clsims that 1% is unfortunate that Gresk

165mi1 Brunner, The PLivine Human Lncounter (Philadelphiaj
“gstminster Press, 19437, De' 172.

175m11 Erunner, Uffenbarung wnd Vernunft, o. 152.

18um12 Brunner, The Divine Humsen Encounter, n. 117.
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intellectualism obacured the wltness to Jesus Christ to that
of a tneologlcal doctrine. The Church regarded osreaching
from the point of view of doctrine, instead of wice versa,
tience the proclamation of the Gospel--as was also the caae
#ith revelation--waa regarded as the communication of doctrine.
Sie fdile Kirchg] veratand slso nicat den Personalismus
der Uffenbarung, verstand darum nicht, dass der hnoeraang
von der Du-form zur Zs-form, von der Anrede zur Lehre,
der Uebergang von einer Limﬂna;oq in elne andere sel, Vv
neem! ich der Ueberganﬁ von der ‘Wahrheit als Hegonnung i
in die "Wanpheit al+ Idee." 31e macht aus der Ufffnbarunv
des Sohnes elner "ewigen Wshrheit ueber den Sohn S5ie
nahm es nicht ernst, dass er selbst die Wahrhelt lst.lg
Aevelatlon comes to 1its fullest expreasicn in the person .~
of Jesus Christ. Christ is the nrinciple of all revelation
and of all knowledge of revelation. Between us and the 01d
Testament stands a new form of revelatlon, the fullillment
of 211 that was only promised in the Uld Teatament, and the
actual content of the dlvine revelatlion proclaim=d by the
Apostles and the Church--Jdesus Christ Himself. This reve-
lation 138 not a "#ord” but a person, a human 1ife recognizable
wlthin history, s humen destiny so similar to, and vet s9o
dlametrically opposed to, evsry other person. The revelation
1s: .
Jesus von Nazareth, der Rabbhil, der wundertaster, der
Zoellner und Suender Freund, der gzekreuzigte und
auferstandene und zur rechten Gottes erhobene Kyrios.
“was imper er 1st--s0 viel ist unwidersprechlich: Er

ist kein Wort, keine Rede, kein Inbegriff von Saetzen

wie die orophntische Rede. Und gerade das ist ja nun
das jubelnd Bezeugte: das er gerade darum, weil er
etwas gsng snders ist als elne Rede, naemlich Gottes

1911 Brunner, Offcnbarung und Vernunft, p. 147,
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handelnde Person In Selbstvergegenwaertigung, die
Vollsndung der Offeunbarung Gottes sel, was dis Provheten
o L . 3 ’ ¢4 S '
nur” sagen konnten, worsuf 3ie mit ithrem Wort nur
hinwelsen konnten, als erst Xomwenwerdendes, Zukuenftig-
Vollkommenes, das 1lst jetzt geschehen: Immanuel, Gott-
mit-uns. Gott selbst 1st jetzt da, nicht mehr nur eln
dort von ihm.<0
Lt is this that characterizes the new age a3 contrasted with
the past as s whole, even as contrasted with the Hevelation
in the Uld Taeagtament., He Himself iz now here: He Himself
1s speaking, btut for that very reason ils 1s not merely the
one who speaks: de 13 the one who acts,
Only in a humen person can God be perfectly revesled,
for only mean 1s made after the imsge of God. OChrist ia that
#ord which God has to say to us: but what he says 1s not
something, but Himself. The Word is not sn ides, but a
person.
sr [der Hittler]) selbat ist dle Offenbarung, wis er
selbst daa Wort ist; er ist das, wa3i uns Cott zu sagen
hat, Denn was Gott uns in ihm sage, ist nicht “etwas,”
sondern er selbst, der persoenliche Gott; sein Elgenname.
Dieser Logos is keine Idee, sondern ferson, kein
Allgemeines, sondern "dieser.” Dss ist das Aergernis,
dasz eine Persoenlichikelt, eln einzelnes CGeschichis- 01
faktum die abaolute Wahrheit sein soll, die Offenbarung.
In Christ the hiddennsss of revelation comes to its clearest
expression, because there God becomes man. The entire theme
of the Bible would bs a mere theophany 1f the revelation of

God were not also the complste entrance into the human reality.

Dimia Brunner, Dle Christlichs Lehra von Gott, »n. 27.

2limsl Brunner, Der Hlttler, p. 238.
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Uie Herablassung Gottes, das Thema der ganzen Eibel,
weere 2ine blosze Theophsznle, ein goettliches Miralksl
zum Anshauen, also gerade das Gegenteil einer
exldtenuinllen, absolut entscheldungsvollen @ Begegnung,
wenn die enthuellung Gottes nicht zugleich dile vopllige
Verhuellung, das voll:ommune zingehen in die menscnllche
irdische wirklichkeit waere,

dAccording to Brunner, this revelation has no extension 1n
hlstory. ilevelation for him 1s not a cuantum, a large nearl
In the string of historical events. A dlrect ldentity
between revelation and the 1life of Jesus would be suner-
nsturalism in the bad sense of the term.
Las hwige kann nicht wie eine besonders grosze Perle in
die Kette dor gasachichtlichen “reignisse eingefuegt
werden., uaz Gewicht dieser Perle mueazte die Zette
zerrelsze Pas swige als Zreignis, die Uffenbarung,
het als 9olch° keine aeqchlichtli she Ausdehnung. Das
Ewige in der Geschichte die Uffenbarung als das =tsolut
~inmalige ist nicht als geschichtlich ‘usgedenntes
wahrnehmber, £s ist nicht die in der Geschichte
eusgebreitete Tatsache: Leben Jesu und geschichtliche
Persoenlichkeit Jesu, sondern das unanschauliche,
ninter allem Geschichtlich-Humanen verborgene Geheimnis
der Person Jesu, nicht der vhristus nach dem Flelsch,

uonoe;% der uhristue nach dem Geist, das flsischgewordene
wort,.

in our discussion so rar‘both Barth and Brunner are in
bssic agreement. Uoth emphesize that Christ is the revelation
of God, =nd both m:intaln that revelatlion is reconciliation.
Altnouqn Brunner atlll considered Barth his sssoclate
in their ettempt to build a theology of the Word, Erunner
began & counter offensive against Berth in 1930. Brunner

firmly belleves that, besides God's revelation in Christ,

221big., p. 295.

'gslbid., pPp. 271-2,.
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God con snd does manifest Himself in nature and history. For
Sprunner 1t 1s clear that accordinz to the Uld and New Test-
amente the creation of the world 13 at once revelation.

wio Gott etwas tut, da drueckt er dem, was er tut, den
stempel seilnes Wesens suf. Darum 1s dls Schoepfung der
#elt zugleich Offenbarung, Selbstmittellung Gottes,
Lieser HSnatz ist nicht heldnisch, sondern christlicher
funderentalsatz. Nirgens aber hat die Bibel der
anschauung Anlasz gegeben, dasz durch dle Suende, des
Kenschen dlese Zrkeonnbarkeit Gottes in seinem Yerk
zerstoert sel, wenn sile auch gestoert ist. ilas gesnagt
wird ist vielmehr dies, dasz die Suende, unglaublicherweise,
den Menschen blind meche fuer des, was doch ds sichtbar
uns vor Augen gestellt ist. &£ben darum sind ja dile
senschen unentschuldbar, well sie denn Sott, der sich
ihnen so deutlich manifeatiert, nicht erkennen wollen.2%

Brunner asks whether the Bible does 1tself not say

that God "of 0ld time" spoke "unto the Fathers by divers

oortions and in divers manners." He claimz thst thesa *divers

manners" must not be denied in the interest of unity:; nor

should they be depreclated and regerced as mere "signs" of
the revelation., "So Xarl Barth in "Revelation," ed. Balllie

snd fartin, & 82 £f,0°°

"Es hat Cott nun einmal gefallen,
gich anders zu offenbeoren durch sein Schoefungswerik, anders
durch die Vorlasufer und den Vollender, anders bisher, als
er sich am &nde sller Tagen zu offenbaren verhelissen hat."26
If this varlety of revelation 1s elther ignored or explained

away in the interest of theological mwonism, the main point

4 : ;
5mil Brunner, Natur und Gnade, (TueHdhngen: Verlag von:
3. C, B, liohr, 1934), p. 12,

28 im11 Brunner, Offenbarunz und Vernunft, »n. 59 n. la.

26-Lbido » PDe 56'50.



54
has been missed, HNone of these varlous forms of revelation
resembles the others; none can be mistsken for another: none
makes the rest supserfluous; each has its own nlace and 1ts
own speclal significances #nd onlr in their combination in
the knowledge of falth which both look back to the beginning
and forward to the end ceon we understend what the Bible means
. 27
by revelation and faith.
«lr lehren elne sllgemeine oder Schoepfungsoffenbarung
dsrum, weil die tieilige Schrlft sie unmissverstaendlich
lehrt, und wir hsben im Sinne, ale auch zemaess der
helligen schrift zu lehren. In dem wir ds3 tun, blelben
wir in der allgemein kirchlichsn und theologischen
Iradltion. Dle Zsugnisse der Vaster der Alten Kirche,
sowohl ueber das 5ss3z, 3l3 auch ueber das iisa und usber
die grosse Bbedeutung dieser VUffenbarung s3ind sehr
zanlreich pgd~-von klelneren Unterschieden abgesehen--
ainbe;i..‘i..’L‘.rg.‘d
Srunner elso observes that all the Reformers were in
agreement with the dhurch Fathers and alzo tauzht a genersl
revelation in creatlon. Hs notes that dalvin found it
necessary to develop carefully the doctrine of tThe
revelation in creatlon even in the Geneva Jatechism, whsre
C:lvin's concern was to summerize only the most fundamental
elements in the Christlan faith., He guotes Unlvin a3 cleiming

that ths world itself i3 2 kind of mirror { “speculum quoddam")

in which man can behold God. Brunner asimilarly asserts that

27Ibid., p. 60, translsted by Ullve Wyon, Revelatlion and
Heason (Philsdelphia: Westminster Fress, 1946), »o. 59.

28lbia.
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Luther in hils Roemerbriefkommentar freocuently mentions God's

revelation in creation. Brunner 2dmits that the revelation
of CGod In the Creation--and in the law--does not gusrantee
that man, for his pert, #11ll make right use of this lknow-

leci";e.

Ule Frage der Schoerfungsoffenbarung und der natuerlichen

Theologle treten also deutlich suseinender. Weas die

letztere betrifft, 3o reduziert sie sich beil Luther und
Calvin auf eine Lehre won Heidentum, daes heisat auf eine

Lehre von der staendigen Verkehrung der in der

wohoen: fungsoffenbarung gegebenen irkenntnlsa. Aber

dieses Coetzentum 1st Luther wie Calvin der Bewels

fuer dle YWatsaschlichkeit der Schoenfungsoffenbarung,
Brunner cuotes Luther as atating: "Nam quo pacto possent
simulacrum vel =lism creaturam Deum appellare vel similem
credere, si nlihil quid essst Leus et guid ad eum pertineret
fonere nossent,"90 Brunner claims thst the theolosia
neturslls of the Reformers consists in the view that apart
from Christ msn inevitably conceives the pagan 1lde- of God
snd that this notlion arlses from the Scriptural doctrine of
the revelation in Creation.

Brunner is firmly convinced that Barth denles Paul's
conclusions in Romans 1 snd 2 snd adds that Paul‘'s doctrine
here i3 no 1isolated Biblical theme.

Dosz Barth sich mit den Houptstellen Roem. 1 und 2

nirgends suselnandergesetzt hat--denn dasz die
dlesbegueglichen Stellen in seinem Roemerbriefl als

29_

ilbid. s Do 61 .
S0

Ibid., p. 81, lartin Luther, Vorlesunz ucber den
Roemerbriel, ed. Ficker II, 18 ff,

29
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ernsthafte Auseinendersetzung nicht in Betracht kommen,

wuerde er wohl sslbst zugeben, 1st wohl darln begruendet,

dasz Barth hier einfach r:ulus die Gefolgschaft verweigert,

im uebrigen ober dlese Stellen =1s eln hapnsX lsgomenon

betrachtet., In %iprklichlkelt sind aie nichts anderes

els die deutlichste Erinnerung dsran, dasz Paulus das

Alte Teatament lmmer vorauasetzt und it ihm dessen

bundertfaeltige Bezeugung von Gobttes Schoepferlichiceit

in seinem verk,ol
The cuestion 1s not whether there are two rsvelations. The
only aouestlion is that of the relations betwezsn the ravelstion
in Jesus Christ and the revelation in creation. The common
vhristian reply is that for sinful humens the revslation
from creztion does not auffice to bring us to a saving
“nowledge of God, 9% However, since z2ln implies z contradiction,
1t presuproses an original revelation,>%

In itself the revelation in cresation was certiinly :
sufficlent to bring evervone to & Knowlsedge of the majesty
and wisdom of the Creator. iowever, sin has changed 8ll this

30 that man's heart i1s now darkened =nd turns God's revelztion

into a carilcature. Only in the ligﬁt of the revelatlon of !
Jesus Christ can we =2galn understanc God's .revelation in
Crestion and thus diacover that God has already revealed
Himself in Creation.
érunner claims that the fact that Holy Hcriptures
teagh the revelation of God in lis works of creation needs

no proof. The theme of the "nature psalms" 1s swmed up

5llﬁmil‘Brunner,' Natur und Gnade, p. 12.

S2Tp1d. s 13:

S35m11 Brumner, Off=nbarung uné Vernunft, o. 28,
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particularly clearly for him in Psalm 19: “"The heavens
declare the glory of CGod, and the firmasment sheweth ilis
hendywork." He continues to observe that the 4postle who
declared thet he was determined "not to know anything smong
vou, save Jesus Christ, snd Him cruszified,” speaks of the
revelatlion 1n creetlion in far greater detall, =nd in more
Intellectual terms.
Selnen Hauptzeugnissen, Roem. 1, 18ff. und Roem. 2,
12f. stehen sndere, von lhm und anderen, zup Ssite,
etwa Hoem. 1, 28-32, Joh. 1, 4-9, Apg. 14, 17; 17,
26-27. Alle dlese 3tellen sind von den Theologen der
Airche zu allen Zeiten als wuelle, Norm und feweis
ihrer Lehre von der allgemelnen oder Schoepfungsoff-
enbsruns verwendet worden, von_den Reformatoren nicht
weniger als von allen znderen.“®

in the face of such decisive evidence Brunner asks the

cuastion wniy 1t 1s that there seems o be a current denial

A R e

of God's revelation in Creation and History in the name of
the 51ible end the Reformers. He believas that it is |
primarily the influence of Aantlan philosophy and Ritschlian

Yosltivism which brought this doctrine int: disrenute. But

above 2ll, he continues, it is the fear of “natural theology,"

that 1s, of the knowledge of God bused on purely rational

grounds, independent of the Christian revelation of salvation.

Erunner egrees with the enemies of natural theology when they

claim that there is no connection betwesn natursl theoclogy

and the Ziblical knowledge of God.

£s 1st ihnen weiterhin darin gpzustimman, dass die
fnerkennung siner biblischen "Nebenlinie,™ die neben

PA1nran; . peesnh
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das s0ls pratla und neben das "in Christus allein das
Bell™ die riroeffnung elnes endern Zugengs zur wahren,
heilvollen Gotteserkenntnis stellt, mit der
leldenschaftlichen, todernsten betonung dea sola filde,
sola gratia, a2o0lus “hristus, nicht vereinbar et

aurz gess ?t biblische uad nafuerliuhﬂ Theologie reimt
sich nie und nimmer zusammen. Sie gtehnn in ein>m
oxklusiven Verhasltnis zueinander.”

fccording te Urunner the revelation in the Ureation 1s
dif'ferent from that of the 0ld Testament, and both differ
from the revelation in the lew Testamsnt. But each hes its
necess=ry place and 1ts own significence in the Siblical
witness to rsvelation as a whole. "Die Lenre von der
allgemelnen Offenbarung i3t also die Begruendung der
Lensuptung der Verantwortlichkeit des ¥enschen vor Zott und
zuglelch der ikinsatzpunct der missionerischen Bussforderung."36
Erunner 1s careful to indicate that general revelation,
or a revelation in creation, does not imnly an actual,
experimental knowledge of God so that man mav, in sonite of
end in his sin, know God., "Der Suendige Hensch ist ein
solches Gefresz, drss der bodansatz der Suende denn vor Cott
gegebenen dein éer Lpkenntnis sofort in den kssig des
-Goetzenwahns verwandelt. Von Gott aus kommt es zur Lrkenntnis,

w37 qyp g Reformers did

eber vom iienschen =us kommt es zum %chn,
not permit themselves to be led into a denial of general

revelation beecsuse thev knew that such a denial would destroy

951bid.
66j'b1do’ pp. 65"5.
*71vi4., p. 66.

e ————



59
the actusl basis of man's resoonsibilitv for his sin. The
only reazon why man can be a sinner 1s because Z0d reveals
Himself to him. Unlvy through general revelation c¢an man be
addregsed as sinner; only through it can he be responsible

for his sin. "

2ie ist darum dle nicht wegzudenkende
Vorsussetzung der Christusbotschaft und als solche
integrierender HBestandtell der BSotachaft von der rsttenden

4 ‘a8
Gnade, """

According to Brunner, the doctrine of gaeneral
revelation 1s Impllicit in the doctrine of salvation in
Josus vhrist tut the Bible denies the possibility of a

theologla naturslis #s a basis for a contemporary theologia

revelata,
crunner does not belleve that tie doctrine of the

- ) & 4} N3 &
analogies entis is neculiaer to ‘the Roman Catholic Gnurch.sd

it has been a nart of the common Christlan inhsritance of

baliefl from the earliest davs of the Church: for it simnly
expresses the fact that it haes pleased God so to creats the
world that in and through it idis "everlaating power and
divinity" mav be made known. Although the Reformers do not
use the word, Brunner asserts that they have a doctrine of
the snalogis entis, just as much as the theologians of the

Romen Catholic Church. Yhe doctrine of the analogla entis

12 not in opposition to the doctrine of the analogia Iidei.

SBIbid,, p. 67.

sgﬁmil Erunner, Natur und Gnade, »n. 41.
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Milt der Lehrs von der analogla fildei, die e3 nicht

mit der objektiven Uffenbarungsveranstaltung Gottes,

sondern mit dem sub]ektlven Offgnbarungsempfang des

vienschen zu tun hst, steht dle Lehre von der analogla

entlis weder in elnem donkurrsnz, noch in elnem

Gegensatzverhaeltnis., . . » Cerads wie die ilelllge

Schrift, 30 wie 3le nun einmal 1lst, objektiv

#oettliches Uffenbarungsmittel ist--voo"ﬂn nun die

menschen sie als Gottes #ort verstenen oder nicht--,

30 13t auch die Ychoepfung goettliches uf”fnbarunﬂsaitgol

moegen dle Menschen sis sls solches sshen oder nilcht
lken has been so created by Zod that, bv means of his reason,
he can perceive God in His works. <YThrough this fact the
revelation in Creation becomes "general revelation.” The
works of God in the Jreation are placed before the aves of
ell, end reason in the endowment common to all men, and that
whichi nlaceg them on » hizsher plane then that cccunied by
ell the other creatures., The objlective nrocess of reve-
letion, or the objective means of revelation, and the
sub jectlve copacity to receive revelatlion are made for each
other., "Auch das ist nicht eine snezifisch katholischs,
sondern das ist gemeinchristliche, auch reformstorische
lLehre, wie es denn klare biblische Lehre 15t."41

There sre two things to be said about man's natural
knowledze of God: It would not be what 1t is were 1t not
for the revelatlon in the Yrestion: it would not be what
1t is apart from sin. %here 13 no 1dolatry anart from a

knowledge of God: there is no religlon outside the Blble

that does not distort man's knowledae of God. The fundamental

401p1d., p. 59.
1pi4.
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gslgnificance of the revelatlon in Jreation, according to
Brunner, 1s that through 1t men a3 man 13 person, a re-
spon:ible being, a being related to God, "standinz before”

fim; and zlso that by thls revelation man 13 responsinle

?l42 G

for nia sin, and is therefore "inexcuzable. od cannot

be accused 1f man does not know lim,

ile in einsm Koenlgsschloss alles koenlglich hergeht,
wle im dause eines grossen Auenstler zsugt, asuch wenn
or selbst sicn nicht sshen laesst: =0 ist dle Welt
des grossen foenigs, des grossen Luenstlers Haus, =pr
gelbst laesst sich nicht sehen; denn was men sehen
zamm, ist nicht Gott, sondern Yelt., +“ber dlese iielt
1st selne Hchoepfung und rede:t darum, ob sie will
oder nicht, ob sie es welsas oder nicht, von 1lhm, der
sle gemacht hat. Und trotzdgm wissen es die kenschen
nient oder doch nicht recht.%9

‘hie nroblem of natural theologv Brunner se=23 as funda-
mentel f'or sll theology, and he reoeatedly emphasizes that
the question of the revelation in Creation and the question
of man's natural knowledge must be kept seoarate., ihile
the one side was mailnly snxious to deny the validitv of a

“theologia naturalis," the other side was chieflv concerned

to affirm the re«lity of the revelation in Urestion. Erunner

believes thset it is unfortunate that some theolozians er-

ronecusly belleved thet their denisl of a "theologia naturalis®

obliged them also to deny the reality of the revelation in

Creatipn. This was due to thelir mistiaken ldea that the

421v14., p. 77.

43 ~ s
£mil Brumner, Unser Glaube (Zurichs; Gotthelf-Verlag,

1935), po. 24-5.
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ackanowledgment of a revelation in Ureatlon must necessarlily
lead to the recogsnition of s "theologla naturalls.” Brunner
admits that he himaelf had nelped to foster this idea when

in the first editiion of Nztur und Gnade he had referred to

the Ynristian dOuLPTHd of the revalation in Ureation a3 a
" . by Sl e c H[}‘a
vhristian theologis neturalis.

Lie ~ejshung einer Schoefunzsoffenbarunz het an sich
wit der Behauptunz einer natuerlichen Theolosle nishts
zu tun. &Lie hastte von einer ‘theologle, dle dem
bitliscinen UfTenbarunzszeugnls gehorsam sein will,

dle Reslitaet einer Schoepfungsoffznbarung in Abrede
gestellt wepden sollen. 4Alle Versuche, die bibliache
Bgzeugung =2iner solchan zu bestraiten, muessen zu
#1llicuer und Vergewaltigung des Bibelworts fuehren.
Aber such ohne susdrueckliches bibllsshes Zeuguns
muesste ja der chrlatliche Schosepfergedanke zur
Anerkennung elner Schoenfungsoifenbarung nostigens
denn was waere das fuer eln Scnoenfer, der nlcht 45
selnem Geschoepnf den Stempel seines Gelstes aufldruekte.

srunner claims that one's nosition on naturcl theology
determines the sharscter of his ethics, snd it is signif-
lcsnt just ss well for his dogmatleas. "Die theolozia
naturslis ist sber nicht ©losz fusr die Zthik bedeutasm,
sondern such fuer die Logmatik, "46 ni1s entlire mstter is
8ls0 of vitel nractic=1 importance for the work of the
church, “herever the word of God 1s preached, a corres»nondence
of me-ning between the words of the nreacher and the hearer

1s oresuprosed. Thet there ia such a corrasnondence lies

44

#Emil Brunner, Die Christliche Lehrs von Gott, p. 137.
45-.‘59.5.:.@;" Pp. 137-8,

464mi1 Brunner, Natur und Gnade, p. 39.
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cbjectivelv in man's creatlon in Sod's 1Image and subjectively
in God's zelf-revelation in Jdesus Chrilst. The church must
be made aware of the fact that man in general speaks of God.
Lasz e= ueberhaupt eine solche antsprechung gibt, 4. h.
dasz man ueberhaupt von Gott reden, zein Wort verkuendigen
kann, llegzt, objlektiv, darin, dasz Gott uns zu seinem
bBllde geschaffen hat, aubjektiv aber darin, dasz uns
dax in Jdesus Christus offenbart 1st.4# 1
Finelly natural theoclosv 13 normstive for the encounter of
the believer with the unbellever. According to Brunner thers
is a definite "anknuepfungspunkt” bsetween tne believar =»nd
the unbeliever, Tnat a fslse poilnt of contect has vLeen
chosen does not mean thst there i3 none at sl1ll. 1In dis-
tinction fyom Brunner, Barth would, a3 it wers, pump nature
dry, in eordsr to szive all »resminence to grace. This is
geen in Barth's Giew of the point of contact., Brunner
admlts that a false point of contact presupnoses a Roman
Catholic nstural theology =nd one that proclaims a natural

knowledge in s closed rational system.48

As a leglitimate
nosaibility natursel theology does not exist.49 Apart from
the revelation of God in crestion there could be no natural
knoﬁladge of God., But the assertlion of this revelation
upon which & natural theclogy must rest doss not mean there

is also a legltimate natural theology.

47ivia., p. 41.

481pid,, p. 43.

49’5.“11 Brunner, Die Christliche Lehre von Gott, p. 138.
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By acecepting a two-fold revelation Brunaer does not
Intend to tone down the antlithesis between Rome znd the
Reformation. Although Barth asccusss Brunner of "Themd sm, ®
what Brunner means by "natural theology" 1s guite different
from the naturacl theolozy of Home which can be cslled sn
unbroken natﬁral theology, since, accordlng to Brunner, 1t

is 2 rstional system within itself. Howsver, Brunner

emphasizes, the rccentance of such a natursl theology does

not mean that we must set aside all natural theology, ss

Barth does. :
vie falsche natuerlliche Theologie hat dsn Protestantismus
dea letzten Jahrhunderts--oder sollszn xir s=2zen der
letzten drel Jahrhunderte?--schwer geschaedizt, und
2ine fzlsche Naturtheologle hedroht such gegenwaertig
die Alrche bis auf den Tod. Ussz e3 hier mit goenzer
“eldenscheft, Lraft und Besonnenheit zu ksempfen gllt,
hat uns keiner so deutlich wle darl Barth gelch:t,
Aber die Kirche darf nisht von zinem EZxirem In andere
geworfen werden., Dle Klirche vertraegt aul die Lauer
dile &blehnung der theologils naturalis ebensowseniz als
ihren falschen Gebrauch. =#s 1st die Aufgerbe unserer
theclogziaschen Generation, glch zur rechten theologia
naturalis zurueckzufingen.

Brunner believes that Barth errs bec:use he does not

make a clear distlnction between the princinium cognoscendl

and the princinium essendi. ke claims that Barth keens on
thinking that the recognition of a revelation in the Ore=ztion
must imply the recognition of a natural knowladge of God,
Barth turné the true statement, "Only through the historical
revelation of the 014 and New Covenant is sinful man able to

recognize the origzinal revelation of Uresatlon, which ias

soﬂmil Brunner, Natur und Gnade, n. 44.
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concealed from him by his sin," into the erronsous state-
ment, "There 1s only one revelation: the historical ons
in Christ.” Barth slso turns the correct statement, "Only
through the historilcal revelatlon in Christ can man sercelve
his sin," into the srroneous statement, "Unly 1n the light
of revelation in Shrilst--nsmely in the rejection of the
[ =4
same--does man become a sinner."ot
Lie Hchrift aber sagt:s Der Wensch is unentschuldbarer
“uender darum, well er dle urspruengliche wahrheit,
dle “choenfungsoffenbarung, die ihm Gott zu érkennen
gibt, in Ungerséhtigkelt darniederhaelt, und weill er,
in selnem ughn, das ihm von choepher Ceoffenbarte in
Goetzenbllder verwandelt. Diese Susnde kann er aus

gsich selbat er‘Pnso‘aniq Prka"lnpn’ wile er, lnfolrp der

wuendeé die Schoepfungioffenbsrung wahrhaft erkennen
kann,©

Unly through hiatorical revelation c¢sn one come %to perceive
both the revelation in Jreatlon and his s3in, which, for this
reason, is without excusse.

Yarum ist die urspruengliche uahrheit in der Tat nicht

zus 1hm ®heraus ketechesieren:” aber trotzdem ist es

dle urspruengliche und nicht erst die zukuenfiige

Wahrheit. Die geschichtlich Offenbarung ist dgr

Heslgrund der menschllchen Verantwortlichkelt.

lNot only does Barth's refusal to dlstingulsh between

the noetic and ontic principles force him to conclude that
the cdoctrine of general revelatlon must nscessarily lead

to s natural theology but the ssme confusion between the

51ﬁ;‘mil Brunner, Offenbarung undé Vernunft, o. 80,

521pig.

®5Ipid., p. 8l.
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retio coznoscendl and essendl lies at the root of the

Barthian hostility to the analogia entis. According to

Brunner, the analogles of ths COreatlon do not legitimatsly
lesd sinful m=zn to true theolopgleal knowledse, but--for
. . . 54
him as a sinner--they are a way or error.
the centrsl vroblem with which Brunner dealsz is that
of objective knowniiillty and subjective knowledge. Related
to this »nrohblem 1s Srunner's attempt to distingulsh between
the formal and materisl aasnsgts of the 1mags of God. Barth
2everely criticizes him for thils,
Von der Gottebenbildkeit des lenschen ist sachlich in
zwelerle!l Sinn zu sprechen, inkinem formalen und einem
materlalen, Der formslen Sinn dleses Begriffes lst:
das imanum, d.h. das jenige, was den lenschen, ol er
nun Suender- sel oder nicht, vor der gesamten uebrigen
Areatur suszelchnet. . . . &r hoert auch als Suender
nicht eguf, einer zu sein, mit dem man reden kann, mlt
dem auch Gott reden kann.V
Sin has not destroyed the formal imave of God, «nd 1t now
constitutes the point of contact for redeeming grace. In
oppoaition to Barth, Brunner clsims that his formal imase
of God refers to man with his natural knowledge of God.
o : o :
according to him, conscizsnce and God-conscilousness helong
to the formal imagse of God. Brunner speaks of the know-
ledze of God which belongs to the human nature as such.

According to him, the consciousness of a dlvine obligation

is ineradicable and it outlasts the whole destructlve

541p14.

©%5m11 Brunner, Nstur und Gnads, ». 10.
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development of humen thousht. In anlte of this cdnclusion,
which Barth has attacked, it must be 2dmitted that Erunner

has demonsatrated that zeneral revelation and 2 rational

natural theologvy are not to be identlfied.



[

CHAPTHR IV
PAUL TILLICH

Paul Tilllch claims that revelation 1s a spscial, an
extraordinary menifestatlon which removes the veil from
something wshich 1s hidden in & special snd extraordinery
way. 4t 1s the manifestation of something within the’
context of sxnericnce,

Something more is known of the mvaterv after it has

become manifest in revelation., First, it: reallty

has uecome a matter of experience. Second, our
relstion to it has become a matber of experience.

Doth of these sre cognitlive slements, But revelation

does not dlssolve the myatervy Into knowledge. Hor

does 1t add anythlng directly to the totality of our
ordlnary knowledge, namely, to our knowledze sbout
the subject-object structure of reality.l
£111ien tesches that revelatlon does not add anything to
man's sctive knowledge and that = knowledge about nature
gnd history is not @ matter of revelatlon but of obser-
vations, intuitionz and concluslons. There is nc zeneral

revalation (Uffenbarune nebsrhzupt), but revelation for

Tillich is invariably revel=tion for someone 1n a concrete

altuation of concern. "Revelatlon 1s alwavs a subjective

and objective event in =2trict 1nterdependence."2

Throughout his numerous works, T1llich often asserts

1
. Paul Tillich, Systemstlc Theology (Chicago: Universlty
of Chicego Fress, 1951), 1, 109.

A1, , p. All.
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that God manifests himself in hilstory and nature., He sees
revelstion manifest in the art and culture of man and also
coming through the medium of things.® In works of art msn
sess the depth of resson, that dimenslon of resaon which
was lost by the fall and which glves msn # revelation of
God. ‘Unings can become the madlum of revelatlion., tven
words heve a2 semuntic nower of thelr own which makes them
therfore =ls0 possible mcdiuhs of power and revelation,
nvarticularly whnen usaed in the 3aarament}4

Howsever, Tillich is coanvlinced thait tners 1s no such
thing ss natursl revelation. There 1s revelation through
nature but this is also asnecial rsvelatlion. Natural know-
1@d2é about one's =zelf and the world cannot lead to a
revélatisn of the ground of all that axist. Unlv psrason
2nd not thins i3 worthy to represent man's ultimate
concern.® Nothing has become ths hesrer of revelation by
its outstanding cualities, but these qualitles determine
the direction in whlch a thing or event expresses man's
ultimste concern =nd his relation to the mystery of being,

ihere i3 no differsnce batween a stone and 2 nerson 1n

their notentislitvy of becoming bearers of revalation

by enterinz 2 revelatory sonstellation. But thsers is
a prest difference between them with respsct to tne

Spaul Tillich, The Shaking of the Houndations (dew Yorks
Charles Scribner's Sona, 1948) p. 89.

4p.u1 T1111ch, The Protestant Sra (Chlcsgo: University
of Chicago fress, 1248), o. 1191

5Pau1 T111ich, Systematic Theologyw, I, 119,
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significance snd truth of the revelatlons medlated
through them. The stone renresents a rather limited
number of cualitles which are able to noint to the
ground of ©Teing and meaning. The person renresents
the central cuslities, snd by lmnlication all
qualities, which can point to the mystery of exiast-
SN .-

T1llich tsaches that there are ss many mediums of reve-
lation as there are natural objecta.

Vecenn and stars, plants and =nimals, human bodiss and
souls sre wedlums of revelation. EHqually numerous

are natural sventa which csn enter a constellation of
revelatory characters the movemsnta of the sky, the
change of night end day, growth end dscuy, birth =2nd
death, natursl catastrophes, paychosomztle experlences,
such as maturing, illness, sex, danger. In all thess
casea it is not the thing or the event ~s such which
has revelstorv chasracter: they revezl thai_wnlch uses
trem a2 s medium and bearer of revelation.,

According to Tilllsh, revslstion through natursl
mediums 13 not natural revelation. If ns=tural revslation
la distinguilshed f{rom revelation through nature, it is
& contrsdiction in terms; for if it is natural knowledse,

it 'is not pevelation, snd 1f it i3 revelatilon, it makes

¥

nature ecstatic and mirasculous. LIf man mersly possesses
a8 natural znowledge abo 1t himself and the world, he will
never be led to the ground of being. &Hatural theolony
and natursl revelation are misncmers for the negatlve
side of the revelstion of the mystery. Although nature
can be a medium of revelstion in an ecatatde experlence,

it can not be an argumentative bz2sis for conclusions about

Vi

6.
lbid-’ D. 1180
ibidc’ pi’). 118"90
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the mystery of beinr. "Even 1f it could be this, it ashould
not be called nstural theology and, even less, netural reve-
lation."® Hature can 2t most become a witness or an image
of a transcendent power, but 1t csn never become the bearsr
of 1t.9 The unsatiszfactory character of most interpretations
of nature drives Tillich to 2 view which he cslls "new

resllsm®t0

The powsr aend meanlng of nsture must bs sought
within and through 1ts objective onhvsical structures. If
nature 1s interpreted in a realistic and a2t the seme tinme
in en historlical wav, natural objects can become bearers
of transcendent power =nd mesning, and they can bhecoue
sacramental elements. +
Neture 1s not the enemy of 3alvation; it does not have
to be controlled in sclentiflc, technical, and moral
terms or be deorived of any lnherent nower, in order
to serve the "Kingdom of God," as Calvinistlec thinking
13 inclined to bellieve: rather, nature is a bearer and
sn object of salvation. This is the basis of tnelg.
Protestant rediscovery of the sacramental sohsre.
Tillich claims that historical events, groups, Or
individuals as such are not mediums of revelation. Hnowever,
hs continues, it is the revelation constellation into which

they enter under snecial conditions that make them revetatory.

EIn1a., p. 120,

e — -

2 aul Tillich, The Protegtant Zra, p. 100.

L0Tp14d., p. 101.
M1big., p. 102.
12_1_.9_;_6-_0 9 Do 103,
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"Historlcal revelatlon 1a not revelatlon in historv but
through history."+® svery revelation occurs within history,
but history itself 1s revelatory only if a apecisl event or
Serles of events is experienced ecstatically as mirscle.
"Political events then are interpreted as divine gifts,
Judgments, promlaes, and therefore as a matter of ultimate
concern, snd a manifestation of the mystery of being.“14

Tillich teaches that pergonallties connected with reve-
latory events can become mediums of revelation themselves.,
Revelation csn occur through every personallty which 1s
transnarent for the ground of belng. Historlcal revelation,
Tillich believes, is usuallv accomnsnied and supnorted by
revelation tirough nature, since nature 1s the basis on which
history moves and without which history would have no reality.
Revelation comes to man in history through objects or nersons
vhich become thne medium of revelation, or through the depths
of reason in man. This denth of reason 1s essentliallv manifest
but'existentiﬁlly hidden. The depth of reason can be seen appear-
lng through works of art and culture.15
In order to understand Tilliﬁh's- concept of revelation;

his sttitude towasrd the "word" must be considered. ie asserts

that the "word" is so important for almost every theological

130401 T1111ch, Systematic Theology, I, 120,

141pi4.
ISPaul Tillich, The Sheking _O_t:_ the Foundations, p. 50,
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cdoctrine that a "theclogical semsntics" is urgently needed.

ile claims that the aymbols "Word of God" and "Logos"

cannot

be underatood 1n their various meanings wlthout an insight

into the general nature of the word. LAf an sttempt i3

made to reduce the whole of theology to an cenlarged doctrine

of the "Jord of God" as Barth does, 11llich asserts that

either the "word" must then be identified with revelastion

or revelation must be restricted to the spoken word and

the "Word of CGod" be taken llterally instead of symbolically.
"Word"™ can only be made the all-embracing svmbol of the
divins self-menifestation if the divine "Word" can be
seen and tasted sa well as hesrd. The Christisn doctrine
of the incarnatlon of the Logos includea the paradox 16
that the dord has become an object of viszsion and touch.
Tillich i3 careful to indicate that revelation through

words must not be confused with "revealed words.” 4&s s

medium of revelation the word points bevond 1its crdinary

sense both In denotation and in expression. "In the

situation of revelation, language has an expressive power

which points through the ordinary expresslve possibilities

of lenguege to the unexpressible and i1ts relatlon to us. 17

Even when ordinary language deals with matters of ultimate

concern, it is not & medium of revelation. However, as a

medium of revelation language has the "sound" and "voice"

of the divine mystery in and through the voice of human

16pau1 T1111ich, Systematic Theologv, I, 123.

171p14., p. 124.
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expreszion.

Agcording to Willich, 1% 13 posasible to develop the
doctrine of revelation 23 a doctrine of the "#ord of Gog"
only 1f the "#Word" i interpretod as the logos slement in
the ground of bveing. e bellieves that revelation 1is
intellectuslized when the "4ord of God" is understood as
a spoken word or a3 a "theology of the Word,"

if Jesus as the Christ 13 called the Logos, Logos points

to & revelatorv reality, not to revelatory words. Taken
seriousiy, the doctrine of the Logos prevents the elab-
oration of a theologr of the spoken 2nd written word,
which i3 the Protestant pitfall.
For Tillich the "iord of God" has six different meaninazs., It
ls firast of slil the princinle of the divine self-manifestation
in the ground of beling itself. Secondly, the Tiord® 1s the
medium of zreation, the dvnsmic soiritual word which medlates
between the silent mystery of the abyas of being and the
fulness of concrete, individualized, self-related beings.
Thiraly, thé "hord® 1s also the manifestation of the divine
life in the history of ravelation.

. The Tiord" is also the manifestation of the divine life
in the final revelation: it 1s the name for Jesus as the
Christ. The "word” 1s not the sum of the words spoken by
Jesus, T1llich caen not understand how thecloglans who accept
the doctrine of the Incarnation can identify the Word with
speech, He claims that it 13 extraemely dangerous to identify

—— -

181p14,, p. 157,
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the Bible az the dYord of God becauge of certain unavoidable

consequences.

Such conseguences as the dictation theorvy of inspiration,
dishonestv in dealing with the bibllical text, a
"mononhysitic" dogma of infallibillity of s book, etec.,
follow from such an ldentificatlon. The Bible 1s the
word of God in two senses. 4t 1s the document of the
final revelation: and it participates in the finsl
revelation of which it 1s the document. Frobably nothing
hag contributed more to the misinternretation of the
biblical doctrine of the &Ofg than the identification

of the word with the Biblae.

.The Bible, for 1illich, is e witness to revelation. ie clalms

that there 13 a hic et nung einerience of revelatlon rather
20

then an origlnal revelation 1n the Bible,
v Tillich concludes that the messsge of the church as
procleimed in her preachins snd teaching 1s called the word
of God. | |

Finally, the mediator of revelatlon mey not be & preacher
or religious teacher at all but slmply someans whom we
meet and whose words become the dord for us in 2 special
constellation. g
“he meny different meanings of the Eerm Jord” are
all united in one meaning, namely, "God manifest”--
menifest in himself, in creation, in the hlstory
of revelation, in the final rsvelaticn, in the
Bible, in the words of the church =nd her members.,
"God menifest"--the mystery of the divine abyss
expressing 1tself throngh the divigg uogog—éthiizl
is the mesning of the symbol, the "dord of Cod.

ﬁlthough‘Tillich uses such uverms aa orlginsal revelation,

preparatory revelation, final revelatlon, unlversal revelation,

191p14., p. 158,

S Cii

2l1bia., p. 159.
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recelving and devendent revelation, he regards all reve-
lations as exlstential in character =nd nature and therefore
a8 speclal revelation. Nature, history, and words, are only
mediums of revslatlon and not revelation itself. OUne can
speak of a revelatory svent, Tillich aasserts, onlw on the
basis of en exlstentlal relatlon to 1t.%? The history of
revelation is history interpreted in the 1light of the final

revelation.

“hile humanistic theology tends to identify the history
of revelatlon with the history of religion and culture,
thus removing the concept of finsl revelation, neo-
orthodox theoclosy end =2n sllied liberal (e.g., Ritschlian)
theologv trv to elimlnate the history of revelation by
identifving the revelation wilth final ravelation. The
latter group savs that thers 1s only one revelation,
nemely, thet in Jesus the Christ; to which the former
group answers that there are revelaticns everywhere

and that none of them i3 ultimate. Both cwntentions
must e rejected, In the amactual revelatory situation,
a revelation which 1s not tsken to be final 13 a
detached reflection and not an involved experience.

Yn the other hand, if the revelatlon whose hlstorical
prenarstion 13 denied as final, the nacaasity of its
tistorical reception mzkes the unigue revelatory event
a 3trange body which has no Sglation whatsoever to
humen existence and history.”

For Tillich the finsl revelation occurs in the svent
of Jesus, the humen, becoming Jesus who 1s the Chriast: it
1s not the 1ife of Jesus nor the life of Christ, but 1% ié
the event of his becoming a person. iHowever, even this
final revelation in Ohrist must be an existential experience

before it can be revelation. Hevelation is manifested in
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the art and culture of man, but by emphesizing Chrlst as the
final revelation, Ti1llich ettempts to demonstrats that
there was 2 place or event whare exlistential belng and

éssential belng were united.




CHAPTER V
PAUL ALTHAUS

According to Paul Althsus, the Christian Church claims
to speak about God for the obvious reason that God has
revealed dimself. The Church proposss to speak about God
because God Himaelf 1s sneaking and nas apoken in such a
Tfashlon that men can comprehend his message., "“Alle
christliche {heologie gruendet also in der behaupteten
“irklichkeit der Selbstbezeugung oder “Jelbsterachlieszung
Gottes, seiner Begeguns mit dem Menschen zur Gemelnschaft
mit ihm, seiner "dfféhbarung."l

. #lthaus naserts that the fuct of revelation i3 an
indication that something elase is made k¥nown to man than
vwhat he can expsrience in this world.

Uffenbarung meint weder sine ¥irkung als solche noch

eine Yatsache als solche, sondern die in und an ihr

mich treffende ﬁahrheit_éottes mslnes llerrn. Uie

eigentliche Gewalt der Uffenbarung ist noch nicht :
die Gewalt von Naturwirkungen oder von Geschishtstatsachen,‘
sondern dle in und an ihnen mich ergraifend? Geist-

Gewalt der Wahrheit, die Gott ist. Cottes Eegegsnung

ist zuletzt nicht eln Geschehen an mir, sondern ein

gelsthaftes tiandeln mit mir; nicht ein Vorgang hinter

meinem Ruecken, sondern elne Wirklichkelt ﬁuge %n Auge
mit mir, die mich a2ls Geist sucht und betrifft.

1Peul Althaus, Die Christliche Wahrheit (Cuetersioh:
C. Bertelsmann Verlag, 1949), I, 25..

glbido, Do 31,
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Revslution 13 nsver completely an objectlive occurrence
outside of man. Revelation 1s objactlve and subjsetive
at the ssme tims. "Uffenbarung heizzt nicht: 1ch erfzhre
dies und d=s; heiszt auch nicht primaer: 1ch erkenne die
wshrheit; zondern ich wslsz mich erkannt."” Revelstion
means that I am the one who has bean called, nromisad,
Judzed and loved. 4t 13 not the revelation of something
but it is the testimony of a person.

4lso nizht Uffenbarung von eotwas, sondsrn die

Belbstbezeugung einer Person, 1n lhrem mich Angehen,

mich Kennen, mich Wsinen, Rufen, Richten. ¥reilich

enthuellt die Offsnbarung uns auch Ged:nken, =ber es
3ind die oersonhaftsn Gedanken melnes ierrn.

&Llthaus clalma thet God =lwavs meets man todav and in
man's nresent reslitv. lie 13 slwevs the God of todav.? HKan
only ¥nows ss much about God as God decldes to reveal asbout
Himself. in a certain sense m2n can onl¥ spesk of reve-
lation in ss far as God remains the subject.

im Aktlvum kenn man von der Vffenbarung reden nur,

sofern Gott ihr Subjekt lst. 4im Blicke auf una kann

das Geschehen der Uffsnbarung allein durch Passiva
ausgedrueckt werden, die unsare Aktiva erst begruendens
1ch werde erpgriffen, aetroffen, gsbunden, angeredel,
erkannt-und erkenne mich als eben den, von dem dieses

alles gilt. +lles #rgreifen ruht in dem Mrgriffen531n.6

“n's preason and the realitv of the world compels him to

35919., D. 32,
f£91g., pp. 32=3.
SIbigd., v. 37.
SIbid., o. 40.
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contemplate Cod. "insofern gilbt es 2ine 'Hatuerliche
Gotteserkenntnis.'" However, the reveletion of Tod is

gbove and beyvond all reason,

ct

Although Althaus racognlzes that Chriat i3 revelation
vet he clslirs that Christ is not the firat and onlv self-
communicsestlon of God to man. The Gospel has its origin
already in the history of GCod with Lsrael. aAlthaus
contlnues: “Lie Verkuendlgungz redet nlcht nur den Juden,
sondenn =uch den teiden suf ein Gaschshen an, dass zwiszchen
Cott und 1hm sich schon ereignet hat und fortgehend
geschient "7 Until recently it had slwavs bLeen taken for
granted that theology desls with a "zwiefachen Uffenbarung.”
it 13 indeeqd unfortunate that many now bellieve that ravee
letlon occurs oniv and first in Jesus Christ. Romans 1:18 f£f
and Homens 2314 ff ere definite proof that God's revelstion
1s not limited to Jesus Christ.®

Neben die natuerliche Uffenbarung in der Schoepfung

stellt Psulus in Kap. 2, 14ff, das Ge?isssn, n?bcn

die religioese tpkenntnlsmoelichkelit ¢ie sittllche,

4uch der oeide erennt ein "Gasetz,” das dem

hosegesetze inhaltlich welthin entspricht; auch er

suendigt mit schlechtem Gewéssen, wlder bessere

crkenntnis (1,32), 1, 24fFf.

Althaus objects to idarl Heim'as exegesls of Romanz 1 sand

2 and opooses deim's claim that in the beginning man's

7&&0‘, De 45,
SIbia., p. 4s.

99sul Althaus, Der Erief an die Roemer (Goettingen:
Vendenhoeck Ruprecht, 1948), p. 17.
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approach to God was closed. Barth and Stauffer simillarly

misinterpret Romans 1 and 2,20 ¥or Althaus there simply
fs no doubt that the law of God is written in the hearts
of all men, even those who are without a saving knowledge
of Jesus Christ. GCod has revesled Himself to the heathen
through His works of creation.
im Zinklam mit dlesen Sastzen des leuen Testamenta
sprechen wir von 2iner zwlefachen Uffenbarunpg Gottes,
#ir unterschieden von der ilells-Offenbarung Gottes,
in Jesus Christus seine urspruengliche Selbstbezeugung
oder Ur-Uffenbarung oder Grund-yffenbarung.
Ynfortunately the heathen suppress the present truth of God
in unrighteounnéss. The blindneas of the heathen 13 the
cauge of thelr ignorsnce. The gullt of unbellef can al-
Peédﬁ be located in foundational revelatlion. Just as we
must have both s speecial and a general revslatlion so we
must also have a "zwelschichtige Lehre" about the Spirit
of Gog,
Altheus continues by claiming that ever since biblicel
times, theology has always taught that God has revealed

Himself in 2 two-fold msnner. The Roman Church, following

Thomas Aquinas, does not generallyv sneak formally of a

doubls revelation but restricts revslation to the supernatural,

For Komen Catholics only; the supernatural is revelation in

the proper, sense of the term, while the works of God -

10p .11 Althaus, Yle Shristliche Wshrhelt, I, 47.

1l1pi4., p. 50.
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are revelstion only in the lmprovper sense.l? The Homan
Church prefers to apeak about a neatural knowledge of God.
Contrary to much of current'thought, i1t wus not the
foman Cnurch but the old Protestants who originally
emphasized a two-fold revelafion of God. Although Althaus
recogniges certain differences between the Orthodox
Lutheran dogmaticians, he concludes his discussion of these
seﬁenteontb century theologians: "Die (Grundguege der Lehre
von der =llpemeinen Yffenbarung oder natuerlichen ELrkenntnis
Gottes sind bei den Uspmatikern ueberall wesentlich-die -
glelchen."1d

Althsus states that the current trend smong theologilans
is to disparage the Urthodox theologlans of the seventeanth
century for their reliance upon Aristotelian metanhwsics.
Although he sgrees that their scholasticism was not Lutheran
and thet it finallv led to rationelism, he still ssks:
"Aber 1legt der theologische Suendenfall wirklich in der
Behauptung der dopoelten Uffenbarung?" He answers with a

firm "Keineswegens.™ 4

in his nistorical review of general revelatlon, Althaus
observes that during the nineteenth century, primsrily under

the influence of 4antian criticism, revelatlion was restricted

ERThra:, el
13ib1d., o. 62.
141ps4,
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to Christ. ‘he natural sciencas and noasltivism nlso casused
theologlana to restrict reveletlion to Christ. During this
era it was popular to believe that, "Uis Hatur und die
Geschichte aind entgottet, der Blick in sle hat jedenfallis
keine Bedeutung mehr fuer dle Begruendung der Gewiazhelt
Gottes."® Such thousht 1ed J. Gottshick to declares
"Ohne Jesus weere ich Atheist." Wilhelm derrmann similarly
asserted that only in Jesus was there s ravelatlon of God,
Lrnst Troeltsch +ud the entire history of religions school
violently vrotested this restriction of revelation end
emphasized the similarity between Chriatianity and other
religions. However, these theologlans went too far in the
Oﬁposltc extrema and aventually denied the absolute nature
of Jhristiesnity, claiminz that i1t was only a special form of
8 general revel-tlion which was at the foundation of all
religions. "Liesen iWeg konnte die Theologie, wollte sle
dem LZvangelium treu bleiben, nicht welter gehen."ls

Althaus believes that the work of Adolph Schlatter and
%, Luetgert has been oxtremely helpful for this entire
controversy. Soth have attacked the Yhristomonistic re-
striction of revelatlon. OConcerning Paul Tillich, Althaus
writes:

Zugleich von Troeltsch und vonSchlatter-Luetgert

bestimmt unterscheidet Paul Tiliich (Rechtfertigung und

Zweifel, 1924) zwlschen "Grundoffenbarung" und

i

15ip14a,., p. 65.

16
ibigd.
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"Hieil soffenbarung” und lehnt die rein christolozische
Offenbarungslehre sb. "Uer Protestantismus musz
wleder lernen, von Christus so zu reden, dasz dahinter
der gzewaltige HKlang der Crundoffenbarung in allen
Religionen und Sulturen der lenschbeit hoerbar wird.
Des macht Christas nilcht geringer, aber befreit 1hn
sus einer isolierunz, in der er 1m Neuen Testamenten
und in der alten dirche noch nizht atand. Jurch den
Begrif{ des Logos war er verbunden mit der gessmten
Katur und Geschlechte.®(S,31)17
According to #lthaus 1t 13 extremelw unfortunste that
the flooding wave of Uhristomonlatlc revelatlon hes agaln
reaspneared in the works of Karl iHlelm and farl Barth. Heim
attempts to demonsatrate that Chrlst 1s the only Redeemer,
not cnly of man's deenest sorrows but alsc of skepticism.
fHeim believes that only the transcendental revelatlon can
offer men 'nv =0lid foundstion, Hls Christomonism is also

18 Althaus cbseprves

ex reszed in his student, Hans Zngelland.
that fieim criticizes both Luther snd Calvin for speaking
of a general revelatlon outside of Christ. Helm claims
that Luther accepnted goneral revelation because hs had not
consistently enalvsed his doctrine of original sln. Accord-
ing to Heim, had Luther taken seriously man's total devnravity
he would not have sscribed to man the sbllity of recognizing
eny revelation outside of Christ.

Althaus believes that Barth nss fallad in his attempt®

to he more consistent to the prinsinles of the Reformetion

than Luther himself. lie agrees with Zarth that it is

17
Ibido sy Do 67«

_ 18291g., p. 68,
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synergistic “o clalm that man comes to a knowledge of God
through his own powera., Althaus does not accept the Roman
Catholic view of natural theolozy but he does c¢laim that
Barth conf'uses general revelatlon snd rational natural

theology. £Larth's attack upon the analosla entis does not

gettle the iszue for nim. Barth's doctirine that the Law
must firast be known from the Gospel does not find supnort
in Luther or Feul,+?

Althaus gquotes numarous theologlans to support his
position over agalnst Barth. £mil Brunner writess "Die
schwierlige frage ist zlso nicht: ob es zwelerlei Uffenbarung
gebe. iLlesge Frage 1st vielmehr ein fuer allemal von der
Schrift sus bejshend zu beantworten. Sondern die ¥rage 1ist,
wie sich die beiden Uffenbarung, dle sus der Schoepfunz und
<0

1 1] -
die aus Jesus Christus zuelnander verhalten. dmund

Schlink staotes:

LUie Vffenbarung Gottes in selnen ierken ist fuer dle
lehrende Xirche so voellig umschlossen von wort, dasz
die kein Interesse haben kann, dieselbe neben der

Of fenbarung Lp vort als besonderen locus der Dogmatlk
abzuhandeln.

ThPOugnout his Christian logmetics Althsus states that

general revelation must be freed from being confused with
natural theology. God not onl¥y reveals Himself in nsture

énd in crestion but a2lso in the lives of men.

Ay

197614, ». 7.

“01bid.

2l
Loig.
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Vie Sslbstbezeugung Gottes geschleht entscheldend nicht

durch theoretische Noetigung, sondern in unmittelbaren

Innewerden, in lebendiger Zrfahrung an der #lrklichkeit

unspres Lebens auf dle wir im folpenden ninweisen:; im

“unmittelbaren >61bstbewueztsten,' wie achlelermanha§

sagbe, vortheoretisch, in lebendlgem ur"riffenSPin.
Althaus agrees with Calvin who stated in the Introduction
to his Institutes: "3Se ném asolcere notest, auln ad Lel
in cuo vivit et movetur intuitum sensus suos protinus
convertat.” The shadow of God lies unrecognized upon the
lives of 8ll men. Seriously to cuestion God 1s to deny
oneself. 4if man desires to discuss his belng hs must
first discuss God. ichael Schmaus, the Roman Catholioc
theoligian, writes: "Der Mensch kann in seiner lsatzten
Iiefe nicht denken, ohne Yott, auf den hin sein desen
geachaffen 1:t, nach dem hin er also seinahaft genelgt 1ist,
irgendwie mitzudenken."?9 According to Althaus, man
becomes conscious of God s3imply because he i3 man, Map
does not grrive at God bv way of causality but through an
Immediate experience.

In opoosition to Rome's false natural theolopvy, Althaus
att&mntsito arrive at a true natural theology which 1s not

rationalistic. He claims that theology must begin with

Anthr0001087.24 Brumer's doctrine of the Imaﬁo ]Jei is far

221bid., p. 75.

251bid., p. 76.

“41p1g., p. 78.
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mors scriptural then Barth's view that man no longer retains
any part of the imapge of God.25 Althaus =dmits that man
has losat the image of God in a certain sense but then
continues:

Aber indem wir ds3 8ls unsere 3chuld bekennen, sagen
wir aus, dasz die sbenblldlichkeit 1m ersten Sinne,
dor Bestimmung und Verfassunz fuer Gott, auch in der
Suende erhalten bleibt. #ir hoeren auch als Guender
nicht auf, #enachen fuer Gott zu sein. Dass 1st nicht
eine sbschwzechung der Suendigkeit, sondern ihre
Vorauasetzunp--die Bedingungen deasen, dagsz ueberhaubt
vom Suende und Schuld die Rede sein kann.”8
Since man retains a measure of the image of God, God reveals
Himself in "dem Sein, dem Haben, und dem Sollen" or our lives,
Althaus slaims that man also gaina certaintv concerning
God from the passing of history. "Niemand ksnn die Tatsache
wegschaffen, dasz am Lurchleben der Geschichte lmmer wieder
w2’

Gewlszhelt Gottes entatanden ist und entsteht, This

measure of certaintv can be arrived at without faith in
Jesus Christ.

Geschichtlich angesenhen nach biblisch, nach christlich,
ist die Gotteserfshrung an der Geschichte wesentlich-

grundsastzlich "vorchristlich,” d.h. moegllchzgnd wirklich

vor der Begegnung mit Gott in Jesus Christus.
ban experisnces God in history when he eznsriences God's ceall

to carry out a special task, Althsus clalms that there is

E¥Tb1a.. p. 1004
26paul Althaus, Dle Christliche ¥ahrheit, II, 99.

27ibig., I, 85.

281v14., p. 86.
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glso a genseral non-Vhristian falth beslides Christian faith-
and that it 13 the task of theologv to conaider every falth
as poasessing the Lord of history.
Uie Theologie nat nicht das Recht, den vorchristlichen
Glauben, d.h. den Glauben, der noch nicht Glaube an
das Lvengellum i3t, der aber eine geschlichtliche
Berufung als solche ergreift, grundsaetzlich als

heidnischen Trug zu verdaechtigen und zu beksemnfen,
“le musz es entachlosgen abwehren, wenn man ihn nit

dem Glauben en Jesus uhriarua vereinerlelen oder gar
an seine Stelle setzen will,”

Althaus readily admits that man cannot know Christ
from history and nature; but nevertheless, the Lord is
manifested, sccording to him, in history and nature. The
knowledge of God does not originate with the Gospel .Y
Such passsges es Psalm 19 readily sattle the mstter. For
Althaus there is no doubt that the heavens declare the
glory of God snd thet the earth 13 a demonstration of the

Lora's work, A netural knowledge of God 13 no mere pos-

sivility but an important reallty.

£9Ipaas , “pos B740%
30
ibid., p. 90.




CHAPTSR VI
OTHER CONTEHMPORARY THHOLOGIANS

Numerous theolonians have 2Xpressed themaelves in
regard to the conflict betwesan Barth and Brunner., It apoears
83 if the majority bosicollvw apree with Lrunner. The
position of & few of these theologlans will be brisfily
outlined in thiz chapter.

Utto Yillschneider reects againast Barth's Christomonism
by aszserting that God has reveaied fAlmself in the historical
events of the Uld Iestament.l e teaches that revelation in
creation is the i'orm of the really sctlive Christ, as digtin-
fulshed from the other operations of the Son.® He bslleves
that it 1s the duby of theology to find a cure for her long
avoldance of nature, since God's eternal oower and dlvinity
become visible in "the Christus cosmos.™ Dillschneider
rejects barth's criticism of the Belgzle confession® and
883erts that "Uie Uffenbarung Gottes in den Werken der

Schoepfuns widerfaehrt uns wie der stumme Haendedruck eines

uns sehr lieben %enschen.“s

Y0tto Di11schneider, Gegenwart Ghristi-Grundriss ginmer

Uogmatik dsr Uffenbarung (Guetersioh: C. Bertelsmann, 1948) p. 15.

zlbido 9 Ne 219-
3lb1d., p. 225.
4Ipig., p. 230.

5
+bid., p. 226.
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Hudolph Hdermann agreea with Althaus' cfltique of Barth's
Christomonism.® liowever, Hermann does admit that Roman
Cathollc theologlans do not serionslv take total depravity
into conaiderstion and conseauently depend too much upcn
naturﬁl theoloqv.v

dulien Vzsaerly wrltes that ever since Kant, many have
reached the concluslon that no ultimate truth can be arrived
at by reason. Such theologlans, sccording to Casserly,
claim thst Yhristlans can not rely upon philogsnhy and
Consecuently reject all forms of natural theoloqw.a Casserly
asserts that natural theolopy has the advsntage of oroviding
the Christian thinker with a point of contact or-convergence
with non-Christian thoug.r_ht.9

those of us who are interested in the posaibllity of

Xxeening =live an Intelligible dilscussion between the

Church snd the world--and surely all Christians must

De vitally interested in such a possibility--cannot

ignore or taks 2 negative attitude toward the suesztions

raised by natural theology.
Casserly attemots to bridge the gep between the "Roman

Catholic view and the Protestant denial of natural theology."

He claims that, 1n snite of all current efforts to distinguish

6l‘-‘h.l(i‘.()lph Hermann, Fragen um den Begriff der Hatuerlichen
fheologle (Guetersloh: C. Bertslsmann Verlag, 1950), p. 17.

TIbid., p. 44,

8Ju11an Casserly, Oraceful Reason, the Contributions of
Reason to Theology (London: Longmanns, Green, 1955), p. xvii.

9
Ibia., »n. xtx.

,101b1d., D. XX,
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between zeneral revslation and natural theology, thev are
gctually the seme thing.tl "deither natural theology nor
general revelation are posslble apart from each otner,"1®
Casserly does not telleve that Barth's subsfltution of the

enalogis fidel for the analogla entis really mesets and

exolains suel znalomles as the narables.ls He admits that
natural theolopy cannot convert men but he claims that 1€
can remove manv of the impediments which must be removed
vefore on honest man can come to Christ.-?

Jdohn Mackinnon declares that historv msnifesta a2 "power
not o:raselves" working to improve men's lot or condltilon.
Revelation for him is not lntellectual but practical in
character, MHartin Luther, asccording to Hacklinnon, opens=d
the way for this truer proteatant view of révelatlon but
unfortunately later sgain identifled doctrine and revelation.l5
He belleves that the aim of God's msnifestation in nature and

history is to persuade the world intc a state of recon-

cilistion with God.*® He critlcizes Barth by statings

i7h14., p. 12

L2 h1an b 1es

SS9NE1d, padd
141v14., p. 166,

PR

lsaohﬁ Y. Mackinnon, fhe Protestant Doctrine of Hevelation
(Toronto: The Hynerson Press, 1946), p. 49. ~
16
lbld.’ pl 12.
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‘ly criticizas Barth's emphasls upon uncertalntvw.

the records wzs sn absurd and ridiculous wandering nreacher.

92

Bertn's dreed of immanence dezenersting into nantheilszm
lands him in an zthelstic view of naturs, a worse
philosonhical stq*n than that which he ,ou¢nt Lo avold. 17

After summerizing Barth's view of revelatlon, dackinnon sharn-

18

No one denles that God manifests himself in the
incarnation and the Resurrection but aurely Barth is
astray in denving revelation-worth to evervthing but’
these two. In neture, man, hiatory and sxperience

it 1: God who mskes nhilmaell «<nown.

isckinnon claims that Barth attaches revelation sign-

Ificance only to the Christ of falth and not to the Jesus

tory.

Unly in this Christ of faith, and not in the historical
fizvre with whom alone, a3 he thinks, historians and
1iberal theologisns deel, i: God known. For Barth the
resurraction is the revele! ion of the other world--
the other world breaking into thls world, eternity
treakling into the time order. The vertical miracle
atrikine~ the horigzontal nlane of historvy. Un such a
representstion little or no raeveletion valus is
attached to the historicnl i.L""J"“ de:u:. Iinde-=4d.

Raprl Barth tends to benlsh the hi";orical an belng
nothinz but a consnicnons failure,

el <+ )

lackinnon concludes by asserting that for Barth the Jesus of

In his dissussion of the controversy batween Sarth and

Brunner, «, £, Lavies agrees with Brunner when Brunner statess

17'Lbido, De 14.

ig bid., pp. 106-8,
ibid., ». 108.

2olbid.’ ‘OD. 111-2.
®livig., p. 112.
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"The denlal of this revelation through creation in the
latest theology emptlies the Bilbllesl idea of creation of
meaning--the Creation 1s & manifeatation of the wisdom and

< Diavies belleves that Barth's denial of

Godhnead of God.
natural theologv irnores the doctrine of Christ as the
wisdom of God. "ihen Vhrist is the sagent of crsatlon surely
that creatlon mast witness to him: there 1s continuity not
discontinultv between God's work as creator znd as Redeamer."gs
Usvies c¢laims that Barth's internretation of Homans 1 and 2
does not do justice to the Rabvinic core of Paul's thought.24
"After presenting the nroblem of natural theologv in the
lignt of non-Christian religions, iendrik Zraemer asscrtis
that nature, history and reason are sources of revslat lon,290
fe sdmita that the Homan Catholic concention of natural
theolosrv 1s an error and claims that Barth has much to
offer but concludes that Brunner is essentlally correct,8
General Revelation can henceforth only mean that God
shines revealingly through the works of His creation
(nature), through the thirst and cquest for truth and
besutv, ., . because God 13 continually occupving

Himself and wrestling with msn, in all ages and with
8ll peoples. This general revelation can only be

, 8%y, i, Layies, Paul aznd Rabbinic Judsism (Londons
OB NCL K, 1048) 8 piliTSse

2%1b1d., p. 176.

24
Ivid., p. 328.

dsﬂendrik dpaemer, The Christian #essage in & tion=-

Shristian #World (lew Yorks daprpers, 1938), pp. 90-100.

261p1d., p. 121.
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effactuallv discovered in the light of the "apecial
revelation.?

Bremer teaches that God's everlasting power and Godhesd is
clearly visible through hia worka.ze

Jdohn ballle takes issue with Berth for claiming that
“no knowledege of God existz in the world save in the
hearts o! regenerate Chpistlan bellevers."®Y Baille main-
tains that Darth obliterstes the lmnortant theological
distinction between the creative and gracidus activity of
God.aq dowever, Baille also crilticizes Brunner for dis-
tinguishins between the formal -nd material 1msge of God.
Baille helieves that 1t 1s Impossible to maintaln that
formally the image of God is not infringed upon while
mpteriesllr 1t 12 utterly lost. He claims that the tra-
ditional distinction between the light of nature and the
light of revelation has to bs abandoned. Alleged athslsta
may deny God with the top of their minds, but they believe
in Him in ths bottom of their hearts., Ballle asserts thatb
men should never exclude adherents of other rellgions from

the saving grace of God, 5t

271p1g4., p. 125.
“Srvrd., p. 126.

29John Baille, Oupr Xnowledge of God (New York: Charles
Seribner's Sons, 1939), p. 17.

“0lbid., p. 25.
Slip14., n. 89,
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For how can we hold that the pagan or the Jew who has
had a solemn experience of conversion within his own
religlous traditiocn is as little in a state of grace, :
and as completely in a3 state of nature as he was before?52
Bs1lle obssrves that Calvin, in hls discussion of natural
theology, departed from some of “unther's principles and
depgrted Into something more like the old Scholasticism.33
"Ihe Kantisn rejection of natural theology i3 thus not
unconnectad with Luther's cearller suppression of it."34
Beille asserts thst the Hebrew mind knew nothlng of natural
theology before its contact with CGreek thought.55
Peter Mosma observes that Barth no 1onger uses the term
“Urgeschichte” but that the gz eneral import of the earlier
term 1s retained snd smplified 1n his later works. lie asserts
that Barth's concept of revelation as "geschichtliches
2reignis" does not mean that it can be historic:lly estab-
lished by 2 neutral observer.2® lionsma clailms that Barth
has been greatly influenced by Kant's rejectlion of natursl
theolgoy.
Barth's theologvy, in that it repudistes all natural
theology, esgrees with and goes beyond fant's Gritique

of Pure Reason, which rejects natural theologyv as theo-
reticel demonstration. lurthermore, his attempt to

salbld., p. 90.

53Jonn Baille, ‘he Idea of Revelation in Recent thought
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1956), p. 9.

o4 '

Inia,

s Do 10.

’

5
Lbid., p. 126.

sepeﬁer monsma’ Karl Barth's Idea 9£ Hevgl_g_‘!’:_;g_r_l (Somerville{_

Somerset Press, 1939), p. 148.
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derlve the content of revelstion from its form agrees
with Kant's formalistlc approach and may have been
suggeated by it
Monams attempts to. demonstrats the logical weakness and
failure of Barth's sositian. He does not believe that
Erunner has succeeded in his tad:.‘l:empt.;58

Cornellus Van Til is undoubtedly the severest critic of
Barth and Brunner. HHe minimizes the dlfferences and struggls
between Barth and BErunner., He finds the philosophicsl found-
ations of Barth's end Brunner's theology rooted in Lant's
irrationalism and &lerkegaard's dialetic of time and eternity.
Since there are no objecta in onur direct experlence which
correspond to sunernatural events, Van Til clalms thut
according to Lsrth they contain no object validity. UIf we
subgtitute the word 'reality' for Barth's word 'God' we
shall not be far amiss in catching bils meaning."39 Van T1l
claims that Barth rejects the 1dea of temporal creation
because Yarth has rejected the notion of the sbsolute Goa .40

He believes that Barth has done away with the orthodox idea

of Cod's direct revelation in history by his concept of

°7ibia., p. 167.
%81pi4., p. 179.

" 39~ m v ) i (r‘h‘lad I1nhias
Presbrterian and Reformed Publlishing Company, 1946), p. 231.

4Oipi14., p. 373,
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41

primal historv. Van T11 concludes that no heresy which

the church has esver confronted iz =0 ultimately dsesstructive
as the gososel of Kapl Barth,#e

G. C. Berkouvar claims that Barth hesitatss to affirm
any manifestation of God 1n history, since Barth intsnds to
restore complete saving grace to svery area of theclogileal
thought. CLerkouver severely oritlelzes Van 711 for attempting
to place 2ll of Earth's thought into csrtain phllosovhical
categories., #lthouph Berkouver can not agree with Barth's
rejection of manifestations in history, he seses some danger

in Bruanner's resudistion of Christomonism. The manner of

Erunner's opposltlon, according to Berkouver, made it
unable to overcome the threatening danger of universalism.,

4dgalin we see the "psndulum movement™ in theolopv! As
Berth strongly opnosed s universal revelation, so others
onpczed his Christomonism. The solution to the confusion
of these reactions will be posaible only when one tries
to avoid the "tension" between the first znd the second
articles, and does not confuse revelation with the
knowledrze of revelation, We must again make use of the
pure light of Scripture which noints a clear wav to
understand the relotlon between the uniyersalitv nd

the particularity of God's revelation.*d

4lcorneliuq Van T11, "Has XKarl Barth Become Urthodox,”
Westminster Theoloslcal jourggl, VIII (liay, 1954), p. 1@1.
See John T, ineller, TChristianity snd Urises Theclogy,
Concordia Theologicsal ionthly, XIX (August, 1948), p. 618.

arl Barth,” Xv (June, 1954}, 251-84.-

'429m C. Berkouver, The Triumph of Grace in the Theologw
of Xarl Barth (Grand Ravidss Zerdmans, 1958), p. 385.

453. C. Berkouver, Genepa]___ Revelatlon (Grand Ranidas
“erdmen's, 1955), ». 57.
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G, ¥, Bromilev maintalns that because men misuse natupral

44

revelation 1s no csuse for denying it. "Natural Revelation

is not a work, an activity, a striving of man at all. It is
a gift. Une might go further and sav that it is 2 natural
gift which has its place 1n the nerfect creatlion of God.

Nor was Natural Revelation gifted merelw to form a basis for
the l:ter Hevelation of Grace."® Bromiley claims that the
revelations of nature snd grace are essentlally the same.

"It 1s still God who spesks: the character of ths revelation

1o

hss not changed."46 1, H, Parker agrees with Sromilevy and

meintains that Calvin taught a self-manifestation of the

v ¢ 47
vreator in the universe, in hiatory and exnerience.

£1lthough Max Leckmann criticizes both the natural
theology of Home and later Protestantism, he clearly dem-
onstratesz that Larth's attack has gone too far,

#ir heben uns mit dleser Deutuns der "Uffenbarung des
Zornes Gottes von fdimmel herab” von dar Deutung des
Exegeten Xarl Barth unterschsiden mucssen, wie s3ie in
der "Airchliche Logmatik" (i, 2 und LI, 1) von ihm
vorgelegt ist., . . . Wir ndban uns inm ﬂahmen dieser
Untersuchung nicht mit dem Uogmatiker Zarth zu
stchae¢tlgen. #lr haben nur festzustellen: Paulus
sprach mit dem " " weder von der Aruezigung

44G W. Bromiley, “"Natural Revelation," Evangelical
Quarterly, XILI (July, 1941), 162. -

45£§i§., D. 1l6d.

46
ibid., p. 164.

47
PR, L, Parker, "Calvin's Concept of Revelation,”

Scottisn Jo T I (W 949), 36. See also
P P urnal of Theology, i ¥arch, 1 .

ordon Clark, uhristian View of lisn and *Things (Grand Repldss
Berdman's, 1952), pp. 37-95.
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Christl noch von selner Rede als 4postel. 5r nannte nicht,

was am ALreuz und wes in seinen Wort, sondern in religioasen,

sittlichen zesellschaftlichen Schicksal der iHeiden geschah;

das Sichtbaﬂgng “Irksamwerden ces Zornes Gottes wvom

dimmel her.~

In spite of the general opnosition towards Barth's
denial of the manifestation of God in history, ssveral
theologiane are rather sympathetic towsrds Barth's views,
Frederick iuebner declares that "eine Theolozie 1st entweder
christliche oder natuerliche Theologle.” '"Hatuerliche

theologie i1st immer eine Fehlentwichlung der christliche

g
‘heologle,"4Y  Huebner emphasizes the centrality of the
incarnation ung revelation in Christ and maintains that men
should lezrn to look for God only in Ghrlst.ﬁo dans Steubing
similarly tesches that "Der Protestantismus darf nicht von
Naturrechnt rqden,"sl Steubing admits tnat“ﬁaul emphnasizes
the natursl unowledge of God in Homans but adds that even
?aui realized that the universe was filled with riddles and

darknesg,°% Ae believes that a false anthropologvy lies at

the base of natural theolog.v-55

———

48 CEaRy o i et
- #ax Lackmann, Vom Geheimnis Der Schoenfung (Stutigart;
SVangelisches Verlaéswerk, 1952), op. 180-1, 254, 243,

49 . ~{
¥rederick Huebner, Natuerliche Theologie und Theokratische

SCWeermerei bei lielanchthon (Guetersioh: U. Bertelsmann, 1936), ».5.
50.
Ibid.’ p. 5‘7.
5lﬂanslsteu‘oing, Naturrecnt und Natuerliche Theologle im
Protestantismus (Goettingen: Vandenhoesck und Ruprecht, 1932], o. 83.
M

52 Y

Ibid., p. 105.
83..

lbid., Do 141.
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™

James Cotton ©eachea that Karl Barth's opnosition toward
naturel theology reminds men that Reformed theologvy 1is the
clear anbtlthesis to that form of teachlnz which declares that
man himself possesszes the canacity and the »nowers to inform

54

himself about God, the world and man. Although Cotton

; 55 a3
often sgrees with Barsh,” he asserts that "the Bible is
unaware of Barth's cleim that the netural man can not hasar

the word of God,'

54 S : ) 3
James Cotton, Chrilstian Xnowledgze of God {(dew York: The
Kacmillan Comyany, 1951), p. 6.

2%1p14., ». 80.

661bid., n. 132. See also Alberthurrav, Hatural Religion
and Christian Thzolosy (London: James Nisbet, 1956), nn. 72, 1l4l.




CHAPTER VIX
CUONCLUSION

The writer does not pronose to offer 2 solution to
the controversy bstween Barth and his opnonenta and their
Interpretation of such passages as Pselm 19:1-2, "fhe
heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament showeth
his hsndiworik, Lav unto dav uttereth speech, and nlght
unto night showeth knowledge." The Lutheran Gonfessions
contaln no specific article on natural theology or the
manifestation of God in historv and creation, although
Some have concluded that there i3 sufficient svidence in
the Luthsran Confessions to maintain that they zontain a

1

hatural theology. The Formula of Concord claims: "zven

the heathen to a certsin extent had a knowledze of God from
the natural law, although they nsither knewHim aright nor
glorifisd Him arizht, Rom. 1:20 £f. In its discussion of

Free %111 the Formula states:

Although man's reason or natural intellect indesd has
still a dim spark of the knowledge that there 13 a
God, as also of the doctrine of the Law, Rom. 1319 ff,
vet it ies so blind, and perverted that when even the
most ingenious and learned men upon earth read or hear
the Gosnel and the oromlse of eternal salvation, thev
cannot from thelr own powsrs nerceive, apnrshend,

llein Janetzki, Natural Theolosy in Lutheran fheology

(Unuublished 8D thesis Uoncordia 3em1navv, St. Louis, 1987),

2Formula of Concord, Thorouszh Leclaration, V, 22,
YFormula of Yoncord, Thoroush Deeclaration, II, 9.

D.1E
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understand, or believe and regard 1t as true.,>
¥, &, Mayer aoparently believes that the Gonfessions teach
a type of natural theology and that men 2an recognize that
there 13 a divine law.é

Zdmund Schlink comments that the Lutheran Symbols are
remarkably uninterested 1n gquestions concerning the
manifestation of God in history and the entire isasue of
natural theologv. S3chlink asks whather it 1s now neceaslary
to develop a special dcetrine of the revelation of God
in Hig works 1n addition to the doctrine of the revelatlon
of God in Josus Christ. Schlink bdelieves that Lutheran
theology should avold entering the controversy and should
melntein the reserve of the Confessions on this point., He
rejects & separate doctrine of anvy genersl ra%eiation of
God, and clailms thst 1t 1s sufficient for Luthsrans to
concentrate on the revelatlon in Jesus Christ,®

Host theologians admit that Luther believed that God
manifestsd Himself in history and creation and that He

affirmed a natural knowledze of God.6 According to Watson,

oFormula of Goncord, Thorough Declaration, II, 9.

4Freder1ck 4, Meyer, The Rsligious Bodies of America
(8¢t., Louiq. Concordia Publishinp Houss, 1954), p. 148.

ﬁdmund 3chlink, Theologls der Lutherische Bekenntnisschriften
(Muenchen: Chr. Xaiser, 1948), 0. 67,

shugh Thomson Kerr, A Compend of Luther's Theology (Phila-
Qelphia. Westminster Press, 1943), D. 23.
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Luther wrote:

God wlshes the law to be taupht snd He reveals it

divinely, nav He insoribes 1t on hls minds, as Paul

proves in Homsns 2. And from just this natural

knowladge all the books of the sounder ohilosophers

have been vorn, as of Aasop, Arlstotle, Plato,

N4 -

Aenoocnon, vicero, Cato.
Although Luther maintained that man's knowledge was in-
adequate because of sin, he affirmed that God manifests
Himself in nature and that there 1s in man a natural know-
ledge of CGod and the dlvine law anart from the revealed

i X S

knowledge of God, Francis Pleper claims that the older
Lutheran theologlans vigorously condemnsd thoss who dsnied
or misinterpreted the natural knowledge of God. He quotes
John Gerhard =s listing those who erred in defectu and in

£xcessu with regard to the natural knowledge of God.

®0 zachlt Gerhard, Loci, L. De Hatura Dei, & 83, die
errzntes in defectu and % 81 die errantes in excessu

auf, Unter den errantes in defectu, die er natusrlichen

Gottesbekenntnis zu wenig zuschreiben, nennt er die
Sozinianer, gquorum origo erroris videtur ex eo penders,
quod negant nrimum hominem ad lmmortalitatem esse
conditum et ilustitiem quandam originslem habuisse,

huius divinae imaginis religuiae sunt notitias naturales.

Pieper teaches that God has manifested Himself in a
two-fold menner. According to him, God has manifested

Himself in creation, or in the realm of nature, and in His

Yord. Pieper distinguishes between a natural and a Christian

7

¥hilip Wiatson, Let God Be God (London: The Hpworth
Press, 1948), p. 73. '

8.

fvid., p. 82.

gJaroslav Pelikan, "Natural Theology in David Hollaz,"

Soncordia Theological Wonthly, XVIII (April, 1947), op. 253-263.
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knowledge of God. Ue asserts that man knows bv nature not only
that there 1s a nersonal, eternal and almighty God but also
that this God is just and holy, who demands and rewards the
good and condemns and punishes the evil, He quotes Romans 1:20
as oroof that the divine works of creation bear the unmistakable
stamp of being wod-made, "Hier ist ausmesast: Wiewohl Gott

unsichtbar ist, so kann er dennoch von den Menschen gesehen

both "innate" and "acquired.” According to him a man can sexer=-

cise snd increase his "innate" knowledge by contemplating the

universe, @nd thus his "innate™ knowledge becomes an "acquired"
knowledge of God.tt Neither Luther nor the Lutheran Confessions
ever spoke of. this "acduired“ natural theology. In their re-
actlon to such an "acquired” naturasl theology, it envears as if
there are sven some Lutheran theologians'who sympathized with
Barth's views on the manifestation of God and consequently, have
caused the pendulum to swing sway from all natural theoclogv. In

ooposition toward this movement Helmut Echternach wrltes:
In mv judsment, the clarification of this ouestion
(1.e., of the theologia naturalis) is of decisive
lmnortance for preserving the gnecificelly Lutheran
corzept of faith. The content of the Christian faith
is not the exlstence of God, but the grace of God!
Only when thne exlstence of God is acknowledged before
faith, when God is resognized as the Gilver of the Law
and feared as the Judge, does trust (fiducia) in His
grace become possible. OConsequently the traditional
aroofs of the existence of God, in narticular the

10 : §% tik (St. Loulss
a ranclas Pieper, Chrlstliche Dogma . s
vYoncordia Publisning fiose, 1924, D- J

11£E£Q-, 0. 445. See also Theodore Graebner, "Some
E&rallels to Homans 13:18ff, "Theological Quarterly, X,
Jenuary, 1906), 9-22, 80-92. :

Plepsr maintalns that the natural knowledge of God is
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moral proof, so often adduced bv Luther ars not without
velue, Thev form an Integral pert in the knowledsze of
God under the ng' which renders the mess:ge of the
Gospel sudible.-*
Lchternach asserts thst the current denial of natural theology
in Lutberan theology means that the Law 13 no longer belng

taken seriously, and that, therefore, feith is no longer

understecod as the bl

=2

essed agsurance of sslvation, iccording

to him ths Gospel haa become Law,

foie
ct
= )
v

Hence backpground of the thesls widelv accepted
by the sdherents of Dlalectical Theology, viz., that
the existence and the easence (Daseln und “ossin) of
God cdare not be separated, there stands revesled the
tvplcally Calvinistic confusion of Law sand Gospel--
according to Luther the most diatollcsl of 2ll
temptations. « « o Lf the Yhristien message is no
longer conceived as the (divine) reply to the
desparzte need caused by 3in sndé the Law, 1t will
appear flrst as a lesal dogma and eventually as a 13
thesls of an undemonstrable and lmpossible metaphysic.

kchternach maintains that 1f this should happsn the Church
vould then be in alpogition of offering to the world a
message of salvation for which there exists no desire what-
ever,L4

Although few Missourl Swvnod theologlans have entered
the controveprsv between Barth snd his opponents, &, namann

of Australia has vigorouslv defended the natural knowledge

2.
ibid., p. 447.
13 N

¢ Helmut schternach, “Theology and Ongologv:w AVanq%;;szhe-
utherische Xirchenzettunz, (October, 1953), . 154, guoged in
E:—EEEEHH.—"The Natural Kn3W1edge of’God," (Theologia Naturalis)
1he Australasian Theoj_ogical Review, ALIV (March - June, 1953),
" 34,

ibig.
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of Fod and the manifeatation of God in history and 2reation.
hie believses that the trend away from natural theolosy has
been influenced by Kantian philosonhy in its opposition to
Aristotellianism. e saserts that Xantianlam 1s s grester
danger to Unristisn theology and faith than Aristotellanism.tP
Hamann clalms that such passages as Acts 14:15-17; Acts 17:24-
28; and Romans 2:15-15 settle the entire provlem of natural
theology.

These passegea are not only well known to every theologlan

but are found in many a Lutheran cathechlsm. . . . 50

clear and so convincing 1s the witness of the Uivine Word

in these loci classicl that one cen only marvel at the

temerity of some theologlens who, in their dread of

Satural Theology and Natural Law, have souzht to ..
lnvelidate or weaken the truths contailned in them.

Hemann bslieves that it is possible for man to drew the
conclusion that there is a God, a Creator and a Huler, from
the menifestation of God in nature and in man himself. How-
ever dim =nd vague this knowledze is, it 1s at any rate clear
enough to render man "without excuse” if he neglects 2nd

perverts that knowledge. "The Christian recelves and accepts

l5ﬁenrv Hamann, "Aant, Helne, and Theology on the Proofs
for the ixistence of God," Australasian Thsolozical Zeview,
AXIIL (September, 1952), 52. 'Lutners Llebe zur Natur,
Der Luthersner, 60 (June 7, 1904), p. 1856. "Soll in Unseren

tlementarishulen Auch Naturgeschichte Gelehrt werden und wie®?"
Schulblaetter, VI (June, 1871), 208-9.

;cﬂenrv Hamenn, "Aant, Heine, end Theologv on the Proofs
for the ixlstence of God," Australasian Zheolozical Heview,
XXILL (September, 1952), 57-
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these pronouncements of Holy Writ in humble falth, =s he

bows to all its teachinga. God's Word sufflces him.
17

Seripturs locuta, res finits.

l7£gid.
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