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IFTRODUCTION

The present thesis grew out of several desires. One
was to study & phsse of Iuther's theclogy. Anotner was to
become more acguainted with e representatlive modern theolo-
gian, A study of theoceniric theclegy in luther and Bruon-
ner was suggeeted to meet these deslres. This very broad
subject wes limited %c one specific doctrine in lather's
and Brunner's theology, the doctrine of Creaticn, Since
both Iuther and Brunner were reacting against an essential-
ly anthropocentric view of Creation, it seemed advisable to
approach the subject historicelly as well as systematically,
Therefore, chaptere on the Middle fges and the modern period
were included as foils for the more detailed study of Iuther
and Brunner, #nd since both men wish to base their views of
Creation on the Seriptures, & Biblical chapter also was
added, The result is this histarico-~dogmatic study of
Luther's and Brumner's doctrine of Creation as that relates
to theocentric theology - a thesis of such broad scope that
the chorge of superficiality could easily be leveled against
it, ‘

To make this more than a superficial study, the writer
has limited himeelf to two unifying principles - Creation
énd theocentric theoleogy in luther and Brunner. Rach chape
ter was written with thesé principles in mind., This thesis,

however, is to be no detailed or even synthetic history of

the doctrine of COreation from the days of the Apostles to
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1951, lIlather and Brunner &re the two men who are to have
the apotlight focused upoﬁ them, The question is whati is
their doctrine of Creation? What do they teach and write
and think and believe about Creation? Hence the primery
purpose of this thesis is %o synthesize Luther's and
Brunner‘®s views on Creation and compare them with each
other, But this basic purposé also revolves around the-
ocentric theology. Is luther's and Brunner'?s doctrine of
Creation theoccentric? In what way? As in the case of any
major Christian doctrine, here, too, all of lauther'’s or
Brumner's theology could be subsumed under the Creation
locus. This has not been the goal of the writer., Naturale
ly, he hés not tried to prevent cther eﬁphases in ths
theology of au;her.and Brunmner from coming to the surface,
but he has consciously tried %o keep Creation in the fore-
ground, JFor this reason, he has used only those materials
of both writers that have specifically dealt with Creation.
In the case of Luther, this has meant only 2 fragtion of
the pertinent materizls, Under Creation itself only those
areas have been treated in which crucial problems exist.,
The following, which appear also in fhe minor chaoters, are
these areas: God a2s the Creator, the creation of man and
the world, man and the world as oreatures, and the relation-
shipe between God the Creator and men the creature.

A word about the subordinate chapters must be said,

- The Biblical chapter necessarily had to be limit ed to one
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section of Scripture. To do Jusiice tc the Scriptural views
of Creation would invelve & thorough st&dy of the 0ld -and
ﬁaw Testuments that would extend far beyond the scope of
this thesis., The choice of the Gospels was not entirely
arbitrary. In spite of the fact that the ZEpistles would
have enabled a more systematic treatment, and the Psalms
would have provided richer content, the writer was con-
vinced that in the words of Jesus and the Evangelists there
would be &an a&cquate treatment of Creaﬁion for the purposes
of this peper. HNeither the chaﬁter on the iMiddle Ages noxr
thot on the modern period is more than & summary picture of
the attitude these long centuries %took toward & theocentric
view of Creation., The writer is well aware that neither
period is & homogeneous whole where generalities‘ought to
suffice, HNeither is this the view he intends to give. In
the Medieval chapter he has centered his attention to some
extent on the theology of Thomes fquinas. If the modern
chapter lacks the same unity, it may well be that ihis is so
because no great man of both faith and resson like Thomas
appeared in posteReformation and modern days.

In the summary chapter the writer attempts to compare
Iather's and Brunneris doctrine of Creation from the theo-
centric point of view, The writer was well aware before he
wrote that both men claim %o have a basieally-theocentrio
theology. - But the %"how" of such thepcentricity in a2 speci-

fic ares like that of Creation remained the problem. No
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~Goubt the theology of each man is in a2 measure determined

by the times in which he .lives and the antitheses which he
fights, Tor this reason it might appear that sny comparia-
son wWould be unfalr to both., But both Luther and Brunner
wish to be Biblical theologians, and it is against this
Seriptural norm that the writer judges each. It is against
this same norm that the present writer wishes this thesis
to be Jjudged. |

It might seem that the basic question--What kind of
theology is & theocentric theoclogy?-~should be explained
in this introduction, Beyond what is commonly understood .
by this term "theocentric®=-having God at its center--the
writer prefers to leave "theccentric® undefined at the
ptart. It is true that such procedure wight leave the
question as unanswered at the end as it is at the beginning.,
But the primsyy purpose of this thesis is not to define as
closaly =8 possible "theocentric theology.® It is rather
to synthesize from 2 historical and dogmatic point of view
Luther®s and Brunner’s doctrine of Creation. Only secondar=-
ily is the purpose to relate these views to the question of
theoqentric theology. But it is the writer's conviction
(and hope) that as this is done, the eriteria for a truly
theocentric theology will also emerge. Whether they do must
be left to the judgment of others. ‘ '
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CHARPTER I
THE GOSPELS ON CREATION

It is evident even to the casuzl reader of the Gospels

hat he isg treading upon holy ground, The central figure

e

[
y
o

hese books is the Carpenter of Nazareth who claimed to

he Son of God, This was more than & claim since it was

o
0]
o

believed by fejithful disciples and firmly attested by God
Eimself, For this reuson God Himself can be said %o be in
the center of the Gospels. It is, however, not just any
god who is here. The Jehweh Blohim, the Creator God of the
0l1d Testament, is the God of the Gospels, The God whonm
Jesus proclaimed, whom He called "My Father,” in whom the
disciples believed and to whom they were directed %o pray
is the same one living Lord whom the prophets worshipped.
The Shema of pious Israelites is none other than the "first
commandment, ¥+ and the one lord here is none other than the

same God who had created the heavens and the earth in the

- beginning, God is the iLord. That message is the proclande.

tion of the Gospels as wall m”s the 0ld Testament, Jesus'®

: ’ 4 9ooi O
megsage of the ﬂacc)\'am Tev ¢26v and the /JdGcAtia Tl

b |

oUpe v emphasizes among other things alse God's Lovdship,

. dMark 12:29., Here Jesus quotes the famous Deuteronomy
6:4, Unless otherwise noted, the quotations are from the

Ngvised Standard Version.
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and His parables have freguent references to 2 king or
master or householder.® That the one God wes Lord was the
belief of Jesus® Jewish countrymen.® 3But soﬁe had forgote
ten that the Creator God of Abraham, Issac, and Jacob is
not the "God of the dead, but of the living;“4 The Creator
God is the nnalliving Lord. |

The God of the Gospels is the Holy, Almighty Lord of
all, In her ®Magnificat® the Virgin Mary links these two
thoughte., "For He that is mighty has done %o me great
things and holy is His name.®9 Rudolf Otto® has polntad -
out with convincing force the "numinous”® overtones in ths
Hebrew h”-l P and the Greek &,()rtas « Several passages in -
the Gospela conbine the auﬁinous and ethical implications

of ®the Holy.® Perhaps the best is John 9:31 where the

Zcf. particularly 8¢t. ¥atthew'’s Gospel. Just what the
Kingdom concept involves is still disputed, but that God is
the Lord is basic in Jesus' teaching about the Kingdom, It
is interesting to note that in Hatthew 13:41 the Kingdom is
ascribed to the Son of Han, :

, 6In John 9:24 the Jews wanted the man borm blind to
“oive God the praise,® _

41uke 20:38 and Matthew 22:29-32,

Sluke 1:49. |
s'eRudolf Otto, The Idea of ihe ﬂo;x. translated by John
W. Harvey (Second edition; London: Oxford University Press,

1950}, p. 6 and passim throughout the book, In Otto's ter-
minology "numinous® stands for the extra in the meaning of

"holy” above and beyond the meaning of ethical goodness,



| SU0J Sl L BRI B

7

men born blind affirms the belief that “Cod does not listen

to sinners, but if anyone is a worshipper of God and does

' His will, God listens %o Him." According to 8t., John, God

is wholly other. "He who comes from 2bove is zbove all; he

who is of the earth belongs to the earth, and of the earth

he speaks; He who comes from heaven is sbove all,®! This

holy God is the almighty Creator who could raise pedpie from

stonas,® With Him a1l things are poasible.g Neverthseless,

God%e holiness and omnipotence do not set Him far off in
the distance, He is the holy and almighty Lord of nature

end men, It is He who clothes the grass of the fisld, who

tokes care of His children,9 who sends rain on the just and

on the unjuat.ll whe is Lord even of the holy Sahbath.lz
Jesus Christ, however, remains the center of the

Gospels, and it is His power over creation that ths four

Evangelists especially describe., Jesus as Lord has power -

over wind and wave, Y over unclean spirits,l? over various

7
Jonn 3:31. _
S\atthew 3:9.

SMatihew 19:26; Mark 10:27; Luke 18:27.

10y tthew 6:30.

Iyotinew 5:45.

lgﬁagk 2:28.

_lsnatthew 8;36,

l*ﬁark 1:27, The references to Jesus?! power over un-
clean spirits are very common in Mark,

PRITZT ARE MEMO]
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diseases,15 over death itself.16 He gave. this same power to
Hisg disciples, and the evil spirits were suhjeot o them.

7

2lso. Even the evil spirits themselves cxpresased the cone

viction that Jesus could destroy them.® It is true that
Jesus taught that He did nothing of His own accord except
what the Father had given Him.*? But this Son who has such
~ power .over all creatlion places Himself on a level with the
Father, "For as the Father ralses the dead and gives them
1ife, so also the Son gives life to whom He will,*20 Tne
Gospels indeed assert the Creator God of the 0ld Testamsnt,

but they bring to men Jesus Christ, the Son of Man who is

the Son of God, Jesus who wWas born and yet who is the *I Am,"

Jesus the Servant who is. the lord.

This Son of God revezls Ged Himself. "No one has ever
seen CGod; the only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father,
" He has made Him xnown, "2  The first part of that statemsnt
was completely intelligible to the Jews, for the soil of

: 18a 1k 1:34.
10uark 5:42; Luke 7:15; John 11:44.
17ark 6:7; 16:18.
leﬂark 1:24

19To give just one instance from the fourth Gospele-
John 8:28f.

2030hn 5:21.
2lJohn 1:;8.

Rl
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Judaism was sharply anti-myatical,®2 The words of Jokn the
Baptist also must have been clear to the people. "No 6ne.
can receive anyvhing except what is given him from heaven.“a;
God alone, whose form man has not seen, iz the source of
revelation about Himself.24 The good news is juet thise-
that this God who spoke by the mouth of the holy prophets
has now revealed Himself in and through His only Son, Or as
John puts ite-the Son has made God the Father known.29

Yet the God whom the Son reveals in His love and mercy
for sinners is still the Creator Lord. The guestion concerne-
ing anthropomorphisms can be raised here. Just as in the
0ld Testament, the Gospels too use anthropomorphic exprese
sione of God, dJesus calls the earth God’s footstool.?6 He
speaks of God dwelling in a temple, sitting on a throne.27
and proclaeims that He casts out deviles ¥by the finger of
God."28 Then too Jesus calls God "Father,® teaches His dis-

ciples to address God by that name, and by His redemption

220¢, 2d0lf Koeberle, The Quest for Holiness, translated

from the third German edition by John C. Mattes (Minneapolis:
itugsburg Publishing House, ¢.1936), p. 51.

®3yonn 3:27.

24 at thew 13311,

250nn 1:18.

2§Hatthew 5:35 where Jesus quotes Isaiah 66:1,
R7Matthew 233217,

g . i
R8rake 11:20. The parallel in Metthew 12:28 has tr
Wytumare 8‘!.05} .
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makes God's Patherhood a reality for men through failth,
5%11l the God about whom all thie is said i3 and remzins
“Your Father who is in heaven.®29 Ged remains God, and
man remains man,

One of the outstanding elements in the Gospels that
raserves the distinction between Creator and oreature.is
the inclusion of the 0ld Testament emphasis on the mystery

of God'’s ways, God is the sovereign who chooses what be=-
longs to Him,9C who utilizes evil to glorify Himself,l

wno speaks in parables "because seeing they do not see and
hearing they do not hear, nor do they understand,"92 QOtto
is right when He szays that the paradox is that ",.,...Hs who
is %in heaven® is yet 'our Father.' That that ‘heavenly!
Being of marvel and mystery end ewe is Himself the etsrnal,
benignant, gracious will,..."93 But this is a paradox in
Jesus Christ, the Son who reveals the Father‘®’s love in Hine
self and yet reveals the Father who is still the Creator

Iord,

2gﬁatthew 6:1. This ezpression is very common in
Hatthew,

30in tthew 2011315,
3lpne story of the man born Wlind in John 9:1£f.

Szuatthew 13:13, Here the Lord quotes Isaiah 6:;9f., It °
is from this same prophet (Isaiah 28:21) that Luther derived
his term gpus alienum,

%%0tto, op. cit., p. 84.
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The apecific references to Creation 1n.tha Gospels are
not many. In fact, outside of the sedss in John 1:3 all
the references to the creation of man and the world come
from Jesus? own lips. There are three passages, one from
each of the Synoptic Gospels, in which the Lord definitely
says that God made ( Woe G’w ) man.9*  In Matthew 19:4 and
Hork 10:6 Jesus quotes Genesis 1:289: “Hale and female
oreated He them." And in Luke 11:40 Jesus asked the Phari-
seea:’ ; "Did not He who made the outside make the inside
ls0?" That Jesus teaches the historical creation of a
first man and firast woman is implied in the &ﬂ?ﬁ c?p)(_%j
:4'7'-'@:--'-3'5: of Mark 10:6. 4Another interesting passage is
L. - x - ; BN 7 3A /
lake 11:50f, where the Lord links the «mno %arcg/Jo}n?ys HoGuou -
to un’.‘: story of Cain's murder of Abel, thereby putting the
nistorical family of Adam at the beginning of the world,®d

Canéerﬂing a creatio ex nihilo the CGospels say nothing —
specific., Certainly Johmn 1l:1l-~3 has & bearing here, Only

| i 2 )
God and the Word are sald to be tv @pyx and "zll things

5 :
mrhayer holds that Wotew used in these three passages
refers to the coreating act of God. _This is the word the
Septuagint uses to translate the 51 WY of Genesis 1:7, 16, 25,
and the N} of Genesis 1:21, 2%, Cf. Joseph Henry Thayer,
4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (Corrected
cdition; New York: American Book Compeny, ¢.1889), sub voge.

3%0ther expressions of Jesus like am spx¥ys in Hatthew
(1918, an’ Xpxys Kosmov in Matthew 24:21, wpo mavabarFs 4oGuoy
in Johm 17:24, and ane Mavededls in Matthew 13:35 also
take for granted the historic creation at the beginning.
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were made through Him.® / If Barth's definition of the
Sreatio ex nibhilo stands--that God's creation

eossvOn Gott und sonst nirgends herkommt, dass
es durceh Gott und nicht sonst ist. Bs ist =2lso
nicht selbst Gott oder eine Emanation Gottes.
Be ist aber auch nicht aus sich selbst und so
selbstasndlg Gotlt gegenueber, waa"gs ist., ®s
ist das durch ihn Aufgerufene.,..v

then oertalnly the Gospels teach such a creation. In the

iy

e 2 &)
I&i%n o

the BEvangelists it was a foregone conclusion that
God had created man and the world “in the beginning.®
Several cther points must now also be mentioned, The
world, that is, all of coreation including man, was made
through the Word. fWithout Him was not anything made that
wes made, ! That eternal Word who was with God im the be=-
ginning, who was the only-begotten Son in the bosom of the

1

her, was the agent in Creation. All things, both man snd

-
e
e

o

all other created beings or things, were made throuéh Him,
Th&t'ia to say, they came into ex;etence, they began to be,
they received their beginning through Him., 5t. John stresses'
this faect particularly with regard to men. VWhatever else

John 1:9 may mean, it means at least that the Word gives

Ogavy Barth, Die Kirchliche Dogmatik (Zuerich: Ivan-
gelischer Verlag A, G. Zollikon, 1948J, ILI, Part 1I, 183,
Borth sees this concept in twoe pre-Gospel passagsse~Jdob 2637
and 2 Macoabeeg 7:28, In the lajter the Greek is very strike
ing: odk ¢§ Svrwy Enoigeey wura o Seos . Ibid, p. 182,

- 37J0m 1:3.



13

light to every man.sa This ties the historical creation at'///
the beginning to & oreatioc cbntinua. Every man was in a

sense present when God created Adam, but‘every man is now

the creature of God,>?

The Gospels, however, also speak of a "Hew world® when
this age and this world will be restored and regenerate@.4o
There wiil be an end of this present world., %Heaven and
earth will pass away.” DBubt here in Hatthew 24:34 Jesus
gives this "end® 2 soteriological twist, PHy words will not
pass away.® There is then no doctrine of this world per se
in the Gospels, Rather there are even hints that the origin-
2l order of Creation is %o be distinguished from the aim of
redemption., Physical life will be clanged &t the resurrec-
tion.4l Yet God's burposes'in the Kingdom are linked to His
purposes in Creation. The Kingdom where God reigns in grace
end love and truth in Christ has been prepared "from the

foundation of the world,"4® Nevertheless, also in this King-

587he troublesome ;e:'(o;u.i.r,gv here may be construed either
with vo @tﬁs or with mavta nv&gwnov.

3gcertainly Inke 11:40, where Jesus is speaking of the
whole being of living men standing before Him, points tc the
creatio continua = in this sense that every man is still
greated througﬁ the light-giving YWord, that God is his
Oreator, and that he is God's creature,

4Catthew 19:28. It is true that this is the only place
in which the word ual:yyériela ocours, dbut the ldea is present
elasevhere in the Gospels,

4linke 20:34f. =nd Matthew 22:30.

42y tthew 2534,
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dom God remains the King. The second birth. as mach as the
first, is due alone %o God. The children of the Kingdom
“were born, not of blood, nor of the will of thp'flesh, nor
of the will of man, but of God,*43
While Jesus is the central figure in the Gospels, and
God the lord is in the foreground, people also have & posi-

prominence in the four Gospels. But man 18 the crea-

L)

tion of
ture of God, and as creature he has an cxistence which is
not centered in himself but in God., Beveral of Jesus®
parables emphasize this, The rich fool had to answer for
his life to God.%% In the parable of the vineyard the
tenants were %o care for the vineyard, not as masters who
gould do what they wanted, but as servents who would yield
the frult to their master.%® The followers of Jesus ere no

less responsible, They are to be the salt af the earth and

L'J

the light of %the world, not to glorify themselves but that -
men nmay ®give glory to your'Father who is in heaven,"46 411
the many imperatives of the Lord urge this responsibility.
Men are to walk in the light and to believe the light.4?

4350hr 1523 Thia asgumes, of cocurse, that the plural
of the Greek mdnuscripts,erevrqﬂqsuv. is preferred %o the
singular of the latin versions,

44 ke 12:16-21,
4% nke 20:9-18.
46y tthew 5:14-16.

47 30nn 12:35¢2¢,
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The problem now becomes that of the relation of man's
responsibility over against his Creator and his present exise
tence as @& sinner, Is the sinner also responsible ﬁg God?
The Goespels treat the fact of sin most seriously. BSin is the
basic contradiction in the world, %"He was in the world, amd
the viorld was made through Him, yet the world knew Him not.#48
But sin iz ne abstract contradiction of man's false self
against his real self, ©5in is rebellion against God the Lord,
Man the servant does not want his King to rule over him, He
Wunﬁs %o be lord, and he thinks he can even 1f he builds his
house upon sand.4® The world too has become polluted by man's
sin., It has become & world which has an evil ruler.99 8in
extends to all men, also to the ranks of the faithful., No
ains in the Gospels stand out so sharply as the betrayal of
Judas, the denial of Peter, the arrogance of James and John.

Although the Gospels sgy much about the rebellion that
is the essence of sin, they take equally serious the ethical
manifestations of sin, Jesus receives sinners and forgives

sins, but He does not treat transgressions of the law lightly.

48 oun 1220,

49Brunner frequently refers to the parable of the vine-
yard in Matthew 21:33ff.,, the parable of the prodigal son in
luke 16311ff., and the parable of the talents in Hatthew 25:
24ff, as examples of mants false autonomy. Cf. Imil Brunner,
Revelation and Heason, translated by Olive Wyon (Philadelphia;
Westminstey Press, c.1946), p. 210.

S070nn 14:30.
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He has come not to destroy but to fulfill the Law.9%: Iast
is adultery; hatred is murder in God's sight.%® Mankind
cannot escape this pollution of sin, because men continually
rebel, and rather than seak the glory that comes from the
only God and the Savior He has sent, men receive glory only
from one another.9® Man actually has becoms the slave of
sin,%¢

Even then, however, men the creature is stlll responsi-
ble. There is none of the deterministic irresponsibility of
the Keran in the Gospels. The world may be a woeful place
but the last woe belongs to the man who is a sinner.®® Wnen
the Jews asked Jesus about their blindness, He said, "If you
were blind, you would have no guilt; but now that you say,
"fe see,? your guilt remains,.?96 ian who claims spiritual
sensibility is responsible, even though he rebsls againstg
God his Iiord. But the problem of man‘s responsibility as a
ginner becomes more complicated when Satan and evil enter the
pioturé. The Gospels by no msans ignore the compelling

forces of darkness that seem to be almighty. ©Satan can bind

Shtatthew 5:17.
52yatthew 5:22, 28.
5930m 5:44.
S430hn 8:34.

5Synt thew 18:7.
%6jonn 9:41.
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peopie with illnesses.®? There are hours when the powers of
daerkness roign.®8 Saten, the father of 11eé. the murderer
from. the beginning.59 is called the ®ruler of thé wurld."éo
and he does enter Judas® heart.Sl But in spite of all this,
the sinner "fast bound in Satan's chains® is responsible,
The Son of Mun went as it was written of Him, but "woe to
that mén by whom the Son of Man is betrayad."ﬁz Batan enters
the heart, but it is man who acts.89

Coupled with this stress on responsibility is the Gos-
pel’s insistence that God is Satan®s lord, “You shall nod
tempt the Lord your God."$4 This “puler of the world® has
no power over the Lord's Christ, nor even éver His followers
vy virtue of Jesus® victory.®® The hely writers also see
evil under God's control. It was Godfs spirlit that led Jesus

to %the desert to be tempted.6€ But God was in control there

Just as He was over the evil spirits who could not harm a man

luke 12:16.
inke 22:53.
59John 8:44,
John 14:30.
515onn 13:2.
62y atthew 26124,
%370rn 13:27.
64 nxe 4312,
65 omn 14:30; Luke 10:18f.
66)atthew 4:1; Iuke 4:l,
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even while they convulsed him,87 Man is a sinner. He is
responsible. God is the Iord., The Gospels do not solve
the philosophic problem of evil, bat in Christ they give
the §inner the power to live triumphantly over it.

- If the creation is thoroughly infected by sin, can this
vorld still be called God's creation? The Gospels nowhere
indicate any other view than that this world is God®s world.
fnd in & sense this is God's good world where man still is
in the center of the world, 8Sin has not removed God's
gracious purpose to create this world for man. HMan is still
of more value than & sheep or sparrows,sa and me2n still has
powers over creation such as carxying on business that makes

use of the mind oy agriculture that subdues the earth and

lower animals, To the disciples Jesus even gave supernatural -

POWErs OvVer creation.®® Then too Jesus® own attitude toward
nature was not that of an ascetlic who practically equates
evil with the natural cr the physical. In fact, Jesus was
criticlzed just beczuse of his frea_use of foods and drink.vo
Koeberle’t believes that Jesus' conception of the beauty of

nature is told by His parables. The sin that the lord saw in

S71uke 4:35.

68t thew 12:12; 10:31.
69 1nke 10:19; Mark 16:18.
"0atthew 11:19.

7lxbeberle.‘gg. ¢lé., p. 33,
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the world did not lead Him %to guestion God's workings but
mant's, |
A brief exposition of Jesus? qttitude toward nature .
will establish this, Jesus refers to the world of nature
again and again in His parables., He speaks of the bir&s of

the air, the lilies of the field, the grass, fish, serpents,

-trees, sparrows, & sower and his seed, the mustard seced,

leaven, the sun, moon, and stars, & hen, and 'peaa:rllzs.?2

Jdesus did not hesitate to use material resoufces in His
mirecles, for example, applying clay and spittle to the eyes

of the msnm born blind.?d He declared all foods clean, end
caelled the woman's use of ointment on His body "a goed thing.”74
In the Lord's Prayer He even instructs His disciples to pray

for daily bread.’® In instituting the Holy Supper He used
bread and wine,7® The Evangelists too refer to the natural
world - to John's diet, wild beasts, the time of the day, the
grain fields, the sea, the wind, a lowly colt,?? Above all

the account of Jesus'® resurrection, comaon to all four Gespels,

Y2 tthew 6326-30; 7:10; 7:17; 10:29; 13:18; 13:31;
13:33; 24:29; 28:3%7; 13:45. :

"Sonn 9:6.
Yark 7:16-19.

TOyattnew 6:11; Iuke 11:3.

"Oiintthew 263:26-28; Mark 14:22.24; Luke 22:19f.

"Mork refers to all of these. 1:6; 1:13; 1:32; 2:23;
4:1; 6:48; 1l:4,
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is the strongest expression of the positive relation of God
to -the world, The world is God's.. He is f.he world's Lord.

The fact remains nonetheless that sin has enbered God's
good world and is here. Tor this reason there is a certain
dualism evident in the Goapels, evident also in Jesus® atti-
tude toward man and the world., On several occasions Jesus
contrasts the physical with the spiritual. He contrasts
mers waber with the water of 1ife ﬁha.t He would give."s
perishable earthly treasures with the eternal treasures in
hemen,m the whole world with one's own soul.®C® It is no
doubt true that this "dualism® derives partly from & sharp
dlstinction between Creator and czeature._al But in those
passages where 60{(9§ and 'ﬂ\'Ez;aq are set in sharpest anti-
thesis f:.é each other 1t is evident that Gd"ag has taken on &
new meau‘:j..ng.e'2 Sin has entered man's being and reigns there.,
Kosberle 1s correct when he says:

coose Go{eg is never a contemptuous reference to whai

is nerely material but always means the lusiing will
of men that deifies itself in ths creation, that is

785onn 4:13f.
91 uke 12:33.
80yatthew 16126,

7
8lyence the use of the word Gaef in many instances in-
the Gospels refers, only to this distinetion, ¥et it is also
true that where Gag§ refers to Jesus Himself this cannot be
the meaning, for although the Ilord was made in the likeness
of men, He was not creature but lord,

820¢, John 6:63 - "It is the spirit that gives life, the
flesh is of no avail.®
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submerged and absorbed in things eartgly and that
strives against the 'Spirit of God,'2

The body is not corrupt in essence (Jesus never places the
seat of sin in the body but in the heart),®? but sin
reigns there and rouses the physical passions to demoniac
fury. It is for this reasonm that Jesus contrasts the earthe-
ly and the spiritual, _
Hevertheless, the problem is not so easily disposed of,
In Jesus' teaching there is not only a contrast between
flesh and spirit but also & progression from the materizl to
the spiritual, *Man shall not live by bread alone, but by
every word that proceeds from the mouth of God,"®% Jesus
calls law, Justice, mercy, and faith ®weightier matters®
than the Pharisaic practice of tithing mint and dix1,36
Many of Jesué“ references to the world of nature are given a
spiritual slant or interpretation.87 Two things must be
noted, Although this progression from earthly to spiritual

is present in the Gospels, Jesus in His teaching emphasizes

83k oeberle, op. Sit., D. 53

84y tthew 15:19.

8§Matthew 4:4, The quotation is from Deuteronomy 8:3
where Moses tells Israel that God made them hunger just to
impress this truth upon them.

88yatthen 23:23,

aqrhia is particularly true with regard to the signs of
the end of the world, Cf, Matthew 24:32f%,
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the whole men--the vy#. It is life that counts with
Jesus, the life of the whole man, soul and body, or soul,
body, and spirit.aa

The second point to be noted is even more important,
Jesus is interested in eternal life. To bring this life to
men He had come into the world.®? This eternal life is that
which comes only from God who is Spirit, from the Son who
aediates this life through His death, and from the Conforier
whno conveys this mediated life, Therefore, it is true that
"the spirit gives life, the flesk is of no avail.®”?0 uan's
hedy is of no avail for possessing eternal life, and neither
is his spirit (only Jesus® words are spirit), Man's whole
life is in the bondege of sin., It is only God who can break
this power of darkness and usher inm the light of His life,
This He does from above, through His Son, 91

The question, ®"What do the Gospels say about a theologia

naturzlis?® could only be asked after centuries had intervened.

aslt is striking to compare the evidently parallel
Matthew 16:26 and Luke 9:25. In the first Jesus speaks of |
gaining the whole world and losing "his own soul® (v oxar

ai*vel ) and in the second of losing "himself® (cavrer ),

The Revised Standard Version translates Uatthew 16:26 ®his
life.® The question whether the New Testament teaches 2
dichotomy or a %trichotomy, in the face of this emphasis on
the whole man, is at best answered with difficulty.

8950nn 11:25¢.
90.Tohn 6:63.

950nn 6:32¢.
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between the Church and the eyewitnesses, after the Church
had begun to think through its message, after the Church had
to face up Lo the convictions of pagan philosophy. Hven
today, as Karl Barth evidently feels and believes, it seems
irreverent to approach the Scriptures which are the revelae
tion of Ged, the very Word of God, and ask about a nétural
theology. There are, however, & few hints that the Goaﬁela
give us on this problem. dJohn 1:9 of course has to be men-
tioned if for no other reason than that Brunner quotes this
verse profusely. -Various exegeses of this passage are possia
ble, but tlﬁa cpe—)n’gu frc;v:'ea ;l,ireg(?wﬂob' stronzly suggests
not only that every man has @ basic relationship tc God but
also that wvhatever light he poszesses, he has through the
very Word of CGod.

That this passage cannot possibly be used to construct
a rational theology from the Gospels is evidenced by Jesus?
words to the very religious Jews. "You have not known Hy
Father.?%2 Yet they had gaid thet He was their God, dJesus
often sketches the irony of men who could interpret natural
phenomena but who could not see God behind them.93 The
question of the angel in Luke 24:5: "Why do you seek the .
living among the dead?® might well express the attitude of

®250nn 8:55,

93 1nke 12:56.

PO S ——
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the Gospels toward a natural theology. God has not left
Himself wlthout witness in the wgrld. but man cannot reach
Him oxr truly know Him either through nature or through
their own reiigious or rational efforts.

The great emphasis of the Gospels in comnection with
Creatore-creature relationships is the typicel 014 Testament
stress on the distance between God and His creation. The
fear of Him who bad made the host of the heavens by the
breath of His mouth is alsc in the Gospels. The majesty of
God showﬁ‘in Jesus ' miracles astonished also ¥ew Testament
puoplc.94 The Evengelists do not play down Wut rather give
full force to this ®creaturely awe® through words like
(.?géq;r?,&,cje, . %Wﬂf\?;'v"'s'o‘ﬂnu’ %gc'ei‘riulul 9@{/,«555:/.95 Even the
(izgﬁév?ﬁf of the 0ld Testament appears several times in
Juke as 1?%U¢sras .9  often there is conjoined the sense of
moral unworthiness with the feeling of utter dissimilarity
between God and the creature; This too is an echo of the
01ld Testament.??

Jesus Himself accentuated this distance between Creator

and creature, between the Holy One and the sinnsr, Men were

940, Ppalm 33:6-8 and Luke 9:43,

ganatthew 10:28; Mark 6:2; Inke 8:56; Johnm 7:15 - %o
mention Just one instance from each of the Gospels.

96 ake 1332, 35, 76; 6:35.

$70f. Mark 1:7f; Inke 7:6; and especislly luke 1351-53

with 0ld Testament sections like 2 Samuel 22:28; Psalm 107:9;

147:6; Job 12:19; 1 Samuel 2:7; BEzekiel 21:31.
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not to swear by heaven or earth or Jerusalem since they

were the Lord's.%® Wen dare not trample His honor in the
dust. As far as Jesus Himself was concerned, He élaimed
to be greater than anything even in the religious worldes
greater than the temple, greater than the ilaw.®? 4And be-
cause He knew what was in man, Jesus removed man's last
assurance of any status before God by revealing sin in its
finest forms. As the suffering Servant He submitted His
will to His ¥ather's in the Garden and on the cross, and
50 became true man, the second Adam, The Gospel truly
means the end of all bold, confident, proud aapirations.loo
The ringing B“f) 5'3\!‘&6&& of Matthew 6:24 establishes the
either/or forever. Rither God or Mammon,

But an even greater emphasis of the Gospels than this
is the fact of Jesus' penetration af the Creator~-creature
barrier, The Son of God became man., He came to save sin-
ners, to giva His 1life a ransom for many.lol But this Christ,
this Savior, had said: “I and My Father are one.®192 For

98)10 tthew 5:34-36.

990 tthew 12:6-8.
loQKoeberle, op. cit., p. 57.
101y, tthew 20:28.

lonohn 10: 30,
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this the Jews wanted to stone Him. A man had made himself
God. They understood the Creztior-creature barrier, dut
they did not believe in Him through whom the world had been
made, who had come to reveal the Father. "But to all who
received Him, who believed in His name, He gave power to be-
come children of God."299 For the ereature who is in Christ,
who believes on Him and the Father who had sent Him, there
comes almost an identification of Creator and creature,
Jesus will azbide in the believer,*0%4 and He will send the
Comforter, the Spirit of truth, who gill dwell with the be-
liever and in him,199 Yes, the believer will do even
greater works than his iord, 06

Yet although this is a reality, it is also a mystery.
It is & communion, not a union, ZXven in Christ the Christian
renaing a8 creature, God remains God. Jesus no longer calls
His disciples servants, but friends. But still there is no
equation, no mystical identification of the creature and his
Creator. ®You did not choose Me, but I chose you and &p=-
pointed you that you should go and bear fruit.®197 The

SobAor become qQROL only through God's revealing love in

19350mn 1:12.
1045000 15:4.
10570mm 14:17.
108 0mn 14:12.
10%50m 15:1478.
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desue Christ. The Christian nevertheless remains and will
remain God's creature,

Do the CGospels have & theccentric view of Creation?
The first commandment of the 01d Testament remains the first
commandment of the New: ®Hear, O Israsl: The Lord our God,
the Lord is cne; and you shall leve the Lord your God with
all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your
mind, and with all your strength.“los God is the Creator
Lord, and man and the world are His creaturesa, The terrific
contrast of Psalm 82, 6f. also remz2ins., "I have said, Ye
are gods; and all of you are children of the Host High. But
ve shall die like men and fall like ome of the princes,?0S
Adlthough God put men into the center of the world, man was
net to be and is not the center of the world, It was man
the sinner who dethroned God and made himself the center of
the world. Into this corrupted creation came the Son of God
to preach and live and die the iﬂaxgé\coy « He through
whom all things were made is the center of the Gospels.

But no less is Jesus! Father the center of the CGospels,

the Father who sent Him, whom He raveals, and %o whom He

108y w1 12:29¢F.

1095 esus quotes Jjust a few words from this Psalm in
.dohn 10:;34, The theme of this Psalm is thmt it was God's
free declaratory act which had clothed these judges and
rulers with the godelike dignity they bore. They were
agtually elohim but did not possess the right of self-
government,
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wishes to lead men. The Creator Lord is God and He alone,
Jesus Christ ls Bavior and He aslome, The Holy Spirit is
Counselor and He alone. Naith is the link between the
Creator Lord and His fallen creation, budt not faith in any-
thing or anyone. Man can liveeersally live--only by faith
in the Son of God. In the Gospels Crezstion is theosentric.

What dhe Church did with this theocentric dochktrine of

Q2

reation during the long centuries of growth and development
and perversion until the time of iartin luther wlll be the

subject of the next chaplerx.




CHAPTER II
THE MIDDLE AGHES OW CRREATION

The basic Christian belief that God had created man
and the world was not lost in the Middle Ages., But the
doctrine of Creation underwent a certain development during
the centuries in which Christianity confronted paganism and
the philosophies current there, triumphed over pagenism,
and finally at the height of the Hiddle Ages dominated wese
tern Lurope through the Papacy. It was against the theology
of the Papacy that Martin Luther fought. That theology also
included » well-developed doctrine of God and of Creation,
To apprecliate Luther's wviews on Creation, it is necessary
first to understand what medieval Christendom did with
Creation. What was the medieval doctrine of Creation? Was
it theocentric? It will be the purpose of this chapter to
sketch, suamarize, synthesize, and evaluate the medieval
beliefs that had to do with God, Creation, and the creature,
In this way it will be possible to see Luther’s heritage in
this area of theology, 28 well as to measure this period
against the theocentric Scriptural origins from which it
emerged,

i&lthough Auguaéine-is generally given the honor of be-
ing the first theologian of the Middle Ages, there vere

before him more than two centuries of post-Apostolic church
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history that were decisive for the early development of the
doctrine of Creation. The Apologlsts of the second century
had continued to empheasize both the unity of God and His
creation of the world out of nothing.* Against the dualise
tic heresies of Gnosticism and Marciomism, the early Church
reaffirmed the creation 6f the world and man by the same
God who was both Creator and Redsemer.? Yet the neritage
of Gnestiolem In Aleiandrian theology head effected a syn-
thesis between Biblical revelation and philbsophical
spacul&tion.5 From the third century on, the Christian
view of Creation contained both Christian and pagan philo-
sophic elements., Origen of Alexandria, though perhaps an
extreme example, demonstrates this.? In Neoplatonic fashion
he was led %o an absiract conception of God who alone is
Being, end for that reason he garefully avoided all anthro=-
pomorphic expressicns. Here too appears the philesophic
speculation about the eterniiy of the world. Since Origen

views the Fall as a supra-mundane fall of spirits, the

creation of the world took place for the purposes of punishe

1 A His £ G :
J. L. Beve, & History of Christian Thought (Philadele
T i L

phia: Muhlenberg Press, ©¢.1946

2£b1d.. ppo 52—8.
SIbid., p. 84.

%For a summary of Origen's theology cf. Heve, op. c;t..'

Pp. 86=8,

R
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ing and purifying the fallen spirits. Although the
Christian view of God as Creator remains in & Christian Heo-
platonist like Origen, the created world is no longer God's
good creation, though perverted by sin, but a place for
material punishment. 4And although sln remains, it is not
the radical evil of the Scgriptures but a predetermined
quality of the soul,

While it was Origen who particularly influenced the
theology of the Bast, ®....i% Wwas the influence from the
writings of aAugustine which deteramined decisively the special
character of Occidental (Roman) theology.*® To what exteni
fugustine’s early Neoplatonism influenced his theology is
8till debatable., Although it is true that Augustine laid
auch stress upon God as the personal Creator and governor of
the world.6 yet there is a2 radical change in the Christian
idea of God. Anders Hygren has pointed to this in his
monumental work, Agape and Zros. ~ccording te Hygren,
Augustine identified the ascending Eros of Neoplatonisam with
the command to love God, and thus thought of Christian love
as seecking one’s own bonum in God. By this itranscendent
eudemonism, which radically alters the Christian idea of

God, the theocentric character of the Christian commandment

SIbid., p. 98.
6rpid., p. 10L.
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of love is lost.? God the wholly other has become not so
wholly other because His ggape hes become the not so wholly
other garitas. Hygren pointas out that although the ¥iddle
Lges broke with Augustine on grace and prsdestinztion, his
conception of Christian love set his seal on medieval Catho-
lic piety.s It was this idea of love which materially
affected the medieval views on the relation between Creator
and sinful creature.

Even more significant in the medieval development, of
the doctrine of Creation was the dominance of Neoplatonic
speculation in certain influential men of the early Middle
Ages, Proclus of Athens, the last renowned representative
of Heoplatonism, had defended the Platonic doctrine of the
eternity of the world and had contested the Christian doc-
trine of Creation.® In Proclus® writings appear the three
ladders of ascent from man to God--by purification, by illume
ination, and by union.t® About the year 500 & man professing
to be Dionysius the Arveopagite, & disciple of Paul, but in

reality a disciple of Proclus, wrote four books of tremsndous

PAnders Nygren, Agape and Eros, translated by Philip S.
Watson (London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge,
1939), Part II, Vol. II, 282,

81bid., p. 341.

9Proclus died in 487. Cf. Philip Schaff, g;atﬁrx‘g;
the Christian Church (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 19%50), III, 79.

yygren, op. cit., pp. 348ff,
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importance for medieval theology.ll The fundamental idea
in Pseudo-Dicnysius is the idea of the Chain of Love that
Jjoins heaven and earth, that leads the divine Evos down %o
the lower world and that leads the whole desire of the lower
world up towards the divine again. The goal of man's life
is deilfication, raising himself to the greatest possible
likeness to God and to unity with Him, 12

The man most influential in bringing the ideas of
Dlonysius to the West was John Scotus Erigena of the ninth
century., The ideas of Pseudo-Dionysius are evident in
Erigena's cycla of nature in which divine life flowed out
and then back again tc the sams source.Ld Erigena actually
identificd God and nature.l4 This Neoplatonic speculation,
which was strong in the West until the thirteenth century

and which was still evident in later iMysticism, had linked

Creator and creature by a chain of love. HNevertheless, in

11ypid,, p. 358. The four books are the following: On

the Heavenly Hierarchy, On the ¥cclesiastical Hierarchy, On
the Divine Hames, and Qun the jiystical ZTheology.

laNygren. op. git., p. 365f,, where the author refers to
De ecclesiastica hierarchiga, cap. 4., 3.

13%ygren, op. cit., pp. 386ff. The reference is to
Grigena's De divisione naturae, 1lib. I, 75.

““Jonannes Delitzsch, Die des Thomas yon
Aquino (Leipzig: Doerffling und Franke, 1870), p. 116.
"Conclusum est, divinam naturam solam vere a¢ proprie in ome
nibus esse, et nihil vere ac proprie esse, quod ipsa non sit.
Perinde non duo 2 se ipsis distantia debemus intelligere Dsum
et creaturam, sed unum et id ipsum, XNam €% creatura in Deo
est subsistens, et Deus in oreatura mirabili modo creaiur se
ipsum manifestans et fit in omnibus omnia,® De divisione
naturae, III, 17, .
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this same Heoplatonic tradition there was a negation of the
corporeal, &8 both monasticism and mysticism demonstrate,
Sometime before the thirteentih century came the revival
of ancther great ancient philosopher, Aristotle, and the
high point of medieval scholasticism, Without doubt, the
most outetanding of these scholastics was Thomas Aquinas;

In his Summa Theologice the angelic doctor achieved & syn=-

thesis of nature and grace, of reason and revelation that
still holds good today for many educated Roman Catholics,.:d
Since his doctrine of Creation will be treated in more de-
taill later, this will suffice here: Thomistic scholasticism
reaffirmed the transcendent God (however, in Aristotelian
fashion}lﬁ but also m2de room for an autonomy of natural
reason, God and man were linked in an analogia entis.1?

flthough Thomism remz2ined a powerful force doun to the

15Cf. Adolf Koeberle, The Quest for Holiness, translated
from the third Germen edition Dy John G. Mabtes (Minneapolis:
fugsburg Publishing House, ¢.1936), p. 13.

laDelitzsch, op. cit.,, p. 44, holds that Thomas® transe-
cendent God came from the NeoplatoniceiAreopagite tradition.
lcKeon however believes that in Thomas came the disentangling
of the web in which Platonism and Aristotelianism had been
enmeshed, Cf. Richard MoKeon, "Aristotelianism in Western
Christianity,® Environmental Factors in Christian History,
edited by John Thomas McNeill, Matthew Spinka, and Harold
Willoughby (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ¢.1939),
Pp. 214-20, '

17ce, Pnilip S. Watson, let God Be God (Philadelphia:
Wuhlenberg Press, 1950), p. 57,
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Reformation, in the Tfifteenth century it shured the field
with Hominalism, Nominalists like Occam and Biel tried to
steer between an absolutely sovereign CGod =nd a God who
could be reached through the powers of grace.l8

With the middle of the fifteenth century, the floods of
Humsnism began to break upon western Europe. Here an almost
completely anthropocentric view of Creation prevailed.
Randall has this to say:

Humsnism had an intensely practicazl interest in

the forces within human nature, and bothered little

with men's beliefs about the larger setting of his

life; it was far more anthropocentric than the thir-

teenth century, whose chiei goncern was Ggd, or the

eighteenth, whose problems lay in nature,
In very brief outline this is the development of the medieval
doctrine of Creation according to the historical context.
Now a more careful and systematic look at Creation in the
liiddle Ages is in order.

The living Creator Lofd of the Scriptures who searches
and knows men whom He has formed in thelr mothers' wombs,
who laid the foundations of the earth and set the families

of the stars in order, was soon lost in a philosophic view

of God, Even the second century Apologists had treated God

184piedrich Wilhelm Schmidt, "Der Gottesgedanke in
Iathers Roemerbriefvorlesung,” Theologische Studien und
Kritiken, XCIIX (l920~l), 1297,

John Herman Randall, Jr., The lMaking of the Modern
Mind (New York: Houghton Mifflin Co,, ¢.19403), p. 129.
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as the Inconcelvable One who rests in Himself, lying far
above all thought end action of man.20 In Augustine this
tendency toward philosophic abstraction became canonized
because of the high regard in which the bishop of Hippo was
held in the Church. For Augustine God was the summum et

incommutabile bonum, ¢ This speculative idea cams close %o

v

a neutral abstraction and thus had no plase for the perscnal
voluntary relationship of the God of the Scriptures,2® In
the Heoplatonism of Pseudo-Dionysius this depersonalization
of God is carried to such an extreme that God is enthroned
in transcendent mejesty, in absolute immobility and'rest,
inacceselble %o all cdnceptions. Here 2ll that can be said
about God is that He is the cause of all things, the source
of everything besutiful and good und of everything that
exists, 29

In Thomas Aguinas this philosophic view of the Creator
was just as pronounced. But here it is Aristotle's concep-

tion of God that emerges, For %"the Philosopher,® as Aguinas

EQKarl Holl, Gesammelte Aufasetze zur chengeschichte
(Seventh edition; Tuebingemn: J. C. B. lohr, 1948;, L:uSs

Blﬂygren.‘“g. cit., pp. 266=74,
22Koeberle. op. oit., p. 24.

zsﬂygren. on. clt., p. 360, Nygren refers to De mystica
theologica, chapter V and to De divinis nominibus, chapter I,

4, Delitzsch, op. cit., p. 45f, gives the similar views of
John of Damascus and Scotus Brigena,

;
|
|
i
]
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calls Aristotle, God is pure thought, eternal, unmovable,
impassive, for whom it would be derogatory to think about
anything but Himself. God is the Actus Purus, the Pure Mind
who 12 not the efficient, but the final cause of all. God's
gtutie perfeciion moves the world only through the desire
that Tinite beings feel for Him,2% Zeller writes:

/iccording to Aristotle, the Deity stands in lonely

self-contemplation outside the world; for man He is

an object of awe and wonder, to know Him is the

highest task of man'®s intellecit; this divinity is

the goal towards which all that is finite aspires,

whose perfection evokes man's love; buf just as he

cannot expect to receive love in return, he cannot

receive from this divinity any effect at all that

differs from that of nature, and his intellect is

the zple means by which he enters into contact with

Him, =9
This CGod is certainly not the Creator Lord of the Bible, To
the credit of Thomas Aquinas it must be said that this is not
his view of God either, Thomas waes & Christian, and he defin-

itely teaches that God is the Creator of man and the wor 1d, 26

24pertrand Russell, A History of Western Philosophy (New
York: Simon and Schuster, ¢.1945), p. 1687,

25ze1ler, Die Philosophie der Griechen, II, I, p. 791,
Quoted in Bmil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God.
Dogmatics: Volume I, tramnslated by Olive Wyon T?hiladelphia:
Westminster Press, ¢.1950), p. 162,

26, give only one example: "I answer that, not only is
it not impossible that anything should be created by God, but
it is necessary to say that all things were created by God,
as appears from what has been said." Summa Theologica,

Ques., 45, Art, 2; quoted from Besic Writings of Saint Thomas
Aquinas, edited by Anton C., Pegis (Hew York: Random Houss,
c.1945), I, 435,




|
58 . A

Hevertheless Thomas'! Creator still reflects the influence

of Aristotle’s actus purus, an unmoved mover, the nighest
Being, in whom perfection and actuslity coinecide,Z27

Ihe particular smphasis of Nominalism seems to point
more in ithe direction of the Christian doctrine of God than

elther the speculations of Pseudo-Dionysius or the Aristotel=

ian zbstraction of Thowmas., For the Qccamists put faith above
reason and emphasized the revelation of Godé as the infallible
source of all truth.gs In the writings of Biel, which Luther

studied as a young monk, there is a theocentric emphasis.

a0
'}

od

2

g sovereign Will is the highest norm for Gabriel Biel.
But since the sovereign will of God is total liberty, God
can deny a man Who loves Him, refuse %o condemn z sinner,
punish the innocent, and still be right.<® Even the Sacra-
ments and the work of Chris?t do not have a necessity in them-
gselves. "Die goettliche Willkuer ist die letzie Instanz fuer
alles Geschehen.®20 It is true that the Nominalists taught

thet this sovereign God had established & way of salvation

270¢, Delitzsch, gp. cit., pp. 41, 48, 57, 74, and 99.
283cnmidt, op. Cib., p. 142.

291bid.. p. 130f, Schmidt has this quotation from Biel:
“Non enim habet aliam regulam ocul teneatur se conformare:
sed ipso divina voluntas est regula omnium contigentium, HNec
enim guia agliquid rectum est aut iustum: ideo deus vulis
sed quiza deus vult: ideo iustum et rectum." I dub 4 coroll. 1.

30rpid,, p. 140.
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and that as a rule He accepted the good works done by man,
Yet they alao taught‘that good works do not compel God, 9L
Instead of pointing men to God in Christ; Hominalism pointed
men to the sovereign God who would or would not accept their
works, They had made God completely incomprehensible,

But there is more to the medieval picture of God than

- this. There are instances, especially in the mysties, where

God iz & warm living Being. In fact mysticism seemed to rise
as a revelt against the scholastic depersonalization of God.
Bernard, for example, had derided Abelard’s attempt to com-
nrehend God altogether by human reason.9? Still myuticiém
was held in the Neoplatonic tradition of making God into a
nameless abstract Being. It was this tradition that moved
some of the mystics to wipe out entirely any distinciion be-
tween God and the world, However the main emphasis of the
iiddle Ages was on the transcendent God. This comes to the
foreground again and agein, in Augustine, in Thomas, in Occan
and Biel, even in individuals who elsswhere in their writings
seen to teach a Neoplatonic identification of God and the

world.®® (Carl Stange3? nolds that this stress on God's

91rbid., p. 140.
32Randa11, op. cit., p. 94.

SSDelitzsch,'gg. cit., p. 115 sees this same amblvalence
in Scotua Erigena, '

Hcar1 Stange, "Die Gottesanschauung Luthers,” Leitschrift
fuer systemetische Theologie, VIILI (1931), 72f.
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transcendence finally succeeded in cutting God off complete=-
ly from the world so that God had little to do with the
ordinary religious life. This is probably an exaggeration,
but it is true that the medieval philosophic view of God
tended to robk the Christian doctrine of Creation of its dy-
namic sburce~-the living Creator Loxrd.
That God had made man and the world was an essential
view of the ifiddle Ages. AL the risk of oversimplification
it might be sald that Augustine breathed the spirit of medie-
val Christendom in the following extract from his Confessions:
I asked the earth, and it answered me, ‘I am not He;?
and whatasoever are in it confessed the same, I asked
the sea and the deeps, and the living creepning things,
and they answered, "We are not thy God, seek a2bove us.’®
I asked the moving eir; and the whole air with its in-
habitents answered, "Anaximenes was deceived, I am not
thy God.' I asked the heavens, sun, moon, stars, ‘Nor,’
say they, ‘are we the God whom thou seekest,' And I
replied unto all the things which sncompass the door
of my flesh, "Ye have told me of my God, that ye are
not He; tell me something of Hims' And they cried out%
with & loud voice, '"He made us,®
Bven & man like Thomas Aquinas, influenced by Aristotle though
he was, could not step out of this Christian tradition. Since
Thomae hos a detailled doctrine of Creation, a brief digest of
it will give some insight into what men of the high Middle

Ages were thinking about Creation. One of the basic errors

35COnfess;ona, Bveryman Edition, p. 208f. Quoted in
R&ndall, oD cit.. Do S4.
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whilch Thomos rejected was that God was the soul of the
world.%® o, all created beings have their being from God
through ereation.®? Since the act of creation is the first
and highest act, the act of creatlon belongs alone to God.38
Under the concept of the creatio ex nihilo Thomas not only
denies that God created the world from preexistent material,
but he also affirms that God created the world before there
was auything.sg

Since the Ideas for Thomas ars the forms of things,
therefore the prototype of the world had to be in the mind of
God. Here was a serious problem for the angelic doctor. He
had decided for a multiplicity of Ideas, and yet he wanted to
hold to God's absolute unity. The objective reality of the
Ideas was saved by subsuming them in the Verbum Dei. But
this Verbum hes a closer affinliy to the Logos of philosophic
speculations than to the Biblical picture of the dynamic Word

through whom all things were created.40 Further philosophical

56}s’cheon, op. cl%., p. 222.
37Delitzsch, ©p. Cit., p. L04f. OCFf. supra;, footnote 26,

SBIbid.. p. 108, "Creatioc autem est prime actio, eo
quod nullam aliam praesupponit et omnes alise praesupponit
cam, Bst igitur creatio propria Dei solius actio, qui est
ageng primum," Contra Gent., III, cap. 21. ’

s9Delitzsch, op. cit., p. 105, "Dicendum, guod cum dic-
itur aligquid ex nihilo fieri, haec praipositio ‘‘ex? non de-
signat causam materialem, sed ordinem tantum...." Summa, I,
aues., XLV. aYts IC,

40pe1itzech, op. cit., pp. 86-93,
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influence is evident in a view of emanation. #Although Thomas

speaks of creation, he also devotes entire chapters in his

Summz. to "The Mode of Emanation of Thinge from the First

Principle™®l and "The Procession of Creatures from God, and
the First Cause of All Things.®%2 It is this emznaticn which
he calls "Greation.”®® Delitzsch?4 believes that this iden-
tification results from Thomas' doctrine of the place of
Ideas in the mind of God., The world, then, is the realiza-
tion of the Idea in creation, Despite all Thomas does to
atress God's transcendence, thils speculation opens the door
to a Neoplatonic gontinuum between God and the world.
fristotle had taught an eternity of the world. Thomas
and other medievel scholars knew this. Delitzsch®® holds
that Thomas?! view of the world moves him to accept an eternal
world. In the Summa Thomas cites ten objections which ssek
to prove that world and time are eternal. 3But he has to
answey bthat nothing except God can be eternal and that it is
not necessary for the world to have been without a veginning.

Yet he will not demponstrate the fact that the world had a

4lzagi Bagic Writings of Saint Thomss Agquinas, gb. cit..
PDe 433-46.

4%;9;9.. PP 426=32.

431pia,, p. 433,

44pe1itzach, op. oit., Do 1067,
451pida., p. 109f.
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beginning. In fact, he says this cannot be demonstrated,
but that, like the Trinity, it be held as an article of

faith.40 Delitzsch?7T concludes that Thomas leaned toward 2

belisf in the eternity of the world, which resulted from his
static view of God. Though the influence of Aristotle is
plainly discernible in Thomas® doctrine of God, the fact that
he upheld the beginning of the world as an article of faith
shows what & great influence the Christian view of Creation
still exerted.

incther element in Thomas is more typical of the Middle
lges., His doctrine of God as the efficient cause as well s
the final cause of all existence (this in contrast to iris-
totle) makes of the whole cosmic process an expression of
God's self love.4® This love worked for man, Earth, heaven,
and all therein were created for man that he might work out
his life and destiny. Hence, in contrast to the modern world,
the Middle Ages asked "Why?® of the universe rather than *How?"
Hen saw purposes everywhere and found the ultimate reason for
the universe in the will of God.4Y Hevertheless the medieval
world was very simple, very machine-like, very geocentric,

Anatole France in his Garden of Fpicurus paints & striking

*®Bagic Writings of Seint Thomes Aquines, op. Sit., DD
447252,

47Delitasoh. op., cit., p. 113,
4Bwatson. ope. cit., p. 58.
492andall, gp. git., p. 28f.
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picture of the ordered, homely universe of the Middle Ages.5°
As the doctrine of Creation worked itself out into a world
view, there appeared the same curious combination noted
carlier, & transcendent and yet immanent God, & theccentric
and yet quite anthropocentric view of Creation. God and His
world ﬁere far apart and yet very close together--often %too
far apart and often too close together.

What this involves iz brought out more clearly in the
medieval view of man and the world. Here there are several
focters invelved. One strain in medieval thought preserved
& high view of Mun's own possibilities as & sinful oreature.
Cirange to asy, thie began with Augustine, who had so stern=
ly emphasized the disastrous results of sin in his coniroversy
with Pelagius. Yet even here his "caritas synthesis" appeared.
Since the Fall, man has no garitas. It must be given by a
apecial act of grace.ﬁl Watural man has only an uti-love to-
ward God, not a2 Yril-love which seeks one's own bonum in the

sunmum bonum,92 But as Holl®3 points out, Augustine did not

S0rmiaiitpiian.
51Nygren,'gg. cit., p. 304,

521b1d.. pp. 286-90, Frui means to love something for

its own sake; uti, %o love something for the sake of something
else, Nygren adds on p. 290: “The idea of *TFruitio Dei?® is

an expression of the strongly theocentiric tendency which marks
Augustineis thought. It has the important tesk of preventing
God from Ybeing made intoc & means for some other end.®

%3to11, op. cit., p. 53.
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use thesc expressions to exclude ssif-love but rather wanted 5
to include it. He held that it was nature to love oneself,
thot man cennot love God without loving himself.34 According
o ﬁygren55 this is basically Heoplatonic Eros; but in Auguse
tine it is blended with New Testament Agape to form a "caritas
synthesis,® By including self~love under garitas Augustine !
had opened the door for‘succeeding generations to develop an 5
increasingly higher estimate of the poesibilities of the sin- ;

ner in spiritual matters. In the same way, by relating man's
P

bonum to 2 summam bonum, Hthey related Creator to coreature in ;

1 way foreign to Christianity, é
The later Middle Ages took up these hints in Augustine, T

In Thomss Aguinas there is a carefully worked out analogia

entis with God as the summum ens, The varioﬁs "gteps” of

being beneath Him differ from each other only quantitatively

—

not guelitatively. The grades of being are grades of a

corruptio compared with God’s Being.®® Indeed in as far as

54Nygren. op. git., p. 321, "Sic itaque condita est mens
numanz, ut....numquam se non diligat.® D¢ Trinitate, 1ib,
X1V, cap. ®iv, 18.

sﬁﬂygren,‘gg; cit., pp. 248=52,

°6Delitzsch,‘gg, o8it., p. 108f, “Inveniat, si quis in-
telligenter consideret, gradatim res diversitate compleri.®
Contra Geng. 1ib, III, cap. laxukxxvii, "Cause distinctionis
rerum propter perfectionem universi, ita et inaequalitatis;
non enim perfectum esset universum, si tantum unus gradus
bonitaibis inveniretur in rebus.® Summa, I, ques. XLVII, art.
X, :
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men are sinnefs they have no existence at ail. But in as
faor as any being has form or actuality, it is good.D7 1In
similayr fashion Thomas posits the possibility of knowing
God immediately since man's intellect is similar to God's,
Of course, he denies that this will happen in this life,
since no created being is equal to the unlimited‘Being of
G0d.%® Tevertheless the possibility does remain, and 1t
remeins because Thomas has linked man'®s being to God's in

nis analogiz entis.®® The Creator is not primarily other

than the Creator, neither is there radical evil infecting

every men., While Nominalism does separate Creator and

crenture much more than Thomism, in Nominalism man still is
able to do what he can (facere guod in se est) to love God

above &ll things. Man has a cholice and & free will under

God's general influence. Tven in this last attempt of the
Middle Ages to stress God's monergism and free will, man
still hes a certain natursl ability in matters pertaining to
his salvation.®? Bin had not écmpletely gquenched the spark

of the divine 1life in man,

57Watson,__g. cit., D« 58,

58Delitzsch,.gg. cit., pp. 32=7.
'5gBrunner comnents: "The Aristotelian anthrOpo}ogy-has
been part of the supporting structure of Buropean history.®

Man in Revolt, translated by Olive Wyon (Philadelphia: West-
minster Press, c.194%), p. 26,

GOSchmidt.‘gg. cit., PDP. 132-43
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During the same centuries in which these high views of
men were being developed, there was also a Neoplatonic dualism
in which creatprely status was defiled through an identifica=-
tion of sin with the material, Koeverle®l is of the opinion
that there is a dualistic, spiritualistic concepiion of the
relatlon of soul and vbody that runs through all human thought.
Bagic %o all such dualism is the teaching regarding the soul
that denies the cosmos. The spiritual comes from God and is
good; the natural is low, earthly, devilish.

'The consequences that result from such an equation where
the material eguals sin and the spiritual eguals the
divine are tremendous: the attitude of man toward his
ownt body becomes one of complete negation,

This is the dualiam that entered Christianlity via orient-
zlized Platonic sources, and from this belief sprang the other-
worldliness of the Middle Ages, which saw the creation as a
vale of tears and temptation and which made the withdrawal and
contempletion of the ascetic ideal preferable to action.83
Rendal 184 pointé cut the curious fact that slthough the thinkers
of the Hiddle Ages knew more Aristotle than Plato, they were

nonetheless better Platonists than Aristotelians¢ The main

alKoeberla.'gg. cit., p. 285,
621bid., p. 29.
63Randall, op. cit., p. 48%.

847pid., p. 46.
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thesis of Johannes Delitzsch' book Dig Gotteslehre des

fhomps ¥on fguino is that Thomas is very much influenced by
Heoplatonism. Thomas? reasoning that the materizl is the
lowest and God the highést Being®9 not only puts a high |
value on man by aseribing the same category to both man and
God, but i% also puts & low estimate on man by making him a
creature who has a less perfect guantity of being. In all
Jeoplatonism and the medieval theology and thought that was
colored by Heoplatonism sin became the material, By doing
this the Biblical regard for man was destroyed.®6 The good
creation of God became essentially evil.

The same Neoplatonism which destroyed man's standing as
a noble creature of God 2lso weakened sin. The stern Biblical
Judgment of sin 28 an infinite misery and gullt separating

the sinner from his God was weakened to conform to the sin

8%in example of such reasoning is the following: "Deus
est id, quod est nobvilissimum in entibus. Impossibile est
autem, aliquod corpus esse nobilissimum in entibus, quia corpus
aut est vivum aut non vivum. Corpus sutem vivum manifestum
est guod est nobilius corpore non vivo; corpus autem vivum
non vivit in quantum corpus, quia sic omne corpus viveret.
Oportet igitur quod wvivat per aliquid aliud, sicut corpus
nostrum vivit per animam, Illud autem per qguod vivit corpus,
est nobilius quam corpus. Impossibile est igitur Deum esse
gorpus.® Summe, I, gues., III, art. I, quoted in Delitasch,
gp. git., p. 49.

685aroslavy Pelikan, From Luther to Kierkegaard (St.
» P. 16,

iouis: Concordia Publishing House, ©,1950
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sickness of Neoplatonism.,87 iugustine, who Koeberle®® bve-
lieves never really overcame his Neoplatonic past, was
convinced that even sin showed man®s search for God and that
2ll men without exception love God to o degree.®? Those who
8tood in the Hecplatonic tradition like Pseudo-Dionysius

could even talk of the sinner's rising to God on some ladder

. of ascent, The same Neoplaitcnism that had destroyed man's

dignity as & man lent the same man as a sinner too high a
dignity.

A% the end of the Middle Ages, however, there was alco
a tendency that went to the opposite extreme. Nominalism had
almost made God the suthor of sin. In Biel, for example, God
was the abseclutely free will who can do as He pleases. Sin
is sin beczuse He calls it so. Although the cause of sin is
not God in the strict sense, yet the daﬁnaticn of souls is
contingently determined by God's fa:eknowledge. To the quese
tion why God would make thosa whose dammation He foresaw, Biel
would answer: because He wanted te. Even the creation of the
dammed abounds to God's glory.?Y Although this view of sin

seems more serious then that of Neoplatonism, ths bald

e e e

6?Koeberle. op. cit., p. 24.
681p1d., p. 13.
sgﬂygren. op. git., p. 8781,

"05cnmidt, op. cit., pp. 13145,
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determinism of Nominalism vitiates the personal side of sin
as muqh as Heoplatonism does the radical side.

These theological tensions between too high or too low
an opinion of the creature are seen particularly in medieval
mysticism and the medieval world view, The German mystics
of the fifteenth century wented man to find God within him-
self, yet they were opposed to a thia-worldly creature

consciousness and thelr severest condsmnation was on tha

consciousness of self.?! Koeberle?2 gees the error of

mysticlam in the unhappy attitude toward the world in general
and the anxious attitude in particular toward the beauty of
the earth, the joy of one*s'calling, the children that God
sent, "What a contempt for the First Article of the Cresd

is shown by this negative, ascetic conception of the world, 79
Hugo of St. Victor is typical of the medisval mystics in give
ing an allegorical interpretation for sverything in nature.
Randall’% remarks thet a knowledge of natural history for its
own seke would have been regarded as almost blasphemous in
the Middle Ages, taking men's thoughts away from the essential

meaning of the world.,

711511, op. Sit., p. 10f.
7aKoeberle. op. cit., p. 37.
73rpid.

7433:!1(18-11. 9&. clt.. p. 35.
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This was true also with regard to the medieval world
view. This beceame both rationsl and sllegorical. Dante's
universe with its twelve heavens revolving around the sarth
25 its center was tidy, ordered, and neatly arranged. It is
not surprising that in such a world of completeness Thomas
Aquines could truly believe that he understood the univerae.75
But this rational universe lald down by God had to be intere
pratud &1légarioally.?5 3¢t. Francis, who saw the world as
God's good world, and regarded man and beast as God's good
creatures, was a notable exception to the common opinion that
viswed the world as too tainted by_evil to be appreciated
except in some.allegorical fashion, "7

From Petrarch down to tha days of the Reformation,
Humenism and the Renaissance were in vioclent reaction to the
medieval view of man and the world. These "modern®™ men
gpurned the infinlte for the finite. Whatever interest in
nature there was in the Middle Ages they replaced with an-
interest in man.7® The Humanist Cosimo de® Medlei said:

"You follow infinite objects; I follow the finite. You place

75{1:de.3 ppo 31-3.

761vid,, p. 24.
7?Ib;d.. p. 72f. On p. 74f. Randall quotes Francis'
beautiful "Canticle of Brother Sun.® However the same author
holds that also in Thomas there was hardly a trace of asgeti-
cism, snd this Randall attributes to Thomas® exaltation of
that most characteristic part of man, his reason. Cf. p. 117.

781pid., v. 213.
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your ladders in the heavens, I on earth, that I may not seeck
80 high or fall so 10w. %79  Another Humanist, Plco della
Mirendola, puts these words into the Crestor s mouth:

Neither a fixed abode, nor a form in thine own

likeness nor any gift peculiar to thyself alone,

have we given thee, 0 Adam, in order that whst

abode, Wwhat likeness, what gifts thou shalt choose,

may be thine to have and %o possess. The nature

allotted %o all other creatures, within laws ap-

nointed by ourselves, restrains them, Thou,

restrainegd by no narrow oonds, according to thy

own free will, in whose power I have placed thee,

shalt define thy nature for thyseif.8U
The high view of man in Augustine or Thomas or Biel was as
nothing beside this magnificatiocn of the creature, Yet there
isg u difference. The vitalism of the Renaissance did not
recopgnize physical wrebchedness, Jjust as the cthers did not
clearly see the soul's wretchedness, The Renaissance rightly
emphasized that man and the world are God's creation, but it
forgot that this is the fallen oreation of God, St

Concerning the Creator-creature relationships of the
Middle Ages the first thing that must be said is that there
was no clear-cubt separation between Creator and creature.
The Areopagite-mystic tradition had, of course, emphasized
the union of the creature and the Creator. But even men like

Thomzs Aquinas, who had made God transcendent in Aristotelian

791pid., p. 124,
80rpid., p. 123.
81Koeberle.‘gg. cit., p. 34f%.
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fashion, 2also stood on practically the same level as Scotus
Brigena, The latter had said that "extra Deum nihil vere ssse
essentiale dicitur,® True, Thomas does not see the ﬁorld as
an emanation from God, Rather it is an expression of God's
will, TPor Thomas, however, God's will is identical with

Gcrl.a2

Although Thomas does not regard everything outside of
God as part‘of His Being,®? yet he also says that as long as
anytning has being God is in 1t.84 From thisz point of view
it is not a far step to saying that God and the world are

identical in being. Though Thomas would not take this step

‘ocmpletcly, others in the Neoplatonic tradition did take it,

and the clear cut separation of Creator and creature that is
found in the Bible was losi.

The medieval doctrine of grace gives evidence of this
loss, There were few mon in the Middle Ages like Pelagius
whe went all the way in making the sinner capable of reaching
God on his own natural powers. But the Semi-Pelagianism that

prevailed in medieval theology geve the natural man powers to

82pc11tasch, op. ¢it., p. 107f.

830nomas says: "Quod omnia alia & Deo non sint suunm esse,
sed participent esse,” and thai created beings are different
“gecundum diversam participationem essendi.® Summa, I, gues,
XLIV, art. I, quated in Delitzsch, op. eit., p. 107.

Blupgge est iliud, yuod est magis intimum cuilibet, et
guod profundius omnibus inest, cum sit formale respectu omnium
gquae in re sunt, unde patet, quod Deus s8it in omnibus rebus
el intime.® Summa, I, ques. VIII, art. I, quoted in Delitzsch,
_Q_EU g__i-t-.. p. 107.
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- prepare himself for grace that were inconaistent_with man's
role a8 a lost sinful creature. Bven such advocates of divine
monergism as Augustine and Biel did no% comﬁletely deny the

sinner's possibilities in the realm of salvation.

fugustine is well aware that we have not chosen God,
but that God chose us before we possessed any merit
whatever tc furnish a motive for His love,...fet
fellowship with CGod retains the character of a choice
on man’s part....man decides to devote himself wholly
to Him; thus by rational calcylation and an act of
sreference, men chooses God, 89

Hominalism too, which in & sense was a return to the gola

rratie, nointed toward the natural God-glven powers by which

-

ey

man could earn the first grace (prime gratie; meritum de congruo)
and thus follow a meritorious path. Schmnidt comments: “Demmach
scheint doch dem Menschen alles in die Hund gegaben.“eﬁ This
religious humanism is evident in the iMass where the priest has
power over the very body of Christ. He can make God.37 It is
undeniable that the Hess, by its unearthly bheauty of pageantry
and mystic ceremonies, helped to increase a separation of msn
and God. What is important to note here is that the view of

the Mass as a conficere deum also broke down the separation

of Creator and creature in =2n unbiblical, unevangelical m2nner,
it was man who made God, Just as i% was man who justified hinme

self, at least initially.

Ssﬁygren, op. cit., p. 338.
8630hmidt, op. Clb., D. 136,

871011, op. cit., p. 6.
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In the area of natural theology the creature conscious.
ness wag lost even more. The scholastice had insisted that
God could be known through man's natural reason. At the
foundation of the natural theology of Thomas Aguinas stands
the analogia entis, Since God is altogether out of the
eresiure class, the analogical similarity between God and the
creature is only in being. God is real Being, and the créa—
ture is only the participating being. Here is 2 true gradation
of being in which God and man are linked in the conceptiof
Being.%8 This is developsd under the “knowledgg of God,"
There are three forms of such knowledgee-an intuitive knowledge,
a knowledge through faith, and a knowledge through natural reaw-

gon. Since these rank in a descending fashion, God cannot be

known fully by natural man., But He can be known nonetheless,

The natural light of man®s reason is nothing less than a
participation in the divine light, and there Is consequently

an unmediated emanation of divine light in the intellect.BQ

88pelitasch, op. git., D. 57

Sglbgd., pp. 32«42, As mich 2s Thomas holds on the one
hand toet there is an unlimited separation between God and
crested beings, on the other he denies that God canmot be
known, only that He cannot be fully understood. "Dicendum
quod Deus non sic dicitur non existens, quasi nullo modo sit
existens, sed supra omne exiatens, in quantum est suum esse, .
Unde ex heoe non seguitur, quod nullo modo posait cognosci,
sed guod omnem cognitionem excedat, quod est ipsum non
comprehendi,® Summa, I, ques. XII, art. I, quoted by
Delitzsch, op. git., p. 37.
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Nevertheless God cannot be known in Hié essence. He
must be known through His creatures or by the path of working :
from the excellent to the more excellent and from the close
t0 the far.99 In Aristotelian fashion Thomas gives five
arguments for God's existence working from given actuality to
the Absolute Cause, 9t Although God can be known b& natural
man, He cannot be completely known., What is lacking mist be
'sugpliad ¥ revelation.®2® This natural theology, and particu=
laxrly the proofs for God, have been subjected %o careful
criticism. In Stange's opinion much of what the Hiddle Ages
seld in the area of natural theology pointed back at man,93
t was an 2pproach of man to God in which G;e ator and creafura
were brought together In too optimistic a manner,

Yet there is in the Middle Ages a tradition that erases

the boundary hetween creature and Creator in an even more

9Ozbid., p. 47, “Deus non potest videri per susm essens
tizm, sed cognoscitur & nobis ex creaturis secundum habitudi-
nem principii et per modum excellentiae et remotionis.” Summa,
I, gues, XIIXI, art, I,

®lpelitasch, op. cit., pp. 15-22. The first argument is
from the observation of movable things in the worlid; the
second, from cause and effect; the third, from possibility
and necessity; the fourth, from the steps of perfection men
see in the world; and the fifth, from the design and purpose
in nature. It is interesting that Thomas denied the validity
of Anselm’s ontological argument singe man has no immediate
knovledge of what God is, Ibid., p. 10f. Thomas held on the
contraxry that God'’s existence ocan be demonatrated only from
His operations. Ibid., p. 15.

gawatson. on. git., p. 76.
93Stange, op. git., p. 69%,
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positive way. That is the rise %o God that appears in the
Heoplatonic-Areopagite ladders of ascent %o God. Such paths
of ascent had appeared in Plato.94 In fugustine there is a
threefold mode of ascent-~virtue, speculation, and mysticiam.95
Love to the neighbor bwecomss the ladder on which the Christian
can mount up to G0d.%® The ladder of speculation was the
natural theology whereby men could go from the lowest orea-
ture to the Creator by asdmlring the Creator®s might in
creation.®? The heavenly and ecclesiastical hierarchies of
Pseudo-Dionysius are simultaneously a descent from God in
Heoplatonic form and & mystlcal.Christian form of ascent to
%0d.?8 The latber was included in certain monastic rules in
a crass form of work righﬁeuusness.gg

Stungelgo pointedly says that by this upward movement

the Middle Ages was involved in the danger of mixing divine

Qéﬁygren, op. git., p. 246.
®51pid., p. 295%.

gﬁlbid., p. 334, KNygrenm points to Augustine’s Dg doc-

trina christiana, lib. I, cap., xxx, 33.

gvﬂnguatine has built up a complete natural theology
on the bzsis of Romans 1, Hygren, op. clt., p. 297 refers
to the Enarr. in Ps. cxliv, 13.

QSEygren.‘_Q. cit., p. 3681,

99Ibid.. p. 376. *“If we wish to attain the pinnacle of
the highest humility and quickly come to that heavenly exal-
tation to which the ascent is made by the humility of the
present 1life, then we must by our upwardestriving works erect
that ladder which was revealed to Jacob in the dream.®
S, Benedicti Regula Honasteriorum, cap. vil.

loostange. op. c¢it., p. 72,
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and human, Tha% polint was reached in certain of the mystics.
For 8%. Bernard heaven involved becoming one spirit with
God.lOl That was the desire of all the mystics: to lose
themselves and be sunk in the flood of the divine. XoeberlelO2
recognizes that mysticism in Christianity has always been ree.
strained and limited by the historic fact of the revelation
in Christe 3ut he belisves that in the end this too ended
in immediate contact with Platonic ideas, The ‘comnection
with Biblical faith, Word, and Sécrament existed only at the
beginning. OSuch an immediate union of creature and Creator,
is & travesty on the Christian doctrine of Creation. This
starts, proceeds, and ends in Jesus Christ, and then the
result is communion, no% physisal union.

In the Middle Ages there is a carefully developed doctrine
of Creation. But this medieval view aid not always follow the
Codecentered Creation of the Scriptures., HNevertheless 1t could
be said with justice that there are coursing through the ¥ide
dle ~ges at the same time & theocentric and an anthropocentric
view of Creation. In Augustine there was the sovereign Creator
and the sinful creature who needed God?s grace. In Thomas
there was the sovereign God who is still Creator. In Biel
God’s soverelignty was absclute., But even in this stress on

God's sovereignty, where a theocentric view of Creation is

lOLRandall..gg. cit., p. 71.
logKoeberle.‘gg. cit., p. 9.
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most apparent, there is none of the Gospels® living Creator
Lord. God has become almost a philosophic abstraction., And
even where (God is sovereign, He is not wholly other than His
creetion, The creaturely avwe of the Gospels is last in &
philosophic analogy of being. And even where sin is still
basic evil, 1% 1= not the radical evil that utterly separates
between the good Creator and His perverted creatures. Yes,
even where the historical creation in the beginning is still
taught and believed, that creation is not a present reality.
A dogms of Creation had often sapped the religious life of
the doctirine.

Though the liiddle Ages talked much about God in the doc-
trine of Creation it actual ly centered its attention in man,
Here too was ",...2 grandiose attempt to possess God and to
become sure of Him by means of incressed spiritual power,"103
Through mach of the Christendom of the Hiddle Ages there coursed
the nstural hunger of 1ifel0% t¢hat all too often neglected the
lifeblood of the Church, the Gospel of Jesus Christ. The love
of God in Christ is the theocentric, Christocentric dynamic for
Christian faith and life, 48 the Church moved away from this
dynamic and put its trust in the ladder of merits, it is not
surprising that it also moved farther and farther avay from &
Godwcentered doctrine of Creation. It was Martin Imther who
put God back into the center also of this area of theology.

losIb;Q.. p. 20
104
Holl, gp. cit., p. 10,



CHAPTER III
LUTHRER OH CREATION

Martin iuther's relation to the Middle Ages is still
the subject of lively historical and theological debate. 4As
far as this study is concexned this relationship is no mere
academic question., If luther is a typicel medieval theolo-
zian, then his doctrine of Creation should shars the anthroe
pocentric bias of medieval theology. The Qoncluaioﬁ of the
previous chapter was that much of what the Middle Ages saild

about Creation centered in man. Before proceeding to analyze

ti

uther®s doctrine of Creation in detail, it is important
briefly %o review Luther®s relationship to the Middle Ages

in general and to its doctrine of Creation in particular.
Today it is widely aclmowledged by scholars that Luther stood
in the scholastic tradition of the Middle Ages. No longer
may well-meaning historisns write about the Reformation as

if there had not been centuries of Church history preceding
it. No longer.oan theologlians treat luther out of the con-
text of the theology of the medieval Church.

But merely to say that Iuther stood in the medieval
scholastic tradition says next to nothing. Just what did he
have in common with medieval theology and its views of
Creation? The firet problem that erises in trying tq'apawer
this question is Iather 's Nominalist background, %The Reforme

er's phrase "my master Occam"™ and Melanchton'’s report that

"
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Luther knew Gabriel Biel almost by heart have occasioned
much study.l According to Holl® Iuther owed Occam mach and
seemed to approach the Englishmen's conception of God's will
as sheer arbitrary freedom. Aulen believes that it is the
Nominalist emphasis that appears in two tendencies in luthere=-
to define man's relation to God in more personal terms and
to laud God's sovereignty.® At any rate, it is safe to say
thet Luther was influenced by Nominalism and that that in-
flueﬁce is evident thruughout his life.% Self-evidently,
then, Imther did not dispense with scholastic terminology.®
On this scademic diet he had thrived as student and teacher,
and with it he addressed his contemporaries. Self-evidently
luther also adopted the world view of contemporary scholastic
gclentists. To be sure it was the most up-to-date world view

of the day,6 but it was still cast in terms of spheres and

lJaroslev Pelikan, From Iuther to Kie ard (St.
Iouis: Concordia Publishing House, ¢.1950), p. 6.

“Karl Holl, Gesammelte Aufsaetze zur mgnm}mmm

t
(Seventh edition; Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1948), I, 497,

“Bdger M. Carlson, The Aelnteroreb.tion of Jather
(Philadelphia; Westminster Press, ©.1948), p. 153.

4perikan, op. cit., p. 6.

Spniiip s. watson, Let _g_g_q Be God (Philadelphia:
¥uhlenberg Press, 1950}, p. 8.

®pelikan, op. oit., p. b.

e B i e L g

Y




62
spherical motion.?

This, however, is only half the story and perhaps not
even half, Standing in the scholastic tradition, even though
it was the yis moderna of Hominalism, Luther rejected the
errors of the theology, philosophy, and plety of the Middle

fges which had centered in man and no%t in God. It is very

cr

rae thatb lmther.'as well as-every other Christian teacher,
had inherited a Christianity tinged with philosophy and a
philosophy colored by Christian thought.a But scholastic
philesophy had negated the impact of the divine agape, and
that drew Luther®s ire.? Although Aristotle and Aquinas came
in for the greatest eriticiem, ever Occem was condemmed, 0
iiedieval plety was rejected hecause 1t was largely hunger

after earthly life and happinessall For this reason it is

VVm“tin Luther, "Enarratio in Genesin," D. ggrtin_;gggggg

Jerke (Weimar: Hermann Boehlaus Nachfolger, 1911, ALIL, 22.

Hereafter this edition of lLuther®s works will be referred to
as WA, Qf, Werner Blertfs discussion of Luther®s world view
in Morphologle des Luthertums (uenchens C. H, Beck'sche Ver-
1ﬂ*53uchnundlung, 1051 T, oa5-66° It is Elert®s opinion
that for Luther all sclnn*ific or natural knowledge stood in
the realm of the ®"world.® Theologically speaking, then imther
ned little interest in a “world view."®

Speliksn, gp. cit., Dpe 2.

®1vid., p. 31.

l)Friedrich Wilhelm Schmidt, ®"Der Gottesgedanke in Imthers

Roemarbriefvorlesung," The g;og;scgg Studien und Xritiken, XCIIX
(1920-21), 128,

1lyo11, op. git., p. 53.
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equally a mistake to view Luther's work as part of the
Renoissance. Religion for him was not Just a piece of cule
ture, not the sitriving of man with God but the striving of
God with man.%2 At first hand he had seen that medieval
theology did not really glorify God. The whole Hominalist

theology was bullt around the tenuous assurance that man could

rely on God's custonmary procedure of rewarding works,+o

(¥

fagustine’s caritas synthesis, which had been incorporated
into the theology of the Church, found an opponent in Martin
mther.** God the Creator and Redeemér was the center of .
Jather's theology.

Bred in & Church and society in which men tried with
helr works to appease the God whom theologians and philosophers
had curefully thought out, ILuther returned to the CGospel. Here
Cod was the Creator and man the sinful oreature. Here God took
the initiative to rescue and redeem His creatures in the person
of His Son. This has rightly been called a Copernican revolue

tion in the realm of religilon.

12yp1d., p. 108f.

1350nnidt, op. Cit., ppe 1468, This “schmele Basis® of
¥ominalism Schmidt regards as the factor that brought luther
to the brink of despair.

14,
inders Hygren, fAgepe and Bros, translated by Philip S,
Watson (London¥ Soéiety for Promoting Christian Knowledge,
1939), Part II, Volume I, 342. For this reason Nygren be=-
lieves that it 18 incorrect to see luther in the same line of

thought as Augustine.
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Just as Copernicus started with a géocentric. but

reached a helicocentric conception of the physical

world, Luther began with an anthropoceatric or ego- -

~centric conception of religion, but came to & :

theocentric conception. In this sense, Iuther is

a Copernicus in the reslm of religion.i5
Sometime near the year 1513 Luther had discovered his new
relationship to God by faith in Jesus Christ, and that detere
mined the center of his theological interest., By this
discovery and the unfolding of this new relationship of
feith in all his later theology Luther stood in sharp ope
poeition to medieval theology, with regérd net only to the
doctrine of justification by faith, but also, as we shall
see in more detail, to the docirine of Creation. In fact,
fér all of Luther®s theology there is bnly oﬁe proper subject:
Men as guilty on account of sin and God a2s the Justifier and
Savier of sinful men.16

The Creator God for Imther was the Lord the Holy One,
the Almighty. Holll7 has remarked how deep &n impression the
words of the First Commandmsnt made upon Luther. @I the Lord
thy God." In his Iarge Catechism the Reformer exzpounds this
commandaent at length since "it is of chief importance, because,

(]

as before said, where the heart is rightly disposed toward God -

15Watson, op. cit., p. 34.

161pi4., p. 23.
171011, op. cit., p. 73.
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and this commandment is observed, all the others follow,"18
“The first commandment is %o shine and impart its splendor to
all the others."l® This Lord is the Creator "who has given
and coustantly preserves to me my body, soul, and life, mene
bers great and small, all my senses, resson, and understanding,
and so on."?0 Ho112) ig doubtless correet in affirming that
Iather's reformation did not lie in changing any single doc-
trine, He bullt up anew from the very conception of God who
5 tha Creator Iord., Luther's theology was centered in Geod,
the personal God who was Creator, Redeemer, and Vivifier,
This wes his God, his Ioxd. Whatever therefore had no rela-
tion to Cod had no place in his Christian thinking,22

This Oreator wes thé Holy.One. the Almighty. After ex-
pounding the First Article Imther adds: "Therefore, this -
article ought to humble end terrify us all, if we believed it.
Por we Bin 4ail¥...."2°% In Inther's theology the life of the
holy God iz no ldeal toward which men strive. de's life is

l@ﬁartin iluther, "The Large Catechism,® Concordis Triglotta,

edited by F. Bente (St. Louis: OConcordia Publishing House,
1921), p. 593,

197pid., p. 675.

29;3;2.. p. 681,

211011, op. cit., p. 2.

22yateon, op. cit., p. 23. Watson refers to Aulen,

Cudsbilden, p. 163.

2sliather. The large Catechism, op. git., p. €83.
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absolutely different from the sinful lives of His creatures.24
stenge®® polnts out that here Luther stands in determined ope
position to medieval theology which had never known a radicsl
break between the life of God and the life of men. Iuther's
view of God as Almighty alsc forced him t¢ part company with
the diddle Agses, The world was no quiet order for him as it
was for the Greeks and the scholastics, The whole world was
an unbroken witness to God's restless creative activity as
Almighty Lord.2® The tvouble with people, Iuther complained

in De Serve Arbitrio, was that they do not consider what a

[ Rl

restlesa sort of actor God is in all His creatures.e!
This holy, elmighty Creator lLord is the sovereign source
of all., He is the sourae not only of man's repentance but of

(4
man's every action.%® He is soverelign also over Satan and

245011,_92. cit., p. 58, note 1, Holl thanks Coederblon
and Otto for working through the concept of the "Holy," but
he holds that the distinctiveness of this concept in Iather is
more epparent then either of these men will admit.

250ax1 Stange, “Die Gottesanschauung luthers," Zeiltschrift
fuer systematische Theologie, VIII (1931), 68,

28upen das wortlin ‘Mochtig® sol hie nit heyssen ein still
ruhende macht, wie man von einem zeytlichen kunige sagt, ehr
sey mechtig, ob er schon still sitzt und nichis. thut, Szondern
ein wirckende macht und stettige tettickelt, die on unterlass
geht ym schwanek und wirkt." WA VII, 574, 12, Quoted in Holl,

op. git., p. 45, note 3,

27 " o . . N !
Hortin Luther, "De Berve Arbitrio," D. Mﬂjﬁ Luthers
Werke (Weimar: Herﬁann Boehlaus Nachfolger, 1908), XVIII, 710.
jon satis cogitantes, quam ingquietus sit actor Deus in omnibus
creaturis suis nullamgue sinat feriari,®

281011, op. Git., p. 44, note 3.
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evil men.?? This was Luther®s position against Erasmus who
could not bring himself to see God in evil disturbances.
Inther d1d.%% Por God could not relinquish His soverelgnty
over the wicked without ceasing to be God.9* There are no
Heoplatonic aversions in Luther that prevent the living God
from being what He 18.92 Aulen holds that Iuther stressed
the sovereignty of God more than the Hominalists, but always
in terms of God's love.99 Yet the God whose reasl face is
love is still the sovereign Lord.

It is evident that this living lord is not the God of
the philosophers. God is not in the first place Tﬁought,
but Will and Action. Hence the Creator does not will the
world contingently, as the acholastics said, but in His love

He crested 2 world and put man inte it.9% Iuther will have

29"Quando ergo Deus omnis movet et agit, necessaric movet
etiam et agit in Satena et impio." Iuther, Dg Bervo Arbitrio,
n‘o_Q.B Cit. ] 1}. ?09. ]

SO"Velut nos fumultus et sectas non vides divino consilio
et opere per mandum grassari....lgo vero, Deo gratia, bene
video.” Ibid., p. 62%.

3l":Deus suam ommipotentiam non potest omittere propter
illius aversionem,® Ibid., p. 710.

sz“Igitur Pius animus non exhorret audire, Deum esse in
morte vel in inferno....ime cum scriptura testetur Deum esse
ublque et repleve omnia.” Ibid., p. 623.

5308.1‘18011. op. cit., p. 144.

541011, op. cit., . 44.
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none of a God like Aristotle’s who in His selfe-sufficiency
leaves so much to men.®® Some of the passages in De Serveg
Axrbitrio appear to be definitely slanted against the Homeric
view of a far«off God who has left men and gone to a hanq_uet.36
But it was primarily becauses this philosophic view of God had
obscured the Gospel thait JLuther rajscted it so vehemently.37
He wanted no far«off phantom for a god. His God was living,
active, powerfule-~the Creator God who had come nigh to men
in the person of His Son in the promise of the Gospel,

Hevertheless Luther®s God is no familiar neighbor with
whom man can talk on equel terms. That was why luther was

s ]

stern with the Enthusiasts who spoke with the high majesty

()

of God a8 if they were tallking to @ cobbler.98 God is other
than man, God is the Creator; man is His creature. In
angwer to what the Pirst Article of the Creed means, Imther

replies: "Thie is what I mean and beliesve, that I am &

orenture of God...."9° TFor this reason God cannot be measured

951nther, Do Servo Arbitrio, op. Sit., p. 706.

36yhid. In o footnote the sditor suggest that Luther

may have veen referring to the Odyssey, I, 22ff.

S70f, Pelikan, op. git., p. 11f.

38“w1r haben Propheten ym landt hyn und her, die lseren
die leut allzu freydig trotzen, und reden mit der hohen

Majestet als mit elnem schusterimecht.® WA XII, 499, 15.
Quoted by Holl, gp. git., p. 58. : ;

SgLuther. Large Catechism, op. e¢it., p. 681,
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by humen standards.%o Bven though Luther knew that man canw
noi live without God, he would not say that man needs God.
He is the Lord, whose commandments are to be obeyed uncondi-
tlonally and without thought of rewsrd.?l Hven after the
creation of the world God is within, bayond, and above all
ecreatures, According to ILuther that means that He is still -
incomprehenaible.#? Ana vet this Oreater who is unannroach-
able approaches His creatures in ereatinn, and partioularly
in His redesming lqﬁe in Christ. %Therc is a contrast in
Lﬁtner?s thoughts (which Rudeolf Otto has correctly seen45),
but this contrast is the paradox of Christian faith.

As far as the anthropomorphic expresaioﬁs in the Seripe-

tures were concerned, these did not bother Iuther unduly.

-

éo“Die Vernuanft will allezeit Gott hofmeistern, ob er
Pug und Recht habe, will Gotl messen nach ihrem Gesetze und
Gedanlen, . ..tber das musst du aus deinem Kopfe lassen, wenn
da von Gott reden willt, dass du kein Gesetsz oder Mass auf
‘Gott gibest; demn exr ist nicht eine Creatur, er ist uner-
messlich.® HErlangon Edition, %5, 166. Quoted by Stange,
‘9‘29 ‘Ej-qg_o. pc 560

41%&tson,‘gg. git., p. 62,

42“....aentiamus Deum ante conditionem mundi fuisse incone
prehensibilem in sua essentiali quiete, Hunc autem post
creationem esse intra, extra et supra omnes creaturas, hoc est,
etlam esge incomprehensivilem.® Inther, Enarratio in Genesin,
22 git., p. 9

43 |
Rudolf Otto, Ihe Ides of the + translated by John W,
Harvey (Second edition; London: . Ox%omrd!: University Bress, 1950),

pPe 100=3, - Por Otto this contrast results from the interweaving
of none~rational and rational elements in Iather's conception of
God.
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They were plainly figurative, It.doea not actually happen
that God is angry or grieves or repents.24 God Jﬁat does
not love or hate as we do. Nelther are His love or hate
muteble, 25 The Greator was other than His creature. Buk
agaln this is only half of the story. In the Reformer's
opinion there had to be some anthropomorphisms. If men did
not use anthropomoyrphic expressions ahout God, how else can
peopnle talk about Hin?%€ Iuther wanted neither a philosophic
God nor o humanized God, God the Creator wes the Lord.

This Creator had aredted man and the world in the begine
ning. Luther held strictly to the literal, historical account
of creation in Geﬁesia. However, it is importaent %o note at
the outset that Luther was not first and foremost a systemati-

.41_ Ly ]

cian.®? His works from which references will be cited are

440¢, Iuther, De Servo Arbitrio, op. git.., p. 639.

“Bupulchre seimus, quod Deus non amat aut odit quemadmodum
nos,. siguiden nos matabiliter et amamus et odimus, ille aster-
ns et immutabili natura amat et odit, sic non cadunt in illum
accidentia et affectus.® Ibid., p. 724.

46, -

Luther, Bnarratio in Gengsin, on. elit.;, p. 12. Aulen
has this intéresting sté?%hent. Christian vocabulary cannot
dispense with those figures of speech which belong to the
sphere of human experience. These strongly volitional words
serve 4o set forth in a picturesque, concrete, and actlve man-
ner the constant, radical, and spontaneous oppos&tion of the
divine will %o everything that is opposed to 1t." Custay
Aulen, The Faith of the C ch, translated from the

s N
fourth Swedish edition by Eric H., Wahlstrom and G. Bveretd
Avden {Philmdelphia: Munlenberg Press, ©,1948), p. 140.

“7pel 1ken, op. glt., p. 4%,
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exegebical treatises. /And as an exegetical theologian Luther
uscs what Koeberle has called z "magnificent carelessness of
expresaion.“48 flthough such expressions mey be painful for
the coritical theologlan, they serve here to emphisize the ese
sentially religious view of creation that Luther wishes %o set
forth, What he wants to portray ia the relationship between
God ﬂﬂ@_mﬁﬂ,ﬂﬁﬁ the world., God was the Creator, end man and
the world were His creation, It is not surprising, then, that
Luther did not approach the opening chapters of Genesis for a
detailed aceount of creation. He was satisfied that God had

iven only the general ldeas and freely admitted that there

™

was lack of clarity onm perticulars.49

Thet 18 not to say that the Reformer was not bound by the
historical account in Genesis, or that he thought of the doc-
trine of Creation as unclear., Where Scripture had spoken,
Luther was bound, HIven on mute points like the problem of the
vaters above the firmament, Luther's conviction was: “Remein

in the woxds of the Holy Spirit.“so Though there may be & lack

48,
idolf Koeberle, The Quest for Holiness, translated from
the third German ediiion by dohm C. Mattes H;nneapolis: AugSe

burg Publishing House, ¢,1936), p. 79.

49“....reli.cta. ista generali notitia nobis, quod scimus,
mundum cepisse et conditum esse per Deum ex nihiloeeoIn partie=
cularibus autem sunt plurima, de guibus ambigitur.® Iluther,

Znarratio in Genesin, 0n. ibes Do Jo

50“0portet enim nos servare phrasim scripturae sanctae, et
menere in verbis Spiritus sancti.® Ibid., p. 23.
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of c;arity on particulara, the article of creation was clear-
ly treated in the Scripiures. This meant that over against
the philoscphers who taught the eternity of the world stood
the clear testimony that God had created the world for man,9l
The faect that this knowledge is primary for all other know-
ledge of neaven and the world mekes it all the more imperative
for men to reallze the source of this true knowledge aboub
creation--the szcred Scripturez and the Word of God,92

The Word of God was also God's medium and instrument in
per forming the works of creation:9® Christ, the second Per-
son of the Trinity, had a part in cereation. It was the Son's
worlk to scparate the crude moterial which had been created

from notning.54 But Imther will have none of a Logos specue~

Sluged haec sententie plane esy explodenda et accommodsn-

dus intellectus noster ad verbum Dei et ad scripturam sanciam, -
quae clare docet Deum ista omnia condidisse ut futuro homini
pararet cen domum et hospicium., Alia, quae sine autoritate
scripturae afferuntur, repudianda sunt.® Ibid., p. 35. Cf.
also the second sermen for Haster Monday where Luther said

that the article on Creatlon was treated "aufs allerklarste®

in the Scriptures, Dr., Martin Iuthers Saemmtliche Schriften
(St. Louis: Iutherischer Concordia-Verlag, 1882), XI, 6%3.
This edition is commonly known as the St. iLouis Edition.

S:""Ergo discamus veram sapientiam esse in scriptura sancia
et in verbo Dei. Id enim non solum de materia, non solum de
forma totius creaturae sed etiam de efficienti et finali causa,
de principio et de fine omnium rerum docet: Quis cresverit,
et ad quid creaverit." Luther, Bnarratio in Genesin, op. git.,
P. 94.

531pid., p. 13.

54"Istae enim alterius Personae, hoc est, Christi filii
Dei, partes sunt, ornare et distinguere rudem molem ex nihilo
productam.® Ibid., p. 8.
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letion aport from the logos ensarkos. He rejected the thought
that God's Word is & light that enlightens the reason z2lso of
the heathen, That was 2 humsn, platonic, philosophic thought
that led away from Christ instead of to Him.9% Neverthsless
the Word who was made flesh was the power of God through

which God created the world. ZEven in such physical phenomenz

————

28 kpeﬁiﬂ" thc sea in its place God used His Word 56 and tho

wuse {or the oonfinuous pxoaagation of the race is the same

Word., This Jord of creatLon. Lather s&ya, is unknown by

In connection with the historical creation Iuther dis-
cusdes the dogmatic concepts of the creatio ex nihllo and the
dmego Del. In the beginning, before God created the heaven

and the earth, there was only God.%8 He was the Deus nadus

AR
““such thoughts are ",,..2l1liss noch menschlich, platon-
issche und philosophissche dancken, die unss sus Christo ymn
uns fueren, sso doch der Buangelist unss will auss uns ynn
Christum furen; denn er will das gottliche, almechtige, ewige
wortt gottis nicht handelln, noch von yhm reden, denn alss ymn
dem fleysch und blut, das auff erden gengen ist.®" VA X, I, 1,
p. 202, 7ff. Quoted in Johann Haar, Initium Creaturae Dej
{Guetersloh; Verlag C, Bertelsmenn, 1039), p. Zie

56"“ed Deus mare verbo suo repellit et facit planiciem
illam extare.® Luther, Enarratio in Genesin, om cit., p. 26.

57The cause of generation is "....nempe verbum Dei iubentis,
quod dicit ad hunc maritum: Iam sanguis tuus fiat masculus,
fiat foemella, Hoc verbum ratio neacit." Ibid., p. 95.

SB"Quia extra illud initium creaturae nihil est quam nuda
essentia divina et nudus Deus.®™ Ibid., p. 14.




74
who could not be conceived in terms of time. Indeed, time
is one of God's creatures,®? There was no raw material out
of which God oreated the world. The very material from which
the rest came God created "aus dem nichts.® This whole
greatio ex nihilo Imther likes to compare to the marvel of

human birth.so AB fj as the ; £0 De; is concerned Luther

e e Tt e T v

deals ulﬁh it comparatively. In the other cregpg;ggﬂﬁggﬂigﬂ
oniﬁ kna;1 ox recognized "oy His footlprinit,” but in Adam God is
- tgﬁly knowin, AFor'in'the historieal%ﬁdam ﬁeforéﬁiﬁghﬁgifniﬁéie
was knowledge, righteousneass, and an understanding of all
things.ﬁl In, Eggﬂ?ﬁ;} th«t im&ge of God was lost, and.since

thet time mén ggngpp.fql;y'knoq what 1% was.Gz A1l we have

1éft is a naked title about which Luther hesitates to say too

" - ———

@EEEL?P Although he affirms that we cannot comprehend the

nguar,'gg. cit., p. 18,

Gchartin Luther, "Auslegung dea 90, Psalms,” Dr, Martin
iathers Scemmbtliche Schriften, edited by Georg wWalch ISt.
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1896), V, 749.

61“009tera enimall discunitur vestigia Dei, solus autenm
homo est imago Deil....lfam in coeteris creaturis cogniscitur
Deus ceu in vestigio, in homine autem, praesertim in Adamo,
vere cognoscitur, quia in eo est sapientia illa, iusticia et
omnium rerum cognitio, ut recte dicatur mikpoxogmos .
Iuther, Bnarxratic in CGenesin, op. git., p. 51.

62"Vereor autem, ne, posquam haec imago per peccatum
zmissa est, non satls eam possimus intelligere.® Ibid., p. 46.

63“Ergo cum de imagine illa loguimur, loguimur de re ine
cognita....et nihil praeter nude voczbula audimus." Ibid.,
p. 47,
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imago fully, yet he lauds the glory of that lost image. Lather

does this in terms of men's dominion over tho othercreat“es
and in tefms of man's free, obedient relationship to his Cfea-
tor.0%

dMan was oreated to serve God., This reason for man's
creaction Luther saw in the sabbath observance, ZLven before
the Fall, God wanted His Word preached and His wor ship per-
formed, Man was to know why he had been created--to acknowa
ledge God and glorify Him.85 Ho11%® sees in Inther’s
explanation of the First frticle~-"1 believe that God has
made Me..eof0r all which it is my duty to thank and praise,
to serve and obey Him"w-the firm conviction that it was man's
duty to sexrve God. But man was also created to have the
service of all creatures, 8Since the world was-oreated for
men, there is no doctrine of the world per se in Luther.

For example in astrounomy, at least as far as Iather himself

wag concerned, the main velue was to observe God’s goodness

6%;2;5,, pp. 4650 pasgim,

88upginde ostenditur hic (esentificatio Sabbati) quoque
hominem praecipue esse conditum ad noticlam et cultum Dei.®
Ibid., Pe 140,

%64511, op. cit., . 52. That this could still be within
the realm of the law is shown by one of Iather's sermons, %If
we were able to fulfill 21l commandments of God, and in all
things to satisfy His justice, notwithstanding we had not as
yet deserved grace and salvation....for that He mey by the
right of creation require as due service, all things of us His
ereatures, created to live unto Him; wherefore it should yet
come of grace and mercy, whatsoever should come from Him unto
us,® Quoted in Watson, gp. €it., p. 90.
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and power in these celestial bodies which had been created

and are belng preserved for man's benefit (ad nostrum usum),8?

When lather goes into ecatatic description over mice and
flies as God's beautiful oreation, he does 8o with two things
in ﬁind. God is the Creator of every creature, Hven in the
lowliest oreation man can see God's good wbrkmanship.68
God's creatlion extends to the present. The germination
of seed in the botunical world is still & work of crea.tf.i.on."9
and the same ccpliea to the propagation of the humen race.
The Creotive Word is still efficacious today when mothers
conceive and children are bozn, 70 -Althoﬁgh people do not
wonder at the everarecurriﬁg story of'human birth, it is
still God's miracle.’+ On the one hand lu ther speaks as if

God's creation in human birth were unconnected with the

67“:1&1 sabis est, ut in istis corporibus tam elegantibus
et nostrae vitae utilibus cognoscamus et benignitatem Dei et
potentiam, quod %tantas res verbvo.condidit, et adhuc hodie cone
servat «d nostrum usum, Haee nostras professionis, hoc est,
theologioce sunt, et valent ad animos confirmandos.” lather,
Engrratio in Genesin, op. cit., p. 31, Cf. Elert, on. git.,
p. 366,

8 nther, Enarretio in Genesin, 9p. Sit., Dp. 39-42.

6g“q,u.od autem nunc semina provaniunt Id quogue est creie
tionis opus plenum admiratione." Ibid., p. 27.

79“Aber wenn Gott ein Wort spricht, sc geschieht alsbald
das, was gesagt wird, So sagt er zu meiner Mutter: IEmpfange,
und sie empfaengt; zu mir sag}.er: Werde geboren, und ich
werde geboren,” Iuther, Ausiegung des 80. Psalms, op. eit,,
P. 75%.

71 '
Cf, Iather, Bnarratio in Genesin, op. cit., p. 94f,
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historical beginning of creation, but on the other he holds
that in God's sight he was born alreedy at the beginning of-
the world. Looking at himself, Iuther says, he can consider
something new which did not exist sixty years ago, but that
the God with whom there is no beginning or end, no sconer or
later, judges differently.?® At any rate, God is still Lord
of His creation. The Croator is still at work,’d

Iather also relates the natural birth to the spiritual
rebirth of the Christian. Here the connection between Cresa-
tlon and the rest of Iuther's theology becomes apparent,
Johann Haar has studied this side of Luther's theology in a
short monograph entitled Initium Creaturae Dei, in which he
analyzes particularly luther’s exegesis of James 1:18,74
It is Hear's conclusion that Iuther does not speak of the

natural birth without also speaking of the rebirth of the new

72“....coram Deo sum generatus et multiplicatus statim in
principio mundi, quia hic verbum, 'Bt dixit Deus: Faciamus
hominem? me quoque creavit.® Ibid., p. 57. 4According to
luther it is the Creative Word that links the creation in the
beginning to his own creation. PIta Deus per verbum suum cur=
rit ab initio usque &d finem mundi.® Ibid.

73"ﬁanet adhuc hodie verbum super genus humanum dictum:
"Crescite et multiplicenmini,' menet verbum: 'Producat mare
piBces et aves coeli.?' Omnipotens igitur verbi vis et virtus
est, quod totum creatursm sic consexrvat et gubernat.," Ibid.

74Ha&r,_gg..glg., p. 28f,, makes the point that a particu-
lar discussion of the "new creature® is lacking in ILuther's
works but that he discusses this partieunlarly under James 1:18,
Haar refers %o WA XVILI, 754, 12ff, and XLIV, 767, 29if.
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wen in Christ. o God, the Creator of heaven and earth, is
also the Creator of the new creasture, As God began physical
life in man and preseyved that 1ife, so in the new creation
the same Creator bestows the new life and sustains 1%.79 In
both creative acts God's Word is active.?’? I would therefore
seem &z though there were two ereations of God.

Hear however maintains that Iuther understood only one
creatlon. But this unity becomes evident only to faith.7?8
aith in Ohrist God appesxrs as One before whom all days
are as one moment,?? By that faith, from the understanding
of Ged's new life, the greoper understanding of onefs natural
birth alsc arises, Only the Christian can actuaily see God's
created world in the right perspective.80 It is a teaching
intelligible only in the Church, lather once wrote, that God
the Creator desiroys that He might rebuild, 8L Cnly in the

754, : : -
H:-&I', ‘9_2. Olt. ] pc ba.

“61p14., p. 37f.

"?1pid., p. 42ff.
781p1d4., p. 55.
791vid., p. 19, Cf. WA IV, 149, 29.

80ce. wA XIVI, 616, 36£f. Hear, op. oit., p. 55f, says
thet it is only to the Christian to whom ILuther appeals not
to despise God’s creation,

8lepas 1st nun eine sonderliche Lehre fuer die Kirche,
naemlich, dass man wissen soll, dass Gott ein allmaechtiger
Schoepfer ist, der zu diesem Leben schafft, und darnach
wiederum zerbricht, was er geschaffen hat, auf dass er es zum
andern Leben wiederum lebendig mache,® Iuther, “Auslegung

von 1, Mose,® $t. Louls Edition, II, 1736.
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Christian faith does the Creator of this world become 2lso
the Crentor of the world to come. Therefore im imtherts eyes
Crention is no% the primury article of faith. That is Justie
fication by faith. It is from the standpoint of a child of
God, renewed by faith in Jesus Christ, that Luther looked at
creation, at the Creator, at the creature,

The faet remains, however, that the Christisn was not
relsased from the circle of creation. What did this mesn for
Lniher that man was & creature of God? It meant first of all
thet man stoed in a creaturely, dependent relationship to His
CGreator, It is noteworthy how Iuther stresses again and again
in the opening chapters of the Genesis Commentary that even
the holy Adam was a creature, The purpose of Godfs command
net to eat of the frult of the tree was that Adam and Eve
might have an exbternal worship end work of obedience toward
¢0d,%2 RByen if there had been no sin, Adam would have set
this commandment before his posterity.S® Even if man had not

fallen, he would have continued to stand in a creaturely

Sa"Discamua itague, necesse fuisse homini sic condite, ut
omnes reliquas creaturas viventes in manmi haberet, ut agnose
ceret creastorem suum, ubt ageret creatori suo gratias, ut etiam
externum aliguen culitum st certum opus obedientiae haberet.®

Iather, Enarratio in Genesin, op. git., p. 72,

Snpnen igitur arbor scientize boni et mali, seu locus,
in queo magno numere huiusmodi arbores fuerunt consitae, fulsset
Ecclesia, ad quam Adem cum posteritate sua die Sabbaite conven-
isset, et post refectionem ex arbore vitae praedicasset Deun,
et laudasset eum pro tradito dominio omnium creaturarum super
terram.® Ibid., p. 80.
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relation toward God, obeerving the sabbath day and worship-
ping G0d.%4 Neither wes it only a part of man, his "lower
self,” which steod in such 2 relztion to his Creator. The
whole men wasg God's creature. He is not the God of temporal
possessionsd only but of all things., The Creator wanted man
to worship Him with all his strengih, with all his heart,
with his whole self,85

Imther regarded the total man-as & oreature of God. But
sin had entered the world, and sin affected the total men,86
God had created a world that served not itself but which stood
rooted in His lew, But man had turned about and had become an
ldolater, The disposition of his mind had become ungodly
Y.eeeBeeking in all things, even in God Himself, the things
that are its ow .“87 Whethey this idolatyry was in the exter-
ior form of worshipping the creature or in its inward form of

loving and trusting a creature msde no difference,%8 The very

84“31 Adam in innocentia stetisset, tamen habuisset septie
mum diem sacrum, hoe est, eo0 die doculsset posteros de volune
tate et cultu Dei, lauvdasset Deum, gratias egisset, obitulisset,
ete.® Ibid., p. 60,

85“Naque enim Deus noster tantum temporalium Deus est sed
omnium, Hecque tibi Deus esse aut coli volet dimidio humero
ant claudiocante pede, sed totis viribus totogue corde.”

Inther, De Servo Arbitrio, op. cit., p. 726,

86pe1ikan, op. oit., p. 16. Cf. WA II, 585-7 and XXAVI,
478696,

87ga Vv, 38, 11ff, Quoted in Watson, gp. git., p. 139.
8805, waA I, 399, 11ff., Quoted in Watson, gp. git., p. 86.
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- woxst form of ldolatry was to try to gain heaven by force,
seeking help and salvation in works, “What else is this but
to turn God into an idol or wooden image, and to sel up oure
selves as Cod?"®9 Contrary to the Neoplatonic mysticism of
the Eiddle.ﬁges Luther regjected the ides that the spirit of
man had escaped this sin, The whole man stood under God's
Judgment. The total man was an ldolater, a ginner, 90

Foxr this veason it seems gs 1f Luther saw nothing good
in maEn, All was mud, all was untillied ground.gl As far as
the creature’s relation to his God, there was nothing good in
him., The natural men was not able to let God be God.?2 He

et o A 4 A O

wented %o dethrone God and se%¢ up his own false deity. The

eritis sicut Deus had become the hope of every man. Even

man’m{reamoﬁ;awhich Luther regerded as one of the Creatoris

best gifts, had become “the devilfs whore," since it served

%91bid., p. 90.
908011, op. eite, DP. 61~3.

9luzed de uno in omnibus hominibus asqualiter impotente
leguimur, guod non nisi limus, non nisi terrs inculta est, ut
quod non possit velle Bonum.® Luther, De Servo Arbitrig,
op. git., p. 706

92a_, . .non potest homo neturaliter velle deum esse deum, 1
immo vellet se esse deum et deum non esse deum.® WA I, 2235, ; :
Quoted in Pelikan, 0p. cit., p. 147, note 187, It is difficuly
then to see how Otto, op. git., p. -04, can say that faith for
inther is the basis of the soul, an independent faculty of
knowledge on which the union of man end God can obtain,
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the egocentricity of natural man.93 fThe entire sex relation,

——rrya

God's bone greatio, was polluted by sin,94 After the Fall the
world eround mem also wes corrupted th;opgpwh;éféin‘ah&'ﬁéd
beéggé‘ﬁgfﬁfgi;-rﬁﬁn and.mééﬁ ﬁe;é.o;othed in sackeloth, and
21l cre#%ureﬁ we:eldaféﬁﬁéi hf.s£n;95-' el %

ww.God had made all things good. But He is the almighty
Iord, Is He then responsible for this perversion of His
good creation? Ies He responsible for sin? In iuther's
writings there is a dunalistic pattern which would apparently
free God from any respvonglbility for the perversion of sin.
Swedish Luther research has pointed to this.duulistic backe
ground and iits interpretation of Iuther has largely been
besed on it.%® There is a battle going on between God and

Satan for the control of the human will, In this struggle

gswntson, op. cit., p. 88.

®4npona, gquidem est creatio, bona benedictio, sed per
peccatum sic sunt haec corrupta, ut sine pudore coniuges non
possint iis uti.," Iuther, Znsrratio in Genesin, 0op. cit., p. 75,

%apace omnia post peccatum deformata sunt, ita ut crea-
turae omnes, etiam Sol et Luna quasi saccum induisse videanw
tur, et quae prius bonae fuerunt, posteaz sint factae noxiae
propter peccatum.® Ibid., p. 68,

96Garlson. op. elt., pp. 48-57 discusses this interpreta=
tion and gives the references to the Swedish materials, par-
ticularly to Ragnar Bring, Dualismen hos lather.
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man is impotent to decide the issue.9? oOutside the Spirit
of God the universe is the kingdom of the devil where Satan
rules over the ﬁicked.ga If Satan wins the fight and cone
trols the heart of & man, then surely neither God nor men
is responsible for the result,

The problem is not o easily solved for Iuther. For
this would be setting up another god in the univarse. God
the Lord is still omnipotent. He is the Lord also over Satan,
the wicked, and all evil. The very evil in the world has
its ovigin in God,99 Tor God not only made all creatures.

He moves them through His ommipotence,t00 It is true thet
God did not create Satan evil, but the will that He finds
evil He must move Jjust as He moves all creatures in His reste-

less activity.+0% But this does not mean that the devil or

97"Sic humana voluntas in medioc posita est, ceu iumentum,
8l insederit Deus, wult ot vadit, quo vult Deus,...Si insed-
erit Satan, vult et vadit, quo vult Satan, nec est in eius
arbitrio ad utrum sessorem curyrere aut eum quaerere, sed ipsi
messores certant ob ipsum obtinendum et possidendum,® Iuather,
De Serveo Arbitrio, op. cit, ». 635,

98“Quid enim est unlversum genus humanum, extra spiritum
nisi regum Diaboli (ut dixit) confusum cahos tenebrarum?®
Ibid., p. 659. Iather can even say: ",...nundum esse regnum
Satanae.® Ibid., p. 658, _

99pid., p. 626.

100,
Nos per nos ipsos non esse factos nec vivere nec agere
guicgquam seg per illius omnipotentiam.,® Ibid., p. 718.

10lugje Satence voluntatem mslam inveniens, non &utem
creans, sed deserente Deo el peccante Satana malam factam
arripit operando et movet quorsum wvult.® Ibid., p. Tll. So
also with the wicked., Cf. Ibid., p. 712.
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the wicked can carry on their warfare against the saints of
God unhindered. The devil is God's tool, especially in the
personal realm., God can use the devil for His ends, bus

1902

Satan cannot use CGod. sarlson writes:

The very exaggeration of egocentricity, which is

the devil®s work, opens the way for theocentric

grace in the measure in which the law bankrupts

the ego by its demand Toy sponteneous surrender.

The devil may use means that belong to God, but

he defeats hinself by using them.l103

It wvas in his controversy with Erasmus over freedom of
the will that many of these thoughits of Iuther were clarified.
Brasmus had defined free will as the power of the human will
by vhich a men is able to apply himself to or turn away fronm
the things that lead to sulvation.194  Against this optimise
tic, snthropocentric philosophia ChristitO® iuther wanted to
emphasize the helplessness of the natural man over against his
Creator. luther admitted that man has a certzin free will in
regard to lower things, but even as far as this Yfreedom” in
unspiritual matters was concerned, man is nonetheless undeyr

God's direction.t%® Wnile Inther's philosophic reasoning

loz"Gott bedient sich zwar des Teufels, um uns zu plagen
und zZu toedten, aber der Teufel vermag dies nicht, wenn Got§
nicht wollte, dass dis Suende auf diese Weise besiraflt wuerde.”

Inther, Auslegung des 90. Psalms, op. git., p. 754.

lo30arlson..22. cit., p. 56 on the basis of Bring, Dualis-
men hos luther, pp. 284-93.

1041uther..yg Serve Arbitrio, op. git., p. 661,
A0%:¢, pelikan, op. git., p. 10.
108 thex, De Servo Arbitrio, op. git., p. 638
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tended toward determinism, his basic argument was religious,
For this reason he could write shortly before his death that
nothing he had written was so truly his own as De Serve
Arbitrio, 07

Whatever judgment of this work of the Reformer one
a<ic>ptse.,l':>8 this much can be said. Luther does not teach that
God is the author of sin, either now or at the beginning of
the world,*09 God never forces msn to sin againat hiavwill.l_l0
The sin that occurs in men®s lives is not the fault of God
but of men themselves, Men are always resPonaible.lll In
Inther's judgment the worst temptations of the devil come
when he tells a man that he is not a sinney,+i2 However, in
the lest snalysis Iuther left the problem of sin and evil une

solved. God is the Lord. Man is & sinner. "Darum laesst

lo'iOtt.o, op. cit., p. 8.

4985 edes 1ike Runestam and Bohlin sey that Luther’s doce
trine of God®s omnipotznce in Dg Servo Arbitrio is metaphysi-
cal determinism, where luther leaves the personal field.
Bring does not agree:. He sees the key in luther®s conception
of the law, that God's law prnduces in man the devil's work.,
Gt ﬂal‘lson, DDe. gl”t.o. De 58ffc

logﬁn Paradise; "Nondum enim erat peccatum: Quia Deus
peceutum non creavit.,” Luther, Inarrstio in Genesin, op. git.,
P. 83, At the present time: "Licet enim Deus peccatum non
fagiat, tamen naturam peccato, subtracto spiritu, vitiatem non
cessat formare et multiplicare, tamguam si faber ex ligno colre
rupto statuas faciat.” De Servo Arbitrio, op. eit., p. 708,

119rp14., p. 714.

lll“In nobis, id est, per nos Deum operari mala, non culpsa
Dei, sed vitio nostro, qui cum simus natura mali, Deus vero
bonus.” Ibid,, p. 711.

1121 ther, Auslegung des 90, Psalms, op. eit., p. 766,
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lather das Roetsel lieber ungeloest stehen und bescheldet
sich, an dieser Gtelle ein goettliches Geheimnis znzuer-
kenmen, 115
Before this mystery of God Luther bowed in submission.
Whatever may be the correct Interpretation of De Servg

Arbitrio, this emphasis of Iuther®s goes far in determining

Ao

his views on oreaturelinegs, arasmus is condemmed hecause

he had stepped out of the creaturely realm in oppoeing God's

paradoxes. 4 The question why God does not bear with man's

bound wlll or change 1t in every case is not & legitimate
quustionollﬁ iuther defends this position on the basis of
Romeng 9:;19ff, and Isaiah 58:2, What is man that he should
contend against God? I£ is sufficient for man to reverence
the inserutable wisdom of God.L® The ereature cannot put

the sovereign Creator into his pocket.llv.

1154011, op. git., p- 48.

1141, ther, De Servo Arbitrio, op. Git., p. 631,

115“Verum quare malestas 1lla vitium hoc veluntatls nosiras
non tollit aut mutat in omnibus, cum non sit in potestate
heminis,...quaerere non licet.® Ibid., p. 686,

llaOf these Bible verses lather writes: "Puto istis verbis
satis demonstrari, non licere hominibus scrutari voluntatem
maiestatis,® Ibid., p. 690. To Brasmus® quesiion why God
acts through the Word 1f there is no free will, ILuther gives
this classic snswer: 9YSatis est nosse, quod Deus ita vellt,
et hanc voluntatem revereri, deligere et adorare decet, coer~
cita rationis temeritate.® Ibid., p. 695.

ll?WAlxxx, 1, p. 134, 21f, Quoted in Watson, op. oit., ». 9C.
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But despite this praise of God's imscrutable will, there

is another fact that stends out clearly in De Serve Arbitrie.

Man even as simner remains a oreature of God. 8 Even after
the Fall Saten and man ave net nihil. It is true that the
simner ils turned toward his own desires. Nevertheless he re-
maine God's creature subject to God's omnipotent will,l9
Wateonl®0 holds that Luther viewed natural law s a divine
imperative which was not modified by the Fall. Although man's
apprehens ion of the divine will was distorted by the Fall,
men's position as creature made by God, utterly dependent on
God, remains even in his sinfulness, Because of sin, however,
thls cresturely relationship is not fully realized nor its
goal actualized untll the sinmer is made & new oreature through
faith in the Son of God.

In the assertion that the sinful man was still God's
cresture, iluther broke with the HNeoplatonic and ascetic dualism
of the Middle Ages which had always negated man's physical be-
ing. Luther affirmed both mind and body as creaturely endowments

of Cod., He praises reason as one of God's best gifts to man,

lla"Haee rata et certe sunt, si oredimus omnipotentem esse
Deum, Deinde impium esse creaturam Dei.® Iather, De Servo

Axbhitric, op. cit., p. 710,
1197p14., p. 709.

12°watson, op. cit., p. 111,
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It is by virtue of his reason that a man is worthy to be

called and is a man.lal tﬂh&t Luthey condemns about reason v

is the use of it to determine man’s relationship to God.\

f) —
Ak points out that the rough language Luther uses con-

Watson
cernlng reason %,,..is the measure of his indignetion at the
abuse and perversion of what he regards as one of the Creaw
tor's best gifts to His creatures,®

Spe bedy, too, at least in the state of innocencs, was
pure.135 Hence the monks were wrong in seeing sexual chestie
ty as the basis for original righteousnesa.124 Luther'®s
motivee for bodily discipline were completely different from
those of monasticism, There was no contempt for the naturel
but rather a disciplinary culture that springs from reverence
for the body.+2% The creation is God®s good creature. OCarl-
128 nentions that the phrase "omnia bona sed sunt in abusu®

Bs0n

occurs frequently in Iather., The total man, including his

1217p4d4., p. 86. Watson refers to WA X, 1, p. 207,

R

lagWatson,‘gQ.,gLE.. p. 87.

lgs"ﬂulla enim pars corporis fulit sordida in statu inno-
centlae; non fuit foetor in excrementis, non aliae foeditates,
sed omnia fuerunt pulcherrima, sine ulla offensione crganorunm
gsensuum, et tamen fuit animalis vita." Iather, Hnarratio in
Genesin, op. cit., p. 84,

1241pi4., p. 86.
lgs}{oeberle. -0;0-0 ei °p p. 1910

lstdgar M, Carlson, "Luther's gonception ofsgovegnmfnt,"
ur te arlson
Church History, XV (December, 1l946), 270, no .
refors to Wh XL, 2, p. 203, 7 and to I, 174,
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body and physical gifts, is a good oreature of God, but man
has perverted his entire being and turned his wvhole aelf.'in-
cluding the body, into avil,+37

In the same way that Luther afflirmed man's creaturely
endowments he also affirmed the world @s CGod's creatiorn. The
mystics had seen the world only 28 an unreal phantom, Hol1l28
believes that by emphasizing the wrath of God Luther reaf-
firmod the reallty and existence of the world against which
this wrath was directed., In rejecting the medieval division
of life into spiritval and earthly duties, Luther praised the
lowliest of earthly callings.lzg fnd when Lather extols secu-
lar government and worldly offices, Carlson writes that ®he
is extolling creation as such, *+30  Iyther even rejoiced in

the progress of culture. Hoild3l nolds that this extended to

lg?concerning Teclesiastes 7:2 which had czlled the day of
death better than the day of life, Iather wrote: “3i coranm
deo sic loqui vellem: gqui facit nos homines et vult nos vivere, !
tam impiissime dicerem.® WA X, 125, 13f, Quoted in Haar,
op. ¢it., p. 58,

1280511, op. cit., p. 40f. ' 1

1297p3d., p. 102,

lsoCurlson, aLuther®s Conception of CGovernment," gp. cit.,
p. 261, \

151Holl, op. c¢it., p. 108, Holl quotes as follows from
Inther: “Vehemsnter enim et toto coelo errare cemseo, qui
philesophiam et naturae cognitionem inutilem putant theolo~
gia.? Enders IXI, 245, 36.
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the natural sciences despite Iuther's derision of Coperni-
cus.*®® Rejoicing in God's goodness in Christ Imther found
Joy in ﬁﬁg Worla. in the splendor of %the heavens, the happy’

singing of the birds, the mgjesty of the elemente, the riches
1-‘\-

(’_,‘»l

ef nalure. It is from man’s use of the world, rnot from
God’s good creation, that ills and sorrows arise, 194 Grea-
tion as & b tal product is ungonditionally goed, but this
cannot be szid of man who handles g:e§§ad things.33% In af-
fiﬁming therworld, however, iuther never madg it wutonomous,
just as he never made man autonomgus.laﬁ God is the Creator

of the world and the world®s Loxd, <197

FEESeS

L0
132,

Peliken'®s view is that Luther®s cosmology was well-deve
elopud.?z; its day and represented the best thought of the
period, For additional masterial on this subject ef, Pelikan,
- op. cit., p. 5f., and p. 122, note 16, Wernmer Hlert discusses
in detail the oft-gquoted passage from the Tischreden in which
Iuther condemns Copernicus. RElert points out that Luther's ine-
fluence was great enough to persuade the Lutheran princes to
BuUppress Cnpcrnzcau teaching had he wanted to. The passage ‘80
often guoted is not only the only one in which Luther refers to
Copernicus, but it is suspect since it first was reported twentye
seven years after it was supposed to have been spoken. Cf, :
Blert, op. cit., p. 372. “
5%93K011, op. cit., p. 89. : i
1
13'Haar, op. git., p. 68F, ) !
335Cf. Wi LI, 556, 7 reforred to in Carlson, "luther's
Goncaption of Government," op. Gite, p. 261. {

//;51350f. St. Louis Bdition TII, 1675 where Luther emphatically
states thet the world has no being in itself.

157Randall holds that justification by faith, in cutting
faith loose from medieval superstition, left the way open for
a thoroughly naturalistic ideal here im this world, 3But this
could only happen when luther®s doctrine of Creation was left
behind, G6f. John Herman Randall, Jr., The Making of the Hodern
Mind (New York: Houghton Mifflin Co., o. ©.1940), p. 138,
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Hevertheless there remain some tendencies in Luther thst
might be culled ascetic. Por example, in contrast to the
celestial regions he calls the world "hsec infima orbis pars.“138
Writing of marriage Luthexr holds that after the Fall this es-
tate is to avoid sin.d99 It is necessary, Luther belicves,
that the Christian pass from this 1life to the spiritual or
heavenly one through death and infinite trials and crossea, +40
Viewed in the light of Luther®s vivid consclousness of sin
these sssertions loze theilr sscetic flavor. Although Luther
can hardly be thought tc possess any affinity to the mystics
whose "higher self" yose to union with God, it is true that
Luther speaks of a "scintilla asternae vitae" in the fact that

man cen understond the motloms of the heavens, 141l Holll42

declares that it was a fundamental statement for ILuther that
man carvies the stamp of the divine in him, but this was &

never something self-chosen or self-thought. This was the

gift of oreatureliness; and as Holl shows in his chapter

lssluther, Enarratic in Cenesin, op. cit., p. 34.

1391pid., p. 88. "Et Magister sententiarum erudite dicit
conlugium in Paradiso esse institutum ac officium post pecca-
tum autem ad remedium quoque, Itaque cogimar hoc Sexu uti ad
vitandum peccatum,”

léOStange. op. git., p. 89,

l4llnther, Enarratio in Genesin, on. git., ». 34.
1424511, op. git., p. 35.
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“Inther und die Schwaermer,"1%43 Inther was not one of those
of his day who thought that man had some kind of continuity
with his Maker, By siressing both man'sg sinfulness end
creabureliness Luther made & c¢clesn break with the Heoplatone
ism of the Hiddle Ages,

What does Lubther have to say about the relationship
between Creator and cresture, about the way in which and by
whichh the one reaches the other? Here such vital areas &s
natural knowledge snd revelation must be treated., Already it
is plain %thot Luther taught that sin had separated the crea-
ture from his ﬂakar; Does Luther then teach & natural mowe
ledge of God? The answer %o this question will come up again
in the chapter on Brunner since he bases his stand in the

Anknuepfungspunkt controversy with Barth largely on Luther®s

position. The Reformer taught a two-fold Jknowledge of Godw=

e general and @ particular knowledge.

411 men have the general knowledge, nsmely, that
there is & God, that He created hesven and earth,
that He is just, that He punisheth the wicked.

But what God thinketh of us, what His will is ftoward
us, what He will give or what He will do to the and
that we may be delivered from sin and death, and be
saved (which is the true lmowledge of God indeed),
this they know not,l44

1431h3a.,, pp. 4200467,

'-""“"3‘ J 3 f 1“
é%ﬁﬁﬁalatians Commentary, 4, 8ff. Quoted in Watson, |
op. eit., p. 73.
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It is this general knowledge of God which goes by the name
"Natural Knowledge of God® in later Iluatheran theology.

The young Iather did not take up natural theology in
his first exposition of Romans. In later 1ife, although he
8%l 1l shunned the ususal arguments for God*s existence, he
gave more space to some phases of a natural thaology.l45
Peliken believes that the reasen Inther gave a2s much space
to natural theology &s he did was due io his emphasis on
ingst.

e

A natural theology thus oriented around the concept |
of dread is something far different from the natural
theology of the scholastics., But it does _allow for /
a knowledge of God apart from revelation. 4

In Iather®s opinion natural reason, evem without Scripiure,
‘mast be convinced of God's omnipotence.l47
But from this general or natural knowledge of God has

sprung.all idolatry.

For upon this proposition which all men do nature Tl
2lly nold, namely, that there is a God, hath sprung )
211l idolatry, which without the knowledge of the /

Divinity, could never have come into the world.
But beczuse men had this natural knowledge of God,“\d/

14500 peliken, 0. oit., D. 21ET.

Ty

1461vi4,, p. 22.

l4?“&tque ipsamet ratio naturalis, gquae necessitate illa
offenditur et tante molitur ad eam tollendam, cogitur cam
concsedere, propric susc ludicio convicta, ctiam si nulla
essct scriptura, Omnes enim homines inveniunt hanc sentene
tiam in cordibus suis soriptam.® De Servo Arbitrioc, gp. cik.,
D, 719,
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-~
they conceived vain and wicked imaginations of /
ColoesstllG 8O dreameg ghat God is such a one, as
by nature He is not. 4 e

The religion of the natural man is built on his natursl knowe

ledge of

God, but it is ahfﬁ;sgmraligion<for‘itﬂhgiggéug_

3
2

fulse conception of God.*49 It brings a false conception of

God because of what man does with this knowledge. They know

that God is powerful, invisible, just, and good, but. they
do not worship Him as God. 150 Indsed they cannoit, 8ince as

sinners they are not in the rigﬁ%”iélﬁ%i&héhiﬁ"%I%ﬂ”éé&;151

ighce ILuther®s views on natural knowledge brought no con-

-

¥
4

o

tinuity vetween man and Ged but rather emphesized still more
the distance between the holy- Liord-and His sinful creation.
The particular lnowledge of God was the knowledge of

the C

+

eabor in His Son., #ithout this knowledge of God man

lga&ﬁl&tians Comuentary, 4, 8ff. Quoted in Watson,
op. oit., p. 74.

1497pid4,, p. 91.

lﬁoﬂoll,‘gg..ggg., p. 54, note 1 brings this quotation
from Luther’s Rgemerbrief II, 19, 3ff., ¥....in hoc ergo
erraverunt, qued hanc divinitatem non nudam reliquerunt et
couerunt, sed emm mubaverunt et applicuerunt pEo votis et
desyderiis suis. et unusquisque divinitatem in eo esse
voluit, qui sibi placeret, et sic dei veritatem mutaverunt
in mencdacium. ocognoverunt ergo, quod divinitatis sive elus,
qui est deus, sit esse potenten, 1nvisibile@, justum, im-
mortelem, bonum; ergo cognoverunt invisihilxﬁ dei semp;ter-
namque virtubtem eius et divinitatem., hec maior syllogismi
practici, hec syntheresis theologica es® inobscurabilis in
omnibus, sed in minore errabant.”

181lyatson, op. git., p- 74f.
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cquld never avold idolatry. But Luther did not assert an es=-
sential disharmeny between the genéra; and pgrt;;gié%;#%ﬁé;_

ledgeléé‘Gé@;;sg He eXplaiﬁé the-fél;é.;ffects of the natural
kngﬁledge in this way. We can be distantly acquainted with a

man and even have much to d&ﬁw1th him and étili‘be 1gnof§nt

of his personal attitude toward us. Thus we will construct a

false picture of the man which might color our personal attie
tude toward him. So also wiﬁh ﬁhe ﬁétuﬁé@,kﬁbﬁiedgé of God,
It has given us o falss plcture of God because we stood in
théh%rong relaﬁiﬁnship to Him, 193 | |

| Itqis important neither to overemphasize nor to under-
emphasize what Luther says about this general knowledge of God.
Ortheodoxy, &5 we shall see in Chapter IV, had an imposing

theologio naturalis, And in as far as that was based on

Ilmther®s general knowledge of God, that there was an awareness
of some npumen in all men, %4 Orthodoxy wes correct. But
Protestant Qrthodoxy zll toc often carried on the scholastic

tradition of positing = continuity between Creator and creature

1621p1d., p. 86.
1591pid,, v. 74f.

154"Even the heathen have this awareness (sensum) by a
natural instinet, that there is some supreme deity {(numen)es .. :
as Paul says in Romans 1, that the Gentiles knew God by nature.
WA }CLII, 6314, 365ff., GQuoted in Watson, 8p. 'Q_LE-. Do 80,




96
and of secking the Creator through the works of creation.>55
Others have rejected a natural theology completely, going as
far as BDarth in denying even a revelation in creation., For
Luther the natural knowledge of God in terms of a natur;Ivm“q

-

law written in the heart could be & point of contact for the

preaching of the law, 156
What sets luther of f from the natural theology of the
scholastics and of fhe loter dogmaticians, as well as from
the spiritualistic tenets of the Schwaermer, was his view of
the layvae Dei. Iuther acknowledged no unmediated relation=-
ship to God, and he rejected all attempts to achieve union
with God outside of the historic revelation in Christ or in
isolation from the created world.l57 It is God Himsslf who
confronts His creatures in the works of His creation and in

—— A e

1551pi4,, p. 77f. and p. 135,

156"If the naetural law were not written and given in the
heart by God, one would have to preach long before the con=-
science were smitten. One would have to preach to an ass,
horse, ox, or cow for a hundred thousand years before they
accepted the law, although they have ears, eyes and heart as
a man,. They too csn hear it, but it does not enter their
heart, Why? What is wrong? Their soul is not so formed and
fashioned that such a thing might enter it. But a man, when |
the law is set before him, soon says: Yes, it is so, he can- |
not deny it. He could not be so quickly convinced, were it
not written in his heart before.” WA XVI, 447, 26ff, Quoted/
in VWiatson, op. cit., p. 84f, |

L5%0ar1s0n, "imther®s Conception of Government,” gp. citd,
pe. 261,




97

His Word, and it is only there that He reveals Himself.158
#The whole created world, then, as iuther sees it, occupies

s kind of nediatorial position between God and man.®159 Tne
variéus orders in society such as prince, magistrate, teache
ox,, Tohbes, an. woll amWie ok SakaANACe s e callecHlEd te
veilé‘ér ma§ks; -Tﬁﬁough these masks God confronts men in

160G

their environment,

e

God without these veils. 6l God must wear such masks in His

It i1s sheer folly to try to approach

dealings with men to shield them from the light of His un-
approachable glory. 'ﬁ;éﬁhaﬂgisthié_ém%éi}j(invcluérum) in
which God approaches men with ﬁis gifte.152 But it is not
a8 though men should usé the oreated world to rise up to God.

Ho, ".s..G0d is one who comes down veiled in the larvae eof

Hie crestures and meets man precisely in the 'material sube

= s a
15841460 Deus quogue se non manifestat nisi in operibus et
verbo, quia haec aliguo modo capiuntur....” ZIuther, EZnarratio
in Genesin, op. cit., p. 9.

159Wutaon, op. cit., p. 79. Watson refers to the Galatians
Commentary, 2, €.
160,

éatson, 0p. cit., p. 112+4,
lﬁl“ﬂrgo fanaticum est, sine verbo et involucroe aliquo de
Deo et divina natura disputare....Qul autem extra ista invol-
ucra Deum attingere volunt, isti eine scalis (hoc est verbo)
nituntar ad coeium ascendere, ruunt igitur oppressi maiestate,
guam nudsm conantur amplecti, et pereunt,® Iuther, Enarratio
in Genesin, op. git., ». 11l.

lsg::!atﬁnl‘, 0(12. Ci tc ® p’ 78'
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stantial sphere’ of the external world.®263 %This revelation
of God in creation is at the basis of the general knowledge
of God. |
" 'The words "tHat IutHersudes tu depict this revelation in

crention (larvae, Hummenschanz, Masken) show that God is in a

T T——

sense concealed by His creation (and even by Christ)., But the

larvae Dei are also the media of divine revelation. RAll

P

created ordi nangos Lo Woks o allagories wherewith God de=-
picts His theology; they are wmeant, as it were, to contain -
Gh?is%.“lﬁél They can be said to contain Christ because the
God whose masks they are is the same God who in a special
way reveals Himself in Christ.+8% The miracles of creation
aye given man so that he is forced to wondexr at them, and by
that wonder his faith will be increased., For learning God's
power, msn learns not to doubt His promises. In several pasS-

sages in the Genesis Commentary luther says that the works of

1837p18., po 115, J. Baille in Quy Knowledge of God,
p. 1%8%F, tries to do justlce to both aspects of Luther's
thought by calling this revelation a "mediated immediacy."”
Cf, Watson, op. git., p. 80.

16444 x5, 1, p. 463, 9. Quoted in Watson, op. git., P. 79

1L887pi4,
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o creation are there %o give us a correct knowlsdge of God and

to strengthen our faith,+56 Watson writes:

We shall hardly be wrong if we suggest that it was
Luther 's theocentric interest that led him to this
insight into the character of our knowledge of God.

It iz at any rate entirely in line with his dominant
theocentric eaphasis. He will have nothing to do with
any natural theolozy that assumes the capecity of the
notural man to meke his own way to God, or. to discover
God for himself, The natural knowledge of God which
Lather teaches is wholly CGod-glven, Even his ‘conces-
sions? to the traditional itheologis naturalis actually
assumes the priority of this natural knowledge; for if,
&g he says, there could be nc religion without it, nel-
ther could there be any argument about God Himself,167

It is already clear thén that only the Christian who has
lecrned to know God properly can see God's face in the crea-
tion works, Tﬁe natural man whe has not'seenfﬁbd in Christ
does notl recognize Him, does noé distinguish between the velils -

o

NP g - 16a . A . A e 4 e
and God Himself.2%8 @oa actually confronis such « man in His

v

lﬁﬁ?er example: “Hoc verbum faoit....ut ex talibus operibus
cognoscamus, qualis sit noster Deus: nempe Deus omnipotens.®
Inther, Bnarretio in Genesin, op. git., p. 20. And also:
"eeeendmiratio paulatim fidem confirmat. Nam cum possit Deus
ex agqua coelum producere et stellas....dn non posset etiam cor-
pus meum aut contra hos tes et Satanam defendere, aut postquam
-in sepulchram positum est, ad novam vitam resusgitare? Ergo
Dei potentia hic est cognoscenda, ut plane nihil dubitemus de
iis, guae Deus promittit in verbo suQ.*® Ibid., p. 37,

167W&taon, op. git., p. &4, _

lﬁS“This the natural man cannot see: but the spiritual man
only discernethe....the veil of God from God Himself....Bu{ here
wisdom is required, vhich can discern the veil from God Hime
self: and this wisdom the world hath not. The covetous man,
hearing ‘that man liveth not by bread alone'....eateth the
bread, but he seeth not God in the bread....And thus he honoxre
eth not the Creator, but the creatures, not God, dbut his own
beily.,® Galatians Commentary, 2, 6. Quoted in Wateon, 0D.
eits, DB :
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EBkDEPUY that man turns this general knowledge of God into
169

& Iis. Koeberle sumaarizes luther's position in this way:

Whoever looks into the heart of God in His Son can look on
His face in creation. The soul that trusts in the revelatio
specizlis will be led to the revelatio generalis, Thus while
Imther preserves the unalterable distinction between Creator
and creature, he alsg meintains that the most intimate per-
sonal fellowship between the two is divinely intended, 270
It is the revelation in Christ to which Iuther points
men., God wills to be sought a5 He is revealed in Christ., =
This i8 the climax of what Iluther has to say on Creatore
creature relationships. It has already been noted in this
chapter that man's corestureliness should prevent him from ine
vestigation God's inscrutable counsels. Iuther has summed
this up in the concept of the Deus absconditus. It is unlawe
ful for man to penetrate into God's unrevealed will.

Ich sage, Gott hat verbotten die sunde und will der

gselben nicht, Dieser wille ist uns offenbart und not

zu wissen, Wie aber gott die sunde verhenget odder

will, das sollen wyr nicht wissen, denn er hats uns

nicht offenbart....8m knecht soll nicht wissen seynes

herren neymlickeyt, sondern was yhm seyn herre gebeut.

Viel weniger soll eyn armer creatur yhrs Gottis maiestel
heymlickeyt erforschen und wissen woellen,i71

_lﬁgxoeberle,‘gg.'c;t.. p. 138.(

lvOWatson.'gg. cit., p. 127, Stenge comments: "Fuer das

Gefuehl Luthers verliert der Gegensatz von Transzendenz und
Tmmanenz ueberhaupt Beine Bedeutung.® Stange, Qp. gif.., p. 73,

17lys xvIIz, 549, 35. Quoted in Holl, gp. git.. ». 52,
note 3,
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This God who has hidden Himself from us is not be sought
after.272 With God as He is in His own nature (deus nudus)
men have nothing to do.l75

It is the God who has ravealed Himself in Christ with
whom iis creatures are to deal. Here man can see God's
heaxt, His love for men in Christ, His very lilife which is so
different fxom the life of men. It is true that God is %he
2eus revelatus alao in creation, but His life cannot be
known through the creation but only in Christ.l74 It is not
enough, Luther said, that the creature know how his Creé;;}
Sbwn0s over against Him., iuan must know how God is in Hime

self.' °  But knowing God®s love in Christ the revelation in

l72“.....alitez' de Deo vel voluntate Dei nobis praedicata,
revelata, oblata, culita, et aliter de Deo non praedicate, non
revelato, non oblato, non culto disputandum est. Quatenus ige
itur Deus sese abscondit et ignorari a nobis vult, nihil ad
nos." luther, De Servo Arbitrio, op. git., p. 685,

173“Reliquendus est igitur Deus in maiestate et natura sua,
sic enim nihil nos cum illo habemus agere, nec sic voluit a
nobis agi cum ec.,” Ibid, Hany men, including ®Emil Brunner as
we shall see, have been struck by Luther®s trestament of the
Deus absccnditus, For example, Otto writes that the phrases
8ivina maiestas and netuenda voluntas "have rung in my ears
from the time of my earliest study of Luther. Indeed, I grew
to understand the numinous and its difference from the_ration-
al in luther®s Dg Sexvo Arbitrio long before I identified it
in the gadosh of the 0ld Testament and in the elements of 're-
ligiout awe® in the history of religion in general.” Otto,

00D, cit.. Da 29.
174,
)

tange, op: cit., p. 53f.

Muyeiter sagen wir, dass wir Christen nicht genug daran

; Sch fer zu rechnen und zu halten sel gegen
gggegiegigr?egongeggpwir wissen und lehren der Scghrift, was

Gott in sich selbst ist." BErlengen RBdition, 46, 35. Quoted
in Stange, op. ecit., p. 4. :

s
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creation is not excluded. In the works of creation the
Chriztian learns to see the same Tece of ‘God that hss been
revealed to him in the person of Jesus Ghrisﬁ. Thus the

Christian leaxns about crdstion through God and not the other

« T RE . 3
way around,+®  In all of God's relations to Mis creaturese-

in (L. general knowledge of God, in His confrontation throﬁgh

masls, o8 Dsus absconditus and Deus revelatus, CGod is in the

center of Luther®s thoughts. God remains God.

That is true also in all of the life and experience of
the Christian. God is God. The Christian is His creature,
His redeemned cresture, His child and heir by faith in Christ,
but still = creature, Commenting on Philippians 2:5 luther
wrota:

Hie schleusst S8t. Paulus mit einem Wort den Himmel

auf und racumet uns ein, dass wir in den Abgrund
coettlicher Majestaet sehen und schauen den unause
sprechlich gnaedigen Willen und Liecbe des vaneter=
lichen Herzens gegen UhkB.eee ?
Luther could also write that the believers live in God and

$ ool 178
that the believer becomes "ein Kuchen"with Christ, But

lVﬁ“Wer Gott erkennet, der erkennet auch die Kreatur, vers
steht dieselbige und hat sie auch lieb.® Erlongen Edition,
5. 504, Quoted in Stange. 0D, citcp 'po 62, !

lw.ErlanE;en Baition, 8, 171l. Quoted in Stenge, 0d. gik.,
P. 79,

1781011, op. cit., p. Bl. But Werner Blert, in a careful
scrutiny o%'gﬁe rele;ant passages, challenges this phrase 28
a cardinal proof for Luther's Christemysticism, Cf. BElert,
o0. git., p. 152, footnote.
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at the same time he extolled pruyer as a wonderful way to

acknowledge utter dependency on God,279 and he stressed the

fact that God wanted to form, and not to be formed, 80 In
splte of Juather's stfesa on the oneuess of man and God through
faith in Christ, Aulen nelieves that luther never allowed

the human and divine to melt together. Rather he went beyond

the various represeniaiives of the various schools of medieval

theoslogy in ssserting both the nearness of God and the dis-
tence from Him wi thout any sense of conflict,

; In a sense, the distance increases with the near-
11e88B.q0The closer God approaches men, the more
intinmately he binds the bonds of fellowship, the
more clearly and inescapably the distance betyeen
man and God becomes simulianeously apparent.

The creaturely relationship exists to the present day for the

Christizn. The Creator is the potter. We are His clay.1l82

Wha

*

Luther wrote, preached, taught, and believed about

Creation were no isocluted fragments about a certain docirine

l79ﬁatson. on. cit., p. 407,
lSG"DeuS vult formere, non formeri." WA XIII, 38, 95,
Quoted in Holl, op. &ik., p. 59, note 3. :

181Aulen, Den kristna gudsbilden, p. 244. quoted in Carle
son, The Reinterpretation of Luther, op. cit., p. 149,

laz“Quanquam autem haec cum brutis communis generatio est,
non tollit tamen illam gloriam originis nostrae primae, quod
sumus vesoula Dei ab ipso Deo ficta, gquod ipse est figulius
noster, nos autem lutum eius, sicut Iesalas 64, loguitur, Id=-
que non solum ad originem nostram attintet, sed per ommen vitam“
et usque zd mortem et in sepulchram manemis lutum huius Figuli.

Inther, Enarretio in Genesin, 0p. 8it.., P. 64,
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of the Christian faith.18% Por him doctrine was not in the
first place information about God or truth about God, Doc-
trine was the very witness of the activity of God reaching
out to men, sind this activity of God was centered in the
love of Christ. In all of lather's theology this love of
God on behalf of sinners shown through. 3ut this love was
not confined to the revelation in Jesus Christ.

God does all things and wills all things to be done

in redeuption according to His revealed will, which

He has revealed abundantly enough in that He has

created heaven and ear”hl though supremsly in tha’

He has given us His Son. :

Crestion and justification are therefore closely linked

& 3

toge her.28% Qonfidence in orayer is connected to God's crea=-
tive might and His fovor.+8% Wnen writing of God's omni-
presence, luther gives also this doctrine a soteriological

twist: God is everywhere because He loves His ereation, 187
\ ‘= .

>
,

lSSCﬂrlaon; The Reinterpretation of Luther, op. cit., p. 140.

184 XLLIX, 289, 6ff, Quoted in Waison, op. cit., P. 136.

18%ay.m justificare est opus solius Dei, BSicut creatio
quocue solius Dei est....? WA XXV, 373, 1f. Quoted in Haar,

Q_D.. cit.. pq 57.

L86uminen solchen Gott haben und verehren wix, zu einen
solchen Gott beten wir, auf dessen Geheiss alle geschaffenen
Dinge entstehen. Was fuerchten wiy uns denn, wenn uns dieser
Gott guenstig ist?” Iuther, Ausiesu. : des 90, Psalms, op.
_c._j.-‘g'a. p- 750. 4

18%¢¢, wriangen Edition, I, 63. Quoted in Stange, gp. cit.,
pP. 62, : .

VS e B

.4
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iIn dealing with the oxder of creation imther will not be
drawn into an argument why God made this on that day. He
waﬁts to set forth the Creator's ocare 1ﬁ creating so beautie
ful a world for man.188 Luther's theology is never discon-
nected, 2na he is never concerned merely with partionlar
points of doctrine in isolation from each other.189 But it
is certainly true that Luther did not elaborate & comprehen-

give and well-ordered system. In fact he left the task of

systematization unfinished, thereby opening the possibility

for philosophy agein to take a larger part in aﬁbsequent
theological deve10pment.lgo

Since Jesus Christ and His redemption stood in the very
center of Luther's thinking, his theology can rightly be
called Christoceatric., That is wWatson's conclusion,i91
Luther’s doctrina of Creation is also Christocentric, since
all guestione and problems raised by this area of theology
genter in the Son of God, Who the Creator is, how He per-

formed His work of Creation, what He did for His sinful

creatures, how He revealed Himself to them-~-the unswers to

these revolve around Jesus Christ. In answer to the guestion,

1881, ther, Enarratio in Genesin, op. git., p. 29.

lBQWatson. op. cit., p. 5.
190503 5%0n, op. cit., p. 15.

lglwatson,'gg. cit., p. 96,

;

Y | 04,
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what should the creaturc do in thinking about God? Iather
replied: Jiet him occupy himself with the Incarnate God,
namely the crucified Jesus.:92 Rinay Billing writes:

Whoever knows luther, even tui partially, knows
that his various thoughts do not lie alongside
each other, like pearls on a string,. held together
only by common &uthority or perchance by 2 line of
logical argument, but that they all, as tightly sas
the petals of a rosebud, adhere to & conmmon center,
and rediate out like the xays of the sun from gne
glowing core, nawely, the gospel of the forgiveness

of sins,~*®
Is then Luther's doctrine of Creation theocentric?
Watson has the following quotation:

Only Christocentric theology is theocentric, bhee
cause it takes seriously the revelation of God in
Christ, and renounces the theoretical construction
of a cenception of God,194

That is what Luther did, He writes in his Commentary on
Galatisns:

My doctrine is such that it setteth forth and
prezcheth the grace and glory of God alone, and
in the matter of salvation, it condemneth the
righteousness znd wisdom of all men. In this £
cannot offend, because I give both to God and
man that which properly belongeth unto them
both,L195 ;

lgz“Occupet vero sese cum Deo incarnato seu (ut Paulus
loguitur) cua Thesu crucifixo." Luther, De Servo Arbitrio,
_O_Q- oito [] pn 689. E

193¢ d from the Bwedish
EBinar Billing, Our Calling, translate

by Conrad Bergendof} lRock Tgland: Augustana Book Concern,
1950) " p. 7.

1940y cndieck, Der Teufel bei Martin Imther, p. 30. Quoted
in Watson, gp. cit., p. 101, note 113.

lnguoted in Watson, gp.‘giioo p. 14,
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The religious relationship‘in imther did not center in man
but in God who had made man, who justified him in Christ,
who sent the Holy Gpirit through Word and Sacrament to lead
him %o God's own heart.196 Taith for Luther was saying yes
to God., That is decisive, and is the highest thing man can
do, for here he gives glory to C0d.197 On the other hand

to strive with God in an Anfechtung is to blaspheme God to

His face.'98 %9 all questions which the creature would

like to throw up to his Creator Iuther answered: "Deus est,?199

196 .. 4 . :
"QQw;zson delineates egocentric and theocentric religion

in this way: 1if the religious relationship centers in man,
then the religion can be described as egocentric or anthropo-
centric. If it centers in God, then it is theocentric. He
admits that all religion to some extent is theocentric, but
even if & religion is theorstiocally theocentric, man may still
live ag if he were the master, ILuther's theolouy wes theo-
centric nct only in theory ut in prasctice. Jloid., pp. 34-6,.

1Q9%7. 1
~¥'Hell, op. ofit., D. 43,

1981pid., p. 78f. Holl.cuotes the following: “Simul hic
gravis illa tentatio blasphemiae tengitur, qua homo per dae-
mones urgetur ad desperationem, ut maledictionem dei super
se putet ferri, ac sic deum pro deo non habet, dum nihil boni
de eo sentit. hoc enim est deum blasphemare.® WAV, 95, 18ff.

3'g's’c’;‘aucl:x guestions are the following: Why does God not ;
change the will of the wicked? Why did He allow Adam to falil?
Why does He make us who are infected with sin? Why did He not
creste us from different seed or purge the corrupted seed?
Luther replied: "Deus est, cuius voluntatis nullaigst c?ugg
nep reties  oype Lili cou yegulis, o NoRRd I BE 88 1 ula om-
nivt, ...C0reaturae voluntati cauass et ratio praescribitur sed
non Crecztoris voluntati, nisi alium illi praefeceris creatorem.

De Serve Arbitrio, op. cit., p. 712.

T
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God wus the sovereign and unguestionable Lord of men's
existence.?%% He had made man, the world, and all that was
in the worid. Men had no claim on God, but God claimed man
as His creature., HEven in sin man is responsible to the |
Creator Lord. Tor although God is sovereign also over the
sinnesx, He is not the author of sin. Rather He takes the
initiative %o redeem man, In all His revelation to man God
confrents him, in the revelation in Christ as well as the
revelation in the crestion, But God's love is never ob-
socured by His aovareignty. The Creator is the Gﬁd of love
who made this world for man, who preserves him even though
a slnner, who showed His love in the decisive act of the
cross, who recreates anew in those who are His chil@ren by
faith, This is Luther’'s theocentric doctrine of crestien.
It stunds as a high point in the thinking and faith of
Christendom, opposed both to the anthropccentric view of the
Middle Ages as well a&s to much of the theology which followed

him during the centuries which we call modern times,

2OoThis Wotson sees as the distinguishing mark wihich sets
off theocentric religion from egocentric religion. TFor in
the latter fellowship with God depends ultimately on man's
achievement and is sought ultimately for man's own ends. Ccf
#atson, op. gib., P. 53.




CHAPTHER IV
THE MODERN PERLIOD QN CRIATIOH

The centuries of Christian thought between Hartin
luther and the middle of the twentieth century cannot easily
be synthesized within the scope of a few pages. Yet in order
to compzre inther’s snd Brunner's doctrine of Creation, we
must trest these centuries. Foy in hany respects the theo-
logy of Hmil Brunner is a revolt against the anthropocentric
theology that dominated much of the modern era, After the
Reforamation, however, theology was not the dominating force
that it had been in the medieval synthesis. During the four
centuries that have elapsed since the days of lLuther, philo=-
sophy and science have both offered new and differing answers
to the zge-old questions of life, existence, and God, and in
giving these answers have become independent of the Church
and its theology. TFor this reason We must give more space to_
the specific philosophic and scientific positions as fhey in-
fluenced theology and the doctrine of Creation. This chapter
will deal almost exclusively with Continental, particularly
German, theology and thought, since Brunner's theology and
doctrine of Creation has grown out of the evangelical tradi-
tion of the mid-Continent.

Before proceeding to the doctrine of Creation that was
held in this modern period, a brief his torical-theological

sketch of these centuries might prove helpful. Pifty years
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‘after Luther's death Lutherenism had taken on the aspects of
what todoy is called Orthodoxy. Philosophy of the Aristoteli-
an stamp, agalnst which Luther had tazken such a determined
stand, again had become entrenched within the Church. With a
philosgophical orientation had come an extreme stress on the
poesibility of the intellect to discover the true nature of
reality. Revelation, of course, was strictly upheld as the
ultinaete fachtor of assurancs, but Aristotelian philosophy and
its emphasis on the intellect had far-reaching effects on the
Christisn doctrine of God and Creation. God bscame the Abso-
lute, and too close & link between God and‘man issued in a
full-blown theologia naturalis.t

A mach more serious threat to Ghristi#n theology came
‘with the Age of Keason in the eighteenth century. Several_'
factors combined to inaugurate this era. Orthodoxy had main-
tained a frumework of revelation.® Copernicus had destroyed

the band-box world of Aristotelian scholasticism. Descartes

lJaroslav Pelikan, From iluther to Kierkegeard (8%, Louis:
Concordis Publishing House, €,1950), pp. 69-75 passim. The
suthor regards the seventeenth century as the period when ;
Intheran philosophy built props for theology, and the eighteenth
century as the record of how those props were challenged in the
age of Rationalism, ‘ :

2 / i

J. L. Neve, A History of Christjiesn Thought (Philagelphia:
Huhlanberg Ergss:‘E.I%ES%fZI%T‘77?7"%51f§5§‘§%€0 sees the hig=
torical continuity between Orthodoxy and Retionalisa, Leibniz
is a good example of the philosopher Who tried to combine theo-

logy and philosophy. Cf. Pelikan, op. git., Pp. 82«6,
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and Hewton had given, at least to the intellectuals, a
mechanicsl, mathematical conceptlion of the universe in which
man wes alone in & cosmic machine.3 Wature and reason became
the watchwords and creed of the age., Although men were still
religlous, believing in God and in s future life of recom=
pense, their religion was the religion of naiure and reason,
which in the case of ezxtreme vulgar rationalism had placed
man sguerely in the center of an anthropocentric oreed.® Al-
though yationalism in Germany did not produce an atheistic
materialist like Holbach® and its Aufklaé;ung was of a more
religious nsiure, yet here too the emphasis was on man., The

aim of the Enlightenment was & new view of the world and of

Rationalism had produced its own destroyer in the person:
of Immanuel Xunt. He struck the death blow at voth the ration-
alistic speculations of Orthodoxy and at the rationalistic
repudiotion of Christisnity by its critics.? But after Kant
came Tdeslism snd Romanticism, which again pesited a contin-

uity between God and man either on & spiritualistic or a

370k he lpdern Hind
John Hermen Randsll, Jr., The ﬁaki%g‘gg the Ho i
{New Yogk: 1Holught.on @ Eflin u':. T s DD BROT.

41bid., p. 287.

(%)}

Holbach in his Systeme de la Hature had denied any being
outside of nature, Cf. Randall, 9p. Git., P. 274.

N

Heve, op. eit., p. 987,

"9elikan, op. Sit., pe 97E
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naturalistic basis.® At the beginning of the nineteenth
century, with close contacts with botl: Idealism and Romane
ticiam,g came the man.who has been called the Reformer of
the entire century--Triedrich Schleiermacher. This chapter
will have more to say aboul this controversial figure whom
Brunner considers the arch-heretic of modern times.t0 At
this peint it will be merely necessary to mention that
Schleiermacher's theoclogy was oriented around feeling--the

Belbstbewusst$ein,ll

»

oterting with man and speaking to the

men of his age, Schlelermacher wanted to tell those of the

educcted classes who had scoffed at religion that religion in

]

C'»—
«

enera.l and Christisnity in particular was a necessary part

of life und culture,12 4s Barth!d seys, Schleiermacher wanted

n & ] § -
“rdolf Koeberle, The Quest for Holiness, translated from

the third German edition by John C. Mattes (linneapolis: Augs-

burg Publishing House, ¢.1936), p. 14. Here however Koeberle

points out thaet Germen Idealism was never pure Greek thought.

Restrained by Christien or Xsmtian influences, it never placed
God and the world on an equal plane,.

90ar1 Stange, "Die geschichtliche Bedeutung Schleiermach-
ers," Zeltschrift fuer Systematische Theologie, LI (No. 4,
1933-4), 692, Neve, op. ciLt., p. 101, contends that both
Schleiermacher and Frenk of tne Brlangen school used the Ego
philoscphy.of Fichte. :

A0ce. B iy Wort (Tuebingen
Cf, Emil Brunner, Bie stik und das Horw .
1924), referred to in Peliken, op. git., p. 163, footnote 77.

llSchleiermacher held that every dogma represented an
element of Christisn consciousness, Cf. Karl Barth, Die

protestantische Theologie im 19. Jahrhundert (Zuerich: Evan-

gelischer Woriag Ag. Zollikon, 1947), p. 897.
1271big., p. 394.
15ypid., p. 386fF.

L ey
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above &#ll things to be & modern man, In trying to be this
Schleiermecher fell prey 1o an anthropocentric theology.

ost of the nineteenﬁh century followed this interest
in man and his world, but no theclogian showed this more than
Alorecht Ritschl, who dominated the theology of the second
half of the century., Riilschl worked toward & completed In-
lightenment, toward an anti-meisphysical, moralistic inter-
pretation of Kant, toward understanding Christianity as the
realization of the practical ideal of life, 14 Hayer writes:
“Agcording to Ritschl, man's moral destiny in this world is
men's true end, He mekes Christianity truly anthropocentric
and entirely this-worldly."d® Hven the anti-Ritschlian

-~

theologiang of the Hrlungen school preserved mich of the sub-
=] = : -

Jective emphesis that had begun with Schleiermacher, o
The materialistic or naturslistic world view that had
developed in the nineteenth century did much to persuade theo=-

logy to keep the center of its interest in this world., In

fact, theology had made one ccncession after another to the

41p14., p. 599.

15p, =. Meyer, “Ritschl's Theology," Concordia Theoiogical
Monthly, XV (darch, 1944), 150. ARG T

lGThere is no theologian Wwho has denounced the Erlangen
school, particularly von Hofmsénn, more than rancis Pieper has

done, Cf. Francis Pieper, Christian Dogggtics (st. Louis:
~ Concordia Publishing Houaé, 1950), %- f, and 114. TFor aligas
critical view of Erlangen theology cf., Heve, op. cit., p. 11%,

e s 4
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ideals of the growing world.t? There had, of course, been
vigorous protests aguinst an interpretation of Christianity
that centered in man and his world.l® Soeren Kierkegaard
stands out as one of the lone prophets of the age battling
againet the intellectualistic perversion of Christianity by

P . 19
the Hegelians.™*

But i{ was not until the appearance of Karl
Barth and his Neo-evangelical school that the reaction against
the liberal, humanizing theology of the nineteenth century

20 Hohoing Kierkegsard (and certainly

set in with earnest,
Luther, snd certainly the Gospels),.Barth asserted man's im=-
potence in the face of God's supreme righteousness.zl This
was 80 utterly different from the theology of the nineteenth

century thot Harnack was completely bewildered when he heard

17Randsll, op. Git., D. 534.

laCf. the description of the position taken by the
Brlangen school on CGreation found in Neve, gp. git., p. 132.

190¢, Peliken, op. gcit., pp. 113-18 for a brief digest
of Kierkeguard's philosophy as it pertains to theology.

20yieller holds that theology on the whole before World
Wor I was utterly snihropocentric and egocentric, Cf. John.
Theodor e Mueller, “Karl Barth,® Concordias Theological Honthly,
AV (June, 1944), 372,

2'I'R.'smcia,ll. op. eit., p. 569.

T
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Barth speek in 1920.%% The theological pendulum had again

-

swung back, <9
To deteramine how the doctrine of Creation was treated
during these cenfuries we again turn to those specific areas
around which this thesis is organized--God as Creator, the
creation proper, man es creature, and Creator-creature rela=
tionships, God @s the living Creator Lord remained in esrly

Iutheranism, But while some of the dogmaticians had referred

to God @z essentis spiritualis,®4 in Gerhard, Hollaz, and

Baler God becams an gng splrituale. Klert comments:

Gott ist hier also zuerst ein Neutrum--die persone-
bildenden Zuege wirken wie Akzidentien....Diese
Delinitionen abstrahieren von der unausweichlichen
slternative zwischen Unglaube und Glaube, Sie sind,

29 ..., . i , ;
“%dilliem Ayndt, "Harnack®s Theological Positions,”

Concordis Theological Monthly, XV (April, 1944), 245.

23partnts theology has been even more ceriticized than

praised, vet his poasition in the history of theology seems
secure. Although Sasse feels that all evangelical churches
will have to repudiate Barth's theology, he writes: "What
the conservative theologians failed to accomplish, what
neither the consciously lLutheran nor the consciously Reformed
theclogians suceceeded in doing, was done by this student of
Wilhelm Herrmann and Adolf Harnack. In Karl Barth liberal
theology brought forth its own congueror. He could overccme
the liberzl theology becsuse he was bone of its bones and
flesh of its flesh.” Hermenn Sasse, Here We Stand, translated
from the second German edition by Theodore G. rappert (iMinnea-
polis: Augsburg Publishing House, ¢.1938), p. 155. For a

ood bibliography of books and articles by Barth and about
Battn untilcioa4  cf. Mueller, op. Git., DP. SB2if.

240y exemple, Melanchthon, Chemnitz, Selnecker, and
Hutter., Gf, yerner Alert, Morshologie des luthertums (Muen-
chen: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1951), I, 50.
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wenn man sie ganz ernst nimmt, der Anfang der Gotte
losigkeit der Aufklaerung,29

Ho doubt much of this neutralization of God arose because
fristotelisn philosophy hud again found & greater ianfluence
in theology.gﬁ Inther?s Creator Lord seemed to become somee
thing less than the living Lord of heaven and earth in the
formalutions of some of his followera,o!

4 more serious abstraction of the Christian bellef in a
living Creator Lord resulted from the scientific advances of
the seventeenth century. The scientific faith of Iéaac Hewton
had indeed posited a Creator, but He was the gréat Watchmaker
who was entirely apart from the oreated world.28 Although
Newton rsmained a Christian, the science which went by his

name prepared the way for the spread of Deisn among the

201vid.

25Palikan, op. eit., p. 70, gives two causes for this
depersonalization of God in later Lutheranism. Many of iluther's
successoyrs did not share or understand the impact that the
living God had made upon him, Later Iutherans were preoce
cupied with naotural theology and the harmonization of Christian
and Aristotelian views on God.

R7nudolf Otto claims that the Iutheran school, by not do-
ing justice to the numinous side of God, had deprived the forams
of worship of genuinely contemplative or devotional elemenya.
Cf. Rudolf Otto, The Idea of the Holy, translated by John W,
Harvey (Second edition; london: Oxford University Press, 1950),
De 108, That this judgment is not altogether cor;ect can be
seen from the many chorales of sixteenth century lutheranism
and from the devotional meditations of & men like John Gerhard,

283andall, op. cit., p. 295,
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educated classes of the eighteenth century. The bellef of
the Deists in & personal God did not go beyond beliefl in a
Bfirst cause®” who established an unchangeable mechanical
order of the universe,<® By this mechanical view of God,
winich Decame dominant also in the German Znlightenment, the
plcture of the Creator whose love moved Him o create man
and the world had virtualily disuppeared.3°

At the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the
rineteenth century came the reaction against this external
view of Cod., Here it was Idealism and Romanticism that
joined forces to preduce & more immsnent God. The God of
Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel was some'VGrsion of the Abso=
lute, either as the absolute moral law,31 or as the Veli-
_gg;gﬁ.az or =8 the dimlectic process of thinking and becom=-
ing.2% YFor the Romenticist the Crestor became a Force in

man and the world to be interpreted through the soul of

2%yeve, 0p. git., p. 52.

30uyas Luther hineinlegt, die Liebe, die etwas sich
selbst Gleiches schaffen will, fiel bei der Aufklaerung zu

Boden.," Karl Holl, Gesammelte Aufsaetze zur Kirchengeschich-
te {Seventh editioﬁ; Tuebingen: dJd. C. B. iohr, 19483. I, 43,
footnote 1.

3lpor s discussion of Fichte's view of God cf. Peliksn,
-O_E° .c.it-. po lOSfo

%21pid., p. 106f,
551pid., p. 108f. Of. slso Rendall, gp. Sit.. ». azef,
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man.%% In both cases God was no longer the personal lord.
In both cases the Absolute or World Soul was to be found with-
in the framework of man's own self and his own world., It was
this optimistic, pontheistlic philosophy as it was developed
in the Hegelian synthesis which aroused Kierkegasrd's ire.29

Schlelermacher's doctrine of God has affinitie; both
for the Idealistic and the Romantic fiews of God. The gques~
tion of Schleiermacher's pantheism is still being debeted.30
But 1%t is clear that his God is not luther's personal Creszior
Iord out the Infinite Being of the Idealists., True, in rela-
tion to Him finite beings are nothing, but the Infinite Being
is everything, and everything is an expression of the Infin-
ite.®? with Schlelermacher began the nineteenth century
tradition to recast theology in terms of human experience, and
it was the revival of Xantian moralism by Ritschl that began

the reconstruction in terms of morality. Both men set forth

5%Rendall, op. cit., p. 419.

%®pelikan, op. cit., p. 114.

%6cr. Neve, op. Cit., p. 107.

377ohn Theodore Mueller, "Schleiermacher, His Theology and
Influence,” Concordiz Theologicel Monthly, XV (Februaery, 19044},
79f. Schleiermacher writes in his Reden: "Gott ist nichi
alles in der Religion, sondern eins, und des Universum ist
mehr,...Mitten in der Endlichkeit eins werden mit dem Unend-
lichen, und ewig sein in einem Augenblick, das ist die Unster=-
blichkeit der Religion." Quoted by Werner Elert, Der Kampf
um das Christentum (Muenchep: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuch-
handlung, 1921), p. 40.
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a humanized God.%3 Stunge3? holds that it is just as much a
perversion of the Christian belief in God to regard Him as a
perfected moral Personality as to call Him the Cause or Pur-
pose of the world.-

Bven when a naturalistic evolution had compietely re-
moved God from the world of some of the intellectuals of the
nineteenth century, the Cbristian doctrine of Ged as Creator
was not removed from the minds and hearts of millions of
Christi=zns, Yet for most of the spokesmen of fhe scientific
and philosophic world and even for most of the theologians of
the Church, the Creator had either besen depersonalized or
humunized.. But by goilng back to the Bible, by way of Kierke-
gaard and the Reformers, the theoclogy of Barth and Brunner,
together with much of the theology of the middle of the twena
tieth century, now takes the Creator Lord more seriocusly than
was common during the past two hundred years.40

Luther's attitude towards upholding the hisﬁorical ag-
count of creation recorded in the book of Genesis found strong
support in later lutheranism., But Luther's habit of viewing
Genesis from the religious standpoint, of seeing in the histor-

icel creation God's love, and of using it as the basis for a

%8pelikan, op. cit., p. 99

395tange, op. cit., p. 68.

40, cording to Wilhela Pauck it was Rudolf Otto who first
introduced into modern theological terminology the“concept of
God as the Ganz hAndere. Cf. Mueller, "Kerl Barth," gp. git.,
p. 370,
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oreatio gontinua, was not always preserved among his followe
ers.*l  Yerner Blert deserves mucﬁ ¢redit for thoroughly
investigating this,problem. £lthough the early latherans
were not the bitter foes of the Coperniecan system that they
are often thought to be.42 the later theologians of Lutheran-
ism did not share Luther's position that the Church as such
has little interest in deciding between diffsrent sciehtifie

world views.*3 Bacause they were flrmly convinced that Copere

nicus had destroyed the Biblical doctrine of Creation by

4lﬂhytraeus held that every chapter of Genesis held proofs
for severzl loci. August Pfeiffer found all twenty-eight are
ticles of the Augustana in Genesis. In 1689 J, Deutschmann
wrote = book proving that Adam was the first true Iutheran
‘theologian., Cf. Xlert, lorphologie des Iuthertums, op. git.,
p. 51, :

anndrew Dickson White asserts that nowhere were the
facts confirming the Copernican thesry kept out of sight more
carefuily then at Wittenberg. He claims that Helanchton
czlled Copernicus'® teachings impious, and that two Wittenberg
professors, convinced of the Copernican system, were forced
to teach the Ptolemaic theory. Cf. Andrew Dickson White,

& History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in Christen-
dom (New York: D. Appleton and Co., 1901), p. 127f. These
claims ere thoroughly refuted by Elert, lorphologie des ILuther-
tums, op. cit., p. 368f, In pp. 374-6 Elert demonstrates how
the Copernican views were taught throughout Iutheranism with-
out opposition during the first nalf century after Luther's
death,

4°Elert, Morphologie, opn. git., p. 371. If is iqteresting
that Pieper, although he does not seem to favor the Copernican
system, does not contend for the Ptolemaic or any other world
" view. He iz quite Lutheran in refusing to let any humanly con-
structed world view speak in the Church, especially in the
interpretation of Scripture. Cf, Pieper, op. cit., p. 473.
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upsetting the ¥"Biblical cosmology,® the theologians of ortho=-
dox Lutheranism, in common with Reformed and Catholic theoolo-
gians, waged a bitter war against the new Copernican aestrono=-
my.44 In striving for the absoluteness of God's revelation
of Himself as Creator in the inaspired Scriptures. Orthodoxy had
all too often tied the doctrine of Creation to & human world

L5
view.*®

Lnd in stressing the historical side of creation, the
living vitality of God's creation was neglected.

What Orthodoxy had to say about Creation was forcefully
challenged in the Age of Reason. But although the war between
theology and science continued over thes Copernican systen,
there was o similarity between the orthodox theologians and
the rationalistic exponents of science., The latter also
clung %o a historic oreation. Newton, for example, believed
that God had created the world at a fixed point in time.46

Randsll remarks: "The whole form of Newtonian science prace

tically forced men, as a necessary, scientific hypothesis, to

44¥hite,‘gg. cit., p. 147. White singles opt Calov as
the men who trensmitted to future generations the denial of
the Copernicen sysztem. He is amazed at the appearance of
istronomische Unbterredung, & bitter attack on the modern
system of astronomy, published anonymously DY ancordia Pube-
lishing House, St. Louis in 1873. Cf. also F. E. Pasche, Die
Bibel und Astronomie (Milwaukee: Germania Publishing Co.,
190€7,

45 i lert dogmaticians had taken
According to Blert, the later dog
the traditionsl Aristotelian worid view and had turned it in-
to an spologetic for a “Biblical world view. Cf. Elert,
Horphologie des iuthertums, op. git., p. 356.

46Randall. -?-20 cito. Pe 2?6.
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believe in an external Creator."?? (Qreation in the Age of
Reason had become & scientific prineciple. The Watchmaker had
wound up the watch many years ago, But here, as with much of
Orthodoxy, the religious significance of Creation was truly

. 4
minei. = 8

principles thai were dqveloped in biology and geology. Instead
of o Newtonian world wmachine that had spruang fully formed from
the Creator's hand, the world became & system of energy that
followed its own laws of development, growing from simple be-
ginnings %o the present complex structure.50 The beginning of
life no longer was an event occurring many years ago, but one
which in its primordizl stages keeps on repeating itself all
the time,%! Although there was something valid in this, for
the extreme naturalists among the proponents of evolution God

was no longer the Creator in any sense.?® And even for the

A

Q?Ibi' -

CEEm—G T

48yct, as Randall maintains, there still remained the faith
that & wise and loving Father had built all this vast wmachinery
for the good of man. JIbid., p. 227. '

491pid., p. 554.
50rpia., p. 466.

Slrpid., p. 480.

52ppe story goes that when Napoleon asked Laplace whe{e
the Creator came in under his view, the scientist replied:

"Sire, I have no need of that hypothesis.” Ibid., p. 485.
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men who kept God in their evolutionistic system He became
little more than a vague initiator and guardian of the proe-
cess, The false gods of Hature, Reason, and Utility héd been
dethroned, but in their place came the enthronement of the
Ideals of the growing world, 9%

The theology of the nineteenth century gave in to this
anthropocentric perversion of Creation, but not without bit-

ter protests from conservative theologlans. Unfortunately

?

many of these men fought evolution with only chronological B
argunents, The leading theologians of Europe had all given ///
up the rationzlistlc belief in God that was linked to e scie
entific principle. This should have freed them from the
necessity of linking God's revelation to & contemporary world
view, Vet on the basis of the principles of evolution the
liversl theologians gave up the literal authority of the first
chapters of Genesis, TFor them evolution merely became a more
exact desoription of the way in which God's creative acts took
place.54 Seripture was nc longer decisive for the revelation
of God's creation. '

Luther had taken the position that man was a creature of
God, & sinful idolater, and that tﬁe world was involved in this

sin, This view of man was persistently and disastrously watered.

dowvn in the centuries that followed. This began already with

931bid,, p. 490.
S41pid., p. 554.
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Orthodoxy, &lready with MNelanchthon, 8ince Melanchthon was
always so much of a Humenist, he had considered men's reason
as his distingulshing feature,9? fgcordingly the Imago Dei
then consisted primarily in mental matters, in informztion
about God and His Law, The Fall into sin had only dimmed this
knowledge of God. 6 Although Orthodoxy was prevented by the
strong sense of sin from overemphasizing men'®s ration2l endow-
ments as much as Rationalism did, the Formulations of some of
the dogmaticians pointed in this direction.9? During the Age
of Reason religion became thoroughly permeated with ancient

humanism®s emphasis on the worth of men, particularly his

551’ 1 $ Ype F e )
Peliken, op. git., p. 28,

5°Kelanohthcn wyrote the following in his Loci of 1543:
"Imago Dei erat in mente, illa firma notitia de Deo et agnitio
Legis et in voluntati conversioc ad Deum,...etsi autem post lape-
sum voluntas averso 8%, et in mente notitia obscurior facta
est, tamen manet notitia, ut extet aeternum et immutabile iudi=
cium Dei contra peccatum, testificans Deum irasci peccaeto."
Gorpus Reformetorum XXI, 801, Quoted in Richard R. Caemmerer,
"The Melanchtonian Blight," Concordia Theological ionthly,
XVIII (May, 194%7), 328,

%por exemple Hollez wrote in his Exemen: "God willed that
after the Faell there should exist in the humen intellect some
common snd practical precepts....so that all men might from
them acknowledge, worship, and praise God for Hia....benef?ctiona
to 2ll cremtures.® II, 460, Quoted in Jaroslav Pelikan, "Nat-
urel Theology in David Hollaz," Concordia Theological Monthly,
XVIII {(April, 1947), 260, Blert holds that it was the doctrinal
tradition which began with John Gerhard which lost the sharp
break which Imther had made between man's natural rela tion to
God and the relation of faith. OCf. Blert, Morpholosig des Iu-

thertums, op. git., p. 50.
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reason.sa Evgry men had the lumep naturgle within him with

wihich he could find God and lead a virtuous life, with or with-
out the help of revelation.sg

Although the early nineteenth century had turned its back
on this rational interpretation of man, the Romanticists, Ideal-
ists, and theologians of that period were no less optimistic
about the role of the creature, Here it was the emotional
60

rather than the rational side of man that claimed attention.

With his Geist or soul or personality man could reach God. In

fact God was within man and the world.51 At first glance 1%
might seem thalt Schleiermacher was an exception t§ this optine
istic view of man, With him the schlechthinniges Abhaenig-
keitszofushl was basic.92 But as Barth®3 points out, Schleier-
macher identifies this feeling of absolute dependency with the
pious self~consciousness itself, It is identical to the veary
reletionship to God. Hence the center of Schleiermacher‘s
theology is man, the creature rather than the Creator., Barth
writes: "“Schleiermascher hat die reform=torische Anordnung

umgekehrt, Ihn interessiert die Frige nach dem Tun des Menschen

58Randail, op. cit., p. 282,
59q¢. Koeberle, op. cit., p. 12.

S$0Randall, op. cit., p. 395.

610f.,§§;§.5 p. 415 and Stange, 9p. git.. p. 693,
2Barth, gp. git., p. 421,

631hid., p. 405,
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Gott gegenueber.“54 Heve puts it more strongly.

sessSChileiermacher brushed aside the theocentric

interest in theology and replaced it by the anthro-

pocentric. He declares "the description of human

conditions as the dogmatische Grundform. 69

It wes however the optimistic view of the Christian more
alists that gave a particular imprint to the latter half of
the nineteenth century and the first two decades of the twenti-
eth century. Uven Schleiermzcher, whose ideal was aesthetic,
was bound up in a moralistic interpretation of Chriatlanity.se
But 1t was in Ritschlian moralism and its views of man that
nineteenth century optimism reached its helights,

The central thought of Ritschl's theology is the

Kingdom of God as "the moral unification of the

human race through actign prompted by universal

love Lo our neighbor,'®
In Ritschl’s theology the Creator Lord has receded into a

moralistically conceived "Father God® with whom man must merge

himself through the higher moral force of Christ.,%® Under this

647p14., p. 41l. Bub Barth does not want to condemn Schleier-
ma.cher completely., He writes further: "Diese Verschigbung des
Interesses brauchte nicht notwendig zu bedeutgn: der Hdensch ohe
ne Gott, der Mensch in seiner elgenen Welt. &8s konnte auch be=
deuten: der Hensch im Angesichte Gottes, seln Tun dem Tun Gottes
gegenueber.,® But Berth questions whether this would be the right
approach. : h

65Neve, op. eit., p. 115, Even Stange, who writes somewhat®

her, admite that Schleiermacher !
2pologetically for Schielernachery, $870cd. “"8%. 3tange, op. Sif..

p. 694,
S6yeve it 114
» Op. cit., p. ¢
6"oyer, op. cit., D. 147,
683andall, op. ¢it., pp. 564fL,
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view man has become the solid, plous citizen of pre-World War
I variety. As Rendal1®? nas correctly pointed out, here men
actually create God, 9

While such theology may hove contained the necessary re-
actlion to & naturalistic philosophy in which msn's God~origin
wes passed off as superstition, these liberal theologians had
gacrificed the Christian doctrine of sin. & neglect of the
radical Teatures of this doctrine is characteristic of the
whole period from the Reformation to modern times., TFor ianther

sin had been idolatry, a violent, radical, active evil by

. which man set himself sgainst his Lord. But for some of his

re
followers Lt became only an impersonal aberrat;o,‘l and in the
daye of the Znlightenment sin was merely what was lacking in

the realization of the ideal man,’? Of all men in the eighteenth

®91pid.

voﬁiﬁmchlian theology culminated in Adolf Harnack and HErnst
Troeltsch. Harnack has been called "....the prophet of easygo-
ing liberal optimism, which basks in the. sunshine of its omn
culture, solves neatly to its own satisfaction the problems of
the universe, and has nothing but a shrug of the shoulders for
such mysteries as still remain.® Arndt, 9on. cit., p. 244. The
basic question for Troelitsch was: How can I find my soul again?
Cfc h‘eve. __R. _C__i_gu' pc 163. ¥

Tluoilazts definition of sin was: “"Peccatum eat aberratio
a lege divina," II, 57. Blert asserts that this definition
does not express clearly enough the immediate relationship to
God and that it lacks the element of am active contrgdiction of
the sinner against God. Cf, Blert, Morphologie des father tums,

..]2- ..c;j_-.r'_tp po 290

T27pia,, », 30, Blert quotes the following from Johann
Toellner: i"E.‘}.)ne jede wirkliche Suende entspringt aus unterlas-
senem Gabrauch der Preiheit,” ;
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century except those clinging to the doctrine of original
sin Randall writes:

They believed with all their ardent natures in the

perfectibility of the human race., A%t last mankind

held in its own hands the key to its destiny; it

could make the future almost what it would. By

destroying the foolish errors of the past and re-

turning to & rational cultivation of nature, there

were scarcely any limits to human welfare that might

not be transcended.

In the theology of Schlelermacher sin was the disturbance
of man's natural powers in his relation to God,’* a lack of
the domination of the absolute feeling of dependence, a lack
of higher consciousness in his 1ife.'® If for Schleiermacher
sin was such a negative abstraction, for the Ritschlians sin
wag more positive. The sins of man were his deeds against life
in the Kingdom.'® But these sins were directed only against
maﬂ, not againet the %Father® who already was at-one.’?’ Con-
nected to the whole Ritschlian scheme to create the Kingdom

of God by moral fervor was & fundamental disregard of man as

a sianful creature.78

75Randall. op. cit., p. 381.

74?0: this reason Koebsrle sees in Schleiermacher a con-
tinuation of Neoplatonism, Cf. Koeberle, op. Sit., P 190.

"S8arth, op. oit., p. 423,
761bid,, p. 602.
"eyer, op. cit., p. 152.

‘780f. Koeberle, 0p. cit.y Pe Do Ko eberle regards this as
an attempt to gain righteousness by way of law.
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The one nineteenth-century thinker of first magni-

tude who refused to be stampeded by the spirit of

the time and saw clearly the chasm separating the

sinner from God was Kierkegasrd.?9 2
Kierkegaard felt creatureliness to the very depths of his
being., He saw the teryor and horror of sin, that infinite
abyss between God and man, He realized that even the best
in men needs fowgiveness.30 And yet in Kierksgeard's exise
tentizlism® that involved the total person in the meaning
of life thers were still individualistic and subjectivistic

[ AEy]
blindapots.a“ What Kierkegeard as philosopher could not do,

Karl BDarth as theologian has done. Barth has reawakened

modern thesology to the fact that CGod is God and man is man,.

Over agoinst the Immenentism of his decadent theo-
loglcal age, over agsasinst the humsnizing of God and
the deifying of man, he preached that the difference .
betwaen God and man is a gualitative difference. i

Barth nlso reawoke theology te the fact that sin is the idola-

a2

VQT. i, ¥antonen, Resursence of the Gospel, p. 63. Guot ed

in Pelikan, From Juther to Kierkepsard, Opn. cit., P. lBS.;note
112,

800. P, Kretzmann, "Soeren Kierkegaard and Karl Barth;“
Americen Lutheran, XXII (October, 1939), 3740,

8l.’i’or o discussion of Kierkegeard®s existentialism as it
relates to Luther ¢f., Pelikan, From Luther o ngrkegaa;dﬁ
_O_EO cit’- » p?e 16“‘210 ;

821pid., p. 118.

83 ueller, "Karl Barth," op. Sit., p. 372.
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trous deification of man., Msn can never become the creator
Creatoris. He is and remains a cresture.%%

The world no less than man received great atitention in
modern times. Up until the end of the eighteenth centufy
man stood apart from the created world. Kepler's work in
astronomy had destroyed forever the Aristotelian hierarchy of
being which had done so much in the Middle Ages to establish
a link between God and the world.8® As a result of Newtonian
science all that men could do was to gaze in wonder at the
structurally crdered universe that God had provided., luther-
anism, however, had preserved a closer link between man and
the world., The world was God's good creation, and the praise
of that crestion remained in sermons, hymms, and prayers.85
It was Pietism, a8 Blert®? demonstrates, which brought a
strange spirit intc Lutheranism By censuring laughter as such,
drinking &s such, and dancing as such. Nevertheless in con-
demning Pietism Lutheraniém aluaye was conscious of the fact
that the world had been made evil by man's sin. Even in sin

a basic relationship between man and the world remained, 58

841414., p. 373. The author points out that in stressing
man's utter humility, Barth overlooks the Gospel and makes
salvation come by way of the Law,

85Randail, gp. cit., p. 232.
86Elert. lorphologie des iluthertums, Op. cit., p. 399,

87Ibid., pp. 398-402.

BBElert calls this relationship virdverbundenheit.® Cf,
ibid., pp. 3934086, :
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The nineteenth century produced several conflicting
#isms"® which reinterpreted the world and man's relation %o
it, By addressing nature in personal terms, and by meking
nature the living force in which man lives and moves,
Romsnticism effected a panuanthropism.ag Han was linked %o
the world not as created humanum to the created world, but
a8 the divine tec the divine, Idealisn in turn unified man
and the world under the principle of Geist. At the middle of
the century came the biological revolution, In the view that
man is essentially an animal the humaenum, whatever it is that
distinguishes man from the subhuman, disappeared.go Randall
writes:
The effect of the biological revolution of ths last
century was on the whole naturalistic: that is, it
placed mon and his enterprises squarely in the set-
ting of a natural environment, and gave them a natural
origin and & natural history. In the long run the out-
come has been humanistic as well: man has been trans-
formed from a being supernaturally divorced from and
elevated above the rest of nature, and wholly depenqent
on his Creator, into a creature capable of interacting
and cooperating with the other forces and resources in
his nstural environment, and in some measure bending
them to nis will.®

In esch of these movements man end the world are brought to=-

gether on spirituaslistic or naturalistic grounds that are

89 : |
R&Ilﬁall, Ju ci &. ¥ pp‘. 417" 9'
90%mi) Prunner, Men in Revolt, translated by Olive W¥yon
(Philadelphia; The Westminster Press, ¢.1947), p. 33.

9lRandall, op. git., p. 459.
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contrary te the Christian doctrine of Creation.?2

One ares still remains for scrutiny--that of Creatorw
creature relationships. It was mentioned in Chapter III that
in contrast to Luther his followers soon developsd & rather
complete iheologzls naturalis. This began already with Melanche
thon. #Although in his early period he denied the capacity of
natural man really o know Ged, later Melanchthon began o
list the rational proofs for God's existence. At first this
wes merely as an encouragement for the Christian: the Holy
Ghost used these proofs to produce certainty. XLater these
proofs became powerful also in the case of tﬁe natural man, 93
In man's reason Melunshthon had posited a connecting link be-
ween Creator and creature that would allow the natural man
by his own rational powers to "prove® God. XZlert comments:
"Wieweit sind wir hier bereits von Iuther entfernt, 94
The later Luthersn dogmaticians followed the path

Melanchthon had blazed., They believed that the remnants of

gzﬂccording to Pelikan, From Luther to Kierkegsard, gp. git.,
P. 101, meiterialism and Idealism both share an essenpially
monistic world view. They both seek one unifying principle in
men ond in the universe by which all the phenomena of nature as
well as of consciousness could be explained.

93Caemmerer, op. cit., peo 331,

94 X tums, ov. cit., p. 47, TFor
Elert, Morphologie des Luthertums, 9p. 22>
a study of ﬁatura& theology in the first century of lutheranisa

- Gerhard
of. Brnst Troeltsch, Vernunft und Offenbarung bei Johann GSIASXC
und #elanchton {(Goettingen, 1891), referred to in Pelikan, Fron
inther to Klerkegasrd, op. cib., p. 34.

1
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the divine Image lay in the intellectual sphere.95 Therefore
what the nstural man knew about God through his reason could
be used as steps to acquire the knowledge of faith.96 fccorde
ing to 8lert®? these men had forgotten Luther®s dootrine that
the knowledge of the natural men was idolatry and led only t6
unbellief, and that faith was a complete break with natural
knowledga., David lollaz wrote ths following in his Examen:

The natural knowledge of God is that by which & man
partially recognizes the existence, essence, attri-
butes, and actions of God from principles known by
nature; it is divided into the innate and the ag-
quired, The innate natural knowledge of God is the
perfection with which men 1is bhorn, simllasr to a
habitus; with ite assistance the human intellect
understands the truth of evident propositions about
God without pondering them, having grasped their
resulis, and grants them undoubting assent. The
acquired natural knowledge of God is that which is
gained through pondering, on the basis of the testi-
mony of cthers, as well as of an observation of crea-
tion.”

Luther had not denied a natural knowledge of God, but this
led in the case of the natural man to idolatry. What Iuther

had stressed was the actual confrontation of the Creator in

gﬁPelikan. oo, ¢it., p. 61l. Concerning the question of
the “scholastic® nature of Orthodoxy, Peliken writes: "Luthe
eran theology in the seventeenth century surely deserves the
name ’scholpstic® if by scholasticism is meant the integra-
tion of Christian theology and Aristotelian phileosopghy.”
M" » Do 55,

gﬁElert, Morphologie des luthertums, op. cit., p. 461,

97 1bia.

QBExamen. I, 208, Quoted in Pelikan, "Naetural Theology
in David Hollaz," op. Cit., Pe 259,
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his creation umasks, For lollaz this has become an Anhaeng-
sel, The sharp break which Luther declared existed between
Creator and creature was on ite way to belng erased, 99

Elert holds that "Die Intwicklung der "matuerlichen
Theologie® ist dey Gang der Geschichte von Luthers Urerlebnis
zur Aufklaerung.®+00 fThis development ended in the error that
Christian faith and the natural knowledge of God were identi-
cal. One of Wewbton's pupils wrote the following:

Watural sclence is subservient to purposes of a

higher kind, and is chiefly to be valued as it

lays a sure foundation for Hatural Religion and

doral Philosophy; by leading us, in a satisfactory ;

mamer, to the knawled%e of the Author and Gover-

nor of the universe.+Y
The role thet revelation should play in this natural theology
became increasingly doubtful. A% its height Rationalism was

supremely confident of reason's ability to discover the ulti-

mete nature of reality, and very consistently the rationalist

ggﬂpparently some of the dogmaticians in their precise

formulstions about the articuli mixti, the parts of Christian
doctrine which are partly known from the light of nature and
partly believed from supernatural revelation, had overlooked
what Pieper many years later stressed: The arguments supplied
by the science of apologetics cannot change the humgn heart,
cannot produce &n inner acceptance of the Gospel., Of. Pieper,
op. cit., p. 65, :

100,

Blert, Morphologie des ;g;gertu%s, on. cit., p. 92. bes
Pelikan, “Natural Theology in David Hollaz," on. cit., p. ’

footnote 12, promises to produce & further study of the dava;--

opment of natural theology from Gerhard to Pietism.

101001in Maclaurin, An Acoount of Sir Issac Newton's Phil-

osophical Discoveries, p. 3. Quoted in Randall, 9op. Sit.,
P. 275,

PP Gl Bt he o 4 L b i e
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refused the aid of a theology which at best could only sub-
stentiznte what reason had already proved.292% Prom the har-
monious world machine man could move to the sure knowledge
of the Architect, The optimistic link between God and man
that the Hiddle Ages had set forth wae repeated again.

But in the eighteenth century came Hume's telling criti-
cism of the arguments of nztural theology and finally the
philosgophic¢c revolution of Immanuel Kant.109 The sage of
Koenigshnerg proved

seoethat all attenpts to establish a theology by

the z2i¢ of speculation alone are fruitless, that the

principles of reason as applied to nature do not con-

dgct ;a_any pheolcgical truths, and, consequenti%a

that o rational theology can have no existence.

The older rational theology was consequently dead in the nine-
teenth certury. But Idealism did not reject the link between
Creator and creature thet was implicit in natural theology.
Rather Idealism carried this to & new extreme in seeking God

in men and nature itself. The Christian dualism in the doctrine
of Creation was rejected in favor of a depersonalized God whose

difference from the world was at best one of degree rather than

kind,195 ¢ne philosophical revolution of Xant, which could

logPelikan. From Luther to Kierkegasard, 9D. cit., o. 90.
lOSRandall, op. ¢it., p. 301,

104 1manuel Kant, Critigque of Pure Reasom, P. 473, Quoted
in Peliken, From luther to Lierkegaard, op. git., D. 92,

105pe)1ikan, op. cit., pe 102

e e
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have been & hecon to theology, resulted instead in the liberal
moralistic theology of the nineteenth century.lo6

Schleiermacher again heads the nineteenth century in the
matter of Creator-creature relationships. For the plous soul,
according tc Schlelermacher, there is nc more separation be=
tween heaven and earth,+07 Although definite pantheistic
statements do not appear in Schleisrmecher's Glaubenslehre,
Kattenbusch is of this opinion: |

fgain and again, up to his end, ha has statements

that moeke problematic and unsatisfactory the re-

" ligious thoughts regarding the distinction hetween

God an%jghe world, for which the theologians must
stand,t'

Following Schleiermacher came almost one hundred years during
which muach of theology was dominated by the supremely optimis;
tic but igchiistian faith thot man would go forward in the

unutterabla blessédnessﬂof building the Kingdom of God. 09

Randsll believes that the modernist faith of the last century

is summed up in these words of Father George Tyrrell:

1061pi4,, p. 96.

19%8,74n, op. Git., D. 406, Because Schlelermacher saw in
the 0ld Testement such 2 separation between heaven and earth,
he wes no friend of this section of the Scriptures. Ibid.,
P. 403%, »

108 perainand Kattenbusch, Die demtsche evangelische Thegigg;g A
Seit Sehleiermacher, p. 27. GQuoted by Neve, oD. cit., D. .

lognandall, op. git., pp. 554-8.
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In the Ideal, in the True, the Good, and the Fair,

we have the Finite variously transfused and trans-

figured by the rays of the Infinite, forcing upon

us the conception of an illuminating source beyond,

whose prciase form end nature lies shrouded in

mystery,l
Mot until the coming of Karl Barth was the optimism of such
theology successfully challenged and refuted,ill

The peried from Hartin Luther to the twentieth century
is characterized by a decided negation of Iunther's theocen-
tric deoctrine of COreation. ¥For much of theology God was not
the living Lord, Creator of heaven and earth. His work of
Creation was not the historic "once" of Genesis bound to the
dynamic creation in the present. The creature became more

than a creature, more than a sinful creature. 4And in varying

ating Creator from creature was erased, 112

@
i3

degrees the line sepa
But more than anything else, the last four centuries have

turned their backs on Iuther's Ch:istocentric emphasis in

1107pig., p. 557.

;ll"Earth, following in the wake of the great ninseteenth
century critics of ecclesiastical Christianity, gierkegaard
and Overbeck, unsparingly exposed the falsification of rezela-
tion, of faith, and of the church in modern Chris tianity,

Sasse, gop. cit., p. 155,

llgThat this optimistic oreed has not been wnolly dampened,
at least in America, is shown by this concluding statement of
John Herman Randall; “Whatever kind cof progress we still hope
for today we regerd not as the gift of God or evolution, bu?
ag the responsibility of human intelligence &nd planning, Ve
have Tar less confidence than our fathers that the results of
what we do will be good; but we are far more convinced that
whatever is done we shall have to do ourselves.® Randall,

op. cit., p. 394.
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Creation., The Christian doctrine of Creation, when under-
stood at all, was viewed from the standpoint of the world,
or of sclience, or of the Selbstbewusstsein, and not in the
light of the new creation that is by faith in Jesus Christ.
Inasmuch as the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins was neg-
lected or lost, 1t ie not surprising that man and not God
became the center of the univeﬁse, the center of theology,
and the center of the doctrine of Creation. Against this
vackground we now turn to Bmil Brunner, the modern German
theologian of the Dislectical school, who_togethér with
Karl Barth rejects very decidedly the anthropocentric theo-
logy which prevailed to a greater or lesser extent in the |

preceding centuries,




CHAPTER V
BRUMNER ON CRBATION

Emil Brunner, professor of theology in Zuerich, Switzer-
land, is ons of the best known and most widely read theolo=-
gians of the contemporary twentieth century. In spite of
his break with Karl Barth on the question of natural theology,
Brunner stands with Bzyrth as a leader of "Heo-orthodox® or
Diaiectical theology. Hence many of the statements made zboutd
Barth in the last chapter apply also to Brunner. He too
stands in direct contrast to the anthropocentric view of crea-
tion thut dominated the nineteenth century. That century had
been gripped by the realities of this world, and with grea%b
strides in science had come philosophies shaped by that
scientific growth or at least rooted in the optimistic faith
that m=n would triumph over his world, Brunnerl sees the
modern world as dominated by & completely secularist culture
and permeated by mass atheism, Modern education, for example,
bas used natural science to murture this faith: what cannot
be proved scientifically cannot be proved.

Brunnar's dostrine of Creation is opposed to this natur-

alism, and hé is not happy at &ll over %the fact that

2uail Brumner, Revelation and Reason, translated by Olive
Wyon (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, c.,1946), p. S,
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the most characteristic element of the present age,

and that which distinguishes it from earlier periods

in history, is the almost complete disuppearance of

the transcendence and the consciousness of reveld-

tion.<
Weitheyr is he happy over the role that evolution exercised
in shaping thought in the last century. For Brunner the
philosophy of evelutlion does not go hand in hand with the
concept of revelation, which, as will become increasingly
clear, is primary for his understanding of creation.® But
nelther is Bruaner happy in the company of Schleiermacher,
one of the founts of nineteenth century religious thought.
For in Brunner®s opinion Schleiermachgr developed a panthee
istic Absolute which had mede the independence of the
ereature an illusion., Above all Brunner wishes to preserve
thﬁt indepsndence.4

If Emil Brunner stends in opposition to the nineteenth

century, he is oven more opposed to the theistic speculations

of the Enlightenment, The God of the philosophers is anathema

to Brunner. That God is not one to whom man can pray,> not

2Ibid., D. 4.

SThe §<?t"f§ in Christ is decisive for Brunner here.

Emil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God. Dogpat;cs:
Vol. I, tranélated by Olive Vyon Philadelphia; Westminster

Press, ¢.1950), p. 67.

4Ibid.. pe 262, Brunner's main criticism of Schlelermach-
er here is that he has eguated the omnipotence and the omniscie-

ence aof God.

SIbid., p. 126.

.
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one who makes any demands upon man, not one who can turn the
"captain of his soul" into a “servant of God."® There is no
communion with the God of the theist other than that which is
established by man's own rational efforts.

The God who is the result of thought cannot be set

free from the thinker and his world. Philosophical

Theism, the effort to ‘think® the Creator and the

Creation, always rvemeins & hopeless enterprise.7

It is therefore a mistaken apologetic, says Brunner, that

lays as little stress as poasidle on the difference between & .

philesophical theism and the Christian idea. of God.  "The God

who 18 known this way (theistically) hes no connexion with
the Creator Jord of the Bible. It is direétly opposed to this
Biblical idea."® But Brunner sees this philoaophic specula-
tion about God also in the diddle Sges as did luther. The
Fathers had injured the Christian Idea of God through & syn=
thesis of theology a2nd the Platonic idea of the Absolute.
After the third century HNeo-Platonism exercised & decisive

. [
influence in molding the Christian doctrine of God,®

. 61p1d., p. 146.

“Ibid. |
B1nj its that there has been &
Ibid.,, p. 155, Brunner adm

Christian influence on the philosophical idea of God, butid 4

holds that theism is just as fer away from the Christian ide

of God as Aristotelianism was.

1bid., p. 153f, Brunner gives examples from Jjustin

3 : ticu=-
Martyr, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen. Clement par
1&1'133; ltla.d "sniritt'.alized" the'idea of God d ave\vgews that

is, by & process of abstraction, until the finite ideas about
God were gradually eliminated.

[
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For this very reason Brunner is very critical of the
period of Orthodoxy and the doctrine of God and Creation that
it developed. It was the Reformation, snd particularly
Iather, who had recaptured the mesning of God as Person. But
it was a throwback wheﬁ Orthodoxy again introduced speculation
into theology by beginning its dogmatics with the chepter "de
existentia et notione dei.”*? In the doctrine of God itself
Protestant scholasticism sought & compromise between the Bibli-
cal concepiion of God as Almighty and the potestas absoluta
of Heo-Platonism by positing a potestas ordinata., Even Luther
comes in for Brunner's criticism on this score, but on the
whole Brunner is quite sympathetic to Luther'on God and- Crez-
tion.1} But Brunner’s thought involves no return all the way
to lmther., The intervening centuries have made that impossi-
ble. The cumulative impact of Orthodoxy, rationalism, ideal-
ism, and naturalism left theology to confront "nothing® in

the twentieth century. According to Brunner it was then only

lOIbid.. p. 130f, Brunner also agrees with Nygren's main
conclusions on the history of &aydw® : This vital concept was
obscured by Heo-Platonic speculation about the summum bonum,
rediscovered by the Reformers, and hidden again by later
scholastic speculation. Cf. pp. 200-4,

1lrvid., p. 295f. Here as elsewhere Brunner holds that
the early Luther taught a double predestination under which he
held %o a notestas absoluta, Luther's uniqueness here lay in
the fact that he taught thet the velle of God, not the esse,
was absolute. Although Brunner believes that Iuther §atar
. corrected his position on double predestination, he did notb
correct his teaching on the Omaipotence of %od. but subsumed
& potestas absoluts under the Deus absconditus,
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through & return %o the Biblical concept of revelation that
thgology could again apeak.12 It is in the framework of this
theology of revelation that Brunner's doctrine of Creation is
set., | ‘

In order to discuss Brunner on Creation it will first be
essential %o lot him speak on the Creator. There can be no
Creation withoui the Creator, and whe Hg is will be of para-
mount importance for an understanding of Brunner's views on

Creation, on dan, on the relation between Creator and Creature,

f~*

and ultimately alsc for answering the question, "Is Brunner's
doctrine of Creation theoccentric?? Brunner begins his doctrine
of God with no abstract definition of the nature of God, but
with & description of the majestic "I, the Lord, thy God,"

God is Person, the unconditioned Subject,ld Immediately after

the chapter ocn Prolegomens in his dogmatics Brunner expounds

the Name of God. This very concept "Name of God" suggests not

an "It" but o Person,+® And when Ged speaks, He speaks as

122_“_1“ B 1, & ding to
Revelation and Heasom, op. eit., p. 1l. Hccording
Brunner this return was pawed_%hrough Schelling®s Philosophie
der Offenborung end through Jacobi's Yon den goettlichen Ding-
€n und iherer Offenbsrung, Here too Brunner blawes verbal in-
spiration for Lhe impasse to which theology had been brought.
It is of course an important question whether this docirine
really conflicts with a dynamic revelation such as Brunner is

propounding,

1?229 Christian Doctrine of Ged, op. git., P 137. gere
the author points to the fact that more than one thousand seil=

tences in the Bible begin with the Divine "L.°

41p1a., p. 121,
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Person, as Subject, éa "I." This is Gode~a living acting
Person. He iz the Creator,ld

“GFod is the Personality who speaks, acts, disclozing to
ug Himself and His will."}€ fThis personal ¢God is one who
reveals Himself as the Lord, the Holy One, the Loving One, as
Love itself. In this revelution of Himself God meets man as
the Unconditional Subject in such a way that He claims man
for Himself., 1In doing this to men who are parts of the world,
God reveals Himself as absolute Power, "Only as this powere-
a3 the power of the (reator--is He able to assert an absolute
right over us. We belong to Him unconditionally, because ile
has created usﬂ“17 Hence for Brunner Revelation and Creation
belong intimately together. EKnowing God as Gregtor and acknow-
ledging Him 28 Lord are simultaneoué. Yet there is a certain
primacy. “The being of God as Creator ia that which is known
in and through His Being as Lord, "1 Therefore the statement

that God is the Creator is not @ theoretical one about the -

world coming into existence, but primerily it states the uncone-

158 . 1 1s the Son, who
Brunner stresses that the Bible never cal : A
is the Mediator of Creation, the Crestor. This is in harmony
with Brunner ‘s doctrine of the Trinity and with his insistence
that God’s revelation in Creation spoken gpart from Christ
cennot be referred to Christ. Cf. ibid., p. 232.

161pid,, p. 139,
171bid., p. 142.

181414,
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ditional responsibility of man over against His Creator.l9
While the knowledge of the Creator does form part of the
creaturely existence of man, God for Brunner is the Unknown
God t1ll He makes Himself known.20 Rven the "ereaturely feel-
ing® evoked by God's holiness and man's attitude toward "The
Holy® is not the true knowledge of God,21 Really to know God
is %te be in communion with Him, and this comes only via God's
selferevelation.®® This God who reveals Himself is the
Creator. '

God is absolutely different from the world. The 0ld

Testament commandment against graven images means that we have

19;9;@. Here is a precisely drewn example of Brunner's
empnousis on the religious value of the doctrine of Creation.
In this he perallels Luther rather closely.

golbido. v 121, Romans 1:19 is quoted.

21Ibid.. pe. 157, While Brunner expresses great admiration
for the work of Rudolf Otto, he points out that Biblical revel-
ation is not concerned with "The Holy" as an abstract concep-
tion toward which the religious act is directed, but with the
Holy One as & personal Being, The question then becomes: How
mach value has Otto's work for Biblical theology? Brunner
wWould no doubt find that value in the realm of the natural man,
pointing up man®s inability to reach this Holy One without His

Self-revelation.

221b1d,, p. 165. But in this same connection Brunner makes
this Btartiégpstatement: ®"All revelation is self-communication,
and self-communication is inclusion.® From the context 1t is
apparent that Brunner believes that the very revelation of the
gulf thst exists between man and God at the same time by this
manjifestation removes the gulf. While elsewhere revelation is
Closely tied in with the Person anéd Work of Christ, there is
here no mention of Christ. Here Brunner manifests his Calvin-
istic confusion of Law and Gospel, and confirms the suspicion
that his theocentrieity is not as Christocentric as one might
wish,
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no right to compore God with enything known to us. For this
reason Brunner regards that doctrine which lays most stress
on the mystery of God as closest to the truth.®3 But 1t is
only the Creator Lord who is different.

Only the Creator Lord, by His very nature, is differ-

ent from all other existence, in such a radical and

absglute manner as indeed only Creztor and creature

can e different. The Creutor has no trace of ‘the

world' or of "the creaturely® in Himself, and converse-~

he creature as such has no trace of ‘non-creatuﬁe-

o7 of 'divinity,? and therefore of 'holiness,’ 4
Thie very first article of the Christian creed was attacked
by the Arian dogma, which placed an intermediary between God
anéd His crestures. Brunner calls this the "arch heresy® that
had to be reiected.25 Neither is Law in the Ezntian sense
govereign. God is the Loxd of the Law, 28

Because God is absolutely different, certain attributes

cennot be sscribed to Him, Beauty, for example, is too close-

. ly connected with visible form for us to apply it to God. 27

And Perfection, if used in speaking about God, would imply

a stendard outside of God by which nne measures whether there

241pia,, p. 159,

®%1bid., p. 222.

261pid,, ; maintains that God's demands
os De 277. Brunner ‘ .
are based uéon His Sovereignty, and that the law as lex

aeterna is given with Creation.

271uid., p. 288, Probably this accounts in some measure
for Bruuner's sntipathy to Schleiermecher.
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is anything lacking in God.2®8 Nevertheless God does share in
whet happens on earth., He is not séparate from the world in
an absolute sense, Yet He is absolutely different.

The Biblical statement about the relation of God %o
the world which He has created occupies a middle
position between g Deistic doctrine of Transcendence
and a Pantheistic doctrine of Immanence.

But this 1s no concesslon to the anthropocentric view of
modern man to whom the idea that God "becomes® is so dear,

The idea of & 'God who becomes’ is a mythological
and unresl idean....the God of the Bible is eternal-
1y Unchangeable, He shares in Time as the Cne who
is high above the Temporal....God stands above Time
beczuze He is its Creator and Lozxd.99

This perscnal, self-revealing, wholly-other God is the Creator.

'i’ .’,

e W

nould be self-evident then that the Creator is not

[ #4]

the philesoophically conceived Absolute. But Brunner drives
this point home sgain and agein. The impersonal Absolute as-
the object of thought‘is derived from man's own cosmology,

and by that very fact ie the opposite of the Creator Lord, who

is known only through His own revealing action,St It makes no

281p14,

*91pid., p. 175.

30 ca-nnot be
Ibid,, pn. 269, The last statement, however, :
pressed, es%egially if the conclusions of Oscar Cullmsn sg: ignt
granted: +that the New Testament conceives of time as ? it i ast
line running backward beyond the Creation into the infin te g ’
and forward into the infinite future with the Christ-avent a

the Mid-point, Cf, Oscar Cullman, Christ and Zine, trgggé%ted

by Floyd V. Filson (Pniladelphia: Vestminster Press,

31Revelation and Reason, op. it., p. 24,
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difference who constructs the Absolute--Aristotle, Spinoza,
Hegel, Thomists, Theists, the Orthodox, or Idealists--Brunner
opposes them all., ¥For while the Oreator of the Bible is the
sovereign Person, philosophy has constructed the.ggigg caua',
the Prime ilover, the Ground of tke World, the Origin. Brunner
mainteine that these constructions are all nemntral., %A cause
is not s Ceuser, @& Prime lover is not a Creator....One cennot
replace a Bubject, an acting Person, by something neuter withe
out injury.“52

fiven when the speculatlive Absolute has become aubject as
in Idealism, God is never really apart from the world or apart
from self, In both Spincza, who started with object, or Hegel,
who began with subject, God is not the Lord of the world and
the Lord of Self,“® Brunner admits that Theists in extreme
ases could conceive of a personal God., But this is still
some-thing, the object of thought.3? This is still an "it.*®
Only the "I, the living God, has real transcendence.®5

But the Absolute has also appeared within the Church.

Because Brunner regards the substantia in the hallowed words

33 t 146,
‘The Christian Doctrine of God, op. git., P.
Brunner also mekes tne point that % the "Unfathomable® of the

agnostics or mystics is not really mysterious. The God of
revelation alone is that. Cf. Ibid., p. 118,

331pid., p. 1437,

341p4d., p. 122.
357vid,, p. 158.

B ——
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of the Athanasian Creed: “una substantia, tres personae,” as
an impersonal, speculaiive aberration, he is necessarily crit-
ical of it. VWhuatever the value of his criticism, his motives
are consisteat: *....thus 'God' now becomes a neutral ens,
'*the Absolute,?! instead of God whe is 'Lord! of heaven and
earth."9® When the Biblical conception of God's omnipotence
i8 equated with & scholastically conceived potestas absoluts,
then crenturely independence is utterly lost and God becomes
the Sole Reality, the Pantheistioc Absolute.57 But that is not
God, He is the living God, who loves., The Absolute cannot
love.58

Brunner olso faces the problem of the so-called anthro-
pomorphisms in the Scriptures. Philosophers have raised the
charge of =znthroponorphism when God is spoken of" as a Person.
Even the highest concept of personality is too ereaturely, too
human, for them.2? The expression at which philosophers most

frequently balk is "God repented Himself." Erunner sees this

as just another objection raised against any expression that

56 i the fact that
Ibid. . 227, Brunner does not mention the

substant s, &ag not the lifeless concept for the early Church
that the Middle Ages made of it,

397 ; ing Aseity that
Ibid. . 248f, Brunner shows in discussing

he is not ogpﬁsed to philosophic formulations in themael;e;.
He is not opposed %o the idea of Aselity if it 18 .nod u;e -
& speculative construction of an idea of God but only 2128
closer definition of God's sovereignty. Cf. ibid., P. 5

381pid., p. 187.
$91bid., p. 139.

Lﬁn-’u T P
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regards G'od as personz-zl.4o Church fathers too have been
bothered by the atiributes of God which seemed to limit God
and meke Him finite. GQuenstedt even goes so far as to say:
"Si proprie et accurate logqui velimus, Deus nullas habet pro-

prietates., To Bruoner this is one more token of the ine

-fluence of Platonie philosophy upon theology,42 and he makes

the point that from the speculative standpoint indeed ev'ery'

Christlen statement about God mast inevitably end in humanum

A o

transire,=” The Creator is wholly other than His oreatures,

but as the living Lord who reveals Himgelf He is known as
Person., Just because expressions that reveal this living
Creator Lord seem unfitting to the speculative mind, that in
no way chences the validity or reality of such statements,

In much that Brunner has to say about God he echoes
ILuther, but in nothing is thaf echo more apparent than in
Brunner's exposition of Luther's Deus absconditus. The follow-

ing is = brie? summary of Brumer‘s thinking on this subject.?4

401434,, p. 268.

4l1pia., p. 241, The quotation from Quenstedt is from
Theol, did. pol., I, C. 8, Sect. 3.

42p unner shows how Gerhard and Guenstedt in deali?gtgiggt
God’s Simpliscity denied all motion in God, Then Re PALR/C o7
now Strauss in his Dogmatics used this very idea o\fm 5 there
lute to destroy the Christian conception of Gog. 9;84
i8 no motion, there is also-np mercy. GCf. ibld., »- .

45—%'! IJ- 242-

gs 1ete discussion well supplied

seanld, . 168-73 for & comp e
wi th quoiaticgg from Inther's writings. On the whole Brunne?: s
exposition is falthful to luther.

I
i

i s R g
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It will be quickly apparent why Brunner makes so mueh of

Inther’s insight here. luther used the concept of Deus

abscondliiug in two ways. The Deus absconditus is first of

511 the God under whose wrath man stands when he does not
flee from God’s wrath toc God's love i;l Christ, It is there-
fore in the whole asphere of the natural man and nztural
knowledge of God that God stands a&s & hidden God. It is usew
less, vain, and forh:i.dden.for' speculative reasoning %o clamber

up to God in His hidden msjesty, for there He is Deus abscondi-

tus, terrible in His wrath,

Intherts seac

(8]

nd use of the concept comes to light under

L

the terms Deus nudus and Deus velatus, The Deus nudus is

I =

God's naked majesty before which the sinner ls without pro-
tection. For God to veil Himself is therefore a gracious con-
descension, znd the Deusg velatus besomes none other than the

Deus revelastus. For this reason, when speaking of God's

gracious hiding of Himself, Luther does not usse the term Deus

absconditus, Here the parallel with the Deus abscondi tug is

the Deus nudus or absolutus. But other ideas esmerge under the

Deus nudus: the Irrational Numinous before whom man sinks in

nothingness, the Absolute as the object of speculative thought ,
end the God of the Law., Though these differ somewhst, they all

represent the God outside of Christ, the God whom man encoun=

ters in the natursl sphere. He is God, but God as He is and

remains outside of Jesus Christ.
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With this amounition Brunner can make war even more ener=
getically on the ibsolute, He is not always in agreement with
Luther. In fect he criticilzes the Reformer for positing ob-
Jective reality %o the Deus abscgnditus.45 But because of hie
general agreement with Luther the high spot of Brunner's think-
ing again shines forth. God the Creator is the living Lord who
reveals Himsell %o men., He is not the Absolute who can or should
be reached by climbing to the hidden heights of His majesty.
Revelation is nseded to bring this wholly other God to man,
Here Creation enters the plcture as one form of that revelation,

When God created man and the mrld,‘He'was megnifesting His
love, /Ilthough He was sufficient to Himself, and did not need
a creation, He willed %o create a world, He willed to impart
Himself to another, %o man whom He created in His owm 1mage.45
Creating man whe haed a relative independence, God actually
limited Himself, Here %oc Brunner finds an expression c_:f God's

love.%4? 11 fmot God's final eim in Creation is love. When the

451v14., p. 175, This oriticism is directed mainly against
the early .ubher who believed that the wrath of God forced s
double decree of God, Brunner adumits that even the early ]_uthg
er always wented God to be regerded only in Christ, but he ﬂg ¥
too wide o gulf between Luther's objeotive understanding oi;ﬁt e
truth and his religious understanding of the same truth. . gich
did not yet see clearly. tlet the inmost Being of God, tha fw o
He is in Himself, must be identical with that which He is foxr us.

4613mnner.- The Christisn Doctrine of God, 2R. git., p. 193.
; 4'7;_‘22-__@‘.. ;0. 2510

Lm




153
creature loves the Creator, God's will in creation will be

perfectly ;‘i‘uli’illedﬁs It is apparent that when Brunner

thinks primerily of man. God limited Himself in creatién,
He disclosed His love for the sake of man., Man is the mean-
ing and end of creation.%®

But although man may be the meaning of éreation, God is
the sole origin of all created existence.®® That God is the

Creator ig the fundamental article of the Christian faith

-t

3

$

for Brunner. But this fundamental article includes a deep-
er thought. ©Biblical 011tnlogy is not content with this, It
gtates that God hes coreated all that is outside Himself
through His Word."92 9nig Word or revelation of God, which
became menifest in the Logos ensarkos, Jesus Christ, is the

ground of =ll existence.dd Brunner definitely identifies

the Word of God through whom all was created with the Son.%%

il Brunner, Man in Revolt, translated by Olive Wyon
iphia: The westminster Press, ¢,1947), p. 4ll.

50131'usaner, The Christisn Doctrine of God, 9. cit., p.
307. Brumner especially singles out God's thought and will
a8 the origin of the world,

Slarunner, Man in Revolt, 9B+ git., ». 70.

52,;32}_51_., paitke
535pid. Brunner refers to Matthew 4:4.

84G7. mhe Christisn Deotrine of God, op. sib.. p. 307
*The Son is the wmeaning of the world, for whom God in free
decision determines and oreates the world.® cf. alaob% in
Revolt, op. cit., p. 66. "The Word of God which has be W
given beck to us is Jesus Christ.® For other remarks oxax
forms in which the Word of God is expressed of. pD. 66-8.

e oo

.
3 Sl S e e i § 2
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This means that a liediator stands between the Creator and the
creation. In Him lles man's special relation to God, his re-
sponsible cxistence, his being created for love,

Humen responsibility has no other ground than that of

the Vord of CGod, that is, that man, in contrast to

ell other creatures is not only borne by this Word of

God, but is borne by Him in such a way that he is in

some wey or other aware of 1t,°

This grounding of human existence in the Word of God is
one of Brunner's primary concerns. For this reason he has
muchk to say about the doctrine of Creation. What he wanis
to deal with, however, is not a static doctrine concerning
the historical beginnings of the world or of man, but rather
with a dynamic doctrine of Creation that concerns itself with
the "origin® of man and the world as they exist today.% Ais
a Biblical theologian Brununer draws heavily ‘upon the opening
chapters of Genesis in his discussion of creation, but his
position is that the kernel of the doctrine of creation is
the invisible divine origin of man and the world that lies

behind, above, and beyond the visible and earthly beginnings.

Brunner sdmite thsi the story of Adam in Genesis is told in

991v1d., p. 73.

ﬁaannex‘ nolds that the Psalmist in Psalm 139 was not
reflecting on a first man. He was reflecting on his g\gVﬂ
origin in God which he knew directly. Cf, ibid., P. S%.

3 amne Christian dootrine of Creation does not give us
any particular view of the beginning of man, but i: ‘:zkf:-
over a view which is well known to everyone; yet -4 .
self the docirine of the invisible Divine origin "n ’
above and within this visible and earthly beginning.
Ibid.
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hiatoric@l foshion, bubt this expresses “a fact which in ite
gelf is super-empirieal and super-historical,®58

eoeoWhon We telk about the origin of man we are not

speaking of a certaln men called Adam, who lived so

many thousand years ago, but of myself, and of your-

self, and of everyone else in the world,?
Brunner wonbts to put every living person under the hand of God.

Creation meesns that I am a creature of God and that my world

=

cent of Luther's explanation to the First Article, Brunner
feels that he must protest agalnst a doctrine of Creation that
regards the events in Genesis 1«3 as true historical facts.
Here even Martin Luther was wrong. The story of Adam living
in an original siate of holiness in Paradise does not mean
that such s mon ever lived. %This idea is merely the histori-
cal husk concealing the kernel of the Biblical mesgage. "00
The error of the Heformers was in failing %o identify every

man with the original Adam,%1 At eny rate, today under the

581pid,, p. 333.

S91p14,, p. 88.

60,1,b . . 104, The question then becomes: Is the story
of Jesusj’-dqﬁ;al‘;’h agso & hisgorical husk? It seems to the writer
that Brunner here betrays spiritualizing, Nestorian tendencies
that are the heritage of Calvinisn.

on Iather did not iden-

61 . ood reas
bid,, P. 112. For very g Fall Adam
61fy eVBFE fun with the original Adam, Before the ¥alt CET

had not sinned. iuther certainly does, however,
man to his creation by God. ¢f. Chapter III, p. 76f.
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pressure of scientific knowledge, the older historical view
of the creation accounts cannot stand.
?be_piﬁg{%‘o;}e c?medy which is produced when theology ;
cj.:-'-u.'a,{n.-:: that a "higher, more perfect! human existence '
of the first generatlion existed in & sphere not ac- )
cessible €6 research....shonld be abandoned, once ]
for all, since it has for long provoked nothing but ]
scorn and mockery. 1
In fact, Christians must be prepared for the possibility that ]

ecientif’ic research will establish that the human race is not

& unity, but had a plural, not a single origin.%3
Aguinst the charge that such a view of Creation would
violate Soriptural authority Brunner writes:

eo.othe Holy Scoriptures contain no divipne oracles
about all kinds of possible cosmological facts, but
they arve the human witness to God's saving revela-
tion i.'::xG ?Lhe 014 Testament, and above all in Jesus
Christ.°*®

The Holy Spirit just does not guarantee world faots, historical

or 00311103.0,5;‘1-33.1.65 Hence the Seriptures cannot be reliable

623y mner, dan in Revolt, op. gik., D. 86. Brunner standa
against a metaphysical evolution which leaves God out of t?-e
picture, but in his opinion the scientific doctrine of ev% u;
tion cannot any longer be chellenged. GCf. ibid., De 88, fool~
note 2 snd Revelation send Reason, op. Sit., p. 279

55}3x~unner, Hsn in Revolt, 9D- git., p. 332,

64
Brunner, Revelation and Reason, 2D. eit
is certainly some truth to at least the first part of this

statement. But the question is: Is not orea :
mologi;al fact? Is got, the revelation in Christ & fact of

cosmic significance?

85spne testimonium %ﬂstgﬁ}&%g %gmgigd e

.. The : i
tp 0w spriste of referentgey i) kinds of other matters.

M.ﬁ » Do 1756,
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for a historical plcture of the "beginning of the world."
Brunner, however, does not admnit that his position sacrifices
anything. Jeither is it & concession.

It is not our concern to modify our theology to meet

the 1lncreasing pressure of secular knowledge....our

positlon rather is this: the fact that the increas-

ing pressure of seculer knowledge has awakened us to

the nature of this problem leads us to reflect uggn

the real meening and content of our own message.
Nevertheless 1t is plain that with regard to the historical
creation and Sceriptural anthority the positions of Luther and

Brunner do not meet.

o

Brunner's dectrine of man, however, together with the
Dialectical school in general, reflects one of the basic
Biblicul-Refornation emphases. Brunner deals with the whole
man., Man was created by God as a psycho-physical unity.%8
Although he decides the perplexing question of dichotomy or
trichotomy in favor of the latter, Brumner declares that it is

the whole man who is body-soul«spirit.sg This whole man has

LAY

cit., p. 88, DBrunner also
lent the beginning God
as valid today, in

esBrunner, Men in Revolt, OD.
writes the rfoilowing: "ine statement, 'In
created the heaven and the earth,' is Jjust
the days of the telescope on Hount Wilson, a8 ever, and Dal"t
winism has not made the slightest difference to the staiemen
that *God crested men in His own image,' in so far as ev:ll(:ll-
tion has become part of the world outlook of every educate
person." kevelation znd Reason, oD Sit., ». 280.

#Brunner and

87 %or the lotter of. H, Armin Moellering, :

luther on Seriptural Authority,” Congordia Theolo
I (Wovember, 1950), 80118,

esBrunne;t. dan in Revoll, QR git., p. 218.
%91bia., p. 362f.

Honthly,
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been created in the Image of God, Above all it is this lat-
ter concept which Brunner wants to restore to the Christian
doctrine of Creation and to the Christian doctrine of Han.
According to Brunner the history of the Imago Dei is the his-
tory of the ¥estern understending of man,70

What does thls Imago Dei mean for Brunner? It means that
God has created a creature "over againat® Himself, one to
whom He wills %o impart Himself through His Word,?! It means
thet each msn 1s Adam, crested in and through the Word of God
with & rational being thet can apprehend God in that Word.
; 3 -

2

It means that man has a theological structure of existence,

Man is 2 theological being who cannot be known from himself

but only from God in and for whose Word he has been created.73

nther?s view bhot men must always have either a god or an
1dol is one of Brunner's favorite quotations to demonstrate
man's theological being.74 It is this creation in the Image

75
of God which distinguishes men from the rest of creation.

70IbidA| P. 92.

"1vig., p. 103.

"21bid., p. 104.

73.3_:12.3;@-: p. 641, DBrunner callsg this Christianity's first
article of belief in the doctrine of Han.

T4 0yer menseh hat immer Gott oder Abgott.™ Tl;is is grsle
of Brunner’s favorihe Luther quotatlons. Cf. ibid., P 1

footnote 2 and p. 180, footnote 4.

B1v1a., p. 110,
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Man®s theological being, the Imego Dei, involves respon-
gible existence. Responaibllity is not an attribute but the
very substance of human existence, man's humenum itaelf,76

This responsible existence was established at the very outset

between God and man.'! Yor the divine Word has called man's
being into existence, and man's snswer to that call in free,
believing love ia God's purpose in the call. This Brunner re-
gerds as the exposition which the New Testament gives of the
01d Testament story of Creation.’® But this responsible exis-
tence, this humenum, can never be understood as a thing "in
itself,” never apart from the relation to God.’? “When we
speak of responsibility we speak of God; apart from God, re-
sponsibility iz an empty phrase."®0 Han the "theonomous®
being still remains a creature. Between him and his Creator
stands an infinite distance, the distance between Him whose
Being is unconditioned and independent, and him whose being is

gondi tioned and dependent. 81

"60r, Ibid., pp. 46£f, and 50,

T Brunner, The Christisn Doctrine of God, oR- gite, p. 134

7813runner, #sn in Revoll, V. 99.
' itself Brunner re-

79 - ing in
To regard the humsnum as & thing
gards as the first lie of anthropology. Gf. Revelation and

&MI OPe &li’."’ Pe 561,
807114,, p. 55.

8lrpida., p. 25.
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But this man created in the Image of God, constituted zs
a theological being, and called by God's Word into responsible
existence is a sinner. Man is not only empty of God, He has
separated himself from God and has closed the door between
himself and God. |

He lives no longer in God, but against God; he no

longer has God for him but against him., He has been

detached and alienated from his Creator, the Source

of his life, from the Good, from love, which iz his
original 1life.82

The root of this sin is the deification of the creature.ss

"The finul ground of sin is this, that we love ourselves more
than our Creztor."®% Not only is sin rebellion against God.
It is also man's rebellion against hiuself. 8in is contradice
‘ tion, the contradiction of the whole man againsi the whole
man.8%® Brunner writes:

8in is not nstural; it is unnatural, To sin is not ’

humen: it is inhumsn., To live without God, to wish

to be cne's own master, is the rebellion of man againsiés

hie divinely created nature, the gor incurvatum in se.
A1l of man's powers stand under this contradiction of sin.

Even the reason, God's highest gift to men, is always sinfully

828 runner, Man in Revolt, op. git., P. 270.

83 ; e to the parab].(! of the
In this connection Brunner refers e
vineyard in Matthew 21, OCf. Revelation and Reason, 22 Qite,
D. 51.

®48runner, ian in Revolt, op. git., P- 132.

i ther used the customary ter-
Ibidc. Pe 118. Although Iin Brunner believes
minology regarding sin (gorruptio naturag), g

that he. treoe forrod this terminology into personalistic pa

. 40.
8sBri.u*r.l‘uar, Reveletion and Reason, 2D gib.o Pe T
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pelf-sufflcient apart from its restoration through the Word
a7 :

of graoce. In fact 1% is from the mind that sin enters into

the bodily instinct,5®

Brunner emphasizes thet sin is a present fact., It is not
& quality or substence, not something that simply happened
once long ago. Bin is and remains an act which man continuale
ly does,B? 9The theme of the Bible is not thé historical ori-
gin of sin, but the universal and irresistible power of sin &s
affecting msn's being,"®? Brunner holds that the Biblical em-
phasis lies on the solidarity of all mankind in sin but that
the Bible does not tell how this comes about.9l What Brunner
is rescting eguinst is a doctrine of original sin which he

believes has severed the present man from sdem,92 What is even
93

e

worse, this hae made man responsible for someone else's sins,

e L ]

8% 8 . . 2564 But here
Brunner, Man in Revolt, op. gib.. p. .
Brunner manifestis an uncgareness of the battle between fl=sh
and spirit that is basic in the Christian life. Even af:ei
conversion tne Christian has to war againsi & xeason tha s

sinfully self-sufficient.
881pia., p. 382.
89tpia., p. 148f.

gom“q‘o’ .P- llgfo' foomote li

f the
glIbid.. p. 142ff, hccording to Brunner t?enugg gh’e St
PPall story" as en explanation for sin is fore g M iyl
Testament, and with the exception of Romans 5:1 & desdne
thians 15:21 to the New Testament as well. Cf. ibid., D »
foctnote R :
92.,..._... erance has taken place at
Ibid., v. 276, That such & sev
various times through an overemphasis on the historical cannotl
be denied,

gslbi@\o. Do 143,
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Here too Hrunner wants %o preserve the fact of man's respone
sibility. ©Sin is man's present rebellion, man's present
contradiction,
bty remains becamse man, even in sin, is

& theological Dbeing ian ig oreated in God’s Image, Even

in sin he remzins before God,

Bven the bel
or being ‘in
be sinful? Bu
God . Y9

ng of the sinner is & being in God's Word,
the sight of God'=~w-otherwise how could it

1t 1t 1s a perverted being-inethe«Word-ofs
This perverted state of sin has replaced the Creator Lord with
a rebel, the "I itself,®® Yes, the Imago Del has been broken
or defaced, but this does not mean that it does not exist. It
does remzin, it it remains as a perverted relationship, a

perverted responsibility.®? That this is Brunner®s carefully

e

981t 3o charmcteristic of the Biblical anthropology that
it alwaye regords even the "natural men,® even the pagen and
the atheist, a3 one who is in the sight of God. This view of .
mon hezs ne room for any understanding of man which e_::cludes 45
him from & relation to Gode-nor can it conceive any ‘neutral
view of mon's nature, Man is always ‘before God,® negagively
or positively: he always has & certain relation to God.

Brunner, Revelation snd Reason, op. Sit., p. 5i.

gf’Brunne:-:, Hen in Revolt, op. git., D. 67,

Brgoa hes been removed from the cantre; and w: ?zg in ;gg
oentre of the picture; our life has become eo-oe:iz 2 ﬁi.the
dominant note in our life is now no longer the dominus .

rebel: the 'I° itself,® Ibid., p. 136.

gv“ﬁan was not, in his origin, @ responsible being, bud

X ibility,
he is still a r onsible being, even in his irrespons
'i:e-. where haeggniea his responsibility and sets himself in

Opposition to his origin.” Ibid.. P. 79,
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conceived position is shown by this statement from Men in
Revolt:

The funduamental idea of my book is this: that even

the unbeliever 1ls still related to God, and there-

fore that he 1s responsible, and that this responsi-

bllity is not put out of action even by the fullest

emphasls upon the generous grace of God, but, on the

contrary, that God regquires 1t,98

Brunner is well aware that he stands in opposition to
both luither and Calvin, who taught that the Ima.ge of God was
lost through the Fall, Hevertheless they spoke of the "relics®
of the divine Image. This, Brunner concludes, says too much,
since then thore would be an area of life unaffectd"by Bin.
It also says too Little since it does not take into account
that precisely in sin man bears witness to his original rela-
tion to God.®® Irunner wants to go beyond both and recognize
that the humanitas thet sinful men still possesses and the
iustitia originslis of the Reformsrs has one and the same
content.200 But it is ageinst Barth's view that the Image is

utterly lost thet Brunner is most firm, Such a teaching has

turned the humanum into = profanum. None of the Reforuers

0Ini4., p. 11.

89 ; k Brunner calls re=
Ibid., p. 105, TYet in a later boo At
Sponsibility ?'thiadv'estige of the Imago Dei.” Cf. fhe Chris
tlan Doctrine of God, op. gib.s Pe 21 |
96, Brunner states

100 - ;
Brunner, Man in Revolt, 9R. Sil.. D 5
that tnis is Suly possibie by Soppine :;“hi‘:“;’:i;::liyggécﬂ
Octrine and thus relating each pe -
and to the MJ_.S J@%ain’ngs in his polemic ageinst verbal in

Spiration, Brunner oversimplifies.
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dered to do what Kerl Barth has done in severing the humanum
from man’s ralatlon to God,l0l

Above all Brunner wants to preserve & regard for God's
good creation, All is still good in man because he is created
by God, but all this good stands under the law of sin,

As upon o chess-board which has been shaken, all the

individual chessmen are still there, unbroken, ‘good, *

as they came out of the workshop of the turner; yet

ct to”ur_t‘w 'e‘:veryféhing‘ is confused mi% 2d.'l.sl:;].aa.ued.

and meaninglesse«sc 1s° the nature of man,
S0 Brunner csn say that love as the specifically human element
in sex is never lacking, but also maintains that unnatural
deformations of sexuallity are present in man, 103 ind reason
which is “the unmistakable sign that mon comes from God" has
its use perverted 2ipo,+%% an's rational nature remains as
a good creation of God but "as a result of man®s apostasy,
the uge of reason is in opposition to his divine destiny,

which is timslase and eternal.?l05 Nevertheless, to depreclate

P4

reason as such is a sign of the lack of adaptation to creatur e

ly existence,+06
In trying to uphold the humanum 8180 in sin Brunner takes

up the problem of man's freedom in his perverted existence.

lol..!'ﬂ._i-_@_.. p. 95,
loam., P. 137.
103_1_13_5_._(_1.. P. 347,

104Brunner, Revelation and Reason., 2R-
105_1_’3_1_@.. p. 69. J
losBrﬁﬁner, Man in Revolt, 9@« git.s Pe 250.

0_1_*.. Pe 58.
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Founded on his responsibility man has freedom to say yes or\\\
no. sSut this is part of man's creaturely existence.*0” 4ana f
even here men is the property of God, Brunner is sgainst a |

freedom of the will in the sense of a liberunm arbitrium in-

differentise,10® ian must say either yes or no, 3But sin has

Wm—n‘

perverted this freedom. "Man has turned the word of the Cre-

tor, *You must yourself say ‘yes;' I will not force you,®

(,i

into, *I ocan say 'yes! or 'no,* just as I will, 00108 Now man
has only unfreedom, the non posse non peccsrs, the freedom to
8in, Yven then man is responsible.llo

Brunner is therefore not satisfied with Luther's De Servo
Lxbitrio or with the formulations of the Formula of Concord in
which man is called truncus ef lapis, Both wsnted to say the
same thing, namely that men is utterly unable to earn grace.

Brunner agrees, but makes this qualifying statement:

‘O7Ibid.. p. 264, Buch a freedom Brunner regarde as aa
imper;eutlon. In heaven there will be & more perfect freedome-

the non posse pececare.

108uppom the outset man is the property of God; he does not
becowme God's property first of all by his self-determination,
Self«determination ought only to accept that which a2lready is,
that which already exists,” Ibid., p. 265. Cf, also p. 262f.
where Brunner states that man's true freedom is based on his

dependence upon God.

109¢pi4,, p. 287.

llOIoid., pp. 271-3, But Brunner does not want to make
human sin Satanie, From Inther he gquotes the following: "In
the devil there is a far greater enmity against God....than

there is in man." Ibid., p. 131,
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But all this lies within the dimension; ‘Word-re-
sponsibility, ' 'Divine Persone-human person.' Thie
means that wen can never earn grace, and further,

that he cannot even rightly understand the word of
grace and believe it, save as the Holy Spirit opens
his heart to do so. 3But in all this man remains
‘person, ' and the transaction between God &nd msn
remains & personal cone, something which takes place
within the sphere of responsibility, and it ought
never to be transferred into the dimension of ‘power-
thing, " ‘cause-effect.' Hven sinful man is a subject,
act an objeect, and even ‘'given' grace is a persomal
act, and not the cause of an effect., In the truth

of Scripture this personal fundamentel relationship
is never affected, but it is explicitly preserved;
hence man, even as the recipient of grace, remains a
regponsible subject, and never becomes ‘truncus et
lapis,?

i

Bven where the Bible asserts the oreatureliness of man
because of the infinity of the Creator, it does not eliminate
the relative independence of the oreature.ll® Bui the temptae
tion to do this is always present, especially hecause of the
corruption of the original creation.,t1d In fact, to deprecate
or secularize the specifically human element that remains even
in sinful man, and to forget that even fallen man always lives

in the sight of God is particularly a current danger. Between

1llninner, The Christian Doctrine of God, op. gif., P. 316.
Koeberle appréégﬁga the problem from & different side when he
writes that trupcus et lapis are not the severest aimilagiful
since they do not express vhe thought of a °°n5°i°u§ﬁ wi e s
aggresaive opposition to God. Cf. Adolf hoeberlgit_ﬁ% %’TShn -
for Holiness, tmanslated from the third German e L B .
Mattes (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, C. s Do %
footnote 3.

o e 257,
llzBrunner, The Christisn Dogtrine of God, 9p. cit., ». 2357
133runner, Men in Bevolt, 9. gif.. P 171,
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& false Pelagian sssertion of freedom and a fatelistic deters
minism Brunner regeards the latter as the more dangerous.

Today our slogan must be: XNo determinism, on any
account! For it makes all understanding of man ime
possible, If luther had been obliged to grapple with
a determinism of this kind, he would never have write
ten his 'De servo arbitrio' ag he did--and possibly
had towewhen faced by the liberalism of his own day.114

In a1l of what Brunner has to say about the creature he tries

-] o S A s ,"‘
to do justice to three things: man's creatureliness, the fatal

cleavage because of sin, and full responsibility.

The basic @mi)hases in Brunner's doctrine of COreation that \“-.
have already been mentioned appear also in what he has to say ./
about the world, - There is not or_xly & boundary between Cod and
man, but also a boundary between God and the world.‘115 Failing
to realize this second boundary, Panﬁheiam adopts a fluid tran-
sition between God and the world that ends in the deification
of nature, 16 Although Brunner condemns such 2 perversion of
the Lordship of the Creator, he stresses the fact that the world

is not separated from God, The world is e world from God,ti7

o=

2ad ' { ., D. 257,
Brunaner, fhe Christian Doctrine of God, op. cit., »
Hence Brgnnl;r's'e'é? the Christian doctrine of freedom &8 nearey
to Ideslism than to materialistic determinism. OCf., ,;Ha_z_;h_igf_lig;
Yolt, op. cit., p. 261, Brunner apparently overlooks & ?. :o
that, ot loast in fmerica, a democratic philosophy of vo ;z: are
ism 8till places the independence of the creature at too gh

& level,
1197p14., p. 409,
1165 unner, Revelation and Reason, op. Cit., Pe 350F,

llvBrunner. Man in Revolt, op. git., p. 91.

i




168

For this reason 1t is an abstraction to speak of & secular
world, CGod is at work in the darimess, doom, and death in
the world,t8 Hence the Christian doctrine of Creation is a
protest not only against Pantheism, but also against any Deis-
tic separation of God and the world,t19

The third boundary that exiats is between man snd the
world, Nam is not merely & bit of the world, mat something
very speclal. Han is created in God's Image, made for His re-
velation, made for fellowship and love, while the other crea-
tures are not. God truly is the Lord over Creation, but He is
Lord not only "over® man but "of" man.t20 In the full sense
of the worxd God is Lord only where He is consciously revered

end acknowledged as such, that is, by men,*21  "uan is in the

et

centre of the world, im spite of the fact that God is his
Creator and Lord.... 122 Rven as a sinner msn remains over

against the world and dominates 1%, although now he doss this

in a way foreign to God's purpose.125

11854 this is just what is repellent to any sysiem of
monism, Cf. Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God, op. cit.,
pP. 231.

llgBrunner. Man in Revolt, op. eit., ». 91l. 1

120ge, Jonn MoCreary, "Brunner the Theological Mediator,®
Christendom, £II (Spring, 1947), 180,

121prunner, Man in Revolt, 0D. Cife, DP. 33
lagIbid.. p. 4090
1231pia,, p. 411,
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It is easy to understand then why Brunner %takes a firm
position against any naturalistic éogma or metaphysical evolde
tlon that deniles man's position "over against® the world,l1e4
Yet the Swiss theologlan also posits a continuity between the
human and the subs-human., "In spite of the famous ‘missinge-
link’ between man and the primates, the fact of a continuity
between man and the animals cannot today be left in any doubt
at a1l,%42% ¢ hag already been mentioned that Brunner accepts
a “geientific® evolutionary process, and this he extends also
to anthrepology.lzﬁ But while he sees such continuity bvetween
men and animals in their physical beginnings, he staunchly
maintains that the boundary between man and the rest of creation
must be i*msevved on the theological level in the fact of the
Imego Dei. 27 “iven the highest animal does not show a trece \og
apirit, 128 Only man has been oreated & responsible person.

From what he says about the world it is plain that Brunner
wants no Neoplatonic asceticism. The body of man as well as

the created world in general is God®s creation. There can be

no shumming of the matefial. even in opposition to & naturalism

124gs, tor example the chapter "Man in the Centre of the
World," Ibid., pp. 412-18,

1257pia,, p. 418,

126155 crenry, op. git., p. 179

la?Brunner, Han in Revol®, 2p. cit., p. 418.
1281p14,
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that leaves God out of the picture,l2? In o sense Christian
thought is materialistic since body as well as mind comes
from God. 30 vet Brunner also has statements, just as the
Gospels and Luther did, which could leave the way open to a
charge of Weoplatonimm. For exeample, he speaks of the *lower"”
elements (material, biological, physical, rational) in man
that rank beneath his responsibllity to God, 2% Then too he
believes that the cosmic element in the Scriptures is little
more than scenery in which the history of mankind takes
ylace.lsa Brunner wishes %o vreject two errors: a na;uralistic
interpretation of man and the world that omits God, and an
evolutionary interpretation of the world that omits man.

Here Brunner®s conception of truth must be mentioned.
There are two kinds of truth--~objective impersonal truth of
I things, and the personal truth of revelation, "Wahrheit als
Eegegnung."155 When the Creator created man, He gave him the

capacity to know the world as it is, It is true that sin seis

1291pid., p. 369,

1301bid., p. 374, But for Brunner the meaning of the body
lies in its possibilities to express the spirit and to realize
the will., Ibid., p. 380.

1311pi4., p. 69.

lszBrunner. Revelation and Reason, op. cé&.. p. 34, note
4y Cf. also Mﬂh ]zgngt| opne Clt.,y Do 417,

153por & rather complete discussion of Brunner's conception
of truth on the basis of secondary materials of. Vernon Boriack,
“"RBmil Brunner and his Idea of *'Christian Philosophy,'"® Unpub-
lished Bachelor's Thesis, Concerdia Seminary, 1948,
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up & varrier to this rational knowledge of the world,1l34
But there is no real conflict between the two kinds of truth,
between science and faith, between world truth and faith
truth. The limits between them must merely be maintained, 199
Brunner desperately wants to bring to & close the conflict bee
tween revelation and resson. J#nd yet he is not advocating a
system of truth like the one Catholle Scholasticism produced,
fhere can be no coordination of the knowledge of the world with
the lmowledge of faith. ©All that we know of Christ contra-
dicts all that the world shows usg, 496 fThe higher personal
truth includes the lower objective kind, but this does not
worl conbtrariwise.t3? There is in Brunmer both an affirmation
of the world, and & subordination of the world to the personal
realm where the encounter with God takes place. o Dy

in the theology of Emil Brunner the relation between
Creator and creature assumes a large role in what he writes
about Creation, This is true mostly because of the bitter
controversy that has raged for more than fifteen years between
Brunner and Xarl Barth over the problem of natural theology.

Before hesring Barth's side of the picture we shall permit

Brunner %o speak., There is no absolute gulf between the

134Bruﬁner, Revelation and Reason, op. cit., p. 38lf,
1351pid., p. 373f.
1361pig,, p. 188.
13710id., p. 373,
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Creator Lord and His creature. For in the very act of creation
God was revealing Himself. This did not ocour only once, but
ever since the creation of the world, through the works of creae
tion, 158 "God menifests Himself in that which He oreates. His
work points to Him, the Master Worker."*3?. This means that
Qod*s revelation has come %o man in more than one way, through
these works of creation as well as through the Prophets and
through Jesus Christ,.140 This means that God's creation is
accessible to man's reason.*4l God's glory is in the world
He created, and reason can recognize God®s works in Creation as
the revelations of divine Wisdom,142 This doctrine of genaral
revelation, or revelation in creation, Brunner finds in the

Bivle, in the teaching of the Church, in Earﬁin;Luther.l43

+381pid., p. 63.

1391pid., p. 67.

léolbid., p. 58, Yet there is a unity of the Revealer and
& unity of the revelation., Brunner holds that only in this
variety of revelation can the inner unity be understood.

l4lBrunner, The Christisn Docirins of God, op. git., p. 283.

This, howsever, does not mean for Bruunner that Godfs Creation
is rational in itself,

*427114., p. 2861,

1435runner, Revelation snd Rezson, op. git., p. 59f. He
refers to the following 0ld Testament passages: Psalm 19; 104;
8; 136; Proverbs B8:22ff,; Job 26:38-40; Amos 5:8; Isalah 40:
12ff.; and Jeremiah 31:35ff. JIbid., p. 85, Brunner refers %o

the following New Testament R 53 ol p. 61
. L S

1:28-32; John 1:4.9; Acts 143117;
Brunner writes that'even kg the'Bible did not explicitly teach

a general revelation, the Church would still have to teach 1%,
since it is implicit in the dectrine of Creation. Of. ibid.,

p. 67‘ 1 P

Romans 1:18%f.; aéﬁéff.;

=
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But between this revelation in creation and the natural
man stands the fact of sin. The natural man, unaffected by

the historical revelation in Christ, cannot perceive this ree

velation in creation. Or more carefully stated: the distore <
N

tion of sin prevents wen from understanding rightly the nature
and meaning of revelation in God's works of creation.144 But
this does not meen that the revelation in Crestion was dee
stroyed by sin.'4% 8in is a present, not a past apostasy,
and therefore this revelation, which for Brunner is implied
in the Soriptural view of the natural man, i3 also etill here.
‘et man alweys turns this original revelation into a false
god, & self-imposed world view, or some form of mythology.}46
Brunner again refers to the Scriptures and Iuther for this in-
terpretation, 147

In this combination of original divine revelation and

human sin Brunner finds the key for the Christian interpreta-

ted
i

4Brunner. The Christian Dogtrine of God, op. cit., p. 133.

e ;
“4°Brunner, Revelation and Reason, op. cit., ». 72, To
support this, Brunner offers his beliel that creation is not
fallen, but only man is. He says the phrase "fallen creation"
is foreign to the Bible, However Romans 8 gives a different

picture, :
1487134,, p. 52,

1475¢ refers to Romans 1:19. Of, The Christisn Doctrine of
God, op. cit., p. 134, He quotes the following from Luther's

Voriesuns ueber den Roemerbrief, edited by J, Ficker, II, 18:
“Wam quo pacto possent simulacrumr vel aliam creaturam Deum ag-
pellare vel similem credere, si nihil quid esset Deus et qui
ad eum pertineret facere nossent.” Revelation and Reason, op.

cit., p. 60,

|
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tion of religion. Behind all religion there lies communica-
tion from God, the testimony of the Creator to Himself,148
Man takes these testimonies of God in the world and constructs
his own CGod either as a finite Being (idolatry) or as an ime
personal Being (philosophy).2%® EBven then there is some
stammering of truth in non-Christian religions.

From the standpoint of Jesus Christ, the non-Christian

religions seem like stammering woryds from some half-

forgot ten saying. None of them is without a breath

from the Holy, and yet none of them is the Holy. None

is without its_impressive truth, and yet none of them

is the Truth,1d
50, as Brunner sees 1it, the naturalistic and the idealistic
theories of the origin of religion are egually right and
equally wrong. The first does not see how much religilon is
"from below," and the second does not see "how much® from
above religion 15,151 Both God's revelation in creation as
well as man's sin have produced the fact of religion.192

Despite the fact that the natural man does not truly

know God in His works of creation tut rather sets up his own

148yp14,, p. 262.

1491bid., p. 264, “'Religlon® is the product of man's sin-
ful blindness.” Ibid.

150rp14., p. 270.

1817vi4,, p. 265.

1525 unner therefore is in perfect agreement with Luther
that if sin did not exist, man would always live in continual
contemplation of God in His revelation in creation, OCf. ibid.,

Pe T3.
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form of religlon where he wants to "realize himself,"153 the
significance of such a general revelation is abaolutely
fundamental, "Only through it cen man be addressed as 8ine
ner, only through it can he be responsible for his sin...,"+54
The original revelation is a basic presuppositlion for Chris-
tisn theology. 1% is true that this general revelation has
its own necessity and limitations: it makes men guility, but
cannot free from sin.*%% But the very Creator Himself
should force us to admit the reality of such a revelation,
for what kind of a Creator would God be if He did not leave
His imprint upon His Creation?t® fThis doctrine is even ime
plicit in the doctrine of salvation in Jesus Christ as its
sresupposition.197 By the revelation in the creation works

men ie called %o account. He is viewed as a responsible

ereature, one whom the Creator has not only created in His

Image, but to whom He reveals Himself as Lord, addressing man

(T S —

as His creuture; 7ithout such a revelation the Christian

155£bid.. p. 272, If a man understands Christianity in
thig way, then Brunner holds that Christianity too has become
a "Relipgion® which must be judged as much as any other.

154Ibig.. De. 66, This is the Anknuepfungspunkt where the
Church must meet the natural man. ¥or Barth, as we shall see,

the point of contect is the CGospel, which must be used to call
men t{o account,

1991pid., pe 62, |
l553runner, The Christian Doctrine of God, op. cit., p. 133.
157Brunner, Revelation and Reason, op. cit., ». 66.

S e
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Church would have no point of contact with the man outside of
faith in order to call him to account.>°® Here again Brunner
wanis %o preserve God's Lordship and man®s responsibility in
& doctrine which is Biblical and in the tradition of the Re-
formation,

Ho doubt the reason bthat Emil Brunner has expressed hime
gelf at such length on the problematics of a revelation in
creation lies in the bitter controversy he has had with Karl
Barth on this question.l59 Although in his early development
Barth sidestepped the problem of natural theology,180 after
the early thirties, stimulated by the position taken by Brun-

i61

Jarth begen to reject all revelation outside of Christ,

ner, B

Brunner, according to Barth, hed returned %o a scholastic
tradition which linked Crestor and cresture in ah unholy
manner. Brunner had returned to natural theology, to "eine
abstrakte Speculation ueber ein LEtwas darstellen, das mit der

Offenbarung Gottes in Jesus Christus nicht identisch ist,"162

158¢e, jbid., p. 76.

1590 a complete discussion of Brunner's doctrine in op-

position to Barth of. ibid., pp. 58~80, especially pp. 77-~80
where Brunner directs himself specifically to Barth. 5

160g¢, Jarosiav Pelikan, From luther to Kierkegaard (St.
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, ¢.1950), p. 21.

161lp.n o condensed history of the conflict between Brunner
und Barth cf. Boriack,,gn. cit., pp. 16-20,

162.Ka,rl Barth, "Nein! Antwort an Emil Brunner,® Theo-
logische lixistenz Heute, XIV (1934), 12,
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This was Barth's "Hein!" There was no Wortmaechtigkeit or

Ansnrechbarkeit in man, for the Image of God was loat, 163

The formal preservation of man's responsibility has nothing
to do with God's revelation.l%% Tnis revelation is only in
Chyist, and it is unthinkable that the true God reveals Him-
self outvide of Christ, since then there would be two revela-

) I3
tions, 169

According to Barth, Brunner in his wish to proclaim
the Gospel to ths world has introduced an impious link between
God and sinful man,l96 .

Brunner has answered Barth's objections, He agrees that
naetural theology in the rational sense of medieval and Protes-
tent scholastics was wrong., Faith has no ihterest in the
rational proofs for God, Indeed the God of such proofs is not
the Creator Iord, the Living God of faith.167 TFor this reason
any natural theology there is does not belong under %the doc=

trine of God, but under the doctrine of man, #"For," writes

Hrunner, ®"netural theology is an snthropological fact, which

1631pig., p. 16%.

1647pid., p. 25.
165yp14,, p. 18f.

1661pid4,, p. 59.

) lation e 0 5427
¢f, Brunner, Revelation end Reason, 0D. Cik., DD. .
Hexre Brunner discﬁsses e rationa proo%s or @ existence

of God, He seems to have most sympathy for the teleological
argument , which he regards as the rational formulation of the

revelation in creation.
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no cne con deny, 168 By "Natural theology®" Brunner means
what men hes done with God's revelation in his pervertad
existence, This is not natural theology as the scholastics
understeod 1t, as Barth understends 1t.1%°2 Brunner definite~
1y says that it.is wrong to eqate a Ltheologis naturalis with
the general revelation in Crestion.l79 wWnen the Reformexrs
spoke of natural law, for example, this is no relic of nature
al theology, but the view of natural msn who even in sin is
8611l responsible.l?l Barth therefore is wrong when in his
great ®spring cl eaming"- he throws oui much that had nothing

to do with natural theblogy.l72

lo"’Brunner, Xthe Christian Doctrine of God, op. cit., ». 133f.

lagisrunner writes: "We agree at the outset with the encemies
of "natural theology? of this kind (Knowledge of God on ratione
al grounds in competition with the revelation in Christ) when
they maintain that there is no connection between natural theo-
logy a2nd the Biblical kncwledge of God....Biblical and natural
theology will never agree; they are bitterly and fundamentally
oppesed.” Revelation snd Reason, op. cit., p. 61, That Brun-
ner and Bsrth are not alone in refuting the claims of natural
theology Pelikan shows by referring to Stoeckhardt's polenic
against those who make the natural knowledge of God 2 kind of
means of grace, Cf., Pelikan, op. cit., p. 158, note 126,

170}3mnnex. The Christian Doctrine of God, op. git., r.
132, Here Brunner admits that he may have fostered thir false

equation by the phrase “Christian theologia naturalis® in the
first edition of Hatur und Gnade. -' ‘

17lprunner, Revelation and Reason, 9D. Sit., pe 70. “The
Reformexs® theologip naturalis consists la the view that aparé .
from Chryist man inevitably conceives the pagan idea of God;
this view, again, is based upon the Scriptural doctrine of the -

revelation in the Creation." Ibid., p. 60, :
1785runner, The Christian Doctxrine of God, gp. o9 Po

235, ° For further material on byunner's disagreement with
Barth, c¢f, Man in Revolt, op. cit., pp. 527-41.
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It is Barth's concern to reject any doctrine that
teaches & similarity or likeness between Creator and creae
ture, TFor this reason he opposes veheﬁently ihe classic

analogia entis of Catholic theology.t?3 Brunner, however,

does nolt agree completely. He agrees with Bartn that the

analogla entis by itself is not sufficient for any natural
theology. Left to himeself man understands such 2n analogy
in a pantheistic sense.274 And yet Brunner will not admit

that the gnelogia entis is specifically Roman Catholic.

Rather it expresses & phase of the Imago Dei and of the re=
velation in Creation. The created bears the 2tamp of the
Creator,t?0 Geoing even farither, Brunner holds that there is
. 7
an element of truth in a graduated hierarchy of heing,
Created existence is a whole which has been created in stages
with man as the summit, It iz only the‘séholastic argument
that deprecates the lower stages whlch Brunner sees as dane

geroua.lvs The correct knowledge of such a likeness betwsen

Creater and creature is only possible through revelation.

173 , n ; ¥

Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God, op. cit.,

p. 175, He refers to Barth's Kirchliche Dogmatik, I, 1,

third edition, Preface, p. 8. :
1M prunner, Revelgbion and Reason, op. cit., p. 80.
1751pid., p. 67.

1765 unner, ifan in Revolt, op. git., p. 414,
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Also here God m.ust be in the ploture.,r??
48 much as Brunner stresses the fact of the Imago Dei
and the revelation in Oreation, he retains the dialectic of
sin. As much as he sympathizes with an element of truth in

the znalopia entis, he retains the dialectlc of man's creae

ftureliness, The distinction between Creator and creature
must remain all along the way. Creation does mean that
there 1s & gulf between Creator and ereature.
Now thils is the first and the fundsmental thing
which can be said about man: He is » creature,
and as such he is separated by an =byss from the
Dlvine manney of being.

Brunner rejects unqualifiedly the viae of Neoplatonism that

lead from man to God. Such belong to & natural theology

which Brunner wishes %o condemn as vehemently as Barth doe}s.w9
Even the most moderate aystems of Idealism must also be re=-
Jected because ultimately they end in the identity of the
muman spirit with the divine spirit.*80 God's sovereign Lerd-

ship is very real, Erunner writes that the parable of the

lerunner, Ihe Christian Doctrine of God, op. cit., p.
176f, ¥or a penetrating critique of the Barth-Brunner contro-
versy in which Brunner is rated over Barth c¢f. Paul Lehmann,
“Barth and Brunner: The Dilemma of the Protestant #ind,®
Journal of Religion, XX (April, 1940), 136-40, Lehmann be- ;
lieves %that Brunner is more consisiently dialectic than Barth. |

lvsﬁruﬂner, Men in Revglt, op. cit., ». $0.
179Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God,'gg. cit.,

Po 243ff. Brunner says that the vig eminentiae were followed
especially by the Protestant scholastics. He refers to

Hollaz® BExamen, p. 190.
lsgBrtinner, Revelation and Reason, op. git., p. 3553,
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Pobter in Isaiah 28:16 and Jeremiah 18:6
 essecxpresses the absolute right of God to dispose

of Hie creature as He chooses, The creature has

no right to claim anything over against God; He

may do with it what He wills, He does not have to

account for ilis actions to anyone._ God is the Lord,

and His authority lmows no limits,181

Faith removes the contradiction in man bhetween his
false self and his real self, Faith retraces the whole false
peth to the beginning and then obeys the original Word of
Gog,182 Here the Gospel of Jesus Christ plays a decisive
part, "We need Christ the lediator in order to be zble to
lmow and recognize the Lord God as Lord."183 The atonement
ig the rediscovery of man's original position in his re=-
stored position in God.184 This is not the place to enter
upon Brunner‘'s doctrine of redemption. The thing to note
here is that even in faith there is no removal of the dis-

tinction between Ureator and cresature., Rather it is the

enlightened Christian who will not fall into the error of

lalBrunner, The Christian Dogctrine of God, op. gcit.

182pvunner, ian in Revolt, op. Cit., p. 481, Although
Brunner would surely object, and with some Jjustice, to have
"ing his doctrine of faith called anthropocentric, yet it is
s8till true that faith for him is 2 doing rather than & re-
ceiving, Cf. Revelation and Reason, op. cit., p. 35 and 39,

183Emil Brunner, The Mediator, translated by Olive Wyon
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press), ¢.1947, p. 592,

laéBrunner, Man in Revolt, op. cit., p. 491,
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deifying the creature.185 It ig in falth where the renunciow
tion ¢f false independence and the abdication of self take
pla.ce.

But where the power of sin has been broken, and faith

has taken its place, man abandons his egocentric view

of himself and becomes theocentric; his amtonomous

existence bLecomes theonomous; once more men is living

by the Word of God, in which he finds the bhasis of his

true bheing,186
Iven in the revelation in glory where the Christian will be
drawn into the inner being of God, the relation is still only
one of fellowship, not of identity,187

Brunner's doctrine of Creation runs through his entire

.1

syastem, In all the areas of theology that he treats thers
are constant references to God as the Creator, to man as the//
creature of God, to God's purposes in Creation, The sovers
eignty of the Creator ILoxd, the sinfulness and yet the
responsibility of man, God's revelation in Creation are not

just isclated loci in a dogmatical system, but rather focal

135Brunner, Revelation and Reason, op. cit., p. 77, Brun-
ner again does hot relote the fact of sin to Christian life

after conversion.

laﬁlbid.. pe 173, DBrunner regards prayer as the final
confutation of solipsism. But while Luther would say that
prayer shows man's dependence upon God, Brunner says that
communion with God established by prayer makes man truly in-
dependen‘l‘-. Cf. 'E—a‘-g _j_-_g ReVolt, Qon. m.p De 290,

1873runner, Revelation and Reason, op. git., p. 192,
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points around which Brunner's dogmatical thinking revolves,188
In %he nexi chapter Brunner®s doctrine of Creation will be
compared with Martin lutber'a. Here it probably is sufficient
to point out that in all of his theology, including the doc-
trine of Creatlion, Brunner 1s a theologian who is very much
interested in man as well as in G0d.*8® Brunner is fighting
a battle on two fronts., God is transcendent, but man is re=-
sponsible,

Nevertheless Brunner s doctrine of Creation is definitely
theocentric. Man may be in the center of the world, but he is
not the center, That center is the Word of God.1%0 In this
sense Brunzner is also Christocentric, Revelation through this
ford means the end of all self-sufficient isolation of the

self, Here agein Brunner asserts & theocentric theology.

s -

"It iz not thet you are the startinge-point, and God is the

End, but thet God is the starting point, and you are the end

laaThe doctrine of election also is connected to the Crea-
tion., "Cod the Creator does not create humanity, but He
creates esch individual human being seperately, He has ‘fcalled
thee by thy name,’ He knows you tpersonally,’ 'specially.®"
Y¥an in Revolt, op. git., p. 322.
59,

Randell of course comuents on the transcendence of God
in Eec:og%hodoxy in general, But it is the following statement
that is significant, "But it ls after all a new uonoeption.and
concern with humsn nature that this Neo-orthodoxy expresses.

1% iz a moral protest against the intolerable evils of modern
1ife in time of orisis.® Joan Herman Randall, Jr., Egg,%%%%gg
»

: 1l
f the Modern Mind (New York: Houghton Mifflin Co., C.
i&: 539, Such a conclusion, while not wholly Jjust, is certain-

1y more applicable to Emil Brunner than to Karl Barth,
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of the movement.”9l Paith is the force that pulls all doge
matical thinking back toward the center, namely, toward
God.19% vYet for all of this, man as the goal of Creation,
man cregted in God's Image, man endowed with responsible
existence, is very prominent in Brunner®s system, not in a
primexy but at least in & secondary méasure. How Brunner'®s
neocentric doctrine of Creation compares with the theocene

tricity of Martin Luther will be the subject of the last

vt T rm s

191gpunner, The Christian Dectrine of God, op. git.. p.
125 .

lgE“Theological thinking is a rational movesent of thought,
whose rational tendency &t every point is continually being
deflected, checked, or disturbed by faith." Ibid., D. n6,



CHAPTER VI
CORCLUBION

Both dartin luther and @mil Brunner are theologians
whose dootrine of Creation stands in marked contrast to the
anthropocentric theology that preceded them, Both of them
reject any sort of natural link between God and man such as
medievel or orthodox natural theology erected. Both uphold
the =zovereignty of God and the creatureliness of man, over
against centuries which had humanized God and deified man.
Both stress the radicalness of sin in opposition t0o theolo-
glans and phileosophers for whom sin had become at most a
moral perversion, Both claim theocentricity for their own
theo logy énd doctrine of Creation, and thair folleowers, not-
ing the sharp antithesis to previous anthropocentric theology,
have readily granted their oclaim,

Hevertheless there are some differences between the theo=-
logy which Luther faced and that against which Brunner was
reacting. Although both the Middle Ages and the modern period
were dominated by an enthropocentric view of Creation, it is
nevertheless true that Brunner faced Idealism and naturalism
and a watered down Ritschlian liberalism rather than Wominalism,
Thomism, and the medieval caritas synthesis. As & whole the
Middle Ages still stood sub specie seternitatis, while for

many modern men even the idea of the Transcendent was an un=-

nacessary hypothesis, Although there was & numanistic nature
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alism current in the Renaissance of Iuther's daya, 1t was not
the deterministic naturalism which Brunner faced in the first
decades of the twentieth century. The world known to Martin
Luther was avowedly Christian, Hmil Brunner'®s world is anye
thing but Christian. These historical observations make
several conclusions inescapable. To produce an objective come
parison between Luther and Brunner is not an easy matter.
Where differences between them do arise, the possibility must
be kept in mind that the difference exists because each man
was reacting against 2 slightly different antithesis. This
is not to propose a standard of historical relativism, For
both luther and Brunner are Christian theologians who use the
Bible as the source of divine revelation. Ultinately the
Scriptures and the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins which is
the core of the Scriptures must be the judge.

It is of course impossible to ask Iuther what he thinks
of Erumner, But the Zuerich theologisn leaves noone in doubt
concerning what he thinks about Iuther. Concerning anthro-
pology, Brunner writes: "I learned most from Luther, for I
came to see that in this question, of @ll the Reformers his
teaching 1s the most Scriptural and the most profound.®l

Brunner®s fondness for iuther is evident through what Koeberle

lgnil Brunner, Man in Revolt, translated by Olive Wyon
(Pniladelphia: The Westminster Press, c.1947), p. 10.
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has called "e mighty rushing stream of Imther quotations.“2
Although Brunner is particularly fond oniy of certain Luther
o_uotations.3 it is epparent by a quick glance through the
footnotes of any of Brumner's volumes how much more he owes
to Imther than to the master of Reformed theology, Jonn Calvin,
Lven on points where Brunner takes exception to iather, he
wents to have Luther agree with him.%4 If he can, ne tries to
harmonize the Reformer's position with his own.? Even Brunner's
controversial exposition of "truth as encounter® owes something
to Luther,6

Yet EZmil Brumner does not want to be a Luther scholar who
repristinates sixteenth century theology. In one breath he

cen say that he must sit at the feet of the Reformers, and in

Ridolf Hoeberle, The Guest for Holiness, translated from
the third German edition by John C, Mattes (Minneapolis: JAugs-
burg Publishing House, ¢.1936), p. 108,

Sone such quotation is: "Der Mensch hat immer Gott oder
Abgett.® iAnother such favorite is: "Christus dominus et rex
scripturae.” Cf, Brunner, Man in Revolt, op. ci%., p. 67.
Alsc Emil Brunner, Revelation and Reason, trenslated by Olive
Wyon {Philadelphi&; Westminster Press, ¢.1946), p. 276.

4°o on the question of determznism.

In order to show (as his thesis holds) that God's holiness
and His love are the same, Brunner equates God®s glory and His
holiness, Then he quobes Luther: "Faith gives glory to God."®
Gf. Bmil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God, translated by
Olive Wyon (Philadelphis: Westminster Press, 0,1950), P. 169.

3aroslay Peliken, From Imbher to'g%ggggg__gg {st. Louis:
Concordia Publmshing House, Se, C.1950), D.
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the next he says:

esee.yet we cannot ignore the fact that we think

di {ferently end teach differently from thea 2nd

that we teach differently because we ought to do

80, snd we cannot aveid it.
Also & Lutheran will admit that there is some truth in this
stotement., Few Iutherans would follow Luther blindly in
everything he wrote about Creation. 3But it is not only in

xegetical niceties where Brunner parits compeny with Luther,

Out in such vital areas as sin, men, and Scriptural authority.
Despite all his admirdﬁion for Iuther, Brunner nevertheless
operates with the traditional Reformed emphasis on the sover-
elgnty of God, the itendency toward Nestorianism, the tendency
to turn the Gospel into Law, and the lack of appreciation for
the struggle of sin in the new man. Despite 211l his abhorrence
 for the nineteenth century, Brunner has inherited its prime
obncern for man, Despite his utter rejection of philosophy,
Brunner shows his sympathies for Idealism, And while Luther
was no systaﬁatic theologian, Brgnner‘s calling in theology is
to systematize., All these factors make an objective comparison
of the two even more difficult, But that is the task at hand,

In‘sﬁeaking about thé Creator lord luther and Brunner
stand on common ground. God is not any speculative Absolute
but the living Lord, However, when they take up the work the
Creator performs; then there is only paitial agreement between

Inther and Brunner, Common %o both is a religious approach.

l?

De 67.

Brunner, The Christisn Doctfine,gi,ggg.,gn-Eﬂi"
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to Creation, What is important is the relationship set up
between the Creator and His creatures., =ubt on the question
of the historical in Creation Brunner rejects Iuther's view,
For the Reformer thers is no division between historical be-
ginnings -end theological origins. For Brunner there is, He
nolds that such & division must be made. For then theology
will aveid the lrrepressible confiict between what Genesis
says about man’s beginning and what modern science S&YE,.
lather would not have understood such a division betwsen
the historical and the religious side of Creation. God was

cator of the toltal men, He was the God of the "begin-

-
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nings" also, By limiting the Christian doctrine of Creation

Lo super«historical origins, Brunner shows a tendency that
negates an emphasis on the total man. If his views are taken

in earnest, mon's life is divided into historical and theolo-
gical levels that are not vitally linked by the Word of Ged

who iz both the medium of Ureétion "in the beginning" and the
ground of evexry man's existence today. Brunner of courss

looks back upon centuries of wrangling between theology and
science, and he wants to keep each in its limits. But in try-
ing to do this Brunnar concedes too much to evoluticnary science,

especially as %o its finality. He ought to be more aware as a

theologian of what Randall as a philosopher thinks is true.
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Scientific theory and concepts, it is only too
apparent, develop and change in time; and he would
be hardy today who maintained that any of the pre-
sent ideas express 'the way things rea2lly are, '8

The area where there is most marked dissimilarity ﬁg:\*
tween luther and Brunner is in their doctrine of Han. Yet
even here they are agreed that the total man stands under
the dominion of sin, But while ILuther®s primary word about
man was that he was a sinful creature, Brunner's is that man
is created in the Image of God., Brunner's watchword is re-
sponsibility, even in sin. Against any naiuralistic determin-
lam Brunner wants to preserve the huﬂﬁnu ,» man's theclogical
existence, which remains even when man has perferted this
existence, No doubt this is the reason that Brunner has so
little to say about the devil and about evil as controiling
factors in men's lives., Iuther had much to say about this,
but had always continued to assert God's Lordship and man's
creatureliness,

Hoone can fault Brunner for taking a firm stand against
determinism., Man must be called to account. Nevertheless
the fact is that Brunner often vitiates the condemning law
by speaking of the humapnum at such length and with such
praise that men might easily forget its perversion and see 1t

a8 some good that remsins in men. Iuther had been at a loss

8john Herman Randall, Jr., The Making of the iodern iind
(Wew York: Houghton Mifflin Co., ©.1940), p. 478.
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to know just what the Imago Deji was, but Brunner builds his
entire doctrine of Man around it. 4And he does this not from
the vantage point of the renewed image in Christ, but from the
Amago of Creation. Because of this approach, Brunner must
amplify %o a considerable degree what the Bible says about
the Image of God in Creation., If, however, one agrees that
the Imago Dei means responsible existence, then Brunner's as-
sumption that the Imago is not lost is correct. Luther pre-
ferred to stay with Scripture and its Christocentric habit of
seeing the Image of God only as restored by faith in Jesus
Christ.

When Brunner speaks of the Christian in whom the contra-
diction of sin is overcome, there is often a bland unawareness
of the battle between the flesh and the spirit that still goes
on. BSin is not the radical evil also for the Christian that
it was for Imther, Brunner hes neglected the conflict that
existe in the Christian who is simul lustus et peccator. ¥For
him the reason of the Chyristian is apparently free of the self-
sufficiency that characterizes the reason of the unbelisver,
This is certainly true, but only in the realm of the Gospel,
and of the new man who lives by faith. Brunner, it is true,
stresses Christ as Mediator and faith in Him, but faith becomes
@ doing of obedience, and not as in Luther the obedience to the
Gospel where félth says ®yes® to the Word of forgiveness.

These observations hold to some extent for what Brunner

says about the world. Tor Ilather the world was corrupted
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through sin, and yet he affirmed the world b& giving honor
to the lowliest of callings. Brunner denies that the world
ls fallen. He maintains that his position is not only Scrip~
Gural but also in accord with his basic premise of responsi-
ble existence., Therefore, in his doctrine of truth Brunner
can say that there is no conflict between faith-truth and
worldetruth, The world is no longer a rYealm of sin and death
or a kingdom of Satan as it was for the writers of the Gospels
or for Martin luther, At the same time that Brunner has
separated the earthly world from the spiritual realm he has
also brought them together into his system. By doing the first
Brunner has again divided man, whose life is part of the world.
By doing the second Brunner has subtly introduced the Law (the
realm outside of Christ) into the Gospel (the realm of faith).

On the question of (reator-creature relationships lagher

and Brunner are again quite close, At any rate Brunner's
position in his controversy with Kerl Barth is much closer.to
luther than Barth®s is., Iuther gertainly did not teach a
scholastic natural theology, but he did teach a revelation in
Creation which in every instance led to idolatry for the
natural man, However, Brunner makes more of the revelation in
Creation than Luther did., But the greatest dissimilarity be-
tween Iather and Brunner lies in their approach to revelation
and its effect on Creator-creaturs relationships. BEven when

writing about the revelation in Creation Luther pointed to
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the Deus revelatus et incarnatus. Only in Jesus Christ was

Godf's heart revealed, Only by faith in the Savior dould men
find forgiveness and intimete communion with God. And only
then could the Christian see God's face alse in Creation.

For Brumner the revelation in Creation, which Luther regerded
as Law except for the Christian, is God's call to responsi-
bility, & call of love different only in form from God's call
through Christ. Although men would know God as lord only
through Christ, Brunner has actually amplified the Gospsl to
include God's revelation in Creation.

Can it be said then that Luther and Brunner, with all
their similarities and dissimilarities, both have a theocentric
doctrine of Creation? That has been the conclusions of the
preceding chepters., It is true that Brunner's doctrine of the
Imago Dei tempts one to label his doetrine of Creation anthro=
pocentric., But even then man remains God®s creature, just as
he does in the Gospels and ILuther. Koeberie? hgs wfitten that
all attempts to worship God have been predicated cn the belief
that access %o God at last must be attained because the separ-
ating interval is not of a qualitative but only of a guantita=-
tive nature, This iz anthropocentric theology, but this is not

a description of Imther's or of Brunner's doctrine of Creation.

9Koeberle,,gg. cit., p. 18,

st
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God is the center of heaven and earth. He is the Creator.
He is and He remains man's Lord.

And yet Luther s theocentric doctrine of Creation is
different from Zrunner's. Iuther's doctrine of Creation is
Chr istocentric. He rejected the God of the philosophers bee
czuse such an abstraction obscured the Gospel. He does not
speak of man's natural birth without speaking of his rebirth
through the Gospel. Although he admits that God is the Deus
revelatusg in Creatlon, he denies that God's life can Dbe
known there, It is only by rejoicing in Christ that Iuther
finds joy in the world.?® Hence Creation was not the primary
article of faith for Luther. He viewed Creation Christolog-
ically, and that meant from the standpoint of the Gospel, from
the crose of Christ., ZLuther put the humbling, forgiving Word
of the cross in the center of his theology. That meanf of
course that God was there-~also in the doctrine of COreation.

In a sense Brunner’s doctrine of Creation is also Christo-
centric, The Word of God is the medium of Creation and thg
ground of all existence, &nd Christ as Mediator is the final
revelation of the Crestorfs Lordship. Yet for Brunner the
Wword is more & Word of responeibility than the Word of forgive-
ness spoken 1n.Jesus Christ. Brunner certainly views Creation

theologically, but not always Christologically. Often man's

Wgoeberle writes: "Only where deus in mundo incarnatus

is loved is it also possible agmare m
Koeberlie, op. cit., p. 127.
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natural birth, his creation in the Imago Dei, is treated
apart from the Logos ensarkos, The Word is very much in eviae
dence, but not always the Word who became flesh to die so
that man by faith can be born anew, And even where Jesus
Christ does step into Bruaner's thinking on Creation, the
Christocentric emphasis does not entwine itself around the
Gospel of the forgiveness of sins, The Gospsl becomes more
of a call to resPQHSibiliﬁy than a gift of God's free love.
Brunner put the Word and Christ intc the center of his theo
logy. But this unfortunately does not always mean--at least
in Brunner®s doctrine of Creation-~that the God who.ia love
in Christ is the center of his theology.

Eeal theocentric theology is Christocentric theology,
end real Christocentric theology is theology roocted in and
revolving around the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins., The
doctrine of Creation found in the four Gospels is theocentric
in that sense. Both the Middle Ages and the modern period
lost to some degree the theocentric-Christocentric-Gospel em-
phasis in Creation. But in lartin ILuther there 1s 2 theocen-
tric doctrine of Creation that revolves arocund Christ and His
Gospel. Rmil Brumner's doctrine of Creation echoes the great
Reformer in many instances, but contemporary theology will not
find in Brunner a modern restatement of the doctrine of Crea-

tion that retains the full dimension of theocentric emphasis

found in Luther.
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